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ABSTRACT 

Gender differences in risk-taking behavior are reported frequenth in the more current 

risk-taking literature. The purpose of this study was to create a link between the power-

control theor\''s explanation of gender differences in risk-taking (Grasmick, Hagan, 

Blackwell, & Ameklev, 1996; Hagan, Simpson, & Gillis, 1985, 1987, 1988) in the 

sociological literature with the theory that Sorrentino, Hewitt, and Raso-Knott (1992) ha\e 

espoused, i.e., that an individual differences \ ariable, uncertainty orientation, is strongly 

correlated w ith gender differences in risk-taking. Because the first theory is based mostly 

on delinquent risky behavior and the second theory is based on risk-taking in chance 

situations (a risky choice task), measures of both w ere administered to 118 male and 146 

female undergraduate university students enrolled at Texas Tech Universit}. Other 

measures administered included the follow ing: Amett's Risky Behavior Scale (RBS; 

1994), w hich includes items related to delinquency (mentioned above), reckless dri\ing, 

substance abuse, and risky sexual beha\ ior; the Amett In\ entory of Sensation Seeking 

(AISS; Amett, 1994); the short form of the Personal Attributes Questionnaire (PAQ; 

Spence & Helmreich, 1978); the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1979); and 

both the projective measure for assessing uncertaint}' orientation and the adaptation of the 

Byme and Lam berth (1971) acquiescence-free measure of authoritarianism to assess 

certainty orientation (Sorrentino, Hewitt et al., 1992). In addition, the same information 

collected by Grasmick et al. (1996) to test power-control theory also w as collected. These 

questions related to parental occupational patriarchy; p>arental attitudinal patriarchy; intensit} 

of childhood parental control; and risk preferences. These measures would ser\ e to link 

this study to existing literature related to gender differences in risk-taking beha\ ior. 

Results found both consistencies and inconsistencies w ith previous research. 

Congmencies w ith previous studies were: males preferred higher levels of risk than 

females on the risky choice task and the RBS, and higher le\ els of sensation seeking on the 
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AISS. Factor anal} sis of the RBS yielded four discrete types of risk} behavior (risky 

sexual behavior, reckless dri\ ing, delinquency, substance abuse). Males reported 

engaging in significantly more reckless dri\ ing and delinquent behavior. Gender 

differences were not statistically significant for risky sexual beha\ ior or substance abuse. 

Famih of origin predicted risky preferences for women. The specific relationship between 

lower patemal control and an increase in women's risky preferences w as replicated. 

Furthermore, a replication of the correlation between variables related to an egalitarian 

famih of origin and increase in women's delinquent behavior was obtained. Overall, the 

pow er-control theor}' did w ell to predict delinquency in both genders. Correlations 

between uncertainty orientation and some t}pes of risk}' behaviors (delinquent beha\ ior, 

substance abuse, and nsky preferences) w ere found for women, but not for men. Data 

from the present study yielded no significant relationship between need for uncertainty and 

risk choice on the probabilit} pairings task, though gender alone influenced behavior in this 

game as males preferred higher levels of risk than females. Additional findings and 

implications for future research are discussed. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Largely because of the many health and social problems resulting from risk-taking, 

the domain of risk-taking beha\ iors has been extensi\ ely investigated in recent 

experimental and theoretical literature. Risk has been defined as "...a condition w here a 

possibilit} of... loss as a result of de\ iation from the intended or expected situation does 

exist" (Verma & Sharma, 1990, p. 11). Therefore, unsuccessful risk-taking may result in 

losses associated w ith health (damage to health including loss of life), w ealth (direct loss of 

money/assets from financial gambles, loss of job, damage/destruction of propert}'), and 

happiness (loss of personal freedom, i.e., incarceration, loss of relationships). 

Ps} chologists and sociologists interested in the risk-taking domain often focus not 

only on risk} self-destmcti\'e beha\ iors, such as substance use/abuse, and reckless 

beha\ iors related to sexual acti\ it} and dangerous dri\ ing, but also on risky socially-

destmctiv e behaviors. These could include the aforementioned self-destmcti\ e behaviors 

w hen they negatn eh impact on others as well as other delinquent/criminal beha\ iors, 

ranging from lying, cheating, \ andalism and petty theft to more serious criminal behavior, 

including rape and murder. Since adolescence and early adulthood ha\ e been characterized 

as the primar} developmental stages of excessi\ e risk-taking behavior (Holinger, 1981; 

Jessor, 1983), much of the literature has focused on these populations. 

Gender Differences in the Risk-Taking Domain 

Gender differences are frequently reported in the more current risk-taking literature. 

"Almost all of the behaviors typically chosen for study in the research on adolescent risk-

taking, with the exception of cigarette smoking, have higher prevalence rates for men than 

for women" (Anderson et al., 1993, p. 170). Gender differences also ha\ e been found in 
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studies measuring the perception of risk associated with various risk-taking behaxiors. For 

example, females percei\ e greater risk in using alcohol and illicit dmgs than males 

(Spigner, Hawkins, & Loren, 1993). Similarh, females percei\ e greater risk than males in 

various risk} driving beha\ iors (Cherpitel, 1993; DeJoy, 1992). Thus, in the traditionally 

in\ estigated risk-taking behaviors, the literature suggests that, in general, men percei\ e less 

risk and engage in more risk-taking behavior than women, who percei\ e more risk and 

engage in risk-taking behavior at lower frequencies. 

Gender Differences in Societal Pow er 

Pre\alent gender differences exist as w ell w hen one considers w hich of the sexes in 

today's society' possesses the most "power," w hether it be economic, political, or religious. 

And, interestingly, "power involves risk" (Carlson-Catalano, 1994, p. 24). This simple 

statement has man} implications. For example, if one has more "power," then might one 

perceive less risk? In considering that not only are lower le\ els of perceived risk associated 

with higher levels of risk-taking behavior (Cochran & Peplau, 1991; Fuller, 1984; 

Hodgdon, Bragg, & Finn, 1981; Jonah, 1986), that men typically percei\e less risk and 

engage in more risk-taking behavior than women, and that in a patriarchal society such as 

ours, it is man who has the "power." not woman, it makes intuitive sense to link the 

concepts of power and patriarchy w ith risk-taking behavior. 

"Patriarchy means 'mle o f (arch) "fathers" (patri)" (Sapiro, 1990, p. 46). The mam 

concepts of patriarchy are authorit}' and pow er (Bersani & Chen. 1988). Patriarchy's 

"...chief setting is the home" (A\ni, 1991, p. 233). In adherence to the patriarchal attitude, 

socialization emphasizes the hierarchical characteristics of the family, specificalh male 

control and dominance o\ er the female (Dobash & Dobash, 1979). 



The Pow er-Control Theon of Gender Differences 
in Adolescent Delinquency 

While studying two types of relationships between control and dominance in both the 

home and the workplace, Hagan, Simpson, and Gillis (1985, 1987, 1988) have developed 

the provocati\ e pow er-control theory' of gender and delinquency. Specifically, their theory 

links both controls employed by the parents w ith their children and also controls used or 

experienced by the "head of the household" in association w ith others in the w orkplace. 

Furthermore, the pow er-control theory suggests that gender differences in risk-taking 

onginate from the social structure, not biological differences. Thus, the relati\ e positions 

of w i\ es and husbands in the workplace affect the risk-taking in the offspring. 

In patriarchal families, wi\es ha\e little power relati\e to husbands, 
daughters have bttle freedom relati\ e to sons, and daughters are less 
delinquent than sons. These differences are diminished in egalitarian 
families. Power-control theory explains this \ ariation in terms of 
(1) gender di\ isions in domestic social control and (2) the resulting attitudes 
toward risk taking. (Hagan et al., 1987, p. 788) 

Moreover, in patriarchal families, mothers are assigned roles in controlling their 

daughters more so than their sons, w hich results in the daughters preferring less risk-taking 

than the sons. Hagan, Simpson, and Gillis (1979) posit that an instmment-object 

relationship is the framework within which familial dominance is found. In a typical 

family, mothers are the instrument of control over offspring more than are fathers, and the 

daughters are the objects of this control more than are sons. Kanter (1974) refers to this 

informal social control as the "intimate oppression." 'This is the kind of relationship that a 

Marxist-feminist theory suggests is central to the "reproduction of order"...the threat of 

punishment, or at least the perception of such a threat, does deter delinquency' (Hagan et 

al., 1985. p. 1156). 

According to Hagan et al. (1985), parental control is measured by asking four 

questions: Does your (mother/father) know (who }ou are with/where }ou are) when }ou 

are aw ay from the home? Their subjects would then choose one of the following responses 



to these four questions: ne\ er, sometimes, usually, and always. The results (Hagan et al., 

1985) show an inverse correlation betw een parental control and delinquent beha\ ior. "The 

instmmental role assigned to mothers is clear in our data. Within each class, the effect of 

matemal control...is statistically significant, whereas the effect of patemal control is not" 

(Hagan et al., 1985, p. 1172). By taking into account the effect of matemal control over 

daughters as opposed to sons, Hagan and his colleagues found that gender differences in 

delinquenc} are substantially reduced. Those adolescents who had the most freedom from 

parental control w ere males w ho reported more delinquent behavior. Those w ho 

experienced the most parental control were females and this matemal, more than patemal, 

parental control clearh served as a deterrent to delinquent behavior. Believing that the 

relations of dominance w ithin the family form the foundation of such deterrence, Hagan et 

al. (1985) confirmed their hypothesis that female adolescents, more then males, are reared 

in a manner so as to a\ oid risks in general, and specifically to avoid \ iolations of the law. 

"In other words, ...there is a sexual stratification in the social control of adolescents that is 

connected to patriarchal family stmcture, and... this is important to the explanation of 

gender differences in delinquency" (Hagan et al., 1988, p. 301). 

The pow er-control theory of gender and delinquency links parental control ov er 

offspring w ith the concept of power. According to Coser and Coser (1974), power within 

a family is deri\ ed from the positions held in the work-place by w i\ es and husbands. 

Thus, the var} ing roles of men and women in the w orkplace ha\ e an important impact on 

the social organization of gender-linked control processes in the home. Based on 

Dahrendorfians's model of family class relations (1959), Hagan et al. (1987, p. 796) 

conceptualized families in which there are t\vo parents in the following w ay: 



Table 1.1. Dahrendorfian Model of Family Class Relations 

Husband's Authority In The Workplace 

Wife's Authority 

In The Workplace Has Authority Has No Authority 

Has Authority Upper command class: Husband in obey class and 

husband and wife in wife in command class 

command class (6.77% [N=31])'' 

(12.45% [N=57])'' 

Has No Authority Husband in command class Upper obey class: husband 

and wife in obey class and wife in obey class 

(20.96% [N=96])'' (18.12% [N=83])'' 

Not employed Husband in command class Lower obey class: husband 

in obey class and wife not 

employed 

(10.48% [N=48])' 

and wife not employed 

(16.38% [N=75])'' 

Note: Family class relation not subsumable under table categories: Female-headed 
household (14.85% [N=68]). 

* Balanced class relation. 

^ Unbalanced class relation. 



Consequently, the ideal-type of egalitarian family is one in u hich the mother and 

father both have authority in the workplace (the upper command class). The ideal-type of 

patriarchal family is one in which there is an unbalanced authority-subject relationship, with 

the father occupying an authority position while the mother is either employed in the 

workplace but has no authority or is unemployed. Hagan et al. (1987) used households 

headed by women (the mother is unmarried and is the major source or sole source of family 

income) as a comparison group, expecting to find the same consequences seen in more 

conventional egalitarian families. 

All households in which both parents were present consisted of a mother and an 

employed father. The mother was categorized as unemployed if she answ ered that she had 

not been employed either full-time or part-time during the past year. In order to determine 

w here the parents fit with respect to the above employed categories, other questions were 

asked to determine whether or not the employed parent would fit into the "command class" 

and "obey class," terms previously used by Lopreato (1968) and Robinson and Kelly 

(1979). If the parent answered affirmatively to questions inquiring if s/he supervised 

others or had other people working for her/him, then this parent was put into the 

authority/command category. If these conditions were not fulfilled, then the employed 

parent fell into the no authority/obey category. 

Thus, the basic premise of Hagan et al. (1987, p. 798) "...is that authority in the 

workplace is translated into power in the household, with consequent effects on the 

relationship between gender and delinquency." Therefore, a reduction in the relationship 

between delinquency and gender would be predicted for offspring from the more balanced, 

egalitarian families, whether they be from higher levels of class stmcture, i.e., the upper 

command class, or from the lower levels of the class stmcture, i.e., in the female-headed 

households or the upper obey class. Conversely, the relationship between delinquency and 

gender would be the strongest in the family class relations that are the most unbalanced as 



these are most representative of the patriarchal household. Again, these would be families 

where the father has authority at work and the mother either does not have any authority at 

work or she is unemployed. The intervening link is that in the more balanced families, 

parents, especially mothers, are less likely to control their daughters as strongly as parents, 

especially mothers, in the more patriarchal families. The reduction in the control of the 

daughters is linked to the decreased opportunity to create the aversion and deterrence 

toward risk taking that generates the gender differences in delinquency. 

Overall, Hagan et al. (1987) found the matemal instmment-object relationship to be 

weakest in female-headed families and strongest in the unbalanced family class relations, 

with the balanced families falling in between. The correlation between matemal control and 

gender of offspring (female coded as 1, male coded as 2) within female-headed households 

was 0.025, whereas within the upper command class the correlation was -0.156. When 

the father had authority at work and the mother was unemployed, the correlation was 

-0.398. The correlations between the risk variables (such as taste for risk and perceived 

risk) and gender were stronger for those from the unbalanced class stmctures than for those 

from the balanced families. The correlations between taste for risk and gender were 

weakest (-0.006) in the upper command class, the lower obey class (0.084), and in the 

female-headed families (0.119), all of which are more egalitarian than the unbalanced 

stmctures. These unbalanced, more patriarchal families yielded the strongest correlations. 

For example, when the father had authority at work and the mother did not, the correlation 

was 0.275. When she was unemployed, the correlation was 0.263. "Patriarchal families 

do seem to discourage risk taking among daughters as compared with sons, while 

egalitarian families seem more likely to encourage a taste for risk among daughters as well 

as among sons" (Hagan et al., 1987, p. 803). 

Grasmick, Blackwell, and Bursik (1993) have asserted that the power-control theory 

can be generalized to other non-delinquent risky behaviors and to adults, as well. "Power-



control theory, coupled with expected continuation of liberation and deprivation and the 

resulting convergence in the socialization of sons and daughters, predicts changes in the 

gender patterning of a wide range of behaviors, not just crime and delinquency" (Grasmick 

etal., 1993, pp. 701-702). 

Grasmick, Hagan, Blackwell, and Ameklev (1996) tested the power-control theory 

with a general measure of risk preferences in an adult population. Results from their 

research supported the power-control theory. Risk preferences were assessed by asking 

four questions: (1) "I like to test myself every now and then by doing something a little 

risky." (2) "Sometimes I will take a risk just for the fun of it." (3) "I sometimes find it 

exciting to do things for which I might get into trouble." (4) "Excitement and adventure are 

more important to me than security." Responses are scored on a four-point Likert-scale 

(see Appendix B). To classify families as patriarchal or egalitarian, they used a nine item 

measure to assess matemal and patemal attitudinal patriarchy (see Appendix D) and a two 

item measure (see Appendix C) to assess matemal and patemal occupational patriarchy. 

Though the questions related to occupational patriarchy were virtually identical to those 

used by Hagan et al. in the aforementioned studies, the addition of the attitudinal patriarchy 

measure, which taps into a variety of gender-related household areas, is a potentially 

important refinement for measuring and increasing the understanding of how family of 

origin correlates with risk-taking behavior. Parental control was measured by asking 

questions similar to those used by previous research investigating the power-control theory 

(see Appendix E for items). Their data reflect that women from more traditional, 

patriarchal families endorse lower levels of general risk preferences than women from more 

egalitarian families. In fact, in the egalitarian families, no gender differences were found 

for risk preferences. 
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Risk-Taking and Personality 

Hagan et al. (1985, 1987, 1988) did not explain how family of origin and famih 

socicdization affect specific personality variables in the offspring, other than to suggest that 

the increase in parental control over daughters in the patriarchal family stmctures acts to 

deter risk-taking related to delinquency. The more frequently mentioned specific 

personality variables that have been found to correlate with risk-taking behavior include 

sensation seeking (Amett, 1994, 1996; Carrol & Zuckerman, 1977; Zuckerman, Ball, & 

Black, 1990), mascuhnit}/femininity (M/F; Clayton, 1981; Lemle & Mishkind, 1989; 

Pleck, Sonenstein, & Ku, 1994; Sorell, Silvia, & Busch-Rossnagel, 1993), and self-

esteem (Friedman, 1989; Irwin, 1993; Irwin & Millstein, 1986; Simpson, Knight, & Ray, 

1993). As for the relationship between risk taking and self-esteem, some investigators 

(Jessor & Jessor, 1977; Philliber, Namerow, Kaye, & Kunkes, 1986; Seigal & Ehrlich, 

1989; Shaw, Wagner, Amett, & Aber, 1992) have found no significant relationship 

between self-esteem and risky beha\ ior such as reckless driMng, pregnane} risk-taking, 

and substance abuse. On the other hand, low self-esteem has been correlated w ith 

dangerous risk-taking behavior (Friedman, 1989; Irwin, 1993; Irwin & Millstein, 1986; 

Simpson et al., 1993). None of the above reported their findings in relation to gender or 

possible gender differences. The main purpose of this stud} w as to determine w hether or 

not a link exists betw een the pow er-control theory (family of origin issues) and the existing 

literature dealing with a few particularh relevant aspects of personalit}, listed above and 

below, which are correlated with risk-taking behavior. 

Uncertainty Onentation and Risk-Taking Behavior 

More specifically, this study w ill attempt to create a link between the power-control 

theor} 's explanation of gender differences in risk-taking w ith a personality variable's 

explanation of gender differences in risk-taking, nameh, uncertainty orientation. For, 



w hereas Hagan et al. (1985, 1987, 1988) ha\ e created a theory to explain gender 

differences in risk-taking based on sociological/family of origin framew ork, Sorrentino, 

Hewitt, and Raso-Knott (1992) have espoused that an indi\ idual difference variable, 

uncertainty orientation, is correlated w ith gender differences in risk-taking. Uncertainty 

orientation 

deals w ith either resolving uncertainty or maintaining clarity about the self 
or the environment Briefly, uncertainty-oriented persons are motivated to 
find out new things about the self or the environment, w hereas certaint} -
oriented persons avoid or ignore new or inconsistent information about the 
self or the environment. (Sorrentino, Hewitt, et al., 1992, p. 523) 

Based on the risk-taking model developed by Atkinson (1964), which examines 

participants' responses to three le\els (low, moderate, and high) of perceived risk, one of 

the studies conducted b} Sorrentino, Hewitt, et al. (1992, p. 528) confirmed "that 

indi\ idual differences in uncertainty orientation predict risk-taking in situations in w hich 

outcomes are completely determined b}' chance." Though Atkinson and Birch (1970) w ere 

able to \'alidate their prediction that people seek to maximize the relationship between the 

incenti\ e \alue of success and the probabilit} of success, Sorrentino, Hewitt, et al. (1992) 

were interested in w hether an interaction w ould be found between probabilit} and incenth e 

\ alue of success and indi\ idual differences in uncertainty orientation. They predicted that 

uncertainty-oriented people would show a stronger preference for moderate probabilities, 

i.e., those with a 50% chance of success, because such probabilities are more indicati\ e of 

uncertain outcomes than those in the low or high probabilities of success, i.e., those with a 

10% to 20%, or 80% to 90%, respecti\ ely. chance of success. Conversely, the low or 

high probabilities of success, which represent more certain outcomes, w ould be preferred 

by the certainty-oriented persons. 

Their results confirmed these predictions. Interestingly, a significant interaction 

betw een gender and uncertainty orientation was found in determining preferences for low, 

moderate, and high risk. Both male and female uncertainty-oriented subjects preferred the 
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moderate probabilities, reflecting their preference for uncertainty. The gender difference 

w as seen in the certainty-oriented participants. Both women and men preferred relati\ ely 

certain outcomes. The men, however, selected near-certain failures, preferring low 

probability events. The women, on the other hand, selected near-certain success, 

preferring high probability events. Thus, the certainty-oriented men preferred risky choices 

and the certainty-oriented women preferred no/low risk. Men choosing higher levels of 

risk than w omen is consistent with previous research. 

Hence, certainty-oriented persons conformed to traditional sex typing in 
exhibiting their preference for predictable outcomes (i.e., high risk for men, 
low risk for women...)...the procli\ ity of certainty-oriented men to satisfy 
their preference for certainty by selecting extreme risk, in contrast to the 
tendency of certainty-oriented women to select extreme caution, is 
consistent with findings by Clayton (1981)...that certainty-oriented persons 
are more sex typed than are uncertainty- oriented persons who tend to be 
androgynous. (Sorrentino, Hewitt, et al., 1992, p. 530) 

In linking the abo\ e results w ith the power-control theory, certain questions arise. 

For example, would the more egalitarian families produce daughters w ith more 

androgynous, uncertainty-oriented characteristics, daughters who would be more inclined 

to prefer to take moderate risks as compared with low or high risks? Conversely, w ould 

the more patriarchal families produce daughters who are more feminine and certainty-

oriented, and consequently more likely to prefer low risk behaviors? 

Because pre\ ious research has found that various risk-taking behaviors are correlated 

with personality variables such as sensation seeking, with sensation seeking being 

positively correlated with risk-taking (Carrol & Zuckerman, 1997; Cherpitel, 1993; 

Schafer, Blanchard, & Fals-Stewart, 1994; Zuckerman et al., 1990), M/F, with 

masculinity being positi\ ely correlated with risk-taking (Harrell, 1986; Lemle & Mishkind, 

1989; Pleck, Sonenstein, & Ku, 1994) and self-esteem, w ith low self-esteem being 

correlated with dangerous risk-taking behavior (Friedman, 1989; Irwin, 1993; In\in & 

Millstein, 1986; Simpson, Knight, & Ray, 1993), this study included measurements of 

these variables in addition to those included in the aforementioned studies by Grasmick, 
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Hagan et al. (1996), and Sorrentino, Hewitt, et al. (1992). Therefore, sensation seeking, 

M/F, and self-esteem were studied in conjunction with family of origin and the indi\ idual 

difference \ ariable, uncertainty orientation, as they relate to risk taking and, more 

specifically, gender differences in risk taking. Because these personality \ ariables and the 

two explanatory theories being in\ estigated had been correlated w ith three distinct ty pes of 

risk-taking behavior, i.e., delinquency, risky choices in chance situations, and the 

commonly in\estigated risky behaviors such as risky dri\ing, substance abuse, and risk} 

sexual behaviors, measures for these behaviors also w ere included. 

Hypotheses 

Based on the above information, the following h}potheses were tested in this smd}: 

la. There w ill be prevailing gender differences as consistent with the literature, with males 

preferring higher levels of risk than females on the risky choice task, 

lb. There will be pre\ ailing gender differences as consistent with the literature, w ith males 

preferring higher le\ els of risk than females on the risky behavior scale. 

Ic. There will be prevailing gender differences as consistent with the literature, with males 

scoring higher on sensation seeking than females. 

Id. There will be pre\'ailing gender differences as consistent with the literature, with males 

scoring higher on masculinit} than females. 

2a. Women from the more egalitarian families will differ from women from the more 

traditional, patriarchal families in that they will score higher on sensation seeking. 

2b. Women from the more egalitarian families will differ from women from the more 

traditional, patriarchal families in that they will score higher on masculinit}. 

2c. Women from the more egalitarian families w ill differ from women from the more 

traditional, patriarchal families in that they may score lower on self-esteem. 
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2d. Women from the more egalitarian families will differ from women from the more 

traditional, patriarchal families in that they will score higher on uncertainty onentation. 

2e. Women who score higher on uncertainty orientation will be more inclined to prefer 

moderately risky beha\iors to either low or high risk choices on the probability 

parings task as compcired with women who score lower on uncertainty orientation. 

2f. Women who score higher on imcertainty orientation will have higher score on the risk} 

behavior scale than those who score lower on uncertainty orientation. 

3a. Men from the more egalitarian families will differ from men raised in the more 

traditional, patriarchal families in that they may score differently on sensation seeking. 

3b. Men from the more egalitarian families w ill differ from men raised in the more 

traditional, patriarchal families in that they may score differently on masculinity. 

3c. Men from the more egalitarian families will differ from men raised in the more 

traditional, patriarchal families in that they may score differently on self-esteem. 

3d. Men from the more egalitarian families will differ from men raised in the more 

traditional, patriarchal families in that they may score higher on uncertainty orientation. 

3e. Men w ho score higher on uncertainty orientation may be more likely to choose 

moderately risky behaviors on the probabilit} pairings than men w ho score lower on 

uncertainty orientation. 

3f. Men w ho score higher on uncertainty orientation may be more likely to ha^ e higher 

scores on the risky behavior scale than men who score lower on uncertainty 

orientation. 
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CHAPTER II 

METHODS 

Participants 

The voluntary participants in this study were 118 male and 146 female undergraduate 

students enrolled in undergraduate level courses at Texas Tech University. Although the 

majority of individuals were enrolled in the introductory psychology course, some of the 

participants were enrolled in other undergraduate psychology or human development/family 

studies classes. Participation in this study fulfilled part of their course requirements or 

supplied extra credit points toward their final grade. Those not wishing to participate were 

given altemative means for achieving the same points. Age ranged from 18 to 48. (See 

Table 2.1 for an age frequency table.) While 8 participants failed to report their ethnicity, 

ethnicity data included 209 students identifying themselves as Caucasian (81.64%), 22 as 

Hispanic (8.59%), 10 as African American (3.91%), 4 as Asian (1.56), and 11 as Other 

(4.30%). Religious affiliation was as follows: 123 Protestants (47.86%); 48 Catholics 

(18.68%); 11 Agnostic/Atheists (4.28%); 2 Jewish (.78%); 73 Other (28.40%); and 7 

failed to report their religious affiliation. The majority of the participants were single 

(n=232, 90.27%), with only 20 being married (7.78%) and 5 divorced (1.95%). Again, 7 

participants did not give their marital status. 

Measures 

Risk Preferences. Risk preferences were measured by using the same four items 

developed by Grasmick, Hagan, et al. (1996). Participants endorse the items with one of 

four responses, which range from strongly agree to strongly disagree. (See Appendix B 

for items, coding, and scoring.) "The reliability (alpha) of the linear composite is .834" 

(Grasmick, Hagan, et al., 1996, p. 183). For the present study, Cronbach's alpha = .83, 

14 

^^ 



Table 2.1. Age Frequency Table 

Age 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

33 

37 

42 

44 

45 

48 

Frequency 

41 

74 

39 

40 

29 

10 

10 

4 

1 

2 

4 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

Percent 

15.53 

28.03 

14.77 

15.15 

10.98 

3.79 

3.79 

1.52 

.38 

.76 

1.52 

.38 

.38 

.38 

.38 

.38 

.76 

.38 

.38 

.38 

Cumulative 
Frequency 

41 

115 

154 

194 

223 

233 

243 

247 

248 

250 

254 

255 

256 

257 

258 

259 

261 

262 

263 

264 

Cumulative 
Percent 

15.53 

43.56 

58.33 

73.48 

84.47 

88.26 

92.05 

93.56 

93.94 

94.70 

96.21 

96.59 

96.97 

97.35 

97.73 

98.11 

98.86 

99.24 

99.62 

100.00 
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the mean score = 5.23, and standard deviation = 3.09. The items purposefully do not ask 

about criminal behavior, instead measuring a more global taste for risk. 

Occupational Patriarchy. Occupational patriarchy was measured by asking the same 

two questions related to parental employment used by Grasmick, Hagan, et al. (1996). 

The question asks the participant "Which of the following best describes the main job of 

your father/father figure and mother/mother figure when you were growing up?" 

Responses are segregated in terms of whether the parent was employed, and if so, whether 

the parent supervised others and/or was supervised by others. (See Appendix C for 

specific questions, possible responses, coding, and scoring.) The mean score for matemal 

occupational patriarchy was .43, SD = .50. The mean score for patemal occupational 

patriarchy was .80, SD = .40. 

Attitudinal Patriarchy. Attitudinal patriarchy was measured by asking the same 

questions related to gender-related household issues developed by Grasmick, Hagan, et al. 

(1996). (See Appendix D for items, coding, and scoring.) Participants endorse the items 

in a retrospective manner as to how both their mother and father would have answered each 

of the nine attitudinal statements. Items include areas such as mothers being employed 

outside of the home, daughters careers/independence, whether husbands should share in 

domestic chores, and family leadership. Grasmick, Hagan, et al. report high reliability for 

their scale, with alpha = .854. The Cronbach's alpha for the present sample = .76. 

Parental Control. The intensity of parental control during childhood was measured 

by asking similar questions to those used by Grasmick, Hagan, et al. (1996), who 

employed Hagan's original items related to patemal and matemal control, though in a 

retrospective fashion. Participants were asked if both the father and the mother knew 

where s/he was and whom s/he was with when away from home for most of the time 

growing up. In order to determine if potential changes in intensity of patemal control take 

place during two major phases of childhood, the parental control questions were asked 
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again twice, either prefaced by "during your grade school years (ages 7-12) ?" or 

"During your middle/high school years (ages 13-16)....? (See Appendix E for items, 

coding, and scoring.) The 1996 study by Grasmick, Hagan, et al. found that the two item 

scale for patemal control has an alpha of .924. For matemal control, the alpha was .935. 

Uncertainty Orientation/Certainty Orientation. Uncertainty orientation was measured 

by following the directions in A Manual and Practice Materials for Scoring Need for 

Uncertainty (Sorrentino, Hanna, & Brouwers, 1992). Measurements for two components, 

uncertainty and certainty, were sought for each subject. The resultant score for uncertainty 

orientation was calculated from a composite of the certainty measure and the need for 

uncertainty measure. 

Derived from the Thematic Apperception Test (Murray, 1936), the projective 

measure developed in 1985 by Frederick, Sorrentino, and Hewitt (as cited by Sorrentino, 

Hewitt, et al., 1992) was used to ascertain the uncertainty component, n Uncertainty. This 

projective measure consists of four sentence leads. While three of the sentence leads have 

been used in standard practice, Sorrentino and his colleagues continue to experiment with 

the fourth sentence lead. The sentence leads suggested for use by Sorrentino (1995, 

personal correspondence) were as follows: (1) Two people are working in a laboratory on 

a piece of equipment. (2) A person is sitting, wondering about what may happen. (3) A 

young person is standing: Some kind of operation Ccm be seen in the background. (4) A 

person is thinking: An image of a crossroads is in the person's mind. 

Each participant was given 20 seconds to look at each sentence lead and then four 

minutes to write a story about the sentence, responding to the sentence and the following 

series of questions: (1) What is happening? Who is (are) the person(s)? (2) What has led 

up to this situation? That is, what has happened in the past? (3) What is being thought? 

What is wanted? By whom? (4) What will happen? What will be done? (See Appendix 

F for an example of the protocol used). 
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The resulting stories were scored as having need for uncertainty imagery if they met 

certain criteria as specified by A Manual and Practice Materials for Scoring Need for 

Uncertainty (Sorrentino, Hanna, et al., 1992). In general, such stories include characters 

who seek to resolve uncertainty about themselves, their surroundings, or the consequences 

of their behavior or thoughts. A story was scored with a "+1" if it had need for uncertainty 

imagery, "0" if it had "doubtful imagery", or " - 1 " if it had "unrelated imagery". If the 

story contained uncertainty imagery, then additional scoring for the story could occur if the 

story included additional imagery related to the following subcategories: "stated need to 

master"; "instmmental activity"; "goal anticipation"; "blocks in the person or in the worid"; 

"nurturant press"; "affective states (positive and negative)"; and "thema". The story would 

be given an additional point for each subcategory scored. (Please refer to the manual for 

further details regarding scoring need for uncertainty, which is a complex task). The sum 

of the four stories was obtained for each participant. The mean score for the sum of all 

four stories = 2.92, SD = 4.48. The next step was to transform this sum for the need for 

uncertainty scores into z scores. 

Inter-rater reliability for the projective measure using Cohen's Kappa = .78, and 

Cronbach's alpha = .77. The two scorers were Anne-Marie Marquis, M.A., and Nancy J. 

Bell, Ph.D., committee member. Inter-rater reliability was established by, first, becoming 

well-versed with the scoring system. Second, the two scorers scored the practice stories in 

the manual to increase familiarity and skill with scoring. Third, two batches of stories, 

with twenty participants' stories in each batch, were scored by each scorer. Discrepancies 

in scores were discussed and eliminated. Marie Walker, M.A., one of Richard 

Sorrentino's students at the University of Western Ontario, London, Canada, was 

consulted on several occasions via telephone and e-mail with questions regarding scoring 

procedures. A final batch of 30 participants' stories were scored, resulting in the above 

mentioned inter-rater reliability. 
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According to Sorrentino, Hewitt, et al. (1992, p. 524), "the relevance of certainty 

was inferred from an adaptation of the Byme and Lamberth (1971) acquiescence-free 

measure of authoritarianism. This is used to infer one's orientation toward certainty...." A 

questionnaire with 21 six-point scaled items was administered to measure the certainty 

component. (See Appendix G for specific items and scoring.) Cronbach's alpha for the 

certainty items in this study = .75, mean = 3.19, and SD = 16.06. These scores also w ere 

transformed into z scores. The certainty z score was subtracted from the need for 

uncertainty z score to generate the resultant dimension of uncertainty orientation. Those 

scoring high on the uncertainty dimension and low on authoritarianism were considered to 

be uncertainty-oriented persons. Those scoring low on the uncertainty dimension and high 

on authoritarianism were considered to be certainty-oriented persons. 

Risky Choice Task. The participants were given the risky choice task (RCT). 

Thirty-six pairs of probabilities and payoffs were administered to the participants. The 36 

pairs consisted of 12 pairs being repeated three times. Six pairs differed in expected value 

and six pairs had a constant expected \ alue. For example, a set containing the probability 

of 10% with a payoff of $1.00 as opposed to the probability of 90% with a payoff of $3.00 

is a pair with different expected \ alues. An expected value is calculated by multiplying the 

probability by the payoff In this pair, the expected value for the second option is $2.70 

and the expected value for the first option is 10 cents. An example of a pair with constant 

expected values yet differing in payoff and probability would be set with a 10% probability 

with a $5.00 payoff versus a 50% probability with a $1.00 payoff In both cases, 50 cents 

in the expected value. 

For both types of pairs, high (ps = .80 and .90), moderate (p = .50), and low 

probabilities (ps = . 10 and .20) were included. Hypothetical payoffs ranged from $9.00 to 

$1.00. Like the procedures used by Sorrentino, Hewitt, et al. (1992), the above two high, 

one moderate, and two low probabilities were selected for use in this research. 
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Consequently, in reducing the number of choices given to the participants, not all possible 

potential pairs of probabilities extending from 10% to 90% were used. For example, the 

first paired choices are: (a) 90% $4.00 (b) 50% $2.50. This pair of probabilities has a 

different expected value, with the expected value of choice "a" = $3.60 (expected \ alue is 

calculated by multiplying the probability and the payoff) and the expected value of choice 

"b" = $1.25. Choice "a" would be the higher expected v alue, with the higher probability 

and lower risk. Another example is the paired choice: (a) 10% $5.00 (b) 50% $1.00. 

In this pair, the expected \ alue is the same, 50 cents. Choice "a" has a low probability/high 

risk, and choice "b" has a moderate probability/risk. (See Appendix H for all of the items 

on the RCT.) 

The participants were administered the RCT, which included instmctions and the 36 

probability pairs. The concepts of payoff and probability were explained initially in the 

instmctions. The participants were requested to "choose one of the paired hypothetical 

events," marking their answers on a scantron sheet. 

For the pairs with constant expected values selections, the percentage of times that 

high, moderate, and low probability preferences were selected were computed individually 

for each probability level. For the pairs with differing expected values, the frequency with 

which the higher expected value was chosen was counted, divided by the total number of 

choices (18), and then this number was changed into percentage. For the present sample, 

Cronbach's alpha = .89. The means and standard deviations for each classification can be 

found in Table 2.2. 

Sensation Seeking. Sensation seeking was measured by the Amett Inventory of 

Sensation Seeking (AISS; Amett, 1994). This is a twenty -item questionnaire with Likert-

type response format. (See Appendix I for items and scoring). The two subscales. 

Intensity and Novelty, contain 10 items each. The responses are: (A) Describes me very 

well. (B) Describes me somewhat. (C) Does not describe me very well. (D) Does not 
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describe me at all. In scoring the scale, an "A" = 4, "B" = 3, "C" = 2, "D" = 1, except 

where the items are reversed keyed (see Appendix I). The higher the score, the higher the 

level of sensation seeking. Amett has asserted that the intemal reliability for the total scale 

= .70. 

Criterion-related validity and constmct validity have been demonstrated in 
relation to a wide variety of types of reckless behavior among adolescents. 
Convergent validity has been demonstrated in relation to the Sensation 
Seeking Scale (Zuckerman et al., 1978) and the Aggressiveness subscale of 
the Califomia Personality Inventory (Gough, 1987). (Amett, 1996, p. 695) 

The present study has a Cronbach's alpha = .70, with a mean of 55.07, and SD = 7.74. 

Table 2.2. Means and Standard Deviations for Probability Pairings Classifications 

Expected Value 

Same 

Same 

Same 

Different 

Different 

Classification 

Low Probability 

Moderate Probability 

High Probability 

Low Value 

High Value 

Mean 

.27 

.37 

.36 

.17 

.83 

Standard Deviation 

.22 

.12 

.17 

.17 

.17 

Gender Role. Personal attitudes toward gender roles was measured by the short 

form of the Personal Attributes Questionnaire (PAQ; Spence & Helmreich, 1978). The 

short form has 24 bipolar items relating to personal characteristics. (See Appendix J for 

items and scoring procedures). Participants rate themselves on a five-point scale. There 

are three eight-item scales, namely. Masculinity (M), Femininity (F), and Masculinity-

Femininity (M-F). Responses are scored from 0 to 4. High scores on M and M-F scale 
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items indicate an extremely masculine response set, whereas a high score on items from the 

F scale indicate an extremely feminine response set. For each scale, the total scores are 

found by adding the subject's scores on the eight items for that scale. Therefore, for each 

scale the scores may range from 0 to 32. Cronbach's alphas for the abbreviated form of the 

PAQ are .85, .82, and .78 for M, F, and M-F, respectively (Spence & Helmreich, 1978). 

Intemal consistency of the M scale has yielded a Cronbach's alpha of .70, whereas the F 

scale's Cronbach's alpha was .80 (McCreary & Steinberg, 1992). For the present study, 

Cronbach's alpha = .76 for both the M and F scales. The mean score for the M scale = 

21.17, SD = 4.36. The mean score for the F scale = 24.05, SD = 4.68. 

Self-esteem. Self-esteem was measured by the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSE; 

Rosenberg, 1979). This is a widely used 10 item scale. (See Appendix K for items, 

coding, and scoring.) Participants were asked to "strongly agree", "agree", "disagree", or 

"strongly disagree" with the items. "Two-week test-retest reliabilities have been reported to 

be over .80" (Amett, 1991, p. 579). Demo (1985) reports test re-test reliability of .85. 

Moderate reliability/intemal consistency coefficients, from .74 to .77, have been mentioned 

by McCarthy and Hoge (1982), and Sorell et al. (1993) report an alpha coefficient of .91. 

Rosenberg (1965) asserted that the RSE had adequate constmct validity based on the 

correlations he found among self-esteem, assertiveness, shyness. For the present study, 

Cronbach's alpha = .86, the mean = 22.95, and the SD = 5.27. 

Risky Behavior. Risky behavior, including delinquent behavior, was measured by 

using the same risky behavior scale (RBS) employed by Amett (1994). This scale has 

items commonly found on scales measuring risky behavior. Items relate to reckless driving 

behavior, risky sexual behavior, dmg use, vandalism, and theft. Participants were 

required to indicate how many times they have engaged in these behaviors during the past 

year. See Appendix L for a list of the items, scoring, and coding procedures. For the 

present sample, Cronbach's alpha = .85, the mean = 26.56, and SD = 12.43. 
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Procedure 

Participants completed the above measures during mass-testing sessions in class 

rooms on the Texas Tech University campus. The size of the groups varied from 1 to 50. 

The entire set of pencil and paper questionnaires took about an hour to complete. The order 

of administration of the measures was as follows: Uncertainty orientation (sentence 

interpretations, the projective element); certainty orientation; risky choice task; sensation 

seeking scale (AISS); gender role (PAQ); self-esteem (RSE); risky behavior scale; risky 

preferences scale; occupational patriarchy; patemal attitudinal patriarchy; matemal attitudinal 

patriarchy; parental control. Participants wrote their stories for the uncertainty orientation 

measure and their responses for the certainty orientation items directly on the 

questionnaires. All other responses were marked on scantron sheets. 
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CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Most of the previous research in the domain of risk-taking behavior has examined the 

correlations among personality variables such as sensation seeking (Carrol & Zuckerman, 

1977; Cherpitel, 1993; Schafer et al., 1994; Zuckerman et al., 1990), 

masculinity/femininity (Harrell, 1986; Lemle & Mishkind, 1989; Pleck et al., 1994), and 

self-esteem (Friedman, 1989; Irwin, 1993; Irwin & Millstein, 1986; Simpson et al., 1993) 

with risky behaviors. The most commonly studied risky behaviors have been risky driving, 

risky sexual behaviors, and substance abuse. This study has included measures for all of 

the above. In addition, measures from the aforementioned independent explanatory 

theories for gender differences in risk-taking behaviors have been included. First are the 

measures associated with the power-control theory (Hagan et al., 1985, 1987, 1988) 

examining family of origin variables and risky delinquent behavior. Second are the 

measures associated with the Sorrentino et al. (1992) theory which incorporates the 

individual differences variable, uncertainty orientation, and a risky choice task with 

probability pairings. The data that follow have been analyzed with efforts to find links both 

within this study and also to the results from previous research. The means and standard 

deviations for all scales and subscales can be found in Appendix P. 

Gender Differences and Risky Choices 

The risky choice task includes two different types of probability pairs, those with 

same expected values and those with differing expected values. For the pairs with different 

expected values, both males (X^^ = .83) and females (Xf̂ maies- •^^) chose the probability 

pair with the higher expected value most of the time, which is what would be expected. No 

gender differences were noted. When comparing risk preferences on the probability pairs 
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with the same expected values, a MANOVA found significant differences between the 

genders, with males preferring higher levels of risk than females. Though both genders 

chose the moderate probability items more often than either the low or high risk level items, 

females chose the moderately risky items significantly more often than males, F (1, 257) = 

6.48, p < .02. A planned comparison, examining the frequency of moderate risk choices 

compared with the average of both high and low risk choices yielded a similar MANOVA 

result, F (1, 260) = 4.77, p < .03, with females endorsing the moderate probability choice 

significantly more often than males. Males, however, preferred low probability choices 

significantly more often than females, F (1, 257) = 16.49, p < .01, via MANOVA, with 

females preferring high probability choices significantly more often than males, F (1, 257) 

= 11.45, p < . 0 1 , via MANOVA. 

Gender Differences and Risky Behaviors/Preferences 

On both the risky behavior and risky preferences scales, males endorsed significantly 

more risky behaviors/preferences than females, t (256) = 4.45, p < .01, and t (257) = 

6.35, p < .01, respectively. The items on these two scales were combined and then factor 

analyzed using a varimax rotation, resulting in a six factor solution that cleanly divided the 

items into the following six factors: risky sexual behavior (factor 1); risky preferences 

(factor 2); reckless driving (factor 3); delinquency (factor 4); substance abuse (factor 5); 

infrequent or lack of use of a seat belt (factor 6). (See Appendix M for items loading on 

each factor.) Since the four items on the risk preferences measure created their own factor, 

this lends support to the constmct validity of the measure. These factorially pure 

dimensions of risky behaviors/preferences were used in all relevant statistical analyses that 

follow instead of the original scores due to their having less error variance and increased 

interpretability of specific domains of risky behavior. A MANOVA generated statistically 

significant gender differences for risky preferences (factor 2), reckless driving (factor 3), 
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delinquency (factor 4), and seat belt noncompliance (factor 6), with males preferring higher 

levels of risk than females on each of these factors. Though males preferred higher levels 

of risk on substance abuse related items than females, the differences were not statistically 

significant. For specific statistical results, see Table 3.1. 

Table 3.1. Multiple Analysis of Variance of Gender and the Six Factor Solution of Risky 
Behaviors/Preferences 

Type of Risky Behavior Factor 1 F value p value 

risky sexual behavior 

risky preferences 

reckless driving 

delinquency 

substance abuse 

infrequent or non-use of seat belt 

Factor 1 

Factor 2 

Factor 3 

Factor 4 

Factor 5 

Factor 6 

F (1,254)= .03 

F (1,254) = 37.94 

F (1,254) = 60.67 

F (1,254) = 29.64 

F (1,254)= 2.38 

F (1,254)= 16.73 

p < . 8 7 

p < . 0 1 

p < . 0 1 

p < . 0 1 

p < . 1 3 

p < . 0 1 

Gender Differences and Sensation Seeking 

Using a MANOVA, the males in this study were found to endorse significantly 

higher levels of sensation seeking behaviors than the females, F (1, 256) = 34.10, p < .01. 

As with the significant gender differences noted on the risky choice task, the risky behavior 

scale, and the risky preferences scale, the gender differences found with the sensation 

seeking measure are consistent with the literature. 
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Gender Differences and Masculinity/Femininity 

Using only the items on the masculinity scale of the PAQ, the results of a MANOVA 

failed to find statistically significant differences between males and females for masculinity, 

F (1, 258) = 2.18, p < . 15, though the mean score for males (M^^^ = 21.62) was higher 

than the mean score for females (Mj.^^^ = 20.81). Though not originally included in the 

hypotheses, items from the femininity scales were compared as well. Statistically 

significant differences between the genders were found in this analysis, with females 

(Mfemaies" 25.63) scoring significantly higher on femininity than males (M^^^ = 22.08) , F 

(1, 260) = 43.41, p < . 0 1 . 

In sum, the males in this study preferred significantly higher levels of risky behavior 

in the following specific areas: risky choices; risky preferences; risky driving; delinquency; 

seat belt noncompliance; and sensation seeking. Males scored significantly lower on a 

measure of femininity than females. Females chose the moderate and high probability 

choices significantly more often than males. Results were statistically nonsignificant for 

risky sexual behavior and substance abuse, though there was a tendency for males to report 

engaging in substance abuse more often than females. Results were statistically 

nonsignificant as well for scores on the masculinity scale, though males tended to have 

higher scores. 

Family of Origin and Sensation Seeking 

Six areas were initially investigated when defining the specific characteristics of the 

participants' family of origin: matemal and patemal control of the offspring; matemal and 

patemal occupational patriarchy; and matemal and patemal attitudinal patriarchy. Factor 

analysis was conducted with both the control and attitude items. 

Regarding parental control over offspring, this domain was examined by asking 

about matemal and patemal control in general, matemal and patemal control during 
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childhood years, and matemal and patemal control during adolescent years. (See Appendix 

E for specific examples of parental control items on the questionnaire.) Thus, participants 

were asked about their experience of matemal and patemal control with identical items that 

were prefaced "for most of the time when growing up," "during your grade school years 

(ages 7-12)," and during your middle/high school years (ages 13-16). A two-factor 

solution was obtained with the control items, resulting in a factor related to the mother's 

control of her offspring and a factor related to the father's control of his offspring. 

Therefore, factor analysis of these items suggests that, for the participants in this study, no 

significant differentiation was reported for parental control at varying stages of 

development. (See Appendix N for factor loadings for these parental control items.) For 

the present study, the mean score for the six matemal control items = 19.31, SD = 3.62, 

whereas the mean score for the six patemal control items = 16.45, SD = 4.59. 

As for matemal and patemal attitudinal patriarchy, a four-factor solution was 

obtained with the attitudinal items, resulting in two attitudinal factors (patriarchal and 

egalitarian attitudes) for each parent. (See Appendix O for factor loading for these parental 

attitudinal items.) These six resulting family of origin factors, plus the scores for matemal 

and patemal occupational patriarchy, were retained as eight independent variables in all of 

the following analyses associated with family of origin. Standard regression analysis 

examining women's scores on sensation seeking found that patriarchal versus egalitarian 

family of origin was not predictive of sensation seeking, F (8, 121) = 1.04, p < .41. 

Forward stepwise regression failed to reach statistical significance as well, F (3, 126) = 

2.54, p < .06. For the males, this hypothesis was not supported as well. Standard 

regression analysis yielded an F (8, 96) = .82, p < .59. Stepwise regression analysis 

found an additional statistically insignificant F (1, 103) = 3.06, p < .09. Therefore, the 

family of origin variables did not predict well for males or females on the measure of 

sensation seeking. 
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Family of Origin and Masculinity/Femininity 

Standard regression analysis examining women's scores on the masculinity scale of 

the PAQ in relation to their family of origin found no significant differences, F (8, 122) = 

1.59, p < . 14. Forward stepwise regression with three steps reached statistical 

significance, F (3, 127) = 4.24, p < .01 (Adj. R̂  = .0695), indicating that there may be a 

tendency for first, greater matemal control over daughters, second, greater matemal 

supervisory power in the workplace, and third, lower scores related to patemal patriarchal 

attitudes to be associated with higher scores on the masculinity scale. Both standard and 

stepwise regression correlating women's scores on the femininity scale with family of 

origin independent variables yielded statistically insignificant results, F (8, 122) = .75, p < 

.65, and F (3, 127) = 1.49, p < .22, respectively. 

Standard regression analysis examining men's scores on the masculinity scale of the 

PAQ in relation to their family of origin found no significant differences, F (8, 93) = 1.40, 

P < .21. Forward stepwise regression with two steps reached statistical significance, F (2, 

99) = 4.35, p < .016 (Adj. R̂  = .0621), indicating that there may be a tendency for first, 

lower scores for patemal egalitarian attitudes and second, higher matemal control over sons 

to be associated with an increase in masculinity. 

When examining men's scores on the femininity scale, standard and stepwise 

regression analyses both reached statistical significance, F (8, 95) = 2.65, p < .012 (Adj. 

R' = .1139), and F (3, 100) = 6.28, p < .0007 (Adj. R' = .1333), respectively. In 

particular, lower scores for matemal egalitarian attitudes, greater patemal control over sons, 

and lower scores for patemal egsilitarian attitudes are correlated with an increase in 

femininity in males. 

In sum, family of origin variables did not predict well for masculinity/femininity for 

the women. For men, family of origin did predict with statistical significance for 

femininity, but not for masculinity. 
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Family of Origin and Self-Esteem 

Standard regression analysis examining women's scores on the self-esteem scale in 

relation to their family of origin found no significant differences, F (8, 122) = 1.24, p < 

.29. Forward stepwise regression with three steps reached statistical significance, F (3, 

127) = 2.76, p < .05 (Adj. R̂  = .0391), indicating that there may be a tendency for first, 

higher patemal control over daughters, second, higher patemal supervisory power in the 

workplace, and third, lower scores related to patemal egalitarian attitudes to be associated 

with higher self-esteem scores in women. 

Standard regression analysis examining men's scores on the self-esteem scale in 

relation to their family of origin found no significant differences as well, F (8, 94) = 1.31, 

p < .26. Forward stepwise regression with four steps reached statistical significance, F (4, 

98) = 2.68, p < .037 (Adj. R̂  = .0617), indicating that there may be a tendency for first, 

lower patemal patriarchal attitudes, second, lower patemal egalitarian attitudes (r = -.20 and 

r = -. 11, respectively), third, higher matemal control, and fourth, lower matemal 

egalitarian attitudes to be associated with higher self-esteem scores. In sum, family of 

origin did not predict self-esteem well for males or females in this study. 

Family of Origin and Risky Choices 

Though this hypothesis was not included in the original proposal, regression 

analyses were conducted to test related hypotheses. No statistically significant 

relationships between the family of origin variables and the probability pairs with different 

expected values were found for women or men using standard regression analyses, F (8, 

121) = .46, p < .88, and F (8, 95) = 1.24, p < .29, respectively. Standard regression 

analyses with the probability pairs having the same expected value were examined as well. 

The only statistically significant results were found when testing the predictive value of the 

family of origin independent variables with the moderate risk choice as the dependent 
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variable for women, F (8, 121) = 2.66, p < .011 (Adj. R̂  = .0932). Stepwise regression 

using 5 steps also found statistically significant results, F (5, 124) = 4.04, p < .002 (Adj. 

R̂  = . 1055), and suggest that higher scores for patemal egalitarian attitudes, higher 

matemal supervisory power in the workplace, lower patemal supervisory power in the 

w orkplace, lower patemal control over the daughter, and higher scores for patemal 

patriarchal attitudes (this is a relatively small increase when compared with the increase in 

patemal egalitarian attitudes) all are associated with an increase in choosing moderately 

risky choices on the risky choice task. See Table 3.2 for further specific values for the 

women's data. 

For the males, none of the standard or stepwise regression analyses conducted to test 

this hypothesis found statistically significant results, so this hypothesis w as not supported. 

See Table 3.3 for further specific statistical values for the standard regression analyses on 

the men's data. In sum, aside from the one finding that family of origin predicts women's 

moderate risk-level choices for probability pairs w ith the same expected value, family of 

origin variables did not predict well for risky choices on the probability pairings task for 

either gender. 

Table 3.2. Regression Values of Family of Origin and Women's Risk Preferences on the 
Risky Choice Task (Same Expected Values for the Probability Pairs) 

Dependent Variable F Value Degrees of Freedom p Value 

moderate vs (high + low risk choices) 

2 1.48 

high nsk choice (low probability choice) 1.47 

moderate risk choice 2.66 

low risk choice (high probability choice) .83 

(8, 121) 

(8, 121) 

(8, 121) 

(8, 121) 

p < . 1 8 

p < . 1 8 

p<.011 

p < . 5 9 
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Table 3.3. Regression Values of Family of Origin and Men's Risk Preferences on the 
Risky Choice Task (Same Expected Value for the Probability Pairs) 

Dependent Value F Value Degrees of Freedom p Value 

moderate vs (high + low risk choices) 

2 .22 

high risk choice (low probability choice) .50 

moderate risk choice 1.07 

low risk choice (high probability choice) .81 

(8, 95) 

(8, 95) 

(8, 95) 

(8, 95) 

p < . 9 9 

p < . 8 6 

p < . 4 0 

p < . 6 0 

Family of Origin and Risky Behaviors/Preferences 

Though specific hypotheses about family of origin and risky behaviors of any type 

were not included in the original proposal, relationships among these data were examined. 

Canonical analysis reveals overall significant relationships between the 8 family of origin 

variables and the 6 risky behavior/preferences factors for women, X^ (48) = 88.24, p < 

.0004. Standard regression analyses were conducted for each risky behavior/preferences 

factors separately as the dependent variable, with the 8 family of origin variables serving as 

the independent variables. Results were statistically nonsignificant for the following: risky 

sexual behavior (factor 1), F (8, 120) = 1.21, p < .30; reckless driving (factor 3), F (8, 

122) = 1.31, p < .25; substance abuse (factor 5), F (8, 122) = 1.20, p< .31; and seat belt 

noncompliance (factor 6), F (8, 122) = 1.41, p < .21. Stepwise regression analysis for 

reckless driving (factor 3) yielded an additional statistically nonsignificant F (4, 126) = 

2.25, p < .07. On the other hand, stepwise regression analysis with 3 steps related to risky 

sexual behavior (factor 1) yielded a significant F (3, 125) = 2.76, p < .046 (Adj. R̂  = 

.0370). Results suggest a minimal tendency for lower patemal control over daughters, 
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low er scores for matemal patriarchal attitudes, and higher scores for patemal patriarchal 

attitudes to be associated with an increase in risky sexual behaviors in women. Stepwise 

regression analysis with 2 steps for substance abuse (factor 5) also generated a significant 

F (2, 128) = 3.95, p < .022 (Adj. R̂  = .0435). Results suggest a minimal tendency for 

greater matemal supervisory power in the workplace, and lower patemal control o\ er 

daughters to be associated with an increase in substance abuse. Stepwise regression 

analysis with 2 steps for seat belt noncompliance (factor 6) resulted in an additional 

statistically significant F (2, 128) = 3.70, p < .028 (Adj. R̂  = .0399). Results suggest a 

minimal tendency for lower patemal control over daughters and lower scores for patemal 

patriarchal attitudes to be associated with an increase in seat belt noncompliance in women. 

Results reached statistical significance, however, on both the standard and stepwise 

regression analyses for factors 2 and 4, representing risky preferences and delinquency, 

respectively. Standard regression analysis for risky preferences yielded an F (8, 121) = 

2.12, p < .04 (Adj. R̂  = .0651). Stepwise regression analysis with 4 steps yielded an F 

(4, 125) = 4.22, p < .004 (Adj. R̂  = .0907). This analysis suggests that lower patemal 

control over daughters, lower patemal supervisory power in the workplace, lower scores 

for patemal egalitarian attitudes, and higher matemal supervisory power in the workplace 

all are associated with an increase in risky preferences for women. 

Standard regression analysis for delinquency yielded a statistically significant F (8, 

122) = 4.26, p < .0002 (Adj. R̂  = .1673). Stepwise regression analysis with 6 steps 

yielded an F (6, 124) = 5.78, p < .00003 (Adj. R̂  = . 1806). This analysis suggests that 

lower matemal control over daughters, lower patemal supervisory power in the workplace, 

lower patemal control over daughters, higher scores for patemal patriarchal attitudes, 

higher matemal supervisory power in the workplace, and lower scores for matemal 

patriarchal attitudes all are associated with an increase in delinquency in women. 
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For men, canonical analysis reveals overall significant relationships betw een the 8 

family of origin variables and the 6 risky behavior/preferences factors, X^ (48) = 78.63, p 

< .(X)4. Standard regression analyses were conducted for each risky behavior/preferences 

factors separately as the dependent variable, with the 8 family of origin variables sen ing as 

the independent v ariables. Results were statistically nonsignificant for the follow ing: risky 

preferences (factor 2); reckless driving (factor 3); and seat belt noncompliance (factor 6). 

Risky preferences (factor 2) yielded an F (8, 94) = 1.65, p < . 121. Stepwise regression 

analysis for risky preferences (factor 2) with 5 steps yielded an F (5, 97) = 2.49, p < .04 

(Adj. R̂  = .0680). This analysis suggests that higher patemal supervisory power in the 

workplace, lower scores for patemal egalitarian attitudes, higher scores for patemal 

patriarchal attitudes, greater matemal supervisory power in the workplace, and lower 

scores for matemal patriarchal attitudes all are associated with an increase in risky 

preferences for men. Reckless driving (factor 3) generated an F (8, 95) = .37, p < .94. 

Stepwise regression analysis for reckless driving (factor 3) failed to reach statistical 

significance as well, F (1, 102) = 2.55, p <. 12. Seat belt noncompliance (factor 6) 

produced an F (8, 95) = 1.31, p < .25. Stepwise regression analysis for seat belt 

noncompliance (factor 6) with 4 steps did reach a statistically significant F (4, 99) = 2.47, 

P < .05 (Adj. R̂  = .0540). Results suggest a minimal tendency for lower scores for 

matemal egalitarian attitudes, greater patemal control over sons, lower scores for patemal 

egalitarian attitudes, and lower matemal supervisory ix)wer in the workplace to be 

associated with an increase in seat belt noncompliance for men. 

Results were statistically significant, however, on both the standard and stepwise 

regression analyses for risky sexual behavior (factor 1), delinquency (factor 4), and 

substance abuse (factor 5) for the men. Standard regression analysis for risky sexual 

behavior (factor 1) produced an F (8, 95) = 2.55, p < .015 (Adj. R̂  = . 1076). Stepwise 

regression analysis for risky sexual behavior (factor 1) yielded an F (4, 99) = 5.20, p < 

34 



.0008 (Adj. R̂  = . 1402). Results suggest that lower patemal control, higher scores for 

patemal patriarchal attitudes, lower scores for matemal patriarchal attitudes, and lower 

matemal control are associated with an increase in risky sexual behavior (factor 1) for men. 

Standard regression analysis for delinquency (factor 4) yielded a statistically 

significant F (8, 94) = 2.70, p < .011 (Adj. R̂  = . 1177). Stepwise regression analysis for 

delinquency (factor 4) with 4 steps yielded an F (4, 98) = 5.19, p < .0008 (Adj. R̂  = 

. 1412). This analysis suggests that lower matemal control, higher scores for matemal 

egalitarian attitudes, higher scores for patemal patriarchal attitudes, and lower scores for 

patemal egalitarian attitudes all are associated with an increase in delinquency for men. 

Standard regression analysis for substance abuse (factor 5) also generated a 

statistically significant F (8, 95) = 2.50, p< .02 (Adj. R̂  = .1041). Stepwise regression 

analysis with 6 steps for substance abuse (factor 5) also generated a significant F (6, 97) = 

3.19, p < .007 (Adj. R̂  = . 1129). Results suggest that lower matemal control, greater 

patemal supervisory power, lower patemal control over sons, higher scores for matemal 

egalitarian attitudes, greater matemal supervisory power, and higher scores for patemal 

patriarchal attitudes to be associated with an increase in substance abuse for men. 

In sum, family of origin predicted delinquency with statistical significance for both 

genders. Family of origin variables predicted risky preferences for the women, but not for 

the men. Family of origin variables predicted risky sexual behavior and substance abuse 

for the men, but not for the women. Seat belt noncompliance and reckless driving were not 

statistically correlated with family of origin for either gender. 

Family of Origin and Uncertainty Orientation 

As with the risky behaviors/risky preferences and the family of origin items, factor 

analysis was conducted for the two component measures which are involved in calculating 

the need for uncertainty scores. First, the raw scores obtained for both the uncertainty and 
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certainty components of the need for uncertainty scores w ere factor analyzed. Factor 

analysis of the uncertainty component raw scores resulted in a two factor solution using a 

V arimax rotation. The scores for stories 2 and 4 loaded on factor 1 and the scores for 

stories 1 and 3 loaded on factor 2. Since merely adding the respective scores for each of 

the two factors would fail to change the factor scores in any w ay, new factor scores were 

created by multiplying the raw scores for each story by their factor loadings before 

summing any scores for each respective factor. Therefore, this new factor score represents 

the individual's original score weighted by the factor loading. These new numbers on each 

factor were then summed. This sum was then multiplied by its factor coefficient. The 

resulting two numbers for each participant were then summed and a z score was obtained 

for the sum of the two uncertainty factors. This final Z score for uncertainty was used in 

calculating need for uncertainty. Factor analysis of the certainty component scores resulted 

in a four factor solution. (See Appendix P for items and their factor loadings.) The raw 

scores for the items loading on each of these four factors were summed. The factor scores 

were then summed for each participant. A Z score was then obtained for this sum of the 

factor scores for the certainty component. This Z score for the certainty component factor 

scores was subtracted from the Z score for the uncertainty component factor scores, 

resulting in the factor analytic solution need for uncertainty score which was used in all of 

the following analyses. 

Standard regression analysis yielded statistically significant results, F (8, 114) = 

2.59, p < .02 (Adj. R̂  = .0943), indicating that the family of origin independent variables 

predict well for women's scores for need for imcertainty. Stepwise regression analysis 

yielded a three step solution, F (3, 119) = 6.37, p < .0005 (Adj. R' = . 1166). These 

results suggest that lower scores on patemal patriarchal attitudes, lower matemal control 

over daughters, and lower patemal supervisory power in the workplace all are correlated 

significantly with higher women's scores for need for uncertainty. 
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For men, standard regression analysis reached statistical significance, F (8, 90) = 

2.36, p < .024 (Adj. R̂  = .0998). Stepwise regression analysis with four steps, F (4, 94) 

= 4.31, p < .004 (Adj. R̂  = . 1189), indicates that low er scores for matemal patriarchal 

attitudes, low er scores for patemal egalitarian attitudes, higher matemal supen isory power 

in the workplace, and higher patemal supervisory power in the w orkplace are associated 

w ith higher need for uncertainty. Thus, family of origin predicted need for uncertaint} in 

both genders. 

In sum, family of origin predicted with statistical significance for women the 

follow ing variables: risky preferences; delinquency; seat belt noncompliance; moderate 

probability choices; and uncertainty orientation. Family of origin variables did not predict 

well for sensation seeking, masculinity/femininity, self-esteem, or risky choices other than 

those with moderate probabilities. For males, family of origin predicted with statistical 

significance for femininity; risky sexual behavior; delinquency; substance abuse; and 

uncertainty orientation. Family of origin v ariables did not predict w ell for sensation 

seeking, masculinity, self-esteem, risky choices, risky preferences, reckless driv ing, or 

seat belt noncompliance. 

Uncertainty Orientation and Risky Choices 

When comparing risk preferences on the risky choice task and scores for need for 

uncertainty, no significant differences were found for any of the relev ant comparisons for 

either gender. Therefore, this hypothesis was not supported. Standard regression analysis 

of the higher value choice from the probability pairs w ith different expected v alues and 

scores for uncertainty orientation yielded an F (1, 133) = .07, p < .79 for women. For 

men, F (1, 107) = .002, p < .97. For specific statistical values for the women's need for 

uncertainty scores in relation to risk preferences for the probability pairs w ith the same 

expected v alue, see Table 3.4. For the male's comparable statistical v alues, see Table 3.5. 
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Table 3.4. Regression Values of Women's Need for Uncertainty and Risk Preferences on 
the Risky Choice Task (Same Expected Values for the Probability Pairs) 

Dependent Value F Value Degrees of Freedom p Value 

moderate vs (high + low risk choices) 

2 .25 

high risk choice (low probability choice) .68 

moderate risk choice .07 

low risk choice (high probability choice) 1.30 

(1, 133) 

(1, 133) 

(1, 133) 

(1, 133) 

P < .63 

p < . 4 2 

p < . 8 0 

P < .26 

Table 3.5. Regression Values of Men's Need for Uncertainty and Risk Preferences on the 
Risky Choice Task (Same Expected Values for the Probability Pairs) 

Dependent Variable F Value Degrees of Freedom p Value 

moderate vs (high -i- low risk choices) 

2 .15 

high risk choice (low probability choice) .03 

moderate risk choice .00 

low risk choice (high probability choice) .03 

(1, 107) 

(1, 107) 

(1, 107) 

(1, 107) 

p < . 7 0 

p < . 8 6 

p < .996 

p < . 8 6 

Uncertainty Orientation and Risky Behaviors/Preferences 

Standard regression analysis examining the six factor solution scores for the risky 

behaviors/preferences items as the independent variables and the factor analytic solution 

scores for need for uncertainty as the dependent variable was statistically significant for the 

women's scores, F (6, 126) = 3.55, p < .003 (Adj. R^ = .1039). Stepwise regression 
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using three steps also was significant, F (3, 129) = 7.13, p < .0002 (Adj. R̂  = . 1222). 

Results indicate that, in particular, higher scores for delinquent behav ior (factor 4), higher 

scores for risky preferences (factor 2), and higher reported seat belt noncompliance (factor 

6) are all significantly correlated with higher need for uncertainty for w omen. Factor 6 

consists of only one item related to use of seat belts. When this seat belt item is anal}7;ed 

alone with need for uncertainty scores, the results are nonsignificant (see below). Thus, no 

meaningful relationship is thought to exist beUv een seat belt usage and need for uncertainty. 

In order to examine w omen's risky behaviors/preferences more closely, six 

regression analyses w ere conducted separately, w ith each risky behavior/preference factor 

serving as the dependent v ariable and the need for uncertaint} score serving as the 

independent v ariable. Need for uncertainty did not predict risky sexual behavior (factor 

1), F (1, 132) = 2.24, p< .14; reckless driving (factor3), F ( 1, 134) = 2.01, p < .16; and 

seat belt noncompliance (factor 6), F (1, 134) = 1.40, p < .24. Need for uncertainty did 

predict: risky preferences (factor 2), F (1, 133) = 10.77, p < .002 (Adj. R̂  = .0680); 

delinquency (factor 4), F (1, 134) = 15.63, p < .0002 (Adj. R' = .0978); and substance 

abuse (factor 5), F (1, 134) = 6.37, p < .013 (Adj. R' = .0382). Though positive 

correlations w ere noted with all of the risk} behaviors and need for uncertainty, onl} the 

risk} preferences, delinquency, and substance abuse factors reached statistical significance. 

As for the men, standard regression analysis examining the six factor solution scores 

for the nsky behaviors/preferences items as the independent variables and the factor 

analvlic solution scores for need for uncertainty as the dependent v ariable w as statistically 

significant as well, F (6, 99) = 2.45, p < .03 (Adj. R' = .0766). Stepwise regression 

using four steps was also significant, F (4, 101) = 3.44, p < .0111 (Adj. R̂  = .0851). 

Results indicate that, in particular, higher scores for risk} preferences (factor 2), higher 

scores for seat belt noncompliance (factor 6), higher levels of reported substance abuse 

(factor 5), and fewer reports of reckless driv ing (factor 3) are all significantl} correlated 
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with higher need for uncertainty. Again, factor 6 consists of only one item related to use of 

seat belts. When this seat belt item is analyzed alone with need for uncertainty scores, the 

results are non-significant (see below). Therefore, no meaningful relationship is thought to 

exist between seat belt usage and need for uncertainty. 

In order to examine men's risky behaviors/preferences and their specific relationship 

to need for uncertainty more closely, six regression analyses were conducted separately, 

with each risky behavior/preference factor serving as the dependent variable and the need 

for uncertainty factor score serving as the independent variable. Interestingly, none of 

these reached statistical significance. Need for uncertainty did not predict: risky sexual 

behavior (factor 1), F (1, 106) = 2.69, p< .105; risky preferences (factor 2), F (1, 105) = 

3.11, p < .081; reckless driving (factor 3), F (1, 106) = .22, p < .64; delinquency (factor 

4), F (1, 105) = .40, p < .53; substance abuse (factor 5), F (1, 106) = 3.06, p < .083; and 

seat belt noncompliance (factor 6), F (1, 106) = 2.89, p < .093. Positive correlations were 

noted with all of the risky behaviors and need for uncertainty except for one negative 

correlation with reckless driving, r = -.05. 

To summarize, when examining all six factors for risky behavior/preferences as the 

independent variables and the factor analytic solution scores for need for uncertainty as the 

dependent variable, statistically significant standard regression analyses were obtained for 

both men and women. Gender differences were noted when conducting regression 

analyses separately for each risky behavior/preference factor. For women, risky 

preferences, delinquency, and substance abuse all predicted with statistical significance for 

need for uncertainty. The other three factors, risky sexual behavior, reckless driving, and 

seat belt noncompliance, all failed to predict well for need for uncertainty. Men's reported 

risky behaviors/preferences ALL failed to predict well from their need for uncertainty 

scores. 
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Uncertainty Orientation and Sensation Seeking 

Though not included in the original hypotheses, a standard regression analysis 

confirms that women who score higher on need for uncertainty also score higher on the 

sensation seeking scale, F (1, 133) = 6.12, p < .015 (Adj. R̂  = .0368). The correlation 

between need for uncertainty scores and sensation seeking scores was .21. Men's results 

almost reached statistical significance, showing a tendency for men who score higher on 

need for uncertainty also to score higher on the sensation seeking scale, F (1, 107) = 3.89, 

P < .0513 (Adj. R̂  = .0260). The correlation between need for uncertainty scores and 

sensation seeking scores was . 19. 

Uncertainty Orientation and Masculinity/Femininity 

Though a specific hypothesis about any potential relationship between uncertainty 

orientation and masculinity/femininity was not included in the original proposal, statistical 

analyses were conducted to explore possible correlations. Standard regression analysis 

found that higher scores on the items on the masculinity scale of the PAQ predicted with 

statistical significance higher scores on uncertainty orientation for women, F (1, 134) = 

4.51, p < .04 (Adj. R' = .0253), but not for men, F (1, 105) = .48, p < .50. No 

statistically significant relationship was found between uncertainty orientation and 

endorsement of the PAQ items on the femininity scale for women or men, F (1, 134) = 

.002, p < .97, and F (1, 107) = 2.71, p < .11, respectively. 

Summarizing all of the data related to need for uncertainty, women's uncertainty 

orientation scores predicted with statistical significance for: risky preferences; delinquency; 

substance abuse; sensation seeking; and endorsement of items related to masculinity. 

Uncertainty orientation did not predict well for risky choices, risky sexual behavior, risky 

driving behavior, seat belt noncompliance, or endorsement of items related to femininity for 

women. Men's uncertainty orientation scores did not predict with statistical significance 
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for the following: risky choices; risky sexual behavior; risky preferences; reckless driving; 

delinquency; substance abuse; seat belt noncompliance; endorsement of items associated 

with either masculinity or femininity. Uncertainty orientation came closest to predicting 

well for sensation seeking (see above), but still failed to reach statistical significance. 

Risky Behaviors/Preferences and Self-Esteem 

Standard regression analysis revealed a gender difference when comparing overall 

scores on the risky behavior/preferences scale with self-esteem. Results for women 

showed a statistically significant negative correlation between these two variables in the 

standard regression analysis, F (1, 141) = 4.69, p < .04 (Adj. R̂  = .0255). Results for 

men, however, were statistically nonsignificant, F ( l , l l l ) = .13,p< .72. Standard 

regression analysis using the factorially pure dimensions of risky behavior/preferences 

yielded similar results, finding statistically significant results for women, F (6, 135) = 

2.64, p < .02 (Adj. R̂  = .0653), but not for men, F (6, 105) = .75, p < .62. An 

interesting finding includes the stepwise regression analysis results for the women with one 

step, showing a strong negative correlation between delinquency (factor 4) and self-esteem, 

F (1, 140) = 13.30, p < .0004 (Adj. R' = .0802). 

Risky Behaviors/Preferences and Masculinity/Femininity 

Standard regression analysis examining women's scores on the masculinity scale of 

the PAQ in relation to the factorially pure dimensions of risky behavior/preferences 

generated statistically nonsignificant results, F (6, 135) = .32, p < .93. The correlations 

between these two sets of variables were so small that no stepwise solution was possible. 

Comparable standard regression analysis for the men's scores also failed to reach statistical 

significance, F (6, 105) = 2.15, p < .054. Stepwise regression analysis with one step, 

however, produced statistically significant results, F (1, 110) = 13.03, p < .0005 (Adj. R^ 
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= .0978), indicating that there may be a tendency for higher scores on the masculinit} scale 

to be associated with higher scores for risky preferences (factor 2). 

Standard and stepwise regression analysis examining women's scores on the 

femininity scale of the PAQ in relation to the factorially pure dimensions of risky 

behavior/preferences generated statistically nonsignificant results, F (6, 135) = 1.31, p < 

.26, and F (3, 138) = 2.21, p< .09, respectively. Comparable standard regression 

analysis for the men's scores also failed to reach statistical significance, F (6, 106) = 1.29, 

p < .30. Stepwise regression analysis with two steps, however, produced statistically 

significant results, F (2, 110) = 3.41, p < .04 (Adj. R̂  = .0412), indicating that there may 

be a tendency for an higher scores on the masculinity scale to be associated with higher 

scores for risky preferences (factor 2) and seat belt noncompliance (factor 6). 
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CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

Purpose of the Study 

This smdy sought to establish links among Uvo explanatory theories of gender 

differences in risk-taking behaviors and the more commonly studied risky behaviors, for 

which gender differences are reported frequently in the current literature. The pow er-

control theory of gender differences in risk-taking (Grasmick et al., 1996; Hagan et al., 

1985, 1987, 1988) has associated historicalh molded patriarchal family systems with 

gender related individual preferences for adolescent delinquent risky behav ior. Grasmick, 

Blackwell, and Bursik (1993) have asserted that the power-control theory can be 

generalized to other non-delinquent risky behaviors and to adults, as well. Therefore, this 

stud} included the identical power-control theory related measures used by Grasmick et al. 

(1996): parental occupational patriarchy; parental attimdinal patriarchy; intensity of 

childhood parental control; and risk preferences. In order to attempt to replicate and link 

previous power-control theory research to the present study, three forms of delinquent 

behavior (v andalism, illicit dmg use, and theft) were assessed by administering a risk} 

behav ior scale developed by Amett (1994). This scale w as also an appropriate selection as 

It provided measures of other commonly studied risky behaviors such as reckless driv ing, 

risky sexual behavior, and alcohol abuse. Thus, the data from this scale w ould sen e 

potentially to link the power-control theory to risky behaviors previously unexamined w ith 

the theory, improving its generalizabilit}. 

In addition, the individual differences v ariable, uncertainty orientation, had been 

shown to be related to gender differences in risk-taking behavior in games of chance 

(Sorrentino, Hewitt, & Raso-Knott, 1992). Consequently, three of the same measures 

used by Hewitt (1987) were incorporated in the present study. A person's need for 
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uncertainty or uncertainty orientation was derived from two component measures: the 

projective measure consisting of four sentence leads originally developed by Sorrentino and 

his colleagues to assess uncertainty; and the 1971 adaptation of the Byme and Lamberth 

acquiescence-free measure of authoritarianism to assess certainty. The third measure 

included was the game of chance comprised of 36 probability pairings (Hewitt, 1987). 

Because Clayton (1981) concluded that certainty-oriented males tend to be more 

traditionally sex typed or masculine, certainty-oriented females tend to be more traditionally 

feminine, and uncertainty-oriented males and females tend to be more androgynous, a 

measure of gender role orientation, the short form of the PAQ (Spence & Helmreich, 

1978), was included. With hopes of finding additional links with other previous research 

in the risk-taking domain, the Amett Inventory of Sensation Seeking (AISS; Amett, 1994) 

and the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1979) were among the questionnaires 

administered. The data obtained in this study found both consistencies and inconsistencies 

with previous research, in addition to expanding the linkages between the existing literature 

and the current investigation. 

Replications of Previous Risk-Taking Research 

Congmencies with previous research were noted in many instances. To begin, males 

preferred higher levels of risk than females on both the risky choice task (Hewitt, 1987) 

and the risky behavior scale (Amett, 1996). Males also preferred higher levels of sensation 

seeking on the AISS (Amett, 1994, 1996) than females. As for the four factorially discrete 

types of risky behavior, our results were similar to those found by Amett's (1996) research 

with 17- and 18-year-old high school students, i.e., males reported engaging in 

significantly more reckless driving and delinquent behavior. Gender differences were not 

statistically significant for risky sexual behavior or substance abuse in either study. 
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Family of origin predicted risky preferences for women in both this study and 

Grasmick et al. (1996). The specific relationship between lower patemal control and an 

increase in women's risky preferences was replicated as well. The present study also noted 

that lower patemal supervisory power in the workplace, lower scores for patemal 

egalitarian attitudes, and higher matemal supervisory power in the workplace all were 

associated with an increase in risky preferences for women. In addition, a replication of 

the Hagan et al. (1985, 1987, 1988) correlation between variables related to a more 

egalitarian family of origin and an increase in women's delinquent behavior was obtained. 

Similar to Hagan et al. (1985, 1987, 1988), this study found an inverse relationship 

between the family of origin variables, i.e., lower matemal and patemal control over 

daughters, lower patemal supervisory power in the workplace, and lower scores for 

matemal patriarchal attitudes, and delinquency with women. A positive relationship was 

noted in that higher matemal supervisory power in the workplace is associated with an 

increase in delinquency in women, too. 

As for the relationship between risk taking and self-esteem, some investigators 

(Jessor & Jessor, 1977; Philliber, Namerow, Kaye, & Kunkes, 1986; Seigal & Ehrlich, 

1989; Shaw, Wagner, Amett, & Aber, 1992) have found no significant relationship 

between self-esteem and risky behaviors such as reckless driving, pregnancy risk-taking, 

and substance abuse. On the other hand, low self-esteem has been correlated with 

dangerous risk-taking behavior (Friedman, 1989; Irwin, 1993; Irwin & Millstein, 1986; 

Simpson et al., 1993). None of the above reported their findings in relation to gender or 

possible gender differences. The results of the present study find a significant relationship 

between risky behavior and self-esteem for women, but not for men. In particular, the 

women's data from this study yielded a strong negative correlation between delinquency 

and self-esteem. 
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Contradictions and Incongmencies between 
Previous Research and the Current Study 

The results of this study differed from data reported in previous research on 

occasion. While Grasmick et al. (1996) found no significant gender differences in risky 

preferences in relation to the more egalitarian family of origin, statistically significant 

gender differences were noted in the present study, with males reporting higher risk 

preferences than females. Amett's (1996) sample of male college smdents reported 

engaging in statistically more risky behavior with respect to risky sex, reckless driving, 

delinquency, and substance abuse than did female college students. In this study, 

significant gender differences were found only for reckless driving and delinquency, not 

for risky sexual behavior or substance abuse. 

When examining the relationship between uncertainty orientation and risky choices 

on the identical game of chance used by Sorrentino et al. (1992), the findings of this study 

did not replicate those in the earlier research. Sorrentino et al. (1992) found that 

uncertainty oriented men and women preferred moderate levels of risk more often than 

certainty oriented individuals. Certainty oriented men preferred high levels of risk more 

than moderate or low, and certainty oriented women preferred low levels of risk more than 

moderate or high. The data from the present study yielded no significant relationship 

whatsoever between need for uncertainty and risk choice on the probability pairings task. 

Therefore, while gender alone influenced behavior in this game, personality differences in 

uncertainty orientation did not play a role in predicting behavior. 

Another part of the data collected in this study which did not replicate previous 

findings relates to uncertainty orientation and masculinity/femininity. Clayton (1981) 

found that uncertainty oriented individuals tend to be more androgynous, whereas certaint} 

oriented people are characterized by more traditional gender styles, i.e., men report to be 

more traditionally masculine and women report to be more traditionally feminine. This 

study foimd no significant relationship between uncertainty orientation and those 
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participants who could be classified as "androgynous" (those who scored above the median 

on both the masculinity and femininity scales on the PAQ -see Spence and Helmreich, 

1978). The only statistically significant relationship noted in the present study is 

theoretically congment with the previous findings, however, in that higher scores for 

masculinity were correlated with higher need for uncertainty in women. The counterpart to 

this analysis, a higher score for femininity in men correlating with a higher need for 

uncertainty, was not statistically significant. 

An additional incongmency between past research and the present smdy relating to 

the issue of masculinity/femininity was noted when examining sex type and risky 

behaviors/preferences. Previous research had reported a positive correlation between 

masculinity and risk-taking (Harrell, 1986; Lemle & Mishkind, 1989; Pleck et al., 1994). 

Data from this research found no statistically significant relationships between scores on 

either the masculinity or femininity scale and risky behaviors/preferences. 

Expanding the Links in the Risk-Taking Domain 

Prior to this current study, an individual's need for uncertainty orientation had not 

been measured in research examining the more traditionally studied risky behaviors, such 

as those included on Amett's risky behavior scale (1994). In attempting to find links 

among the data from the current and previous research, we examined the relationships 

between uncertainty orientation and the risky behaviors delineated by the factor analytic 

solution of the risky behavior scale which produced a six factor solution. For women, 

higher need for uncertainty was significantly correlated with higher scores for delinquent 

behavior, substance abuse, and risky preferences. Risky sexual behavior and reckless 

driving were not significantly related to uncertainty orientation. Uncertainty orientation 

seemed to have a somewhat weaker and more diffuse effect on men's reports of risky 

behavior/preferences: All of the men's risky behaviors/preferences as a whole served to 
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predict uncertainty orientation, results for both the standard and stepwise regression 

solutions were statistically significant. These results showed that higher scores for risky 

preferences and substance abuse, and fewer reports of reckless driving were correlated 

with a higher need for uncertainty in men. However, when the risky behaviors/preferences 

were examined individually to see how well they correlated with need for uncertainty, none 

of them were found to be correlated with uncertainty orientation. Such gender differences 

seems to reflect well an assertion that the many historical/familial/developmental and 

personality variables interact with gender in an often dynamic and complex namre, resulting 

in the different types and frequencies of risky behaviors/preferences reported by the men 

and women in this study. 

A similar gender difference was noted when investigating the relationship between 

uncertainty orientation and sensation seeking in that the positive correlations were 

statistically significant for women, but not for men, though the men's results almost 

approached statistical significance. In light of these findings, it is also possible that the 

lower number of male participants (146 women vs. 118 men) may have been associated 

with the seemingly weaker relationships found in the men's correlations between 

uncertainty orientation and risky behaviors/preferences/sensation seeking. 

In attempting to find further linkages among data from previous research, this study 

examined the additional relationships between some measures that have not yet been 

reported. Examples of some other comparisons unique to the present study are as follows. 

Family of origin was not significantly associated with sensation seeking, self-esteem, or 

masculinity for women or men. Although no relationship was found between family of 

origin and femininity for women, a significant relationship was noted for males. In 

particular, lower scores for both matemal and patemal egalitarian attitudes, and greater 

patemal control over sons were correlated with higher femininity scores for the males. 
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Women's family of origin and non-delinquent risky behaviors (risky sex, reckless 

driving, and substance abuse) were not significantly correlated. Family of origin, 

however, was found to be related to men's risky sexual behavior, delinquency, and 

substance abuse. Lower matemal and patemal control and higher patemal patriarchal 

attitudes were associated with an increase in risky sexual behavior for males. The increase 

in delinquency was associated with lower matemal control over sons, higher scores for 

both matemal egalitarian attitudes and patemal patriarchal attitudes, and lower scores for 

patemal egalitarian attitudes. An increase in men's substance abuse was associated with 

lower matemal and patemal parental control, greater patemal and matemal supervisory 

power in the workplace, higher scores for matemal egalitarian attitudes and patemal 

patriarchal attitudes. 

Prior to this study, an individual's family of origin (patriarchal or egalitarian) had not 

been examined in relation to an individual's need for uncertainty. A significant relationship 

between family of origin and need for uncertainty was found for both women and men, 

though the relevant variables associated with uncertainty orientation differed for the two 

genders. For example, lower scores on patemal patriarchal attitudes, lower matemal 

control over daughters, and lower patemal supervisory power in the workplace all are 

correlated significantly with higher scores for need for uncertainty in women. With men, 

however, lower scores for matemal patriarchal attitudes, lower scores for patemal 

egalitarian attitudes, higher matemal supervisory power in the workplace, and higher 

patemal supervisory power in the workplace are associated with higher need for 

uncertainty. Therefore, while elements related to family of origin predicted need for 

uncertainty with both males and females, the elements were different, depending on 

gender, reflecting the complexity of the variables and how they interact differently 

depending upon the gender of the offspring. 
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Limitations of this Study 

The typical wamings related to generalizing results obtained from undergraduate 

students at one university to the entire adult population apply to the findings of this study. 

In particular, results on the PAQ may reflect the statistical phenomenon known as 

restriction of range. For example, college males may be more homogeneous than males at 

large, describing themselves with more traditionally "feminine" characteristics. 

An analogy for this hypothesis could include the findings that elevations on the Minnesota 

Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI) Masculinity-Femininity Scale commonly are 

noted on college-educated individuals (Duckworth & Anderson, 1995; Graham, 1993; 

Groth-Mamat, 1990), suggesting that college males have broader interests, including 

aesthetics, fine arts, the humanities, and in other more traditionally feminine domains. 

The projective measure used to assess uncertainty developed by Sorrentino and his 

colleagues was difficult to leam how to score. Even after achieving the recommended 

inter-rater reliability with the practice stories above .90, the author nevertheless found 

scoring actual protocols a difficult and complex task. Nancy J. Bell, Ph.D., who went 

well beyond the usual call of duty for a committee member, generously offered to leam the 

scoring system for purposes of achieving inter-rater reliability. After many hours of 

practice, discussion, phone calls to expert scorers in Ontario, Canada, for additional 

consultation, and scoring of actual protocols, inter-rater reliability reached a Cronbach's 

alpha equal to .78. 

Jessor (1992) has proposed a model for adolescent risk behaviors that links the 

following five domains to risky behaviors and lifestyles: biology/genetics, with risk 

factors such as familial history of alcoholism; social environment, with risk factors such as 

poverty; perceived environment, with risk factors such as parents/peers engaging in and 

thereby modeling risky behavior; personality, with risk factors being low optimism for 

future success, and behavior, with risk factors including substance abuse and/or 
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delinquency. The present study only attempted to link some of the factors related to three 

of the above listed domains: social environment (family of origin); personality (sensation-

seeking, self-esteem, uncertainty orientation, and masculinity/femininity; and behavior. 

Biology/genetic and perceived environment were not examined, nor were any of the 

respective potential protective factors associated with Jessor's five domains. Therefore, the 

results of this study must be viewed as contributing partial data to an otherwise complex 

psycho-social interactionist explanatory stmcture which is necessary to understand fully the 

who's, what's, when's, how's, and why's of risky behavior. 

Conclusions 

Overall, the power-control theory did well to predict for delinquency in both genders, 

which is congment with the literature. In addition, factor analysis of the family of origin 

measures provided additional specificity for statistical analysis and aided with interpretation 

of data. Whereas the earlier studies examining power-control theory asserted that it was the 

mother's intensity of parental control over the daughter that was significant for the later 

development of delinquent behavior in the daughters, this research and others (see 

Grasmick et al., 1996) have found that patemal parental control may be as or even more 

important in the relationship between daughters and whether or not they have higher risk 

preferences (akin to their brothers) and act out in delinquent or other risky behaviors. It 

will be important to remember that historical influences related to family of origin are 

factorially complex. 

The results of this study indicate as well that the power-control theory may predict 

well for other risk-taking behavior, but gender and other factors may interact in determining 

the specific types of behavior. For example, the family of origin variables predicted risky 

preferences for women but not for men. On the other hand, the family of origin variables 

predicted risky sexual behavior and substance abuse for men, but not for women. 
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Interestingly, coming from a more egalitarian family of origin was associated with higher 

scores for uncertainty orientation for both men and women. 

While Sorrentino et al. (1992) found correlations between uncertainty orientation and 

gender differences in risk-taking behavior in games of chance, the present data did not 

support this theory. The present results suggest, however, that need for uncertainty may 

be related to some types of risky behaviors/preferences for women, but this connection 

may not exist for men. 

Factor analysis of the risky behaviors in Amett's (1994) risky behavior scale reveals 

that this self-report measurement is factorially complex. With the exception of the study by 

Shaw et al. (1992), most of the previous traditionally studied risky behaviors have been 

lumped together, with individuals receiving a sum score for a variety of potentially 

orthogonal behaviors. Reporting various risky behaviors as independent domains when 

discussing results seems appropriate in light of the present study's factor analytic solution 

for the measures of risky behaviors/preferences. Without teasing out exactly which of 

these behaviors and how often the person engages in them, a sum score for risk-taking 

behaviors will not be able to yield as precise and meaningful of an outcome. In fact, results 

based on a sum of all behaviors may be misleading emd produce misinterpretations of the 

data. It is clear that a person might engage in one or more discrete types of risk-taking, but 

not participate at all in others. No gender differences were found for risky sexual behavior, 

and perhaps none should be expected. After all, sexuality and sexual behavior are normal 

components of all human development, regardless of gender, family of origin, or the above 

mentioned personality variables. Much has been written about the universality and the 

maturation of the sexual drive since Freud's 1905 publication of Three Essays on the 

Theory of Sexuality. Conceivably, when more is leamed about the potential universality 

and development of other discrete types of risk-taking behavior, future study of inter- and 
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intra-gender differences may employ improved metrics with greater predictive and 

explanatory power. 

Implications for Future Research 

To date, no one has done any type of content analysis of the stories gleaned from the 

projective element of the uncertainty measure. Content related directly to risky behavior 

was frequently included in the stories, which included themes related to sexual behavior, 

substance abuse, crime (murder, rape, dealing dmgs, assault, etc.), reckless driving, 

various risky behavior which resulted in serious health consequences, and so forth. It 

would be interesting to analyze whether any significant relationship exists between the 

content of the stories and behavior reported. 

In future research, it may be helpful for us to consider that many of the 

measurements typically cited in the risk-taking literature, such as those measuring risky 

behavior and family of origin, are factorially complex. Employing factor analytic 

procedures to refine the measurements might continue to yield more precise and 

interpretable data with better predictive power. Furthermore, instead of classifying women 

and men in terms of one individual differences variable, such as need for uncertainty, it is 

important to recognize that many complex personality traits play a part in influencing 

behavior. In addition, the relevance of these personality characteristics are dynamically 

determined by both historical background/family of origin and gender. Thus, determining 

whether a person will engage in various risk-taking behaviors must involve considering the 

elaborate network comprised of the various types of risk-taking behavior, various 

personality traits such as sensation seeking, and any historical influences related to family 

of origin. 
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Introduction to the Risk-Taking Behavior Domain 

Largely because of the many health and social problems resulting from risk-taking, 

the domain of risk-taking behaviors has been extensively investigated in recent 

experimental and theoretical literature. Risk has been defined as "...a condition where a 

possibility of... loss as a result of deviation from the intended or expected situation does 

exist" (Verma & Sharma, 1990, p. 11). Therefore, unsuccessful risk-taking may result in 

losses associated with health (damage to health including loss of life), wealth (direct loss of 

money/assets from financial gambles, loss of job, damage/destruction of property), and 

happiness (loss of personal freedom, i.e., incarceration, loss of relationships). 

Psychologists and sociologists interested in the risk-taking domain often focus not 

only on risky self-destructive behaviors, such as substance use/abuse, and reckless 

behaviors related to sexual activity and dangerous driving, but also on risky socially-

destmctive behaviors. These could include the aforementioned self-destmctive behaviors 

when they negatively impact on others as well as other delinquent/criminal behaviors, 

ranging from lying, cheating, vandalism and petty theft to more serious criminal behavior, 

including rape and murder. Since adolescence and early adulthood have been characterized 

as the primary developmental stages of excessive risk-taking behavior (Holinger, 1981; 

Jessor, 1983), much of the literature has focused on these populations. 

"Accidental injury is the leading cause of death for children, adolescents, and young 

adults" (Clark, Sommerfeldt, Schwarz, Hedeker, & Watel, 1990, p. 423). Adolescent 

risk-taking behavior is often responsible for injuries and deaths resulting from motor 

vehicle collisions (Plummer & Das, 1973). Jenny (1988) asserts that adolescent victims of 

sexual assault frequently have engaged in voluntary, and otherwise "avoidable," risky 

behavior, such as hitchhiking and social interactions with individuals they do not know 

well in dangerous settings. Therefore, risky behavior can include interacting with strangers 
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in non-public places where the chance of receiving help or assistance is limited or not 

possible. 

Many different theorists attempt to explain why young people engage in risk-taking 

behaviors. Jessor (1992) purports that a comprehensive social-psychological framework is 

necessary to understand the complexity of adolescent risk-taking behav ior. Within his 

social-psychological framework, he cites four main explanatory spheres from which risk-

taking behavior originates: the social environment, the perceived environment, personality 

traits, and past and present behavioral experiences. He argues as well that an individual's 

physiological and genetic makeup should not be ignored when considering the above. 

Amett (1992) discusses reckless behavior, such as risky sexual behavior, reckless 

driving, substance abuse, and delinquency, from a theoretically developmental perspective. 

He delineates three main factors which encourage reckless behavior, sensation seeking; 

cognitive factors; and peer relationships. First, sensation seeking has been correlated with 

reckless behavior in a number of studies (Amett, 1994, 1996; Carrol & Zuckerman, 1977; 

Zuckerman, Ball, & Black, 1990). Three biological factors associated with sensation 

seeking include "...Average Evoked Potential (AEP) augmenting-reducing, which is a 

measure of the brain's tendency to respond to a strong visual or auditory stimulus by 

augmenting the stimulus (increasing its intensity) or reducing it (responding less to a highly 

intense stimulus than to a slightly less intense stimulus)" (Amett, 1992, p. 346). Another 

biological factor is monoamine oxidase (MAO). High levels of MAO have been negatively 

correlated with sensation seeking (Schooler, Zahn, Murphy, & Buchsbaum, 1978). Sex 

hormones, such as androgen, estrogen, and testosterone, also have been linked to 

sensation seeking. Second, cognitive factors, or aspects of cognitive development, 

associated with reckless behavior include egocentrism and poor probability reasoning, 

which results in poor judgment. Poor probability judgment could precipitate the perception 

of lower levels of risk involved in a behavior that, in reality, is very risky. Third, peer 
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influences are hypothesized to be an important factor in encouraging or discouraging 

reckless behavior. "It can be expected that adolescents who share a high level of sensation 

seeking would be attracted to each other as friends on the basis of this similarity...the 

group may go along with the highest sensation seeker on a reckless adventure, partly out of 

conformity and partly on behalf of their own sensation seeking propensities" (Amett, 

1992, p. 355). 

Psychodynamic theory would assert that when risky behavior can result in serious 

injury to the self, such self-destmctive behavior may reflect latent suicidality (Kaplan & 

Pokomy, 1976; Menninger, 1936; Selzer & Payne, 1962; Weiss, 1957). Thorson and 

Powell (1987, p. 807) also suggest that "persons high in lethal behaviors have been 

described...as...higher in suicidal orientations...." Suicidal ideations and behaviors are 

often clinically thought of as anger/aggression directed inward, whereas homicidal 

ideations and assaultive/homicidal behavior are seen as anger/aggression directed outward. 

Recently, Amett (1996) has found further correlations between aggression and 

adolescent reckless behavior. "Aggressiveness would seem to possess potential as an 

explanatory factor for the developmental basis of reckless behavior, because the hormones 

related to aggressiveness have a developmental trajectory that is similar to the trajectory of 

many types of reckless behavior" (Amett, 1996, p. 694). Furthermore, he suggests that 

since bodily levels of testosterone double in females and increase by eighteen times in 

males during the progression of adolescence, these increases in testosterone partially may 

account for not only the increase in risk-taking behavior during this phase of development, 

but also the often reported gender differences in risk-taking behavior. 

Gender Differences in the Risk-Taking Domain 

Gender differences are frequently reported in the more current risk-taking literature. 

"Almost all of the behaviors typically chosen for study in the research on adolescent risk-
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taking, with the exception of cigarette smoking, have higher prevalence rates for men than 

for women" (Anderson et al., 1993, p. 170). Amett (1996) found significant gender 

differences in reckless behavior in both high school and college populations, with males 

reporting to be more likely than females to drive recklessly (excessive speeds, drag racing, 

passing cars in a no passing zone). Additionally, the males in this study reported they 

engaged in more delinquency, such as theft of less than $50.00 and vandalism. 

Gender differences also have been found in studies measuring the perception of risk 

associated with various risk-taking behaviors. For example, females perceive greater risk 

in using alcohol and illicit dmgs than males (Spigner, Hawkins, & Loren, 1993). 

Similarly, females perceive greater risk than males in various risky driving behaviors 

(Cherpitel, 1993; DeJoy, 1992). Thus, in the traditionally investigated risk-taking 

behaviors, the literature suggests that, in general, men perceive less risk and engage in 

more risk-taking behavior than women, who perceive more risk and engage in risk-taking 

behavior at lower frequencies. 

Gender Differences in Societal Power 

Prevalent gender differences exist as well when one considers which of the sexes in 

today's society possesses the most "power," whether it be economic, political, or religious. 

And, interestingly, "power involves risk" (Carlson-Catalano, 1994, p. 24). This simple 

statement has many implications. For example, if one has more "power," then might one 

perceive less risk? In considering that not only are lower levels of perceived risk associated 

with higher levels of risk-taking behavior (Cochran & Peplau, 1991; Fuller, 1984; 

Hodgdon, Bragg, & Finn, 1981; Jonah, 1986), that men typically perceive less risk and 

engage in more risk-taking behavior than women, and that in a patriarchal society such as 

ours, it is man who has the "power", not woman, it makes intuitive sense to link the 

concepts of power and patriarchy with risk-taking behavior. 
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"Patriarchy means "mle o f (arch) "fathers" (patri)" (Sapiro, 1990, p. 46). The main 

concepts of patriarchy are authority and power (Bersani & Chen, 1988). Patriarchy's 

"...chief setting is the home" (Avni, 1991, p. 233). In adherence to the patriarchal attitude, 

socialization emphasizes the hierarchical characteristics of the family, specifically male 

control and dominance over the female (Dobash & Dobash, 1979). 

The Power-Control Theory of (jender Differences 
in Adolescent Delinquency 

"The power-control theory of delinquency, developed and refined by Hagan and 

associates, is an important addition to contemporary criminological theory that integrates 

macro and micro processes to explain delinquency" (Leiber & Wacker, 1997, p. 317). 

While studying two types of relationships between control and dominance in both the home 

and the workplace, Hagan, Simpson, and Gillis (1985, 1987, 1988) developed the 

provocativ e power-control theory of gender and delinquency. Specifically, their theory 

links both controls employed by the parents w ith their children and cilso controls used or 

experienced b} the "head of the household" in association with others in the workplace. 

Furthermore, the power-control theor} suggests that gender differences in risk-taking 

originate from the social stmcture, not biological differences. Thus, the relativ e positions 

of w IV es and husbands in the w orkplace affect the risk-taking in the offspring. 

In patriarchal families, wiv es have little power relative to husbands, 
daughters have little freedom relative to sons, and daughters are less 
delinquent than sons. These differences are diminished in egalitarian 
families. Power-control theor} explains this v ariation in terms of 
(1) gender div isions in domestic social control and (2) the resulting attitudes 
toward risk taking. (Hagan et al., 1987, p. 788) 

Moreover, in patriarchal families, mothers are assigned roles in controlling their 

daughters more so than their sons, w hich results in the daughters preferring less risk-taking 

than the sons. Hagan, Simpson, and Gillis (1979) posit that an instmment-object 

relationship is the framework within which familial dominance is found. In a t} pical 
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family, mothers are the instmment of control over offspring more than are fathers, and the 

daughters are the objects of this control more than are sons. Kanter (1974) refers to this 

informal social control as the "intimate oppression." 'This is the kind of relationship that a 

Marxist-feminist theory suggests is central to the "reproduction of order"...the threat of 

punishment, or at least the perception of such a threat, does deter delinquency" (Hagan et 

al., 1985, p. 1156). 

Chodorow (1978) developed a psycho-social framework correlating gender 

socialization and "mothering" that evolves from gender differences in the oedipal resolution 

and the patriarchy's division of labor in the household. From an object relations 

perspective, the primary love object for both the son and/or the daughter is the mother, 

"...a son's primary identification with his mother is curtailed as the mother detaches herself 

from their preoedipal relationship. Sons are encouraged subsequently to develop a sense of 

a separate self and to be less relational and more independent than daughters" (Leiber & 

Wacker, 1997, p. 322). Conversely, daughters do not separate so early or easily from 

their mothers. This results in daughters identifying more strongly with their mothers than 

sons, a pattem which has a tendency to be perpetuated throughout the generations, with 

mothers exerting more control over daughters than sons until some intervening factor stops 

the cycle. For example, power-control theory posits that women who are the head of their 

household, or single parents, are less controlling over their daughters than mothers in the 

patriarchal household. 

According to Hagan et al. (1985), parental control is measured by asking four 

questions: Does your (mother/father) know (who you are with/where you are) when you 

are away from the home? Their subjects would then choose one of the following responses 

to these four questions: never, sometimes, usually, and always. The results (Hagan et al., 

1985) show an inverse correlation between parental control and delinquent behav ior. "The 

instmmental role assigned to mothers is clear in our data. Within each class, the effect of 
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matemal control...is statistically significant, whereas the effect of patemal control is not" 

(Hagan et al., 1985, p. 1172). By taking into account the effect of matemal control over 

daughters as opposed to sons, Hagan and his colleagues found that gender differences in 

delinquency are substantially reduced. Those adolescents who had the most freedom from 

parental control were males who reported more delinquent behavior. Those who 

experienced the most parental control were females and this matemal, more than patemal, 

parental control clearly served as a deterrent to delinquent behavior. Believing that the 

relations of dominance within the family form the foundation of such deterrence, Hagan et 

al. (1985) confirmed their hypothesis that female adolescents, more then males, are reared 

in a manner so as to avoid risks in general, and specifically to avoid violations of the law. 

"In other words, ...there is a sexual stratification in the social control of adolescents that is 

connected to patriarchal family stmcture, and... this is important to the explanation of 

gender differences in delinquency" (Hagan et al., 1988, p. 301). 

In a somewhat related vein, Lambom, Mounts, Steinberg, and Dombusch (1991) 

examined the psychosocial development, intemalized distress, school achievement, and 

problem behavior of adolescents in relation to parental style. Parents were classified as 

authoritative, authoritarian, indulgent, or neglectful. Authoritative parenting is comprised 

of consistency, inductive discipline, personal warmth, and nonpunitive punishment. 

Authoritarian parenting lacks the warmth of authoritative parenting. Related to the above 

issues of parental control, relatively high levels of parental control are associated with both 

authoritative and authoritarian parenting, whereas low levels of parental control are 

associated with indulgent and neglectful parenting. Indulgent parenting differs from 

neglectful parenting in that the former is associated with higher levels of parental acceptance 

and involvement, whereas the latter is associated with a serious lack of parental 

involvement. The assumption that it is worse to be ignored than scolded held tme in this 

study. The adolescents describing their upbringing as neglectful rated most poorly on all 
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four sets of outcome measures. Lower parental control/involvement with children w as 

associated with problem behaviors, such as delinquency, dmg use, and school misconduct. 

In a follow-up study by Steinberg, Lambom, Darling, Mounts, and Dombusch 

(1994), they retested the same smdent populations one year later. They concluded that 

"differences in adjustment associated with variations in parenting are either maintained or 

increase ov er time. Howev er, w hereas the benefits of authoritative parenting are largely in 

the maintenance of previous levels of high adjustment, the deleterious consequences of 

neglectful parenting continue to accumulate" (Steinberg et al., 1994, p. 754). This 

negativ e correlation between intensity of parental control and delinquency supports the 

power-control theory. 

The power-control theory of gender and delinquency links parental control ov er 

offspring with the concept of power. According to Coser and Coser (1974), power w ithin 

a family is derived from the positions held in the w ork-place by w iv es and husbands. 

Thus, the vary ing roles of men and women in the workplace have an important impact on 

the social organization of gender-linked control processes in the home. Based on 

Dahrendorfians's model of family class relations (1959), Hagan et al. (1987) 

conceptualized families in vv hich there are two parents by virtue of their supervisory power 

in the workplace. Please see Table 1.1 on page 5 for a detailed description of the family 

class relations classification system used by Hagan et al. (1987). 

Consequently, the ideal-type of egalitarian family is one in which the mother and 

father both have authority in the workplace (the upper command class). The ideal-type of 

patriarchal family is one in which there is an unbalanced authority-subject relationship, w ith 

the father occupying an authority position w hile the mother is either employed in the 

workplace but has no authority or is unemployed. Hagan et al. (1987) used households 

headed by women (the mother is unmarried and is the major source or sole source of family 
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income) as a comparison group, expecting to find the same consequences seen in more 

conventional egalitarian families. 

All households in which both parents were present consisted of a mother and an 

employed father. The mother was categorized as unemployed if she answered that she had 

not been employed either full-time or part-time during the past year. In order to determine 

where the parents fit with respect to the above employed categories, other questions were 

asked to determine whether or not the employed parent would fit into the "command class" 

and "obey class," terms previously used by Lopreato (1968) and Robinson and Kelly 

(1979). If the parent answered affirmatively to questions inquiring if s/he supervised 

others or had other people working for her/him, then this parent was put into the 

authority/command category. If these conditions were not fulfilled, then the employed 

parent fell into the no authority/obey category. 

Thus, the basic premise of Hagan et al. (1987, p. 798) "...is that authority in the 

workplace is translated into power in the household, with consequent effects on the 

relationship between gender and delinquency." Therefore, a reduction in the relationship 

between delinquency and gender would be predicted for offspring from the more balanced, 

egalitarian families, whether they be from higher levels of class stmcture, i.e., the upper 

command class, or from the lower levels of the class stmcture, i.e., in the female-headed 

households or the upper obey class. Conversely, the relationship between delinquency and 

gender would be the strongest in the family class relations that are the most unbalanced as 

these are most representative of the patriarchal household. Again, these would be families 

where the father has authority at work and the mother either does not have any authority at 

work or she is unemployed. The intervening link is that in the more balanced families, 

parents, especially mothers, are less likely to control their daughters as strongly as parents, 

especially mothers, in the more patriarchal families. The reduction in the control of the 
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daughters is linked to the decreased opportunity to create the aversion and deterrence 

toward risk taking that generates the gender differences in delinquency. 

Overall, Hagan et al. (1987) found that matemal instmment-object relationship to be 

weakest in female-headed families and strongest in the unbalanced family class relations, 

with the balanced families falling in between. The correlation between matemal control and 

female-headed households was 0.025, whereas the upper command class was correlated 

with matemal control at -0.156. When the father had authority at work and the mother was 

unemployed, the correlation was -0.398. The correlations between the risk variables (such 

as taste for risk and perceived risk) and gender were stronger for those from the unbalanced 

class stmctures than for those from the balanced families. The correlations between taste 

for risk and gender were weakest (-0.006) in the upper command class, the lower obey 

class (0.084), and in the female-headed families (0.119), all of which are more egalitarian 

than the unbalanced stmctures. These unbalanced, more patriarchal families yielded the 

strongest correlations. For example, when the father had authority at work and the mother 

did not, the correlation was 0.275. When she was unemployed, the correlation was 0.263. 

"Patriarchal families do seem to discourage risk taking among daughters as compared with 

sons, while egalitarian families seem more likely to encourage a taste for risk among 

daughters as well as among sons" (Hagan et al., 1987, p. 803). 

Leiber and Wacker (1997) tested the power-control theory with a population of 

single-mother families. Their data supports the power-control theory in that they found 

significant negative correlations between matemal control and delinquency. An important 

additional finding relates to the positive correlation seen between delinquent behavior and 

relationships with delinquent peers for both genders. 

Power-control theory asserts that pattems of child socialization are 
influenced by parent-child same-sex identification, are conditioned by 
mothers' occupational authority, and are manifest in matemal control and 
support and taste for risk. The same-sex identification literature on which 
Hagan and colleagues draw suggests to us that these pattems my vary by 
the child's age and, particularly for girls, are manifest in same-sex peer 
relations. (Leiber & Wacker, 1997, p. 322) 
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Grasmick, Blackwell, and Bursik (1993) have asserted that the power-control theory 

can be generalized to other non-delinquent risky behaviors and to adults, as well. "Power-

control theory, coupled with expected continuation of liberation and deprivation and the 

resulting convergence in the socialization of sons and daughters, predicts changes in the 

gender patteming of a wide range of behaviors, not just crime and delinquency" 

(Grasmick, Blackwell et al., 1993, pp. 701-702). 

Grasmick, Hagan, Blackwell, and Ameklev (1996) tested the power-control theory 

with a general measure of risk preferences in an adult population. Results from their 

research supported the power-control theory. Risk preferences were assessed by asking 

four questions: (1) "I like to test myself every now and then by doing something a little 

risky." (2) "Sometimes I will take a risk just for the fun of it." (3) "I sometimes find it 

exciting to do things for which I might get into trouble." (4) "Excitement and adventure are 

more important to me than security." Responses are scored on a four point Likert-scale 

(see Appendix B). To classify families as patriarchal or egalitarian, they used a nine item 

measure to assess matemal and patemal attitudinal patriarchy (see Appendix D) and a two 

item measure (see Appendix C) to assess matemal and patemal occupational patriarchy. 

Though the questions related to occupational patriarchy were virtually identical to those 

used by Hagan et al. in the aforementioned studies, the addition of the attitudinal patriarchy 

measure, which taps into a variety of gender-related household areas, is a potentially 

important refinement for measuring and increasing the understanding of how family of 

origin correlates with risk-taking behavior. Parental control was measured by asking 

questions similar to those used by previous research investigating the power-control theory 

(see Appendix E for items). Their data reflect that women from more traditional, 

patriarchal families endorse lower levels of general risk preferences than women from more 

egalitarian families. In fact, in the egalitarian families, no gender differences were found 

for risk preferences. 
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Risk-Taking and Personality 

Hagan et al. (1985, 1987, 1988) did not explain how family of origin and family 

socialization affect specific personality variables in the offspring, other than to suggest that 

the increase in parental control over daughters in the patriarchal family structures acts to 

deter risk-taking related to delinquency. The more frequently mentioned specific 

personality variables that have been found to correlate with risk-taking behavior include 

sensation seeking (Amett, 1994, 1996; Carrol & Zuckerman, 1977; Zuckerman, Ball, & 

Black, 1990), masculinity/femininity (M/F; Clayton, 1981; Lemle & Mishkind, 1989; 

Pleck, Sonenstein, & Ku, 1994; Sorell, Silvia, & Busch-Rossnagel, 1993), and self-

esteem (Friedman, 1989; Irwin, 1993; Irwin & Millstein, 1986; Simpson, Knight, & Ray, 

1993). The main purpose of this study will be to determine whether or not a link exists 

between the power-control theory (family of origin issues) and the existing literature 

dealing with a few particularly relevant aspects of personality which are correlated with 

risk-taking behavior. 

Uncertainty Orientation and Risk-Taking Behavior 

More specifically, this study will attempt to create a link between the power-control 

theory's explanation of gender differences in risk-taking with a personality variable's 

explanation of gender differences in risk-taking, namely, uncertainty orientation. For, 

whereas Hagan et al. (1985, 1987, 1988) have created a theory to explain gender 

differences in risk-taking based on sociological/family of origin framework, Sorrentino, 

Hewitt, and Raso-Knott (1992) have espoused that an individual difference variable, 

uncertainty orientation, is correlated with gender differences in risk-taking. Uncertainty 

orientation 

deals with either resolving uncertainty or maintaining clarity about the self 
or the environment. Briefly, uncertainty-oriented persons are motivated to 
find out new things about the self or the environment, whereas certainty-
oriented persons avoid or ignore new or inconsistent information about the 
self or the environment. (Sorrentino, Hewitt, et al., 1992, p. 523) 
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Based on the risk-taking model developed by Atkinson (1964), which examines 

participants' responses to three levels (low, moderate, and high) of perceived risk, one of 

the studies conducted by Sorrentino, Hewitt, et al. (1992, p. 528) confirmed "that 

individual differences in uncertainty orientation predict risk-taking in situations in which 

outcomes are completely determined by chance." Though Atkinson and Birch (1970) were 

able to validate their prediction that people seek to maximize the relationship between the 

incentive value of success and the probability of success, Sorrentino, Hewitt, et al. (1992) 

were interested in whether an interaction would be found between probability and incentive 

value of success and individual differences in uncertainty orientation. They predicted that 

uncertainty-oriented people would show a stronger preference for moderate probabilities, 

i.e., those with a 50% chance of success, because such probabilities are more indicative of 

uncertain outcomes than those in the low or high probabilities of success, i.e., those with a 

10% to 20%, or 80% to 90%, respectively, chance of success. Conversely, the low or 

high probabilities of success, which represent more certain outcomes, would be preferred 

by the certainty-oriented persons. 

Their results confirmed these predictions. Interestingly, a significant interaction 

between gender and uncertainty orientation was found in determining preferences for low, 

moderate, and high risk. Both male and female uncertainty-oriented subjects preferred the 

moderate probabilities, reflecting their preference for uncertainty. The gender difference 

was seen in the certainty-oriented participants. Both women and men preferred relatively 

certain outcomes. The men, however, selected near-certain failures, preferring low 

probability events. The women, on the other hand, selected near-certain success, 

preferring high probability events. Thus, the certainty-oriented men preferred risky choices 

and the certainty-oriented women preferred no/low risk. Men choosing higher levels of 

risk than women is consistent with previous research. 

Hence, certainty-oriented persons conformed to traditional sex typing in 
exhibiting their preference for predictable outcomes (i.e., high risk for men, 
low risk for women...)...the proclivity of certainty-oriented men to satisfy 
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their preference for certainty by selecting extreme risk, in contrast to the 
tendency of certainty-oriented women to select extreme caution, is 
consistent with findings by Clayton (1981)...that certainty-oriented persons 
are more sex typed than are uncertainty- oriented persons who tend to be 
androgynous. (Sorrentino, Hewitt, et al., 1992, p. 530) 

In linking the above results with the power-control theory, certain questions arise. 

For example, would the more egalitarian families produce daughters with more 

androgynous, uncertainty-oriented characteristics, daughters who would be more inclined 

to prefer to take moderate risks as compared with low or high risks? Conversely, would 

the more patriarchal families produce daughters who are more feminine and certainty-

oriented, and consequently more likely to prefer low risk behaviors? 

Because previous research has found that various risk-taking behaviors are correlated 

with personality variables such as sensation seeking, with sensation seeking being 

positively correlated with risk-taking (Carrol & Zuckerman, 1997; Cherpitel, 1993; 

Schafer, Blanchard, & Fals-Stewart, 1994; Zuckerman et al., 1990), M/F, with 

masculinity being positively correlated with risk-taking (Harrell, 1986; Lemle & Mishkind, 

1989; Pleck, Sonenstein, & Ku, 1994) and self-esteem, with low self-esteem being 

correlated with dangerous risk-taking behavior (Friedman, 1989; Irwin, 1993; Irwin & 

Millstein, 1986; Simpson, Knight, & Ray, 1993), this study included measurements of 

these variables in addition to those included in the aforementioned studies by Grasmick, 

Hagan et al. (1996), and Sorrentino, Hewitt, et al. (1992). Therefore, sensation seeking, 

M/F, and self-esteem were studied in conjunction with family of origin and the individual 

difference variable, uncertainty orientation, as they relate to risk taking and, more 

specifically, gender differences in risk taking. Because these personality variables and the 

two explanatory theories being investigated had been correlated with three distinct types of 

risk-taking behavior, i.e., delinquency, risky choices in chance situations, and the 

commonly investigated risky behaviors such as risky driving, substance abuse, and risky 

sexual behaviors, measures for these behaviors also were included. 
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APPENDIX B 

RISKY PREFERENCES SCALE 

(Grasmick, Hagan, Blackwell, & Ameklev, 1996) 
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Risky Preferences Scale 

1. I like to test myself every now and then by doing something a little risky. 

2. Sometimes I will take a risk just for the fun of it. 

3. I sometimes find it exciting to do things for which I might get into trouble. 

4. Excitement and adventure are more important to me than security. 

Responses were coded as follows: 

(1) strongly disagree 

(2) disagree somewhat 

(3) agree somewhat 

(4) strongly agree 

Responses were scored by summing the numeric codes for the four items for each 

participant. The sum value was used in some of the statistical analyses, while the 

individual responses were used in the factor-analytically based statistical analyses . 
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APPENDIX C 

OCCUPATIONAL PATRIARCHY SCALE 

(Grasmick, Hagan, Blackwell, & Ameklev, 1996) 
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Occupational Patriarchy Scale 

1. Which of the following best describes the main job of your father/father figure when 

you were growing up? 

Code Response 

0 He was self-employed with no one else working for him. 

1 He was self-employed with other people working for him. 

0 He worked for someone else and did not supervise the work of anyone else. 

1 He worked for someone else and did supervise the work of other people. 

0 He was not employed. 

(left blank) Not applicable (no father/father figure present) 

2. Which of the following best describes the main job of your mother/mother figure when 

you were growing up? 

Code Response 

0 She was self-employed with no one else working for her. 

1 She was self-employed with other people working for her. 

0 She worked for someone else and did not supervise the work of anyone else. 

1 She worked for someone else and did supervise the work of other people. 

0 She was not employed. 

(left blank) Not applicable (no mother/mother figure present) 

Responses were coded " 1 " if the parent had supervisory power or "0" if the parent did not 

have supervisory power. The family was coded " 1 " (more patriarchal) if the father had 

supervisory power and the mother did not. All others were coded as "0" (less patriarchal). 
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APPENDIX D 

ATTITUDINAL PATRIARCHY 

(Grasmick, Hagan, Blackwell, & Ameklev, 1996) 
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Patemal Attitudinal Patriarchy 

How would your father have responded to the following? 

1. It is okay for mother to work full-time when their youngest child is under age five. 

2. Preschool children are likely to suffer if their mother is employed. 

3. It is difficult for young children when their mother is employed full-time. 

4. Parents should encourage just as much independence in their daughters as in their sons. 

5. Mothers should encourage their daughters to seek a career just as much as their sons. 

6. It is much better for every one if the man cams the main living and the woman takes 

care of the home and family. 

7. If a husband and wife both work full-time, they should share household tasks equally. 

8. If a woman is offered a promotion, her husband should be willing to move for the sake 

of her career. 

9. Men are by nature better leaders for the family than are women. 

Responses were coded as follows: 

(1) Strongly disagree 

(2) Disagree somewhat 

(3) Not sure 

(4) Agree somewhat 

(5) Strongly agree 

* Reverse code the first, fourth, fifth, and seventh items. 

To score, the numeric codes were summed for each individual. 
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Matemal Attitudinal Patriarchy 

How would your mother have responded to the following? 

1. It is okay for mother to work full-time when their youngest child is under age five. 

2. Preschool children are likely to suffer if their mother is employed. 

3. It is difficult for young children when their mother is employed full-time. 

4. Parents should encourage just as much independence in their daughters as in their sons. 

5. Mothers should encourage their daughters to seek a career just as much as their sons. 

6. It is much better for every one if the man cams the main living and the woman takes 

care of the home and family. 

7- If a husband and wife both work full-time, they should share household tasks equally. 

8. If a woman is offered a promotion, her husband should be willing to move for the sake 

of her career. 

9. Men are by nature better leaders for the family than are women. 

Responses were coded as follows: 

(1) Strongly disagree 

(2) Disagree somewhat 

(3) Not sure 

(4) Agree somewhat 

(5) Strongly agree 

* Reverse code the first, fourth, fifth, and seventh items. 

To score, the numeric codes were summed for each individual. 
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APPENDIX E 

PARENTAL CONTROL 

(Grasmick, Hagan, Blackwell, & Ameklev, 1996) 
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Matemal Control 

For most of the time when growing up.... 

1. Did your mother know where you were when you were away from home? 

2. Did your mother know who you were with when you were away from home. 

During your grade school years (ages 7-12): 

1. Did your mother know where you were when you were away from home? 

2. Did your mother know who you were with when you were away from home. 

During your middle/high school years (ages 13-16): 

1. Did your mother know where you were when you were away from home? 

2. Did your mother know who you were with when you were away from home. 

Code 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Response 

Never 

Sometimes 

Usually 

Always 

To score, the numeric codes were summed for all six questions. The individual scores 
were used in the factor analysis of this measure. 
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Patemal Control 

For most of the time when growing up... 

1. Did your father know where you were when you were away from home? 

2. Did your father know who I was with when I was away from home? 

During your grade school years (ages 7-12): 

1. Did your father know where you were when you were away from home? 

2. Did your father know who you were with when you were away from home. 

During your middle/high school years (ages 13-16): 

1. Did your father know where you were when you were away from home? 

2. Did your father know who you were with when you were away from home. 

Code 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Response 

Never 

Sometimes 

Usually 

Always 

To score, the numeric codes were summed for all six questions. The individual scores were 
used in the factor analysis of this measure. 
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APPENDIX F 

UNCERTAINTY ORIENTATION 

(Frederick, Sorrentino, & Hewitt, 1985) 
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Sentence Interpretations 

Instmctions 

You are going to see a series of sentences, and your task is to tell a story that is 
suggested to you by each sentence. Try to imagine what is going on. Then tell what the 
situation is, what led up to the situation, what the people are thinking and feeling, and what 
they will do. 

In other words, write as complete a story as you can—a story with a plot and 
characters. 

You will have twenty (20) seconds to look at a sentence and then four minutes to 
write your story about it. Write your first impressions and work rapidly. I will keep time 
and tell you when it is time to finish your story and to get ready for the next sentence. 

There are no right or wrong stories or kinds of stories, so you may feel free to write 
whatever story is suggested to you when you look at a sentence. Spelling, punctuation, 
and grammar are not important. What is important is to write out as fully and as quickly as 
possible the story that comes into your mind as you imagine what is going on. 

Notice that there is one page for writing each story. If you need more space for 
writing any story, use the reverse side of the paper. 

87 



Two people are working in a laboratory on a piece of equipment. 
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Sentence Number 1 ID # 

1. What IS happening? Who is (are) the person (s)? 

2. What has led up to this situation? That is, what has happened in the past? 

3. What is being thought? What is wanted? By whom? 

4. What will happen? What will be done? 
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2. A person is sitting, wondering about what may happen. 
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Sentence Number 2 ID # 

1. What is happening? Who is (are) the person(s)? 

2. What has led up to this situation? That is, what has happened in the past? 

3. What is being thought? What is wanted? By w hom? 

4. What will happen? What w ill be done? 
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3. A young person is standing: Some kind of operation can be seen in the background. 
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Sentence Number 3 ID # 

1. What is happening? Who is (are) the person(s)? 

2. What has led up to this simation? That is, what has happened in the past? 

3. What is being thought? What is wanted? By whom? 

4. What will happen? What will be done? 
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4. A person is thinking: An image of crossroads is in the person's mind. 
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Sentence Number 4 ID # 

1. What is happening? Who is (are) the person(s)? 

2. What has led up to this simation? That is, what has happened in the past? 

3. What is being thought? What is wanted? By whom? 

4. What will happen? What will be done? 
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APPENDIX G 

CERTAINTY ORIENTATION 

(Sorrentino, Hanna, & Brouwers, 1992) 
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The following is a smdy of what the general public thinks and feels about a number 
of important social and personal questions. The best answ er to each statement below is 
your personal opinion. We have tried to cover many different and opposing points of 
V iew: you may find yourself agreeing strongly with some of the statements, disagreeing 
just as strongly with others, and perhaps uncertain about others. Whether you agree or 
disagree w ith any statement, you can be sure that many people feel the same as you do. 
Please answer directly on these pages provided. 

Circle -t-3, -i-2, +1, or -1 , -2, -3, depending on how you feel in each case. 

+1: I AGREE A LITTLE -1: I DISAGREE A LITTLE 
+2: I AGREE SOMEWHAT -2: I DISAGREE SOMEWHAT 
-^3: I AGREE VERY MUCH -3: I DISAGREE VERY MUCH 

1. There is hardly anything lower than a person who does not feel a great love, gratitude, 
and respect for his or her parents. 

+3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3 

2. An insult to our honor should always be punished. 

+3 -h2 +1 -1 -2 -3 

3. Books and movies ought not to deal so much with the unpleasant and seamy side of life; 
they ought to concentrate on themes that are entertaining or uplifting. 

+3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3 

4. What youth needs most is strict discipline, mgged determination, and the will to work 
and fight for family and country. 

+3 +2 +1 -1 2 -3 

5. No sane, normal, decent person could ever think of hurting a close friend or relative. 

+3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3 

6. Young people sometimes get rebellious ideas, but as they grow up they ought to get 
over them and settle down. 

-1-3 +2 -1-1 -1 -2 -3 

7. The findings of science may someday show that many of our most cherished beliefs are 
wrong. 

+3 +2 +\ -1 -2 -3 

8. People ought to pay more attention to new ideas, even if they seem to go against our 
w ay of life. 

+3 +2 +1 -1 2 -3 
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9. If people would talk less and work more everybody would be better off 

+3 -H2 +1 -1 -2 -3 

10. A person who has bad manners, habits, and breeding can hardly expect to get along 
with decent people. 

-f-3 +2 -1-1 -1 -2 -3 

11. Insults to our honor are not always important enough to bother about. 

+3 -h2 +1 -1 -2 -3 

12. It's all right for people to raise questions about even the most sacred matters. 

4-3 -h2 -f-1 -1 -2 -3 

13. Obedience and respect for authority are the most important virtues children should 
leam. 

-̂ 3 +2 4-1 -1 -2 -3 

14. There is no reason to punish any crime with the death penalty. 

+3 4-2 4-1 -1 -2 -3 

15. Anyone who would interpret the Bible literally just doesn't know much about geology, 
biology, or history. 

4-3 4-2 +1 -1 -2 -3 

16. In this scientific age the need for a religious belief is more important than ever before. 

4-3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3 

17. When they are little, kids sometimes think about doing harm to one or both of their 
parents. 

4-3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3 

18. It is possible that creatures on other planets have founded a better society than ours. 

+3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3 

19. The prisoners in our corrective institutions, regardless of nature of their crimes, should 
be humanely treated. 

4-3 4-2 4-1 -1 -2 -3 

20. The sooner people realize that we must get rid of all the traitors in the govemment, the 
better off we'll be. 

-̂ 3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3 
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21. Some of the greatest atrocities in history have been committed in the name of religion 
and morality. 

4-3 +2 -Hi -1 -2 -3 

To score, sum the numeric responses, noting that items 7, 8, 11, 12, 14, 15, 17, 19, and 

21 are reverse keyed. The sum is then converted to a z score, which is subtracted from the 

z score for the uncertainty orientation projective measure. For the factor analytic solution 

for need for uncertainty, the indiv idual responses were used, resulting in a four factor 

solution. The sum of the four factors was obtained, and then converted to a z score. Like 

the above, this resulting z score was subtracted from the 2 factor solution for the 

uncertainty orientation z score. This new factor analytic z score was used in the statistical 

analyses in the present study. 
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APPENDIX H 

RISKY CHOICE TASK 

(Sorrentino, Hewitt, & Raso-Knott, 1992) 
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Choice Task 

Below, you will see a whole series of paired choices. What I would like you to do for this 
task is to choose ONE of the paired choices. Each choice includes two pieces of 
information. Look at the example below. You see two options, labeled A and B. Both of 
these options present you with two pieces of information: a probability on the left and a 
payoff on the right. For example, option A has a probability of 70%, vv hich means that 
there is a 70% chance of winning. It also has a payoff of $2.00 which means that if you 
were to win, you would get $2.00. This is very much like a lottery. Look at option B in 
the example. It has a 40% chance of winning and if you were to win, vou would get 
$3.00. 

Your task is to choose one of the paired hypothetical events listed below. Using the 
scantron sheet, please indicate your choice by filling in the "A" bubble if 
you choose "A", or by filling in the "B" bubble if you choose "B". Please do 
all 36 of the pairs. 

IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS, PLEASE ASK BEFORE COMPLETING THIS 
TASK. 

Example 

1. A. 90% 

B. 50% 

3. A. 50% 

B. 80% 

5. A. 20% 

B. 50% 

7. A. 10% 

B. 90% 

9. A. 80% 

B. 50% 

11. A. 50% 

B. 10% 

13. A. 90% 

B. 50% 

A. 70% 
B. 40% 

$4.00 

$2.50 

$4.00 

$2.50 

$1.50 

$5.00 

$1.00 

$4.00 

$1.50 

$5.00 

$5.00 

$1.00 

$2.50 

$4.50 

$2.00 
$3.00 

2. A. 10% 

B. 50% 

4. A. 50% 

B. 90% 

6. A. 80% 

B. 20% 

8. A. 50% 

B. 20% 

10. A. 90% 

B. 10% 

12. A. 20% 

B. 80% 

14. A. 50% 

B. 80% 

$5.00 

$1.00 

$4.50 

$2.50 

$1.00 

$8.00 

$1.00 

$2.50 

$0.50 

$4.50 

$4.00 

$1.00 

$5.00 

$1.50 
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15. A. 20% $2.50 16. A. 10% $4.50 

B. 50% $1.00 B. 90% $0.50 

17. A. 80% $2.50 18. A. 50% $1.00 

B. 50% $4.00 B. 10% $5.00 

19. A. 10% $1.00 20. A. 50% $2.50 

B. 50% $5.00 B. 90% $4.00 

21. A. 80% $1.00 22. A. 50% $5.00 

B. 20% $4.00 B. 20% $1.50 

23. A. 90% $4.00 24. A. 20% $8.00 

B. 10% $1.00 B. 80% $1.00 

25. A. 50% $2.50 26. A. 20% $2.50 

B. 90% $4.00 B. 50% $1.00 

27. A. 50% $1.00 28. A. 80% $1.50 

B. 10% $5.00 B. 50% $5.00 

29. A. 80% $2.50 30. A. 10% $4.50 

B. 50% $4.00 B. 90% $0.50 

31. A. 50% $4.50 32. A. 10% $1.00 

B. 90% $2.50 B. 50% $5.00 

33. A. 50% $5.00 34. A. 80% $1.00 

B. 20% $1.50 B. 20% $4.00 

35. A. 20% $8.00 36. A. 90% $4.00 

B. 80% $1.00 B. 10% $1.00 

To code the above probability pairings, the responses to the probability pairs were divided 

into two groups: Those with same expected values and those with different expected 

values. The responses in the same expected value category were classified as being high 

probability choices/low risk (80%-90% chance), moderate probability choices/moderate 
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risk (50% chance), and low probability choices/high risk (10%-20%). The frequency of 

responses in each classification was tallied and divided by 18 (total number of same 

expected value probability pairs) for each individual. The responses in the different 

expected value category were classified as being higher expected value or lower expected 

value choices. The frequency of responses in each classification was tallied and divided by 

18 (total number of different expected value probability pairs) for each individual. 
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APPENDIX I 

SENSATION SEEKING 

(Amett, 1994) 
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For each item, indicate on the scantron sheet which response best applies to you: 

(A) describes me very well 
(B) describes me somewhat 
(C) does not describe me very well 
(D) does not describe me at all 

o 
I. I can see how it would be interesting to marry someone from a foreign country. 

When water is very cold, I prefer not to swim even if it is a hot day. (-) 
3. If I have to wait in a long line, I 'm usually patient about it. (-) 
4. When I listen to music, I like it to be loud. 
5. When taking a trip, I think it is best to make as few plans as possible and just take it 

as it comes. 
6. I stay away from movies that are said to be frightening or highly suspenseful. (-) 
7. I think it's fun and exciting to perform or speak before a group. 
8. If I were to go to an amusement park, I would prefer to ride the rollercoaster or other 

fast rides. 
9. I would like to travel to places that are strange and far away. 
10. I would never like to gamble with money, even if I could afford it. (-) 
II . I would have enjoyed being one of the first explorers of an unknown land. 
12. I like a movie where there are a lot of explosions and car chases. 
13. I don't like extremely hot and spicy foods. (-) 
14. In general, I work better when I am under pressure. 
15. I often like to have the radio or TV on while I'm doing something else, such as reading 

or cleaning up. 
16. It would be interesting to see a car accident happen. 
17. I think it's best to order something familiar when eating in a restaurant. (-) 
18. I like the feeling of standing next to the edge on a high place and looking down. 
19. If it were possible to visit another planet or the moon for free, I would be among the 

first in line to sign up. 
20. I can see how it must be exciting to be in a battle during a war. 

Novelty subscale: odd items 
Intensity subscale: even items 

Scoring: Combine responses to items, with A = 4, B = 3,C = 2, D= l,so that higher 
score = higher sensation seeking. For items followed by (-), scoring should be reversed. 
The total score (sum of all responses) was used in the statistical analyses in the present 
study. 
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APPENDIX J 

PERSONAL ATTRIBUTES QUESTIONNAIRE 

(PAQ-SHORT FORM) 

(Spence & Helmreich, 1978) 
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PAG 

The items below inquire about what kind of person you think you are. Each item 
consists of a pair of characteristics, with the letters A-E in between. For example: 

Not at all Artistic A...B...C...D...E Very Artistic 

Each pair describes contradictory characteristics-this is, you cannot be both at the 
same time, such as very artistic and not at all artistic. 

The letters form a scale between the two extremes. You are to chose a letter which 
describes where you fall on the scale. For example, if you think you have no artistic 
ability, you would choose A. If you think you are pretty good, you might choose D. If 
you are only medium, you might choose C, and so forth. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

6. 
7. 

8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17-
18. 
19. 

20. 
21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

Not at all aggressive 
Not at all independent 
Not at all emotional 
Very submissive 
Not at all excitable 
in a major crisis 
Very passive 
Not at all able to 
devote self 
completely to others 
Very rough 
Not at all helpful 
to others 
Not at all competitive 
Very home oriented 
Not at all kind 
Indifferent to 
other's approval 
Feelings not 
easily hurt 
Not at all aware of 
feeling of others 
Can make decisions 
easily 
Gives up easily 
Never cries 
Not at all 
self-confident 
Feels very inferior 
Not at all 
understanding of others 
Very cold in relations 
with others 
Very little need for 
for security 
Goes to pieces under 
under pressure 

A....B....C....D....E Very aggressive** 
A....B....C....D....E Very independent 
A....B....C....D....E Very emotional 
A....B....C....D....E Very dominant 

Very excitable in 
A....B....C....D....E in a major crisis 
A....B....C....D....E Very active 

Able to devote 
self completely 

A....B....C....D....E toothers 
A....B....C....D....E Very gentle 

Very helpful 
A....B....C....D....E toothers 
A....B....C....D....E Very competitive 
A....B....C....D....E Very worldly 
A....B....C....D....E Very kind 

Highly needful of 
A....B....C....D....E other' s approval 

Feelings easily 
A....B....C....D....E hurt 

Very aware of 
A....B....C....D....E feelings of others 

Has difficulty 
A....B....C....D....E making decisions 
A....B....C....D....E Never gives up easily 
A....B....C....D....E Cries very easily 

A....B....C....D....E Very self-confident 
A....B....C....D....E Feels very superior 

Very understanding 
A....B....C....D....E ofothers 

Very warm in relations 
A....B....C....D....E with others 

Very strong need 
A....B....C....D....E forsecurity 

Stands up well 
A....B....C....D....E underpressure 
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The M (Masculinity) scale is comprised of items 2, 6, 10, 16, 17, 19, 20, and 24. The F 

(Femininity) scale is comprised of items 3, 7, 8, 9, 12, 15, 21, and 22. The M-F 

(Masculinity-Femininity) scale is comprised of 1, 4, 5, 11, 13, 14, 18, and 23. "The 

responses in italics represent "extreme" masculine scores on the M scale, "extreme" 

feminine scores on the F scale, and "extreme" masculine responses on the M-F scale. The 

extreme score is coded as a 4, the next most extreme score is coded as a 3, and so on. The 

scores for the items on the respective scales are summed. Only the summed totals for the 

M and F scale were used in the statistical analyses for the present study. 
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APPENDIX K 

ROSENBERG SELF-ESTEEM SCALE 

(Rosenberg, 1979) 
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Please read the following statements. If you "strongly agree" with the statement, 
please fill in "A" bubble on the scantron sheet. If you "agree" with the statement, please fill 
in the "B" bubble on the scantron sheet. If you "disagree", please fill in the "C" bubble 
on the scantron sheet. If you "strongly disagree", please fill in the "D" bubble on the 
scantron sheet. 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Disagree 
Strongly Disagree 

= A 
= B 
= C 
= D 

1. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself 

2. At times I think I am no good at all. 

3. I feel I have a number of good qualities. 

4. I am able to do things as well as most other people. 

5. I feel I do not have much to be proud of. 

6. I certainly feel useless at times. 

7. I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with others. 

8. I wish I could have more respect for myself 

9. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure. 

10. I take a positive attitude toward myself. 

Items 1, 3, 4, 7, and 10 are scored as follows: A = 3, B = 2, C= 1, and D = 0. Items 2, 

5, 6, 8, and 9 are scored as follows: A = 0, B= 1,C = 2, and D = 3. All items for each 

participant are then summed. The sum score was used in statistical analyses. 
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APPENDIX L 

RISKY BEHAVIOR SCALE 

(Amett, 1994) 
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Behavior Questionnaire 

For each of the following types of behavior, indicate how many times you have participated 
in it by marking the appropriate bubble on your scantron sheet. 

1. Driven a car, tmck, or motorcycle after having three or more beers or other alcoholic 
drinks. 
A. 0 
B. once 
C. 2-5 times 
D. 6-10 times 
E. more than 10 times 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Had sex without using any birth control/contraception. 
A. 0 
B. once 
C. 2-5 times 
D. 6-10 times 
E. more than 10 times 

Had sex using birth control/ contraception. 
A. 0 
B. once 
C. 2-5 times 
D. 6-10 times 
E. more than 10 times 

Damaged or destroyed public or private property. 
A. 0 
B. once 
C. 2-5 times 
D. 6-10 times 
E. more than 10 times 

Used marijuana. 
A. 0 
B. once 
C. 2-5 times 
D. 6-10 times 
E. more than 10 times 

Stolen something worth less than fifty dollars. 
A. 0 
B. once 
C. 2-5 times 
D. 6-10 times 
E. more than 10 times 
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7. Stolen something worth more then fifty dollars 
A. 0 
B. once 
C. 2-5 times 
D. 6-10 times 
E. more than 10 times 

8. Driven a car or other vehicle at over 80 miles per hour. 
A. 0 
B. 1-5 times 
C. 6-20 times 
D. 21-50 times 
E. more than fifty times 

9. Had sex with someone you knew only casually. 
A. 0 
B. 
C. 
D. 
E. 

once 
2-5 times 
6-10 times 
more than 10 times 

10. Used cocaine. 
A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 
E. 

0 
once 
2-5 times 
6-10 times 
more than 10 times 

11. Driven more than 20 miles per hour over the speed limit. 
A. 0 
B. 1-5 times 
C. 6-20 times 
D. 21-50 times 
E. more than 50 times 

12. Used illegal dmgs other than marijuana or cocaine (not including alcohol). 
A. 0 
B. once 
C. 2-5 times 
D. 6-10 times 
E. more than 10 times 

13. Consumed at least five glasses of beer or other alcoholic drinks in one aftemoon or 
evening. 
A. 0 
B. once 
C. 2-5 times 
D. 6-10 times 
E. more than 10 times 
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14. Raced another car while driving. 
A. 0 
B. once 
C. 2-5 times 
D. 6-10 times 
E. more than 10 times 

15. Passed another car in a no-passing zone. 
A. 0 
B. once 
C. 2-5 times 
D. 6-10 times 
E. more than 10 times 

16. When you're going somewhere in a car, how often do you use your seatbelt? 
A. never or hardly ever 
B. sometimes 
C. most of the time 
D. always or almost always 

17. In the past year, how may sexual partners have you had? 
A. 0 
B. 1 
C. 2-3 
D. 4-5 
E. more than 5 

18. In the past MONTH, how may DAYS did you smoke at least one cigarette? 
A. 0 
B. 1-5 
C. 6-10 
D. 11-20 
E. more than 20 

Responses were scored as follows: A = 0, B= 1,C = 2, D = 3, and E = 4. The sum total 
was used in some of the statistical analyses. Individual scores were used in the factor 
analytically based statistical analyses. 
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APPENDIX M 

FACTOR ANALYSIS OFTHE RISKY BEHAVIOR 

AND RISKY PREFERENCES SCALE 
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Factor 1-Risky Sexual Behavior 

(Items and their factor loadings from a varimax rotated solution) 

2. Had sex without using any birth control/contraception. (.66) 

3. Had sex using birth control/ contraception. (72) 

9. Had sex with someone you knew only casually. (.68) 

17. In the past year, how may sexual partners have you had? (.77) 

Factor 2—Risky Preferences 

(Items and their factor loadings from a varimax rotated solution) 

1. I like to test myself every now and then by doing something a little risky. (.82) 

2. Sometimes I will take a risk just for the fun of it. (.83) 

3. I sometimes find it exciting to do things for which I might get into trouble. (.77) 

4. Excitement and adventure are more important to me than security. (.67) 

Factor 3-Reckless Driving 

(Items and their factor loadings from a varimax rotated solution) 

8. Driven a car or other vehicle at over 80 miles per hour. (.83) 

11. Driven more than 20 miles per hour over the speed Hmit. (.84) 

14. Raced another car while driving. (.52) 

15. Passed another car in a no-passing zone. (.62) 
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Factor 4-Delinquency 

(Items and their factor loadings from a varimax rotated solution) 

4. Damaged or destroyed public or private property. (.49) 

6. Stolen something worth less than fifty dollars. (.50) 

7. Stolen something worth more then fifty dollars. (75) 

10. Used cocaine. (.81) 

12. Used illegal dmgs other than marijuana or cocaine (not including alcohol). (.70) 

Factor 5—Substance Abuse 

(Items and their factor loadings from a varimax rotated solution) 

1. Driven a car, tmck, or motorcycle after having three or more beers or other alcoholic 
drinks. (.69) 

5. Used marijuana. (.68) 

13. Consumed at least five glasses of beer or other alcoholic drinks in one aftemoon or 
evening. (.77) 

18. In the past MONTH, how may DAYS did you smoke at least one cigarette? (.72) 

Factor 6—Seatbelt Noncompliance 

(Item and its factor loading from a varimax rotated solution) 

16. When you're going somewhere in a car, how often do you use your seatbelt? (-.86) 
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APPENDIX N 

FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE PARENTAL CONTROL SCALE 
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Factor 1—Matemal Control 

(Items and their factor loadings from a varimax rotated solution) 

For most of the time when growing up.... 

1. Did your mother know where you were when you were away from home? 

2. Did your mother know who you were with when you were away from home? 

The scores on these items were summed and the resulting factor loading = .78. 

During your grade school years (ages 7-12): 

1. Did your mother know where you were when you were away from home? 

2. Did your mother know who you were with when you were away from home? 

The scores on these items were summed and the resulting factor loading = .86. 

During your middle/high school years (ages 13-16): 

1. Did your mother know where you were when you were away from home? 

2. Did your mother know who you were with when you were away from home? 

The scores on these items were summed and the resulting factor loading = .77. 
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Patemal Control 

(Items and their factor loadings from a varimax rotated solution) 

For most of the time when growing up... 

1. Did your father know where you were when you were away from home? 

2. Did your father know who I was with when I was away from home? 

The scores on these items were summed and the resulting factor loading = .90. 

During your grade school years (ages 7-12): 

1. Did your father know where you were when you were away from home? 

2. Did your father know who you were with when you were away from home? 

The scores on these items were summed and the resulting factor loading = .84. 

During your middle/high school years (ages 13-16): 

1. Did your father know where you were when you were away from home? 

2. Did your father know who you were with when you were away from home. 

The scores on these items were summed and the resulting factor loading = .86. 
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APPENDIX O 

FACTOR ANALYSIS OFTHE ATTITUDINAL PATRIARCHY SCALE 
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Factor 1-Matemal Patnarchal Attimdes 

(Items and their factor loadings from a varimax rotated solution) 

1. It is okay for mother to work full-time when their youngest child is under age fiv e. 

(-.73) 

2. Preschool children are likely to suffer if their mother is employed. (-.85) 

3. It is difficult for young children when their mother is employed full-time. (-.83) 

6. It is much better for every one if the man cams the main liv ing and the woman takes 

care of the home and family. (-.65) 

9. Men are by nature better leaders for the family than are women. (-.56) 

Factor 2-Matemal Egalitarian Attitudes 

4. Parents should encourage just as much independence in their daughters as in their sons. 

(-.74) 

5. Mothers should encourage their daughters to seek a career just as much as their sons. 

(-.75) 

7. If a husband and vv ife both work full-time, they should share household tasks equally. 

(-.70) 

8. If a woman is offered a promotion, her husband should be willing to move for the sake 

of her career. (.64) 
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Factor 3—Patemal Egalitarian Attitudes 

(Items and their factor loadings from a v arimax rotated solution) 

4. Parents should encourage just as much independence in their daughters as in their sons. 

(-•78) 

5. Mothers should encourage their daughters to seek a career just as much as their sons. 

(-.77) 

7. If a husband and wife both work full-time, they should share household tasks equalh'. 

(-.80) 

8. If a woman is offered a promotion, her husband should be willing to move for the sake 

of her career. (.77) 

Factor 4—Patemal Patriarchal Attimdes 

(Items and their factor loadings from a varimax rotated solution) 

1. It is okay for mother to work full-time when their youngest child is under age five. 

(•63) 

2. Preschool children are hkely to suffer if their mother is employed. (.85) 

3. It is difficult for young children when their mother is employed full-time. (.80) 

6. It is much better for every one if the man cams the main liv ing and the woman takes 

care of the home and family. (.72) 

9. Men are by nature better leaders for the family than are women. (.43) 
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APPENDIX P 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR ALL SCALES AND SUBSCALES 

USED IN THE HNAL STATISTICAL ANALYSES 
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Table P. 1. Means and Standard Deviations for All Scales and Subscales Used in Analyses 

Scale/Subscale Female Scores Male Scores 

Mean St. Dev. Mean St. Dev. 

Risk Preferences 

Matemal Occupational Patriarchy 

Patemal Occupational Patriarchy 

Matemal Patriarchal Attitudes 

Matemal Egalitarian Attimdes 

Patemal Egalitarian Attimdes 

Patemal Patriarchal Attimdes 

Matemal Control 

Patemal Control 

Uncertainty Orientation 

Risky Choice Task—Same Expected Values 

Moderate vs (High -i- Low Risk Choices) 

2 

8.21 

.43 

.83 

9.45 

4.33 

4.75 

9.13 

20.47 

17.36 

-.69 

2.86 

.50 

.37 

5.01 

2.08 

2.16 

4.62 

3.29 

4.51 

16.12 

10.50 

.43 

.77 

10.24 

5.08 

5.72 

10.47 

17.94 

15.35 

.89 

2.91 

.50 

.42 

4.65 

2.39 

2.67 

4.29 

3.53 

4.47 

15.50 

.66 

High Risk Choice (Low Probability Choice) .22 

Moderate Risk Choice 39 

Low Risk Choice (High Probability Choice) .39 

Risky Choice Task-Different Expected Values 

Higher Expected Value .82 

Lower Expected Value . 18 

Sensation Seeking 52.69 

.47 .53 .50 

.22 

.10 

.18 

.16 

.16 

7.27 

.33 

.35 

.32 

.83 

.17 

58.01 

.21 

.13 

.16 

.18 

.18 

7.30 
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Table p. 1. (continued) 

Scale/Subscale Female Scores 

Mean St. Dev. 

Male Scores 

Mean St. Dev. 

Personal Attributes Questionnaire—Subscales 

Masculine Scale Items Only 

Feminine Scale Items Only 

Self-Esteem 

Risky Behavior Scale-Sum of Scale Score 

Factor 1—Risky Sexual Behavior 

Factor 2—Risky Preferences 

Factor 3—Reckless Driving 

Factor 4—Delinquency 

Factor 5—Substance Abuse 

Factor 6—Seatbelt Noncompliance 

20.81 

25.63 

22.19 

41.59 

6.29 

4.21 

5.34 

2.28 

6.88 

2.70 

3.94 

4.21 

5.51 

11.05 

3.90 

2.86 

3.07 

3.31 

4.86 

.71 

21.62 

22.08 

23.90 

48.27 

6.39 

6.50 

8.92 

4.83 

7.95 

2.22 

4.83 

4.50 

4.81 

13.08 

4.23 

2.91 

4.02 

4.11 

5.06 

1.12 
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