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Expectations of Success in Chance and Skill Tasks as Affected by
Social Class (100 pp. )

Director: ~John R. Means A

The present study was undertaken to determine whether social class
membership has the same effect on expectations of success in chance
and skill tasks as does internality and externality as measured by
the Rotter I-E Scale. Low social class Ss were predicted to have
higher expectations of success in chance conditions and to experience
more atypical shifts in expectation than high social class Ss. High
social class Ss were predicted to expect. better performances in sk1]]‘
conditions,

One hundred and seventy-one 1ntroductory psychology students at the
~ University of Montana were administered the Rotter I-E Scale and the
Hollingshead Two Factor Index of Social Position. Their scores on
these two instruments were used to categorize them into four groups
including High Social Class Internals, High Social Class Externals,
Low Social Class Internals, and .Low Social Class Externals. Forty-
eight of these Ss were recru1ted to play a dice game. Instructional
set was manipulated for this task such that Ss were told that success
in the game depended -either on chance or skiTl or were given no such.
set. Prior to the last four trials on this task, Ss were asked to
predict their score on that particular trial.

In this sample social class was not found to be related to locus of
control-as it had been in prev1ous studies. Low Social Class Ss ex-
pected their best performance in skill, rather than chance, tasks.

Low Social Class Internals and High Social Class Externals were found
to display atypical shifts in expectation to a greater degree than
Low Social Class Externals and High Social Class Internals. Low
Social Class Ss did appear to be more responsive to subtle man1pu1a-
tion than High Social Class Ss.

The Personal Control Scale functioned more eff1c1ent1y in identi-
fying internals and externals differing in expectat1ons in chance and-
skill tasks than the I-E Scale.

A re]ationship vas found between locus of control and reported suc-
cess in mathematics. Externals reported greater success. in mathe-
matics classes than internals.
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+ CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Introduction

The ébilityvof an individual to gainireinforCement for
his actions may be~differentia11y‘affected'by‘his ability-
to achieve.goale or by the lack‘of reinforcers in his en-
vironment. .Ifjthis‘statement isltrue, individuals might be
ex?ected to deVelop different expectations about their
ability to gaiﬁ reinforceﬁent as e product of-their actions.
.thter (1966)'c1aimed.that»because of the pattern of rein-
fprcement]an individual eXperiences,ehe develops a general-
ized expectancy regarding the ﬁature,of the causal relation-
ship between'hie behayior and its consequences. One might
vexpect a variety of factors to be invelved in determining
,this pattern of reinforcement, An individual's ability,
for example, eanfeasily be seen to have an effect on the
“likelihood of his success in tasks and. in his gaining rein-
forcement. If one has a Certaiﬁ amount of'ability, such as
intelligence, then one isAiikely to echieve.success and its
attendant reinforcement and is likely to ekpeCt‘that such
reinforcement and eueceés‘will be a consequence of his ac-

‘tions.



An individual's standing in society might also be a
factor in determining‘his expectancy of reinforcement.
Several factors could cause a person of lower social stand- -
ing to expect less reinforcement for his actions than would
a person of higheér social standing. Aronfried (1968) ex-
plained one of these aspects:

Any dimension of status in a social hier-
.archy can be partially translated into orien-
tation towards the environment. People who
hold higher positions in the hierarchy have
greater power to determine and evaluate their
‘own actions, and also to act upon their exter-
nal environment., People in positions of lower.
status must be relatively more responsive to
externally controlled determinants and conse-
quences of their actions. These differences
in social experience should produce corres-
ponding differences of orientation in the
control of many areas of conduct. (Aronfried,
1968) ' ’

Aronfried suggested‘thét middle-class people, or those
of intermediate social economic status, have relatively more
opportunities to realize their aspirations through'their'own
modification of their external circumStanceS'than lower-class
peopile. Because'the person of a middle-class social status
~is more likely to meet with success as a result of his ac-
tions, and is more likely to be reinforced, it is more. prob-
able that he will hold a greatcer bxnectanCy'for'rcinforcement
than the person of lower status.

Coleman etval. (1966) found that children of minority
-groups, and especially black children, felt somewhat less

control of their environment than did white children. They7



found'that minbfity‘group'children who have the lowest level
of aChievément also exhiﬁit less of a sense of control of
the environment. The special importance of agsénse of con-
trol of the.environment for'achievcment of minority'group
children and perhéﬁs'for diséd?antaged whites as well sug-
gests.a'différent set of predispositional%factérs, such as
thoseadiséussed«in this paper, operating;té create low or
high achieveﬁent fbrfchildren-from diéadvantaged groups than.
~that operating for children from advantaged groups. AIfi
llqcus'of tontrbl does have an effect‘on achievement levels,
th;n’modificationfof.locus of control must'bé Considérédfif
the levels of ‘achievement of fhe poor and of minority-grouﬁsv.
are to be raised. |

COlemah'et~él: (1966)'suggested.thes¢ distinctions be-
_tween adVantaged and disadvantaged Children which‘would lead:
torthié differentialiin their expectationlof;confrol or re-
inforcement. The advantaged child Has had all of his needs
'satiéfied,-has lived in a responsive,environment;'and can
- assume that the'environment:will continue to be requnSiVe
if only he acts'appropriately; The diééd#éntaged child has
had féw,needS'satisfiéd,'haS lived in an unresponsive environ-
ment bothvwithin_the family constellation and outside of it,
and cannot aSsume that the environment willvréSpond according”

to his actions.



Locus of Control: The I-E Scale
The eXpectation of an individual that the envf}onment
will be responsive to his actions and that he will be rein-
forced“forvthém was labeled by Rotter (1966) as an interna1 '
orientation. Thé converse expeCtation'of‘thé'individual who
~does not see thé;envirohment as responsive to his‘aCtions
‘and,seesvéxtetnal‘reiﬁforcements coming'to him'becaUSe of

chance ‘events was labeled by Rottérlas an external orienta-
tion.

‘The:firstfscalg‘developed to measure an individual'$
tehdéncy,towéfdsvihternality of externality, or locus of
control, was devised'by Phares (1957). Sinée that fime the
scaie'has,beenvrefined sbmewhat and rgséarch has been done
on the I-E Scale to determine such test characteristics as
its reliability and vaiidity. (Séé réview in appendix i),

A variety of I-E scales exist.” The forced-chqiceRZQ—item
'scale (Rotter,‘1966) waéifhe inétrument used:in this study.
The major reason for its use here was that the preponderance
" of work done with locus of control has used this scale as
the‘primary measure. Several studies on its relidbility and
validity have also beén done and chsistent:measure§'of
‘these parameters have been established. 'Bécausé‘df this.
wide range of use and becauée of its reliability, freedom
from social desirability, and general validity héve ail been -
consistently measured, it seemed that it was a sound measure

to use in this study.



The I-E Scale has been used with varying degrees of
success to ﬁredict behaviofs of different‘typeéicf'subject
groups in dlfferent situations in terms. of personallty,
anx1ety, and attempts . to- control the environment. Since
this studyvfocused on the expectations of subjects in skill
~versus chance situations as a function ofitheir social class,

'only_topics'pertéining.to this area are diécdssed,'

Performance in Chance Versus SkilllConditions'
| ?hd Internal-External Control |

o Wﬁen placéa in situations of chance as'dpPCSed'to sitdé;
tioné of skill, subjects differ in several wayc. When placed
in a situation'where success is due‘to'chance;bsubjects tend
to see neither‘positive nor negative consequencesbés due to
{heir actions. Subjects make the cOﬁnection between success in
the task and their perfofménce in a_skill-bfiented task.(Rotter,
- 1966). There is a ﬁafallel'betwéén the performances seen in ,
chaﬁce situations and those expectancies of those subjects
we have'labeledvas externalé énd the berformances seen in
skill sicuations and the cxpectatioﬁs Qf internals. In the
first study done with an I-E Scale, Phares (1957) found ex-
ternals had a tendency to perform exactly as do subjects, in
general, when placed in a chance 51tuat10n. James (1957)
corrobOratéd Phares"findiﬁgs. Externals, in his -study, had
smaller'increments and decrements in performance following

success and failure, generalized less from one task to



another, and feco?éied lesshfollowing the period of extinc-
tion. 7 N
Joe (19715 cited several Studies'that attémpted to’
show that intérnals perform better than externals under
‘conditions.where ékill controls the outcome, while externalsf
perform better than internals in chance~détermined condif' |
tibns (Julian énd-Kétz, 1968; Lefcourt, Leﬁis, and Silverman,
1968; Rotter and Mulry, 1965). Rotter and Mulry (1965) sug-
gested .that internéls tended to value reinforcements that“
were contihgent oﬁ skill more than chancévand'thét externals
behaved in'the Opposite.manner;

Julian;'Lichtmah, and Ryckman (1968) hypothesiied that
. the internal~external control dimensioﬁ determines differen-
tial preference for-cohditions»that-appear to provide maxi-
mum control of}téSk outcomes. ‘In two-separate studies re-
ported jo{ntly, Julian et al.'examined,sﬁbject behavior on
a dart-throwing task which was -set.up in both ”éhance" and
nskill" contrdlied conditions.» In the first condition, the
éubject was allowed to maximize his chances for success'af
dart throwing by choosing a preferfed distance from which to
_thtow his dafts. At the closer distance chosen, the subjectz
could only‘use'fiVe-darts while at the farther distance he
could use seven.dafts.' Julian et al. found that intérnals
and externals, as measured on Rottérfs I-E Scale (1966),

differed in their preference for distance~from the target.



. Internals would choose the closer positions significéntly.
more often than externals and increased the probability of
their success.

-In the second study, Julian et al. attempfedvto examine
differences of individuals in a chance task created by blind-
foldlng the subJects. Jullan predlcted that this interfer-
ence with_the control-of his performance would be more frus-
trating to an internal subject than to an external one. In
this condltlon, judges assessed the emotional reactions ex-
h1b1ted by the subjects. Examiner response to performance
varied to provide positive or mnegative feedback non—contingént‘
upon task performance. In direct cdntradiction.of the pre-
_dictions;‘externals appeared morevdistréught.under this con-
dition. Julian et al, explained this finding as follows:

Situations where outcomes are clearly de-

termined by the skilled performance of the

subject are presumably of greater concern to

the internally oriented person, whereas com-

parable situations where performance is seen

as unrelated to outcomes are of greater con-

cern to the externally oriented person,-

(Julian, Llchtman, .and Ryckman, 1968)
Thus, when internals feel they have no investmerits in the
success of their attémpts,,such as in a chance task, they do
not feel as though they have failed if they do poorly (Julian
et al., 1968). Externals, however, may have the same emo-
"tional investment in chance and skill tasks and may have dif-
“ficulty in discriminating between their failures in both

situatidns. Thus, their disappointment does not diminish



upoﬂ:failure‘in a chance situation over ite levels in a
Sklll task.
| Du Cette and Wolk (1972) found that external subjects,
es opposed to internal sub;ects were_characterlzed by a
epreference for extreme risks, low persieteﬁce in tasks,
»and.étypieal shifts in levels of aspiratien. Citing studies
by Liverant and Seodel_(1966), Julian and Katz (1968),
Strickland; Lewicki, and katz (1966) in which 1nternals
were - found to prefer safe or 1ntermed1ate probab111ty-bets
addeexternals'preferred "long-shotﬁ wagers, Du Cette and
Woik-proﬁosed-thdt externels preferred high risks ever low
“ones. Othefs'(Battle and’ Rotter, 1963 ‘Rotter and Mulry,
1965, andﬂFeafher, 1969) found that atyplcal shlfts in
levels ofvespirations across a»wlde variety. of tasks andv
experiences was more common in externels than ihternals;
Du Cette and Wolk defined an afypical shift to consist of -
'eithef a rise in aspiration after failure or a lowering in.
‘aspiration after success. In their study with~ninth-gréde
gifis, Du Cette and Wolk attempted fo’measure these be-
~haviors in'their performance against their measuredelocus
ef control. They found the extefnal giris to Ee more ex-.
“treme in-all behaviors measured and concluded that external
subJects are more- extreme 1n thelr behavior in general Du
Cette and Wolk in thelr'dlscu551on, theorlzed that:

one outcome would seem-to be that such

a [external] person will fail in the long
run not .only to develop ‘a veridical perception.



of his skllls, but also to develop critical
skills themselves. By systematically elimi-
nating feedback from the environment, such a
person is, in essence, demonstrating a ten-
dency to avoid situations, where he can ever
change his behavior. An external subject,
by his choice of extreme options, is guaran-
teeing the fact that he will receive extremely
impoverished and biased feedback’ about him-
self. (Du Cette and Wolk 1972) -

Risk-Taking and Locus of Control

Liverant and Scodel (1960) meintained that internals
would be more cautious and conservative than externals in
risk-taking situaticns~ In their study, internals‘chose
51gn1f1cantly more 1ntermed1ate bets than externals in a E
dlce throw1ng task and preferred choices that 1ed to a h1gh
probability of success. Externals preferred choices with
low probabllltles of success.

Baron (1968) found that scores of subJects on the I-E
Scale were significantly correlated to their performance_on
the Kogan-Wallach Choice Dilemma,Problems’(Wallach and'KOgan;
1959) . Internalsetended to- be more conservative in behavior
on this‘fiskFtaking‘measure. ‘Du Cette and Wolk (1972) also
found that external subjects were more likely to take extreme
-risks than internal subJects

MacDonald (1970) explored the relatlonshlp between the
prbpen51ty_to use birth control-of college women and their
score on the I-E Scale. - Following the theory of the I-E

construct, MacDonaid suggested that womeﬁ who were external
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in orientation would be less iikely to attemptvto_cdntrdl_
their pregnancies since they lacked belief in personal con-
trol in general. Basically, the choicelof extefhal.women_
not'to-use‘birth'conffoljmight be considered one of high
risk since, in‘féct,vthé other option to use'birth control
,is:a much 1bwer risk one;u MacDonald found; asvﬁrédicted,_
that there was a sighifiéant'association bétween birth con-
trol use and 10Cusvcohtrol. External woméﬁ weré'mdré like1y 
to choose4the high—riskfalternative‘of not using preyénta-
f;;ves. |
A7Williams (1973) studied smoking behavior in ninth 

gradefs.as it related to locus control and risk-taking. He
foundfthat, for girls, non—smoking waé significantly aséo-
ciated with 'internality. He also-found,thaf non-smokers
tended:to score higher on the Harm Avoidance Scale of ﬁhe
Personéliéy-Research Fdrm_(Jackson, 1967). If one follows
the association, one might expéct internals to score higher
on the Harm Avoidance Scale as well., |

| ‘_Lichtensteiﬁ and Keutzer (1967) found no rélationship.
between success. in stopping smoking and score on the I-E
Scale in a smoking therapy study. They did,'however, find
significant cotrelaﬁions between locus of control and sev-
eral‘measurés of fisk—taking;' Externals, more than inter-
‘nals, predicted that their death woﬁld occur as an act of

‘thance of fate such as being the fesult_of'an accident.
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Expectations of Success and Locus of'Control

It would follow loglcally from the studies c1ted above
(Under Performance in Chance Versus Sk111 Condltlons and
Locus of Control) that external subjects would have higher
’expectatioﬁs'of success in a task in a chance conditron.than_
.fhey would in a skili_condition; Becausezthey see reinforce-
meﬁt that‘they‘obtain°as non-contingent upoﬁ,their_actions{
when they perceive a sitcation es:being solely:dependent on
their skill, onetwould-prediCt that they wdﬁld-ekpect faiiure
rather than chance reinforcement.t‘HOWever, when they per-
ce}ve;a situation to be one in which reinforcement is due'to
.chance eventstalone and 1is not~COntingeﬁt upon - their per-
formarice, they are likely to feel that they are on much more
eventfooting. They feel more likely to succeed because they
knoﬁ there‘is no skill contingency ihvolved,and they are
" being reieforced in a more familiar and comfortabie'pattern
that is decided‘by chance-or fate.

Battle<and.Rotter-(1963) engaged children in a line-
matching task. They fouhd that internals in this nekill"
task were more certain of success than were externals, ;Set
on a 50 percent relnforcement schedule, -internals were also
more'likely to be affected by the reinforcement" Following
.the I-E lheory, this tendency to react more - sen51t1vely to

relnforcement mlght have affected their. expectancy of suc-

Cess.
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Social Class: ‘Social Class Differences -

in Internal-External Control

A number of studies haVé explored the relationship'be-
tween social class andvthegIFE Scale. The genéral fiﬁdingﬂ
of these studies has been that subjects of 1oﬁéf socioeconomic -
Standing,are more external than those of ﬁigher'socioeconomic |
~standing. v_ |
Battle and Rottef (1963),_using'a'projectiVe test to
_defermine the locus of-contxdl; studi¢d th¢ relationéhip be-
-tween”internal;external ofientation.and demographic Vafiaﬁles
suéhfas age, sex, social class, and ethnic grodp membership.
They used sixth-and eighth-grade children who were selected
on the basis éf'these variables. Setting‘I—E score as thé
dépendent Variaﬁle, Battle and Rotter found significant.éf-
fects for the level of social class and for the interaction
of social Elass and ethnic group. They found that midd1e~”
class white children were méasured as the most interhal on
théif scaleAan&‘that lower-class blacks were the most exter-
'nal; with.theimiddle-class blacks and.iower4class whiteé
scoring in between these extremes; Middle-class whites were
"significantly;more internal ‘than 10wef—class‘blacks;Amiddlef
 c1ass blacks also were sigﬁificantly more internal thah»
iowef—class blacks. They found no signifitaht différences
between middle- and lower-class whites. Battle and Rotter
iﬁterpreted their résults'to suggest that-“one,important

~antecedent of a geheralized expectancy that one .can control



13

his own destiny is the perception_ofeopportunity‘to obtaint
the material rewards offered in a culture." |
.In‘a-national survey, Coleman et él (1966) found that
blacks and other m1nor1t1es ‘assumed to be dlsadvantaged
showed a mueh 1ower sense of control of thelr enV1ronment
than did whites. Coleman used a crude Ijé test of three
yes-no questions: | x

1. People like me don t have much of 2 chance
to be successful in life,

2. Good luck is more important than hard work
for success. -

-3.”Every time I try to get ahead, something
or somebody stops me. -

Generally, children of minority'groups,'and eSpecially
»blacks;.felt'less'control'over their environment than did
white children. | |

Scott and Phelan (1969)'mat¢hed three groups of hard-
'cofe‘unemployed,males for age; socioeconomic status, and
'seholastie aptitude. One group was whife, one was black,
and one wae Mexican-American. They éomparedotheee;three
_groupé with an additioﬁal control group of whité college -
males. The white onemployed group did not differ from the
college whites,f Both fﬁe blacks and Mexican-Americaﬁs were
'signifitantly more exfernaltthan the whites. |
‘Milgram, Shore, Riedel, and Malasky (lQ?O),cohpared
six-year-old disadventaged children 'in terms of locus of

contfol but foundvthat-disadvantaged children in general
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wgré more externally oriented than advahtaged ;hildren.-
Milgram et al.icoﬁciuded thét this externaiitylof disad-
vantaged children was due to their sOcial-stan&ing and not
to their race. One might'sﬁspect that because the children
were six years old, the differentialtdue to social economic
status had already been established but the diffefentiai iﬂ>
locus of control due to race fouhd in the preVipusly éited
studies had not yet begdn to take effect.

Gable and Minton (1971) explored the effécts ansoéial
class and'raéé upon the 16cus of control of junior high
sah001 students. Using Warner's (1949) measure of social
‘class and the Battle projectiVe test of locus of control
(Battle and Rotter, 1963), they found that high school stu-
dents‘of iowei-cléss'standing were more external than
,middle—clasé'students. Because the two samples compared
were ffom'different‘schCOIS of different social class popu-
lation and of differént-efhnic.groups, it is not clear
whether.the,differeﬁée in locus of control found was dueAfo

economic or ethnic differences.

Intefnalexternal Behavidrs:i Their
Relation to Social Class
Since social economic standihg:and the I-E Scale have
been found td be strongly related, one woﬁld expect'that
individuals differ in certain ways acCordihg to their soéial

standing in the same way that they do according to their
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locus of control. _Severaiustudies have been done to relate
sociai class directly to tne kinds'of behaviofe'discussed]
above. | | ”
.Milgfam'et al. (1970) used a measure of Level of ASr

plratlon (LOA) to determlne asplratlon levels of dlsadvan-
tagedhversus_advantaged children. _They used'two conditions
of feinforcement 'oneﬁin which subjeets weuld be reWarded
only when they correctly predlcted the hlghest level which
“they subsequently obtained (Accuracy Incentlve) and the
second in Wthh subjects were merely told they would be re-
warded for their performance (Non-Accuracy Incentlve)
Milgram et al. found that advantaged children were,accurate
in pfedicting their perfornence in the Accuracy Incentive
condition but inaccurate in the'Nen-Acéuracy Incentive condi-
tion. Disadvantaged children were'generally inaccurate in"
"their ievels of'aspiration‘in both conditiqns. In general,
disadvantaged'children geherally»Set unrealistically‘high
aspiration levels in the task. Milgram et al. explained'
this finding:

‘l)‘. . . an absence of - successful problem

solving experience predisposes the individ-

ual to attach more importance to the vicar-

ious pleasure of verbalizing high goals

than to the. importance of being correct 1n

one's verbalizations.

2) . . . inadequate differentiation between

wishes and expectations permits the former

to prevall over or substitute for the lat-
ter. (Mllgram et al., 1970)
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As noted earlierh Milgram found'that disédvantaged childreh
were found to be eiternally oriented when compgred to more
advantaged children. - One finds‘that these thrééicharacter-
' istics Clﬁstér togethef: externality, diéadvantagement, and
unrealistic aspirations. These are opposgd“to another grbﬁp
6f'chérgcteri$tics: internality, advaﬁtaéemeﬁt,_and realis-
tic aspirations. Because the task involvéd was one of skill
'(6opying, aSSembling, éounting, aﬁd immediate‘memory),.ohe
might‘éxpect the more external poor child to feel unable_to
gain sﬁccesé and- to set high unrealistic aspirations be; |
vc£u§e he is unable to determine his ébility on such a task
that.reqﬁires‘a knowledge of one's own skill, Bécause rein-
forcement - for display'of‘tﬁis skill has been sporadic in the
ﬁast (to follow I;E‘theory), the disadvantaged child has noﬁ
learned the limits of his capabilities in skill tasks; he
oﬁly kﬁow; that reinforcement comes as a result of chance,
Thus, nbt.knowing‘the reaiistic limits of his possible
scores, he sets an unrealistically high estimation of it.
| Tadeschi aﬁd Levy (1971) hypothesized that lower-class
blacks would be more responsive.to social reinforcement in
a skill task than in a chance‘task while the middle-class
whites would be more reSponsiveAtd soéial reinforcement in
‘a chance'taék than in a skill task situation. 'They‘used,
as a skill situation, a prisoner's dilemma ﬁask'with the

rules posted. In'the-chahce-condition'they presented the
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same task with no rﬁiés posted; social reinforcement was
Aprovided'fOr one of the two possible solﬁtipﬁs, Tadeschi
and Levy found théir hypothesis to be~confirmed;' They sﬁgQ
geéted‘that the white'BOYS in' the chance conditibnAwould
view the task as a'561ub1éthe but could not discover the
rules that could be used for winning excebtvfor‘thé social
‘ iféihfqrcemenp to which fhey attended. The‘blacks'acceptedv
the task as a gambling situation and did nof attempt to.
find a strategic solution for it; social reihforceménf was
irrelevant fof the task situation. .In the skill condition,
wﬂite middle—claSS-SUbjects had alluof the information they
needed to solve the prbblem they encountered and being con-
fidenf‘qf their ability to_solvé pfoblems‘in general, ig-
_nored anyhéocial féedback»from,the éxéminer; Black boys,'
when faced with a skill situation, had.a_lack_of‘cdnfidénce,
reasoned Tadeschivand Levy, and attended to the social rein-
forcement cues_of;the exaﬁiner. One might expect external
lower-class subjects to fa1ter in their expectations of
their’pérformance on d'skill task-given'no cues whatsoevér"
.on the task except that it was 6ne of SRill_Whilé a middle-
class sﬁbject would falter in a task of chantc that'he felt
‘unable to solve because success in it was dué té chance..
;Cécil‘(1972) examined the effect upon risk-taking of
éeveral factors'inCIUding'sex of'subject, occupation of head

of house,,family'income, and class standing of the subject.
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‘Using thehKogan-Wallach Choice Dilemmas Questionnaire (Wal-
lach and Kogan,‘IQSQj,.CeCil found that<subjects fron‘fami-_
lies with an annual income of less than~$5;000 were more;
willing to. take risks than subjecté from families with higher'
' inComes.“ Interestlngly, Cecil also found that students from
families w1th 1ncomes of over $35 000 were more willing to
take risks than students from fam;lles of incomes of_$20,000
to $35 000. One'might expect the ioWer-income subject‘to
take more risks and be more external because of a lack’ of
feedback from the environment about the approprlateness of
hls actions.. The wealthy subject may be flooded with such
~feedback to such an extent that hetcannot_differentiate~be4
tueen actioné that elicit reinforcement-and aetiqns that do
not. Thus, he is raised in a manner in which he‘becomes ex-
ternal'because he cannot determineuwhether”his success is

s

due to the appropriateness of his actions of chance alone.

Hypotheses'

‘Milgram, Shofe, Rledel, and Malasky (1970) and Tadeschl_
and LevyA(197l)'found social class levels to be related to
the reaction of subjects in chance versus skili conditions,
'Milgram et‘ai. foundVthat.socialbclass_was related to the
feaction of subjects in determining hoWISuccessful they
would be.in chance versus skill tasks. They feund'no inter-
action between’the_Characteristics of the situation and the

social class level of the subjects in their aspiration
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'accuracies;llower—claSS'children‘had unrealistic expecta-
tipns'in bofhﬂéonditioné. TadeSChi‘and Levy (1971)4fouﬁd
that class level and task_conditions-interacfediin deter-
Miﬁing_hOW respdnsive'subjeéts woﬁldlbe tb'soéia; reinforce-
ment. Julian andeatz (1968),, Léf;ourt, Lewis, and Silver-
man (1968), andiRofter'and Mulry (1965) ail found that in-
'ternals'perform bettef thah»externa1s in'skill—controlied
tasks or préfer these situations while externals perfprm
better than internals in chance—controllea conditions or .
have preferencé for these conditions. No similar study has
.be;n'dOne~to‘specifically relate the general direction of
‘the éxpectancies of subjects of'théir success invchance:
'Veréus'ékill'situations to their social class such that it
was predicted that peopie of ioweféclass levels would expect
to do better in chance situations and people of middle—cléss
levels wéuld‘expeét to_do.better in skill conditibns. This
predictibn is in the same-direction aé the prediction made
for subjects that have been differentiated on the I-E.Scale.
The above prediction was made in this study. The implicatién
of such a prediction would be that‘lower-claSS people invest
themselves in chance optionsvrather'thén skill options,as
they feel safer félying'bn factors‘of_luck albne. The person
of higher social class levels has‘béen-reinfbr;ed'forvhis
skill and will invest in skill options. ‘Thus, the lower-

class person is expected to perpetuate his external expec-
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tancies of failure in skill conditions and his failure

itseif_by'engaging in risky options as opposed to those

based on concrete skills.

 -Thus, the'following_hYpbtheses were proposed:

1)

2

3)

4)

5)

Subjects of lower-class 1evels.weté predictéd

'to have higher expectations of success in tasks

perCeiVéd as chance éeterminéd théﬁ they will

in tasks perceived asvskili-determined.
Subjettsvbf middle and uppér social class levéIS'
were brédicted to have higher expectations of
success in tasks perceived.as skill detefmined
than'théy williin_tasks pertéived_asléhance

determined.

It was hypothesized that there would be an inter-
“action between social class levels and conditions:

of chance versus skill in the expectation of sub-

jects of their success in these tasks.
Du Cette and Wolk (1972), Battle and Rotter (1963),

Rotter and Mulry (1965), and Feéther'(1969j found

that externals exhibited atypi;a1 shifts in levels

of aspiration in a variety of tasks. In concordance

with these findings, it was hypothesized that the
eXpectations of externals would again exhibit more

atypical shifts in expectation than internals.

Since it was éxpetted that people of lower social



6)

21

class are similar to externals‘it was hypothe-

'51zed that they- would ‘also exhibit atypical

shlfts in expectatlons.

Phares (1957) and James (1957) found that sub-

jects in general experience atyp1ca1 shifts

chance situations. It was expected that thlS

relationship would be found in this study

Subjects, in general,-were’predicted to exhibit

-atypical shifts in expectation in chance condi-

tions.”



"CHAPTER II
METHODS

| ' Subjects
One hundfe& and §evenfy4sixrma1e.students in the -

Introductorvasycholog& class at the;Uhiversity‘of Montana
were fecruitéd'and were given a questionnaire consisting
of the~H611ing§h¢ad (1957) Two_Factor'index of Social Posi_
tibnyand thé‘I?E Scale»(Rottér, 1966). (Seeu"Maferials"
section of thié chapter.) TwentyAfive quéstionnaires were
thrown'out becéuse‘of"incompletioﬁs, Léaving a tbtai'of
151 forms. On the basis of their classification'on the
above two. measures, forty-eight~§s Qere recruited from the’
initial‘subject pool (see '"Design and Procedures" in this
chapter). - | |

"Z‘Males were used iﬁ this study because past evidence
(Cardi; 1962; Crandall et al., 1962;'Joe, 1971; Feather,
1967) has demoﬁStratéd a diffefence in 1ocus contrdi'between'
the'sexes. To avoid conféunding'bY’this}differeﬁce, only

males were used as subjects.

‘AEEaratus

A game was used that consisted of}abgame board and two

22
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" dice. On one.end of the game board were eleven blbcks which
were rectangular in shape. On one side of edch blo;kiwas;a
number;-the,otherlsides were blank. ‘The numbers ranged from
onert§-é1even in ascending order from the left to the right
end of fhé bbard.(sée diégram'l). The use of this game is

‘described in the "Design and Procedure" séction.

DIAGRAM 1 -

Game Bbard

Materials
‘Questionnaire'bookléts were compiled containing ques-
tiohs pertaining to sbcial class, the I-E Scale, and ability
.in mathematics (see appeﬁdices); Quesfiohnaires wére num-
bered such thaf each S was identified by‘a_separate:number

in order tolmaintaih confidentiality. The pefformance of1
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‘each_§ used in the task phaSe'of'the.study was recorded on-

'a separate record sheet.

‘Design and Procedure.

A 2x2x3 repeated—measures design was used. Data:frqm
“the second through-the’fifth trials of each S were examined.
Dependent variébles included time per trial, peffofmance'on
each tfiaI; and the'stéfed expectation of Ss of their suc-
cess in each of the trials. Main effééts ekaminedvinqludéd
Social Class, Locus of Confrqi, and Instructional Set.
fFoﬁflgs were placed in each of the twelve cells; a total of
forfy*eight §$}Qére used (see ﬁableil). B

Initially,-176:§s Were’administered thé‘questionhairé‘
.‘described ébove.' As mentioned above, tweﬁty-five‘forms‘were
discafded.':§s weré,fhen diVided.aCéording to their sociai
claSs.and 10cus4of control scores. Holiingsheaa data were
gréded separately by twd independeﬁﬁ raters to detefmine
the reliability of this measure. Ss receiving a Hollings-
°»head‘So§ia1 Class Level of.I, II, or iIIAwere placed in the
High Social.CIass group. §s receiving an ‘I-E Scale score -
of_twelve-points and over were éénsidered external; those
receiving'undef twelVe_poihts were considered internal. .Frpm'
~the initiai pool of 151 eligible Ss, forty-eight were‘re—
cruited so that there were twelve Ss in each of the follow-

ing groups:
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TABLE 1.

' REPEATED MEASURES DESIGN

Set 1

.Set 2

Set 3

SI-High

High Social Index

SI-Low = Low Social Index
I = Internal '
E = External
o T = Trial
Set. = Instructional Set
(Skill/Chance/None)
(Four Ss in a cell)
T1 Tz TS_ T4
SI High- I
SI High- E
SI Low - I. ~
_SI.Lowi— E
SI High- I
SI High- E
SI Low - I
SI Low - E
SI High- I
SI High- E-
SI Low - I.
SI Low - E
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Internal

High Social Class =

High Social Class - External

Low Social Class - Internal
- External

Low Social Class
Four Ss from each of these four groups were randomly assigned
to each of the three instructional sets. To assist_in sign-
up procedures and to ensure that. an equalinumbéf of Ss
.éigned'up_frdm.each‘of the four groups, the following proce-
dure'waé.used: Lists of subject identification numbers for
each of the four groups were placed on the sign—up'téble
with an-adjoining recruitmént sheét. Ss were'reﬁuested to
'eﬂiigt for fhé study'on.the appropriate sheet. Little diffi-
'cuity Was,experiehced with this proceduré.

In th¢.eXperimenta1 task, Ss were asked‘to play a game
éonsisting of dice and game bbard. Ss rolled two dice and
then turned dowﬁ permutations of the blocks on the game board’
such.that -the numbers;on the blocks added up to fhé number of
the roll. A S wouldltontinue to roll the dice until‘unabie
‘to turn down a combination of 5iocks that added up to the
total of the roll (see appendix 5, IﬂStructional'SetS). Ss
played the game five times. Before each of the last fouf
_games,‘thef were asked to predict how many points w@uld be
‘remaining on the board at the end of that particular game.

No reinforcement was given for any response or statement of
expectation. |
Ss were adﬁinisfered one of three instruction sets im-

plying one of these messages (appendix 5):
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1) This is a gaﬁe of chance.
2) This is*a game of skilli
'3) Neitherlmeésage implied.
After completion of the study, letters were sent. to
all of the ﬁales in the Introductory Psythology'class ex-
plaining the purposes of the experiment'aﬁd its results

'(see_appéndix 7).

Instructional Sets: Pilot'Wofk

" To asSeSsrthe creditibility'of the instructional sets, 
sikiés were informally administered the experimental task
fwith.thrée Ss .assigned to the Chance and the Skill Instruc-
“tional Set conditidns. After completibn of the experimental

taék, Ss were asked whether'they had a plan of attack,and

‘to relate it to E.

‘Personal Control and Control Ideology

Inlé-Eosf hoé analysis, questibnnéires'were‘graded
élong the dimensions Qf.Persdnal Control and Control Ideol-
ogy. Joe (1974) identified four items from each séaléiwhich
were common with the Rotter (1966) I-E Scale. Product
- moment correlations with other measures were calculated. A
2x3'repeated;measures analysis of Variénce with one faétor.
'aS‘either Personai Control or Control Ideology and the other
as IhstructiQna1’Set was used to examine the data. Three |

Ss were assigned to each cell in the Personal Control Ideology.
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by Instructionél'Set design;
‘céll in the Control Ideology
§$ were fandomly éhoseﬁ'ffom
‘Characteristics on either~of’
'vbéén‘adﬁinistéred the proper

tive cell.

five gé wefe.assigned,tozeéch
by.lnsfructibngl Set matrix.
these gs_whp‘had'appropriate
the two dimensions and had

instructional set for the rela-



"CHAPTER 111
RESULTS

‘Pilot Study

Adequacy Qf_the instructienal sets was assessed by
administefing,them tolsixlﬁs along with the experimental .
task end ésking Se about their strategies after they had
finished. A p01nt bi- ser1a1 correlatlon was calculated.

- The relatlonshlp between Instructlonal Set and task percep-.

tion was perfect (r = 1.0).

Interrater Rellablllty

Two judges rated the Holllngshead Scale and their
 1eVe1 of agreement was evaluated through use of the product
moment cor}elation'coefficient. Agreement was high in
determinihg Social-Positioh Scere (r = 0.978) and in placing:

_§e in the High and qu Social Class groups (r = 0.958).

Sample Characteristics: Locus of Control
Performance oﬁ the I-E Scale'for tHis particular group
was eignificantly'more exterhai than that of previousiy re-
pqrtéd'samples (ROtter, 1966). Group means (Ware: X = 7.73,
s.D. =‘3.82; Rotter: X = 8.29, S.D. = 3.97; Schultz: X =

- 11.27, S.D. = 5.54) were compared with t-tests.: The‘pfesent

29
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group was significantly more external than both of the

others (t = 9,91, df = 262, p/0.001;

[Schultz, Ware]

t [Schul‘tz,"RAot’c'er].=-19'<03’~df = 1329, p/0.001).

Social Class
Only one study reﬁorted éxaminedAcharacteriStics of
the Hollingshead Scale (Hollingshead and Redlich, 1958).
‘This.study_reported tHe proportion of Ss in-the Hollings-
'head'andrRédlich NeW.Haven sample who féll in each of the
five class leVpls~of the Two Factof Séale; <Tab1e 2 dis-
pIAys‘a COmpéfison of the Schultz and Hollingshead and

Redlich distributions among these classifications.

| TABLE 2
COMPARISON OF SOCIAL CLASS. DISTRIBUTIONS

CLASSES

. I 11 I11 IV \
Hollingshead § " e o - o o
Redlich (1958) 2.2% 7.7%  16.9% 44.7%  28.5%
Schultz (1975) - 24.5% 9.9%, 33.1% 21.8% 10.6%

Chi-Square = 400.50, 4df, p/0.001

Through a goodnéss'of fit Chi square analysis, the present
group- was significantly differeni in distribﬁtion betweeﬁ the
five classes. When these classes were dichotomized by plating
levels I,_II,vand'III in a'High Social Ciass ahd-leveis IVZ

and V in a Low Spcial Class group (table 3) and analyzed
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'thropgh a goodﬁess.of fitvChi square_procedure, the preséntf
group was fdund higher 'in Social Class positidnbthan Hol;
'1ingshead~and Rediich's-gfoup (1958].
TABLE 3
'CCMPARISON'OF~SOCIALFCLASS DISTRIBUTIONS
“BY HIGH AND LOW SOCIAL CLASS

CLASSES:

High Social Class Low Social Class
| (I, II, § III) (IV § V)
Hollingshead § 26.8% 73.25%
' Redlich (1958) S
" Schultz (1975) . 67.6% . 32.4%

Chi-Square = 84.0, 1df, p/0.001

Relationship Between Social Class

and Locus of Control

) The relationship between Soéiai»ClaSS'aé measured by
‘the”Hollingshéad (1957) Two Factor queX-df Sdgial Position
and.LQéus_of'Cohtroi as measured‘by the Rotter I-E Scale
(1966) was evaluaféd with a product moment éorrelation co-

efficient and was negligible (r = .003).

Analysis of Variance

Three_different'sources of data were examined in a.

2x2x3'repeated¥measures ahalysis.oflvariance design., Depen-
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dent measures, taken for the last four trials on -the experif
mental game  task includedgtime per trial, performance on
each trial and score. expectanc1es for each trial,

The factors in the 2x2x3 design 1nc1uded Soc1a1 Class,

Locus of Control, and Instructional Set.

T1me Per Trial

: Table 4 dlsplays the analysis for the dependent mea-
sure of time per trial. Of importance'in this analysis is
the Set x Trials interaction. A graphicvillustration of
the Set x Trials interaction found in table 4 with time
per tr1a1 as the dependent measure can be found in flgure 1.
As illustrated, there was a general trend for Skill and No
Instrdctional Set-§s (S2 and Sd) to reduce.their time per
trial over trials while Chance Instructionai Set.§§ (Si)
exhibited .a great.deal of fluétuation‘from trial;to trialf
When instructional sets had a particuiar‘skilllmessagevin—
voived, they‘caUSed fluctuation in the perfOrmance time of

Ss.

Performance (Task Score)
Table 5 dlsplays the analysis for the dependent mea-
sure of performance per trial, Table 5 reveals~that no
'significant:effects were found across the'dimension of task

performance.
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‘TABLE 4

SUMMARY - TABLE FOR ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE WITH
TIME AS THE DEPENDENT MEASURE

nrnornEnENENnnE L |

X Set x T 93.76

Source Sum of Squares df Mean Square F
‘Social Class (S.C.) 38.52 1 38.52 £1.0
Locus of Control (L.C. ) 200.08 1 : 200.08 £1.0
§.C. x L.C. 204.19 1 204.19 <1.0
Instruct10na1 Set (Set) -1329.88 -2 - 664.94 - 2.43
S.C. x Set ; 1154.29 2 557.15 2.11
L.C. x Set ) 625.04 S 2 312.52 1.14
S.C. x L.C. x Set 132,12 2 66.06 <1.0
Trials (T) 790.29 '3 263.43 3.66%
S.C. x T 74.19 3 24,73 4.0
L.C. xT 45,79 3 15.26 1.0
S.C. x L.C. xT 120.69 3 40,23 . <1.0
‘Set x T. 1168.58. 6 194,77 2.71%
" §.C.. x Set x T - 325.50 6 54.125. <1.0
L.C. x Set x T 56.58 6 9,43 <1.0
S.C, x L.C. x Set x T 324,00 - 6 54.00 <1.0
*p/0.05

TABLE 5
SUMMARY TABLE FOR ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE WITH
PERFORMANCE AS THE DEPENDENT MEASURE

Source Sum of Squares df Mean Square F.
.C. 0.13- 1 0.13 <1.0
C. : 15.76 1 15.76 <1.0
.C. x L.C. . 66.50 1 66.50 <1.0
et ' 1200.76 2 600.38 2,81
.C. x Set 437 .51 2 218.76 1.02.
.C. x Set 900.70. 2 - 450.35 2.11
.C. x L.C. x Set 857.57 2 428.79 2.00

: K 366.89 3 122.30 1.00

C. x T -199.64 3 66.55 1.0
C. xT _ 125.77 3 41.92 <1.0
.C. Xx L.C. x T 32,68 3 10.89 <1.0
et x T 1339,78 6 223.297 1,83
.C. x Set'x T 422.53 6 70.42 <1.0
.C. x Set x T 368.59 6 61.43 £1.0
.C. x L.C. 562.55 6

<1.0
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SET X TRIALS INTERACTION WITH THE DEPENDENT
VARIABLE OF TIME PER TRIAL

50 4
45 4
TIME
PER
TRIAL
~.IN

SECONDS 40 -

354"

‘30l

Chance Instructional Set

S, é:Skill,InstrUctional'Set
,53 = No‘Instructional Set.

Figure'l.
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‘Expectations
A signifitant Sociai Class x Locus of Contfol x In-
structionel Set x Trials interaction was found in'ekamining
the dependent measure of score expectancy on each trial

(see table 6).

t
I

Figures 2 and 3 dlsplay the Soc1al Class X Locus of
Control x Instructional Set x Trials 1nteract10n for score
‘expectancies (see figures 2 and 3y, Figure 2 exhibits
seere expectancies fqr_High Social Cléss'InternalS, High
chial Class Externals, LoQ Social Class Internals, and
Ld@ Social Class Externals given each of the three instruc-

A _
tional eetsiﬁ'Low Social Class Ss expected higher scores or
to do worse, when given a Chance Instructional Set and ex-
pected te do better when given a Skill,Instruefional Set.
ieinfthe chance condition, their expecteﬁcies elevated as
trials‘preCeededehile on ‘the Skill and No Instfuctionél Set
conditions their exPecta;iens remained'at approximafely the
same ievel'across'trials. "High SOCial.Class Ss did not dif-
'.fer in score expectancies for fhe‘vafious instructionalbsets;
High Social Class Internals conVefged in their expectancies
as friels progressed.while High;Social Class Externals ex-
.pected higher or WOrse scores as trials continued.

Figure 3 diSpléys this same interaction by ‘examining
' score expectanciee fof each § group (High Social Class In-

ternals, High SOeial Class Externals, Low Social Class In-
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TABLE 6

EXPECTATION AS THE DEPENDENT MEASURE

*"p/0.01

Source Sum of Squares df Mean Square F
.C. 202.13 1 202,13 1.00
.C. 254,38 1 . 254,38 1.26
.C. x L.C. 125.13 1. 125.13 <1.0
et o 644,66 2 - 322.33 -1.60
.C. x Set’ 1057.07 2 528.54 2.62
C. x Set 55.45 2 27.72 <1.0
C. x L.C. x Set 40,32 2 20.16 <1.0

' 96.18 3 32.06 1.14
C.o x T "92.26 3 30.76 1.09
C. xT . 318.02 3 106.00 3.77%
.C. x L.C, xT 268.02 -3 89.34 3.17%
et x T 645.80 6 107.63 3.82%%
.C. x Set x T 309.22 6 . 51.54 1.83
.C. x Set x T - 70.34 6 11.72 <1.0
S.C. x L.C. x. Set X t 425,47 6 70,91 2.52%
~ *p/0.05
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SOCIAL CLASS X‘LOCUS OF CONTROL X INSTRUCTIONAL SET X
TRIALS INTERACTION WITH THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE OF
EXPECTATION FOR EACH COMBINATION OF SOCIAL CLASS AND LOCUS OF CONTROL

HIGH SOCIAL CLASS INTERNALS

.30+

HIGH SOCIAL CLASS EXTERNALS

No Instructional Set

Figure 2,

307 -
254 25+
EXPEC- '
EXPEC-
TATION TATION
TRIAL PR 20
1AL 20 TRIAL “°4
15
) r 15 ) ] i 1
LT T, Ty T, T. T, Ty T,
TRIALS TRIALS
357 LOW SOCIAL CLASS INTERNALS 35y LOW SOCIAL CLASS EXTERNALS
304 304 -
» | EXPEC-
EXPEC - .
“TATION 1 TN
. PER
PER TRIAL
CTRIAL  25¢ 254
20}
15 t 1 1
, o T s T
TRIALS TRIALS
gl = Chance Instructional Set
SZ = Skill Instructional Set
3 =
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'SOCIAL CLASS X LOCUS OF CONTROL X INSTRUCTIONAL SET X
TRIALS INTERACTION WITH THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE
OF EXPECTATION FOR EACH INSTRUCTIONAL SET

35 p

30 1

"~ EXPEC-
TATIONS
PER
.TRDU, 25 |

CHANCE INSTRUCTIONAL SET

35

307

- EXPEC-
" TATIONS
PER
TRIAL

254

20

15~

"TRIALS

SKILL INSTRUCTIONAL SET

35‘ NO INSTRUCTIONAL SET

" EXPEC- |
TATIONS -
. .PER .
TRIAL
‘25q
- 20 -
15
i N |
T T, 5 T
TRIALS .
HI = High Social Class Internals
"HE = High'Social Class Externals
LI = Low Social Class Internals
LE = Low Social Class Externals

Figure 3.
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 _ternals, and Low'Social Class Externals).. Under each in-
'sfructional set condition High Social Class Internal§ had
the lowest score expectancies of all four groups. Giveﬁ'a'
Skill Instructional Set High Social Class Internals and
Low Social.Class Internaié ahd-Externals generally had
lower score eXpecfanciés.than High Social.Class Extérnals
after an initial fluctuation on the first trial. Given the
No Insfructionaleet, High Social'Clésvantefnals}had the
vhighgst score_expeétanéies while High and wa Social Class
E%téfnalé feil in between these two groupé in score predic-

tions.

Atypical Shifts in ExpectationV

AhAétypiqal'shift in expectancy was operationally de-
fined as an increase:in expectancy following a deérease’in
vperformance'or a decrease in expéctancy'following an in-
crease inAperformance. Atypical shifts_Were tabulafed for .
edéh § and an analysis of variance Was'computed,iﬁ.a‘2x2x3
4design‘($ee table 7). A'significant;Social Class x Locus
ofvCdntroiﬁintefaétibn'was foundl(seé figure 4). Low Sociéli'
Class.Internals'anleigh Social Classtxternals exhibited
atypicai Shiffs in expectancy most frequently while High
Social.C1ass Internals and Low Social Class Externals ex-

hibited fewer such shifts. .



40

TABLE 7

'SUMMARY TABLE FOR ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE WITH ATYPICAL
' SHIFTS IN EXPECTATION AS THE DEPENDENT MEASURE

L.C. X Set

Source Sum of Squares df Mean Square
S.C. 0.0336 1 0.336. £1.0
L.C. 0.0000 1 0.000 <1.0
Set 1.1700 2 0.585 1.17
s.C..x L.C. 2.0800 1 2,080 4,2%
S.C. x Set 0.1640 2 0.080 . £1.0
L.C. x Set 0.5000 2 0.250 <1.0
S.C. x 0.0700 2 <1.0

0.040




41

ATYPICAL SHIFTS IN EXPECTATION: SOCIAL- CLASS
- X LOCUS OF CONTROL INTERACTION

157
wem ) INTERNALS.
OF
ATYPICAL -
SHIFTS
IN EXPEC- S
TATION | , EXTERNALS
{ : e 1

HIGH LOW

SOCIAL CLASS

Figure 4.
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Additional Analyses

"~ Joe (1974) deSéribed a factor’énalysis done on the I-E
Scale which rendered'tﬁe‘two factors of.Pefsbnai‘Contrqi:and'
Control Ideology. The characteristics_df‘theséAfactors are
discussed in appeﬁdix’4; |

Quesfionnaires were regraded for Personal Control aﬁd

Control Ideology using questions in the Rotter (1966) I-E
 Sca1e that Joe (1974).listed in the Peréonal Confrol and
Controi Ideblogy Scales. The results supplied by these

analyses'aré presented below.

Correlational Findings
A correlationai matrix.displaying.ihterrelations be-
tween Social Class, Locus of Contfol,.Personéi.Contrql,_and
Control Ideology is shown in table 8. This table shoﬁs.that
althoﬁgh heavily interrélétéd Per?onal'cbntrol and Control

Ideology had negligible relations with Social Class.

‘Analyses of Variance
Analyses of variaﬁce'were compuéed to determine the
efféct of:Peréonai Cbﬁfrol and Control Ideology pn‘ﬁs_per-
formance on .the experimental task. These analyses were com-
puted in a 2x3 repeatedfmeésures design wifh'fadtorsl;f Per-

sonal Cohtfdl‘or Control Ideology and Instructional Set

~respectively.
PerSonal Control

Time Per Trial

Table 9 displays the analyéis for the dependent measure
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TABLE 8

'CORRELATIONAL  MATRIX FOR THE VARIABLES OF SOCIAL
CLASS, LOCUS OF CONTROL, PERSONAL. CONTROL,
AND CONTROL IDEOLOGY

s.c. _ .L.c. ‘' P.C. C.1.

Social Class (s.C.)' | 1.0  -0.003  0.088 0.039
I.Iocué of Corvltr‘o'lv (L.C;‘) 1.0 0.3773***. 0.382%#%
Personal Control (P.C.) 10 .0.447*.**4
Control Tdeology (C.I.) | o 1.0
*%Xp/0.,001 o |

" TABLE 9

SUMMARY TABLE FOR ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE CONTAINING -
~ THE FACTOR OF PERSONAL CONTROL WITH TIME
AS THE DEPENDENT MEASURE

Source ' Sum of Squares df Mean Square F
P.C. ' 0.22 1 0.22 <1,
Set 212.33 2 106.17 <1.
P.C. x Set 1632.11 - 2 816.06 4.
T 81.61 3 27.20 41.
P.C. . x T 150.56. 3 50.18 g4
Set x T 349.56 6 58.26 <l.

6 29.74 1.

P.C. x Set x T | 178.44

*p/0.05
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of time.per trial. No Significant'efféCts,were‘notéd.

"Performance

Table_ld exhibits thefanalysis'for‘the dependent mea--
sure. of performance on each trial; A'signifiéant PerSOnal
COntrollx Instructional Set interaction was noted and'is°
displayed in figure 5. Figure 5 illustfétes that, in gen-
eral,'eXternals in Personal Control did;better'oh thé‘task
under both Chahce‘and'Skill instruction51 Sets but did worse
when No Insftuctidna1'Set was given. Cohversely, Internals
iﬁngrsonél-Coﬁtrol did worse when given Chance and Skill
’Instructional-Sets‘but performed befter than externals when

no set was given.

Expectations

Table 11 displays the analysis for ﬁhe dependent meaj
sure of egpectations.on each trial. A PefSonaI’Control x
Instructional éet X frialé-interaction was found to be of:
importance iﬁ,this,analysis. Figure.6 displays this inter-
.acticn.IAPersonal Control internals expected to do best in
skill conditioné. Personal Control Externals, when given
.skill~instructions,.expécted to do wé11'0n4th§ir first and
klast trials;‘fheir score expectancies increased in the
secoﬁd.and'thirdutriai, Their expectancies, given chance
" instructions, ‘remained consistent acrosé trials and wére

lower than expectancies stated under skill conditions on. the
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‘TABLE 10

SUMMARY TABLE FOR ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE CONTAINING THE
' FACTOR OF PERSONAL CONTROL WITH PERFORMANCE
AS THE DEPENDENT MEASURE

Source R Sum of Squares. df Mean Square ~ F.
P.C. o ‘ ‘ 0.22 1 0.22 £1.0
Set 212.33 2. 106,17 <1.0

- P.C. x Set 1632.11 2. 816.06 4.55%
T - 81.61 3 - 27.20 <1.0
P.C. x T 150.56 3. 50.18 .0
Set x T. .349.56 6 58.26 <1.0
P.C. x Set x T 178.44. 6 - 29.74 <1.0
*p/0.05 g :

TABLE 11

'SUMMARY TABLE FOR ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE CONTAINING THE
~ FACTOR OF PERSONAL CONTROL WITH EXPECTATION
: " AS THE DEPENDENT MEASURE

Source : ~ Sum of Squares df Mean Square F
p.C. . ' 155,12 1 155.17 - <L1,0
Set - : 330.75 2 165.38 1.04
P.C., x Set 720.58 2 360.29 2.26
T .167.60 3 55.86 6.00%%
P.C. x T 111.15 3 37.05 3.98%
Set x T. . - 89.69 6 14,95 "1.61
P.C. x Set x T . 282.31 6 47 .05 5.06%%%

LO 001 SR

*PLO'QS **PLQ'Ol EEET

PERSONAL CONTROL X INSTRUCTIONAL SET INTERACTION
WITH THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE OF PERFORMANCE

35 - _ .

PERFORMANCE ’Intgrnal in Personal Control

SCORE -~
ON EACH

TRIAL 30

25 |

20 External in Personal Control

= Chance Instructional Set
S, = Skill Instructional Set

INSTRUCTIONAL SET

Figure 5, S3 = NofInstrucfionai set
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PERSONAL CONTROL X INSTRUCTIONAL SET X TRIALS
INTERACTION FOR THE DEPENDENT

VARIABLE OF EXPECTATION

354 PERSONAL CONTROL INTERNALS ~ >°J PERSONAL ‘CONTROL EXTERNALS
30 - 304
B qd 251
EXPEC- EXPEC-
TATION' TATION
PER - PER
TRIAL TRIAL
20 - 20
15 154
10 1 1 1 } 10 ) l { !
L L T I T

S1 :'Chancevlnstructional Set

U)

Sklll Instructlonal Set

SS = No Instrﬁctional_Set

aFigure 6.
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,second and'thirdftrials. Generally, they expected to do

"bésf.when givén the No Instructional Set instructions.

'Contr01 Ideo1ogy
Tables 12, 13, and 14 display analyses of variance
Wifh Control Ideology as a factor. In all‘analyses,:thereA

were no significant effects.

Other Findings

The reiationship'betWeen mathematics.ébiiity and other
| measures adminiéte;ed.was examined. Ss were asked to report
’fhéir grades.in their last course in mathematics and were
V'asked Whether:or~not they liked mathematics, '?roduct moment
correlatlons are dlsplayed in table 15.

There was a significant positive relationship (r = 0.667,
149df, p/0.001) between Locus of Control and grades in mathe-
‘matics‘as'well.as a sighificant‘correlation between Locus of
'AContrbl and liking for méthematics (r'= 0.316, 149df)
»pL0.00l). 'This relationship relatedhéxternalify with high’

mathematics ability.and greater liking for mathematics,
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TABLE 12

SUMMARY TABLE FOR ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE CONTAINING -
THE FACTOR OF CONTROL IDEOLOGY WITH
TIME AS THE DEPENDENT MEASURE

Source 3 S Sum of'Squar'es df Mean Square F
C.1. . - -91.88 1. 91.88 £1.0
Set 431,22 2 215.61 <1.0
C.I. x .Set: 549,15 2 274,58 <1.0
T 590.76 3. 196.92 2.37
C.I. xT 157.83 3 52.601 <£1.0
Set x T A 1 382.72 6 63.79 <1.,0
C.I. x Set x T 55.45 6 9.24 £1.0

TABLE 13

SUMMARY TABLE FOR ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE CONTAINING
THE FACTOR OF CONTROL IDEOLOGY WITH PERFORMANCE
- AS THE DEPENDENT MEASURE '

Source ‘ “Sum of Squares df Mean Square ~F
c.I. 14.7 1 14,70 1.0

- Set 320.42 2. 160.21 <1.0

C.I. x Set, 284,15 2 142.17 <1.0
T 43.30 3 14.43 1.0
C.I.x T 161.17 3 53,72 €1.0 .
- Set x T 1000.85 6 166.81 1.78

C.I.;x Set x T . 293,78 6 48.96 <1.0

TABLE 14

SUMMARY TABLE FOR ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE CONTAINING THE
’ FACTOR OF CONTROL IDEOLOGY WITH EXPECTATION
AS THE DEPENDENT MEASURE

~ Source ' : Sum of Squares df Mean Square F
C.I. o 170.41 1 170.41 £1.0
Set : 1160.72 2 580.36 3.05

“C.I. x Set 211.52 2 105.76 €1.0
T 29.09 3 9,70 <1.0
C.I. xT 93.29 3 31.10 <1.0
Set x T 176.88 6 29.48 <1.0

6 30.08 <1.0

C.I. x Set x T . 180.48
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TABLE 15

CORRELATIONAL ‘MATRIX FOR THE VARIABLES OF SOCIAL

CLASS, LOCUS OF CONTROL, PERSONAL CONTROL,
- CONTROL- IDEOLOGY, MATHEMATICS GRADES,
AND LIKING OF MATHEMATICS - -

Likihg of Mat,herﬁatics (L.M.)

s.c. L.C. Pp.C. c.1. M.G. L.M.
s.c. 1.0 -0.003 0.088  0.039  -0.013 0,024
L.C. 1.0 0.373%%% 0.382%%%  0,667R%%  (.316%%%
p.C. 1.0 0.447%%%  _0,256%% . -0,078
c.1. 1.0 -0.164  -0.122
Mathematics Grades (M.G.') 1.0 0,683%%*

1.0

#%p/0.01
AR%p /0,001



CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

.Support for Hypotheéest

In chapter 1 six:hypotheses were generated.

The flrst pred1ct1on proposed that subJects of lower-
class 1evels would have hlgher expectatlons of success in
tasks percelved as chance- determlned than they would in
tasks percelved as skill- determlned No support was gen-
erated for this hypothesis. In examlning the Secial'CIASS
x Locus of Control x Instructional Set x Trials interaction
it is clear that:Low-Social.Clase”§é have higher score ex-
pectancies‘and lewer expectations'of success when given a
Chance_Instrgctional Set.than when given a Skill Instruc;
tienal‘Setl Because the present sample is composed ef cei?
lege students, the restriction of range of educat10na1 status
may have affected these Ss perceptlons of tasks in general
and their higher educatlonal level could have caused them to
be more reliant on skill. Therefore; the dependence on skili
of the college populatlon used in this study may have lowered
the expectatlons of its Low Social Class members for success
under chance conditions.

The secoﬁd‘hypothesis-suggested that subjects of middle.

-and upper classes would have higher eXpeqtationS of success

50
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in tasksvperceived as skill determined than theYIWdﬁld in
tasks pefceiVed as chance detefmined. No support was geﬁj
erated for this hypothesis. Ss did not:exhibit'differénceéﬂ
- in expectations because ofldifferen¢e5-in instructional.
‘sets in the prediétedjdirectioh.

The‘third»prediction hypothééized-thét there would be
an interaction between Social»ciass leveléAand conditioqs
of chance versus skill in Ss expeétations'of‘theif ﬁerfor—
mance on the experimental,task.‘ While an interactioh did
e%ist betweénfSocial Ciass, Locus of Control, Instructional
Sei,‘and Trials, this interaction was not in the proposed
direction. Low Social C13551§s did not expect to perform’
better when given a chance instructional set; rather, they
éxpetted to perform more poorly. .High Soéial‘Class Ss
éxpectations were not affected by'inéfructional set. It
may be thét Low'Soéia17CIass Ss are more‘SuScebtible to
instructioﬁal set. Gore (1962), Strickiand (1962), Getter
(1962}, aﬁd Rotter (1966).proposed that;internals are more
resistant‘to subtle ﬁanipulation thaﬁ externals. One of.
the ways in which social class membership may be-felétédA
to locus of éontrol may b§ fhat High Social Class people
behave more'internally by not responding-toAinstructional
. set. Low Social Class people behave ‘externally by beiﬁg
SUSceptible fo'the effects of these manipulations.

The foufthAhypothesis, based on studiesAby Du Cette

and Wolk (1972), Battle and Rotter (1963), Rotter and
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~Mu1ry (1965),‘and Feather (1968) predlcted that externals
would exh1b1t more atyplcal shifts 1n expectatlons than
1nternals Although this hypothe51s was not fully sup-
ported, an 1nteract10n between soc1a1 class and locus of
control was noted that partially addreSSeo thlsepredrctlon
“and the prediction madé in the fifth HYpothesis. The‘fifth~
Jhypothe51s predlcted that Low Soc1a1 Class Ss would exhibit
more atyp1ca1 ‘shifts in expectancy than did the High Soc1a1-
._.Class §s as_1t-was expected that social class and locus of
control would be related; The interaction betweenjsocial
class and locus of control. appeers to concern both predic-
tions; therefore, support for both hypotheses w111 be pre-
sented in one«dlscu551on. Low Social Class Internals and
High.Sociél Cless Externals experienced more atypical shifts
in expectancy than did the Low‘Social'Clase.Exterﬂals and |
-Highpsociél ClaSs_Internals. It marrbe thatﬁthe’Low Social
Class Externals‘were completely Without selfwdirection in
forming expectahcies and eimply stated expectations which'
conformed to their performance using theirtscores as the
only available feedback. 'Tadeschi and Levy (1971)'found
that Lower Class Blacks were more responsive t0'socia1 re-
inforcement in skill tasks because'of_a.laCk_in confidence
ih their own ability. If Low‘Social Class Externals per-
ceived of the task as involving a skill they did:ﬁotthaveA
or could nottdiscover, then they might have been susceptible

-~ to the only feedback available:- their’pattern of perfor-
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_m#ﬁCe. High Soéia1‘C1&ss Internals might have attended to
this source of information for chef reasons. ‘Perceiving
théir pattern of success as the most ac¢urate feedback
“available over a short series of trials, they might have
used it as'é guideline. Tadeschi and Levy found that Middie
Ciass whites were most responsiVeAfo sociélAreinforcement
in chance'taéks. As discussed above, it‘méy be that High
Social Class Internals perceived fhe task as chance deter-
mined in general and thus'éttendedjto,thé oﬁ1y availab1e'
feedback, théir perfbrmance.
V"fldn‘the other hand; both Low Social Class Interndls
and High Socia17C1ass Externals exhibited atypical shifts
in expectatioh. It may be that these Low Social Class Ss
ﬁerceiVed bf'the task as chance-determined and, as Tadéschi‘
and Levy spggeSt Lower SocialVCIass_gé.would'be, wéré more.
comfortébie in accepting the task. as chance-determined and
made non-contingent statements.of expectation. High Social
Clasé Externals,,because of their externaiity, mayAhave be-
haved in such a way for the same reasons; they accepted the
task as chance-determined and made wild statements of ex-
pectations. If one accepts the above explanatioﬁ based on
Tadeschi and Lefy's findings,’diagram 2‘might explain the
intéraction. i

Pérhaps Low.Social Class §§ in geﬁepal perceive the
task as,skill cpntroilédj'-Héwever} the Low Sociél Classl

Internals use a gamblingvSKill aﬂd demonstrate atypical
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DIAGRAM 2

Social Class Level.-as a Functlon of Occupatlonal
~and Educat10na1 Status

High Social Class.  Low Social Class
_%iggig£x¢' Chance Determined o 8kill Determined
— Unsure of solutionj jGambllng skill# used;
INTERNAL STRATEGY follow performance’: follow gambler' s
; " feedback ' fallacy
Pg&C?ﬁgIEON AChance betermined _Skill Determined
—— } Acceptance of ‘gambl- Unsure of skill;
E‘?H““L _ , ing situation; guess’ follow‘performaﬁce
STRATEGY approprlately (gam- feedback.
' bler's fallacy). .

*The term "gambling skill" seems paradoxical for gambling seems
‘to be 'such a gance controlled activity. "Gambling skill" is
meant to refer to the perception of these Ss that, through use
of the gambler's fallacy, they are able to "sklllfully gamble'
or '"play the odds" in their favor.

shiftsA Cohen'(1960) deScribed atypical shifts as evident of
the gambler's fallacy that success will be followed by failure
“and that fallure will be followed by success. Low Social
Class Externals-feelodeV01d of that skill and thus attend to
feedbackoas Tadeschi and Levy suggest a Lower Classiperson
will do. High Social Class Ss perceive success in the'fask

as chance controlled. The internals clung-to performance

f feedback and the externals followed the guideline of the
gambler's fallacy. | '

Another explanation of the significant locus of control

by social class interaction for'atypical shifts in expectancy
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,is po$sible. Battle and Rotter'(l963)‘f0und that bright
lower-class Black Ss were more external than their less
'intelligent lower-class Black peers. rLoW’Social'Class In-
‘ternals may have felt that- they controlled the1r perfor—
mance in the experlmental task but did so poorly, they thus
treated the outcome as chance—determlned and~subscr1bed to
the gambler's fallacy." | '

The final prediction made for:this.study hypothesized"?
that sUbject§‘in,general'would exhibit'atynical’ehifts in
expectation in{chance conditions., NotsuppOrt_was'found for

thls/hypothesis:such'thét subjects in general experienced
f‘atypical‘shlfts ln expectation in chance situationsl A
'difficnlty may have been_encountered‘because of the credi-
bllity of the Skill Instructional Set; §§lexhibited fluc-
“tuation of scotes'on'such measuresvas.time per trial and
Lexpectetion on each trial when given edskill:lnstructional
,Set. The reader will recall that the expetimental'game
task consisted of dice and a game board. Scores on-individf
ual dice rolle'determined what pernutations of blocks Ss
Could tufn‘donn‘on'the board."Tnus, the chance cbmponent
created by the roll'of the dice‘affected'theddecisions made
' by Ss in determlnlng wh1ch blocks to- turn down. Because
-most of the act1V1ty in the experlmental task was affected
by the chance aSpect of dice rolllng, success in the task
lmay have been most commonly percelved as controlled by -

chance and a,sklll set may have decreased the difference
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between Chance and Skili Instrucfional'Sets‘in7eliting dif-

ferences in atypical shifts of expectation.

Locus of Corntrol and Social Class

Thi; study failed'to-find a rélation.betweén~$dcial
class and.locu5.df.control and thus failed to'rgplicate
_ findings of Battle and Rotter (1963), Milgram, Shoré,
Riedel, and'Malasky (iQ?O), and Gable and Minton (1971),
who'ail'foﬁﬁd such a relationShip. :Several argumentéimight
be offered‘to gxpléin the féiiure of this studyito7find such
a Teiationship.

iPrevious'studies (Battle.and,ROtter, 1963; Milgram et
al., 1970; Gab1e and Minton, 1971) examiﬁed the relationship
betWeen.lbcus oflconffOI and income levels or_SubjectiVe
‘evaluations as indices of social class. The present study
used the'Hollingshead Two Factor index.qf‘Sociai Positidn‘
(Hollingshead, 1957) and evaluated‘§5'sdéial class throﬁgh 
-exémina;iph_of’barentél occupational and educational levels.
 The failuré_of'thiSvstudy to replicafé_findings of the
authors ;ited above‘relafing social Clas$ to lOcus.df éon—f
‘trol may have. been a‘functidn ofﬁthe difference-in measures‘
used. Income level may not have'been totally intefchangéf
ablé with parehtéi'occupational and educationai levels for
this partiéulafy sample, 'A future study might examihe
which measures relate more to locus of control (i.e., income

1eve1,foccupatidnél status, or educational level).
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A secend:argument explaining the iack of relationship‘
betWeen,social ciassnand'locusvbf controlhnould state that
" restriction of range snuriously lowered the correlation.

It appears that the present stndy sampled Ss who were ex-
Atreme on both the Hollingshead Scale and on the I-E Scale.
The present sample appeared to be of fairly high Soc1al
Position and‘were 51gnif1cant1y,more~external than prev10ns
college samples (Rotter,'1966)4 Tt appears, then, that
.nthey were net representative of the_ﬁopulation as a whole
_and because. of 'the restriction of range a relationship was
not found |

| A third speculative argument is suggested by the find-
ging-that'the present sample was more external than previous
ones. instead'df proposing that the Montana sampie was. |
.unrepresentatiye_of.the population as a whole in locus of
Control; one might argue that the general population has
-become more external over: the iaSt ten years as a function
vof_changes in the’society. Economic difficulties,ethe Viet
Nam War; corruption in government and assassination were
all events or experlences over Wthh the common citizen may
have felt little control. Because of this speculated lack
4of:control, people in,general‘may have gradually,COme to'
feel more external. This change in locus oficentrbl may
have gradually beenfmore'accentuated in the middle and
upper classes who may have been seen to feel more control

previous to the current economic and political problems.
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This;assumptibn of internality on the part of the middle
and upper classes,isvSupported’by‘the étudies'cited above
(Battle and Rotter, 1963; Milgram ef_al,,-l§70; Gable'and
Minton,‘197lj that found intérnalitylto be associated with
higher social ciéss levels. As the'middiq- and uﬁpef—class
.pqpﬁlations grew more external the relati§nship between
social class and locus of control diminished;  Thus, the
 present.Sfudy.fouhd'a negligible rélatidnship'between the
© two variables. |

Alfhoﬁgh,fhere was no rélationship between locus of'
coﬂtfol.and Soﬁial class eStablishedlih'this study, it seemed .
-pOSSible that_;eftain_dimensions of the”I-E Scale might have
‘exhibitedjSuch é.felationship with soéial élass. ‘The two
_dimensionswof\Pérsonal Control and Cdntroi Idéology_ﬁafe
| been féctorédiout'ofvthe~Rotter (1966) I-E Scale (see'appen~
dix 4). Péfsonal Control measures the belief of the individ-
ual that he exercises control over hié enfironment,while'
vContfol.Ideology measures the;feeling.thﬁt most people in
the society exérCise control. With the présent_samplé
‘neither Pérsonal Control nor Control Ideology was found to
bé'related-to'éqciél-classf

In summary,'éither'becausé of difference in social
"class meaéUrement, a réstricted range in scores, OT because
of.changeé capéed by current economic éhd political'diffi-
Culties, nd_félafibnship'was-found between social-cléss and

locus- of control and its dimensions.
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Locus of Control and Performance in

Chance Vs. Skill Tasks

Previous research (Phares,‘1957;{James, 1957; Julian
and Katz, 1968; Lefcourt, Lewis, and SiiVermaﬁ, 1968;'
fRotter“and Mulry, 1965; Julian; Lithtman, and Ryckman,
1968)”consisteﬁtly found~differencesjiﬁ,pérformanc¢ 6n and
'preference'fqr chan&eﬁand skill tasks.befWéen internals and
_externals, Such.differences were not replicated:inAthis
study.for §s'dichotomized by the Rotter (1966) I-E Scale.
‘However, the Pérsonal Contrdi dimehsion (joé, 1974) did
differentially affect both the performances and'expectations
of;§s under different instructional sets. Externals in Per-
sonal Controlidid'better than internals when given both
Chance and Skill Instructionai Sefs but did worse than in-
ternals under the No Instructional Set condition.

These‘findings'suggest\that externals on this dimeﬁsion
needvdiretticnvéoﬁcerning strategy and,whén given this direc-
tion;"have,better.petformances than internals; Personal Con-
trdl_Internalsvbéché disorienfed by direct inétruétions{
‘they'oniy.perform well when allowed to generafevtheir oWn
Strategy. 'Findings of’Strickland.(1962);Getter (1962),and
Gbre'(1962) discussed ‘above which.show that'internals in
locus of control are resistive to subtle manipulation are
consistent with the present finding‘for thé'Per$¢na1 Control.
dimension. It appears that internals in Personal Control as

welijds internals.in Locus of Control are resistant to subtle
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manipulatiqn by instruc£ibna1 set. On the‘dﬁher hand exter-
“nals in Peréonal_Contrql.need,and welcome the diredtion thét1
the manipu1ation proVidés. |

Expectations of scores were differentially affected'by
the fersona1:Control dimension. Intefnaié in Pefsdnal Con-
trol Elearly expected to receive lowef and‘better scores
when given a Skill Instructional Set than when givén a Chance
‘Instfuctional Set. The Personal CbﬁfrolvExterpals were nbt
clearly affected by Chance and Skill Instructionai'Sets; they
haﬁ'thé lowest score expectancies when given No Instructional
Set. Personal Control Externéls’may havé«perceiyed'the No
Instructional Set Condition to have more df a Chénce,condi-
tion connotation than either the chance or skill instruéé
_ﬁions.

vLength’of’instfﬁctional set may héve been an important
_factorAin influencing pérceptions of Persdnal Control Exter-
nals. Both the‘Chance andvskill Instructional Sets took
‘more presentation time thén.did the No Instructional Set in-
structions. Externals may have difficulty with lengtﬁ,of
setﬁwhich could have caused them to become-confused. When
instructions také less time to present, they may be per-
ceived by Personal Céntrbl Externals more ciearly-leading
these Ss to expect better scores. |

It is df interest that the Personal Conitrol dimension
was more'facilifative than the I-E Scale in_identifying_in—

ternals who would have higher expectations of success in
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Skill rather thanvqhénce conditions. Betause‘theAPersonal
ContrQIZScale’is ﬁurported to measure the belief of an in-
dividual that he personally has control over his environ-
menf, it would seem that thié'dimenSion may pfovide a purer
measurement of'internaiiﬁy as defined in thié paper. In.
chapter 1 an internal,oriehtétion was defined”as:

the expectation of an individuai that the

environment will be responsive to his ac-

tions and that he will be relnforc"a_for

them. (emphasis added) .
:Because internals and externals in Persdnal Control were -
.siénificantly affected by Chance and Skill Instructional
Sets in.prédiCted directions while internals and externa1s
in locus of control were hbt so'affécfed it may Ee~that the
Personal Control dimension is more useful in this type of

research than‘ls the I-E Scale. Such a conclu51on was pro-

posed by Joe (1974).

Social Ciass Effect5~

‘Several,findings of the present Study sugggst'differ—
ences in eXpectancy behavior that are associaﬁed with Social
Cléss membership on‘the dicé.game presented{' High Social
Class Ss seem to -be less susceptible to the éffects of'inf
structional sets than Low Social Class Ss.

An intéfaction between Social Class and Locus of Cdn—
trol suggests that Social Class membership diffefentiaily
affects the eliéitation'of atypi@él shifts in expectation.

Low Social Class Ss may'have.perteived the experimental.



62 .

task as skill controlled while High Social Class Ss per-
ceived it as chance_coqtfdlled.. -

If a differehte in peréeption were to exist such that
" High Social Class Ss were to perceive the experimehtal~ta$k
as chahﬁé controlled and Low Social Ciass.§§ were to per-
céiﬁe'it as skill céntrblled, the‘diffefeﬁce might'parsi—
 m6nious1y expiéin why- ‘Low Social Class §s.éfe more sus:
ceptible io the effe¢ts of iﬁstrpctional set. In~viewing
the task as controlled by skill, they are more:réceptive to
cues or stratggies:suggested. High Spéial Class gs, in per-
ceifing chance as the controlling factor in the task, are
“ inéftentive to cues and are not différentially affected by

~instructional set.

. “ Mathematics Ability.

Priﬁr;to data‘coliection a decision was‘made to examine
the relationship.bétween mathematics'abiiity and locus of
'Cbntfol. A significant was found such fhat externals in
‘locus of control réported.highér grades in mathematiés than‘
did inférnéls and also reborted a greater liking fOr_mathé-
ﬁatiés.

Because grades in mathematics courses were self reported,
this.finding is suspect and it beéomeé unclear whether éxtér~A
nals do perfdrm BétterAin mathematics courses .or réport~thaf
they perform better. Further research could test both of

these interpretations by édministering_a~self report ques-
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. tiQn aboﬁt mathematicsvperforman¢e and a mathematics test
correlating the two scores on the I-E Scale.

If one were to accept a finding éhoWinglthat,externéls
. do pefform at a higher level in mathematiCs,than_do inter-
nals as valid,'then'onev@ight interpret it by suggesting
that externals do well in ﬁathematics bécéuse it is én'érea
of study in which the'rules‘are‘well laid 6ut and in which
-the_studehtislnot reQuifed to indépendently exercise con-
trol. .The abofe discussion suggested externéls perfﬁrm
better when given instructions and strategiés while interQ
nais’perform,better when-givenfno.instructions; ‘fnternals
may pgrfdrm-worse'in_mathematics‘because they are not‘giVenl
the freedom to pérfofm outside of its~system.of rules.
Wﬁen-told‘what to do, they are not allowédAto‘genefate their-
owh_control,,and become cohfused or frustrated by extefnally
impbsed co£trois,and do worse. A second argument might Sﬁg-
gesflthat extefnals‘beliévé that outcomes are controlled by
chanée or probability and since mathematics is a science of
“probability, they are_comfprtéble ihvit and excel,

The findihg»that éxterﬁals'liké mathematics is not sur-
prising. If they are successful in it, it would follow that

‘they like it.

Other Problems

" Elms (1975)vargued that there is a crisés in social

A p§ychologicé1 research resulting in part from the inabi1ity_
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of experlmenters to repllcate ‘results of prev1ous studles.
Elms cited Janls (in press) who stated:

_ Time and agaln the_SOC1al psychologisf's

‘laboratory findings on main effects and sim-

ple interactions that are expected to be |

dependable generalizations turn out to be

will-o the wisps, because they fail to stand

up in conceptual replications or turn‘out to

be the product of higher interactions with

‘relatively trivial variables that are specific

‘to the experimental setting. The same demor-

alizing fate can sometimes beset the field

experlmenter since nature will continue to

'be ingenious in finding new ways to fool even

the most wary of investigators.
Perhaps one of the dlfflcultles of the current study in re-
“pllcatlng past results was a product of the kinds of hlgher
‘level interactions Janis and Elms described. Gergen (1973)
argued that social psychélogy'research’is affected by
changes in culture and that cultures vary greatly across
~time. He suggested-that the findings with which social
psychologi%ts deal are '"largely nonréﬁeatéblé and . . .
fluctuate markedly over time." Thus, social pSychology’can
never make any lasting discoveries; and regularities of
findings “are firmly wedded to hiétoricai circumstances."

The inconsistencies found between the present study

and the previous studies'might”be explained by these two
’arguments. The two factors of time and‘human complexity
.may'haVe created these failures to replicate other studies.
The inability t¢ relate social class to locus of control

and the failure of the locus of control dimension to predict

behavioral differences across instruttibnalAsets might have
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been a result of either changes in people in general over
the last fen:yéars or qf cancéilation of‘éffect by. some
higher:or&efAinteraction. What positiveleVidenCé that was
‘generated'must'also'be questioned as it may fluctuate over
time and be'unreliablé; Slight.variationg_in'design'by
future examiners might also create interaétibns which,wili’

"hamper reproducibility.



" CHAPTER V
SUMMARYV

The ébove'study_was.undertaken to:deéermine'Whéther
.spcial class membershipvhas the same,effe;t,on'expectafions
of sﬁccess.in chance and skill tégks aSNdoes internalitf;
- or externality.as measured by the Rotter I-E Scéle. Pre-
-Vious studies found'that externals in locus of control
pé}fqrmedAbetter in and preferred chance-controlled tasks
while interﬁals performed bettéf in and .preferred tasks in
which skill'contfolled the outComé (Julian and Katz; 1§68;
Lefcourt;'Lewis,,and Silverman;ki968; Rotter'and'MulryJ
1965). Other studies (Battle and Rotter, 1963; Coleman,
1966; Géble and Minton, 1971) found ‘a relationship between
social class and locus -of control such that members of
lower social classes were more external than mémBefs ofq
higher social classes. Low social'clgss Ss were predicted
to Havelﬁigher expectations of sutcess ih;chance'cohdifions
and to experiénce more afypical'shifts in expecfation thén
high social class:§s. High'socialiclass,§$:were predicted
to_expect~bettér performances in skill conditions.

One hundred and seventy-one Introductory Psychology

students at the University of Montana were administered the

66
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Roﬁter Izﬁ‘Scale (1966) and the Hollingshead Two Factor
Index off%ocial Positiqn (1957). Their scores on these
two}insftuménts”were‘used fo categofize them into four‘.
groups including High Social‘Class'Internals;‘High Social
Class Externals, Low Social Class Internals, and Low Social
Clasé'Externals.'.Forty—eight of‘these‘gswwere.recruited to
play,a_dice.géme. Instructional set was ménipﬁlated for
this task such that Ss were told that success in the game
depended either on chance or skill or were giveﬁ novsuch 
set, Prior,fb!theliaSt four trials on this task, Ss were -
asﬁed to prediqf their score on that particular trial.

Por_thié saﬁple sééial c1a55>was.n0t fopnd to- be re-.
:1ated tojlocﬁé bf:control as it had been in.previous-stUdies.
‘wa Social Claés.gs expected their best performancé in
skill, rather than in chance, taské. Low Social Class In-
ternals'an&'High Social Class Externals were found to dis-
play atyﬁical'shifts in expectation.to.a gtééter]degree than
. Low SOciél Ciass.Externals and High Spéial Class Intéfnals;
Low_Sociél Class §s,did appear to be more responsive to
subtle manipulation than High Social Class Ss.

‘The Personal Control Scale (Joé, 1974) functioned more
_.efficiently'in idehtifying,internals and‘exfernals differing
_in expectations in chanCe~and‘skill'tasks_than the I-E Scale.

A relationship was found between locus of‘controlmand
repqrt?d-suﬁcesé‘in courses in mathematics. Externals re-

ported greater success in mathematics classes than internals.,
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TWO‘éxﬁlaﬁations‘were offered to principally'explain

the failure of:this studylto replicate findings.bf_previpus:
" studies and its failure to find;support'for some of its own

hypotheses. Restrictién of fange in the current college
samplé might.a¢¢ount'f6r the lack of relationship found
between social class and locus of contrqi:“Changés in con-
structs that may océuffovef time and the possibility of

the existence éf higher order intéfactions_suggéﬁped>by Elms
(1975) might expiain why_the present study failed to repli-
_ca;e.p:eVious éXpeiiments.and why it failed to find support 

fqrihypotheses based on findings,from previous research.
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APPENDIX I

THE I-E SCALE: DEVELOPMENT,

'RELIABILITY, AND VALIDITY



The first attenpt at developing‘the I-E Scale was made .
by Phares (1957) who uééd,it in a étudy of chance and skill
effeéts.dn expectanéies of reinfortement; His was a Likert- -
type.scalé with thirteen items.stated as gxtérnal_attitudes
and thirteen items stated 45 internal attitudes. Phares
found that his scale tendéd'to aid in predicting that indi-
viduals with externalfattitUdeé would behave in_a'similaf
fashion as didgall'subjécts when placed in a chance versus
skill situation. That is, they tended'fo,show more unusual
shifts in'expeétancy of Success,'énd'é-lowef fréqUency of
AShifts'of.eXpectancy than did subjects who scored as inter-
nals én these thirteen items. |

James (1957) revised Phares' test stilltuSing a Likert
vformat, wrote twehtyjsix items, and included filler items_
based'on.the stafements‘which séemed most successful in
Pﬁares' study; James was able to fiﬁd Significant»éorrela_
tions bgtﬁeenltest‘performance and behavior in his task
situafion which was similér to Phareé'. Individualélwho
scored towards thé external end 6f.tﬁe continuum tended to
behave as though théy were always‘performing in a task of‘
éhance. |

Liverant and Scodel (lQQO),»in-attembting to broaden
aﬁd purify the tesf from such contamination,és social'de-

sirability, cbnstructed a sixty-item scale that contained
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several subscales fbr areas such as achievement, affection,_
and general differentigl prediétions énd were contaminated'
by factors such as social desirability. Because of the

lack of divergence of the.Subscéles, items meant to measure
‘ISpecifig subareas of the internal construct were eliminated.:
The-remaining items on'the 3cale'had a cdfrelatidn of-;35

to .40 with. a Marlowe-Crowne Social DesirabiiityuScale
(Crowne and Marlowe, 1964). Liverant and Scodel attempted
to reduce this association by removing the'items most highly
correlated with thé Marlowe-Crowne Scale.

/The final version of the I-E Scale is a 29-item forced-
choice test including six filler items intended to disguise
the purpose‘éf the test (Rotter,~1966). Rotter describes
fhe tesﬁ asvone-of geheralized expectancies as.it'measures
the individual's expéctatiOns aboﬁt hd&ireinforcement is

controlled{'

Reliability

‘Reliability measures for the I-E Scale héyé been fairly
’conSistéht.sinée'its inception; Rotter (1966) reported
test-retest reliability measures for varying éampies and

for intervening time:periods ranging from one to two months
in length. These measures ranged from .49 and .83. Joe

» (1971) reViewed several studies since Rotter. One such
gfudy found a test-retest reliability of .75. The test-

retest coefficients listed seem to be very consistent.
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Internal consistency estimates of the reliability'of the
'scale have ranges from .65 to .79 with:nearly_ell correla-
_tions - in the .70sv(Rotfer, 1966). Rotter expiein5~that
whileethese estimates afe-only‘moderatély high for‘a Scele
of this length, he notes that the items are not arranged

in a’ dlfflculty hlerarchy but rather are samples of atti-
tudes in a w1de varlety of dlfferent situations. He per-
ceives of the .scale as an addltlve one and thus items are
‘not comparable. Therefore, split-half or matched-half
reliability-téndé to underestimate‘thelinternal consistency_

‘of the scale..

Validity

Theeoriginalescale (Liverant and Sccdel,\lgéo) preduced
.high‘correlapions with the-Maflewe-Crdwne Desirebiiity’
Scale whieh‘réhged between -.35 and -.40. ,Theﬁré?iéed
scale attempted to-reduce‘the magnitude of these correlations
and was rather successful, The I-E §ca1e's correlétions
with the Marlowe-Crowne Scale range ffom -.67 tor—.SS_(Rotter,
'1966); Rotter explains that the range of these corfelations
ﬁay reflect differences in testing-coﬁditions; The medien |
‘for“differeht‘samﬁies of college students Wasi-.ZZ.x'Joe
(1971) and Altrocchi, Palmer, Hellman, and David (1968) both,
‘reported sighifiCant‘corrEIations.betWeen the two sgaies,.
Berzins, Ross, andiCohen7(1970) reported significant cor;ela-

tions between the I-E Scale‘and.Edwardfs Social_Desirability_
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Sceie These flndlngs suggest a lack of 1ndependence between )
SOClal de51rab111ty and ‘the I-E Scale

erels'(1970) attempted to clarlfy'the facter structure
of the I-E Scale, He feund that the scale loaded on two
factots: Factor I-Concetned the amount of conttollone be -
lieVes he personelly possesses. Factorfli cencerned the
extent to which one belleves that a c1t1zen can exert con-
trol over polltlcal and world affalrs Joe (1971) in re-
.v1ew1ng Mirels' ~study suggests that, for the‘I?E‘Scale_to
be'a*vaiid'instrument- it must.be modified tO'distinguish
those aspects of a person s world view which indicate a per- .

sonallty tralt and those Wthh reflect societal norms.



~APPENDIX II

SOCIAL CLASS MEASURES



‘ The lébeliof Social Class‘ié one which is suffering in-
creasing ill‘repute ambng socioldgists who claim that if:is
impossiblé:to“determiﬁe a relative measure of social stand-
ing on one or two measures alone. To use propriétdrship as
an equivalent ﬁeasure of économic,achieveﬁent'would,-for
‘example, equate .a majér stotkholder of General Motors with .
~ the .owner of a hot doé stand. Ob#iously, tﬁese are positions
that are hardly equivalent. Income level does not~téke into
~account such ﬁéctorsAas the choice of‘theAwagé‘earner to
'pick.such a job or educational level. Measures such as the
Warner Scale (1949) rely on subjective measures alone. Social
class§ or socioe;dhomic sta;us, is a’complex construct and
'needs fokbe‘determined'by ¢omp1ex processes.,

It is felt that a more complete measure of socioeconomic
statué.needs to be.uSed in order to generate true prediétions
of the effects of such status oﬁvfhe ﬁerfotmancefof individ-
uals. To this end; this study will use the Hollingshead,TWo
'Factor Index o£'Socia1 Positionl(quiingshead, 1957). This
index combines two measures of social class or‘standing. The
first, occupatioﬁal status,.is used as an estimate of the
skill and power an individuai-pdssesses in the society. The
second measure, educational level attained, is meant to re-
flect cultural tastes, The scéle is used in tﬁis.study be-
cause of its ease in administration andbbecause it uses two

measures which seem to reflect important components of social
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claés. The~twoffattors, Occupational level and Educational.
»lével; are'combihéd to establish the pérameters of five
 '§1555 levéls (ééeldiagram.Z).

Hollingshead used a~weighted_£ormu;a to abtérmine mem--
berShip in these five separate classes. The weights are‘dé-
termined.by hu1tiple corrélatiéﬁ techﬁiqﬁés'(Hoilingéhead;
1957) and,aréf - | _

FACTOR  FACTOR WEIGHT

Occupation 7
Education 4

Scale scores are mﬁlfiplied‘by these weights to yield an
Index of Social Position SCofé; These scérés range on‘aA
céhtinuum'from a low of 11 to a high of 77.

Hollingshead suggests.the following Social Class break-.

down according to the Index of Social Position Scores:

SOCIAL CLASS RANGE OF COMPUTED SCORES
I 11-17
11 18-27
I11 28-43
V. 44-60
v 61-77

Scale scores for Occupation and Education will be ob-

tained from Hollingshead (1957).»
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QUESTIONNAIRE



201

This questionnaire‘is part of a study of how different
kinds of people function in different situations. |

As you can see, this form is'numbered. This is to
guarantee-ﬁhat‘ycur answers will be kept confidéntial, Your
name 'is to be recorded on this page so, iﬁ you take paft_in‘
fhe rest of~the stﬁdy, we can contact y6ﬁ1_ Aftér thép time, .
‘this pagé will be removed and you will be identified Oniy by
number. It.wili‘be impossiblevtowidentify your qUestionnaire
by'name; | N
| Thaﬁk yod for your codperation.

$

Name

.T‘ 'A_o
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Your age‘ | Year in School

Sex (Circle): M F

Grade Point Average

Father Living? Mother Livirng?

Father's Occupation

Mother's Occupation

Last'Year Father Completed 'in Schooli(Circle);
-1.2 3 4 56 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14715 16 17 l8‘19120

Did he Graduate from High School? o o Coilegé?

Last Year Mother Completed in School (Circle):.
123456738 9i10 11 12 13 14 1516 17 18 19 20

Did she Graduate from High School?._ . College?

Degrees Received:
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On this and the follewing_pages,there will be 29 pairs-

. of statements._vPleasevchpose a statement from each pair that.

you feel is closest to your point of-view. Circle the letter

in front of your choice.

1, a.

Tt

b.

b.
3: a
b.
4. a
b
5. a.
b‘
6. a
b.
7. a.
b“

Children get into trouble because thelr parents punlsh
them too much

The trouble with most children nowadaYs is that their -
parents are too easy with them.

. Many of the unhappy things in people s llves are partly

due to-bad luck.

People's.misfortunes result from’the mistakes they hake.

. One of the major reasons why we have wars ‘is because

people don't take enough interest in politics.

There will always be wars, no matter how hard people

“try to prevent them,

. In the long run people get the respect they deserve in

this world.

. Unfortunately, an individual's worth often passes un-.

recegnlzed no matter ‘how hard he trles.
The idea that teachers are unfair to students is nonsense.

Most students don't realize»the extent toiWhich their
grades are influenced by accidental happenings. '

. Without the right breaks one cannot be anteffective leader.

Capable people who fail to become leaders have not taken
advantage of their opportunltles.

No matter how hard you try some people just don't like yoh;

'People who can't get others to like them don't understand

how to get along with peOple



10.

11.
.12,'

130

14,

15.

- 88

.'Heredlty plays the major role in determining one's
jpersonallty

. It is one's experlences in life which determlne what
‘they' re like., -

I have often found that what 1is g01ng to happen will
happen. .

.'Trustlng to fate has never turned out as well for me as-

making a dec151on to take a deflnlte course of actlon.

In the case of the well prepared student there is rarely
if ever such a thing as an unfair test.

. Many times exam questions tend<to be so’ unrelated,to
Acourse,work that studying is reallyvuseless.

Becoming a success is a matter of hard work luck has

11tt1e or nothlng to do w1th it.

Gettlng a good job depends malnly on . belng in the rlght'

place at the right time.

The average c1t12en can have an influence in government
decisions.

This world is run by the few people in power, and there

-is.not much the little guy can do about it.

When I make plans, I am almost certain that I can make
them work

. It is not always wise to plan,too far ahead because’

many things turn out to be a matter of good or bad
fortune anyhow. :

. There are certain people who are.just no good.

There is some good in‘everybOdy.

In my .case getting what I want has little or nothing
to do with luck.

Many times we might Just as well dec1de what. to do by
flipping a coin.



16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24,

a.

89

Who gets to be the boss often depends on who was lucky
enough to be in the right place f1rst _

Getting people to.do the right thing depends upon.
abillty, luck has little or nothing to do with it.

As far as world affalrs are concerned, most of us are .
the victims of forces we can nelther understand nor
control, ‘

. By taking- an active part in political and soc1a1 af-

fairs the people can control world events.

.-Most peOple don't realize the extent to which their

lives are controlled by accidental happenlngs
There.neally is no such thing as "luck."

One sheuld always be ‘willing te admit'mistakes.
It'is'usuélly best to cover up one's own mistakes.

It is hard to know whether or not a person really likes

" you.

a.

. How many friends you have depends upon how nice a per—
son you are.

'In-the-long'run the.bad,things that lappen to us are

balanced by the good ones.

. Most misfortunes are the result of ‘lack. of ability,

ignorance, laziness, or all three.

._With,enough effort we’can-wipe out politicél corruption,

. It is difficult for people to have much control over

the things politicians do in office.

Sometimes I can't understand how teachers arrive at
the grades they give.

There is. a direct connection between how hard I study

'and the grades I get.

. A good leader expects people to decide for themselves

what they should do.

. A good leader makes it clear to everybody what ‘their jobs

are. -



25,

26.
27.
28.

29,

90

Many times I feel that I have little 1nfluence over
the things that happen to me.

It is 1mposs1b1e for me to belleve that chance or 1uck

" plays an 1mportant part in my 11fe

. People are lonely because they don t try to.be»frieﬁdly

There's not much use in trying too:hard to please people,

if they like you, they like you.
. There is too much’ embhasis_on athletics in highvschool.

. Team sports are an excelleﬁt'way to build,character.

What happens:to me is my own doing.

. Sometimes I feel that-I don't have enough control over

the direction my life is taklng.

.Most of the time I can't understand why politicians-

behave the way they do.

- In the long run the people are respon51b1e for bad

government .on a national as well as a 1oca1 level,



APPENDIX IV

PERSONAL CONTROL AND
CONTROL IDEOLOGY



~ Joe (1974)_descfibed a factorAanalysis'done on the I-E-
Scale which.rendered ﬁhe twé'factorsfof-Peréonal Control
. and Confrol Ideology.

'A pers0n high.in Personal CQntrol, according to‘Joe;
wouid pefceiVe successful outcomes és detérmined‘by ihternal
sources while a perSonflqw in PerSonal ?ontrol wdqld perceive
successfﬁl outcomes as determined by luck. By definitioh,
this factor appears to define that which is defined in this
study as_locussof control. | J

- A pe:soﬁ hiéh in Control Ideology, on the other hand,
.belieVes_that most'peoble in-society are sﬁccéssfﬂl‘because
of intérnal»sourceS‘while a pefson lpw in Control IdeOlogj
pérceivesmest‘peoﬁle's_success'as due to luck. The emphasis
'in,this'defiﬁition should be pléced on. the phrase "most
people;""Thé individual does not ﬁecessari1y internalize
‘this~belief; hé mdy not'gfbup himself with '"most people.'
~Control Idedlogy seems to tap an impérSonél locus of control.

In-a post hoc analysis it was exéécted that these two
facto;s might be more closely related to socialiclass than
was iocuquf control and that the Personal Cdntfol dichotomy

ﬁight~have:a'mefeléignificant effect in fhé analyses of

_variance than did locus of control.
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~APPENDIX A

INSTRUCTIONAL SETS



' CHANCE INSTRUCTIONAL SET

This is a game of chance. You may have seen this game be-
fore. Today we are going to play it in such a way that it is
a game of chance. .The goal of the game is to score as few
points as possible. As you can see, the board has eleven num-
bers ranging from one to eleven. You are to roll these dice.
Each time you roll, you have to turn down numbers on the board
that add up to the number you have rolled, For instance, if
you roll an 11, you can turn down a ten and a one, a nine and
a two, an eight and a three, or a one, two, three, and a five.
However, you cannot turn down numbers that have already been
turned down.. You keep rolling until you cannot turn down the
right numbers to add up to the number you roll. - The idea is
to leave as small a sum on the board as possible.

, It may appear as though there is some skill involved in
the decision about which blocks you should turn down but suc-
cess really depends on the roll of the dice. We have found
that over the long run, it just doesn't matter what kind of
strategy you follow. It all depends on luck and ‘how the dice
~come_up.
l Remember, the goal of the game is to 1eave as few p01nts
as possible remalnlng on the board. Let s try it.

" SKILL INSTRUCTIONAL SET

This is a game of skill. You may have seen this game be-

fore. Today we are going to play it in such a way that it is
a game of skill. The goal of the game is to score as few
points as possible. As you can see, the board has eleven num-
bers ranging from one to eleven. You are to roll these dice.
Each time you roll, you have to turn down numbers on the board
that add up to the number you have rolled. For instance, if
you roll an 11, you c¢can turn down a ten and a one, a nine and
a two, an elght and a three, or a one, two, three, and five.
However, you cannot turn down numbers that have already been
turned down. You keep rolling until you cannot turn down the
right numbers to add up to the number you roll, : The idea is
to leave as small a sum on the board as p0551b1e. .

~ It may appear that doing well in this game is all a matter
of luck but there is a lot of skill involved in making decisions
about which blocks you should turn down. 'Wise choices and a
good strategy lead to a better performance in the game. We
have found that good choices about which blocks are turned down
and in what order lead to better scores. So you 'see, your suc-
cess in this game depends on skill.
v Remember, the goal of the game is to leave as few p01nts as.
possible remaining on the board. Let's try it.
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NO INSTRUCTIONAL SET

You may have seen this game before. The goal. of the game
~is to score as few points as possible. As you can see, the
board has eleven numbers ranging from one to eleven. You are
"to roll these dice. Each time you roll, you have to turn down
numbers on the board that add up to the number you have rolled.
For 1nstance,-1f you roll an 11, you can turn down a ten and a
‘one, a ‘nine and a two, an elght and a three, or a one, two,
three, and a five. However, you cannot turn down numbers that
have already been turned down. You keep rolling until you can-
not turn down the right numbers to add up to the number you
roll. The idea is to leave as small a sum on the board as pos-
sible. Let's try it.



APPENDIX VI

TASK RESPONSE RECORDING SHEETS



(No.)'

. ) TTATD)

G.c

o 5. . | T (TIME)
(L.C.). -

(SET) -

GAMBLING?

COMMENTS :
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APPENDIX VII

SUBJECT DEBRIEFING LETTER’



TO MALES IN PSYCHOLOGY 110

This quarter, men in Psychology 110 were admlnlstered a ques-
tionnaire for the SCHULTZ study. They were asked to report:
their parents' occupational and educational levels. The
questlonnalre also contalned 29 multlple ch01ce questions.

The 29 quest1ons were used to determlne locus of control.
Locus of control is a dimension which measures an individual's
belief that he has control over his environment or that luck
controls his success in various tasks. Previous studies have
found a relationship between subjects' income levels and their
locus of control such that people with lower incomes trusted
luck more than their own skill, No such relationsip was found
between parental occupatlonal and educatlonal levels and locus
of control in this study. : o

Subjects were recruited, later in this quarter, according to

- their locus of control and occupational levels to participate
'in. an experimental task in which they were asked to play a
~dice game. These subjects were told that success in the game
was due to chance or to their skill or to neither of these two
factors. Thus, one of the major variables in this study was"
the manipulation of instructional set.

It was expected that instructional set would interact w1th
'parental characteristics and the individual's locus of con-
trol in such a way that subjects who relied on luck and sub-
jects whose parents had relatively lower occupational and ed-
ucational characteristics would expect to do better when told
that the game was controlled by chance than they would when
told that the game was controlled by the player's skill. The.
opposite prediction was posed for subjects whose parents had
more education and higher occupational statuses. These pre-
dictions were not supported . '

People who trust in luck were previously found to ‘engage in
atypical shifts in expectation. An atypical shift in expecta-
tion occurs when a person expects to fail after a success or
succeed after failing. An interaction was found for this
variable in this study such that persons who trusted in luck
and whose parents had more education and higher occupational
status and persons who trusted in skill and whose parents had
less education and lower educational statuses exhlblted the
most atypical shifts.

If you part1c1pated in this study, your locus of control as
measured earlier in the quarter and your parents' occupational
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‘and educatipnal levels-wefe kept confidential. All lists with
names on them have been destroyed and data has only been
identified by numbers for the statistical analysis.

I appreciate*yoﬁr cooperatipn in-this sﬁudy.i

Thank you.

 Dan Schultz
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