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Abstract

‘lhe purpose of}this thesis was to examine a‘twojprocess mode |
for ‘thé perception ofﬂ control 4proposed by Rothbaum, Heisz, and
Snyder (1982)' The 1uthors probose that a perception of control is'“
achieved by primary process (attempts to change the environment) or
by secondary procest Aattewpts to change the self) for four types of
control predictive, vicarious, , illusory and interpretive.
Preference for primary and secondary process in each type of control
was tested by presenting 324 female univerSity students with an
opportunity to select appropriate courses of action for characters'
in storles. ) The response options reflected primary control,
secondary control and/passive control for a character‘who succeeded
or failed in the situation. Three individual'difference measures of

‘é the reader were measured locusyof control, self-esteem, and a
: scale measuring preference for primary versus secondary control.
Results supported the predictions that control lS preferred to‘

passivity, and that primary process control s preferred over

' secondary process control. Preference for primary process control

R

was positively correlated with an internal locus of control~and witn‘

~ high self-esfeenm.

W=

iv
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Introductiqn ' P

The;réercepgion of control has generally ’been defined as ;n
inference about the self, i.e., how the i{ndividual views 'his
"capacity to have an impact on the en#iroﬁment. In a variety of
psychological theories (Kelly, 1955; Rotter, 1966; de Chanus; .\19’68;!’
BrehZ’ 1968; Langer, 1977), Control has been an important concebt.
w1th1n these theories, ;he perception of control has been seen as
r;aving positive value for the individual. Most research has focused
on édntrol as an enduring attitude or on th'e abrogation of control
in depression and in Isa-r‘ng‘dv .he1p1essness paradligms. The
expectation for personal cori:t‘v‘gl’ in obtainingy reinforcements has
been valued' as a way to limit ‘aversive "experience, :and to .enhance
achievement and adjustment. In this research an individual's
A’attempts to achievé or maintain a percgption of control have rarely
been examined. . Rothbaum, Weisz, ‘aﬁd Snyder (1982) Hav'e_a?éued
recently for a two-process view of%control: primary ‘control ‘whe'reby
an individual attempts to change the environment, and ‘secondary
control whereby an individual attempts to change_the.self in order
to accommodate the environment. Thc'e.' authors héve argued that an
exan'lrination of existing literature, which deals either directly or
indirectly with the qér.ceotior‘wpof control, sugg;sts that there fs

evidence for continued attempts to maiqtain control that have been

largely unrecognized.
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In ﬁhe Rothbaum model, contrp‘I is trag‘ted as a motivational
construct that is e;presied by ;r1mary or secondary processes.
De Charms (1968) has advocated one of the clearest: positions on -
control as a motivatlonal construct. He emphasized the drive to be .
an '0r1gin , A person whose choices determine his behavior, as
opposed to a "Pawn", a person whose behavior {s directed I‘;m
external forces. However, de Charms did not develop specific'
hypotheses regarding how an individual might maintain_the "Origin"
 stance. Sfmilarly, White's (1959)~ description of the drive to
attain a sense of influence in sur}ound1ngs in desired ways did not-
~include specific mechanisms whereby ankind1v1dua1 would manifest the
drive to competence. He did suggest that Fépresentative behavior
would be difeéted,,selective, and persistent. These two active and
striving descriptions of human propensities for5§ontrol stand in
sharp contrast to a body of literature that Rothbjﬁm et al, cite as

supporting an “uncontroliébil1ty—mod;}'}-J\\\‘\;//j

In large part, support for the "uncontrollability modef"
consists of data from 1locus of cont}ol and learned helplessness
research. Tﬁe authops of the two-process model question the
1nterpretat10n of behaVioral and attributional observations that
support the uncontrollab1!)ty model". ] These 1include passivg,
withdrawn and submissive behaviors, as well as causal attributions
to.ch&nce. to powerful others and to severe 11m1t£tions in ability, --

particularly in situations of faflure. The basic 6remise of the
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sustain control

secondary process control) In the Rotlibaum et al.

model “four types of control have bccn proeg\// pred1ct1vc}:

i1lusory, vicarious. and 1nterpret1ve. Each type of control may be

exhibited in primary or in secondary form. Pnimary and secondary
'rocesseg are differentiated by'the types of attributfons that are

de and the occurrence and/or 1nstrumenta11ty of accompanying
behaviorg. In the d1scu§;10n .that follows, G?E:;En\ cited as
relevant for each type of control will hccompaﬁy descriptions of

‘peimary and secondary processes. Table 1 summarizes the four types

. * - t
by chariging the environment (primary process

C

of control 1in both primary and secondary process, and follows o

Table | in Rqﬁhbaum'et al. (p. 12).

. ’ N



\_.\ . Tablel o
_Primary and Secondary Processes fn Four Types of Control

Predictive Control
- Primary process ' : »
Attempts to predict events to succeed at them. Active behavior
- and attributions to the self's effort and abi]1ty are 11ke1y in
: * tasks of -moderate difficulty
Secondary process
Attempts to predict events to avoid disappointment Passive
and withdrawn behavior, espec1a1ly in tasks of moderate ‘
. difficulty. Active, persistent behavior in extremely easy or -
cdifficult situations. Attribut1ons to severely limited ab111ty
':are 11kely

. ¥

111USopy Contrb] v
* Primary process : -
" “Attempts to 1nf1uen§§ chance determ1ned outcomes (
Active behavior in ‘thance and skill situations and attributions
‘to self's effort and abi]ity are Tikely.
. Secondary. process -
~ -Attempts to associate w1th chance Act1ve behav1or in chance
situations but passive and w1thdrawn behav1or in skill '

situations and attributions to chance are likely.
: ) - ’ . . &) : ~

Picarious Control

Primary process '
Attempts to manlpulate powerfu1 others or 1m1tate the1r power
or ability, Instrumental submissive behavior or manipulative
“behavior; attrlbutions 10 the self's effort and ab111ty are
11ke]y \ _

Secondary process [
" Attempts to associate with powerful others
“Noninstrumental, submlssive behav1or and’ attr1but1ons to others
are 11ke1y :

) Interpretive Control’ : . ,(b\_ : ‘
.Primary process. . ' =
~ Attempts to understand problems to be able to solve them or
~otherwise master them. Active behavior and attr1but1ons to the
. self's efforts and ability are likely. '
Secondary process Co
5 Attempts tocunders%and problems so as to der1ve meanlng from
» " them or otherwise master them. Passive, withdrawn, and -
" submissive behavior and attributions to severely 11m1ted
ability, chance, and powerful others’ are likely.




brimary process attempts to achieve predictive control are
characterized by active behavior and attributions to the self's
effort and ability, particuiariy in moderately difficult tasks.. In

primary proeess form, . the goa] of predictive efforts is to enable

“thei individual to succeed. Secondary process attempts to achieve

| a o . , ‘
‘predictive control. are characterized by passive and withdrawn
behaviors 1n moderateiy difficuit tasks and by active behaviors in
extremeiy easy or difficuit tasks. These,behav1ors are iikeiy to be

accompanied by attributions to severeiy iimited ~ability. In

secondary process form, the. goal of predictiue efforts is fo avoid.

disappointment Av01dance of moderateiy difficult. tasks after
exposure to failure (Frankel & Snyder, 1978) has been 1nterpreted gy
Rothbaum -et al. as a lowering of expectations to avoid futyure
disappointment. Stﬁdies» show  that success may be avoided or

undermined (Mettee, 1971; Wortman, Costanzo. & Witt, 1923' Aronson &
Ined , \ : 7

l Carismith: 71962) to avoid disappointment if it is peryeived to -

entaii the likelihood of suo§Equent failure. /' o
A second Sform bof control is 1{llusory control. _f’In “primarj
"process form, - illusory control is “characterized +by ‘a}tenpts to
infiuence chanoe determined,outcomes, by active behaviOr in chance
and.in“skiii situations, and by attributions to the seif S effort
and abiiity.' In secondary process form, 111usory controi is
;naracterized by‘attempts to. reiy on chance, by active behavior in

chance situations and passtve behavior in skill situations, and by

/
/L'



h attributions‘to chance. Data supportingyﬂpis form of control have
’__been drawn from two 1iteratures. fl1lusion of control ~and “locus of
’ control, Langer A(;975. 1977) found that ’peopYe_ had unwarranted'
‘expectations about their ability to ~inf1uence‘ chancé-determined
‘outcomes. She suggested that people may confuse chance tasks for
skill ‘tasks given choice, famiiiarity, and invo]vement According'

to the two- process model, chance may be perceived as a force to be

aiigned with.‘ i e., the 1ndividua1 may gain: luck aS' an
vIndividuais with an external locus of contro] have,si
to view chance _tasks as y:eiding disp051tiona1 |
prefer chance over ski]] tasks and to be more paSSiv aJKarabenick &{::
“Srull;  1978;  Karabenick & Addy. 11979). ,fThm‘ two-process_“‘_*y
: interpretation of these results is that these. 1nd1v1duals see 1uck
as controliable and it predicts that they will show a tendency to
uti]ize secondary forms of iiiusory control. - .

The third form of controi proposed w1thinAlhe‘two process modé
s - vicarious control. - In primary form this. is manifested_ by
| attempts\tonmanipuiate powerful others, ashinstrumentairSubmissive
or manipuiativé.behavior,-and in attributions;to the self's effort :
andlabi]itv:‘ iln secondary fohn:it is manifested‘as attempts to
. associate with powerfui others, as noninstrumentaiv submissive
behavior, and in attributions to others The concept of vicarious

. control was developed from a con51deration of two constructs ‘rooted

- 1in 'psychoanalytic theory: . identification and individuation.’



Identification is similar to Bandura's (1969) descr!ptien of the
imitation of powerful others but differs in that it 1; not
necessarf]y 1h§tfumenta1 behavtor." Examples of  nontnstrumental
imitation are subservient behavior‘ elicited by powerful others
KBandura. .1969)} ane children'é imitation of~a dom{nant paeent's
preference for pictures where the parent could have no knowledge ;?
ehe chi]d‘s“selection (Hetherington & Frankle, 1967). Fremm (1941)
discussed noninstrumental beﬁavior as a reaction to. individuation
processes which is expressed in tendencies to submissiveness and
eonformiﬁy. Self-awareness following failpre (Scheier, Carver, & ,
Gibbohs, 1979)+ ahd ldisihhibition resulting from deindividuation
(Johnsbn & Downing, 1979; Diener, 1979) has been cited as support
for this view. h | | -

The fourth type of control 1is interpretive cdﬁt}ol, which is’

cont}ol that 1is attained through a search for 'meaning -and

¢ -——

‘understanding.‘ In primary form, interpretive control is expressed
~in attempts td understand problems in-oreer to solve or to ma;ter
them, in aétive behavior, and in.attributions to the se]f's.ef%ert
and abi{ify5 In secondarj form,'interpretive control is expressed
ih ;ttemptsﬁto understand problems in order to derive meaning and to
accept them, in passive,'withdrawn, and submissive:behevior, and 1n' -
atfributions to severely 1limited ability, chance, and  powerfu1
others. Studies have shown that paeticipants in  learned

A

’helb]essness situations (Coyne, Metalsky, &’ Levalle, 1980) ﬁbecame
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preoccupied with expiaining performance and that participants who
have experienced failure show a tendency to seek out causal factors
ini subsequent tasks (Pittman a Pittman, 1980) Similariy,
individuals who are victims of severe accidents or crimes (Bulmah &
" Wortman,’ 1977) and those who make attributions to severely 1imited"
ability search for causal factors and focus on chance. Rothbaum et
al. suggest that in future studies, investigators should obtain
measures of interpretive activity, - and of alterations in goais or
values that are a common ‘response to altered avaiiabi1ity* of

‘outcomes (Ebbenseg“ Bowers, Phii]ips.x & Snyder, 1975;. Mann} &

.
~

Dashiell, 1975). S

Arguments for secondary.control re]& heavily on the“person's
'reinterpretation of the response to  uncontro1Tabi1ity and}dr\\\
fallure. The desire for’:control is assuméd to be sufficiently b
-motivating to preciude' a. helpless or passive stance. Instead,
behavior is seen as'seiectiveiy persistent ahd effortful. Re]iance
on chance, on powerful others, increased attributional activity, and
adJustment of expectat;ons are central characteristics of secondary
" control processes. In their model, Rothbaum et\al. have arguedvthat
use of secondary control responses is- encouraged by situational
variab]es. ‘Secondary control is\Tikeiy to be. employed where there‘
“is a prolonged failure to obtain desired outcomes via primary
control and where personai iimitation in obtaining outcomes is seen

as permanent.

B 4 (/:ﬂ



In summary, thf_model assumes a motivation to perceive control
that is expressed‘iﬁ four types of control: predictfve, i1lusory,
vicarious, and interpretive. Each oécurs 1n4pr1mary and secondary
process form. Both forms constitute active attempt§ to acﬁieve and
maintain. control. Because cqntro1 is assumed to be valued, both
primary and secondary respbnses ~are expected to be preferred oﬁ%rt
passive, non-control-seeking résponses. | A

The purpose of thﬁs study was to ascertain whether people would
show a preference. for control-éeeking versus ‘ndn-control-seeking

responses. Participants were "given an opportunity to express

preferences for both active andv'passive responses when 'seTecting

~ among various options that were open to a character in a story.

Subjects read three short stories. Each story was followed by a

series of chojce\goints; - At these choice points, theiparticipantsu
were asked to se]é%f what théy.,fe]t were appropriate courses of
action:for ﬁﬁ‘ héractgr and then to continue the story. They made

these selections where the character had encountered an obstacle in

-the phrsuit of a goal. In one condition, tke main character

expertence& failure due to luck in the’iuréuit of the goal. In
another condition, the main character had a longstanding pérsonal

Timitation. Preferences were examined where two situational

“ varfables were manipulated: failure and availability of dltions.

Failure was introduced. in thg‘form either of-luck or of longstanding

personal limitation. Options were‘restricted to a choice between a

-
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~ primary control response or a passive ‘alternative;x a seccndary

'controf response -or a passive alternative, and a.fprimary or a

-

secondary concrol response.

Although the study focused on " the effect of situational
variables on pneferences. individual differences were also of
concern. Rothbaum et ai suggested that tendencies, to ufilize
primary or secondary  processes may be associated with persona]ity
variab]es. Primary process control was suggested as more 11ke1y to
occur jn people who -are h19h1y,mct1Vated‘to sdcceed; who have en

internal locus of control, and who may be classified as Type A's.

-Secondary process control was suggested as more likely to occur in

peop1e‘who have a high failure ayoidance orientation, an external

locus of control, and low self—asiean. .Locus of control a‘p self-

o » ) ,
-esteem were selected as 1nd1v1dua1 difference variables in this

study. Since locus of control scales do not take into account
brimary and secendcry processes, & new sca]e measuring preference
for primary and secondary process was developed. ‘

Two major pre?%gtions were formulated on the basis of arguments.
advanced by Rothbaum et al. The first hypothesis was that control.
responses would be preferred over passive responses because "control
is so valued, the quest for .it is rarely abaﬁ&oned;* instead,

individuals are likely to shift from one method of striving for’

- control to another" (p..7). The secondihypothesis was that primary

control responses would be preferred over secondary = control

<

{4
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rrqiﬁonses because “secondary contrbles most likely after attempts
at ﬁﬁ;imﬁry _control have failed" (p..8). In addition, fa lure
»conditions Qere expected to a]te: control preferences. The ird
hypdthesis was that/failure due to luck would increase the Eelection
of primary ;ontro] responses; Failufe dqé to luck was expected to
be a 10; salient stimulus for 1nternal§: because they “typically
respond to (low salient obstacles) in a reaétant‘mqnnér. as 1fvthey
were cha]\snéed to exert more‘ primary control" (p. 28). It‘ was
expected that the majority of subjects would have an internal locus
of control. =~ The fourth hypothesis was that failure due to
longstanding personal shortcoming would increase the selectign of
secondary contégi. responses, because "secondary cbntro] R £
particdiar]y likely in ﬁases of prolonged failure to obtain . . .
incentives or (in) ca;es in thch the 1inability is perceiQed as
| permanént” (pp. 28-29).

;Of sepondary interest were iﬁdividual differences in resbon§e
to fai]ure. A fifth h}pothesiﬁ was that external locus of control
and secoﬁdary control individuals would show a higher préference for
" secondary control in the failure luck condition than in the ofher
two%condition;T— Failure due to luck was ex#ected to have greater
impact for these individuals. Their seléction of secondéry control
responses wag expected to increase as an attempt to associate w1§h

luck.  Internal locus of §control and primary control individuals

were expected to show a higher preferencé for primary control in the
L | : »
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failure luck condition than in the other two failure conditions.
Failure due to luck was expected to increase the use of a preferred
control response because it should be a low salient stimulus which

1ncrease§ striving in internals (Glass, 1977). Internal locus of

‘control and primary control individuals were expected to show a

higher preference for secondary control in the -failure skill
condition than 1in the other two conditions.” Failure due to
1qngstandiﬁg persona]y]imitation was expected to have greater impact
for the;e individuals. Rothbaum et a1.ﬁhavg-argued that this type
of failure will decrease the use of primiﬁy C6ntro1 processes and -
1n£rease the use of secondary control processes. Rea1izatioﬁ that

primary control is not possible in combination with the opportunity

- to prepare for attempts at secondary control maximizes use of -

secondary control,



= Method

Subjects . :,

- Participants were 324 female students enrolleg

The study was conducted in y(oups of approx1mate]y twenty persons.
Peop]e were asked to indicate their native language, and 1f it was
not English to ingicate the length of time they had spoken English,
Data froz/these individuals were not inc1uded if, when engaged in
conférsat1on with the researcher at the conclusion of the session,

‘they pppeared to have difficulty in understanding English, -

Materials )

Pilot work was conducted to test the method for the thesis
research. - In "an initia]y study, two measurement devices were
déve]oped. The first was a scale that measufed preference for
primary versus secondary‘control processes. The second was a -story
paradigm that meés&red preference for cgptrol where primary and-
sehondary control options as well as passive options are available.
A second pilot study was subsequently undertaken to gather data on
the reliability and validity of these measurements. -

The control preference scale was a 10 item scale in which the

reader was asked which of two options host closely reflected his or

13
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her opinions or behaviors.“ﬁPrimary and secondary prbcess forms of
control were represented 16 each pair of'options. In the initial
pilot study, .the control preference scale was a twenty item
questionnaire that contained five pairs of options for each of the
four types of control. Followipgian analysis for reliability which
detgrmined a biserial correlation between the item anJ the total
"best score, this scalé was reduced to ten items for the theéis
research: 3 predictive, 2 vicarious, 2 i]lysor} and 3 1n£erpret1vé.

—

The mean correlation value before and aftezﬁ&elétion of items was
+.247 and +.387, respectively. (See Appen&%x A‘ for the control
scale.) - | !

b Responses to the story paraéigm were the main dependent
measures. Inthis paradigm, subjecﬁé‘;ead three short stories ;hat
were . followed by four ;hoice point§ requiring some action on the
part of the protagonist. At'e;ch'bhoice point. there was a primary
process response option, é secondary process response option,¢on a
pagsive response option. Opportunities to express preferences for
primary - and secondary aspects of four types of control were
'presented at the choice points, The story paradigm allowed

measurement of preferences “over a variety of situations. (See

Appendi x B for the stories.)
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Pilot Study

. !

. Two pilot studies were conducted. Twenty four subjects were
recruited for the initial pilot study. As anticipated, preference
for control in the story paradigm was related to‘preference on the
coﬁtrol preference'_écale (r=+.63). Primary control was preferred
over secondary control (46% and 38% of responsgs respectively).
Ratings of the degree of failure experienced by story characters
indicated an awareness of failure. as such (combined M = 2.67, scale:
1<low > to 5<high >)..V ‘

' In a second pilot study, the}va]idity of choice point options
‘;was“'examined. One group of subjects was given descriptions of
primary, secondary and passive responses and was asked to classify
each.option. Because fhe mean percent correct: classification level
wgs 78%, changes,td optidns were deemed unnecessary. A second group
of subjects was given descriptions of the four types of control in
both primary. and secondary form. These subjects were asked to
classify pairs of p?imafy and squndary options presented at story
choice points as gxampfes of the four tyﬁes of control. Options at
four ‘choice points\ were replaced. The mean pertent correct
classification level for retained‘1tems'was 17%. w
In addition to the control preference scale, éwo further
measures of 1nd1vfdu51 differences were obtained: locu§ of control
and self-esteem. The locus of controi scale used was a shortened

form of a standard scale that deals with cohtrol in the personal

Q



16

sphere (Gurin, Gurin, Lao, & Beattie, 1969). The self-esteem scale
used was a twelve {tem sca]e (Phillips, 1974) that focuses on self-
’ esteem in the personal sphere, rather than self-esteem as a measure
of socfal adequacy. Validity was determined via correlation
(re+.66) witq the Janis and Field (1959) Feelfngs- of Inadequacy
scale and reliability was determined,b&;test-reggst measurement at a
three week interval (r=+.69). (See Abpendix C for locus of control

ey

and self-esteem scales.)

Procedure
‘ Participants were' told that the study was concerned with
“~ preferences that people may have when given certain alternatives.

They were told that .the study contained questionsibconcerning
individual opinions on a variety of matters becausehit was thpught
that indiwidual differences' and attitudes might be related to
préferences, ﬁﬁrticipants were advised that there weré nd right or
Wwrong answers; their "task was to read the material§ provided, to
consider them carefu11y an& tb respond to the questions. Procedures
to ensure confidentiality were descfised after whf&h all
participants receive¢ the \following ﬁaterial: Jthe stor} paradigm, a
questionnaire Qh15h uang combiﬁatioﬁ of a manipulaﬁion check‘and a-
query on subjective experience for story,protagonists,‘the control

preference scale, locus of control scale and se]fsestea;’scaléf At

the end of the session, participants were givén a. debriefing and
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assured of confident1a]1ty. (See Appendix D for ﬁ;hipu1ation check
and qugry.) ' |

x The dcsién of the study was a 3 control options (range of
availabifity) X 3 fallure (luck, longstanding persapal l1m1tatio;
and no fa11urefcontrol) factorial. Participants read: three Qh?rt
storfes. Eaﬁh story was \ngIOWed by four choice points that
presented the story protagonists.h1th—optional ways to conttnue the
story. ﬁarticipants were asked to maké vwhat seemed to be
appropriate choices for Ehe protagonists. 'Thgy selecied between
‘pa1rs of options having a primary control response or a secondary
control response, a primary contrél responsa\bf a passive response,
and a sécondaryw or ; passive _response. In each
story the protagonist met an obstacle;y Prior to selecting options,
participanﬁs in the control group were told that the reasons behind
the occurrence of thé obstéc]e were unimportant. Participan;s‘in

. gpé ex&grimental groups read s;ories——qith a failure man{pulation

indicating that the protagonisfs were facing the obstacle efther

. »
because of 1luck or because of  some personal shortcoming of a -

_longstanding nature. Participants were randomly assigned to ome of
« , i /
these nine groups. Story order,and_option»order were randomized and

counterbalanced. ! - A\

|

\"\
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"Results o .
&

Manipulation Checks : o S,

.‘\,v' The va]idation‘ of failure man1pulat1ons was determined in

W%

: rat1ngs of the degree ofA“11ure exper1enced by story characters and

in ratings of -the degre .to wh1ch obstac1es fac1ng story characters

‘were due to . persona1 fa111ngs versus 1uck orcchance. Ratings were
N )

<, obtained- on a 5 point 'scale where 1 was 1ow and 5 was high. A

]

’s1gntf1cant]y hlgher degree of - failure experienced by story:

. characters was: reported for fa11 skill than for no fail and fail
' -

luck conditions (M = 2.633, M £2.309, M = 2.269, Fespectively;

F(2,321) = 8. 891 B .001). - The %ail skill condition also received

a s1<n1f1cant1y hlgher ratlng than e1ther no fail or fail luck

. @D
con;rt ns for the degree to wh1ch obstacles facing story characters N7
were» the resu]t ofv persona1 shortcom1ng t(skill) versus 1uck or .
“chance (M = ,"M = 2.282 and M = 2.049, respectively), F(2,321)

#ure manipulations were effectiye because the=

~

- fail sk111 cond1t1gp prov1ded the greatest sense of failure and was

= 73.58, p <.001).

' ~ judged ‘to result from persona] shortcomgngs in the story character
Several s1gn1f1cant results occurred in measurements of ‘the
“}erce1ved qua]ity of experience for story characters and of subject
familiarity wlth story.elements.V~Meantva1ues~and summary analysis
of *variance are-sincluded> in Tables D-1 égnd D-2 in ‘Appendix D.,

Because they are not interpretable, they will not be distissed
- » reta . A SCuS
f
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further. 'Thre'e measurements . of fhemqualqié"y' of expe‘rience for story
c_h‘a-rac_t'e\r_s revealed J,no\ significan‘ ld1ffereé%'\ces for faﬁure
condi“tio’ns:' sense of effectweness, sense of 11mitat1on in course
.of action and sense of control (ﬂ=2.83,‘ M= 320, M= 2.66,

respectwe]y) ' L _ | B P

Major Dependent Measure
Preference for -control was. measured in terms/of the -olec -on
*
~of a particular option in the stor.ies. One point was givza for
selecting the control option where the choice was between a‘primary
control response versus a passive response or between a secondary
_’contro]. res'ponse versus a passive response. One point was given for
selecting the prjmary ‘control option where the choic”‘as between ‘a”_\
primary cnntrol» response ~and a secondary control _response.

.Chi-sduare analysis revealed preference for control in the se]éction

-

»
of story options where ‘the' avaﬂable options were primary control

response versus passive res,ponse X, _-108) = 107.78,
E<.00Q§ and where the avaﬂabl‘e options we_re secondary control’
response s~ passive 'response (x2 (11, ._ = 108) = 1135.56,
p_'< 000). These resu]ts support hypothedl% 1. As Mas predicted
from the model, primary contro1 resgonses were preferred where the
avaﬂable options were primary contro] responses v&rsus secondary
control responses (XZ» (11, N = 7108)‘ 2 102.22, p< .000). Th1s result,.

[

. suppo_rts hypothesis 2.

-



. | . 20

", To examine the data for differences in' options and failure
conditions, as well.as for possible différences in the stories, an
'ana]ysis of variaﬁce was conducted. In this’ ana]ysis,imeén scores
with two 'factors between*ngubjécts ‘(?ya‘ﬂure and Optionvs) and one
factor within subjects (stories) were examined. There. were" three
lévels‘of faiiure'(no‘:fail,'fail luck, fail skill), three 1evé1s of
options (prjimar_y control versus passive option, second_ary control
,,' versus passive option, primary versus secondary control option‘),;‘and
three stories (story 1, story 2, story 3). ATl participants
selected ,.'4, options in each of thé 3 stori.es,-.yielding a maximum
,score of 12,7 Main effects were dpserved for bp;cions, failure and
;tor‘ies. Mean scores 'f.orvthe primary control versus passive choice
condition wef'e ;jgh/rficantly higher than for the secondary control
g
versus passive choice condition and the primary versus secondam{g
‘control g'ndition”(ﬁ = 9,278, M = 8.185, —ﬁ"=~8;213, respectively;’
F(2,315) = 15.50, p <.001). The high mean reflects a‘ greater
}selection (of primary contbrol where the alternative option i‘s‘ a
passive res'ponse géthef than a‘ seﬁdndary ‘conﬁfdl , response.’
App]ication of a Neunan-Keuis test' confirmed"that the effect for
optior‘\s‘ was significant (p <;05). Mean scoreé for.t_vhe_ fa‘i] luck
condition were significant]y higher than f‘br no fail.and .fail sﬁll
conditions which did not differ from each other .(M = 9.000,
] M= 8.843, M= 8.333., respectively; f_(2‘,315) = 5.84, p <.003). The :

high mean reflects a greater selection of control dver péssfve



21

options, ¥ of primary over. secondary opti‘ons, which is §1gn1f1cant

using a NéMan-Keuls test (p <.05). This result is ‘consistent. with
hypothéses\ 1, 2; and 3 and is contrary to hypothesis 4. T
‘ Significant differences in control preference 'weré“' found among

the stories. Mean control preference was significantly higherlin

‘story 1 than in either story 2 or story 3 _(ﬂ.‘? 3.136, M= Z.GQS;')

t

M= 2.725, respectively; F(2,630) = 22.712, p<.00l. A significa
- : ' /

By

interaction for options and stories was found for mea’n_fdﬁapl‘
- preference. Becau data were not interpretable, they will
‘n,ot be diséussed.: Mead values and summary analysis bf,vaﬁance for
the 1'ntéiéacti‘on are presented in Table E-1 in Appendix E.

A Aﬂa]ysis of the effects of faﬁure on control preference 1n
each story revealed no effects for failure in stories 1 énd 3,
contrary to hypotheses 3 and 4. Control“ preference scores in.nb
fai]; fail luck and fail skill c-ond.itions’_in stofy 1 were M = 3.111,
M=3.321, and M= 3.065, ?espef:tive_]y; f_(4;315') = 1.132, p_r .324.
Control- preference scores m no fail, fail luck and fail sk'ill
cqr’\ditions in  story 3 were ﬂéz.ﬁ, M=2.815, M=2.787,
"r'espectively;vﬁ(4,315)_ = 1.999, p <.137. In story 2, a main effect
for failuré 4c0ns'istent with -hypothesis 3 .resul-ted from higher
control preference Séor‘es for fail luck over no fail and fail ‘skill
conditions (M = 2.954; M = 2;657, M= 2.481, respective]y;’_F_(4,315)
- 6.299, p<.002). A significant interaction for failure’ and

options in story 2 (F(Z2.315) = 3.023, p <.018), presented in Table

~ L

@
B 4
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2, reveals the following effect when compamsons are tested with

Avf

Newnan-Keuls test (p <.05). Preferenceiﬁo} ‘secondary . contro]

options given passive alternatives did not differ across ﬂfa11ure

conditions. Preference for primary control options gwen ‘passwe

alternatives was s:bgmﬁcanﬂy lower in the faﬂ skill corlld1tlon._

thaf‘\ in no fail or fail luck cond_itwns, neither of which differed
frdﬁ each other.. Preference for primary‘con»tro] over secondary
control options was signifi';antly higher in the fail 1uck> t_b}an in
the no fail condition; ptv'efér‘ence in no ‘faﬂ and fail lski]]
conditionsv.did not differ. The "i.ncrease in selection of p imary
control options‘ in the fail luck condition over the no! fail

condition is consistent with hypothesis 3.

\\j
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TABLE 2

Mean Control Preference Scores in Story 2

. as a Funct1on of Failure and Options .

3 | Options
2 RV Y7
| No Failure ~  2.250c - 3.19ab  2.583bc
Failure  Fail Luck 2.5280c . 3.lllab - 3.222
Fail skill . 2.7 2.36lc 2.667abc

o

521: Maximum Score = 4; L " </

2/p indicates a choice befween a secondary control versos a
passive response“with 1°point given for the secondary option;i
1/p 1nd1cates a.chaice between a primary control versus a .
pagsive response with 1 point given for the primary option, 1/2
1nd1cotes a choice between a primary véreus a secondary oontro]
responeevwith 1 point giVen for theﬁprimery-optjon; N = 324,
Note. Means having common subscripts do not differ using a

| Newnan-Keuls test (p <.05).

Preference for pr1mary, secondary and passive opt1ons was also
‘measured for each of the four types of control preo1ct1ve,f
111usory, v1car1ous and 1nterpret1ve. . Chiquuare analysis was
’7conducted on preferences -in opt1ons cond1t1ons for each type of\

contro] to determ1ne the SIgn1f1cance of obtained frequencies.
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P
Control ” preference for all optipns conditions in prediét?ve',
vicarious, illusory and 1nterpretjve contf:ol exceeded 2<.'001..
Pr _‘en::e for control was revealed .in the, selection of vprimary
cog:éf 'respohseS' and of secondary corl\troi\responsgs over passive
alternatives in ea}cwr‘l tybe '“of -control, which is gonsistent with
hypothesis 1. Primary contrqll re‘spansés were preft:rred over
secondary control responses in  each type of contré];.v‘whi(:‘h 1s
consistent with hypothesis ”2. Chi-square values are sumarize; in-

Table 3.
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TABLE 3 f
Chi-square Frequency Values for Conpro1 Preference
in Options Conditions in Eour Types of Control )
-~ Options
2/p Y. vz
Predictive  39.78° 79.63 48.74
Vicarious 68.30 . . 6113 54.60 .
[lusory " 51.02 © 58.00 54.30

Interpretive - 72.29 58.00 48.30

Key. 2P indicates‘aYChoice between a secondary control versus
a passive response with 1 point given for the secondary opt1on,
1/P 1nd1cates a choice between a primary contro] versus a

passive response with 1 point given for the primary optlon;v1/2
indicates a choice béEEZéB a primary versus a:secondary“control

response with 1 point given for the primary option."N = 108

df =3 p <.000.

I

To examine the 'data with a more sensitive -analysis for
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differences in preference among options and failure conditions and

for stories, an _analysis of variance with two factors oetWeen
subjects (fa1lure and options) and one factor within subjects
(stor1es) was conducted " There were three levels of failure (no

fail, fail luck, fa11 sEill), three levels of ‘optiods (prﬁnary
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versus passive option, secondary versus passivé option, prfmary ‘
versus secondary option), and three stories (story 1, story 2, story
3). Each story contained only one example of each ot"the four types
of controf, yielding & maximum score of 3. Main effects for options
were observed for 'ali four types of control. Newman-Keu{;' test .
(p <.05) indicated a significant effect for options in interpretive
control (F(2,315)} = 5.964, p<.003) and i Musory control
(F(2,315) = 5.519, ‘Qf:.004) sho&iné 'greater selection of primary
options given passive alternatives than selection of either primary
. options given secondéry alternatives or of secondary options given
, paésive alternatives, neither of which differéd -from each other.
For prgdictive control, an effect for options (F(2,315) = 11.362,
P <.05) indicated greater preferencé- for . primary options given .
passive a]ternétivés, next for primary optibns given. secondary
;1té;natives and least for secondary options given passive
~kignrnatives, which was significant using a Newman-Keuls test
(géé;oé). For vicar{ous control; Newnan-Keuls test revealed a lower
preferénce for secondary alternatives or. preféfence for secondary
options given passivelalterhatives, neither of which differed from
each other (F(2,315) = 9.767, p <.001). 'These daté are  presented in
Table 4. Preference for Secquary control foptioné given passive
alternatives is Tow in predictive- control, h{gh in vicarious control

and low for illusory and interpretive control, Preference for

'primary'control dptions given passive alternatives is high for all
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four types of control. Preference for primary control options given
secondary control alternatives is moderate for predictive control,
and low for vicariougg illusory and inferpretive control.
TABLE 4 /
g
Mean Control Preference Scores in Four Vypes of Control:

Predictive,. Vicarious, I1lusory and Interpretive

[~

Options
2/P 1/pP 172
Type Pregictive _ ‘1.963c 2.435a 2.167b
of Vicarious- 2.352a 2.287a 1.963b
Control I1lusory 1.963b . - 2.306a 2.047b
| Interpretive 1.907b . 2.250a 2.009b

Key. Maximum Score = 3.

2/P indicates a choice between a secondary control versus a
passive response with 1 point gjveh for the secondary option;
-1/P indicatgs a choice between a primary:control versué a |
passive response with 1 point given for the priMary option; 1/2
indicates a choice betwé;n a primary versus a secondary conirol
response with 1 point given for the primary optidn. N = 324.
Note. Cé1lrmeans across rows having common subscribt§‘do not

- differ using a Newman-Keuls test (p <.05).
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Main effects for failure were observed in two typgs of control.
Preference scores across 6btions conditions reflect preference‘for
primary} and secondary options over passive alternatives and
preference for primary optfogf‘ over secondary alternatives. For
vicarious control, .mean prefbrence scores for fail 1luck were
significantly higher than for ne. fai] or fail skill conditions
(M=2.333, M=2.157, M= 2.111, respectively; F(2,315) = 3.093,
p <.05). Similarly, for interpretive control, mean preferencé
scores for fail luck yere‘highef than for no fail or fail skill
conditions (M = 2.231, M = 1.972, M = 1.963, respectjve]y; (F(2,315)
= 4,477, p <.012), a diffferénce which was significant using a
Newman-Keuls test (é»<.65). Increases in mean scores for fhe fail
luck condition are consistent. with hypothe;is 3. ‘

Several "significant “effects resulted %ram the ;nalysis for
story effects. Mean values and summary analysis of variance for all
effects arelincludedAin Appendix E. Main effectsﬁfor stories in all
"~ four types of coﬁtrol are presented in Table E-2, and interactions
between options :and storie§ in all four types of control are-
presented in Tables E-3 to E-6. An interaction between failure and
options in illusory control which revealed ng: significant
differences using Newman-Keuls test 1is presented in Tabéé“E-7..
{nteractionS' among failure, thionsw and stories in predictive,’

vicarious and illusory control are presented in Tables E-8 to E-16
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Because these residlts are not interpretable they will not be
discuﬁsed.

Analysis of variance of secondary predictions for 1ﬁd1v1dua1
difference 1r|\gontrol preference produced no significant results,

- -~ contrary to hypotheses 5, 6 and 7. The adalyses for 1nq1v1dua1
differences were planned comparisops that éxamin;d story prefereﬁces
*1n 1ﬁd1v1duals selected in ".two ways. ‘Internal and external

”1ﬁujv1duals were selected by a mediaﬁ sp}it of scoreS on tﬁh locus
of control scale. Primary Qnd secondary individuals were selected
by akmedian'spljt'qf scores on the control prefe;ehcg\scale that
meésures prefefence' for priméry or secondéry procesé control.
Individual difference prédictions were examined» for 1qtern;l and\c-
external ‘individuals, and for individuals who were both internal and -
primary‘or who were both external and sécondarj.

To determine relations among indjvidual differenef meésures,
Pea:son r cor;elations were calculated. No correlation was observed
between story ocontrOI. preference and scores on 1OCUS\ of control,
self-esteem and primary versus secondary . cont;ol scales.
Correlations among locus of control, sel}-éStean and primary versus
secondary- control scales did however follow predictions from the
model. The correiation between locus of control and self-esteem
scores (r = +,288) indicatéd a positive relﬁtion between an 1nternal'

locus of control and high self-esteem. The correlation between

. _scores for self-esteem and control scales (r = +.366) indicated a .. -
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positive ‘relation between high self-esteem and the selection of
primary control over secondary control options.  The correlation
between scores on the control,scalgvand loéus of control scale (r =
+.208) indicated a positive relation between preference fbr primary
control. over secondary -control options and an internal locus ofn

control. Means for each scale are presented in Table 5.

TABLE §

Means for Individual Difference Measures

Locus of Control 6.39 2.19
‘Self Esteem 45.74  7.69
Control Scale . 540 °  1.68

Note. Locus of control scale: 10 items, 1 poiﬁf for each-

. internal option; Max. = 1Bk Self-esteem scalg: 12 items, 5
points fof maximum and y point for min;mum'agrgemgnt with
statement indicative ;f‘highﬁself-esteem. Control scale: 10

10.

items, 1 point for each primary option; Max.

Resbonse to the locus of control scale indicated that the
majority of subjects had an internal locus of control. On this 10
point‘ scale where 1 point was: given for each internal option
selected, 64.3% of subjects scored >6. A similar outcome was

observed on the self-esteem scale. "On this 12 pbint scale, where 5
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points for< maximum and 1 point ‘for -minimum ‘agreement with a - .

3l
.
'statemént indicative . of high self-esteem resulted in a pgs's1ble
‘range of 12 to 60, 87.3% of Subjects scored ->37. Response to the
cdn«i\::r;"’ollﬂ scale 'revealed e‘qu1}va1'eﬁt‘ preferences for primary and

4

secondaf'y control. On tr_n's\ 10 point scale where 1 point'was given :

#

for each primary option selected, 46.6% scored > 6.

F)



- Discussion ‘. j@»
The puroose of this research was to test a recent model for the“
perception of control 7Rdthbaum et al. have proposed’two ways in

N uhich an. 1nd1v1dual *can atta1r1 a perceptlon of control that he or
gt s’
She is presumably mot1vated to seek Us1ng pr1mary process- control,

~ the individual attains a percept1on of control’ by “effecting some
, o ‘

. Charign in the env1ronment Us1ng secondary process contro] the
‘ﬂpdiv1dua1 atta1ns a perception of contro] by effect1ng some change
~in h1mse1f or herself to f1t in with the env1ronment Spec1f1cally,
this rcsearch was designed to test the under1y1ng assumpt1on thatA‘
o control ’is preferred over' a pa551ve response 'test the
“propos1t1on that secondary control s d1fferent fran paSS1v1ty, and
to test the propos1t1oﬂ that primary control mechan1sms are
preferred.oyer sgcondary contro] mechan1sms; .
Résuits from this"‘study' orovide supportn for the model. The
centr&l assumptton that .control is”-preferred was' indicated by

o

preﬁerence for primary and secondary control- optlons over pass1¥e

‘-alternat1ves. The strongest preference for contro] was seen in
1—'\
select1on of pr1mary control options over pdssive- a]ternat1ves In

the Rothbaum‘model pr\mary process control embod1es a str1v1ng for

l
1 mastery and contro] over the environment common to theor1es dea11ng

WIth{ contro]. The perception of control attained via primary
: RN . . !

A
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process is control in a causal "seane.‘ It is control directed toward

effecting an‘ outcome. Preference for secondary control options over

. passive alternatives was clear, although not as,‘str'ongﬁ as preferénce

for 'primary‘cogtr'o] options over passive alternatives. 'Prefefence

for secondaryf*":c‘ontrol ‘opti'ons given pa'ssiye _a]tefnatives supports

the ,a}gument for secondary control béing dis;tinct from passivity.

‘Unique to the Rothbaum ‘moctl, s'ecbndary process }’co'ntro] is described

as an alternative means .of attaining @ perception of coptro]. The

pérception of control attained via secondary process is'éi)ﬁtrol in a

coping sense. It is cohtro]ydireﬁted inwards. Because control ovér

| the environmeng is a strongly held value in western society; it is

reasor;able 'tv.uhat preference for primary options exceeded preference

f.or\secondary optibns ‘given p;ss{vg alter;latives. Pre%erenc‘e‘ for

“primary control ‘options also’ exceeded preference for - secondary

\;control options. . This result supports ‘the argument. that primary
control is a'firﬁt choicé option for a,pérception of contrdl.'

Var\iatjon in control preference was :a1sd observed - in the

'conteXf of fai]ure,‘ a situatio~~' variap]e bredicted to alter

preferéncés. Fai]ure»dUe‘ to Tuck increased controé/ypreference,

which reflects bqth preference for primary and»seco-nda.ry control

boptiohs oﬁer passive alternatives and'prefenénce for primary géntrol

options over “secondary vc‘ont'ro] alternatives. Analysis of‘ eéch of

‘the four types of control revealed 'high.er'control preferences f,o}"

the fail 1luck condition in vicarious and interpretive control.
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Althgugh a number of story differences were not interpretable, one
story dealing with a specific prediction did showéexpected effects
" The reason‘for this is not clear because of var1atnons in character,
settings and situations among the stories. One difference among the
stories is that story 2 presented the character with a problen that
had c0nsequences for another person. In story 1, the character Tost
contact, with,a'tour; In story ;, the character had to join a group
przject. _In story 2, the character was stranded when e4car that she
had.borrowea broke down. Within stoﬁy 2; an‘interaction.petween
failure and options conditions reflected a;“higher selection of

’*71 ,pr1mary control options given secondary control alternat1ves for the
fa11 Tuck cond1t1on than for the no fa11 condition; no fail and fail
ski]l cond1t¢ons did’ not d1ffer fron each other. It also reflected

a lower se]ection of primary contro] opt1ons giren .passive :
alternat1ves for the fa11 skill cond1t1on than for no fail and fail
luck cond1t1ons, neither of which d1ffered from each other. Fa11ure
due to ]uckdnay not have increased'se]ection of the primary control

pt1on given a passive alternative because of the strong preference

, o
for a .primary option gin the q!!,fa1] condwtlon -+ Since most

'f////“pargﬁgjganés had an internal locus of c¥ntrol, the” interaction

between failure and ‘control option ava11ab111ty seen in this story

supports predict1ons for fa1]§re It also -provides information
about control preference when a situational variable '(fail Tuck)

ce

increases preference for control ?gd the preferred control mechanism
. 4 . "'p ' . .
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is notlavailable. -Nhere a primary control option was not available,
failure due to luck produced a small increase in selection of the
secondary control opt1on.

Rothbauny ét al. have made two comments re]evant to the non-
availability of a particular desired control process. As a general

pr1nc1p1e, they have argued for a motivation to seek a perception of

control that should lead 5to the exerc1se of whatever control.

mechanism is *aga1]ab1e. As a special circumstance, they have
commented that where reliance on one particular process is excessive

and-that'process cannot be utilized, passive responses are likely to

occur. They"have further suggested that an abrogation of control is

more 1ike1y to be seen in individuals who have

" to rely on
primary control excessiver and whb'y}re unable to htilize‘ this
mechanism; It fould appear that failéggﬁdue to luck is likely tb
. increase attempts ¢o achieve a perceptfqn of . concrol generally
whereas ﬁailure due "o bpersonal 11m#&ation may result in an
ahrogafion of control for individuals with an internal locus of
control. - , - S Lo . .

| Although the basic distinction being ‘ekamined was between
primary .and secondary control processes, each of the four types of

control was presented in primary and .secondary aspects.” The

author s ‘assumption that preference for a particular control process:f

extends across predictive, ‘vicarious, 111usory and 1nterbret1ve

control was ‘not supported. This may have been the result of
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variability in the stories, or the result of personal preference.for
particu]ar control processes within the four 'types, of ,controi.
J Variability observed’ in ~ control preference requires some
modification of conclusions on the éffects of failure and options
: conditions For all four types of control, preference for control
i.was strongest where primary process options were paired w1th passive
alternatives. However, two qualifications are in order: preference
for primary process was greater"in' predictive‘ control, and .
preference for primary and secondary process was equal in vicarious
control. Increased preference for control where'fai]ure‘resuited
frdm luck was limited to vicarious'and to interpretive control.
Control p;eference was examined in a story paradigm comprised
of different sitgations and settings in three. stories. A large
nomber of interactions ‘between stories _and\\options..and failure
conditions produted patterns not consistent enough to yield
vinterpretatidn. One’ implication 1is that the stories contain
variables relevant to contro] preference that were unspecified in
the model, and/or uncontroliab]e 1n the stories. Angther possible
reason- for a lack of correlation might be restriction in the
distribution of preference in the stories. However,. this seems
unlikely because preferences reflected selection of primary -and
secondary options. Another consideration is that control preference
in ‘the stories, is not a stable, sensitive individual difference

measure.
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Correlations were observed among three individual difference
.measures: locus of control, self-esteem and control preference. As
" was predicted from the nodel preference for pringry control was
correlated with an inte;nal locus of control and with high self- -
esteem. While it has been assumed: that higher self-esteem. is
-concnmitent with an internal locus of. control, previous‘ studies
combaring black and white subjects ndve'produceg«conflictfné results
’(Lefcount, 1984)._ In biacks, greater Self—esteem_associated‘with an
external locus ancontrOI,has’been interpreted as reflecting a more
‘veridical perceptidn of current sociopolitical constraints.: For the
women in this ‘study, high self-esteem end an 'interna] locus , of '
control may refiect recent changes_in expectations fon‘influencing
events that'is reflected in a primary control orientation.
One limitatio%: of this study relates to the format used to
examine the mode].“ Rothbaum et al. did not specify whether the use
of a particular control process was a fUnctidn of preference emong '
perceiived altennatives or of ‘generation of alternatives,‘ or some
combination of tnese two factors. This thesis research has examined
Athe1r mode] for the percept1on of control by presenting primary and

econdary process al:ernat1ves in a forced.choice format. Insofar
as the model can be applied to the selection among alternatives, it
has're;eived eupportlfn this study. Since_the relative value of any
particular control'process option was seen to vary depending on‘the

elternétive with which it was presented, it would be interesting to .

@
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look at oontrol preference where options were not restricted. A
/sfoox;wh1oh askedvsubjects”to generate -alternative responses could

aodress the 1ssue of generation as ‘well- as speak 7to control
: ioreference'without'restrictions. ‘It might also provide additional
information aboUt the. relationship between preferenoe for control
processes and 1nd1v1dua1 difference, measures. . Although expected
correlations among control preference in the stories and locus -of

“control and self esteem were not observed pred1ct1ons for control

’preference were generally obtained. One poss1b1e explanation restsv

with Rothbaum et al.'s comment that the use of a partncu]ar control

'process 1s not an - 1nd1v1dual d1fference in the same sense as locus

of control or self-esteem. . They have stated that a max1ma11y

adapt1ve state is one in which 1nd1v1duals are able to employ both

mechanisms, with primary control-as a f1rst ch01ce In the thes1s‘

research,'opportun1t1es for exercising either type “of control were

limited. A study whichvﬂrerired the oeneration':of alternatives
could provide additional information concerning personal control-
seeking tendencies. It might also explain why scores on the control

preference‘ scale were corre]ateo‘ with locus of control and self-

esteem. It is conceivable that response to the control -scale more

closely reflects persona]‘preference.

&

’Response to tne story pareoigm may reflect personal preference,

as well as judgement of what a particular character would do in a

9“’” situation wgerezopportunities to exercise a particular control

e

\,
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" process were limited. - To the extent that the 1attér pécbrred,
| selection of' obtidns may be viewed as an ‘exercise in {impression
formation and/or appropriate stbry completion. .Participants wére
not given speéific 1nstrucfions»to select‘optidﬁs;on the basis of
their own personal preference. Tﬁey'.Qere asked to select the .
alternative which they found most appropriate, and to make some
choices asyto how the story would proceed. In conversation with tﬁe M
researcher at the end of the se ion, some subjects stated that they
had'been‘uncertaid whether to selegt options that refiected personal
prefergnce or that were appropriate actions for a- particulgg.
. character. If options were not selected on the basis of what
subjects themsélves would do in the situation, this could explain
the lack of correlafion between story pfeferences and individdé]
difference measures. |
_A. second. limitation of this research relates to the subject
—;opulatjon. This research addressed control preference only in
women.  Women were se]écted for study because it was'_feit that.
- traditional socialization patternsvwoudd tend to increase théruéé of
secohdary control processes in fhi§ group. Sin®e the existence of
secondary control processes {asva key issue,”women were se]ectéd in
order to méximize the Jikelihood of observing setondary control
preference. A study that examined control pfeférenée in older women
“might reveal greater preferencéb for secondary process cgntro] if

‘traditional socialization patterns are in fact relevant to control

r

Ox
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preference.  Moreover, subsequent studies should .be extended to
include men. A third limitation 6f this study fis tﬁatait’céhnot
address phenomehoIOgical considerations in any detail. Ratings of
sense of control and sense of_effectiveness in the stories were not
affected by failure conditions, although' failure did influence
contfol preference:

Resu]t; from this study support the two process model of the
perception of control in that the data show a preference for contro)
over passivity, a distinction between secondary process control and
bdggivity; and a preference for primary process contro]° over
secondary process control. = Predictians for the influence bf a
situational variable and an “individual difference variable on

control preference were also supported.% The Rothbaum model for the
i

perception '~ of control would thus ‘appear .to merit further

investigation.

[ -
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Control Scale

The'control scale fs a 10 item scale whibh preseﬁts primary process
and secondary process examples of predictive control (itémg 3, 6 and
7), vicarious control (items’ 8 and 9), illusory cdntrolf(itéms 2 and
5), and interpretive control (items 1, 4 and 10). One point {g

given for each primary option: ~1écted. Part1c1pants read the

following instructions.

We are 1n£erésted in studying poe opinions and behaviors across
a variety of situations. In this section’you will find pair; of‘
statemeﬁts which are options. Please select the option which best
ref1e§ts your own opinions“or behaviors. If you find that aspects
of both options apply, choose the qne that best describes your

opinions or behaviors.

(=]

1. Supposé you are involved in a group project -concerﬁing some .
personally relevant social problem. The work is divided into

tw04sections. Which one woyld you prefer to work on?

(secondary) (primary) |
the section examining  the section examining
causes | solutions

2. You are out shopping with someone- This person has bought a

+ lottery ticket and, feeling generous, insists on buying one for

4
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you. You decide to go along with ;hé,idea. | Theré‘are two

¢~ kinds of tick8ts. The prizes are the same.

(primary) ' ; o (éecondaky) o~
I choose thg'ldttery | .‘ 1 choose the lottery /
ticket where I fill in _ R Lﬂftickgt.where I getthe
a series of numbers. " . next one in the book.

3. ‘You are.taking a course and:there is an examination coming up

* .
next week. Which course of action do you actually follow?

(secondary) ) . (pfimary)v"
ol do all my studyingvthe ‘ .1 review and study a
, night before the exam S © Tlittle each night ’

4. You are taking a course required for your degree. It is*within
your area of'ﬁsﬁécialization,’ though not of great interest.
“ Which do you attempt to do?

<«

(secondary)

(prinary) )
: und;rstand the cdncept; and undebstand the concepts
deveIOp,skjlls to apply the | and accep? the %@ct that -
principles dﬁ‘my own ]étér : this applies to the area 7.
5. ‘You’are’Outfshpppfhg’pne day i ‘a-éhoppgﬁg ha]l and notice
lottery tickgts fbr salé. How 11y are you to buy a tig&?i?
| o (secondary) o ‘\ : ' '(primariiilé R
very fik;el;-rwo‘h]q . veryunlikely I would .

_ buy.a ficketf N ,:' buy a ticket )



;

/ - a7

6. Your approach to buying &lothes is closest to which of the

following? .
4.(secondary) N (primary)v
chgy;one item at a time each ‘ plan for basic needs and
for.its own merit and do not " T co]or‘cqordinéte to 1
’. plan a wardrobe; I have only extend my wardrpbe and
" s0 mucﬁ to spend ~ stretch my bﬁdget

7.3{ You are doing*sbme.sort of a group project. There}is a choice
o of two gfdups to join. 'Onggis composed of‘individuals‘who seem

" more cqpab]g than you. %re. The other. is composed of \

i

.indiyidual§ who seem to be similar in ability.” Which group do

_— :
(secondary)

‘I join the groUp of more

comﬁéfeﬁ{ others . - similar others
) e ‘ o :Ps’ B 5 .
- 8. Do'you‘beligyé'fn»avsupreme b&ing?

(secondary) "% 5 (primary)
N Yes | IS- | ) | | - No
, L o
é.' You have invited a ffiend to go out for lunch. fhe waiﬁef
.fshows\you to avtéble Sf the bdck,-c]ose-to the kitchen. .You
are uﬁhapﬁy;wifh this table. . The waiter explains thﬁt this is -
» the table thaf ﬁas-béen feserved for you. Qo yod take th%s?;ﬁ'

table? | < e
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.
(primary). - KN v - (secondary)
no, I will likely fequest“ © T yes, I will Tikely go
another tabie , : N | to the table I'm
.- directed to
You are.}eading a textbook. At the end of every chapter there P

is,a set of problems ‘as well as a list of Sterms ‘and
| . ‘

<

definitions. Which do you concentrate on? - - ,
(primary)“ : v o (secondary) C”“\\~\fzb
wdrkfhg on the problems working on the terms
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Story Paradigm

. S

The story paradigm is comprisedA of three stories which are each
followeq by four choioe pojnts./ These choice points present the
reader with opportuniiies to /select :h response ‘for the story
charécter thet will continue /the story. Primary and secondary
process examples of predictive, vicarious, illusory and interpretive
‘control responses as wel] l examples of passgve .responses Aare
presented at the cho1ce points. - For design purposes, response

1 % ) _
selection was limited to: primary control response versus passive

response with 1. point giygn :for the primary opt1on, secondary .

control response versus pa sive response with 1 po1nt given for the
secon dary option; primary versus secondary congggﬂ response with 1

point’

Instructions. This study is composed of’several-sections. In this

section you wiil find three short stories. Accompanying each story
' are_fourlouestions. For these questions, your task wi]l be/to make
‘ some‘cho1ces a§ to how the story will prooeed. -Tnere are no r{ght
Qr wrong answers. This  is -basioally a matter -.of personal
: preference, so all you have to do is select .the a]ternative which

you find,most'appropriate.%

o/

ven for the primary option. - ,ﬁ?

L

£ Y
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Story 1

Karen is on holiday in England and is having a woaderful time.
It's morning. Sunshine is streaming in her window. Outside the
door she hears footsteps and the clatter of dishes. "Breakfast

Miss!" accompanies a loud knock. Karen goes‘to,the door to take her

\Ubreakfast tray and sits down to a typical English breakfast of tea

and muffins. As she eats, Karen makes a list of the many friends

" promised postcards. She makes a mental note to buy some film for

her camera. Karen is a really good photographer and is hogjhg to

get‘some‘great shots df'London tdday. She has decided to take a-bus

~tour advertised in the hotel lobby. Dfessing quickly, she hurries

downstairs to join the othgrs.taking<the tour. At the desk she
turns in_her room keyvand picks up some mai)l. A ndte asks her to
meet an acquaintance later for dinner. 'Kargn deéideslthis sounds
inteFesfing. She asks the clerk where she might find theOEestaurgnt
and he gives her some directions. On the way out of the lobby, she

i

holds the door open for another guest.'
Three additions were made to this basic story to create failure

conditions.

N\
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. Failure Conditions

" No Fail: For reasons that are unimportant here, Karen becomes
‘separated from the tour at a changeover stop, virtually at the

;outset.

Fail Luck: On.board the toﬁr, the guide explains they must stop for
‘ twenty minutes and reboard a secong bus for the citx tour, ﬁf“Those

W1Sh1ng to buy film etc. ma} do so in the gift shop,“ Karen decides
"to do jusf that. inside; she locates the film and lines up to pay
| for it.b The line moves really slowly. Karen checks her watéh and
sees it has stopped. She tries to leave the shop but unfortunately
Karen is momentarily trapped as two mdre tours pour into the shop.

She misses her bus.

Fail Skill: On board‘the tour bu§,\the guidé explains that they
must-stop for twenty minutes and reboard a second bus for the city

’hay do so in the gift shop."”

tour. "Tﬂase wishing to buy fiilm etc.
Karen decides to do ju§t that. Inside, she becomes engrossed in one
of the displays. }She doesn't even notice ihat her watch has
sfopped. As is so typical for her, Karen has somehow‘iost track of‘
the‘time. Consequently, she migses her Qs |
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Choice Poihts
‘1. Karen goes to the bus §top area. Some time later she comes
fnto contact with another tour. It is the same company as the

_one she was with. She approaches phe“guide.
: L
Vicarious Control:

(Primary) , Karen describes her itinerary and attempts to get the

guide to he]p'her.

(Secondary) Karen describes her plight and how she has been left

here by her tour.

+

F IR
Y

.

(Passive) Karen watches théféﬁide as she is counting ticket stubs.
. ¥ .

2. The guide tells her that she will be unable to join this tour.
Interpretive Control:

(Primary) 'iaren says she would like to know what to do to solve her

problem. o

AN

(Secondary) Karen sayshshe would like to know why she,can'tljoin

“this teur. , : | &"

(Passive) Karen listens to what the gbide says and replies “Okay".
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'Y
3. Karen learns that she will be unable to join this tour because

it is fully booked.
Predictive Control:

(Pfimary) ~She decides to take the city buses to where her group is

scheduled to make an early stop.

* (Secondary) She decides to take .the next tour bus to w?ire' her

group is scheduled to make a later stop.

(PassiQe) She decides to wait.here and pick up her tour on the Way

back to the hotel.

4. Later that evening Karen discusses the events of thé day with
hef friend. ‘The friend comments on the chances of someone
rejoining a tour in such a big tity« at the height of the
tourist season. {

T1lusory Control:

(Primary) Karen says in that type of situation the individual's

effort determines the outcome.

(Secondary) Karen says in that type of situation you have:to rely

on luck to a large extent.

(Passive) Karen says that the city is awfully crowded at this time

of year. o

P " -’
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Story 2

Linda‘is goiﬁé to visit her sister for the weekend. -She has
. jds; finished packing a suitcase and s getting herself; ready.
~ Linda is happy t&jbe going because she considers her sister to be a
really good friend. Looking out the Qindow, she sees that it's a
dusty.windy day:’ Shéﬁthinks how p]easahﬁ.it will be to get away
from‘the usual ﬁu}rouﬁdfngs'fOf a whiié. Her roommate has been away
~ visiting friends forgthe last week gb she has decided to find some
company. ‘Linda's sister has,rgcent]y‘moved and is now living in the
country., Because the Dbus serv}ce €§:known to bé,poor, Linda will be
driving there. She,has?borfowed the car from her brother. Since
she is a pretty gpod driver, he \sa}s he won't worry. Linda is
‘looking forward to the drive because the car is quite comfortable
and the stereo is great. Linda's brother” arrives to drop off the
caf. A friend yi]l be‘by later to pick him up from her pfate, As
fshe leaves, she waves to her brother and he waves back.
Three addit;ons were made to this basic st&r} to create failure

, conditions.
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Failure Conditions -

No Fail: For reasons that are unimportant here, Linda is later

{

stranded with car troublé. . .

(.
Fail Luck: After driving an hour, Linda notices that thettraffic is

thinning nicely. At a for(j in the road she‘ turns right after
consutting a map. This road turns out to be very rough and Linda is
forced to slow down to avoid the mamy potholes. Unfortunately, the
biggest qne‘proveé unavoidable. Shortly thereafter, the oil gauge
begins to flash red. The car starts making a lot of noise and

starts to shake. Linda pulls over.

Fail Skill: On the way out .of town, Linda stops_for gas. The
attendant offers to check the o0il. Linda says no, don't bothér.
Actually, Linda never bays an{-attention to cars excépt for the gas.
After driving an hour she notices the traffic is thinning nicely.
At a fork in the road she turns right. Shortly thereéfter the oil -
gauge flashes. The 'car starts rnaiing a lot ‘of noise and starts

;haking. Linda pulls over.
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Choice Points

1. [1lusory Control:

|

(Primary) She puts up the hood &nd tries to wave down passing cars.
(Secondary) She puts up the hood and gets back into the car.

(Passive)“‘She sits in the car at the side of the road.

2. Another car stops. In it are a nice looking middle aged .

couple. The man gets out and walks over to Linda's car.
Vicarious Control:

(Primary) She describes ‘what happened, asks him to help and offers.

to. assist him. ’ _ : : ﬁ{

(Secondary) ~ She describes what happened and says while he might

know what's wrong she wouldn't.
. 4
A

(Passive) She says that the car isn't working right and waits to

sgé what he says. . - :
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3. The man looks under the hood for a while. He mutters

something. : ‘ 2, o
Interpretive Control:

(Primary) She says that she'd like to know what the matter Mi}/qnd

how to correct it.

a

(Secondary) She says that she'd like to know how this happened so.

she can tell her bfof.}ier.

(Passive) She waits for some sort of suggestion while he continues’

~

..

to look under the hood.

4, The man tells her what he thinks has happened.

Predictive Control:

(Primary) She helps him do something temporary to" ; so

she can try to reach her sister.:"

| _(Second‘ary) She asks him to help her get just a littleff ‘ eﬁ_rtov""

where she can call her sister“‘.

(Passive) She chooses to wait in the car until he contatgs §

“to send a tow truck.
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Story 3 |

Janfce is takiog a coorse in abnormol psychoiogy which I1s
turning but to be really interesting. As she takes het Seat this
morning she smiles at some friends. The profossor begins the
lecture by discussing lists of ncteptable topics for'papérs. Thus
far, Janice has had good grades in other psychology courses. This .
course is a ]itt]e d1f€§rent because a paper is required and it is
a major one worth forty percent. Looking over the list, Jan1ce
decides fhat choosing a'topio right away would be the best strategy.
J;r pen is out of ink and she bofrows one .from the person4nex£bto
her. As she begins to check off 1nteresting topics someone asky the’
professor if group proJects are permi;sfble. After a moment'

. thought.he answers "Yes". He designates which are acceptable topics
L . - 4 - v .

*~For groups and -adds, "I encourage those of you who take that optioo

‘{3. _to begin work jmmeqiate1y3. Janice decides(to do a paper by‘herséif

‘i'because the paper that is most appealing is not a gfoup topic. On

the way out of class éhe aské a friend to meet her later for lunch.

Three additions were 'made to this bagic story to create’ fojlufg

conditions.



§

Failure Conditions ~ o / :

A

: » No Faﬂ[“ For reasons that are unimportant here, Janice finds she

-

A
e

~

I3
b

"'dlismay', _trips to three ‘11’bra‘r’ies produoe “essel\tially nothing.‘ One

‘topics. ., Janice goes to the h’brary to research her paper. To her

' must do ‘a group proje::‘t ) _ | " s,

Y

]

’ L £ ' o
Fail Luck: Immediately after the 1ecture,‘ students sign ‘up for

'

L

book 15 on long term loan and call back gould take three weeks. Two -

important artioles "are at the bindery and a revi'ew article is in-a

ty, discontinued Journalf Next class, Janice discusses t'he,(prob]e'm ‘with

' another person .

o § '
o Fai] Skill: Inmed1ate1y after the Tecty

‘up for topics @here is a 11nelu

the professor. . He says to’ Jom one of two groups. | Both needw

ES

3 . .
tudents begi‘n to sign

so Janice dec1des to go for

* eoffee. : S’he plans on go#ng to the professor s off1ce 1ater to 51gn

SR )
up_. However, Janice forgets. Because as usual she dis  so

disorga 1zed, n% c]ass she finds that her top1c has been chosen.

After c'lass, Jan ce - d;«scusses the wproblem with the professor. s He.

- suggests she ,coqu join one of two groups. Both need another

e

person. . R
7 - v
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Chqicé Points

Yo -

. . . - . - .
n

1. One group s deciding between two topiég.' Janice hds Some
¢ X . N - .

knowledge about one of the topics. The other group has already

decided on their topic.

. Predictive Centrol: -,

¥
PO

/

'(Prihary) Janice joins thevgroup‘ﬁhich_hés.yef to dééiQe their

o . : , /
topic ‘and attempts to get the group to select the familiar topic.

(Secdn&ary) Janice joins the'growﬁ which has"decided their topic .

and atte&ani_th their plans.

(Paﬁsive) Janice waits to see if/the professor will suggest a group
or?if one of thh might want her to join them.

;o & BN

_ _‘ ) / I 5 | - | \
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2. Janice Jjoins -one of the’ groups.. The group 1is having a
, : . - )
discussion about the scope and‘gene$a1 direction that the paper

_ should take: The topic is: Advances in Therapy.

: ) ~ e o
L3 ! ‘8%
* .. A}

Interpretive Control:

¢

} (Primary) She wéays -that  they should concentrate on applying

[l

theories to problems. | | ' ;

(Secondary)A-She says that they should concentrate on pnderstanding,

. the various. theories.

(Passtve) . She,say§ that the alternatives are all the same to her.

*
-
L4
A

3;Nb Having decided on the scope and genera] d1rectlon of the paper

.~ othe group now turns to a d1scusston of how they w111 dec1de who

does what i

§Jju§ory COntrolz

(Primary) She says one section looks eas1er for - her and suggests‘

/

. ‘deciding this way. / : ’ , RS

/ .

; *1l(SeCOndary) She sﬁyg«that her experience ,is really limited here and

Lo

4fsuggests'draw1ng str#ws.

(Passive) She saysishe'will dq whichever section the group decides
~ she should do. . o

(A



63

4. Janice is sitting in the cafeteria 1qoking over her notes,
deciding how much™ material to include in her section. = She
notidés a couple of classmates sitf?ng with_a-graduate]student

L .

who is the Teaching Assistant for this course.
~ Vicarious Control:

(PrimAry)/ Janice joins the others and, after chatting a few
minutes, tfies to get the T.A. to help her déctde her qpestién.

49

(Secondary) * Janice joins the Otheré_and talks with- the T.A. about

the course and the graduate program in psychology.
‘°'_(Pdssive) Janice gets another cup of coffee and sits down with the"

".

- others.
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‘Locus of Control Scale

This scale examines locus of control in the personal sphere. It fis
comprised of 12 items drawn from Rotter's [-E scale. The scale was
scored in the internal direction (high séoreAindicates an 1nterna]

locus of. control). -

&

E3

4

Instructions - We rare interested in peopie'sh attitudes 'ana
opinions cbncerning personally re]eVant social conditions.  This
section consists Qf pairs of statements. Please choose-the statement
from each pair that most closely fits your opinion or feeling. If
you find that yau qgree with boéh to a certain extent, choose the.

one with which you agree most. strongly. If you find “that you

-disagreé~with both to a certain extent; again, choose the one with

fwhich you agree the most. The best answer is your own® personal

opinion. ’
‘l. The idea that teachers - Most students don't realize
are.unfair to students is the extent to which their
L @
nonsense. o "grades are influenced by

accidental happenings.
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2;” I have often found that ~  Trusting to fate has never
what 1s'go1ng to happen turned out as well for me as
will happen. making a definite decision to

»,' . take definite course of.

action.

3. In the case of the well. Many exam questions tend to be
prepared student there is 'S0 unre]atéd to course work ‘
‘rarely if ever such a ' “that sthdying is really
thing as an unfair test. - useless.

4. Becoﬁing a success is a ~ Getting a good job depends on
matter of hard work, luck ‘being in the right p]ace at .
has little or.nothing to the r1ght tlme.
db with with.

5. -It is not always wise to When I make‘pLans.I am alﬁost
‘plan too far ahead '7 ° ceftain I can make them work.
because many. things turn | ‘
" out to be a matter of good
or bad f,rtune. .
e | ,

6. In my case, gettmg wha% Many times we might just as
I yant has lwttle or F'H;* el] dec1de what to do- by
nothing tb do w1th luck ”, t, A:f]ipplﬁg a caln . e

- B AL~ I SR w‘x R
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7. Who gets to be the boss Getting people to do the right
| of ten. depends on who was thing depends on ability, luck
\“'\; il . ’

‘lucky'énough to be in the has little or nothing to do

e

b

- rightfplaceifirst. : e with it.
8. Most people don't realize  There is really no such thing
the extent to which théir) as luck.

fw

lives are controlled by .

accidental happenings.

9. Many times I feel that I It is impossible for me to

have little influence over believe that chance of luck
the things that happen to - plays an important role in my
me. ’ life.

10. What happens to me is my Sometimes I feel that I dHon't
own doing. have enough control over the

direction my life is taking.

o/



Self-Esteem Scale

Th1sji7a 12 ftem scale developed at this university (Phi1lips,
- 1974) as a méasure of self esteem in the personai sphere.  Validity
was detefﬁ&hed‘ vi§ correlation with the Janis & Field (1959)
Feelings of Inadequaéy scale (r=+.67) and re?iab111ty was determined
, by test retest measurement at a three week {ntérval (r=+.69). E;chﬂ
statement wasfﬁesponded to on a five point rating scale such th;E a
strohg]y supportive answer waé indicated by a 4 or 5. '

e

" Instructions The questions infthis section are concerned wjth'

qptitﬁdes people, have towards themselvés. The feelings described
are bngs which you may have often, sometimes or almost never. Please
read  each statement carefully and use the following scale to

1nd1cate‘your responses:

.

12 3 4 5

) ' Practically Once in a Sometimes Fairly "~ Very
Never ' Great While - Often : ~0f£en
il
g,
1. How oftén do you feel unhappy? | ;§§%§f

2. Hoy oftén do you feel ti'at you really don't caresmhat happens

T

to you?



10.

11.

12.

' T ’
4 .
L E : 69

| i

How often do@&ou feel really sure of yourself?

Do you ever feel so discouragedﬂwith yourself that you wonder

whether anything is worthwhile?

e

How often do'&bu feel inferior to most of the people that you

know?

How often do you feel glad that y07 are ﬁpe person you are?

How often do you feel that you have a number of good qualities?
. N " ‘ : ’

How often do you feel that you respect yourself?

-

How often\do you feel that on the whole you are satisfied with
yourself?
How;often do you think that you are a worthless individual?

How often do you feel’very happy?

How often do you wish that you were someone else?
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Followihg the story paradigm, participants were ask?d to rate the
stories on a variety 6f measures of the qudlity of gxpefience for
story characters. They were also asked to rate th;istories for

failure. familiarity, identification and difficulty from their own

‘point of view. Ratings were made on § point scale:

1 A 3 4 5

Not At To A Small To Some To A To A @y
Al Extent Extent Large Great
\ Extent  ‘Extent

Participants were asked to look back to see in what order they
had read the stories and to note it down in a ‘space provided.
To what extent did the main character experience feelings

of failure:

1. in the first story?
2. in the second story?

| 3. in the third story?
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To what extent was the obstacle facing the main character

due to her ouh failings versus luck or chance:

4. ° 1in the first story?
5. in the second story?
6; in the third story?

To what extent are you familiar with the obstacle facing

‘the main character?

7: in thé first story? .
8. in the second story?
9. in the third story?

To what extent could you identify with the main character:

— 10, in thé first story?
in the firs
\\ o : -

11, in the second story?
. "12. 1% the third story?

To what extentdya3<the;dilauna facing the main character a
difficult one?

- o \
13, in-the first story?

14. in the second story?
15. in the third story?



26. in the second story?

4 R | 73
& : '
N v .
To what extent would the main charocter have experienceo a ' ",

sense of effectiveness: ‘

16.,Q1n the first story?

17. . in the second story? , ‘-
18. lih the third story?
SRR
To what exteht would the main character have felt able to} 4
,avoid feelings of disgppointment )
%4f? : ' "*” - . f
”;lg. 1p the first story? _ ;
h 'l,?dgf in the, gecond story? |
j»é&., 1n the third story? ?: | i K .
.,‘:}-r. PR L » $ ¢ - 3 \ N |
TvTo what em%eot wou?dzthe main character have felt limited -
in the coqrsés of action‘open td her: .
‘ EREILEE cne T ‘ 1, .
ﬁf22 1n¢the‘ﬁ1rst story?
,:?A ;. 1p the second story? L A -
f24; in the third story?\ |

. %
PR

To what extent would the main character have experiehced a’

sense of control

25. in the first story?

27. in the third story?
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TABLE D~ 1

5.

- Mean Scores for Quaqity of Exper1ence for Story

- f L Characters.and for Subject Affinity w1th Story

;“gi Failure

Fail Personal
R

.Diséppointmeht-

Eaminarity"°-?

.'( .

531.' Ratings onas point sca]e with 1 represent1ng a low

Note lu‘FMeans aCross rows hav1ng cgpnon subscr1pts do not

d1ffer using a Neunan-Keu1s test (g <405).

a'-'

Y

 Identificationg

No

R Fail

] ~

2.309b°
2.182b

2.880a

- 3.164a
2.885a.

o Fail

' Luck

- 2.76%9a
3.151a
2.787a

'3

LK

2.269p
2.049b

"\ score‘and 5- represent1ng a h1gh score..

»E1ements Appl1ed to Failure

Fail
Ski1l

2.639%a

2.846a
a 3;213b ‘

§2;660b’.’
2543

il

‘ n
P,
(2,321) @
8.891 001
73.58 ,001
8{’2 .00l
1. 39 . .01
"4.33 014
. '&

74
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. om0z .l
L Mean Scores for Qua]i;y of Experience for Story -
) Characters Applied tp\Stories o
| Story . "" .y
S 3 K@232) 0 p
CFaflure  ,  2.2100  2.444a  2.562a 1149 003
Fail ersonal 26642 2.590b  2.828a 425 .08
Difficubty - z;7o4b7< 2.951a 3.959a" ; 11.75 001 *
CEffectiveness - 2.651b.  2.843a  2.809a © 3.65 .03
) Limitaf%bﬁ*  1ﬁa- » 3.093b o 3.éioab 3;312; 354 .03
| j_(_ex. Ratings on a* 5 pa‘l-,nt 5ca1e wi qiqrepreséntmg a low | | '_,":’
score and 5 repr‘esentmg a mgh'&cvg v ‘ 'v*, ) '4’".-;’

-

Note 1. Me,ans across ’rows having tommon- subscmp’tS'do'ndt'
pX.05). '

- differ mmgjfvman-Keuls test {

T |
A
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77
e

| TABLE E-1 | _ '
Mean Scores for Contro] Preference in Stories
» thions ,
o e Y2

| 1 3.3@335;'t 3.4638  2.602ch
‘_gﬁ' Story 2" 2.398¢ - 2. 870b  o.s4b

| 3 .2;44«e£;k‘ 2. 944b _2.787p | _ O

. Y

’

Key. Maximum Score = 4." F

' 2/P indicates a.choice -;:-en a’secéhdary control versus ' »
S a pf?gjze\;e;;;;;:‘;;i: 1 p01nt g1ven for the secondary /
’.option,.((P 1nd1cates a cho1ce between a primary control f ~f&

Aversus a passive response with pqint gjve for the |
primary option; 1/2 1nd1cates<;L

choice between a pfimary

v@ﬁgus a secundary control response w1th 1 p01nt given .for
.. } v

.

Ly

/ - :
Note. Means having common subscripts do aot differ us1ng

'a Newman-Kéuls test ( <.05§. - ) ‘ ﬂP
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Coh

A
~ TABLE E-2

~Mean_pontrol»Preference Scores ih Four Types

"‘\‘{q. N

B
Prammtive ¢ . .
R .
Vicarious 'éa;: -
Iliusory | o
'Interpretive |

__1. Maximum ’Score = 1 1 poinf for selétlon of» primarﬁ*%

of Control Applied to Stories -

‘ e 9
. | }
. Story o
12l , F(2,315) .
- .790a  .636b  .762a  12.48
| ?gzgaﬁ {69 .59 26.82
J3la 13 7562 6270 7.73
J78la | *~ *sab . I ° 30.78
SRR Al

and of secondary control options over pa551ve options and

o1 point for selection of primary control over secondary |

contro] options.

Note 1

~

N= 324 »
Cell means across ows hav1ng commo: subscr1pts

do not differ using a Newman Keu]s test (g < 05)

.

PN <+ .
. ? \
.

]

' 78

)i
€
.001

.001 .
ol

.001

-
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Ky

' option, 1/pP 1nd1cates a choice between a. pr1m y control-

TAB}.E E-3.
Hean Control Prefere_@ce éc_ores in Predictive Control s \:
as a Functifp of Options and Stories

LY

3

¥  %33ab

Story 2 . 602cd, .
| '3 .526d

)
\

r%axﬂnum Score = 1.

{ T w
versus a passive response w1th\\1 point given for Ihe oot : -
el ‘. , . . . V
primary option; 1/2 1nd1cates a ghoice between a primary, 3 L

versus a secbndary contro] resﬁonse w1th 1 pq*mt 91ven for
2 " & .. “

the pr“lmary op ion. N & 334 e ~\.‘\ ) — -

.\}

NO’@& F(4 315) = 12.73, p<. .01, risans having common S
R S ‘ A
subscripts do not d1ffer usmg a Newnan-Keuls test

(2<-05) o ‘ffv | S .
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Lt
¢ TABLE E-4
Meon Control Preference Scores in Vicarious Control

‘ as a Functien of 0'.1ons and Stories

N # . N ' . ’ ‘ ‘ ’
.’ Ct Options
: © 2/P 1/P
1 .9la: . .935a
Wsrory 2 .704bcd ~ .787bc. M5
'3 .657¢d  .565d  .574d v
. - . ‘ ] .

5_ey Maximum Score =1,

. " i
ZIP 1nd1cates a choice between a secondar‘y control ver;sus "

9
a pass1ve response w1th 1 point given for the secondary !

option. 1/p 1nd1cates a choice between a primary control

. %80

versus a Passive respons; with 1 point give\‘for the . a B

primary option; 1/2 1nd1cates a cho1ce between a primary ‘ w

‘versus a secondary control r&sponse mth 1 pwint g'iven for

o

. . . .
B - 1 . Y s

the prfmary optfbn. N_ s 324, @“’ L
.’Note. F(4 315) = 12, 99 2 <.Q01. Means having common- -
. subscript;s do not differ using a Nennan-Keuls test A o .
(p.<.05). ;' o q | ' .1 .

k'ﬂ



! " Options |
i’ Y SR, TR 2 e
| 1T .l 750a0 " .70Aable -
Story 2  '.806a :%%.aﬁis .. .620b >
: . 3 417¢ . .713ab - .750ab

X

SR <08). e

\ o '7' e
| - Nt
. o

e

' TABLE E-5

Mean Control Pre't"ar?‘ence‘S'COng; in I1lusory Cogtrol

¢

as a Function of .0pt"1'ohs and Stories -

* . e

Key.. Maximum ‘ = ,
l) 2/P indicates &™Choice between a secondary control versus ~—_—3

a passive response with 1 point given for the secondary

p,rﬁmiary 6pt1‘,oh; 1/2 indicatgs a choice between a primary -

versus a secondary controi‘o‘i“equns‘e with 1 point given for

the primary ogtion. N = 324. . :
Note. “F(4¢315) = 10.33, p <,001. Means having Conmony\\\i}\ :

_subscr;ip'ts, do not differ.using a Newman-Keuls test

R4

8



b " TABLE E-6
Mean Control Preference Scotes in Interpretive Control
., as aFunction of Options and Stories ','
Ty . e
4 .'t}z{;""‘*& L . '
g t“%wvg S ' ‘0 ytions
PO LA RS 7 I V4 1/2
AN ‘ 5‘” .
‘ o
.778a .907a . .657b
Storx\;}:ﬁf' .287d 519c~g * .806a
ok o .se3a L8248 L5d6bc
o s X "’1'&*1"" R \
_‘y_ Max'm\um Score = 1. ; '
;Z/f ifates 4 choice between a : ondary control versus
(",_;_‘; \) *
¥ P Jresponse with 1 point gwen for the secondary
Y e 3 o
- opt'io U ‘ates a choice, between'a pr;imary control
, % .
versus a pan¢~ r‘esponse with 1 goint given for the
,pnﬁmary Option. 1/2 1néfcates a choice between a pr1mary
. \J
ver»,sus a secondary contrcy)esponse with 1 point given for
the primary option.. N= 3240 . .

" Note. F(8, 315) = 30.40, p <.001. Means’ having common
subscripts do not differ using a Newman-Keuls test

(g <.05)
\

)

82
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. 2 . TABLEE-7 -

. * Mean Control Preference Scores 1n ‘Illu‘sory Control

i

A

- as a Function of Failure arid Stories

Story
12 3
No Fail .759ab  .73lab  .583b.
Failure  Fail Luckg .7592b  .852a .583b

Fail Skill  .676ab .685ab J13ab

" o

5_1.“ Maximum Score = 1. }. |
Me’ari scofes for hc_ontrp] preference' 1ndicafe a composite |
scbre for choice between a primary control versus a
passive responsé and a secondary control versus a passiye
response, with 1 point'giveﬁ'for control pptions; and for

A

a choice between a'pri'm-ary— versus a secondary control
I-”

o~ résponse, with 1 point given for pr"/ﬂ‘nawy, option. N = 324,

-

Note. F(4,315)*= 3.729, p <.005. Means having common .
subscripts do not differ usiM a Newman-Keuls test

(p <.05).

o '
. )



TABLE E-8

¥,

< | .
Mean Control Preference S_gores in Pred!ctive Control:

Options X Stories in No Fail Condition

-

| | . Options .
B S X IV V)
1 . .4 .833an .528d-h
v Story 2 AT2egh  .917ab  .6lla-h
- 3 A17n .806a-h  .88%abc
e ., o |
Key. Maximum Score = 1. . . T .

2/P 1nd1c.ates‘ a ch'oice» between a secondary control versus .
R | paSSivé response- with l'pointv given for the secondary
option; 1/P indicates a choice between a primary contrgl
versus a pyssive response w;th 1 point 'given for the
primary option; 1/2 indicates a choice betweén a primary
.'versus a sec‘:on.éary control response with 1 po.integi ven '»for
the p’rﬂﬁary' option. N = 3%, B

/
s'Note. F(8,630) = 3.498, p <.801. Means having common
subscripts do not ﬁfer using a Newman-Keuls test

(p<.05). . i . R

~

Py
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R o | TABLE-E-9

Mean Control Preference Scores in Predictive Control

Options X Stories in Fail Luck}!ondition

’ 2P 1P

1 .806a-e  .917ab
Story 2 .556c-h  .667a-h
3 ~.556¢-h ;;833a-d

.

Key. Maximum Score = 1.

* Options

172
.éOGa-e
.667a-h
.917ab

2/P indicates a choice between a~seconﬁary cont‘ol versus

a passive response with 1 point g1ven for the secondary

option, l/P 1nd1cates a choice between a,eljnery control

versus a pé§§1vb response with 1 point given for the

W

v primary opt1on,'1/2 ‘indicates a choice between a primary. «

versus a seéondary control response with 1 point given for ©

. the primary option. X = 324.,

Note. F = 3.498, p <.00l. Means having

do not d1ffer using a Newman-Keuls test (

n

I3

b

o
»

on'subscr?pts

<, 05)

85



' v TABLE E-10 o

Mean Control Preference Score§ in Predictive Control:-

W Fail Skill Cond1t1on

a ™~
. Options ) :
' ap ' 1P 12
\ ) . ,1- .750a-9 .861la-d .667a-h
T Story . n-.? . «T78-g  +.583b-h  .472egh

' !: 3 .611a-h  .889abc  .944a

Key. Maximum Score = 1. 8

4 jﬁlicatas a chelce between 3 secondary com‘;rol versus
a passive response with 1 point given \for the secondary
option. 1/p 1nd1c£es 3 chaice between a’‘primary controil
. versus a passive response with 1 point given for the
primary opt!on, 1/2 1nd15ates a choice between a primﬁry
versus a secondary control response-with 1 point given for
 the primary option. N = 124. . A '
' _N_g___ F(8, 530) = 3.498; n <.001 Means paving common .

;L\sublcﬂpts do. not differ us‘lng g

~ 4:'

e e
A

s.
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TABLE E-11 7.

Mean Control Preference Scores in Vicdrious Control:

. Options X Stories in No Fail Condition
. ) ' .
¢ ; | |
" - ‘ - Options - -
By IV B |
| 1 .972abc ~ .889a-d . .667b-f -
Story 2 .63%def  .833a-e Misone -

3 .6lldef  .583def . .528ef /

B
[
2/P indicates a choice between a secondary control versus

- Key. Maximum Score = 1'77

a passive response with 1 point given for the secondary
option, 1/p indicates a choice between a primary controi
versus-+a passive requnse with 1 point given for the
primary option; 1/2 indtcates a choice between a primary
versus a secondary contro] response with 1 point given for
the primary option. N 3)324. L _
Nofe. £(8,630) = 2. 378.'Ei% 016. . Means having common. '
subscripts do not differ using a Neunan-Keuls test o
»&(2 < 05»7; R @« e g . | R

87



. |
. - ‘ Voo
e P - .1/2 Y
1 Lowy .g7zab o sof A\
‘Story 2 .722a-f  .88%-d  .972ab

.521. Max imum Score ='1;w

TABLE E-12

~Mean Control Preference Scores in V1car1ous Control

Options X Stories in ﬁail Luck Condition\
/ S | ‘ : .

Ootions v o

3 .806a-f - .639def . .500f -

2/ 1nd1cates‘h choice between a secondary control versus

-

a passive response w1th 1 point g1ven for the secondary

opt1on, 1/p indicates a choice between a primary contro] ‘

versus a pass1ve response w1th 1 point g1ven for the

pr1mary opt1on, 1/2 1nd1caﬁbs a cho1ce between a prlmary

versus a secondary control response w1th 1 po1nt given for

“~

the primary option. N = 324.

Note. F(8,630) = 2.378, L < 016. Means having comnon '

subscr1pts do not differ us1ng a Newman-Keuls test

(p_ <.05).
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’ Mean Contro}\Preference Scores in Vicarious Contro]

' Options X Stories 1n Fail Skil Condition .

“ /a

'?$t10ns | ,

| 2/ 1P /2 %
1 1.000a ) .944abc  .556def, - |
Story 2 .7sogif_ - .639b- f/ \Uma- T /
| 3 .“sséde_f" .an2f \ .698a-f
SR 3 4

t_;x.' Max1mum Score 2 I

;Z/P indicates a choice between a secondary control versus
'.'a passive responsefwith 1 po1nt given for the secondary

foption. 1/P indigates a choice between a primary contro]l

versus a passive response with 1-point g1ven for the 2

zprimary opt1on, 1/2 ind1cates a ch01ce—between a primary

‘versus a seéondary control response with 1 po1nt given. for

F\ the pr1mary option. N= 324 [ )
| #

A

' Note. Aﬁ(a 630) = 2,378,8p <.016. Means havmg comnon
:\ subscripts do not differ using a Nemnan—Keuls test
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L SR A TABLEE14

. ,
Mean Control Preference Scores in Iilusory Control

_— . Options X Stories in No Fail Condition
, Ja Oﬁtions .
. ' oL
e Ty
o \ ) | L 2
. 1. .750ab .750ab . .778ab
- “Story 2 .833a .917a .444bcd
- 3 .36led  .667ab  .722ab

~

\\

- ' t / v n‘-.ﬁb‘-
Key. MaximUm Score [= 1.
2/P indicates a choice betnlen a secondary control versus
a passive response with 1 point given for the secondary
option, 1/P indicates a choice between)a primary controi

versus a passive responis’u_;h 1 point given for the
\\\
1mar 0 t10 /2 1ndicates a ch01ce between a rimar
P Yy op "\_ﬁk v D y

versus a secondary control response W1th 1 point given for‘_

-

the primary option. Ns= 324. _ _
Note., F(8'630) = 2. 139 E <.03. Means Having common

subscripts do not differ usmg a Newman-Keu& test

(g <.08).
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TABLE E-15
. Mean Control Preference Scores in Illusory Control

Options X Stories 1n Faﬂ Luck Condition

Options-

7 S V. 12 7
L1 - .778b " -.750ab  .750ab-¢
Story 2 .944a . 917a’  .694ab

'3 .333d  .6%4ab  .722ab

Key. | Maximum Score = 1. ' ’

2/P indicates’ a choice be'tweeﬁ a secondery coritrol versus
a passive response with 1 point given for the s.’ecoridar‘yw‘
o‘ption;" I/P.indicafes. a choice betweeﬁ a pr"imaryk control
vershs a passive r"espons-e'wi"‘th 1 pbint'given for‘*the

primaryoption, 1(2 mdicates a choice between a pmmary v

\‘
\
IR
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versus a second&a{;@ntml response mth 1 point given for o

the primary option. ﬁ = 324,

P

Note. 5(8,630) = 2.1%9, ] <.03.‘ Means havihg common

‘subscripts do.not differ using a Newman-Keuls test

(p <.08).
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, *  TABLE E-16. S
. ‘ R
.o . Mean Control Rafference Scores in Illusory Control:

Options X Stories in Fail Skill Condition

-

v

Options

2 - P12
"1 . .69ab  .750ab. " .583a-d .
Story 2 .63%abc  .694ab  .722ab
o 3 .556a-d  .778ab  .806ab
Key. Maximum Score = 1. ‘ : S

2/P indicajjavch‘qjce between a“secondary coﬂntro] versus

a passive r€sponse with 1 point given for theisgcondary
dption;’l/? indigates‘a chbice between a primary’;ontroi
versus a passive‘response~ﬁith‘1 point giyen for the -

- primary option; 1/2'indicafes a choicé between a primary

f vérsus a secondary control respon%é with\l point giyen for
the primary option. N = 324, " -
!ggg;m‘ﬁ(8,630):; Z:}39;‘2 <.03. Means having‘cbmmon
subscripts do not differ using a Newman-Keu]s test

(p <.05).
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