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-    %  SD -  
 %   SD 

 8 20 16,50 1,0 6 16 20,00 0,0 
 32 80 3,31 7,48 26 68 -1,38 7,40 

 0 0 0 0 6 16 -20,00 4,50 
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-  %   SD -  %   SD 
 16 40 10,75 0,50 0 0 0 0 
 20 50 9,06 3,07 32 84 7,15 2,27 

 4 10 0 0 6 16 5,33 2,08 
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 SD  SD 

 5,25 1,58 4,60 3,29 
 6,50 4,41 7,60 1,34 
 3,00 1,60 4,00 1,00 
 7,38 1,77 5,40 0,55 

F 6,50 1,41 6,60 2,519 
G 4,63 1,51 6,00 1,87 
H 3,63 1,92 3,40 2,19 
I** 5,50 1,51 7,20 0,84 
L 9,00 1,20 9,60 0,55 
M 6,00 1,41 5,80 0,45 
N 7,25 1,49 6,80 2,86 
O** 7,25 0,71 4,60 2,41 
Q1 3,13 2,03 3,60 2,41 
Q2 5,75 2,55 5,80 2,05 
Q3 5,75 1,75 4,60 1,34 
Q4 4,63 1,92 6,00 2,45 

    
 

- -

(r=0,003).  
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 SD  SD 

 7,38 2,33 9,00 1,22 

 8,38 1,92 4,00 0,00 

 7,75 2,25 4,40 1,52 

 9,25 2,12 4,40 2,51 

 7,88 2,53 7,80 1,64 

 7,50 2,78 6,20 0,84 

 7,63 2,20 7,80 1,10 

 7,25 2,43 11,00 1,22 
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  Q1 

 - 0,319* 0,424* 0,370* 0,280 -0,173 -0,130 

 0,319* - 0,494** 0,346* 0,324* -0,470* 0,377* 

  0,424* 0,494** - 0,646* 0,305 -0,135 0,323* 

 0,370* 0,346* 0,646* - 0,506** -0,024 0,298 

 0,280 0,324* 0,305 0,506** - -0,032 0,079 

 -0,173 -0,470* -0,135 -0,024 -0,032 - -0,051 

1 -0,130 0,377* 0,323* 0,298 0,079 -0,051 - 
.  *    
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 ,255 -,829 -,301 -,155 
 ,301 -,580 ,315 -,675 

 ,192 -,658 ,516 ,282 
 -,508 ,446 ,691 -,002 

 ,395 ,604 ,523 ,333 
 -,566 -,224 ,753 -,084 
 ,733 -,633 -,004 -,136 
 ,122 -,232 -,828 -,264 

F ,629 ,637 ,267 -,205 
G ,235 ,214 -,433 ,687 
H ,940 ,283 -,038 ,035 
I -,607 ,385 -,134 ,486 
L -,862 -,101 -,236 -,238 
M -,177 ,679 -,571 ,318 
N ,795 -,094 -,156 ,202 
O -,696 ,187 -,557 ,366 
Q1 ,548 ,735 ,148 -,158 
Q2 ,714 -,072 -,600 ,315 
Q3 -,657 ,351 ,534 -,010 
Q4 ,677 ,484 ,172 -,323 
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Berezovska, L.I. Investigation into risks faced by future managers and light industry technologists. Presence of risks 
l 

psychological traits that have regulatory effects on the behavior of the individual in different situations of risk-taking. Entrepreneurial 
ge number 

of psychological studies aimed at finding specific psychological features of the person that caused their willingness to take risks. 
The author analyzes the willingness to take risks manifested by future managers and light industry technologists. 

Individuals with high levels of willingness to take risks were found to have the average levels of intelligence, low normative 
behaviors, high levels of internal tension, were inclined to anxiety, were highly sensitive, suspicious, straightforward, non-conformal, 
open, despotic, narcissistic, uncompromising, negativistic, and unselfish. Low willingness to take risks associated with high levels of 
intelligence, average normative behaviors, anxiety, average levels of inner tension, suspicion, isolation, rigidity, authoritativeness, 
self-confidence, rigor, skepticism and self-sacrifice. 

It 
conservatism, aggressiveness, addiction, which in turn affect the manifestations of the risk. The respondents with high risk-taking 
willingness had four factors that determined its features: interpersonal interaction, volitional features, emotional and communicative 
features and individual characteristics. 

Keywords: risk, willingness to risk, future managers, future light industry technologists, psychological characteristics, 
factors. 
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