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Abstract 

With the advent of behavioral economics, the role of psychology as source of insights for the creation 

of new theory on economic and financial behavior of humans is constantly gaining in importance. 

However, some fields of psychology are yet left untouched. Analytical psychology is a school of 

thought by Carl Gustav Jung that provides a framework to categorize the unconscious by the concept 

of archetypes. This study explores whether the Jungian notion of archetypes may be extended to prove 

a correlation with risk preferences, cooperativeness and creative thinking. Empirical research in the 

form of surveys and experiments with managers of a multinational IT service provider led to the 

insight that there are in fact coherences between archetypes and risk preferences, cooperativeness and 

creative thinking. The findings of this research may serve as groundwork for future research and 

contribute to the development of more comprehensives models on decision making, as it sheds light 

on the underlying motives of individuals.  
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Introduction 

Economics and psychology have been linked as early as Adam Smith’s days1. Still, the introduction 

of psychological elements in economic theory only found recognition on a broader scale since the 

mid-20th century. Today, behavioral economics enjoys ever increasing popularity thanks to its ability 

to provide more accurate predictions of human behavior than neo-classical economic theory (Ashraf, 

Camerer, & Loewenstein, 2005) (Baddeley, 2007). 

This thesis presents a new perspective on behavioral economics by investigating the role of the 

unconscious in human behavior. Specifically, the concept of archetypes as introduced by analytical 

psychology will be utilized in order to categorize the elusive nature of the unconscious. Based on the 

observation of parallels between fundamental archetypes that are, according to analytical psychology, 

constitutive to the unconscious and the three dimensions of risk preferences, cooperativeness and 

creative thinking, this research sets out to empirically explore this link.  

While the goal of this thesis is to assess the validity of the observation, fundamentally the objective 

is to provide a groundwork for more comprehensive models on human behavior. 

For this purpose, the research employs a survey and experiments as means of data collection. The 

empirical setting of the research is constituted of the globally operating Danish IT service provider 

NNIT.  

 

Outline 

The thesis starts by describing the empirical setting of the research, followed by a chapter focused on 

relevant literature and on clarifying the research objective. The third chapter is dedicated to the 

methodology, which entails a description of research philosophy, approach and strategy and a 

discussion of the credibility of research findings. The ensuing chapter presents the collected data that 

                                                

1 In his most famous book “The Wealth of Nations” from 1776, the Scottish economist, philosopher, and author 

Adam Smith most famously contended that economic behavior is motivated by self-interest (Ashraf, Camerer, 

& Loewenstein, 2005). 
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provides the basis for the analysis and discussion in chapter 5. Finally, chapter 6 summarizes the 

research findings and propose issues that may be subject to future studies. 

Motivation 

The study program M.Sc. in International Business is a generalist master’s program in which students 

are taught to think holistically about business issues. For me, this also means to go beyond the 

concepts that we are taught. Thus, this thesis is an expression of the mindset that I acquired as a result 

of my education at Copenhagen Business School. Analytical psychology and the concept of 

archetypes have been of interest to me prior to this thesis. This interest together with my fascination 

of the predictive power and real-life implications of behavioral economics were fundamental to the 

formulation of this research’s objective.  
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Empirical Setting 

The empirical setting of the research takes place within the confines of the Danish IT service provider 

NNIT. NNIT, formally known as Novo Nordisk IT, was established as an independent unit and profit 

center in 1994 as a result of the merger of Novo Nordisk’s two IT departments in Healthcare and 

Enzyme, and Novo Nordisk Data Service Division. Subsequently, the company started its ongoing 

growth to become one of the largest IT service providers in Denmark. Services provided by NNIT 

include advising, building, implementing, managing and supporting IT solutions. According to the 

latest available numbers found in NNIT’s publicly available annual report 2016, the company 

currently has a revenue of 2,765 DKK million, with an annual revenue growth of 6.3% and an 

operating profit margin of 10.6%. 

Today, NNIT employs close to 3,000 people internationally and has a 10.7% growth in employees 

year to year. With 69% male and 31% female employees, NNIT is well above the industry average 

of female employees in the IT sector. Further, NNIT advocates a hiring philosophy that is non-

discriminative regarding race, gender, ethnical and religious background and age, thus creating a high 

diversity within the company.  

Besides the headquarter and one other office in Denmark, NNIT operates through subsidiaries in the 

USA, Czech Republic, Switzerland, UK, Germany, China and the Philippines. This international 

positioning is also reflected in the 55+ nationalities present in the company. In fact, the 

internationalization ratio of NNIT employees has constantly increased over the last years to a current 

rate of 43%. 

Additionally to the internationality, another characteristic of NNIT employees is the high general 

educational level. Currently, approximately 75% of NNIT employees hold an academic degree. 

Predominantly, employees are educated within IT technologies. Additionally, employees hold 4,481 

technology certificates within SAP, Microsoft, Oracle, ITIL, PRINCE2, and other, reflecting the 

company’s categorical reliance on highly-skilled employees as driver of NNIT’s competitive 

advantage. In fact, it is NNIT’s explicit ambition to have a reputation of professional excellence, 

which is also reflected in the company’s values “Open and Honest, Conscience driven, Value adding” 

(NNIT, 2016) (NNIT, n.d.). 
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Literature Review 

This chapter entails a description, discussion and contextualization of the two fields of behavioral 

economics and analytical psychology, which are central to this thesis and form the theoretical 

framework. Concluding this chapter, the causal link of behavioral economics and analytical 

psychology will be set forth, which will clarify the relevance of the two topics in the context of this 

thesis. This entails a description of the pursued research objectives that set the structure the research. 

 

Behavioral Economics 

This literature review of behavioral economics entails an explanation of the subject as well as a 

differentiation to neo-classical economic theory. Further, the contemporary significance of behavioral 

economics will be verified. Subsequently, emphasize will be put on prospect theory and the tragedy 

of the commons in the context of behavioral economics. The relevance of these two specific concepts 

will become apparent in the context of this chapter. Finally, three factors of the human psyche and 

their behavioral economic related implications will be pointed out, followed by a presentation of 

criticism towards behavioral economics. 

 

Behavioral economics is a field of study that uses evidence predominantly from social psychology to 

generate theory on human economic behavior that is more precise and closer to reality than 

traditional, optimization based economic theory (Camerer, 2014) (Baddeley, 2007). Specifically, 

Angner and Loewenstein (2012) describe behavioral economics in a contemporary context as “the 

attempt to increase the explanatory and predictive power of economic theory by providing it with 

more psychologically plausible foundations” (Angner & Loewenstein, 2012, S. 642). Here, 

“psychological plausible” refers to as being in line with state-of-the-art psychological findings. 

Besides psychology, other disciplines like sociology, neuroscience and evolutionary biology play a 

role in the sense making of behavioral economics. This multidisciplinary approach adds to the 

understanding of economic and financial behavior of people and therefore contributes to the 

credibility of behavioral economics (Baddeley, 2007). 

An essential difference between behavioral economic and neo-classical economic theory is that the 

latter works under the premise of human rationality and the ability to accurately calculate cost-benefit 

analyses of economics actors. These assumptions are famously described in the concept of “Homo 



 

 8 

Economicus”. According to this paradigm, economic problems do not occur due to human error but 

rather because of shortcomings in markets and their supportive institutions (Baddeley, 2007). 

Although traditional economists are aware that this assumption might not always be appropriate in 

specific instances, they believe that rational behavior would prevail in free markets (Fox, 2015). 

Behavioral economics on the other hand rejects the positivist methodological structures of standard 

economic theories and argues that human behavior is far from rational (Fox, 2015). Instead, 

behavioral economics acknowledges that human behavior and decision making are subjects to a 

number of influences coming from different sources. 

Despite being disregarded for a long time, nowadays not only governments and policy-makers across 

the globe utilize behavioral economics insights into their policy designs, but the subject also found 

its way into a rapidly increasing number of prime journals, doctoral dissertations as well as 

conferences (Baddeley, 2007). Further, behavioral economists are held in unprecedented high esteem 

and are awarded with prestigious honors like the MacArthur Fellowship Program and the Nobel 

Memorial Prize (Angner & Loewenstein, 2012). 

Although, as previously mentioned, economists already acknowledged the existence of a link between 

economics and psychology more than two centuries ago, this insight found no noteworthy reflection 

in scientific research until relatively recently (Elahi, 2014). Angner and Loewenstein (2012), contend 

that the development of behavioral economics may be divided into three distinct phases. According 

to them, 1980 marked the beginning of the first phase, in which inconsistencies with neoclassical 

economic theory in the form of economic phenomena were observed, for which explanations loosely 

based on psychology emerged. The second phase, starting in the 1990s, can be characterized by the 

incorporation of “behavioral assumptions into increasingly sophisticated, mathematically rigorous 

model of economic phenomena at both the micro and the macro level” (Angner & Loewenstein, 2012, 

S. 641). This development indicates the increasing recognition of the potential real-life insights the 

study of behavior in an economic context may provide. The third and last phase starting 

approximately a decade after the previous, incorporated the acknowledgement of behavioral 

economic implications and the application of derived methods by public policy makers (Angner & 

Loewenstein, 2012). 

While it proves to be difficult to operationalize the increasing relevance of behavioral economics 

from a scientific stance, Figure 1 attempts to do this by presenting two indices specifically created by 

the author for this purpose. The Behavioral Economics in Scholarly Journals (BESJ) Indices aim to 
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shed light on the most recent development of behavioral economic related interest and are generated 

based on data retrieved from Journal Citation Reports (JCR), an annually updated publication that 

reports citation data on approximately 12,000 scholarly and technical journals. Amongst other data, 

JCR lists the total amount of cites and the Journal Impact Factor (JIF), which is a measure often used 

as a proxy for the relative importance of the respective journal in its field (Clarivate Analytics, 2017). 

The two BESJ Indices, the BESJ Cited Index and the BESJ Impact Index, are composite statistics 

aggregating the total amount of cites and JIF scores respectively of 20 different scholarly journals 

with – although not exclusively – behavioral economic content into equally weighted average values2. 

The resulting datasets are tracked over the period of 1997 to 2016 and plotted in graphs, thus visually 

indicating the development of the general relevance of behavioral economics in scientific literature. 

                                                

2 Behavioraleconomics.com, a think tank that counts prestigious institutions like the Yale School of 

Management and the London School of Economics and Political Science amongst its members, release a report 

on an annually basis titled “The Behavioral Economics Guide”. The 2016 edition entails a list of “Scholarly 

Journals with Behavioral Economics Content” from which the journals constituting the BESJ Indices are 

picked. The chosen journals come from diverse fields including economics, finance, psychology, marketing 

and management, thus reflecting different perspectives on behavioral economics. The exact composition of 

the journals used in the BESJ Indices as well as the total cites and JIF score datasets may be found in Appendix 

1. 
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Figure 1: BESJ Indices 1997-2016 

 

As depicted by the BESJ Cited Index, the average number of cites of the observed journals was close 

to reach a six-fold increase in 2016 in comparison to 20 years prior. In the same period, the BESJ 

Impact Index displays a more than doubling of the JIF from 1,4 to 3,2. While the absolute number of 

total cites as well as the JIF score are of no real value in this context3, the graphs clearly indicate the 

surge of interest in behavioral economics over the past 20 years. 

At the forefront of this development stand advocates of behavioral economics like psychologist and 

Nobel laureate in economics Daniel Kahneman and best-selling author and Professor of psychology 

and behavioral economics at Duke University Dan Ariely. 

 

Prospect Theory 

Kahneman, together with his late colleague Amos Tversky, are famously known for their advances 

in developing a psychologically founded theory on decision making, titled prospect theory, which 

proposes an account of choice under risk (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979). Kahneman’s and Tversky’s 

theory differentiates itself from traditional economic models, that conceptualize risk in terms of cost-

                                                

3 Although this is partly due to the lack of a reference point, it must also be noted that the list of journals with 

behavioral economic content used for the BESJ Indices is not exhaustive. Hence, the BESJ Indices merely 

indicate the relative relevance of behavioral economics over time. 
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benefit analyses, in that prospect theory acknowledges that human risk preference, assessment and 

perception are subjects to a variety of influences and often do not comply with the assumption of 

homo economicus. Specifically, prospect theory provides an alternative way of thinking about risk 

preferences to the expected utility theory. Under the expected utility theory, when faced with different 

gambles an individual takes into account the utility of each outcome of the gambles before making a 

decision and rationally chooses the one with the highest expected utility. 

This theory dominated the analysis of decision making under risk for more than two decades and it 

was only in 1979 when Kahenman and Tversky conducted their research that contradicted expected 

utility theory. 

On the whole, although prospect theory has been refined since the original publication, the 

fundamentals have remained. Essentially, prospect theory suggests that humans process information 

on situations with unclear outcomes in an irrational manner by evaluating gains and losses differently. 

The fundamental conclusion of Kahneman’s and Tversky’s research is the principle of loss aversion, 

stating that humans dislike losing more than they like winning (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979) 

(McDermott, 2011). 

 

The Tragedy of the Commons 

In his book “Predictably Irrational” (2010) Ariely describes, the concept of the “Tragedy of the 

Commons” in a behavioral economic context. Originally, the tragedy of the commons was introduced 

in 1833 by Oxford professor William Forster Lloyd. In his book on population, Lloyd reported on his 

observations of common pasture areas in communities. Each member of a community was allowed 

to graze a restricted number of cattle and sheep on the common land. Limiting the total number of 

grazing animals ensured that the land could recover sufficiently to maintain enough grass to feed the 

animals in the long run. However, this concept only worked if all community members stuck to their 

designated amount of cattle and sheep. Driven by the desire to increase their personal profits, some 

community members increased the number of their animals beyond their limit, to a point that led to 

the common pasture land becoming unsustainable. As a result of insufficient amounts of grass on the 

land, all the animals on the common land became malnourished and underproductive, therefore 

hurting the whole community (Hardin, 1968) (Ariely, 2010). 

Hence, the principle of the tragedy of the commons becomes clear: 
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“When we use a common resource at a rate that is slower than the rate at which it replenishes, 

all is well. However, if a few individuals get greedy and use more than their share, the system 

of consumption becomes unsustainable, and in the long term, everybody loses” (Ariely, 2010, 

S. 256) 

Ariely determines the contemporary implications of the tragedy of the commons and stresses the 

importance of trust and cooperation in an economic context. Examples include the energy crisis 

coming from some actors in the global economy using far more than their share of finite fossil fuels 

and the overfishing of the wild salmon population to a point of unsustainability (Ariely, 2010). 

Inherently, as illustrated by the tragedy of the commons, behavioral economics does not assume that 

humans make decisions in isolation but that trust, dishonesty and cooperativeness influence choices, 

contrary to the rationality of homo economicus.  

 

Considering the holistic approach of behavioral economics, it becomes obvious that human behavior 

may potentially be studied from a vast amount of different perspectives. Therefore, a reasonable 

approach within the scope of this thesis is to observe only a limited number of factors on human 

behavior. 

Firstly, risk preferences will play a role in the discussion of decision making in the context of this 

thesis. As evident by the centrality of this issue to Kahneman’s and Tversky’s prospect theory, models 

describing risk preferences are focal to behavioral economics. 

Secondly, as portrayed in Ariely’s work, cooperativeness of individuals has behavioral economic 

implications. Therefore, cooperativeness in individuals will be one further point of interest within 

this study. 

Third and finally, creative thinking will be included into the discussion. Although creative thinking 

has not yet been of central interest within behavioral economics, the reason for investigating this 

dimension will become apparent towards the end of this chapter. Further, to include this factor into 

the discussion undoubtedly only adds to the multifacetedness of behavioral economics.  

 

Critique 

Behavioral economics leading paradigm is that of irrationality. By contrast, Nobel laureate in 

Economic Sciences Milton Friedman and other neoclassical economists contend that the rationality 
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assumption of homo economicus has a sounder basis than commonly assumed. In fact, studies 

indicate that humans possess some level of rational capability on evolutionary grounds. Additionally, 

neuroeconomists have discovered that the human brain has the capacity of calculating a utility 

function. This further supports claim for some rational capacity in humans. 

Nonetheless, the added value to an accurate understanding of human decision making provided by 

behavioral economics is generally undisputed (McKenzie, 2010). 

 

Analytical Psychology 

Analytical psychology, also known as Jungian psychology, is a psychological school founded on 

ideas developed by the Swiss psychiatrist Carl Gustav Jung (1875-1961). While the term “analytical 

psychology” was formulated to capture Jung’s approach, it also served the purpose of differentiating 

itself from Sigmund Freud’s psychoanalysis. Jung, who was a disciple to Freud for many years before 

the two parted ways in 1914 due to personal and professional differences, is most famously known 

for his theory on archetypes and the collective unconscious. Both principles were developed within 

the confines of his theory on personality that sets the basic framework for the study at hand (Carr, 

2002) (Hobson, 1994). 

Jung’s theory on personality is built upon several concepts. Vaughan (2013) contends that the integral 

aspects of Jung’s theory on personality are: 

- Complex and Personal Unconscious 

- Collective Unconscious 

- Archetypes 

- Complex Theory and Archetypes 

- Ego and Persona 

- Shadow 

- Self 

- Ego-Self Axis 

- Individuation 

- Theory of Opposites and the Transcendent Position 

Evidently, Jung’s theory on personality is extremely complex and a detailed description of each 

aspect would go beyond the scope of this study. For the purpose of this research it suffices to outline 
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the fundamental concepts that are directly relevant in the context of this study, namely Jung’s 

perception of the unconscious, both personal and collective, and of the archetypes. Further, 

contemporary interpretations of Jungian archetypes are presented and discussed in this chapter. 

Ultimately, critique to Jung’s school of thought is brought forward.  

 

The Unconscious 

Based upon Freud’s initial ideas, Jung describes his view of the unconscious in different instances in 

his writings (Carr, 2002). In order to generate a common understanding of the term that may be used 

throughout this research, here the unconscious is defined according to one particular paragraph found 

in Jung’s writings that presents the unconscious as guiding force of the conscious: 

“For indeed our consciousness does not create itself—it wells up from unknown depths. In 

childhood it awakens gradually, and all through life it wakes each morning out of the depths 

of sleep from an unconscious condition. It is like a child that is born daily out of the primordial 

womb of the unconscious”. Jung, 1968a, § 935 (as cited in Vaughan, 2013). 

Thus, the unconscious may be understood as the underlying motive and source of all conscious 

matters of human beings. Further, it appears that the influence of the unconscious on the conscious 

takes place without the active involvement of the individual. Rather, the unconscious is presented as 

a living subject. Here, it is important to note that according to Jung, it is pivotal to consider the 

personal unconscious and the collective unconscious separately. 

Jung refers to the collective unconscious as the host of instincts and archetypes. The prefix 

“collective” stems from the notion that this level of the unconscious is not individually formed but 

rather of universal nature. That means that the content of the collective unconscious is made up of 

deposits of natural human reactions to universal situations since primeval times (Vaughan, 2013). 

This includes “fear, danger, the struggle against superior power, relations between children and 

parents, hate and love, birth and death, the power of the light and dark principles” (Jacobi, 1973, S. 

10). Hence, in analytical psychology the collective unconscious represents the common bedrock of 

all human beings. 

The personal unconscious on the other hand contains “forgotten, suppressed, repressed, subliminally 

perceived contents originating in the life of the individual” (Jacobi, 1973, S. 10) and is consequently 

rather unique to the respective subject. Jung states that this layer of the unconscious is more or less 
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superficial and is resting upon the deeper, inborn layer of the collective unconscious (Jung, 2011). 

According to Jung, embedded in the personal unconscious of every human, both healthy and 

psychotic, are complexes, which he defines as the reactions to ideas and experiences shaped by 

feelings (Vaughan, 2013). 

 

Archetypes 

The first use of the term “archetype” may be traced back to ancient times as a synonym to “idea” 

(Jung, 2016). However, the concept of archetypes grew in significance over the years. As noted 

above, Jung refers to archetypes as integral components of the collective unconscious. In fact, the 

concept of Jungian archetypes is so central to his intellectual legacy that occasionally in the field of 

psychology, the term “archetypal psychology” is the preferred title of Jung’s school of thought (Carr, 

2002). Despite the pivotal role of the archetypes, as with many Jungian concepts, Jung writes 

differently about them in a number of his writings, which makes it difficult to come to an 

unambiguous definition of the term (Vaughan, 2013). However, reappearing throughout literature on 

Jung is the notion of archetypes being best described as universal patterns of instincts, cognition and 

behavior (Mills, 2014) (Carr, 2002) (Vaughan, 2013). Hence, archetypes can be understood as 

manifestations of the collective unconscious in every human being. On the mechanism through which 

the archetypes surface through the individual, Jung wrote: 

“The archetype is essentially an unconscious content that is altered by becoming conscious 

and by being perceived, and it takes its color from the individual consciousness in which it 

happens to appear.” (Jung, Four Archetypes, 2011, S. 2). 

Thus, despite being present in all human beings, it appears that different archetypes may not only 

have varying degrees of influence on the individual personality but it also implies that the mode of 

how the archetypes manifest themselves in the individual may depend on personal variables. 

Jung elaborates on a number of specific anthropomorphic archetypes throughout his works, such as 

the divine child, the trickster, the great mother and the wise old man. Carr (2002) contends that the 

personification of archetypes serves the purpose of bringing the respective pattern of instincts, 

cognition and behavior readily into our consciousness, which consequently enhances the 

understanding of the archetype’s theme. This concept is adopted frequently in modern interpretations 

of Jungian archetypes. One such interpretation may be found in Michael Maccoby’s “The Gamesman. 

The new Corporate Leaders” (1976). 
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In his book Maccoby identifies four prevailing patterns that, according to him, play a role in a business 

context, titled the craftsman, the jungle fighter, the company man and the gamesman. The prevailing 

themes here are intelligence for the craftsman, power for the jungle fighter, cooperation for the 

company man and balance for the gamesman (Haberman, 1977). Noteworthy about Maccoby is not 

only the pioneering role of his effort to translate the idea of archetypes into the realm of business but 

also his recognition of something that Carr (2012) describes as “organization ideal”. The organization 

ideal may be understood as preferred and encouraged archetype of the respective organization (Carr, 

2002). Considering the embeddedness of archetypes in the unconscious, an organization may 

encourage the alignment of employees to the organization ideal as it potentially entails a higher level 

of intra corporate homogeneity in for example values and behavior. 

Another interpretation of Jungian archetypes is provided by Robert L. Moore and Douglas Gillette. 

In their book “King, Warrior, Magician, Lover – Rediscovering the Archetypes of the Mature 

Masculine” (1990) the authors introduce four fundamental archetypes mentioned in the title that 

according to them make up the pillars of the collective unconscious4. The themes of the archetypes 

are readily deductible from their titles. The Warrior archetype is connected to aggressiveness, 

physicality, self-confidence, reliance on intuition and decisiveness. The Magician represents intellect, 

academia, technological affinity and an improvement driven mind set. The Lover is governed by 

emotional intelligence, spirituality and the desire to connect with other human beings. The fourth 

archetype, the King, plays a special role in that this archetype is placed at a higher level than the other 

three. According to Moore and Gillette, “[The King] comes first in importance, and it underlies and 

includes the rest of the archetypes in perfect balance. The good and generative King is also a good 

Warrior, a positive Magician, and a great Lover” (Moore & Gillette, 1990, S. 49). Hence, the 

unconscious is essentially divided into three archetypes with a fourth, more elusive one, governing 

them.  

Evidently, there are undeniable similarities between the Warrior, Magician, Lover and King of Moore 

and Gillette and Maccoby’s Jungle Fighter, Craftsman, Company man and Gamesman respectively. 

In both interpretations of Jungian archetypes, the collective unconscious is divided into three 

                                                

4 The male annotation of the four archetypes presented by Gillette and Moore (1990) stems from their work 

being mainly revolved around the broader topic of male psychological development. However, considering 

that archetypes are components of the collective unconscious allows their application in disregard of gender. 
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fundamental themes and a fourth that represents a higher level. Here, it is interesting to note that 

although the presented archetypes are interpretations of a Jungian concept, there are similarities found 

in Freud’s works. 

Freud acknowledged that there are many different varieties of personalities but asserted that there are 

three main categories titled narcissistic, obsessive and erotic. According to Freud, the narcissistic 

personality type is driven to gain power and glory. Further, a narcissistic person is characterized by 

aggressiveness and independence (Maccoby, 2001). Obsessives are also self-reliant but are at the 

same time governed by a strict conscience that pursues constant improvement. Important for this 

personality type is orderliness, competence and self-discipline (Hertler, 2015). 

While Freud described narcissists and obsessives as inner-directed personality types, erotics are 

thought of as outer-directed people. For them, loving and being loved is essential and not, as the label 

might suggest, sexuality (Maccoby, 2001). 

Now, based on this and although Jung and Freud parted personal and professional ways, it is 

reasonable to assume that both had common denominators in their thinking and to attribute a pivotal 

role to the three archetypes – Warrior, Magician, Lover; Jungle Fighter, Craftsman, Company man; 

Narcissistic, Obsessive, Erotic – in the constitution of the collective unconscious. 

  

In the context of this thesis, it seems inevitable to touch upon one further modern interpretation and 

extension of Jung’s theory on personality, namely the Myer-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI). The 

MBTI is a Jungian-based personality test in a self-report format and classifies individuals according 

to four different dimensions – Extraversion and Introversion, Sensing and Intuition, Thinking and 

Feeling, Judgement and Perception – into 16 different personality types. Despite being widely used 

particularly in companies, colleges, universities, and government agencies, the MBTI is recognized 

as scientifically invalid (Furnham, 1996) (Burnett, 2013) (Cunningham, 2013) (Costa & McCrae, 

1989). Additionally to the scientific disbelief in the validity of the MBTI, the researcher also 

considers the MBTI as too far from Jung’s ideas to be directly relevant in the context of this thesis. 
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Critique  

One does not have to look long to find critique on the Jungian school of thought. Most importantly is 

to note that despite Jung’s claim for empiricism, his concepts of the unconscious and archetypes are 

purely speculative. In fact, as Mills asserts: 

“The speculative archetypal and collective unconscious by definition are not empirical 

because they cannot be seen, measured, observed, tested, verified, falsified, or refuted as 

conjecture; so by definition, they are metaphysical postulates.” (Mills, 2014, S. 231). 

Thus, it seems unsurprisingly that Jung is discredited amongst many academic psychologists. 

Nonetheless, elements of analytical psychology are still prominent today. For example, the 

extroversion – introversion dimension was popularized by Jung and still appeals to contemporary, 

scientific personality psychologists (Johnson J. A., 2016). Also, there are still numerous scientific, 

peer reviewed journals publishing Jungian based researches including some centered around the 

archetypes, as in Moxnes & Moxnes (2016) and Zezulkova & Berger (2016), reflecting that analytical 

psychology is still of relevance. 

Under consideration of the criticism and the scientific questionability linked to analytical psychology, 

Jung’s basic idea that the unconscious is constituted of several patterns of instincts, cognition and 

behavior still provides a useful conceptual model of the unconscious that helps to generate an 

understanding of the elusive subject. However, as with most models, the archetypal concept is 

undoubtedly a simplification and should not be thought of as absolutely accurate in representing 

reality. 

 

Research Objectives 

Overall, the research objective of this study is to unveil a novel perspective on decision making that 

may contribute to the development of more comprehensive models on decision making in the realm 

of behavioral economics. 

The study of the three fundamental archetypes led to the observation of parallels between A) the 

Warrior, Magician and Lover archetypes and B) risk preferences, creative thinking and 

cooperativeness respectively. The verification of the correlation between the archetypes and risk 

preferences, creative thinking and cooperativeness is a main purpose of the study. 
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The research focuses on the specific group of managers at NNIT in order to be able to conclude more 

legitimate implications that findings of the study may indicate from a business perspective. The 

research deems this as indispensable considering that this research is conducted within the scope of 

a master thesis as part of the study program M.Sc. International Business. 

However, in order to truly expand behavioral economic theories by including the dimension of the 

unconscious will require further studies that are conducted with a broader population. Thus, this 

research may be understood as groundwork and first endeavor to create a bridge between the 

unconscious and behavioral economics. 

For this purpose, the research utilizes the concept of the unconscious being comprised of archetypes 

as proposed by analytical psychology. Under consideration of Jung’s initial ideas, contemporary 

interpretations of Jungian archetypes as well as Freud’s understanding of fundamental personality 

traits, the researcher determines three archetypes as central to the collective unconscious. The 

terminology of the three archetypes discussed in this thesis is borrowed from Gillette and Moore 

(1990) – Warrior, Magician, Lover – as these specific personifications of the archetypes provide an 

intuitive recognition of their respective themes. 

While acknowledging that this segmentation of the unconscious is a simplification and clearly not 

exhaustive, it provides a readily comprehensible approach to get a grasp of the elusive subject of the 

unconscious. 

 

As described in the Tragedy of the Commons and Prospect Theory, cooperativeness and especially 

risk preferences are central issues in behavioral economics, which is why an empirically proven link 

between the two and the archetype concepts might provide a valuable perspective to behavioral 

economics. Specifically, the relationship of the archetype concept on risk may potentially be 

incorporated into comprehensive models of risk assessment. 

The influence of creative thinking on economic behavior on the other hand has not yet been 

thoroughly discussed in behavioral economics and it may be of interest to investigate this relationship 

in a future study. However, in the context of this study it suffices to clarify empirically the relationship 

between the archetypes and creative thinking as part of a comprehensive study on the three 

fundamental archetypes and their observable influence on measurable dimensions of the human 

psyche. 
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In order to create a structured research, two research questions are formulated in the following. 

Under consideration of the empirical setting of this research, the researcher aims to generate an 

understanding of how the unconscious of managers working at NNIT is constituted, according to the 

three fundamental archetypes. This issue is subject of the first research question: 

 

Research question 1 (RQ1): How is the collective unconscious of managers at a multinational IT 

company constituted according to patterns derived from archetypes introduced by analytical 

psychology? 

 

Further, as previously established, the observation of parallels between the three fundamental 

archetypes and the dimensions of risk preference, cooperativeness and creative thinking is central to 

this research. Considering that this relationship has not been previously studied, the question of the 

nature of this relationship emerges, leading to the second research question: 

 

Research question 2 (RQ2): Does the unconscious profile of managers, according to the Warrior, 

Magician and Lover archetypes, at a multinational IT company play a role in the respective behavior 

regarding the managers risk-preference and cooperativeness and their ability to think creatively and 

if so, what is the nature of the relationship? 

 

Further, after establishing an understanding of the unconscious constitution of managers at NNIT and 

investigating the nature of the relation of the Warrior, Magician and Lover archetypes to risk 

preferences, cooperativeness and creative thinking, the question of the inferential implications for the 

business arises. Considering that this is a conditional question dependent on the findings of the 

research, the researcher does not classify this issue as subject for a primary research question. 

However, in dependence of the data collection and the analysis of this research, it may appropriate to 

examine the implications of the relation of the three fundamental archetypes to the risk preference, 

cooperativeness and creative thinking in the discussion of this research. 
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Methodology 

The purpose of the following chapter is to give an insight into the assumptions, goals and basic believe 

system held by the researcher. Inherently, the proceedings and applied methods that guide the 

investigation will be described. This is crucial as it gives insights into the motives that led to the 

specific structure of the study and lays out the plan according to which the research objectives will 

be achieved. Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2009) propose a systematic approach to the 

methodology, which will serve as framework for this chapter. Accordingly, the research philosophy, 

approach and strategy will be brought forward respectively.  

 

Philosophy 

In order to classify the research philosophy of the study at hand, in the following, the researcher’s 

view on philosophical assumptions central to any scientific research paradigm will be presented. For 

this purpose and in line with academic literature on the subject, first the researcher’s stance on 

ontology, epistemology and axiology will be set forth (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2009). 

Conclusively, the research philosophy will be formulated and defined. This is essential as it is 

precedent-setting for the research that follows and provides context to be achieved research objectives 

and the outcomes of the study. Moreover, Saunders et al. (2009) point out the importance of 

formulating the research philosophy in order to have a clear guideline to commit to throughout the 

entire research process.  

 

Ontology 

Assumptions on the constitution of the nature of reality are dealt with by the study of ontology 

(Carson, Gilmore, Perry, & Gronhaug, 2001) (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2009) (Scotland, 2012). 

In the context of this paper, the researcher starts from the premise that reality is not absolute but rather 

subjective and individually constructed by social actors and their environment. Therefore, the 

research acknowledges that what might be true for one individual might not be true for another as 

implied by a relativist stance on ontology. Hence, findings of this study do not claim to be universal 

and absolute true. Conversely, the study en bloc is meant to serve as groundwork for an understanding 

of the linkage between the unconsciousness of managers and their decision-making behavior and 

inherently present a novel way of thinking about the root causes of the behavior of managers. One 



 

 22 

reason why this approach on ontology makes sense here is that the data collection has a somewhat 

limited scope and takes place in a regulated environment. 

 

Epistemology 

The epistemology of a study describes the relationship between the researcher and what he considers 

acceptable knowledge (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2009). In the study at hand, it is assumed that 

researcher and knowledge influence each other. This reflects the idea that “the world does not exist 

independently of our knowledge of it” (Scotland, 2012 P. 11). This perception arises to a large extend 

from the researcher’s knowledge previous to the start of the study. Independent research over the 

course of two years in both the fields of analytical psychology and behavioral economics were not 

only essential in the choice of the research topic but also heavily influence the researcher’s 

understanding of the knowledge created in the course of the study. Accordingly, the utilized 

epistemology follows a subjective stance. 

 

Axiology 

Saunders et al. (2009) suggest that the formulation of a research philosophy also entails a discussion 

of values. The philosophical theory on the judgement of values is termed axiology and depends on 

the researcher’s personal, subjective stance towards the issue of investigation (Saunders, Lewis, & 

Thornhill, 2009). At the study at hand, the researcher opposes an isolation of research and values 

partly due to the above mentioned independent research on the relevant topics previous to this thesis, 

as it resulted in an inevitable personal involvement of researcher and the issue of investigation. 

Further, the theoretical scope of the study includes the researcher himself, which leads to the inclusion 

of the research in what is being studied. Therefore, also the axiology of this study inevitably follows 

subjectivism. 

 

Philosophy 

According to the researcher’s stance on the different philosophical assumptions as presented above, 

the research philosophy that corresponds best with the researcher’s basic belief system is found in 

interpretivism. Different than positivism, which is often applied in natural science, interpretivism is 

commonly utilized in instances in which the researcher considers the studied phenomenon as too 
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complex for a reliance solely on what Saunders et al. (2009) refer to as “law-like generalizations”. 

Rather, an interpretivist study embraces the influence of personal judgment of the researcher and 

allows for a more flexible research structure. 

Following an interpretivist research philosophy and considering the assumed high personal 

involvement of the researcher in the enquiry, one should be careful to be aware of potential biases 

entailing this subjective stance. While being aware of this risk does not fully offset it, the sole 

recognition aids in minimizing potential biases and is therefore crucial to be kept in mind throughout 

the research. 

 

Approach 

Traditionally, much of the literature on scientific research features two different approaches, namely 

deduction and induction (Carson, Gilmore, Perry, & Gronhaug, 2001) (Reichertz, 2007). 

Deduction refers to the development and testing of a conceptual and theoretical structure and is 

commonly used in natural sciences as it allows for the making of assumptions on specific instances 

based on deductions from general interferences (Collis & Hussey, 2014). One important characteristic 

of the deductive approach is its reliance on quantitative data for the generation of conclusions 

(Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2009). A downside of this approach, as noted by Carson et al. (2001), 

is that it might prevent the emergence of novel and useful theory (Ho, 1994). 

The inductive research approach on the other hand focuses less on the testing of a theory and more 

on the development of an understanding of the focal issue (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2009). It 

centers around qualitative data as source of knowledge and can be understood as the reverse of 

deduction in that it aims to induce general inferences from specific instances (Carson, Gilmore, Perry, 

& Gronhaug, 2001). 

While Saunders et al. (2009) mention that a positivist research philosophy is often times linked to 

deduction and interpretivism often leads to induction, the authors also acknowledge that it is of no 

real practical value to think of the two approaches as mutually exclusive. 

Furthermore, it is a contemporary believe advocated by many that a reliance on solely one of the 

traditional approaches does often not lead to a desirable outcome. In practice, researchers often use 

both deduction and induction in the course of their respective study (Eriksson & Kovalainen, 2008). 

In fact, Carson, Gilmore, Perry and Gronhaug (2001) specifically note that an interpretivist research 
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philosophy, as utilized in this study, may benefit from a balance between deductive and inductive 

research approaches. Thus, a research approach that combines elements of the two emerges as 

preferable for the research at hand. 

A suitable research approach may be found in abduction. Eriksson and Kovalanien (2008) refer to 

abduction as “the process of moving from the everyday descriptions and meanings given by people, 

to categories and concepts that create the basis of an understanding or an explanation to the 

phenomenon described” (Eriksson & Kovalainen, 2008, S. 23). Philosopher Charles Sanders Pierce 

was the first to define the preexisting idea of abduction in a research oriented way more than a century 

ago and dubbed it the only true knowledge-extending mean of inferencing (Reichertz, 2007). 

Contemporary researchers acknowledge the value of this method of forming logical conclusions, as 

it brings together the reasonable and scientific aspects of deduction and the innovative and knowledge 

creating capability of induction and thus allows for quantitative as well as qualitative data to 

contribute to the research (Eriksson & Kovalainen, 2008) (Reichertz, 2007). Conclusively, based on 

the qualities presented above and in accordance with the researcher’s believe system, the researcher 

chooses to follow abduction as model to draw logical conclusions. 

In his original work, Pierce formulates the framework that, according to his believe, is necessary for 

the successful outcome of an abductive research. While differentiating between two different takes 

or “macro-strategies” to achieve the desired mindset, the overarching concept remains the same. 

Essentially, the researcher should uphold an attitude of receptivity and openness for change towards 

his or her respective study, so Pierce, in order to make full use of the advantages presented by the 

abductive approach (Reichertz, 2007). Hence, this key point will guide the process of knowledge 

creation in the research at hand. 

 

Purpose 

Saunders et al. (2009) contend that most researches either pursue an exploratory, descriptive or 

explanatory purpose. However, while Robson (2002) claims that a study commonly follows one 

predominant purpose, the author also notes that, depending on the desired outcome of the enquiry, it 

might be appropriate for a research to varyingly follow different purposes as the research proceeds. 

Indeed, for the research at hand, it is sensible to shed light on the three frequently pursued purposes 

in social science according to Saunders et al. (2009) in order to present their respective utility. 
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The nature of an exploratory research is that it seeks to create an understanding in unclear situations, 

to investigate a phenomenon from a new perspective and to “generate new ideas and hypotheses for 

future research” (Robson, 2002, S. 59) (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2009). For this it is important 

that the researcher maintains a mindset that is open for new insights and data to shape the outcome 

of the study. The great advantage of this purpose is its flexibility and adaptability to potential change. 

It is important to note that this does not imply a general absence of direction of the study but rather 

that the focus of the enquiry moves generically from wide to narrow as it proceeds (Saunders, Lewis, 

& Thornhill, 2009). 

A descriptive study serves the purpose of accurately describing data and can therefore be a valuable 

means “to portray a […] profile of persons, events or situations” (Robson, 2002, S. 59). Since the 

evaluation and synthesizing of data plays no formal role in a descriptive research by itself it may 

appear as unduly trivial for meaningful scientific research. This is why Saunders et al. (2009) suggest 

that a descriptive study may be a valuable supplement to an exploratory or explanatory research. 

The objective of an explanatory study involves the explanation of a situation or a problem often by 

identifying or establishing a causal relationship between aspects of the focal phenomenon (Saunders, 

Lewis, & Thornhill, 2009) (Robson, 2002).  

 

In light of this, one can see that the two research questions pursue different purposes. The first 

research question RQ1: How is the collective unconscious of managers at a multinational IT company 

constituted according to patterns derived from archetypes introduced by analytical psychology? is of 

descriptive nature in that it seeks to describe the data gathered in the course of the study about the 

unconsciousness of managers employed at NNIT. However, the second research question RQ2: Does 

the unconscious profile of managers, according to the Warrior, Magician and Lover archetypes, at 

a multinational IT company play a role in the respective behavior regarding the managers risk-

preference and cooperativeness and their ability to think creatively and if so, what is the nature of 

the relationship? summarizes the goal of the study, as its answer seeks to develop an understanding 

of the unclear correlation between the two topics and therefore pursues an exploratory purpose. 

  

Hence, although this research is an exploratory study in itself in that its comprehensive goal, to shed 

light on the underlying mechanics that drive human behavior from a novel perspective, has an 

exploratory purpose, a descriptive purpose is also sought after in the process of the study. Thus, the 
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deliberate decision for versatility and against a tautological research, as presented in the choice of 

research philosophy and research approach, is also reflected in the purpose of this study. 

 

Strategy 

Underpinned by the description of the research philosophy, the research strategy gives an explanation 

of the chosen methods that are applied to answer the research questions. The research strategy of this 

study can be described as multidimensional in its combination of two strategies, due to the prior 

described different natures and purposes of the research questions that guide this study. 

Firstly, it is essential to identify how a subject’s unconscious is constituted according to the three 

fundamental archetypes. Secondly, subjects with a predetermined unconscious profile need to 

undergo testing that allows for the researcher to draw conclusions on how they behave regarding the 

three prior defined factors of risk-preference, cooperativeness and creative thinking and consequently 

on how the respective archetype influences the subject’s behavior. 

 

Survey 

For the purpose of this, in the first step of the data collection the researcher utilizes a survey strategy 

that aims to evaluate the participants according to the three fundamental archetypes. 

Although the researcher acknowledges that according to prevailing scientific literature, surveys are 

inherently applied in positivist research inquiries, this strategy presents a necessary expedient in the 

case at hand in order to achieve the research objectives (Collis & Hussey, 2014) (Saunders, Lewis, & 

Thornhill, 2009). Also, in the light of the first research question (RQ1): How is the collective 

unconscious of managers at a multinational IT company constituted according to patterns derived 

from archetypes introduced by analytical psychology? and its descriptive purpose to portray the 

research participants unconscious profile according to the Warrior, Magician and Lover archetypes, 

a survey strategy appears as an appropriate measure and is in line with Saunders et al. (2009) 

suggestion, who state that descriptive inquiry may benefit from the use of surveys. 

The utilization of surveys is widespread and a standard in business and management research as a 

means to collect both primary and secondary data. The popularity of surveys stems to a large extent 

from their quality to be able to collect large amounts of data in an economic way. Moreover, data 
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collected through surveys is in most cases straightforward to present and to comprehend, which 

further endorses their use (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2009). 

According to Collis and Hussey (2014) surveys can take two different forms. It is assumed that a 

survey either has an analytical purpose or a descriptive purpose, as in the case at hand. This implies, 

that the survey aims to unveil a representation of characteristics of the survey population. A survey 

population is “a precisely defined body of people or objects” (Collis & Hussey, 2014, S. 62). 

Typically, a survey collects data from a sample group of the population. This may be particularly 

useful in cases in which the population is too large for collecting data from every single subject to be 

practical. 

In the context of this study, the population is defined as the total of NNIT employees in managerial 

positions. Although it could be argued that different personality types are prevalent at different 

management levels and therefore require separate inquiries, this factor will be disregarded here as it 

would solely add a further level of complexity to the study without adding substantial value according 

to the researcher’s assessment. Further, as noted earlier, solely including employees in managerial 

positions into the population originates from the prospect of drawing business related implications 

from the findings at a later stage. 

According to NNIT internal information, several hundred employees spread out globally across the 

different offices are in positions with some form of managerial responsibility. Clearly, it would be 

unpractical for a population of this size to use the whole population. Therefore, using a sample 

presents a suitable approach as for most types of research (Etikan, Abubakar, & Alkassim, 2015). 

Considering the sampling method, it can be differentiated between nonprobability sampling and 

probability sampling. Nonprobability sampling involves the selection of specific elements of the 

population while probability sampling refers to the random selection of elements from the sampling 

frame (Visser, Krosnick, & Lavrakas, 2000). Due to the fact that it is beyond the researcher’s means 

to reach out to every element of the population, the research at hand will rely on nonprobability 

sampling. Specifically, convenience sampling will be applied. Convenience sampling is a form of 

nonprobability sampling, which involves the selection of elements of the full population that meet 

certain practical criteria (Etikan, Abubakar, & Alkassim, 2015). Compulsory practical criteria for the 

case at hand are accessibility and willingness to participate. Since it is inevitable to apply the 

convenience sampling method here, the research has to accept the associated shortcomings. Etikan et 

al. (2015) assert that the application of convenience sampling potentially entails severe hidden biases 
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as it may lead to a sample that is non-representative for the total population stemming from the non-

randomness of this method. 

However, under consideration of the research philosophy, this issue can be tolerated, as potential 

findings of this research do not claim to be absolute true but are rather to be interpreted as indicative. 

Further, the chosen sample in the case at hand can be assumed to be homogenous with the total 

population. This is because the sample group is composed of managers with differences in age, 

gender, nationality, work location and educational background, thus not differentiating itself in a 

meaningful way from the total population according to the researcher’s assessment. NNIT granted 

the researcher the opportunity to distribute the survey in an internal mailing list containing solely 

managers and over a timeframe of two weeks responses were collected. Thus, the sample group 

constitutes of managers in the mailing list that were willing to participate. The exact composition of 

the sample group will be described in the data collection. 

 

Survey Design 

Regarding the design of the survey, the researcher developed a self-administered survey for the 

purpose of this study. In order to be applicable given the practical conditions, the survey took the 

form remote survey supported administered through Google Forms. 

The survey consists of a total of 36 statements towards which the participants were to indicate their 

level of agreement or disagreement on a bipolar five-point Likert rating scale – Strongly Agree, 

Agree, Neutral, Disagree, Strongly Disagree. The length of the rating scale is based on Visser et al. 

(2000) reference of rating scales with five to seven options yielding the highest reliability and validity.  

The 36 statements are constituted of three times 12 statements directed towards the Warrior, Magician 

and Lover archetypes respectively that are presented in an alternating pattern. The statements were 

formulated by the researcher based on the literature and interpretations of the three fundamental 

archetypes and reflect the common themes as presented in the literature review. Specifically, the 

themes of the archetypes are physicality, aggressiveness, intuition, self-confidence and power for the 

Warrior, intellectuality, cognitive strength, technical understanding and improvement orientation for 

the Magician and spirituality, sensuality and emotional intelligence for the Lover. 

Listed below is a full list of all the 36 statements of the survey. 

Warrior related statements: 
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1. I enjoy competition and challenges. 

2. I like to physically exhaust myself. 

3. I enjoy a good argument. 

4. I consider contact sports to be more interesting than non-contact sports. 

5. It is important for me to have the upper hand in social interactions. 

6. I believe that the saying “the best defense is a good offence” generally holds true. 

7. I often rely on my intuition when making decisions. 

8. I consider movies portraying some form of violence to be entertaining. 

9. Maintaining a positive mental attitude helps me to be successful in life. 

10. I have clear goals in life and know how to achieve them. 

11. Self-discipline is crucial in order to be successful. 

12. Training the mind and body is crucial for my general wellbeing. 

 

Magician related statements: 

1. I enjoy solving puzzles. 

2. I am fascinated by science. 

3. “Never stop learning is one of my mottos in life. 

4. I am good at finding solutions to practical problems. 

5. It is important for me to have an in-depth knowledge before making a decision. 

6. I think it is important to apply the newest scientific findings in my work. 

7. I consciously take time to reflect about what is going on in my life. 

8. I strive to be an expert in my field. 

9. I prefer numeric to linguistic tasks. 

10. I do not mind being by myself from time to time. 

11. My thoughts often keep me awake at night. 

12. I enjoy creative tasks. 

 

Lover related statements: 

1. I believe in some form of higher power. 

2. Aesthetics are important to me. 

3. Spirituality plays a role in my life 
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4. Friends often turn to me for advice. 

5. I often put myself into the shoes of others in order to understand their point of view. 

6. It is important to look beyond hard facts and figures when making decisions. 

7. I am often the center of attention. 

8. I practice some form meditation. 

9. Physical contact to my loved ones is important to me. 

10. It is important for me to be in touch with my social and natural environment. 

11. I try to live my life to the fullest. 

12. A good connection to my coworkers is key to my happiness at work. 

 

As presented, the statements are positively formulated towards the archetypes. Therefore, the surveys 

can be analyzed according to the following evaluation method: 

- Strong agreement: Two points towards the score of the respective archetype. 

- Agreement: One point towards the score of the respective archetype. 

- Neutral: Zero points towards the score of the respective archetype. 

- Disagreement: One point subtracted from the score of the respective archetype. 

- Strong disagreement: Two points subtracted from the score of the respective archetype. 

Based on this method, scores on each of the three archetypes for each participant can be calculated 

by adding up the points allocated to the responses of the respective participant. 

Thus, participants’ score of the three archetypes should give indication on how strongly the 

archetypes are represented in the participants’ unconscious. 

 

Figure 2 demonstrates how the survey was presented to the research participants. The complete 

survey may be found in Appendix 2. 
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Figure 2: Survey Extract 

 

Also, additionally to the statements, basic demographic information was gathered in the survey. 

Specifically, data on age, nationality, gender and educational background was collected. These 

demographic variables may be used to draw references to the findings of the archetypal scores. 

Lastly, the survey also asked for the email addresses of the participants. This was necessary in order 

to be able to contact research participants and invite them for the second part of the data collection. 

 

 

Experiment 

The second part of the data collection makes use of the experiment strategy. The experiment is a 

research strategy that has its roots in natural sciences but also plays a large role in psychology and is 

the preferred research strategy in behavioral economics. It is commonly referred to as “gold standard” 

of research strategies due to its potential to generate rich and reliable data (Saunders, Lewis, & 

Thornhill, 2009) (Camerer & Loewenstein, Behavioral Economics: Past, Present, Future, 2004). 

Experiments seek to explore causal links between variables of the respective enquiry (Saunders, 

Lewis, & Thornhill, 2009). In light of the second research question RQ2: “Does the unconscious 

profile of managers at a multinational IT company play a role in their respective behavior regarding 

their risk-preference and cooperativeness and their ability to think creatively?”, the research at hand 
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is to investigate the link between the archetypal profile of managers and the three dimensions of risk 

preference, cooperativeness and creative thinking. 

Saunders et al. (2009) contend that an experimental setup is usually associated with a definition of to 

be tested theoretical hypotheses. However, the formulation of hypotheses seems inappropriate in the 

present case due to the explorative nature of the study and might hinder the open mindset of the 

researcher towards the findings of the study. Rather, an outcome of the study might be the formulation 

hypotheses or predictions that may be subject to future research. In the context of this study, the 

researcher utilizes the experimental setup as means to explore the observation of parallels between 

the Warrior, Magician and Lover archetypes on the one hand and risk preferences, creative thinking 

and cooperativeness respectively on the other hand. 

 

Further, the experiment conducted in the present case differentiates itself from a classic experiment 

method. In a classic experiment, an experimental group and a control group are established with 

randomly assigned members. Both groups undergo the experimental process, with the difference that 

the experimental group is subject to planned manipulation or intervention. Usually this serves the 

purpose of providing a measurement of the impact of the planned manipulation or intervention by the 

researcher (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2009). Here, the researcher pursues a different approach. 

Based on data collected from the online surveys, average scores for each of the Warrior, Magician 

and Lover archetypes are determined. Subsequently, participants with an above average score in one 

of the three archetypes and average to low scores in the two other archetypes are identified and 

categorized, thus effectively creating three different groups: 

Group 1 is characterized by a high score regarding the Warrior archetype and average to low scores 

in the Magician and Lover archetypes. 

Group 2 is characterized by a high score regarding the Magician archetype and average to low scores 

in the Warrior and Lover archetypes. 

Group 3 is characterized by a high score regarding the Lover archetype and average to low scores in 

the Magician and Warrior archetypes. 

 

Three members of each group are invited to participate in the experiments. Participants are faced with 

three different experiments testing their risk preference, ability to think creatively and propensity to 
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act cooperatively. Therefore, each of the groups’ performances can be assessed against the 

performances of the other two groups in order to obtain a measure of the impact of the archetypes on 

the participants’ performances during the experiments. 

The experiments were designed for one participant at a time and took place in a neutral room in 

NNIT’s headquarter in Søborg, displayed in Figure 3, with the researcher present. All of the 

experiments were voice recorded and participants were encouraged to verbalize their respective 

thought processes throughout the entire experiment. A written transcript of the voice recordings can 

be found in Appendix 2. 

 

Upon entering the lab, the participants of the experiment 

were being told that they are about to face three different 

games. For each game, the participants would receive a 

score depending on their performance with 70 being the 

highest score and 0 the lowest. Further, they were told 

that the cumulative score of each of the games will 

determine the reward they received at the end of the 

experiment, the higher the score the better the reward. 

This served the purpose of introducing an incentive to 

perform well. In reality, all participants received the same 

50DKK gift voucher for a popular Danish coffee chain. 

A full conversational guideline including the description 

of the experiment as presented to the research participants 

may be found at the end of the chapter. 

In the following, the design of each of the three experiments will be described in detail. 

 

Risk preference  

The first experiment of the study was aimed to obtain an insight into the participants respective risk 

preferences. In order to assess whether the participants are more inclined to be either risk-taking, risk-

neutral or risk-averse the researcher relied on a method developed by Eckel and Grossmann (2002). 

Figure 3: Location of Experiments 
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The objective of the original Eckel and Grossmann research was to find out about gender related 

differences in financial risk preferences (Eckel & Grossmann, 2002). However, the experiment that 

they developed may be also used in the context of this research as it presents a reliable and relatively 

simple way of determining risk preferences in general. Further, Charness, Gneezy and Imas (2013) 

point out that this method produces sufficient heterogeneity in choices to allow for a meaningful 

estimation of utility parameters. These parameters help to operationalize the risk preferences of the 

research participants. 

The basic setup of the Eckel and Grossmann method is composed of six different gambles of which 

the research participants are to choose one that they would like to play with the chance of receiving 

a certain amount of money. Each of the gambles have a 50% chance to result in a high payoff and a 

50% chance to result in a low payoff. The size of the payoffs varies between the gambles resulting in 

different levels of risk as represented by the standard deviation listed in Figure 4. 

 

Figure 4: Eckel & Grossmann Gambles 

CHOICE 

(50/50 

GAMBLE) 

LOW 

PAYOFF 

HIGH 

PAYOFF 

EXPECTED 

RETURN 

STANDARD 

DEVIATION 

IMPLIED 

CRRA 

RANGE 

GAMBLE 1 28 28 28 0 3.46 < r 

GAMBLE 2 24 36 30 6 1.16 < r < 3.46 

GAMBLE 3 20 44 32 12 0.71 < r < 1.16 

GAMBLE 4 16 52 34 18 0.50 < r < 0.71 

GAMBLE 5 12 60 36 24 0 < r < 0.50 

GAMBLE 6 2 70 36 34 R < 0 

 

As shown in Table 1, Gamble 1 is a safe gamble in that it results in a certain payoff of $28. Gambles 

1-5 are of linearly increasing risk levels and have a congruently increasing expected return. The 

standard deviation of Gamble 6, and accordingly also the risk level, rises exponentially to $34 while 

the expected return from Gamble 5 to 6 does not increase. Hence, the gambles are designed so that 
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risk-averse participants should choose gambles with a low standard deviation (Gambles 1-4), subjects 

that are neutral to risk should choose Gamble 5 as it has a high expected return and a medium standard 

deviation, and risk-seeking subjects should choose the gamble with the highest standard deviation 

(Gamble 6) (Charness, Gneezy, & Imas, 2013). Further, under the assumption of constant relative 

risk aversion (CRRA), each gamble implies an interval for the risk coefficient, r. According to the 

function 𝑢 𝑥 = 	𝑥%&' put forward by Eckel and Grossmann (2002), with 𝑥 indicating wealth and 𝑟 

indicating the coefficient of relative risk aversion, subjects displaying 𝑟 < 0 may be classified as risk-

taking, subjects with 𝑟 > 0 as risk-averse, and 𝑟 = 0 as risk neutral. The implied CRRA range 

respective to each gamble displayed in Figure 4 is generated by determining a value for r that would 

make the research participants indifferent between the chosen gamble and the adjoining gambles 

(Charness, Gneezy, & Imas, 2013).  

 

In the experiment of this research, instead of money the 

participants receive scores as noted earlier. The amount 

of points the participants receive is equivalent to the 

number of dollars participants received in the original 

Eckel and Grossmann experiment. Further, whether the 

participants receive the high or the low payoff depends 

one a coin toss conducted by the researcher. If the coin 

toss results in heads, the participant will receive the high 

payoff while tails lead to a low payoff. Through the 

choice of gamble by the research participants, the 

researcher will gain an insight of the subject’s risk 

preference. 

In the analysis of the data generated in this experiment 

the researcher will examine whether the behavior shown 

and the respective risk preference by the research 

participants provides evidence to support hypothesis 1 (H1). Subjects that are members to group 1 

should therefore have a similar risk preference. Figure 5 displays the setup of this test. 

 

 

Figure 5: Risk Preference Experiment 
Setup 
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Creative thinking  

The second experiment is designed to test the 

participants ability to think creatively. For this purpose, 

the researcher draws from a famous experiment designed 

by the German Gestalt psychologist Karl Duncker, 

published posthumously in 1945. Duncker’s experiment, 

called “the candle problem”, is a cognitive performance 

test that aims to give indication on a subject’s ability to 

think creatively and is widely used in scientific research.  

Advantages of utilizing the candle problem include its 

repeatedly proven reliability and the simplistic 

experiment setup. The setup of the candle problem 

includes a corkboard, one candle, a box of thumbtacks 

and a book of matches as visualized in Figure 6. The 

objective for the research participant is to attach and light the candle to the corkboard in a way that 

the wax will not drip onto the table below using only the given objects. The only solution of the 

problem is to empty the box of thumbtacks and to attach the box on the corkboard. The candle can 

then be placed in the box as displayed in Figure 7. 

By solving the candle problem, the participants display 

that they are capable of overcoming the functional 

fixedness bias. Functional fixedness is a cognitive bias 

that prevents us from seeing an object in a different 

context than it is traditionally in. By overcoming this bias 

individuals demonstrate the ability to “think outside the 

box”, that is to say, to think creatively (Zynga, 2013) 

(Fleck & Weisberg, 2004). 

In the experiment, the participants will have ten minutes 

to solve the problem. They are being told that the time it 

takes them to solve it will determine the score they 

receive for this game. In fact, the time it takes the 

participants to solve the problem will be recorded and 

Figure 6: Candle Problem Setup 

Figure 7: Candle Problem Solution 
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compared across the three groups. The differences between the solving speed will serve as basis to 

compare the performances across the 3 groups. 

 

Cooperativeness  

The last experiment aims to shed a light on the participants propensity to behave in a cooperative 

manner. A large number of experiments found in literature that deal with the testing of 

cooperativeness of subjects include group exercises. However, due to practical circumstances this 

research cannot draw on group exercises. A suitable substitute may be found in a method called “the 

public goods game”. The public goods game is a frequently cited experiment and a widely accepted 

method in experimental economics (Kurzban, The Social Psychophysics of Cooperation: Nonverbal 

Communication in a Public Goods Game, 2001). In the classical setup, it involves four participants. 

Each participant receives 10 tokens that they have to allocate between a group account and a private 

account. The group account is an operationalization of a public good while the private account 

represents a private good. Tokens allocated into the private account yield a fixed payoff, for example 

50 cents as in Kurzban (2001). Tokens that are allocated into the group account are being multiplied 

by a predetermined factor, usually 2, and equally distributed amongst the group members. Hence, 

while allocating tokens in the group account is beneficial for the group’s aggregate outcome, the 

rational choice would be to allocate all tokens in the private account as this yields a higher monetary 

return. Important here is that there cannot be any communication between the subjects. Therefore, 

every participant has to decide for themselves how much they want to allocate into the different 

accounts. The structure of the public goods game provides a method of operationalizing the 

cooperativeness of individuals by recording the number of tokens allocated into private and group 

account (Kurzban & Houser, 2001) (Marwell & Ames, 1981) (Kurzban, 2001). 

 

The experiment at hand largely adopted the structure as presented above. However, in the context of 

this experiment, tokens were equivalent to points towards the score the participants receive for each 

game. 

With the start of the public goods game participants received 28 virtual tokens. The number of tokens 

the participants received was chosen in order to be in accordance with the premise that each of the 

three experiments has a maximum score of 70. Hence, the only possibility to receive the maximum 

score for the public goods game would entail that an individual allocates all tokens into the private 
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account while the other three group members would need to allocate all their tokens into the group 

account. 

Different than the risk preference experiment and the candle problem, the public goods game does 

not require a formal setup. Instead, the researcher verbally explained the definition of task and asked 

the research participants to communicate how many of their points they were willing to contribute 

into the group account and how many they wanted to keep in the private account. 

By registering the amount of points the participants allocated into the two different accounts, the 

researcher obtained a comparable measurement of cooperativeness. 

 

Below, the conversational guideline of the full experiment including the description of the experiment 

as presented to the research participants: 

 

“First of all, I would like to thank you for agreeing to take part in this experiment. Is it okay with you 

if I audio record the session? Be assured that the report of the experiments will be anonymized and 

your participation will have no impact on your work. 

If you do not have any questions at this point, I will precede with the description of the experiment. 

 

The experiment you are about to face is divided into three separate games. For each game, you will 

receive a score depending on your performance with a maximum of 70 points per game. The 

cumulative score of all the three games will determine the reward you receive in the end – the higher 

the score the better. Please feel free to verbalize your thought process throughout the experiment. 

 

1. The first game is a quick gamble. In front of you there are 6 cards. Each card represents a 

different gamble. Each gamble has 50% chance to yield a high score and a 50% chance to 

yield a low score. As you can see, the high and low scores differ across the gambles. Which 

score you receive depends on a coin toss – heads for the high score and tails for the low 

score. You can only choose one of the gambles and there will be only one coin toss. Take a 

moment to go through the gambles and let me know which one you would like to play. 
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2. The second game is called the candle problem. In front of you there is a candle, a box of 

thumbtacks and a book of matches. Your task is to attach and light the candle to the 

corkboard in a way that the wax won’t drip onto the table using only the items in front of 

you. Try to do so as fast as possible. Your score for this game depends on the time it takes 

you to complete the task. 

 

3. For the last game, I’m clustering all the participants of the experiments into groups of four 

– that means that you’re in a group with three random other participants. I’m going to give 

you now 28 points towards the score for this game, which are for you to keep. However, I 

also give you the opportunity to get more points. You can put as many of your 28 points in 

the group pot. The total points in the group pot are being doubled and split up between the 

four group members evenly, regardless of how many points each individual contributed. 

How many of your 28 points would you like to contribute?” 
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Credibility of Research Findings 

Due to the explorative nature of this study and the limited scope, threats to reliability and validity 

arise. 

Specifically, the research might come across participant biases. This would entail that the research 

participants are trying to respond to the survey in a way that presents them in a positive way. While 

the online survey clearly stated, that all research findings will be anonymized, participants were still 

asked to submit their email address. Due to the practical necessity of requesting the email addresses 

in order to invite the participants to the experiment, the threat of the participant bias cannot be entirely 

eliminated. 

The threat of observer error, which usually stems from inconsistencies during data collections, can 

be largely ruled out due to the structured approach of gathering data applied in this thesis. However, 

there is a risk of an observer bias. This arises from the possibility that the researcher interprets the 

collected data subjectively (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2009). While subjectivity is essentially 

embraced by the research philosophy, the researcher still considers it pivotal to keep in mind the 

drawbacks this approach entails. 

Further, if the research findings indicate correlations between the archetypes and risk preferences, 

creative thinking and cooperation, the causality between the variables will remain unclear, thus 

providing only ambiguous validity. However, to verify if the findings really are as they appear would 

go beyond the scope of this research. As with the issue of the observer bias, here it needs to suffice 

to recognize the limitations of this research. 

A final threat to the validity is that the research focuses on managers at a multinational IT company, 

which limits the generalizability of the findings.  
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Data Collection 

As noted in the methodology, the data collection is divided into two steps. This chapter will start with 

displaying the data collected in the survey. Subsequently, each of the survey results of the 8 

participants in the experiments as well as their performance during the experiment will be reported.  

 

Survey 

The online survey constituting the first part of the data collection took place over two weeks. In this 

timeframe, a total of 41 NNIT employees in managerial positions participated in this study. To begin 

with, the collected demographic data will be presented. Subsequently, demographic data in relation 

to the archetype scores5 will be set forth. Finally, general data on the scores regarding the three 

archetypes will be presented. The full list of responses may be found in appendix 3. 

 

Figures 8-11 visualize the demographics of the participant group. 

Figure 8 presents the gender distribution of the research 

participants. 10 participants, or 24%, were female while 

the majority of 31 participants, or 76%, of the total 

sample were male. Although this might appear as an 

imbalance, it quite accurately reflects the overall 

gender distribution within NNIT of 69% male to 31% 

female employees. 

                                                

5 Archetype scores refer to the prior introduced evaluation method of the survey – for reference see page 27. 

 

Female Male

Figure 8: Gender Distribution 
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As shown in Figure 9, visualizing the age distribution of 

the survey participants, most of the participants are in the 

age span between 31 and 50. However, there were also 

participants as young as 27 and as old as 62. Specifically, 

3 participants were in the age span between 21 and 30, 14 

participants between 31 and 40, 18 participants between 

41 and 50, 5 participants between 51 and 60 and 1 

participant older than 60. The average age of the 

participants was 42.  

 

The nationality distribution as 

presented in Figure 10 shows that 

30, or 73%, of the 41 participants 

were of Danish nationality. While 

the large majority of respondents 

were Danish, there were also 4 

Chinese, 2 Lithuanian, 2 

Philippine, 1 Finnish, 1 Polish 

and 1 American participant. 

 

 

Figure 11 visualizes the division based on educational 

background of the participants. Most participants had an 

educational background either in Business, Economics or 

other Social Sciences, 17 participants or 47%, or in 

Mathematics, Informatics, Engineering or Natural 

Sciences, 14 participants or 39%. 2 participants were 

educated in Arts, 1 in Law and 1 in Humanities. 6 

participants or 15% allocated their educational 

background under the category “other”. 

 

21-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 61-70 

Chinese Danish Finnish Lithuanian Philippine Polish US

Art Law Hum NSc SSc Oth

Figure 9: Age Distribution 

Figure 10: Nationality Distribution 

Figure 11: Educational Background 
Distribution 
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In the following, the scores regarding the Warrior, Magician and Lover archetypes in relation to the 

demographics is presented.  

 

Archetypes and gender 

Figure 12 visualizes the predominant archetypes6 for the 

male participants, that is the distribution of instances in 

which male participants scored highest on the Warrior, 

Magician or Lover archetype. Hence, the predominant 

archetype of a participant is defined as the one archetype 

that received the highest score of the Warrior, Magician 

and Lover archetypes according to the evaluation key 

described in the methodology. 

Of the 31 male participants, the predominant archetype 

of 13, or 42%, was the Magician. 9 participants, or 29%, 

scored highest on the Warrior archetype. Only for 5 

participants, or 16%, the Lover was the predominant 

archetype. Further, 2 participants scored highest on the 

Magician and Lover archetypes equally and 2 participants 

scored highest on the Warrior and Magician archetypes 

equally. 

The average score for the archetypes of the male 

respondents was 9.29, 9.97 and 6.52 for the Warrior, 

Magician and Lover archetypes respectively. 

 

Visualized in Figure 13 are the predominant archetypes 

of the female participants. 

                                                

6 “Predominant archetype” refers to the archetype with the highest score. 

Warrior Warrior/Magician

Magician Lover

Figure 8: Predominant Archetypes in 
Males 

Figure 13: Predominant Archetypes in 
Females 

Warrior Warrior/Magician

Magician Magician/Lover

Lover Lover/Warrior
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For 7 participants, or 70%, of the 10 female respondents of the survey, the Magician is the 

predominant of the three archetypes. 1 female participant scored highest on the Lover archetype, 1 

female participant scored highest on the Warrior archetype and 1 female participant scored highest 

on the Warrior and Magician archetypes equally. 

The average score for the archetypes of the female research participants was 5.5 (55/10), 10.2 

(102/10) and 5.8 (58/10) for the Warrior, Magician and Lover archetypes respectively. 

 

Archetypes and age 

Figure 14 visualizes the percentagewise age distribution of participants with the Warrior as 

predominant archetype. 33% of participants aged between 21 and 30, 29% of participants aged 

between 31 and 40, 33% of participants aged between 41 and 50, 20% of participants aged between 

51 and 60 and no participant aged above 60 scored highest on the Warrior archetype. 

 

                    Figure 9: Warrior as Predominant Archetype according to Age 

 

 

Presented in Figure 15 is the age distribution of participants scoring highest on the Magician 

archetype in percentage. For 33% of participants aged between 21 and 30, 64% of participants aged 
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 45 

between 31 and 40, 28% of participants aged between 41 and 50, 80% of participants aged between 

51 and 60 and the one participant aged above 60, the Magician was the predominant archetype. 

 

        Figure 10: Magician as Predominant Archetype according to Age 

 

 

Figure 16 presents percentagewise the age distribution of participants with the Lover as predominant 

archetype. 33% of participants aged between 21 and 30, 21% of participants aged between 31 and 40, 

11% of participants aged between 41 and 50, no participant aged between 51 and 60 and no participant 

aged above 60 scored highest on the Lover archetype. 
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                    Figure 11: Lover as Predominant Archetype according to Age 

 

 

Further, for 3 participants, or 17%, in the age group between 31 and 40, the highest scores were at 

par for both the Warrior and Magician archetypes. For 2 participants, or 11%, in the same age group, 

the highest scores were at par for both the Magician and Lover archetypes. 

 

The average scores of the archetypes according to age were as follows: 

- 9.67, 10.67 and 5.67 respectively for the Warrior, Magician and Lover archetypes for the 21 

to 30-year-old participants. 

- 6.79, 10 and 7.64 respectively for the Warrior, Magician and Lover archetypes for the 31 to 

40-year-old participants. 

- 9.06, 9.67 and 6.61 respectively for the Warrior, Magician and Lover archetypes for the 41 to 

50-year-old participants. 

- 9.2, 11.2 and 5.6 respectively for the Warrior, Magician and Lover archetypes for the 51 to 

60-year-old participants. 

- There was only one participant above the age of 60 that scored 8, 9 and 5 on the Warrior, 

Magician and Lover archetype respectively. 

 

 

0% 

5% 

10% 

15% 

20% 

25% 

30% 

35% 

21-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 >60 



 

 47 

Archetypes and nationality 

Figure 17 displays the percentagewise distribution of nationalities with the Warrior as predominant 

archetype. As readily noticeable, only participants with Danish nationality scored highest on the 

Warrior archetype. Specifically, for 33% of respondents with Danish nationality the Warrior 

archetype emerged as predominant over the other two archetypes. 

 

        Figure 12: Warrior as Predominant Archetype according to Nationality 

 

 

Figure 18 presents the percentagewise distribution of participants with different nationalities that 

scored highest on the Magician archetype. For 50% of Chinese participants, 50% of Danish 

participants, 50% of Lithuanian participants, 50% of Philippine participants and 100% of the Polish 

the Magician archetype was predominant.  
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        Figure 13: Magician as Predominant Archetype according to Nationality 

 

 

Visualized in Figure 19 is the percentagewise distribution of participants with different nationalities 

that scored highest on the Lover archetype. For 25% of Chinese participants, 10% of Danish 

participants, 50% of Philippine participants and 100% of American participants the Lover was the 

predominant archetype.  

 

        Figure 14: Lover as Predominant Archetype according to Nationality 

 

0% 

10% 

20% 

30% 

40% 

50% 

60% 

70% 

80% 

90% 

100% 

Chinese Danish Finnish Lithuanian Philippine Polish American

0% 

10% 

20% 

30% 

40% 

50% 

60% 

70% 

80% 

90% 

100% 

Chinese Danish Finnish Lithuanian Philippine Polish American



 

 49 

Further, for one of each the Danish (3%), Finnish (100%) and Lithuanian (50%) respondents the 

survey indicated that for them an equal combination of Warrior and Magician are predominant. 

Similarly, for one Chinese (50%) and one Danish (3%) participant, the equal combination of 

Magician and Lover archetypes emerged as predominant. 

 

The average scores of the archetypes according to nationalities were as follows: 

- 9, 11 and 10.25 respectively for the Warrior, Magician and Lover archetypes for Chinese 

respondents. 

- 8.7, 9.57 and 5.9 respectively for the Warrior, Magician and Lover archetypes for Danish 

respondents. 

- 9, 13 and 4.5 respectively for the Warrior, Magician and Lover archetypes for Lithuanian 

respondents. 

- 6.5, 13.5 and 11 respectively for the Warrior, Magician and Lover archetypes for Philippine 

respondents. 

- Further, there was one Finnish respondent that scored 7, 7 and 0, one Polish respondent that 

scored 1, 11 and 7 and one US citizen that scored 7, 9 and 20 respectively on the Warrior, 

Magician and Lover archetypes. 

 

Archetypes and educational background 

Presented in Figure 20 is the percentagewise distribution of participants with different educational 

backgrounds that scored highest on the Warrior archetype. For 50% of participants with an 

educational background in Arts, 7% of participants with an educational background in Mathematics, 

Informatics, Engineering or Natural Sciences and 29% of participants with an educational 

background in Business, Economics or other Social Sciences the survey indicated the Warrior 

archetype as predominant over the Lover and Magician. Also, 50% of participants who classified 

their educational background as “other” scored highest on the Warrior archetype.  
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Figure 21 visualizes the distribution of participants that scored highest on the Magician archetype 

according to the educational background in percentage. 100% of participants with an educational 

background in Humanities, 50% of participants with an educational background in Mathematics, 

Informatics, Engineering or Natural Sciences and 53% of participants with an educational 

background in Business, Economics or other Social Sciences scored highest on the Magician 

archetype. Further, 50% of participants who classified their educational background as “other” scored 

highest on the Magician archetype. 
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Figure 20: Warrior as Predominant Archetype according to Educational Background 
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       Figure 15: Magician as Predominant Archetype according to Educational Background 

 

 

Figure 22 presents the distribution of participants that scored highest on the Lover archetype 

according to the educational background in percentage. For 50% of participants educated in Arts, 

29% of participants educated in Mathematics, Informatics, Engineering or Natural Sciences and 

100% of participants educated in Law, the predominant archetype is the Lover according to the 

survey. 

        Figure 16: Lover as Predominant Archetype according to Educational Background 
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Further, for one respondent of each group of participants with educational background in 

Mathematics, Informatics, Engineering or Natural Sciences and participants with educational 

background in Business, Economics or other Social Sciences the survey indicated an equal 

combination of Magician and Lover as predominant. Also, one participants educated in Mathematics, 

Informatics, Engineering or Natural Sciences as well as two participants educated in Business, 

Economics or other Social Sciences responded to survey in a way that indicated an equal combination 

of Warrior and Magician as predominant. 

 

The average scores of the archetypes according to education were as follows: 

- 8.5, 8 and 13 respectively for the Warrior, Magician and Lover archetypes for respondents 

educated in Arts. 

- 6.71, 10.57 and 8 respectively for the Warrior, Magician and Lover archetypes for respondents 

educated in Mathematics, Informatics Engineering or Natural Sciences. 

- 10.12, 11.24 and 5.53 respectively for the Warrior, Magician and Lover archetypes for 

respondents educated in Business, Economics or other Social Sciences. 

- 7.67, 7.33 and 4.17 respectively for the Warrior, Magician and Lover archetypes for 

respondents that classified their educational background as “other”. 

- Further, there was one participant educated in Humanities that scored 8, 9 and 5 and one 

participant educated in Law that scored 6, 3 and 14 respectively on the Warrior, Magician and 

Lover archetypes. 

 

Lastly, general data on the archetypal scores is presented in the following. 

As visualized in Figure 23, for the majority of respondents the Magician was the predominant 

archetype. In fact, 20 respondents or 49% fall into this category. 

10 participants, or 24%, scored highest on the Warrior archetype while 6 participants, or 15%, scored 

highest on the Magician archetype. 
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In 5 instances participants scored equally high on two 

archetypes. Specifically, for 3 participants the 

predominant archetypes were the Warrior and the Lover 

and for 2 participants the predominant archetypes were 

the Magician and the Lover. 

Overall, the average score for the Warrior archetype was 

8.37, the average score for the Magician archetype 10.02 

and the average score for the Lover archetype 6.73. 

Therefore, with regards to the introduced notion of 

classifying participants into groups7 according to the 

average scores of the Warrior, Magician and Lover  

archetypes, members of the three groups need to display the following characterizations: 

Group 1: Warrior related score > 8.37, Magician related score ≤ 10.02, Lover related score ≤ 6.73 

Group 2: Magician related score > 10.02, Warrior related score ≤ 8.37, Lover related score ≤ 6.73 

Group 3: Lover related score > 6.73, Warrior related score ≤ 8.37, Magician related score ≤ 10.02 

  

                                                

7 For reference see page 32. 

Warrior Warrior/Magician

Magician Magician/Lover

Lover

Figure 23: Predominant Archetypes 
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Experiment 

The findings of the experiments are tabulated in the following. Additionally, the survey results of the 

respective participants are presented as well as the resulting classification according to the prior 

introduced groups. 

Research participant 1 

Survey related data 

Survey 

Participant 

no. 

Group 

no. 

Age Nationality Gender Education Warrior 

score 

Magician 

score 

Lover 

score 

1 3 33 Danish Female Law 6 3 14 

 

Experiment 

Risk Preference 

Quotes Research Notes 

“So, if I choose Gamble 1 I will get 28 points in 

either case? That is nice.” 

Participant 1 decided to play Gamble 2 (Low 

payoff: 24, High payoff: 36). The coin toss lead 

to the low payoff. 

 
“…and this is only one game but the reward will 

depend on my total score, right?” 

 

Creative Thinking 

Time Quotes Research Notes 

2:52 “I think I understand it now…ah no that doesn’t 

work.” 

Participant 1 was not able to 

complete the task. 
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3:30 “I can tell you that this isn’t going to happen.” 

5:28 “It is quite impossible” 

 

Cooperation 

Quotes Research Notes 

“Someone could decide not to put anything in 

the group pot and still get the benefits.” 

Participant 1 decided to put 18 points into the 

group account. 

 “And you can’t tell me how many points my 

group members put into the pot?” 

“I don’t want to be out of points.” 

 

 

Research participant 2 

Survey related data 

Survey 

Participant 

no. 

Group 

no. 

Age Nationality Gender Education Warrior 

score 

Magician 

score 

Lover 

score 

2 1 49 Danish Male SSc 15 8 98 

 

                                                

8 Due to practical difficulties in recruiting participants with the appropriate characteristics for the experiments, 

the researcher had to select Participant by default to join Group 1 despite the above average score on the Lover 

archetype. 
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Experiment 

Risk Preference 

Quotes Research Notes 

“That’s okay, we still have two more games, 

right?” 

Participant 2 only briefly looked at the different 

gambles before deciding to play Gamble 5 

(Low payoff: 12, High payoff: 60). The coin 

toss lead to the low payoff. 

 

Creative Thinking 

Time Quotes Research Notes 

0:00 “And there is a solution to it?” After 7 minutes and 16 seconds 

participant 2 came to the 

solution. 

 

1:34 “It’s tricky.” 

3:50 “I think I need some kind of platform.” 

6:45 “You said I can use everything you gave me.”  

 

Cooperation 

Quotes Research Notes 

“That means I can’t lose any points in either 

case so I’ll just put everything in.” 

Participant 2 decided to put all the 28 points into 

the group account. 
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Research participant 3 

Survey related data 

Survey 

Participant 

no. 

Group 

no. 

Age Nationality Gender Education Warrior 

score 

Magician 

score 

Lover 

score 

3 3 42 American Male Arts 7 9 20 

 

Experiment 

Risk Preference 

Quotes Research Notes 

“So, you basically want to see how much risk 

I’m going to take.” 

Participant 3 decided to play Gamble 3 (Low 

payoff: 20, High payoff: 44). The coin toss lead 

to the high payoff. 

 

Creative Thinking 

Time Quotes Research Notes 

0:00 “And I can use the items in any way I like?” After 1 minute and 45 seconds 

participant 3 came to the 

solution. 

 

1:45 “I am creative person by nature and tend to look at 

things differently.” 
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Cooperation 

Quotes Research Notes 

“The problem is that I don’t know the other 

members of my group.” 

Participant 3 decided to put all the 28 points into 

the group account. 

“I understand that the mentality here [at NNIT] 

is very cooperative.” 

 

 

 

Research participant 4 

Survey related data 

Survey 

Participant 

no. 

Group 

no. 

Age Nationality Gender Education Warrior 

score 

Magician 

score 

Lover 

score 

4 1 27 Danish Male SSc 19 8 3 

 

Experiment 

Risk Preference 

Quotes Research Notes 

“So, I want to get as many points as possible.” 

 

Participant 4 decided to play Gamble 6 (Low 

payoff: 2, High payoff: 70). The coin toss lead 

to the low payoff. 
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Creative Thinking 

Time Quotes Research Notes 

6:30 “Ah, but I can use the box, right?” After 8 minutes and 28 seconds 

participant 4 came to the 

solution. 

 

8:15 “I’d like to be extra sure.” 

 

Cooperation 

Quotes Research Notes 

“So, it’s not about getting more points than the 

others.” 

Participant 4 decided to put 14 points into the 

group account. 

 “Since I’m not competing against the others I 

don’t mind chipping at least half my points in.” 

 

 

Research participant 5 

Survey related data 

Survey 

Participant 

no. 

Group 

no. 

Age Nationality Gender Education Warrior 

score 

Magician 

score 

Lover 

score 

5 1 54 Danish Male “Other” 18 7 6 
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Experiment 

Risk Preference 

Quotes Research Notes 

“It’s a 50/50 chance?” 

 

Participant 5 decided to play Gamble 6 (Low 

payoff: 2, High payoff: 70). The coin toss lead 

to the high payoff. 

 

Creative Thinking 

Time Quotes Research Notes 

0:38 “I can only use what you gave me?” After 7 minutes and 48 seconds 

participant 5 came to the 

solution. 

 

6:50 “I’m not that creative with problem solutions.” 

 

7:16 “What about the box?” 

 

Cooperation 

Quotes Research Notes 

“I need to evaluate how the others will behave.” Participant 5 decided to put all 28 points into 

the group account. 

 
“In NNIT we work as one.” 

“I aim for cooperation.” 
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Research participant 6 

Survey related data 

Survey 

Participant 

no. 

Group 

no. 

Age Nationality Gender Education Warrior 

score 

Magician 

score 

Lover 

score 

6 2 57 Danish Female SSc 6 16 5 

 

Experiment 

Risk Preference 

Quotes Research Notes 

“If I would be a true gambler I would probably 

go for Gamble 6, but I’m not.” 

Participant 6 decided to play Gamble 3 (Low 

payoff: 20, High payoff: 44). The coin toss lead 

to the low payoff. 

 

Creative Thinking 

Time Quotes Research Notes 

1:10 “That is very interesting.” After 2 minutes and 45 seconds 

participant 6 came to the 

solution. 

 

1:28 “I need some kind of barrier for the wax.” 

 

2:06 “I can use everything?”  
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Cooperation 

Quotes Research Notes 

“I would get the most out of it if I would keep 

my points for myself but I wouldn’t feel 

comfortable with that.” 

Participant 6 decided to put 14 points into the 

group account. 

 

 

 

Research participant 7 

Survey related data 

Survey 

Participant 

no. 

Group 

no. 

Age Nationality Gender Education Warrior 

score 

Magician 

score 

Lover 

score 

7 2 39 Lithuanian Female SSc 8 16 6 

 

Experiment 

Risk Preference 

Quotes Research Notes 

“The sum of the scores differs across the 

gambles.” 

Participant 7 decided to play Gamble 4 (Low 

payoff: 16, High payoff: 52). The coin toss lead 

to the low payoff. 
“The minimum is really what sets the bar for 

my choice.” 
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Creative Thinking 

Time Quotes Research Notes 

0:56 “The most intuitive thing for me would be to use the 

pins to attach the candle but that’s not going to 

work, is it?” 

After 4 minutes and 7 seconds 

participant 7 came to the 

solution. 

 3:13 “Why did you give me matches and not just a 

lighter? There must be something to it.” 

 

 

Cooperation 

Quotes Research Notes 

“It’s not really worth it to put anything in.” Participant 7 decided to put 2 points into the 

group account. 
“I think that’s very difficult.” 

“If I’m the only one to put something in there I 

would lose points.” 
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Research participant 8 

Survey related data 

Survey 

Participant 

no. 

Group 

no. 

Age Nationality Gender Education Warrior 

score 

Magician 

score 

Lover 

score 

8 2 36 Danish Male Nsc 2 14 5 

 

Experiment 

Risk Preference 

Quotes Research Notes 

“I guess it’s not a coincidence that the higher 

the risk, the higher the total score is.” 

Participant 8 decided to play Gamble 4 (Low 

payoff: 16, High payoff: 52). The coin toss lead 

to the high payoff. 
“Gamble 5 and 6 have the highest total score 

but Gamble 5 has less risk.” 

“I don’t like the risk of only getting 12 points 

but it would make sense to choose Gamble 5 I 

think.” 

 

Creative Thinking 

Time Quotes Research Notes 

0:27 “Are there any constrains on how I do that?” After 49 seconds participant 8 

came to the solution 
0:32 “It seems quite clear to me.” 
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Cooperation 

Quotes Research Notes 

“I’m failing to see why should put any points in 

[the group account]” 

Participant 8 decided to put 0 points into the 

group account. 

“I will get to most out for myself if I keep all 

my points for myself.” 

 

 

Research participant 9 

Survey related data 

Survey 

Participant 

no. 

Group 

no. 

Age Nationality Gender Education Warrior 

score 

Magician 

score 

Lover 

score 

9 3 35 Danish Male Nsc 6 9 10 

 

Experiment 

Risk Preference 

Quotes Research Notes 

“I feel like [Gamble 3] has a fair trade-off.” Participant 9 decided to play Gamble 3 (Low 

payoff: 20, High payoff: 44). The coin toss lead 

to the high payoff. 
“Gamble 4 is also good but I don’t want to end 

up with only 16 points.” 
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Creative Thinking 

Time Quotes Research Notes 

2:37 “And there is really a solution to it?” After 8 minutes and 38 seconds 

participant 9 came to the 

solution. 
7:58 “Maybe if I use the paper [of the book of matches].”  

8:22 “But the box could work.” 

 

Cooperation 

Quotes Research Notes 

“I don’t think anyone would put nothing in. 

That just doesn’t make sense.” 

Participant 9 decided to put all 28 points into 

the group account. 

“Working together is always important.” 
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Discussion 

The following chapter will discuss and analyze the findings presented in the data collection in regard 

to the theoretical framework set in the literature review. It is important to note that in accordance with 

the methodology, the discussion of the research findings employs mostly interpretation-based rather 

than statistical forms of data analysis. Overall, emphasis is put on generating an understanding of the 

investigated phenomenon instead of producing statistical accurate inferences. 

The discussion will be structured by the two research questions: 

RQ1: How is the collective unconscious of managers at a multinational IT company constituted 

according to patterns derived from archetypes introduced by analytical psychology? 

 

RQ2: Does the unconscious profile of managers, according to the Warrior, Magician and Lover 

archetypes, at a multinational IT company play a role in the respective behavior regarding the 

managers’ risk-preference and cooperativeness and their ability to think creatively and if so, what is 

the nature of the relationship? 

 

Starting with RQ1, the relevant points of reference are presented in the findings of the survey. 

However, to start the discussion of this question, the researcher deems it necessary to revisit the 

archetypal concept first. 

As evident from the literature review, Jung’s original ideas on the constitution of the collective 

unconscious, put forward in his theory on personality, leave room for interpretation. The three 

fundamental archetypes – Warrior, Magician and Lover – that are central to this thesis are derived 

from the recurrence of common themes in literature on Jungian archetypes. Specifically, the themes 

of the archetypes, as interpreted by the researcher, are physicality, aggressiveness, intuition, self-

confidence and power for the Warrior, intellectuality, cognitive strength, technical understanding and 

improvement orientation for the Magician and spirituality, sensuality and emotional intelligence for 

the Lover. 

The survey that was created by the researcher was developed with these themes in mind. Therefore, 

the survey may be understood as method to measure the distinctiveness of the researcher’s 

interpretations of the archetypes in the participants’ unconscious. 
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The survey revealed that the archetype that is overall represented the most in the participants is the 

Magician followed by the Warrior. The Lover archetype is represented the least. While this might 

superficially provide an answer to RQ1, as it satisfies the descriptive nature of the question, it is in 

the interest of this study’s purpose to discuss the findings of the survey in greater detail. 

While the average scores of the three archetypes differ between genders9, the general distribution of 

predominant archetypes is congruent with the overall average. However, when looking at other 

demographic variables, greater inherent differences become apparent. 

 

Considering the research participants’ age, the two age groups that are most strongly represented, and 

therefore provide the most reliable grounds for a realistic evaluation, are the 31 to 40 year olds and 

the 41 to 50 year olds. 

Here, the difference in predominant archetypes between the two groups is noteworthy. While the 

majority of 64% of participants aged between 31 and 40 scored highest on the Magician archetype, 

most participants in the age group between 41 and 50 scored highest on the Warrior archetype. 

Further, by looking at the archetypal scores of the two groups – 6.79, 10 and 7.64 respectively for the 

Warrior, Magician and Lover archetypes for the 31 to 40-year-old participants and 9.06, 9.67 and 

6.61 respectively for the Warrior, Magician and Lover archetypes for the 41 to 50-year-old 

participants – the differences between the two groups become apparent. Especially the large 

discrepancy of 2.27 points between the averages of the Warrior related scores is salient and indicates 

a structural change of the unconscious that ensues with aging. Alternatively, it could be interpreted 

as a characteristic difference between the two generations. 

 

Looking at the nationalities of survey respondents, a clear overrepresentation of Danish participants 

becomes obvious. The low number of participants from Poland, the Philippines, Lithuania, the USA, 

                                                

9 9.29, 9.97 and 6.52 for the Warrior, Magician and Lover archetypes respectively for males and 5.5, 10.2 and 

5.8 for the Warrior, Magician and Lover archetypes respectively for females. 
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Finland and China makes it difficult to draw inferences, which is why the discussion here focuses on 

the survey findings of participants with Danish nationality. 

While according to the survey the Magician is the predominant archetype for the majority of Danish 

participants, which is in accordance with the overall average, the Warrior also plays a relatively large 

role. This leads to the fact that only for 10% of Danish respondents the Lover emerged as predominant 

archetype. Conversely, of the 15% of participants that scored the highest on the Lover archetype 

overall, half were Danish while more than 70% of total participants were from Denmark. Further, it 

is salient that for none of the participants with other nationalities than Danish the Warrior emerged 

as sole predominant archetype. 

Overall, this presents an imbalance that hints at a cultural specific inclination of Danish participants 

to be closer related to the themes of the Magician and Warrior than to those of the Lover archetype. 

 

The last demographic variable that will be discussed here is that of educational background. As for 

age and nationality, there are also groups of participants with certain educational backgrounds that 

are more strongly represented than others. Particularly, 75% of survey respondents were either 

educated in Mathematics, Informatics, Engineering or Natural Sciences or in Business, Economics 

or other Social Sciences, which puts these two groups at the center of the discussion here. 

While for around half of both groups of participants the Magician appeared to be the predominant 

archetype and both displayed similar average Magician related scores – 10.57 and 11.24 for 

participants educated in Mathematics, Informatics, Engineering or Natural Sciences and in Business, 

Economics or other Social Sciences respectively – noticeable differences surfaced regarding the 

Warrior and Lover archetypes. 

Considering the Warrior archetype related scores, the survey revealed that for close to 30% of 

participants with an educational background in Business, Economics or other Social Sciences the 

Warrior was the predominant archetype. On the contrary, this was only the case for around 7% of 

participants with an educational background in Mathematics, Informatics, Engineering or Natural 

Sciences. 

When looking at the Lover archetype related scores, an inverted situation appears. For almost 30% 

of participants that were educated in Mathematics, Informatics, Engineering or Natural Sciences the 

predominant archetype was the Lover but interestingly none of the responses by participants with an 
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educational background in Business, Economics or other Social Sciences indicated a dominance of 

the Magician archetype. 

This observation indicates a positive correlation between the study of Business, Economics and other 

Social Sciences and the Warrior archetype as well as a positive correlation between the study of 

Mathematics, Informatics, Engineering and Natural Sciences and the Lover archetype. Problematic 

with this insight is that the categories of A) Business, Economics and other Social Sciences and B) 

Mathematics, Informatics, Engineering and Natural Sciences are too wide to draw meaningful 

conclusions on the relation between academic subjects and archetypal preferences.  

 

Conclusively, the composition of NNIT employees’ unconscious according to the three archetypes 

seems unsurprising. As noted in the empirical setting of this research, professional excellence is of 

paramount importance for NNIT. Therefore, the inclination of employees in general to display a high 

connectedness to the themes of the Magician – intellectuality, cognitive strength, technical 

understanding and improvement orientation – seems natural.  

Additionally, since more than half of NNIT employees are Danish and the Warrior archetype 

appeared to have a distinct place in the unconscious of Danes, the themes of the Warrior - physicality, 

aggressiveness, intuition, self-confidence and power – are also constitutive to the unconscious of 

managers at NNIT.  

 

Now, coming to the analysis of the experiments and consequently to the discussion of RQ2, for 

reasons of clarity and comprehensibility, the findings of the experiment are presented in a tabular 

form. Specifically, the group members of each of the three groups10 are clustered together and 

presented with their respective scores on the Warrior, Magician and Lover and their performances 

during the experiments. Further, a short summary will give an account of the findings of the respective 

group. Demographic data on the participants is omitted on purpose here, to concentrate the discussion 

on the relationship between the archetypes and the research participants’ performance during the 

                                                

10 The groups refer to the prior introduced research groups – for reference see page 32. 
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experiments. The valuable information comprised in the reported quotes will contribute to the 

analysis where appropriate. 

The performances of the participants during the experiments will be evaluated as follows: 

- The performance during the Eckel and Grossmann experiment will be indicated through the 

implied CRRA range of each gamble as presented on page 34. 

- The performance during the Candle Problem will be indicated by the time it took the 

participant to solve the puzzle. 

- The performance during the Public Goods Game will be indicated by the percentagewise 

contribution to the group account. 

Therefore, the operationalized data may serve as basis for attached discussion.  
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Group 1 – Warrior 

Characterized by a high score regarding the Warrior archetype and average to low scores in the 

Magician and Lover archetypes. 

Survey 

Participant no. Warrior score Magician score Lover score 

2 15 8 9 

4 19 8 3 

5 18 7 6 

Experiments 

Participant no. Risk Preferences Creative Thinking Cooperatives 

2 0 < r < 0.50 7 minutes 16 seconds 100% 

4 R < 0 8 minutes 28 seconds 50% 

5 R < 0 7 minutes 48 seconds 100% 

Summary 

According to the Eckel and Grossmann experiment, two members of Group 1 can be described as 

risk-seeking while one member displayed risk neutrality. All members of Group 1 were able to 

solve the Candle Problem in an average time of 7 minutes and 50 seconds. During the Public 

Goods Game, members of Group 1 contributed an average of 83.3% into the group account. 
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Group 2 - Magician 

Characterized by a high score regarding the Magician archetype and average to low scores in the 

Warrior and Lover archetypes. 

Survey 

Participant no. Warrior score Magician score Lover score 

6 6 16 5 

7 8 16 6 

8 2 14 5 

Experiments 

Participant no. Risk Preferences Creative Thinking Cooperatives 

6 0.71 < r < 1.16 2 minutes 45 seconds 50% 

7 0.50 < r < 0.71 4 minutes 7 seconds 7% 

8 0.50 < r < 0.71 49 seconds 0% 

Summary 

According to the Eckel and Grossmann experiment, all three members of Group 2 can be 

described as risk-averse. All members of Group 2 were able to solve the Candle Problem in an 

average time of 2 minutes and 34 seconds. During the Public Goods Game, members of Group 2 

contributed an average of 28.5% into the group account. 
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Group 3 - Lover 

Characterized by a high score regarding the Lover archetype and average to low scores in the 

Magician and Lover archetypes. 

Survey 

Participant no. Warrior score Magician score Lover score 

1 6 3 14 

3 7 9 20 

9 6 9 10 

Experiments 

Participant no. Risk Preferences Creative Thinking Cooperatives 

1 1.16 < r < 3.46 Not completed 64% 

3 0.71 < r < 1.16 1 minute 45 seconds 100% 

9 0.71 < r < 1.16 8 minutes 38 seconds 100% 

Summary 

According to the Eckel and Grossmann experiment, all three members of Group 3 can be 

described as risk-averse. Only two members of Group 3 were able to solve the Candle Problem. 

During the Public Goods Game, members of Group 3 contributed an average of 88% into the 

group account. 

 

To begin with, the differences in risk preferences across the groups are being examined. 

While there were two members of Group 1 (Warrior) that displayed a risk-seeking attitude, there was 

also one Group member that appeared to be risk neutral. However, in comparison to Group 2 

(Magician) and 3 (Lover), all three members of Group 1 demonstrated a higher risk preference than 
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the other research participants. When looking at statements of members of Group 1, it becomes 

obvious that the participants acknowledged the risk (“It’s a 50/50 chance?” Participant 5) but the 

desire to score many points outweighed (“[…] I want to get as many points as possible” Participant 

4). 

Thus, a positive correlation between an above average score regarding the Warrior archetype and a 

risk-seeking attitude can be observed. Further, although the implied CRRA ranges indicate that Group 

3 is less risk-averse than Group 2, the difference is only nominal. However, an interesting finding 

concerning the difference between Group 2 and 3 comes by reference to the statements of participants. 

Participant 8 (Group 2) stated: “I don’t like the risk of only getting 12 points but it would make sense 

to choose Gamble 5 I think.”. Here, the rational approach of the participant is obvious. However, 

despite identifying the rational choice, the participant decided to play a risk-averse gamble, thus 

clearly indicating the unwillingness to take a risk. 

Conversely, the approach of members of Group 3 seems less conscious and more instinctual (“I feel 

like [Gamble 3] has a fair trade-off.”). 

 

Looking at the findings of the Candle Problem, the performance of Group 2 is salient. Not only did 

all of the group members solve the problem within the given timeframe, but they also did so 

significantly faster than most of the other participants. Consistent throughout the group was the quick 

realization that all the objects that were given to them were needed to solve the problem (“Why did 

you give me matches and not just a lighter? There must be something to it.” Participant 7). 

Noticeable are also the performances of Group 3. While one member of Group 3 did not manage to 

solve the problem at all (Participant 1), one member of the group completed the task as second fastest 

of all the participants (Participant 3). Here, it is interesting that the participant who did not manage 

to solve the Candle Problem had the lowest Magician related score of all the participants of the 

experiments and the participant that solved the problem the second fastest had a score that was close 

to the average Magician related score of Group 1 and 3 combined. Therefore, Participant 3’s 

performance during the Candle Problem comes across as an inconsistency. Regarding Group 1, while 

the whole group was able to come to the solution of the puzzle, it took them on average considerably 

longer than Group 2.  
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Conclusively, while there were inconsistencies regarding lower to average Magician related scores 

and the ability to think creatively as measured by the ability to solve the Candle Problem, a tentative 

observation can be formulated by regarding Group 2 and most of the other participants. It appears 

that an above average score regarding the Magician archetype can be linked strong problem-solving 

skills by applying creative thinking. 

 

Lastly, the contributions in the Public Goods Game are to be discussed. 

Interestingly, most participants of the experiment were willing to contribute a substantial amount of 

their points to the group account. While the highest average contributions came from Group 3, Group 

1 almost contributed equally as much. Reappearing in the statements of the participants was the notion 

that NNIT fosters an environment of collaboration (“In NNIT we work as one” Participant 5 Group 

1, “I understand that the mentality here [at NNIT] is very cooperative” Participant 3 Group 3). Thus, 

it appears that the corporate culture of the empirical setting of the thesis played a role in the Public 

Goods Game. 

In stark contrast to the contributions of Group 1 and 3, members of Group 2 contributed only little to 

nothing to the group account. As with the approach to the Eckel and Grossmann experiment, it 

became evident that rationality is a decisive factor for members of Group 2 also in the Public Goods 

Game. All members of Group 2 openly acknowledged that the rational choice would be to keep all 

the points in the private account (“It’s not really worth it to put anything in.” Participant 7, “I’m 

failing to see why I should put any points in [the group account]” Participant 8). However, especially 

for Participant 6 there appeared to be a dimension of cognitive dissonance when faced with the 

problem (“I would get most out of it if I would keep my points for myself but I wouldn’t feel 

comfortable with that.” Participant 6). This might stem from the prior established prevalent corporate 

culture of collaboration within NNIT and the individual’s unconscious tendencies. 

All in all, the link between the Lover archetype and the propensity to act cooperatively appears 

ambiguous. This is because although Group 3 did contribute the most in the group account during the 

Public Goods Game, the difference to the contributions of Group 1 is only nominal. It became 

apparent that NNIT’s corporate culture played a role for most participants, which is why the high 

contributions of members of Group 3 cannot fully be attributed to their high Lover related scores. 
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The presented findings are constitutive for the answer of RQ2. Starting with the Warrior archetype, 

the generated empirical evidence indicates that there is in fact a positive correlation between the 

Warrior archetype and an individual’s risk preference. 

Despite irregularities in the observations regarding the data collected through the Candle Problem, 

the Magician archetype does also appear to positively correlate with the ability to think creatively. 

Further, the notion emerged that the Magician related quality of rationality, apparent in members of 

Group 2, was an influencing factor during the risk preference and cooperativeness assessment. 

Finally, the highest uncertainty is connected to the link between the Lover archetype and 

cooperativeness. In the experiment conducted, it appears that other factors like the corporate culture 

at NNIT also played an influential role in the research participants’ contribution to the group account 

in the Public Goods Game. Conducting future research with larger sample groups and in different 

empirical settings might offset other influencing factors and single out the effect of the Lover 

archetype on cooperativeness. 

 

Having the unconscious constitution of managers at NNIT presented and the link of the Warrior, 

Magician and Lover archetypes to risk preferences, cooperativeness and creative thinking established, 

the question of implications of the research findings arises. 

 

Implications for NNIT 

Considering the dominant representation of the Magician archetype within the research sample and 

the connected high creative thinking capability, it seems as though NNIT’s employees live up to the 

company’s ambition of professional excellence. Further, when considering the services that NNIT 

provides for their customers11, an intuitive link appears between the creative problem-solving skills 

related to the Magician archetype and the requirements NNIT’s employees are faced with during their 

work. In a fast changing industry like IT, creative thinking skills can provide the necessary 

competitive advantage for a company to stand out. 

                                                

11 For reference see page 6. 
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Further, bearing in mind that more than half of NNIT’s employees are Danish, when looking at the 

warrior archetype and its evidently important role for Danish research participants, NNIT should be 

aware that also the Warrior related themes – physicality, aggressiveness, intuition, self-confidence 

and power – are constitutive to the unconscious of NNIT’s employees. 

Considering the high general level of cooperativeness, that evidently can at least be partly attributed 

to NNIT’s corporate culture, Maccoby’s concept of the “organization ideal” as described in the 

Literature Review comes to mind. Along the lines of Maccoby’s notion, it appears that the 

organization ideal at NNIT is characterized by creative thinking and cooperativeness. From NNIT’s 

perspective, this is interesting as it gives information on how the corporate culture is engrained in the 

behavior and mindset of their employees. 

However, considering the tendency of Group 2 (Magician) to contribute only little to nothing to the 

group account in the Public Goods Game and that for most of the research participants the Magician 

is the predominant archetype, it may be of value for NNIT to further foster cooperation and trust 

amongst employees. 

When looking at the high contribution rates of Group 1 and 3 in the Public Goods Game, a 

recommendation for NNIT could be that positions that require high cooperative skills might be better 

suited for employees for which the Warrior or Lover archetypes are predominant; while positions that 

require creative thinking skills should be filled by employees for which the Magician archetype is 

predominant.  

 

General Implications 

Generally, the differences revealed between participants of Group 1, 2 and 3 can potentially serve as 

basis for more resourceful communication between the tree presented groups, since acknowledging 

the differences is a first step towards an improved mutual understanding. Also, understanding the 

characteristics that are connected to the three archetypes may play a role in the assignment of 

responsibilities to employees. 

From an international business perspective, the research gives a relatively well documented account 

of the unconscious of Danes working in the IT industry. Most notably was the high number of Danish 

research participants that displayed a predominance of the Warrior archetype. In an international 
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context, this may serve as guideline for cross-cultural communication in the like of Hofstede’s 

cultural dimensions. 

Considering that pursuing international business inevitably entails working with people with various 

cultural backgrounds, future research might entail a study of predominant archetypes in different 

cultural settings.  Overall, drawing general assumptions from the findings generated in this research 

is challenging due to lack of referable sources. Future studies need to show whether the findings of 

the research at hand are in fact transferable to other circumstances. 

 

Limitations 

In the process of this study, the researcher came across various limitations that are crucial to be kept 

in mind when assessing the presented findings. 

To begin with, there were problems regarding the sample group of the survey that became apparent 

in retrospective. Evidently, there was an overrepresentation of Danish employees – 70% of 

participants in comparison to only 57% of total NNIT’s employees12 – and only few employees of 

other nationalities. Further, the analysis showed that in comparison to all the other nationalities, 

Danes displayed a relatively distinct unconscious profile according to the three archetypes. Thus, the 

overall findings on the unconscious profile of the sample group seem imbalanced. 

Another limitation regarding the survey is the possible effect of framing. By positively formulating 

all the archetype related statements, the survey findings might be biased. Therefore, if used in future 

studies, the formulation of the statements might ought to be revisited. 

Also, the experiments are subject to limitations. Specifically, there is a possibility that the preceding 

experiments to the Public Goods Game might have influenced the participants willingness to 

contribute to the group account. This concern arises from the statement of Participant 1 who had a 

poor outcome of the Eckel and Grossmann gamble and did not manage to solve the Candle Problem: 

“I don’t want to be out of points”. This indicates that a better performance during the first two 

experiments might have lead Participant to contribute more into the group account. Hence, future 

studies may decide to adjust the order in which the experiments are conducted. 

                                                

12 For reference see page 6. 
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Finally, there are limitations connected to the reliability and validity of the research findings as 

discussed in the methodology that need to be kept in mind. 

Conclusion 

The findings of this thesis showed that there is a positive correlation between the Warrior archetype 

and risk-seeking behavior. Further, despite one inconsistency, the research showed that individuals, 

for which the Magician was the predominant archetype, possess significantly superior creative 

thinking skills than individuals with other predominant archetypes. The findings regarding the Lover 

archetype were more ambiguous. Although the experimental group with members that had high Lover 

related scores did demonstrate a pronounced inclination to act cooperatively, participants of the 

experiment with high Warrior related scores displayed a similar cooperativeness. 

Thus, based on the findings, the initial observation of parallels between risk preferences, creative 

thinking and cooperativeness and the themes of the Warrior, Magician and Lover archetypes 

respectively that lead to this research can be partially affirmed. 

However, drawing general assumptions from the findings generated in this research is problematic. 

This is because of the rather limited scope of the research and the narrow empirical setting. Future 

studies need to show whether the findings of the research are valid in different environments. 

 

Although there are still ambiguities regarding the causality of archetypes and the three dimensions of 

risk preference, creative thinking and cooperativeness, by empirically establishing a connection 

between the two prior unrelated topics of behavioral economics and analytical psychology, the 

research succeeded in its goal to create an understanding in an unclear situation and to generate new 

ideas for future research. 

Specifically, the research showed that the created survey potentially has a predictive power on 

individuals’ behavior and cognitive abilities. The verification of this may be topic for future studies. 

Finally, the findings regarding the Warrior archetype and risk preferences of this study might in fact 

contribute to the development of more comprehensive models of risk assessment. Here too, future 

research might give information on the validity of this finding. 
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2004	 1783,00 1,68 511 0,75 
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2002	 1661,00 1,92 351 0,39 
2001	 1441,00 2,09 294 0,34 
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Total Cites 

Journal 
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Total Cites 
Journal 
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2016	 2032,00 1,74 3394,00 1,28 
2015	 1911,00 2,77 2799,00 1,68 
2014	 1640,00 2,07 2426,00 1,23 
2013	 1480,00 2,08 2116,00 1,21 
2012	 1198,00 2,16 1780,00 1,08 
2011	 1256,00 2,84 1576,00 1,07 
2010	 975 1,67 1389,00 1,36 
2009	 981 1,38 1189,00 1,47 
2008	 877 2,07 910,00 0,94 
2007	 578 1,58 763,00 0,90 
2006	 567 1,07 652,00 0,82 
2005	 403 1,07 591,00 0,85 
2004	 387 0,81 465,00 0,57 
2003	 370 1,09 425,00 0,75 
2002	 247 1,07 369,00 0,48 
2001	 216 1,51 325,00 0,52 
2000	 229 1,64 270,00 0,25 
1999	 149 1,16 300,00 0,31 
1998	 147 1,05 245,00 0,42 
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Total Cites 

Journal 
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Total Cites 
Journal 
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2016	 62689,00 5,02 10823,00 2,45 
2015	 59445,00 4,74 9186,00 2,81 
2014	 55364,00 5,03 8268,00 2,20 
2013	 53575,00 5,51 7835,00 2,90 
2012	 49689,00 4,88 7282,00 2,82 
2011	 46374,00 5,08 6804,00 3,13 
2010	 44536,00 5,21 6391,00 2,48 
2009	 44995,00 4,73 6381,00 2,55 
2008	 39689,00 5,04 5462,00 2,74 
2007	 33779,00 4,51 4402,00 1,85 
2006	 31373,00 4,22 3952,00 1,51 
2005	 27218,00 4,21 3482,00 1,28 
2004	 26161,00 3,63 3292,00 1,47 
2003	 25072,00 3,86 3124,00 1,43 
2002	 23936,00 3,65 3143,00 1,56 
2001	 23565,00 3,61 2712,00 1,27 
2000	 20885,00 3,17 2733,00 1,20 
1999	 19825,00 2,72 2581,00 1,14 
1998	 19726,00 2,84 2632,00 1,33 
1997	 17864,00 2,99 2244,00 1,00 
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Journal:	 PSYCHOLOGICAL	SCIENCE	

Year	
Total Cites 

Journal 
Impact 
Factor 

2016	 26199,00 5,67 
2015	 24376,00 5,48 
2014	 23416,00 4,94 
2013	 20383,00 4,86 
2012	 17503,00 4,54 
2011	 15223,00 4,43 
2010	 13363,00 4,70 
2009	 12325,00 5,09 
2008	 9871,00 4,81 
2007	 7521,00 4,25 
2006	 6576,00 4,57 
2005	 5444,00 4,50 
2004	 4368,00 3,58 
2003	 3785,00 3,56 
2002	 3148,00 2,96 
2001	 2963,00 2,77 
2000	 2331,00 2,57 
1999	 2078,00 3,04 
1998	 1669,00 3,19 
1997	 1270,00 2,90 
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Journals	 	  

     
Journal:	 MANAGEMENT	SCIENCE	 MARKETING	SCIENCE	 		

Year	
Total Cites 

Journal 
Impact 
Factor 

Total Cites 
Journal 
Impact 
Factor 

2016	 26642,00 2,82 5581,00 2,16 
2015	 22776,00 2,74 4419,00 1,65 
2014	 21112,00 2,48 4285,00 1,86 
2013	 20061,00 2,52 4122,00 2,21 
2012	 18351,00 1,86 3861,00 2,20 
2011	 17261,00 1,73 3663,00 2,36 
2010	 18787,00 2,22 3538,00 1,72 
2009	 20103,00 2,23 3996,00 2,19 
2008	 16205,00 2,35 2813,00 3,31 
2007	 12110,00 1,93 2327,00 3,96 
2006	 10349,00 1,69 2159,00 3,98 
2005	 8367,00 1,67 1724,00 3,79 
2004	 8565,00 1,93 1521,00 3,39 
2003	 7053,00 1,47 1197,00 1,90 
2002	 6497,00 1,35 1147,00 1,94 
2001	 6177,00 1,50 927,00 1,83 
2000	 5837,00 1,01 931,00 1,36 
1999	 5919,00 1,09 905,00 1,38 
1998	 5233,00 1,06 755,00 1,56 
1997	 5127,00 0,83 510,00 0,86 
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Journal:	
JOURNAL	OF	MARKETING	
RESEARCH	

Year	
Total Cites 

Journal 
Impact 
Factor 

2016	 17460,00 3,65 
2015	 13697,00 3,11 
2014	 12194,00 2,26 
2013	 10909,00 2,66 
2012	 10501,00 2,25 
2011	 10160,00 2,52 
2010	 9586,00 2,80 
2009	 9642,00 3,10 
2008	 7142,00 2,57 
2007	 5896,00 1,74 
2006	 5332,00 2,39 
2005	 4495,00 2,61 
2004	 4271,00 2,22 
2003	 3678,00 2,14 
2002	 3614,00 1,82 
2001	 3254,00 1,67 
2000	 3328,00 1,68 
1999	 2925,00 2,58 
1998	 2548,00 1,60 
1997	 2168,00 1,28 
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	 Financial	Journals	 	
   
Journal:	 JOURNAL	OF	FINANCE	

Year	
Total Cites 

Journal 
Impact 
Factor 

2016	 29644,00 6,04 
2015	 24013,00 5,29 
2014	 23535,00 5,42 
2013	 21843,00 6,03 
2012	 18729,00 4,33 
2011	 18293,00 4,22 
2010	 17621,00 4,15 
2009	 18039,00 3,76 
2008	 14679,00 4,02 
2007	 10473,00 3,35 
2006	 10344,00 3,26 
2005	 8235,00 2,55 
2004	 7051,00 3,11 
2003	 6739,00 3,27 
2002	 5997,00 3,49 
2001	 5446,00 2,96 
2000	 4610,00 2,75 
1999	 3949,00 2,65 
1998	 3791,00 2,14 
1997	 3413,00 2,17 
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Appendix 2 

Transcripts of the experiments 

Since all the participants receive the same introduction and explanation of the experiments and the 

conversational guideline is already presented on page 38, only the monologues of the participants as 

well as any comments during the experiments by the researcher are transcribed. 

Transcript Participant 1 

Risk Preference 

So, if I choose Gamble 1 I will get 28 points in either case? That is nice…I will take gamble number 

2. 

(researcher: so, it is either 36 points or 24 points. Let's see. [coin toss] You get 24 points but that’s 

okay). 

…and this is only one game but the reward will depend on my total score, right? 

 

Creative Thinking 

It's not going work like this (laughs). But it might just... (laughs). Actually... (murmuring), I think I 

understand it now…ah no that doesn’t work. It needs to be... but can it lean only against the wall? 

(researcher: it has to be on the wall.) So, I can't use the ground. (researcher: it has to be attached on 

the wall somehow.) It will be a bit difficult. I can tell you, this is not going to be happen. I need to do 

it this way but then it is going to be drip on the floor. And the pins are too small. This is not going to 

be happen. Uuh. This is also not the right way because it will drop also. If I can lay it on something 

and then it will drop. It will drop if you do it like this. This task is not possible to achieve. It might 

be that it is about how long I am trying to do this... (laughs). Does it involve these pins? (researcher: 

it involves everything you have.) This is a stupid idea. It has to be attached at the wall. When it shall 

not drip it has to be upside down. There is a simpler way to this I am sure. I can't even... I'm sure this 

is not... how is this supposed to work... That's really frustrating. Uuh, ok. The candle has to stuck at 

the board and has to be able to light it and I can't use this. I can't do it. There is one way, so you are 

not lying, this is possible. (researcher: yes, you have still two minutes) (laughs) Oh, my god. This is 

very frustrating. Somehow... I am not giving up. It needs to be this way or that way. But if I light it 

here, I mean, it will drop. But if I light it here it will drip also. So, is this ok? (researcher: no) But 
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when there is no way that it sticks to the board without dripping. It’s quite impossible. It will drip. 

But it isn't the requirement that I start to do a fire. (laughs) (researcher: I'm sorry but the time is also 

up now, we need to stop.) 

 

Cooperativeness  

Someone could decide not to put anything in the group pot and still get the benefits. And you can’t 

tell me how many points my group members put into the pot? (researcher: no) I don’t want to be out 

of points. I could put half of my 28 points in it. Or maybe just 10. Yes, I go for this. I put 10 points 

in the pot. 

 

Transcript Participant 2 

Risk Preference 

I choose this one, gamble number 5. (researcher: sorry, you have got the low pay off). 

That’s okay, we still have two more games, right? 

 

Creative Thinking 

And there is a solution to it? (pause, tries different things out) It’s tricky. (laughs) It is not allowed to 

drip on the floor. (researcher: yes) So I think I need some kind of platform. So, I can use as many of 

these pins. (pause) I will try it like this. You said I can use everything you gave me. At least that 

should in theory work. It should not drip when I light the candle. 

 

Cooperativeness  

That means I can’t lose any points in either case so I’ll just put everything in. I will give all of it.  

 

Transcript Participant 3 

Risk Preference 

So, you basically want to see how much risk I’m going to take. If I have one choice I take gamble 3. 
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Creative Thinking 

And I can use the items in any way I like? What happens when you are not successful with the actual 

task? (researcher: then you don’t get any points for this) (he tried something out) That should work. 

(researcher: yes, you got it.) One of the reasons I got hired is because I look at things differently as 

other people. I am an artist originally, I have my master's in cyber security but I am a creative person 

by nature and I tend to think of things differently than other people. 

 

Cooperativeness  

The problem is that I don’t know the other members of my group but based on my experience here 

which is limited at the time, based on everything I know about the company, based on my personal 

experiences and the way that my team has stood up, even in the beginning, if there is a problem with 

the customers, we all contribute…I understand that the mentality here is very cooperative. I have no 

problem putting in most of my share into the group. So, I am pretty sure that everybody in my would 

environment do the same. So, I think I will go for the full 28. 

 

Transcript Participant 4 

Risk Preference 

This is the highest reward as possible. Right? Because this 68, 64, 40... (murmuring) ...22, 70, 60... 

Ok, this is the highest reward. So, I want to get as many points as possible. So let’s do gamble 6. 

 

Creative Thinking 

(long pause) I would like to stabilize it. (murmuring) It should not drop on the table. And is there no 

limits to the boundary of this frame? (murmuring) How much time is left? (researcher: 7 minutes). I 

think I have to stop the wax with these things. But how do I make a plateau for the wax to fall on? 

(tries different things) That don't seem right. I can't make it. (pause) Hmm, yeah, I would (murmuring) 

having a way for me like this, somehow beneath. But how do I do this? (pause) Of course, I could 

put the candle aside but I still struggle with the plateau. (sighing) I can't put this here. I feel like I'm 

(murmuring) Ah, that does not seem like a way. I'm afraid that I break it when I put it here. (pause) I 

could put something in the candle like a wall around it but at the end it would flow over any way. 
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(pause) Of course, I could put these around. Make a plateau direct under the candle. (pause, tries 

different things) Ah, but I can use the box, right? (researcher: yes) (he empties the box) I can put the 

candle to side and then dripping to the side. (murmuring) (sighing) I'm struggling with things, should 

I put the candle on the side just to be sure that it drops into this, right like this. I’d like to be extra 

sure. Like this I will be sure that it would drop in like this. (pause) Ok, I stick with this like this. 

 

Cooperativeness  

So, it’s not about getting more points than the others. I'm tending to put in half. (pause) I feel bad of 

getting the most points if the other people put their points into the pot and I would keep my points. I 

would not feel like a winner. I wouldn't be happy with my reward if I took the sleazy way. (pause) 

Since I’m not competing against the others I don’t mind chipping at least half my points in. So, I'm 

going to go with half. I want to put 14 into the pot. 

 

Transcript Participant 5 

Risk Preference 

It’s a 50/50 chance? (researcher: yes) I go for number 6. So, all things will be decided by the flip of 

the coin. 

 

Creative Thinking 

It has somehow attached to the wall. I can only use what you gave me? (long pause as he tries different 

things) I’m not that creative with problem solutions. And I can use all this? What about the box? I 

will empty this one (he empties the box) and I will somehow attach this one to the board and place 

the light on this.  

 

Cooperativeness  

So, I have to evaluate how the others will behave. (laughs) When it is only internal NNIT then I would 

suppose that all would add all their points to the pot. It will be doubled and we would all get 56 points 

back. If I were to think of me and me alone then I would keep all my points, betting on that some of 

the others will add some points in the pot but in NNIT we work as one. I aim for cooperation I would 
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bet that all the others would do the same. I will put all my points in the pot. This way it will be 

maximized for all of us. 

 

Transcript Participant 6 

Risk Preference 

If I would be a true gambler I would probably go for Gamble 6, but I’m not. I might take this one, 

gamble 3. 

 

Creative Thinking 

That is tricky. (laughs) That is very interesting. When I take some sort of... mmh. That is too short. 

What if I put it down... (speaks to herself) I am just thinking. I don't if it is ok. Of course, when will 

be lightened. That will not work. Come on. I just put this. I need some kind of barrier for the wax 

Mmh and it must be able to light it, so I can't put it down like this. (murmuring) But you have to put 

on this cork board? I can use everything? Maybe this would still drip. No…should be fine. 

 

Cooperativeness  

I would get the most out of it if I would keep my points for myself but I wouldn’t feel comfortable 

with that because if someone puts all the 28 in and I only put in 10 then it would be unfair. If I put 28 

in then I could lose again. 14, I put 14 into it. 

 

Transcript Participant 7 

Risk Preference 

So that is all about risk. I would definitely not choose number 6. I feel also that the 12 is a little too 

low because at least for me. The minimum is really what sets the bar for my choice because I'm fine 

not hitting maximum but I really don't want to lose everything. (pause) Is that 49? (researcher: 44 and 

20). The sum of the scores differ across the gambles… So like this I have only a total of 64…this one 

is better.  
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Creative Thinking 

Let's try. (pause, she is doing something) No, does not work so easy. The most intuitive thing for me 

would be to use the pins to attach the candle but that’s not going to work, is it? (pause) Hmm I think 

I have to use more of the matches... it will not help me because it can drop here. Why did you give 

me matches and not just a lighter? There must be something to it…Ah, I see. You need the box. 

 

Cooperativeness  

(she did not understand the introduction at the first time) 

So, I put it in the pot it will double? (yes) And then it will be distributed for four people? (researcher: 

yes) (long pause) Mmh, I don't know. Not a very good exercise. (she laughs) It’s not really worth it 

to put anything in. (researcher: you don't have to put anything if you don't want to, right) Unless I ... 

Others, they have the same equation (?? 16:10) Ok, that's very strange. When you do not put anything, 

you don't get anything out of it. That's why, when nobody puts anything in it... That's, mmh, unless 

everybody else would put something in so then maybe it could work. (laughs). Mmh, I don't know. I 

think that’s very difficult. How much time do I have to think about? (you can take your time) (pause) 

And then there is the risk that you will not get anything at all, basically. If I’m the only one to put 

something in there I would lose points... (mumble) I don't know. Maybe 2 or something. (laughs) 

 

Transcript Participant 8 

Risk Preference 

I guess it is not a coincide that the higher the risk the total score is. I mean you have 2 cards for 

gamble 6 but if I take this one you have 66. Yes, and what is this score, 56... 60 ... (pause)... 64 ... 68 

... ok, it is increasing all the way until this Gamble 5 and 6 have the highest total score but Gamble 5 

has less risk.... I don’t like the risk of only getting 12 points but it would make sense to choose Gamble 

5 I think. Then will go with gamble 4.  

 

Creative Thinking 

Are there any constrains on how I do that? (No) It seems quite clear to me. (he did it). 
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Cooperativeness  

I think I am failing to see why should I put any points in there? But if the exercise here is to get as 

many points as possible. I will start with 70 and I can come up with... if everybody does that... I will 

get to most out for myself if I keep all my points for myself. 

 

Transcript Participant 9 

Risk Preference 

Gamble 3 maybe. I feel like it has a fair trade-off. Gamble 4 is also good but I don’t want to end up 

with only 16 points. Yes, I'm sure. Gamble 3. 

 

Creative Thinking 

Mmh, ok. Mmh, but it should not be on the table. And how do I that? This and that. I could use this 

instead of… And there is really a solution to it? (researcher: yes).Ok. What about now? (Researcher: 

Sorry but that wouldn’t work) It will still drop? It's a bit. So, you would like me to put more of these? 

Or what? (no) (Something falls down) If the pin would hold this I would put here something more or 

what? (she tries again) It is very difficult somehow to see from this angle. (murmured something) I 

don't know I will make it. Maybe if I use the paper. I would try now to light the candle. (she laughs) 

Is it too risky or what? (Researcher: It would still drop.) But the box could work. Oh yeah, I see, I 

could do so. 

 

Cooperativeness  

I don’t think anyone would put nothing in. That just doesn’t make sense. I mean it makes sense but 

you know how I mean it. Working together is always important. I’d put all point in. 
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Appendix 3 

Respo

ndent 

1. Score 2. Score

2 

3. Score

3 

Age Nation

ality 

Gend

er 

Educ

ation 

1 Warrior 10 Magici

an 

7 Lover 6 45 DK M Art 

2 Magician 10 Warrio

r 

9 Lover 7 42 DK M SSc 

3 Magician 11 Lover 8 Warri

or 

4 37 DK F SSc 

4 Warrior/

Magician 

7 Lover 0   46 FN M SSc 

5 Magician

/Lover 

10 Warrio

r 

7   43 CN M NSc 

6 Lover 9 Warrio

r 

6 Magi

cian 

3 37 DK M NSc 

7 Magician 12 Warrio

r 

10 Lover 4 51 DK M SSc 

8 Magician 9 Warrio

r 

8 Lover 5 62 DK M Hum 

9 Magician 11 Lover 7 Warri

or 

1 32 PL M NSc 

10 Magician

/Lover 

8 Warrio

r 

7   49 DK M SSc 
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11 Magician 15 Warrio

r 

11 Lover 10 37 CN M NSc 

12 Lover 20 Magici

an 

9 Warri

or 

7 42 US M Art 

13 Magician 15 Warrio

r 

12 Lover 10 43 CN M NSc 

14 Magician 10 Warrio

r 

5 Lover -3 38 DK M SSc 

15 Warrior 14 Lover 11 Magi

cian 

10 44 DK M SSc 

16 Lover 11 Warrio

r 

6 Magi

cian 

4 29 CN M Nsc 

17 Warrior 12 Magici

an 

6 Lover 3 45 DK M SSc 

18 Magician 16 Lover 8 Warri

or 

4 49 DK M NSc 

19 Magician 16 Lover 10 Warri

or 

5 41 PH F NSc 

20 Warrior 12 Magici

an 

5 Lover 3 50 DK M Oth 

21 Magician 7 Warrio

r/Lover 

-3   42 DK F Oth 

22 Warrior 7 Lover 6 Magi

cian 

4 36 DK F Oth 
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23 Warrior/

Magician 

9 Lover -4   47 DK M NSc 

24 Magician 8 Warrio

r 

7 Lover 5 32 DK M NSc 

25 Magician 9 Warrio

r/Lover 

8   40 DK F SSc 

26 Magician 20 Warrio

r 

6 Lover 3 27 DK M SSc 

27 Warrior/

Magician 

10 Lover 3   42 LT F SSc 

28 Warrior 18 Magici

an 

10 Lover 6 43 DK M SSc 

29 Warrior 10 Lover 9 Magi

cian 

7 32 DK M NSc 

30 Magician 20 Warrio

r 

14 Lover 13 34 DK M SSc 

31 Magician 16 Warrio

r 

6 Lover 5 57 DK F SSc 

32 Magician 11 Warrio

r 

8 Lover 6 54 DK M Oth 

33 Warrior 18 Magici

an 

7 Lover 6 54 DK M Oth 

34 Lover 10 Magici

an 

9 Warri

or 

6 35 DK M Nsc 
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35 Lover 14 Warrio

r 

6 Magi

cian 

3 33 DK F Law 

36 Warrior 15 Lover 9 Magi

cian 

8 49 DK M SSc 

37 Magician Magi

cian 

Magici

an 

Magi

cian 

Magi

cian 

Magi

cian 

Magi

cian 

Magici

an 

Magi

cian 

Magic

ian 

38 Warrior 19 Magici

an 

8 Lover 3 27 DK M SSc 

39 Lover 12 Magici

an 

11 Warri

or 

8 43 PH M NSc 

40 Magician 10 Lover 7 Warri

or 

4 55 DK F Oth 

41 Magician 14 Lover 5 Warri

or 

2 36 DK M NSc 

 

 

 

 


