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" ABSTRACT

The present study was designed to explore how affect-
laden infqrmation, based upon similarity/dissimilarity of
ideas. and personal evaluation, affects the behavior of male
pre-adolescents who are ‘either 1nternally'or externally con-
trolled. An initialmpgngation of 191 males, ages 12 to 13,
was administered the Nowicki;Strickland Locus of Contrel Scale
to determine the individuall!s locus of control orientation.
Participants were then separated into two groups: one group
of 40‘internals and one of 40'externals, based upon scores on
the Nowicki scale. A gaming format allowed for the creation
of a situation which could be perceived according to one's
locus of control orientation. Immediately prior to partici-
pating in the game, each individual was administered one of
four treatments: positive, negative, or neutral information.
The fourth group received no information. Each subject was
led to believe that this information was written by another
person participating in the experiment with him. There was
nco other person, |

The experimental game consisted of ‘four phases of
15 trials each, designed in such a manner that the individual
would initially receive 100% cooperation in the form of
messages from his opponent (phase 1) and then, in phase 2,

the individual would be given the opportunity to reciprocate
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messages. In pﬁase 3, the individual received a 40% reduction
1n messages. Phase 4 was deéigned to allow the individual the
opportunity to retaliate this decrease in cooperation, thus
allowing for the measurement of the dépendenf variables whach_-f
were latencvy of response and rgtaliatory behavior.

- For the latency data, a locus of control by
treatments interaction was found. Within the internal group,
the positive condition elicited the longest latenciea: wﬁereas,
in the external group the negativé information~produped the
longest latencies. An inter%ction was also fouﬁd betweén locus
of control and experimental treatments for the variable
retaliation. Within the internal groﬁp, there were no
significant differences; however,.in the external group; the
negétive personal evaluation produced the greatest number of
. retaliations.

These findings were discussed within a social
learning theory model, and reflect the importance of consi-
dering personality variables as well as individual character-

istics as factors in gaming behavior.
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INTRODUCTION

Over the past 30 years, research concerning the
construct of locus of control has grown encrmously. To
fully appreciate the major.role this concept has come to
play in North American psychology, it is significant to
note how rapidly the concept has gained iﬂ popularity.
influenced research, and become<a theoretical issue.

Locus of control evolved within the framework of
social learning theorv (Rotter, 1966). The proponents .of
this theory have been concerned with trying to integrate
two of the major trends in psychology: stimulus-response
theory and cognitive theory. Rotter and his associates
were originally interested in £finding a variable that might
be usefui in the analvsis of how reinforcement . influences
an individual's expectancies. From his eérly research, the
concept of locus of control emerged. Within a short period
of time, scales were develéped to measure locus of control,
and the term "internal-external locus of control” became
standard wvocabulary for many psychologists.

Over the past few yvears, the majority of regearch
with this concept has evolved in one of two directions.
Most previous experimental studies have either compared
groﬁps of individuals (externals versus internals) or have
attempted to attribute certain‘personality characteristics

to both groups. The purpose of the present study is to
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investigate how affect-laden information, based upon similar-

ity of ideas and personal evaluatien, will influence the game

Playing behavior of young men who are either externally or

inte€rnally controlled. The behaviors of specific inte;est in
this study are latencies and retaliations, two variables
which have previously been inadequately explored. It is%
believed that, given a situation in which an individual is
led to believe he is participating with another person, the

information he receives prior to the ‘'game will result in

behavioral differences depending upon iocus of control

orientation.

In the last several decades, the use of gémes has be-
come a useful tool in allowing experimenters to measure be-
havior. The use of a game is especially relevant to this
study because this tool -allows the experimenter to create a
situation.which can be peiceived according to one's locus
of control orientatién. |

This thesis is divided into four chapters. The review
of the literature is concerned with a numbér of relevant
theories and specific studies which lead to the formulation
of the nul; hypotheses. The second chapter Presents ; de-
scription of the sample and experimental procedure. The
experimental results are presénted in the third chapter ang

a discussion Jf these findings in the fourth chapter. Con-

clusions are followed by suggestions for future research.

-

=

p————

—



CHAPTER I

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

? The following chapter presents a review of the

literature relevant to this study. It begins'in section one
by briefly discussing social learning theory. Section two
discusses the concept of locus of control and-includes a
number of theoretical studies dealing with this construct
and its histoxy. In sections three and four, a number of
divergent studies ére discussed_which_provide pertinent
~information for the prediction of the éxperimental hypothe-
ses. There follows a section op inéerpersonal attraction
and .some information concerning the use of games as a tool
for measuring behavior. The‘final section contains a brief

»
summary and the@aull hypotheses.

Social Iearning Theory

-

As man has increasingly 5een able to meet his baéic
survivai'needs, more of his time has béen spent trying tb
un@erstand himself and his society. Today's culture.isAso
complex that man is often at a loss as to how to comp;ehend
his interactions with others. Social learning theory (SLT)
is one attempt to examine man in his complex environment,
focusing especially on humran §ocial behavior. The following

7 . . ..
material will look briefly at the mafor principles of SLT.
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= 2 .
Rotter (1954) and Rotter, Chance, and 'Phares (1972)

-

have made several assumptions regarding-human nature which
they believe are useful in explaining social behavior.
Rotter'(1954) states that "the unit of investigation for the
study of personality is the interaction of the individual
and his meaningful environment" (p. 25). In other words,
to ;dequately explain personality and behavior, Rotter and
his associates believe one must examine not only internal
.determinants such as traits and needs, but prediction must
also include a description of the situation and how it
inter;Ets with the internal determinants. Phares (1976) -
qualifies the above statement by explaining that due to
man's past history and experience, he.tends'to respond to
his environment subjectively; hence, not only must the
objectivelproperties of the stimu;us be considered, but one
must also attempt to understand how people interpret these
stimuli.

Social learning tﬁeory stresses the idea that the
majority of human social behavior is, in fadf, learned.
Rotter et al. (1972) do not rule out the possibility‘of
explaining behavior in other ways such as instincts and bio—.
chemical determinants, but believe the learning point of
view to be more useful in explaining social behavior. These
authors also posit that personality has unity. In this

conceptual framework, unity is defined in terms of stability

4
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and interdependénce. As man becomes more aﬁd more experi-
encéd, his personality becomes more stable, SO that new
1earning'and experiences are based upon, and interpreted
witﬁin, a framework of pPrevious experiences. At the same
time, behavior is believed to be goal-directed. This
Provides a motivational base for makingéchoices and
selectivgly attending to his envifonment.

Expanding the assumption tgat there is a purposeful
quality to human behavior, Rotter (1954) believes that
‘behavior is determlned not sclely by the nature of the goal,
but ;lso by the person's anticipation or expectancy that the
goals will occur. This assumption challenges the belief
“that reinforcement alone éxplains behavior. In social
learning the:;y, expectancies are a prime detérminant of
behavior. In accordance with an earlier stated assumptié?,
Rotter states that expectancies are learned, based upon an
individual's past experiences with.certain behaviors and
their outcomes; therefére, expectancies, like other learned
behaviors, are subject to change and ﬁodification.

Social learning theory concerns itself primarily with
how choices are made by individuals given a number of poten-
tial behaviors to choose from. Within this theory, there
are four majo; concepts which are used to aid in the predic-
tion of behavior: behavior potential, expectancy, reinforce-

ment value, and the psychological situation. Phares (1976)
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states that although SIT locks like a very complex theory
since it requires these four concepts tb;predict behaviors,
this complexity is preferable to using a sinéle trait to ’
make complex predictions:
The first variable to be briefly examined is that

of behavior potential. Rotter (1975) states that:

the potential fér a behavior to occur in any

specific psychological situation is a function

“of the expectancy that the behavior will lead

to_a particular reinforcement in that situation

and the wvalue of that reinforcement (p. 57).
This makes behavior potéential a relative céhcept since one
must calculate behavior potential in relatfb; to other
alternative behaviors open to the individual. In this
theory, behavior is a broadly based term, including all
human responses having an effect on the environmepgy observ-
able as well as implicit (Reotter et al., 1972). &o beha;ior
potential is a constantly changing concept since in new
situations expectancies and reinforcing values are changed.

2 second concept of major importance is that of

reinforcement; this is defined as "anything that has an
effect on the occurrence, directicon, or kind of behavior"
(Phares, 1976, p. 15). Reinforcement, like behavior
potential, is alsoc a relative term, since the value is
determined by the strength of one reinforcement in prefer-

ence of other anticipated reinforcements that have a

possibility of occurring. Once an individual behaves so as



REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 5

to obtain a particular reinforcer, SLT-would predict that at
that point, this reinforcer has a greater relative value to
the individual than other possible choicesr(Phares, 1976) .
ﬁowever, should an individual attempt to obtain a reinforce-
ment and fail, several things may occur. First, the
expectangy may be reduced for obtaihing that same reinforcer
in a laéer similar situation. Secondly, it is possible that
the reinforcer itself may become paired with the effect of
having tried and failed. This would lead to a diminished
value for that reinforcer in the future.

Expectancy is defined as "the probakility held by
the individual that a particular reinforcement will occur
as a funct;on of a specific behavior on his part in a
specific situation or situations” (Rotter, 1954, p. 107).
It is important to note that expectancies are a éubjective
probability because they are not solely determined by one's_
past history of reinforcement, but also by-the generalization
of expectancies from other related behavioral-reinforcement
segquences. Therefore, in novel situations, generalized
expectancies are likely to play an important role in deter-
mining behavior. As the individual becomes more experienced
in a particular type of situation, generalized expectancies
will be replaced by specific expectancies:

Theorists who subscribe to the social learning theory

model believe that failure to take account of the psychological
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situation reduces predictiﬁe efficiency (Phares, 1976);
Each situation presents a varieqy of clues which serve to
dlert in the individual certain expectancies for reinforxce-
ment of specific behaviors (Phéres, 1976). The way an
individual characterizes a situation has great import upon
his expectancies and the value he places on reinforcements.
It was mentioned earlier in reférenée to expectancies
that, in novel situations, generalized expectancies are
important in Jdetermining behavior. This implies that people
tend to categorize situations along certain dimensions.
Phares (1976) mentions that generalized expectancies are
similar to learning sets because the individuals see them
as presegting similar problems to be solved. BAn impQrtant

example of a generalized expectancy is locus of control.

The Concept of Locus of Control

Working within a social learning theory model, Rottex,
Seeman, and Liverant (1962) define locus of control as one
of the ways in which individuals try to make sense of,
or categorize reinforcing events. To understand the above
statement, one must grasp that, for Rotter, reinforcement
"is not a simple stamping-in process, but depends upon
whether or not the person perceives a causal relationship
- between his own behavior and the reward" (Rotter, 1966, p- 1).

A reward, then, for one individual in a particular situation
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may not be regarded as a reward.by a second person ih that
same situation. What Rotter believes to be important is
whether or not the individual perceives that the reward is
contiahent upon his own actions or whether he believes the
reward is controlled by forces outside himself.

Rotter (1266) speaks‘of a continuum of locus of
control. An individual who embraces an external locus of
control would believe that the reinforcements he receives
are not contingent upon his own actions. In other words,
reinforcement is controlled by the external world. There
are several possible reasons for this point of view. The
belief in luck, chance, féte, or simply the fact that the
world is too complex to be predicted, would predispose an
individual toward an external orientation. In contrast to
this frame of reference, the internally oriented individual
be%ievés that what happens to him and what rewards he re-
ceives are a consequence of his own actions—~not a result
of outside forces. Rotter et al. (1962) point out that
"it is conceivabkle but highly unlikely that all or almost
all rewards. are characterized as exclusively internai or
external by a given individual" (p. 500). Thus, it would
appear that it is the individual's own history of reinforce-

ment which determines whether or not he would perceive the

reinforcement to be contingent upon his own activities.
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Reinforcement, with this theory, acts to strengthen
an expectancy that a particular behavior or event will be
followed by that reinforcgment in the future. Once this
expectancy is established, the failure of the reinforcehent
to occur will extinguish the expectancy (Rotter, 1966). It
is important to realize that these expectancies are not
solely determined by specific experiences in the situation,
but also by experiences in other situations that the individuf
al perceives as similar {Rotter, 1975). The locus of control
construct, then, becomes a generalized attitude regarding
the nature of the relationship between behavior and reinforce-
ment or lack of reinforcement. These generalized beliefs,
Rotter believes, affect a variéty of behavioral choices in
@ broad range of situations (Rotter, 1966). However, Phares
(1876) cautions experimenters that the use of locus of
control without a theoretical framework invites a low level
of prediction.

The first attempt to measure these individual differ-
ences in a generalized expectancy was accomplished by Phares
(1957} . Ee developed a sciég, on a priori grounds, and
found that, with this instrument, prediction of behavior
within a task situation was possible. His study was designed
to tgst the hypothesis that expectancies for success will
differ under chance and skill conditions. His subjects were

asked to match colors and lengths of line, with one-half
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of the subjects being told the task was so difficult as to
be a matter of luck.. The other Ralf of the subjects were
'told that matching was a function of the skill of the sub-
Ject. Specifically, Phares found that increments and
decrements in expectancy were greater under skill than
chance conditions. -He also found that frequency -of expec-
tancy change was greater in the skill condition and that
there were more unusual shifts in the chancelconditiOns.
Phares' explanatian for his findings was that skill condi-
tions provide a ‘greater basis for generalizing from past to
future than do chance conditions. Specifically, individuals
who scored within the "external” range of his scale behaved
in a manner similar to all subjects when placed in a chance
versus skill situation. James (1957) reviseg Phares' original
scale and predicted that within each group, regardless of
chance or skill instructions, those subjects who scored
towards the external end of the scale would behave in each
group in the same way as the difference between the chance
group and the skill group for all subjects. James found a
significant, but low, correlation between his test and
behaviors in the task situation.

* Phares' and James' scales were followed by thé work
of Rotter, Seeman, and Liverant (1962). These men devised
a locus of control scale that would contain items from

several areas: academic, recognition, social recognition,
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love, affeétion, dominance, social=-political events, and:
general life philosophy. Their earliest scale contaiﬁed
100 items. A final revisionl of this scale came in 1966

and has become known as the Rotter Internal-External Control
Scale (I-E). This version consisted of 23 items along with
six filler questions and is presented inqé forced~-choice
format. It is an additive scaie, for the items attempt

to sample I-E beliefs across a range of situations. Rotter
believes that because it samples a variety of areas, the
scale can claim to be a measure of generalized expectancy.
Phares (1976) points out ghat a measure of locus of control
such as the Rotter scale allows us to describe an individu-
al's "average" locus of control attributes over many situ-
ations. One must keep in mind that the wider the range of
situations, the less predictive the concept will be.

The Rotter scale has been used in many studies. As
the literature has grown encrmously, there have been several
comprehensive reviews (Joe, 1971; lefcourt, ‘1966; Procuik
- & Lussier, 1975; Throop & MacDonald, 1971). Despite the
scale's popularity énd usefulness, it has been criticized
for its relationship with social desirability, for con-
founding different types of locus of control, and fo; its
difficult reading level (Nowicki & Duke, 1973). 1In an
effort to correct theée difficulties, Nowicki and Strickland

(1973) first devised a locus of coritrol scale for children,
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ahd'later extended this scale to adult populations (Nowicki
& Duke, 1973).
The entire area of locus of control has grown tremen-

dously over the last few Years. Today there are well over
2 thousand studies dealing with this single aspect of social
learning theory. These studies range from attempts at
delineating the antecedents: of locus of control to studies
concerned witﬁ mastery of the environment. Before consider-
ing studies which are specifically concerned with this thesis’,
it seems useful to briéfly review the significant findings
in several of the major areas of locus of control so as to
be able to place the present study in context.

| Phares (1976) states:

The best single indicator of- the validity of the

I-E Scale would undoubtedly be evidence showing

that internals are more active, alert, or directive

in attempting to control and manipulate their

environments than are externals (p. 60).
This hypothesis has received substantial support in a wide
range of studies, as well as with various subjects. Seeman
and Evans (1962) and Seeman (1963} consistently found that
externals do not acguire the kind of information which would
enhance their ability to cope with the world in a more
effective manner. Considering the cognitive aspects of
personality, Phares, Ritchie, and Davis (1968) found

internals more willing to take action to rectify their own

shortcomings, which is another example of how people can
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master their environment. In summary, internals are gener-
ally more interested in acqui;ing inforﬁétion, and are better
at‘utilizing this information (Phares, 1976):

The use of locus of control in a social context has
been an area which has attracted the attention of researchers,
especially in the area of ability to resist coercion. In
general, individuals who pPerceive themselves to be in control
of their lives appear more cautious of others' attempts to
manipulate them through persuasion or other forms of social
influence. Internals also seem better able to make indepen-
dent judgments and appear to be less susceptible to pressure
and control from others, especially when it cbmes to attitude
changes (Phares, 1976). When internals do tend to conform
or change their opinions, it appears to be the result of an
analysis of the relevant aspects of the messuge.

An area within the dominion of social context studies
is that of locus of control and altruism. At the present _
time, the relationship between these two variables is not
cleqf;/’There is evidence (Phares & Lamiell, 1975) which
suggests that internals not only hold themselves responsible
for their behavior, but they belieée others are responsible
for their own behavior. The authors interpreted this study
to imply that internals may be less altruistiec than externals.

At present, however, there seems to be no clear relationship.
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Another popular area of ILOC research hag to do with
anxietf, adjustment and reaction to threat. 'There seems to
be substantial evidence which tends to supporﬁ the hypothe-
sis that externals are more anxious (Joe, 1971). Pesearch
suggests that externals Qescribe themselves as more anxious,
more concerned with failure, and less able to overcome
frustration. However, as Phares (1976) points out, most
- of these studies are cofrelational and utilize only a self-
report measure of anxiety; consequenﬁ}y, the question of
whether anxiety leads to an external belief system or'whether
externality leads to anxiety, has not really been answered.
Consideriné adjustment, Phares (1976) postulates that at the
very extremes of the LOC scale, one might find maladjustment.
It would appear from the many studies that. when it comes to
admitting to threatening sﬁimuli, externals are more willing
to do so. Rotter (1966) commented:

The external has ‘less. need to "repress" his failures
since he has already accepted external factors as
determining his success or failure to a greater
extent than those subjects scoring as more

internal (p. 22).

Since the beginning of the 1970s there has been an
increasing interest in trying to discover some of the ante-
cedents of locus of control. Lefcourt (1972), in his
reviéw, reported that the early research supported the idea

that a warm, consistent, accepting home with predictable

parents was more commonly reported by internal children than
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by externalé. lLooking at this same area five years later,
Phares (1976) found consistent support for the above
hypothesis. Phares also reported that there is some evidence
" that ordinal poéition in the family may alsc affect locus
of control. F

One area which is now baigé;explored with children
is that df achievement and delay‘;f gratification. With
adults, the liierature has shown some differences between
internals and externals in terms'of mastery of their environ-
ment; hoﬁever, some of these issues do not really seen
relevant- for children. As Phares (19765 mentions, the real
business of childhood is school. A general finding has been
that the achievements of internal pupils,as measured by
school grades and test scores, are more substantial than
+hose of externals (Phares, 1976)}. In terms of delay of
gratifications, the general findings have been that internals
are more willing to do so; however, Lefcourt (1972) pomnts
out that these stud;es have often suffered from methodologl—
cal difficultieé.

The above five areas of locus of control research
were selected as a representative sample of the field.
Howeve;,.that does not imply that these areas are the only
ones with ongoing research. 2As any }ecent review demon-

strates (Prociuk & Lussier, 1975), ﬁhe field is constantly

expariding in new directions. As stated earlier, social
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learning theory is concerned with how individuals make
choices given a variety ©of potential behaviors to choose
from. As this theory predicts, a person's choice or deci-
sion is often influencea\by many things, i.e., expectanciesf
reinforcement wvalue, and the specific situation. The con-
cept of locus of cbntfol has emerged from social learning
theory and has aided in prediction of ﬁanf types of behavior.
Two variables from locus of control research which
have not been systematically explored in interperscnal ‘ qg%
situgtions dre latency and retaliation: In some interper-
soﬁai éituations, an individual is placed in a pésition of
having to decide whether or not to respond to another
individual. Shéuld the person deciﬁe to respond, the deci-
sion then must be made as to what form the response will
take. The present study is specifically interesﬁed in look-
'ing a# the effect of affect-laden information on behavior
when given‘prior go an actual social situation (game). It
is hypothesized that a person's locus of cont;ol orientation
should have an influen;e on the time it takes an individual
to decide whether or not to respond (latencyj and the form
his response will take (cooperative versus non-cocperative/
retaliation). The following studies, although in many cases
are not éirectly concerned with latency and retaliation, are
important, for they provide the background information neces-
sary for prediction of how a person might respond in a gaming

situation in terms of latencies and retaliaticons.
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Locus of Control Studies Utilizing Adult and Iate
2dolescent Participants ‘

The presént investigation is mainly concerned with
middle childhood and early adolescence (12 - 13 yvears old).

A review of the literature portrayg a sparsity of studies .
analvzing the variables latency and retaliation in social
situations with youhger children. Therefore, it is neces-
sarv to first review the literature using adult and adolescent
bopulations.

Hersche and Scheibe (1967) correlated the I-E scale
with the Adjective Check List (ACL) and with the California
Psycho}ogical Inventory (CPI}. Results showed that internals
scored higher than/;;Eg;;;IE on the Dominance,)%olerance,
Good Impression, ociability, Intellecutal Efficiepcy, _—

Achievement via Confprmance, and the Well-Being scales of

peateé the gbove study, only substituting their own locus of
control scale, and conclgﬁed that the patterns of correlation
with Ahe ACL were vefy similar. The most recent large-scale
stufly was ‘that of Gough (1974). Using university students,
Gough tested all subjects with the CPI and the I-E scale.

He found that 20 out of 23 correlations wexe negative,

indicating that higher scores on the CPI were, in general,
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indicative of lower scores (internals) on the Rotter scalé.
_Corre;ations‘ranged from -.01 to --35.- Subécales which
gave the highest r (-.55 P ¢.0l) were the Tolerance, Good
Impression, and Achievement vié thformahce.

While the above studies attempted to find correla-
tions between locus of contrel and a broad range of per-
sonality variables, the majority of studies have utilized
only one personality variable at a time. Phares (1965)
hypothesized that internals, due, to the belief that they‘
are in control of reinforcement, should be more effective
agents in bringing about change than would the externals.
In that study, Phares had both inﬁernal and external sﬁb-
jects read given information in an attempt to influence
neutral subjects who éreviously expressed attitudes regarding
a variety of campus issues. He found that internal sugjects,
as predicted, were able to induce significantl¥-more atti-
tudinal changes than were externals. Aithough this study
. did show positive results and suggested how important the
locus of control variable is in the study of social influf
ence, Phares believed it was not clear pgwrihe superior
influence on the part of internals was cénveyed. For
example, there were variables like skill in oral reading,
social skills, or personal appearance, any of which might
have biased the results. The study was important, héwever,
in suggesting that locus of control 'plays an important part

in situations involving social influence.
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A 1ogiéal,quest10n which arises from the hypothesis
of the preceding study is whether or not internals have a
@ifferential preference for conditions that appear to offer
_maximum control of task outcomes. Julian, Lichtman, and
Ryckman (1968) attempted to explore this possibility in
a two-part experiment.’ In part one, they asked both
internal and external women subjects to estimate thelr per-
formance at a number_of distances in throﬁing darts at a
target. Once they had estabilshed a distance in which they
were able to hit the target five out of seven times, they
were given the choice of moving closersand receiving five
darts or moving back a greater distance and receiving 10
darts. Significantly more internals chose to move to a
closer position from which they had greater control of their
performancé. In part two, the authors hypothesized that
interfering with the control of the.performance would be
more frustrating to iﬁternals than to externals. This time,
all subjects were blindfolded and were bothered by the
experimenter. Results of this study were opposite to what
was predicted. It was the external subjects whose perfor-
. mance was most adversely affected. The authors explain
these results by suggestiné that externals are more concerned
about ‘chance situation outcomés, while internals are more
concerned about skill situations. Since the subjects were

blindfolded, the authors hypothesized that the internals no



REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 19

longer interpreted the situation as a skill siéhatiop; This
,st@dy, as well as the previous study (Phares, 1965), points
out the importance of the interactiom. between locus of
control and the task situation. It appears that, in situ-
ations where the outcomes are clearly determined by the
skilled performance of the subject, it is the internals who
prefer circumstances under which they can exert greater
control over their outcomes.

Another wvariable of interest is that of information-
seeking. Davis and Phares (1967) attempted to influence
another subject‘s attitude about the Vietnam war. Their
major hypothesis was that, in a situation perceived as con-
trolled by neither skill nor by chance, internal subjects
will seek more information: about the person they will attempt
to.influence. The experimenters also predicted that internals
would attempt to learn more about the issue at stake thap
would the externals.

The study called for three experimental conditions,
each involving different instructions: chance; skill, ang£
ambiguity. .In £he skill condition, subjects were told that
whether or not a person was influvenced depended upon the
skill of the interviewer. In the chance condition, individu-
als were informed that it was a matter of luck or chance as
to whether the person would be influenced. The £final condi-

tion consisted of no statement. The number of guestions
L
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asked. about the other subject was one of the dependeﬁt
variables. Each subject was instructed to write down the
number of guestions they would like to ask about the other
person. The reéult§ showed that, in situations involéing
-skill or ambiguity, internals attempted to gain more
information about the person. In the chance condition,

there were no significant differences in information-seeking
about the issue involved. Criticism has been directed at
this study since, when the same suljects were used in a

later study, it was found that internals knew more about

the Vietnam war than did the externals. .Hence, interxrnals
would not need to seek as much information as externals.
Despite this weakness, the study may h;ve merit in suggesting
that inﬁormat}on—seeking, at least for internals, is one way
of gaining control and, as a result, increasing one's chances
of success.

| Phares (1968) went beyond the previous study whenlhe
compared the tendencies of internals and externals in their
use of information for decision-making. He hypothesized
that internals better utilize information since they would
likely see correct utilization as a pathway toward reinforce-
ment. He presented university students with material they
were to learn to a criterion of one errorless performance.
The information consisted of four sets of cards with

information about four different people. One week later,



REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 21

_ the subjects were given a task which required the utiliza-
tion of the material they had previouslf learned. For
. each matching of the information, they were asked to write
their reasons. The results showed that internals gave more
reasons than externals. Sincé-the information was available
‘to both internals and -externals, Phares suggested thaf
internals tend to make use of information whiFh gives them
more potential for effectiveness in their social environ-
ment. To correct for deficiencies in an earlier study
{(Davis & Phares, 1967), the present study controlled for
variabies such as differences in initial learning and mot¥-
vation, both of which might have affected the results in,
different social situations.

In many social encounters, a person has the oppor-
tunity to behave in an extreme manner; that is, one may
take extreme risks, show large shifts in level of aspiration‘
and confidence, a;d may or may not persist to the end.
DuCette and Wolk (1972) designed an ekpe;iment to study
locus of control and extreme behavior using. female high
school students. The Rotter I-E scale was administered in
the first session. During the seco§g)session a questionnaire
containing four questions relating to various aspécts of
future aspiration and risk-taking was given. The Second
part'of the questionnaire asked the subjects to role play

some imaginary situations. As measured by scorxes 'on the
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questionnaire and by behavior during role-playing, externals
were significantly moie extreme in their behavior than
internals in terms of risk-taking,.persistence, and atypical
shifts. The authors suggest that:

externality not only implies a beli'ef that one's

behavior is under external contreol, it implies

that one prefers it this way and will work to

attain such an end (p. 258).
DuCette and Wolk explain this phenomenon by considering
characteristics of people wHo continually prefer extreme
behavior (externalé). When these people choosé the extreme
option, they, in effect, are assuring themselves of receiv-
ing impoverished and'biased feedback. The person thereby
limits the amount of useful feedback they can receive. When
these same people choose either very easy or verv difficult
tasks, this also allows for little feedback, because con-
tinuous success or failure tells a person little about his
;Eilities. The same would alsoc be true of the person who
guits as soon as he is able, therefore eliminating feedback
about his own ability to perform fhe task. In their study,
although limited by the use of white, middle-class subjects,
only the external females acted in the above ménner;

The locus of control construct has also been used

when examining the way people cope with threatening situ-
ations. Phares, Ritchie, and Davis (1968) investigated

whether internals and externals differed in the ways they

coped with threatening situations. Using male and female
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university students, theée authors attempted to create a
threatening situation by informing the sukjects that.they
were going to take a number of personality teéts which would
later be interpreted by a psychologist. After taking these
tésts, the participants were summoned and told eight posi-
tive and 1l negative statements about themselves. They

were then instructed to circle the numlter of statements

that made them at least slightly uncomfortable. Following
this, each subject was given a guestionnaire which allowed
him or her to seek help. Finally., théy were asked to recall
all information. The data showed no significant differences
on any of the rating scales. However, interpals did show a
significantly greater willingneés to take.overt remedial
acFion to correct their personal shortcomings and external
subjects did recall a,greateé number of interpretations,
both positive and negative. Previous studies (Phares, 1968;
Seeman & Evahs, 1962) had both reported greater retention

of material by internals. These studies were nonthreatening

'in nature. The Phares, Ritchie, and Davis (1968) study

o

occurred in the context of threat and therefore suggests the
role of anxiety in retention.

Another study which seeks to understand the way
internals and externals deal with potentially threatening
situations was.that of Sherman (1973). He was 1lnterested

in the interaction between social influence techniques and

/7*\
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locus of control in determining degree of  attitude change.
He predicted that in a persuasive communication~situa£ion
where effectiveness depends upon the individual feeling
controlled, externals will show more attitude cﬁange. In

a counter-attitude situation, he predicted that an individu-
al's behavior should be effective in producing attitude
change; furthermore, it was pogited‘that internals would
show the most attitude change since they would assume
responsibility for their behavior.

All subjects were given a brief -attitude scale
about whether or not 18-year-olds should vote. Two weeks
later they were called back and one group was presented
with two peréuasive cormunications that argued against-
lowered voting ages. They were asﬁed to read the two papefs
and underline.the best points. The other group was asked
to write an essay against lowered voting age. Since all
subjects were previously in favor of a lowered voting age,
the experimenters were abkle to study the attitu&é‘changes
by giving out a final questionnaire at the end of the study.
As, predicted, internals were far more susceptible to the
counter—-attitudinal essay technique;'while externals tended
to be more influenced by a persuasive message. The impor-
taﬂce of this study is that without defining the exact
social situation, one cannot make a blanket statement that

eyternals are more susceptible to influence. Sherman
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concluded that for persuasive communications, which could
represent a threat to one's beliefs, internals will have

no conflict since they are confident and are able ;o resist
manipulation; in such a situation, it is the external who
'will vield. On the other hand, when faced with one's own
counter—-attitudinal behavior, internals will take respon-
sibility for their acts and feel conflict.i'As a result of
this conflict, they are likely to change their attitudes to
achieve consistency. .

A threatening situation can very quickly lead to
frustration and guite possibly overt aggression. Butterfield
(1964) reported evidence that internals and externals re-
sponded differently to frustration. He felt that externals
generally regard obstacles as-"insurmountable“ since they
seldom believe they have contrel over reinforcement. Using
a self-report inventory, he found that the more internal a
subject is, the more he reacts to frustration in a construc-
tive manner. Brissett and Nowicki (1973) believed t%at
reaction to frustration can be accounted for, at least in
part, by the generalized‘expectancy for locus of control and
by the type of situation. Using university students, they
administered the I-E scale and the Child Waterhouse Frustra-
tion Inventory: The latter inventory measures a subject's
claimed reactions to frustration in terms of seven tendencies

in behavior. Each subject then participated in an angle-
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matching task, and was finally asked to complete four TAT
cards. The results supported Butterfield's (1964) finding
that internals reacted more constructively to frustration
tﬁan did externals.

Williams and Vantress (1969) were alsé interested in
the relationship between locus of control and aggression.
They correlated the I-E gcale and the Buss Durkee Hostility
Inventory, a self-report questionnaire which measures
several different tvypes of aggression. They found a small,
but significant, correlation between the two measurements.
Externals scored significantly higher on the subscales of
resentmwent, verbal.suspicion, and irritabkility. The authors
cite two reasons for their finéings. First, they believe
that the external person does not perceive himself as able
to manipulate the environment in such a way as td obtain
goals. Second, they feel that externals see themselves as
powerless. Since the external is at a loss in dealing with
his environment in a positive, constructive manner, he is
guite likely to tuxrn to aggression when his goals are
blocked. In a recent study, Dengerink, O'leary, and Kasner
(1975) examined individual differences in aggressive re-
sponses to attack. Based upon previous studies on locus
of contro¥, they hypothesized that internal subjects, when
attacked by another subject, would be more likely to expect

their own aggressive behavior to result in the’terminaticn
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of the attack. They believe that the externally controlled
individual will perceive himself as helpless in the face of.
attack whereas the internal will take necessary steps to P
improve his condition. The hypothesis was confirmed in that
the investigators found that the internal subjects appeared
to adopt a strategy of reciprocation. In other words, if
they received a light shock, they responded with one. The
external group appeared to.act as though they were helpless
in the face of the other subject. -

Jones and Shrauger (1968) were interested in the
cormonly observed tendency of individuals in social outcomes
to reciprocate tbeir evaluations of another, i.e., agree
~ with others who agree with them and disagree with those who
do not agree. They created a situation in which an individual
would participate in a group test situation with two other i
peers, during which they would exchange evaluations on one
anqther's answers. By experimentally manipulating which
individual sent which evaluation (positive or negative),
they were able to analyze social outcomes in terms of.
reciprocation among memkers {(number of agreements the
individual sent to the negative evaluator ;ubtracted from
the number of agreemenfs sent to the positive evaluator).
The authors hypothesized that externally oriented individu-
als would reciprocate like evaluations more often than

-internals. The authors gave two reasons for their belief.
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First, they suggested that internals were more.likely to
perce%velthemselves as responsible for social agreements
and disagreements. OA the other hkand, externals would tend
to perceive others as responsible. Keeping this in mind,
they believed that since externals were more iikely to blame
others, they were also more likely to attribute favorable
characteristics to a person providing positive outcomes and
unfaveorable characteristics'£o one providing negative out-
comes. A second line of reasoning stems from the evidence
that internals make more attempts to gain control than
externals. In an evaluation situation, an internal person
can control outcomes by changing the responses being -evalu-
ated by others or by using his evaluations of others to
influence their evaluation of him. Either of these two
strategies would reduce the amount of reciprocation.

In this study, male and female university students
were divided into groups of three people. Each subject was
shown a. fictitious test and asked to evaluate unanswered
statements. During this time, the subjects were unable to
see one another and received all feedback by nmeans 'of a
panellof lights. 1In rétating order, each sulkject was
" required to give his answer. This was followed by feedback
froﬁ tﬁe other two in regard to agreement or disagreement.
From one individual, the subject received positive evalu-

ation (14 out of 16 agreements), while from the other he
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received negative.féedback (6 out of 16 agreements). Two
different cognitive sets were aﬁfo cregted to affect the
perceived nature-of tﬁé task. One-half of the subjecfs
were told the task was a test of skill. The other group
was told that the test was not a test of skill, but rather
an indication of their own opinions. The hypothesis that
externals réciprocate more than internals was supported.
The corielation between locu;’of control and recipfbcafion
was highly sign?ficant in the Opinion Condition (r = .61,
g;c.ql) but insignifican; in the Ability Condition (r = .09,
ég). Jones and Shrauger'suggest that either internals
"were ingratiating the Neéative.Evaluator'or that they were
finding his evaluations useful for guiding their own
responses” (p. 667). In either case, they felt that the
absence of reciprocation was an attempt by i%;ernals to
improve their outcomes. K\J/~

Rottér and Mulry (1965) were the first authors-to
explore the relationship between decision time ané locus
of control. They hypothesized that it would take internél
subjects longer to make a difficult discrimination in a
task which they believed to be skill determined. Also,
they predicted that in a chance or luck situation,.externals
will take longer. Using university.students, they divided

their groups so that one-half of the subjects believed

the angle-matching task to be a skill test, whereas the
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other half believed it to bé\f‘chance task. On the first
eight trials, all subjects were told that they were correct
75% of the time. ?ollowing this, on every response'they .
were told that they were wrong. On each trial, the person S
was asked to state the probability as to whether he expected -t\.

to be right or wrong. ©Neither internal or external nor

chance versus skill instruction was a significant variable

of decision time. However, there were significant inter-

actions.

As hypothesized, internals did take much longer

when given skill conditions. Also, as predicted, externals

took longﬁf—Eﬁgﬁ“g}ven chance conditions but not signifi-

cantly so. Most of the difference was contributed by

internals in the skill condition. This study was important

in that

it was the first one to point out differences in

decision times between groups varyving in locus of control.

lefcourt, lewis, and Silverman (1968) designed an

experiment to elaborate on Rotter and Mulry's (1965) studﬂEb

h?hey hypothesized that if internals value success more in

a skill

condition, then this concern should be evident in

a bettér recall of decisions and scores made in skill céndi-

tions as compared with chance conditions. Using a Level of

2spiration Board with two sets of instructions, they found

that internal subjects did, in fact, have longer decision

times when perceiving the task tq be skill rather than

chance.

Additionally, externals had longer decision times



REVIEW: OF THF LITERATURE - 31

when perceiving the task to be chance rather than skill.
In terms of attention to the task, internals loocked away
significantly more times in the chance condition, while
externals looked aﬁay mofe in the skill condition. It
would appear from Rotter and Mulrv (1965) and lLefcourt

et al. (1968) that when it comes to making decisions,
externals and internals differ according to their percep-
tion of the si;uation. .

The previously revie&ed_studies confirm that locus
of control alone was not sufficient\to explain many of the
findings. This is not surprising since locus of control
is but one aspect of social learning theory. What was
found were important interactions between IOC and the task
situations. The greateét impact of locus of control is in
ambiguous situations. The author ;f the present studv is
interested in examining the variables of latency and
retaliation in a social situation. It is believed that by
using a gaming approach, a situation can be created which is
fairly ambiguous; hence, an individual's locus of control
orientation should assist the person in evéluating the
situation. Consequently, as/grresult of this evaluative
process, there should be diéferences in the wvariables of

latency and retaliation. The few studies that have examined

these variables directly seem to support this conclusion.
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Locus of Control studies Utilizing
Cchild Participants

Experiments with children have not dealt with locus
of control as a personality variablé in exactly the same
manner as adult studies. This can mainly be attributed to
the fact that most scales were standardized on adult popu-
lations. Witlr children, new scales have had to be con-
structed based on developmental hypotheses. This has not
 been an easy problem to overcome since one scale would
have to be used with different levels of cognitive maturity.
qusuch, Henigham, énd Barnard (1972) pointed out that the
scales need to be reliable for all the children with whom
it is‘Eéed. These authors found that different levels of
verbal comprehension greatly iﬁfluended the child's responses.
In their study, children who did not understand éhe questions
tended to respond in a random manner.

' To understand locus of control in children, one must
first look at the early studies and their attempts to prove
and support the developmental hypothesis. The earliest
author to postulate a developmental hypothesis was Bailer-
(1961). He believed that, in the early stages of develop-
ment, children had little or no concept of the relationship
between their behavior and the outcome of evenégt\ As a

result, Bailer felt that they viewed all expériences as

being externally controlled. This lack of connection
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between behavior and outcome exists for wvery youﬁg children.
As they come to realize £he consequences of tbeir actions
and see first-hand the effects of their own -  behavior, they
become more likely to view goal-oriented experiences as
being internally rathexr than extanally controlled.‘ Bailer
hypothesized that development involved movement from an
external orientation to an increasingly internal orienta-
tion. To test his hypothesis, he created a locus of control
scale for children. His subject population consisted of
children from grades 1 to 8. Basically, there were three
significant findings in his studv. First, he found that
as his subjects increased in age there was a significant
trend for them to move from an external to an internal
orientation. Similarly, he found that children were beﬁter
able to delay their immediate gratifications as they in-
creased in age and, £inally, he concluded that children
‘increasingly respond to success—failure clues as they
mature. Despite the fact that later authors have criticized
his locus of control scale, this study was important in that
Bailer was the first person to actually test the develop-
mental hypothesis.

Crandall, Katkovsky, and Crandall (1965) were also
interested in establishing that locus of control could be
locked at developmentally. In a massive study, they tested

children from grades 3 through 12. Their major aim was in
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assessing children's beliefs in ‘reinforcement responsibility
exclusively in an intellectual-academic situation. The
instrument they created to test locus of control limited
the external control to those persons who most often came
into coentact with the child: parents, teachers, and peers.
Analvses indicated that internality could develop as early
as grade 3, and that it increased with age. The data also
revealed some sex differences indicating that girls tended
fo be more intermal between‘grades l to 6, and boys moré
internal after grade 8. Penk (1969) also investigated this
developmental hypothesis. He felt that, as the child came
.to increase the mastery of his environment, there should
be an increase in feelings that events are under his control.
These feelings should lead to a decrease in the external
view that events are a product of chance. Using the Bailer
scale, Penk's hypotheses were supported. Pawlicki (1974),
in a later study, confirmed Penk's findings.

In 1971, the American Psychological Association held
a symposium on the developmental aspects of locus of control.
The membkers' general conclusions were that the scales commonly
in use showed little intercorreiation amongst themselves. Of
the several major scales, some were global measures while
others measured strictly academic expectancies. To answer
the need for a newer and more reliable scale, Nowicki and

Strickland (1973) developed A Locus of Control Scale for
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children. They hypothesized that scores would become more
internal with age. They also predicted a relationship
between intefnality and achievement. Finally, they be-
lieved that with their scale there would be no relationship
with social desirability or intelligence. After testing
over one thousand students ranging from grades 3 to 12,
these hyﬁatheses were supported. Students did respond

more internally with increasing age.

As previously stated, the number of studies which
have used locus of control as a perso;ality variable with
childéren have been few. One area which seems particularly
relevant is that of delay of grafification and locus of
control. 2Zvtkoskee, Strickland, and Watson (1971) were
interested in the relationship between delay of gratifica-
tion and locus of control. The authors believed that an
individual was able to delay his immediate gratification
for two reasons. Fixrst, they felt that internals have
enough faith in their control over reinforcement to risk a
short delav in order to receive a larger reward. Their
second assumption was the concept of the "powerful other,”
or the idea that externals might delay gratification if
they felt others expected it of them. The subjects for this
study were of high school age, 14 to 17. They were given
the Bailer scale and, after waiting one week, were given a

choice of receiving one record "now" or three records in
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three weeks. Each subject was given the preceding informa-
tion under two conditions: from a high status person and
from a low status pefson. The results oflthe study showed
no relationship between internal and external control and
delay of-gratification. Strickland (1972) criticized this
study on the grounds that the results might have been a
function of the wide socio—ecénomic range of the children,
.pnd on the use of the Bailer scale. Strickland repeated
the above study, only using the Nowicki-Strickland Locus
of Control Scale for Children. As a reward, she offered
one record "now" or three ;gcords at a later date. This
time, a positive relationship was‘fQund between locus of
control and delay of gratification: internals significantly
chose a delay of gratification more often than externals.
In anofher investigation, Strickland (1973) used children
in grades 3, 4, and 5. She found that age and sex were
not £elated to reward choice. She did £find, however, that
internal sulkjects chose to delay rewards mére freqguently. *
Thus far, the major efforts of most research have
been concerned with the construction of adeguate measurement
scales for children and witb trying to prove the develop-
mental hypothesis. It would appear from the literature that
progress has been made in both of these areas. However,

there have been few studies using children which have

examined the relationship between information given and its
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effect upon a person's behavior in a gaming situation.
Since the majority of research has utilized subject popu-
lations of adults and adolescents, it was believed that
this current researéh should explore locus of control as
a personality variable with slightly younger children--
12- and 13-year-olds. '

Mention was made that certain information was given
to the participant. The information presented consisted of
a personal evaluation of the subject supposedly written by
the other participant. There is growing interest in the
field of interpersonal attracéion and its effect upon be-
havior. The previously reviewed locus of control studies
suggest that there are differences in how internals and
externals interpret, utilize, and are influenced by informa-
tion. Studies from the field of interpersonal attraction
. should help clarify the effect this type of information

might have on internals' anéd externals' behavior.

Interpersonal Attraction

The assumption that another person is similar to one-
self in some ﬁanner‘could have many behavioral implications;
for example, assuming someone is attracted to an individual
might allow prediction of how this'other person would act in
a situation. The author of the present study is interested

in seeing what effect information, kased upon the relationship
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between similarity and interpersonal attraction, will
have on a subject's behavior when participating in a
gaming situation. Depending upon the experimental condi-

tion the subject is .assigned to, the information presented

&

" will be a positive, negative, or neutral evaluation of the
s

participant.

- There have been three major attempts to explain
interpersonal attraction: cognitive, reinforcement, and
interacticnal theorv. The cognitive theory was derived
from the works of Heider (1958) and Newcomlk (1968). The
primary focus of the theory has been concerned with the
way in which an individual conceptualizes the relationships
among himself, another person, and a third object. This
third object could be a person, an idea, etc. These authors
believe cognition to be the basic unit in the interpersonal
relationship. Baron, Bvrne, and Griffitt (1974) point out
that whaﬁﬁis important about these cognitions is t@e way
they are organized since there is a tendency for individuals
to organize their cognitions about the other person and
object in such a way that there is a balance or harmony.
Newcomb ascribes to the position that we prefer jhese

'
balanced or symmetrical relationships because it‘is more
useful (Worchel & Cooper, 1976). By this he means'that if

two people feel the same about an object, then both are in

a better position to predict each other's behavior toward
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that object. Secondly, knowing ancther person feels the
same way about something helps one to validate one's own
opinions.

| Not all interperscnal relationships are in balance
and, hence, satisfying. Imbkalance occurs when two inéividu—
als like each other but disagree about the object. 'According
*£o0 this theory} once imbalance is perceived, the individual
is motivated to seek a solution and alter the ;ituation
(Baron et al., 1974).

An alternate model of interpersonal attraction is
based upon reinforcement theory. This theory holds that
those individuals who are associated wisth rewards become
preferred or liked (Worchel & Cooper, 1976). This occurs
first through a reward; that is, some stimuli one prefers
over others. This rewarding stimuli arouses positive feel-
ings which can then gecome attached tov a neutral person
that is associated with the reward. The implication is
that people generally like other people who give them
rewards better than those who make them feel unpleasant.

2 third possible alternative'theory is based upon
the interaction between people, not solely upon the analysis
of an individual and his response. Baron et al. (1974)
postulate that for a relationship to maintain itself both

individuals must receive satisfaction. The interaction

theory holds that at different points in a relationship,
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different variables may be of more or less influence. This
model has proposed a number of stages through which rela-
tionships must pass to develop into deeper ones, ranging
from no relationship to mutuality (Baron et al., 1974).

Perhaps the greatest amount of research in the field
of interpersonal attraction has examined the relationship be-
tween similarity and attraction. This might be attributed
to the fact that two of the major theories, balance theory
and reinforcement theory, hypothesize that persons with
similar attitudes should@ be more attracted to one another
(Wérchel & Cooper, 1976). The literature supports the
assumption that similarity does have a major influence on
attraction (Triandis, 1977). Of the many aspects of similar-
ity, the best researched relationship has been the one re-
tween the proportion of similar attitudes held by two people
and the resulting attraction. Byrmme and Griffitt (1973)
peint out that this relationship is a liﬁear one and alseo
mention kinds of similarities that have sometimes been shown
to result in attraction: economic status, task performance,
emotional states, and certain kinds of personality
characteristics.

The greater the similarity between a person and
someone else, the more likely it is that the other person
will do something rewarding (Triandis, 1977). It has not

been found that the more important the attitude on which
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two people égree or disagree, the greater the effect this
has on their attraction for each other. Gormly (1974) has
shown that disagreement often leads to negative responses
on scales measuring attraction. However, the level of
abstraction of the issue on which there is disagreement
Seems to ke a crucial variable. Gormly found that disagree-
ment has its greatest impact on interpersonal attraction
when there was disagreement on values which are at a hiéﬁ
level of abstraction. There is also evidence to suggest
that there is strong pressure to reciprocate liking (Worchel
& Cooper, 1976).

Another major %ariable which influences attraction
is the interperscnal response of the other person. It is
& common sense assumption that we all like to hear positive
things ébout ourselves and dislike hearing negative things.
The literature on attraction has consistently shown that
subjects like those who evaluate them positively and dislike
those who evaluate them negatively (Byrne & Griffitt, 1966).
Byrne and Rhamey_(lQGS) designed an experiment to explore
the effect that both attitude similarity and evaluation has
on attraction. In this experiment, subjects examihea a
stranger's attitudes on 12 topics. These topics agreed
with the subject's own attitudes on none, one—-third, two-
thirds, or all of the issues. In addition, each subject

was given either a positive or negative evaluation from

\
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"other participant.” The authors found that subjects who
agreed on the largest proportion of attitudes and who re-
ceived the positive evaluation showed the most attraction
to the other pgfticipant“

There is a special case which arises when dealing
with interpersonal evaluations. Most people like to think
that the compiiments they receive are attributakle to them-
selves and néﬁ based on an ulterior motive. Ingratiation
is the term used when a person acts in such a way_ as, to
illicitly enhance his image in the eyes of another (Worchel
& Cooper, 1976). These authors point out that one is less
likely to feel attracted to an individual who compliments.
them if it is- felt that that person needs or wants something
from them.

The above studies suggest that the variables of
similarity and personal evaluation élay an important role
in determining interpersonal attraction. The present re-
search design calls for presenting information , based upon
these two variables, to a subject prior to participating
in an experimental game. It seems reasonable to speculate
that since these variables influence interpersonal attrac-
tion, they might also influence behavior. The experimental
conditions are based upon information which combines
similarity of ideas with personal evaluation. Thus, an

individual will be presented with information designed to
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portray attitudes and ideas which are either similar, dis-
similar, ér neutral, as well as a positive, negative; or
neutral personal evaluation. It is believed that this
feedback, in the form of information, will have important
consegquences when élaying the game. It has been mentioned
that externals and internals appear to make sense of and
utilize information differently (Phares, 1%876). Conse-
guently, when the -same inférmation is given to the two

groups of locus of control orientation, there should be

behavioral differences in their game playing.

Use of Games as a Toeol in Research

Luce and Raiffa's (1967) work has been a primary
impetus for utilizing games as experimental paradigms in
the study of interpersonal interacticns. The gaming
approach has evolved from proﬁ}ems.abstracted f;om life
situations; more specifically, from situations which involve
the necessity of making decisions (Rapport, 1966). This
approach ai:z;§E>developing criteria for raﬁioﬁal behavior ™
in situatio involving partial or total conflict of
interests between two or more indiviéuals. Games are
Qarticularly relevant to the study of behavior since they
deal with choices that pe;ple m;;e, especially when individu-
als have opposiné goals in which each player has partial,

-

but not total,éontrol over thae outcome.
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The internal workings of games ﬁas been dealt with
by Luce and Raiffa (1967). They assume that .two factors
are operating in a game. The fiéét‘factor has been called
the postulate of individual utility maximization or individu-
al rationality.. This states tth each playgr tries to

maximize his own expected satisfaction (or utility). Tke.

second, known as the postulate of mutually expected ration-

ality, states that each plaver expects and acts on the
expectatipn that the other player or playvers will also try
fo maximiié his -own expectéd utility. These two postulates
allow for a description of the interaction of two or more ,
individuals in terms of behavior which can be deﬁined as the
pursuit of self-interest. i

Rubin and Brown (1975) state that there is little
AOubt that personality variables, as well as other individual
characteristics, are important determinénts of,gaﬁing be-
havior. Research (Terhune, 19270) has demonsfrated that
measures such as cooperation, conflict, and strategy
emploved by aﬁ individual are functions of the person's own
undérlying personélity dynamics. Terhune (1970) believes
that "there is always sufficient behavioral variance among
subjects to infer that individual differences in personality
must be exerting a signifi‘cant influence also” (p.\194).

Researchers, when trying to aiscover the relation-

ships\émong personality variables and behavior in games, have

-
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generally foljowed the design of separating subjects on

-

some personajity dimansion. The experimenters have then E
matched thefsubjects with respect to the same pole'oﬁ the
presumed Lontinuum or<gaired the subjects in termstof
opposifes on the continyum (Terhune, 1970). Other studies
have been concerned with controlling the strétegy of one
player and then seeing the effect this straéégy has on the
other plaver. These studies have usuvally utilized a con-

- federate or an electronic computer as a wav of controlling

the strategy presentég..

Locus of control has previously been defined as a
generalized attitude regarding the nature of the relation-
ship between behavior and reinforcement or lack of
reinforcement. Since locus of control orientation helps
the individual ﬁake sense of situations, a correlation ought
to exist between what a person thinks and what he does.
Rotter (i966) found that LOC affected a variety of behavioral
choices in a broad range of situations. The gaming approach
should be pa;Licularly useful in that games allow the experi-
menter to create a situation which can be perceived according
to the subject's locus of control orientation.

Condry (1967) found no relationship between LOC and
behavior in a two-person negotiation game. Bobbitt (1967) ,
in a slightly more complex experiment, did find some interest-—

ing results. When he controlled the strategy of one plaYer
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so that his responses were consistently competitive, intexr-
nals rehaved less competitively than externals. However,

- when the individual received predominantl§ cooperative
responses, internalg ﬁere less cooperative than externals.
Internals maximized their own gains by choosing competitive
responses when the other consistently cooperated. Externals,
however, made cooperative choices in direct proportion to the
frequency of the other's cooperativeness.

As previously mentioned, the author of the present
study is interested in presenting information in the form
of similarity/dissimilarity of ideas and personal evalua-
tion to participants of different locus of control orienta-
tions. It 1is believed.that this information should result
in behavioral differences as measured by latencies and
retaliations in a gaming situation. 2An important study
which looks at the emotional relationship between protagon-
ists is that of Swingle (1966). Swingle, working within
a cognitive congruity model, had pairs of male students
with different affective relationships compete for a prize
in a two-person game. He hypothesized that.when one is
harmed by an unfavorably evaluated person, that dissonance
should be at a minimum since several responses are open to
a pergon in this situation: retaliate in kind, increased
i1l-will, or withdrawal. Swingle believes, based upon

principles of cognitive consistency, that there will be an
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increase in ill—will, but no retaliation. When a person

is harmed ky a friend, then cognitive inconsistency would
exist and the individual w;uld likely take a step to resolve
the inconsistency.' Swingle suspects that in this situvation
a person will reciprocaté the harm, kut maintain the
original attitude towards the friend. A final situation
examined by Swingle was the playing of a game against an
unknown partner. In this situation, Swingle predicted that
retaliatory harmful behavior would be expected.

Swingle (1966) found that: -

the maintenance of cooperative behavior in inter-~
personal situations, when material rewards are
small, is affected by an interaction between the
subject's perception of his partner's cooperative-
ness and the pre-existing affective relationship
between these persons (p. 277).
Specifically, subjects who received harm (non-cooperation)
from a liked or unknown opponen£ became less cooperative.
_ Those who received harm from a disliked opponent did not
become more uncooperative.

The above study was also important for the reason
that Swingle was able to obtain ;ﬁ accurate measure of
respoﬁse latencies by utilizing a four-phased‘game. The
purpose of using four separate phases is, first, to create
a situation where an individual receives 100% cooperation

from another player (phase 1) and then to provide the player

with the opportunity to respond in a like manner- (phase 2)
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and, secgnd, by decreasing the level of cooperation from
100% to éO% (phase 3), it is possible to create a situation
where the individual should perceive a change of strategy on
the part of his opponent. Finallv (phase 4), the participant
will again have the opportunity to respond or not. This
design allows for the accurate measurement of the time it
takes an individual to decide whether or not to respond
{latency), as well as a measurement of whether or not to
respond at all (retaliation). It is hypothesized that the
infogmatiOn given prior to the game, in addition to the
change in reinforcement (100% to 60%) should significantly
aﬁﬁect how internals and externals respond in terms of
latencies and retaliations.

To review, social learning theory has been one
attempt to examine man in his complex environment, focusing,
espécially upon human social behavior. This theory has
concerned itself primarily with how choices are made by
individuals given a number of potential behaviors to choose
from. Expectancies that a persgn holds regarding the
relationship between his behavior and the reinforcement he
receivés are a prime determinant of social behavior.

Depending upon how the person perceives this relationship,

Rotter (1966) speaks of a dimension of locus of control. An
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externally oriented individual believes that the reinforcements
he receives are not contingent upon his own behavior, but
rather upon outside forces. In contrast, internals believe
that the rewards they receive are based upon their own efforts
and behavior. i

various research has demonstrated that internals and
externals react differently in many situations ang vary among
different personality characteristics. One variable which
seems of importance in undefstandiﬁg these two types of locus
of control orientation is the use of information. In other
words, how a person makes sense out of new information will
greatly affect that person's behavior in that task, In
general, studies have shown inﬁernals to be more cognitively
oriented, more active in seeking information, and show
superior utilization of information over externals.

It would appear, then, that at least for general
information, internals are more active from a cognitive point
of view. However, in many situations, especially interpersonal
contexts, one is asked to make sense out of informaéion which
is very affect-laden. It is suspected that locus of control
would also aid in the prediction of how an individual would
interpret and react to this type of information. The

affect-laden information presented in this study was based
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upon similarity/dissimilarity of ideas and personal evalua-
tion. Studies from the area of iﬁterpersonal attraétion héve
demonstrated that these two types of information have profound
influence upon interéersonél relationships. .

When looking at the relationship between locus of
control and affect-laden informatign, two variables which
have not been adequately explored in this type of situation
are latency of response and retaliatory behavior. People are
often placed in situations where it is necessary to decide
whether to respond to another (latency) and, if so, what
. form the response will take {cooperative/noncooperative) .
Since the locus of control orientations make sense out pf.
information differently, it is suspected that, as a result
of their decision processes, there shouid also be behavioral
differences on these variables.

Affect-laden information, especially that based
upon personal evaluafion, plays a crucial role in inter-
personal relationships during the preadolescent and adole~
scent period. This is a time of intense emotional rela- '
tionships which often have l&ng lasting effects upon=a
person's ideas and behaviors. Developmentally, it is a
period where the young person is forced to explore new roles

and situations. In these new situations and roles, the
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situational clues and information present are quite minimal,
so how an individual interprets the givens of this new
situaton should greatly affect his behavior in that situa-
_tion. As-locus of control has it's greatest input in new

or ambiguous situations, the period of adolescence should be
particularly relevant for exploring this construct, especially
considering the importance of_affect—iaden information to the
adolescent. ’

A gaming paradigm was chosen to explore the rela-
tionship between locus of control and affect-laden informa-
tion. Since locus of control helps the individual make sense
of situations, a correlation ought to exist between what a
person thinks and the behavior he displays in the game. An
important aspect of this approach is that it allows the
experimenter to create a situation which is somewhat ambigu-
ous in nature and permits interpretation according to locus
of control orientation. By presenting affect-laden information
prior to the game, it is suspected that, depending upon a
person's locus of control orientation, there will be
differences on the variables of lapancy and retaliation.

Since the literature has shown that internals are
‘more active in the cognitive realm, it is hypothesized that

when presented with affect-laden information their latencies
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would be longer than externals. It is believed that they would
devote more time to analyzing this information which, for them,
would be a way of gaining control of the situation. On the
other hand, externals® latencies may not be based so much upon
a cognitive elaboration of their impenaing deb}sioﬁ, but more
upon a reaction to the social parameters i.e. personal evalua-
tion and reductions of partner's cooperation. The externals'
latencies should vary according to the nature of the informa-
tion presented. Fg} retaliatorf behavior, it is believed that
internals'ﬁguld be more likely to delay their impulse to
retaliate and, hence, by not doing so, to control the general
atmosphere of the game. " Externals, on the other hand, should
react and retaliate according to the evaluation they ;§ceive.

A formal elaboration of these ideas is now articulated in the

form of the null hypotheses.

1. There i€ no significant difference between
internals and externals on response latencies.

2. There is no significant difference in response
latencies between experimental conditions.

3. There is no significant difference between
internals and externals in retaliation.

4., There is no significant difference in response
retaliations between experimental conditions.

o



CHAPTER II

EXPERIMENTAL DESIGHN

Participants

The participants in this study were males. The
literature frequently presents studies of contrasting
sex-role aifferences; therefore, to eliminate this possible
confounding variable, only males were utilized in this study.

The initial population consisted of 191 males at
lester B. Pearson Junicr High School in Ottawa, Canada.
fhis school was chosen by the research committee of the
Carleton Roman Catholic School Board. The age group of the
poéulation utilized was that of 12- and l3-vear-olds, which
corresponded to.the academic grades 7 and 8. A review of
relevant literature showed a sparsity of studies similar to
this experiment utilizing c@ildren of this age range.
Although no racial criterion was pre-established, all parti-
cipants were Caucasian. Only English-speaking males were
used in order to eliminate possible language comprehension
problems. Previous research (Nowicki & Strickland, 1973)
has shown that locus of control does not correlate reliably
with intelligence test scores; therefore, the principal was
asked to review the subject list and eliminate all individuals
whom he felt were not of average intelligence or who were

behavioral problems. No participants_ were eliminated by the
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Principal. Thig might be attributed to the fact that by the
Seventh grade, due to the Screening processes in the schools,
most children of below—average intelligence had been placed

in special education classes. Two parental pPermission forms

agreed to this. At a later date, a Second letter was sent

to the parents of those Participants chosen for the actual
\

experiment. OQOne Parent refused to allow his child to -~

Participate.

Tools of the Experiment

The gaming aPpParatus consisted of a standard table-
mounted relav rack having a steel face panel. at the sub-~-
ject's eve level was located one vellow. mgo" light.

Slightly below this light were two other stimulus lights--
one green and one blue, with a Push button relow each light.

In the far right-hand bottom Ccorner was an automatic counter

was pushed (see Appendix 1 for a complete diagram). The
control of the different panel lights, dlspen51ng of points,
and reoordlng 0f data were all accomplished automatically
through a computerlzed "Behavioral Laboratory" manufactured
by Lehigh Valley Electronics, Fogelsville, Pennsylvania,.

This Programming apparatus was acoustically and visually
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isolated from the experimental room. This apparatus allowed
for an accurate measurement of the dependent variables
mentioned in thé hypotheses. 2 pilot study demonstrated
that both the apparatus and the gaming program were compre-
hensible to males of this age.

The Nowicki-Strickland Locus of Control Scale for
Children (1973) was used to determine the individual's
locus of control. This test is a paper—-and-pencil scale
consisting of 40 guestions which are answered either “ges"
or "no" (see Appendix 2 for complete scale) and is based
upon Rotter's dimension of internal-external control. The
Rotter I-E scale was standardized on adult populations and,
therefore, seemed inappropriate’ for use with this age of
children. Of all the previously reviewed LOC scales for
children, the Nowicki-Strickland scale was considered to
be the best scale for this study, based upon findings con-
cerning both the statistical properties of the scale and
its support of the developmental hypothesis.

An information sheet of seven questions was designed
by the experimenter to elicit background information from
all participants (see Appendix 3 for complete questionnaire);
This sheet, although never actuélly used iﬂ the experiment,
was provided to tap information based upon piinciples of
interpersonal attraction (Triandis, 1971). One final informa-
tion sheet was given to each participant. This sheet

consisted of three parts: part one was a number of pairs
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—
of adjectives, part two was a handwritten paragraph, and
part three was a line consisting of the words "like,"<
"neutral,"” or "dislike.“ The entire sheet was filled out
by the examiner in either a positive, neutral, or negative

direction in each of the three sections mentioned above.
Procedure

The initial testing for locus of control'of all

seventh and eighth grade male students was accomplisﬁed in

, :
one session. Each student As asked to complete the Nowicki-
Strlckland Locus of Control Scale for Children and a back—
ground information sheet.’(Thls was accomplished in the
school cafeteria and took approximately one hour.

Since locus of control is a developmental concept,
there is no one cut-off score to determine either internal-
ity or externality for all groups of people; rather, the
experimenter must take the age of the individual into
account. Following a'general procedure utilized by Nowicki
(1976a), the students were_separaﬁed into groups of internals
and externals by eliminating individuals falling within one-
half a standard deviation above and below the mean of the
population or sample group. The population mean obtained
was 12.80, with a standard deviation of 4.31. This mean

was found to ke very similar to other studies utilizing

the same age groups (Nowicki, 1976b). When .applied to the
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;aﬁge of popu;ation scores,_phis metHod eliminated the
middle‘SO% of the subjects. For this stuhy, an internal
subject was operationally defined as an dindividual with a
score of @ or below on the Nowicki-Strickland scale,
whereas an external individual was considered to be a >
person obtaining a score of 15 5r above. Using this method
a subject pool of 99 individuals remained. '

After separating the suljects into two major groups/}\
based upon LOC, the internals were thén randomly assigned
to one of four treatment conditions; the same drocedure was
initiated regarding the external group. The experimental
treatment conditions consisted of three typés_ef informé— ‘
tgsg given ﬁo the participant immediately prior tq playing
the game. The subjecté were randomly #ssigned to these :

24

. L]
treatment conditions, each participant receiving information
) =9 . - .

presented in one of three directions: pogitive, negative,

*

or neutral. The foyrth'groﬁp received no information.prior
to beginnin&ﬁihe exﬁerimeng. The .information presented
consisted of a sheet of pﬁber which the 'subject was led to
believe was written by the other person participatiné in.
the exéeriment with him. This sheet of paﬁer consisted of
. 4 .
thfee parts. In the first section was 1l pairs of adjectives
conmonly qggg to describe pecple. Depending upon'whiah
treatment the individual received, thegg adjectives were

checked in such a way as to describe a person in eifher a

i

™~ j/  - )
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positive, negative, or neutral manner. Following this wés
a handwritten paragraph mentioning such things as wanting
or not wanting to have this person as a friend and liking
or disliking the same kinds of peoble. This, too, was .
written in one of tﬁe three directions. Finally, at the
bottom of the page was a line on which either the word like,
dislike, or neutral was circled to. coincide with the ihforma—’
tion presented in the first two sections (see Appendix 4 for
exact information presented). The fourth group heceived no
information prior-to startiﬁg-thé game.

Since thé'baianced design called .for a total of 80
subjects, there were 40 internals with 10 individuals per
treatment group, and 40 externals with 10 individuals per
group. Table 1 sh9ws the characteristics of these groups.
The subjects not assigned ﬁo a treatmept group were put
into a pool to be used later if necessary.

Each subject was met at his classroom by the experi-
meﬁter and led to a large room with several adjoining rooms.
Once seated, the participant was told that his purpose in
being there was to see "how people make simple decisions.”
Theyewere informed that they were participating with another
individual somewhere else in the buildin;. The sex of this
other pérson was not mentioned in order to make this aspect

as ambiguous as possible; thus the subject might project his

own ideas regarding his opponent into the game. No other
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Iocus of Control Scores, Age, and Academic Grade.” of
the Subject Sample

Table 1 ' /—’\\
- S

X 10C X Age —
Test in ) X
Group N Scores SD Years SD Grade SD
Internals -
.Positive 10 7.5 - 1.68 12.7 - .64 7.5 .50
Negative 10 7.5 1.57 12.86 .67 7.6 .49
Neutral 10 7.5 1.28 12.5 .67 7.4 .49
Control 10 7.6 d.49 12.5 .50 7.5 .50
Externals . -
Positive 10 18.0 2.28 12.7 -90 7.3 .46
Negative 10 17.9 2.38 l12.6 -80 7.3 .46
Neutral 10 18.2 3.05 12.9 .98 7.4 -49
Control 10 18.5 3.20 12.7 .65 7.5 .50

4 . N
\_f
v 7 )

~
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information was given about this‘“fictitious" person
regardless of the ﬁumker of guestions the subject asked.
The instruétions were presented to the individual on a
typed sheet of paper. As the subject read them silently,
o . 7
the experimenter read them aloud. After the participants
were given the instructions, they were then preéented a
sheet of paper which thev were told was completed bf the
"other participant” (see Appendix 4). They were aéked to
#. recall the background information sheet that they had ‘
filled out during tHe initial testing session. Each
individual was told that his information sheet was given
to this "other‘participant," and that, based upon what he
had written down, the other participant was making his
"best guess™ about the sﬁbject. 2s there was no other
particiéant, the experimenter supplied three different modes

of information depending upon the treatment group the

individual was assigned to.
>

The actual experimental game was a slight mo@ifica—
tion of the one designed by Coady (1971). All subjects,
regardless of treatment éroup, played the same game. This

. game consisted of four phases. It was necessary to have a -~
. four-phased game for two reasons: first, in orxder to
establish an initial level of cooperation on the part of
the sulkject and, second, to set the stage for a reduction

-

in reinforcerfent level, which the subject should perceive
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aé a change of strategy on the part of the other player.
Each phase consisted of 15 l0-second trials each with a
S-second interval between the termination of one trial and
the beginning of the next. It was found, in a pilot study.
that it was necessary to have 15 trials in each phase in
order for the subject to reach asymptote, but beyond 15
trials, the participants seemed to lose interest and moti-~
vation in the task. 2 l0-second trial was chosen in order
to allow ﬁhe subject the tiﬁe needed to respond to the
stimulus lights and make a deéision. A 5-second inter-
trial interval was utilized to keep the participants moti-
vated during the 15-trial sequence. This time was found
to be long enough to allow the subject a brief break vet
short enough to command his attention to the next respoﬁse.

Afterx expiaining the instructions for phase 1 only
(see Appendix 5 for complete instructions), each individual
was given three practice trials. The purpose of these trials
was to familiari;e the individual with the machine. Follow-
ing these practice trials, the experimenter left the room
and did not appear until the end of the éhase. At this time
the &€xplanation was given for the next phase.

In phase 1, the subject received a message (one of
the lights coming-én) from the other person (the pre-set
computer program) lQO% of the téme. The .yellow warning

light came on for 5 seconds. This light was followed by
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onge of the other lights programmed in random order. This
second stimulus light.stayed on for 5 seconds. If the
person pressed the button underneath the light-which was

on within the time limit, then he receiqu 1l point on the
counter. Phase'l was designed to familiarize the subject
with the game and the apparatus; however, the major impetus
of this phase was to create a situatiorf where the subject
received 100% reinforcement so that during a later phase
this level, when altered, would be perceived by the subject
as a change in strategy and level of cooperation on the pért
of the other participant.

In phase 2, the participant was given the opportunity
of sending the message to "the other." It was explained that
once the yeilow warning light came on, the individual had the
opportunity to push one of the other buttons. By doing so,
it would allow ;phe other” to know which light was on and
" recelve a point. Thus, by pushing the button ew ry trial,
it would allow "the other" to receive a maximué\of % points.
It was also explained that if the individual did ?pé press
the button within the time limit, "the other" wpu{h not be
able to receive a point. A cooperatibn level of 100% was
necessary in this phase in order to establigh initial level
of cooperation. Four subjects, three internals and one
external, were.disqualified-ih this phase for not meeting
the criterion of 100%. They were replaced by participants

with their exact score on the locus of control scale.
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Phase 3 was 1dentical to phase 1 except that the
subject received only 9 stimulus lights after the onset of
the warning light instead of the maximum 15 lights. This
was a 40% decrease in the number of lights received in phase
1. A pilot study of male preadolescents similar in age
indicated that this level of partial reinforcement was
perceived as being the result of a change in strategy. This &
phase was crucial since applying the experimental treatment
(60% reinfo:cément) in conjunction with the prior informa-
tiopr a situation was created which could produce differences
in latencies and retaliations.

Phase 4 was exactly the same as phase 2, allowing
the subject the opportunity to either send a message or to
retaliate by sending no message; thus, phase 4 allowed for
the accurate measurément of the dependent variables.

The experiment took place from January 19 to
February 18, 1976. Since the experiment extended over a
month, each subject was informally questiéned at the end of
his participation. A series of informal questions were asked
in part to insure that the partiéipant understood what was
happening in the game, and also to obtain his view of the
other person. Due to the nature of these questions, thef

were not analyzed for quantitative analysis in this study.
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[

Although some information regarding the type of experiment
had seemed to spread, no subject ever questioned if another
player was actually present. At the end of the experiment

-
all subjects were gathered together and debriefed. ALl
gquestions were answered at this time and the experimental -
procedure was explained.

The present study utilized two dependent variables:
latency and retaliation. 1In phases 1 and 3, a latency was
defined as thé time it took the individual to respond after
the onset of the stimulus light to receive a message. In
phases 2 and 4, latency was defined as the time it took the
individual to réspond to the onset of the stimulugilight to
send a message; consequently, regardless of the.phase of the
experiment, a latency was always a response time either
sending or receiving a message. A retaliatioh was recorded

when the individual did not send a message during the allotted

5.0 second time period in phase 4.



.CHAPTER III

PRESENTATION OF RESULTS

This chapter will present results stemming f?om the
research findings in terms of the hypotheses formulated at
the end of Chapter I. Sumﬁaries of analyses of variance
of the £wo dependent variébles, latency ©f response and
retaliations, will be presented and commented upon.

The Statistical Findings Concerning the Dependent
né:) Variable Latency of Response
N

Statistical procedures for the endent variable

latgncy included a four-way an riance‘with
repeated measures as describéd by Kirk (1969). The overall
analysis of the 1ateﬁcy data consisted of the following
factors: locgs of control (L), experimental conditisns (C),
phases (P}, and trial blocks (T). Before submitting to the
statistical analysis, the data in phase 4 was "corrected."
When an individual did not send a message during the allotted
5.0 second time period (interpreted as a retaliation), the

- machine recorded a 5.0 second t;me latency. Since the
individual did not respond at all, a score of 5.0 seconds -
cannot be interpreted as a latency. In order to "correct™
for this occurrence, the mean of the trial block in which

the retaliation occurred was substituted for each score of

5.0 seconds.
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A summary regarding the analysis of variance for
the overall }atency da;g is presented in Table 2. -The
first null hypdthesis, that there is no significant differ-
ence between latencies of externals and internals, was nat
rejecteé. A significant difference was found among the
experimental conditions (C), (p «.05). Applying a Tukey
test (Kirk, 1969) to the means of the four experimental
conditions, it was found that the-pdsitive condition
(X = .7104) had significantly langer latencies than the
control condition (X = .4133). This would provide evidence
to reject the null hypothesis that there is no significant
difference among experimental conditions.

When analyzing latencies between the four phases,

a highly s%gniﬁicant F was found (p <-.001). Applying the
Tukey test to the means yielded the following results:

phase 4 (X = .8892) had significantly longer latencies than

phase 2 (X

.5424) , phase 1 (X = .3867), and phase 3

(X = .4058). It was also found that phése 2 differed

from phases 1 and 3 (p < .05).  These results are-not sur-

prising since phasés 1 and 3 were controlled by the experi- -

mental apparatus; phases 2 and 4 were the results of the

individual's own decision as to when he would respond.
Adding clarification to the above finding, Qas a

significant interaction Esee Figure 1) found between experi-

mental conditions (C) and phases (P} (p <.001). A Tukey
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Table 2
Overall Analysis of Variance for the Dependent Variable
Latency.
Source af ms F
Between )

Locus of Control (L) 1 .2042 - .1985
Conditions (C) 3 3.5855 - 3.4849%*
LXCcC 3 1.9565 1.9021

Error 72 1.0286
Within
Phases (P) 3 12.9924 39,1711 ***
L XP 3 .0462 .1395
CXP 9 1.0731 3.2351***
LXCXP 9 .5082 1.5322
Error 216 .3317
Trials (T) 2 - .5440 4.8478%*
LXT 2 .0344 .3069
CXT 6 .1461 1.3014
L XCXT 6 .0347 . 3100
Error 144 21122
PXT 6 .2442 2.5772*%
LXPXT 6 .1488 1.5708
CXPXT 18 .1064 1.1236
LXCcCXpXT 18 .0606 .6395
Erroxr 432 ,0947
*pD < .05
**p ¢ .01

**%p ¢ 001
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test comparing the mean latencies of phases 1 and 3 showed
there to be no statistically significant difference. 1In ‘
phase 2, it was found that the positive condition (X = .8383)
differed from the neutral condition (X = .5283:; p<.05), and
from the negative (X = .4583) and control (X = .3450) con- .
ditions (p < .01). Hence, individuals in pha§ 2 given a
positive statement took longer to respond by sending\the
message than in ail other conditions. In phase 4; after
having received a 40% reduction in messageszfit was found
that the poéitive conditién (X = 1.22) differed from the
negative coﬁdition (X ='.§017; P <.05). The positive con-
dition also differed from the neutral (X = .8183) and

from the control (X = .6199) at the .01 level (Tukey test).u
In this phase, the negative-condition diffeéed signifidantly
from the control condition (p<.05). After having received
non-cooperation from the fictitious "other,” all phase 4
latencies were increased over phase 2. This suggests

thét the treatment effect of the 60% reinforcement signifi-
cantly increased the response latencies of the subjects in
the final phase.

In the analysis of‘téial blocks, it was found that
the mean latencies in trial block 3 (¥ = .5806) and trial
block 1 (X = .5790) were significantly longer (p <.05) than
in trial block 2 (X = .5084). This finding was furthef

gqualified by the significant phases X trial blocks
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interaction (see Figure 2). In all three trial blocﬁs,
phase 4 had significantly longer latencies and differed
from the other phases (p<.0l). In trial blocks 2 and 3,
phase 2 also differed from phase 1.

Of major interest in the study were phases 2 ‘and
4, since phases 1 and,3 were controlled by the experimental
apparatus. A second analysis of variance was performed
analvzing the same inéependent variables, only this time
phase 1 and phase 3 were excluded and the déta was analyvzed
.for phases 2 and 4. Table 3 presents a summary of these
findings. Once again, it was found that'there were no
significant differences between the latencies of externals
and internals. When comparing the experimental conditions,
a significant difference was found between the positive
condition (X = 1.03) and the control condition (X = .4820);
the positive condition having significantly longer latencies.
This finding is similar to that found when all four phases
were analyzed and supports the rejection of the second
null hypothesis that there are no significant differences
among latencies in experimental conditions.

A highly significant difference (p «.001) was found
Between the i;tencies of the two phases: phase 2 (X = .5425)

and phase 4 (X = .8892).
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. - Table 3

: >
. Analysis of Variance for the Depehdent Variable Latency:
. ‘ ' ..  Phases 2 and 4

Source ‘\\ daf ms F
/
Between e
Locus of Control (L) 1 .2253 .1677
Conditions (Q) . 3 ) 6.1868 - 4.6057%x*
L XC 3 2.2531 1.6773
. . . Error : 72 1.3433
Within ' . .
Phases -(P) 1 14.4213 45.9705%x*x*
LXP 1 .0053 L0170
. CéX P 3 .1869 .5859
LXCXP 3 .5674 1.8087
. Error 72 «3137
Trials (T) 2 .5960 4.1268%x*
. LXT 2 .1656 1.1469
CXTT ’ 6 ' .3038 2.1039
- LXT P 6 .0721 .4995
Error ) g 144 .1444
Pxv. 2 .3848 3.2446%
LXepXT 2 .0202 .1709
CXPXnmT 6 .0635 .5354
LXCcXPXxXTrT 6 .0116 .0983
Error 144 .1186
—————— — F) —————— ————
*p £.05
**p .01
kxkp o .Dok .
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Analysis of the independent variaple of trial blocks

revealed that the latencies for trial block 3 (X = .7456)

and trial block 1 (X = .7323) were significantly longer
than for trial block 2 (X = .6456). This finding was further
qualified when consideiiné the siénificant phases X trial
block interaction (sge Figure 3). _In all three trial blocks,
éhase 4 latencies were significantly longer (Egn.osa.than
phase 2. ) . n
A further analysis was performed on phase 4 laten-
cies only (see Table 4), since phase 2 was of interest only
because it enabled the experimenter to establish a criter;bn_
for initial cooperation. Any individual who failed to send
a message 100% of the time in phase 2 was eliminated. In
this manner, it was possible to establish that all individu-
als were cooperétive before any reductions in the reinforce-
ment level océurred. When analyiing phase 4, no significant
difference. was found between internal and external latencies.
As in the two other analyses, there were significant
differences amohg the latencies of the experimental condi-
tions. A Tukey test revealed the positive condition (X =
1.22) to differ significantly (p< .01) frqm the coéfrol
(X = .619). -This similafly provides evidence for rejecting
the secogd null hypothesis. Given the positive experimental

b

treatment, the latencies were significamely longer than

when given no information.
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Table 4
( APalysis of variance for the Dependent Variable Latencgy:
\\\ Phase 4
Source daf ms F
Between
Locus of Contrel -(L) 1 . 1500 L1771
Condition (C) 3 3.69786 4._.3659%%*
L XC 3 2.4987 2.9504%*
Error 72 .8469
Within
Trial Blocks (T) 2 .9462 4.,5970*%*
LXT 2 .0526 .2556
CXT 6 .2152 1.04%6
LXCXT 6 .0423° .1955
Error 144 .2058
*E < <05
**R<i01 "
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The above finding is further clarified by the
significant interaction between locus of control and
experimental éonditions (p<«.05). As Figure 4 portrays,
within the internal group, the latencies for the positive
condition (X = 1.496) were significantly longer than all
other in;grnal conditions. Within the external group,
both the negative condition (X = 1.03) and the neutral
condition (X = .963) were significantly different (pe< .05)
from the positive condition (X = .590). These findings
further clarify the patterns of response within the locus
of control groups under different experimental conditions.

When analyzing trial blocks, a significant differ-
ence was found using the Tukey test between trial block 1

(X

.9575) and trial block 2 (X = .7637) and trial block 3

(X

.9462) and trial block 2 (p < .0l). This finding is
consistent with the other two analyses of trial blocks.

It appears that individuals, regardless of locus of control,
employ similar strategy when !esponaing over time; that is,
the lateﬁcies seem to decrease towards the middle portion
of the experiment and increase toward the end.

The power of the-préceding nonsignificant F ratios

is given in Appendix 6. - >
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The Statistical Findings Concerning the Dependent.
Variabke Retaliation

'The second dééende}t variabie analyzed was that of
retaliation. In this study, a retaliation was operation-
ally defined to be the failure on the part 'of the subject
to send a message within the 5.0 second time period in
phase 4. To analyze this data a 2 (locus of control) X
4 (experimeﬁtal conditions X 3 (trial blocks) deéign wi;h
repeated measures was utilized. Table 5 presents this-’
data. The third null hypothesis stated that there is no

significant difference between ifiternals and externals in

\ \
‘retaliations. This hypothesis was not rejected; there

werelno-significant differences between internals and
externals (p>.10). The fourth null hypothesis, that
there is no significant differgncein.retaliations between
experimental conditiahs, was also ﬂet rejected. There was,
however, a significaﬂgflocus of control X experimental
conditions interaction; a Tukey test showed no significant
differences within the internal group, but within the
external gzoup (see Figure 5) the negative condition (X =
1.63) had significantly more retaliations than the control{
group (X = 1.06) ‘and than the neutral group (X = .86)
(p<.05). It would seem reascnable fojbelieve that within

the exte group, the differert experimeptal conditions

received by#the person did affect the number of retaliations

made.
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;I‘able 5
Analysis of variance for the Dependent Variable Retaliation:
: Phase 4
Source - af ms F
Between
Locus of Control (L) 1l .9375 1.2004
Condition (C) - 3 1.2819 1.6414
L XC 3 2,152 2.7548%*
Erxor 72 . 7810
Within
Trial Blocks (T) 2 .2541 .6303
LXT , 2 .3875 .9610
CXTrT 6 .2486 .6165
LXCXT 6 .8697 2.1600*
Error - 144 .4032

*p <. .05 b
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Since the retaliation data is considered to be on
a nominal-scale, Nowicki (1977) suggests a x2 analysis
to be performed as a check on tpe:possihiliﬁy of spurious
significance. The X2 analysis yielded the same resufié |
as those presented in Table 5. The chi square value was
nonsignificant for the overall L X C interaction but signi-
ficant for the interaction of interest; i.e., conditions
within the external group (X2 = 8.20, df 3, p<«.05). An
examination of the difference ratios for each cell indicates
that the net for the negétive condition was greater than
the net for all other groups. This latter method of analy-
sis follows that recommended by WaxTer and Mishler (1970).

A significant locus of control X experimental
conditions X trial blocké inferaction was also found (see
Pigqure 6). In trial block 1, a Tukey test revealed that
the external positive condition (¥ = 1.5), the internal
negative (X = 1.4), and the external negative (X = 1.3)
all‘differed significantly from the external neutral condi-
tion (X = .80; p«< .05). In block 2, the external negative
condition differed significantly from all other conditions.
2Also, the internal positive (X = 1.3) and tﬁe external
control (X = 1.2) condition differed from the external
neutral (X = -70) and the internal positive (X = .70). In
trial block 3, Fhe only difference'found was betweeﬂ external

negative (X = 1.8) and all other conditions.
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Two final analyses were made regarding retaliations:
the first considered the initial trial of retaliation and :
the second was concerned with the longest run of retali-
ations. Aé Tables 6 and 7 portray, there were no signifi-
éant differences in eithgr analysis (p ».10).

The power was calculaéed for nonsignificant F

ratios concerning retaliations (see Appendix 6).

L4

oy
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Table &
Analysis of Variance Initial Trial of Retaliation:
Phase 4
Source ag ms F
Iocus of Control (L) 1 1.02 .09 .
Conditions (C) 3 . 22.81 2.13
L XC 3 16.31 1.52
Errox 72 10.69
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Table 7
Analysis of Variance lLongest Consecutive Run of Retaliations:
Phase 4
Source ég ms F
Locus of Control (L) 1 .61 1.96
conditions (C) 3 ' .25 .80

LXC 3 .25 .81

Error 72 .Bi
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CHAPTER IV

Lha

DISCUSSION

This chapter has two sections in which the findings
.concerninges the dependent variables of latency of response
and retaliatory behavior will be discussed. To obtain an
accurate measure of response latencies and retaliations, a
four-phased game was utilized. Phases 1 and 3 were con-—
trolled by the experimental apparatus and were designed to

. create a situation in which the individual should perceive
a change of strategy on the part of his opponent. Phase 2
was of interest because it enabled the experimenter to
establish a criterion for initial cooperation. Any
individual who failed to send a message 100% of the time
in this phase was eliminated; responding in phase 4 is the
major concern of this study. It is in this phase that the
individual has the oppertunity to respond or not, having
previously received a decrease in level of cocoperation

from his opponent.

Discussion of Response Latencies

-~

Before discussing the results, it seems relevant to
examine the variable of latency. . Regardless of the phase
of the experiment, a latency was always a response time,

either sending or receiving a message. One of the ways
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latencies have traditionally been interpreted in the experi-
mental literature is as a measure of conflict. It hgs often
been suggested that the more resporises a person hasI;o
choose from, the longer the decision time might be. Social
learning theory and game theory have both been concerned
with how choices are made by individuals from a variety of
potential behaviors. In this study, an individual's decision
to reséond was complicated by the fact that, prior to the
situation, he had received a personal evaluation of himself
from his opponent; immediately prior to phase 4, the sub-
Ject experienced a 40% reduction of level of cooperation.
Since the participant was faced with these added factors,

it seems probable that tﬂe longer latencies might indicate

a period of conflict and decision in which the individual
was trying to choose between the two options available to
him; i.e., to send or not to send a message.

An alternate-interpretation for long latencies is
suggested--that being a form of retaliation. It is impox-
tant to note that when a participant took considerable time
deciding whether or not to send a message, he was,_in effect,
1imiting the response time of the ﬁfictitious other" and,
conseéuently, decreasing the likelihood of receiving a
point. The longer the participant waited to send a message.
the iess +ime the "other" had to respond.- This added factor

makeﬁ,prediction much more complicated since the participént

e

-
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must consider the other. person while makiﬁg a decision.'
Since both internals and externals received the same
information (personal evaluation), as well as a 40% reduc-
tion in level of cooperation, i+ seems reasonable to suggest
that, by delaying sending a message, they could in effect

be "paying back* their opponent for any perceived wrong-
doing.

The first null hypothesis stated that there is no
significant difference between internals and externals in
response latencies. This hypothesis was not rqyected. This
find;ng is consistent with other studies which have re-
searched locus of control and decision times. Both Rotter
and Mulry (1965) and lLefcourt et al. (1968) found that
internals took longer to make decisions when responding
but only under skill instructions; under chance instructions,
i+t was found that the external group had longer decision
times. In these studies, instructional set interacted with
the variable locus of control, illustrating a basic tenet
of social learning theory: the "gituation" must also be
considered when making predictions. .

In the current study, neither skill nor chance
instructions were given; rather, tﬁe individual was told
that the purpose was "to see how people make simple dediy
sions.” . This left the orientation. rather ambiguous SO that

each participant would interpret the instructions according
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to his own pe;sonal_g;edilection. Since instructional set
was purposefully not controlledﬁ it is possible that within
each of the groups the individuals interpreted the meaning
of the task differently, which, in effect, might have
cancelled out any differences. As in the lefcourt et al.
(1968) study, it is possible that externals may have inter-
preted the task as a skill task or the internals may have
interpreted it as chance controlled, thug cancelling out
differences between the two groups. According to social
learning theory, it is in the ambiguous condition that
perceived locus of control as a prqblem—Solving expectancy
can most clearly be seen.

| The literature review suggests that in a somewhat
ambiguous situation, internals are more alert and sensitive,
seem moré eager to seek out cues and to manipulate the
situation so as to be better able to achieve certain out-
comes {(Phares, 1976). Internals appear to be more cogni-
tively active, more active in seek;ng information, and show
superior utilization of information (Phares, 1961). Con-
sidering these findings, one might suspect that internals
would devote more time to deciding whether oxr not to send
a message since their decision might be an important factor
in helping them gain control of the situation. ©On the other
hand, externals, by definition, generally believe that what

happens to them is a result of iuck, chance or fate. Often,
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they see little connebtion;betwegn their behavior and the
reinforcement tﬁey receive. It is possible that externals’
-latencies were not basgd 50 much oﬁ a cognitive elaboration
of their impending decision but were rather a reaction to
what was happening to them -—- personal evaluation and
reduction of partner's cooperation. In this case, their
latencies may have been retaliatory in nature. The finding
that there were no differences between groups may have been
based upon different assumptions held by the two different
orientations.

The second null hypothesis stated that there is no-
significant di fference in response latencies among experi-
mental conditions; this hypothesis was rejedted. It was
found that the positive condition differed significantly
from the céhtrol group. Given the positive experimental
treatment, the ;atencies were significantly longer than
given no information at all.

The above finding is clarified by Eﬁe significant
interaction between locus of control groups and experimental
conditions. As Figure 4 indicates, within the internal
group, the latencies for the positive conditions were
significantly longer than for all other groups. Within the
external group, however, both the negative and neutral con-
dition produced significantly longer latencies than the

" positive condition. To éxplain and elaborate these results,
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it will be useful to examiﬁe each locus of control group
independently. R
With respect to the interndl group, it was the posi-
tive condition which produced the longest latencies. It is
important to keep in mind that, prior to phase 4, all sub-
jects were exposed to a partner's 15 trials of 100% coopera-
tive strategy (phase 1) and léter to 15 trials of 60% partial
cooperative strategy (phase 3) . It is suggested that this
change in the partner's strategy from a person who pbsitively
" evaluated the paréicipant must have produced response uncer-
_tainty. One could interpret the increase in latencies as a
period of conflict in which éhe participant hesitated while
trying to decide how he would respond against someone who
liked him as a person. Since the literature has demonstrated
that internals exhibit better learning and acguisition of
material (Seeman, 1963), make Ketter use of this information
(Phares, 1968), and are more alert, attentive, and sensitive
\, (Phares, 1976) than externals, it can be speculated that it
must have been a difficult decision to try, on the one hand,
to objectively interpret one's partner's change in strategy
while also keeping in mind the prior personail evaluat;on.
Thus, the individual is faced with a dilemma of whether or
not to respond in a harmful manner; hence, an increase -in

weighing and choosing between possible responses.
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Within the externmal group, both the negative and
neutral treatment conditions differed significantly from
the control and positive groups. As mentioneé previously’,
externals do not appear to be as cognitively active as-
internals (Phares, 1276) nor do they acquire the kind of
information that would better enable them to coﬁE with
their worl@ in an effective way (Seeman, 1963). When
e¥terpals_are in situations that contain cues indicating
théy lackAééntrol, their learning and acéqisition of know- -
ledge are often reduced. The%r low expectancy that their
own effort will have an effect makes information acguisition
an unproductive activity. Finally, as Pines and Julian
(1972) found, internals respond more to the informational
demands of .the task, while externals respond more to the
-soqial‘parameters. Considering these findings, it would
seem more productive to interpret extérnal latencies, not
as time-of intense weighing and choosing, but more as a
response to the social parameters of the situation in which
they found themselves.

Those external subjects who received a negative
evaluation and then were subjected to a reduction in partner
cooperation produced the longest latencies. In the Jones
and Shrauger (1968) study, it was found that when externals
receive negative feedback, they were much more likely to

retaligte than internals. These authors believed that
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externals tended to perceive others as responsible for
.'social behavior and were more likely to project unfavorable
characteristics to one éroviding negative feedb;ck. Whereas,
in the internal group, the positive condition yielded the
longest latencies, the positive condition yielded the
shortest latencies in the external group. The literature
would lead one. to suspect that_externals are more easily
influenced by those people around them. If one accepts
this premise, it becomes feasible that the positive condi-
‘£ion would produce the shortest latencies. It is suggested
that externals would tend to value highly the friendship of
the other participant and, as a result, would not be as
likely to reciprocaté harmful behavior. An external, by
bdefinition, is one who categorizes rewards as not contingent
upon his ow® behavior but rather as a result.of luck, chance
or fate. It seeﬁs reasonable that externals might perceive
this situation as being out of their own hands. As a
result, they might possibly‘beliéve that they have nothing
to lose by taking a long time to respond, especially if the
other participant has made negative comments Yabout them.

It was also found that externals who received a
neutral evaluation had significantly longer 1atencigs. The
neutral evaluation presented prior to the game could be
considered to be neither negative nor positive. Given

ambiguous information such as this, externals might be
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uncertain as to whether to reciprocate or not. This idea
was not supported. Apparently, as the gaming literature
(Swingle, 1966) suggests, participating with someone unknown
often leads to a decreased level of coopeiation ihstead of
uncertainty.

An interesting finding was the significant differ-
eqce between trial block 1 and trial block 2, and trial
block 3 and trial blodk 2.(Figure 3) . Gaming research has

-

utilized the procedure of trial blocks as a way of analyzing

‘data over time. The participants' 15 responses in each

-

phase were broken into 3 trial blocks of 5 responses each so

as to present a clearer picture. %f wou;d appear that

b

individuals, éegardless of locus of control orientation,

.
employ a similar strategy when resﬁonding during an experi-
mental phase; this being a decrease in cooperaticon over time.
This pattern iddsimilar to other studies which have fpund‘
that, generally, cooperation decreases as responses continue.
Oskamp and Perlman (1965) have attributed this decrease in
N
cooperation to.be due partly to an increase in boredom and a -
desire for variety on.the part of the subjects. - | . |
,-/‘ .
Discussion of Retaliatory Behavior

A retaliation was operationally defined to be the
failure on the part of the subject to send a message within

the 5.0 second time period in phase 4. As an aid in
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understanding the variable retaliation, it seems prudent to
ekamine succinctly the findings of several key studies con-
cerning emotional relationships and gaming.

Oskamp ané‘Pgrlman (1965) , using a Prisoner's Dilemma
game, looked at factoﬁswhich affected_cooperation._ In this
study, they found no consistent relationship between coopera-
tion and friendship within the range‘from unacqﬁainted to
fairlf friendly. They concluded their study with the predic-
tion that the gréatest effects pf friendship would probably

~be found at the extremes--very friendly and very unfriendly.
In a followup study, Oskamp énd P;rlman(1966) found contrasting
results which serve to emphasize how sensitive to situational
factors cooperative behavior is. Students were asked to write
down the names of best friends, acguaintances, and people
they disliked. 1In the small liberal arts co%lege; a strong
positive relationship was ﬁOund betwéen the degre%;of friend-
ship and the amount of cooperation. In the all-male college,
the reverse relationship was found. Here, Fhé best friend |

, group displayed the least cooperation.

Swingle (1966), using a cognitive congruity model,
found that subjects who receivéd harm {non-cooperation). from
a liked or unknown opponent became less cooperative. On the
other hand, those sﬁbjects harmed by a disliked opponent did

not become more non-cooperative. Swingle and Gillis (1968)

found support for Swingle's previous findings.\ In this study,
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subjects who liked one another had‘a greater tendency to
match thg behavior of their liked opponent. They found
that a friend is more likely ta retaliate in kind than is
a disliked opponent.

Returning to the present study., the third null
hyvpothesis stated that there is no significant difference
between internals and externals in retaliatory behavioé.
This hypothesis was not rejected. The ﬁajority of litera-
ture reviewed suggested that a différence should have been
found with externals retaliating significantly more often.
However, Dengerenk et al. (1965) found that internal sub-
jects, when attacked by ;nother subject, would be more
likely to expect that their own aggressive behavior would
result in the termination of the attack. Their siudy con-
firmed these results since it was the internallgroup which
took the necessary steps to improve their conditions. Thus,
it would appear that in.speéial situations, internals will
not hesitate to retaliate as a way of attempting to rﬂstify
a situation which they perceive to be wxong. |

In a gaming situation, Condry (1967) found no rela-
tionship between LOC'and behavior in a two?person game:
Bobbitt (1967), however, found that when he controlled the
strategy of one player so that his responses were consistently

competitive, internals behaved less competitively than

externals. However, when the individual received predominantly
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cooperative responses} internals were less cooperative than
externals.

The final hypothesis stated that there is no signi-
ficant difference in retaliations between experimental
conditions. This h&pothesis was not rejected. A significant
interaction was found between experimental EOnditions (differ-
ent personal.evaluations) and locus of control. This finding
is consistent with social learning theory which emphasizes
the importance of the specific situation as it interacts
with personality orientation. .

As Figure 5 illustrates., wit%}n.the internal group
the differences were small and statis%ically nonsignificant.
Based upon this finding, it can be concluded that the
different types of personal evaluation that internals re-
ceived did not significantly affect their game playing.
behavior. This finding is supported by otherxr related studies
'in the area of locus of control (Jones & Shrauger, 1968;
Sherman, 1973). chording to social influence studies, it
'has'beeﬁ demonstrated that in persuasive situations, internals
are not so easily influenced as externals. Sherman (1973)
concluded that, for persuasive communications, which could
represent a threat to one's beliefs or self-esteem, internals
will have little conflict since they are confident and are
able to resist manipplation; in such a situation, it is the

external who should yield. Crowne and Liverant (1963) found
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greater resistance to group pressure on the pait of internals.
Internals were also more reliant upoﬁ their own judgments.

In this experiment, providing internals different
affect-laden information did not affect their actual retali-
atory behavior. Internals did not resort to extreme behavior
'as DuCette and Wolk (1972) found with externals, but rather
were more interestéd in controlling the situation and
attempting to maximize their own gains. In order to accom-—
plish this, it would appear safér to cooperate and both re-
ceive points,tha; to retaliate against the other participant
and risk losing points. By doing so, internals would be
exercising a form of conﬁrol by attempting to manipulate the
general-atmosphere in which the experiment is carried out.
Studies in the area of reaction to frustfation and aggression
also lend insight into this finding. Butterfield (1964)
and Bissett and Nowicki (1973) both found that internals
reacted more constructively to frustration than externals.
Finally, large-scale studies which were designed to measure
personalityhcharacteristics such as Heréche and Scheibe
(1967) and Gough (i974) found that interﬁals scored higher .
on the Tolerancef Sociability, and Good Ifpression scales of
the G;P.I. It is possible that this type of béhavior might
have contributed in part to the lack of retaliatory behavior.

Within the external grﬁup, those participants who

received the negative feedback produced the largest number

-
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of retaliations. From this finding, it seems reasonable
to conclude that Qithin the external group, the experi-
mental treatment the person received did affect the number
of retaliations made. These results are similar to Jones
and Shraugef's (1968) finding that when externals receive
negative feedback, they were much more likely to retaliate
than internals. These authors believed that externals tended
to perceive others responsible for social behavior and were
more likely to pggﬁect unfavorable characteristics to one
providing negative feedback. The positive evaluation pro;
duced the fewest retaliations, which lends support to Phares
(1976} statement that: -

externals may possess such a strong need for

approval and reinforcement from social agents

who have prestige, power, or other attractive

gualities that they may be easily led or

induced to behave in a fashion they believe

will attain those valued goals (p. 92).
Studies from related areas also lend support to this finding.
Butterfield (1964) and Brissett and Nowicki (1973) found
that reaction to frustration can be partially accounted for
by the generalized expectancy of locus of control. Both
studies reported that externals reacted less constructively
’to grustfation than did internals.

Externals, according to thtér's (1966) definition,

tend to interpret eyents that happen to them as not under

their control. It,[therefore, seems likely that when

placed in a situétion with someone who has previously
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indicated a nonliking for them, the externals' behavior
might be interpreted as indicative of an attitude of having
"nothing to lose" by further non-cooperation. Studies in
this area concerning delay of gratification (Strickland,
19872, 1973) have demonstrated that externals are often not
able to delay their own gratifications; hence; the immediate®
impulse to retaliate might override”thé best strategy to
gain points. .

Early adolescence is the beginning of a period of
intense friendships. It is a pefiod in which the adolescent
begins to detach his ef®tional life from his family; he now
'seeks to establish an identity that is recognized by others--
his friends (Sutton-Smith, 1973). Consequently, the whole
area of interpersonal attraction often plays a crucial role
in determining behavior. ‘

It is believed that the findings of this study may
be important for it presents results which are somewhat-
contrary to gaming research.

Other studies which have looked at the relationship
between emotional relationships and gaming have found that
when participants receive harm (non-cooperation} from liked
or unknown opponents they become less cooperative. It would
appear that considering a participant!s locus of control
orientation alone is not sufficient. This is not surprising

for the LOC is but one aspect of social learning theory.

~

\
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However, when locus of control is looked at as it interacts
with specific situations, some interesting findihgs occur.
This study produced resul£s which are contrary to the
findings of Swingle (1966). Affect-laden information and
a reduction of partner's cooperation did not change the
‘internals' gamg playing behavior. This did present a
dilemma regarding how an internal should respond, which
led to longer latencies; however, there were no significant
differences in retaiiations within the internal group.
Within the external group, a negatiﬁe evalﬁatidn;
combined with a 40% reduction in cooperation, produced the
longest latencies as well as the largest number of retali-
ations. This finding is also opposite to what one would
suspect from gaming literature. These findings emphasize
the importance of considering personality variables as well
as other individual characteristics as determinants of gaming
behavior. It is believed that variables such as latency and

retaliation take on a new meaning when considered within a

social learning theory framework.



SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of the present study was to investigate
how information, based upon the variables of similarity
and peésonal evaluation, affects the behaviof in a gaming
situation of young men who are either internally or exter-
nally controlled. The concept‘of locus of control origi;
nated within a social learning theory model (Rotter, 1966) .
In a variety of situations, more particularly in a gaming
situation, the attitude an individual holds regardlng the
relationship between behavior and relnforcement or lack oi
’reinforcement should.have important conseguences. An
individual who is acéustomed‘to perceiving t+hat the rewards
he receives are a result of luck or chance is quite likely
t+o behave differently than an individual who believes that,
the rewards he receives are & result pf his own behavior.
Thus, & person's locus of control orientation should assist
in the prediction og some behavior. The behaviors of -
jnterest in this study were latency and retaliaéion.

Since the main purpose of this stﬁdy was to analyze
how information affects the behavior of internal and external
men, an experimental game was utilized. The use of a gaming
format seemed particularly applicable to measure the desired
behaviors since ¢one is able to use. games to structure a
situation which can be percelved according to one's own

locus of control orientation. Prior to the beginning of the
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game, an individual was presented with information aesigned

" to portray attitudes and ideas which were similar, dis- i
similar, or neutral, as well as a positive, negative, or
neutral personal evaluation.

The first null hypothesis stated that there is no
significant difference between internals and externals in,
response latencies. This hypothesis was not rejected. It
was suggested that the different persconality characteristics
of the two types of locus of control orientation may have
contributed to this finding. The liﬁerature had suggested
that internals might devote more time to deciding whether
or not to send a méssagé since their decision might be an
important factor in helping them gain control of the situ-
ation. Thus, long latencies for internals might be con-
sidered to be a time of weighing and choosing. It was
believed that extermal latencies were based not so much
upon a cognitive elaboration of their im?ending decision,
but rather, were a reaction to what was happening to them.
In this case, their latencies may have been retaliatory in
nature.

The second null hypothesis, that there‘is no signifi-
can difference in response latency between experimental
conditions, was rejected. It was found that the positive
condition differed significantly from the control group:

that is, those individuals given the positive experimental
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treatment had significantly longer latencies than individuals
given no information. This finding was further clarified

by a significant interaction between loéus of control and
experimental conditions. Within the internal group, the
latencies for the pésitivé condition were significantly

. longer than for all ofher groups. However, in the external
group, both the negative and neutral conditions produced
significantly longer latencieé than the positive condition.

The third null hypothesis stated that there is no
significant difference between internals and externals in
retaliations. This hypothesis was not rejected. The major-
ity of literature feviewed suggested that a difference
should have been found with externals retaliating signifi~-
cantly more often.

The-£final hypothesis, that there is no significant
difference in retaliations between experimental cond££ions,
was not rejected. However, a significant interaction was
found between experimental conditions and locus of control.
Within the internal group, the differences were small and
statistically nonsignificant. Within the external groué,
those participants who received the negative feedback pro-
duced the largest number of retaliations.

In view of future research, a few suggestions can
be pffered as this field is relatively new and unexplored.

First, it is suggested that sample size be increased in
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.futuré“stuaies. ‘This is one way of increasing the power and,
as a consequence, the sen§itivity of the éxperimgnt. Since
the power in this study wéé moderately low, the probability
of finding statistical differences, should they exist, was
reduced. An increase in power would lead to a greater
probability that the statistical tests woulé deteét the
différences that exist.

Second, further research should explore situations
where actual participants meet before partiqipatinq. This
would add another dimension to the Qtudy, that being the idea
of knowing with whom yéu are participating. This should
clarify the effects of making decisions, especially when one
is involved with friends or nonfriends. It is during this
period when friendships become very significant. As young
adolescents gradually separate from their paren%s, they
become increasingly dependent upon their friends to provide
emotional support and to serve as a testing ground for new
values. Previous studies utilizing the variable of friendship
have found contrasting results which serve to emphasize how
sensitive to situational factors cooperative behavior is.

Although a gaming format hés been utilized effec-
tively with adults, it is a relatively new technique with

the younger population. The present study indicates how
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useful it is as a tool in measuring young adolescents'
behaviors. It is believed that this technique will be a
valuable aid in measuring other related aspeéts of friendship,
cooperation, and competition.

Finally, an area which should be explored in the
near future is that of sex difference in latencies and
retaliations. Horner (1972) has recently introduced the
concept of ?thg motive to avoid success” in women. According
to Horner, the "motive to avoid success" in women is a létent,
but stable, personality disposition which is acquired early
in life. She feels that most women avoid success because
they expect negative consequences, such as social rejection
or being labeled unfeminine. As the role of women is changing,
future research should utilize a mixed-sex design in order to
explore if a study such as this could reflect these changes.

In conclusion, the concept of locus of control is
rapidly becoming a majqr variable in personality research.
Since adolescence is a time of guestioning, decision making,
and relationship forming, the concept of locus of control
seems partlcularly'relevant for understanding this period

of growth.
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NOWICKI-STRICKLAND LOCUS OF CONTROL
SCALE POR CHILDREN

Circle one:

Y

N

10.

1L.

12.

13.

Do you believe that most problems will
solve themselves if vyou just don't fool
with them?

Do you believe théf vou can stop yourself
from catching a cold?

Are some kids just born lucky?

S ‘
Most of the time do you feel that getting
good grades means a great deal to you?

Are you often blamed for things that Jjust.
aren't your fault?

Do you believe that if somebody studies
hard enough he or she can pass any subject?

Do you feel that most of the time it
doesn't pay to try hard because things
never turn out right anyway?

Do you feel that if things start out well
in the morning that it's going to be a
good day no matter what you do?

Do you feel that most of the time parents
listen to what their children have to say?

Do you believe that wishing can make good
things happen?

When you get punished does it usually seem
it's for no good reason at all? ‘

Most ©of the time do you find it hard to
change a friend's (mind}-opinion?

Do you think that cheering more than luck
helps a team to win?



S

14.

15.

16.

‘17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.
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<

Do you feel that it is nearly impossible
to change your parent's mind about
anything?

Do you believe that your parents should
allow you to make most of your own
decisions? :

po you feel that when you do something
wrong there's very little you can do to
make it right?

Do you believe that most kids are just
born good at sports?

are most of the other kids your age
stronger than you are?

Do vou feel that one of the best ways to
handle most problems is just not to think
about them?

Do you feel that you have a lot of choice
in deciding whom your friends are?

If you find a four leaf clover, do you
believe that it might bring you good luck?

po you often feel that whether you do
your homework has much to do with what
kind of grades you get?

po you feel that when 2 kid your age
decides to hit you, there's little you
can do to stop him or her?

Have you ever had a good luck charm?

Do you believe that whether or not people
like you depends on how you act?.

Will your parents usuaily help you if you
ask them to? .

Have you felt that when people were mean to
you it was usually for no reason at all?

Most.of the time, do you feel that you can
change what might happen tomorrow by what
you do today?



29.

30.
31.
32.

33.

34.
35.
36.
37.
38.

39.

40.
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Do you believe that when bad thlngs are
"going to happen they just are going to
happen no matte&r what you try to do to
stop them?

Do you think that kids can get their own
way i1f they just keep trying?

Most of the time do vou find it useless to
try to get your own way at home?

Do you feel that when good thimgs happen
they happen because of hard work?

Do you feel that when somebody your age
wants to be your enemy there's little you
can do to change matters? .
. - ~ 9
Do you feel that it's easy to get friends
to do what you want them to do?

Do you usually feel that you have little to
say about what vou get to eat at home?

Do vou feel that when somecone doesn't like
you there's little you can do about it?

Do you usually feel that it was almost
useless to try in school because most
other children were just plain smarter
than vou are?

‘Are vou the kind of person who believes

that planning ahead makes things turn out
better?

Most of the time, do you feel that you
have little to say about what your family
decides to do?

Do you think it's better to be smart than
to be lucky? ~
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INFORMATION SHEET =

PLEASE ANSWER BRIEFLY:

1. What are your interests?

2. What are your hobbies?

EEEN
I[ H
3. What kind of act%yities dq_you do on the weekend?

P, _

>

4. What are your favorite sports?

5. What kind of bocks do you read?

6. What

7. What gqualities do you dislike in other people?

118
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Name : Positive Condition -

X

From the information sheet we have given you regarding
the other person, we would like your best guess about this.
person. Indicate your present impression by checking one of
the five spaces on each line. ANSHER EVERY ONE.

Socia _ ' Unsociable

Wise X Foolish
Negative X Positive
ThS—
Kind X Cruel
Cooperative X Uncooperative
Dishonest X  Honest
Selfish X Unselfish
Friendly X _Unfriendly
Aggreésive ' X Unaggressive
Unfair | . X ° Fair ‘
Trustworthy . X . Untrustworthy »

In your own words, please write what you think of this
person.

rl

From the little I know I think I would like this person.
T think we would be good friends and get along well. We like
to do the same things and like the same kind of people.

"

Circle the spot which comes closest to your feelings
towards the other person.
X ' X
dislike neutral like

[

\
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NAME: Negative Condition

the other person, we would like your best gues out this
person. Indicate your present impression by ch®cking one of
the five spaces on each line. ANSWER EVERY ONE.

From the information sheet we have given %bregarding

Sociable X - TUnsociable
Wise | X Foolish
Negative , _X ‘ Positive

Kind : X' Cruel
Cooperative ‘ X Uncooperative
Disﬁonest X : | Honest
Selfish X ' Unselfish
Friendly X Unfriendly
Aggressive X Unaggressiwe
Unfair X Fair
Trustworthy X Untrustworthy

In your own words, please write what you think of this
person.

From the little I know I do not think I would like this
person. I do not think we would be good friends and get along
well. We do not like to do the same things and do not like the
same kind of people.

Circle the spot which comes closest to your feelings
towards the other Person.

!:) ' X X
1slike neutral like
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NAME: Neutral Condition

From the information sheet we have given yocu regarding
the other person, we would like your best guess about this
person. Indicate your present impression by checking one of
the five spaces on ‘each line. ANSWER EVERY ONE.

Sociable X Unsociable
Wise X Foolish
Negative X Positive

Kind ’ X Cruel
Cooperative X Uncooperative
Dishonest X Honest
Selfish X Unselfish
Friendly X Unfriendly
Aggressive ) X Unaggressive'
Unfair X Fair
Trustworthy X. Untrustworthy

b

In your own words, please write what you think of this
person.

My feelings are neutral toward this person.

Circle the spot which comes closest to yvour feelings
towards the other person.
X (&I X
dislike neutral like
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INSTRUCTIONS USED IN GAMING SITUATION

PHASE I

Today we want to see how people make simple decisions. .
You are going to be involved with another perscon who is in

another location. Please be seated and instructions will be

given shortly.

In frént'of vou is a panel wiéh é vellow center light
and two othgr lights--one green and one blue with butéons
" under them.ﬁ Now, when the yellow light comes on watch both
of the other lights. One of them will come on. -It comes.on
because tpe other person sent a message to you. If you press
the button under the light which cohes on,‘thén you will get
a péint. However, you must press the button as soon as the
green or blue liéht comes on or you will miss your chance.
If the yellow l;ght comes on but the blue or green 1ight
does not, then the other person did not send you the.message

so that you will be unable to get your point. Continue until

I tell you to stop.

Are there any guestions?
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PHASE II

Now it is your turn to send the message to the other
person. When the yellow light comes on choose one of the
puttons and push it. When you do this the other person
will know which light is on and can press the button to get
a point. If you do not press one of the buttons as soon as
the light comes on the other person will not get a point.

Continue sending Sé;;;;;\;htil I tell you to ‘'stop.
Are there any guestions?

PHASE III,

Now it is your turn to rgseive the message again.

When the vellow light comes on watch the other lights. One
of them will come on. It comes on hecause the other person
sent a message-to you. If you press the button under the
light that comes on, then you will get a point. You must
press the button as soon as the green or blue light c¢omes on
or you will miss your chance. If the yellow diight comes on
but the blue or green light does not, then the other person
did not send you a message SO that you dén't get your point.

continue until I tell you to stop. "

Are there any qguestions?
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PHASE 1V

Now it is your turn to send the message to the other
person. When the yellow light comes on choose oné of the
buttons and press it. When you do this, the other person will
know which light is on and can press the button to ieceive'
-the point. If you don't pPress one of.the buttons as §oon

A

as the light comes on, the other person will not get a

point. Continue until I tell you to stop.

Are there any questions?
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APPEN
_f_p___*__m_____,___,;_ﬁ_d
o STATISTICAL POWER

Source . "' Power

L XC .35

LXCXP .50
Table 2 CXT .40

LXPXT .40

CXPXT .40

L XC .25

LXCXP? .27
Table 3 LXT 50

CXT - 45
Table 4 cCXrT .20

L N .25
Table 5 - c 135 o

. | kb>

. C - 35
Table 6 L XC 220 j
Table 7 L .25
/
; »





