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ABSTRACT

Rotter's (1966) "control of reinforcerent" construct
is a dimension of belief or expectancy about the locus of reinforcing
consequences for behavior. A generalized disposition is represented
which ascribes reinforcement contingencies to either "external" (and,
hence, uncontrollable}) factors or to "internal" sources in which case
the individual perceives himself as the effective determinant of
reinforcing events. In this study, the "coantrol of reinforcement®
dimension was used to generate differential predictions about
subjects® responsiveness to subtle social influence and experimenter
effectiveness in producing change in verbal behavior. As predicted,
wexternal®" control Ss, selectively reinforced in a sentence
construction task, evidenced significantly greater performance gains
then "internal% Ss. Other differences are also reported. A7
differences are interpreted as being due to the internal”®
resistiveness to subtle forms of influence. Consideratio. ~° he
control of reinforcement dimension as an important determiaaut of
responsiveness to social influence in certain situations is
emphasized. (Author/Ti)
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"he “ednbrol of reinforcement? construct (reviewed by Lelcourt, 19663
Rotter, 1966) is a dimension of b;lief or expectancy about the locus of re-
orciung consequences for béhavior. This belief is presumed tc represent
a generalized or transsituational disposition to ascribe behavior-reinforce-
mert contingenciss to either "extbernal®, and hence uncontrollable, factors
such as chance, fate, powerful others, or an enigmatic world, and so on, or

to "internal® sources in which case the individual perceives himself as the

4+

effective determinant of reinforcing events. The most widely used and psy-~
chometrically scphisticated criterion measure for assessihg expectancy for
internal-external control of reinforcement is the I-E Scale (Rotter, 1965); -
On the basis of the construct properties and empirically established |
behavioral corrclates of I-E Scale score, it was hypothesized that differ-
ential predictions could be generated . . ) responsiveﬁess of inter-
nal and external Ss to generalized social reinfor;ers, and (2) the effect-
iveness of internal and eiternal Qslas agents or dispensers of social rein-
forcing stimuli. |
Rotter has pointed out that there is evidence that if_"suggestions or
manipulations are not to {the internal's) benefit or if he perceives them
as subtle attempts to influence him without his awareness, he reacts resis-
tively® (Rotter, 1966). In a subtle behavior chaping situation, such as

thne verbal conditioning situation used in this experiment; it would be pre~
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dicted that internals would be less responsive to E's influence attermpts

.1

than extern

a
m
]

1s, who, presunably, would base their perforuamnce On CUES

€

therchby svidence stromng performance fains.
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Differential predictions were also ade regarding the relative effectw
iveness of internal and external Es as yreinforcing agents. It was assuned
that the internal E, confidsnt that he can conlrol events in his environ-
ment and alert to cues from 7 to racilitate behavior modification, should
obtain greatsr performance changes 1rou his Ss than the external B, who
would be inclined té set Lo standards of effectiveness and be less con-
fident and expectant of ac.? -ving response changes.

Pipally, 3% also follc.s thai the various E-S pairings should pro-
duce di;ferentitl rates o r~esponse acquisition, In particular, it was
predicted that degree of - ecponse change would be greatest for an'internal

E paired with an sxternal 3 and least effective with external E and internal

{n

pairings. Homogeneous pcirings, internal E with internal S and external

1=

with external S, were expected to produce intermediate acquisition rates.
Metnod _ :

.

Subjects and Experimenters,-- A tooal of 68 female undergraduates in a ;

sophomore level general psychology course volunteered as Ss. For partie
cipation in the experiment, they received credit teoward required eXperi-
mental hours. Twenty male voluntesrs, from the same class, were hired to

serve as Es at an hourly wage€e.

Designe.-~ The basic design followed a 2 x 2 factorial format with I-E
status of Ss and ES (dichotomized into internal and external groups) as

the independent variables.




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The experimental group was composed of I8 randomly assizned 58, sub-
divided after Lhe exporiment into “internal' subjects {ISs5) and_"extarnal”
subicets (BSs) from a mcodian divicion of their scores on the T-E 3cale. Tho
Sc.ile had bzen aduninisterad to the enbtire general psycholely class three
months preceding the experimont so the participants would not comnect the
two events.

o T

5 wers assiguned to the control froup. The

.1

The remaining twenty

L—r«
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=

I
scores of Ss in the experimental and control groups were similar (T = 8.8

and 9,25, respectively, P = K3) as was their modal year ip school (sopho-

Twelve males from cong the pool of twenby volunteers were selected as

to conduct the verbal counditioning because their I-E scoOres deviated from

=
o]

the overall general psycholegy class mean by at least two sea]o pointse The
six who scored above the mean were classified as the "exteTnal" experimenters
(FEs) while the six who scored below the mean were classifled as the "inter-
nal' experimenters (IEs)., The EEs had an I-E score mean of 13,00 and the IEs
a mean of 3,00, The remaining eight males, who stored within two points of
the class averapge, served as interviewers for administration of an awareness
questionnaire after conditioning. Honextreme scorers were selected as inter-
viewers becavse of evidenée that internals are differentially effective agents
social iufluence (Phares, 1965; lcFall, 1967) and might therefore bias aware-
ngss veports.

Right Es (4 IEs and L EEs) conducted conditioning for the experimertal
group and four Es (2 IEs and 2 EEs) ran the control group of Ss.

Experimental Procedure.-- The experimental task, designed by Taffel (1955),

consisted of having Ss construct sentences from stimulus cards. ZEach card

37
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contzined six random ordered pronouns (I, Ve, He, She, You, and They) and
a differernt past tense verb., As part of the instructions, 55 were told that
this wss a "study of language aud the uss o1 words, " They werc asked to
make up one seutence for =sach of the 80 stimulus cards by selecting one of
the slx pronouns, uvsin:, © with tha verb and completing the sentence any

way the; chose. These procedures for the task were wEe

¢ with all 68 Ss.
The evening before the data was collected, Es and interviewers met
separately with the senior author for traiuing sessions intended o acquaiut
and give.them practice with the proceduvres t0 be used in the experiment. In
their trainiﬁg session, &S were exposed-- via an informal lecture -- to material
on principles of operant conditioning relevaut to the verbal conditioning
situation. They were also given practice in reading instructions for the
task ar l in tallyinﬁ and reinforcing responses. The senior author super- .
vised their practice to be sure each & attained proficiency in all aspects
of the procedure, §
For the first twenty trials (sentences) of experimental and control Ss,
E recorded pronoun selection but szid 7 Jhis dat. .+ .3cd o obtedn
baseline rates for the use of the reinforced class of pronouns (the persomal
prenouns I and We)s For -the next 60 trials, E continued to record pronoun
selection but, for experimental Ss, responded by saying "good" immadiately
following seutences that began with an "I" or mje", For these Ss, adminis- i
tration of the reinforcing stimulus was contingent solely on pronoun selectiocn.
During the last 60 trials, control 3s received a predetermined random Or noun- g
contingent schedule of reinforcement. Each control § raceived a different

random schedule but the same total- number of reinforcements. Other than the

scheduling of reinforcement, control and experimental Ss were treated in an

jdentical fashion. Following the conditioning phase, interviewers met with

@i_.
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ench S to aduinister the Spielberger (1562) awareness questionnaire and a

Semanbic Differauitial Scale,

The wmain dzpendent measure Yor this sbudy was the freguency of 1 and
te pronouns stlected by 3s orer trisls., Tor purpuses of analysis, the 80
separate lrisls were collspsed into four blecks of 20 trials each and 3s'
scores corresponded ©o the munber of T and Ve responses cnmitted during aach
block of trials. The first (nonreinforced) block constituted a baseline
measure., Comparison of the baseline scores of coutrol and cxperimental 3s
snascated that the two groups were essenbially comparable (E<fl), Analysis
of variauce of the acquisiticn seores revealed a sisunificesnt trials or con-
aivioning effect (F = 3.95, af 3/19%, p< ,01) and a significant groups-by-
trials interaction (T = 5.16, df 3/198, p< .00S) indicating that a significant
proportion of variance in the overall conditioning effect was due to performance
changes in experimental Ss whereas er=t»~1 thowed essentially ho change over
Logaloabion . .aLSe

In crder to determiae whether the I-E stawus of Es or Ss were associated
with the significant counditioning effect analys. =~ of variance with repeated
measures were made using difference scores (baeline substracted from first
and from last acquisition trial block scores) s bhe dependenyv measure. As
predicted, ESs showed a significantly greaber :n<rement in emission of rein-
forced responses than ISs (F = W67, af 1/bh, ©7.05). A separate comparison
indicated that the performance level of ISs dur ug acquisition was comparable
to that of randomly reinforced controls (E<fl), i.e., no conditioning. The
I-1 st tus of I was not reliably relatedvto acquisition scores or to the per-

formance differences of ISs and ESs (F<D).

5
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In order to examine ihe possibility that difTerences in performance of
ISs and =Ss was due Lo ¢iffcrences in npumber of aware S5s, responses to ques-
tions on the Spielberger interview were submitied to two judges who inde-
pendently scored thenm #'or awareness. The criterion for scoring awareness
was a statcment of the correct response-reéinforccment contingency. On the
basis of this criterion, 23 8s were classified as aware and 25 as unawvare,
Interjudge agreement was 95%. Awarc Ss were then sorted into a four-fold
contingency table with I-E status of S and E as the two defining dimensions,
Thirteen meibers of the IS group had becen classified as aware and 10 in the
i3 groop. Seven of the azware ISs had been seen by IUs and 6 by EEs, Anal- .
ysis of these frequencies indicated that there was no demonstrable association
between incidence of awareness and I-% status of either & ~ Y1),

Thus, the previously noted performance differences could n.t t¢ attributed to
differerces in the number of Ss reporting awareness in the two groups.

An unweighted means analysis of variance was made to determine whether
reports of awareness werec related to acquisition performance. The two
orthogonal factors for this analysis were awareness (aware versus unaware )
and I~-E status of S (IS versus ES). This analysic revealed that aware Ss
emitted significantly more reinforged responses during acquisition than
unavare Ss (F = L.kl, daf 1/kh, p<.05), while the latter group, om the basis’ ?

_of a separate analysis, evidenced no conditioning, i.e., performed the same
as the randomly reinforced controls (E 1), Hore importantly, however, a
gignificant interaction between awareness and I-E status of 5 (F = L.10,
df 1/LL, p<.05) was obtained indicating that aware ISs had accounted for

the performance gains of aware Ss. Aware ISs performed essentially the
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same a5 urnaware Ss and controls, As evidence of the strength of the

relationship betieen conditionin: and I~ status, correlaticns between

e}

I~E Scale scores and S's periormance on the last block of acquisition
trials were computed for aware and unaware SS separately. The I1-E
Seale scores of unaware Ss were uncorrelated with their final conditioning
performance (E = ,09) but were significantly related to conditioning for
aware $s (r = 5L, p<.0l).

The incentive value of the reinforcer was assessed from ratings Ss
made to the question "How much did you want the experimenter to say ‘'good!'?"
Ratings were dichotomized into Ss who expressed some desire (i.e., either
"some" or "very much") and those who reported no desire (“not at all") for
the reinforcer. There was no significant difference in the frequency of
ISs and ESs in these two categories (x“= 2,09), but when awareness was
taken into account, significantly more aware ESs expressed some desire for
the reinforcemsnt than aware ISs (¥ = 3.97, df 1, p<.05), In the unaware
group, S's I-E status was not asscciated with ratings of desire for the
reinforcer (X<1)., These data, from the private reports of Ss; are con=~
sistent with the'previously noted performznce differences betwsen ISs and
ESs. That is, aware Ss who evidenced the greatesth performance gains, the ESs,
indicated that the reinforcer had greater incentive or motivational value
for them than aware Ss who showsd no change in emission of reinforced responscs,
the ISs. Also, desire for the reinforcer was not related to I-E status of E
for either aware or unawarec Ss.

Ratings on the Activity, Potency, and Ivaluative dimensions of the
Semantic Differential were submitted to scparate two-way analyses of var-

iance with S and E I-E status as the independent factors. Analysis of the
O
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Yvaluative dimension ratings produced no significant main or interaction
effects (all Fs<1). On the Activity dimension, however, ESs rated their
Zs (irrespective of I-E status) significantly higher than ISs (F = 4.93,
dar 1/, p<.05). Analysis of the Potency ratings indicated that the IZs
were rabecd significantly hizher on this dimension than EEs (F = 5.8lL,
df 1/Lh, p<.025) by all Ss. kone of the other Fs for these analyses
appreoached critical value,

Discussion

The results of this study support the I-E dimension as a predictor
of individual differences to social influence conditioﬁs. Severgl aspects
of the results merit some conmment.

First, the ability to identify the correct contingency (awareness)
was significantly related to S's performance in verbal conditioning. The
group of Ss classified as aware evidenced significant performance gains
while unaware Ss and conirols showed essentially no changes Thére was no
evidence to support the contention <that "learning without awareness" is !
a demonstrable phenomenon (e.g., Dixon and Oakss, 1965 ). This conclusion
must be qualified, however, by the unerstanding that post-experimental
reports cannot be construéd as perfectly correlated indices of cognitive
states (e.g., aware or not) that were presumed to exist during conditioning
(Krasner and Ullmann, 1963; Maltzman, 1967). Fﬁrthermore, there is evidence i
that the awarcness assessment device itseif may bias reports by suggesting
awareness to some Ss (Dector, 1968).

While performance gains were confined primerily t0 the aware group,
differential effects within the aware group were associlated with S's I-E
status. It was evident that aware ESs accounted for the majority of vari-

ERIC
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ance in conditionins, Aware IS5, unaware S5 and controls maintaned com-
parable respons: rates and showed essentially no change in emission of
reinforcecd responses ovcr trials, These results would support findings
from complimentary e¥perimental settings which suggest that ESs and ISs
respond differently in situaticuns that involve subtle forms of inter-
personal or social influence. In particular, ISs tend to be non-
responsive or resistive to subitle influence attempts whazreas ES5s are
typically compliant, cooperative, and responsive. Thsse behavioral
differcnces have been identiiied in a sufficient number of studies as to
constitube a relisble phenomenon (Crowne and Liverant, 1963; Getter, 19663
and Gore, 1962). Psrhaps an interesting line for future research would
be to identify socizl learning factors that lead to these individual
differences,

Contrary to the initial hypothesis, I<E status of E did not affect
Ss' performance in verbal conditioning. This result runs counter to
studies of attitude change (Phares, 1965) and experimznter expectancy
(McFall, 1967), for example, that report significant E elfects.agsociated
ﬁith I-E status. There is no doubt that the EE and IE groups were markedly
distinct. -Firs%, their I-E scores were completely nonoverlapping and
at opposite ends of the dimension. Secondly, the Semantic Differential
ratings from Ss indicated that IEs and.EEs were perceived quite differently.
Even though the interaction was highly structured and lasted only about
fifteen minutes, IEs were perceived as significantly more potent than FEs.
This findings accords with theoretical (Rotter, 1966), psychometric (Butter-
field, 196l), and experimental reports (Phares, 1965) which emphasize such
"poteney™ related characteristics as "goal-directedness," tself-confident,"

o . . s . .
ERIC %controls own destiny," and so on, in-describing the internally oriented individual,
Phrir o e q. '
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Summary

In this study, the 'control of reinforcament" dimension was used to
generate differential predictions about S respcnsiveness to subtle sociatl
influence and E effectiveness in producing change in verbal behavior. As
predicted, "external" control Ss, selectively reinforced in a sentence con-
struction task, evidenced significantly greaster performance gains than
"internal® Ss. When reports §f awarencss wefe used to further subdivide
Ss, it was found that aware externals accounted for the conditioning effect
vheress aware internals, unaware Ss, and controcls were comparable and §howed
essentially no change in performance. These differences were interpreted
as being due to the internal's resistivenes; to subtle forms of influence.
The anticipated E effect was nonsignificant. Conéideration of the control
of reinforcement dimensiqn as an important determinant of responsiveness to

social influence in certain situations was emphasized.

10
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O ESs seen by EEs
O ESs seen by IEs
DISs seen by EEs
£1IS <eenby LEs
A Comrol §s
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' FIGURE 1. Mean difference sCOres for exparimental groups
and controls onfirst and last acquisition blocks.
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FIGURE 2. Mean difference scores for aware and unaware
Ss'in IS and ES groups on first and last
acquisition blocks. ) '







