





opportunities to learn about their success ratidatypoint. This was especially true for those in
the high success rate. It also seems that thabe ilow success rate may have experimented
with more risky combos early on but then graduedlyirned to safer levels. As the experiment
progressed and participants had those opportundilesarn about their success rate, differences

in risk taking between conditions became more puooed.

The patterns are in accordance with general expegribased paradigm predictions. As
predicted by experience-based paradigm resears$e thith a high success rate eventually took
more risks compared to those with a low success Téte Success Rate x Stage x Segment

interaction was not significarf<1.

Successrate calibration of risk taking. Sensitivity to success rates was clearly observed
in the primary analysis, but we wanted to know lesll participants used their experienced
success rate information to make the best riskisoets. To measure how well participants used
this information, a single-sample t-test was coneldifor each success rate group. The t-test
compared the average of the last two win/loss cansietected to the optimal win/loss combo for
that success rate. Reaching the optimal level windlidate that success rate information was
used well, and that participants appropriatelytrated at least on average. This was a more
rigorous test of experience-based paradigm predistof the underweighting of rare events as
the underlying rationale for the pattern. If resute consistent, then those with a low success
rate should have a lower average win/loss combgeoad to their optimal, as they would
underestimate the rare event of doing well. Thoile &vhigh success rate should have a higher
average win/loss combo compared to their optinsathay would underestimate the rare event of

doing poorly.
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The average of the last two win/loss combos inf@adibration’ stage was found to be
significantly different than the optimal win/loserabo for both high and low success rate groups
bu tin the wrong direction. Those with a low suscege had an average win/loss combo of 3.77
(SD=1.79) which was above their optimal win/lossbo of threet(101)=4.37p<.001, d=.60.
Those with a high success rate had an averageoasn¢ombo of 6.02 (SD=2.12) which was

below their optimal win/loss combo of sevg(i,00)=4.61p<.001, d=-.65.

These results suggest that participants were sangittheir success rate, and eventually
gravitated in the appropriate direction towardsrtbptimal win/loss combo, but failed to
calibrate completely. Participants ended up cleséine middle when selecting win/loss combos.
Unlike our predictions, the pattern of risk takivgs not consistent with experience-based
paradigm predictions. Those with a low successtaatk relatively more risks than optimal, and

those with a high success rate had a lower avevagkss combo compared to their optimal.

Secondary analyses of risk taking patterns. First, an analysis was done to determine
whether the randomly assigned combo levels inrtbuctions had any influence on the
relationship between success rate and risk takiaghermore, the average win/loss combo
selection made by those with a high or low succateswas plotted for each trial in order to

better understand and visualize how risk takingigled over time.

In an attempt to balance out the ordering effetnohoring that could arise due to
explaining the win/loss combo examples using Combasd 9 during instructions, the order of
their use had been randomly counterbalanced to@qudrimental session. A 2 x 2 Success Rate
x Instruction Order between-subjects ANOVA was agtdd in order to determine if the
instructions had an influence on risk taking. lastion order referred to the experimenter
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explaining the practice puzzle with Win/Loss Comibithen 9 or Win/Loss Combo 9 then 1. The
dependent variable was the average of the firahAags combo selections made in the ‘Initial
Skill’ puzzles. This was the chosen dependent bégibecause any effects of instructions would
most likely be of influence closer to when instraos were given, i.e., in the early win/loss
combo selections. No influence of instructions ¥easd. The main effect of instructions was
not significantfF<1, indicating that risk taking did not differ agumction of instruction order.
Additionally, the Success Rate x Instruction Oridégraction was not significarE<1,

suggesting that the relationship between succéssna risk taking was not influenced by the

instructions.

Figure 7 depicts the win/loss combos selected twer by each success rate group.
Participants were able to discern quickly how weelpoorly they were doing, as there were
already differences between the groups in averagkoss combos chosen between the
beginning and end of the ‘Initial Skill' stage &éFri5). Those with a high success rate started to
increase their risk taking, as predicted. Thosé witow success rate also significantly started to
increase their risk taking between the beginnirdyemd of the ‘Initial Skill’ staget(101)=-5.21,
p<.001, d=-.52, which was not expected. Insteaggonding to their success rate by
immediately taking fewer risks in the ‘Initial Skistage, low success rate participants opted to
choose higher win/loss combos, potentially bec#usg were still exploring or thought they
could improve their skill. However, by the end bétInitial Skill’ stage, low success rate
participants took fewer risks relative to high sexrate participantg201)=2.42, p<.05, d=.34.
These relative differences became more pronournftedraceiving the message about purported

skill level between the ‘Initial Skill and ‘Calilation’ stages (between trial 5 and 6).
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Combos Chosen Over Time, By SR
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Figure 7. Riskstaken over time by success rate group. Each pomésponds to the avera
win/loss combo selection success rate group for each trial (once every wazlps). The
higher the average win/loss combo, the more ris&rtaVertical lines show separatibetween
stages. Trials 1 through 5 are in the Initial S&idge. The skill message was delivered bety
Trial 5 and 6. Trials 6 through 20 are in the Qalilon stage. Trial 21 refers to the win/l¢
combo chosen for the Prize Round puzzle. Horizdines refer to the optimal win/loss comb
Seven is the optimal for the high success rateritwee for the low success rate gri

As seen in Figure 7, @igne passed and more puzzles were played, thokeaviigh
success rate gradually took moreks. However, by the last trial in the ‘Calibraticstage (tria
20), 54% of participants were still relatively rigikerse on average compared to their opt
win/loss combo of seveiNevertheless, another 32were relatively risk seeking on avere
compared to their optimal win/loss combo, and 13% tookheir optimal amount of risThus,

there was considerable variability in risk takinge at the end of 20 trials

Those with a low success ristarted at a low combo and graduatigreased their ris
taking in the initial stage, but then graduallyftexd toward takindewer risks By Trial 20, 57%
of the participants were still relatively risk seekon average compared to their optil

win/loss combo of threAnother 28%were relatively risk averse on averagad 15% took o
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their optimal amount of risk. Again, there werdio@able individual differences in the selection
of final risk levels, though as a group risk takhmay drifted in a more conservative direction

relative to those with the high success rate.

Exploratory Analyses Regarding Satisfaction, Attributions and Motivational Focus

Satisfaction with decision strategy and overalfg@nance, and attributions regarding
the role of skill and chance were examined alorn@ wiotivational focus. These were measured
using five four-item scales, and were included>qdaatory dependent variables of interest.
Scores were reverse-coded when necessary to géhatieehigher score indicated a move
towards the positive end of the scale. Final scanges can be seen in Table 3. The score range
remained -3 to 3 for all scales except skill. Skifls re-coded to a range of O to 3 in order to
better represent the opposite ends of the scalaefbéhat no skill was involved to beliefs that

skill was especially involved.

Before combining the items, they were tested fbaldity. Table 3 lists the items used
in subsequent analyses and the final reliabilitye $kill and decision strategy satisfaction scales
maintained each of their four original items. Thegfprmance satisfaction and chance/luck scales
each had one of their original items removed toea@hoptimal reliability. Reliability on these
four adjusted scales were all in excess of .75veem@ deemed acceptable. The success/failure

focus scale, however, did not achieve acceptabébiigy, a=.57.

In an attempt to take a cursory look at motivatidaeus since the success/failure scale
did not achieve acceptable reliability, an indeparidamples t-test was conducted to see if there
were any differences between success rates ingazscares on one item from the scale. The

item used was “l was focused on avoiding negativeames/achieving positive outcomes.” It
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was used because it was most closely aligned tovatioinal focus. No significant differences

on this item were found between the two successc@tditionst(201)=-1.15, p=.25. High and
low success rate participants had an average s€ds2 and .85, respectively, indicating that
participants in both success rate groups had atskgdency to focus more on achieving positive
outcomes. Thus, we have no evidence for our hygathieat motivational focus would differ
based on success rate. Due to the lack of retiabfithe subscale and no differences found in a

crucial item, motivational focus was not includedhe remaining analyses.

Table 3. Final Scale Items Used in Analyses witind Score Ranges

Construct Negative End of Scale Positive End of Scale 0. |Score Rangd]
Skil My current total was not due to my skill. Myreent total was due to my skil.
Skil My skil had no influence over my performance. My skill had substantial influence over my perfonce. 0.7d 0103
Skil My skil is not responsible for how much | wan lost. | My skill is responsible for how much | wonlost. '
Skil My skil had nothing to do with my scores. Mkilkhad everything to do with my scores.
Chance/Luck I was unlucky in my puzzle outcomes. 4 lweky in my puzzle outcomes.
Chance/Luck Overall | was unlucky. Overall | was jck 0.7 -3to3
Chance/Luck | feel that my scores were due to bdd lu | feel my scores were due to good luck.
Performance Satisfaction | feel ke | did not ddlwe | feel like | did well.
Performance Satisfaction | expected to do better. xpeéeted to do worse. 079 -3to3
Performance Satisfaction | am not satisfied withsgre. | am satisfied with my score.
Decision Strategy Satisfaction | am disappointedyirdecision strategy. | am proud of my decisiontsgya
Decision Strategy Satisfaction | am not happy witdecision strategy. | am happy with my decisioatetyy. 08d -3t03
Decision Strategy Satisfaction My decision strategg not effective. My decision strategy was effectiv
Decision Strategy Satisfaction | feel bad about ewigibn strategy. | feel good about my decisiortexg;a

Note. Skill was re-coded as 0 to 3 to better repregenitems at the end of the scale.
Chance/luck and performance satisfaction scalds lead an item removed to achieve optimal
reliability. The success/failure focus scale is m@&sent in this table because acceptable
reliability was not achieved.

Satisfaction with performance and decision strategy. Ratings of satisfaction with
performance and decision strategy were used asputation check. Those with a high success
rate should be more satisfied with their perforngaaicd decision strategy than those with a low
success rate, because they were generally doingnike task. T-tests were conducted for both
of these scales in order to see whether there therexpected differences in ratings between

success rate groups.
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Figure 8shows the satisfaction results. In line with predictions, hose with a higl
success rate were more satisfied with their perdmce t(201)=13.94, p<.001, and their decis
strategy1(201)=10.81, p<001, than those with a low success rLow success rate wi
associated with negative ratings of performanoexagected.However, those with a hic
success rate were not particularly satisfied iregansuggesting that something other than d
well was affecting satisfactior that their aspirations for success were higfen the 67%
they were achievinghus, our manipulation check was effec in a relative sense but or

weakly effective in an absolute se.

Performance and Decision Strategy
Satisfaction Ratings by Success Rate

’—I—‘

Average Satisfaction Rating
' o

High SR Low SR ‘ High SR Low SR

Performance Decision Strategy

Figure 8. Ratings of atisfaction withperformance and decision strategy for each sucate
(SR). Theaverage satisfaction rating was the average a$abees on the corresponding fil
scale items. Ratings were fro@ (very dissatisfied) to 3 (very satisfie®tandard errcbars are
displayed.

Theroleof skill and chance. Before any analyses were conducted regarding theof:

skill and chance, chance/luck scores we-coded from a scale o8+(bad luck) to +3 (goo
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luck) to a scale of 0 to 3 so they could attempigacompared to skill scores. Zero referred to
beliefs that chance did not play a role in perfarogg and three referred to beliefs that chance
had a lot to do with performance (irrespective bktiner the influence was good or bad). This
was similar for the skill scale, in which zero meéal to beliefs that skill did not play a role in
performance, and three referred to beliefs thait [glayed a significant role in performance. Due
to the re-coding of skill and chance/luck, it ispible that the scores are not entirely
comparable, as one full step in skill is actuallyadf step after the re-coding. For the purpose of

exploratory analyses, comparability was tentatiasgumed.

One set of exploratory analyses consisted of attei@mparing each success rate group in
order to examine overall differences in attribuiaf skill and chance. Results were somewhat
in accordance with our predictions, and can be se€igure 9. Skill was believed to play more
of a role in performance than chance in the higitess rate group onlg100)=7.46, p<.001, as
their skill ratings were significantly higher thahance ratings. The differences between skill and
chance ratings in the low success rate group warsignificant,t(101)=.95, n.s., suggesting that

participants did not believe skill or chance toyptaore of a role than the other in performance.

In a test of the self-serving bias, we comparetbations regarding skill and chance
across success rates. Those in the high sucdessoralition rated skill as having more to do
with their performance than those with a low susaas$e t(201)=3.79p<.001. Conversely,
those with a high success rate rated chance asghkeds to do with their performance than those
with a low success ratg201)=-2.19p<.05. This is consistent with pervasive findingseff-
serving bias in the literature (Campbell & Sedilkid®#999). While we found results that went

along with our predictions in general, it seemst &lrprising that average scores on both scales
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were small to moderate. Thymgricipants in neither conditioseemed to thinskill or chance

played an especially largele in performanc

Overall Differences in Skill and Chance
Attributions Between Success Rates

H

Transformed Average Score

High SR Low SR High SR Low SR

Skill Chance/Luck
Scale Ratings

Figure 9. Overall differences in attributions of skill andatite between success rate (.
groups.The transformed average score refers to the avefafe scores on the correspond
final scale items. The average scores were thasfoaned so that all ratings went fron
(played no role) to 3 (played a significant rolStandard error bars aresglayed

To explore whetheattributions of skill and chanwwere specificallyrelated to risk
taking, the relationship between slratingsand risk taking, as well as chance/lratings and
risk taking, were studied within each success rEtes alowed for a tesbf how well ourresults
matched our hot hand related predict. If our results fit, then fothose with a high succe
rate, higher skill ratingshould be associated with more risks being t given an expectation
continued successes. Rbose with a low success rate, higher satingsshould be associatt

with less risks being takagiven an expectation of continued fail.. Correlations wer
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computed to look at these possible relationships. fisk taking dependent variable consisted of

the average of the last 2 win/loss combo seleciiotise Calibration Stage.

No significant associations were found betweenbaitions of skill/chance and risk
taking, in either condition. The skill rating arnidkrtaking correlation was not significant in
either the high success rat99)=.05, n.s., or the low success raf&p0)=-.03, n.s., groups.
There was also no significant association betw&amaee/luck ratings and risk taking for the
high success rate(99)=-.06, n.s., and the low success rgte)0)=-.02, n.s., groups. Since we
had sufficient power to detect a relationship dretd were no issues of variability in attribution

scores or risk taking, these results go againshaotl related predictions.

Summary

To summarize, participants were sensitive to theacess rate. Their risk preferences
patterns looked similar to experience-based panaghigedictions overall, such that those with a
high success rate took more risks than those wiblwauccess rate. However, when calibration
was tested, high success rate participants enaegkieriment by choosing win/loss combos less
risky than their optimal, while low success ratetipgpants ended by choosing combos more
risky than their optimal. In addition, low succeate participants had a slight tendency to
increase their risk taking early on, and only vattditional experience to drop back down to a

lower level of risk.

Overall attributions of skill and chance were ic@clance with predictions of a self-
serving bias. Those with a high success rate badiskill to be more at play than chance,
whereas skill and chance were seen as having &siie by low success rate participants.

When the association between the attributions ekdaking was analyzed, however, hot hand
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related predictions were not confirmed, and beldfsut skill and chance did not seem to be

related to risk taking behavior.
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Discussion

This study examined how risk preferences are emited by one’s experienced success
rate in an uncertain environment, using a taskdhptured characteristics of many real world
environments. The results suggest that peopleesustve to their success rate, in that
participants changed their risk taking behavioerafinly a few trials. High success rate
participants responded in the expected directi@hstarted taking more risks after a few trials.
Low success rate participants initially startedrigkmore risks despite their low success rate, but
still chose safer win/loss combos compared to bigttess rate participants. As the trials
progressed, those who had a high success rate tegag on more risk and those with a low

success rate gradually began taking fewer risks.

Comparisonsto Experience-Based Paradigms

We had expected that the above risk preferenderpatould be similar to the typical
pattern found when using experience-based paradifinis was because experience-based
paradigms, similar to our experiment, rely on thetipipant experiencing probability through a
series of events rather than through a numericrigtien as in description-based paradigms. The
usual risk preference pattern predicted by expeedrased paradigms is risk seeking in the
positive domain, or with a high success rate, @&idaversion in the negative domain, or with a
low success rate. Results supported experiencetipasadigm predictions. Those with a high
success rate took more risks relative to those avltw success rate, even when a shift towards

risk seeking was found for both success rate groufige ‘Initial Skill' stage.
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In the ‘Initial Skill' stage, the shift towards kseeking was expected for those with a
high success rate only. Those with a low succdesmay have initially started to take risks in
this stage because they expected their skill tgtéer as they played more puzzles. Skill is
often thought of as working in one direction; deyehg skill through effort would typically be
expected to improve performance, not hurt it (sghneider, 2001). However, by the end of the
initial stage, low success rate participants t@er risks than those with a high success rate,
and this pattern gradually continued in the ‘Catlon’ stage, as expected from experience-
based paradigm predictions. This might have beeaus® after more experiences of doing
poorly, low success rate participants realized thiese not improving and adjusted their risk

taking behavior accordingly.

To more rigorously test whether our results warknie with experience-based paradigm
predictions about underweighting of rare eventsexamined how well people calibrated their
performance to their success rate. Those who léghasuccess rate were expected to take on
more risk relative to their optimal level by theddmecause they would underestimate the rare
event of doing poorly. Alternatively, those withoav success rate were expected to take on less
risk relative to their optimal level by the end,thgy would underestimate the rare event of doing
well. Our results demonstrate that participants @dgow the direction towards their optimal level
of risk, but were just shy of reaching it. Thoséhaa high success rate took on less risk relative
to their optimal, and those with a low success t@ad& on more risk relative to their optimal.

These tendencies were not consistent with experibased paradigm predictions overall.

Their tendencies could be seen as more in line dattription-based paradigm

predictions, suggesting the possible overweightingire events. We did not expect calibration
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results to be similar to description-based paradigedictions because probabilities were not
made explicit in the puzzle task. Thus, the redsothe overweighting of rare events, if that is
what is happening, is unclear. Both paradigms oalyan explanation focused on the process of
underweighting or overweighting of rare eventsveaithe partial compatibility of our results
with both paradigms, a conflict arises suggestinag processes other than (and possibly in
addition to) the weighting of rare events may iafige risk taking tendencies in uncertain

environments.

One possibility is that the calibration resultghtibe due to an affinity for the status quo.
The status quo effect (e.g., Samuelson & Zeckha®888) refers to the decision to do nothing
and maintain a current or previous position. H isias when people more often choose to stick
with the status quo alternative than another adtiéra. In terms of the puzzle task, the status quo
would be similar to choosing the same win/loss cothiboughout the experiment in order to
maintain the current position. The status quo bagd explain why participants as a group
eventually stuck with choosing more intermediate/less combos, leading to a middling effect
by the end of the experiment. Once participant&eag&pced their success rate in the initial trials
and changed their risk taking accordingly, the cdsthoosing another alternative (i.e., a
different win/loss combo) besides what they hadaaly been choosing might not have seemed
worth it. It might not have been worth it to paip@nts because they were aware that the
experiment involved an element of uncertainty, dredperceived potential cost of trying out a

different win/loss combo might have outweighed potential benefit to their performance.

Another possibility is that the calibration resuttgght be due to an anchoring and

adjustment strategy used by participants. Anchaaimg) adjustment is one of three classic
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heuristics proposed by Tversky & Kahneman (1974yhrch an initial reference point (i.e.,
anchor) is adopted, insufficient adjustments ardenand the resulting judgment is often biased
towards the anchor (e.g., Tversky & Kahneman, 1&tdnham & Boo, 2011). In terms of
calibration, this would mean that participants daohve anchored onto their initial win/loss
combo selection. Initial selections were fairly servative suggesting a typical anchor that
avoided extremes and was slightly risk averseiveldab the middle of the scale. Although
participants as a group made adjustments in theopppte direction, they might have made
insufficient adjustments and stayed closer to mestiate win/loss combos, thus leading to a
middling effect by the end of the experiment. linteresting to note that since there were no
significant effects of instruction order on riskitag, participants most likely were not adopting
either of the (extreme) win/loss combo examplemftbe instructions as their starting anchors,

and instead tended to use an intermediate buivelatautious starting point.

The status quo bias and an anchoring and adjusstrategy both suggest that, after
participants as a group initially changed theik teking in the appropriate direction, their
subsequent adjustments in risk taking were smahlk Ted them to just miss reaching their
optimal level of risk (as a group). According te tstatus quo bias, small adjustments were made
because participants as a group preferred maintatheir current level of risk instead of
choosing different win/loss combos. An anchoring adjustment strategy suggests that small
adjustments were made because participants ancboredtheir initial intermediate win/loss
combo selections. Both suggest a tendency to aclstervatively relative to some default. This

tendency might be especially common in situatidnsncertainty.
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The tendency to adjust conservatively may alsodmabise participants did not feel that
skill did not play a large role in performance @lerSince skill was not seen as having an
overwhelming part in determining performance, ggrtints may have not felt the need to go to
the extremes. High success rate participants magawe thought that skill was playing a major
role but they could recognize that they were dawed], so they increased the risks taken to a
certain point but ended up below the optimal. Lascgss rate participants may also not have
thought that skill was a crucial factor but thewlcbrecognize that they were doing poorly, so
they decreased their risks taken to a certain @widtended up above the optimal. It is also
possible that more time spent playing the puzahesaastronger skill manipulation was

necessary in order for participants to reach thygiimal level.

Evidence for experience-based paradigms is mixezfaind similar risk preference
patterns overall, but calibration results sugdest something else might be driving how
participants ability to approach an optimal levietisk besides or in addition to the weighting of
rare events. The tendency to adjust conservatibalyed on a conservative win/loss combo
anchor or a preference for maintaining the curpasition, may have led to the middling effect
by the end of the experiment. Furthermore, intraaythe element of skill may have changed
how patrticipants approached decisions involvink imsways not predicted by experience-based

paradigms.

Potential for Individual Differences

Generally, it seems that participants started dff & conservative but intermediate
anchor, made adjustments as they experiencedstinaess rate, and gradually leveled off in
terms of the amount of risk they were willing ta¢aon. While it is important to understand this
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group behavior, there were also noticeable ind&idlifferences. Variations were possible in the
starting anchor, and how often and when each faatic fluctuated in their risk taking from trial
to trial. For instance, individuals differed in havell they calibrated their success to their
environment. Some individuals were better or wattsealibrating than others. Out of those who
had a high success rate, just over half took fewsks in the end compared to their optimal level
of risk. The remaining participants either tookroare risk in the end compared to their optimal,
or took on the optimal amount of risk. Out of thed® had a low success rate, more than half
took on more risk in the end compared to theirropti The remaining participants either took on
fewer risks in the end compared to their optimatook on the optimal amount of risk.

Exploring individual differences further will hetp illuminate why people within success rate

groups differed in their risk taking, as well asywdome people were more or less calibrated.

This thesis attempted to explore how motivationals differed as a function of success
rate and not in terms of individual differencesplexatory evidence for motivational focus
differences between groups was not found in thelpuask. The success/failure focus scale was
unreliable, suggesting that simply transformingnisefrom a previous promotion/prevention
scale was not enough to show whether participangsgoup were motivated towards the
positive or away from the negative. The criticahitused to explore if there were any
differences in motivational focus between succass groups also did not support the idea that
those with a high success rate would approachdkgiye and those with a low success rate
would avoid the negative. It is possible then thatexperience of success rate was not enough
to push people towards focusing on the positivevoiding the negative, but that we may have
found significant individual differences in motivatal focus if we had measured them. A

person’s tendency to approach the positive or atle@degative might influence how they used
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their successes and failures to inform them of haweh risk to take on. An example of a
relevant theory is SP/A theory (e.g., Lopes, 198Blich suggests that there is a dispositional
factor of being more security or potential focusaul] this might lead one person to take a risk

and another to play it safe, even if they had #messuccess rate.

Another individual difference to be explored inuté research is beliefs about luck. In a
situation that involves an element of chance, Hwat thance element is believed to work either
for or against someone might drive risk taking. k#sand Freedman (1997) constructed the
Belief in Good Luck (BIGL) scale, which assesseahvidual differences with respect to beliefs
about luck. People can maintain the view that isdiairly stable and influences outcomes in
their favor. For example, if people are more diggb® view chance as working in their favor,
then they might expect their likelihood of succegdio increase as a result of this, and would be
more risk seeking than people who did not haveititnation. Others may believe that luck is
less stable and more random, and would then hdfezatit risk preference patterns. This thesis
addressed beliefs about chance and luck, but @elgific to the task environment. Studying how
beliefs about luck differ as a function of indivals remains to be explored. A variety of other
individual differences, including both cognitivecamotivational factors, might be worth

exploring.

The Role of Beliefs about Skill and Chance

This thesis expanded upon the experience-basedigardy including elements of both
skill and chance. The puzzle task did not inclugld skill, but the illusion of skill. This was of
greater interest because in real world situatiargspften do not know how much skill we have
or how much of an influence it has on outcomespRethen must rely on success rate
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information to help them figure out how much skiéy have and how much of a role it plays in

outcomes. Therefore, we were interested in bedib&ut skill and chance.

Results suggest that participants may have avelgtsophisticated understanding of
events in that they infer that both skill and cleace factors in their performance. In both the
high and low success rate conditions, participacknowledged that both were likely to play a
role in their outcomes. It seems likely that peagie aware of the trade-off between skill and
chance, even though they cannot directly diffeegatthe two based on experience.

Whether or not results were consistent with thgeesation regarding the continuation of
streaks in the hot hand (e.g., Laplace, 1951) orbdexr’s fallacy (e.g., Gilovich, Vallone,
Tversky, 1985) research is a more complicated idaleen looking at the association between
skill and risk taking for each success rate, thezee no significant relationships. Higher skill
ratings were not associated with taking more risk$igh success rate participants, or fewer

risks for low success rate participants.

This conflicts with the literature, which suggettat how success rate is interpreted is
related to beliefs about the role of skill and ateafe.g., Ayton & Fisher, 2004; Burns & Corpus,
2004), and that streaks are expected to contingmwkill is involved. When skill is involved,
streaks of doing well were expected to be relatadking more risks and streaks of doing poorly
were expected to be related to taking fewer riskavever, it is possible that participants did not
feel like they had enough skill to depend on it whkleciding whether or not to take risks. In
essence, participants might not have felt that thend was “hot” enough. Focusing on how

much one believes skill to be at play, or how msigbcess is needed to feel confident that
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successes will continue, may be as important ash&her not one believes skill to be a factor at

all.

There was no evidence for a relationship betweéhrakngs and risk taking within each
success rate group. A more precise test of hot peedtictions would include an evaluation of
the relationship between risk taking behavior actdally experienced streaks of a particular

outcome, within each success rate group.

Conclusions and Future Directions

Real world situations often appear to involve bekhl and chance. In these situations,
we often do not know exactly how much skill we hamehow big or small a role it plays in
determining outcomes. Success rate informatiorttoam become very useful in gauging the role
of skill and chance in determining outcomes. Whreari environment that appears to involve
skill and chance, people seem to be sensitivedauaa their success rate when making risky
decisions. Doing well and having a high success|estds to taking more risks in the puzzle
task. Doing poorly and having a low success radddo taking fewer risks in the puzzle task,
once an expectation that performance will improsvérae passes is disconfirmed. Future studies
are needed to better understand what happens witentain situations have an element of skill

involved.

This thesis addressed how using a success rhgeliof exact probability information
influenced risk taking, as well as the role of ls&kild chance in interpreting success rate
information. This thesis did not address what happehen success rate changes, or when
evidence for skill and chance changes. Real wanldrenments not only typically lack exact

information regarding probabilities and the amaoairgkill and chance involved, but this
52



information typically does not always remain constdhere can be more or less uncertainty in
the environment, and one can attempt to improvie $kél or may face situations that reduce
their skill. These factors can change one at a,tone tandem. If we know that people seem to
be sensitive to and use their success rate whemgidkcisions in a situation where they are
experiencing a constant success rate, they maydggrently when their experience changes in
these various ways. Answering this question igalyinext step for better understanding how

people respond to risk in real world environmehtt involve elements of both skill and chance.
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