
AN INVESTIGATION INTO THE DIFFERENTIAL EFFECTS
OF VARIETIES OF PRAISE

Catherine R. Delin
B. A. (Hons.), Adelaide University, 1973; Grad. Dip. Health Ed., S. A. C. A. E. (Sturt

Campus), 1984

Departrnent of Psychology

University of Adelaide
North Terrace, Adelaide. S. A.

Thesis submitted in fulfilment of the requirements for the degree of Doctor

of Philosophy.

Date submitted: t^-! t l'1za



ii
TABLE OF CONTENTS

Table of Contents.....
List of Tables ...........

Author's Statement.
Acknowledgements.....
Preface......
CÉIAPTER 1

ll

.12

.19

xxu

I
I1.1 The Effects of Praise and "Social Reinforcement" - A Brief Overview

1.2 Praise and "Social Reinforcement" - Definitions and Conceptual Models......5
1.3 Praise and Social Reinforcement - Control versus Informati-onal
Dimensions.......

CHAPTER 2 ..............
2.1 Attribution of
Mechanisms........

a Characteristic and "Labelling" - Effects and Possible

2.l.l "Labelling": Behavioural Evidence and the Foot-in-the-Door
Phenomenon............... ........25
2.1.2 ..27
2.1.3 .29
2.7.4 29

l9

29

30

35

2.2Expectancy Effects
Rema¡ks...

and the Self-Fulfilling Prophecy: Introductory

of the Communication of a Specif,rc Expectation2.2.lThe Effects
for Behaviour.....
2.2.2 The S elf-Fulfi llin g Prophecy : B ehavioural Confi¡marion versu s
Self-Verification ................32
2.2.3 Final Remarks

CFIAPTER 3 .............

3.2Tbe

3.1 The "Self-Concept": What is it? (1) Issues........ ...........36
.1 Structure or Process .36
2 One Self or Many........ ..37
3 In or Out of Awareness 38

3.1
3.1
3.1
3. 1.4 The Spontaneous Self-Concept..............
3.1.5 Can there be a Concept of Self?.............
"Self-Concept": What is it? (2) The Cognitive
3.2.1 Schemata and Self-Schemas: Where do

40
4t

Approach... .42
they fit in?... 45

3.2.1.1 Schemata: Definitions
3.2.1.2 Self-Schemas: An Extension of the General Concept of
"Schemata"

t: How does it Develop and Change? How is it

3.3. 1 The Self-Concept: Consistency, and Attribution-Behaviour
52

..45

47

49

3.3.1.1
3.3.2 Self-

56
.58

3.4 Measuring
3.5 The Thesis. 624

CHAPTER 4 - INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES AND MODERATINGVAR[ABLES............ ...............63
4.1 Reinforcement History ..............63
4.2 Attributional Style
4.3 Self-Variables (i) 7l

4.3.1 Self-Consciousness Theory.. ......71
4.3.2 Self-Monitoring Theory..... ........74

4.4 self-va¡iables (2): Being self-Schemaric, Imporrance and schematism.........?6
4.5 Situational and Task Variables........... ........78
4.6 The Nature of the Attributed Characteristic 81
4.7 Other Variables... 87



lil

CHAPTER 5 - STUDY 1.................... 9l
5. 1 Introduction .......... 9t

92

5.2 Method ..96
5.2.1 Subjects 96
5.2.2 Operational Definition ... 96
5.2.3 Procedure...,

5.3 Results and Discussion
..96
98

5.3. 1 Measures Obtained... 98
5.3.2 100
5.3.3 Attri Group: Questionnaire Data ........108

5.4 General Discussion tt2
CHAPTER 6 - EXPEzuMENT 2....... 115

6.1 Introduction
6.1.

6.2 Method.
I Description of Experiment.........

..115

..tr7

6.2.1 Subjects...
6.2.2 Procedure

1r8

6.3 Results and Discussion..............
Comparison of Groups on Time Spent on

Time Spent on Game 3 with Time

6.3.6 Compa¡ison
as a Cova¡iate......

of Groups on Time Spent on Game 3 with Time 2

6.3.7 of the Games.
6.3.8 ps on Ratings of Game 3
6.3.9 Comparison of Groups on Ratings of Game 2.
6.3.10 Comparison of Groups on Ratings of Game 4......

of Groups on Ratings of Game I
6.4

CHAPTER 7 - PART 1 - EXPEzuMENT 4...............
7. 1. 1 Introduction..............

6.3.2 Comparison of Groups on Time Spent on Game 2 (Maze) .............122
6.3.3 Comparison of Groups on Time Spent on Game 4 (Zombies)........122
6.3.4 Comparison of Groups on Time Spent on Game I (Alien
Blaster)..... ........123
6.3.5 Comparison of Groups on
Spent on Game 1 as a Cova¡iate

..................1 18

.................. 120

121

Overall Comparison
Comparison of Grou

,123

723
124
124
t28
r29
t33
135
r39
139
t4t
r45
145
t45
146
147

147

t48
148

149
150

t52

7.t.1
7.1.2 Method.

.1 Description of Experiment and Preliminary V/ork

7 .1.2.1 Subjects..,
7.1.2.2 Procedure
7.1.2

7.1.3 Results
.3 tù/ording of Manipulations........

7 .L.3.5 Correlational Analyses..............

152

153



IV

7.L.3.9 Comparison of Subjects Below and Above the Mean on Self-
Construction and Schematism on Overall Confidence ...........153

7.1.4 Discussion......... ....154
CHAPTERT-PART2-EXPEruMENT8............... ..................156

7.2.1 Introduction ............156
7 .2.2.I Description of Experiment............

7 .2.2 Merhod.............
156
157

7.2.3 Resu1ts............. .....159
7 .2.3.L Comparison of Groups on "Good" Judgments Made in Initial
Phase s...... ...........159
7.2.3.2 Comparison of Groups on Main Dependent Measure ..................159
7.2.3.3 Planned Comparisons of Groups on Conf,rdence Ratings.............159

7.2.4 Funher Analysis of Experiment 4: Planned Comparisons of Confidence

7.2.2.1 Subjects. 157
7.2.2.2 Procedure t5l

r62
7.2.4.1Planned Comparisons of Groups on Confidence in Artistic
Talent Judgments ............... 162
7.2.4.2 Planned Comparisons of Groups on Confidence in

r62
of Groups on Confidence in

Ratings.....

Temperament Judgments .......
7 .2.4.4 Planned Comparisons of Groups on Confidence in AII

r63

r63
164
r66
r66

Judgments
7.2.5 Discussion.........

CHAPTER 8 - PART 1 - EXPERIMENT 6
8.1.1 Introduction

8.1.1.1 DescriptionofExperimentandPredictions....... .........166
168
168
168
r69
169
169

8.1.3.2.3 Comparison of Creativity and Persistence Task Groups on
Estimate of Time Spent on Task.....
8.I.3.2.4 Correlational
8.1.3.3 Results: Section 2 2)

Produced
...t7t

8.1.3.3.3 Comparison of Groups on Consequences Task Ratings:
t75

on Estimated Time Spent on

8.1.3.3.5
177
177
t77
r78
r79
t82
182
r82

8.1.3.3.6
8.t.3.3.7

8.I.2.1 Subjects.
8.I.2.2 Procedure
8.1.2.3 Wording of Messages ...............

8. 1.3 Results ............
8. 1.3. 1 Return Rate ..........
8.1.3.2 Results: Section 1 (Phase 1).............. ..169
8.l.3.2.1Comparison of Creativity and Persistence Task Groups on

Persistence Task Groups on
169

t70

770
t7L
17l

t71,
8.1.3.3.1 Comparison of Groups on Number of Consequences

8.L.3.3.2 Comparison of Groups on Consequences Task Ratings

8.1.4 Discussion...
CHAPTERS-PART2

8.2.1 Introduction
- BEHAVTOUR RATTNG QUESTTONNATRE STUDY .......

8.2.2 Respondents and Procedure.



1838.2.3 Results

9.1.3 Results
9.1.3

8.2.3.1 ltem-by-Item Means and S tandard Deviations
8.2.3.2 Comparison of Ability Items wi
Items, and Health Items with Non-Heal

th Behavioural Propensity
th Items

183

184
185
186

8.2.3.3 Comparisons between Individual Items........
8.2.4 Discussion.........

CHAPTER 8 - PART 3 - CHARACTERISTICS RATING QUESTIONNAIRE
STUDY

8.3.1 Introduction
8.3. 1. 1 The Questionnaire.....

8.3.2 Respondents and Procedure.
8.3.3 Results

8.3.3. r Comparison of "Penistent" and "Creative" ......
8.3.3.2 Comparison of "Good at making first
about another

r88
188
188
188
189

person's a¡:tistic abilities
in another person" .......

impression judgments
l,ooks for the goodttand "

r89

r90

191

t92

t93

t94

8.3.3.3 Comparison of "Perceptive" and "Looks for the good
characteristics in another person" .

cha¡acteristics

8.3 .3.4 Intercorelations
Cha¡acteristics...............
8.3.3.5 Intercorrelation

between Dimensions on Remaining

of Means of the Rating
and Factor Analysis of

Dimensions,
Rating Dimensionsincluding Choosability

8.3.3.6 Comparison of
and High-Choosability
Behaviour" ..................

8.3.4 Discussion.........
CHAPTER 9 - PART 1 - EXPERIMENT 3

Ability and Behavioural Propensity (Low-
) Characteristics on "Trying to Affect

195

9. 1. I Introduction ..... t97
1 Description of Experiment................ .........198

.................... 199
9.1.2.I Subjects 199
9.I.2.2 P¡ocedure .199

.200

.................... 197

"'Word Search")
son of Groups on Time 2 (Time Spent on "Maze")........200

of Groups on Times I ("Alien Blaster") and 4

Games

9.1.1.
9.1.2 Method.

I Comparison of Experimental and Control Groups on Time 3
(Time Spent on
9.1.3.2 Compari

Ratings of the
9.1.3.5 Within Experimental
9.1.3.6 Correlational Analysi

9.I.3.4 Comparison of Experimental and Control Groups on their

Games (Experimental and Control Groups Combined) 205
9.I.3.7 Comparison of Schematics and Aschematics on their Ratings
of the Games .......................2O7

Schematism/S elf- Construction and

2lt
9. 1.3. l0 Self-Consciousness S

9. 1.4 Discussion............... .214

9.2. l.l Description of Experiment..............

9.2.2.1Subjects 218
9.2.2.2 Procedure 2t8

9.2.3 Results

Group Comparisons.............. ....204
s of Times and the Ratings of the

.216

.218

9.2.3.1Numbers in Groups. ..................219



Vi

9 .2.3.2 Relationships between S elf-Con srruction S core and
Experimental V
9.2.3.3 Relation

a¡iables. .220

Comparison
Comparison

10. 1.3.3 Analyses of Self-Concept Questionnaire
Development of Questionnaire: S tage 3 ..................

10. 1.4. 1 Introductory Rema¡ks

ship Between Prior Self-Concept of Persistence and
Persistence Behaviour ................220
9.2.3.4 Comparison of Groups on Time Spent on Task 2. .221
9.2.3.5 of Groups on Time Spent on Task
9.2.3.6 of Groups on Time Spent on Task

))a
255

257
257
2s9
.259

Questionnaire.. 259
263

10.I.3.2 The Questionnaire.....
(Version 2)....

264
265
276
276
277

l0.l.4.3 Factor Analysis of "Self-Description" Variables.. ....277
10.1.4.4 Interpretation of Factor Analyses... .281

3................ .........22r
4 )))

9.2.3.7 Comparison of Groups on Task Ratings
9.2.4 Discussion...

CHAPTER IO - PART 1 -DEVELOPMENT OF TTIE SELF.CONSTRUCTION
QUESTIONNAIRE

10. 1. 1 General Introduction...............
:Stage I

10.1.3

10.1.4

10.1.4.2 Self-Construction S cores

10.1.5 Acquiescence or
10.1.6 Discussion

Response Set..

CHAPTER 10 - PART 2 - EXPERIMENT 5..............
IO.2.l Introduction
10.2.2 Method.....

10.2.2.I Subjects

282
285

288
.285

.292

.293

295
295

........288
10.2.2.2 Statements ............288
10.2.2.3 Procedure ...289

LO.2.3 Results 289
10.2.3.I Relationship between Self-Construction (Schematism) and
Reaction Times ..................289
10.2.3.2 Correlations After Removal of Extreme Scores .......292
10.2.3.3 S ocial Desirability Re sponding.............
10.2.3.4 Comparison of Average Time To Decide "True" or "False"....
10.2.3.5 Comparison of Average Reaction Times to Various Items
and Item
10.2.3.6 V/ith Experimental Variables (Person

of Items
10.2.4 Discussion

CHAPTER 11 - PART 1 - DEVELOPMENT OF A PRAISE CLASSIFICATION
SYSTEM AND QUESTIONNAIRE

tt.r.2
11.1.3
ll.l.4 Results

LI.1.4.I Content-Analysis of Questionnaires
11.1.4.2 Praise for Behaviours ..........
LL.1.4.3 Varieties of Praise...
11.1.4.4 Further Analysis of Preliminary Data
11.1.4.5 Further Work.
11.I.4.6 The Pa¡ent Praise

CHAPTER 11 - PART 2 - PARENT-CHILD PRAISE STUDY
lI.2.I Aims of study.....
LL.2.2 Design of Study
L L.2.3 The Piers-Harris

296

301

..301

..301
.301
.302
304
304
305
306
307
308
308
308
308Child¡en's Self-Concept Scale.....



vii
Ll.2.4 Procedure

11.2.4.1Sampling
LL.2.5 Results and Discussion..........

71.2.5.1 Descri ofS
tL.2.5.2 Main and Locutions.
7L.2.5.2.1 Comparison of Means of Individual Praise Types and

310
310
311
311
311

3t2

316

319

321

322
323

Total Praise Scores by
I 1.2.5.3 Correlational

Situation and Year

lt.2.s.6
Ratings
tt.2.5.7
11.2.5.8
7r.2.5.9

Analysis: Praising Locutions and Self-
Concept Scores.
11.2.5.4 Correlational Analysis: Likelihood of Behaviour and
Specific
7t.2.5.5

Locutions (Within Sinration)
Correlational Analyses: Agreement between Parents and

Children....
Correlational Analysis: Yea¡ 3 and YearT Likelihood

Comparison of Parents' and Children's Likelihood
Gender Comparisons..............

Ratings.....

Comparison of Yea¡s 3 and 7: Likelihood of Behaviour..........

Praise.
71.2.5.12 Praise Patterns ....... 326

327

327

331

332

.334

1I.2.5.10 Comparison of Years 3 and 7: Time Spent with Children........325
Il.2.5.ll Correlation of Time Spent with Children and Use of

..325

..325

.32s

r1.2.6
Study.

CHAPTER

I1.2.5.13 Additional Praising Locutions ......
A Pa¡ent Praise QuestionnairelReinforcement History Questionnaire

II.3.3.3 Correlation between Use of Specif,rc Types of Praise and
MPAS Variables
11.3.3.4 Correlations between Total Praise Score at Time I and
Total Praise Score at Time 2 andMPAS Variables

11 - PART 3 - PARENT-CHILD FOLLOW-UP STUDY 329
1 1.3. 1 Introduction .............. ....329
11.3.2 Procedure.
1 1.3.3 Results and Discussion..........

...331

...331
11.3.3.1 ReliabilityofPa¡entPraiseQuestionnaire ................331
11.3.3.2 Means and Standa¡d Deviations of MPAS Variables

1 1.3.3.5 Correlations between
Va¡iables at Times 1 and 2.....,

Total Praise by Situation and MPAS
334

11.3.3.6 Correlations berween Self-Concept Variables and MPAS
33sVariables

CHAPTER 11 - PART 4 - PRAISE PREFERENCE STUDY 336
Ll.4.L Introduction 336Ll.4.zlnstrument ...........337
LL.4.3 Procedure. ............337
IL.4.4 Results 337

1t.4.4.1 337
71.4.4.2 s and l,ocutions.......................338
tt.4.4.3 339
11.4.4.4 Oneway Analyses of Locutions ..340
Lt.4.4.5 Comparison of Males and Females................ 343
L7.4.4.6 Comparison of Relative Likelihood of Use of Praising
Locutions and Relative 343
11.4.4.7 Comparison of Locutions in Each
Group

General
344

Lt.4.5

12.1 Summary of Results: Preliminary Remarks
l2.L.l Summary of Studies by Initial Hypotheses.
L2.1.2 Additional Results. ..354

12.2 Conceptual and Methodological
L2.2.L Introductory Remarks

Discussion .........345

.349

.349

355



vilt
72.2.2
12.2.2.

Strategy.

Number of Deliveries of the Manipulation
Wrinen versus Verbal Praise

- Should it be a Trait?.....
Activation of the "Causal Self' by Specific Locutions....
1 Attitude-to-Behaviour Process Model

.356
3s7

12.2.2.2
12.2.2.3
t2.2.2.4
12.2.2.4.
t2.2.2.5
t2.2.2.5.
12.2.2.6
12.2.2.7

357
358
3s8
3s9
360
361

Availability of Subjects with Specific Cha¡acteristics............ ....362
What to Measure (1)............ ....................362

t2.2.2.8 V/hat to Measu¡e (2)............ ...363
12.2.3 Measuring Schemas ................. 364
L2.2.3.1Is there a Schema "Theory"?. 365
12.2.4 Implications of "S chematism"/"S elf-Constn¡ction " 366
12.2.5 The Role of Affect - a Neglected Issue......... 367
12.2.5.1 Can Cognitive and Motivational Theories of Self-Agency
be Reconciled? 370

375
378
379

12.3 Future directions: Extension of Empirical Work..
APPENDICES

Experimental Tasks for Study 1................
Appendix 1.2

APPENDD( 1 (Study 1)............
Appendix 1.1

Instructions to Judges.
Appendix 1.3

Adapted Reinforcement History Questionnaire............
Appendix 1.4

379

381

382

389

392

395
396

396

397

Causal Dimension Scale
Appendix 1.5

Appendix 1.6

Correlations between Experimental Variables and Questionnaire
Va¡iables

causal Dimension scale va¡iables correlated with Reinforcemenr
VariablesHistory Questionnaire

APPENDIX 2 (Experimenrs 2 and 3)
Appendix 2.1

Questionnaire on Attirude to Computers
Appendrx2.2

Experiments 2 and 3 - General Instn¡ctions.
Appendix 2.3

Cloze Task Story
Appendix 2.4

Games' Rating Scales...
APPENDD( 3. 1 (Experiment 4)

3.1.1Appendix
Preliminary Questionnaire

Appendix 3.1.2
Person Perception Questionnaire (1)

Appendix 3.1.3
Person Perception Questionnaire (2)

Appendix 3.1.4
Judgment Task for Selection of Statements....

Appendix 3.1.5
Experiment 4 - General Instructions

Appendix 3.1.6.1
Intelligence Ranking Task .........

Appendix 3.1.6.2

398

398
400

400

40r

403

405

406

407

Artistic Talent Ranking Task......... ......407
Appendix 3.1.7

Person fudgment Task......... ...............408



IX

Appendix 3.1.8
Self-Rating Task .......

APPENDD( 3.2 (Experiment 8) .......
Appendix 3.2.1

4tt
Judges' Tasks........ ..............411

Appendix 3.2.2
Person Perception Study - General Instn¡ctions............... .....413

Appendix 3.2.3
Task for First Two Phases.

Appendix 3.2.4
Person Judgment Task......... .................415

APPENDD( 4.1 (Experiment 6) .................417
Appendix 4.1.1

to Potential Subjects (Including
417

Appendix 4.1.2

414

419

...420

Subsequent Letter (Creativity) to Subjects (Including Experimental
Tasks).......

Appendix 4.1.3
Initial Letter (Persistence) to Potential S ubj ects...............

Appendix 4.1.4
Subsequent Letter (Persistence) to Subjects

APPENDIX 4.2 (Behaviour Rating Study)

Cha¡acteristics
APPENDD( 5 (Experiment 7)

Appendix 5.1

421
423

Appendix 4.2
Behaviour Rating Questionnaire

APPENDX 4.3 (Characteristics Rating Study)
Appendix 4.3

423
426

426
430

Rating Questionnaire.............

General Instructions - Cognitive Style Study .......430
Appendix 5.2

Bogus Cognitive Style Questionnaire... .................432
Appendix 5.3

43s
APPENDIX 6 436

Appendix 6.1
Self-Concept Questionnaire (preliminary version) ... .

Appendix 6.2
Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2)

Appendix 6.3
Self-Construction Questionnaire (thfud version of Self-Concept
Questionnaire).

Appendix 6.4

436

..438

MO

Self-Consciousness Sca1e......... ............42
Appendix 6.5

Self-Monitoring Scale
APPENDD( 7 (Parent-Child Studies)

Appendix 7.1

443
M5

Free-Response Praise Questionnaire for Parents ....................445
Appendix 7.2

Content Analysis - Specific Behaviour ..................445
Appendix 7.3

Preliminary Questionnaire Analysis - Significant Relationships.............M6
Appendix 7.4

Second Preliminary Ques tionnaire u9
Appendix 7.5

Pa¡ent Praise Questionnaire .................450
Appendix 7.6

Child Version of Parent Praise Questionnaire 456



X

Appendix 7.7
Results of McQuitty Linkage Analyses... ............460

Appendix 7.8
Instructions for Parent Prai se Questionnaire, Retrospective Version
for Tertiary Students

Appendix 7.9
..461

Parent Praise Questionnaire/ Reinforcement History QuestionnaireStudy........ .........462
Appendix 7.10

Development
Parent "T¡pes

of Maryland Pa¡ent Anitude Survey - Description of

Appendix 7.11
Praise Preference Que stionnaire

Appendix 7.12
Means and Standa¡d Deviations of Scores on the MPAS - Pumroy's
Results...... ..........466

Appendix 7.13
Results of Multi-factor Analyses to Determine Age and Gender
Effects of Preference Ratings - Locution by Locution Analyses and
Tables of Means 466

...475

462

463

REFERENCES .........



Xì

LIST OF TABLES

Table

spent on Consequences
Table 5.3: Results of analysis

groups on average of time

Table of the average of the time
and Matrix task.
of variance comparing groups on time spent on

Average
: Results of analysis of variance comparing goups on their ratings of the

experimenter's judgment of their persistence ...
Table 5.I 1: Means and standard deviations, by group, of subjects' ratings of their

Table

Table

Table

Table
Table

Table 6.1: Means and standard by group, of time spent playing Game 3
(Word Search)..

Table 6.2: Results of analysis
Game 3 (Word Search)

of variance comparing groups on úme spent playing

Table 6.3: Means and standard deviations, by group, of time spent playing Game 2
(Maze)

Table 6.4: Means and standard deviations, by
(Zombies).

Table 6.5: Means and standard deviations, by

groupr of time spent playing Game 4

group, of time spent on Game 1

best way of
Table 6.12: Means

playing this game"
and standa¡d deviations, by group, of

a little while
ratings of Game 3 (Word

Sea¡ch) "It would take most students to work out the best way
of

Table 6.1 of variance comparing groups on their ratings of
took me a little while to work out rhe best way ofGame 3 (V/ord Search) "It

Consequences task..... .....101

r07
r07

100

103

104

r05

105

106

106

tt2

t27

r22

t22

Table 5.4: l\{eans and standa¡d deviations, by group, of time spent on
Consequences task.. 101

Table 5.5: Results of analysis of variance comparing groups on time spent on
Marix task.

Table 5.6: Means and standard deviations, by group, of time spent on Matrix task .......102
Table 5.7: Means and standard deviations, by group,

produced
of number of consequences

Table 5.8: Means and standard deviations, by group, of number of matrices
attempted 103

Table 5.9: number of correct matrix solutions, by group
Table 5.10

(Alien Blaster) ................123
Table 6.6: Results of repeated measures analysis of va¡iance - games effect .................724
Table 6.7: Results of repeated measures analysis of va¡iance - rating scales effect........ 124
Table 6.8: Results of repeated measures analysis of variance - interaction between

gÍrmes and rating scales ..................124
Table 6.9: Results of analysis of va¡iance comparing goups on ratings of Game 3

(V/ord Search) "I felt tense while playing this game" ........L25
Table 6.10: Results of analysis of va¡iance comparing groups on ratings of Game 3

(Word Search) "Other students would try hard while playing this game"............125
Table 6.1 1: Results of analysis of va¡iance comparing goups on ratings of Game 3

(Word Search) "It would take most students a little while to work out the

r23

126

127

playing this game" 127



xii
Table 6.14: Means and standard deviations, by group, of ratings of Game 3 (Word

Search) "It took me a little while to work out the best way of playing this
game"....... .....127

Table 6.15: Results of analysis of variance comparing groups on their ratings of
Game 2 (Maze) "I felt tense while playing this game" .......128

Table 6.16: Means and standard deviations, by group, of ratings of Game 2 (Maze)
"I felt tense while playing this game

Table 6.22: Results of analysis of variance comparing groups on thefu ratings of
Game 4 (Tnmbies) "I played this game well" ...

Table 6.23: Means and standa¡d deviations, by group, of ratings of Game 4
(Zombies) "I played this game we11"......... .......134

Table 6.24: Results of analysis of variance comparing groups on their ratings of
Game 1 (Alien Blaster) "I wanted to keep playing this game" ...........134

Table 6.25: Means and standa¡d deviations, by group, of ratings of Game I (Alien
Blaster) "I wanted to keep playing this game" ...................135

Table 6.26: Results of analysis of variance comparing groups on their ratings of
Game 1 (Alien Blaster) "I only felt like playing this game for a short time"........135

Table 6.27;Means and standard deviations, by group, of ratings of Game I (Alien

Table 6.17: Results of analysis of vanance comp aring groups on their ratings of
Game 2 (M^aze) "I enjoyed playing this game"

Table )

Table

Table

Table

Blaster) "I only felt like playing this game for a short time"
Table 6.28: Results of analysis of va¡iance comparing goups on their ratings of

Game I (Alien Blaster) "Other students would try hard while playing this
game"

Table 6.29: Means and standard deviations, by group, of ratings of Game 1 (Alien
Blaster) "Other students would try hard while playing this game"

Table 7.1.1: Numbers of subjects run under each condition, Experiment 4........i...........
Table 7 .7.2: Means and standard deviations, over all groups, of number of

Table comparing groups on their ratings of

Table 7 .I.4: Means and standard deviations, by group, of ratings of the desirability
of artistic talent........

Table 7 .L.5: Results of analysis of variance comparing goups on Self-Construction
scores

Table 7.7.6: Means and standa¡d deviations, by group, of Self-Construction and
Schematism scores.......

Table 7 .1.7: Correlations between self-variables and confidence in
a¡tistic talent, after video-only and audio-only presentations.

rankings of

Table 7.1.8: Correlations between self-va¡iables and confidence in rankings of
intelligence, after video-only and audio-only presentations...

Table 7 .1.9 : Corelations between Self-Construction, Schematism,
Monitoring, and selected experimental variables .............

Table 7.1.10: Number category by subjects above and
below the mean

Table 7.1.11: Number ofjudgments
below the mean Schematism

made in each category by subjects above and

..13s

t36

136
r47

128

130

130

131

131

r33

134

148

148

t49

t49

150

151

151

t52

153

153

1s3

154
160

and Self-

Table 7 .1.12: Results of t-test comparing subjects above
Construction score on overall mean confidence....

Table 7.L.13: Results of t-test companng
overall mean

subjects above and below the mean
Schematism score on confidence

and below the mean Self-

Table 7.2.I: Mean confidence ratings on "good" items.........



xiii
Table 7 .2.2: Mean confidence ratings on "bad" items
Table 7 .2.3: Mean confidence ratings on "neutral" items...... 161

160

t6r

t62

163

r63

163

170

170

t70

t77

172

172

173

173

t73

174

r74

176

t76

178
178
179

183

184

185

185

185

186

Table 7 .2.4: Mean confidence ratings on all items........
Table 7 .2.5: Experiment 4 - Mean confidence scores for judgments in artistic

Table 4 - Mean confidence scores for judgments in intelligence
category

Table 7 .2.7 : Experiment 4 - Mean confidence scores for judgments in temperament
category

Table 7.2.8: Experiment 4 - Mean confidence scores for judgments across all

Table and standa¡d deviations, by group, of the number of
interpretations produced in response to the Picture Interpretation task..........

Table 8.1.2: Means and standard deviations, by group, of the degree of agreement
with the statement about the Picture Interpretation task "I found this task
diff,rcult".....

Table 8.1.3: Means and standard deviations (in minutes), by group, of estimates of
how long was spent on the Picture Interpretation task.....

Table 8.1.4: Means and standard deviations, by group, of number of consequences
produced in response to the Consequences task....

Table 8.1.5: Results of analysis of variance comparing groups on their ratings of
the Consequences task "I enjoyed doing this task"

Table 8.1.6: Means and standa¡d deviations, by group, of ratings of the
Consequences task "I think that other students would try hard at this task".........

Table 8.1.7: Results of analysis of variance comparing groups on their ratings of
the Consequences task "I think that other students would try hard at this

Table 8.1.8: Means and standard deviations, by group, of ratings of Consequences
task "I didn't feel like spending much time on this task"..

Table 8.1.9: Results of analysis of variance comparing groups on their ratings of
the Consequences task "I didn't feel like spending much time on this task"........

Table 8.1.10: Results of analysis of variance comparing groups on their ratings of
task "I would like to do other similar tasks sometimes for

Table 8.1.11: Results of analysis of variance comparing groups on their
the Consequences task "I did well at this task" ........

ratings of

Table 8.1.12: Equalized group N's - Results of analysis of variance comparing
groups on their tatings of the consequences task "I think that other students
would find this task boring" ..

Equalized group N's -
on their ratings of the

Table 8.1.13: Results of analysis of va¡iance comparing
Consequences task "I think that other studentsgroups

would
Table 8.1.14:

enjoy doing this
Intercorrelation

task" .

s of task variables - Picture Interpretation task
compared to Consequences task...........

Table 8.1.15: Results of factor analysis of task rating variables, Consequences task.....
Table 8.1.16: l,oadings of Consequences task rating items on factors.
Table 8.2.1: Means and standa¡d deviations of individual items in the Behaviour

Rating Questionnaire
8.2.2: Means of items comprising the ability/behaviour and health/non-health

99qPs """"""":""""'
8.2.3: Results of t-test comparing means of individual items "Be a good
judge...." and "Look for the good ...."...
8.2.4: Results of t-test comparing means of individual items "Accurately
rank a group of people according to their artistic talent" and "Look for the
good...."....
8.2.5: Results of t-test comparing means of individual items "Make confident
judgments about a range of cha¡acteristics...." and "Look for the good...."..........
8.2.6: Results of t-test comparing means of individual items "Be creative...."
and "Persist at a new problem...."................

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table



XIV

Table 8.2.7: Results of t-test comparing means of individual items "Be creative...."
and "Persist at a tricky problem...."...

Table 8.3.1: Means and standard deviations for all characteristics on every
dimension

Table 8.3.2: Matrix of intercorrelations between the five rating dimensions for

Table 8.3.3: Matrix of intercorrelations between the frve rating dimensions for
"creative" ....

Table 8.3.4: Matrix of intercorrelations between the five rating dimensions for
"looks for the

Table 8.3.5: Matrix
"artistic perceptive"

Table 8.3.6: Matrix of intercorrelations beween the five rating dimensions for

between the five rating dimensions for

r86

189

190

190

191

19r

191

t92

t92

il

Table 8.3.7: of intercorrelations between the five rating dimensions for
kind

Table 8.3.8: Matrix of intercorrelations
"intelligent"................

for the five rating dimensions for

Table 8.3.9: Matrix of intercorrelations for the five rating dimensions for "neat and
tidy"

Table 8.3.1
r92

0: Means and standard deviations of comparison items from Behaviour
Rating Questionnaire study ...........193

Table 8.3.1 1: Matrix of intercorrelations between the means for the five rating
dimensions (Cha¡acteristics Rating Questionnaire study) and choosability
(Behaviour Rating Questionnaire study) .........193

Table 8.3.12: Results of factor analysis of means of the six rating dimensions.............194
Table 9.1.1: Means and standard deviations, by group, of time spent on Game 3,

Table 9.I.2: Means and standard deviations, by group, of time spent on Game 2,ttMazg"
200

Table 9.1.3: Means and standard deviations, by group, of time
"Alien Blaster".....

spent on Game 1,

Table 9.1.4: Means and standard deviations, by group, of time spent on Game 4,
"Zombies"

Table 9.1.5: Results of t-test comparing goups on theirratings of Game 2,"Maze",
"I thought I would do well while playing this game"

Table 9.1.6: Results of t-test comparing groups on their ratings of Game 2, "Maze" ,
"ft'was important to me that I play this game weII".........

Table 9 .L.7 : Results of t-test comparing groups on their ratings of Game 2, "Maze" ,
"I cared very much how well I played this game"

Table 9. 1 .8: Results of t-test comparing groups on their ratings of Game 2, "Maze" ,
"I played this game we11".........

Table 9.1.9: Results of t-test comparing groups on their ratings of
Search", "I would like to play this game for recreation"......,

Game 3, "Word

Table 9.1.10: 3, "Word
Search

Table 9.1.11: 3, "'Word
Search

Table 9.1.L2: 3, "'Word
Search

Table 9.1.13: ResulS of t-test comparing
Blaster", "I played this game well"

Table 9.1.14: Results of t-test comparing
Blaster", "Other students would be

groups on their ratings of Game 1, "Alien

Table 9.1.15: Results of t-test comparing subjects who were and were not
schematic on "f am persistent" on time spent playing Game 1, "Alien
Blaster"

Table 9.1.16: Results of t-test comparing subjects who were and were not
schematic on "I find computer games quite addictive" on time
Game 2,"Maze"

spent playing

.20r

201

202

202

202

202

203

203

204
groups on theirratings of Game 1, "Alien
bored by this game" ....................204



time spent playing that game.
Table 9.1.20: Correlations, within the experimental group, between

Schematism/Self-Construction and time spent on each game.........
Table 9.t.21: Correlations, across groups, between Schematism/Self-Construction

and time spent on each game
Table 9.1.22: Correlations between Schematism/Self-Construction and games'

raungs
Table 9.7.23:

across 94mes.........
Results

"Alien Blaster"
Table 9.1.24: Results of regression analysis to predict time spent on Gane2,

"Maze
Table 9.1.25: predict time spent on Game 3,

"'Word
Table 9.1.26: Results of regression analysis to predict time spent on Game 4,

"Zombies", showing beta weights ..............
Table 9.2.t: Numbers in groups by Characteristic and Cons

Table

Table
and

Table 9.1.

doing
Table 9.2.2L

this task"

time spent playing that game
19: Correlations between task-rating

XV

not
it's finished"

205
ord Search",

;.,i;TË:'öu,n;i;ïä;üi,,;;" -; " " "zoo

..207

..209

..209

..2r0

..212

.212

.213

.213
truct 220

220
221
221
221

predict time spent on Game 1,

Table 9.2.2: Numbers in groups by Characteristic, Construct and Condition.................
Table 9.2.3: Time spent on Task 1, by group
Table 9.2.4: Mean time spent on Task 1, by Condition and Characteristic
Table 9.2.5: Time spent on Task 2, by group
Table 9.2.6: Combined group means for the interaction between Characteristic and

Construct, time spent on Task 3 .......... ..222
Table 9.2.7: Time spent on Task 3, by group ............222
Table 9.2.8: Results of analysis of va¡iance, time spent on Task 3................ .................222
Table 9.2.9: Time spent on Task 4, by group...... 223
Table 9.2.I0: Means and standa¡d deviations, by group, Task l, "I thought I would

do well at this task"......... ................223
Table 9.2.I1: Results of analysis of variance, Task 1, "I thought I would do well at

this task" ...224
Table 9.2.12: Combined group means, interaction between Characteristic and

Condition, Task 1, "Other students would try hard while doing this task"...........224
Table 9.2.13l. Combined group means, interaction between Cha¡acteristic and

Condition, Task l, "Other students would try hard while doing this task"...........224
Table 9.2.14: Means and standa¡d deviations, by group, Task 1, "Other students

would try hard while doing this task"... ...........225
Table 9.2.15: Results of analysis of va¡iance, Task 1, "Other students would try

ha¡d while doing this task"
Table 9.2.16:- Means and standard deviations, by group, Task 1, "I only felt like

doing this task for a short time"......... ..............226
Table 9.2.17: Results of analysis of variance, Task 1, "I only felt like doing this

task for a short time"......... ..............226
Table 9.2.I8: Means and standard deviations, by group, Task 1, "I enjoyed doing

this task" ...227
Table 9.2.19: Results of analysis of variance, Task 1, "I enjoyed doing this task".........227
Table 9.2.20: Means and standard deviations, by group, Task 1, "I tried hard while

: Results of analysis of va¡iance, Task 1, "I tried hard while doing this
task"

Table 9.2.22: Means and standa¡d deviations, by group, Task 1, "I did well at this
task"

Table 9.2.23: Results of analysis of va¡iance, Task 1, "I did well at this task"...

...227

...228

Table 9.2.24: Combined
Condition, Task 1

interaction between Cha¡acteristic andgroup means,
, "I wanted to

228
229

229keep doing doing this task"



XVI

Table 9.2.25: Means and standard deviations, by group, Task 1, "I wanted to keep

task".........
Table 9.2.27: Means and standard deviations, by group, Task 1, "It took me a little

..230

doi
Table 9.2

would
Table 9.2.31:

Table 9.2.32
doing

Table 9.2.33

way of doing this
of variance, Task

ng this task" ........
,26: Results of analysis of va¡iance, Task 1, "I wanted to

.............229
keep doing this

task"......... ...230
1, "It took me a little while to

232

while to work out the best
Table 9.2.28: Results of analysis

work out the best way of doing this task"... ......23I
Table 9.2.29: Combined group means, interaction between Characteristic and

Condition, Task 2, "Other students would try hard while doing this task" ...........231
Table 9.2.30: Means and standard deviations, by gtoup, Task 2, "Other students

try hard
Results

while doing this task"
of analysis of variance, Task 2, "Other students would try

hard while doing this task" ..

: Means and standard deviations, by group, Task 2, "I tried hard while

: Results of analysis of variance, Task 2, "I tried hard while doing this

interaction between Construct and
task" ..233

...234

Table 9.2.34: Combined
Condition, Task 2,

group means,
"I did well at

this task"

this task"... ..233
Table 9.2.35: Means and standard deviations, by group, Task 2, "I did well at this

Table 9.2.36: Results of analysis of variance, Task 2, "I did well at this task"... ............234
Table 9.2.37; Combined group means, interaction between Construct and

Condition, Task 2, "It took me a linle while to work out the best was of
doing

Table 9.2.38
while

Table 9.2.39

would enjoy doing this task"
Table 9.2.42: Results of analysis of

It took me a little
,................234

work out the best way of doing this task"... ......235
Table 9.2.40: Combined

Condition, Task 3, 235
Table 9.2.41: Means and

a little while to

means, interaction between Construct and
task was interesting" ............... ....................239
means, interaction between Characteristic and
task was interesting"

doing
Table 9.2.43

this task"
Combined

236
variance, Task 3, "Other students would enjoy

group means, interaction between Construct and
, "I would sometimes like to do tasks similar to this one forCondition,

regreation"
Table 9.2.44: Means and standa¡d deviations, by group, Task 3, "I would

sometimes like to do tasks similar to this one for recreation"...............................237
Table 9.2.45: Results of analysis of variance, Task 3, "I would sometimes like to

do tasks similar to this one for recreation" ........237
Table 9.2.46: Combined group means, interaction between Construct and

Condition, Task 3, "Other students would try hard while doing this task"...........238
Table 9.2.47: Means and standard deviations, by gtoup, Task 3, "Other sftdents

would try hard while doing this task"... ............238
Table 9.2.48l- Results of analysis of variance, Task 3, "Other students would try

hard while doing this

Task 3

Table 9.2.49: Combined
Condition, Task 3

Table 9.2.50: Combined
Condition, Task 3

group
, "This
group
, "This .239

Table 9.2.51: Means and standard deviations, by group, Task 3, "This task was
..239
..239Table 9.2.52: Results of analysis of variance, Task 3, "This task was interesting"......

Table 9.2.53: Means and standard deviations, by group, Task 3, "I enjoyed doing
this task" .240

Table 9.2.54: Results of analysis of variance, Task 3, "I enjoyed doing this task".. .......240



XVii
Table 9.2.55: Combined group means, interaction between Cha¡acteristic and

Constn:ct, Task 4, "Other students would ury hard while doing this task"............24O
Table 9.2.56: Means and standa¡d deviations, by group, Task 4, "Other students

would try hard while doing this task"... ............241
Table 9.2.57: Results of analysis of variance, Task 4, "Other students would try

ha¡d while doing this task" 241
Table 9.2.58: Combined group means, interaction between Construct and

Condition, Task 2, "I did well at this task" 241
Table 9.2.59: Means and standard deviations, by group, Task 4, "I did well at this

task"......... .....242
Table 9.2.60: Results of analysis of va¡iance, Task 4, "I did well at this task"... ............242
Table 9.2.61: Factor analysis of composite taskrating scores - factor

intercorrelation matrix 243
Table 9.2.62: Factor analysis of composite task rating scores - eigenvalues and

percent of variance of each factor after a varimax rotation.... .............243
Table 9.2.63: Factor analysis of composite task rating scores - items in each factor

Table

Table

and percent of
Table 9.2.73: Factor

percent
Table 9.2.76:

means, interaction between Characteristic and
Doing Well factor ......244

Characteristic and
like doing this task for a

Table 9.2.66:. Means and standard deviations, by group, composite task rating
scores, "I only felt like doing this task for a short time" ....245

Table 9.2.67: Results of analysis of variance, composite task rating scores, "I only
felt like doing this task for a short time" .245

Table 9.2.68: Means and standard deviations, by group,
scores, "I tried hard while doing this task" ::T:::Ï:::::* 246

Table 9.2.69: Results of analysis of va¡iance, composite task rating scores, "I tried
hard while doing this task" ..............246

Table 9.2.70: Pearson r correlations between times and task ratings, by group .............247
Table 9.2.7L: Factor analysis of task ratings (experimental group) - factor

intercorrelation matrix ...249
Table 9.2.72: Factor analysis of task ratings (experimental group) - eigenvalues

variance of each factor after a varimax rotation.... ......249
analysis of task ratings (experimental group) - items in each

250
Table 9.2.74: Factor analysis of task ratings (control group) - factor

intercorrelation matrix ...250
Table 9.2.75: s and

..251

factor and factor loadings

Factor analysis of task ratings (control group) - items in each factor
and factor loadin

Table 10.1.1: Final for factor analysis of 5O-item Self-Concept
Questionnaire after va¡imax rotation.

Table lO.L.2: Items in the original Self-Concept Questionnaire on which there was
26r

Table Table
.26t

Table Self-
Concept Questionnaire after va¡imax rotation ...262

Table 10.1.5.1: Crosstabulation of the 25 items of the Self-Concept Questionnaire
(Version 2) comparing selection of schematic/constructual individuals
according to Markus' (1977) criteria and that used in the present resea¡ch -
items I to6 ...266

Table 10.1.5.2: Crosstabulation of the 25 items of the Self-Concept Questionnaire
(Version 2) comparing selection of schematic/constructual individuals
according to Ma¡kus' (1977) criteria and that used in the present research -
items 7 to 12 ..................267



Table 10.1.5.3: Crosstabulation of the25
xviii

items of the Self-Concept Questionnaire
schematic/constructual individuals(Version 2) comparing

according to Markus' (
selection of

Table 10.1.5.4: Crosstabulation of the 25 items of the Self-Concept Questionnaire
(Version 2) comparing selection of schematic/constructual individuals

1977) criteria and that used in the present research -
items 13 to 18.. ..268

according to Markus' (1977) criteria and that
items 19 to25

used in the present resea¡ch -

Table 10.1.6: Self-Concept Questionnai¡e (Version 2) - Means, standard
deviations, maxima and minima of Self-Construction and Schematism

................269
Table 10.1.7: Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2) - Item-by-item correlations

....................269

between self-rating and importance
Table 10.1.8: Self-Concept Questionnaire

Table

Table

Table 10.1.1

i;ì;;;;;ü '--""' 270

272

273

273

274

274

ratmg
(Version 2) - Factor

Table 10.1.1 1: Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2) - Final statistics after factor
analysis, followed by varimax rotation, of self-rating variables .........274

Table 10.1.12: Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2) - Results of t-test

matrix, self-rating variables...

comp
could

aring genders on their self-ratings of "I have never felt confident that I
judge a person's intelligence" ................
3: Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version

comparing genders on their self-ratings of "If
upset"..,

Table 10.1.14: Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2) -
comparing genders on their self-ratings of "I don't
for creativity or originality"........

Table 10.1.15: Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2) -
comparing genders on thek self-ratings of "I have

Table 10.1.16: Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2) -

and reaction times and Schematism scores

2) - Results of t-test
someone criticizes me, I get

Results of t-test
think I would win a prize

Results of t-test
a very logical mind"...........
Results of t-test

275

275

comparing genders on their self-ratings of "I'm bad at mechanical tasks"............275
Table 10.1.17: Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2) - Results of t-test

comparing genders on their self-ratings of "Computers are a mystery to me"......275
Table 10.1.18: Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2) - Results of t-test

comparing genders on their self-ratings of "I am a fairly sophisticated
person" .........275

Table 10.1.19: Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2) - Results of t-test
comparing genders on their self-ratings of "I am not at all competent when it
comes to mechanical devices"................ .........276

Table l0.I.2l: Factor intercorrelation matrix after principal components factor
analysis, followed by oblique rotation, of the 22 self-description items of the
Self-Construction Questionnaire ...278

Table 10.1.22: Self-Construction Questionnaire - Final statistics after factor
analysis, followed by varimax rotation, of self-description variables...................278

Table I0.1.23: Factor loadings of 0.3 or higher on items of the Self-Construction

Table loadings of 0.3 or higher on self-descriptive items of the
Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2) . ............280

Table 10.2.I: Correlations between Self-Construction, Schematism, and Self-
Monitoring, and selected subsets of stimulus items used in reaction-time

290
Table 10.2.2: Item-by-item
' Construction scores,

correlations between reaction times and Self-
291

Table 10.2.3: Means and standa¡d deviations of factual items, personal construction
items, social desirability items, and non-social desirability items ......293

Table 10.2.4: Means and standa¡d deviations of reaction times, item by item,
showing reaction time rank.. ...........294



XIX

Table 10.2.5: Correlations between reaction times to subcategories of items in
Experiment 5 and number of judgments made in the artistic talent,
intelligence and temperÍrment categories in Experiment 4...........

Table 10.2.6: Final statistics after factor analysis, followed by varimax rotation, of
295

343

339
341
342

Table 303
Table percentages of

304
Table s of the scores for the use of different

praising locutions, specific incident compared to general score. .........305
Table 11.2.7: Results of repeated measures analysis of variance, Year 3, Situation.......3ll
Table II.2.2: Results of repeated measures analysis of variance, Year 3, Locution.......311
Table I1.2.3: Results of repeated measures analysis of variance, Yeal3, Situation

by 1,ocution............... ....312
Table 71.2.4: Results of repeated measures analysis of variance, Year 7, Situation.......3l2
Table 1I.2.5: Results of repeated measures analysis of variance, Year 7, Locution.......3l2
Table II.2.6: Results of repeated measures analysis of va¡iance, Year 7, Situation

...312
Table 11.2.7.1: Results of repeated measures analysis of variance comparing

group
Table 1L.2.7

3t3
314

Table 11.2.8
Harris Children's Self-Concept subsca1es................ ...........317

Table 11.2.9: Correlations between means of likelihood
locutions, Years 3 and 7 parents' data..................

ratings for use of

Table 11.3.1: Means and standard deviations of MPAS subscales... ..............332
Table 1t.3.2: Correlations between MPAS subscales at completions 1 and 2, and

likelihood of use of different of praise

parent praising locutions....
child¡en receive praise and

types
TotalTable 1 1.3.3: Correlations between Praise by Situation and

Protective/Rejecting Subscales..
Table 1 1.4.1: Year 5 - Results of repeated measures analysis of va¡iance, locution.......

Table
Table
Table from

Table
3M

333

335
338

Table L1.4.2:Year 5 - Results of repeated measures analysis of va¡iance,
interaction between situation and locution 338

Table 11.4.3: Yea¡7 - Results of repeatedmeasures analysis of va¡iance,locution.......339
Table IL.4.4:Yea¡1 - Results of repeated measures analysis of variance,

interaction between situation and locution........ 339
Table 11.4.5: Yea¡ 10 - Results of repeated measures analysis of variance, locution.. ...339
Table II.4.6; Year 10 - Results of repeated measures analysis of variance, situation



Figure 6.1: Times
Figure 6.2: Graph

tense while

XX

LIST OF FIGURES

spent by all groups on Games I to 4
of means, by group, of ratings of Game 3 (Word Search) "I felt
playing this game"

Figure 6.3: Graph of means, by group, of ratings
students would try hard while playing this

of Game 3 (Word Search) "Other

of Game 4 (Znmbies) "I thought I

of Game 4 (Tnmbies) "I felt tense

of Game 4 (Znmbies) "I would

ratings of the Consequences task "I

ratings of Consequences task "I would
like to do other similar tasks sometimes for recreation" .....

Figure 8.1.3: Graph of means, by group, of ratings of Consequences task "I did
well at this task"...

12l

725

t26

131

r32

133

t72

174

175

313
3r4
315

316

Figure 8.1.4: Equalized group N's - Graph of means, by group, of ratings of
Consequences task "I think that other students would find this task boring"........176

Figure 8.1.5: Equalized group N's - Graph of means, by group, of ratings of
Consequences task "I think that other students would enjoy doing this task" ......177

Figure ll.2.l: Praise scores by situation and age level
Figure 1I.2.2:
Figure L1.2.3
Figure 11.2.3.

school report .315
, practising and/or

saving to buy a gift.
ratings for likelihood of

use of different praising locutions
Figure 11.2.5: Graph of total likelihood of praise by situation, parents' and

324

children's estimates.. ......324



XXI

"7

ABSTRACT

After an examination of several areas of psychological literature, a series of

/
propositions which integratg(tey frnd.ings in a variety of fields of general

and social psyc These oropositions related to the effects of praise on behaviour,

and to ¡þg ;nteraction of the braise ,vith the praisee's prior self-concept in the praised

domain. Other individual difference variables were also considered. The thesis is a report

of the work conducted to investigate these propositions. Both experimental and

questionnaire studies were undertaken.

It was hypothesized that different praising locutions might have differential effects

on behaviour. A preliminary system for classifying such locutions rüas devised, and the

effects of some specific praise types were examined. Those studied were the attribution of
a characteristic, the expression of an expectation about future behaviour, social

comparison, and "social ¡einforcement". The attribution of a characteristic, termed

"attributional praise", was examined in greatest detail, and it was hypothesized that there

might be differential effects of such praise depending on the nature of the attributed

characteristic.

Self-schema theory (e.g., Markus, 1977) was reviewed thoroughly and different

techniques of measuring self schematism'pere used in an attempt to establish whether the

prior status of the praisee in the praised domain interacted with the praise to affect

behaviour. Some incidental findings relating to the possibility of the existence of an

individual difference variable, termed "self-construction", were noted. This was described,

broadly, as the tendency to think about oneself and to know one's personal characteristics.

In a further aspect of the work a series of questionnaire studies in which parents and

their children acted as respondents was undertaken. Data were collected relating to the

likelihood of use, within this relationship, of the va¡ieties of praise, as was information

about child¡en's preferences for the different types ofpraise.

Overall the results of the experimental studies implied that if there a¡e differential

effects of va¡ieties of praise they are likely to be weak and difficult to demonstrate in tenns

of the main dependent behaviour. Some important findings did emerge however.

Consistent with the ¡esults of many studies investigating Deci's (e.g.,1975) cognitive

evaluation theory (e.g., Ryan, Mims and Koestner, 1984), different kinds of praise were

found to affect the ratings of tasks differently. It was concluded that any differential effects

of varieties of praise were most likely to be evident in the affective reactions of the

recipients of the praise.
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The thesis which is developed and the investigation of which is reported in the

following chapters resulted from a consideration of a number of apparently unrelated a¡eas

of psychology. There were, however, broadly two main strands of the research which were

investigated concurrently. These were the questions of whether different praising locutions

affected behaviour differently, and whether there was an interaction between praise and

the self-concept of the praisee. These two areas may be seen to converge conceptually and

this view is cla¡ified in the literature chapters. It was, however, necessary to conduct

resea¡ch into the two aspects of the thesis separately. This, and the fact that some work
was required to determine the pitfalls of various experimental paradigms, meant that the

presentation of the empirical work contained in the thesis would not be straightforward.

Inevitably many decisions had to be made as to how best to present the sequence of
studies. It was decided to group studies conceptually and thematically rather than to
present them chronologically. This has resulted in a certain amount of forwards-referring
in the thesis, although it is hoped that sufficient explanation is given ar the point of
introduction of a new theme to enable the reader to follow the unfolding of the work.
However, to assist in this process a chronological summary of the studies, which may be

used for reference, is presented below.

Chronological Summa rI' of Studies

Exnerimental Studies

Pílot Study I
Aim (1): To compare the effects of four conditions, attribution of a characteristic,

expectation about behaviour, social reinforcement, and control, on persistence behaviour
(time spent on tasks), and thereby to determine a ¡esearch direction.
Result (1): Attribution and expectation groups did not differ, but were different from social
reinforcement and control groups which were not different from each other.
Aim (2): To examine any interactions between the effect of attribution and two individual
difference variables, reinforcement history and attributional style.

Result (2): No clea¡ pattern of interactions.

Experiment 2

Aim (1): To compare the effects of an attribution and an expectation manipulation on
behaviour (time spent on computer games and ratings of the games).

Result (1): Task-rating behaviour was affected differently by the nvo locutionary forms.
Aim (2): To investigate two competing hypotheses proposed to account for the mediation
of observed effects, a self-presentation hypothesis and a consistency hypothesis.

Result (2): Detailed predictions by group not confirmed and it was not possible to
distinguish between the rwo hypotheses.
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Experíment 3

Aim: To investigate the effects of an anributional praise manipulation on the behaviour of
subjects with and without a prior self-concept of the attributed characteristic (persistence,

operationalized as time spent on computer games; ratings of the games also measured).

Result: Differences between groups in thei¡ ratings of the games, and the emergence of a
possible "cognitive style" variable ultimately termed "Self-Construction", the tendency to

be aware of one's personal self-descriptive characteristics. This variable might have

complicated any simple interaction between praise and holding a schema in one specific

domain.

Experíment 4

Aim (1): To compare the effects on behaviour (number of person judgments made in a
specific category) of five different praising locutions, attribution, expectation, social

comparison, social reinforcement and feedback (and a sixth, control, condition).

Result (1): No significant effects on the main dependent measure were found, but post-hoc

analyses revealed that the attribution group, when compared with all other groups

combined, was significantly less confident about judgments made in the category in which

the attribution was made, the ar:tistic talent category.

Aim (2): To compare the perforrnance of subjects with and without a prior self-concept in
the a¡ea in question, being perceptive about the artistic talent of anothe¡ person.

Result (2): No significant effect, but fu¡ther confirmation that the "cognitive style" variable
waranted further investigation.

Experiment 5

Aim: To determine whether there was a negative relationship between the putative

"cognitive style" variable and reaction times to make decisions as to whether statements

were self-descriptive.

Result: Hypothesis confrrmed in all categories of self-statements, thereby strengthening the

argument for the existence of such a "cognitive style" variable.

Experìment 6

Aim: To compare the effects on the same behaviour (number of items produced and task

ratings) of the attribution of two different cha¡acteristics, one of which could be regarded

as an ability (creative), the other implying a behavioural tendency (persistent).

Result: Interactions found between characteristic attributed and task ratings.

Experiment 7

Aim (1): To investigate any interaction between prior self-concept in a given domain

(persistence at tricky problems) and the effect of anributional praise in that domain
(measures were time spent on tasks and ratings of the tasks).
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Result ll): Interactions between prior self-concept and praise clearly demonstrated in task

ratings.

Aim (2): To attempt to replicate relationships between the "cognitive style" variable and

task ratings.

Result 12): Relationships not replicated.

Experìment I
Aim: To compare the effects on behaviour (number of person judgments made in a specif,rc

category) of four different praising locutions, attribution, expectation, social comparison

and social reinforcement (and a control locution).

Result: No significant effect on the main dependent measure was found, but planned

comparisons on various ratings of confrdence in the accuracy of one's judgment showed

significant differences between the attribution group and all others combined, between

attribution and expectation versus the rest, and between social comparison and the other

praise groups.

Ouestionnaire Studies

Self-Concent Seouence

Stage 1

Aim (1): To devise a plausible vehicle for specific self-concept items which would be used

to select subjects for Experiment 3. "Self-description" criterion used for being

schematic/constructual on individual items.

Result (1): 50-item questionnaire developed (Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 1))

including items relevant to the lives of subject population.

Aim (2) (post-hoc): To establish psychometric properties of the questionnaire.

Result (2): 19 independent factors accounted for 69.4 Vo of variance. Skewing on some

items.

Stage 2

Aim (1): To refine Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 1), into a preliminary measure of
a possible cognitive style variable, subsequently termed Self-Construction, the tendency

or willingness to think about oneself and to know one's characteristics.

Result (1): 25-item Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2) developed which excluded

highly skewed or correlated items from Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 1). Factor

analysis revealed nine independent factors accounting for 60.1 Vo of the va¡iance.

Aim (2): To compare Ma¡kus' (L977) extremeness and importance criteria for selection of
schematics with self-description criterion.

Result (2): Ma¡kus' criteria resulted in the selection of fewer individuals, but generally the

same individuals were selected. Markus'reported high correlations between extremeness

and importance only reliably found with positive items. Good correlation between total
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scale score derived using Markus'criteria and total score (Self-Construction) using self-

description criterion.

Aim (3): To select subjects, those who were schematic/constructual on certain items, for
Experiment 4.

Result (3): Relevant items incorporated in questionnaire, but there were inadequate

numbers for original study design. Items subsequently eliminated as being specific to that

study only.

Stage 3

Aim (1): To examine the psychometric properties of the final preliminary version of the

questionnaire, the Self-Construction Questionnaire, devised to measure the putative

cognitive style variable.

Result (l): Factor analysis of 22-item version showed nine factors accountingfor 62.1Vo

ofthe variance. Several independent lines ofevidence adduced to show that acquiescence

or response set was unlikely to be a major problem.

Aim (2): To select subjects, those who were/were not constructual in relation to persistence

at a frustrating task, for participation in Experiment 7.

Result (2): The relevant item in the questionnai¡e resulted in a distribution of scores such

that all cells in the analysis of variance design could be filled.

Behaviour/Cha racteristics Rating Sequence

B ehavío ur Rati n g Que s tío nnaìre S tu dy

Aim: To devise and administer a questionnaire incorporating a variety of behaviours and

person cha¡acteristics which could be rated according to whether doing the behaviour or
displaying the characteristic was simply a matter of wanting to enough, that is, a matter of
choice. To distinguish between items divided a priori into an "ability" group and a

"behavioural propensity" group.

Result: A significant difference was found between the ability and the behavioural

propensity group such that the latter group was perceived as being more a matter of
choice, of motivation or wanting to enough, than the former. Some differences between

health and non-health items also found.

C haracterístíc s Ratíng Que stío nnaíre S ndy

Aim: To determine whether a specific group of cha¡acteristics differed on dimensions other

than the "choosability" dimension referred to above.

Result: From the dimensions examined, self-rating, importance to the self-concept,

desirability, pleased if attributed, and trying to affect behaviour, two independent factors

were extracted, an importance factor and a choosability factor. It was concluded that both

va¡iables must be considered in planning attributional praise studies.
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Parent-Child Seauence

Pilot study (I)

Aim: To develop a classification system for the variety of praising locutions.

Result: A l6-category classification system was conceptually ordered on the basis of
empirically determined locutions (subsequent work led to the addition of three further

categories, resulting in a preliminary 19-category system).

Pílot study (2)

Aim: To develop a questionnaire suitable for determining whether parents use different

praisin g locutions differentially.

Result: A four situations by l6locutions questionnaire was developed. Respondents were

to estimate the likelihood of use of each locution in each situation.

Parent-chíld study (1)

Aim (l): To determine whether different praising locutions are used differently by parents

according to the situation and the age of their child.

Result l1): Different locutions were reported as being used differently according to the age

of the child and the context in which praise occurs.

Aim (2): To compare parent- and child-estimated likelihoods of use of different forms of
praise.

Result (2): Parents and children did not necessarily agree overall on the use of locutions.

Agreement be¡reen individual parent-child pairs va¡ied between the two situations

examined. Parents estimated the use of all types of praise as being greater than did
children.

Aim (3): To determine whether there a¡e any relationships between the use of different

locutions and children's self-concepts.

Result (3): Some relationships found.

Parent-child study (2)

Aim (1): To investigate the relationship between parents' self-reported use of praise and

their attitudes towa¡ds child-rearing.

Result (1): Clear correlational relationships between self-reported use of praise and

parental attitudes as measured by the Maryland Parent Attitude Survey.

Aim (2): To examine reliability of the Pa¡ent Praise Questionnaire.
Result (2): Moderate reliability was found, but it was concluded that the instrument is

sufficiently reactive to make the concept of reliabiliry inapplicable.
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Parent-child study (3)

Aim: To determine whether there are differences in preferences for different types of praise

according to situation, age and gender.

Result: Clear preferences which did not change with age found. Negtigible gender

differences. No situation effects.

These studies are elaborated in the following chapters. In Chapters 1 to 4 a review

of the literature which forms a foundation for the thesis is presented. Experiments 1 to 8

are described in Chapters 5 to 9, with the Behaviour Rating and Characteristics Rating

Studies being covered in Chapter 8. All work relating to the Self-Concept sequence of
studies is set out in Chapter 10, while Chapter 11 contains details of the Parent-Child

sequence of studies. Finally, Chapter 12 is a general overview and discussion of the

studies and of their implications.

Note: As a final point relating to the presentation, it is hoped that the reader will be

tolerant of the differences in style of tables across chapters. The resea¡cher constn:cted

these on an Apple Macintosh over time as results emerged, and software for this computer

evolved over the four years of the project.



!-. /

ltf "'

CHAPTER 1

This is the first of three chapters in which the argument underlying the resea¡ch

sequence in ttris project is set out. Since the broad conceptual structure framing this

sequence resulted in part from a consideration of a number of apparently diverse theoretical

perspectives, the argument should be seen as being developed in full over these preliminary
chapters. It should also be noted that, because of the number of a¡eas covered in these

chapters and the integrative nature of the argument which is developed, the literanre reviews

relating to each area are representative rather than exhaustive. The related series of
propositions forming the thesis is then set out at the conclusion of Chapter 3. In brief, it will

i be argued that the effects of praise on behaviour might be better predicted and understood

i after a detailed consideration both of locutionary content and of the cha¡acteristics of the
! recipient of the praise.

The primary aim of Chapter I is to review very briefly the literatr¡re relating to praise

and social reinforcement. Solutions to a number of questions concerned with the

effectiveness of positive verbal statements in controlling behaviour have been sought over
several decades. Of this worl&éxamples(ðn]pwill be presented, but ir will be suggested that

such locutions do not necessarily control behaviour in a simple and predictable fashion.

While the first section of the chapter is a very broad overview of the empirical issues

which have been investigated, the second section covers some attempts which have been

made in recent years to develop a coherent conceptual framework which would facilitate the

introduction of greater subtlety into the snrdy of such empirical issues.

In the third section resea¡ch generated within the framework of Deci's (1971, 1975)
cognitive evaluation theory is discussed. Implications of findings from this research, and of
the model itself, are considered within the context of the broader framework supporting the

thesis to be developed here. It is concluded that an expanded conception of the mechanisms

by which praise and social reinforcement might operate is appropriate in view of the recenr

research and theorizing in this a¡ea.

In subsequent chapters some apparently unrelated areas within social psychology are

considered within the context of such an expanded conception. It is argued that a synthesis

of findings and models generated within the a¡eas of "labelling", "expectancy effects", "the

self', and "attitude-behaviour relationships" might shape a structure for undentanding when
positive verbal statements are likely to be effective. In addition, such a synthesis might point
to some of the mechanisms mediating observed effects.

1.1 The Effects of Praise and "Social Reinforcement'r - A Brief Overview

It is a cornmon belief, held by teachers, parents, the lay person, and probably

psychologists as a group, that praise, encouragement, compliments, all sorts of positive

ve¡bal statements, can affect the behaviour of both children and adults. At first normal
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children in a classroom setting were the focus of interest. Although over the decades this

focus has enlarged to include other subject groups in other settings, there is still a geat deal

of interest in that original group.

The earliest work on such statements was seemingly inextricably tied in with work on

"blame" and "reproof', negative verbal statements. It was only later, as attention to study

design increased, that these va¡iables were sepilated out. According to Kennedy and

Willcutt (1964), the history of interest in the effects of praise and blame on performance

goes back to the 1890's when "verbal encouragement" and knowledge of results were

studied to determine their effect on the oulput of children. In 1916 Gilchrist reported that the

topic of the effectiveness of praise and blame in affecting pupils' work had been a recurring

theme.

Hurlock (1924) was the first to study, in a systematic way, the effects of "verbal

incentives" on school children. She concluded that praise and reproof were equivalent and

better than practice alone. Older children responded more to both, but girls did so less than

boys. Warden and Cohen (1931) concluded that "verbal praise" and "reproof' were not as

effective as was supposed, and that any change in the regular classroom routine worked as

an incentive.

While in their 1932 review Davis and Balla¡d concluded that praise was better than

reproof, Brenner's (1934) conclusion was that different results were due to varying

experimental conditions. Further studies have continued to produce conflicting results about

the very question of the effectiveness of positive verbal statements in controlling behaviour.

Throughout the years a variety of specific questions have concerned psychologists

working in this a¡ea. Issues which have been investigated include the effectiveness of praise

or verbal incentives in comparison to other rewards, the amount of praise needed for
optimum effect, the interaction of praise with task characteristics, and the effects of
"indirect" praise (praising a nearby child, for example). In addition, some consideration has

been given to possible mechanisms by which positive verbal statements might operate.

However, given the number of dimensions along which praising stimuli can vary, some of
the research questions seem overly simplistic when investigated without careful

consideration of how such stimuli might be equated.

In relation to the issue of the effectiveness of verbal statements when compared to

other rewa¡ds, Abel (1936) evaluated the effects of various incentives on the learning of a

finger-maze by 9-10 year old child¡en. There were four conditions, (a) a promise of 25

cents at the end of the experiment, (b) a cent for each successful trial, (c) verbal praise for
each successful trial, and (a) no reward. The elimination of the most errors in the least

number of trials occurred in this order - promise of 25 cents, a cent for each success, praise

for success, and lastly, the control condition. Some decades later Fischer (1963) also found

that praise may not be as successful as other rewards in modifying behaviour. He
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investigated various reinforcement conditions in the acquisition of sharing responses by

preschool children of 3-4 years of age. A verbal praise group ("that's nice, that's good")

was compüed to a bubble-gum group.The material reward proved to be more effective in a

ma¡ble-sha¡ing task.

Others have found no large differences between praise and material rewards. Terrell

and Kennedy (1957) compared five different conditions to determine which minimized trials

to crite¡ion in a button-pushing response to the larger of a series of pairs of 3-dimensional

objects. Child¡en of 4-5 years and 8-9 years participated under one of the following

conditions, (a) candy, (b) praise, (c) reproof when incorrect, (d) beans to trade for candy,

and (e) control condition. When compared to the other conditions, the candy group took

approximately half as many rials to criterion as did its nearest competitor, the praise group.

It could be noted, however, that in at least one later study it was found that very )roung
children are more controlled by social reinforcement than material rewards (Zigler and Balla,

t972).

Nickell and Travers (1963) compared different reinforcers across four age levels,

from pre-kindergarten to year 9. They found that tangible reinforcers \¡/ere more effective

than verbal reinforcers at all age levels, but verbal reinforcement was significantly more

effective among the youngest females. Using "good" and "that's good" as their

reinforcements, they concluded that "perhaps the most general finding of the study is the

extraordinarily poor effect which approval has as a reinforcer compared with physical

reinforcement, except for girls at the pre-kindergarten level" (ibid., p.7a).

Despite such conclusions, researchers have continued to seek answers to questions

following from the basic assumption that certain kinds of verbal stimuli will positively affect

behaviour. For example, some have considered that there is likely to be an optimal amount

of praise relating to the most desirable outcome. In investigating the question of how much

praise is best, Soar (1972) and Brophy and Evertson (1976) concluded that too much or too

little praise were ineffective in promoting cognitive achievement. In earlier work, Landau

and Gewirtz(1967) found that ttre effectiveness of social reinforcement va¡ied with the

treaûnent the child had experienced just prior to ttrat reinforcemenl Effectiveness rvas an

inverse function of the number of times the reinforcer was received in treatment preceding

the testing (this was seen as evidence for a "social drive theory", referred to below).

Given that there may be some optimal amount of praise which relates to behaviour

control, it is significant that in classroom situations there can be inequality in ttre disposition

of teacher praise of which teachers may be unaware. In 1970 Brophy and Good, as did

Yarrow, Waxler and Scon (1971), concluded that teachers give more academic praise to

high expectation students than to low ones even when the opportunities forreceipt of praise

are equal for the two groups. Elaborating on this worþ Brophy and Good (1974) found that

certain individuals in a classroom get more praise and more criticism because they initiate

more interactions themselves. Eder (1983) studied a first gade class over an entire academic
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year to determine processes which might determine students' academic seH-concepts (as

measured by responses in an interview to such statements as "I'm proud of my school

work" and "Someone always has to tell me what to do"). Teacherpraise was found to relate

inversely to group level in the classroom, with students in the highest group receiving the

least praise (the wordsËonsidered praise were "good", "very good" and "beautiful"). 4

The cha¡acteristics of the task in which the recipient of praise is engaged have also

been considered as likely to affect the outcome of praise. Nelson and Hay (1976) looked at

the effects of contingent and random verbal feedback on the rate and accuracy of arithmetic
responses, a task familiar to the subjects. They examined the effects of three conditions -
presentation of positive statements, of negative statements, and of a combination of positive

and negative statements. Varying types of feedback in this way did not produce differential
effects on either rate or accuracy measures. Random feedback led to a higherrate of
responding than did contingent feedback with no loss of accuracy (positive statements

ranged from "good", "fine" to "you really know how to do this"). The authors explain their
results by suggesting that the familiarity of the task meant that differential information
regarding accuracy which might have been conveyed in the locutions was relatively

unimportant.

Others have examined the effects of "indi¡ect praise", or praising a nearby student

who is behaving in the required manner. Boyd, Keilbaugh and Axelrod (1981) found that
this form of praise is sometimes effective, but direct praise is better if the aim is to maintain
large improvements in behaviour. They suggest that indirect praise might be best regarded

as useful for initiating behaviour change.

In an attempt to understand when and how "social reinforcement" is likely to operate,

resea¡chers have advanced at least three major theoretical models which have generated

resea¡ch. The first of these is the social drive model: subjects are seen as being affected by
deprivation of social reinforcement, and, equally, able to be satiated on sufficient social
reinforcement. On the valence model the particular nature of the contacts with the

experimenter a¡e seen to influence the effectiveness of social reinforcemenr Finally,
according to the "informational" vie\il, the relevant dimension to consider is the cue value of
social reinforcement as seen by the subject. That is, the subject's attention to the

experimentet's behaviour is considered important in that it enables the subject to make the

link between her/his own behaviour and the praise; some locutions in some contexts will
presumably futfrll this role bener than others.'Waters (1980) has reviewed the studies

relating to these models, concluding that there is a need to clarify the efficacy of the three

positions. She also suggests, however, that the importance of the informational value of
social reinforcement may depend on the novelty of the situation; it may be more important in
a laboratory than in a familiar classroom, for example. On the other hand, when subjects are

performing well-learned skills the social reinforcement can serve as a motivating stimulus
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rather than as information in the sense used by Cairns and his colleagues (see, for example,

Panda, I97l).

Even a fairly cursory examination of the literature, such as that presented, suggests

that positive verbal statements are by no means always effective in controlling behaviour. In

discussing their study, referred to above, Nickell and Travers (1963) suggested that their

result ran counter to the conception of "reinforcement" provided by most textboks.
Subsequent resea¡chers in the area have drawn similar conclusions. Thus, Cairns (1970)

concluded that social reinforcement effects in the laboratory are weak, inconsistent and

ephemeral, while Dunkin and Biddle (1974) present a review which provides support for
the positive effects of teacher praise providing it is delivered "effectively" and is specific to

the behaviour. However, if the hnding of Anderson, Evertson and Brophy (1979), who

looked at first grade reading groups, is general, then the observation that praise is not as

effective as might be supposed is not surprising. They found that teachers are specific on

only 5Vo of praising occasions. It is also noteworthy that of 15 rewards rated for desirability

and effectiveness by students and teachers, praise and encouragement received a rank of ten

by the students (Ware, 1978). Further to the problem of the apparent weak effectiveness of
verbal rewards, Ha¡ris and Kapche (1978) suggest that non-contingency is a very common
problem in behaviour modification attempts in the classroom.

Despite these points, when Vy'aters (1980) distinguished between laboratory and

naturalistic studies, and thoroughly reviewed the literatu¡e in both areas, she concluded that

nanrralistic snrdies present "a rather more encouraging picn:re of the efficacy of social

reinforcement than studies conducted in the laboratory setting" (p.233). However, it might

be noted that in the naturalistic setting there are rumy variables which are not able to be

controlled but which may be contributing to any apparent observed efficacy of "social

reinforcement".

1.2 Praise and I'Social Reinforcement" - Definitions and Concentual Models

In the previous section no attempt was made to define terms. Thus the terms "praise"

and "social reinforcement" were used indiscriminately, and interchangeably with such terms

as "¡rositive verbal statements" and "verbal incentives". In this section the problem of
terminology will be considered. Some (e.g., Brophy, 1981; Kanouse, Gumpert, and

Canavan-Gumpert, 1981) have undertaken the task of conceptual clarification, and their

analyses a¡e described, together with some studies which illustrate the outcomes of
attempting to discriminate among varieties of praise.

To date there has been a good deal of conceptual confusion in relation to the meaning

of "praise" and "social reinforcement" with the terms generally being treated as if they were

equivalent. Thus, for example, Pa¡ton and Ross (1967) defined social reinforcement as

"ve¡bal praise statements by a physically present human" (p.323). However, as was

implied in the overview of the literature presented in the previous section, praise is by no
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means always "reinforcing", that is, it does not always lead to an increased probability of
the re-occurrence of the immediately prior response.

Some resea¡chers have implicitly or explicitly distinguished benveen praise and social

reinforcemenl On the basis of the work of O'Leary and O'Leary (1977) Brophy (1981)

concludes that to function as a reinforcement praise should

(1) be contingent on the performance of the behaviour to be reinforced

(2) specify the particula¡s of the behaviour being reinforced

(3) sound sincere, be varied according to the situation, and be credible.

Brophy, in fact, maintains that verbal praise as it is used in most classrooms is not

acting as reinforcement at all.'He suggests that the fact "that praise can function as a

reinforcer does not mean that it always, or even usually, does" (ibid., p. 7). Further,

"teacher praise typically is infrequent, noncontingent, global rather than specific, and

determined more by students'personal qualities or teachers'perceptions of students'need

for praise than by the quality of student conduct or achievement. This makes teacher praise

ineffective from the perspective of reinforcement theory " (ibid., p. 8). To this extent,

within the context of the classroom, praise is by no means always a subcategory of social

reinforcement.

On the basis of a review of a number of studies in which observations in a naturalistic

setting \ilere reported Brophy concludes that praise may have any one of the following
functions in the classroom:

(1) praise as the spontaneous expression of surprise or admiration
(2) praise as balance for criticism or vindication of predictions or expectations

(3) praise as attempted vicarious reinforcement

(4) praise as positive guidance or avoidance of criticism
(5) praise as ice-breaker or peace offering
(6) praise as student-elicited stroking

(7) praise as a transition ritual

(8) praise as a consolation prize or encouragemenr (from Brophy, 1981, pp. 17-18).

Despite the apparent thoroughness of his analysis, Brophy fails to clarify his terms

completely. The use of "encouragement" as apparently synonymous with "consolation

çñzc", for example praising incorrect answers or poor performance, would certainly be

disputed by others (e.g., Pety, Kelly and Kafafy, 1984). The meaning of "attempted

vica¡ious reinforcement" is unclear, but the example given of drawing attention to the good

behaviour of another student allies it somewhat to "indirect praise". The term "stroking" is

esoteric in the context of mainsteam experimental psychology.

According to Forness (1973) "praise" is a subcategory of the general category

"reinforcement". He sets out a "reinforcement hiemrchy", ûly element of which might

reinforce behaviour. Those elements at the lowest level a¡e considered the more "primitive",
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but more "po'werful", and those at the highest the more "mature", but less "powerful". The

hierarchy is as follows:

competence (skills acquisition)

beitrg correct (feedback)

social approval (praise)

contingent activity (Premack principle)

tokens or check ma¡ks (exchanged for other reinforcers)

tangibles (trinkets, toys)

edibles (food).

The line separates reinforcers that exist naturally in the world (in the normal

classroom, for example), from those which are most likely to exist in contrived contexts

such as special classrooms or behaviour training programmes. He concedes that there a¡e

difficulties with, and exceptions to, the hierarchy. In the context of the present discussion it
seems obvious that the items above the line in the hierarchy potentially cause the greatest

difficulty. And, since "social reinforcement" does not appear, perhaps it is to be assumed

that "praise" is intended to represent that category.

In relation to "feedback", Kennedy and V/illcutt (1964) could find only three studies

on praise between 1940 and 1950, although in the decade of the fîfties what they consider to

be a parallel line of research appeared in the literature viz. investigations using knowledge of
results rather than praise or blame as "reinforcement". Haring and Phillips (1972), who
worked with children in classroom settings, consider feedback to be a special case of
reinforcemenq feedback indicates whether performance is appropriate.

A dichotomous classification scheme was suggested by Dinkmeyer and Dreikurs

(1963) who, according to Pety, Kelly and Kafafy (1984), were the first to suggest that there

may be qualitative differences be¡ween va¡ious types or classes of verbal reinforcement.

Specifrcally, Dinkmeyer and Dreikurs use the terms subsequently used by Pety et al,

"praise" and "encouragement", to identify what they regard as contrasting methods of ve¡bal

reinforcement. The former represents an evaluative stance in which the child's behaviour,

and possibly even her/Tis basic worth, are judged, while the latter term implies a relatively

non-judgmental locution which is designed to assist the recipient to evaluate her/his own

behaviour in relation to personal goals.

The term "praise" ha.s recently been subjected to critical analysis. Kanouse, Gumpert

and Canavan-Gumpert (1981) use it to refer to "positive evaluations made by a person of
another's products, performances or anributes, where the evaluator presumes the validity of
the standards on which the evaluation is based" (p. 98).They also note, however, that
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"praiselike utterances persistently refuse to fall into neat classifications for the beneht of
social-psychological analysis" (ibid., p. 1 l4).

Parenthetically, although these writers tacitly assume that praise is always verbal in

form, the human ethologist, Desmond Morris, in his book on gestures, maintains that praise

need not be expressed in a verbal form (Monis, Collett, Marsh and O'Shaughnessy, 1979).

Using informants from 40 locations he found that a fingertips kiss meant praise to

approximately 50Vo of them. Apparently it can convey any of these messages - beautiful,

cute, delicious, divine, excellent, fine, good, great, exquisite, pleasant, pretty, sexy,tasty,

o.k., and so on. To some respondents an eyelid pull was praising, as was a teeth-flick to a

few.

Skinner (1957), in discussing generalized conditioned reinforcers, makes a parallel

observation, saying of "approval", "It is often more difficult to specify its physical

dimensions. It may be little more than a nod or a smile on the part of someone who

cha¡acteristically supplies a variety of reinforcements. Sometimes....it has a verbal form:

Right! or Good!...." (p. 54). In the latter case it might then be confounded with Forness'

(1973) "feedback". The work on praise undertaken within the scope of this project,

however, is confined to specific instances of "verbal praise".

Pursuing their analysis of praise in its verbal forms, Kanouse et al suggest that it is
often diffrcult to distinguish between praise and "other statements that share some but not all
of its cha¡acteristics" (1981, p. 114). One type of statement to which they draw attention is

the expression of positive affect, wherein one person "appreciates" rather than praises the

other. Such statements do not impose evaluative standards on either the product or the

person responsible for it, but focus on the communicator's response. Locutions of this type

are not investigated in their own right in this pdect and are only of concern insofar as a

catalogue of praiselike utterances is anempted (see the work described in Chapter 11).

Another type of positive locution examples of which could certainly be classed as

praise, but which is given separate treafrnent by a number of writers, is that of
"compliments". Schlenker (1980) contrasts compliments wittr flattery which he considers to

be a technique of ingratiation. If the actor who is doing the complimenting desires to make a

very favourable impression on the complimentee s/he should be seen as sincere and

discriminating in the giving of the complimens. S/he should also, according to Schlenker,

make her/his compliments in relation to atributes that the target considers attractive and

which that target believes s/he might already possess. Finally, compliments should be

phrased carefully; then they cannot be misinterpreted by a target with low self-esteem, for
example.

Knapp, Hopper and Bell (1985) did a very thorough analysis of the characteristics of
"complimenting" stimuli. They asked over 500 people to reflect upon the most rccent
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compliment they had given and received. Eighty-frve percent of the compliments followed

one of these formulae:

(1) Noun phrase/linking verb/adjective e.g., "That shirt looks nice".

(2) Pronoun/intensifier/verb/noun phrase e.g., "I really like your shoes".

(3) Pronounlverb "to be"/adjective/noun phrase e.g., "You are a really lovely woman"

Occasions for compliments proved to be of four kinds:

(1) Performance - praise recognising skills and abilities (43Vo).

(2) Appearance/attire ( IVo).

(3) Possessions.

(4) Personality - for specifrc qualities, for example (the least frequent but most valued

occasion).

That "personality" was the least frequently cited type of compliment while

"performance" was relatively cornmon is interesting in view of one important strand of this

thesis, that relating to "attributional praise". "Compliments" relating to peformance are

likely to have different effects on behaviour than those relating to personality, and this issue

is elaborated in Chapter 8.

Clearly there a¡e many categories of verbal stimuli which could be considered

"praise", and an important implication which can be drawn after considering the defrnition

of Kanouse et al is that most of the studies of "verbal praise" or "social reinforcement"

reported in the literature have indeed been using "praise". However, certain locutions

commonly used in such studies, while technically praise according to their definition, have,

by virtue of their overuse in common parlance, probably lost their praising property (while

presumably retaining their reinforcing property). Thus it could be argued that while "good"

and "right" (e.g., Caims,1970) do serve to socially reinforce or at least to communicate

approval, it is doubtful whether there is really any more information regarding the set

standatd and the value of this producVperformance/attribute relative to it than there is in
"mm-hmm" (Greenspoon, 1955). Cairns (1967) suggests that the increased effectiveness of
"right" that he observed when he accompanied it with instn¡ctions as to its meaning in the

context of the study may have been due to the fact that cornmon expressions of approval

may lose their potency through overuse in everyday life. It therefore seems important to be

aware of the cha¡acteristics of the locutions used in "verbal reinforcement" studies.

According to Fisch and White (1982) who were interested in the effect of verbal

reinforcement on school learning, the cha¡acteristics of such stimuli which could vary are

intensity, frequency, recency and duration, as well as content of statements made by the

experimenter.

However, consideration of the content of verbal stimuli has generally been

superficial.'When resea¡chers base their work on some classification scheme, however

rudimentary, stimuli may be selected in a systematic manner. An example is the work of
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Madsen, Becker and Thomas (1968) who, when they made a distinction between approval

and commendation, chose "good boy" to represent the former category, and "you are

snrdying very hard" the latter.

More usually, researchers have selected stimuli from the general categories of
"praise" or "social reinforcement", and many have even failed to report the specific wording

used. For example, Draper (1981), who was investigating the differences between boys

and girls in their responsiveness to "feedback", used 11 positive and l1 negative locutions

but only gives two examples of each, and these were not controlled for length.'When the

relevant wording was recorded, it frequently emerged that "praise" or "verbal praise" was

actually utterances like "that's nice, that's good" (Fischer, 1963) or "good", "you're doing

fi.ne" (Oliveau, Agras, Leitenberg, Moore and rWright, 1969). Fischer, Herschberger and

Winer (197l), in an investigation of the relationship between past socialization (e.g.,

punitive home environment) and current responsiveness to "verbal reinforcement", report

using such locutions as "very god, (name)" and "your time was really good on that one".

Kanouse et a(suggest that different outcomes are likely to result from the use of

different kinds of fràse, and some researchers have reported results consistent with their

assertion. Scheer (L976) found that children engaged on a ca¡d-sorting task who were

praised for the way they were doing ttre task performed better than subjects receiving

"great". Zigler and Kanzer (1962) found that lower socioeconomic child¡en performed

more effectively if reinforced with "good" or "flne" (Forness' "praise") as compared to

"right" or "correct" (his "feedback"). McGrade (1968) found that "good, fine" versus

"right, correct" versus "great, swell" had differenúal effects on a discrimination learning

task. Caims and Paris (1971) on the other hand did not f,rnd any differential effectiveness

be¡ween two "social reinforcers" ("right" and "good") and two unknown words ("galat"

and "ahwe"). Their subjects were mildly retarded child¡en engaged on a card-sorting task.

Recent papers reporting studies in clinical and other applied contexts have paid some

attention to ttre content va¡iable. For example, Thomas (1976) describes two "experimental

analogue" psychotherapy goups, one receiving one word verbal reinforcement for positive

self-statements ("mmhmm" or "good"), and the other receiving lengthy "verbal information

feedback". Apparently both techniques were effective in improving self-ratings of the self-

concept, but the second technique produced the greatest positive change in behaviour in the

form of improved social skills.

In addition to choosing the content of a reinforcing stimulus, the issue of
accompanying non-verbal expressions is also likely to be importanL Thus Leventhal and

Fischer (1970) noted a wide va¡iation in amount of smiling, "activation", task-orientation

and general pleasantness ¿rmong their four male experimenters. As Leventhal and Fischer

conclude "studies varying bottr acts and contexts can further illuminaæ the nature of
interpersonal communications which lead to effective performance" (ibid., p. 94). The

scope of this project does not allow for any consideration of this a¡ea.
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Before a systematic investigation of the properties of praise can begin, conceptual

clarification is essential. Thus an attempt must be made to create "neat classifications"

(Kanouse et al, 1981), not only for praise, but for "social reinforcement", "verbal

reinforcement", "approval", "appreciation", and "encouragementr'. One of the tasks of the

present resea¡ch project r#as to gain a greater understanding of the conceptual and functional

overlap among some of these categories.

A further task undertaken was initially conceptualized as being to distinguish, in

terms of behavioural outcome, between "specifrc" and "general" praise. Kanouse et al argue

that specific and general praise will be differentially effective.They adduce some studies to

support thei¡ assertion that specif,rc praise (also termed "labelled" praise e.g., Bernhardt,

Fredericks and Forbach, 1978) is significantly superior to general (or "unlabelled") praise.

Examples of the former category are "That's a fine song" (Kanouse et al, 1981) and "Good

boy, you put the marble in the correct hole" (Bernhardt et al, 1978), while the latter category

may be represented by "My, you play well" and "nice, good". Apart from the fact that

illustrative studies used by Kanouse et al are not without flaws (e.g., lack of control for
length of utterance), their proposition may be regarded as simplistic, insofar as they have

themselves still evaded the task of producing "neat classifications". In any case, as will
become clear in a subsequent chapter (Chapter 2), one form of "general" praise, namely

"attributional praise", may in fact be rather powerful, not only in maintaining learned

behaviours, but also in generating nsw ones (e.g., Miller, Brickman and Bolen 1975). It is
this form of praise which is the topic of much of the research work reported in this thesis.

However, Kanouse et al have contributed significantly to the ongoing debate about

positive verbal statements, their effects, and the possible mechanisms mediating those

effects. By drawing anributional, and thus cognitive, formulations into their argument,

they broaden the scope of the conceptual models currently available. They explicitly
postulate that the assumed differential effects of specific and general praise might relate to

the different amounts of information available in the two types of locution. In addition, by

defining praise as they do, in tenns of an implicit or explicit setting of a standa¡d, it becomes

more natural to reconsider praise in informational terms.

The thesis described here, and the associated empirical work, were conceived after a

review of the evidence suggested that praise and other positive verbal statements do not

always operate as social reinforcement, and that there is a dea¡th of srong attempts to

impose order upon the range of locutions which might conceivably be classified as "praise".

It grew out of an attempt to reconcile the observations of effectiveness apparent to some

resea¡chers, and the limiting conditions of those effects apparent to others. Further empirical

and theoretical work which contributed to the formulation of the thesis investigated here is

discussed in the next section, and in Chapters 2 and 3.
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1.3 Praise and Social Reinforcement - Control versus Informational
Dimensions

After an overview of the literature it was concluded that "praise", "verbal praise",

"social reinforcement" and related teÍns need cla¡ification and conceptual definition. It could

also be argued that the conceptual stance which has generally been taken has inhibited

investigations into the effects of positive verbal statements on behaviour. In this context it
will be suggested that the potential for utilizing such mechanisms may have been

underestimated due to an unwillingness to broaden the range of explanatory models to

inco¡porate possible cognitive mechanisms.

In the first section of this chapter models which have been advanced to account for
the effect of social reinforcement rüere mentioned (social d¡ive model, valence model and the

"informational" view). Presumably any of these models might also apply to the operation of
"praise", "encouragement", indeed any positive verbal statements, if the informational value

of the locution is not signif,rcant to the recipient. However, if Brophy and Kanouse et al are

colTect in their analyses, it may be that different conceptions a¡e relevant to understanding

the operation of certain types of positive locution. Underva¡ied circumstances, different

mechanisms might be operative. What is clear, particularly in the light of recent work, is that

the relationship between praise (as defined by Kanouse et al) and verbal or social

reinforcement, is not simple. Certainly, the meaning to the recipient of the specific locution

cannot be disregarded. To the extent that a locution sets off cognitive processes, it is to these

that researchers might look to resolve some of the conflicting resea¡ch findings in the area of
"verbal reinforcement ".

According to Deci (1975) every "reward" has both an informational and a controlling

aspect. However, it could be said that resea¡chers, particularly those of a behaviourist

orientation, have to date only been concerned with the "controlling" aspeÆt of verbal

rewards. If a narrow perspective which does not incorporate all aspects of the informational

value of the stimulus is maintained, full understanding and optimal application is likely to

remain elusive. Such a view is supported by Panda and Lynch (7972), who, in summing up

their observations on the use of verbal feedback by teachers, comment that "....an important

aspect of social reinforcement effecq its informative role, has not been given due

consideration" (p. 1 15).

The position of some behaviourists, who do not consider it necessary to investigate

the possible role of such an infomrational dimension, may be represented by Skinner's view

that "....Praise and approval are generally reinforcing because anyone who praises a person

or approves what he has done is inclined to reinforce him in other ways" (1971,p. 45).

Since he does not consider that cognitive mediation processes have any predictive power,

this writer is further able to argue that "the whole freld of the processing of information can
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be reformulated as changes in the control exerted by stimuli" (1977, p. 7). Using an

example of a pigeon which responds to different colours on a disc during a colour

generalization experiment, he questions the advantage of postulating "an inner pigeon"

which takes in a new colour and compares it with the old, responding after the difference

has been thus evaluated. Skinner argues that "because of a known history of reinforcement,

different colours control different rates (of responding)" (ibid., p.7).

Researchers and practitioners whose nan¡ral inclination is towards a more cognitive

position would be unprepared to make an analogy between this approach and any taken to

human functioning. Many, including those concerned with the practical application of
reinforcement, including verbal reinforcement, have become disillusioned with the current

state of both behaviourist and radical behaviourist theory and research. Cullen (1983), for
example, suggests that behaviour analysis is often superficial and that functional

relationships should be demonstrated and not merely claimed; they are likely to be complex.

He believes that the clinician should be su¡e to determine that assumed reinforcers really are

reinforcing and, consistent with a radical behaviourist position, that s/he should take rule-

governed behaviour into account - what the client says to her/himself can be a powerful

determinant of behaviour. Baldwin and Baldwin (1981) refer to the "stimulus collage" and,

in particular, words which can appear in either the internal or external parts of this collage.

They believe that such words often play an important role in controlling behaviour, a view
which is consistent with crurent cognitive approaches to behaviour change.

In line with the thrust of the preceding argument, Thoresen and Coates (1978) in
asking what it means to be a behaviour therapist claim that "the behavior therapies have

provided some powerful techniques and impressive results in treating a variety of difficult
human problems" (p. 3), but that no\ry "the walls of various schools are breaking down.

Simplistic theories are becoming less tenable" (p. 6).

In a simila¡ vein, Bandura (e.g., 1978 a) has argued that it is futile to seek for the

ultimate environmental cause of behaviour. He advances the concept of "reciprocal

determinism" which embraces the notion that the one event can be stimulus, response or
environmental reinforcer, depending upon where in the sequence of events the analysis

begns. According to Bandura "from the social learning perspective, psychological

functioning involves a continuous reciprocal interaction between behavioral, cognitive and

environmental influences" (1978 a, p. 345).

And, Wicklund and Frey (1981) suggest that the social psychologist's increasing

interest in cognitive information-processing explanations of social behaviour is due to a

disaffection with the behaviourist accounL Consistent with Deci's (e.g.,7975) view, they

suggest further that cognitive processes alone, without a motivational component, are

insufficient to explain research findings.
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If it is true, as Deci (e.g., Deci, 1975; Deci, Nezlek and Steinman,l98l) argues, thar

every reward, including presumably praise, does have both an informational and a

controlling aspect, perhaps it is the case that when "approval" (e.g., "m-hmm", "good",

"nice") and other low information positive verbal statements are used, the control aspect will
be salient. Further, whether the utterance or locution acts as reinforcement may depend on

such factors as those covered by the three models mentioned previously. On the other hand,

when the informational content of the locution is more complex, perhaps broader models

are required to accommodate the range of outcomes.

Like Deci, Nuttin (1976) believes that rewa¡ds and punishments in human response

acquisition serve more than one function. He argues that they serye a dual function,

emotional and informational, and he compares the two in relation to "closed" and "open"

tasks. In a "closed task" in which the individual does not expect to respond in simila¡
circumstances in the future, they serve an emotional function "insofar as they satisfy the

motivation the subject has invested in the act" (ibid., p.25I). But in an "open task"

situation, the rewa¡d can be a signal that the response preceding it will be useful at some

future time. "....The open-task concept implies that the stimulus-response unit is integrated

into a broader cognitive-dynamic structure (a behavioral project or plan). Such motivational

structures are future oriented....The important point, then, is to find out to what extent a

specific act is part of a broader behavioral structure or, on the contrary, constitutes an

independent unit in itself' (ibid., pp.253-254). It seems, according to Nuttin, rhat humans

are satisfied not only by the drive-reducing properties of rewa¡d objects, but by the

information they convey, information about future goals.

In contrast, the importance of the informational value of the rewa¡d in Deci's model

relates to the subsequent attribution made by the recipient of that reward. Deci (1971) and

Deci and Ryan (1980) maintain that the way the individual perceives and attributes causality

in relation to herlhis own behaviour, will determine futr¡re behaviour. According to their
theory so-called intrinsically motivated behaviou¡s are not subject to the same operant

principles as other behaviours, being rewarding in and of themselves. Intrinsic motivation is
defined as "the human need for competent and self-determined interactions with the

environment" @eci and Ryan, 1980, p. 40). They distinguish three motivational

subsystems or "sets of attitudes, beliefs, affects and programs for behavior that display
conceptual consistency and are organized by motivational processes " @eci and Ryan,

1980, p. 39). The first of these subsystems is intrinsic motivation, in which there are no

rewards sepamte from the experience of the behaviour and the accompanying affect, and the

second is extrinsic motivation in which the motivation is based on primary drives and

acquired needs. In this case the reward is clearly separable from the behaviour and its

associated affect, and the perceived locus of causality is external. The final subsystem is

amotivational; essentially the individual believes that there is no relationship between

behaviours and outcomes, and this results in non-activity.
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A number of studies which seemed to be at odds with entrenched beliefs about the

effects of rewards on the maintenance of behaviour, and which were consistent with Deci's

theory, began appearing in the psychological literature in the early seventies. Lepper,

Greene and Nisbett (1973) had 3-5 year old children draw with felt-tip pens under one of
three conditions - "no award", "expected award", or "unexpected award". One to two weeks

later independent observers measured the time spent by the child¡en in playing with the same

pens during a free-play period. The amount of time spent by those who expected the "Good

Player" award was about half that of children in the other two conditions. In attributional

terms subjecs could not "discount" the role of the external reward in causing their

behaviour. Having attributed their interest in drawing to their desi¡e for that reward, they

now concluded that they had no interest in the activity per se, and behaved accordingly. The

authors' interpretation of this so-called "overjustification" effect (the reward is an "overly

sufficient justification" for the behaviour) is based on Bem's (1972) "self-perception

theory". Bem proposes that seH-inferences about motivation are made in a simila¡ manner

to inferences about others'motivation, by observing behaviour in relation to its context.

In some studies the format of Lepper et al (1973) was followed. This meant using the

anount of freely-chosen time spent at the previously rewarded activity as the measure of
"intrinsic motivation" or interest. In other studies, resea¡chers simply had subjects rate their

enjoyment of the task following the rewarded condition. For example, Calder and Staw

(L975) had male undergraduates solve easy jigsaw puzzles, which were either made up of
pictures from "Life" or "Playboy", or were identical shapes without the pictures. Conditions

were either no payment, or one dollar left beside the last puzzle. When subsequently asked

to rate their enjoyment of the task, those who had solved the blank puzzles gave higher

ratings when they had received payment, but the opposite was tme for those solving the

more interesting pictures.

Effects like this do not only hold for rewa¡ded conditions. Lepper and Greene (L975)

found that preschool child¡en lost interest in an activity after engaging in it while being

monitored by a television camera. Other findings indicate that the phenomena may be even

more complex. For example, Pallak, Costomiris, Sroka and Pittrnan (1982), using a similar

method to that of Lepper et al (1973), found an interaction between school rewarding

practices and the maintenance of intrinsic interest after a reward- Children attending schools

that did not use symbolic rewa¡ds for achievement were less likely to draw during the free-

play period when given an expected symbolic ¡eward, but more likely to draw when given a

verbal reward. Those children who attended schools which did use symbolic rewa¡ds

apparently perceived such rewa¡ds and praise similarly - regardless of tlpe of reward, they

were more likely to draw during free-play after the unexpected rewa¡d-

'When Danner and t onky (1981) conducted t'wo experiments to examine the

relationships benveen cognitive level, intrinsic motivation and responses to extrinsic

rewards and praise, they found an inte¡action between the individual difference va¡iables.
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Subjecs were children aged from 4-10 years who chose among "leaming centres". After
receiving praise, rewards, or no rewards for working at the learning centre at, above, or

below their level, intrinsic motivation was tested. Rewa¡ds had little effect on intrinsic

interest among children whose motivation was initially low, and decreased it among those

whose motivation was initially high. Praise (e.g., "That's the best work you've done so

far", and "very frne work") had similarly mixed effects. Highly motivated children with an

internal locus of control (e.g., Rotter, 1966) increased in intrinsic motivation after praise,

while those who were higttly motivated but with an external locus of control decreased in

intrinsic motivation after praise.

In investigating the effects of the ability to delay gratification, Sarafino, Russo,

Barker, Consentino and Titus (1982) rewarded kindergarten children with one or two cents

for giving funny endings to riddles. Of the children who were low in the ability to delay

gratifrcation, those receiving the higher reward showed less subsequent interest in the task,

while the high ability children showed no effect of the reward variation. In another snrdy in
which the same task was used, fourth grade children received either weak ("Those endings

were as funny as many of the ones other child¡en gave me") or strong ("Those endings were

very funny. In fact, they were funnier than the ones most of the other children gave me")

praise for providing the endings. Those who received strong praise showed greater

subsequent interest in the riddles. In relation to this weak/strong praise differential Sa¡afi.no

et al say, "since praise tends to have a prominent informational aspect, as opposed to a

controlling aspect, increasing the salience of praise enhances the individual's motivation"

(ibid., p.37). When taken together, the results of their studies suggested to the resea¡chers

that the processes underlying the effects of reward on intrinsic interest change with

development. Initially the process is a "primarily associaúve one" (e.g., delay of
gratiflcation), but this later becomes a more cognitive process.

Cenainly the mediation process is likely to be more complex in older subjects. For

example, Ha¡ackiewicz andManderlink (1984) investigated the effect on intrinsic interest of
importance of the task. They asked their high school student subjects how personally

important it was for them to do well at the paper-and-pencil tasks they were doing (frnding

as many examples as possible of the hidden word "Nina" in a picture, and making words

from a matrix of letters). They found that importance was a critical mediator of rewa¡d

effects, and a determinant of intrinsic motivation. It was itself affected by the experimental

va¡iable, positive feedback on performance, and in turn affected subsequent intrinsic

motivation. There was also an interaction with achievement motivation as measured by the

Achievement Scale of the Personality Research Form.

Gender may be another relevant variable; contradictory differences have been found-

Deci (1972) and Deci, Cascio and Krusell (1975) found that verbal praise enhanced males'

sense of competence and self-determination which, according to his theory, then enhanced

their intrinsic motivation. This was not the case for females. However, Blanck, Reis and
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Jackson (1984) challenged this result, arguing that ability to do the Soma puzzle used by

Deci might be a gender-linked ability. Using a different task, a word game, which for some

reason they considered to be "sex-neutral", they found that females'intrinsic motivation also

increased with praise.

Thus a variety of variables have been examined within Deci's paradigm. In the

context of the present discussion, the apparent difference in outcome of verbal compared to

material rewards is most significant. In an overall review of the a¡ea, Furukawa (1982)

records the results of 33 studies. Of these, 60 percent support Deci's (1971) original result

that extrinsic rewa¡d "undermines" intrinsic motivation or interest in the task. This reviewer

notes, however, that discrepancies between resea¡chers can occur when material as opposed

to verbal rewa¡ds are used. The undermining effect is most apparent when material rewards

are used, but, and this is consistent with Deci's (1975) cognitive evaluation theory, when

praise or positive feedback are used the undermining is less likely to occur (e.g., Anderson,

Manoogin and Reznick,1976; Dollinger and Thelen, 1978). Such verbal rewards,

according to Deci, should increase the intrinsic motivation to engage in the activity by

enhancing feelings of competence and sef-determination. However, Deci and Ryan (1980)

themselves note that praise seems to act as an extrinsic reward for some children. Perhaps

this occurs in situations in which the controlling aspect is salient, or when the recipient

examines the praise for "deseryingness" (Kanouse et al, 1981) and concludes that it is not

credible.

It should be noted that there have been a number of sriticisms of Deci's theory,

notably by behaviourists (e.9., Reiss and Sushinsky, 1975) who may, according to Eiser

(1980), feel that behaviour modification programmes, and particularly token economies, are

threatened. They have proposed alternative explanations for the effects, such as a contrast

hypothesis (e.g., Levine, Broderick and Burka¡t, 1983), according to which a large

discrepancy benveen the standard and the new experience affect behaviour, and a

competing response and frustration hypothesis (e.g., Blocker and Edwards, 1982; Reiss

and Sushinsþ, 1975), according to which subjects are less interested in the target activity

when interfering responses such as awareness of the reward occur prior to the termination

of the contingencies. Morgan (1982) concludes that none of the models, including the

attributional formulation, completely accounts for all the observed phenomena. However,

Deci's theory does provide a theoretical model within which to interpret some of the

findings to be presented in subsequent chapters.

Ogilvie and Prior (L982), in their critique of the overjustification field, in fact argue

that it is likely that reward procedures will carry different messages in different situations

and with different populations. They are critical of Deci for assuming that rewa¡ds can only

carry two messages, viz. informational (relating to feelings of competence and self-

determination ) or controlling. Deci's use of the term "inforrration" could certainly be

bnoadened with advantage.
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It does seem clear that the information gleaned from the praising locution potentially

mediates its effects. Kanouse et al argue that undeserved praise will not act as an incentive

for behaviour. This assertion will be assessed in more detail in Chapter 2 in the discussion

of "attributional praise", labelling, and expectancy effects. Certainly children are likely to

interpret praise according to its credibility. Dweck, Davidson, Nelson and Enna (1978)

believe that in a school context the meaning of praise will be determined by is base rates of
frequency in relation to specific behaviours, its contingency, Írs well as any specific

attribution statements made by the teacher. They stress the potential role of attributions in

causing the discounting of teacher praise. Students are obviously aware that teachers tend to

praise and criticize low and high expectation students differentially (Meyer, Bachmann,

Biermann, Hempelmann, Ploger and Spiller,1979), so that when they are praised as they

see it inappropriately, they may conclude that their performance must be really poor, or that

the teacher is being manipulative.

In the Meyer study adults and high school children watched a series of vignettes of
praise, neutral feedback and criticism following success and failure. Subjects attributed low

ability to individuals praised after success and given neutral feedback after failure.

Conversely, they attributed high ability to individuals who received neutral feedback after

success and criticism after failure. V/hen asked to imagine that they were the target, they

came to the same conclusions. Younger children, however, did not make these

interpretations.

Dweck et al (1978) also found that feedback differed between boys and girls, in that

for girls the teacher tended to refer to intellectual ability (or lack of it), whereas for boys

attributions of lack of effort were made. Boys also received more work-related praise, and

this, according to the authors, was a source of their beliefs in their own competence.

Although these gender-difference frndings have been disputed (Heller and Pa¡sons, 1981),

the point made by Dweck et al about the potential effects of the information conveyed in the

feedback is important to the thesis presented here. As Clair and Snyder (L979) express it,

"(the instructor's assessment and the feedback process) may have effects upon the student

that go beyond simply providing information about that student's performance" (p. 56). A
primary purpose of this resea¡ch project, then, was to investigate the hypothesis that

different praising locutions have different effects on behaviour. This was seen as

prerequisite to investigating attributional or other mechanisms which might account for any

such observed differences. The evidence so far reviewed is indicative of such differential

effects, and further evidence is presented in Chapter 2.



19

CHAPTER 2

In Chapter 1 it was argued that some praising locutions, including "social

reinforcement", are not always effective in controlling behaviour, and that an attempt must

be made to systematize such locutions before their properties can be fully investigated. It
was also suggested that the va¡ieties of praising locution might not be informationally

equivalent or inte¡preted equivalently by their recipients. In Chapter 2 a relevant body of
work from the social psychological literarure is reviewed and further evidence for the

importance of considering the informational content of the praising locution is presented.

Thus the groundwork is laid in this chapter for the material on the self-concept which is

covered in Chapter 3.

Although undoubtedly the progenitors of studies on "labelling" did not specifically

consider that they were investigating the effects of "praise", to attribute a positive

characteristic to an individual is certainly to praise her/him in the terms of Kanouse,

Gumpert and Canavan-Gumpert (1981). In the present thesis this form of praise is termed

"attribution of a characteristic" or "attributional praise".

Where it is necessary to explicate hypothesized mediating mechanisms, passing

reference is also made in this chapter to the effects of attributing a negative characteristic to

an individual. It should be emphasized that, as was the case in Chapter 1, only a selection

from relevant material is presented.

2.1 Attribution of a Characteristic and "Labellins" - Effects and Possible

Mechanisms

Kanouse et al (1981), in discussing aspects of praise, argue that specific praise, of
behaviour, is likely to be more effective than general praise, of penon. They contend that

the assumed differential effects of specific and general praise relate to the differential

amounts of information available in the two types of locution. They propose that

"deservingness" of the praise will be a critical va¡iable. Thus, in assessing received praise

people search for evidence ofis accuracy, and specific and general praise invoke "logically

different evidentiary domains" (Kanouse et aI,1981,, p. 106). General praise, which
incorporates what is being termed here "attributional praise", they assen, can give rise to

oppor$nities for self-criticism. A comparative example that they use is th" puit, refemed to

in Chapter 1, "My, you play \ryell" (general) and "That's a fine song" (specifrc). The

recipient of the former praise has access to memories of occasions on which s/he did not

play well and is therefore in a stronger position to dispute the validity of the comment. The

latter locution is rooted in one specific achievement and, assuming the recipient trusts the

praiser's judgment, it is more likely that s/he will feel able to concur.

It seems, however, that even when attributional praise is denied, it can still affect

behaviour. As was argued in Chapter 1 praise does not always, or only, act as "social
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reinforcement". With reference to the social psychological literature on "labelling" it seems

that praise can apparently also act to initiate and sustain new behaviour. One salient study is

that of Miller, Brickrnan and Bolen (1975), but there are many more which indicate that

"general" praise, which does not specify a particular response, can have a powerful effect in

controlling the behaviour of adults and child¡en alike. Miller et al worked with classes of
ten-year olds, comparing three conditions to determine thei¡ relative effectiveness in
controlling littering behaviour. In an "attributional (praise)" condition their teacher repeatedly

told them how neat and tidy they were ("....I could not help but notice how very clean and

orderly your room appeared...."), and in a "persuasion" condition the teacher told them that

they should be neat and tidy ("....it is very important that we be neat and orderly...."). A
control group received no unusual treatment. The dependent measure was the amount of
litter put in the waste-paper basket rather than left on desks or on the floor.

The attribution group was tidier than either of the other groups and maintained this

behaviour change to a second assessment two weeks later. 'While possible mediating

mechanisms of this effect will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 3, it could be noted

here that the result is consistent with Deci's (1975) analysis set out in the previous chapter.

That is, had the teacher merely expressed approval of the students ("good girl/boy") each

time they behaved in a neat and tidy manner, it is possible that the outcome would not have

been so impressive, since feelings of competence and self-determination would not have

been thus increased. The informational content of the praise being salient could well have

resulted in the child¡en being "intrinsically motivated" to behave neatly and tidily. Using

social reinforcement, on the other hand, could have resulted in the child¡en perceiving the

controlling aspect of the locutions as salient. In relation to the analysis of Kanouse et al

(1981), it is interesting to note that the positive effect occu¡red despite the children's initial
protestations that they were not neat and tidy.

In a second study, Miller et al looked at math(s) achievement, maths being a "skill"
which is likely to consist of a number of sub-behaviours and one which is not necessarily in

the child's repertoire. There were six treatrnent conditions in this study - attribution ability
("you're doing very well"), attribution motivation ("you're trying more in arithmetic"),
persuasion motivation ("you should work harder at arithmetic"), reinforcement ("I'm proud

of your work") and a control group (no treannent) - and they were more tailored to

individuals than had been the case in the initial study. It was found that the attribution of
both ability and motivation rwere more effective than comparable persuasion or control

conditions. However, reinforcement wÍrs comparatively effective in improving math(s)

scores. It could be noted that their "reinforcement" communicated rather more complex

information than most reinforcement ("good, right") and perhaps this accounts for its

positive effects in the study of Miller et al: conceptual analysis in relation to the nature of the

attributed characteristic presented in Chapter 4 and relevant empirical work presented in
Chapter 8 indicate that their finding could be conside¡ed surprising.
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Attributions based on ability and on motivation did not differ in effectiveness; the

authors believe that this implies that it is important to link skill-specific atrriburions to the

self-system, and that it is more important to do this than to be concerned about the basis of
the linkage. Thus the message "you are a particular kind of person" is more important than

the specifrcation of "why".

To account for the ineffectiveness of persuasion they suggest that "persuasion often

suffers because it involves a negative attribution (a person should be what he is not), (while)

attribution generally gains because it disguises persuasive intent" (Miller et al, 1975, p.

430). In relation to some of the "overjustification" procedures discussed in the previous

chapter, Eiser (1980) simitarly suggests that they imply such negative attributions as "I
know that you wouldn't want to do this for nothing, so this is what I am offering you".

Thus it does seem that various authors are converging on the idea that the meaning of the

locution to the praisee, and its interpretation in attributional terms, and in relation to the self-

system, is the important factor in its effectiveness. Miller et al point out, righrly, that the

separation between reinforcement and attribution is confounded to an extenl An example of
such confounding is "My you play well" which can be interpreted as "I am a good player"
(I(anouse et al, 1981). To anticipate the argument in the next section, "I think you are neat

and tidy" might be interpreted by its recipient as "I expect you to be neat and tidy". That

such interpretations may occur certainly adds a further dimension to the observation of
Kanouse et al about the difficulty of making "neat classifications" of praising locutions.

In the context of the need to separate reinforcement from any implied attributions, a

recent integrative review by Jussim (1986) of the area of seH-fulfrlling prophecies, with
special reference to educational settings, is relevant. This author refers to praise and

exPectancy effects, using an attributional formulation. In relation to skills development he

notes that teachers who do not provide praise for low expectation students are failing to
provide the information which would enable them to determine when their behaviour is
relevant to the likely outcome of scholastic success. High expectancy students, by contrast,

receive clear information in the form of praise and feedback. There is likely to be an

interaction between such teacher behaviour patterns and students' perceptions of control.

That is, in order to achieve, students must believe that they can engage in the behaviours

relevant to success. This implies that it would be better to praise the efforts of low
expectation students and avoid making negative dispositional attributions to them.

As will become clear in the ensuing discussion, many resea¡chers have been as

interested in possible mediating mechanisms for any observed effects of attributional praise

as in those observed effects. Grusec and Redler (1980), for example, investigating the

effecs on children's altn¡ism of "cha¡acter anributions", or statements attibuting speciflc

behaviours to a dispositional characteristic, were interested in a hypothesis about mediation.

Their hypothesis was that such attributions affect the self-concept. They argued that if this

form of mediation did occur, the effect of the attributions should be seen in a much wider
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variety of situations. Social reinforcement given for a specific behaviour, on the other hand,

would not be expected to generalize beyond the given situation. In 1978 Grusec,

Kuczynski, Simutis and Rushton had informed children who had donated winnings to

chariry after watching a model donate that they had done so either because they must enjoy

helping others, or because they were expected to donate. The former technique facilitated

subsequent donation and increased the child¡en's altruism in another unrelated situation.

Seven- and eight-yea¡ olds participated in the later study. They played a bowling g¿Lme,

ostensibly so that they could give their opinions on the game for a toy company. The

situation was set up so that subjects won marbles in 8/2O trials, and these ma¡bles could

either be exchanged for prizes or given to poor children. The manipulations were -

(atribution) "Gee you shared quite a bit. I guess you're the kind of person who likes to help

others whenever you can. Yes, you are a very nice and helpful person."

(social reinforcement) "Gee you shared quite a bit. It was good that you gave some of your

marbles to those poor children. Yes, that was a nice helpful thing to do."

In the control condition, no statements followed the initial one. Children rwere tested

at this stage by being given coloured pencils which they could either keep or give to others

in thek class who were not in the study. A week later they were invited to help the

experimenter by folding ca¡ds; again the manipulation was delivered. Then the experimenter

left the trailer (the study was conducted in the school grounds) and the child¡en were ro

choose between continuing to fold cards or looking at a "Viewmaster". In a third phase of
the study, the experimenter visited the children in class to collect craft materials for sick

children and each child was given a bag in which to collect drawings and materials. Grusec

and Redler (1980) found that eight- and ten-year olds were equally responsive ro

attributional praise. But ten-year olds were more likely to treat both statements (about their

acts, and about their dispositions) as having implications for a variety of pro-social

situations.

The results supported the hypothesis that the effects of social reinforcement are

specific to the situation, whereas attributional praise has both specifrc and generalized

effects. After it was found in a further experiment with a kindergarten class that the

generalization was less likely to occur in younger children they suggested a corollary to the

effect Referring to the suggestion of Livesley and Bromley (1973) that the eighth year

might be critical in terms of the development of person perception, the authors assert that

this might be a transitional point beyond which children become capable of thinking of
themselves in dispositional terms, while having no fixed idea of their cha¡acteristics. For

this reason their perceptions might be more easily manipulated. Grusec and Redler conclude

that their studies underscore the importance of the verbal messages children receive about

their behaviour. Praising an act (specific praise) has a very different effect, at least on the

behaviour of an eight-year old, than does praising the person (general praise). Although ttrey
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suggest that the observed effect is mediated through changes in the self-concept, they can

provide no direct evidence in support of this view.

Grusec and Redler (1980) also suggest that in providing children with a label for their

behaviour the experimenter may really just be providing positive reinforcement. Essentially

they are suggesting that telling children they are helpful is more reinforcing than telling them

they are good. However, in itself, this explanation is inadequate, since it does not account

for why the anributional praise is more reinforcing than the "approval" type.

Nevertheless, Kraut (1973) also favoured this as an explanation for his results. He

labelled homemakers as "charitable" or "uncharitable", and subsequently found that more

donations were received from the positively labelled group. Sixty-two percent of this group,

compared to 47 percent of the other, gave donations for multiple sclerosis one or two weeks

later. The positive label was acting as a reward, according to Kraut. When research on the

effects ofnegative labels is also considered, such an explanation could be regarded as overly

simplistic. For example, Snyder and Swann (1978) found that targets who were led to

believe that thei¡ hostile response to a perceiver reflected a hostile disposition acted in a

hostile way to a new partner.

Hatl and Pope (1981) were interested in attributional aspects of mediation. They

investigated the attributional outcome of being in receipt of va¡ious locutions, including

praise, and found that subjects receiving a message attributing ability subsequently saw luck
as a less important factor in a proof-reading task, when compared to subjects receiving a

message attributing effort. The initial task was a letter-crossing task which was followed by
one of four messages. These were categorized and worded as follows -

(a) Attribution of ability -"You did very well on that last task. Your score shows that you

have excellent perceptual discrimination. You are doing very well."
(b) Attribution of motivation - "I can tell you worked ha¡d and really concentrated on the last

task. You seemed to be working harder toward the end of the task and your score improved;

good: keep trying ha¡der on this next task."

(c) Persuasion of ability - "I can tell from your score on the last task that you should do very

well on your English papers. You should be able to hand in a perfectly typed paper. You
should do very well on this next task."

(d) Persuasion of motivation - "You should spend more time on your work. On this next

task concentrate more and apply yourself. You should really work ha¡der and give it your
best try."

Hall and Pope suggest that the fact that subjects saw luck as a more important factor

than ability or effort after receiving the persuasive messages might be due to the "external

power of coercion" associated with persuasion. In the terms used previously in this

discussion, perhaps the controlling aspects of those locutions were salient, or alternatively a

negative attribution was inferred (Eiser,1980, see above). On the other hand, they suggest,
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those who received an informational labelling of their behaviour, most particularly group (a)

to whom "perceptual discrimination" was attributed, began to see themselves as the locus of
their behavioural outcomes. If this were the explanation, it is likely that subjects would

develop a future orientation in relation to behaviour implied by the manipulation. Indeed

Boggiano, Klinger and Main (1986) found that when children were encouraged to make

internal attributions for why they interacted with a peer, they subsequently showed gleater

interest in continuing that interaction.

A study by Comer and Laird (1975) may be advanced in support of the notion that

self-attribution affects subsequent behaviour. They found that subjects who agreed to
perform an unpleasant task (eating a worm) d¡ew one of three conclusions - (1) they liked

the worm, (2) they were brave and heroic, or (3) they deserved to suffer. Subjects in groups

(2) and (3) who attributed their behaviour to a cha¡acteristic or attribute of themselves

subsequently behaved differently from the subjects who had reconceptualized the worm.
'When subjects were asked to choose between a task in which shocks were to be

administered and a neutral task, a greater number from groups (2) and (3) chose to shock

themselves. The authors suggest that this was due to ttrei¡ having changed their self-

conceptions.

Whatever explanatory models are advanced to account for effects, they must be able

to accommodate the interactions among variables which have been found. Baumeister,

Cooper and Skib (L979), for example, found that female subjects who were led to believe

that they possessed, and who were believed by a perceiver to possess, a positive (but

bogus) trait, performed very poorly on a subsequent anagmm task if they also believed that

such poor performance \¡/as consistent with the positive rait. The subjects were

undergraduate females participating in a study on "personality and behaviour" for which

they were paid $2.50. The desirability of the Eait "surgency" was manipulated via a tape-

recording designed to be overheard by subjects. In the one recording individuals with this

trait were described as mature, sensitive and intelligent, and in the other as immature,

insensitive and unintelligent. Taped instructions were left explaining that it was anricipated

that high surgency women would do poorly on the anagram task. In a public condition, the

confederate entered just as the subject, who then had to announce her score aloud, was

completing the task, while in a private condition the subject was left alone, and was not

required to write her name on the task paper. The good Eailpublic condition was the most

effective treatrnent in eliciting behaviour consistent with the bogus characteristic. It might

thus be termed a "self-presentational" effect.

Interaction effects using a different variable were found by Kanekar (L977) in a study

in which subjects had to choose the level of shock they would receive in a later session. The

likelihood that they would choose either a high (70 volts) or a low (30 volts) level was

attributed to them. "Trustworthiness" was varied by having the attribution either overheard

or direct. The attributor also indicated his position. Attributees chose a higher voltage of
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shock in the high attribution condition than in the low, and they also chose a higher level in
the condition in which the attributor indicated that he would choose a high level than when

he indicated a low choice. Thus, although apparently the implicit labelling of subjects as

being "the kind of person who will take a high level of shock" affected their subsequent

behaviour, the position of the attributor also had an impact.

The effects of providing a "label" for an individual's behaviour have thus been

investigated in a range of studies. Although the primary a¡ea under study has been that of
altruistic behaviour, this brief review should have demonstrated that an interesting range of
characteristics other than "helpful" have also featured in the literature.

In most studies in the area of labelling, but particularly in those involving altruism,

researchers contrive to have subjects provide some form of behavioural evidence before the

label is attributed. For example, Jensen and Moore (1977) told boys that a questionnake

they had frlled out indicated that they were either co-operative or competitive. On a

subsequent game the boys' behaviour was consistent with the label they had thus received.

In another study, Paulhus, Shaffer and Downing (1977) had blood donors read

communications designed to label their motives for giving blood. There were two

conditions, in one of which altruistic motives were emphasized, while in the other the

benefrts (e.g., free blood in an emergency) were stressed. Those in the former goup
reported a higher likelihood of future donation.

Another strategy is exemplified by the work of Strenø and De Jong (1981) who
investigated the effect of feedback f¡om a bogus personality inventory. There were four
conditions -

(1) Subjects in a pro-social condition were told that their responses showed them to be more

"kind and thoughdul" than most other respondents.

(2) Subjects in a control label condition were told that ttreir responses showed them to be

more "intelligent".

(3) Subjecs in a salience condition were told that kindness to others was a dimension along

which their responses would later be compared with those of others.

(4) Subjects in a control condition received no feedback.

All subjects later encountered a confederate who dropped a large number of cards.

Subjects in group (1), the pro-social label condition, were signifrcantly more helpful than

were those in any of the other groups.

Incidentally, these authors discuss and dismiss the possibility that the attributed

cha¡acteristic is incorporated into the self-concept, suggesting ttrat this would occur rarely

except perhaps in children. Their explanation is that the subjects would review theirpast

behaviour for evidence that is consistent or otherwise with the label, and accept or reject it
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on that basis. This is reminiscent of the "deservingness" assessment proposed by Kanouse

et al (1981).

Further to the "behavioural evidence" variable, another body of positive evidence

comes from work in which the primary interest is in the interaction between labelling and the

foot-in-the-door phenomenon. This is the phenomenon whereby the likelihood of
compliance with a more substantial request is increased after compliance with a smaller,

even a trivial, one is achieved.

Swinyard and Ray (1979) examined the effecs of praise and small requests on

receptivity to di¡ect-mail appeals. Householders were praised by Red Cross volunteers who

told them they were "interested in their fellowman". Those who had been labelled in this

way were more responsive subsequently to mailed appeals when compared to those who

were not so labelled. The effects of the label were still evident two weeks after the

manipulation.

Goldman, Seever and Seever (1982) combined a labelling manipulation with a foot-

in-the-door procedure. They predicted that subjects given a positive label after the initial

request would comply more with the second request when compared to subjects given a

negative label. The latter group should be less compliant. After being asked for directions,

subjects received one of these responses (a fourth group was not stopped) -

(1) "OK, thank you."

(2) "Thank you very much. You have been very helpful, and I appreciate your taking the

time to help me."

(3) "You are not very helpful, and I can usually understand directions. I'll have to find

someone who is more helpful."

Subsequently all subjects were stopped and asked by a confederate whether they

would give two hours during the next month to answer'phones for a telethon. The

prediction was supported, and Goldman et al concluded from this result that such labelling

influences the subject's self-concept. Again, as in the resea¡ch of Grusec and Redler (1980)

mentioned in Secúon 2.I of this chapter, the resea¡chers do not in fact provide any evidence

for this interpretation.

'When Freedman and Fraser (1966) investigated the foot-in-the-doorphenomenon

they had also advanced one type of self-concept explanation as the mediating process. They

concluded that what subjects do, in effect, is to label themselves a good sort of person. They

argue that "what may occur is a change in the person's feelings about getting involved or

about taking action. Once he has agreed to a request his attitude may change. He may

become in his own eyes, the kind of person who does this sort of thing, who agrees to

requests made by strangers, who takes action on things he believes in, who co-operates with
good causes" (ibid., p.20L). A similar conclusion is reached by later resea¡chers who refer

to Bem's (L972) "self-perception theory" to explain their results (e.9., Seligman, Bush and



27

Kirsch, 1976; Snyder and Cunningham, 1975). Given that according to this interpretation

the individual is essentially labelling her/himself "helpful and co-operative", if the stranger at

the door also attributes these characteristics to her/him, presumably the credibility of the

label increases. As Swinyard and Ray (1979) express it, "subjects seem to have been led to

argue mentally, 'What is the meaning of this label? It must be because I am the sort of
person who does this sort of thing"' (p. 183). The likely interaction of praise with the self-

concept is discussed in Chapter 3 where the nature of the seH-concept and its modes of
operation are considered in detail.

2.1.2 Negative Evidence and Negative Labels

Not all studies have outcomes supporting the efficacy of labelling. On the basis of
bogus test results, McArthur, Kiesler and Cook (1969) labelled some subjects as "doers"

who know what needs to be done and take appropriate action. This label increased the

proportion of people who were willing to help distribute anti-pollution leaflets only when

subjects were also told that this kind of personaliry qualifred them to be paid for participation

in a second experiment.

Further moderating variables have been investigated in relation to negative labels.

Steele (I975) compared the effects of a positive and a negative label in affecting subsequent

helping behaviour. His hypothesis was that the negative label would motivate subjects to

work to restore their self-esteem. Subjects were telephoned and were either called "apathetic

about the welfa¡e of others" or were praised for their desire to help others. In one control

condition, subjecs were criticizedfor their lack of concem for driving safety. Two days

later all subjects were asked to help a food co-operative in a poor neighbourhood. Compared

to controls, those who received the positive attribution were more likely to help, but not

signif,rcantly so. However, virtually all subjects in both negative label conditions promised

to help, and most actually did. This result was replicated in a second study. Steele points out

that his "name-calling" procedure differs from many other labelling snrdies in that no recent

behavioural evidence has been provided (cf. Kraut, 1973), nor had phony tests been

undertaken (cf. McArthur et al, 1969). On this basis he ügues that the effect of the negative

label on self-perception may depend on whether the subject can refute the label in order to

restore self-esteem. An alternative interpretation of the mediation of negative labels might be

in terms of the phenomenon of reactance (Wortman and Brehm, 1975). Perhaps Steele's

subjects were striving to demonstrate that the negative label was inappropriately applied to

them. Jussim (1986) refers to this phenomenon in relation to students whose self-concepts

a¡e inconsistent with their teache¡'s expectations of them.

The possibility that individuals would attempt to restore self-esteem after being

labelled negatively was also of interest to Gurwitz and Topol (1978), but as is the case with

positive labels many va¡iables are likely to interact to produce any observed effect

University students were telephoned and accused of not taking advantage of the

opportunities afforded by a nearby city. This accusation was worded in such a way as to
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criticize them either individually or as a member of a group. Half were asked how many

times they had been to the city in the last few months (mean number of visits was zero),

while the others were not required to provide evidence in support of the accusation. Later the

same evening subjects were asked to fill out a questionnaire concerned with their interest in
activities in the city. When they had been led to provide evidence supporting the criticism,

the important variable proved to be whether they had been accused as individuals or as

members of a group. The "group" condition led to greater contradiction of the label. Those

subjects who had provided evidence prior to the accusation were more likely to disconhrm

the label when it was directed at them as individuals. These results were replicated in a
laboratory study in which subjects were labelled as low in self-confidence.

In relation to models of mediation, and to the interaction among variables, Shrauger

and Lund (1975) investigated differences in the reactions of people to favourable or

unfavourable evaluative feedback along a specific personality dimension. Subjects were

either generally high or generally low in self-esteem. The researchers framed interpretation

of their study in terms of two opposing theoretical positions, self-enhancement theory and

consistency theory. According to proponents of the former theory everyone has a need to

feel favourably towards the self, and individuals will work to satisfy this need. Consistency

theory, by conrast, implies that individuals will react more favourably to personal

evaluations made by others if they are consistent with pre-existing self-perceptions. In the

study of Shrauger and Lund there were a high and a low seH-awareness condition, and a

control condition. Subjects in the "high" group were told that an interviewer had judged

them very self-aware. In the "low" condition the interviewer's opinion had apparently been

that there were some a¡eas in which the subject was not very atüare. Results showed little, if
any, support for self-enhancement, in that low self-esteem subjects did not indicate relatively
more favourable reactions to the high awareness evaluation, or less favourable reactions to

the low awa.reness evaluation, in comparison to high self-esteem subjecs. The fact that high

self-esteem subjects found the low awareness evaluation less credible than did low self-

esteem subjects is rather more in line with consistency theory, according to the authors.

Shrauger (1975) suggests that to understand these effects a distinction must be made

between the cognitive processing and interpretation of the feedback on the one hand, and the

affective reaction to it on the other. After assessing the literature he suggests that generally

when cognitive reactions are being assessed findings favour a consistency model, whereas

when affective reactions a¡e considered they tend to support self-enhancement theory. The

scope of this project does not permit any conribution to the empirical investigation of the

effects of negative labels or of the evaluation of cognitive/affecdve differences: however,

further consideration is given to the issue of cognitive versus affective teactions in Chapter

12.
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2.1.3 Behavioural Measures and Self-Rating Measures

Although the emphasis in this review has been on studies which used an actual

behavioural measure after the cha¡acteristic had been anributed, it should be noted that a

number of studies have also been reported in which a self-rating on a scale is the dependent

measure. Shrauger and Schoeneman (1979) review these "controlled feedback studies",

asserting that "the most elementary question typically asked in this research is, V/ill
individuals modify their self-descriptions in the direction of the feedback they receive? The

most elementary ans,wer is usually" (p.560).

After reviewing studies on a variety of populations, and for attributes as diverse as

physical skills, public-speaking ability, and a range of personality traits, they concluded that

"although controlled feedback from others typically produces some changes in people's self-

descriptions, several factors influence the extent of such changes. These include the

discrepancy offeedback from subjects' self-perceptions, favourableness offeedback,

characteristics of the evaluator, consensual validation of the judgments given, and attributes

of those evaluated" (ibid., p. 561). Studies illustrating the work in each of these areas are

reported by the authors.

2. l.4 "Labelling": Concluding Comments

Bem (L972) argues that we draw inferences about our characteristics by observing

our own behaviour. If we cannot find a suff,rcient extemal cause for the behaviour, we

assume we are acting thus because we have a certain disposition. This technique for
acquiring self-knowledge appears to be particularly important when intemal cues are "vague

or ambiguous". Evidence has been presented in the preceding sections that we also use the

labels given us by others to interpret our own behaviour. It has been implied that one form
of praise, "attributional praise", might be a fairly effective form of behavioural control, in

that it provides the individual with some important self-information. In behaviourist terms,

clea¡ labels added to the "stimulus collage" "by a trusted friend or several other people

simultaneously" (Baldwin and Baldwin, 1981, p. 90) can act as strong, unambiguous Sd's

for responses appropriate to the label. However, as will have become clear, a cognitive

perspective is being taken here. Specif,rcally, interactive effects with the individual's self-

concept a¡e considered to be a primary mediating processes, and this is the topic of the next

chapter.

2.2 ExLectancy Effects and the Self-Fulfilling Prophecy: fntroductorv
Remarks

An important mediator of the effects of positive verbal statements may be the

interpretation of the stimulus by the recipient. Thus, once having compiled as

comprehensive a classification system for such locutions as it is possible to do, it will still
remain uncertain on any given occasion just what the locution means to that recipient. If the
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specific informational content of the locution is to be regarded as important, it must be

demonstrated that different locutions are interpreted differently, or at least have differential

effects on behaviour. Thus, for example, were it to be shown that "good girl/boy" and "nice

work" were indistinguishable in terms of behavioural outcome, there would be little point in

maintaining separate categories for the wo forms of praise. That is, while they might be

regarded as conceptually different forms of praise, there would be no functional distinction

to be made between them.

It was suggested earlier that anributional praise might well be interpreted as an

expectation about future behaviour ("I think you are neat and tidy" becomes "I expect you to

be neat and tidy"). Whether these two forms of praise differentially affect behaviour is the

subject of some of the experiments reported in subsequent chapters. It is thus necessary to

examine, in general terns, the effects on behaviour of the explicit or implicit communication

of an expectancy from a perceiver to a target. It should be noted that some of the studies

reported in Section 2.1 could equally have been placed in this section (e.g., Baumeister et al,

1979), and many of the studies published in the literature do confound the two potentially

different effects. Further, the term "expectancy effects" is also used to cover the effects on

an individual's behaviour of his own performance expectations; this is not the topic

considered here.

2.2.I T'l'te Effects of the Communication of a Specif,rc Expectation for Behaviour

Explicit communication of an expectation in ¡elation to future behaviour undoubtedly

affects behaviou¡. Kanouse et al (1981) refer to a study by Kanouse and Pullan (Kanouse et

al, 1981) in which subjects were to copy abstract paintings freehand. There were three

groups, the first being a "specific praise" group, the second being a "future implication"
group, and the third being what might be termed a "social reinforcement" group. The second

goup could be regarded as an "expectation" goup. Locutions used for the first group were

"Very good. That's really a nice feeling you've got for this Kandinsky. Lots of people

haven't done so well with this one...." (In fact, this locution confounds two types of praise

which are distinguishable in the classifrcation system which is presented in Chapter 11; these

two types a¡e termed "specific praise" and "social comparison", the latter being a form of
praise which is frequently reported as being used in studies relevant to this area). The

second group were praised in an identical manner, but with the addition of "If you can do

this, you should do well on the rest of these....", while the third group heard "Okay, fine.

Now let's do the next one".It was found that drawings subsequently produced by the

second group were of a lower quality, according to the ratings of judges, than were those of
the other groups. In addition, these subjects attributed their performance more to luck than to

ability, and rated themselves as significantly more anxious. These results are quite consistent

with some frndings emerging from within the framework of Deci's (e.g., 1975) cognitive

evaluation theory (for example, Ryan, Mims and Koestner, 1983 - see discussion of
Experiment 2 in Chapter 6).
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Further examples of expectancy effects are the work of Sigall, Aronson and Van

Hoose (1970) and Swann and Ely (1984) (see Section2.2.2). Sigall et al had subjects copy

lists of telephone numbers after being told that they were expected to perform at a level either

above (Group 1) or below (Group 2) that of their own "practice round". In a third condition,

subjects were given the expectation that their performance would be lower than their own

established level, and were also told that subjects who performed well on this task had

obsessive-compulsive personalities. This condition produced poorer performance (fewer

numbers copied) than did a "no expectation" control, whereas the first two conditions both

elicited relatively superior performance.

Baumeister et al (1979) distinguish between the "content" and "basis" of an

expectation. The "content" is what the target is expected to do, whereas the "basis" is

whatever attributional reasoning led to the formation of the expectation. They argue that the

target must take into account the consideration that if s/he conforms to the behavioural

expectation the perceiver's attribution to her/him of the trait is thereby confirmed. Even if
s/he does not believe s/he has that trait, s/he must acknowledge that the perceiver will
interpret the expected behaviour in relation to the attributed trait.

In fact, the main intention of Baumeister et al was to show that the effects of an

expectancy on behaviour are not necessarily simply a product of the individual's intemal

dynamics, but may be rather the result of a desire to project a certain image of oneself. In
this context, two studies which indicate the power of gender-role expectancies are relevant.

Stein, Pohly and Mueller (197L) found that children spent more time on a task if it was

labelled as appropriate for members of their own gender, than if it was labelled as

appropriate for the opposite gender. Zanna and Pack (L975) found that women presented

themselves consistently wiú the gender-role attitudes of an attractive male.

Presumably "behavioural evidence" which was referred to in the previous section will
be important in determining if and when expectancy effects occur. Having acted in
accordance with some view of herlhim held by the perceiver, the target may not wish to go

to heroic measures to change that impression unless the contradictory self-conception is very

important to her/him (cf. Markus, e.9., 1980; see Chapters 3 and 10). Additionally, in
recent work by Hilton and Darley (1985) it has been shown that, at least when a negative

expectancy is apparently operative, expectancy confrrmation does not occur when the target

is aware of that expectancy and able to adjust her/his behaviour in such a way as to present

an impression contradicting it. Miller and Tumbull (1986) review expectancy effects, stating

that the positive or negative nature of the expectancy may determine whether a person acts to

dispel or confirm another's expectations. The size of any discrepancy between actual

behaviour and the expectation is also likely to have an impact @ske and Taylor, 1984). The

area of self-presentation and its implications for understanding the mechanisms underlying

the effects of praise a¡e discussed in Chapter 3.
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Swann and Ety (1984) tried to determine what would happen if there were a conflict

between the target's self-view and the perceiver's apparent view of the target. There are two

areas of research covered within this question, the first being that of the "self-fulfrlling

prophecy", or "behavioural confirmation", in which the focus is on the perceiver. In the

second relevant area, "self-verification", the focus is on the target. Conflicting findings

emerge from within these two perspectives. For example, Swann and Hill (1982) found that

ta.rgets quickly provided perceivers with corrective feedback when the situation was

a:ranged so that those perceivers were led to form inaccurate views as to the targets'

dominance or submissiveness. An identical result was obtained for the dimension "likeable-

unlikeable". These authors Íìrgue that the important va¡iable is whether the perceiver's

expectation accords with the target's self-view. Targets will try ha¡d to ensu¡e that

perceivers view them in a manner which is consistent with their self-conceptions.

From the perspective of the "self-fulfilling prophecy" it would be predicted that

targets would tend to confirm perceivers' expectations. According to Merton (1957),

"def,rnitions of a situation (prophecies or predictions) become an integral part of the situation

and thus affect subsequent developments....The self-fulfilling prophecy is, in the beginning,

a false definition of the situation evoking a new behavior which makes the originally false

conception come true. The specious validity of the self-fulfilling prophecy perpetuates a

reign of error. For the prophet will cite the actual course of events as proof that he was right
from the very beginning" @. aB). Given that it would be an easy matter to review many of
the labelling studies cited in Section 2.I andreinterpret them in these terms, it becomes

important to disentangle factors which mitigate this apparently strong effect

Swann and Ely (1984) were, in fact, particularly interested in the circumstances under

which the target would behave consistently with her/his self-view rather than with the view

of the perceiver, given a discrepancy between those views. They suggest that the certainty of
perceivers' expectations will influence the likelihood of their acting upon them in relation to

the target - and perceivers are likely to feel confident in relation to the consistency of the

evidence. Similarly, targets who are uncertain of a seH-conception may be more willing to
behave in such a rway as to confirm the expectancy. Further, Swann and Ely posit that more

adults will be more certain of their self-conceptions than will perceivers be of their

expectancies. For this reason, presumably, the "self-fulfilling prophecy" will by no means

always occur. It is noteworthy, however, that in discussing their findings, the authors stress

that they do not mean to imply that findings relating to the self-fulfilling prophecy are

inaccurate. They argue that previous resea¡chers have typically allowed target self-

conceptions to vary randomly, while they themselves deliberately pined target self-

conceptions against perceiver expectations.
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In a study in which perceivers received high or low certainty information about the

extraversion or introversion of targets (which always conflicted with the target's self-

conceptions) empirical evidence was provided in support of the role of certainty. Perceivers

rwere to learn about targets by asking them a series of questions. Before the interview they

þerceivers) received evidence that the target was extraverted or introverted (high certainry)

or they received mixed evidence (low certainty). Whatever the condition, the perceiver's

expectation always conflicted with the target's self-conceptions. Naive judges listened to

tapes of the interviews and rated the target's exraversion. The perceiver also rated the

target's extraversion, and herihis certainty of that judgment, and the target who had

previously rated her/himself did so again.

Targets who were relatively certain of thei¡ self-conceptions always behaved in a

manner which was compatible with these self-conceptions whether or not perceivers were

relatively certain or uncertain of thei¡ expectancies. On the other hand, targets who were

uncertain of their self-conceptions tended to behave in a self-consistent manner only when

the perceivers were relatively uncertain of their expectancies. When perceivers were

relatively certain of their expectancies targets low in self-certainty tended to confirm

perceiver expectancies, thereby disconfirming their self-conceptions. According to the

authors, however, an even more "compelling answer" to their original question was to be

found in the correlational evidence. Vy'hereas targets continued to behave in a self-consistent

manner despite pressure from perceivers to do otherwise, perceivers abandoned efforts to

uncover evidence which might support their expectations.

2.2.3 Final Remarks

As has become clear from the foregoing discussion, this area is a multi-faceted and

complex one, and one in which the nature of answen to questions may depend to some

extent on the initial perspective taken. Darley and Fazio (1980) attempt to analyze the

process underlying the "self-fulfilling prophecy", beginning with the perceiver's

expectancy, which leads to the perceiver's actions, which in turn affect the target's actions,

and both of their interpretations, in a cyclical fashion. They review studies which have been

undertaken to investigate each of these stages. Then, as a result of their 1985 work, Hilton

and Darley suggested that the process may be an even more complex one than is allowed for
in the model in which the perceiver behaves consistently with the expectancy.

Subsequently it is argued that aspects of the target's self-concept may be important in

mediating the effects of explicit expectancies for behaviour. Recently Jussim (1986)

specifically addressed the issue of the self-concept or self-schemas as mediating factors in

expectancy effects. He argues that "the self-concept may be an especially useful way to

understand students'likely reactions to the reatment they receive in the classroom because

the self may be ttre primary mediator of one's perceptions and interactions with the

environment" (ibid., p. a3\.
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Jussim considers a variety of hypothetical situations involving high and low

expectation students. Those who are in the optimal situation are students who are "sma¡t"

schematics and for whom the teacher also has high expectations. The converse situation of a

"dumb" schematic for whom the teacher has low expectations may result in the student

continuing to perform poorly since s/he is likely to interpret all situations unfavourably, and

indeed, is likely to be exposed to more unfavourable situations.

A major focus of the present resea¡ch project is on the role of self-conceptions and

seH-schematism in mediating the effects of praising locutions.¡'if is ttris writer's contention,

firstly, that different praising locutions, specifically attributional praise and the

communication of an expectation, may have differential effects on behaviour, and secondly,

if they do, that this will provide a clue to the mediating mechanisms involved beyond the

initiat interpretation phase. 
1

A detailed consideration of approaches to the self-concept follows in Chapter 3.

However, one final point perhaps needs to be spelled out here. Although the argument has

not been explicitly set out, it is hoped that the preceding discussion will have indicated that

the specific/general praise distinction made by Kanouse et al (1981) is likely to prove

inadequate in coping with the variety of possible dimensions available on which to consider

any given praising locution. There are more va¡ieties of praise and verbal reinforcement than

could be accommodated within ttris dichotomy. Moreover, each type is likely to have

differential effects, possibly in interaction with individual variables (see Chapter 4), and the

mediating mechanisms are probably complex and fascinating.
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CHAPTER 3

In Chapter 2 it was suggested that labelling a behaviour, and expressing an

expectation about an individual's future behaviour, among other locutionary forms, could be

regarded as forms of praise within the definition of Kanouse et al (1981). It is very likely

that such different locutions will differentially affect behaviour because of the nature of the

personal information thus conveyed to the recipient of the praise, and the resulting effect on

that individual's self-concept.

One aspect of the argument to be presented in this chapter is that individuals (strive

to) maintain consistency between their ideas of self and their behaviour, and that these ideas,

being active and flexible, will accommodate received praise under certain circumstances in

such a way as subsequently to affect behaviour. Thus, having received praise of a kind

which indicates that the individual has a certain disposition (attributional praise), s/he is then

more likely to regard her/himself as the origin of acts of that kind, and therefore to act

consistently with the praise or label.

During the last decade, the self-concept has increasingly become a topic considered

worthy of investigation by psychologists. Manis (1977) suggests that contemporary social

psychologists have shown a "remarkable convergence of interest in the perceived self (or

self-concept)" (p. 556) and Gergen (1984), on the basis of noting how many writings are

available on the self, asserts that "the hegemony of self-inquiry is currently at hand" (p. 51).

Within sociology too "there has been a revitalization of interest in the self-concept" (Gecas,

1982, p.1).

Currently it seems that many researchers and theorists within psychology are, often

independently, concluding that behaviour flowing from self as "origin" may require

different conceptual analysis from that prompted by self as "pawn" (to use the terms of de

Charms, 1968). As Deci and Ryan (1983) describe it, "internally informational" events will
have different outcomes from "internally controlling" events. Varieties of praise might evoke

either an "origin" self or a "pawn" self. Thus hypothesized interactions between "apparently

subtle variations in the language of praise" (Kanouse et al, 1981, p. 98) and the self-concept

will be discussed in this chapter.

Material is presented in four sections. In the first, consideration is given to models or

"metaphors" (Pratkanis and Greenwald, 1985) which have been proposed for understanding

what might be meant by a "self-concept". Because of the nature of the empirical work to be

described in subsequent chapters, Markus' (e.g., L977, 1980) work on the cognitive

approach is elaborated to a greater extent than other work This elaboration continues into

the second section of this chapter where schema theory is considered. In the third section a

discussion of the development and change of the self-concept includes a consideration of
sources of self-knowledge such as the attributions of other people, and feedback from one's

own behaviour, and of the roles of self-enhancement and self-presentation in maintaining a

consistent "self-concept". In the final section of the chapter, the related series of
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propositions comprising the thesis under investigation here will be set out, thus drawing

together the conceptual and empirical material discussed over the first three chapters.

3.1 The "Self-Conceot": What is it? (1) Issues

Since, as Scheier and Ca¡¡er (1980) note, "an almost incredible array of constructs

has proliferated around the term self concept" (p.230), only a sampling of approaches and

issues can be presented here. The major approaches which require more detailed

representation are those of symbolic interactionism, behaviouristic constn¡ctions, and most

particularly, experimental social psychological, including cognitive, approaches. It should

be noted, however, that Gergen (1984) suggests that historically the three "major pillars of
contemporary work" include James' (1890) writings and Freud's (1933) theorizing, as well

as symbolic interactionism.

Many of the issues which have concerned theorists may be expressed as conceptual

dichotomies. Thus ttreorists have considered whether the self has a unitary structure, or
whether we have multiple selves, whether the self is a structure or a process, whether it is
stable or malleable, is in or out of awa¡eness, and whether its public nature differs from its
private nature. Space does not permit the detailed consideration of all of these issues, but the

nanrre of the controversies generated within each one will be at least touched upon.

3.1.1 Stnrcture or Process

Gecas (1982) distinguishes between the "self' and the "self-concept". He believes it
is necessary to make this distinction because psychologists have been confused over the

issue of whether they were referring to a structure or a process. Even in 1968 Secord wrote

that while much of the early work on the seH dealt with the concept as a cohe¡ent, organized

set of cognitions and feelings about oneself (a structure), the results of (the then) recent

empirical work suggested that a more appropriate conceptualization of self would be as a

process. Gecas believes that the confusion between self as structue and self as process is

overcome when a distinction is made between the terms "self' and "self-concept". The

former term would then be used to refer to a process, "the process of reflexity which

emanates from the dialectic between the'I'and the'Me"' (Gecas, 1982, p. 3), while the

latter term could be reserved for describing the "product of this reflexive activity" (ibid-).

According to Gecas this product is "the concept the individual has of himself as a physical,

social, and spirinral or moral being" (ibid.).

Psychologists have recently advanced an inforrnation processing approach in which

the self-concept is regarded as comprising a number of "self-schemas" in va¡ious domains

(e.g., Markus, 19'17,1980). To the extent that a schema is conceived as a strucure that

contains knowledge and the rules for the extension and recombination of that knowledge

(see e.g., Neisser, 1976) this model appeared to be a viable conceptual model which

overrode the need for a distinction between stn¡cnre and process. This view of the self as a

complex, active and flexible entity will be discussed below.



37

Parenthetically it might be noted that Gergen (1984), in examining the "general shift

from mechanistic to agential explanations in the history of self-inquÐ" (p. 77), points out

that proponents of the information-processing model are still guilty of "agency smuggling".

That is, they hypothesize a processing system separate from the self-concept or stn¡ctural

portion of the self-concept, and indeed, additional processes benveen that structure and

behaviou¡. The emergent property of the self, self as observer of itself, will not be covered

in this discussion, however: the focus will be on aspects of the self-concept which may be

operationalized.

3.1.2 One Self or Man),

Although James (1890) regarded the self as a unitary strucnrre, in distinguishing

between the self as knower, and the self which is known, he suggested that the latter, the

object self, had three aspects. These were the material self (the physical body and material

possessions, and the individual's relationships), the social self (as viewed by others), and

the spiritual self (its motivating forces).

The notion of "multiple selves" as opposed to a single self has also been a topic of
research by cognitivists (see Gergen, 1971). For example, Gergen and Wishnov (1965) had

subjects rate their self-esteem. One month later half the subjects described themselves to an

egotistical partrter, while the other half did so to a humble paftner. The resea¡chers found

that the cha¡acteristics of the partrer clearly influenced the self-¡atings, with the former

partner evoking more positive, and the latter more negative ratings, as if subjects were in
some sense trying to minimize the discrepancy between.themselves and their partners.

Recent work by McGuire, McGuire and Cheever (1986) also suggests that our self-

descriptions can vary according to the social context. Chitdren of varying ages and both

genders described themselves differently when asked to consider the family as compared to

the school context. The self in the family context was a more passive concept, while at

school it was relatively more active.

Much early work on the self was within the symbolic interactionist framework.

Cooley (L902) termed it the "looking-glass self' because he believed that it consisted of "the

imagination of our appearance to the other person (and) the imagination of his judgment of
that appearance" (p. 152). Mead (L934) extended this conception of the self, saying that to

perceive ourselves we must take the perspective of the other; only then would the "self' be

clarified. Thus "the individual experiences himself as such not dfuectly, but only indirectly,

from the particular standpoints of other individual members of the same social group or

from the generalized standpoint of the social group as a whole to which he belongs" (ibid.,

p. 138). As psychologists Shrauger and Schoeneman (1979) summa¡ize it, the symbolic

interactionist view "asserts that one's self-concept is a reflection of one's perceptions about

how one appears to others" (p. 5a9). Schlenker (1980) uses the example of a child hearing

his Grandpa say of him "Look at that build - husþ already. And you should see his grip.

That boy's gonna make a fine fullback some day; nobody will be able to tackle him" (p. 60).
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In responding to such a "reflected appraisal" the child may well, according to Schlenker,

begin to form a concept of himself as strong and athletic.

In relation to the symbolic interactionist position, it is interesting to note that the

notion of consistency, which in va¡ious guises has permeated social-psychological thinking

in this area, is an underlying concept. Stryker and Gottlieb (1981), for example, suggest

that "just as symbols applied to others invoke expectations for those others'behavior, so

symbols applied to oneself invoke expectations for one's own behavior. Self-concepts thus

have motivational properties" (p.432) (cf. Snygg and Combs, 1959; Ma¡kus and Sentis,

1984; Pratkanis and Greenwald, 1985).

The theory of Breckler and Greenwald (1986) also incorporates the notion that

aspects of the self have motivating effects. They distinguish four such aspects within their

overall theory of ego-involvement. The "diffuse self is a primitive aspect which guides the

individual towards positive affective states, the "public self' seeks approval from significant

others, while the ego-task of the "private self is individual achievement according to

internal standards. Finally, the "collective self is concerned with achievement through

one's ¡ole in a reference group. They note that ego tasks may be in conflict. In the classic

conformity experiment (Asch, 1951), for example, the task of pleasing others conflicted

with the ego-task of individual achievement and pleasing oneself.

Proponents of the information processing approach to the seH-concept also contribute

to the one/many selves debate. For Kihlstrom and Cantor (1984) and Cantor and Kihlstrom
(1987) there is no single concept but "many self-concepts organizedas afamily of selves"

(1987, p. L32). They believe that these selves can be set in different contexts, past, present

or future; and futu¡e selves are likely to contain many possible selves (Markus and Nurius,

1986). Overall these selves are very well-strucnred, but while some selves may be more

central than othen, there is no core self.

3.1.3 In or Out of Awareness

According to Rogers (1951) "the self-concept or self-structure may be thought of as

an organized configuration of perceptions of the self which are admissable to awareness. It
is composed of such elements as the perceptions of one's characteristics and abilities; the

percepts and concepts of the self in relation to others and to the environment; the value

qualities which are perceived as associated with experiences and objects; and goals and

ideals which are perceived as having positive or negative valence " (p. 136). Further, "this

configuration....as Raimy says....'serves to regulate behavior and may serve to account for

unifonnities in personality"' (ibid., p. 191). And "as long as the self-Gestalt is frrmly

organized....Behavior is consistent wittr the organized hypotheses and concepts of the self-

stucture" (ibid.). The notion ttrat individuals (strive to) maintain consistency between this

self-concept and their behavior will be examined in Section 3.3.I.
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Behaviouristic conceptions also imply conscious awareness of a "self-concept".

Skinner (1969) and other behaviourists, as do the sociologists, believes that the self-

concept, the "description of 'self" has its origins in society, being taught directly by family

and others. Essentially, according to Skinner, the individual learns a certain self-description,

of her/his body and behaviou¡. This self-description is the self-concept, and its details are

likely to be similar to those by which s/he would desc¡ibe another person. It becomes more

complex with age and experience, as more models a¡e observed, more rules a¡e learned, and

more prompts and differential reinforcements received from others during symbolic social

interaction.

Secord (1968) advanced a behaviouristic view of the self-concept, suggesting that

"self-referent behaviour" might be a more suitable term for the stmctureþrocess than "self-

concept". Thus the "self refers to verbal and affective behaviors an individual displays with

respect to himself as an object" (ibid., p3a\. He believes that the self does not exist apart

from these behaviours, and it is therefore no sort of entity. Further, he suggests, self-

referent behaviours take on different forms under varying conditions and in interaction with

different people. Jellison (1981) claims that the self is a "social frction", and that all public

self-image management can be explained with reference to rewa¡d or punishment

contingencies which are operative in the external envi¡onment.

As was stated in the previous chapter, according to Bem's (1972) self-perception

theory we draw conclusions about ourselves in an identical manner to that in which we learn

to characterize others. Such a process is likely to be one of which we have considerable

awareness. While it is probable that we sometimes do learn about ourselves in the rnnner
envisaged, it seems unlikely that it is the whole story. Why, for example, would actors and

observers come to different conclusions about the underlying cause of an action (situational

or dispositional) (Jones and Nisbett,1972), unless somehow different rules were being

applied, different information being drawn upon when the self is considered (e.g., Shrauger

and Schoeneman, L979)?

A contrasting perspective on the self-awareness issue is exemplifîed by Vemon

(1964).It may be termed an "onion theory" in that a number of levels of the self in order of
"depth" are distinguished within it. These a¡e

(1) The "social self' (or "selves"), that is, the various traits or the number of roles or
approaches to self-presentation the individual has which may be altered by social skills

training.

(2) The conscious "private self', which may generally be revealed to the individuat s

friends, although some may not see it clearly themselves, tending to perceive only level (1).

(3) The "insighdul self is that self that the individual might really be, or really is, after

therapy has broken down defenses, or friends have pointed out inconsistencies in the

individual's thought and action (Vernon accepts that there a¡e methodological and conceptual

problems in determining what an individual is really like).
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(a) The repressed, "deep self', which is unknowable except through analysis.

An important aspect of the more recent cognitive approaches to the self-concept is the

notion that, being a knowledge structure, it can in a sense only be what is known. Thus

what might be termed a "vertical" (from a visible public self through layers down to a

hidden private self) "onion theory" approach to conceiving of divisions of the self is not a

conception which is currently in vogue within mainstream experimental psychology.

Nevertheless, it could be noted that even within cognitive approaches some findings have

resulted which indicate that the processing of certain self-relevant information can occur

outside of conscious awareness. For example, Bargh (1982), using a dichotic listening task,

found that automatic processing of self-relevant trait information occurred in "those who

(had) acquired chronically accessible constructs for it" (p. a33).

Among cognitive approaches, models described by Kihlstrom and Cantor (1984), for

example, incorporate the notion of "levels" of self, but in a "horizontal" rather than a

"vertical" direction. That is, in considering the structue of the "family of selves", they

postulate a complicated net of "sideways" interrelated associations rathq than sets of
knowledge conceptualized as being at any level from "surface" to "deep". Each self-concept

is likely to be hiera¡chically organized and interlinked with other self-concepts forming a

"tangled web" of associations. In making an analogy between the internal structure of these

self-concepts, and the protot¡'pe model of natural categories described by Rosch (1973),

Kihlstrom and Cantor imply that some selves will be more accessible than others. In
Rosch's model "category representation in terrns of average or typical attributes is referred

to as a protot¡le" (Medin, Altom and Murphy,l984, p.334). Others have also made an

analogy between the self-concept and a protot)?e (e.g., Rogen,1981).'When understood in

this way it seems to follow that some aspects of the "self-concept" will be more likely to be

in awa¡eness, and/or more frequently brought into awareness.

3. 1.4 The Soontaneous Self-ConceDt

The important interaction between theory and methodology is very evident in relation

to approaches to the self-concept. The clarification of a satisfactory model of the self-

concept has probably been hindered by methodological diffrculties. Measurement strategies

are discussed more fully subsequently, but it could be noted here that recent approaches

have emphasized empiricism, while still being concerned with the personal quality of each

individual's self-concept. For example, Jones, Sensenig and Haley (L974) who were

interested in the contents of college students' self-concepts used a free-format because a

preselected vocabulary might "fail to provide the respondents with categories which are

relevant or meaningful with respect to their particular perceptions" (p. 36). They asked 300

students to describe thei¡ "most signifrcant cha¡acteristics". The respondents at first
provided positive trait tgrms, and later more conditional terms, and even later specific

situations. These sequencing effects were of great interest to the resea¡chers, who believe
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that they have found evidence that some sort of hierarchy of self-information is stored. This

view is consistent with the model of Kihlstrom and Cantor (1984).

After subjecting thei¡ data to hierarchical clustering and non-metric dimensional

scaling, Jones et al noted that the self-descriptions often contained apparently contradictory

semantic units, for example, "adventurous" and "cautious", in the same cluster. The authors

concur in Gergen's (1968) view that "the popular notion of the self-concept as a unified,

consistent, or perceptually 'whole' psychological structure is possibly ill-
conceived....it....seems that the more'natural' state of the organism is one which includes

numerous disparities and contradictory tendencies" (pp. 306-307).

Using a similar open instrument, McGuire and Padawer-Singer (1976) found that the

"spontaneous self-concept" of children contained items which specifically differentiated the

respondent from others. For example, "left-handed" was mentioned if a child was in a class

of right-handers. That different aspects of the self-concept can be activated or become salient

depending on the situation is consistent with a recent extension of the information

processing view, that incorporating the idea of a "working self' (e.g., Markus and Kunda,

1986) . This view is described subsequently.

3.1.5 Can there be a Concept of Self?

According to Gergen (1981) any attempt to find a consistency between self-

conceptualization and behaviour is bound to fail. He argues that people seem unable to

identify a clear set of thoughts or feelings that result in a particular behaviour, that when we

look inside for such a source we confront "an obscure morass" (ibid., p.62). Since "there

are no clear ground rules for translating from events in motion to the stable world of self-

conceptualization" (ibid., p. 63), and since "behavioral acts do not come packaged with
handy labels" (ibid., p.64), self-conception cannot be reliably constructed.

The implication is that there may be no way of satisfactorily producing a concept of
self; indeed "there is logically no single person (including close friends, therapists etc.) who

can be tn¡sted for an empirically valid account of character" (ibid-, p. 66). If any view of
self-conception is to be taken by Gergen, it appears that he would favour the symbolic
interactionist position. Accordingly, the possible primary function of the self-concept may

be to guide the individual towa¡ds a state of "ontologic acceptabiligr". That is, the individual
adopts par:ticular self-referring labels in order to achieve consistency with the version of
himself held by others. Alternatively, argues Gergen, the self-concept may serve as

"personal enhancement". As the individual constn¡es the meanings of her/his actions in the

social world, s/he may choose to conceive of her/himself in praiseworthy, critical, proud

etc. terms. Gergen argues further that if the individual conceives of herlhimself as a failure,

s/he may not attempt certain behaviours. Later Gergen (1934) suggests that one approach to

overcoming some of the philosophical difficulties he has discussed in relation to seH-

conception may lie in using the language forms used by people in both self-description and
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self-explanation to begin to understand how they do account for varying psychological

states and conditions.

There seems to be a clear contradiction both in 1981 and in 1984 between the author's

a¡gument and his final resolution. Thus Gergen moves from the position of suggesting

essentially that self-conception is an impossibility, to embracing a form of the idea that

behaviour, or its linguistic representations, will ¡eflect some aspects of the individual's

internal processes or concept of self. Clearly there can be a concept of seH, and what is

added to other approaches by Gergen's (1981) view is the implication of freedom in

constn¡cting a self-concept accorded the individual. This notion is consistent with the

information processing approach, and lends an added dimension to this model.

?'l Tho llQolf-ônnaonfff . UVhof i it, O\ Tha f-nonifiwo Ânnr-nq¡h

The most recent approach to concepilalizing the self-concept is a thoroughly

cognitive one. The information processing model probably represents one of the more

important conceptual breakthroughs in this area in the last decade or so. A student of Carl

Rogers, Raimy, who is referred to by Lowe (1961) might be regarded as having anticipated

this new approach. According to Lowe, "what Raimy called the self-concept was both a

learned perceptual system functioning as an object in the perceptual field, and a complex

organizing principle which schematizes ongoing experience" (ibid., p.325).

Reference has already been made to the work of Kihlstrom and Cantor (1984).

Greenwald (e.g., Pratkanis and Greenwald, 1985) has also written of the self-concept as an

organization of knowledge, arguing that "the self is a complex, person-specific, central,

anitudinal schema" (Pratkanis and Greenwald, 1985, p.322).Increasingly there has been

interest within cognitive social psychology in the idea that "people learn and remember

information by a process of actively categorizing, chunking, or coding input according to

conceptual schemata" (Meichenbaum, Butler and Gruson, 1981, p.47).

Markus (1977,1980) elaborates upon this notion and develops a convincing model of
just how such processes might operate in relation to the self as a schema or series of
schemas (she uses this term in preference to "schemata" when referring to the self). She

believes that individuals must necessarily be selective in "what they notice, learn, remember,

or infer in any situation" (1977, p. 63), and that "these selective tendencies....depend on

some intemal cognitive structures which allow the individual to process the incoming

information with some degree of efficiency" (ibid.). "Schemata" is the term used for these

structures by Bobrow and Norman (1975), among many others. Markus suggests that "the

influence of cognitive structures on the selection and organization of information is probably

most appüent when we process information about ourselves" (1977, p. 63). Interestingly,

Markus uses Bem's (1972) work on self-perception to support her notion that the individual

"is an active, constructive information process or" (L977 , p. 64), thus integrating an
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approach with its origins in what might have been conceived as behaviourist theory into a

strongly cognitive model.

Markus, Crane, Bernstein and Siladi (1982) describe the self-concept as itrelates to

self-schemas. "The self-concept contains representations of our special abilities,

achievements, and preferences, the unique aspects of our appearance, and the characteristic

expressions of our temperament. With social experience we gain a diversity of self-relevant

information that becomes organized into cognitive structures. It is by means of these

structues that we categorize, explain, and evaluate our behavior in various focal domains"

(ibid., p. 38).

These cognitive structures are Ma¡kus' "self-schemas". Their "union....in the various

domains" (ibid.) is the self-concept. The schemas themselves "are assumed to be summaries

and constructions of past behavior that enable individuals to understand their own social

experience and to organize a wide range of information about themselves" (ibid.). For

example, a "gender schema" will organize information about gender and particularly as it is
relevant to the self.

While "schemas" are simply the hypothesized mediating variables, Markus and other

resea¡chers (e.9., Rogers, Kuiper and Kirker,1977) present data indicating some

information processing effects of self-related information as opposed to other-related

information. Such effects are apparent even among very young children. For example,

Hammen and Zupan (1984) found that third-grade children showed superior recall for
words encoded under self-reference instructions, compared to semantic or structural-

orientin g in structions.

It should be noted, however, in relation to such results, that in other studies different

orientation tasks have been found to be as effective as self-reference tasks in facilitating

recall. For example, Keenan and Baillet (1980) found that an orientation task involving
familia¡ others as referent was equivalent to the self-referent task in producing bener

memory than a semantic task. They found, further, that asking subjecs to respond to traits

in terms of whether or not they described a familiar city resulted in as good a memory for
the traits as did the self-referent task. Klein and Kihlstrom (1986) found that under some

circumstances a semantic orientation task compared to a self-referent orientation task led to

superior memory for target words. Thus it seems that the self is not reliably the most

powerful adjunct to the cognitive organizing of information (cf. Higgins and Bargh, 1987).

Nevertheless, it is likely that one important function of the self is to process

personally relevant information (e.g., Rogers et aI, L977). Rogers et al found that self-

referring adjectives were recalled better than other adjectives. They conclude that for "seH-

reference to be such a useful encoding process, the self must be a uniform, well-stn¡ctu¡ed

concept" (ibid., p. 686). They go on to discuss how va¡ious traits (or "subschemata") and

specific elements (e.g., individual behaviours) can be organized within this structure.
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Markus' (1977) view is that "self-schemas include cognitive representations derived from

specific events and situations involving the individual....as well as more general

representations derived from the repeated categorization and subsequent evaluation of the

person's behavior by himself and by others around him" ( p. e).

Some traits or characteristics will be salient (Rogers et al,1977), and some will be

more central (e.9., Snygg and Combs, 1959). Ma¡kus expands these notions by arguing

that there may be certain a¡eas in which the individual may simply not have a schema. She

suggests that individuals may be constrained by the "context of the situation, the necessity

for a response, or other experimental demands" (1977, p.64) to rate themselves as

having/not having certain characteristics. The endorsement of a trait adjective may thus

reflect a self-schema, but "only when a self-description derives from a well-articulated

generalization about the self can it be expected to converge and form a consistent pattem

with the individual's other judgments, decisions and actions" (ibid., p. 65).

Using her own preferred technique of ascertaining whether or not subjects have self-

schemas in specific areas, namely the conjunction of extremeness of self-rating on a given

dimension with self-rated importance of that dimension, Ma¡kus finds a relationship

between the ratings of subjects and their subsequent behaviour. Domains examined have

been "dependence-independence" (1977) and "masculine-feminine" (1982). Apparently

there is a mechanism for maintaining consistency between self-concept and behaviour. And,

in addition, the self actively works at processing information, it "minimizes inconsistencies,

glosses over differences, and helps achieve feelings of self-consistency" (Markus, 1980, p.

126).

The fact that individuals are often "highly malleable with respect to self-conception"

(Gergen, 1981, p. 65) can be accommodated within Markus'view, since structure and

process, as conceptualtzeÅ, within her model, interact continuously as new information

becomes available. Moreover, recently Markus and her colleagues (e.g., Markus and

Kunda, 1986) have extended their notion of the self-concept to include the notion of a
"working self'. This is regarded as that subset of self-conceptions which is currently active,

and is selected from an available universe of "the good selves, the bad selves, the hoped-for

selves, the feared selves, the not-me selves, the ideal selves, the possible selves, the ought

selves" (Markus and Kunda, 1986, p. 859).

In reviewing the various approaches to defrning the seH-concept it has become clear

that most theorists envisage an intimate interrelationship between self-concept and

behaviour. Often it has not in fact been possible to present a "definition" without implicit or
explicit reference to the theorist's ideas concerning this relationship. This area, and the

parallel are4 that of the attitude/bhaviour relationship, will be discussed in Section 3.3.L.

One of the assumptions underlying the research to be presented here is that some kind of
"consistency" will be found between the self-concept, or more specifically, certain self-
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schemas, and behaviour, and that under certain circumstances this consistency may be

enhanced in response to attributional praise.

3.2.1 Schemata and Self-Schemas: Where do they fit in?

Although the issue of self-schematism as an alternative conceptualization of the self-

concept has already been introduced and will be considered again in the chapter on

moderating variables, it is also important to outline some of the theoretical underpinnings of

self-schema theory. This is necessary because it lays the basis for subsequent discussion of
methodological issues (see Chapter 4) and for the development of one of the measures used

in the rese arch (S elf- Construc tion Questionnaire).

3.2. 1. 1 Schemata: Definitions

In the simplest tenns schemata may be defrned as " hypothetical cognitive

structure(s)" (Cohen, 1981, p.49) or "generic knowledge stn¡ctures" (Locksley, Stangor,

Hepburn, Grosovsky and Hochstrasser 1984 , p. a7\. Certainly most definitions

incoqporate these notions, many also including reference to the presumed active and

malleable nature of the schema as it encodes, organizes and stores information, and to the

network of associations and interconnections comprising the schema. Despite Cohen's

(1981) observation that "the term schema has been widely used by cognitive and social

psychologists, though frequently without specifying its definition" (p. 49) and the assertion

by others (e.g., Brewer and Treyens, 1981) that it has no agreed definition, defrnitions and

discussion of the concept have proliferated.

Bartlett (L932) has generally been credited with coining the term "schema". The

schema represents "an active organization of past reactions, or of past experiences, which

must be supposed to be operating in any well-adapted organic response" (ibid., p. 20). In

more recent conceptualizations of schemata their properties have been elaborated to include

the ability to guide the organization of incoming information and to infer information

missing from the input (Thorndyke and Hayes-Roth, 1979). While not contradictory to

Ba¡tlett's view, the latter conceptualization emphasizes the encoding role of the schema

rather than its role in behavioural choice or output.

It does seem that there are different conceptions of the meaning of the term "schema"

and of the role of this hypothetical entity. Visciola (1984) identifres three different

approaches to the problem of knowledge in models of perception, memory and

comprehension. These approaches a¡e reflected in the conceptualization of the schema in the

models. Proponents of the constructivist model conceive of humans as active information-

seekers who act upon the envi¡onment; accordingly the schema is seen within this model as

a dynamic, epistemic structure. V/ithin human information processing models, by contrast,

the schema is treated as a static structure and humans as relatively passive information

processors. In the final model, the ecological model, there is no conception of a structure

between subject and object.
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Certainly there has been confusion over whether a schema is a structure and what its

properties and contents might be. Taylor and Crocker (1981) define a schema as "a

cognitive structure that consists in part of the representation of some defined stimulus

domain. The schema contains general knowledge about the domain, including a

specification of the relationships among its attributes, as well as specific examples or

instances of the stimulus domain" (p. 91). Further, they believe that ".....one of the chief

functions of a schema is to provide an answer to the question 'Vy'hat is it?' The schema

provides hypotheses about incoming stimuli, which include plans for interpreting and

gatherin g schema-related information..... " (ibid.).

In 1975, Norman and Bobrow, who were primarily interested in the schema's

information processing role rather than its information gathering role, wrote of the schema

"(it) consists of a framework for tying together the information about any given concept or

event, with specifications about the types of interrelations and restrictions upon the way

things f,it together. Schemata can activate procedures capable of operating upon local

information and a coûrmon pool of data" (p. 125).

The schema is thus seen as a structure with specific functions. In suggesting that

schemata are used by the cognitive processing system to structure incoming information,

Cohen (1981) uses the terminology and concepts from Norman's (1976) model of
cognition. Schemata can thus be considered to be operating at any of the stages of encoding,

storage, or retrieval of information. As Tesser (1978) says

"a schema is a naive theory of some stimulus domain and the individual using it a
'naive scientist'....when we apply a particulü schema for thinking about some stimulus

object it does two things. First it tells us what to attend to. Like a scientific rheory, it makes

some attributes relevant, that is salient, while allowing others to be ignored. Second, a

schema contains the ne¡vork of associations that is believed to hold among the attributes of
the stimulus and thereby provides rules for thinking about the stimulus" þ. 290).

Moreover, "....if information conveying some relevant attribute is unavailable from the

stimulus itself or is ambiguous or is unavailable from memory, the schema allows for
'filling in' of such information with 'default options"' (ibid.).

Alba and Hasher (1983) view the role of the schema in current theories thus: the

"guiding schema or knowledge framework....selecs and actively modifies experience in
order to arive at a coherent, unified, expectation-confrrming and knowledge-consistent

representation of an experience" (p. 203).

Hastie (1981) makes reference to three different types of schemata. He believes that

the fust category which can be identified contains central tendency or prototype schemata

(described, for example, by Rosch, 1973). Secondly, he identifies template schemata which

simply act as a "filing system" for incoming sensory data rather in the manner suggested in

the defrnition of Norman and Bobrow cited above. The final category is that of procedural
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schemata, which may be characterized by Neisser's (L976) definition as "....that portion of
the entire perceptual cycle which is internal to the perceiver, modifiable by experience, and

somehow specific to what is being perceived. The schema accepts information as it becomes

available at sensory surfaces and is changed by that information; it dkects movements and

exploratory activities that make more information available, by which it is further

modified...." (p. 54).

Procedural schemata make sense of incoming information and, in addition, "function

as a plag of the sort described by Miller, Galanter and Pribram" (ibid.). Further "the schema

is not only the plan but also the executor of the plan. It is a pattern of action as well as a

pattern for action" (ibid.).

If it is considered, generally the organization of schemata is seen as hiera¡chical.

Taylor and Crocker (1981) discuss the level of abstraction of a schema which they conceive

as a pyramidal stn¡cture, hiera¡chically organized with more abstract or general information

at the top. Nested within general categories is mo¡e specific information. At the lowest level

in the hierarchy are specific examples or instances of the schema, such as specific people or

events. Cohen describes this top-down organization thus, "(it) represents associations

among lower level units of information (i.e., the most concrete or closest to the peripheral

perception) resulting in a functional higher-level cohesive and meaningful unit" (1981,

p.49).

In discussing a way in which schemata might operate, Cohen (1981) (in the context

of person perception) envisages the "activation" or stimulation of a concept or feature that is

stored in long-term memory leading to the activation of other elements across and up into the

hierarchy, until the incoming information has been encoded, interpreted and stored within

the terms of the schema.

Alba and Hasher (1983) derive a "modal schema theory" from a number of diverse

approaches. On the basis of this theory they suggest that there are four basic processes

which characterize "schema-driven encoding of complex information" (ibid., p.20Q. Thus,

according to a theory incorporating all these processes, only information relevant to the

currently active schema will be selected from the environmental array, its semantic content

will then be abstracted, and this meaning will then be interpreted consistently with the

schema. Whatever has been thus processed will then be integrated into the existing

knowledge pool relevant to that experience. Later reconstn¡ction, a fifth process, may occur

when a memory is sought.

3.2.1.2 Self-Schemas: An Extension of the General Concept of "Schemata"

Cognitive social psychologists have adopted the notion of a schema as a knowledge

stn¡cture and applied it to the processing of social information. Kelley and Michela (1980)

distinguish four broad types of social knowledge structures or schemata that guide

anributional inferences. These are person schemata, either of individuals or groups,
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situation schemata or scripts, viz. likely and expected behaviour in various social settings,

and outcome schemata, or the probable causes of success and failure, and the one of greatest

interest in the context of this discussion, the category of self-schemata, or prior beliefs and

expectations about the self.

Ma¡kus and her associates (e.g., Markus,1977; Markus, Crane, Bernstein and

Siladi, 1982) have incorporated the major conceptualizations of schemata outlined above

into a theory of the self and its operation. The general definition is as follows: "self-schemas

¿ìre assumed to be summa¡ies and constructions of past behavior that enable individuals to

understand their own social experience and to organize a wide range of information about

themselves" (Markus et al, 1982, p. 38).

They are assumed to contain a potpourri of items - specifrc incidents, general

representations acting to summarize past experiences, and general traitlike terms, as well as

images and representations that a¡e not easily described in words. Lord (1980) would

probably question the inclusion of "images" in schemas (see also Lord, 1987). He

investigated the differential effectiveness of schemas and images as memory aids. In this

context he sees the self-schema as "a cognitive framework of verbally or semantically

encoded generalizations or propositions about the self (e.g., "I am friendly"), an existing

cognitive structure into which new information is integrated" (Lord, 1980, p. 258).

In Markus' view individuals will vary in the content and organization of their self-

schemas. Moreover, there a¡e likely to be universal schemas concerning aspecs of
behaviour which are "so prominent and central" that everyone develops at least a

rudimentary schema in this domain. Gender is one example used. If an individual does

develop a more complex schema regarding gender, as some do, "these networks of
meanings are used in thinking about, describing, and evaluating the self; it is then that a self-

schema may be thought to exist" (Markus et al, 1982, p. 39).

Markus has used the schema framework extensively, showing across a number of
studies that individuals with self-schemas in a particular domain can

(1) evaluate new information with respect to its relevance for that domain

(2) process self-relevant information in that domain (e.g., make judgments and decisions)

relatively easily and with confidence

(3) recall personal behavioural examples in that domain

(4) predict their own likely behaviour in that domain, and

(5) resist information contradictory to the schema (see Markus and Smith, 1981).

Ma¡kus' use of the term "schemas" is thus probably close to the notion of "procedural

schemata".

While elaborating her theory, and applying it empirically, Markus still admits that

"little can be said at this time about the structural nature of schemas, and most of their

assumed properties and functions remain to be demonstrated...." (Markus et al, 1982,



49

p.38).Thus like other hypothesized intervening va¡iables such as "the self-concept", or

"attitudes", or even "traits", self-schemas are rather elusive. In a sense their presumed

existence is a useful fiction which allows resea¡chers to systematize thei¡ thinking about

cognitive processes. In actuality such structu¡es have no reality except as manifest in

behaviour, but "....the same is true of other cognitive conceptions, such as frames and

scrips. Yet these concepts have been found to have solid heuristic value in organizing

empirical findings and guiding research" (Markus et al, 1982, pp. 38-39).

Nevertheless, Vy'yer and Srull (1981), in their discussion of the effect of trait

accessibility on person judgments, argue that we must ultimately understand more precisely

the range of behaviours and situations to which schemata apply. They conclude that in this

regard "our present conceptualization of a schema is admittedly rather underdeveloped"

(ibid., p. 192) and, "more attention must be given to the structure and organization of such

schemata and the concepts contained in them" (ibid.). These writers have themselves gone

on to develop a complete model of social cognition (Wyer and Srull, 1986) which does not

incorporate the schema construct as others have used it.

Some writers have been dissatisfred with the associative metaphor of long-term store.

For example, Wyer and Srull (1980, 1981) advance a different model of the long-term

memory. They regard it as a set of content-addressable storage bins, each bin tagged with a

header that specifically identifres the concept or set of concepts to which its contents refer.

Thus bins may pertain to particular individuals, to prototypic persons or groups, or to

specific events or general ones. One bin might contain information about a person, for
example, with each "confrguration of attributes and events" (1981, p.166) contained therein

being refered to as a schema. Viewed from another perspective the bin itself might well be

conceptualized as the schema. On the other hand, in discussing Markus' work, they

specifically consider self-schematism in relation to their model, suggesting that "a person is

likely to be schematic with respect to those attributes that make up the header of the person's

general'self bin and to be aschematic with respect to attributes that, although perhaps

implied by information contained in the bin, are not included in its header" (1986, p.352).

Their bin conceptualization of the self is distinct from that of hierarchical or associative

models referred to above (e.g., Kihlstrom and Cantor, L984), specifically in that the self is

not a single node or set of nodes in memory. Rather, self-representations are distributed

throughout the memory system across a vast array of bins pertaining to many objects and

events.

3.3 The Self-Concept: How does it DeveloD and Change? How is it
Maintained?

Gecas, Calonico and Thomas (1974) distinguish between a "mitror" and a "model"

theory of the development of the self-concept. The emphasis of the former theory is on the

development of the self-concept as influenced by the evaluative responses of others, and the

feedback others give as to how the individual appears. The focus of the "model" theory, on
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the other hand, is upon the conditions under which the individual adopts as her/his own the

characteristics of others. As Bandura (1969) wrote, "people generally adopt the standa¡ds

for self-reinforcement exhibited by exemplary models, they evaluate their performances

relative to that standa¡d, and then, as their own reinforcing agents, reward themselves

according to the internalized standard" (p. 33). A central hypothesis of this theory is that a

child s self-concept will be positively related to herlhis parent's seH-concept. This

hypothesis has received some support (e.g., Bandura and Kupers, 7964; Marston, 1965;

Bardura, 1969; Staats, l97l).

The symbolic interactionists believe that the self-concept contains the reflected

appraisals of others: thus it only develops through interaction with others. A central

hypothesis would thus be that a child s self-concept would be positively related to parental

evaluation of the child, or that any given individual's self-concept will be similar to the

conception held of him by others. These propositions have both been supported by some

early studies (e.g., Miyamoto and Dornbusch, 1956; Couch, 1958; Helper, 1958; Maehu,

Mensing and Nafager, 1962; Sherwood, 1965; Quarantelli and Cooper, 1966).

The belief that social others are the primary source of information about the self has

been examined in detail by Shrauger and Schoeneman (1979) who review evidence for this

view of the origin of the self-concept. Studies bearing on the issue are of two main types,

those in which feedback in uncontrolled, naturally-occurring interactions is examined, and

those in which controlled feedback is given. Results from a ¡ange of studies in the fust
goup overall "show modest to strong correlations beween individuals'perceptions of
themselves and the way they assume others perceive them" (ibid., p.552). But" more

importantly from the point-of-view of "mirror" theory, studies looking at actual perceptions

show "much less agreement beween self-judgments and actual judgments by others than

between self-judgments and perceived judgments " (ibid.).

That is, a number of studies have shown that the perceived reactions of others are

closer to the seH-concept than are the actual reactions. On the basis of their review of these

studies, the authors conclude that there is not much evidence from naturalistic studies that

"people's views of themselves are shaped by the opinions of others" (Shrauger and

Schoeneman, L979, p. 559). However, they do suggest that this may be due "primarily to
the lack of repeated assessments of self-perceptions and others' perceptions whereby

movements of one toward the position of the other could be determined" (ibid., pp. 559-

s60).

Studies of controlled feedback and its effects on behaviour were discussed in an

earlier chapter. Shrauger and Schoeneman suggest that a variety of factors influence the

extent of change in self-desctiption in line with such feedback. These include discrepancy of
the feedback from the recipient's perception (mentioned previously), source of the feedback,

and consensual validation of the feedback. Shrauger and Schoeneman believe that

experimental demand cha¡acteristics will be important too. As has been noted previously,
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they conclude with the suggestion that to understand how others' opinions affect our self-

conceptions, the frequency of such communications in everyday life must be determined.

One study described in the present thesis was an attempt to do this, but a questionnaire

technique was used rather than the naturalistic study of very young children advocated by

these authors (see Chapter 11 for a description of this work).

Although in previous decades the idea that the fust few years of life a¡e important was

a common one, more modern empirical psychology in which the flexibiliry and active

restn¡cturing of the self-concept in line with ongoing events is stressed, casts doubt on such

a view. Adler (1927), an early personality theorist, believed that anin¡des, feelings and

perceptions were determined very early and that as a result it was difficult for the "style of
life" to be changed later. Sullivan (1940) wrote "....(the self) tends very strongly to

maintain the di¡ection and cha¡acteristics given to it in infancy and childhood" (p. 10).

The work of more recent developmental psychologists suggests that with increasing

age a more abstract self-conceptualization develops (e.g., Montemayor and Eisen, 1977).

Thus self-description which initially contained objective characteristics like appearÍÌnce,

address and so on, incteasingly contains personal characteristics, beliefs and motivations.

According to Markus, "exactly how the concrete, somewhat shallow self-concept of the

child evolves into more complex and differential notions of the self is unclear" (1980, p.

1 13).

Ma¡kus (1980) specifically discusses the development of self-schemas, which she

considers to develop gradually once the prerequisite cognitive abilities have developed. The

same Piagetian (1954) processes of assimilation and accommodation will occur in the

deveþment of self-schemas, as in the development of schemas about the world in general.

Further, the self is the reference point for all schemas to the egocentric child. The work of
Crrusec and Redler (1980) which was discussed in Chapter 2 demonstrates the importance

of the interaction between the cognitive capacity of children at different ages and feedback

from the environment. It will be recalled that these researchers determined that somewhere

berween eight and ten years of age child¡en became more likely to treat praising statements

about both their acts and their dispositions as having implications for their funre behaviour

(at least in relation to presocial behaviour).

As to whether the "mirror" or the "model" theory offers ttre best explanation of the

development of the child s self-concept, Gecas, Calonico and Thomas (197a) conclude that

va¡ious aspects of it may be differentially affected by both processes. They do suggest that

younger children tend to model ttreir parents more than do older children, and that as the

scope of their relationships broadens with age, child¡en begin to identify with othen more.

They summa¡ize their conclusions thus, "while the data do favour the'looking-glass'

conception of self-concept formation, the findings are more suggestive than tlrey are

conclusive of the relative importance of mirroring versus modelling processes" (ibid., p.

67).
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Rosenberg (L973) might well not agree with Gecas et al about the diminishing role of
parents on children's ideas about themselves. He believes that "not all significant others a¡e

equally significant, and those who a¡e more significant should have greater influence on our

self-concepts" (ibid., p. 830). One interesting section of his paper is that concerned with

the locus of children's self-knowledge. In relation to the characteristics "smart", "good" and

"good-looking", substantial percentages of child¡en believed that the most significant other

would know better than they how they rated on these cha¡acteristics. Percentages for the

four age groups, 8-10, 11-13, 14-15 and 16-18 years, show that even among the late

adolescents many had greater faith in the perceptions of the signifrcant other than in their

own self-perceptions. The most signif,rcant other (usually the mother) also "knows best

what (the individual is) like deep down inside".It seems from this that some signif,rcant

others can indeed tell an individual what s/he is like and be believed.

Pa¡t of the thesis presented here is that, for both children and adults in naturalistic

settings, information about characteristics is often given incidentally in praising locutions,

and that under certain circumstances these cha¡acteristics will come to be incorporated into

the self-concept, or at least structure some of the subsequent information processing and

behaviour in which the individual engages. Referring to Gergen's argument again, that

"behavioral acts do not come packaged with handy labels" (1981, p. 64), it may be that it is
a rather positive experience when a given act is provided with a "handy label" by an

observer, so that the recipient of the attribution is rather inclined to accept it if possible.

Labels referring to cha¡acteristics are usually fairly general, so that probably several

instances of the individual's behaviour which a¡e consistent with the label can be recalled

(Wegner, 1980; Kanouse et al, 1981). When people have well-formulated and working
schemas in specifrc domains, they will be more easily able to reject contradictory

information, whereas when thei¡ self-conceptions are only vaguely formulated, attributional

praise might have some impact (e.g., Wegner, 1980). Part of the purpose of this resea¡ch

pdect was to elucidate some of the limiting conditions under which attributions are

accepted in such a way as to affect behaviour. A logicalty prior question of course is that of
whether anributions do in fact mediate behaviour at all. Some evidence rwas presented in

Chapter 2, and the issue will be discussed further in the next section.

In reviewing the various approaches to self-conceptualization, it has become clear that

most theoriss envisage an intimate interrelationship between self-concept and behaviour. As

has been noted previously, it has often, in fact, not been possible to present a "definition"

without explicit or implicit reference to the theorist's notions in ttris regard. Some evidence

is available within the framework of Markus' theory, for example. Thus she found that

students with self-schemas along the dimension "dependent - independent" had faster

response latencies in deciding whether a schema-related trait (e.g., individualistic) was self-

descriptive or not, compared to "aschematics" who did not appa¡ently use this dimension.
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The former group also had more success in retrieving specific behavioural episodes that

showed why a given trait (e.g., ambitious) might appropriately be used to cha¡acterize them.

Some resea¡chers have looked at the relationship between the general self-concept and

behaviour (e.g., Reckless, Dinitz and Murray, 1956; McPa¡tland, Cumming and Garretson,

1961) but, generally speaking, there has to date been a dea¡th of evidence suggesting that a

relationship exists between an individual's self-conceptualization and behaviour. More

research has been conducted within the attitude domain where recent work has shown that,

with care and attention to relevant variables, relationships do obtain between the attitude and

its associated behaviour. According to Scheier and Ca¡¿er (1980) the relevant questions

now, rather than being "Why don't people act like their attitudes indicate they should act?",

a¡e "Whose behaviour will fit well with their attitudes and whose won't?" and "What are the

reasons for this difference between people?". It could be argued that schemas about self,

and schemas about objects, issues, and other people, are not very far removed from one

another in that both affect the processing and interpretation of ongoing experience, and

subsequent behaviour.

Pryor (1980) looks at the causes of behaviour, suggesting that many theorists,

particularly in the area of attitude self-reports (e.g., 'Wicker, L97L), now believe that the

weak relationship apparent between self-reports and behaviour is pa¡tly due to the fact that

behaviour has multiple determinants. Wicker found a low correlation benveen stated

attitudes to church and the actual frequency of church attendance (a "paradigm" finding in
the attitude-behaviour relationship research). However, when he also asked subjects about

other factors, such as the effect of extraneous events like the weather, their evaluation of
church-going, and their perceptions of any actual consequences of going, the correlation of
interest became significantly higher. In a similar vein, Ajzen and Fishben (1977) found that

attitudes and intentions would be poor predictors of behaviour unless a fairly strict

correspondence between specifrc attitude and specific behaviour were maintained. Were the

distinction between a specific self-concept and the general self-concept to be similarly
maintained (see Brookover, Le Pere, Hamachek, Thomas and Erickson, 1965, for one

example), the self-concept might well predict behaviour. Comparative examples from the

attitude and self-concept areas might be "I am a church-goer" and "I am a church-goer when

the weather is fine and no-one is visiting", compared to "I am good at schoolwork" and "I
am good at addition and subtraction".In the Ajzen-Fishbein model it is specified ttrat

attitudes and subjective norms deterrrine intentions which are in turn the direct antecedents

of behaviour. This "theory of reasoned action" implies a very deliberate decision process in
which individuals consider their beliefs very carefully, and sum them to a¡rive at a specifrc

attitude towards the act or behaviour. This attitude, combined with normative beliefs, is then

weighed before action is undertaken. This is an active a¡ea of investigation in relation to

attitudes, with models expanding the terms of the Ajzen-Fishbein model also being

developed (e.g., Speckart and Bentler, L982).
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Mischel's (1969) work, in a different but related area, is also discussed by Pryor

(1980) in his attempt to sort out whether behaviour is predictable. Mischel reviewed a range

of resea¡ch reports in which the relationship benveen responses on personality inventories

and behaviour was examined. He found that the average correlation was only about 0.3,

meaning that a large percentage of the variance in overt behaviotr is left unexplained by

such measures. Mischel's interpretation was that behaviour is situationally specifrc, its

determinants lying in forces and demands specific to a given situation, and not in an

individual's cha¡acteristics or dispositions. Looked at from one perspective the trait-situation

debate is at the heart of the self-concept/behaviour question, but the emphasis is different.

Rather than asking how much of the va¡iance in behaviour can be accounted for by an

individual's "given" cha¡acteristics, and how much by the situation, one might ask to what

extent, or when, can behaviour be explained with reference to some consistency between an

individual's self-attributions and her/his overt perforrnance, and to what extent, or when, is

that behaviour "merely" a seH-presentational display (cf. Snyder's (1974) individual

variable "self-monitoring" - see Chapter 4).

Bem and Allen (1974) to some extent clarified the issue of consistency in the self-

concept-bhaviour relationship when they found that personal relevance of the characteristic

was an important factor. Subjects rated ttremselves on "friendliness", and also rated the

variation in their friendliness across different situations. For those who remained relatively

constant, friendliness \ilas considered as having personal relevance, whereas for those who

va¡ied, this characteristic was not thus regarded. The notion of importance of a given

cha¡acteristic has been taken up by Ma¡kus in various of her accounts of her work and will
be discussed in more detail in relation to the present project at other points in this thesis (see

especially Chapterl0).

In 1969 Kiesler, Collins and Miller noted that although a great number of consistency

theories had been advanced there was a distinct lack of attempts to integrate these.

Historically, it is clear that "consistency" has been regarded in motivational terms, that is, it
has always been seen as "the consistency motive", some kind of intra-psychic force. To this

extent it may be aligned within psychology with dissonance theory (Festinger, 1957) with

its origins in Lewinian motivational theory. The kind of individual envisaged within this

model is tension-laden and goal-directed, in contrast to the individual constructed by (for

exa:rrple) Heider (e.g., 1958) and Bem (e.g.,1972), who is likely to be comparatively

passive, except for her/his active perceptual structuring of the world. Predictions relating to

the anitude-to-behaviourrelation are also incorporated in a more recent motivational theory,

Wicklund's (e.9., L982) self-awareness theory. In many studies it has been found that

increasing self-focussed anention (for either the attitude measure or the behaviour measure)

leads to grcater attitude-behaviour consistency, presumably because individuals are striving

for this consistency.
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Secord (1968) outlines the two basic ideas assumed to underlie all consistency

theories. These are, firstly, that certain cognitive elements have a logical relation to each

other while others do not, and secondly, that a logical inconsistency between nvo related

elements is apt to be disturbing and lead to attempts at resolution. Resea¡ch generated by

Festinger's (1957) cognitive dissonance theory seemed initially to support these notions,

and although the explanatory power of the model has been seriously challenged by Bem

(L972), it has proved very difficult to devise a "crucial" test btween opposing models.In

any case, more recent work examining post-decisional information-seeking has produced

results consistent with the original model (e.g., Frey, 1981).

According to Gecas (1982) there a¡e two literatures in social psychology in which the

idea of self-consistency as a motive is addressed. One is the psychological literature on the

self-concept as a cognitive organization of knowledge and beliefs. Here consistency refers

to the cognitive organization of attitudes about the self. The other is the sociological

literature on identities as sources of motivation, wherein consistency is used in relation to

the congruence between identities and role behaviours. Stryker (1980) has argued that the

higher the salience of an identity within the self-concept to which the individual is

committed, the greater is its motivational signifrcance. This notion has been supported

empirically (e.g., Stryker and Serpe, 1982).

Middlebrook (1980) outlines two meanings of consistency as well, but her view

differs from that of Gecas. According to Middlebrook, the individual may be seen as

striving for psychological consistency among values, attitudes, beliefs and behaviotrrs at a

given moment in time. In her other sense of consistency the individual tries to achieve a self-

concept which is the same over time and in different situations.

Clearly there a¡e va¡ious senses of "self-consistency". One which might underlie

attribution-behaviour relationships is different again from those presented. It is more akin to

that proposed by psychologists pursuing the "attitude-behaviour relation" referred to above.

That is, under certain ci¡cumstances, individuals will maintain a consistency benreen their

idea of self in a given area and their behaviour in that area, that if they have a clear and

salient self-concept in a specific area, the behaviour will be internally attributed, flowing

from self as "origin", and will be predictable in being consistent with the self-

conceptualization, just as it would be were it to result from a specified attitude. This may be

a motivational, "striving" process or it may be one more like that envisaged by Fazio

(1986), a spontaneous process not guided by conscious mentation.

Fazio contrasts his model of the attitude-to-behaviour relation with the Ajzen-Fishbein

model and with Wicklund's approach, rejecting the "rather deliberate and conscious nature"

fazio, 1986, p.236) of these process models. He believes that most daily activities are not

important enough to cause such detailed assessment. The first step in his model is the

activation of the relevant attitude in memory. If the attitude is accessed in the presence of the

attitude object, it will then act as a filter through which ttre object will be perceived- Thus
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perceptions of the object consistent with the attitude \¡/iU be produced. Since these comprise

itt prtt the individual's "definition of the event" which itself influences behaviour, attitude-

behaviour consistency is a likely outcome of accessing the attitude. Fazio regards attitude

accessibility as crucial, so that factors affecting this step in his envisaged sequence will be

most relevant to the fmal outcome. The manner of anitude formation is also an important

variable, with anitudes formed through direct experience with the attin¡de object relating

more predictably to consistency benveen attitude and behaviour. An analogy could be drawn

between this process and that resulting when an anitude-to-the-self or a self-belief is

activated. In any case, Fazio considers that an attin¡de "is essentially an association between

a given object and a given evaluation" (1986, p.2L4), and there is no reason why that object

could not be a self-representation.

Greenwald (1980) is one theorist who views attitude-behaviour consistency from a

somewhat different perspective to that presented above. He identifres the motivational

element in the self-concept as "cognitive conservatism" which he views as "the disposition

to preserve existing knowledge strucn¡res, such as percepts, schemata (categories), and

memories" (ibid., p. 606). He suggests that the motivation for cognitive conservatism and

hence, perceived self-consistency, manifests itself in the active reconstruction of memories

and personal history as well as in selective perception. He argues that self-consistency need

not mean actual consistency and continuity in self-conception but rather the sense or

perception of consistency. That is, Greenwald is suggesting that we have a tendency to

create a sense of self-consistency even if it does not actually exist. Similarly, Swann and

Read (1981) argue that people create consistency by using their social interactions to, in a

sense, extort confrrmatory reactions from others, and later, if necessary, selectively recall

such reactions.

As outlined previously, Greenwald (e.9., Greenwald and Breckler, 1985) also

distinguishes between a public and a private self, arguing that we seH-present to a number

of audiences including an inner self. This view is compatible with attitude-behaviour

consistency models in that an important aspect of the task of ttre public self is to internalize

the evaluative standa¡ds of significant others. This then leads to the development of the

private self which acts as the inner audience for behaviour, guiding it according to certain

internal standards. A consistency berween self-definitional seH-statements and behaviour

would be predicted on the basis of the existence of this private self.

3.3.1.1 Evidence from Applied Psychology

There have been some studies reported in the applied psychological literanre, and that

concerned with children and school achievemeng which suggest that research examining the

interactive role of received personal information, self-attribution, and behaviour, may

indeed be ftiidul. For example, Bugental, Whalen and Henker (1977) predicted that

children's causal anributions would act Írs mediators of the differential effectiveness of two

behaviour change progammes. They found that a self-control intervention (internal
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regulation by self-conrolling speech) produced signifrcantly gr€ater error reduction for non-

medicated hyperactive child¡en with high perceived personal causality; social reinforcement

(external control) produced trends towards greater enor reduction in medicated children with

the opposite orientation. Similarly, Copeland (1981) describes cognitive self-instructional

training for teaching self-control to impulsive children. Those who made internal attributions

for their behaviour improved after this training, whereas those with an external orientation

improved after a reinforcement programme. These issues will be taken up in more detail in

Chapter 4, a discussion of potentially relevant individual differences.

In a longitudinal study of the self-concept of ability and school achievement,

Brookover et al (1965) found, among other results, that a self-concept of achievement is a

significant factor in achievement outcomes for children in Yea¡s 7-10. FurtheÍnore, the self-

concept of ability is not merely a reflection of the memory of past performance or of how

teachers had previously graded the child, and it functions independently of measured

intelligence in predicting school achievement.

Seligman, Abramson, Semmel and von Baeyer (L979) have found that performance

and emotionality can be significantly impaired by a spiralling process of negative self-

attribution. This phenomenon, which has been termed "learned helplessness", is least

evident in child¡en who externalize the cause of their academic failure, usually males, and

most evident in those who internalizeif, usually females (Dweck and Goetz, 1978).It seems

that it is important to determine the type of attributions children are making, whether they be

to effort, ability or luck, so that an attempt can be made to help them understand the internal

locus of their successful actions. In relation to moral behaviour, Grusec and Redler (1980)

suggest that if children attribute the causes of their own good behaviour to themselves (their

own moral character) rather than to external pressure (threat of punishment or hope of
reward), they will be more likely to behave well.

Stuart and Guire (1978) looked at correlates of the maintenance of weight lost

through behaviour modification. They found that items on a SeH-Concept Scale were

predictive of success in maintaining ttre loss. Those who defined themselves as being able to

maintain their losses averaged less above goal than those who lacked this self-confidence.

This had not been found by Tobias and MacDonaJd (1977), however, and it may be that the

causal relation was the other way a¡ound. That is, and Stuart and Guire themselves make the

point, perhaps the self-definition was the result rather than the cause of the success at weight

management. They ¿¡rgue that, to the extent that a positive self-def,rnition did precede success

it may have been aided by the self-attribution effect engendered by a self-help approach.

People are more likely to maintain change when they feel themselves instrumental (self as

"origin" rather than "pawn") in its occurence.
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3. 3. 2 Self-Enhancement and Self-Presentation

In the previous section "consistency" between self and behaviour, or the desi¡e for

feelings of self-determination, were considered as possible mediators of any effect of
attributional praise on behaviour. There a¡e other possible mechanisms which might mediate

such an effect, specifically the motives for self-enhancement and self-presentation. Both the

tendency to see oneself positively, to enhance self-esteem, and the desire to project a

positive, even if a false, image, will be discussed. Jones (1973), comparing consistency and

self-enhancement theories, argued that any motive for consistency would be weaker than

that for self-enhancement. Further, he suggested that support was generally obtained for

consistency theories because of the "public" nature of the laboratory situation. In 1960, for

example, Reeder, Donohue and Bibla¡z found that although individuals' ratings of self tend

to reflect what others say, these ratings are generally more favourable than those given by

other members of herlhis group.

If desi¡e for self-enhancement is a social motive, it is presumably tied in with the

complex of self-presentational motives. Baumeister (L982) has considered self-presentation

in some detail, suggesting that "people use thei¡ social behavior as a means of
communicating information about (or an image of) themselves to others" (p. 3). He

believes, in fact, that much social behaviour is mediated by two main self-presentational

motives - to please the audience, and to construct one's public self.

The sociologist Goffman (1959) fust described the notion of self-presentation, and

psychologists have relatively recently begun to investigate associated phenomena. Goffman

viewed every encounter between people as a sort of theatrical performance in which

everyone enacts a "line", a complete pattern of verbal and non-verbal acts, which

communicates one's view of the situation and the other participants, and especially of
oneself (Arkin, 1980). According to Baumeister, such "impression management" need not

be conscious, nor either objectively accurate or accurate in the actor's own view. He

believes that one motive for self-presentation is to obtain rewa¡ds from others, while another

is as a means for self-fulfilment. That is, one may desire to become one's "ideal self' (e.g.,

Rogers and Dymond, 1954) or to convince others that one is really like that ideal self.

Jellison and Arkin (1977) argue that individuals seek social approval by influencing

the impressions others have of them because such behaviour is instn¡mental in obtaining

other rewa¡ds. If this were so, people should only self-present positively when they expect

to benefit by ir Using a simulated business situation, Jones, Gergen, Gumpert and Thibaut

(1965) found that the "workers" presented themselves as similar in anirudes to the

"supenrisor" only when the probability of gaining a positive evaluation, and thus a reward,

was high. fukin (1980) comments that it would certainly be useful to separate situations

appropriate for self-presentation from those which are not. "But the goals of gaining
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approval may not always be salient to people prior to their behavior, and the'masks'they

wear may not be donned as the result of conscious deliberation. Most likely, some self-

presentation strategies are planned and chosen, while others are automatic because they have

been used many times before" (Arkin, 1980, p. 16a).

Alternatively, an aspect of the self-concept might play a role in selecting strategies for

impression management. Schlenker (1980) refers to criticisms of Goffman's (1959)

dramaturgical approach, including Gergen's (1968) view that the role of the self is

understated. While Goffman believes that the self is simply a product of well-managed

interactions with others, Schlenker argues that although the self can be shaped in this way, it
can also itself shape interactions.

Arkin, in contrast, believes that psychologists "converge on an overly internal view

of the causes of behavior" (1980, p. 165). They do, nevertheless, study the effects of social

contexts, and those who view interactions within the self-presentational perspective are

likely to be asking a question about the extent to which behaviour that appears at first ro

reflect internal dispositional factors is actually a response to external forces as well.

Self-schemas and self-presentation will interact, and to that extent self-presentational

effects may be considered as an aspect of the self-concept. That is, as Bem (1972) argues,

people form attitudes partly from observing their own behaviour, and thus the manner in

which they observe themselves appearing in public situations can affect their private

conceptualizations. Further, this may be particularly so when that public image meets \¡¡ith

consensus from others. Gross, Reimer and Collins (1973) found that subjects showed

greater change in their private beliefs towards an attitude position advocated in a speech they

were assigned to deliver if they later learned that the audience had rated them "sincere" as

opposed to "insincere". Markus and V/urf (1987) believe that there will be an interaction

between self-concept and self-presentation which may be revealed if studies a¡e ca¡ried out

over time.

The "self-fulftlling prophecy" and expectancy effects may be understood in terms of
the interaction between self-presentational phenomena and the self-concept. Jones (1964)

uses the term "self-construction" to refer to "the attempt to make one's public self congruent

with one's ideal self' (p. 3). Another strategy, "ingratiation", is the attempt to please a

particular audience, while "signification", according to Baumeister, implies that if others

perceive one as having a particular trait this may help one to believe that one actually does

have it.

Baumeister notes that in certain a¡eas of social psychology, for example attitude

change after counter-attitudinal behaviour, a self-presentational model has proved usefuI in

determining how people respond to evaluations, and in influencing interpersonal attraction.

In relation to evaluation, Baumeister says, "after all, the literal effect of evaluations is to tell

people what someone else (the evaluator) thinks of them - thus, to tell them something about
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their public images" (7982, p. l4). He believes that self-esteem will only be affected if the

recipient accepts the evaluation and revises her/his self-concept accordingly. Thus

"evaluation necessarily affects one's self-presentational concerns but does not necessarily

affect one's self-esteem" (ibid.). Whether the evaluation is public or private is important, as

is the matter of anonymity.

Schlenker (1975) found that when subjects expected their performance to be public

they described themselves consistently with their (manipulated) expectations of how well

they would perform at the task. However, when anonymity was anticipated, subjects' self-

presentations were all positive and self-enhancing even if theirpreliminary feedback had

been unfavou¡able. "Thus, only the likelihood of publicly identifrable, disconfrrming

evidence will prevent people from presenting themselves in a maximally favourable light"
(Baumeister,1982, p. 15). After examining all the relevant literature, Baumeister's overall

conclusion is that "an evaluation is primarily an event that concerns self-presentation"

(ibid.).

A further aim of the current resea¡ch project was thus to elucidate the extent to which

praise apparently interacts with some more lasting self-schematic structures, and the extent

to which it has a relatively short-term effect, only affecting specifrc behaviour in the

presence of the praiser. That is, it was hoped to determine whether any observed effect of
attributional praise was primarily a consistency phenomenon or a self-presentational

phenomenon, or whether the two hypothesized mediating mechanisms might interact. As

Nisbett and Valins (1972) suggest, the manipulations (in self-perception studies) may be

insufficient to alter an an¡ibution, but may cause the individual to question her/his cunent

attribution and "test" the new one by engaging in the appropriate behaviour, thus leading to

a confrrmation (or otherwise) of the attribution. Alternatively, it may be that different

locutions evoke different mediating mechanisms. For example, while the effect of an

attributional praise manipulation might be mediated by self-schema re-structuring, perhaps

an expectation manipulation might lead only to a temporary self-presentational outcome.In

addition there may be interactions with individual va¡iables, such as dispositional tendencies

and past experiences. These va¡iables are discussed in Chapter 4.

3.4 Measuring the Self-Conceot

The psychologist interested in studying the self-concept inevitably begins with

Wylie's (L974,1979) monumental work. McGuire and McGuire (1981) point out,

however, that ninety percent of the studies described by her refer to self-esteem. Yet, when

psychologists elicit free responses to the question "Tell me about yourself', generally only
about seven percent of the material relates to self-evaluation.

The two books together nevertheless provide a wealth of information about

instrumens measuring aspects of the self-concept. Despite this, as Gecas (1982) points out,

"measurement continues to be a serious problem facing research on the self-concept and the
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major obstacle to cumulative and valid knowledge in this a¡ea" (p. 26).Although Wylie
paints "the most dismal picture of the methodological state of self-concept tesearch" (ibid.),

Gecas endorses Wells' and Marwell's (1976) observation that simila¡ methodological

problems occur in much social and psychological measurement and panicularly in the areas

of cognition and motivation.

Basically the self-concept can be measured either according to a fixed-choice format,

including Q-sort and self-rating tasks, or according to an open-ended or projective format

such as the TST (Twenty Statements Test - respondents answer the question "'Who Am I?").

An interesting study by Spitzer and Parker (1976) compared exemplars of each category, the

TST (e.g., Spitzer, Couch and Stratton, 1970), 20 semantic differential scales (e.g.,

Fiedler, Hutchins and Dodge, 1959), the 49 traits of the IAV or Index of Adjustrnent and

Values @ills, 1958) and the ACL or Adjective Checklist (Gough and Heilbrun, 1965).

Having completed these measures respondents indicated which of the instruments allowed

them to give the most and least accurate description of themselves.

Results were compared with those of a similar study done in 1965. In that year, the

ACL was judged by respondents to most accurately reflect thei¡ self-concepts, while the

TST was the least accurate; in 1975 these results were reversed. In 1975, according to

Spitzer and Parker, there was a greater tendency for preferential ordering, with respondents

tending to favour the IAV, a fixed-response instrument with a greater degree of complexity.

The authors suggest ttrat their result provides evidence that college students are now less

willing to accept the legitimacy of "externally derived self-definitions" (Spitzer and Parker,

197 6, p.242). Apparently the "me" decade has had an impact; Spitzer and Pa¡ker believe

that an important "consequence of the crurent movement towa¡d self-discovery is to extend

the function of the self beyond that of a factor in cognition....(it now has) a two-valued

function, that of both factor and object in cognition" (I97 6, p. 2ag.

Presumably if respondents today prefer to provide their own personal consrructs they

will welcome the oppornrnity to reject the experimenter's constructs as inapplicable. When a

Self-Concept Questionnaire was devised for use in this project respondens were offered

this opportunity; the instn¡ment, and how it evolved, is desc¡ibed in Chapter 10.

McGuire and McGuire (1981), in studying distinctiveness of characteristics in the

self-concept, favour the free-format "Tell us about yourself', but of course these data must

then be content-analyzed. 'Wylie is generally sceptical about the reliability of free-response

instn¡ments like the TST, but it could be argued that if one is to take the recent approach to

conceptualizing the self-concept, then one might not necessarily anticipate strong reliability,
because with active information processing continuous modif,rcation may be occurring.

The issue of measurement, and methodological difficulties, will be discussed again

subsequently.
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3.5 The Thesis

The argument presented above led to a related series of propositions which basically

form the thesis underlying the research sequence represented in this project. These

propositions are now presented in summary:

(1) Praise, in its restricted sense of "social reinforcement", is not as

generally believed to be.

as lt ls

(2) By creating a classification of praising locutions, an attempt might be begun to explore in

more detail differing effects on behaviour of various locutions.

(3) Different locutions may have differential effects on behaviour by virnre of the specific

information conveyed to the praisee in these locutions. Examples used were attributional

praise, and expression of an expectation about future behaviour.

(4) Individuals' self-concepts, both in childhood and adulthood, are likely to be affected by

the receipt of specifrc attributions from others, particularly signif,rcant or credible others.

(5) Should there be differential effects of the va¡ieties of praise, potential mediating

mechanisms might be (a) an attempt by the praisee to maintain consistency between self-

concept and behaviour, or (b) the desire to self-present so as to please the praiser and project

a positive self-image.

(6) Further, the view of the self-concept being explored is that in which it is regarded as

both process and structure, an information-processing model. Thus variables like one's

personally judged prior status on a given cha¡acteristic could be expected to interact with any

observed effects of praise on behaviour.

(7) There may be different effects of attributional praise on behaviour depending upon

whether what is praised is perceived to be within the range of behaviours which can be

chosen by the praisee. That is, attributing a characteristic which directly implies an ability
may not result in the same outcome as attributing a cha¡acteristic which implies a

behavioural tendency or propensity.

(8) A va¡iety of individual difference va¡iables may also interact with observed effects.

It should be noted that unlike ttre other propositions which were constructed after

surveying the literature, and prior to the initiation of the research, (7) was added on the basis

of some of the empirical work (see Chapter 8). Points (7) and (8) will be discussed in more

detail in Chapter 4. Specific hypotheses generated within each of these propositions will be

set out in turn as the empirical work is presented in subsequent chapters.
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CHAPTER 4

INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES AND MODERATING VARIABLES

A large number of individual difference and other moderating variables might

conceivably interact with type of praising locution to affect behaviour. A subset of these -

reinforcement history, attributional style, and some self-concept variables, including having

prior schemas or constn¡cts in certain domains, and self-monitoring - was selected for
investigation. A brief review of studies relevant to the particular emphases of the present

project is presented for each va¡iable in turn. Measuring instruments a¡e also discussed. In

addition, the nanre of the anributed characteristic and possible dimensions along which it
may vary are considered in Section 4.6.\t is argued that some cha¡acteristics are such that

they will imply behaviours which it is relatively easy for an individual to choose to do,

whereas others cannot so easily be expressed, at will, in behaviour. Other variables which

have been investigated in some studies, but which are not pursued in the present work, are

discussed briefly in the final section of the chapter.

Since some of those va¡iables under consideration probably interrelate in a complex

manner and indeed overlap conceptually, it is difficult at times to separate them out in

discussion. For example, reinforcement history might be expected to relate to attributional

style, and attributional style to being schematic in certain domains. At least one resea¡cher

(Cawer, 1979) postulates a relationship between self-awa¡eness and "schematism" (see

Section 4.3.1). Thus the sectioning imposed within the chapter does not as clearly delineate

topics as it might appeü to do.

4.1 Reinforcement History

Part of the philosophical stance of behaviourists in explaining behaviour is to opr for
inferences about past observable events in preference to cturent cognitions (e.g., Rachlin,

L977). However, contemporary theorists (e.g., Lacey and Rachlin, 1978) reject the notion

that a cause must be in temporal contiguity with its effects. Antecedent influences on

behaviour are now said to include both the crurent external events and the individual's past

history of environmental interaction. The effecs of consequent events Íìre now regarded by

some as governed by a revised law of effect. Baum (L973), for example, rather than

stressing the necessity of immediate, temporally contiguous reinforcement, proposes a

correlation-based law which operates in an aggregate fashion over time.

The term "reinforcement history" has generally been used by behaviourists to refer to

a specific sequence of events presumed to underlie the presently observable behaviour. A
simila¡ concept, although not always under the identical n¿rme, is frequently used by

psychologists of all schools to account for current behaviour. For example, in the area of
attitudes, Kleinke (1984) outlines ¡vo models for conceptualizing the relationship between

atútudes and behaviours. One of these might be regarded as a "cognitive" model, in which

ttre attitude is presumed to be primary in the causal chain leading to behaviour.In the other,
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which follows the operant conditioning paradigm, the sequence is reversed, with the attitude

being caused by the behaviou¡. In both models "past experiences" or "learning history" are

incoqporated as important underlying causes of the anitudes which are now available for

measurement. In both models, as in any theoretical description of the causes of a behaviour,

such a history cannot be observed directly.

Presumably partly because of the difficulty of measurement, ¡einforcement history as

it has been studied in the laboratory has generally meant the treannent of the subject

immediately prior to the experimental manipulation(s). Thus Weiner (L97L), for example, in

investigating the interaction of reinforcement history with the effect of reinforcement on

children used an "analogue" of that history. This manipulation was "a series of 3

Success(S)Æailure(F) pretraining experiences". Other studies a¡e summa¡izedby Waters

(1980). Certainly "reinforcement history" in this sense is plainly observable, but it does

seem a very weak analogue to the myriad of reinforcing events an individual would have

experienced throughout a lifetime, which events are assumed by behaviourist and cognitivist

alike to shape responsiveness to ongoing experiences.

Perhaps an imporunt point of divergence between behaviourists and cognitivists lies

in the insistence by the former on the causal role of these inaccessible experiences. That is,

to the behaviourist what is presently observable has been shaped up by a specific history of
reinforcement, which is unfortunately unobservable. The cognitivist, on the other hand, may

hypothesize that some unspecified prior events may play a causal role in shaping behaviour,

but as long as these events are not measurable, s/he looks for relationships among those

aspects of curent behaviour which a¡e accessible to measurement. These might include the

expressions of cognition and perception which a¡e reflected in responses to questionnaires.

In this study, then, "reinforcement history" is operationalized as responses on certain

questionnaires. It could be that it is therefore inappropriate to use this term, and that

"perception or memory of past experiences" might be nea¡er to ttre construct under

consideration. However the term "reinforcement history" has been retained since one of the

questionnaires used is called the "Reinforcement History Questionnaire" (Sewell, Farley,

Manni and Hunt, 1982; Sewell, Chandler and Smith, 1983). It should be nored,

nevertheless, that this is not exactly what is being measured.

There is a dearth of attempts to relate subjects' perceptions of, and feelings about,

reinforcement attempts by others in the past to presently observable behaviour. The work of
Sewell and his ceworkers with black adolescents, while not directly relevant to ttre present

work, provides a basis upon which to build. These resea¡chers (1983) devised a

questionnaire from which three scores could be derived, one relating to positive experiences,

one to negative, and the third to indifferent reactions from four socializing agents - mother,

father, teacher and peers. The adaptation of this scale for use in the present study is

discussed in Chapter 5. However, it is appropriate at this point to refer briefly to Sewell's

work.
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After examining the relationships between locus of control (LOC) and the three

factors (one reflecting positive influences, one reflecting negative peer influences, and one

suggesting authority influences) incorporated in their scale the authors concluded that "the

consistent pattern that emerges....is that the attribution of success or failure is likely to be

related highly to a positively perceived reinforcement history...." (1983, p. 43).Other

conclusions, relevant to black achievement orientation, are not of interest in the prcsent

context. It was on the basis of Sewell's work, in conjunction with the theoretical rationale

underlying this project, that the work reported in Chapter 5 was undertaken. That is, it was

considered plausible that perception of reinforcement history would be related to anributional

style, and whether or not either variable reflected acn¡al experiences, it might also relate to

responsiveness to praise.

Nevertheless, Sewell's conception of reinforcement history can be regarded as limited
in only allowing the derivation of positive and negative scores. Since the dependent variable

of interest in this project is response to various praising locutions, of greater interest would

be an instrument which measured perception of a quite specific praising history, the actual

locutions which were used by parents for given behaviours. An attempt to devise such an

instrument was made and this work is described in Chapter 11.

4.2 Attributional Style

A great deal of work has been done on the construct "Locus of Control" (LOC) and a

variety of instn¡ments produced to measure it, and recently further related and compelling

cognitive theories have been outlined. Attribution theory is one such cognitive approach,

although its history (see Antaki, L982), internvined with that of LOC, in fact goes back two

or three decades.

There is no one systematic theory which is "attribution theory"; rather there are a

number of models converging on some of the same ideas. The basic assumption underlying

attribution theories is that we seek to understand why an event has occurred, and this is

particularly so when an outcome is unexpected or unsatisfactory (V/einer,1982). Causes

were for convenience originally classified into two groups, those which were internal to ttre
person and those which were external. Other simila¡ or overlapping dichotomous

distinctions such as person-environment, disposition-situation, origin-pawn, intrinsic-

extrinsic, and freedom-constraint have also been made. Weiner (7979,1982) recognized,

holever, that the dimensional structure of the perception of causes was more complex than

this. Taking Heider's (1958) internal-external causal dimension, he added two orhers,

stability and control (1979) because some causes with the same locus apparently had other

different properties. The addition of "stabiliry" meant that causes could be differentiated in
relation to their endurance over time, while "controllability" added an implication relating to

whether or not the individual was able to do otherwise.
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In relation to the latter dimension, it could be noted that in his review of much of the

literature examining relationships be¡reen LOC and other va¡iables, Lefcourt (1982)

suggests that perhaps the use of "control" in the name of the construct is misleading, and

that it is rather "contingency" which is at its core. That is, instruments measuring LOC are

really measuring the extent to which a contingency is perceived between one's own

behaviour and outcomes. Since a great deal of relevant research has been done using LOC,

examples of relevant experimental studies of it, and of the more extended construct

"attributional style", will be reviewed. The latter might in some sense be regarded as a more

refined version of the former. Instn¡ments measuring LOC are only relevant to the

perception of control along the internal-external dimension, whereas those measuring

attributional style have a broader focus.

Weiner's most recent theory (V/einer, 1982) is a cognitive theory of motivation. He is

concerned with the anributions of causality made by individuals for success and failure

outcomes. He poins out that there may be a large number of perceived causes but that we

tend only to consider a subset of them. For example, in the achievement context we might
consider ability, motivation, physiological factors, task factors, and luck. In the affiliation
context our own prior behaviours, our physical appearance, and aspects of the other

person(s) might be considered. Motivation to do a given task is a function of how

successfully the individual has done it previously and to what s/he attributes rhat past

success (ability or effort). A basic premise is that causal attributions, varying in stability,

locus of causality (intemaVexternal) and controllability, in pa¡t determine behaviour.

Studies investigating resistance to interpersonal influence have shown some

interesting relationships with LOC. Gore (1962) found that while those with a high internal

locus of control ("internals") are not more resistant to the experimenter's bias in general,

they do resist a certain kind of influence technique more than do "externals". As reported in
Lefcou¡t (L982), they resist "subtle manipulation as opposed to explicit suggestion" (p. 48).

Alegre and Murray (L974) found that among "aware" subjects, externals condition more

easily than do internals. That is, when internals recognize that the experimenter is

deliberately urying to manipulate them, they resist the attempt and deny being influenced.

Strickland (1970) had also found that internals are more likely than extemals to deny having

been influenced during a verbal conditioning experiment.

However, there appears to be another rule in effect, too, one which results in
internals, under some circumstances, being more amenable to influence. Thus Mausner and

Platt (1971) report more success at influencing the smoking behaviour of internals than

extemals. And Sherman (1973) found, in an anitude-change study comparing the effects of
persuasive messages with those of self-generated counter-attimdinal essay-writing, that

intemals were more changed under the latter condition than under the former. The reverse

was true for externals.
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Apparently there are also likely to be interactions beween LOC and responsiveness

within the experimental setting. Lefcourt (1982) reports that externals are more ready to

behave according to the experimenter's instructions. Felton (1971) found that the effect of
an experimenter's expectancies on a subject's performance was maximal when the subject

had an external, and the experimenter an internal, orientation.

Summa¡izing his overview of the literature in this area, Lefcourt (1982) concludes

that internals "do yield to pressures, but not to the same pressures as

externals....(I)nternals....readily respond to directives that seem congn¡ent with their own

perceptions" (p.55).

Some resea¡ch has focussed on the interaction benreen social reinforcement condition

and LOC. Thus Baron and Ganu (1972) report that intemal students made signifrcantly

more correct responses in a condition which provided for self-discovery of results, but

extemals were more responsive when personal praise was provided by the experimenter.

However, Clark (1980), who compared the effectiveness of a cognitive problem-solving

strategy with that of social reinforcement for correct responses for anagram-solving, found

no significant main effect, although internals who said they had used the cognitive strategy

improved more than did those who said they had not. Although it was hypothesized that

internals would improve more than externals under the cognitive strategy and that externals

would improve more than internals under social reinforcement, no difference was found.

Bugental, Whalen and Henker (1977) predicted that children's causal attributions

would act as mediators of the differential effectiveness of two behavior¡r change

programmes (self-control compared to social reinforcement). They found that a seH-control

intervention (internal regulation by self-controlling speech) produced significantly greater

error reduction for children not medicated for their hyperactivity, and for child¡en with high

perceived personal causality. External control by social reinforcement rcsulted in trends

towards greater eror reduction for medicated children and those with low perceived

personal causality. They found that behaviour change rwas greater when the child's causal

attributions matched the implicit attributional emphasis of the intervention. Thus child¡en

with high attributions to external causes were significantly more responsive to the

reinforcement intervention than to self-control procedures. It does seem likely then that some

measure of "attributional style", or the tendency to attribute causes differentially, will interact

with individuals' responses to praise.

Some of the work on LOC is also relevant to anottrer facet of the present thesis.

Resea¡chers have been concemed with possible relationships between LOC and inninsic

motivation. Earn (1982) hypothesized that internals would assign grcater weight to the

competence aspects of rewa¡ds and would therefore increase in intrinsic motivation as pay

increased. Externals, on the other hand, are more likety to focus on the controlling aspects

of the reward and should therefore decrease in intrinsic motivation as pay increases. This

hypothesis was supported in Earn's first study, but in his second, when pay was made
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contingent on perfotmance, high pay undermined the intrinsic motivation of both internals

and externals. Earn argues that only when the controlling aspect of pay is not salient will
intrinsic motivation of internals and externals be differentially affected.

Danner and Lonky (1981) investigated the relationships benveen cognitive level,

intrinsic motivation, and responses to extrinsic rewards and praise in 4- 10 year old subjects

Higltly motivated children with an internal locus of control increased in intrinsic motivation
after praise, while highly motivated children with an external locus of control decreased in
intrinsic motivation following praise.

In a study of Iranian children at grade 5 level, Salili, Maehr, Sorensen and Fyans

(1976) were interested in the effects of three evaluation conditions on anagram task

performance and continuing motivation (Clvt).While evaluation condition appeared to make

little difference in the case of performance, it had signifrcanr effecrs on CM.'When subjects

attributed thei¡ achievement to themselves they were more likely to display CM. However,

neither achievement motivation nor causal attributional style moderated subjects' responses

to evaluation.

In relation to the predictive value of "LOC" and "attributional sg/Ie", Lefcourt (1982)

draws a number of conclusions from his extensive review of the LOC literature. Most
importantly, the LOC consu,r¡ct "should not be expected to account for a lion's sha¡e of the

variance in most situations. The perception of control is but a single expectancy construct"
(ibid., p. 186). In addition, he says, it should be realized that people are not totally internal
or external. And further to this point, he suggests that because people hold internal and

external "control" expectancies about different aspects of their lives, the resea¡cher who
wishes to use perception of contingency as a predictor ought perhaps to design her/his own
assessment instruments.

Pa¡tly on the basis of observations like these, a questionnaire based on the work of
Weiner (1979) was adapted and used in this project in an atrempt to measure the extended

construct "attributional style". The work of a research group @eterson, Semmel, von
Baeyer, Abramson, Metalsþ and Seligman, 1982) was combined with that of another

researcher (Russell, 1982) to produce the instrument.

In reformulating the learned helplessness model, Seligman and his colleagues (1979)
hypothesized that the kinds of causal attributions people make to account for their apparent

lack of control will influence whether or not their helplessness entails low self-esteem, and

whether it will generalize across situations and time. The three dimensions they were
concemed with were intemality-externaligr, stability-instabiliry, and globatity-specificity.

Individual differences should exist in the tendency to use the extremes of these dimensions.

An individual with a depressive anributional style, for example, is likely to attribute bad

outcomes to intemal, stable and global factors (or good outcomes to external, unstable and

specific factors).
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Attempts have been made to devise an instrument that will measure attributional style.

Peterson et al (1982) report means, reliabilities, inter-correlations and test-retest stabilities

for their Attributional Style Questionnaire (ASO. The questionnaire consists of twelve

hypothetical events, half having good outcomes, and half having bad outcomes. The good

outcomes a¡e further subdivided into "good affiliation" and "good achievement" outcomes.

Similarly, there are three "bad affiliation" and three "bad achievement" outcomes. Subjects

were required to write down one major cause for each hypothetical event; then they rated this

cause along the three attributional dimensions (they were also asked to rate the importance of
the situation described). Since no differences were found between males and females in any

analysis the data for the two genders were pooled. Good events were explained in general

more internally, stably and globally than bad events. The authors suggest that composite

scores can be derived by collapsing across subscales. Thus alpha coeffrcients of .75 and .72

were obtained for the good events and the bad events respectively. The 6-item subscales

(e.g., good-intemality) and the 3-item subscales (e.g., good-affiliaúon-internality) did not

result in high enough alphas to rwarrant their use as separate scales.

Ratings for internality, stability and globality for achievement events correlated to a

reasonable extent with those ratings for affrliation events. The authors thus suggest that

resea¡chers not make a distinction between these a¡eas unless there is some specific interest

in comparing achievement or affiliation subscales with external criteria.

Since there was a lack of correlation between corresponding ratings of good and bad

events (e.g., high internality for good does not imply high internality for bad) they argue

that this distinction should be kept. Moreover, Peterson et al suggest that measurement tools

which confound good and bad outcomes (e.g., Rotter, 1966) "are not maximizing the power

of the concept" (1982,p.295).

The results of intercorrelating the three dimensions suggested that their questionnaire

did not manage to distinguish among the good events. The three dimensions were more

clearly distinguishable for bad events. The authors suggest that people do not spend as much

time pondering good events as they do bad, and thus may not make such fine

discriminations in relation to these events.

Test-retest correlations were good, ranging from .57 to .70 for the individual

dimensions and the composite scores. Finally, the authors present some promising evidence

of the validity of their questionnaire, including the fact that scores on the ASQ are associated

with the subsequent development of depressive symptoms.

The ASQ was adapted for use in the crurent project by combining it with Russell's

(L982) Causal Dimension Scale which was designed to assess how the respondent

perceives the causes s/he has given for a specific event or situation. Thus each of the

situations of Peterson et al were rated by respondents along Russell's dimensions. The
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adaptation of the scale and some of the empirical work using it is described in Chapter 5.

Further work is noted in Chapter 11.

Some evidence is available which suggests that attributional style does relate to

behaviour. For example, Dweck and Goeu (1978), in thei¡ resea¡ch on teacher practices,

found that child¡en who attribute failure to insufficient effort (that is, an internal controllable

cause) worked harde¡ and longer than ability attributors (ability being a factor which is not

subject to personal control). The so-called "helpless" or ineffective learners were those who

attributed failure to inadequate ability rather than to lack of effort (the authors note that this

was more characteristic of girls than of boys).

After considering the work described above it was hypothesized that the effect of
attributional praise (essentially the atribution of an internal, stable and global cause for

behaviour) might be different depending on the attributional style brought to the

experimental room by the subject. It was also hypothesized that this anributional style might

relate to the perception of earlier experiences that the subject had had. These general

hypotheses underlay the research strategy described in Chapter 5. And given that it was an

essentially exploratory study, it was decided, at least initially, to retain the distinction

be¡veen achievement and affiliation situations.

Some of the observations that have been made of developmental relationships

benpeen LOC and other variables are also peripherally relevant to work on parent praising

patterns reported in Chapter 11. Lefcourt discusses the social antecedents of LOC, citing the

work of Crandall (L973> and Katkovsky, Crandall and Good (1967). Katkovsky et al rated

parents' behaviour in the home. Four of their nine scales were consistsntly related to

Crandall's Intellectual Achievement Responsibility Scores (IAR), a measure for child¡en of
LOC in relation to academic achievement. Thus stronger internality was associated with
more "babying" mothers, and more "general protectiveness" and "affectionateness" by

mothers and "approval" from both parents. This last variable refers to the degree to which

parents offered praise and approval rather than criticism and disapproval; there was a

stronger relationship with internality for boys than for girls. As the authors conclude, it
seems that the "child's beliefs in intemal control of ¡einforcements a¡e related to the degree

to which their parents are protective, nurturant, approving, and non-rejecting" (Katkovsky et

al, L967,p.774). However, Crandall (1973), according to Lefcourt, argues that while
parental warmth and protectiveness during childhood are necessary for the development of
internality, this protective behaviour can miütate against such a stance later. She suggests

that some parental coolness and criticality in later childhood are associated with intemality.

In relation to the self-report work described in Chapter 11, it should be noted that directly

observed maternal behaviour proved to be more highly related to children's IAR score than

were the self-report measures from either parent.
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4.3 Self-Variables ll)
In the previous chapter it was suggested that the attitude-behaviour relationship could

be seen as having parallels with the self-concept-behaviour relationship. Kleinke (1984)

believes that it is most fruiÉul to view the anitude-behaviour relationship as an interactive

system in which attitudes and behaviours exert a reciprocal influence on one another. He

describes two models which are helpful in conceptualizing the relationship. In the first, an

attitude is a product of past experiences which interact with persuasive arguments and

various kinds of communications or information (cf. the attribution of a cha¡acteristic, that

is, information about some personal aspect of the self). The attitude underlies the behaviour;

to change the behaviour, the attitude must be changed.

In the second model behaviours a¡e a function of the person's leaming history, the

stimulus situation (discriminative stimuli), and the present consequences. Attitudes a¡e

labels, or behavioural attributions, that are given to the behaviour if (a) the individual is

arware of the behaviour and wants to seek its cause, and (b) the behaviour is viewed as a

product of her/his own free will. Attitudes a¡e thus changed by changing behaviours.

Labelling experiments, within this model, accentuate attitudes and their corresponding

behaviours by focussing attention on particular "freely chosen" behaviours. A plausible

parallel might be drawn between such models of the attitude-behaviour relation, and models

of the predicted relationship berween self-characteristic and behaviour.

Currently models like Kleinke's are being expanded to incorporate the observation

that individual differences can modify the attitude-behaviour relationship and the trait-

behaviour relationship. This latter relationship is discussed more futty in Section 4 of this
chapter. To recall the question posed by Scheier and Can¡er (1980), it is now a matter of
determining whose behaviour will frt well with their attitudes and whose \ryon't. At least two
individual difference constructs have been identified as moderating the attitude-behaviour

relationship, and these are discussed in the next section.

4.3. I Self-Consciousness Theory

Duval and V/icklund (1972) first outlined a theory of self-awa¡eness, describing some

of the cognitive and behavioural consequences of self-focussed attention. A tenet of this

theory, which evolved over the next decade (e.g., Wicklund, 1982), is that most people

focus on the environment because (1) the environment usually provides a high degree of
perceptual stimulation, and (2) thinking about oneself may be aversive because it can give

rise to such negative cognitions as self-doubts. This characteristic ounva¡d orientation

apparently $eatly limits the capacity of most individuals to become self-observers of the

kind described by Bem (7972), and therefore, consistent with this analysis, the explanations

most people offer about their own behaviours are likely to emphasize situational facton
rather than their own personal characteristics (Jones and Nisbett, 1972 - but note that
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Moore, Sherrod, Liu and Underwood,L979, identified a "dispositional shift" such that when

asked to explain an action in which they had just engaged, subjects interpreted it in terms of
situational demands, but when asked to explain the identical behaviour several weeks later,

these same subjects interpreted it in terms of their own characteristics). Given the implication

that people do not immediately relate their behaviours to their personal cha¡acteristics,

Wicklund and Frey (1981) proposed that devices that remind one of oneself, such as a

mirror, could be used to sensitize people to this relationship.

Self-attention, according to Scheier and Carver (1980), evokes a "matching-to-

standa¡d" in the self-regulatory process that controls the intensity and direction of ongoing

behaviour. If self-focus is increased, the result is a greater correspondence between

behavioural standa¡ds and behaviour. If no standard is salient, increasing self-focus simply

enhances the person's awareness of the relevant self-dimension to which her/his attention is

directed. As subsequent work revealed, however, in addition to there being a situational

form of increased self-awareness, there was also a corresponding disposition to be more or

less self-reflective.

Fenigstein, Scheier and Buss (1975) describe self-consciousness theory and the

development of a scale to measure this disposition to focus inwa¡d. After factor analyzing

thei¡ scale Fenigstein et al found three factors with substantial test-retest correlations. They

called these factors, or subscales, Public Self-Consciousness, Private Self-Consciousness,

and Social Anxiety. They conclude that there appear to be two separate aspects of self-

consciousness - one is a contemplation of the self, and the other is an awareness and

concem over the ser as a social stimulus.

Duval and V/icklund (1973) argue that causality for an event is attributed to the

stimulus that is the focus of anention. In some situations a person's degree of public seH-

consciousness is likely to determine herlhis focus of attention. For example, if an individual

who is high in public self-consciousness is rejected by her/his peers s/he is more likely to
accept responsibility for that rejection than is one who is low in public self-consciousness.

Apparently self-reports and behaviour correlate more higtrly when self-awa¡eness is

manipulated, and individuals who are dispositionally high in private self-consciousness

show a stronger relationship between attitudes and behaviours, and be¡teen traits and

behaviours, than do those who a¡e dispositionally low on that va¡iable. According to Buss

and Scheier (L976) the former group also atuibute more causality to themselves. Franzoi and

Sweeney (1986), however, report three studies in which they could not replicate this

relationship between the habitual self-focus of the individual high in private self-

consciousness and the tendency to attribute posiúve or negative outcomes to internal causes.

Scheier and Caryer (1980) report that public self-consciousness is independent of
need-for-approval and only moderately þositively) related to self-monitoring (see next

section). They suggest that this is because the subscale deals only with the individual's

awareness of how s¡he comes across in social contexts. rilhile there may be an awareness of
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the impression being made, this does not necessarily entail using that knowledge to gain

approval, or as a guide for self-presentation.

Wicklund and Gollwitzer (1987) question the validiry of the public-private distinction,

but Carver and Scheier (1987) refute a number of their arguments. They dismiss the

criticism that what they, Canrer and Scheier, consider to be a process theory is simply a

"naming-is-explaining" theory. Other arguments rejected include the view that when

measuring public self-consciousness they are actually measuring "social dependency", and

that using the terms "self-awareness" and "self-consciousness" to refer to the manipulated

state and the disposition, respectively, should be decried (see also Fenigstein, 1987). Can¡er

and Scheier suggest that Wicklund and Gollwitzer have quoted selectively from the writings

of Buss, rather than considering their own theory in total.

Buss (1980) also propounds a theory of seH-consciousness, private and public, and

reviews other perspectives on the self which are complementary to his approach

(sociological perspectives including looking-glass self, self-presentation theory and

institution vs. impulse; psychological perspectives including self-monitoring, self-schemata

and self-focussed attention). He distinguishes between the sensory and the cognitive self,

and the private and public seH. The private seH is that self which can only be observed by

the experiencing person, whereas the public self is overt and can be observed by others. He

believes that attention to the private self intensifies the "affective charge of bodily stimuli,

moods, motives, fantasies, and self-esteem" (ibid., p. 13), and that it makes all private

events more distinct.

Buss assumes that there will be variation among individuals in the tendency to attend

to, and reflect upon, the "inner self'. He calls the transient state of thus reflecting "private

self-awa¡eness" and the disposition or trait "private seH-consciousness". Introspection,

diary-writing, daydreaming, meditation, and looking into a small mirror all produce private

self-awa¡eness.

On the other hand, the knowledge that one is exposed or observed can produce public

self-awa¡eness. Those high in public self-consciousness are assumed to be more responsive

to manipulations that induce public self-focus. Buss predicts that those high in public self-

consciousness should be inconsistent in public contexts because of their concern about

others' opinions of them. People who a¡e high in private self-consciousness, by contrast,

should be consistent since they really know their own attitudes. The two kinds of self-

consciousness act in opposite directions then - consistency is linked with high private self-

consciousness and low public self-consciousness. Empirical work supports these

predictions, according to Buss.

Buss reviews the relationships bet'ween his work and that of others. He refers to

Turner (L976) who suggests that the sociologist's tendency to defrne the self in social terms

(roles, status and instin¡tions) is not applicable for all people. For some the seH is anchored
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in impulse, that is, "to varying degrees, people accept as evidence of their real selves either

feelings and actions with an institutional focus or ones they identify as strictly impulse"

(Turner, 1976, p. 990). The goal of those with an institutional focus is to adhere to

standa¡ds and to match their behaviour to what is expected of them, whereas those high in

impulsiveness do what they want. To the extent that they a¡e self-conscious, it would be

private seH-consciousness.

Buss mentions the theory of self-focussed attention as being relevant to his own.

According to Duval and Wicklund(1972, revised by rWicklund, 1979) self-focussed

attention causes an immediate self-appraisal and this reveals a discrepancy between one's

current condition or behaviour and one's standards or goals. The usual response to this

situation is escape, leaving the situation, or directing attention elsewhere; if this is not

possible, the individual will try to reduce the discrepancy by changing her/his behaviour.

But, Buss suggests, Duval and V/icklund do not distinguish between private and public

manipulations (e.g., mi¡ror cf. camera) which he believes lead to different predictions

(private vs. public self-consciousness). Of course, as was mentioned above, Wicklund and

Gollwitzer (1987) elaborate an argument against the making of the public-private self-

consciousness distinction at all.

Can¿er (1979) postulates a relationship between self-awareness and "schematism",

and the Self-Consciousness scale was considered to be an appropriate tool for investigating

this hypothesized relationship (see Section 4.4). Relevant empirical work is discussed in

Chapter 7. Although no investigation of the interaction between self-awa¡eness and response

to different praising locutions was undertaken within this project it could be argued that

those who are high in private self-consciousness might be less amenable to behaving in
accordance with an attributed characteristic.

4.3.2 Self-Monitoring Theory

According to Scheier and Can¡er (1980) much of the theorizing within social

psychology is concemed with the way in which individuals make decisions about how to

behave in a given social siruation. A "self-monitoring" concept developed out of a

consideration of the differences between people in their tendency to use social comparison

information in such situations. According to Festinger (1954), social comparison is the

tendency, especially in highly ambiguous circumstances, to "defrne reality" by social

consensus.

A sociological penpective which is complementary to this approach is self-

presentation theory, originally proposed by Goffman (1959). This theory has already been

referred to in Chapter 3 in relation to models of the self-concept. Goffman suggested that we

present ourselves in a manner consistent with the role we are currently playrng. We become

aware of ourselves as social objects when (1) others a¡e observing us closely and/or (2) we

are ûrying to maintain composure in the face of an upsetting occurence. The high self-
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monitor is considered to be flexible in behaviour and very likely to seek out social

comparison information to assist in appropriate self-presentation.

Snyder (1974) describes a series of studies in which the construct "self-monitoring of
expressive behaviour and self-presentation" was defined, measured, and validated. He

concludes that individuals differ in the extent to which they observe and control their

expressive behaviour and self-presentation. It seems that individuals who are particularly

sensitive to "social appropriateness" have also learned self-monitoring skills to enable them

to control their self-presentation "to fit the situation". This style can be compared to that of
an individual who "express(es) it as (s/he) feel(s) it" (ibid., p.527), truly projecting her/his

internal state.

Snyder points out that the dimension underlying his constn¡ct has some similarity to

the "traits versus situations" dichotomy - is behaviour controlled by situational factors (and

therefore variable across situations) or is it controlled by inner dispositions (and therefore

stable across situations)? He notes that Bem (1972) suggests that attention should rather be

directed towards finding moderating variables "which would allow the specification for an

individuat of equivalence classes of situations and responses across which he monitors his

behavior with respect to a particularly central self-concept. In those areas he would show

traitlike cross-situational and interresponse mode consistency; in others he would not"

(Snyder, 1974, p. 528). Self-monitoring of expressive behaviour would be one such

moderating variable. The high self-monitor will be one who "is particularly sensitive to the

expression and self-presentation of others in social situations and uses these cues as

guidelines for monitoring his own presentation" (ibid.).

After comparing individuals high and low in need-for-approval Snyder concludes that

"although high need-for-approval individuals may be motivated to modify their expressive

self-presentation in order to gain approval, they may lack the necessary self-control abilities

and skills" (ibid., p.529). He therefore devised a scale to discriminate individual differences

in concern for social appropriateness, sensitivity to the expression and self-presentation of
others in social situations as cues to social appropriateness, and use of these cues as

guidelines for monitoring and managing self-presentation and expressive behaviour. As he

sees it, these a¡e the basic elements of "self-monitoring". The scale used in the present

project consisted of 25 true or false items scored in the direction of high self-monitoring.

Subsequent to the carrying out of this research, however, Snyder and Gangestad (1986)

produced anl8-item version of the scale based on the results of fr¡rther psychometric work

and the interpretation of a number of empirical studies.

Having obtained peer ratings of individuals, Snyder is able to sketch a high self-

monitoring individual - "he is a person who, out of a concem for acting appropriately in

social situations, has become particularly skilled at controlling and modifying his social

behavior and emotional expression to suit his surroundings on the basis of cues in the

situation which indicate what attitudes and emotions are appropriate. The low self-
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monitoring individual, as perceived by his peers, is less able and,/or less likely to control and

modify his self-presentation and expressive behavior to keep it in line with situational

specifrcations of appropriateness" (Snyder, 7974, p.532). Snyder has validated his scale by

comparing actors and psychiatric patients, and by carrying out experimental studies. He has

shown, for example, that high self-monitors seek out more social comparison information.

Although Snyder conceived of himself as looking at the single factor underlying self-

presentation, Briggs, Cheek and Buss (1980) found that the scale rather than measuring a

single factor, actually measures "acting", "extraversion" and "other-directedness", all of
which a¡e relatively independent. This implies ttrat there a¡e different ways to achieve a high

score on the Self-Monitoring scale.

Nevertheless, in view of Snyder's own work, it was decided that the scale was likely
to be a useful tool for predicting which individuals might be more susceptible to a situation

in which an opportunity for self-presentation is available. For example, it was thought that

there might be an interaction with responsiveness to praise in a situation in which the subject

has an oppornrnity to self-present consistently with the praise.

The recent work of Snyder and Gangestad (1986) includes evidence of the

independence from other constructs of that measured by the latest version of their scale.

However, it should be noted that Briggs and Cheek (1986), in a very thorough analysis of
the ea¡lier scale, found that the correlations between the total score and a number of other

scales were generally slight. After assessing various kinds of evidence they argue that it is

the factors of the Self-Monitoring scale rather than the total score which more reliably relate

to other measures, and that simply shortening the scale "does not articulate the multiple

dimensions inherent in the scale and in the concept" (ibid., p.129). They believe that a new

set of items is needed.

4.4 Self-Variables l2l: Being Self-Schematic. Importance and Schematism

Markus believes that self-schemas have two main functions. Firstly, they are

generalizations about one's own behavioural tendencies, especially enduring traits and

attributes, and secondly, they determine how future information about oneself is attended to,

stored, and weighed on a scale of importance. If so, an individual's self-schemas ate very

likely to play a basic role in determining the outcome when specific cha¡acteristics are

attributed to her/him. A number of resea¡chers have considered the role of self-schemas and

the importance of the environmental interaction in moderating the trait-behaviour

relationship.

Can¡er's (1979) information processing analysis of self-anention processes is

applicable in the context of individual differences, as is the work of Fazio and his

colleagues. According to Ca¡¡er, self-directed attention results in the categorization of
stimuli in terms of pre-existing seH-schemas. The outcome is that a response schema which

acts as a behavioural standa¡d is evoked. After a "matching-tcstandatd" process, behaviour



77

is altered to more closely fit that standard. In relation to trait-to.behaviour processes,

conditions of increased self-awareness are likely to lead to the accessing and consideration

of self-dimensions. Sherman and Fazio (1983) argue further that only subjects schematic for
a given cha¡acteristic or trait would demonstrate an enhancement of the uait-behaviour

relationship. Aschematics would not.

Sherman and Fazio maintain that once an individual becomes (presumably

situationally) self-aware, s/he is motivated to select a behavioural option that accords with
her/his self-schema. The process envisaged is again one wherein the individual compares the

self-schema with a template for each available behavioural option and selects the one

providing the closest match. They argue that if traits a¡e conceived of as affect towards,

and/or beliefs about, a situation/class of situations, not all traits are clearly linked to specific

situations. "Energetic" is an example they give of a trait which might not be thus linked.

However, for those that are so linked, what individuals might be indicating when they

describe themselves as having a given trait, is that they hold certain beliefs, or experience

certain affective responses in relation to the situation. T¡aits, then, within this model, are

actually associations between certain beliefs, or affect, and certain situations, and their
strength can vary. If the association is sufficiently strong, the belief (affect) will be accessed

upon entering the situation. A distinction is made between an automatic and a controlled

process, the latter seeming to require some motivational force. The key variable which might
set off a controlled process is very likely to be importance. That is, behaviours with very
important consequences might be considered very carefully, and in relation to a clea¡

focussing of attention on the self. Sherman and Fazio consider that deciding what job to
pursue or what university to anend might result in such a process. Perhaps in making these

important decisions we are also guided by our "possible selves".

Recently Markus and Nurius (1986) have elaborated the concept of "possible selves".

They argue ttrat structures of self-knowledge are constructed creatively and selectively from
an individual's past experiences in a particular domain. These structures reflect concerns

which a¡e salient to the individual, and in which s/he has some investrnent. The role of these

structures in influencing the processing of information about the self has been referred to in
a previous chapter. "Possible selves", on the other hand, "function as personalized ca¡riers
(representations) of general aspirations, motives, and threas and of the associated affective

states. They serve to select among future behaviors" (ibid., p. 955) and "they serye as

incentives for future behavior (i.e., they a¡e selves to be approached or to be avoided)"
(ibid.).

If the seH-concept is regarded not as a single, generalized view of the self, argue

Ma¡kus and Nurius, but as a curent or working self-concept, the role of possible selves

becomes clear. Since not all self-knowledge is available for thinking about the self at one

point in time, the working self-concept can be seen as that set of self-conceptions which is
presently available in thought and memory. This set will be continuously active, changing in
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relation to ongoing experiences, internal states and social circumstances. While the self that

is part of the public domain may remain relatively stable, due to such factors as inva¡iances

in social feedback and the targets of social comparison, according to the authors, our
possible selves are not so tied to social realiry and may thus be quite responsive to

environmental changes. Our possible selves may be the elements of the self-concept that

reflect such change.

Further, while the presently available array of self-cognitions may be in fairly
constant flux, there are likely to be some self-conceptions which are more easily available to

awareness because ttrey are especially important - one's self-schemas. People with specific

self-schemas should f,rnd it easy to predict their own future behaviour, anend to and

remember self-related information and resist evidence which conflicts with the self-schema.

On the basis of such arguments it was hypothesized that praisees who were schematic on

any attributed characteristic would respond to the praise in a different manner from that of
aschematics. Moreover, whether or not that characteristic is regarded by the praisee as

personally important should also interact with the effect of attributional praise.

Although Markus incorporates "importance" in her technique for determining

whether individuals a¡e self-schematic in va¡ious domains, she has to date confounded seH-

schematism with extremeness on the characteristic. In relation to the cwïent project a

different approach to operationalizing seH-schemas was thus taken. These issues a¡e

elaborated in Chapter 10.

"Schematism/Self-Construction", or the number of domains in which an individual is

self-schematic is iself independently interesting as an individual difference variable and it is
also investigated. According to Buss (1980), people who are high in private self-

consciousness will have many self-schemata simply because they think about themselves so

often. This prediction was tested using the Self-Consciousness scale and a Self-Concept

Questionnaire specifically devised for use in this project. Chapter 10 contains a description

of this work.

4,{ Sifrrqfinnof o d Tesk Verinhles

If they are to act as valid analogues of the real-world situation, laboratory tasks or
expected behavior¡rs must meet more than a øiterion of personal importance; they must also

meet one of "prototy¡licality" in relation to the behaviour domain in question. Buss and

Craik (1980, 1981) were interested in the "multiple-act criterion" or the total set of
behaviours a person might perform with respect to a given attitude objecr They had subjecs
list behaviours exemplifyrng a given trait (gregariousness, for example). A hundred acts

relevant to the category were then compiled and shown to judges who rated each act on
prototypicality of the given trait category.They found a high degree of composite reliability
across subjects, and were thus able to compile series of multiple-act criteria, ranging from
the most to the least prototlpical. Then a third goup of subjects indicated whether or not
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they had performed each of the hundred acts and also completed a relevant personality trait

measure. Correlations revealed a linear trend with the greatest predictive accuracy beittg

observed for the multiple-act criteria of the 25 most prototypical behaviours. It seems

reasonable to suppose on this basis that individuals will not always see a given action option

as representative of a given trait. Thus whether or not an individual regards her/himself as

having a specific trait, s/he can only be expected to behave consistently with it if the

available action option does seem protot)?ical.

Abelson (1982) looks at two lines of argument which he considers are commonly

raised to account for the obsewation that attitudes apparently do not predict behaviours.

Firstly, there is the possibility that attitudes may be cha¡acterized on many different levels of
specificity. Secondly, situational context factors are important. That is, the circumstances

surrounding the expression of the anitudes or the manifestation of them in behaviour can

vary between occasions, along with such variables as stress, social pressure, anonymity,

and motivation to reflect. Accordingly, in relation to mediating situational contexts, which

Abelson discusses in some detail, recent resea¡ch has shown that "sharpening" the

individual's preparation to respond in line with private'values and beliefs increases the

consistency of attitudes with behaviour. This process, termed "individuation", essentially

involves increasing an individual's awareness of her/his self-orientations. There are obvious

parallels here with private self-consciousness discussed above. Abelson, however, is more

interested in the implication in the generally low correlation between attitudes and behaviours

that normally responses may not be individuated. It is interesting to note that individuation

may vary between content a¡eas for some people. Thus Schwa¡u (1977), for example,

argues that the domain of helping is one in which certain individuals are typically more

awrìre of the moral consequences of their behaviour and a¡e more likely to exhibit attitude-

behaviour correlations (and, for example, health behaviour and energy conservation

behaviour may not be consistent with attitudes, according to Snyder, 7982,whe¡eas certain

social behaviours may be - see Wegner and Vallacher, 1980). It is noteworthy rhat a large

proportion of the foot-in-the-door and labelling studies have been conducted in the helping

domain. The issue of the behaviour domain in question is discussed in more detail below in
relation to the narure of the attributed cha¡acteristic.

Abelson regards the notion of "scriptedness" of the behaviour to be a relevant one in
this context. "A script is an organized bundle of expectations about an event sequence"

(Abelson, L982,p. ßQ. Once a script has been activated the individual is bener able to
cope with ongoing environmental demands. If the behaviour required is controlled by a
particular script for which the aaitude under consideration is not relevant to its action rule (a

set of criteria which, if affrrmed, will lead the individual to enter the script), then attitudes

may in principle not be able to affect the behaviour. Since Abelson argues that it is important

to analyze the behaviour to detemrine whether, and where, attitudes can enter in it seems that

"scriptedness" is a context factor which can affect the relationship berween attitude and
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behaviour. Presumably such a variable in an experimental context might also moderate the

potential effectiveness of an attributional, or other praising, manipulation. Some individuals
may behave in a socially determined, stereotyped manner in certain situational and task

contexts, whereas others may not.

Further to conside¡ing the variable of self-monitoring, Snyder (1982) describes a

"thinking person's environment" in which "individuals were encouraged to adopt a

contemplative orientation to choosing a course of action" ( p. 111). For example, in a
judicial decision-making task in which subjects prepared wrinen communications about their
judgments of liability, there was a high correspondence between attitudes and actions. There

ate, according to Snyder, two principles at work here, availability and relevance. According
to the availability principle, if thought is to lead to action, then individuals must know their
thoughts and the implications of those thoughts for their behaviour. And, individuals can

only be expected to act on attitudes when they judge that it is relevant and appropriate to do

so. Thus if the attitude is made more available, consistency should increase, just as

"increasing the relevance of anitudes as guides to action ought to enhance correspondence

benveen an individual's general attitudes and his/her specific actions" (ibid., p. 114).

Conceivably there will be variations benreen individuals in the extent ro which the

experimental situation, tasks, and manipulations will enhance these variables.

Motivation in relation to the specific task could also be an underlying factor in
observed effects. Ha¡ackiewicz and Manderlink (1984), referred to in an earlier chapter,

hypothesized that competence valuation, or the importance of doing well, would be an

important mediator of interest in situations where performance feedback was available. They
found an interaction with achievement motivation, such that the promise of a performance-

contingent reward positively affected importance for low achievers relative to high
achievers. In no-reward conditions where competence was not defined or evaluated,
achievement-oriented subjecs ca¡ed about doing well on the task puzzles; and the extent to
which they valued competence determined their task enjoyment. In reward situations where
competence was extemally defined and instrumental to rewa¡d attainment subjects low in
achievement-orientation felt it was more important to do well, and their task enjoyment

depended on how much they valued competence.

The resea¡chers note ttrat this pattern of results is consistent with a theory of ego-

involvement advanced by Greenwald (e.g., Breckler and Greenwald, 1986). Greenwald

argues that situations differ in the kind of ego-involvement they evoke. Such involvement
can basically be of two kinds, intrapersonal in which the concems are related to self-
evaluation, and social, in which the concerns a¡e instead evaluation from external sources.

As individuals differ in their predisposition to become intrapenonally or socially ego-
involved, this may well be a relevant variable. In relation to the work of tla¡ackiewi cz and,

Manderlink (1984) the interaction with achievement could have been predicted on the basis

that low achievers would be characteristically socially oriented and would therefore become
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most involved in reward situations, whereas high achievers who are assumed to be

intrapersonally oriented would become most involved in noreward situations. Although
importance and ego-involvement will not be investigated as va¡iables in their own right, in
the work described in Chapters 6 and 9 some reference is made to such task variables as

importance of doing well, and interest. Another factor which Harackiewicz (e.g.,

Ha¡ackiewicz, Abrahams and Wageman, 1987) has found to be relevant, but which could
not be investigated within the scope of the curent project, is that of the communication of
the contingencies to subjects before the experimental task is undertaken. Her 1987 results

indicate that intrinsic interest can be enhanced by this procedure.

In a study by Lintner and Ducette (197 4) the importance of ttre specific rask,

performance on which was to be praised, became appilent. They were investigating the

responsiveness to praise of elementary school children as a function of task variables and

subject cha¡acteristics. They found that the effects of praise differed considerably between

an ambiguous coding task and an academic reading task. There was an interaction with LOC
such that male subjects with an external LOC responded to praise on the coding task, while
females were umesponsive generally, regardless of individual cha¡acteristics. They

concluded that the task va¡iable was an important one. In a situation where the task is a

demanding one, personality variables may be less predictive than they are in a situation

where the task is a familiar and relatively easy one. The importance of task va¡iables in this
project is discussed further in relation to the empirical work described in Chapters 6 and 9.

Finally, situational demand cha¡acteristics have been mentioned by Shrauger and

Schoeneman (L979) specifrcally in relation to manipulated feedback studies. They argue that
the functional utility of accepting or rejecting others' impressions of one may vary from
situation to sin¡ation. They believe that "the factors that most limit the interpretation of these

manipulated feedback studies are the demand characteristics of the situation in which
changes in self-perception a¡e assessed" (ibid., p. 564). similarly, the demand

characteristics of an experimental setting are likely to moderate the applicability of the

findings in real-world situations. In considering methods to overcome the problem in this
particular area, Shrauger and Schoeneman suggest that "....the appraisal might be woven

into some other aspect of the experiment supposedly unrelated to the portion in which
feedback was given...." (ibid., p. 565). It is hoped that in the work described in subsequent

chapærs the manipulation was "woven in" in as natural a manner as possible.

4.6 The Nature of the Attributed Characteristic

Every attributed characteristic will have some position on a wide variety of
dimensions. Some of those relating to the self-concept have already been considered (having

a self-schema,level of self-rating, importance), but others could also be mentioned. For
example, meaningfulness of the cha¡acteristic to subjects, its desi¡ability, the comFlexity of
entailed behaviours, and the availability of those behaviours within a behavioural repertoire

are all likely to affect the issue of whether an individual would behave consistently with that
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cha¡acteristic were it to be attributed. In Chapter 1 some aspects of the argument of Kanouse

et al (1981) were discussed. Their ideas require further consideration in the context of a
distinction that was not made by Kanouse et al but is relevant to the application of thei¡

ideas. This is the distinction between attributional praise of an ability and attributional praise

of a behavioural propensity, or of a particular configuration of physical attributes for that

matter.

As indicated previously, Kanouse et al define praise as a "positive evaluations made

by a person of another's products, performances or attributes, where the evaluator presumes

the validity of the standa¡ds on which the evaluation is based" (ibid., p. 98). Because they

are emphasizing "products and performances" throughout their discussion, the authors are

generally also implying "abilities" to be an interchangeable term with "attributes". There are,

however, a range of human attributes, from physical dimensions to behavioural

propensities, all of which could be praised, but none of which need necessarily imply
"ability" in the sense of innate or acquired talent or skill.

"Behavioural propensity" is being used here to mean the range of attributes or
characteristics which, when praised, would not leave the recipient of the praise feeling
particularly that s/he had an ability as such. These may include the propensities to be kind, to
be obedient, polite, neat and tidy, or persistent. In contrast, to be labelled musically gifted,

or intelligent, or even a skilful cook, would lead the recipient to consider that s/he had some

kind of ability, possibly innate, but certainly not able to be counterfeited, or evoked de

novo, by an act of will.

As was implied above, there may be a number of dimensions on which this

abilitylbehavioural propensity distinction could be elaborated. For example, it may be that

the potential number or range of behaviours implied by the term, could prove to be a suitable

level of conceptualization. However, while individuals are likely to have a global feeling
about whether or not they can decide to behave in certain ways they may not necessarily

have access to theirreasons why. These reasons might ultimately be described in other terms

(such as the complexity of the behaviour, for example). But, from the individual's
perspective, it seems clear that, within a given context, s/he is likely to feel able to choose to

be neat and tidy or kind or persistent, if s/he desires to do so. In relation to an ability, on the

other hand, although slhe may at one level know what it is to be musically gifted, intelligent
or a good cook, that is, it is simply a matter of producing impressive compositions, giving
corect answers, or producing perfect cakes and quiches, it is not necessarily possible to

choose to do these things by "taking thought". Thus, as a starting point, the extent to which
individuals are likely to feel that they can choose to act in accordance with the aaributed

cha¡acteristic was investigated.

The argument outlined has implications for the likely outcome of the "deservingness"

search which Kanouse et al (1981) believe is always set off by praise. They believe that
praise is not always accepted uncritically, that inevitable assessment of its credibility ensues.
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In illustrating their specific/general praise distinction they use the example of a child who has

done well at school. The child who is told "Say, you had a good term. We're proud of you"

(ibid., p. 105) need only look at her (they consider the child to be female) report-card to

agree. In contrast, the comment "See! Your performance in school is really outstanding.

You are obviously very bright" (ibid., p. 105) will set off a larger search to determine

credibility, a search that is quite likely to encounter instances when brightness was not

exhibited. As Kanouse et al argue, the child is likely to gain satisfaction from this latter form

of praise "only to the extent that she can be certain that her performance indicates the

presence of the ability that has been praised" (ibid., p. 106).

Perhaps one important process that leads to a feeling of confidence that her

performance does indicate the presence of an ability is a consideration of the question of
whether she could choose to do it again. Knowing that one could in principle do so is quite

likely to lead to different outcomes of the praise than concluding that one might well be

unable to do so. Specific and general praise invoke "logically different evidentiary domains"

(ibid., p. 106), the former leading to a search of fewer behavioural instances which might

discredit the praise, and the latter initiating a wider search. It is conceivable that,

analogously, the nature of the attributed cha¡acteristic would lead to a search the purpose of
which is to examine evidence for the choosability of associated behaviours.

The kind of cognitive sequence envisaged is likely even in the terms of the authors'

argument; they assert that praise of person (in contradistinction to praise of product)

naturally focuses attention on the self and is likely to lead to self-evaluation and a

consideration of future evaluation by the other. If such is anticipated, presumably the

individual may attempt to maintain the previous level of performance or behaviour. The idea

is expressed succinctly by Farson (1963) who is quoted by Kanouse et al:

"Undoubtedly, the most threatening aspect of praise is the obligation it puts on us to

be praiseworthy people....For if we really believe it when we are told that we are competent,

or intelligent, or beautiful, then we are continually on the spot to be competent, or
intelligent, or beautiful, not only in the eyes of the person who praised us, but, even worse,

in our own eyes" (Farson, 1963, p. 63).

In this statement the link between a self-consistency and a self-presentational view of
possible responses to attributional praise is well expressed, and it is clear that much hinges

on the issue of choosability. If we cannot choose to display the attributed characteristic then

we can neither project an image which includes it, nor can we convince ourselves that we

possess it.

The argument set out so far is not without difficulties in terms of accounting for any

observed differences in outcome of attributed ability and attributed behavioural propensiry.

Miller, Brickman and Bolen (7975), for example, suggest that while non-littering is of some

social importance, the primary focus of schools is to teach skills. The question is then
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whether anribution will have the same positive effect for a range of characteristics as they

found it to have for neatness and tidiness, in their case putting liner in the bin rather than on

the floor. They tried to influence math(s) seH-esteem and math(s) ability, finding that

math(s) self-esteem increa.sed after an attribution treatnent relative to the improvement due to

persuasion. Math(s) scores also increased in the immediate post-test, with a slight tendency

to increase further after a 2-week delay. The persuasion group showed the immediate

increase, but failed to maintain ir A reinforcement condition resulted in a simila¡ pattern to

that of the attribution conditions but with a lesser degree of improvement. The attribution-

persuasion difference was signifrcantly greater for low-ability students than for those with

initially higher ability.

This may be contrasted with findings concerning the relationship between self-

efficacy and skill level. Lee (1983) investigated the relationships among efficacy, outcome

expectancy, CSES (a measure of assertiveness) and performance at varying levels of skill.

Using multiple regression analyses, and comparing subjects above and below the median on

the independent measure, she found no very clear variation in the relationships within the

two groups. That is, although Miller et al did find an interaction be¡veen attribution and

skill, and attributional praise can be regarded as one (weak) source of efficacy information,

the mediation that occurs directly after receipt of the praise may not be in terms of an

alteration in effrcacy expectations.

The technique employed by Miller et al was not attribution of a characteristic in the

sense of a trait term, but rather there were an attribution-of-ability group and an attribution-

of-motivation group. In the former condition both verbal and written messages were

delivered, for example "You are doing very well in a¡ithmetic", "You are a very good

arithmetic student" and "You seem to know your arithmetic assignments well" (verbal) and

"You're doing very well", "Excellent work" and "Very good work" (written). In the latter

condition the messages were, for example, "You really work ha¡d in arithmetic", "You're

working ha¡der in a¡ithmetic" and "You're trnng more in a¡ithmetic" (verbal) and "You're

trnng more, keep at it" (written). In contrast, the reinforcement group received such praise

as "I'm proud of your work", "I'm pleased with your progress in a¡ithmetic" and "Very

good" (verbal) and "Excellent", "Very god" and "Im very happy with your work"

(written).

The fact that Miller et al make a distinction between skill-type behaviours and what

have been termed behavioural propensities, indicates that this is not an idiosyncratic

categorization. And evidence presented by Kirsch (1982) from within the framework of

Bandura's (e.g.,1977) self-efficacy theory,lends furthe¡ credence to such a distinction.

There are strong parallels between the constructs comprising self-efficacy theory and the

notion of behavioural choice outlined. Bandura suggests, and there is certainly some

evidence to support his view, that socalled feelings of self-efFrcacy, or "the conviction that

one can successfully execute the behavior required to produce the outcomes" (Bandura,



85

L977 , p. 193) are the immediate determinant of a particula¡ behaviour in a given setting.

There is some debate as to the relationship between these feelings and an individual's

expectations conceming the outcome of the behaviour, with Bandura asserting that measures

of efficacy will always bener predict behaviour than will a knowledge of outcome

expectations, provided the individual has "appropriate skills and adequate incentives"

@andura, 7977, p. 19a). Whether an individual feels that slhe can choose to perform the

behaviour, or display the cha¡acteristic, may depend on feelings of effrcacy, self-perceived

skill level, and feelings about ability to maintain motivation, among other factors. Thus

having a choice may be seen as depending directly on feelings of efficacy and indirectly on

the factors that contribute to those feelings.

Given that Bandura and other writers and investigators (e.g., Kirsch, 1982, 1985)

have found sufficient problems to dispute Írmong the constructs generated within the original

formulation, it seems unreasonable to clutter the theory with further constructs. However, in
the present context, Bandura's theory is not quite applicable. Bandura's stated concern is to
predict specific behaviour in a specif,rc situation. The main thrust of the current discussion is

a consideration of the possibility ttrat there may be different types of characteristic which

may be reflected in various behaviours or behavioural tendencies, and that the nature of the

characteristic might relate to the probability that an individual will feel able to choose to

display that characteristic. Thus the present problem is strictly outside the realm of a pure

version of Bandura's theory and methodology. It may nevertheless be instructive to consider

some of the tenets of Bandura's theory further, particularly in relation to Kirsch's work.
That author presents empirical evidence bearing on the question being considered.

In two papers (1982,1985) Kirsch makes a very simila¡ distinction to thar being

made here between skill-type behaviours and behavioural propensities. He presents evidence

that there are at least nvo kinds of task, and that the seH-efficacy ratings associated with each

should be inteqpreted differently. According to Kirsch, where a skill is involved the self-

efficacy ratings of subjects can be justifiably so regarded. In relation to a task which

involves approaching a feared object, however (many of the studies investigating Bandura's

theory involve subjects working through a behavioural hierarchy from a relatively easy task

up to a relatively difficult one), the so-called self-efficacy rating might more accurately be

considered as a behavioural prediction or a rating of the subject's willingness to carry out the

behaviour. Kirsch reached these conclusions after he compared the effecs of h¡pothetical

incentives on two tasks. One was a task typically used in self-efficacy Behavioural

Approach Tests (BAT), and the other was a skill tash th¡owing a wad of paper into a waste-

paper basket from varying distances.

Further, Kirsch notes that the definition of self-eff,rcacy quoted above, while

appropriate when applied to skill tasks, is not the one used by Bandura in relation to BAT
situations. In essence, Kirsch is arguing that Bandura is confounding efficacy expectations

and outcome expectations. In BAT situations, increased effrcacy is the sense "that they can
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cope with what they feared" (Bandura,1978 b, p.241-2), that is, with the outcomes of
handling the snake (for example). Just as the feeling that one cannot hold a snake is unlikely

to "concern one's capability to perform elementary motor acts such as walking, grasping and

moving limbs" (Bandura, 1978 b, p.241), so "the response that one is not able to toss a

wad of paper into a basket from some particular distance does not relate to one's ability to

bend an elbow, swing an arm, and release an object from one's grasp" (Kirsch, 1985, p.

828).

The important issue in the fust case is what will be experienced while one is handling

the snake and as a result of having handled it, and in the second case the issue is simply

whether or not one believes oneself capable of putting the actions together into a sequence

which will result in the paper landing in the basket. When he offered hypothetical incentives

from $5 to one's life being at stake Kirsch found that efficacy judgments could be altered in
relation to the approach task but not the skill task. Despite the failure to alter efficacy

judgments in relation to the skill task, Kirsch was able to induce subjects to become more

willing to bry the apparently impossible task with the added incentives.'When asked why the

incentive could affect efficacy judgments in relation to one task and not the other, most of
the subjects referred to the skill involved in the paper-tossing task. The few who compared

the tasks and are quoted verbatim by Kirsch can be interpreted as saying that with the snake

task, but not the skill task, outcome expectations are an issue, and that the one task is a

possibility (within their choosing) whereas the other may simply not be within their range of
behaviour choices. For example, "One is a possibility. A snake is there. I know that I could

do that (hotding snake in front of face), but throwing things is different", and "Because I
have terrible aim. I could never do it, but I could do the thing with the snake" (Khsch,

1982, p. 136). On the basis of these results, Kirsch reaches his conclusion that in the case

of a skill task, efficacy ratings are genuine reflections of the subject's feelings about her/his

capability of performing the task, whereas in the case of an approach task, they are more

likely to be simple response predictions.

In commenting on this work, t ee (1983), who has done fairly intensive resea¡ch into

the application of Bandura's theory, suggests that Kirsch is confusing efficacy expectations,

outcome expectations, and knowledge of skill level. Obviously the physical skill required to

handle the snake is minimal, whereas that needed to thro'w the paper accnrately is greater.

She suggests that after referring to their knowledge of their level of throwing skill, subjects

rcalize that no amount of incentive will improve it" but since "eff,rcacy expectations,

however, are only indirectly predictors of ability level: more directly they are predictors of
effort and persistence, and through them the development of skill" (ibid., p. 58), were one

to seek projected eff,rcacy expectations (say for a week later), these might increase as the

incentive increased, since there would be time to practise. What has been avoided in this

analysis is the fact that subjects were still prepared to try, despite low efficacy ratings, and

thus in this case outcome expectations would have predicted the behaviour bener than
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effrcacy expectations. She does subsequently comment further on the issue, and in her own

empirical work pits efficacy expectations and outcome expectancies against one another as

predictors of behaviour. However, what is puzzling about her suggestion is that she has

herself moved outside Bandura's realm of discourse, namely the relationship between a

specific eff,rcacy expectation on a specific occasion in relation to a specific behaviour.

In his later article (Kirsch, 1985), Kirsch replies to some criticisms made by Bandura

of the 1982 work. He points out that Bandura is himself inconsistent in his use of
terminology and distinguishes two types of outcome expectancy, one which might be better

termed "perceived environmental contingency", the person's "knowledge of what leads to

what" (Bandura, 1978 b, p.238) ahd which is independent of self-efficacy judgments.

Kirsch believes that others of Bandura's statements can be interpreted as meaning that

outcome expectations refer to people's beliefs about the consequences of their own actions,

rather than to their beliefs about environmental contingencies in a more general sense. He

thus d¡aws attention to'what he regards as an obvious overlap between the constructs used

by Bandura and those used by Rotter (1954) in his ea¡lier social learning theory. Rotter

defined expectancy as "the probability held by an individual that a particular reinforcement

will occur as a function of a specific behavior on (her/)his part" (1954, p. 107). The

operationalization of the constructs of self-efficacy (Bandura) and expectancy (Rotter),

according to Kirsch, a¡e essentially the same, that is, individuals estimate whether ttrey will
be successful at a task. He is arguing that whether one feels able to do a task is the same

constn¡ct as whether one feels one will be successful at it.

It may be, as Lee suggested, that in making this distinction he is confusing skill level

and self-effrcacy. However, in the context of this discussion his subsequent points are

relevant. Kirsch refers to some studies which suggest that when individuals estimate their
probable degree of success at a task, they add their motivational level into the equation. For

example, Manning and Wright (1983) found a high correlation between \ryomen's

predictions that they could connol labour pain without medication, and their ratings of the

importance of a drug-free delivery. Motivation and choice are interdependent. If the choice

of performing a behaviour is available, the higher the motivation the more likely that the

behaviour will be performed. No matter how high the motivation, if there is no feeling that

the choice is there, then the behaviour will not be attempted (unlike the sitr¡ation where

efficacy is low, but behaviour can still be manipulated by increasing incentives). If even

given time people would not feel able to behave in certain ways or display certain

characteristics, it would seem unlikely that praise would have a great impact. An alternative

controlling mechanism would be warranted.

The empirical work reported in subsequent chapters was underway before the

importance of the issues outlined above was appreciated- Then, both experimental and

questionnaire studies were undertaken with reference to the preceding analysis. This work is

described in Chapter 8.
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4.7 Other Variables

There are numerous other va¡iables related to both the subject and the experimenter

which could potentially moderate any effecs of different praising locutions on behaviour.

Only a few of these, with some examples, will be mentioned here.

Even in the very earliest reported work, that by Hurlock (7924), the resea¡cher was

interested in the interaction of praise and reproof with intelligence. Hr¡rlock found a

significant overall benefit of praise on learning performance but, in addition, she found that

while the average and "inferior" intelligence groups improved when praised, those who

were above average benef,rted more from reproof. Kennedy, Turner and Lindner (1962) also

examined the effectiveness of praise and blame as a function of intelligence; subjects were

high school children. They found that for those of average or slightly above average

intelligence, blame had "a somewhat variable but generally strong inhibiting effect on

performance" (ibid., p. 148). For those of high intelligence this relationship did not hold,

and there was no difference between the effects of praise and blame. In the context of the

present thesis one theoretical rationale for expecting an interaction with intelligence might

relate to a hypottresized mediation by past experiences and seH-concepts of the individuals

concerned, such that their awareness of the implication of the locutions for their ability

affects their behaviour (note the study of Meyer, Bachmann, Bierman, Hempelmann, Ploger

and Spiller, L979).

In relation to "intelligence", Sherman and Fazio (1983) argue that one's "level of
cognitive functioning" should modify the attitude-behaviour relationship. That is, attitudes

derived from deeper levels of reasoning should be more stable and form closer-knit

structures with other attitudes and behaviour. Whether there may a parallel process operative

in relation to self-schemata is open to consideration.

Another early area of interest was that of the interaction of the effects of praise and

blame with the personality cha¡acteristic introversion/extraversion. Thompson and Hunnicutt

(L944) found no significant difference between praise and blame in their effects on

behaviour, and only distinguished be¡ween the responsiveness of introverts and extraverts to

the treatnents after more than three trials. rWhen the praise or blame was repeated often

enough, the introverts achieved a higher level of perfonnance with praise, whereas the

extraverts did so when reproved. They concluded that "the results of this study indicate that

praise, as well as blame, can be used unwisely by the elementary school teacher if he does

not fully appreciate and understand the different personalities present in his classroom.

Praise and blame should not be judged on an either-or basis, but should be used to fit the

case" (ibid., p.266).

Recent work by Harackiewicz, Abrahams andWageman (1987) underscores the

necessity of taking individuat factors into account, particularly when evaluation might be

expected to affect subsequent interest in the task. Comparing a task focus (feedback about
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performance based on score norms) with a normative focus (feedback about performance

based on social comparison norms) they found, ¿unong other results, that individual

differences in achievement orientation moderated subjects'responses, although this effect

was independent of evaluative focus.

Demographic and other variables may also relate to the response to praise. Fischer,

Herschberger and V/iner (7971), for example, found, using praise and criticism of subjecs

doing a digit-symbol substitution task, that subjects from small families responded to

evaluation, and specifically to praise, more than did the others. This sort of effect might well

covary with early experiences of parent-child interaction.

Bee, Van Egeren, Streissguth, Nyman and Leckie (1969) investigated social class

differences in maternal language behaviour and teaching strategies. In an observational study

in a waiting-room situation, significant differences were found between lower and middle-

class mothers in rate of control statements, rate of disapproval, of information statements,

attention and acceptance. Middle-class mothers more often told their children what they were

doing correctly or wrongly. Their suggestions were less specifrc and more often given in the

form of questions. Undoubtedly, given findings like this, social class variables would be an

important a¡ea of investigation were a large-scale study of the use of parental praising

locutions to be undertaken.

Swann and Pittman (1977) suggest that socioeconomic status might also relate to the

response to tasks in experimental settings. They believe that the children in their second

experiment were less likely overall to select the rewarded drawing task than other toys and

games because they came from a lower socioeconomic group. They argue further that

individuals from these goups are more likely to have an external LOC, and would thus be

less likely to demonstrate intrinsic motivation.

In relation to cognitive self-instruction, Copeland (1981) suggests that there is a need

to explain the relevance of individual difference factors as they influence responsiveness to

cognitive self-instmctional training. Factors found to relate to such responsiveness in some

manner include age, with younger subjects needing more structured approaches,IQ, with

those higher on the scale improving more, and socioeconomic status, with the training

proving to be a more useful technique for middle-class as opposed to "disadvantaged"

subjects.

Scheier and Carver (1980) speculate that the differential sensitivity benveen

individuals to social rewa¡ds and punishments may relate through the need-for-approval to a

wish to do the thing that is socially desirable. They say that people who a¡e high in sociat

desirability responding improve their performance on difficult tasks more after receiving

positive evaluations. They would be more likely in general to be "conditioned" by social

reinforcement and to conform to others' opinions.
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According to Darley and Fazio (1980) little research has been done to examine

va¡iables that might determine whether a target will accept or try to dispel a perceiver's

impression. Two factors, however, appear to be critical in determining the response. The

first of these is the importance of the perceiver to the t¿ìrget, and the second is the target's

beliefs about ttre validity of the perceiver's impressions. This latter va¡iable has been noted

above (e.g., the work of Baumeister and Jones, 1978). They argue that if the opinion is

unimportant, then the urget is not likely to attempt to dispel it. On the other hand, as

suggested previously, if the perceiver's impression accords with the target's own, slhe is

likely to behave in a manner consistent with that impression. As mentioned in a previous

chapter, recent work by Hilton and Darley (1985) shows that, for a negative expectancy,

when the target knows of the perceiver's expectancy, confirmation does not occur.

Perceiver variables such as the perceived competence of the evaluator may also

moderate the effect of an evaluation. Webster and Sobieszek(1974) investigated subjects'

responses to evaluations of their ability on a perceptual task. The evaluator's judgments had

more effect on the rate of acquiescence when the evaluation was presented as "very

competent" as opposed to "moderately competent" and had no effect when presented as

"incompetent". Shrauger and Schoeneman (L979) conclude that "data suggest that others'

expertise or competence has an impact on the acceptance of their evaluations only when that

competence is specifically relevant to ttre judgment being made" (p. 562).

Obviously there a¡e many other individual variables and those embedded in the

relationship between subject and experimenter (such as appearance,liking, gender) might

also moderate any experimental effect. It is never possible to control these completely, and

thus, as in any series of studies, it is hoped that random assignment to conditions keeps

them reasonably under control.
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CHAPTER 5

STUDY 1

5.I Introduction

Study 1 was a combined experimental and questionnaire study. Broadly, the aim of
the experimental study was to determine whether different praising locutions affected

behaviour differently, whether "apparently subtle va¡iations in the language of praise"

(Kanouse et al, 1981., p. 98) have differential effects on behaviour. Four conditions were

compared, attributional praise (attribution of "persistence"), the expression of an expectation

of good performance by the experimenter, social reinforcement, and control. In addition, an

investigation into whether certain individual va¡iables moderated the effect of anributional

praise was undertaken. Individual variables considered were "reinforcement history" and

"attributional style". Thus subjects in the attribution group completed modif,red versions of
the Reinforcement History Questionnaire (Sewell, Farley, Manni and Hunt, 1982; Sewell,

Chandler and Smith, 1983) and the Causal Dimension Scale (Russell, 1982; Peterson,

Semmel, von Baeyer, Abramson, Metalsky and Seligman, 1982).

The study was planned after reviewing the literature on social reinforcement, praise,

labell'ing, and individual differences, and was intended as a pilot study. Although the

experiment was conceived as an exploratory study which would clarify a resea¡ch direction,

at least one clear prediction was made. On the basis of the theoretical argument presented in
Chapters 1,2 and 3, it was predicted that the mean persistence score on the experimental

øsks would be higher for Group A, the attributional praise condition, than for Group D, the

control condition, and possibly higher than it was for the other two reinforcement

conditions, Groups B, expectation, and C, social reinforcement. The dependent tasks,

which are described below, were "open-ended", and there were no clea¡ criteria for good

perforrrance. It was anticipated that this uncertainty would result in subjects' responding to

the manipulations by spending more titne at the tasks. Thus "persistence", defined as time

spent on the tasks, was the main dependent measure.

The additional measures taken for Ciroup A were predicted to interact with
attributional praise. Competing predictions could be made in relation to reinforcement

history. On the basis of the frndings of Sewell et al it might be expected that receptivity to

the attribution of a positive characteristic which has implications for future behaviour and

potential success would relate to a positive perception of reinforcement history. On the other

hand, if a positive reinforcement history relates to a strong sense of one's cha¡acteristics and

abilities, which seems intuitively likely, the opposite relationship, a lack of receptivity to

attributional praise, might be predicted.

A measure of the subject's intelpretation of the locus of causality, stability and

controllability of causes of achievement and affiliation events might also relate systematically

to the response to the attribution of a characteristic. If the subject does not see her/himself as
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the locus of events in her/his behavioural environment, s/he may not be receptive to a form

of praise which has clear implications for future behaviour. Aspects of both achievement and

affiliation might be seen to be represented in the experimental situation. Complete details of
the questionnaires follow a description of the experiment.

5.1.1 The Exoeriment

5.1.1.1 Design: Successive subjects were assigned randomly to one of the following four

conditions:

A. Experimental (attributional praisel - praise forperformance, including the attribution of
the characteristic "persistence".

B. Experimental (expectation) - praise for performance, including ttre experimenter's

expectation that funfe performance would be good.

C. Experimental (social reinforcement) - praise, or social reinforcement, for performance.

D. Control - no oraise.

Wording of the manipulations for each group are set out in the Method section.

Manipulations were delivered regardless of subjects' performance or behaviour, so that the

variable "behavioural evidence" was in no way controlled. That is, for some subjects who

were told that they were persistent, or had done well, the experimentefs observation might

have appeared to the subject to be veridical, whereas for others it would not have done.

5.1.1.2 Exoerimental Tasks: The tasks were designed in such a way as to lead subjects to

believe that the experimenter was investigating cognitive abilities. Potential subjects received

a letter asking that they participate in an experiment ttre purpose of which was to ascertain

the relationship between performance on a variety of different tasks.

The three tasks, completed in inva¡iant order, \r'ere:

(1) An anagram task designed in such a way that all subjecs would succeed at it.

(2) A consequences task - "What if people could become invisible?"

(3) The 25-dot problem - without taking pen frompaper draw eight straight lines such that

all dots are connected.

The tasks are displayed in Appendices 1.1.1 to 1.1.3.

The initial task, for which the experimental groups received praise, was designed to

be relatively simple so that it would seem realistic to the subject that the experimenter had

þs¡ imFressed by her/his performance. An anagrrim task was chosen since this was

considered both interesting and well within the competence of most Psychology I
undergraduates. Using American norms (Tresselt and Mayzner, 1966) a set of f,rve

anagrams with one solution each, and with a median solution time of 7 seconds, or less,

was selected. Five furttrer anagrarns each with n¡ro solutions and with median solution times

of 10.5 seconds, or less, were included. However, on the basis of a pilot study the task was
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changed twice, the experimenter ultimately adding her own anagrams when it was found

that the American norms were inapplicable to Australian students. The final version of the

task was set out in three lists to make it look "convincing" (that is, it could be seen as

increasing in difficulty from list to list). The first list included 4-letter anagrams, the second

S-letter, and the third Gletter anagrams.

The "persistence" tasks had to be open-ended in the sense that the subject should be

able to spend as much or as little time on them as s/he desired. An idea taken from

Torrance's (1966) creativity test ("Thinking creatively with words") was used, the virtue of
the test being that tasks are presented which have no specifiable solution and are therefore

"open-ended" in the sense required. Torrance uses tasks such as Ask-and-Guess, Unusual

Uses, and Guessing Consequences. The task used in this study is a va¡iant of Guessing

Consequences, called "'What If....?". The specific imaginary event was taken from an

example used by Amabile (1982).

The second persistence task, the 25-dot problem, was selected as being interesting,

and able to be worked upon for as long as the subject desired. In addition, the instructions

were such as to give her/him scope to continue even if s/he hit on a solution early.

In selecting the experimental tasks the main aim of the experiment w¿ts theprimary

consideration, rather than any attempt being made to equate tasks. The aim of the study was

to investigate the effect of va¡ious locutions delivered at specific points in a sequence of
tasks. Thus tasks were included simply on the basis that they appeared prima facie to fulfrl
the experimenter's criteria, and that pilot subjects found them sufficiently engaging. That

each group did the tasks in an invariant order might ordinarily give rise to a "task X order"

confound. A complete factorial design would have overcome this problem, but it would

have resulted in the inclusion of a number of groups whose data would not have been

meaningful in the context of the experimental question. However, grven the task order

invariance, any obsewations of differences among tasks should be regarded with caution.

A post-experiment questionnaire was also used (see Appendix 1.1.4). Subjects were

asked what they thought the purpose of the experiment was and, as a manipulation check,

how well they thought ttre experimenter thought they would do at the tasks. They were also

asked whether they believed that the experimenter judged them to be persistenr Finally, each

subject rated herlhimself on persistence.

5.1.2 The Ouestionnaires

5. 1.2. 1 Adaptation of the Reinforcement History Ouestionnaire

The Reinforcement History Questionnaire, developed by Baron (see Sewell, Chandler

and Smith, 1983) and used by Sewell et al and Sewell, Farley, Manni and Hunt (1982), is

designed to assess the respondent's perception of the reactions s/he usually receives in a

variety of situations. The version of the questionnaire used by Sewell and his colleagues

consists of 40 items each describing a situation which the respondent might have
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experienced, together with a set of possible reactions from others in this situation.

Cha¡acteristic reactions of father, mother, teacher and peers are included. The respondent is

asked to circle that reaction which Vhe usually encounters; a "does not apply" alternative is

also available. For each item there is a positive and a negative reaction alternative, and a third

"indifferent" alternative.

Sewell et al (1982) derived two scores from the questionnaire, one for positive

reactions and one for negative reactions. Sewell et al (1983) derived three scores, positive,

negative, and a third score for "indifferent" reactions.

It was judged, however, that many of the "indifferent" reactions of others were in fact

negative, while others were merely neutral: it was therefore decided to create a "neutral"

third category. Thus the Baron Reinforcement History Questionnaire was adapted to include

this "neutral" category. A se¡ies of alternative responses was created for the items with non-

neutral alternatives in the Sewell version. An attempt was made to ensure that they were as

close as possible to the original reaction while reflecting "neutral" (that is, neither positive

nor negative) rather than "indifferent" reactions.

Two sets of rating questionnaires were prepared for assessment by judges

(psychologist colleagues of the researcher). In one set, for each item, the Baron/Sewell

"indifferent" alternative was included plus the positive or negative altemative for that same

item. The other set included, for each item, the researcher's "neutral" alternative and, in
addition, the same positive or negative alternative reaction used in the equivalent item in the

first set. Thus both sets of judges saw the significant alternative in the context of either a

positive or a negative alternative reaction. Instn¡ctions to the judges appeffi in Appendix 1.2.

Ten judges rated the Ba¡on/Sewell version, and ten rated this resea¡chey's new version.

For final selection of alternatives for inclusion in the questionnaire used here, the

following criteria were used:

- for the "neutral" alternative, that reaction (either the Baron/Sewell version or the new

version) which was closest to the midpoint on the 7-point scale (average of ten judgments).

- for positive and negative alternatives (this was included largely as a check on

Baron's and Sewell's use), reactions were altered which fell into the neutral range, or to the

opposite extreme (none did) - only one item, item 11, was altered by this criterion (wording

was thus altered from "gave you what you wanted" to "gave you whatever you wanted").

- if the rating for the Ba¡on/Sewell alternative was equal to that for the newly created

alternative, and within the neutral range (points 3-5 on the rating scale), the former was

retained.

In addition to consequent changes of some of the alternatives resulting from this

process, the wording of the questionnaire was altered to the past tense. As the original

version of the questionnaire is intended for use with school-age children, and indeed many
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of the described situations reflect this, past tense was considered more appropriate for

Psychology I undergraduates, for whom many of the situations would probably be in the

recent past.

Minor changes of wording were also made to adapt the scale to Australian colloquial

usage. The instn¡ctions were also rewritten. The final questionnaire, used in the present

study, appears in Appendix 1.3.

5.1.2.2 Adaptation of the Attributional Style O-uestionnaire

Attemps have been made to devise an instn¡ment that will measure "attributional

style". Seligman and his co-workers (e.g., Peterson, Semmel, von Baeyer, Abramson,

Metalsky and Seligman, t982) have been interested in the question of whether there is a

depressive attributional style and their work was discussed in Chapter 4. It was decided that

the situations used by Peterson et al would be suitable for use in the present study, but that

their questionnaire could usefully be adapted by inco¡porating the Causal Dimension Scale

of Russell (1982).

Russell's scale is designed to assess how the respondent perceives the causes s/he has

given for a specific event or situation. The final version of the scale consists of nine

dimensions, an equal number of which assess locus of causality, stability and controllabitity
(dimensions described by Weiner,1979). Russell describes two studies in which he tested

and developed the scales. Respondents were given eight achievement situations consisting

of an outcome (success or failure) and one of eight causal attributions. By subjecting each

item to a sep¿ìrate analysis of variance he determined that the three subscales were adequately

discriminable. A factor analysis confirmed these results, the factor strucnre clearly

corresponding to the three causal dimension subscales. All three scales were found to be

internally consistent. There was a difference between the evaluations of causes following

success and failure outcomes. Respondents in general viewed the causes of success as more

internal, more stable, and more controllable, than the causes of failure.

The final version of the scale presented in Russell "is designed for senings in which

the investigator is assessing both the respondent's causal explanation for an event and the

respondent's perceptions of the causes he or she has stated" (1982, p. 11a3). It was thus

ideal for use in the present contexl Russell notes that caution is necessary in assuming the

validiry of the scale in contexts other ttran those relating to achievement.

In summing up, Russell notes the work of Seligman and his colleagues, and

emphasizes that the Causal Dimension Scale does not assess attributional style as such.

However, it was decided to use the questionnaire created by combining the situational

format of Seligman et al with the rating scales of Russell; the resulting questionnaire is

shown in Appendix L.4.It was intended that any results obtained would be viewed with

some degree of caution since the questionnaire does not measrre attributional style per se,

nor has it been validated in relation to affiliation contexts. It was nevertheless seen as an



96

experimental version of what might be regarded as a more "fine-grained" measure of causal

perception than the existing global measures of Locus of Control (e.g., Rotter, 1966).

5.2 Method

5.2.1 Subjects: Eighty Psychology I undergraduates enrolled in 1984 panicipated in the

study. Of these, the26 who were in the attributional praise group completed the

questionnaires. There rüas an expectation that all enrollees would participate in five hours of
experimentation during the year, and they were credited with time for doing so. They \ilere,

however, able to accept or refuse requests relating to individual studies. Thus those students

who did respond were apparently interested by the description of the study. The mean age of
participants was 20.96 years (s.d.=5.91). Fifty-seven were female and 23 were male.

5.2.2 Operational Definition: The cha¡acteristic attributed, "persistence", was operationally

defined as "length of time spent at the tasks". Thus a comparison among groups was made

of time spent on each of the experimental tasks.

5.2.3 Procedure: As has been indicated, subjects were contacted by letter and asked to sign

up at the deparrnental office at a personally convenient time. They were led to believe that

they would be participating in a study on cognitive abilities.

As each subject entered the experimental room the experimenter greeted herlhim by

name, introduced herself, and thanked her/him for coming. The experimenter also made

some casual remark in a f¡iendly manner, about the weather, for example, or the subject's

ease or otherwise in frnding the experimental room. The subject was then asked to sit at the

desk set up for her/him about l0-L2 feet away from the experimenter's desk. Experimenter

and subject were thus seated at an angle from one another, and each could easily see the

other.

The f,rst task was described as¡ an anagram task The experimenter approached the

subject's desk with the task, and explained that with this task, as indeed with all subsequent

tasks (number not specifred), slhe should read the instructions quietly, ask questions if
necessaty, but otherwise begin when ready, using the scrap paper as required. If the subject

asked whether there was a time-limi! the experimenter ansrwered "No, no time limit". If ttre
subject asked what would happen if s/he were unable to do the task, the experimenter replied

"Don't worry about it. Stop when you feel you want to".

The experimenter was easily able to deærmine when the subject had finished because

generally the subject put down the pen and looked expectantly at her, or said "I've frnished".

Then the experimenter would approach the subject's desk and pick up the completed task,

looking at it and saying the appropriate manipulation. If ttre subject interrupred, the

experimenter would simply smile and nod, and wait, but would not specifrcally respond to

thecomment' rt should be noted that in this experiment, as in alr

experiments reported in this thesis, subjects were

randomly allocated to groups. Computer-generated

pseudo-random sequences were used.
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The subject was then given the second task with the comment "See how you get on

with this one, a completely different task this time". As the subject turned the page and put

pen to paper, the experimenter surreptitiously started the digital stop-watch secreted in her

right (capacious) skirt pocket. She also noted the time by her watch so that she could stop

the subject after 25 minutes if necessary. This was a mar<imum time set for the task, after

which the subject was stopped with the explanation that s/he had better finish that one off
now so that slhe could continue with the next one. This procedure was adopted so that a

running time of one hour per subject could be managed. Occasionally a subject would ask

during this task "How many do you want?"; the experimenter would answer "Just until you

run out of ideas". 'When the subject clearly signalled that s/he had finished (as above), the

experimenter surreptitiously stopped the timer, and once again approached the subject's desk

to pick up the completed task.

Agaitt looking at the work, she delivered the appropriate manipulation, and introduced

the third task in the same way as the second, as a "completely different task this time". The

same timing procedure was adopted; this time the experimenter started the timer in her left-

hand pocket. If the subject showed frustration during this task and said anything to the

experimenter, she replied "Lots of people don't solve this one - I will show you a solution

finally". All subjects were shown a solution once they had indicated to the experimenter that

they had stopped working on the task.

Then the post-experiment questionnai¡e was given to the subject. If the subject had

been in Group D, the control group, the experimenter then told her/him that s/he had done

well on all ttre tasks. If the subject was in Group A, the attribution group, the experimenter

asked herlhim if s/he would mind taking away two other questionnaites to complete at home

(the RHQ and the CDS described above). S/he was promised a fu¡ther hour's time credit

when these were returned completed. A subsequent'phone call was made to Group A
subjects who did not retum the questionnaires within one week.

The experimenter then ttranked the subject for participating and told her/him that she

would write in due course explaining her hypotheses and outlining her results. The subject

was also told ttrat s/he would be credited with the participation time.

5.2.4.1 Wording of Manipulations: After Anagram Task

Group A (attribution): "How did you get on - any problems? (looking at solutions). Yes,

you've done well, you have a very good score (or, you have scored ten out of ten). It's

interesting about anagrams - psychologists have found that people who solve anagrams well
tend to have the personality characteristic of persistence. It seems to be related to persistence

rather than to any specific intellectual cha¡acteristic. I guess you must be a persistent --i 5'Ð l
person."

Group B (expectation): "Horil did you get on - any problems? (ooking at solutions). Yes,

you've done well, you have a very good score (or, you have scored ten out of ten). It's
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interesting about anagrams - psychologists have found that people who solve anagrams well

tend to do well on a number of different tasks with no obvious verbal content, tracing with

the non-dominant hand, for example. I expect you'll do well on this next task too."

Group C (social reinforcementl: "How did you get on - any problems? (ooking at

solutions). Yes, you've done well, you have a very good score (or, you have scored ten out

of ten). It's interesting the different sorts of tasks psychologists get their subjects to do. I
guess it must be very puzzhng for the subjects to see how they could relate to each other -

one psychologist had subjects tracing with the non-dominant hand and learning nonsense

syllables, for example."

Group D (control): "How did you get on - any problems? (looking at solutions).I'll let you

know your score once all the tasks are completed. It's interesting the different sorts of tasks

psychologists get their subjects to do. I guess it must be very puzzling for the subjects to see

how they could relate to each other - one psychologist had subjects tracing with the non-

dominant hand and learning nonsense syllables, for example. But of course we can't explain

at the time."

5.2.4.2 Wording of Manipulations: After Consequences Task

Group A (atrribution): "Did you find that task interesting? Yes, you've written quite a bit,

haven't you? Good. I think you must really be a persistent person to have stuck at it that

long."

Group B (exps:ctation): "Did you frnd that task interesting? Yes, you've written quite a bit,

haven't you? Good. Judging on how you've gone so far I expect you'll do well on the next

task too."

Grouo C (social reinforeemext): "Did you find that task interestine? Yes. vou've written

quite a bit, haven't you? Good. Most subjects seem to enjoy that one - they say it's unusual

and are often surprised at how much they can think up."

Grouo D (control): "Did you find that task interesting? It's rather an unusual task, don't you

ttrink? Most subjects seem to enjoy it. They're often surprised at how many consequences

they can think up."

5.3 Results and Discussion

5.3. 1 Measures Obtained

The following scores were obtained for each subject:

(1) Time spent on Consequences task (maximum 25 minutes).

(2) Number of distinctly different ideas produced.

(3) Time spent on Matrix problem (maximum 25 minutes).

(4) Number of matrices attempted.

(5) Number of corrcct matrix solutions.
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(6) Subject's rating of how well the experimenrer thoughr sÂre would do.

(7) Subject's rating of how persistent the experimenter thought s/he was. -
(8) Subject's self-rating of persistence.

For Group A, the attributional praise group, the RHQ scores obtained were:

(1) Number of negative experiences as a proportion of number of non-null ("does not apply"

eliminated) experiences.

(2) Number of positive experiences as a proportion of number of non-null experiences.

(3) Number of negative experiences as a proportion of number of negative plus number of
positive experiences.

(4) Number of positive experiences as a proportion of number of negative plus number of
positive experiences.

The CDS scores obtained were:

For good achievement situations

(5) locus of causality

(6) stability

(7) controllability

For bad achievement situations

(8) locus of causaliry

(9) stability

(10) controllability

For good affiliation situations

(11) locus of causality

(12) stability

(13) controtlability

For bad affiliation situations

(14) locus of causality

(15) stabitity

(16) controllability

For all good outcomes (achievement plus affiliation)
(17) locus of causality

(18) stability
(19) controllability

For all bad ourcomes

(20) locus of causality

(21) stability
(22) contollability
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5.3.2 Analyses

A file of data was created on the Vax-B computer at the University of Adelaide and

the statistical package, SPSS-X (SPSS Inc.,1983), was used to do the analyses. This is true

for all major analyses described in subsequent chapters.

Three oneway analyses of variance were calculated. The fow groups were compared

on both persistence tasks (Consequences and Matrices), and on average persistence.

5.3.2. 1. 1 Averase Persistence

A significant F-ratio was obtained when groups were compared on their averag" ) .', ' ,

persistence scores. Table 5.1 shows the results of the analysis of variance

Tqhlc ( t. Results of analysis of variance comparing groups on average of time spent

on Consequences and Matrix tasks.

Source df SS MS F F-prob.
Between
groups 3 460.33 t53.44 8.1 87 .00001

Within
grouDs 76 t322.67 L7.40

Total 79 t783.O2

Post-hoc comparisons indicated that Groups A, attribution, and B, expectation, were

significantly different from Groups C, social reinforcement, and D, control, but that neither

Groups A and B, nor C and D, we,re significantly different from each other (Student-

Newman-Keuls, p<.05). Table 5.2 shows the means and standard deviations for each

group.

IaÞIf.jil: Means and standard deviations, by group, of the ayerage of the time spent on

Consequences and Matrix task.

Group Mean s. d. N

A 16.76 4.03 26

B 16.94 4.r3 18

C 11.91 4.65 18

D t2.12 3.90 18

It seems from this result that the attribution of a characteristic, when compared with

the expression of a positive expectation for subjects' performance, does not relate to a

/l tot t 2U1-"rt'ta,--, ,t4

!¡ ' L a tr . .-.1 ! /W )' <1a.,' I
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greater length of time being spent on the dependent tasks. Similarly, social

and control conditions do not differentially affect subjects'performance.

5.3.2.1.2 Persistence at Consequences Task

A significant F-ratio was obtained when groups were compared on time spent at the

Consequences task: Table 5.3 shows the results of the analysis of va¡iance.

IA.þIç-$[: Results of analysis of variance comparing groups on time spent on

Consequences task.

Means and standa¡d deviations appear in Table 5.4.

IaÞlS.l¡!,: Means and standard deviations, by group, of time spent on Consequences

task.

Group Mean s.d N

A t3.62 5.13 26

B t3.t3 5.19 18

c t2.21 5.19 18

D 9.15 2.99 18

Post-hoc comparisons indicated that groups A, attribution, and B, expectation, were

significantly different from Group D, control, but not from Group C, social reinforcement

(Student-Newman-Keuls, p<.05). That is, it seems that the different praising locutions had

not discriminated among groups at the first stage of the experiment, since there was no

difference among the experimental $oups. It can be concluded from this result that one

delivery of a praising manipulation is insufficient to result in differences among groups, at

least when time spent on this particular task is the dependent measure.

5.3.2.1.3 Persistence at Matrix Task

The results of the oneway analysis of va¡iance comparing grcups on their persistence

at the Matrix task a¡e set out in Table 5.5, and means and standa¡d deviations for the goups

are shown in Table 5.6.

Source df ss MS F F-prob.
Between
groups 3 235.24 78.41 3.45 .02r

Within
groups 76 r726.87 22.72

Total 79 t962.tl
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IADIç--|5: Results of analysis of variance comparing groups on time spent on Matrix

task.

I¡DIe-jÍ.f,: Means and standard deviations, by group, of time spent on Matrix task.

Group Mean s.d N

A 19.46 5.37 26

B 20.74 5.19 18

C 11.59 5.15 18

D 15.07 6.25 18

Post-hoc comparisons indicated that groups A, attribution, and B, expectation, \ilere

significantly different from Groups C, social reinforcement, and D, control, but that neithe¡

A and B, nor C and D, were significantly different from each other (Student-Newman-

Keuls, p<.05). It may be concluded, as it was on the basis of the average persistence

result, that an attribution and an expectation manipulation did not differcntially affect

behaviour. Social reinforcement had no more effect on time spent on the matrix task than did

a control condition.

Interestingly, Group C, social reinforcement, \ilas the only group that did not spend

longer on this task than on the Consequences task.

5.3.2.2 Compa¡ison of Groups on Productivity

5.3.2.2.1 Number of Consequences

A oneway analysis of va¡iance comparing the groups on number of distinctly different

consequences produced was not significant (F=1.44,p=.24), indicating that there \l'as no

significant difference among groups on productivity, although there were significant

differences in time spent at this task. Table 5.7 shows the means and standard deviations on

this variable for the four groups.

Source df SS MS F F-prob.
Between
grouDs 3 ro02.36 334.12 11.045 .00001

Within
grouDs 76 2299.16 30.2s

Total 79 330r.52
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Tahle 5.7: Means and standard deviations, by group, of number of consequences

produced.

Group Mean s. d. N

A 12.62 5.22 26

B 12.67 s.30 18

c 10.50 4.39 18

D 10.28 4.01 18

5.3.2.2.2 Number of Matrices

A oneway analysis of variance comparing the groups on number of matrices

attempted was not significant (F=1.34, p=.26). This shows that the¡e was no difference

among the groups on productivity, although there were differences in time spent on the task.

It is interesting to speculate as to the nature of the cognitive processes underlying these

effects. Perhaps subjects were really thinking hard about the problems, or perhaps they were

engaged in some form of "self-talk" (e.g., "I really should stick at this a bit longer").

Table 5.8 shows the means and standa¡d deviations for all groups.

IAÞle-iLE: Means and standard deviations, by group, of number of matrices attempted.

Group Mean s.d N

A 11.69 6.42 26

B rt.67 5.30 18

C 8.67 3.r4 18

D 11.50 6.12 18

5.3.2.2.3 Number of Correct Matrix Solutions

There were no significant differences among groups on number of correct matrix

solutions, as indicated by a non-significant oneway analysis of variance (F=.49, p=.68).

In fact many subjecs did not solve the problem at all, as can tle seen from the means

and standard deviations shown in Table 5.9. This result indicates that the task had indeed

been suitable for its intended putpose, that of acting as a measure of persistence.
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I¡.þIç-L!: Average number of correct matrix solutions, by group.

Group Mean s.d N Max.solns

A .23 .51 26 2

B .39 60 18 2

c .22 .43 18 I

D 22 43 18 1

5.3.2.2.4 Correlation of Number of Correct Matrix Solutions with Number of
Consequences Produced

The shorter the time spent on the Consequences task (r=-.19, p=.049, N=80), and

the fewer consequences produced (r=-.25, p=.012, N=80), the more matrix solutions the

subject produced (however it must be noted that many subjects did not produce any

solutions). Perhaps this result reflects a negative relationship between ability at the two

different types of task.

the Matrix Task

There were significant positive correlations between time spent on the Consequences

task and number of consequences produced (e.50, p=.0001, N=80), and between time

spent on the Matrix task and number of matrices attempted (r=.27 , p=.007, N=80).

There was a significant positive correlation be¡veen time spent on the Consequences

task and time spent on the Matrix task (r.38, p=.0001, N=80). This indicates that, at least

in the context of the experiment, there was an intra-subject tendency to be more or less

persistent.

5.3.2.5 Comparison of Groups on Experimenter Ratings

Oneway analyses of variance were calculated to compare groups on the rating tasks.

A significant F-ratio was obtained when groups were compa¡ed on their perception of
the experimentet's judgment of their persistence; the results are shown in Table 5.10.
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Tahle 5.10: Results of analysis of variance comparing groups on their ratings of the

experimenter's judgment of their persistence.

Source df ss MS F F-prob.
Between
groups 3 6s.23 2t.74 13.31 .00001

Within
grouDs 57 93.09 1.63

Total 60 158.33

Means and standard deviations for each group are shown in Table 5.11 (note that

since subjects rüere given the opportunity not to make a rating if they really could not make a

judgment, n's are less than the total N's of 26 for the attribution group, and l8 for every

other group - this also applies to Tables 5.13 and 5.15).

Table 5.11: Means and standard deviations, by group, of subjects'ratings of their

perception of the experimenter's judgment of their persistence.

Group Mean s. d. n

A 7.84 69 25

B 6.00 1.42 10

C 6.00 t.79 11

D 5.47 1.50 15

As would be expected, post-hoc comparisons showed that Group A, attibution, was

significantly different from all other groups (Student-Newman-Keuls, p<.05). It is

interesting to note, too, that the va¡iability among the ratings of Group A is significantly less

than it is among the ratings of all other groups (F=5.51, df=35/24, p<.01).The results of
these analyses indicate that subjects in Group A were indeed aware of the content of the

experimenter's praising locution, and also perhaps that, as a group, they were more certain

of ttrat perception. Further, it seemed that a larger proportion of subjects in Group A were

prepared to make a rating in relation to the experimentey's judgment of theirpersistence.

Scales

Proportions were calculated, for each Soup, of subjects who felt unable to judge

what the experimenter had thought about their persistence. These a¡e shown in Table 5.12.

These proportions are further evidence of the effect of the attributional praise on Group A, a

point which is taken up in Section 5.4, the General Discussion.

/1, t 'J
1. tçLL L,, ,) /. ¿, ,),,. ,
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Ia}lc-.li.tz: Proportions, by group, of subjects who felt unable to make a rating of

their perception of the experimenter's judgment of their persistence.

Group Proportion

A .04

B .44

c .39

D .17

5.3.2.5.2 Comparison of Groups on the Experimenter's Expectation of Subjects'

Performance

A oneway analysis of variance comparing the average ratings of the groups on

whether the experimenter expected subjects to do well yielded a non-significant F-ratio
(F=.65, p=.58). This is interesting since it might have been expected that Group B, the

expectation group, would rate higher than the other groups. Perhaps this indicates that,

while it does affect behaviour, an expectation manipulation is in some sense less salient than

is attributional praise.

The means and standa¡d deviations a¡e shown in Table 5.13 (Note: total N's a¡e 18

for every group, except Group A, N=26).

Table 5.r3: Means and standard deviations, by group, of subjects' rated judgment of

whether the experimenter expected them to do welt.

Group Mean s.d n

A 7.19 1.20 26

B 7.24 r.44 L7

c 6.53 I .9 1 L7

D 7.28 0.96 18

Scales

Proportions of subjects in each group who were unable to make a judgment about the

experimenter's expectations are shown in Table 5.14.
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Table 5.f4: Proportions, by group, of subjects who felt unable to make a rating about

the experimenter's expectations.

Group Proportion

A 42

B .11

c 11

D .r7

A value for chi-squared calculated after combining Groups B, expectation, C, social

reinforcement, and D, control, for comparison with Group A, attribution, was significant

q2 =8.66, df=l, p<.01).That is, significantly more subjects in the attribution group

indicated that they could not make a judgment about the experimenter's expectations for their

performance.

It is difficult to interpret this result in view of the fact that subjects in Group A were

a\ilare that the experimenter considered them to be persistenr Although that manipulation

was obviously seen to have implications for subjects' behaviot¡r, it was apparentþ not

interpreted by them as meaning the same as that the experimenter thought they would "do

well".

5.3.2.6 Comparison of Groups on Self-Rated Persistence

A oneway analysis of va¡iance was calculated to compare groups on whether they

generally considered themselves persistent. A non-significant F-ratio was obtained (F=1.14,

p=.34). This demonstrates that ttre groups were equivalent in self-rated persistence before

coming to the experimental situation. Means and standa¡d deviations of the groups are set

out in Table 5.15 (Note: total lrls are 18 for every group, except Group A, N=26).

Table 5.15: Means and standard deviations, by group, of self-ratings of persistence.

Group Mean s. d. n

A 5.80 1.08 15

B 6.06 t.69 l6

c 5.44 1.26 l6

D 5.73 0.88 15
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5.3.2.7 Correlation between Persistence and Self-Rated Persistence

There was a significant positive correlation between persistence, dehned as average

time spent on the tasks, and self-rated persistence (r.21, p=.034, N=78). This implies that

there is a relationship benveen self-concept and behaviour.

Persistence

The more generally persistent subjects rated themselves to be, the more matrix

solutions they produced (r-.19, P=.042, N=80), although this was not a high correlation

and it should be noted that many subjects did not produce any solutions.

5.3.3 Attribution Group: Ouestionnaire Data

The attribution group (Group A) was split at the median of average persistence (17 .25

minutes). A series of 22 t-tests was carried out to determine whether high and low persisters

in response to the manipulation differed on any of the questionnaire va¡iables. Only one

difference was significanl Those above the median had a higher average controllability

score for bad achievement and affrliation situations combined (above median, mean=108.46,

s.d.=27.25; below median, mean=89.31, s.d.=13.92; t=-2.26, df=17.86, p=.037).

Table 41.1, Appendix 1..5, shows the results of all correlations that were calculated

benveen the22 questionnaire va¡iables and selected experimental variables. Number of
"neutral" experiences was treated separately (see Section 5.3.3.3.3). Correlations between

reported number of "neutral" experiences and the experimental va¡iables do not appear on

the table. Except for one referred to below, all correlations were less ttran .15.

Average persistence correlated with locus of causality for good affiliation situations

(r=.46, p=.009, N=26), with controllability for good affiliation situations (r=.45, p=.01,

N=26) and with controllability for bad affiliation situations (e.42, p=.017, N=26).

That is, there was a relationship between behaving persistently in response to the

manipulation and having an internal locus of causality in good afFrliation situations, and

seeing such situations as controllable. It also related to seeing bad affiliation situations as

conrollable.

The experimental situation could be seen as having components both of achievement

and of affiliation. Perhaps subjects who see affiliation si¡¡ations as controllable tend to

behave consistently with an attribution (or any other apparent expectation) as part of a

"stategy" for keeping them controllable. For subjects who see themselves as the locus of
events in their environment it is likely to seem practicable to adopt an attributed characteristic
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and behave consistently with it. Subjects with an extemal locus of causality on the other

hand are less likely to believe that having a personal characteristic necessa¡ily has any

implications for their behaviour. However, such interpretations should not be given great

weight in view of the small proportion of significant correlations obtained.

Self-rated persistence correlated negatively with locus of causality for bad

achievement situations (r-.35, P=.039, N=26), and posiúvely with the proportion of
positive (out of non-null) experiences reported on the RHQ (r=.39, p=.025, N=26). That is,

seeing oneself as generally persistent relates to having an external locus of causality in

negative achievement situations, and with perceiving oneseH as having generally good

experiences with significant others. In addition, the fewer neutral experiences noted on the

RHQ, the more persistent the subject is likely to rate herlhimself (r=-.35, p=.042, N=26).

Only selected signifrcant correlations will be reviewed here. Subjects'awa¡eness of
the experimental manipulation (the experimenter perceiving them as persistent) related to

some of the questionnaire variables. The greater the controllability of bad affiliation

situations was seen to be the more subjects thought the experimenter perceived them as

persistent (r=.35, P=.039, N=26). However, the greater the perceived stability of bad

situations in general (achievement and affiliation combined), the less subjects thought the

experimenter perceived them as persistent (e-.52, p=.003, N=26). This implies that

attributional style may influence a subject's interpretation of the experimente/s behaviotu.

Many of the relationships beween performance in the experimental situation and the

attributional style variables were in an intuitively obvious di¡ection. Thus, as might be

expected, the higher the stability score for good achievement situations, the more matrices

\ilere attempted (r=.39, p=.025, N=26), and the mofe consequences were produced (r=.49,

p=.005, N=26).

Similarly, the greater the controllability for bad achievement situations, the more

matrices were attempted (r.40, P=.021,N=26), and the more controllable bad affrliation

situations were seen to be, the more consequences were produced (r.40, p=.021, N=26).

The more stable bad achievement situations \ilere seen to be, the less time was spent

on the matrices (e-.45, P=.011, N=26), and the more controllable those situations were

seen to be the more time was spent on the matrices (r=.41,p=.02, N=26). In addition, the

more controllable bad affiliation situations were seen to be, the more time was spent on the

marices (e.44, P=.013, N=26). (And the more controllable all bad outcomes were seen to

be, the more time was spent on the matrices (r=.46, p=.01, N=26)).
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The more internal the locus of causality for good affiliation situations, the more time

was spent on the matrices (=.37, P=.03, N=26), and the more controllable those situations

were seen to be, the more time was spent on the matrices (r=.48, p=.006, N=26).

The more stable bad affiliation situations were seen to be (r=.45, p=.01, N=26), and

the more controllable these situations were seen to be (r=.44, p=.013, N=26), and the more

negative (out of non-null) experiences \ilere reported (r.35, p=.038, N=26), the more time

was spent on the Consequences task. Of all the observed relationships this pattern of results

is the most difficult to interpret.

A general conclusion can be d¡awn from the overall pattern of relationships observed

that attributional style apparently does relate to overt behaviour.

Dimension Scale Va¡iables

Table A1.2, Appendix 1.6, shows the corelations between the RHQ variables and

the CDS variables.

5.3.3.3. I Positive Experiences

The proportion "positive experiences/total of non-null experiences" correlated

significantly with locus of causality (r=.58, p=.001, N=26), stability (e.39, p=.026,

N=26) and controllability (r=.39, p=.O24, N=26) for good achievement situations.

It also correlated positively with controllability for good affiliation situations (e.39,

p=.022, N=26). There were also signifrcant correlations with locus of causality and

controllability for all good situations (achievement plus affiliation), but these are partly

accountable for with reference to the above correlations.

These results indicate that the more positive reinforcement experiences a subject

perceives herlhimself to have had, the more s/he perceives good achievement situations, and

to some extent good affiliation situations, as internally caused, stable, and controllable.

Correlations of the proportion "positive experiencesþositive + negative experiences"

with locus of causality for good achievement situations (r=.34, p=.044, N=26), and with

stability for good achievement situations (e.45, p=.009, N=26), lent further support to this

conclusion.

5.3. 3. 3.2 Negative Experiences

The more negative experiences were reported, the more bad causes were seen as

stable (r.41, p=.01.9, N=26), and controllable (r=.39, p=.022, N=26). This result was

obtained by correlating the proportion "negative experiences/total non-null experiences" with

the CDS variables.

However, using the proportion "negative experiences/positive + negative

experiences", it seems that the fewer negative experiences the subject had had, the more
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stable good achievement situations were perceived to be (r=-.43, p=.014, N=26). Locus of
causality for good achievement situations approached significance too (r=.33,p=.052,

N=26).

5.3.3.3.3 "Neutral" Experiences

Interestingly, some significant correlations emerged between the proportion of so-

called "neutral"experiences (out of the total of non-null experiences) and the CDS variables.

"Neutral" scores were calculated separately, as were these conelations, after a subjective

observation of an apparent pattern in the data (Sewell et al, 1982, do not specifically

recommend the calculation of an "indifferent" score from their questionnaire).

All correlations were negative except for that relating to the controllabiliry of bad

affiliation outcomes. Significant correlations were these - the fewer neutral experiences the

subject had had the more internal was the locus of causality for good achievement situations

(r=-.57, p=.001, N=26), as it was for good affiliation situations (r=-.39, p=.025, N=26);

the fewer neutral experiences the subject had had, the more good achievement outcomes

were seen as controllable (r=-.42, p=.017 , N=26), as were good affiliation outcomes (r=-

.47,p=.67, N=26). These correlations contributed to the significant correlations between

neutral experiences and locus of causality for good situations (r=-.60, p=.001, N=26) and

controllability for good situations (r=-.55, p=.003, N=26).

It seems that "neutral" responses are perceived in a more unfavourable manner than

are negative responses. Perhaps they are perceived as indifference (despite the artempt to

build the distinction between "neutral" and "indifferent" into the scale), a reaction which is
experienced as more negative than those reactions actually classified as negative. This
interpretation is consistent with Crandall's (1963) suggestion that ignoring mistakes (for
example) is a neutral experience whereas silence o¡ non-reaction following a positive

reaction is negative. She found some support for the latter hypothesis with children, but not
adults. At any rate, there is a clear pattern of relationships here between the perception of
such responses by others in the past, and current attributional style.

The least intuitively comprehensible result, given the observed pattern, is the

correlation between neutral experiences and stability of bad situations. The fewer neutral

experiences were reported, the more stable bad situations were seen to be (e-.37,p=.031,
N=26).

5.3.3.4 Compa¡ison of Males and Females

Although there was no theoretical reason to expect any gender differences, a series of
22 t-tests was calculated to investigate this variable. No significant differences were found
between males and females in responding on either questionnaire.
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5.3.3.5 Causal Dimension Scale: Comparison of Good and Bad Outcomes

Means and standa¡d deviations were calculated separately for good and bad outcomes

on the CDS. These are displayed in Table 5.16.

Table 5.'lll: Causal Dimension Scale - Means and standard deviations of good and bad

outcomes by situation type.

Situation/Scale Good Situations Bad Situations
Achievement Mean s.d. Mean s.d.
Locus of Control 51.69 15.93 50.73 13.79
Stability 47.80 14.81 29.69 13.46
Controllabilitv 63.08 tl.7L 49.81 8.72
Affiliation
Locus of Control 57.92 11.63 47 .65 9.89
Stability 35.92 t2.t I 3r.12 10.65
Controllabilitv 68.73 9.49 45.23 1 1.53
All Situations
Locus of Control 1 10.39 23.29 98.39 17.46
Stabilitv 83.73 18.43 64.65 26.69
Controllabilitv 13 1 .81 1 6.89 98.88 23.34

To summarize the results of this analysis, good achievement and affiliation situations

were seen as more internally caused, more stable and more controllable than were bad

situations. There is, however, very little difference between good and bad achievement

situations in terrns of perceived locus of causality, or between good and bad affiliation

situations in terms of perceived stability.

These results accord with those of Peterson et al (1982) who found that good events

were perceived more intemally, stably and globally than were bad events. As a result of the

pattem of correlations obtained by these researchers, they concluded that there was "no

evidence for the discriminability of achievement from affiliative goal areas" (L982,p.299.
However, the different pattern of correlations between CDS va¡iables and perceived

reinforcement history obtained in this study casts some doubt on this conclusion.

5.4 General fiiscussion

This study proved to be a fmiÉul one, both in its own right and in terrns of providing

a resea¡ch direction. It was found that different praising locutions did indeed have different

effects on behaviour, although it was not clearly deterrrined that an¡ibutional praise and the

expression of an expectation affect behaviour differently. However, although they were not

distinguished in terms of the dependent va¡iable, subjects obviously did not perceive the two
locutionary forms in an identical manner. That is, when proportions of subjecs in each

goup who chose not to complete the rating scales were compared, there were differences

among the groups. It is clear that subjecs in the attributional praise group did not interpret
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the experimenter's judgment about their persistence as an expectation for their future

behaviour, although they were well awa¡e of that judgment.

Another finding which supports the hypothesis that a different psychological process

is operaúve for the two forms of praise is that attribution of a personal characteristic

appeared to be a more salient form of praise than was the expression of an expectation about

future behaviour. When asked what the experimenter's expecøtions were, the expectation

goup was not significantly different from the other goups, but when asked whether the

experimenter judged them to be persistent, the attribution group was significantly different

from all other groups. It thus seemed important to compare attribution and expectation

further in an attempt to discriminate between them more clearly, both behaviourally and in

terms of cognitive processes which they might evoke.

In view of the contradictory results reported in the literature with regard to the effects

of "social reinforcement", it was interesting to find no difference overall between this

condition and the control condition. After one delivery of the manipulation the control group

lagged behind all other groups, but spent as much time on the task as did the social

reinforcement group after two manipulations. It seems, from this study at least, that if the

perceiver is friendly and communicative, the target's behaviour is affected in the same

manner as if that perceiver makes encouraging or evaluative remarks. It is certainly clea¡ that

social reinforcement with no def,rnite informational content is not effective in controlling

behaviour in the rway that other forms of praise are.

A result which requires consideration is the effect of delivering the manipulation

twice. One delivery was apparently insufficient to distinguish among the groups in terms of
performance, but two clearly showed up a difference. An alternative interpretation of course

is that there was a task X manipulation interaction such that an effect occurred with one type

of task (Matrix task) but not with the other (Consequences task). However, in support of an

interpretation in terms of the number of deliveries of the manipulation, Kinch (1968) notes

that there is some evidence that repetition of an evaluation enhances changes in self-

evaluation. It also seems intuitively unlikely that any form of praise manipulation would be

so powerful that only one delivery would substantially affect behaviour. It would be

interesting to investigate the question of whether further repetitions would clarify differences

among the groups. Unforn¡nately, there is some diffrculty in setting up a credible

experimental situation in which such an evaluation can be repeatedly delivered.

The fact that more time was spent on the tasks according to locution delivered, but

that no diffe¡ence in productivity was evident, is somewhat surprising. It would be

interesting to investigate the cognitive processes anüor "self-talk" which might underte this

effect.

The attempt to determine whether there was any interaction of the effect of
attributional praise with reinforcement history or attributional style was on the whole
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disappointing. However, therc were sufficient significant correlations with the experimental

vari¿bles to indicate ttrat this is not a frt¡itless research a¡ea. There were also some interesting

correlations between the questionnaire variables, most notably the findings with regard to

supposedly neutral ¡einforcement experiences.
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CHAPTER 6

EXPERIMENT 2

6.1 fntroduction

In order to clarify some of the results obtained in Experiment 1, and to further

examine aspects of the thesis being investigated, Experiment 2 was planned. This

experiment was in fact planned and conducted in conjunction with Experiment 3. Because of
the different aims of Experiment 3 that study is discussed subsequently in Chapter 9 Part 1,

but tasks and materials for the two experiments were identical. Basically the aim of
Experiment 3 was to determine whether subjects with a prior self-schema in the praised

domain responded differently to an attributional manipulation when compared with subjects

without such a self-schema, and that question is examined in Chapter 9 Parts I and2.

However, to return to ttre topic of this chapter, the main aims of Experiment 2werc
¡vofold. It was an investigation to determine whether an anribution manipulation and an

expectation manipulation could be distinguished in terms of their effects on subjects'

behaviour; it was also an attempt at elucidating two mediation hypotheses proposed to

account for any effect on behaviour of such manipulations.

Either of two major hypotheses could account for behaviour change in response

specifrcally to the attribution of a cha¡acteristic. The fust of these is a consistency

hypothesis: individuals behave consistently with a self-concept which now "contains" the

attributed cha¡acteristic (e.g., Grusec, Saas-Konsaak and Simutis, 1978), or, in a more

refined variation of this notion, activation of a construct causes an attitude-to-behaviour

process to occur in a manner similar to that outlined by Fazio (e.g., 1986). That is, having

received praise of a kind which indicates ttrat the individual has a certain disposition
(attributional praise), s/he is more likely to filter subsequent stimuli in relation to this

information and may then come to regard her/himself as the origin of acts of that kind, and

therefore to act consistently with the praise or label. This is more likely to occur in the

circumstance that the characteristic is a personally important one.

The alternative hypothesis for behaviour change in response to attributional praise is a

self-presentational one: the individual seeks to behave so Írs to please the audience and to

construct a public self (e.g., Baumeister, L982). And, in relation to an expectation about

furure behaviour as a fomt of praise, a self-presentational hypothesis is the more

straightforward explanation of the mediating mechanism. However, were the subject to
interpret an expectation as impþing something about her/his characteristics or abilities,

conceivably a consistency hypothesis might also be applicable.

It was hoped that this experiment would elucidate the extent to which praise

apparently affects, or interacts with, some more lasting self-schematic structures, and the

extent to which it has a relatively short-term effect, only affecting specific behaviour in ttre
presence of the praiser. That is, one aim was to determine whether any observed effect of
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attributional praise was primarily a consistency phenomenon or a self-presentational

phenomenon, or whether the npo hypothesized mediating mechanisms might interact. It may

be that different locutions evoke different mediating mechanisms. For example, while the

effect of an attributional praise manipulation might be mediated by self-schemare-

structuring, perhaps an expectation manipulaúon might lead only to a temporary self-

presentational outcome.

A 6-group experiment was therefore designed to explore these two positions further,

while at the same time comparing an attribution and an expectation manipulation in terms of
behavioural outcome. The independent va¡iable relevant to the two mediation hypotheses

was "experimenter presence or absence" during a specifrc task. For half of each group the

experimenter was present in the experimental room while the subject played three of four
computer games, while for the remaining subjects she was absent during the playing of the

third and fourth games. Subjects also completed a short Computer Attitude Questionnaire
and some games'rating scales (ideas for items included rwere taken from the Pinball Game

Questionnaire, courtesy of Judith Ha¡ackiewicz - see Ha¡ackiewicz, Manderlink and

Sansone, 1984). The characteristic attributed was "persistence", operationally defined as the

length of time spent on the third of four computer games (after the manipulation had been

delivered nvice).

The basic question to be answered by the experiment was whether the variable

"experimenterpresence" had a differential effect on behaviour when combined with an

attribution manipulation or an expectation manipulation. Thus, the main aim was to

determine whether the effect of either on behaviour was more pronounced given the

experimenter's presence in the room after delivery of the manipulation.

If the established effect of greater persistence in response to both an attribution and an

expectation manipulation, as compared to a social reinforcement manipulation, is a self-

presentational phenomenon, one would expect that the "experimenterpresent" groups would
be more persistent than the "experimenter absent" gtoups.

But if there is some kind of intra-psychic or consistency phenomenon occurring, one

might expect that an "Attribution, experimenter absent" group would be as persistent as an

"Attribution, experimenter present" group (the experimenter's presence is not necessary for
the attribution to have an effect). Such an effect would be in line with the hypothesis that the

subject was maintaining consistency bet'ween her/his self-concept and behaviour. On the

other hand, there is no equivalent inta-psychic possibility for any expectation effect, in that

if the experimenter leaves the room her expectation becomes unimportant Thus it might be

anticipated that an "Expectation, experimenter present" group would qpend more time than

an "Expectation, experimenter absent" group since the experimenter is the¡e during the task.

A reasonable prediction would be both attribution and expectation main effects, with
an interaction be¡ween the praise factor and the experimenter factor. In view of competing
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theories such an interaction would be interesting. That is, an interaction would tend to

support a self-presentational mediation hypothesis, while no interaction would be in line

with a consistency hypothesis.

Although the games' ratings scales were used partly to give a reason for having the

subject play the games, some tentative predictions might be made about likely ratings. For

example, on the basis of Deci's (e.g., 1975) ideas about internally controlled behaviour

leading to feelings of competence and intrinsic motivation one might expect the attribution

groups to say they enjoyed the games more, that they tried hard and so on. On the basis of
work comparing the effects of informational and controlling messages (e.g., Ryan, Mims

and Koestner, 1983) one might anticipate that the expectation groups would enjoy the games

less and feel more tense. On the basis of self-perception theory (Bem, L972) one might

expect that the longer the subject spent on a game the more s/he would perceive it as

enjoyable and interesting.

6.1.I Description of Experiment

6. I .1. 1 Design: Subjects were assigned randomly to one of six groups -

1. Attribution + experimentor present

2. Attribution + experimenter absent

3. Expectation + experimenter present

4. Expectation + experimenter absent

5. Control, no treaunent + experimenter present

6. Control, no treaunent + experimenter absent

"Experimenter present" was defined as the experimenter being present in the

experimental room during the playing of the fust three g¿rmes. "Experimente¡ absent" was

defined as the experimenter being present during the playing of the first two games. That is,

in the "present" condition the experimenter was there during the playing of "Word Search",

while in the "absent" condition she was absent. Thus conditions were as near as possible

equivalent in that the subject always had the experience of the experimenter leaving before

the games were complete and had to finish offplaying andrating on her/his own.

6.1.1.2 Tasks: A BBC computer was programmed in such a tvay that four games were

chained together. The games were ostensibly to be played so that the subject could rate them

to help the experimenter select the most appropriate one(s) for a later study. The games were

(in order of playing):

1. Alien Blasær - the player has to prevent aliens from landing and taking over the planet.

2.Maze - the player must flnd a route through the maze and out.

3. \ü/ord Search - acloze task in which the player must complete a story ("Mouse" - see

Appendix 2.3).

4.7nmbtes - the player must evade zombies who a¡e out at midnight, otherwise become

zombified.
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The computer recorded time spent on each of the games. Subjects were not aware that they

were being timed.

6.1.1.3 Dependent Measures: The main dependent measures were time spent on each of the

second, third, and fourth computer games which were played after the manipulations, time

on "Word Sea¡ch" (thtd game) being of greatest interest, since in Experiment I it was

found that two manipulations were necessary to distinguish among groups in performance.

However, time spent on "Maze" (second game) was also of interest in determining

whether that effect was repeated, and time on "Alien Blaster" (first game) can be conceived

as a "baseline" measure of "persistence". For these reasons, time measures were taken for
all six goups on the first and second tasks, too, despite the fact that only the praise factor

(three groups) was operative during their playing.

Time spent on "Zombies" (fourth garne) might indicate to what extent there was any

carry-over effect from the manipulations.

Other measures to be examined included a "Computer Attitude Questionnaire" which

was considered useful for misdirection if the subject wondered about the "real" purpose of
the games-playing, and the actual ratings of each of the games. The Computer Attitude

Questionnaire is shown in Appendix2.l and the Games'Ratings scales in Appendix 2.4.

6.2 Method

6.2.1 Subjects: Sixty Psychology I undergraduates, enrolled in 1985, who had not

completed a Self-Concept Questionnaire in testing sessions at the beginning of the year (see

report of Experiment 3 in Chapter 9), and who responded to a request to participate,

contributed data to the analyses reported here. Their mean age was 21.79 years (s.d.=7.08).

6.2.2 Procedure: The experimenter wrote to potential subjects explaining that she would be

doing an experiment later in the year for which she needed to select suitable computer

games. For this reason she required the ratings of a large number of people from the same

population as that from which subjects would come. Therefore, what the experimenter was

asking the subject to do was to come along to the laboratory for about an hour and play a

variety of computer games in order to rate them on a range of dimensions, for example, their

level of interest and degree of difficulty. In addition, it was stated that the subject should not

worry if slhe was not at all familiar with computers or computer games, since the

experimenter would explain in detail at the time, and in any case she wanted the ratings of
many people of varying experience. It was suggested to the subject that this might be an

enjoyable learnin g experience.

rWhen subjects a¡rived at the experimental room, the experimenter introduced herself

in a friendly manner, addressing them by name and always making some sociable rema¡k.

Initially the subject was seated beside the computer and instructed not to look at it just yet,
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while slhe completed a short questionnaire which would tell the experimenter about her/his

experiences with computers and attitude to them.

Once this was done, subjects were shown the General Instructions (see Appendix

2.2) which described the games. In addition, depending upon the subject's prior experience

with computer keyboards, the experimenter did or did not indicate the relevant keys to the

subject. The subject was told that s/he would play four different games, and that slhe would

rate each one immediately it was finished, pressing the "break" key "so that the computer

(could) get the next game ready". The instruction was given to "play each game long enough

that you feel you can then rate it, or as long as you like if you're enjoying it". The

experimenter also reassured subjects that she would "be here, at least at first, to make sure

that ever¡hing (goes) all right". This was added so that the subject would not be surprised

when the experimenter made her excuses and left the subject to finish on her/his own.

'When it was clear that the subject could continue on to the first game unassisted, the

experimenter went and sat at her table which was situated about th¡ee feet away from the

experimental tables. She was in such a position that she could easily see both the subject and

the computer's screen. Although she was obviously working, it would have been clea¡ to

the subject that s/he was being overseen, since the experimenter did make occasional

remarks (including the manipulations) relating to the state-of-play.

Groupl (Attribution. experimenter presentl: "Did you enjoy that game? I think that one

requires some persistence, don't you, to work out the best way to play? I thought you

seemed to be very persistent at it. You must be a persistent sort of a person."

Group 2 (Attribution. experimenter absent): As in 1.

Group 3 (Expectation. experimenter Eesent): "Did you enjoy that game? I ttìink that one

really requires you to practise on the keys to work out the best way to play, don't you?

Given how you got on,I'm sure you'll enjoy and do well at the other games."

Group 4 (Expectation. experimenter absent): As in 3.

Group 5 (Control. experimenter present): "Did you enjoy that game? I think that one really

requires you to practise on the keys to work out ttre best way to play, don't you? All the

games a¡e different - I had to type in a range of games to find the ones I wanted."

Group 6 (Control. experimenter absent): As in 5.

6.2.3.2'Wording of Manipulations - Phase 2 (after "Maze")

Cnoup 1: "I find that one really frustrating sometimes, especially if you get stuck in the

middle. But you seemed to be very persistent at it. You really must be a persistent person."

Group 2: As in 1.
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Group 3: "I find that one really frustrating sometimes, especially if you get stuck in the

middle. I guess you worked out some strategy. I'm sure you'll enjoy and do well at the

other games."

Group 4: As in 3.

Group 5: "I find that one really frustrating sometimes, especially if you get stuck in the

middle. But it's an unusual game to play. That's why I included it amongst the games to be

rated."

Grouo 6: As in 5.

6.2.4.1 Experimenter Absent Groups - Phase 3 Procedure: After the delivery of the

manipulation the experimenter gathered together her papers and said to the subject "Since

you seem to be getting on f,rne, I think I'll leave you to play the other games on your own, if
you don't mind. I've got plenty of work to do upstairs. Thank you very much for your

time. I appreciate it. And I'll write to you later to tell you what I found out." (There was, in
addition, a notice taped to the inside of the door indicating where the experimenter could be

found if need be. Two subjects sought her out because they had pressed the incorrect keys -

their data were therefore excluded, although at the time the experimenter simply set the

games up again for the subject).

6.2.4.2 Experimenter Present Groups - Phase 3 Procedure: After the playing of "Word

Search" the experimenter \¡/ent through the same procedure as above for the "experimenter

absent" groups. During the playing of the game, she was as füendly in manner as

previously, without volunteering any comments, but simply responding briefly if the subject

spoke to her.

6.3 Results and Discussion

Ten subjects were assigned to each of the six groups, by a random process. Unless

otherwise stated, in all the analyses described below, group N=10. In this section games are

discussed in a logical rather than a sequential order. That is, results ¿¡re presented in the

order Game 3, Game 2,Garcrc 4, Game 1, since on theoretical grounds there is a decreasing

likelihood that effects will be found through that sequence. Figure 6.1 summarizes the

results for all times for all games in graphical forrn It should be noted that although the

experimenter was present in the experimental room for atl groups during the playing of the

first nvo games, in the analyses relating to time spent on these games the six groups have

been retained. This was done so that the status of groups prior to the manipulations coutd be

examined, ttrat is, to ascertain ttrat the randomization procedure had been satisfactory.

Figure 6.1 shows clearly the value of adopting this procedure, considering that it is only on

Game 3 that a very clear difference among groups would be anticipated.
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F'iqure 6.1: Times spent by all groups on Games I to 4 (Key: A=Attribution¡

E=Expectation, C=Control).

6.3.1 Main Comparison: Comparison of Grouos on Time Spent Playing Game 3 lWord

Search)

A 3 X 2 analysis of variance was carried out to determine whether there were any

significant differences among groups. The factors are "Condition", of which there a¡e three

levels, and "Experimenter Presence or Absence", two levels. The means and standard

deviations of the goups ¿ìre set out in Table 6.1.

Table 6.1: Means and standard deviations, by group, of tÍme spent playing Game 3

(Word Search).

Grouo Mean s.d.

1. Attribution E present 14.46 5.49
2. Attribution E absent 11.68 6.18

3. Expectation E oresent 15.36 6.18
4. Expectat¡on E absent 11.74 5.05

5. Control E present 't3.73 4.99
6. Control E absent 8.79 3.12

As Table 6.2 shows there was an experimenter effect, but no condition effect and no

interaction. That is, in all conditions subjects played Game 3 for a longer time when the

experimenter was present in the room. The standa¡d deviations for Groups 1 to 4 do suggest

that there was greater variability in times than in Groups 5 and 6, the control groups,

I

þ

4

2
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although this was not a significant effect. The differences in the group means and the

Experimenter effect can be seen very cleady in Figure 6.1 above.

Ia.blS-.r6¿: Results of analysis of variance comparing groups on time spent ptaying

Game 3 (Word Search).

Source of variation SS df MS F Þ

Within cells 1417 .82 54 26.26
Constant 9570.26 1 9570.26 364.49 0.01 0
)ondition 58.1 3 2 29.06 1.11 0.338
Exoerimenter 21 4.23 1 214.23 8.1 6 0.006
Condition bv Exoerimenter 11.85 2 5.92 0.23 0.799

6.3.2 Comparison of Groups on Time Spent on Game 2 (Maze)

There was no significant difference among groups on time spent on the second game,

thus replicating previous findings that one manipulation is insufficient to distinguish among

goups in terms of their subsequent behaviour (in this study of course the additive effect of
the second manipulation did not show a difference either). The times are ser our in Table

6.3.

IAÞ19-.¡6.Í[: Means and standard deviations, by group, of time spent playing Game 2

(Maze).

Grouo Mean s.d

l.Attribution E present 4.76 1.80
2.Attribution E absent 4.91 2.6 9

3.Expectation E Dresent 5.97 3.3 9
4.Expectation E absent 6.50 4.32

5.Control E oresent 7.79 4.5 9
6.Control E absent 5.69 2.7 4

It could be argued on the basis of the lower means in Groups I and 2 (bearing in
mind that differences are not significant of course - Condition F=l.69, p=.194) that should

the experiment be repeated using a larger number of subjects, evidence of reactance against

the experimental manipulation might be found-

6.3.3 Comparison of Groups on Time Spent on Qame 4 (Zombies)

There were no significant differences among groups in time spent on Zombies; Table

6.4 shows the group means.
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IaÞIl6-4: Means and standard deviations, by group, of time spent playing Game 4

(Zombies).

Group Mean s.d.

l.Attribution E Dresent 7.85 5.36
2.Attribution E absent 6.68 5.11

3.Expectation E present 7.82 2.87
4.Expectation E absent 5.81 3.69

5.Control E present 6.32 4.61
G.Control E absent 7.39 3.81

There \ilas somewhat more variability in Groups I andZ compared to all the other

groups, but this was not a significant effect.

6.3.4 Comparison of Groups on Time Spent on Game 1 (Alien Blasterì

There was no significant difference among groups on time spent on the fi¡st game.

Thus groups can be regarded as equivalent on entering the experimental room (see Table 6.5

for means and standard deviations).

I¡DIC-.,i6.5: Means and standard deviations, by group, of time spent on Gane 1 (Alien

Blaster).

Group Mean s.d.

l.Attributlon E Dresent 4.22 1.62
2.Attribution E absent 4.91 2.71

3.Exoectation E Dresent 3.83 1 .01
4.Expectation E absent 2.82 1 .41

S.Control E Þresent 4.24 3.72
G.Control E absent 4.43 2.69

Cova¡iate

The effect on the analysis of va¡iance comparing groups on Time 3 while holding

Time L constant was to increase Experimenter F to 8.62 (p=.Q95) (refer to Table 6.2).

6.3.6 Comoa¡ison of Groups on Time Spent on Game 3 with Time 2 as a Cova¡iate

The effect on the analysis of va¡iance comparing groups on Time 3 while holding

Time 2 constant lvas to decrease Experimenter F to 7.7 (p=.Q93) (refer to Table 6.2).
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6.3.7 Overall Comparison of the Games

A nreway analysis of variance with repeated measures showed that ttre games were

rated significantly differently and that the means of each of the rating scales were

significantly different. There was also an interaction between games and the use of the

rating scales, which indicates that subjects were engaged in a meaningful way in the task of
discriminating among games, as requested.These results are displayed in Tables 6.6 to 6.8.

I¡.ble-:6.ó: Results of repeated measures analysis of variance - games effect.

Source of variation SS df MS F D

Within cells 865.55 171 5.0 6
Games 46.44 3 15.48 3.06 0.03

IaÞle-ó-Z: Results of repeated measures analysis of variance - rating scales effect.

Source of variation SS df MS F þ

Within cells 3026.63 855 3.539
Scales 1097 .29 15 73.1 53 20.67 0.01

Table 6.8: Results of repeated measures analysis of variance - interaction between

games and rating scales.

Source of variation SS df MS F Þ

Within cells 4867.79 2565 1 .89
Games bv Scales 675.47 45 1 5.01 7.91 0.01

6.3.8 Comparison of Groups on Ratings of Game 3

A series of analyses of va¡iance was performed to determine whether there were

significant differences among the six groups in the way they rated Word Search. Only
significant results are reported. Generally results are presented in tabular form. However,

where effects may be difficult to visualize, as in the case of interactions, figures only are

presented.

6.3.8.1 "I felt tense while pla]¡ing this glrme"

As Table 6.9 shows there was an interaction between Condition and Experimenter in
the ratings of "I felt tense while playing this game". As Figure 6.2 shows this interaction

was such that the Attribution Soup, experimenter absent (Group 2) agreúmore with the

statement than did either the Expectation or Control groups, experimenter absent (Groups 4

and 6).
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I¡XI9-.¡6J: Results of analysis of variance comparing groups on ratings of Game 3

(Word Search) "I felt tense while ptaying this gamet'.

Source of variat¡on ss df MS F D

Within cells 139.60 54 2.59
Constant 528.07 1 528.O7 204.26 0.010
Condition 0.23 2 0.12 0.05 0.950
Ex perimenter 0.07 1 0.06 0.03 0.870
Condition bv Exoerimenter 16.03 2 8.02 3.1 0 0.053

4

3 E present
E absent

Attribution Control

+
--

E)
:1
(ú

cÉ
Êoo

=

2
Expectation

Condltlon

Figure 6.2: Graph of means, by group, of ratings of Game 3 (Word Search) "I felt tense

while playing this game".

6.3.8.2 "Other students would trJ¿ ha¡d while playing this game"

There was a signifrcant interaction between Condition and Experimenter on the mean

ratings of the statement "Other snrdents would try hard while playing this game". Results of
the analysis of variance can be seen in Table 6.10.

Table 6.10: Results of analysis of variance comparing groups on ratings of Game 3

(Word Search) "Other students would try hard while playing this game".

Source of variation SS df MS F D

Within cells 85.5 0 54 1.58
)onstant 1316.02 1 1316.02 831 .1 7 0.01
Condition 2.13 2 1.07 0.67 0.51
Eroeri menter 0.42 1 0.42 o.26 0.61
Condition bv Exoerimenter 12.93 2 6.47 4.08 0.02

The means fø the groups are depicted in Figure 6.3.
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Figure 6.3: Graph of means, by group, of ratings of Game 3 (Word Search) "Other

students would try hard while playing this game".

This result is interesting, since again the pattern of means for the Anribution groups

was opposite to that for the Expectation and Control groups, but this úme the means were

higher in the latter two $oups and lower in the former (cf.6.3.8.1 above where the opposite

was true). These emerging results are particularly signifrcant, since they are the first
indication of something being different about the attribution manipulation compared to the

expectation manipulation.

game"

There was a significant Experimenter effect, with subjects agreeing more with the

statement "It would take most students a little while to work out the best way of playing this

game" when the experimenter was absent than when she was present (see Tables 6.11 and

6.L2). Perhaps this is a self-presentational phenomenon, with subjects trying to please the

experimenter, and thinking it desirable that she not think her garnes would be too difficult -

of course, this is not a completely satisfactory explanation since presumably subjects knew

at some level that the experimenter would examine all the ratings evenn¡ally.

Table tl.lI: Results of analysis of variance comparing groups on ratings of Gane 3

(Word Search) "It would take most students a littte while to work out the best way of
playing this game".

Source of variation SS df MS F D

Within cells 21 3.1 0 54 3.95
Constant I I9.35 1 889.35 225.40 0.010
)ondition 2.10 2 1.05 0.27 0.770
Exoerimenter 18.15 1 18.15 4.59 0.037
Condition bv Experimenter 4.30 2 2.15 0.55 0.580

+Þ
-+
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Ê
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Table 6.12: Means and standard deviations, by group, of ratings of Game 3 (Word

Search) "ft would take most students a little while to work out the best way of playing

this game".

Group Mean s.d.

l.Attribution E present 3.20 2.39
2.Attribution E absent 4.90 1.19

3.Exoectation E present 3.40 2.07
4.Exoeclation E absent 3.80 1 .93

S.Control E present 3.30 2.21
6.Control E absent 4.50 1 .90

As Table 6.13 shows, there was an Experimenter effect in relation to "It took me a

little while to work out the best way of playing this game". The means and standard

deviations of each group a¡e shown in Table 6.14. The effect again seemed to have self-

presentational connotations, but this time perhaps subjects were trying to present a good

image of themselves to the experimenter.

Table 6.13: Results of analysis of variance comparing groups on their ratings of Game

3 (Word Search) "It took me a little while to work out the best way of ptaying this

gamett.

Source of variation SS df MS F D

Within cells 173.50 54 3.21
Constant 952.O2 1 952.02 296.03 0.01
Condition 6.93 2 3.47 1.O7 0.35
Experimenter 22.82 1 22.82 7 .10 0.01
Condition bv Exoerimenter 5.73 2 2.87 0.89 0.42

Table 6.14: Means and standard deviations, by group, of ratings of Game 3 (word

Search) "It took me a little while to work out the best way of playing this game".

Grouo Mean s.d.

l.Attribution E Dresent 3.50 1.96
2.Attribution E absent 4.20 1.39

3.Exoectation E oresent 3.20 1.48
4.Expectation E absent 4.10 1.79

5.Control E present 3.4 0 2.27
G.Control E absent 5.50 1.72
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6.3.9 Comparison of Groups on Ratings of Game 2

Oneway analyses of variance were performed in order to determine whether the

manipulations related to differences in rating the games. Since at the stage of the playing of
Game 2 the experimenter was in the room for all groups, Condition was the only relevant

factor. In relation to these variables, it was not considered as important as it had been for the

times to determine that ¡andomization into the six groups had been achieved. Therefore the

more powerful analysis was used. Both significant results and those approaching

significance are reported since with larger numbers of subjects trends might well be

confirmed as significant.

6.3.9.1 "I felt tense while playing this game"

Tables 6.15 and 6.16 show that the Attribution goups rated themselves as feeling

more tense while playing than did the Expectation groups.

Table 6.15: Results of analysis of variance comparing groups on their ratings of Game

2 (Maze') "I felt tense while playing this game".

Source of variation df SS MS F p

Between orouDs 2 13.90 6.95 3.40 0.04
Within orouÞs 57 116.50 2.O4
Total 59 1 30.40

Tahle 6-ltí: Means and standard deviations, by group, of ratings of Game 2 (Maze) "I
felt tense while playing this game".

Grou o N Mean s.d.

1 .Attribution 20 3.05 1 .61
2. Exoectation 20 1.90 0.85
3.Control 20 2.25 1 .68

A Student-Newman-Keuls post-hoc test indicated that Groups 1 and 2were
significantly different from one another (p<.05).Again this result suggests that the

attribution manipulation was having a different effect from the expectation manipulation.

6.3.9.2 "I enjoyed playing this game"

At ttre same time as feeling more tense, the Attribution groups also enjoyed Maze less

than did ttre Control groups. The results of the analysis of va¡iance are shown in Table

6.17, while Table 6.18 shows means and standa¡d deviations.
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Table tl.t7: Results of analysis of variance comparing groups on their ratings of Game

2 (lù.faze) "I enjoyed playing this game'r.

Source of var¡ation df SS MS F D

Between orouÞs 2 10.53 5.27 3.0 9 0.053
Within orouDs 57 97.20 1 .71
Total 59 107.73

Tahle 6.18: Means and standard deviations, by group, of ratings of Game 2 (Maze) "1

enjoyed playing this game".

Group N Mean s.d.

l.Attribution 20 4.70 't.34
2. Expectatio n 20 5.40 1.27
3.Control 20 5.70 1.30

Post-hoc comparisons showed that Groups I and 3 were significantly different
(Student-Newman-Keuls, p<.05). Thus an attribution manipulation resulted in less of a
feeling of enjoyment when compared to a control condition. The picnre becomes even more

interesting in view of the results for Game 4 (Zombies - see 6.3.10 below), and indeed for
Game 1 (Alien Blaster - see 6.3.11 below).

6.3.10 Comparison of Groups on Ratings of Game 4

Analyses of variance were ca¡ried out to determine whether there were any

differences ¿ìmong groups in their ratings of Zombies. At the stage that subjects were

playing this final game all groups were equivalent to the extent that ttre experimenter had left
the room. Thus any differences among Foups must be as a result of some carry-over from
the manipulation.

6.3.10.1 "I thought I would do well while playing this game"

There was a significant interaction such that in the Attribution, experimenterpresent

goup the mean was higher, while in the other two conditions the experimenter absent

means were higher. Table 6.19 shows the resuls of the analysis of va¡iance and Figure 6.4

depicts the interaction.



130

Tahle tl.f9: Results of analysis of variance comparing groups on their ratings of Game

4 (Zombies) rrl thought I would do well while ptaying this game".

Source of variat¡on SS df MS F D

Within cells 111.66 53 2.11
Constant 912.27 1 91 2.30 433.03 0.01
Condition 3.16 2 1.58 0.75 0.48
Experlmenter 0.22 1 0.22 0.11 0.75
Condition bv Experimenter 14.69 2 7.34 3.4 9 0.038

5

4 E present
E absent

3
Attribution Expectation Control

Condltlon

Figure 6.4: Graph of means, by group, of ratings of Game 4 (Zombies) I'r thought r
would do well while playing this game".

6.3.10.2 "I felt tense while playing this game"

Table 6.20 shows that in relation to "I felt tense while playing this game" there was a

similar interaction as there was for the same rating of V/ord Search.

Table t1.20: Results of analysis of variance comparing groups on their ratings of Game

4 (Zombies) "I felt tense while playing this game".

Source of var¡at¡on SS df MS F D

Within cells 128.02 53 2.42
Constant 567.6 1 1 567.6 1 234.98 0.010
Condition 3.26 2 1.63 0.67 0.510
Experimenter 5.76 1 5.76 2.38 0.130
Conditlon bv Experimenter 26.35 2 13.1 I 5.45 0.007

Figure 6.5 shows the means graphically. Group 1, Attribution experimenterpresent,

is obviously different from Groups 3, Expectation experimenterprcsent, and 5, Control

experimenter present, thus showing a contrast between the attribution and expectation
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manipulations again. The means indicate ttrat the subjects in the Attribution group,

experimenter present felt less tense (as they did on Word Search) relative to the experimenter

absent Broup, whereas the means are the opposite way around for the other two groups.

This may also be conmsted with the ratings for Maze which suggested that both Attribution
groups felt more tense than did the other two groups.

Attribution Expectation Control

Condltlon

Figure 6.5: Graph of means, by group, of ratings of Game 4 (Zombies) "r felt tense

while playing this game".

If this were some kind of self-presentational effect (for example, it may not be

socially desirable to indicate feelings of tension), one might expect all experimenter presenr

gloups to exhibit the same effect. Perhaps, then, it is a reflection of some sort of reactance,

or defensiveness. That is, while afærMaze the rating was made without any contamination,

once the manipulation had occurred again, subjects were beginning to feel somewhat

negative, and this caried over into the last game although the experimenter was no longer
present.

6.3.10.3 "I would like to plaLthis game for recreation"

When considering the statement "I would like to play this game forrecreation" the

Attribution goups produced ratings which were the opposite way around compared to those

for the Control groups. Thus as Table 6.21 shows there was an interaction between

Condition and Experimenter.
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Table 6.21 : Results of analysis of variance comparing groups on their ratings of Game

4 (Zombies) "I would like to play this game for recreation".

Source of var¡at¡on SS df MS F D

Wlthin cells 193.50 53 3.65
Constant 712.29 1 712.29 195.09 0.010
Condition 4.22 2 2.11 0.58 0.560
Experimente r 2.40 1 2.40 0.66 0.420
Condition by Experimenter 22.59 2 11.29 3 _09 0.054

Figure 6.6 shows the graph of the interaction.

E present
E absent

Attribution Expectation Control

Condltlon

Fisure 6.6: Graph of neans, by group, of ratings of Game 4 (Zombies) ,'r would like

to play this game for recreation".

'When combined with the results described in 6.3.10.4 below, this could be taken as

some suPPo¡t for the idea that an attributional manipulation increases feelings of competency

and self-determination even after the rewa¡ding stimulus has been removed (cf. Deci).
However, it is difficult to explain why such an effect would not also hold for the

Attribution, experimenter absent group. It therefore seerns more likely that subjects are

expressing some sort of relief against the initiat feelings of tension when the rather

unexpected manipulation was delivered.

6.3.10.4 "I olaved this same well"

There is a significant Condition effect with both experimental groups agreeing to a
greater extent than did the control goup that they had played tåe game well (see Table

6.22).
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Table 6.222 Results of analysis of variance comparing groups on their ratings of Game

4 (Zombies) "I played this game well".

Source of var¡at¡on SS df MS F D

Within cells 1 55.30 53 2.93
Constant 691.59 1 691 .59 236.02 0.01 0
Condition 20.63 2 1 0.31 3.52 0.037
Experimenter 0.03 1 0.03 0.01 0.910
Condition bv Exoerimenter 8.45 2 4.22 1 .44 0.25 0

Table 6.23 shows the means.

Table 6.23: Means and standard deviations, by group, of ratings of Game 4 (Zombies)

"I played this game well".

Grou p Mean s.d.

l.Attribution E present 4.20 1.62
2.Attribution E absent 3.20 1 .55

3.Expectation E present 3.60 1.65
4.Expectation E absent 4.30 1.83

5.Control E þresent 2.30 2.00
G.Control E absent 2.80 1.62

6.3.11 Comparison of Groups on Ratings of Game 1

Oneway analyses of variance were carried out to compare the groups on their ratings

of the first game. Since the experiment.èr was actually delivering the manipulation just as

subjects were picking up pen and paper to rate this game, the rating measures may have

been affected by the experimental condition and are not "pure" in the same sense as a¡e the

times.

6.3.11.1 "I wanted to keep playing this game"

Table 6.24 shows the results of the analysis of variance comparing groups on their
ratings of Alien Blaster, "I wanted to keep ptaying this game", and Table 6.25 shows the
group means.

Table 6.24: Results of analysis of variance comparing groups on their ratings of Game

1 (Alien Blaster) "I wanted to keep ptaying this game".

Source of variation df SS MS F o

Between orouos 2 23.43 11 .72 4.72 0.02
Within Eroups 57 141 .50 2.48
Total 59 164.93
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The group means again suggest some kind of self-presentational effect (e.g., "the

experimenter thinks I am persistent, I'd better agree with this to go along with her").

Table 6.25: Means and standard deviations, by group, of ratings of Game 1 (Alien

Blaster) "I wanted to keep playing this game".

Grouo N Mean s.d.

l.Attribution 20 4.75 1.52
2. Expectation 20 3.40 1.47
3.Control 20 3.45 1 .73

Post-hoc comparisons revealed that Group 1 was significantly different from both

Groups 2 and 3 (Student-Newman-Keuls, p<.05).

6.3.11.2 "I onlyfelt like playing this game for a short time"

The results of the analysis of "I only felt like playing this game for a short time" are

explicable in the same way as were those in 6.3.11.1 above. Table 6.26 shows the analysis

of variance results, and Table 6.27 shows the group means.

Table ll.2ll: Results of analysis of variance comparing groups on their ratings of Game

1 (Alien Blaster) "f only felt like playing this game for a short time".

Tzble 6.27: Means and standard deviations, by group, of ratings of Game 1 (Alien

Blaster) "I only felt like playing this game for a short time".

c irou p N Mean s.d

l.Attribution 20 2.65 1 .31
2. Expectation 20 4.50 1 .43
3.Control 20 4.65 1 .81

Post-hoc comparisons revealed that the Attribution group was significantly different

from both the Expectation and Control groups (Student-Newman-Keuls, p<.05). These

results tend to suggest that subjects were perceiving the manipulation, however they

subsequently chose to respond to it.

6.3.11.3 "Other students would try hard while playine this game"

Of all the differences among ratings, that in relation to "Other sfi¡dents would try hard

while playing this game" is the most difñcult to interpret. The analysis of variance results

a¡e shown in Table 6.28,andthe group means in Table 6.29. Post-hoc comparisons

revealed that the Attribution group was significantly different from the Contr,ol group

Source of variation df SS MS F D

Between orouos 2 49.63 24.82 1 0.55 0.0001
Within drouDs 57 1 34.1 0 2.35
Total 59 183.73



135

(Student-Newman-Keuls, p<.05). Perhaps subjects in the Attribution group were using an

indirect way of communicating the fact that they themselves had uied hard.

Table 6.28: Results of analysis of variance comparing groups on their ratings of Game

1 (Atien Blaster) "Other students would try hard white playing this game".

Source of variation df SS MS F D

Between orouDs 2 9.23 4.62 3.1 4 0.051
Within orouDs 57 83.70 1.46
Total 59 92.90

Tahle 6.29: Means and standard deviations, by group, of ratings of Game I (Alien

Blaster) "Other students would try hard while playing this game".

Group N Mean s.d.

l.Attribution 20 5.65 0.82
2. Expectation 20 5.05 1.19
3. Co ntro I 20 4.70 1.53

6.4 General Discussion

The results of this experiment provide some evidence that the nvo different kinds of
praise, attribution of a characteristic and expectation regarding future behaviour, do affect

behaviour differently. However, it seems that whether behaviour is affected depends on the

situation. That is, the number of manipulations delivered, the position of the game in the

sequence, and the presence or absence of the experimenter in the room may all interact, but
not in clearly predictable $rays. In addition, the behaviour that is affected is primarily the

evaluation of tasks in the form of paper-and-pencil ratings. , 11t, ,¡ r>, t, -,,

Although the experimental predictions were not confrrmed and it was not possible to

distinguish be¡veen the two competing mediation hypotheses, the main effect of more time

spent in the "experimenterpresent" conditions strongly suggests that all subjecs were to

some extent acting on the basis of seH-presentational motives. Experimenter effects on some

of the task ratings of Game 3 which have been examined in the Results section a¡e also

consistent with self-presentational motives. To the extent that such motives were operating,

it seems that attribution evoked them to a greater extent than did the other two conditions.

Looking at the ratings of Game 1, the Attribution groups agreed significantly more than did
the other groups that they wanted to keep playing the game. On the other hand, given that

they had just been told that they were "persistent", this effect is also in line with a
consistency inteqpretation.

An aspect of the results that requires coûrment is the differential task-raúng pattern

among groups after one and two manipulations. After one manipulation (ratings øken after

Game 2,Maze) the Attribution and Control groups rated themselves as feeling more tense
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than did the Expectation group, and the Attribution group enjoyed the game less than did the

Control group. In the "experimenter present" condition, after nvo manipulations (ratings

taken after Game 3,'Word Search) subjects agreed less that "it would take most students a

little while to work out the best way of playing" the game, and that "it took me a little
while". There were also some interactions such that the pattern of ratings on "I felt tense"

was the opposite way around for the Attribution goups when compa¡ed to the other two
groups. This is some evidence that attribution and expectation have a different effect on

behaviour. Similarly, the pattern of ratings in relation to "other students would try hard"

was different for the anribution group in comparison to the other two groups.

These odd interactions carried over into the final game such that the pattern of ratings

was again the opposite way around on some of the rating variables for the Anribution
conditions in comparison to the Expectation and Control conditions. Those on which this

pattern occurred were "I thought I would do well...." (the Auribution, experimenter present

group agreed more), "I felt tense...." (the Atribution, experimenter present group agreed

less), and "f would like to play for recreation" (the Attribution, experimenter present group

agreed more). There was also a signifrcant main effect of condition on "I played well", such

that the experimenter present groups agreed more.

Looking at the ratings of the f,rst game, there is some evidence that an attribution and

an expectation manipulation have different effects in that the Attribution group agreed more

that they wanted to keep playing the game, and that other students would ry hard while
ptaying (recall that they were picking up the pen to make the rating as the manipulation was

delivered).

The question could be raised as to whether these effects could be the result of a
perception of the relative salience of informational or controlling intent in the manipulation,

although it is difficult to argue that this could be so given the shifting patterns of ratings as

the manipulation was repeated. Researchers in the a¡ea of intrinsic motivation do not report

such an effect, although they conduct 3-phase studies similar to that described here. Ryan,

Mims and Koestner (1983), for example, in investigating whether informational versus

controlling rewa¡ds enhance intrinsic motivation had subjects work on a hidden-figures task

under various conditions. Half the groups in a Ggroup design received a communication in
which information was emphasized (for example, "Do as well as you can on eachpuzzle.

I'll give you feedback on how well you are doing", "You did very well on that one"), and

the other half hea¡d a controlling communication (for example, "You should uy as hard as

possible because I expect you to perform up to standard on these puzzles", "You did very

well on that one, just as you should"). Subjects worked on three puzzles with feedback after

each one. The primary dependent measure was the amount of free-time spent on the puzzles,

but a post-treabnent questionnaire was also completed. Subjects in the controlling conditions

spent less time in seconds at the øsk in a choice condition, and reported significantly more

pressure and tension than did those in the informational conditions.
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Ryat (1982) and Ryan et al (1983) distinguish between a task-contingent

(controlling) reward, given simply for doing the task, and a criterion-contingent
(informational) reward, given for "the attainment of an ostensible level of skilled
performance" (1982, p. a51). Ryan described the former type of outcome like rhis; "an

environmental event that is perceived as controlling is one that is interpreted by the recipient
as pressure to attain a particular behavioural outcome; in other words, one that is interpreted

as attempting to induce or coerce the recipient into acting in a specific manner" (Ryan, 1982,

p. 451). "An environmental event that is perceived as informational (on the other hand) is

one that provides people with behaviourally relevant information in the absence of pressure

for a particular outcome" (ibid.). He reports that several studies show these types of reward

to have opposite effects on intrinsic interest. In Experiment 2, the apparently casual rema¡ks

of the experimenter might have been interpreted as either by different subjects, and indeed

alternately at different phases of the study. As Ryan argues, it is important to understand

what the reward means to the subject.

It could be noted that while the wording of Ryan's controlling conditions is
superhcially similar to the wording used in the expectation conditions in Experiment 2, there

was nevertheless not a great difference between the Expectation groups and the Control
groups in that experiment. Overall these groups were more similar to each other than were
the Attribution and Expectation groups to each oth€r. In fact, Ryan's communications were
not praise within the terms of Kanouse et aI (1981), and perhaps the admonition in his
conditions that subjects "slnuld try as ha¡d as possible" makes a greatdifference when
compared to a straighdorward expectation about behaviour. At any rate, the result found in
Experiment 2 is further evidence that an attribution manipulation has a different effect on
behaviour than does an expectation manipulation.

An alternative way of conceiving of the procedure in Experiment 2 is that it was a

study of the effects of "surveillance". It has been found, again by researchers in the area of
intrinsic motivation, that "even a relatively unobtrusive presence of the experimenter during
the initial task session can lead to decreased task engagement" @ittman, Davey, Alafat,
Wetherill and K¡amer, 1980, p.232). Pittman et al compared three levels of surveillance

and two types of cue, informational and controlling, in a study in which subjects were to
reproduce geometric configurations from Soma blocks. They reached their conclusion when
they found clea¡ main effects, with informational rewa¡ds and lower surveillance relating to
increased amount of free time spent on the task. However, results reported here in relation
to time spent and to task evaluation are not consistent with an inteqpretation in teÍns of the

effecs of surveillance. For this hypothesis to be feasible there would have to be significant
main effects rather than the interactions that were actually found.

The effect of the expectation manipulation can be understood when compared to
results such as those of Clair and Snyder (1979) who investigared the effects of instructor-
delivered evaluative feedback on college students' subsequent performance at a task. They
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were speciflcally interested in the effect of directly communicated performance expectations,

and gave feedback of the form "You're doing real well, you'll probably do very good on

our other task" (compa¡ed to "You're not doing well, you'll probably do poorly on our
other task"), and "Well, you did real well on this task, you'll do excellently on the next one

since they are very much alike" (compared to "....poor1y...."). They found that subjects

receiving the positive feedback reported more positive affect and less negative affect than did

subjects in the negative condition. On the basis of these findings they concluded that an

instn¡ctor's assessment and feedback "may have effects upon the student that go beyond

simply providing information concerning that student's performance" (ibid., p. 56). There

is no doubt that this conclusion can be supported by the results of Experimeîtz,but it is
clea¡ that such effects are more complex than has been envisaged. It is difficult to explain the

similarity in panern between the Expectation and the Control condition. Given that there is

such a similarity the question could be raised of whether the results of an experiment such as

that of Clair and Snyder are really only reflecting the positive versus negative tone of the

message, rather than the actual expectational information conveyed in it.

No further experiments were specifrcally designed to clarify the mediation

h¡potheses investigated in this experiment, but other issues were pursued in subsequent

studies. Differences between attribution and expectation were examined in subsequent

experiments as were the effects on task ratings of differential praising locutions. These

studies a¡e discussed in chapters to follow.
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CHAPTER 7

PART I
EXPERIMENT 4

7.1.1 Introduction

Prior to the planning of Experiment 4 three experiments had been conducted. The

effects on behaviour of three types of praise, the attribution of a characteristic, an

expectation about behaviour, and social reinforcement, were compared in Experiment 1.

This experiment and its outcomes were discussed in Chapter 5. Experiment 2 was

undertaken to compare attribution and expectation in relation to two mediation hypotheses

(see Chapter 6). In Experiment 3 the effect of having a prior self-concept in the praised

domain was investigated. This experiment is described and discussed in a subsequent

chapter, Chapter 9 Part l.

After assessing the outcomes of these three experiments, it was decided to repeat each

of them, at least in part. This was seen as necessary for these reasons:

(1) As yet no distinction had been made, in terms of effect on the main dependent measure,

between an attribution manipulation and an expectation manipulation (but see results of
Experiment 2 with respect to games'ratings).

(2) Although the tasks of the frst experiment had obviously been appropriate, the method of
timing used was subject to human error.

(3) The experimental procedure which \ilas then adopted, that using the computer games

task, did overcome the timing problem but had an unforeseen problem. The dependent

measure, time spent on the games, related to other variables in the situation (interest, for
example).

(4) Inadequate numbers had participated in both Experiments 2 and 3.

After considering these problems it was decided to use a totally different approach.

An experimental task was devised which, it was hoped, would be interesting to subjects,

which could realistically set the scene for an attribution, and from which a dependent

measure could be derived which was independent of such variables as interest. Person

perception tasks in which subjects would be asked to make va¡ious judgmens on the basis

of audio- and video-tapes of stimulus people were devised. Subjects would be told that the

purpose of the experiment was to determine the effects of varying amounts of inforrration
on the ability to make person judgments. After making categorical judgments in two phases

of a three-phase study they would then be asked to make some quite specific judgments

about the stimulus people. To give plausibility to the tasks varying amounts of information
(i.e., video-only, audio-only, and video-plus-audio) would indeed be available, with the

manipulation, namely some variety of praise, being delivered after the first two categorical
judgment tasks. The experimental task would then be to rate the stimulus people seen on the

third tape on a variety of dimensions with the dependent measure being the number rated in
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the specifred category. In Experiment 4, to be described in this chapter, the categorical
judgment made concerned the "artistic talent" of the stimulus people (see "Preliminary
'Work: Selection of Category" below). A simila¡ type of task was used by Aronson and

Carlsmith (1962) who were interested in the effect of feedback consistent and inconsistent

with established performance expectancy. They manipulated subjects' expectancies

concerning their abiliry to judge "schizophrenia" from photographs, and subsequently

manipulated their performance in a manner which was consistent or inconsistent with the

exPecta¡cy.

To refer briefly here to a procedural detail which is covered in full in Chapter 9, a

questionnaire was to be administered in testing sessions at the beginning of the year with
subjects then being selected on the basis of their responses to key items, namely those

relating to the ability to make the categorical judgment in question, rhat of being able to make

"first impression" judgments of the artistic talent of other people. The questionnaire was

developed after analysis of the first version of a SeH-Concept Questionnaire and was called
the Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2). Shown in Appendix 6.2, it was developed as

part of the work relevant to another strand of this thesis, that relating to the interaction

between praise and the praisee's prior self-concept. It contained certain items from the fi¡st
version (the psychometric procedure is discussed in detail in Chapter 10), plus four items

relating to Experiment 4 and what was to be Experiment 5 (both general e.g., "I am a

perceptive person" and specifrc €.g., "I can tell straight away if a person is artistically
talented"). The category of greatest interest ("artistically talented"), because it is the subject

of the attribution in the study, was compared with a control category ("intelligence") about

which, according to preliminary work, most people have previously considered their ability
to make a judgment. Thus a specif,rc item relevant to the ability to judge intelligence also

appeared in the Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2).

The Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2) was designed in such a way that a

comparison could be made be¡ween Markus' (e.g.,7977) criteria for selecting respondents

who are schematic in certain domains of the self, and the criterion used by this researcher,

viz. whether the statement was part of the respondent's prior self-description. The ¡esults of
the comparisons between these criteria are discussed in greater detail in Chapter 10.

However, it should be noted that the term "Self-Constn¡ction score" used throughout the

cwrent chapter refers to the number of items in ttre questionnaire which respondents agreed

were part of their prior self-description, while "Schematism score" refers to the number on
which the extremeness and importance criteria, Markus' (e.g.,1977) criteria, were fulfrlled.

It was also considered interesting to investigate the question of whether therc were

any relationships between response to the experimental task and scoring on Snydet's (1974)
Self-Monitoring scale because Snyder and Cantor (1980) suggest that high self-monitors

have larger stores of social comparison and other-person information than do low self-

monitors who tend to respond "dispositionally" (see also Geizer and Rarick, L977,who
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found that high self-monitors were more accurate than low self-monitors at judging

interpersonal deception). It was expected that high seH-monitors would show less

correspondence between their prior schema and behaviour, and that low self-moniton
would have a higher Schematism or Self-Construction score because they are likely to spend

more time organizing their self-knowledge. Relationships between Self-Monitoring and

Self-Constn¡ction were also investigated.

Broadly, then, the aim of Experiment 4, described in this chapter, was to determine

whether there was any differential effect on behaviour of different kinds of praise and

feedback. In addition, it was hoped to gain some preliminary information about any

difference in performance between subjects who were already "schematic" in relation to the

ability required for the task and those who were not. That is, those subjects who had

previously considered themselves in terms of their ability to make a "fi¡st impression"
judgment of the artistic talent of another person would be compared wirh those who had not.

This was seen as a suitable precursor to an experiment to determine whether there was any

interaction between being schematic in a given domain and attributional praise in that

domain. This had been the original aim of the experiment, but despite pilot work an

unexpectedly low proportion of individuals who were schematic on the relevant variable

were available in the sample - see note at the end of Part 1 of this chapter. The separation of
the Control condition into two groups, Groups 6 and 7 (see below), could thus be regarded

as a "mini-experiment", one which was ca¡ried out in order to make as full a use as possible

of the subject resources available. The decision to incorporate these two groups in a
redesigned Experiment 4 was made after the problem in the pilot work, which is discussed

in that note, emerged.

7.1.1.1 Description of Experiment and Preliminary Work

7.1.1.1.1 DesiÊn: The experiment was a three-phase study. Initially the subject saw a
"video-only" tup", made rankings of the intelligence and artistic talent of the stimulus people

in the rape, and the fust manipulation was delivered. Next s/he listened to the "audio-only"
tape, made the rankings, and received the second manipulation. Then s/he watched the

"video with audio" tape and completed the person judgment task with reference to each

stimulus person. Finally, a brief self-rating task was completed.

There were seven groups. Within each group half made the artistic talent ranking
first, and then the intelligence ranking, and the other half completed these tasks in the

reverse order. The groups were as follows:

(1) Attribution (to the subject of the ability to make a specific "first impression" person
judgmeng namely the ability to judge the a¡tistic talent of another person)

(2) Expectation (that the subject would do well at the judgment task)

(3) Social comparison (the subject's ability compared to that of "other students")
(4) Social reinforcement (rhat the subject is doing well)
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(5) Feedback (about the subject's judgment accuracy)

(6) Control (aschematics - those who had not previously thought about themselves in terms

of the ability to make the judgment)

(7) Control (schematics - those who had previously thought about themselves in temrs of
the ability to make the judgment)

Essentially Experiment I was replicated, with the addition of t'wo groups, an accuracy

feedback condition (such a condition had not been relevant to the tasks of Experiment 1),

and a "social comparison" condition. This type of praise was selected as being interesting

because, according to the results of two small studies in which groups of tertiary students

rated the likelihood of use of praising locutions by their parents when they, the students,

were about twelve years old, it is one of the least frequently used locutions. "Social

comparison" received a rank of 16 out of 19 in the case of one snrdy and 19 out of 19 in the

case of the other (the RHQÆa¡ent Praise study is described in Chapter 11). It was hoped

that some differential effect of praise might be observed, and that frequency of earlier

reported use might be a relevant variable.

In the main dependent task the subject judged, for each of fou¡ stimulus people, some

quite specific cha¡acteristics (see "Person Judgment Task" and descriptions below), but was

instructed to leave blank those on which s/he felt unable to make a judgment. The

instructions made it clear that this was fine and to be expected, given that we only make

some judgments when we feel we have the relevant information. Eight items from each of
three different categories were devised, one category beittg the dependent judgment

category, "a¡tistic talent", the other nvo being controls, "intelligence", and a general one not
refened to in the first two phases of the experiment, "temperament". Over four stimulus
people a total score of 32 was thus available for each category. Subjects also rated their
confidence after each judgment so that it could be determined whether this was affected by
the manipulation.

7.1.1.1.2 Prelimina¡,v Work: Selection of Category: There were three data collection phases

prior to the devising of the specific tasks. A free-response questionnaire was initially
distributed to tertiary students asking them to write down up to five cha¡acteristics or
abilities that they felt (a) they could, and (b) they couldn't, judge as a first impression of
another person. The questionnaire is shown in Appendix 3. 1 . 1. Twenty-eight of these were
returned and the data were combined into an alphabetized list of "characteristics, attributes

and abilities".

The questionnaire shown in Appendix 3.1.2 was then completed by a further group

of tertiary students. They were asked to tick "ca¡l" or "can't" make a first impression
judgment for each of these person characteristics (the option was also given to leave blank if
unsure). Frequency tallies, which also appear in the Appendix, were made in order to

determine one on which almost everyone felt they could not make a judgment. That is, it
was decided to select a judgment category on which all subjects were likely to be equal in
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their prior estimation of their ability. Twenty-four students returned this preliminary

questionnaire. It seemed that almost nGone felt that it was possible to make a judgment

about artistic talent, musical talent, politics, hobbies and interests, outlook on life, or likes

and dislikes. Most people felt that they could make a judgment about whether the penon

was anxious, arrogant, confident, enthusiastic, friendly, likeable, outgoing, shy, or trendy.

Many of those in the laner group were not easily able to be adapted to the present task

however, in that they reflected sometimes transient states rather than more enduring

characteristics.

A further task was then devised. It related to "being schematic" in relation to judging

the a¡tistic talent of another person. Another group of tertiary students was asked to

consider, for each of the same list of characteristics, whether or not they had previously

considered their ability to make such a judgment. The questionnaire and response tellies are

shown in Appendix 3.1.3. Those who had previously considered their ability to make a
judgment about the artistic talent of another person would then be considered to have an

"artistic talent judging schema". It subsequently emerged, as explained in the note at the end

of Pa¡t 1 of this chapter, that it was very important to align the specific wording of this task

with ttrat of the instrument subsequently used to select schematics, the Self-Concept

Questionnaire (Version 2). At the stage of planning the experiment, a decision was made to

select a person cha¡acteristic about which almost no-one felt able to make a judgment (so

that the ability to do so could then be attributed to them, or praised), but one about which

there was likely to be an even split in terms of having a schema- At that stage the wording
problem was unforeseen.

7.1.1.1.3 Experimental Tasks and Predictions: On the basis of the preliminary work, the

characteristic "artistically talented" \ryas selected. Ability to judge this char¿cteristic would be

attributed. It was selected because most people felt that they could not make a first
impression judgment on it (see Appendix 3.1.2), whereas individuals were fairly evenly

divided as to whether they have considered themselves in terns of the abiliry to make such a

judgment (see Appendix 3.1.3). For control pulposes, judgments about "intelligence" of
stimulus people were also requested þeople are evenly divided over whether they can make

the judgment, but a majority of people are likely to be "schematic" on their ability to make

this judgment - see Appendices3.l.2 and 3.1.3). This control was included because of
findings that activation of judgment categories can affect subsequent person judgments (see

Srull and Wyer, 1979). The preliminary judgment tasks used in Experiment4 arc shown in
Appendices 3. 1.6. 1 and 3.L.6.2. In the third phase of the experiment when quite specific
judgments were requested from subjects, a third, more general category, "temperament",

was added to the "artistic talent" and "intelligence" categories for control and comparison.

This task is shown in Appendix3.l.7.

To devise the task for the third phase some further preliminary work was undertaken.

A series of statements was devised to represent the three categories, artistic talent,
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intelligence and temperament. Thirteen judges (colleagues of the experimenter) completed

the "Statement Classification Task" (see Appendix 3.1.4) to determine whether the

categories were discrete. Numbers agreeing with the experimenter's judgment are included

in the Appendix. The final statements were selected on the basis of this task and some

informal comments by judges (where possible those eliciting perfect agreement were

included). There were eight per category (see "Person Judgment Task" in Appendix 3.1.7).

The major prediction in the experiment was that subjects would ma¡k more items in the

category, a¡tistic talent, when they had been praised for making a correct judgment ea¡lier.

As will be outlined in the following paragraphs, other peripheral hypotheses were also

investigated.

It seems from various lines of research that there may be some relationships between

self- and other-perception. For example, Lemon and Warren (I974) found that the same

traits are used in the perception of others as of oneself. Ea¡lier work by Snygg and Combs

(1959), among others, indicated that the self seems to function as a reference point against

which others are compared. Thus, "people are not really fat unless they are fatter than we

are " (Snygg and Combs, 1959, p. 1a5). Comparison between self and others is of course a

central notion in Festinge/s (1954) social comparison theory and also in Jones'and

Gerard's (1967) "comparative appraisal" theory of self-development.

Although Markus, Smith and Moreland (1985) reviewed the literature relevant to the

interaction between the self-concept and the perception of other people and concluded that

"the precise nature of the contact between self-perception and the perception of other people

remains something of a mystery" (p. 1495), some recent work indicates certain clea¡

relationships. For example, Lewicki (1984) found that perception of others on a given trait
may be related to the desirability of that trait in oneself. If so, it may be this va¡iable, rather

than the experimenter's praise or attribution, which evokes any observed effect. Thus, a

brief desirability self-rating task on the cha¡acteristics "a¡tistic talent" and "intelligence" was

planned as the final task (see Appendix 3.1.8). The purpose of this task was to determine

how personally desirable the subject considered it to be to possess the characteristics about

which s/he was making a judgment.

Markus and Smith (1981) concluded that the relationship between self- and other-

perception is more complex than might be summa¡izedby the homily "as you judge

yourself, so shall you judge others". Broadly, these investigators found that if the target

person's behaviour is ¡elevant to the perceive/s, and in areas considered important to the

self, then simila¡ dimensions or categories for judgment will be used. It should be noted that

the forced nature of the tasks used in the present study militate against the drawing of any

comparable conclusions to those of Markus and Smith. Nevertheless, the 1985 work of
Markus et al bears on this study. In their article, Ma¡kus et al draw an analogy between the

schematic and the expert who organizes information systematically and in a manner which

maximizes the possibility of retrieval. On this basis it might be anticipated that Group 7,
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subjects who have previously thought about their ability on the dimension in question,

would differ in terms of number of judgments made, or confidence in those made, when

compared to Group 6, subjects who have not previously made the self-judgmenl

To reiterate, the primary aim of Experiment 4 was, broadly, to determine whether
there were any differences in performance related to the type of praise received, and

specifrcally whether the number of items checked in the "artistic talent" category differed
among groups. A secondary aim related to the attempt to determine whether there were any

differences in performance between those who did, and those who did not, have a schema

in relation to the key judging category. A fînal aim was to eliminate other explanations for
any observed effects, and was thus to determine whether the subject's own position with
regard to the key characteristic related to performance.

7.1.1.1.4 The Experimental Material: With the co-operation of a colleague of the

experimenter, twelve students from another tertiary institution were recruited to act as

stimulus people for the study. Six of these were male and six were female, two of each

gender serving in each phase. For Phase 1, a videotape was prepared and edited, and this

was shown without audio (stimulus people were identified with the letters I, J, K and L).
For Phase 2 an audiotape was made, and later edited and dubbed by the experimenter to
identify individuals by letters of the alphabet (persons E, F, G and H). For Phase 3 a further
video was made and edited, and both sound-track and picture were utilized (persons A, B,
C and D). In editing 30 minute tapes into fîve minute tapes, an attempt was made to display
an approximately equivalent amount of involvement in the discussion by each stimulus
person, without obvious breaks in continuity. This was managed reasonably successfully,

since the discussion topic, "The effect of women's liberation on society", generated lively

7.1.2.1 Subiects: Of the 185 students who completed the SeH-Concept Questionnaire
(Version 2) (most of these also completed the Self-Monitoring scale at the same time), 88

responded to a request that they participate in a "person perception study". They were

unaware of any link between the questionnaire they had completed and this study. These

subjects were from the 1986 Psychology I undergraduate subject pool at rhe Universiry of
Adelaide. Their average age was 20.38 years (s.d.=5.S3). There were 24 males and 64

females. Subjects were assigned to a group and a condition (artistic ranking first, or
intelligence ranking first, for the first two phases) on the basis of a predetermined random
number system.

7.l.2.2kocedure: The Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2) andthe Self-Monitoring
scale (see Appendix 6.5) were administered during the preliminary testing sessions at the

beginning of 1986. In order to increase the number of returns, students were subsequently
given an opportunity to return completed questionnaires to the departmental office.
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Respondents were initially contacted by letter through the University's internal mail system

and asked to sign up to participate in a person perception study. They were informed that the

researcher was interested in the effects of the availability of different amounts of information
on the ability to make judgments about other people.

When subjects c¿ìme to the experimental room they were greeted in a friendly manner,

and asked to read some "General Instructions" (see Appendix 3.1.5). The three phases of
the study (see Section 7.1.1.1.1 above) were explained to them and they then completed the

tasks for each phase, with the manipulations being delivered at the appropriate times.

Once they had completed all tasks, they were thanked and informed that they would
receive details of the purpose and results of the study when it was finished. In fact, there

were two feedback phases, the first relating to the questionnaires, and the second to the

experiment itself. Each subject received two letters with the offer to approach the

experimenter for any further information.

7.1.2.3'Wording of Manipulations: For each group the manipulation after the intelligence
ranking tasks was identical; in the fust phase, "That's frne. Did you find that one diffrcult? I
haven't been able to get scores for all the people yet so I'll have to match up your rankings
later", and in the second phase, "O.K., fine. Let's go on to the next tasldtape no,ü". The
differences be¡¡¡een the groups in terms of manipulations occured after the a¡tistic talent
ranking task. As had been done in the previous experiments, an effort was made to equalize
the lengh of locutions across groups. For this reason there was a slight variation in
conìments made to each goup once the actual manipulation has been incorporated in the

locution.

7.1.2.3.1Wording of Manipulations - Phase 1

(1) Atr.ribution: "'Well done - those rankings are correct. You seem to be very good at
jud$ng a:tistic talent in people. You're obviously pretry perceptive about that particular
characteristic".

(2)lExæctatiou "Well done - those rankings are correct. I guess you'll do well on the next
tape, too. I feel pretty confident that you'll do just as well on the next tape".
(3) Social comoarison: "'Well done - those rankings are conect. Very few students get the

rankings entirely correct. That means that you've done bener than most othe¡s will do/have

done".

(4) Social reinforcement: "Well done - those rankings are corect. That's very good, very
good indeed. It's amazrng how many judgments we actually go round making about other
people all the time."

(5) Feedback: "'Well done - those rankings are correct. It's amazing how many judgments

we actually go round making about other people all the time - and it's hard to say what cues

we afe using".
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(6) and (7) Control (Aschematic) and Control (Schematic): "It's amazing how many
judgments we actually go round making about other people all the time - and it's hard to say

what cues we are using. I'll be matching up everyone's rankings later".

7.l.2.3.2Wordincof Manipulations - Phase 2

(1) Attribution: "You're absolutely right again. You really do have an ability to judge a¡tistic

talent, don't you".

(2) Expectation: "You're absolutely right again.I'm confident you'll continue to do well on

the next tape".

(3) Social comparison: "You're absolutely right again. Really very few students are so

accurate on these rankings".

(4) Social reinforcement: "You're absolutely right again. Good, you're really doing 'well".
(5) Feedback: "You're absolutely right again. Those rankings are in the correct order".

(6) and (7) Control (Aschematicl and Control (Schematic): "'Vy'hen I match up the rankings

I'll be interested to see whether we get more information from the video- or the audio-tape".

7.1.3 Results

The numbers in each group are shown in Table 7.1.7.

Tahle 7.1.'l: Numbers of subjects run under each condÍtion, Experiment 4.

Condition 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Total
Rankino Artistic 7 7 7 7 7 7 5 47
Fi rst lntellioence b b b 6 6 tl 5 41

Total 13 13 13 13 13 13 10 88

7.1.3.1. Comparison of Groups on Artistic Judgment Scores.Intelligence Scores and

Temperament Scores

For each of the categories "a¡tistic talent", "intelligence" and "temperaÍrent", a total

score was calculated which was the absolute number ofjudgments made. Oneway analyses

of variance were calculated to determine whether there were significant differences among

goups in number of judgments made.

There were no significant diffe¡ences Íìmong groups in number of judgments made in
any category.

7.1.3.1.1 Comparison of Judgment Scores With Self-Conceot Items as Cova¡iate

The analyses on number of judgments made in each category were repeaæd using "I
am a good judge of people" and "f am a perceptive person", as they were rated on the Self-

Concept Questionnaire (Version 2), as covariates. This did not alter the result.

Overall means and standard deviations were calculated for the three categories of
judgment. These are shown in Table 7.1.2.
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Table 7.1.2: Means and standard deviations, oyer all groups, of number of judgments

made in each category.

Judoment Score Mean s.d.

Artistic 21 .03 8.78
lntelliqe nce 25.29 5.77
Temperament 24.88 6.0 9

Temperament Judgnents

A mean score for confidence in judgmens in each of the categories was calculated by

adding up total confidence scores within each category and dividing by the number of
judgments made in that category. Oneway analyses of variance revealed no significant

differences among grcups.

7.1.3.3 Comparison of Groups on Self-Rating Variables

A series of oneway analyses of variance was performed to determine whether there

were any differences among goups in seH-rating on intelligence and a¡tistic talent, or in the

importance and desirability of these characteristics.

There \¡/ere no signifrcant differences among groups except in the desirability of
a¡tistic talent. The analysis of va¡iance results are shown in Table 7 .7.3, and Table 7.1.4
shows means and standa¡d deviations. A Duncan's multiple range post-hoc test showed

Groups 4, 5 and 6 to be significantly different from Group 7 (p<.05). It thus appeared that

the self-ratings ,were not distributed perfectly evenly across gtoups.

Tahle 7.1.3: Results of analysis of variance comparing groups on their ratings of the

desirability of artistic talent.

Source of variation df SS MS F D

Between qrouos 6 138.93 23.16 2.23 0.048
Within orouos 81 839.78 10.37
Total 87 778.72
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Table 7.1.4: Means and standard deviations, by group, of ratings of the desirability of

artistic talent.

Group N Mean s.d.

1 13 8.46 2.73
2 13 7.62 3.1 5
3 13 7.85 3.36
4 13 6.38 3.23
5 13 5.77 3.49
6 13 6.00 3.76
7 10 9.6 0 2.46

7.1.3.4 Comparison of Groups on Self-Constn¡ction and Schematism Scores

A detailed description of the derivation of "Self-Construction" and "Schematism"

scores appears in Chapter 10. For the purpose of some analyses set out below it should be

reiterated that these scores were derived from the Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2). A
Self-Constn¡ction score was a simple total of the number of items which respondents noted

as being part of their self-description. A Schematism score was calculated according to an

adaptation of Markus' (1977) procedure. It was the total of items on which subjects mred

themselves as extreme and which were also personally important to them.

Table 7.1.5 shows the results of the significant oneway analysis of variance

comparing groups on Self-Constn¡ction. A Student-Newman-Keuls post-hoc contrast test

showed that Group 7 was signif,rcantly different from all other groups (p<.05). That is, as

might be expected, subjects in Group 7 who were schematic on the experimental variable
were significantly different from all other groups on overall Self-Constn¡ction score. A
similar result was not found for Schematism (F=1.3, p=.1). Means and standard deviations
of the groups a¡e shown in Table 7.L.6.

Table 7.1.5: Results of analysis of variance comparing groups on Self-Construction

scores.

Source of variation df ss MS F D

Between orouDs 6 258.24 43.04 2.32 0.04
Within qroups 81 1 505.51 1 8.59
Total 87 1763.75
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Tahle 7.l.tl: Means and standard deviations, by group, of Self-Construction and

Schematism scores.

Self -Construction Schemalism
Grouo N Mean s.d Mean s.d

1 13 11.51 4.06 09.54 3.55
2 13 10.57 5.01 08.79 3.04
3 13 12.54 3.86 1 0.07 6.70
4 13 10.69 4.07 07.92 4.07
5 13 11.90 3.95 09.62 4.66
b 13 10.81 3.97 08.93 4.89
7 10 16.30 5.29 13.80 4.08

7. 1.3.5 Correlational Analyses

7. 1.3. 5. I Intercorrelation of S elf-Variables

7.1.3.5. 1. I Artistic Talent

There were high and significant correlations beween self-rating and importance
(r=.783, N=88, p=.0001), between self-rating and desirability (r=.464, N=88, p=.0001),

and between importance and desirability (r=.625, N=88, p=.0001).

7. 1.3.5. 1.2 Intelligence

There was a high and significant correlation between self-rating and importance
(r=.611, N=88, p=.0001), and between importance and desirability (r=.537 , N=88,
p=.0001). There was a significant correlation between self-rating and desirability (r.289,
N=88, p=.003).

These findings are compatible with Ma¡kus' (Markus, Smith and Moreland, 1985)

claim that there is always a high correlation benveen level on a variable and importance of
that va¡iable. They a¡e also consistent with a modification of Markus' assertion which was

suggested following analysis of the Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version?) that the

relationship will hold most predictably forpositive cha¡acteristics (see Chapter 10).

7.1.3.5.2 Correlation Between Self-Va¡iables and Confidence of Ranking in the

Corresponding Domain

7.1.3.5.2. I Artistic Talent

As Table 7.1.7 shows, there were significant correlations between confidence in
a¡tistic talent judgments and the self-variables for both videeonly and audio.only, except in
the case of the desirability of artistic talent in the video-only situation.
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Tahle 7.1.7: Correlations between self-variables and confidence in rankings of artistic

talent, after video-only and audio-only presentations.

Confidence in Rankino
Persons IJ KL EFGH

(video onlv) laudio onlvl
Self-ratino 271" .374"',
lmportance .2 03' .39g"'
Des ira bilitv 066 .196*

* = p<.05
r.* = p<.01
**{. = p<.0001

LL.3.5.2.2 Intelli eence

Correlations between the seH-va¡iables and confidence in intelligence judgments were

small or negligible in the video-only situation, but signif,rcant in the audio-only situation (see

Table 7.1.8).

Table 7.1.8: Correlations between self-variables and confidence in rankings of
intelligence, after video-only and audio-only presentations.

Confidence in Rankino
Persons IJ KL EFGH

(video onlv) (audio onlv)
Self -ratino .047 364*t*
lmportance .149 .290"
Des ira b ilitv .041 247',

* = p<.05
¡t'lr = p<.01
**:È = p<.0001

7. 1.3.5.3. I Artistic Talent

Confidence scores were sunmed across the artistic talent judgment items, and

correlations with the self-variables calculated. There were significant correlations with self-

rating (r=.316, N=88, p=.001) and importance (r=.116, N=88, p=.015) of artistic talent,

but not with its desirability.

L|.3.5.3.2 Intelli eence

The intelligence items were treated in ttre same manner as the anistic talent items had

been. There were significant correlations be¡peen overall confidence in judging intelligence

items and self-rating on intelligence (r=.269, N=88, p=.006), importance of intelligence
(r=.254, N=88, p=.008), and desirability of intelligence (r=.324, N=88, p=.001).
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the Experimental Variables

Table 7.1.9 shows that, although none of the correlations were large, Schematism

score generally correlated with the experimental va¡iables, while Self-Monitoring score did
not.

Tahle 7.1.q: Correlations between Self-Construction, Schematism, and Self-

Monitoring, and selected experimental variables.

Note: For Self-Construction and Schematism N=88, for Self-Monitoring N=83.
*' - p<.05
xr. - p<.01

Correlations were also calculated between Self-Construction, Schematism and SeH-

Monitoring and the fint ranking task, that is, the task undertaken before any experimental
manipulation \¡/as introduced. Again, the co¡relations with Self-Construction were
significant (artistic talent - e.316, N=47 , p=.001: intelligence - r=.258, N= 41, p=.008)
as were those with Schematism (artistic talent - r-.241, N=47, p=.051: intelligence -
t=.293, N=41, P=.03) while those with Self-Monitoring ,were not (anistic talent - e.134:
intelligence - r.102).

Judgment

One of the items in the judgment task was quite specifically "S/he is artistically
talented". There was no signifïcant difference among goups on scoring for this item over
four target people. There was also no significant difference among groups in their
confidence in making this judgment of four target people.

Schematism on Coming to the Experiment

There was no significant difference between high and low scorers on Self-

Construction or Schematism in their tendency to participate in the experiment.

Va rla b le Self-Con. Schem Self-Mon.
No. ot artlstlc judgments made .249" .293' .089
No. of lntelllqence iudqments made .238' 361** .080
No. of temperament judqments made 269'* .370" 065
Overall conf ldence ln artlstlc iudots. .2 08' 205' o42
Overall conf idence ln lntelliqence iudqts. 1 gg' .325*' 135
Overall conf ldence ln temperament iudots. 1 92' 304' 156
Overall conf ldence. all iudqments .211' 309" 127
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Schematism on Numberof Judgments made in Each Category

Although none of the comparisons was significant, differences were in the direction
that subjects above the mean on Self-Construction or Schematism tended to make more
judgments in every category. Table 7.1.10 shows means and standa¡d deviations for Self-
Construction, and Table 7.1.11 shows these results for Schematism.

Table 7.1.10: Number of judgments made in each category by subjects above and belorv

the mean Self-Construction score.

Artistic Talent lntelliqence Temperament
S elf -Co nstr u ct io n N Mean s.d Mean s.d Mean s.d.

Above Mean 41 22.59 8.34 25.80 5.53 26.02 s.35
Below Mean 47 19.68 9.03 24.85 5.9 9 23.87 6.5 7

Table 7.1.11: Number of judgments made in each category by subjects above and belorv

the mean Schematism score.

Artistic Talent lntellioence Temperament
Schematism N Mean s.d Mean s.d Mean s.d.

Above Mean 46 21 .17 9.1 9 25.8 3 5.42 25.37 6.1 4
Below Mean 42 20.88 8.43 24.71 6.15 25.37 6.08

Schematism on Overall Confidence

Subjects who scored above the mean on Self-Construction were significantly more
confident when composite confidence scores were compared (across all categories and

targets). These results are shown in Table 7.1.12.

Table 7.1.12: Results of t-test comparing subjects above and betow the mean Self-

Construction score on overall mean confidence.

Self -Constru ction N Mean s.d. t df D

Above Mean 41 5.05 0.65 2.0 8 86 0.041
Below Mean 47 4.72 0.79

There was also a significant difference for confidence in intelligence ratings alone
(above mean - mean=5.15, s.d.=.69: below mean - mean=4.82, s.d.=.81, t=2.02, df=g6,
p=.047).
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The result in relation to overall mean confidence was also tn¡e for subjects above and

below the mean on Schematism, as can be seen in Table 7.1.13.

Table 7.1.13: Results of t-test comparing subjects above and below the mean

Schematism score on overall mean confidence.

Schematism N Mean s.d. t df p

Above Mean 46 5.05 0.5 8 2.40 71 .16 0.019
Below Mean 42 4.6I 0.8 6

In the case of Schematism there were also significant differences for confidence in
intelligence judgments alone (above mean - mean=5.17, s.d.=.60: below mean -

mean=4.76, s.d.=.89, t=2.5, df=86, p=.015) and confidence in temperament judgments

alone (above mean - mean=5.16, s.d.=.64: below mean - mean=4.7 8, s.d.=.86, t=2.34,

df=86, p=.022).

7.1.4 Discussion

None of the experimental predictions was confrrmed. However there were some

interesting relationships between the self-variables and response to the judgment task, and

more particularly between scoring on the "schematism" variables and the experimental tasks.

It does seem that individuals who are prepared to note more items as being self-descriptive

do respond differently to va¡ious experimental tasks than do those noting fewer (cf.

Experiment 3 described in Chapter 9 Part 1).

\ilhile the results of this experiment in relation to the main hypotheses were

disappointing, they did give rise to a new line of enquiry, the issue of the extent to which

subjects feel they can choose to behave in accordance with an attributed cha¡acteristic or a

praised behaviour. That is, a possible explanation for the complete failure to show any

differences among the groups in this experiment, when there were certainly indications of
differences among groups in the other experiments, is that subjects quite simply felt that

they did not know how to change their behaviour in accordance with the attributed

cha¡acteristic, or the praise. Thus they behaved as they would have done had it not

occured. The argument underlying this hypothesis was set out in some detail in Chapter 4,

and is summarized again in Chapter 8 where a relevant experiment, Experiment 6, and two

relevant questionnaire studies a¡e described.

To pursue this hypothesis, a slightly new research direction was taken and two
further experiments and a questionnaire study were devised (on the basis of the results of
the latter study a second questionnaire study was also undertaken). Experiment 8, described

in Pa¡t 2 of this chapter was one of the experiments, and the other empirical work is set out

in Chapter 8.

Note: Initiatly two experiments had been planned in place of Experiment 4, but

despite pilot work to assist in the construction of these experiments, an apparently subtle,
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but in actuality, extremely important, variation in wording of a pilot questionnaire, in
comparison to that used in the Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2), resulted in an

unanticipated raising of the th¡eshold for being schematic on the relevant variable, that

relating to the ability to judge another person's artistic talent. Thus, while it was expected

from the original pilot work that about 50 percent of respondents would be schematic, the

actual number among those who completed the Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2) was

much lower than this (22/185, approximately 12 percent).

Initially a questionnai¡e was distributed in which respondents were asked to tick a

"have" or "haven't" column as to whether they had thought about themselves in terms of the

ability to make this judgment before (see Appendix 3.1.3). These data were collected in
order to find some person characteristic on which there was an approximately 50/50 split
amongst people on being schematic in relation to the characteristic. This work was described

in detail under "Preliminary'Work: Selection of Category" above.

The wording change in question was as follows -

in the pilot questionnaire which refered to a list of person characteristics,

respondents were asked to "(think about) whether you have previously considered your
ability to make such a judgment. Please tick the 'have' column if you are pretty sure you

have thought about your ability to make a first impression judgment of a person on this
characteristic before. Tick the 'haven't' column if it's never occurred to you before to

consider whether you are able to make this sort of fîrst impression judgment about another

person."

The wording in the questionnaire, following the format of the original Self-Concept

Questionnaire (see Chapter 10), referred to whether the respondent would include such an

ability in a self-description, viz. "although I have not necessarily considered rating myself
on a scale before, I have thought about myself in terms of this characteristic before now,
distinctly enough ttrat I might well have included a reference to the characteristic in a
description of myself. "

The effect of this outcome was that a change in the experimental programme became

necessary, with the previously envisaged Experimens 4 and 5 being in effect combined.
Further groups were added to the original "Experiment 5" design to take advantage of the

subjects who were potentially available. A fîfth experiment was also conducted

subsequently but it was completely different in aim and method from that originally
envisaged. It is described in Chapter 10, Pan2.
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PART 2
EXPERIMENT 8

7.2.1 Introduction

Experiment 8, the final experiment, was undertaken because of the failure to support

the predictions of Experiment 4, and the diffrculty in interpreting the results of Experiment 6

(described in Chapter 8 Part 1). It was based on the hypothesis that an attribution

manipulation, or indeed any kind of praising locution, will not affect behaviour unless the

recipient of the praise believes that s/he has the choice to behave consistently with the

(imptied) characteristic. This notion is elaborated in Chapter 8 where further related

empirical work is described.

The aim of the experiment was to replicate, in concept, Experiment 4, but to
substitute a "high choice" characteristic for the "low choice" cha¡acteristic which was

attributed in the former study. The characteristic attributed ',vas "the tendency to look for the

good in another person", a "high choice" characteristic relative to "perceptive about the

artistic talent of another person". That is, it was considered that subjects would be more

likely to feel able to choose to "look for the good characteristics in another person" than to

choose to "be perceptive". It was hoped to determine whether different praising locutions
affect behaviour differently.

The usual three-phase design was employed, with categorical judgments being
requested in the first two phases, and specific person judgments in the third. It was
predicted that the groups would differ in the number of statements from the "good" category

on which they felt able to make a judgment at the third phase. The atribution group should
make relatively more judgments in this category, and should be more conf,rdent about those

which were made. Given the results of previous studies conducted as part of this project,

there was no evidence upon which to base further predictions, except that possibly the

attribution and expectation groups would be differentially confident in all their ratings.

7.2.2.1 Description of Experiment

7.2.2.7.7 Design: Five groups, with 12 subjects per group, were planned. Groups were

planned in such a ,way as to replicate the conditions of Experiment 4 although a feedback

goup was not relevant given the newly devised tasks, and there was of course only one

control goup.Thus the conditions were as follows -

(1) Anribution of a characteristic (the tendency to look for the good in orher people)

(2) Expectation (that subjecs would do well ar rhe tasks)

(3) Social comparison (the subject's ability compared to that of "other students")

(4) Social reinforcement (that subjects were doing well)
(5) Control
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7.2.2.1.2 Stimulus Material: Tapes were made with the co-operation of six of the 12 people

who had participated in the making of the tapes used for Experiment 4. The same topic was

discussed by the three male-female pairs, viz. the effect of women's liberation on society,

and sho¡t video'only, audio-only, and video-plus-audio tapes \vere subsequently prepared.

7.2.2.1.3 Experimental Tasks: In the fust two phases subjects were asked to judge whether

or not each of the stimulus people had each of a series of traits. The task appears in
Appendix 3.2.3. Half of the traits were "good" and half were "bad". For each trait judgment

made, subjects rated their difficulty in making the judgment on a 7-point scale. The final
task, from which the main dependent measure could be derived, was the Person Judgment

Task shown in Appendix3.2.4. This task included 24 statements which might be true of
any given individual. One third of these, if true, were "good" facts about a person, one thfud

"bad", and the remainder neutral. The judgments of independent judges were used to

determine the classif,rcation into these categories (see frequency data in Appendix 3.2.1).

7.2.2 Method,

7.2.2.1 Subjects: Sixty undergraduates en¡olled in Psychology I in1987 pa:ricipared in the

experiment. Their average age was 19.56 years (s.d.=4.173) at the time the experiment was

run. There were37 females and23 males.

7.2.2.2ProceÀure: Potential subjecs we¡e initially contacted by lener and asked to

participate in a "Person Perception Study". They were told that the resea¡cher was interested.

in how we make judgments about others given different amounts of information, and that

they would be asked to make judgments about both the good and the more negative

cha¡acteristics of six people in all. Those who did not respond to the letter by signing up for
the experiment at the Deparnnental office were then contacted by telephone and asked again

to participate. General Instructions to subjects appear in Appendix3.2.2. There were rhree

phases in the experiment. In broad outline the procedure was identical to that used in
Experiment 4.

After being greeted in a friendly manner by the experimenter, subjects were told that

they would see a brief segment of video of two people having a discussion, but that they
would not hear the sound. They would then be asked to make some judgments about the

cha¡acteristics of the people and to indicate how difficult they found it to do so. Then they

would hea¡ wo different people having a discussion and they would be asked to make the

same judgments about them as they had made about the fîrst pair. Alt pairs would be

discussing the same topic, the effect of women's liberation on society. In the final phase

they would see and hea¡ two furtherpeople and because this time they had the maximum
amount of information available they would be asked to do something more complex that the

researcher would tell them about at the time. At that third stage it was explained that after
seeing the tape they would complete a "Person Judgment Task", in which they would be

asked whether they could make some quite specific judgments about each person. They
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would also be asked to rate their confidence in their judgment for each one that they felt they

could make. If they asked what the accuracy criterion for the traits was, the experimenter

planned to say that three others who know the stimulus people well had completed the

characteristics task.

Which condition a given subject was run under was determined by a previously

prepared table of the numbers one to five in a random sequence, each number appearing 12

times.

7 .2.2.2.1Wordine of Manipulations - Phase 1

(1) Attribution: "Let's have a look at your ratings. It seems from what you've put that you

tend to look for the good rather then the bad characteristics in others. Yes, you're obviously
a person who finds it easy to look for the good in other people".

12) Expectation : "Let's have a look at your ratings. It seems from what you've put that

you'll find it just as easy to judge good and bad cha¡acteristics on the next tape too,

especially the good ones. Yes, you'll obviously do a good job with the audio-tape".

(3) Social Comparison: "Let's have a look at your ratings. It seems from what you've put
that you're doing better than a lot of students with both the good and the bad cha¡acteristics,

especially the good ones. Yes, you're doing better than most of the students".
(4) Social Reinforcement: "Let's have a look at yourratings. Very good. It seems to me that
you're doing well when it comes to both sorts of cha¡acteristic, the good and the bad,

especially the good characteristics. Yes, you're doing a good job".

15) Control: "Let's have a look at your ratings. ft's amazing how many judgments rwe

actually go round making about other people all the time - about all their cha¡acteristics,
perhaps especially the good ones. And it's often hard to say what cues we are using".

7.2.2.2.2 Wording of Manipulations - Phase 2

(l) Attribution: "Once again, you're obviously looking for the good characteristics in the

people. I guess you're the sort of person who always does that".
(2) Expectation: "I'm pretty conf,rdent that you'll do just as well when you can use more

information. Yes, I think you'll do fine, especially with the good characteristics".

13) Social Comoa¡ison: "Once again, you're doing quite a bit better than most of the other

students with all the characteristics, especially the good ones".

(41 Social reinforcement: "Good. Once again, /ou're doing a good job at making judgments

about all the different cha¡acteristics, especially the good ones. Yes, you're doing very
well".
(5) Control: "When I look at everyone's judgments, I'll be interested to see whether we get

more information about all the different cha¡acteristics, especially the good ones, from the

video or the audio information".



159

7.2.3 Results

7.2.3.1 Comparison of Groups on "Good" Judgments Made in Initial Phases

A score was calculated which might reflect the "tendency to look for the good in
another person". This was the sum of the "yes" judgments for the good trais added to the

sum of "no" judgments for the bad raits. It was calculated across ¡wo stimulus people,

called Fl and Ml, in the first phase. A oneway analysis of variance showed no significant

difference ¿ìmong groups on this measure.

A similar calculation was made across F2 and M2 in the second phase. The latter

score might be influenced by the manipulation. Again there was no signif,rcant difference

among groups on this measure.

7.2.3.2 Comparison of Groups on Main Dependent Measure

A oneway analysis of va¡iance was used to comp¿ìre groups on the main dependent

measule, the number of judgments made in the "good" characteristics category. The analysis

was repeated using the number of good judgments made in the first two phases as

covariates. No significant differences among $oups were found.

7.2.3.3 Planned Comparisons of Groups on Confidence Ratings

Average confidence scores, the total confidence score for each category of items
(god, bad or neutral) divided by the total number of judgments made in the specific

category, were calculated. A total average confidence score was calculated in the same

manner. After examination of the means of each group on these four scores, and on the

basis of resuls found in earlier experiments in the resea¡ch sequence, a series of orthogonal
planned comparisons was undertaken. The primary comparison of interest was that between

the attribution group and all other groups combined, since it had been shown that task

ratings could be affected by an attribution manipulation. Since it could be expected, on
theoretical grounds, that praise groups might differ from a control condition, this

comparison \4/as also made. And, while it was found, in Experiment 2, that attribution did
not always have the same effect on ratings as expectation, it was also found, in Experiment
1, that attribution and expectation could not be distinguished, at least in terms of the main

dependent measure, from social reinforcement and control. Thus, a further rationale was to

examine these two conditions versus the rest. Social comparison was an unl,cnown quantity

in regard either to the main dependent measure or to task ratings, since it had only been

included in one other experimental study, Experiment 4. Comparisons were done in the

order, Attribution versus all other groups, then all goups excluding Attribution compared to

Control, followed by Expectation versus Social Reinforcement and Social Comparison

together, and finally the latter two compared.
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While it could be argued that subjects were contributing different numbers of
confidence ratings to these analyses, there was unlikely to be any bias against individual
groups since there was no significant difference among the groups in numbers of items rated

in any category.

The means relevant to the planned comparisons of groups on "good" items ratings are

shown in Table 7.2.1.

Tahle 7.2.1: Mean confidence ratings on ',good" items.

Group N Mean s.d.
Attribution 12 4.43 92
Expectation 12 4.19 .97
Social Comparison 12 3.58 77
Social Reinforcement 12 3.91 91
Control 12 3.95 98

Comparing the Attribution group with all other groups combined did not result in a
significant effect (p=.084), but when Attribution and Expectation groups together were
contrasted with the combination of the other three groups, there was a significant difference
(t=2.06, df=55, p=.044: combined mean for Attribution and Expectation=4.31; for other
groups=3.81). No other comparisons showed signifrcant differences.

7.2.3.3.2 Planned Comparisons of Groups on Confidence Ratings for "Bad" Items

No planned comparisons of "bad" items ratings were significant. The means are

shown in Table 7.2.2.

Table 7.2.2: Mean confidence ratings on ',bad" items.

Group N Mean s.d
Attrib utio n 12 4.44 98
Expectatio n 12 4.34 1.09
Social Comparison 12 3.75 .74
Social Reinforcement 12 4.37 1.39
Control 12 3.91 95

Table 7.2.3 shows the means for each group. It can be seen from the N column that

this was the only category of items in which some subjects made no judgment at all.
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Table 7-t.3: Mean confïdence ratings on "neutral" items.

Group N Mean s.d.
Attribution 11 4.48 1.29
Expectatio n 12 3.69 79
Social Comparison I 2.86 1.35
Social Reinforcement 11 3.87 61

Control 12 3.61 1.14

In fact a oneway analysis of va¡iance proved to be significant on the basis of these

results F=2.97, df=4/50, p=.028). Post-hoc comparisons revealed that Attribution was

significantly different from Social Comparison (Student-Newman-Keuls, p<.05).

Despite this resulg the planned analyses were also carried out. This time the

Attribution group was significantly different from all other groups combined (t4.71,
df=50, p=.009: Attribution mean=4.48; weighted combined mean of other groups=3.54).

7.2.3.3.4 Planned Compa¡isons of Groups on Total Confidence Score

Means of the goups on a total confidence score are shown in Table 7.2.4. Although

items comprising the previously described scores combined to create the scores on which

these means are based, it is interesting to examine what might be considered a general

measure of confidence in their ratings for each goup. This examination suggested that

Attribution would be unlikely to differ from all other groups combined. On the other hand, it
seemed likely, given that the Social Comparison group consistently had the lowest mean,

that confidence was lowest in this group.

Table 7.2.4: Mean confidence ratings on all items.

Group N Mean s.d
Attributio n 12 4.44 89
Expectation 12 4.17 .91
Social Comparison 12 3.61 69
Social Reinforcement 12 4.02 1.07
Control 12 3.89 93

Thus, a comparison was made among the praise groups, Social Comparison being

compared with the three other praise goups combined. The result was just significant (t=-

1.98, df=55, p=.053: Social Comparisor h€â,n=3.61; means of other praise groups4.2l).

It was concluded from these results that different praising locutions do have different

effects on subjects' ratings of confidence in their person judgments, and moreover that

attributional praise might be rather different from all other categories of praise.
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7.2.4 Frrrther Analysis of Exneriment 4: Planned Comparisons of
Confidence Ratings

In view of the results of the planned comparisons in Experiment 8, an investigation

into the replicability of these results was conducted. The existing data from Experiment 4

were re-analyzed and similar comparisons were made on the confidence ratings as had been

made on those ratings from Experiment 8. The parallel three sets of scores, for confidence

in a¡tistic talent judgments, intelligence judgments, and temperament judgments, were used

in the analyses, as was a total confidence score across all judgment categories.

Table7.2.5 shows the mean confidence scores forjudgments in the a¡tistic talent

category, by group.

Tahle 7.2.5: Experiment 4 - Mean confidence scores for judgments in artistic category.

Group N Mean s.d
Attribution 13 4.02 1.09
Expectation 13 4.74 63
Social Comparison 13 4.93 .87
Social Reinforcement 13 4.59 .92
Feedback 13 4.63 .71
Control (Aschematic) 13 4.67 96
Control (Schematic) 10 4.52 1.49

There was a signifrcant difference between the Attribution group and the combination

of all other groups (t=-2.26, df=82,p=.027: Anribution mean=4.02; weighted combined
means of all other groups=4.69). The interesting point about this comparison is that the

difference was in the opposite direction to differences found in Experiment 8. That is, the

Attribution goup was significantly less confident than all other groups combined.

A series of orthogonal comparisons on the mean conf,rdence scores for items in the

intelligence category did not reveal any signihcant differences. Table 7.2.6 shows the

means.
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Table 7.2.6: Experiment 4 - Mean confidence scores for judgments in intelligence

category.

Group N Mean s.d.
Attrib u tio n 13 4.7 8 1.08
Expectatio n 13 5.10 .37
Social Comparison 13 5.09 69
Social Reinforcement 13 4.96 59
Feedback 13 4.77 .74
Control (Aschematic) 13 5.22 47
Control (Schematic) 10 4.88 1.28

Planned comparisons were made on the temperament means but no differences were

found (see Table 7.2.7).

Table 7.2.7: Experiment 4 - Mean confidence scores for judgments in temperament

category.

Group N Mean s.d
Attrib u tio n 13 4.91 69
Expectation 13 4.94 .53
Social Comparison 13 5.06 63
Social Reinforcement 13 5.02 59
Feedback 13 4.89 76
Control (Aschematic) 13 5.24 71

Control (Schematic) 10 4.77 1.46

7.2.4.4 Planned Comparisons of Groups on Confidence in All Judgments

Table 7.2.8 shows the mean confidence across all categories of judgment. No
comparisons proved to be significant.

Table 7.2.8: Experiment 4 - Mean confidence scores for judgments across all

categories.

Group N Mean s.d.
Attrib utio n 13 4.64 .89
Expectation 13 4.96 .41
Social Comparison 13 5.02 .65
Social Reinforcement 13 4.89 .59
Feedback 13 4.7 8 .þþ
Control (Aschematic) 13 5.09 .54
Control (Schematic) 10 4.7 4 1.36
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Thus, far from being able to replicate the results of Experiment 8 with the data from

Experiment 4, opposite results were found. Confidence ratings were affected in the main

dependent category, and in an opposite direction from that of all results from Experiment 8.

In that study the Attribution group alone was not significantly differenr from the

combination of all other groups on confidence ratings in the main dependent category, but
there was a difference in an apparently irelevant category, that of neutral items. Attribution
subjects were more confident of their judgments. Examination of Tables 7 .2.5 to 7 .2.8

shows that, while the difference is only significant in the one category, artistic talent
judgments, the confidence of the attribution group is consistently low relative to all other
groups. On the other hand, Social Comparison means a¡e relatively high. It is important to
include the word "relatively" since a visual inspection of these tables in comparison with
Tables 7.2.1 to7.2.4 shows that, if anything, the overall mean confidence is lower in
Experiment 8 than it is in Experiment 4.

7.2.5 Discussion

From the results of Experiments 4 and 8 it can be concluded that although different
praising locutions do not have a differential effect on the main dependent measure, number
of judgments made, they do differentially affect confidence in the judgments ttrat a¡e made.

Furthermore, "attribution" and "expectation" do not always have identical effects, as

evidenced by the result on "neutral" items in Experiment 8. And, of all forms of praise used
in that experiment, "social comparison" related to the lowest confidence rating. This result
suggests that the form of "social reinforcement" used in a large number of studies described
in the literatue may not have as positive an effect on subject's affective reactions as some

other praising locutions might (cf. Harackiewicz, Abrahams and Wageman, 1987).

That the confidence effects found in Experiment 8 could not be replicated in the data

from Experiment 4 is interesting. It might be said that this result lends further support to the

argument advanced at other points that praise in unlikely to have a positive effect when
given for behaviours or characteristics that cannot be demonstrated at will or by choice. That
is, it seems clea¡ that relative to being perceptive about the a¡tistic talent of another person,

to be a person who tends to look for the good characteristics in another is more a matter of
choice, "of having enough motivation, of wanting to enough" (cf. results of Behaviour
Rating Questionnaire study, described in Chapter 8 Part 2, in which the mean for the fomler
item=3.03, s.d.=1.66; mean for the latter item=5.39, s.d.=1.59). In a situation in which
such a "high choice" characteristic is attributed, the effect on confidence ratings (and

perhaps on a nmge of affective reactions) is positive. However when a "low choice"
cha¡acteristic is attributed, confidence ratings a¡e lowered. As noted above, this is only a
relative lowering of ratings in one group compared to another since ratings in Experiment 8

were certainly not higher than they were in Experiment 4. However, presumably the

interaction benveen the different preceding tasks of the t'wo experiments, and the main task

in each, could account for this effect.



165

Perhaps when the "low choice" cha¡acteristic is attributed subjects feel that they

would like to believe the attribution and behave consistently \¡/ith it, but knowing that they

are unable to do so "by choice", they lose confidence specifically in relation to the relevant

behaviour category. On the other hand, when a "high choice" characteristic is attributed,

general feelings of confidence are raised, even if subjects actually question the validity of the

experimenter's attribution. This could account for the failu¡e to find an effect in the main

dependent category, while frnding one in a less "emotionally loaded" category, that of
"neutral" items. Such post-hoc explanations would of course have to be tested in subsequent

studies, and indeed the fairly weak effects would need replication, but it can be said that

some difference has been found between the outcomes of attributing a "low choice" and a

"high choice " cha¡acteristic.

In conclusion, although none of the effects were strong, the results of the

experiments described in this chapter were certainly consistent with an emerging picture of
the way in which different praising locutions affect the individual. As in the experimental

sequence in which task ratings, including affective reactions to tasks, were measured, the

attribution of a cha¡acteristic can result in rather unexpected effects, and different locutions

do have different effects. Broadly, it can be said that different kinds of praise, while not

affecting immediately observable behaviour, do cause different affective reactions. Whether,
and if so how, these reactions mediate subsequent responses is an open question.
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CHAPTER 8

PART 1

EXPERIMENT 6

8.1.1 Introduction

The results of Experiment 4 suggested that, at least when "perceptive" as a

cha¡acteristic is anributed, different kinds of praise or verbal reinforcement do not

differentially affect behaviour. In fact, praising locutions have no more effect on behaviour

in this context than does a control communication.It may be argued that the reason for this

failure to show an effect lies in a distinction that can be made between attibutional praise of
an ability and anributional praise of a behavioural propensity. In Chapter 4 it was argued

that Kanouse et al (1981) generally imply "abilities" to be an interchangeable term with
"attributes" but ttrat there are a range of human attributes, from physical cha¡acteristics to
behavioural propensities, all of which could be praised, but none of which need necessarily

imply "ability" in the sense of an innate or acquired talent or skill. It was suggested in

Chapter 4 that the latter can be distinguished from "behavioural propensities" which may be

regarded as that range of attributes or cha¡acteristics which, when praised, would not leave

the recipient of the praise feeling particularly that s/he had an abiliqv as such. It was noted

that Miller, Brickrnan and Bolen (1975) and Kirsch (1982,1985) make a very similar
distinction.

The aim of Experiment 6 was to explore the nro categories further in an experimental

context, by comparing the effects on behaviour of the attribution of two characteristics, one

a "behavioural propensity" which subjects would be likely to feel that they could perform by
choice, and the other an "ability" which subjects might classify as being a "given" and

therefore not within their choosing. The attributed characteristics were "creative" to one

group, and "persistent" to the other. The former was regarded as a "low choice" ability
whereas the latter was conside¡ed to be a fairly "high choice" behavioural propensity.

Although there were some difflrculties in running a study at the stage of the year ar which it
was undertaken, it was hoped at the very least to gain some insight into factors relevant to

the issues which have been raised.

8.1.1.1 Description of Experiment and Predictions

8.1.1.1.1 Design: A 4-group 2X 2 design was devised, with two levels of task and two
levels of treatmenr The groups and treaunents were as follows -
(1) Anribution of "creative" following completion of a "creativiry" task (Geativity

Experimental - CrE).

(2) No anribution of "cteative" following completion of the "creativity" task (Creativity

Control - CrC).

(3) Attribution of "persistent" following completion of the same task now termed a

"persistence" task (Persistence Experimental - PE).
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(4) No attribution of "persistent" following completion of the task (Persistence Control -

PC).

8.1.1.1.2 Tasks: There were two phases in the study, in between which the manipulation

was delivered. In the first phase the task was "Interpret the Drawing" taken from an idea in
De Carlo (1983), and in the second it was the "Invisible People" Consequences task used in
Experiment l. The tasks and all other experimental materials are displayed in Appendix 4.1.

Both of these tasks have the virtue of appearing realistic in either role, that is, as creativity

tests (which both are intended to be) or as persistence tasks.In addition, in Phase 1 subjects

were asked to rate the difficulty of the task and to estimate how long they spent on it, and in
Phase 2 these measures were repeated, and other rating scales were added. These related to
enjoyment, performance and so on, the scales being as fa¡ as possible the same as those

included in Experiment 3.

8.1.1.1.3 Dependent measures: (1) Number of distinctly different consequences produced

in the Consequences task.

(2) Ratings of the Consequences task, and estimated time spent on the task.

(3) Number returned from each group (as is detailed in the Procedure section below, the

experiment was conducted by mail, and letters were returned through the university's
internal mail system).

8.1.1.1.4 Predictions: It was predicted that subjects in the persistence experimental (PE)

goup would produce more Consequences than those in the creativity experimentat (CrE)

goup. On the basis of the preliminary results from Experiment 4, it was expected that there

would be no difference benveen the creativity experimental group and the control groups.

This prediction was based on the hypothesis that subjects in the PE group should perceive

themselves as having the ability to choose to persist at the second task, but those in the CrE
goup would not regard it as within their choosing to be creative in response to praise after

the initial task. On the basis of the results of Experiment 3, it was predicted that the

experimental groups, certainly the PE group, would rate the second task differently when

compared to the control goups. These results would be consistent with the work of Deci
and others @eci, L975; Ryan, Mims and Koestner, 1983) on intrinsic motivarion, and

would probably be predicted by Canavan-Gumpert (1977) in terms of her work on reward-
cost orientation. She found that a reward orientation induced in children by praise of task

performance resulted in more positive affective reactions to that task performance. It was

also thought that perhaps subjects in the PE group would estimate that they had spent longer

on the task than would subjects in the other groups and that there might be more letters

returned (see Procedure section below) from both experimental groups.
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8.1.2 Method

8.1.2.1 Subjects: Forty subjects en¡olled in Psychology I in 1986 participated in both

phases of the experiment (see Section 8.1.3.1). Their average age was 20.47 years

(s.d.=6.01). There were22 females and l8 males.

8.1.2.2 Procedure: It was decided to try an innovation in the usual experimental technique

of having subjects come to the laboratory and do the tasks under the eye of the

experimenter. An experiment by mail was undertaken. There were at least two good reasons

why it was regarded as worth trying this technique. Firstly, the pool of potential

participants in the study, namely those Psychology I students who had not returned a Self-

Concept Questionnaire (Version 2) atthe beginning of the year, had, by their inacrion,

indicated a certain unwillingness to be co-operative. It was hoped that the option of f,rlling

out and returning the form for some experimental time credit might prove more satisfactory

to them than actually organizing themselves into turning up at the laboratory at a certain

time. Secondly, it was decided that the logistics of running the study while completing
Experiment 4 and beginning Experiment 5 was too complicated (it was regarded as desirable

to complete most procedures early in the year so that potential subjects were still naive).

The procedure, then, rüas to write to subjects asking them to help the experimenter in
selecting a task for a study to be underuken the following year. They were asked to
complete the enclosed task and to rate its diff,rculty. The letters for this phase are shown in
Appendices 4.1.1 (creativity) and 4.1.3 (persistence). Having returned the initial form,
respondents were then randomly assigned to a condition (Note: initially a random number

program was used to assign subjects to groups, but subsequently numbers were equalized

across groups, and the two genders were distributed equally, by means of a manual coin-
tossing exercise). They then received a further lener thanking them and explaining that since

the earlier task was unsuitable they were being asked to rate just one more task. These letters

appeil in Appendices 4.L.2 (creativity) and4.r.4 (persistence). Appearing in the

experimenter's handwriting at the end of the letter was a brief note. If the subject was in

either experimental group, this note indicated ttrat her/his ea¡lier list of responses showed

herlhim to be a creative (or persistent) person. Control communications simply contained the

information that both this task, and the previous one, were new tasks of creativity (or

persistence).

The most obvious diffrculty with this approach was the possibility that subjects

would firstly, work together on the tasks, and secondly, communicate with each other in
such a,way as to find that quite a large number of them had received the same feedback, or
that the tasks were being presented differently to different individuals. Given that even in a
laboratory sening there can be no guarantee that subjects will not communicate between

sessions, and given the large en¡olment in Psychology I such that participation in this study

was likely to be spread across groups of close associates, it was hoped that these
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possibilities would be no more problematic than if it were a standard laboratory experiment.

In fact, the experimenter contacted every subject by phone in an attempt to increase the

second-round return rate and none mentioned having discovered this difference. A further

problem in using the letter technique was the impossibility of extending it into a third phase

(the number being ren¡rned by then would be too small), and previous results had indicated

that two deliveries of the manipulation are necessary before there is an effect. However, it
was hoped that the greater salience of the written message would overcome this problem.

8.1.2.3 Wordine of Messases

(1) (CrE) "P.S. You might be interested to know that your responses indicate that you are a

very creative person."

(2) (CrC) "P.S. You might be interested to know ttrat the test you did, and this one, ¿ìre new

tests of creativity."

(3) (PE) "P.S. You might be interested to know that your responses indicate that you are a

very persistent person."

(4) (PC) "P.S. You might be interested to know that the test you did, and this one, are new

tests of persistence."

8.1.3 Results

8.1.3.1 Return Rate: Initially eighty of each type of letter were sent out. Twenry-seven

"creativit¡1" returns were received, and twenty-two "persistence" returns. This was regarded

as a poor response rate considering that the study was being conducted within the

university, and that respondents did not have to use the general mail to return their tasks.

The 49 potential subjects were assigned to their goups in the manner described above, with
the result that fourteen received CrE treatrnent, thirteen CrC treannent, and 1l received each

type of persistence treatment. Final group numbers after ttre second round of returns were

CrE=12, CrC=11, PE=9 and PC=8. Results are described in two sections. Those in the

first relate to analysis of data after the first round of letters @hase I - two groups), while
those in the second relate to analyses subsequent to treatments (Phase 2 - four groups).

Note: Despite the unequal group numbers, in order that no data be wasted, initially all
subjects were included in all analyses. When these analyses were repeated after equalizing

group numbers it was decided that such a course of action had not resulted in spurious

interactions, and for this reason emphasis is given in the reporting of the results to the

original unbalanced groups.

8.1.3.2 Results: Section 1 lPhase 1)

Interpretations Produced

There rilas no significant difference between the ¡wo groups in the number of
interpretations produced in response to the Picttue Interpretation task. Means and standa¡d

deviations a¡e shown in Table 8.1.1.
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Tahle 8.1.1: Means and standard deviations, by group, of the number of interpretations

produced in response to the Picture fnterpretation task.

Orioina I letter N Mean s.d.

Crea t lv itv 27 11.04 7.91
Persistence 22 10.73 7.91

8.1.3.2.2 Comparison of Creativity and Persistence Task Groups on Difficulty Ratings

There was no significant difference benveen the groups in agreement with the

statement "I found this task difficult". Means and standa¡d deviations are shown in Table

8.r.2.

Table 8.1.2: Means and standard deviations, by group, of the degree of agreement with

the statement about the Picture Interpretation task "I found this task difficult".

Oriqinal letter N Mean s.d

Creativitv 27 3.41 1.58
Persisten ce 22 4.00 '1 .51

Soent on Task

There was no significant difference between the groups in their estimates of how long
they spent on the Picture Interpretation task. Means (in minutes) and standard deviations üe
shown in Table 8.1.3.

Table 8.1.3: Means and standard deviations (in minutes), by group, of estimates of how

long was spent on the Picture Interpretation task.

Orioinal letter N Mean s.d.

Creatlvitv 27 17.56 8.94
Persistence 22 't7 .14 11.18

These results show that prior to the treaünent in the second round of letters, the two
groups were equivalent.



171

8. 1.3.2.4 Correlational Analysis

The three measures recorded at this first phase were intercorrelated. There were

significant relationships between number of interpretations produced and estimated time

spent (e.337, N=49, P=.009), and between agreement that the task was difficult and time

spent (r=.475, N=49, p=.0001). There was only a small relationship (r=-.167) between

number of interpretations and rated diff,rculty.

8.1.3.3 Results: Section 2 lPhase 2l

8.1.3.3.1 Comparison of Groups on Number of Consequences Produced

There was no significant difference among the four goups in number of
consequences produced. Means and standa¡d deviations of numbers produced are shown in
Table 8.1.4.

Table 8.1.4: Means and standard deviations, by group, of number of consequences

produced in response to the Consequences task.

Group N Mean s.d.

f . Creativitv Experimental 12 12.50 5.33
2. Creativitv Control 1 1 10.27 4.54
3. Persistence Experimental 9 9.8 9 3.65
4. Persistence Control I 11.50 7.46

8.1.3.3.2 Comparison of Groups on Consequences Task Ratings

A series of 2X 2 analyses of variance was carried out on the taskmtings to deterrnine

whether these were affected by the experimental treatments. The factors in these analyses are

termed "Letter", referring to whether a creativity or persistence letter was sent, and

"Attribution", referring to whether a manipulation was or was not administered. A number

of significant results emerged.

(1) "I enjoyed doing this task": Table 8.1.5 shows the results of the analysis of variance.

There was a significant interaction between [ætter þersistence or creativity) and Attribution
(attribution of cha¡acteristic or control). Post-hoc comparisons showed that the Cïeativity
Experimental group was significantly different from the Persistence Experimental group

(Student-Newman-Keuls, p<.05). Figure 8.1.1 is a graph of the group means.
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Tahle 8.1.5: Results of analysis of variance comparing groups on their ratings of the

Consequences task 'rI enjoyed doing this task".

Source of variat¡on SS df MS F Þ

Within cells 7.9I 36 1.99
Lette r 2.25 1 2.25 1.13 0.296
Attribution 0.108 1 0.108 0.054 0.817
Letter X Attribution 1 5.03 1 1 5.03 7.52 0.009

+ Creativity
+ Persislence

Experimental Control

Condltlon

Figure 8.1.1: Graph of means, by group, of ratings of the Consequences task "r
enjoyed doing this task".

(2) "I think that other students would try hard at this task": Table 8.1.6 shows rhe means

and standa¡d deviations while the results of the analysis of va¡iance are shown in Tabte

8.1.7.

Table 8.1.6: Means and standard deviations, by group, of ratings of the Consequences

task "f think that other students would try hard at this task".

Group N Mean s.d.

f . Creativity Experimental 12 4.08 1.16
2. Creativitv Control 11 3.91 0.83
3. Persistence Exoerimental 9 5.22 1.20
4. Persistence Control 8 4.38 1 .41
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Table 8.1-7: Results of analysis of variance comparing groups on their ratings of the

Consequences task "I think that other students would try hard at this task".

Source of variation ss df MS F p

Within cells 47.26 36 1.31
Letter 6.28 1 6.28 4.78 0.035
Attrib utio n 2.54 1 2.54 1 .94 0.173
Letter X Attribution 1.10 1 1.10 0.84 0.365

There is thus an interesting main effect of the type of lener received. Those who

received a persistence letter, whatever the treatment condition, agreed to a greater extent than

did those receiving a creativity letter that other sn¡dents would ury hard at the task. This is

pa:ticularly interesting since "Other students would try hard while playing this game" was a

variable which produced a significant "Condition by Experimenter" interaction in

Experiment2 on the dependent game, "Word Search" (that is, the Expectation and Control,

experimenter present, groups and the Anribution, experimenter absent, group agreed with it
to a similar extent; agreement was less than it was for all other groups).

(3) "I didn't feel like spending much time on this task": The means and standard deviations

are displayed in Table 8.1.8, and the analysis of va¡iance is set out in Table 8.1.9.

Table 8.1.8: Means and standard deviations, by group, of ratings of Consequences task

"I didn't feel like spending much time on this task".

Group N Mean s.d.

1. Creativitv Experimental 12 3.08 2.11
2. Creativitv Control 11 4.36 1.80
3. Persistence Experimental 9 2.33 1 .41
4. Persistence Control I 3.63 1 .77

Table 8.1.q: Results of analysis of variance comparing groups on their ratings of the

Consequences task "I didn't feel like spending much time on this task".

Source of variation ss df MS F D

Within cells 1 19.34 36 3.31
Lette r 5.40 1 5.40 1.63 0.21
Att ribu t io n 16.12 1 16.12 4.86 0.034
Letter X Attribution 0.0003 1 0.0003 0.00009 0.992

The only anribution main effect thus occurred on the va¡iable "I didn'r feel like

spending much time on this task". Those receiving the experimental treaunent agreed less

than did controls that this was true of them. This is the same result as that found in
Experiment 3 when the attribution group "wanted to keep playing (Word Search)" to a
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greater degree than did the control group, and "only felt like playing (Word Search)" to a

lesser degree.

(4) "I would like to do other simila¡ tasks sometimes for resreation": Results are shown in
Figure 8.1.2 and Table 8.1.10. A StudençNewman-Keuls post-hoc test showed that the

CrE and PC groups were significantly different from the CrC and PE groups (p<.05).

Table 8.1.10: Results of analysis of variance comparing groups on their ratings of the

Consequences task I'I would like to do other similar tasks sometimes for recreation".

Source of variation SS df MS F p

Within cells 96.05 36 2.67
Lette r 2.21 1 2.21 0.83 0.369
Attrib utio n 5.14 1 5.14 1.93 0.174
Letter X Attribution 55.45 1 5 5.45 20.78 0.0001

+ Creativity
-+ Persislence

Experimental Control

Condltlon

F'isure 8.1.2: Graph of means, by group, of ratings of Consequences task "I would like

to do other sinilar tasks sometimes for recreation".

(5) "I did well at this task": Figure 8.1.3 shows the means, while the results of the analysis

of variance are shown in Table 8.1.11. The first three groups, CrE, CrC and PE, are

significantly different from the PC group (Snrdent-Newman-Keuls, p<.05).

Table 8.1.11: Results of analysis of variance comparing groups on their ratings of the

Consequences task "I d¡d well at this task".

Source of variation ss df MS F D

Within cells 66.34 36 1.84
Lette r 3.77 1 3.77 2.05 0.161
Attribution 5.53 1 5.53 3.00 0.092
Letter X Attribution 17.16 1 17 .16 9.56 0.004
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o- Creativity
+ Persistence

Experimental Control

Conditlon

Figure 8.t.3: Graph of means, by group, of ratings of Consequences task "I did well at

this task".

In summary, there was an interaction bet'ween type of letter received and treatment on

three of the task rating va¡iables. The CrE and PC groups apparently enjoyed the task less,

'would like to do similar tasks for recreation to a lesser extsnt, and felt that they had done

less well than did the other $oups. It seems f¡om these results that an attribution of
creativity produces a rather similar outcome in terms of attitude to the task as does a control
message on a persistence letter. Because unequal numbers in cells in a multi-factor

procedure can produce spurious significant interactions, some subjects were removed using

a random procedure and the analyses were repeated with eight subjects per cell.

Numbers

Repeating the analyses on the task ratings with equal numbers per group resulted in
the disappearance of the attribution main effect reported above ("I didn't feel like spending

much time on this task") and the appeamnce of two additional significant interactions. The

lener main effect ("I think that other students would try hard at this task") and the

interactions reported in the preceding section ("I enjoyed doing this task", "I would like to

do other simila¡ tasks sometimes for recreation", and "I did well at this task") were

maintained. The wo additional interactions are set out below. Subsequent inspection of the

data incorporating the total sample showed that these wo ratings did approach significance

("I think that other students would fïnd this task boring", interactionF=3.29,p=.078: "I
think that other students would enjoy doing this task", interaction F=2.9'l,p=.093).

(1) "I think that other sn¡dents would find this task boring": Figure 8.1.4 shows the means,

while the results of the analysis of variance are shown in Table 8.1.12.
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Table 8.1.f 2: Equalized group N's - Results of analysis of variance comparing groups

on their ratings of the Consequences task I'I think that other students would find this

task boring".

Source of varlat¡on SS df MS F D

Within cells 29.75 28 1.06
Letter 0.1 25 1 0.125 o.12 0.734
Attribution 3.125 1 3.125 2.94 0.097
Letter X Attribution 4.5 0 1 4.50 4.24 0.049

+ Creativity
+ Persistence

Experimental Control

Condition

Fisure 8.1.4: Equalized group N's - Graph of means, by group, of ratings of

Consequences task "I think that other students would find this task boring".

(2) "I think that other students would enjoy doing this task": Table 8.1.13 and Figure 8.1.5

show the results for this variable.

Table 8.1.13: Equalized group N's - Results of analysis of variance comparing groups

on their ratings of the Consequences task "I think that other students would enjoy

doing this task".

Source of var¡at¡on SS df MS F p

Withln cells 39.75 28 1.42
Lette r 0.1 3 1 0.13 0.088 0.769
Attribu ti on 0.13 1 0.13 0.088 0.769
Letter X Attribution 8.00 1 8.00 5.64 0.025
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5.6

5.4

s.2

5.0

4.8

4.6

4.4

4.2
Experimental Control

Condition

F'igure 8.1.5: Equalized group N's - Graph of means, by group, of ratings of

Consequences task "r think that other students would enjoy doing this task',.

The former interaction is not easy to interpret, and the means for the total sample are

in the same rank order as they are in the random sample of eighr The latter interaction is in
the same direction as those significant interactions reported above. That is, the CrE and pC

groups are more similar than the CrC and PE groups which are in turn simila¡ to each other
(crE mean=4.50, s.d.=1.73; crc mean=5.36, s.d.=0.67; pE mean=5.22, s.d.=1.39; pc
mean=4.63, s.d.=1. 19).

It can be concluded from these analyses that the significant effects found are not
artifacts of the analysis but do acn¡ally reflect the effects of the treatment upon the subjects.

It is, however, rather difficult to understand why the interactions should so consistently
show that the CrE and PC groups are simila¡ in their ratings as are the CrC and PE groups.
This issue will be taken up in the Discussion.

There was no significant difference among gtouir in their estimates of time spenr on
the Consequences task.

8.1.3.3.5 Comparison of Groups on Number of Returns

There rilas no significant difference among groups in the number of renrrns received

by the resea¡cher. Given the initial poor return rate, the 40/49 received on the second round
was pleasing: it suggests that personal appeals and reminders can increase return rate in this
type of study.

8.1.3.3.6 Correlational Anal]'sis - Consequences Task

As was done for the Picture Interpretation tash correlations were calculated benreen
number of consequences (inte¡pretations) produced and estimated time spent, between time
spent and rated difFrculty, and between number produced and difficulty. Table 8.1.14

atrs
o
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E
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=

+ Creativity
+ Persislence
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shows the two sets of correlations; these indicate that the tasks do not behave in the same

way on these variables. For the Picture Interpretation task N is 49, while for the

Consequences task N is 40.

Tahle 8.1.14: Intercorrelations of task variables - Picture Interpretation task compared

to Consequences task.

Relationsh ip lnterpretation Conseouences

Number produced/Time 0.377" 0.133
Time/Difficulty 0.475*" 0.195
Number produced/Difficultv 0.167 -0.319'

x. = p<.05
** =p<.01
**r. _p<.0001

Number of consequences produced, and estimated time spent, were also correlated

with all other task rating variables, and all task rating variables were intercorrelated (see

Section 8.I.3.3.7 below for an interpretation of these results). Number of consequences

produced correlated significantly with "I enjoyed doing this task" (r=.272, N=40, p=.045),

and with "I did well at this task" (r=.349, N=40, p=.014). Estimated time spent correlated

significantly with "I didn't feel like spending much time on this task" (r=-.30, N40,
p=.03), with "I felt tense while I was doing this task" (r.369, N=40, p=.01), and with "I
tried hard at this task" (r-.332, N=40, p=.018).

8.1.3.3.7 Factor Analysis of Task Rating Variables

A principal components factor analysis with varimax rotation resulted in three

interpretible factors from the Consequences task rating correlation matrix. Together these

factors accounted for 66.7 percent of the variance (see Table 8.1.15).

Tahle 8.1.15: Results of factor analysis of task rating varÍables, Consequences task.

Fa ctor Eioenva lue o/o of variance Cum. o/o

1 4.93 41 .'l 41 .1
2 1 .91 15.9 57.1
3 1.58 9.7 66.7

The rotated factor matrix shows the loadings of each item on the ttree factors. Factor

1 could be interpreted as a "feel serious" factor, factor 2 as a "feel positive" factoç and

factor 3 as a "feel negative" factor. Factor scores were calculated and conelated with number

of consequences produced. There was a significant corelation between the "feel positive"

factor and number produced (r=.328, N=40, p=.019). The items and their factor loadings

are displayed in Table 8.1.16.
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Table 8.1.111: Loadings of Consequences task rat¡ng items on factors.

Factor/ f 2 3
Item
I tried hard at this task 869
I cared how well I did at this task 868
It was important to me to do this task well 859
I didn't feel like spendino much lime on this task -.782

I enioved doino this task .339 .815
I think that other students would enioy doino this task 785
I did well at this task 766
I found this task difficult -.688
I would like to do other similar lasks sometimes for recreation 384 .571

I think that other students would try hard at this task .3 95 .687
I think that other students would find this task borino -.31 9 672
I felt tense while I was doino this task 372 352 .368

8.1.4 Discussion

It was hoped that the results of Experiment 6 would lend supporr to the hypothesis

that the role of the "behaviour choice" va¡iable was credible as an explanation for the failure
to f,rnd significant results in Experiment 4. The results of Experiment 6 were not as

predicted, but there are a number of possible reasons to account for the lack of effect.

Firstly, of course, the experimental procedure was not ideal, given that the experiment was

conducted by mail. Secondly, only one manipulation was able to be delivered. Thirdly,
while it may not be within an individual's choosing to be "creative" at will, it is possible that
"persistence" could be substituted for creativity in a situation in which creativity was

apparently called for. This would account for the failure to find a difference benveen the nvo

types of letter (c:reativity or persistence), although not for the lack of difference benveen the

two messages (anribution or control).

Although the major predictions were not confrrmed, the experimental results were not
without interest. Of particula¡ interest are the series of interactions between t¡'pe of letter and.

type of message in relaúon to the task ratings. It could be argued that the manipulation was

having an effect but that it was a different effect depending on the t1rye of ta.sk the subject

believed her/himself to be doing. It is probably tnre in our society that being creative and

being persistent are not equally valued cha¡acteristics. That is, because it is a highly valued

characteristic, being told one is creative might well result in feelings of anxiety such that one

does not enjoy the task, does not think one did well at the task, and so on. Certainly
Amabile (L979) has found that creativity is negatively affected when subjects a¡e told that

their work will be evaluated. Being told one is persistent, on the other hand, may leave the

individual open to enjoying the task and judging that s/he has done well at it if "persistence"

is not such a valued characteristic or one that is important to the idea of self. Indeed, it may
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be that the differential "choosability" of the two cha¡acteristics, which was the basis of their
selection for comparison in this study, led to the observed effects. That is, the attribution of
a positive and "high choice" cha¡acteristic like creativity might set off a more complex

mediating process than the attribution of a less valued "low choice" characteristic like
persistence.

Similarly, receiving the control message on the creativity task might simply have

enhanced interest in the task without affecting the individual's reactions to it in either a
positive or a negative direction. The PC group, because it was in the "least favoured"

condition, in doing a task apparently to measure an unimportant characteristic and receiving
an impersonal message, might have felt less enthusiastic than did the CrC and PE groups.

At any rate, it seemed in retrospect that another dimension on which the attributes should

have been equated was social desirability. It was not enough to select creativity and

persistence simply because they could be (ostensibly) measured with the same tools. To test

these intuitive evaluations of the cha¡acteristics "persistence" and "creativity" a small
questionnaire was devised, the "Cha¡acteristics Rating Questionnaire", and this is discussed

in Part 3 of this chapter.

The interaction resuls might be interpreted as lending further support to the idea
raised after considering the results of Experiment2, that the effect of attributional praise

depends on the context in which it is received. In the case of Experiment 2,the
informationaVcontrolling dimension of va¡iation in praise proposed by Deci (e.g., 1975) and

Ryatt, Mims and KoesÍrer (1983) was raised as a possible explanatory variable, although it
was concluded that it did not obviously account for the observed interactions, partly because

of the shifting pattern from the frst to the second manipulation (the same panern was found,
more clea¡ly, in Experiment 3, which is discussed in Chapter 9 Pan 1). Similarly, it is
difficult to account for the crossover effects observed in Experiment 6 in these terms, since

that would entail arguing that ttre attribution of "sreative" was perceived as more controlling
than the attribution of "persistent". Unless, as a matter of fact, in the attribution of "low
choice" cha¡acteristics the controlling aspect tends to be more salient, whereas in the "high
choice" situation the informational aspect tends to be more salient, another explanation must
be sought. This issue is elucidated by the results of the questionnaire study reported in the
third section of this chapter.

Another possible explanation relates to the credibiliry/deservingness d.imension of
Kanouse et al (1981). They argue that praise which is not considered to be deserved will not
act as an incentive for behaviour. Certainly children are likely to interpret praise according to
its credibility (e.g., Dweck et al, 1978). Perhaps the two attributions were differentially
credible in the context of the experiment, or in relation to subjects' previous self-

conceptions.

In relation to the task-rating differences it is interesting that there were no differences
among the groups in feelings of tension while completing the task. This is in contrast to the
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results of Experiment 2 in which treatrnents produced differential ratings among groups on

this va¡iable. In Experiment 2 the dependent game, "Word Search", induced more tension in
subjects in the Expectation, experimenter present, Control, experimenter present, and

Attribution, experimenter absent groups relative to the other three groups (interaction F=3.1,

p=.053). On the other hand, subjects in the Attribution group rated themselves as feeling
more tense while playing the game immediately after the first manipulation than did subjects

in the Expectation or Control groups. Perhaps such differences might have been observed

again had this been a laboratory experiment rather than a "takeaway" study, in which
feelings of tension in all groups would have been minimal anyway (mean agreement with "I
felt tense" =1.'70, s.d.=1.07 in this study, cf. mean=2.40, s.d.=l.49 (Game 2) and

mean=2.97, s.d.=1.63 (Game 3) in Experiment 2).

It may be noted here that the task rating variables which showed differences among
groups in this study are similar to, or the same as, those on which differences were found in
Experiment 3 (see Chapter 9 Part 1). In that experiment, after one manipulation, there were

significant differences on "I thought I would do well", "I cared very much how well I did",
and "I played this game well", all in the direction that the experimental group (anribution)

agreed to a lesser extent than did the control goup. In the present study, the CrE group

acted, in terms of its ratings of "I did well at this task", like the experimental group in the

earlier study, while the PE group did not. This is problematic since "persistence" was the

attributed cha¡acteristic in Experiment 3. After two manipulations, subjects in the

experimental group in Experiment 3 agreed to a greater extent than did those in the control
goup that they would like to play the game for recreation, that they enjoyed playing the
game, and'that they wanted to keep playing. In this study (after one manipulation, of
course) the PE and CrC groups agreed more with "I enjoyed doing this task" and "f would
like to do other similar tasks sometimes for recreation" than did the other two groups. In this
case, subjects in the PE goup (and those in the CrC group) were behaving like those in the

experimental group in the earlier study.

The results of the study, because of the flaws in the procedure, do not negate the

possible importance of the "behaviour choice" dimension. A questionnaire technique was
considered to be a complementary strategy for accessing any perceived differences among a
range of cha¡acteristics, abilities and behavioural propensities. A "Behaviour Rating

Questionnaire", described in Pa¡t 2 of this chapter, was designed to investigate the
dimension further in the absence of positive experimental results. Experiment 8, which was

described in the previous chapter, was also designed in this contexq it was a replication of
the design of Experiment 4, but using a "high choice" characteristic as compared to the "low
choice" one used in the latter study.
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PART 2

REHAVIOTIR RATING OUESTIONNAIRE STUDY

8.2.1 Introduction

Concurrent with the devising of Experiment 6, a questionnaire study was planned to
further explore the "behaviour choice" dimension. It was hoped in this rway to determine

whether respondents did discriminate among a range of behaviours and person

characteristics as to their ability to display them "at will". As was suggested previously,

when individuals estimate their likely degree of success at a task, they add their motivational
level into the equation (e.g., Manning and V/right, 1983), and thus motivation and choice

a¡e interdependent in the sense that increased incentive or strong motivation can in principte

have no effect on the likelihood that a behaviour will occur if the individual believes that

behaviour is not within her/his choosing.

A distinction was made between ¡wo kinds of behavioural task, one being what might
loosely be termed ability or skill-type tasks, and the other being tasks which are simply
behaviours or which reflect behavioural propensities. Ki¡sch's (1982) examples well
illustrate the distinction. He compared the tasks of snake-handling, an example of the laner
category, with tossing a wad of paper into a bin from 50 feet, an example of the former.

A questionnaire was devised in which respondents were asked to consider a variety
of items according to whether they felt that doing the behaviour, or displaying the

cha¡acteristic, was simply a matter of motivation, of wanting to enough. The aim of the

behaviour rating study w¿ts to determine whether the distinction between "abilities" and

"behavioural propensities" could be demonstrated in differential ratings of items, given that
both categories were represented in the questionnaire.

8.2.1.1 Instrument: The BehaviourRating Questionnaire appears in Appendix4.2.
Respondents were asked to rate their agreement on a 7-point scale with the statement "The

ability to do this is simply a matter of having enough motivation, of wanring to enough".

This was regarded as a form of wording which would separate items which were simply a

matter of choice from those which, regardless of the level of motivation, might not be just a
matter of deciding to do them.

8.2.2 Resoondents and Procedure

Seventy student nurses attending a Physiology course at the South Australian College
of Advanced Education (Sturt Campus) completed the questionnaire at the beginning of one

of their practical sessions. The decision to participate in the study was a voluntary one, but
no student refused to do so. There were 63 females and 6 males (one missing value). Their
average age was 22.03 years (s.d.=7.27 years).
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8.2.3 Results

8.2.3.1 ltem-b}¡-Item Means and Standard Deviations

Table 8.2.1 shows the item-by-item means and standa¡d deviations (except where

otherwise specifred, N=70).

Tahle 8.2.1: Means and standard deviations of individual items in the Behaviour Rating

Questionnaire.
Item Mean s. d.

ona test 4.66 r.ó8
82. vote in an election i one votm 1S 5.78 1.66
not

a, 5.94 1.25
44. be creative when one is asked to do a picture 3.73 r.7 5

one never seen
move to an one 4.46 r.86

an 3.84 1.87
ata even one rt 5.81 l. I6

to oneself 5.39 r.55
at 3.90 1.69

6.2t t.26
A1I. be a good'iud '3.69 0.57

at a nerü even one run out N=óE 5. l3 1.59
.813. sort cards accuratel y in a psycholo '3.7 

L 1.69
B 14. co-operate with others on a game I 5.67 1.54

5.57 1.37
treat 5.4E 1.96

one wants 5.68 1.54
a 5.35 L.39

L to 3.03 1.66
talent atter seeing r no on or

on
a on 5.83 1.7 5

B*21. be a non-smoker t 6.01 l.6l
822. make a small donation to a worthy cause 5.r7 r.8ó
tsZ'J. eat a worrn 4.46 2.4E
424. make conf,rdent ju< a 3.27 r.52

seen y on video
AxZs. cut down on stress in one's life 4.9'3 I.6l

eat 5.91 1.18
one to a 5.23 t.44
a to a waste- 3.37 1.86

or m 5.39 1.59
a 5.7 L r.50

Notes: Items ma¡ked "4" were those
those ma¡ked rrB, to be behaviour or
were considered to be health items.

judged a priori to be ability or skill-type irems, and
behavioural propensity-type items. Those ma¡ked *
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with Non-Health Items

A?-way repeated measures analysis of variance was carried out comparing ability
with behaviour items, and health with non-health items. There wÍìs a significant difference

between the means of the ability and behaviour items (F=166.59, df=U69,p=.0001). As

the means in Table 8.2.2 show, the behaviour items were seen as being more a matter of
motivation, of wanting to enough, than were the ability items (ability mean=4.03; behaviour

mean=5.41). There was also a significant difference between the means of the health and the

non-health items (F=59.39, df=U69,p=.0001); respondents saw health items as being

more a matter of motivation, of wanting to enough, relative to non-health items (health

mean=5.7 1 ; non-health mean=4.67).

Table 8.2.,: Means of items comprising the ability/behaviour and health/non-health

groups.

Item Cateoorv Abilitv Beh avi ou r Total Mean

Hea lth 5.44 5.80 5.71
(n=2¡ (n=5¡ (n=8)

N on-h ea lth 3.6 9 5.23 4.67
(n=8) (n=14) h=22¡

Total Mean 4.03 5.40 4.95
(n=10) (n=20) lN=30ì

There was also a significant interaction between the two dimensions (F=51.99,

df=L/69, p=.0001). While the behaviour non-health items were seen as being considerably

more a matter of motivation than were the ability non-health items, the equivalent

discrimination was not made in relation to the health items.

The means of the two health items in the ability group ("be a generally healthy

person" and "cut down on stress in one's life") were high despite their initial selection as

being unlikely to be affected by motivation. Indeed one of them ("be a generally healthy

person") had the third highest mean score of the thfuty items (mean=5.94). Given that the

sarrrple of ability health items is small, the statistical result should be regarded as

preliminary. Intuitively, however, the two items in question appear to be very similar to the

ability items in the non-health goup in terms of the likelihood that one would feel able to
choose to do them "at v/ill", given sufficient motivation.

This finding regarding health items is an interesting one in view of the difñculty
people appear to have in initiating and maintaining any change in their heatth behavior¡r. In
this context it is also worth noting that some differences berween means among pairs of
health items (see Table 8.2.1) might be regarded as counter-inn¡itive by practiúoners

involved in behaviour change programmes. For example, "do regular exercise" was seen as
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being more a matter of wanting to enough than was "say positive things to oneself' ("do

regular exercise" mean=6.21; "say positive things to oneself' mean=5.39). It was also seen

as more a matter of wanting to enough than was "take medicine or tablets prescribed by a

doctor" (mean=5.71).

8.2.3.3 Compa¡isons between Individual Items

Individual items relating to specific experimens were compared.

(1) "Be a good judge of other people" and "Look for the good characterisúcs in another

person" (Experiment 8): There was a significant difference between the means on these two
items, in the di¡ection ttrat the latter was seen as more a matter of motivation, of wanting to

enough, was more "choosable" than the former. The results are shown in Table 8.2.3.

Table 8.2.3: Results of t-test comparing means of individual items "Be a good

judge...." and "Look for the good ....".

Item (abbreviated) Mean s.d t df p

Be a oood iudoe 3.68 1.56 -7.55 69 0.0001
Look for oood characteristics 5.38 1 .59

(2) "Accurately rank a group of people according to their a¡tistic talent after seeing (no

sound) them briefly on video or hearing them briefly on tape" and "Look for the good

characteristics in another person" (Experimens 4 and 8): The difference between the means

of these two person perception items was also signifrcant in the expected direction, namely

that the latter variable had a higher "choosability" score. Tabte 8.2.4 shows the results.

Table 8.2.4: Results of t-test comparing means of indívidual items "Accurately rank a

group of people according to their artistic talent" and "Look for the good....',.

Item (abbreviated) Mean s.d. t df D

Rank oeoole accordino to artistic talent 3.03 1.66 8.9 9 69 0.0001
Look for oood characteristics 5.3 9 1.59

(3) "Make confident judgments about a range of characteristics of people seen and heard

briefly on video" and "I-ook for the good characteristics in another person" (Experiment 8):

The difference between the means of these items relevant to Experiment 8 was also

significant in the expected direction (see Table 8.2.5).

Table 8.2.5: Results of t-test comparing means of individual items I'Make confîdent

judgments about a range of characteristics...." and "Look for the good....',.

Item (abbreviated) Mean s.d. t df p

Make confident iudoments 3.27 1.52 -8.1 69 0.0001
Look for oood characteristics 5.3I 1.59
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(4) "Be creative when one is asked to do a picture interpretation task one has never seen

before" and "Persist at a new problem even when one has run out of ideas" (Experiment 6):

A t-test comparing the means of the nro items relating to persistence and creativity was

signifrcant. Persistence was ¡ated as being more a matter of motivation than was creativity.
Again this result is in the predicted direction. Table 8.2.6 shows the results.

Tahle 8.2.6: Results of t-test comparing means of individual items "Be creative....r'

and t'Persist at a new problem....t'.

Item (abbreviated) Mean s.d. t df p

Be creative 3.73 1.76 -5.25 67 0.0001
Persist at a new oroblem 5.13 1 .59

(5) "Be creative when one is asked to do a picture interpretation task one has never seen

before" and "Persist at a tricky problem even when one is frustrated by it" (Experiment 6):

Once again the result is as would be expected if the "choosability" idea has validity. Table

8.2.7 shows the results.

Table 8.2.7: Results of t-test comparing means of individual items "Be creative....r,

and "Persist at a tricky problem....".

Item (abbreviated) Mean s.d. t df p

Be creative 3.71 1.76 -8.04 68 0.0 001
Persist at a trickv problem 5.81 1.18

8.2.4 Discussion

The results of this questionnaire study provided support for the distinction benveen

"ability" and "behavioural propensity" cha¡acteristics, attributes, or behaviours, which was

made on intuitive grounds and with reference to Kirsch's (1982,1985) work. It does seem

that the categorization into these two $oups is not idiosyncratic. That is, respondents agree

that, for the latter group of items, being able to do the behaviour or display the characteristic

is, relatively speaking, simply a matter of wanting to enough. For the former group of
items, having the motivation or desire to do the behaviour or display the characteristic may
not be enough. This can be interpreted in the terms initially discussed as meaning that one is

less able to choose to do a behaviour or display a characteristic from the "ability" group as

from the "behavioural propensity" group.

It is beyond the scope of this chapter to pursue the issue, but it could be noted that the

result of the comparison of health and non-heatth items has important implications for health

educators and otherprofessionals. It suggests that engaging in health behaviours is seen as

simply a matter of having enough motivation, of wanting to enough. Although of course the

perception may not be veridical, individuals apparently see themselves as having the choice
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to be healthy, or to engage in a range of health-oriented behaviours, if their desire to do so is

strong enough.

Although the abilitylbehavior¡rdistinction hadnow been supported empirically,
¡esults from a further study (see Part 3) showed that the issue was a multifaceted one, and

that the "choosability" model which had been advanced was too simplistic and could not

completely account for observed differences in behaviour in response to praise of a given

cha¡acteristic.
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PART 3
CHARACTERISTICS RATING OUESTIONNAIRE STUNY

8.3.1 Introduction

When the predictedresults were not found in Experiment 6, it was hypothesized that

the cha¡acteristics attributed might have differed on dimensions other than "choosability".

Specifically, the dimension of social desirability was considered. Now that the

cha¡acteristics concemed, "persistence" and "creativit¡1", had been shown to be signifrcantly
different on the motivatiorVchoosability dimension, it was decided to further explore some

other dimensions of variation. It was hoped, at the same time, to determine whether there

were notable differences between the characteristic relevant to Experiment 4 ("perceptive

about the artistic talent of another person") and the one being considered for use in
Experiment 8 ("looks for the good characteristics in another person"). These had been

shown in the Behaviour Rating Study to differ along the dimension of choosability.

Five dimensions were investigated. These were the following: self-rating on the

cha¡acteristic, importance of the characteristic to one's self-concept (the conjunction of these

two va¡iables discriminates Ma¡kus' (e.g., 7977) schematics - the "self-description"

criterion was not used at this point because of the rating scale format of the questionnaire),

the desirability of the cha¡acteristic, whether one would feel pleased to have the

characteristic attributed, and whether such an attribution would give rise to the suspicion that
an attempt was being made to affect one's behaviour.

8.3.1.1 The Ouestionnaire: The "Cha¡acteristics Rating Questionnaire" appears in Appendix
4.3. Eight characteristics were included for evaluation along the f,rve dimensions. These

were "kind", "good at making first impression judgments about another person's artistic
ability", "looks for the good characteristics in another person", "perceptive", "intelligent",
"petsistent", "creative" and "neat and tidy". As far as possible these characteristics

duplicated those appearing in the Behaviour Rating Questionnaire, and this was managed

reasonably successfully, except in the case of "neat and tidy" which was specified as "throw
litter in a bin rather than on the ground" in that questionnaire. It was considered

un¡easonable to include a characteristic expressed in those terms. The inroductory section

of the questionnaire contained an explanation of each of the five concepts, in the order listed

above, but the order of type of evaluation and cha¡acteristics was randomized in the

questionnaire. This procedure minimized the possibility ttrat respondents would form a

hypothesis about the expectedrelationship among the judgments they were making.

8.3.2 Resoondents and Procedure

Eighty-two social work students enrolled in an introductory psychology course at the

South Australian Instinrte of Technology completed the questionnaire at the beginning of a
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tutorial session. Their participation was voluntary. There were23 males and 57 females

(two missing values). At30.42 years (s.d.= 9.25 years, range=l8.25 to 51.50 years), the

average age of the respondents was slightly higher than that of respondents to other
questionnaire studies reported in this thesis. However there is no prima facie reason to

expect that responses to such a questionnaire would change with age past the age of about

twenty years.

8.3.3 Results

Means and standa¡d deviations were calculated for all characteristics on every

dimension. These are set out in Table 8.3.1. Within each cha¡acteristic, the five rating

dimensions were intercorrelated. These matrices are set out as appropriate under each

section of the Results.

Table 8.3.1: Means and standard deviations for all characteristics on every dimension.

8.3.3.1 Comparison of "Persistent" and "Creative"

"Persistent" and "creative" appear in Table 8.3.1 in rows 4 and 5 respectively. T-
tests were done comparing these two characteristics on the five rating dimensions. They

were significantly different on importance to the self-concept (t=3.04, df=81, p=.003), on

desirability (t=3.94, df=81, p=.0001), and on pleased if attributed (t4.15, df=81,
p=.00001).

The matrix of intercorrelations for "persistent" is shown as Table 8.3.2. Table 8.3.3

shows the same inforrnation for "creative". fn these tables, as in all subsequent matrices of
intercorrelations, *=p(.05, **=p(.01 and ***=p<.00 1.

Ratlnq dlmenslon/ Self-ratlnq lmportance Des lra b llltv Pleased lf Trylnq to
Characteristlc Att rlb ut ed Affect Behr.

Mean s.d. Mean s.d Mea n s.d Mean s.d Msa n s,d
1. PerceÞtive 8.44 1.68 8.70 1.6'1 9.05 2.1 1 8.35 2.O8 3.56 2.10
2. Artistic perceptive 6.27 2.6s 4.96 2.s8 5.59 2.7 4 6.62 2.62 4.20 2.49
3. Looks for qood 8.48 1.70 8.29 2.03 8.33 2.21 8.54 2.13 4.31 2.71
4. Persistent 7.45 2.38 6.85 2.71 7.O8 2.9s 6.78 2.78 4.59 2.s9
5. Creative 7.23 2.39 8.05 2.15 8.52 2.54 8.31 2.14 4.18 2.s7
6. Kind 8.79 1.24 8.83 1 .96 8.83 2.19 9.21 1.49 4.1 1 2.72
7. lntelliqent 8.60 1.47 9.1 3 1 .69 9.32 1.89 9.22 1.79 4.1 I 2.41
8. Neat and tidv 6.93 2.91 7.48 2.s3 6.93 2.91 7.O5 2.77 4.28 2.72
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Table 8.3.2: Matrix of intercorrelations between the five rating dimensions for

"persistenttt.

Table 8.3.3: Matrix of intercorrelations between the five rating dimensions for

" creatiYett.

The pattern of intercorrelations was very similar within the two characteristics, except

that in the case of "creative", the corelation benreen self-rating and qying to affect

behaviour was large enough to be significant while it was negligible for "persistent". There

was also a larger correlation for the former characteristic than for the latter between pleased

if attributed and trying to affect behaviour.

It seems from these results that the cha¡acteristics "persistent" and "creative" differ on

dimensions other than "choosability". It is also not immediately obvious which dimension,

if any, might explain the different pattern of interactions found in Experiment 6 when these

nvo characteristics were compared.

8.3.3.2 Comparison of "Good at making first imgression judgments about another person's

artistic abilities" and "[,ooks for the good characteristics in another person"

Descriptive statistics for these two cha¡acteristics appear in rows 2 and 3 respectively

in Table 8.3.1. Significance tests between the sets of means showed that on only one

dimension, trytng to affect behaviour, was there not a difference between the cha¡acteristics.

They were significantly different on self-rating (t=-6.64, df=81, p=.0001), on importance

to the self-concept (t=-9.35, df=81, p=.0001), on desi¡ability (t=-7.48, df=81, p=.0001)

and on pleased if attributed (t=-6.27, df=81, p=.0001).

Tables 8.3.4 and 8.3.5 show the pattern of intercorrelations for "looks for the good"

and "artistic perceptive" respectively. These, although very similar on the first four

dimensions, also differ on the fifth, as was the case for "persistent" and "sreative".

Dimension Self-ratino lmportance Des ira b il itv Pleased if
Attributed

S elf -rati no
lm po rta n ce .749"'
Des ira bilitv .659*'* .778"',
Pleased ¡f Attributed .57 2"' 648*" 792"'
Trvino to Affect Behaviour 092 .065 056 -.036

Dimension Self-ratino lmpo rta n ce Des ira b ilitv Pleased if
Attributed

Self-ratinq
lm po rta n ce .739"'
Desirabilitv .501'*' .378'**
Pleased ¡f Attributed .635"* .462'*" .553*"
Trvino to Affect Behaviour -.269*' -.166 -.134 -.279"
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Table 8.3.4: Matrix of intercorrelations between the five rating dimensions for "looks
for the good....".

Table 8.3.5: Matrix of intercorrelations between the five rating dimensions for "artistic
perceptive".

The differences between these two characteristics is discussed in greater detail below
(see Discussion).

8.3.3.3 Comparison of "Perceptive" and "[,ooks for the good characteristics in another
person"

The means and standa¡d deviations of these two cha¡acteristics are shown in rows 1

and 3 of Table 8.3.1. T-tess revealed no signifrcant differences between the two on self-
*fug, importance or pleased if attributed. There was a significant difference on desirability
(t=-6.27, df=81, p=.0001) and on trying to affect behaviour (t=-2.55, df=81, p=.013).

Table 8.3.6 shows the pattern of intercorrelations benveen the five rating dimensions

for "perceptive".

Table E.3.6: Matrix of intercorrelations between the five rating dimensions for

!'perceptive".

This table may be compared with Table 8.3.5 above. Once again there were

significant, and moderately high, correlations between most va¡iables on both

cha¡acteristics, but the relationships with trying to affect behaviour were negative.

Dimenslon Self-ratino lmoorta nce Des ira bi litv Pleased ¡f
Attributed

Self-ratlno
lmportance 453"*
Des ira b ilitv 421 "' .632"'
Pleased ¡f Attributed .37 7 "' 549*'* .709'r'
Trvinq to Affect Behaviour -.01 6 060 -.054 -.1 75

Dimension Self -ratino lm oorta nce Des ira b ilitv Pleased ¡f
Attributed

S elf - rati no
lmportance .67 7',*',
Desirabilitv .241' .375*"
Pleased ¡f Attributed .406*'* 511"', .404"'
Trvino to Affect Behaviour -.222* -.113 097 -.196*

Dimension Self-ratino lmportance Desirabilitv Pleased if
Attributed

Self -ratinq
lmportance .471"'
Desirabilltv .190* .342"
Pleased ¡f Attributed .292" .543'*' 513"'
TryinE to Affect Behaviour -.277" -.186 -.118 -.195'
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For each other va¡iable the five dimensions were intercorrelated to determine whether

the same pattern of relationships obtained in general for all cha¡acteristics. The matrix for
"kind" is shown in Table 8.3.7, for "intelligent" in Table 8.3.8, and for "neat and tidy" in
Table 8.3.9.

T¡hlc R ? 7. Matrix of intercorrelations between the five rating dimensions for "kind".

Table 8.3.8: Matrix of intercorrelations for the five rating dimensions for

" intelligent".

Table 8.3.q: Matrix of intercorrelations for the five rating dimensions for 'rneat and

tidy".

'When all eight matrices a¡e examined it can be seen that there was a high degree of
intercorrelation between variables within each characteristic, although the sizes of these

relationships did vary. For example, the relationship benveen self-rating and importance

was smaller for "intelligent", "ld.nd", "perceptive" and "artistic perceptive" than it was for
the other variables. The strength of the relationship between self-raring and rrying to affect

behaviour also va¡ied bet'ween cha¡acteristics (compare"kind" and "perceptive" for
example). It was nevertheless decided to determine whether there was a factor stn¡ctr¡r€

underlying the observed patterns.

Dimension Self-ratino lm po rta n ce Desirabilitv Pleased if
Altributed

Self-ratino
lmportance 497.-',
Des ira bilitv .191' 573"*
Pleased ¡f Attributed 118 471"' .573 "'
Trvino to Affect Behaviour 044 -.1 31 234' - .457 *',*

Dimension Self-ratino lmporta nce Des ira b ilitv Pleased ¡f
Attributed

S elf -rat in o
lm po rta n ce 4 gg"*
Des ira bilitv .345** 4g2'"
Pleased ¡f Attributed .33g" 471"', .316*'
Trvinq to Affect Behaviour 239' -.209' 038 -.35g"'

Dimension Self-ratino lm po rta n ce Desirabilitv Pleased ¡f
Attributed

Self -rat ino
lm po rta n ce .8 25 "'
Des ira bilitv 586t'* .609***
Pleased ¡f Attributed .596"* .583*'* .623*"
TryinE to Affect Behaviour - .291 " 329" 295" -.293'-
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Factor Anal]¡sis of Rating Dimensions

The means set out in Table 8.3.1 were intercorrelated. A further row and column

were added to the matrix by referring to data from the Behaviour Rating Questionnaire
study. This was possible since there was a closely parallel item in that study for each

cha¡acteristic rated in the present study. Table 8.3.10 shows the relevant items and the

means and standa¡d deviations from the other study.

Tahle 8.3.10: Means and standard deviations of comparison items from Behaviour

Rating Questionnaire study.

Behaviour Rat¡nq ltem Behaviour Ratino
Mean s.d

11. be a qood iudoe of other peoole 3.69 0.57
19. accuralely rank a oroup of peoole accordino 3.03 1.66
to their artistic talent after seeino (no sound) them
briefly on video or hearino them briefly on tape
29. look for the good characteristics in another person 5.39 1 .59
18. be a generally persistent person 5.25 1 .39
4. be creative when one is asked to do a picture 3.73 1.75
interpretation task one has never seen before
16. treat other people with kindness 5.48 1.96
6. be an intellígent person 3.84 1.87
20. throw lltter in a bin rather than on the oround 5.83 1.75

As has already been mentioned, the last item, "neat and tidy", only tenuously lines up

with that in the Behaviour Rating Questionnaire study, although it could be noted that

"throwing litter in a bin rather than leaving it on desks or on the floor" was the

operationalization of "neat and tidy" used by Miller et al (1975).

Thus a 6 X 6 matrix of intercorrelations was produced. These intercorrelations were

between the means for each of the frve rating dimensions in the Cha¡acteristics Rating study,

and the mean "choosability" determined in the Behaviour Rating Questionnaire study. Table

8.3.11 shows this matrix.

Table 8.3.11: Matrix of intercorrelations between the means for the five rating

dimensions (Characteristics Rating Questionnaire study) and choosability (Bebaviour

Rating Questionnaire study).

Ratino Dimension Se lf -ratino lmportance Desirabílítv Pleased if Trvino to
Attributed Affect Behr

Self-ratino
lmoortance 881
Desirabilitv .786 .929
Pleased if Attributed 905 976 .857
Trvino to Affect Behr -.31 0 - .571 -.643 -.429
Choosabilitv .333 '190 - .071 .286 .333
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A principal axes factor analysis was ca¡ried out to investigate the factor stn¡cnre of
the matrix. This was done after a McQuitty (1961) linkage analysis had shown one main

cluster centering around "importance", but with "choosability" only very weakly linked. The

measure of sampling adequacy, .545, was just about high enough for the factor analysis to

be viable, although the entire procedure was regarded as a somewhat "rough-and-ready"

analysis, since it had not been planned from the outset and the researcher had to "make do"

with what data were available. In fact, the McQuitty solution was confirmed, there being

nvo main factors after oblique rotation. As Table 8.3.12 shows, the two factors together

accounted for 80 percent of the variance, the first accounting for 63.6 percent of the total

variance and the second for20.4 percent.

Table 8.3.'1 2: Results of factor analysis of means of the six rating dimensions.

Fa cto r Eiqenva lue o/o of variance Cum. o/o

Factor 1 3.82 63.6 63.6
Factor 2 1.23 20.4 84.0

Table 8.3.13 shows the loadings of each rating dimension on the two factors.

Table 8.3-13: Loadings of the six rating dimensions on the two factors.

RatinE Dimension Factor 1 Factor 2

Self-ratino 934 .102
lmportance 986 085
Des ira b ilitv 968 -.122
Pleased ¡f Attributed .912 -.116
TrvinE to Affect Behaviour -.339 552
Choosabilitv 268 .947

"Trying to affect behaviour" produced the least clea¡-cut results. It was also the least

predictable variable across the individual matrices presented above, and when an analysis

was done forcing a three-factor solution, it loaded 0.726 on the third factor, while all other

loadings were less than 0.5; the factor was excluded since its eigenvalue ur¿rs a negligible

0.126.In the frnal rotation it loaded reasonably higtrly on the second factor, and less so, and

negatively, on the first. It could, however, be argued that the first factor is an "importance"

factor, and the second a "choosability" facto

Characteristics on "Trying to Affect Behaviour"

There were considered to be four ability items (perceptive, artistic perceptive,

creative, intelligent) and four behavioural propensity items (looks for good cha¡acteristics,

persistent, kind, neat and tidy) in the questionnaire. One score for each of these categories

was calculated by summing the ratings on "ürying to affect behaviour" to determine whether

respondents perceived the possible difference in potential outcome were iterns from one or
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other category to be attributed. The difference was not statistically significant, but the scores

differed in the expected direction, namely, that behavioural propensity (or high-choosability)

items were likely to be seen as attributed with some intention to affect behaviour (ability

mean=16.15, s.d.=7 .M: behavioural propensity mean=l'l .29, s.d.=8.52; t=1.88, df=81,
p=.063). Perhaps larger subsets of items would show this difference more clearly. On the

other hand, it might be argued on the basis of the generally unpredictable behaviour of this

dimension that the judgment respondents were being required to make was a sufficiently

unusual one that it was subject to varying interpretations among respondents.

8.3.4 Discussion

The results of this study had some important implications for other studies reported in
this thesis. Firstly, it had become clear that the model envisaged, in which choosability

might be a key factor in determining whether an attributional praise effect could occur, \ryas

too simplistic. At least one other factor, importance to the self-concept of the an¡ibuted

cha¡acteristic, also emerged as a key va¡iable. The fact that "persistence" and "creativity"

were not equated on this variable implied that Experiment 6 was inadequate as a test of the

choosability hypothesis. That is, in order to determine what the relative weights of the two
variables might be, an experiment similar to Experiment 6 would need to be done, but this
time the two attributed characteristics should differ in choosability, but be near equivalent in
importance to the self-concept.

Another major implication of the study related to an experiment which was already

planned as a sequel to Experiment 4, Experiment 8. In this study "looks for the good

cha¡acteristics in another person", a high-choosability "behavioural propensity"

characteristic was to be anributed, so that the results could be compared with those

occurring when a low-choosability "ability" cha¡acteristic "perceptive about another
person's artistic talent" was attributed. Originally it was hoped that a simple contrast was

beitg made between representatives of the two categories of attributable cha¡acteristics.

However, since it now appeared that the two characteristics in question also differed
on the key variable, importance, a good deal of consideration was given to the question of
whether to go ahead with the experiment. It was decided that, since the main aim of the

resea¡ch sequence was to investigate the assertion of Kanouse et al that "apparently subtle

va¡iations in the language of praise often have powerful effects" (1981, p. 98), the planned.

experiment could validly be carried oul That is, given that the attributed cha¡acteristic was

to be one on which subjects could act were the manipulations to be effective at all, it seemed

that this main question could be elucidated with the proposed study. It would increase the

complexity of the design unnecessa¡ily to include the importance variable within the same

experiment.

A secondary aim of the overall research project was to investigate the interaction

between a praisee's prior self-concept and the effects of the attributional praise. Given this,
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it was interesting to discover an overlap between that strand of the research and the other.

That is, initially Markus' work on self-schemas was taken as a starting point for
investigating the second question, although her concept was operationalized differently. But

it now appeared that importance to ttre self-concept, as distinct from being self-schematic,

might be a feanre of any cha¡acteristic which could have a bearing in its own right on any

effect of the attribution of that cha¡acteristic. It seemed possible that whether or not the

concept of being self-schematic or constn¡ctual in a given area does have validity, Markus'

results might be more explicable in terms of importance to the self-concept of the domain in
question rather than in terrns of the putative existence of a schema. It should be reiterated

that she henelf has noted the high corelation betwen self-rating and importance.

Certainly this questionnaire study, although it served its purpose within the project,

could with benefit be repeated and extended. It would be valuable to determine whether the

factor analysis which was necessarily somewhat rough-and-ready was able to be replicated.

In addition it would be interesting to study further dimensions of variation among

characteristics (for example, "self-description", "deservingness", "alterability"). What has

emerged so far is that, although superficially the attributed cha¡acteristic might seem to be

multidimensional, in fact some of those dimensions might be reducible. The dimensions

which were emerging, either from empirical work or though conceptual analysis, as being

significant aspects of the attibuted characteristic could now be summa¡ized. It seemed that

importance of the cha¡acteristic to the self-concept was significant, ¿ts was choosability of
the implied behaviour(s); the sense of this term used here is that doing the behaviour or
displaying the characteristic is simply a matter of being motivared, of wanting to enough.

From a pilot study not described here, another dimension, "alterability" also emerged

as important. If the attributed cha¡acteristic, or implied behaviour(s), have a high starting

level, there may be linle scope for behaviour change. This could be a point of convergence

with the research and theories of Deci and Ryan (see, e.g., Deci and Ryan, 1987). If
alterability is low perhaps overjustification effects will be observed, whereas if ir is high,

behaviour modification may be a possibility.

Other dimensions of variation which might also contribute to any observed effects are

whether or not the recipient of the praise was previously schematic on the cha¡acteristic (or

perhaps ttrat is subsumed under importance, grven that this researche/s measure of the

concept corelates with Markus'), and the deservingness/credibility dimension of Kanouse

et al (1981). This last dimension would very likely relate to the cluster found in the present

study, but further work is needed to confirm that. It might also relate to a va¡iable which has

not tleen investigated at all in this projecg whether or not the recipient perceives that s/he

exhibited prior behavioural evidence for the attribution, or praise.
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CHAPTER q

PART I
EXPERIMENT 3

o.1.1 fntroduction

Consistent with the work of Ma¡kus (Markus, 1977) into the effect of feedback on

the self-concept, it was hypothesized that an anributional praise manipulation would have a

different effect on subjects who were schematic with respect to the attributed characteristic

than it would have on those who were aschematic. The argument underlying this hypothesis

was presented in detail in Chapter 3. Here it was argued that individuals' self-concepts are

derived in part from information received from other people in praise and other

communications. Given the recent conceptualization of the self-concept as an active

information processing system, it follows that attributional praise will be processed

differently, and have differential effects on behaviour, depending on the prior starus of the

attributed behavioural domain in the individual's self-concept. That is, whether the subject is

schematic or aschematic in the relevant domain should interact with the praise to affect

behaviour.

A self-concept questionnaire was devised for the selection of subjects to participate in
an experiment. It included items specific to the experimental tasks, and subjects who were

preselected as schematic on the experimental va¡iable were compared with those who were

aschematic. A brief description of the relevant aspects of this questionnaire is set out below,

but a complete description of it, and of its subsequent modifrcations, appears in Chapter 10.

Throughout this chapter the terms "schematic" and "aschematic" are used in relation to the

criterial statement in the questionnaire because that is how the va¡iable was conceived at this

stage of the research sequence. However it should be noted that subsequently an argumont

is developed that more appropriate terminology might be "constructual/aconstructual". This
point is discussed in greater detail in Chapter 10.

The aim of this study was to determine whether an attributional praise manipulation

had a different effect on subjects who were schematic with respect to the characteristic

"persistence" than it did on those who were aschematic. It was also hoped to determine

whether specific or general self-concept va¡iables had greater predictive power in interaction

with the manipulation. To this extent the study was considered to be a pilot experiment That
is, although one specific item was used as criterial for selection into the groups "schematic"

and "aschematic", and an attempt was made to gather a fairly substantial body of data from
each group, it was anticipated that the chosen item might not prove to be the best criterion of
being schematic on the characteristic of interest. It was hoped that the results of the study

would indicate which of the self-statements, if any, were most suitable for the purpose of
ascertaining whether subjects wers or were not genuinely schematic.
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9.1.1.1 Descriotion of Exoeriment

9.1.1,1.1 Design: There were three groups -

( 1) Experimental schematic

(2) Experimental aschematic

(3) Control - mixed.

However, it should be noted that this was a preliminary and somewhat superficial

division, since it was hoped that a multiple regression analysis or tests for mean differences

between groups would indicate whether the group divisions might be more appropriately

made with reference to some criterial statement other than that used for group division in the

first instance (see below). Since the study was very much a pilot study and since the

researcher was aware of the difhculty in recruiting subjects, it was not intended specifically
to control for being schematic on the relevant variable. The reason for this was that it
seemed more valuable in a preliminary study to run the majority of those who came under
the experimental conditions. It was hoped nevertheless that enough data could be obtained to
indicate trends.

9.1.1.1.2 Subiect Selection: A "Self-Concept Questionnaire" containing a number of
statements which mighlmight not be personally applicable was devised. The questionnaire

is shown in Appendix 6.1. Ideas for the sorts of characteristics, behaviou¡al tendencies and

interests which might be represented by the items were gleaned from the Adjective Checklist
of Gough and Heilbrun (1965) and from the work of Jones, Sensenig and Haley (1974).

Generally speaking, however, superFrcial plausibility \ilas the criterion for inclusion of items
since at this søge the researcher \ryas only interested in the six items relevant to the planned

experiment. The following items werc thus embedded in the questionnaire -
(1) I tend to persist at tricky problems even when I am frustrated by them.

(2) I never persist at apuzz)e unless I'm pretty sure I witl be able to solve it.
(3) I am persistent.

(4) I find computer games quite addictive.

(5) If I get involved in a task I like to stick ar it until it's finished.

(6) I find most word games fascinating.

Respondents were required to circle "yes", "no" or "uncertain" for each of 50 items
(including the above). In addition, they were asked, for each item, to circle "yes", "no" or
"uncertain" to the statement "I have thought this about myself before now, distinctly enough

that I might well have included a similar statement in a description of myself'. It was hoped

to preselect subjects who were schematic with respect to the item "I am persistent", that is,

who ci¡cled "yes" when asked whether they would have included ttris item in a self-

description. Aschematics were defined as those who circled "no" or "uncertain" . Of the I24
respondents, eighty fell into the former category, and 44 into the latter. Not all respondents
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were able to be contacted since they had not given enough information enabling their
identification. However, letters were sent through the university's internal mail system to

38 aschematics and to 58 schematics requesting that they sign up for a computer "games'

rating" task to assist the resea¡cher to select suitable games for her next experiment.

The questionnaire was distributed anonymously so that when the researcher

subsequently sought the assistance of selected individuals in her study, they would not

associate the questionnaire task with the experimental tasks and thereby become suspicious

as to the actual aim of the experiment.

9.1.2 Method

9.1.2.1 Subiects: Forty-two students who were enrolled in Psychology I in 1985

participated in the experiment. Thei¡ mean age was 21.68 years (s.d.=6.89).

9.1.2.2 Procedure: The Self-Concept Questionnaire was administered during testing

sessions of Psychology I undergladuates at the beginning of the 1985 academic year. Since

there were insufficient returns, a colleague of the experimenter subsequently distributed
more copies to be returned to an anonymous box ("Self-Concept Questionnaires") at the

deparnnental ofhce.

The preliminary experimental procedure was identical to that described for
Experiment 2 (see Chapter 6). In addition to delivering the planned manipulations ar rhe

appropriate times, during the playing of the games the experimenter would ask the question

"How's your score going?" or "How are you getting on?" (one per game per subject). If the

subject initiated an interaction with the experimenter, such as asking a question, the

experimenter responded in a friendly but brief manner. If the subject evinced pleasure at the

game or herlhis score the experimenter indicated the same feeling by also smiling or
laughing.

9.1.2.3.1Wording of Manipulations - Phase 1

Experimental: "Did you enjoy that game? I think that one requires some persistence, don't
you, to work out the best way to play? I thought that you seemed to be very persistent at it.
You must be a persistent sort of a person."

Control: "Did you enjoy that game? I'm never sure what's the best strategy to use. It seems

to happen so fast and sometimes it takes a little while to work out what's going on. But it's
quite good fun."

9.1.2.3.2 Wording of Manioulations - Phase 2

Experimental: "I find that one really frustrating sometimes. You seemed to know what you

were doing. I think you must be a very persistent person."

Control: "I find that one really frustrating sometimes. It's quite different from the first one.

All the games are different."
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o.1.3 Results

As was done in the reporting of the results of Experiment 2 (Chapter 6), the results

for each of the games are presented in order of interest in the outcome rather than in a
sequential order.

Search")

A t-test was calculated to determine whether the persistence attribution manipulation

was affecting time spent on this game. While being in the predicted di¡ection the result was

not significant (t=1.68, df=40, p=.1). The means of the two groups are set out in Table

9. 1. 1.

Tahle 4.1.1: Means and standard deviations, by group, of time spent on Game 3, "Word
Searchtt.

Group N Mean s.d.

Experimenta I 30 1 5.02 7.O2
Control 12 11 .34 4.42

A Mann-rWhitney U-test was not significant, nor were analyses of variance using as

cova¡iates those va¡iables which corrclated significantly with time spent on the game (see

Section 9.1.3.6 below). The probability was a¡ound 0.1 in each analysis.

9.1.3.2 Comparison of Groups on Time 2 (Time Soent on "Maze")

There was no signifrcant diffe,rence be¡ween experimentat and control groups in time
spent on the second game. The means and standa¡d deviations are shown in Table 9.L.2.

Table q.1.2: Means and standard deviations, by group, of time spent on Game 2,
ttMazett.

Grouo N Mean s.d.

Experimental 29 6.30 2.89
Control 12 6.41 2.33

When "I felt tense while playing this game" was used as a cova¡iate (it was the only
rating variable to correlate with Time 2) the result was still not significant.

However, it should be noted ttrat in a previous attribution experiment @xperiment 1)

an anribution manipulation did not distinguish between groups until after it had been

delivered nrice.
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9.1.3.3 Comparison of Groups on Times I ("Alien Blaster" ì and 4 l"Zombies")

There was no significant difference between experimental and control groups on

either Time 1 or Time 4. Means and standard deviations a¡e shown in Tables 9.1.3 and

9.1.4 respectively.

Tahle q.1.3: Means and standard deviations, by group, of time spent on Game 1, "Alien

Blastertt.

Grou p N Mean s.d.

Exoerimen ta I 30 3.90 2.15
Contro I 12 4.00 0.97

Tahle q.1.4: Means and standard deviations, by group, of time spent on Game 4,

ttZombiestr.

Group N Mean s.d.

Experimenta I 29 6.74 3.43
Control 12 7.90 5.1 0

Although there was not a significant difference between groups on the time of interest

(Time 3), it is noteworthy that the largest difference between the experimental and control
groups occurred on this time.

T-tests were calculated comparing experimental and control groups on their ratings of
"Maze" (Game 2) and "'Word Search" (Game 3). These were the games most likely to have

been affected by the manipulation, and although "Zombies" (Game 4) might have been

affected, no significant differences between groups were found. Groups were also

compared on the first game, "Alien Blaster", since subjects were just beginning to make

their ratings as the experimenter was delivering the experimental manipulation. Only

significant results are reported and they are set out in Tables 9.1.5 to 9.1.14 with a

surnmary of the findings following.
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9.1.3.4.1 Maze (Game 2)

Results for four of the rating scales were significant for Maze.

(1) "I thought I would do well while playing this game"

Tahle 4.1.5: Results of t-test comparing groups on their ratings of Game 2, "Maze", "l
thought I would do well while playing this game".

(2) "It was important to me that I play this game well"
Table q.1.6: Results of t-test comparing groups on their ratings of Game 2, 'tMaze",

"ft was important to me that I play this game well".

(3) "I cared very much how well I played this game"

Table q.1.7: Results of t-test comparing groups on their ratings of Game 2r "Maze"r "I
cared very much how well I played this game".

Group N Mean s.d. t df D

Exoerimental 29 3.14 1.66 2.04 39 0.049
Control 12 4.33 1.83

(4) "Iplayed this game well"
Tahle q.1.8: Results of t-test comparing groups on their ratings of Game 2r "MÐze"r "l
played this game well".

Grou o N Mean s.d t df D

Ex perimental 29 4.5 9 1 .38 2.13 38.5 ô 0.04
Control 12 5.25 0.62

Grou o N Mean s.d t df D

Exoe rimental 29 4.31 1.29 2.24 39 0.031
Control 12 s.25 1 .06 I

Groun N Mean s.d. t df Þ

Ex perimental 29 3.55 1 .55 2.12 39 0.04
Control 12 4.75 1.87 I
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9.1.3.4.2 V/ord Search (Game 3)

Results for four of the rating scales were signihcant for Word Sea¡ch.

(1) "I would like to play this game for recreation"

Table 9.1.q: Results of t-test comparing groups on their ratings of Game 3, "Word
Search", "I would like to play this game for recreationf'.

Group N Mean s.d. t df Þ

Ex perimenta I 30 4.53 2.15 2.39 40 0.021
Control 12 2.92 1.44

(2) "I only felt like playing this game for a short time"
Table q.1.10: Results of t-test comparing groups on their ratings of Game 3, "Word
Search", "f only felt like playing this game for a short time".

Grouo N Mean s.d. t df D

Experime nta I 30 2.97 1.83 2.11 40 0.04 1

Control 12 4.33 2.0 6

(3) "I enjoyed playing this game"

Table q.1.11: Results of t-test comparing groups on their ratings of Game 3, "'Word
Search", "I enjoyed playing this game".

Grouo N Mean s.d t df D

Experimental 30 5.03 1 .90 2.43 40 0.01 9
Control 12 3.50 1.68

(4) "I wanted to keep playing this game"

Table q.1.12: Results of t-test comparing groups on their ratings of Game 3, "Word
Search", "I wanted to keep playing this game".

Group N Mean s.d t df D

Experimental 30 4.73 1.82 2.22 40 0.03 2
)ont rol 12 3.33 1.92
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9.1.3.4.3 Alien Blaster (Game 1)

Two rating scales gave significant results for Alien Blaster.

(1) "I played this game well"

Table 4.1.13: Results of t-test comparing groups on their ratings of Game 1, "Alien
Blaster", "I played this garne well".

Group N Mean s.d. t df o

Experimental 30 3.00 1 .58 2.10 40 008
Control 12 2.OO 1.74

(2) "Other students would be bored by this gatrte"

Tahle a.l.t4: Results of t-test comparing groups on their ratings of Game 1, "Alien
Blaster", "Other students would be bored by this game".

Group N Mean s.d. t df p

Experimenta I 30 3.23 1.43 2.34 40 .027
Control 12 2.25 1 .14

To summa¡ize these results, in the case of "Maze", the experimental group cared less

how well they played, and rated their performance lower than did the control goup,
whereas in the case of "'Word Search" the experimental group enjoyed the game more and

wanted to keep playing longer. All other comparisons were non-signifrcant. In the case of
the first gafne, experimental subjects agreed to a greater extent than did control subjects that

they played well and that other studens would be bored by the game.

"Aschematics"

T-tests on time spent on the four games were calculated to compare subjects who
were schematic and aschematic on the six variables of interest. This was a "within
Experimental group" analysis in order not to confound any effects of the manipulation with
results for subjects not exposed to the manipulation. Comparisons were also made on the

averages of all the times, and the average of times spent on the second and third games

(times most likely to have been affected by the manipulation). Differences between

schematics and aschematics on some va¡iables were found, notably on time spent on the

f,trst game, "Alien Blaster", that is, before any experimental treatrnent had occurred.

Specifrcally, subjects who were schematic on "I am persistent" played this game for a

signifrcantly shorter time than did those who were aschematic (see Table 9.1.15), and those

who were schematic on "I find computer games quite addictive" also played this game for a
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shorter time, but not significantly so (schematics' mean time=3.14 minutes, s.d.=1.19,

N=l1; aschematics'mean time=4.34 minutes, s.d.=2.47, N=19; t=-1.8, df=27.39, p=.08).

T"ble q.1.15: Results of t-test comparing subjects who were and were not schematic on

"I am persistent" on time spent playing Game 1, "Alien Blaster".

Group N Mean s.d. t df D

Schematics 21 3.33 1.42 -2.37 40 .025
Aschematics o 5.22 2.99

Those who were schematic on this latter variable also played the second game,

"Maze", for a shorter time (see Table 9.1.16).

9.I-.!1.: Results of t-test comparing subjects who were and were not schematic on "I
find computer games quite addictive't on time spent playing Game 2, ,.ls/:aze,,.

Group N Mean s.d t df D

Schematics 11 4.65 0.72 -3.33 19.62 0.0003
Aschematics 18 7.31 3.24

As Table 9.L.17 shows, subjects who were schematic on "ff I get involved in a task I
like to stick at it until it's frnished" also played the first game for a signifrcantly shorter time
than did those who were aschematic.

Tahle q.1.17: Results of t-test comparing subjects who were and were not schematic on

"If I get involved in a task I like to stick at it until it's finished" on time spent

playing Game 1, "Alien Blaster".

Group N Mean s.d. t df D

Schematics 21 3.33 1.47 -2.77 27 0.01
Aschematics I 5.58 2.92

Similarly, those who were schematic on "I find most word games fascinating"
played "Alien Blaster" for a shorter time, but this result only approaches significance

(schematics' mean time=3. 1 7 minutes, s.d.= 1.46, N= 1 4; aschematics' mean time--4.54

minutes, s.d.=2.49, N=16; t=-1.81, df=28, p=.08).

Control Groups Combinedl

Since there were only signifrcant differences between the groups on a few of the

games'ratings, groups were combined and correlations were calculated between time spent

on each game and every rating of that game. Only significant results are reported-
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9.1.3.6.1 Game 1 - Alien Blaster

Significant positive correlations were found between time and "I thought I would do

we11....." (r=.274, N=42, p=.04), "I would like to play this game for recreation" (r=.326,

N=42, p=.017), "I enjoyed playing this game" (r=.349, N=42, p=.012), "I played this

game well" (r=.301, N=42, p=.026), and "I wanted to keep playing this game" (e.33,
N=42, p=.016).

There was a negative correlation benveen time and "I only felt like playing for a short

time" (r=-.325, N=42, p=.018).

9.1.3.6.2 Game2-Maze

The strongest relationship (n.s.) is between time and "I felt tense...." (r=.236,
N=41, p=.069).

9.1.3.6.3 Game 3 - Word Sea¡ch

Twelve out of sixteen variables correlated significantly with time. These correlations

are displayed in Table 9.1.18. N is 42 in every case.

Table q.1.18: Correlations between task-rating variables, Garne 3, "'Word Search',, and

time spent playing that game.

RatinE variable ¡ Þ

3. Other students would enioy plavino this qame .338 .o't4
4. I felt tense while olavino this oame .264 .045
5. I would like to pl ay this game for recreation .363 .009
6. Other students would try hard while plavin o this oame 488 .001
7. This qame was interestino 264 .045
8. I only felt like playing this game for a short time -.312 .022

10. lcared very much how well I plaved this qame 312 .o22
11. I enþfed playing this game .326 .016
12. I tried hard while playino this game .364 .009
13. I played this qame well .449 .001
14. Most students would be bored by this qame -.556 0001
15. I wanted to keep playinq this oame .404 .004

9.1.3.6.4 Game 4 - Zombies

Table 9.L.19 shows the frfteen out of sixteen relationships which were significant for
the final game, Zombies. N is 41 in every case.
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Tahle 9.1.1q: Correlations between task-rating variables, Game 4r'tZombiesr', and time

spent playing that game.

Ratino var¡able r Þ

2. lt was important to me that I olav this oame well .450 .002
3. Other students would enioy playinq this qame .360 01
4. I felt tense while playino this oame 367 009
5. I would like to plav this qame for recreation .331 .017
6. Other students would try hard while plavinq this qame 312 023
7. This oame was interestinq 436 .002
8. I only felt like plavino thís oame for a short time 273 .o42
9. lt would take most students a little while .31 0 .024

to work out the best way of playínq this qame
10. I cared very much how well I plaved this qame .4 83 .001
11. I enjoyed playinq this Oame .3 83 007
12. I tried hard while plavinq this qame .454 001
13. I plaved this oame well .3 03 027
'14. Most students would be bored by this qame -.336 016
15. I wanted to keep playinq this qame 453 .001

The largest of these correlations, in addition to some of the self-concept variables,

condition (Experimental or Control), and factor scores (derived from a factor analysis of the

Computer Anitude scale) were entered into regression analyses to determine the best

equation to predict each time. The results of these analyses a¡e described in Section 9.1.3.9

below.

Subjects who we¡e schematic/aschematic on each of the six self-concept variables

which were of particular interest were compared on their ratings of all the gÍrmes. T-tests

were used for these analyses. A number of significant differences emerged.

Individuals who were schematic (S) on "I am persistent" differed from those who
were aschematic (A) on that va¡iable on five of the rating scales for the second game. They
agreed more that they would like to play the game for recreation (S mean=5.05, s.d.=1.43,

A mean=3.22, s.d.=L.48, t=3.15, df=27, p=.004), that the game was interesting (S

mean=5.50, s.d.=l.19, A mean=4.22, s.d.=1.99, t=2.16, df=27,p=.04), that they

enjoyed playing it (S mean=5.50, s.d.=1.32, A mean=3.78, s.d.=1.78, t=2.91, df=27,

P=.007), and that they wanted to keep playing it (S mean=4.80, s.d.=1.32, Amean=2.78,
s.d.=.97, t=4.10, df=27 , p=.0001), and less that they only felt like playing for a short time
(S mean=3.15, s.d.=1.53, A mean=5.56, s.d.=1.33, t=-4.06, d1=27, p=.0001). They

agreed significantly less that they cared how well they played ttre first grime (S mean=2.43,

s.d.=1.36, A mean=3.67, s.d.=l.94, t=-2.01, df=28, p=.055), but they agreed more that

other students would qy hard while playing the third game (S mean=5.05, s.d.=1.32, A
mean=3. 89, s.d.= 1.45, t=2.L4, df=28, p=.04 1 ).
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Individuals who were schematic on "I tend to persist at tricky problems even when I

am frustrated by them" also agreed significantly less that they cared how well they played

the first game (S mean=2.24, s.d.=1.20, A mean=3.54, s.d.=l.85, ¡=-2.33, df=28,
p=.027). They agreed less that it was important that they play the fourth game well (S
mean=2.50, s.d.=1.27, A mean=3.77, s.d.=|.59, t=-2.40, df=27, p=.024). Those who
were schematic on "I never persist atapuzzle unless I am preny sure I will be able to solve

it" agreed less that it would take most students a little while to work out the best way of
playing the first game (S mean=4.38, s.d.=1.50, A mean=5.45, s.d.=l.14,t=-2.10,
df=28, p=.M5), and that it took them a liule while to work out the best way of playing the

third game (S mean=2.63, s.d.=2.06, A mean=4.45, s.d.=2.08, t=-2.L3, df=28, p=.042).
However, they agreed more that they would like to play the second game for recreation (S

mean=5.63, s.d.=l.50, A mean=4.05, s.d.=1.53, t=2.49, df=27, p=.019).

The schematics on "I find computer games quite addictive" agreed less that they felt
tense while playing both the second (S mean=2.18, s.d.=l .17, A mean=3.50, s.d.=1.82,

t=-2.14, d1=27, p=.042) and fourth games (S mean=2.20, s.d.=.92, A mean=3.36,
s.d.=1.57, t=-2.L5, df=27, p=.04). Those who were schematic on "If I get involved in a
task I like to stick at it until it's finished" agreed more that they would like to play the second
game for recreation (S mean=4.90, s.d.=1.55, A mean=3.43, s.d.=!.62, t=2.16, df=26,
p=.04), and that it was interesting (S mean=5.53, s.d.=l.17, A mean=3.85, s.d.=2.L2,
t=2.65, df=26, p=.014), and less that they only felt like playing for a short time (S

mean=3.43, s.d.=l.86, A mean=5.14, s.d.=1.22, t=2.27, df=26, p=.032). Finally, those
individuals who were schematic on "I find most word games fascinating" agreed more that
other students would try hard while playing the first game (S mean=5.36, s.d.=1.50, A
mean=4.38, s.d.=1.02, t=2.4'7, df=28, p=.O2), and that they only felt like playing it for a
short time (s mean=4.93, s.d.=1.54, A mean=3.69, s.d.=l.66, t=2.LL, df=28, p=.044).
They agreed less that they felt tense while playing the last game (S mean=2.31, s.d.=l.11,
A mean=3.50, s.d.=l. .55, t=-2.33, df=27 , p=.029).

These results were unexpected, and they suggested the possibility that there might be

something different about the general approach to the experimental situation of individuats
who were schematic on certain variables compared to those who were aschematic on those

va¡iables (see also Section 9.1.3.5 above). For this reason it was decided to look at a

variable initially conceived of as "Schematism", a term used in the sense, not of individual
dimensions, but of a score out of 50 variables agreed to on the original Self-Concept

Questionnaire. This score thus represented the number of va¡iables which the subject had.

noted as being pan of her/his self-description prior to being asked to complete the

questionnaire. The term "Schematism/Self-Construction" is used below when reference is

made to that score. Although subsequently a distinction was made between "Schematism"

and "Self-Constn¡ction" and further correlates of both va¡iables were investigated, at this
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preliminary stage neither the empirical nor the conceptual work resulting in that distinction
had been undertaken. That work is reported in Chapter 10.

Va¡iables

9. 1 .3. 8. 1 Relation ship beween Schematism/Self-Construction and Times

Schematism/Self-Constn¡ction score was correlated wittr times on all four games,

within the Experimental group, and with Experimental and Conrol groups combined.

Tables 9.1.20 and 9.1.21 respectively show the results of these analyses.

Tahle 9.1.20: Correlations, within the experimental group, between Schematism/Setf-

Constructíon and time spent on each game.

Time N r

1 28 .087
2 27 .113
3 28 281
4 27 278

Table q.1.21: Correlations, across groups, between Schematism/Setf-Construction and

time spent on each game.

Time N f

1 42 -.019
2 41 -.080
3 42 249
4 41 .196

Although none of these relationships Ì\,as very strong, with a larger N it might
become appatent that Schematisrn/Self-Constn¡ction does relate to behaviour, particularly in
relation to time spentplaying the third and fourth games.

Games'Ratinss

Scores for each rating dimension were calculated for each subject across the four

$âmes. That is, one score was calculated for each subject for "This game was interesting",
"I thought I would do we11....", and so on. It was hoped that more could be discovered

about the general response tendencies of those who scored high or low on the 5Gitem
questionnaire. Correlations were thus calculated between these task-rating scøes and the

Schematism/Self-Constn¡ction score. In addition, subjecs were split at the median (29) of
Schematisny'Self-Construction and t-tests were calculated between the t'wo halves.
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A number of signifrcant correlations were found. Out of sixteen task rating variables,

there were nine significant correlations; a further significant difference between the two

halves following a median split was also found. These results are set out in Table 9.I.22.

Table 9.1 .22: Correlations between Schematism/Self-Construction and games' ratings

across games.

Games' RatinE ltem I

I would like to plav this oame for recreation .360'
Other students would try hard while playinq this oame .287*
Most stude would be bored by this oame -.224++
It took me a litt le while to work out the best wav of .343'
playinq this qame
I enioved o this game .370"
It would take most students a little while to work out .346'
the best way of playing this game
This game was interestino .399"
I wanted to keep playino this oame .320*
Other students would enjoy playing this game .346'

* - p<.05
*'* = p<.01
+r= a t-test between scorers above and below the median (29) on Schematism/Self-
Construction significant p<.0 1

These results were considered to be particularly interesting since there was no reason

at the outset to anticipate such differences be¡reen individuals. Looking at the particular

items on which differences were found, notably those relating to the reactions of "other

students", the question could be raised as to whether high scorers a¡e either more concerned

about the reactions of others or are more conscientiously task-oriented (i.e., the task was

represented to them as being a rating task to help ttre resea¡cher select games for a future

experiment). A number of questions beyond the experimental context were also considered -
for example, does Schematism/Self-Construction score relate to any other psychological

va¡iables (e.g., Self-Consciousness, Buss and Scheier, L976; Buss, 1980), is it a stable

cha¡acteristic of a person when any set of self-va¡iables is considered, and does it relate to
more objectively measurable behaviour?

9.1.3.8.3 Correlation of Comouter Attitude Factor Scores with Schematism/Self-

Construction

An unweighted least squares factor analysis on the Computer Attitude Questionnaire
was followed by oblique rotation to clarify some items loading on two factors. This analysis

resulted in three reasonably subsuntial factors. Factor 1, accounting for 30.9 percent of the

variance (eigenvalue=3.71), was interpreted as a "discomfort due to inexperience" factor,
Factor 2 (10.3 percent of the variance, eigenvalue =L.23) as a "computers as a serious

educational tool" factor and Factor 3 Q.6 percent of the variance, eigenvalue=.91) as an

"experience" factor. A fourth factor only accounted for 4.6 percent ofthe variance
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(eigenvalue=.56). A significant negative correlation was found benreen the "experience"

factor and S chematism/S elf- Con s truction score (r=- .264, N40,p=. QJ ¡.

9.1.3.8.3.1 Correlation of Computer Amirude Factor Scores with Times

Factor scores on each factor were computed for each subject. Correlations between

these scores and Times 1-4 were calculated.

Time I correlated signifrcantly with Factor I (r=-.375, N=41, p=.008) and with
Factor 3 (r=.373, N=41, p=.023).

Time 2 correlated signifrcantly with Factor 3 (r=.286, N40, p=.037).

There was a non-significant correlation between Time 4 and Factor 3 (r=.237,N=40,
p=.071).

9.1.3.9 Resression Analvses

An aftempt was made to find, for each game, which combination and relative weight
of va¡iables best predicted time spent on the game. To this end, a series of regression

analyses was performed. Variables were added in and tested in an experimental manner if
they correlated reasonably with the dependent measure. But, in addition, va¡ious

combinations of self-rating on the six selected self-concept va¡iables (and being schematic

on them), and Condition @xperimental or Control) were also tested. A stepwise procedure

whereby the most highly correlated va¡iable entered the equation first was used initially,
followed by forced entry of all other relevant va¡iables. The results are set out below.

9.1.3.9.1 Time on Game 1

Using a stepwise procedure, score on "I played this game well" was found to account

for l3.9Vo of the variance in predicting Time 1 (F=5.97, df=U37,p=.014). Forcing all
other relevant va¡iables to enter increased this variance accounted for to 39.397o (n.s.).

Table 9.1.23 shows the relative contribution of each variable. The beta weights can be seen

as a rough guide to weighting although variables were measured on different scales.
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Table q.I.23: Results of regression analysis to predict time spent on Game l, "Alien

Blaster", showing beta weights.

Va ria ble Beta t D

I plaved this oame well 320 1 .400 172
I onlv felt like plavino this oame for a short lime 018 .1 05 .917
Schematism score .01 5 .09 0 930
I tend to persist at trickv problems even when 330 -1.560 .1 30
I am frustrated bv them
Factor 1 score -.168 -.8 01 430
I thouqht I would do well when plavino th¡s oame .125 .672 .500
Factor 3 score .1 99 977 .377
I enioyed Þlavino this oame .464 1 .580 .125
I am persistent 201 .93 0 .361
I wanted to keep playinq this qame -.250 .9 75 .33 8
I would like to play this qame for recreation -.3 01 - 1 .095 .28 0
Constant 019 -.004 .990

Examination of the beø weights suggests that in the frnal equation a self-concept

va¡iab1e ("I tend to persist at tricky problems....") and feelings about the game ("I would
like to play this game for recreation", "I enjoyed playing this game" and "I played this game

well") made the largest contributions, although none of them in its own right signifrcantly

changed the percent of variance accounted for. Neither of the Computer Attitude factor

scores nor Schematism/Self-Construction score made any noticeable contribution.

9.1.3.9.2 Time on Game 2

Time 1 accountedfor 19.427o of the va¡iance in predicitng Time 2 (F=9.16, df=1/38,
p=.004). The addition of Factor 3 score, being schematic on "I tend to persist at tricky
problems...." and Condition only increased this to 24.55Vo (F=2.85, d14135, p=.038).

Approximate estimates of the relative weights of these variables in the final equation are

shown in Table 9.I.24.

Table 4.1.24: Results of regression analysis to predict time spent on Game 2, "Maze",

showing beta weights.

Varia ble beta t p

Time 1 371 2.395 .022
Condition (E or C) -.033 216 830
Factor 3 score .1 35 .864 390
Schematic "l tend to persist at trickv problems...." .173 1.094 .282
Constant 3.428 2.1 86 .03 6

That is, Condition (Experimental or Control) had a negligible predictive power

relative to Time 1, score on Factor 3 (the "experience" factor), or whether the subject was or
was not schematic on " I tend to persist at tricþ problems...." .
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9.1.3.9.3 Time on Game 3

"Other students would be bored...." accounted for 3O.98Vo of the variance in
predicting Time 3 (F=17.95, df=7/40, p=.0001). Adding in "I played well" increased this to

37.89Vo (F=11.89, df=2/39, P=.0001), and then adding in all other relevant va¡iables

increased this va¡iance accounted for to 48.55Vo (F=4.58, df=7134, p=.0011). The results

of this regression analysis are set out in Table 9.1.25.

Table q.1.25: Results of regression analysis to predict time spent on Game 3, "vford
Search", showing beta weights.

Variable beta t Þ

Other students would trv hard .257 1.724 .090
while playino this qame
Condition (E or C) -.148 -1.136 .264
I tend to persist at tricky problems 013 090 .928
even when I am frustrated bv them
Self-Construction score .164 1 .258 217
I played this qame well .270 1.940 .06 0
I am persistent .00 8 .05 2 959
Other students would be bored -.294 -1.930 062
by thís game
Constant 6.48 6 950 .34 9

Interestingly, subjects' ratings of how others would feel about the game had a

relatively substantial weight, as did their feelings that they had played the game well.
Experimental condition and Schematism/Self-Construction score had greater weights than

specific self-concept va¡iables.

o.1.3.9.4 Time on Game 4

"I cared very much how well I played-..." accounted for 23.3Vo of the variance in
predicting Time 4 (F=1 1.85, df=1/39, p=.004) and adding in other relevanr rating va¡iables
only increased this to 33.8Vo (F=3.578, df=5/35, p=.01). Table 9.l.26 shows the beta

weights for all variables entered into the equation.

Tahle a.f-26: Results of regression analysis to predict time spent on Game 4,

"Zombies", showing beta weights.

Va ria b le beta t D

I cared very much how well I plaved this oame .347 1.227 .228
I felt tense while olavínq this qame .192 1 .295 -204
orh er students would eniov plavínq this oame .1 00 .590 558
This galne was interestínq .206 1.158 .255
It was important to me that I plav this oame well -.05I -.198 844
Constant -.718 -.306 -762

To summa¡ize the overall results of ttrese regression analyses, it seems that generally

feelings about the game outweighed either factors brought to the experimental situation
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(intra-subject) or Condition (Experimental or Control) under which the games were played.
On the other hand, it would be consistent with self-perception theory (Bem, 1972) for
subjects to have evaluated the games partly on the basis of their own behaviour in relation to
them. However, since the impact of atl variables was weak, it would not be valuable to
speculate too much about the implications of the results.

9. 1.3. I 0 Self-Consciousness Scorin g

In view of the interesting results in regard to "Schematism/Self-Constn¡ction" as a

score, it was decided to investigate any relationships with private and public self-
consciousness and social anxiety (e.g., Buss, 1980). Thus about six weeks after the
completion of the experiment a letter was sent to 96 respondents to the Self-Concept

Questionnaire (those who were still able to be contacted). This contained both a debriefing
about the questionnaire and a request that the enclosed scale be completed and renrrned. The
Self-Consciousness scale appears as Appendix 6.4. The participants in the experiment also
received information about the nature of the experiment and its findings.

Fifty-nvo students returned the questionnaire (one was incomplete). As anticipated,
the conelation between Private self-consciousness and Schematism/self-Construction

score was significant (r.304, N=51, p=.015). The correlations between Schematism/Self-
Construction score and the other two subscales were negligible.

9.1.4 Discussion

Although the experimental manipulation did not result in differences between groups
in time spent playng the games, it did apparently have an effect on subjects' ratings of the
games. Thus, while there was no cla¡ification of the issue of any interaction betrreen
subjects' prior self-concepts on persistence and the effect of an attribution ofpersistence, the
result was considered to have implications for the effect of such a manipulation. A similar
effect on games'ratings was found in Experiment2, which was d.iscussed in Chapter 6, but
in the case of Experiment 3, the results were rather clearer, since they were not complicated
by interactions.

The explanatory model which was advanced in Chapter 6 could account for the
results reported here. That is, it makes intuitive sense to consider thatperhaps the

controlling aspect of the attribution was initially salient, but subsequently the informational
aspect beca¡ne salient. This explanation is consistent with the pattern of differences be¡veen
the Experimental and Control groups in their ratings of the games. After one manipulation,
subjects in the Experimental group agreed less than did those in the Control group that they
would do well, that it was important to do well, that they cared how well they played, and
that they did play well. However, after two manipulations subjects in the Experimental
group agreed more than did those in the Control goup that they enjoyed rhe game, would
like to keep playing it, and would play it for recreation.
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A number of points independent of the aim of the experiment could be raised

regarding the "self-concept" results and Chapter 10 contains more material bearing on the

signifrcance of the results presented here.

The design of the experiment was fa¡ from ideal, largely because the best use had to

be made of the resources available. In addition, the nature of the games was such that their
intrinsic interest might have been competing with any externally-imposed motivating

stimulus (sum of ratings across all games over all subjects on "This game was

interesting"=18.80, s.d.=3.07 - a maximum score would be 4 games X 7 scale points=28).
For these reasons it was decided to make a further attempt to answer the question originally
underlying the study, and to further explore the apparent task-rating effect, using tasks

which would more adequately measure persistence independently of interest. The

experiment which was undertaken to fulfill these aims is described in Pa¡t 2 of this chapter.
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CHAPTER A

PART 2

EXPERIMENT 7

9.2.1 Introduction

Both Experiments 3 and 4 were designed to investigate any interaction between prior
self-concept in a given domain and the effect of the attribution of a cha¡acteristic in that

domain. In Experiment 3, in an incomplete design, "persistence" w&s attributed to subjects.

It was intended that ttre experiment be primarily analyzed using multiple regression since

there were insufficient subjects available to fill a complete factorial design. The results of the

study were not conclusive. Difficulties were also encountered in the execution of another

study which was intended as a full factorial design. Despite apparent ca¡e in planning, an

insufficient number of subjects who had considered themselves in terms of the characteristic

to be anributed ("perceptive about the a¡tistic talent of others") was available. As a result, the

design was modified in such a way as to answer a different question from that originalty
posed. This study and its outcome have been described and discussed previously
(Experiment 4 in Chapter 7).

Experiment 7 was planned in the hope that such difficulties would not a¡ise again.
'When operationalizability and the frequencies of constructual and aconstrucnlal respondents

on the criterial statement in 1985 and 1986 were examined, "persistence" seemed the best

option for the characteristic to be attributed. The criterial statement, "I tend to persist at ricþ
problems even when I am frustrated by them", was incorporated in the third version of the
Self-Concept Questionnaire, termed the Self-Construction Questionnaire and developed over
the course of the study (the development of this questionnaire is discussed in detail in
Chapter 10). Thus, subjects were selected in the same manner as they had been for
Experiments 3 and 4 after completing a questionnaire at preliminary testing sessions.

"Tasks" rather than "games" were used in an attempt to devise measures in which
persistence was not confounded with other variables.

9.2.1.1 Descriplion of Exoeriment

9.2.1.1.1 Design: An 8-group experiment was designed. Three facrors, self-concept in
relation to a specific cha¡acteristic, self-constn¡ction in relation to ttrat cha¡acteristic, and

experimental condition, were incorporated. Each factor had two levels. The characteristic in
question related to persistence, and self-concept was operationalized by the subject's

response, "yes" or "no" ("uncertain" was regarded as "no") to the item on the Self-
Construction Questionnahe (see Appendix 6.3), "I tend to persist at tricþ problems even
when I am frustrated by them". Being constn¡ctual in relation to the item was operationalized
by the subject's response, "yes" or "no" to the statement "I have thought this about myself
before now, distinctly enough that I might well have included a similar statement in a
description of myself'. Thus the eight groups were:
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(1) No cha¡acteristic, no construct, experimental

(2) No characteristic, no construct, contol
(3) No characteristic, construct, experiment

(4) No cha¡acteristic, consErrct, control

(5) Characteristic, no construct, experiment

(6) Characteristic, no construct, control

(7) Characteristic, constn¡ct, experimental

(8) Characteristic, construct, control

9.2.1.1.2 Selection of Tasks: In view of the confounding of persistence and interest which
apparently occured in the games in Experiment 3, it was decided to use computer tasks

rather than games for ExperimentT.It was hoped that with careful consideration of va¡ious
parameters, some tasks could be devised which would be more appropriate as measures of
persistence in the face of frustration. Tasks were selected on the basis that a very few
instructions would render them comprehensible, and that subjects would not be required to

enter too much data from the keyboard. Half a dozen tasks which met these criteria and were
considered fairly tedious to perform were selected. Judges assessed the potential tasks

before the large amount of programming necessary to produce the chained tasks was
undertaken. The tasks were described in full to the four judges and "on paper" examples of
lepresentative items were shown them. They were asked to evaluate the tasks as to whether
they were suitable as measures of persistence, and according to their likely interest to
Psychology I undergraduates. They had, however, to engage subjects'attention suffrciently
that they would attempt them at all. These judgments were made in the context of an

awareness of the games used previously and of the "interest" problem in that study. Thus
judges were asked to compare the set of games with the set of tasks on the criteria described.

A vocabulary task was dropped as being unsuitable as a measrrre of persistence, and a
number-checking task was eliminated as being too dull to initiate any involvement in it. The
four remaining tasks were regarded by all judges as suitable for the intended purpose. The
tasks used were:

Task 1, "Word Matching Task", in which subjects must find the fourth word to complete a

set, given the fi¡st three. There was a series of these to be done.

Task 2, "Translation Task", in which subjects were to translate a series of words either from
Esperanto to English, or vice versa. To do the task they had to keep referring back to a
paragraph in Esperanto and its English equivalent.

Task 3, "'Word Search", in which they worked on the cloze task that was used in
Experiments 2 and 3 ("Mouse").

Task 4, "Magic Square", in which the blanks in a 3 X 3 matrix had to be frtled by numbers,

such that it added up to the same number vertically and horizontally.

9.2.1.1.3 Experimental strategy: Subjects were asked to come to the laboratory to
participate in a study the aim of which was to determine the relationship between left- or
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right-brain dominance and attitudes towards certain tasks. Thus they were asked to complete
a bogus questionnaire, the "Cognitive Style Questionnaire" (see Appendix 5.2) and then to
work on four different tasks, evaluating them one at a time. The tasks were chained together

and run on the BBC computer in the same manner as were the games in Experiments 2 and

3. General Instn¡ctions to subjects are shown in Appendix 5.1. Subjects were told that since

the experimenter was only interested in their attitudes to, or feelings about, the tasks, they

need only spend long enough at each one to enable them to complete the rating scales (see

Appendix 5.3). This was again a 3-phase study, with the fust and second tasks being

followed either by the manipulation or by the control communication. The subject was

unaware that the computer was keeping track of the time spent on each task.

q.2.2 Method

9.2.2.1 Subjects: Subjects were Psychology I undergraduates, enrolled in 1987, who had

completed the SeH-Construction Questionnaire and who had subsequently responded to a
request that they be in a "Cognitive Style Study". The average age of those who contributed

data to the analyses described here was 20.73 years (s.d.=6.26). Ages ranged from 16.25

years to 43.92 years.

9.2.2.2Procedure: Initially the experimenter wrote to potential subjects (those who had

completed the Self-Construction Questionnaire and for whom a contact deparnnent was

available) through the unive¡sity's internal mailing system. Subsequently she telephoned

those individuals who did not respond to the letter to remind them of her request. In the

letter she explained that she was interested in the relationship between cognitive style and

attitudes to, or feelings about, different tasks. Students were asked to come to the

Psychology Department office to sign on at a time which was personally convenient, and

then to come to the experimental room at that time. The experimenter began sending letters at

the beginning of the alphabet, but as the study progressed, she selectively contacted only
those in groups with a smaller number of representatives.

When the subject came to the laboratory s/he was greeted in a friendly manner and

asked to sit in front of the BBC which was placed on a wide desk with clear space to either
side for the completion of questionnaires. The subject then completed the bogus

questionnaire before the experimenter explained the procedure and indicated relevant keys on
the computer's key-board to herlhim. She stated that since the aim of the sildy was to
determine the relationship benveen scoring on the questionnaire and the subject's attitudes

to, or feelings about, the tasls, the subject should work on each task for "as long or as short
a time as you need to, or rüant to, in order to evaluate it on the questionnaire". She explained
further that the computer would guide her/him through the tasks, but that she (the

experimenter) would be here reading and that the subject should feel quite free to ask

questions at any point if necessary. The experimenter then sat at her table positioned, as it
had been for Experiments 2 and 3, about five feet from the subject's desk and at an angle to

the screen. She sat there reading while the subject worked on the tasks, answering any
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questions in a friendly but brief manner, and delivered the manipulations at the appropriate
points.

Subjects were initially assigned to a condition by a random process, but towards the

end of the study, experimental and control conditions were simply alternated within each

goup so that numbers could be equalized.

It was decided to set a limit of 20 minutes for each task, so that the experiment could
fit into an hour. Thus the experimenter kept an eye on the time, and, if it became necessary,

at the 20 minute matk, regardless of condition, she said, "Don't forget you have three (two,

one) more task(s) to evaluate".

Once the subject had completed all the tasks and ratings, s/he was thanked, and told
that the experimenter would inform her/him of the results once the study was over and the

analysis was completed. The debrief,rng, including a complete description of the results, was

done through the intemal mail system: subsequently subjects were able to visit the

experimenter in her office if they required further information.

Attribution: "How did you find that task? I think that one requires some persistence, don't
you, to work out the best approach? I thought you seemed to be very persistent at it. You
must be a persistent sort of person."

Control: "How did you find that task? I think that one requires some persistence, don't you,

to work out the best approach? All the tasks a¡e different. I had to rype in quite a few before
I found the ones I wanted."

9.2.2.3.2 V/ording of Manipulations - Phase 2

Attribution: "That one can be really frustrating sometimes, especially when it keeps making
that noise at you. But you seemed to be very persistent at it. You really must be a persistent

pefson."

Control: "That one can be really frustrating sometimes, especially when it keeps making that
noise at you. But it's an unusual task to work on. It does require some persistence."

9.2.3 Results

9.2.3.1 Numbers in Groups

After the administration of the Self-Construction Questionnaire, there were four
groups. The numbers in each of these groups a¡e shown in Table 9.2.t.
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Table q.2.1: Numbers in groups by Characteristic and Construct.

Group N

(1) No characteristic, no const.ruct 23

(2) No characteristic, construct 25

(3) Characteristic, no construct 39
(4) Characteristic, construct. 7L

Table 9.2.2 shows the numbers in the final eight gtoups after running the experiment.

Table q.2.2: Numbers in groups by Characteristic, Construct and Condition.

Group N
(1) No characteristic, no construct, experímental I
(2, No characteristic, no construct, control 8

(3) No characteristic, consÈruct, experimental I
(4) No characteristic, construct, control I
(5) Characteristic, no construct, experimental 10
(6) Characteristic, no construct, control 10
(71 Characteristic, construct, experimental 13
(8) Characteristic, construct, control T4

In order to equalize numbers in cells some subjects \ilere excluded from Groups 5 to 8
by a random process. Thus the final number of subjects per group was eight.

A subsidiary aim of the study was to attempt to replicate some relationships which
had previously been established between a Self-Construction score and va¡ious task-rating
or experimental variables. To this end, composite scores were calculated across tasks for
each task rating variable (e.g., "I thought I would do well at this task" summed across all
four tasks). These scores were conelated with Self-Construction scores, as were the four
times.

Out of 16 task-rating variables there was only one significant correlation wittr Self-

Construction ("I felt tense while doing this task": r=.354, N=64, p=.002), and there was a
significant relationship with only one of the times (Time L: r=-.287 , N=64, p=.011).

Time 1

A2X2 analysis of va¡iance was calculated, using Time 1., time spent on the Word.

Matching Task, as the dependent measure, and comparing the fow groups derived from the
administration of the Self-Construction Questionnaire. There was no significant main effect,
indicating that there was not a relationship between prior self-concept of persistence, and
persistence behaviour in the face of a frustrating task. The means and sanda¡d deviations of
the groups are set out in Table 9.2.3. The va¡iability in times spent by the group with a
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salient self-concept of persistence was greater than it was for other groups, but not
signif,rcantly so.

Tahle 4.2.3: Time spent on Task 1, by group.

Group Mean s.d
(1) No characteristic, no construct 1 .09 3.48
(2, No characteristic, construct 8.12 4.48
(3) Characteristic, no construct 8.19 4.98
(4) Characteristic, construct 1 .27 6-47

There was an unexpected (and inexplicable, given that at this point no subject had

been exposed to any manipulation) significant interaction between Characteristic and

Condition (F=4.44, df=1, p=.04). Table 9.2.4 shows the means relevant to this interaction.

Table 9.2.4: Mean time spent on Task 1, by Condition and Characteristic.

Characteristic no yes
Condition - Experimental 8.76 6_0s
Condition - Control 6.45 9 .42

As a result of this effect, all subsequent analyses of times were done using Time 1 as

a cov¿ìriate.

9.2.3.4 Compa¡ison of Groups on Time Spent on Task 2

A2X2X2 analysis of va¡iance rcvealed no signiflcant differences among the
groups on time spent on the Translation Task, that task which subjects undertook after the
first manipulation. Table 9.2.5 shows the means for all groups (combined group means:

Experimen tal=L3.12, Control= I 2. 37).

Table q.2.5: Time spent on Task 2, by group.

9.2.3.5 Comoarison of Groups on Time Spent on Task 3

An analysis of va¡iance on the times spent on'Word Sea¡ch, that task which followed
the second delivery of the manipulation, showed no main effects. There was, holvever, a

significant interaction beween Cha¡acteristic and Construct such that those with the

Group Mean s.d.
(1) No characteristic, no construct, experimenta t3.25 4.09
(2') No characteristic, no construct,, control 10 .35 3.73
(3) No characteristic, construct, experimental 14.18 3 .75
(4) No characteristic, construct, control L2 .68 4.76
(5) Characteristic, no construct, experimental L3.32 3. 60
( 6) Charact,erist,ic, no const,ruct, control 14.38 4.59
(7') Characteríst,ic, construct, experímentaÌ LL.7 4 6. 83
(8) Characteristic, construct, cont¡ol L2.07 3.72
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characteristic who were aconstn¡ctual and those without the cha¡acteristic who were

constructual spent longer on the task. Table 9.2.6 shows the combined group means for this

effect and Table 9.2.7 shows the means for all groups (combined group means:

Experimental= 10.36, Control=l0.22).

Table 9.2.6: Combined group means for the interaction between Characteristic and

Construct, time spent on Task 3.

Characteristic no yes
Construct no 9.s6 11.46
Construct - yes LI.26 8.89

Table 4.2.7: Time spent on Task 3, by group.

Table 9.2.8 shows the results of the analysis of variance.

Table q.2.8: Results of analysis of variance, time spent on Task 3.

9.2.3.6 Comoarison of Groups on Time Spent on Task 4

Analysis showed ttrat there were no significant differences among the groups on time

spent on the final task, Magic Square. Table 9.2.9 shows the means for all groups

(combined group means: Experimental=8. 3 6, Control=7. 1 7).

Group Mean s.d
(1) No characteristic, no construct, experimental t0.21 4.89
(21 No characteristíc, no construct, controL 8.91 3.06
(3) No charact,eristic, construct, experimental L1.64 4.37
(4) No characteristic, construct,, control 10.87 3 .36
(5) Characteristic, no cônst.ruct, experimental 10.97 5.11
(6) Characteristic, no construct, control 11.95 3 -79
(7) Characte¡istic, construct, experimental 8.63 3 .92
(8) Characteristic, construct, control 9.L7 4.t7

Source of variation ss df MS F P
I{ithin cells 93L.20 55 16.93
Characteristic 26.57 1 26.57 1 .57 .2t6
Construct .72 1 .72 -04 .838
Condition 2 .90 1 2 .90 .r7 .681
Characteristic X Construct 06 1 .06 00 954

Characteristic X Condition 8L.22 1 8t -22 4.80 033
Construct X Condition 24.55 1 24.55 1.45 .234
Characteristíc X Construct X Condition t.22 1 L.22 .0? .7 89
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Tahle 4.2.q: Time spent on Task 4, by group.

9.2.3.7 Comparison of Groups on Task Ratings

Comparisons ¿rmong groups on task ratings for individual tasks were carried out, as

were comparisons on composite scores created across all tasks. All results reported in this
section are the outcome oî 2X 2 X 2 analyses of variance. Results are reported in the order
in which subjects worked ar the tasks, Task 1 through to Task 4.

9.2.3.7.1 Comoarison of Grouos on Ratings of Task 1. the Word Matching Task

Although time spent on the first task \ras not a dependent variable since no

manipulation occurred until the subject left ttre task, the task ratings might have been affected

since the first manipulation was delivered just as the subject was picking up the pen to do the

ratings. The¡e were in fact several Condition main effects for individual task ratings.

(1) "I thought I would do well at this rask"

There was a significant Condition effect such that experimental subjects agreed more

than did controls that they thought they would do well. Table 9.2.10 shows the means for
all groups (combined group means: Experimental=4.65, Control=3.84), and Table 9.2.11

shows the results of the analysis of variance.

Table q.2.10: Means and standard deviations, by group, Task 1, "I thought I would do

well at this task".

Group Mean s.d
(1) No characteristic, no construct, experimentaì 9.63 3.78
(2', No characterist,ic, no construct, control 7 .92 3.16
(3) No characteristic, construct, experimenÈal 9.45 3. 90
(4) No characteristic, construct, control 7.08 3.13
(5) Characteristic, no construct, experimental 7 .30 3 .17
(6) CharacÈeristic, no construct, control 5.66 t.52
(7') Characteristic, construct, experimental 7 .05 3.09
(8) Characteristíc, construct, control 8.03 2.79

Group Mean s.d
(1) No characteristíc, no conatruct, experimental 3. 63 1.51
(21 No characteristic, no construct, control 3 .75 1.04
(3) No characteristic, construct, experimental 5.00 1.07
(4) No characterist.ic, construct, control 3 .75 2 -L9
(5) Characterístic, no conatruct, experimental 5.s0 .76
(6) Characterist.ic, no construcÈ, control 4.13 2.L0
(7, Characteristic, construct, experimental 4 .50 1.51
(8) CharacterisÈíc, construct, control 3.75 1.39



224
Table 4.2.11: Results of analysis of variance, Task 1, I'I thought I would do well at

this taskr'.

(2) "Other students \¡/ould try hard while doing this task"

Although there was no Condition effect, there were two significant interactions,

between Cha¡acteristic and Condition, and Construct and Condition. Those in the

experimental group who did not have the cha¡acteristic, and those in the control gloup who

did, agreed to a lesser extent than did the others that other students would try hard. Table

9.2.L2 shows the combined group means.

Tqhlp q ) 1). Combined group means, interaction between Characteristic and

Condition, Task 1, "Other students would try hard while doing this task".

CharacterisÈic no yes
Condition - Experimental 4.00 4.15
Condition - Control 5.06 4.13

Table 9.2.13 shows the combined group means for the interaction between Construct

and Condition.It can be seen that the effect was in the same direction as lvas the interaction

between Characteristic and Condition.

Table q.2.13: Combined group means, interaction between Characteristic and

Condition, Task 1, "Other students would try hard white doing this task".

Construct no yes
CondiÈion - Experimental 3.86 4.88
Condition - Control 4 .69 4 .50

The means and standard deviations for all groups are shown in Table 9.2.L4, and the

results of the analysis of variance in Table 9.2.L5.

Source of variation ss df MS F p

Within cells L29.2s 56 2.3L
Characteristic 3.06 1 3.06 L.44 .254
Construct .00 1 .00 .00 1.000
Condition 10.56 1 10 .55 4 ,58 .037
Characteristic X Construct 7 .56 1 7 .56 3.28 .076
Characteristic X Condition 1.00 1 1.00 .43 .513
Construct X Condition 56 1 .56 .24 .623
Characteristic X Construct X Conditior 4.00 1 4.00 1.73 . 193
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Table q.2.14: Means and standard deviations, by group, Task 1, "Other students would

try hard while doing this task".

Table 9.2-15: Results of analysis of variance, Task 1, "Other students would try hard

while doing this task".

(3) "I only felt like doing this task for a short time"

There was a signifrcant Condition effect such that subjects in the control group ageed

more than did those in the experimental group that they only felt like doing the task for a

short time (combined group means: Experimental=3.50, Control4.97). Means for all
groups are shown in Table 9.2.16, and the results for the analysis of va¡iance in Table

9.2.I7.

Group Mean s.d
(1) No characteristic, no construct, experimental 3.36 .14
(21 No characteristic, no construct, control 5-00 1.0?
(3) No characteristic, construct, experimental 4.63 1.51
(4) No characteristic, construct, control 5.13 .99
(5) Characteristic, no const,ruct., experimental 4.38 .74
(6) CharacÈeristic, no construct, control 4.38 t.77
(7) Characteristic, construct, experimental 5.13 .84
(8) Characteristic, construct, conÈro1 3.88 1.13

Source of variation SS df MS F p
Within cells '14.L2 56 t.32
Characteristic L4 1 .L4 .11 .7 46

Construct 2 .64 1 2 .64 1.99 . 163
Condition 77 1 77 .58 . 450

Characteristic X Conatruct L.27 1 L.27 .96 .332
Characteristic X Condition 11.39 1 11.39 8.61 .005
Construct X Condit.ion 5.64 1 5 .64 4.26 .044
Characteristic X Construct X Condition 02 1 .02 .01 . 914
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Table q.2.16: Means and standard deviations, by group, Task 1, "I only fett like doing

this task for a short time".

Tahle 9.2-17: Results of analysis of variance, Task 1, "f only felt like doing this task

for a short time".

This result provided some evidence that subjects had hea¡d and processed the

manipulation. That is, having just been told that they were persistent, by disagreeing
(relative to the controls) that they only felt like doing the task for a short time, subjects in the

experimental group were perhaps trying to demonstrate to the experimenter in their rating of
the task that they were indeed penistent.

(4) "I enjoyed doing this task"

There was a Condition effect, such that subjects in the experimental goup agreed

more than did subjects in the control group that they enjoyed the task (combined group

means: Experimental=4.84, Control=4.09). Tables 9.2.L8 and9.2.L9 respectively show the

means for all groups and the results of the analysis of va¡iance.

Group Mean s.d
(1) No characteristic, no construct, experimental 3.63 1.05
(21 No characterist,ic, no construct, control s.00 1.31
(3) No characteristic, construct, experimental 2 .63 1.19
(4) No characteristic, construct, control s.38 1. 69

(5) Characteristic, no construct, experímental 3.63 1.51
(6) Characteristíc, no construct, control 4.7 6 2.61
(7) Characteristic, construct, experimental 4.13 r.64
(8) Characteristic, construct, control 4.'t5 1. 83

Source of variation SS df MS F P
9üithin ce11s 155 .37 56 2.77
Characteristic 39 1 .39 .14 .709
Construct .02 1 02 .01 .940
Condition 34.52 1 34.52 L2 .44 .001
CharacÈeristic X Construct L.27 1 L.27 .46 .502
CharacÈeristic X Condition 5.64 1 5.54 2.03 .159
Construct X Condition .77 1 .77 28 .501
Characterist,ic X Construct X Condition 3.52 1 3.s2 L.27 .26s
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Table 4.2.18: Meåns and standard deviations, by group, Task l, "f enjoyed doing this

tasktt.

Table q.2.19: Results of analysis of variance, Task 1, "I enjoyed doing this task".

(5) "I tried ha¡d while doing this task"

Subjects in the experimental group ageed to a greater extent than did those in the

control group that they tried ha¡d (combined group means: Experimentat--5.78,

Control=S.13). Tables 9.2.20 and9.2.2l show theresulrs in detail.

Tahle q.2.20: Means and standard deviations, by group, Task 1, "f tried hard white

doing this taskrr.

Group Mean s.d
(1) No characteristic, no construct, experimentaJ 4 .38 1.41
(2) No characteristic, no construct, control 4.25 1.39
(3) No characteristic, construct, experimental 5.25 t.L7
(4) No characÈeristic, construct, control 3.88 2.03
(5) Characteristic, no construct, experimental 4 .38 1.59
(6) Characteristic, no construct, control 4.25 r .67
(7) Characteristic, construct, experimental s.38 1.18
(8) Charact.eristic, construct, control 4.00 1.07

Source of varíation ùt df MS F p
Within ce1ls L2r.00 56 2.t6
Characteristic .06 1 05 .03 .866
Construct 1.56 1 1.56 .'12 .399
Condítion 9-00 1 9.00 4.11 .046
CharacterisÈic x Construct .06 1 06 .03 .866
Characteristic X Condition .00 1 .00 .00 1.000
Construct X Condition 6.2s 1 6.25 2 .89 .09s
Characteristic X Construct X Condition .00 1 .00 .00 1.000

Group Mean s.d
(1) No characterist,ic, no construct, experimental s.88 .99
(2') No characteristic, no construct, controJ. 5 .50 .93
(3) No characteristic, construct, experimental 6.13 .84
(4', No characteristic, consttuct, control 4 .63 1.51
(5) Characteristic, no construct, experimental 5.53 .74
(6) Characterístic, no construct, control 5.38 1.19
(7) Characteristic, construct, experímental 5 .50 1.07
(8) Characterístic, construct, control s .00 1.41
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Table 0.2.21: Results of analysis of variance, Task 1r t'I tried hard while doing this

taskrt.

(6) "I did well at this task"

The experimental group had a higher mean agreement than did the control group on
the statement "I did well at this task" (combined goup means: Experimental=2.69,

Control=l.81), although it is noteworthy that subjects in neither group felt that they did
well. The subjecúve judgment of the experimenter \¡/as that subjects found the task difficult
and frustrating, and ttrat it was therefore a very suitable task for the purpose of labelling
experimental subjects "persistent". The results are set out in Tables 9.2.22 and9.2.23.

Table q.2.22: Means and standard deviations, by group, Task l, "r d¡d well at this

task".

Source of variaÈion ss df ì4S F P
within cells 69.37 56 t.24
Characteristic .39 1 .39 .32 .57 7
Construct t.27 1 r.27 L.02 .316
CondiÈion 5.89 1 6.89 5.56 .022
Charact,eristic X Construct .02 1 02 .01 .911
Characteristic X Condition t.21 1 t.21 L.02 .316
Construct X Condition 1.89 1 1.89 1 .33 .222
Characteristic x Construct X Condition .7'l 1 17 .62 . 435

Group Mean s.d.
(1) No characteristic, no construct, experimental 2.L3 .84
(21 No characterístic, no construct, control 2.75 1.39
(3) No characterietic, construct, experimental 3.13 1.81
(4) No characteristic, construct, conÈro1 1. 63 .74
(5) Characteristic, no construct, experiment,al 2.63 1.30
(6) Characteristic, no construct, control 1 .38 .74
(71 Characteristic, construct, experimental 2.88 L.46
(8) Characteristic, construct, control 1 .50 .76
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Table 9.2.23: Results of analysis of variance, Task 1, "I d¡d well at this task".

(7) "I rwanted to keep doing this task"

There was a significant interaction benreen Constn¡ct and Condition in the direction
that those in the experimental group with a construct agreed to a greater extent than did those
in the control group with a construct (see Table 9.2.24). As a high correlarion would be

likely ben¡¡een this item and "I only felt like doing this task for a short time", it is not
surprising that the Condition main effect approached significance.

Table q.2.242 Combined group means, interaction between Characteristic and

Condition, Task 1, 'rI wanted to keep doing doing this task".

Const,ruct no yes
Condition - Experimental 4.00 5.19
Condition - Control 4.06 3.19

Tables 9.2.25 and9.2.26 show rhe resulrs in detait.

Table q.2-25: Means and standard deviations, by group, Task 1, "I wanted to keep doing

this task".

Source of variation SS df MS F P
9¡ithin cells 79.75 56 L.42
Characteristic 1 .56 1 1.56 1. 10 .299
Construct .06 1 .06 .04 .835
Condition L2.25 1 L2.25 8.60 005
Characteristíc X Construct 25 1 .25 .18 .677
Characteristic X Condition 3.06 L 3.06 2.L5 .148
Construct X Condition s.06 1 5.06 3 .5s .06s
Characteristic X Construct X Condition 4 - 00 1 4.00 2.8L .099

Group Mean s.d
(1) No characteristic, no construct, experimentaJ 4. 13 L .46
(2') No characteristic, no construct, control 4.00 1 .51
(3) No characteristic, construct, experimental 5 .75 2.L2
(4) No characteristic, construct, control 3.63 2 .62
(5) Characteristic, no construct, experimental 3.88 1 .73
(6) Characteristic, no construct, control 4 .13 2 .69
l7't Characterístic, construct, experimental 4.63 t.92
(8) Characteristic, const.ruct, control 2.75 2.L9
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Table 4.2.26: Results of analysis of variance, Task 1, "I wanted to keep doing this

taskt'.

(8) "It took me a little while to work out the best way of doing this task"

Once again there was a signifrcant Condition effect in the direction that might be

regarded as most socially desirable if the aim of the experimental subjects were to please the

experimenter (combined group means: Experimenr^I4.4, Control=5.31). Table 9.2.27
shows the means for all groups and Table 9.2.28 shows the results of the analysis of
va¡iance.

Table q.2-27: Means and standard deviations, by group, Task 1, "It took me a litge
while to work out the best way of doing this task".

Source of variation SS df MS F p
WLÈhin cells 24.38 56 4.31
Characteristic 4.52 1 4.52 1.05 .310
Construct .39 1 .39 .09 .'t 64
Condition 15. 02 1 L5.02 3.48 .061
Characteristic X Construct 3.s2 1 3.52 .82 .37 0

Characteristic X Condition .39 1 .39 .09 .7 64
Construct X Condition L'r.02 1 L1.02 3.9s .052
Characteristic X Construct X Condition .02 1 .02 .00 .9s2

Group Þlean s.d
(1) No characteristic, no construct, experimental 4 .38 1. 41
(2) No characteristj.c, no construct, control 5. 13 t .46
(3) No characterisÈic, construct, experimental 3 .75 2.05
(4) No characteristic, construct, control 5 .75 .89
(5) Characteristic, no construct, experimental 5 .13 1.25
(6) Cha¡acteristic, no construct, control 5 .50 1. 41
(7, Characteri.stic, construct, experimentaJ- 4.50 L.77
(8) Characteristic, construct, controJ- 4.88 1.89
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Tahle q.2.28: Results of analysis of variance, Task 1, "It took me a little while to

work out the best way of doing this task".

In conclusion, it is apparent that the ratings of the first task were affected by the

manipulation.

9.2.3.7.2 comparison of Groups on Ratings of rask 2. the Translation Task

There were some significant differences among gtoups in their ratings of the second

task, but few of these were simple main effects, so that the results were not easy to interpret.

This was also the case with the ratings of Tasks 3 and 4.

(1) "Other students would try hard while doing this task"

There was a significant interaction benveen Characteristic and Condition such that

experimental subjects who did not have the cha¡acteristic, and control subjects who did,
agreed less than did the other two groups that other students would try hard at the task.

Table 9.2.29 shows the combined group means.

Table q.2.2q: Combined group means, interaction between Characteristic and

Condition, Task 2, "other students would try hard while doing this task'r.

Characteristic no yes
Condition - Experimental 4.00 4 .69
Condition - Control 4.88 4.25

Table 9.2.30 shows the means for all groups, and Table 9.2.3L shows the results of
the analysis of variance.

Source of variatj.on SS df MS F P
Within cells 135 .50 56 2.42
Characteristic 1.00 1 1.00 .41 .523
Const,ruct 1..56 1 1.56 .65 .425
Condition 12.25 1 L2.25 5.06 .028
Characteristic X Construct 1.56 1 1 .56 .65 .425
Characteristic X Condition 4.00 1 4.00 1. 65 .204
Construct X Condition 1.56 1 1 .56 .65 .425
Characteristíc X Construct X Condition 1.56 1 1 .56 .65 .425
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Table q.2-30: Means and standard deviations, by group, Task 2, "Other students would

try hard while doing this task".

Table 9.2.31: Results of analysis of variance, Task 2, "Other students would try hard

while doing this task".

(2) "I tried ha¡d while doing this task"

Experimental subjects agreed to a greater extent than did controls that they tried hard

while doing the task (combined group means: Experimental=6.13, Control=5.72). Detailed
results are shown in Tables 9.2.32 and9.2.33.

Tnble q-2.32: Means and standard deviations, by group, Task 2, "I tried hard while

doing this task".

Group Mean s.d
(1) No characteristic, no construct, experimental 3.88 .99
(2', No characterisÈic, no construct, control 5.00 1.31
(3) No characteristic, construct, experimental 4. 13 1 .55
(4) No characterístic, construct, control 4.75 .89
(5) Characteristic, no construct, experimental 4.63 1.30
(6) Characteristic, no construct, control 4.86 L.25
(7) Characteristic, construct, experimental 4.75 1.04
(8) CharacteristJ-c, construct, control 3.63 92

Source of variation SS df r"1s F P
Within cells 17 .37 56 1.38
Characterístic .02 L 02 .01 . 916
Construct 1.27 1 L.27 92 .343
Condition 77 1 .77 55 .460
Characteristic X Construct L.27 1 L.27 .92 .343
Characteristic X Condition 6.89 1 6.89 4.99 .030
Construct X Condition 3.s2 I 3.52 2.54 - 116
Characteristic X Construct X Condition .'17 1 .77 55 .460

Group Mean s.d
(1) No characterisÈic, no construct, experimental 6. 63 .52
(2) No characteristj-c, no construct, conÈrol 5.75 .7L
(3) No characteristic, construct, experimental 6.25 46
(4) No characteristíc, construct, control 5.75 .89
(5) Characteristic, no construct, experímental 6.00 .76
(6) Characteristic, no construct, control s.88 .64
(71 Characteristic, construct, experimental s. 63 .52
(8) Characteristic, construct, control 5.50 1.31
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Tahle q-2.33: Results of analysis of variance, Task 2, "I tried hard while doing this

task".

(3) "I did well at this task"

There was a signif,rcant interaction benveen Construct and Condition such that

experimental subjects with the construct and control subjects without it agreed to a lesser

extent that they did well at the task. Table 9.2.34 shows the combined group means, and

Tables 9.2.35 and9.2.36 show the resulrs in detail.

Table q.2.34: Combined group means, interaction between Construct and ConditÍon,

Task 2, "I did well at this task".

Construct no yes
Condition - Experimental 4.50 4.19
Condition - Control 3 .50 4.88

Table 4.2.35: Means and standard deviations, by group, Task 2, "r did well at this

tasktt.

Source of variation òò df MS E' P
within ce]-ls 33.13 56 .59
Characteristic 1.89 1 1.89 3.20 .079
Construct 1.27 1 L.27 2.t4 .149
Condítion 2 .64 1 2 .64 4 .46 .039
Characteristic X Construct .14 1 L4 .24 .628
Characteristic X Conditl-on t -27 1 t.27 2.L4 .149
Construct. X Condit,ion .L4 1 L4 .24 .628
Characteristic X Construct X Conditior .r4 1 .L4 .24 .628

Group Mean s.d
(1) No characteristic, no constructf experimental_ 4.75 L.28
(21 No characteristic, no construct, control 4.38 r.92
(3) No characteristic, construct, experimental 4.50 2 -27
(4) No characteristic, construct, control 4.63 1.30
(5) Characteristic, no construct, experimental 4.25 1.83
(6) Characterist.ic, no construct, control 2.63 1 .50
(7) Characteristic, conatruct, experimental 3.88 L.25
(8) Characteristic, construct, control 5 .13 84
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Table 4.2.36: Results of analysis of variance, Task 2, "I d¡d well at this task".

(4) "It took me a little while to work out the best way of doing this task"

There were two significant effects, one main Condition effect (combined group

means: ExperimentaJ4.T3, Control=4.97) and one interaction between Construct and

Condition in relation to the item "It took me a little while to work out the best way of doing

this task". Experimental subjects without a construct agreed with the statement to a lesser

degree than did control subjecs without a construct. Tables 9.2.37 to 9.2.39 show the

results of the analyses.

Table 9.2.37: Combined group means, interaction between Construct and Condition,

Task 2, "It took me a little white'to work out the best was of doing this task".

Construct no yes
Condition - Experimental 3.56 4 .69
Condition - Control 5.31 4.63

Tahle 9.2.38: Means and standard deviations, by group, Task 2, " It took me a little
while to work out the best way of doing this task',.

Source of variation ò5 df MS F p
Within cells 140.37 56 2.5L
Characteristic 5.64 1 5.64 2.25 .139
Construct 4.52 1 4.52 1.80 185

Condition .39 1 39 .16 .695
Characteristic X Construct 4.52 1 4.52 1.80 .185
Characteristic X Condítion 02 1 .02 .01 . 93?

Construct X Condítíon 11.39 1 11.39 4.54 . 037

Characteristic X Construct X Conditior 5 .64 1 5.54 2.25 .139

Group Mean s.d
(1) No characterístic, no construct, experimental 4.00 1.85
(2, No characteristic, no conat,ruct, control 5.00 1.31
(3) No characteristic, construct, experimental 4.13 2.L7
(4) No characteristíc, construct, contro]- 4.25 L.28
(5) Characteristic, no construct, experimental 3.13 1.13
(6) Characteristic, no construct, control s. 63 1.06
(7) Characteristic, construct, experimental 5.25 L.L7
(8) Characteristic, construct, control 5.00 1.41
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Table 9.2.39: Results of analysis of variance, Task 2, " lt took me a littte while to

work out the best way of doing this task".

9.2.3.7.3 Comparison of Groups on Ratings of Task 3. V/ord Search

(1) "Other students would enjoy doing this task"

There were significant Condition and Characteristic main effects and a significant
interaction be¡veen Construct and Condition in the rating of Task 3 on "Other students

would enjoy doing this task". The experimental group agreed significantly less with the

statement (combined group means: Experimental4.5O, Control=S.16), and those in the

experimental group without a construct agreed significantty less with it than did those in the

control group without a construct (see Table 9.2.40 for combined group means). Those with
the cha¡acteristic agreed marginally signifrcantly less with the statement than did those

without it (combined group means: No Cha¡acteristic=4.56, Characteristic=5.09).

Table 0.2.40: Combined group means, interaction between Construct and CondÍtion,

Task 3, "Other students would enjoy doing this task',.

Construct no ye3

Condition - Experimental 4.19 4.81
Condition - Control 5.69 4.63

Tables 9.2.4L and9.2.42 show the resulrs in full.

Source of variation SS df MS F p
Wit,hin celts L20 .63 56 2.L5
Characteristic 2 .64 1 2 .64 L.23 .273
Construct .77 1 .77 36 5s3
Condition 11.39 1 11.39 5.29 .025
Characteristic X Construct 4.52 1 4.52 2.t0 .153
Characteristic X Condition r.27 1 r.21 .59 .44'l
Construct X Condition 13.14 1 13.14 6.10 . 017

Characteristic X Construct X Condition 3.52 1 3.52 1.63 .207
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Tahle q.2.41 : Means and standard deviations, by group, Task 3, "Other students would

enjoy doing this task".

Table q.2.42: Results of analysis of variance, Task 3, "Other students would enjoy

doing this task".

(2) "Iwould sometimes like to do tasks similar to this one for recreation"

There was a significant Condition main effect such that subjects in the experimental

goup agreed less that they would sometimes like to do similar tasks for recreation

(combined goup means: Experiment^1=4.09, Control=4.91). There was also an interaction

between Construct and Condition. As Table 9.2.43 shows, those in the experimental

condition without a construct agreed less than did those in the control condition without a

construct.

Table q.2.43: Combined group means, interaction between Construct and Condition,

Task 3' "I would sometimes like to do tasks similar to this one for recreation".

Construct no yes
Condition - Experimental 3.2s 4.94
Condition - Control 5.s6 4.25

Group Mean s.d
(1) No characterisÈic, no construct,, experirnental 3.88 L.25
l2l No characteristic, no construct, control 5.38 .92
(3) No characteristic, construct, experimental 4 .50 1.41
(4) No characteristic, construct, control 4 .50 .76
(5) Characteristic, no construct, experimental 4 .50 1.31
(6) Characteristic, no const.ruct, control 5.00 1.01
('1, Characteristic, construct, experimental 5.13 .84
(8) Characteristic, construct, control 4.75 89

Source of variation ss df l.{S F P
within celLs 65.13 56 1.15
Characteristic 4.52 1 4.52 3.88 .054
Construct 77 1 .71 .66 42r
Condition 6.89 1 6.89 5.93 .018
Characteristic X Construct L4 1 .t4 .t2 .729
Characteristic X Condition .14 1 .14 L2 .729
Construct X Condition 11.39 1 11.39 9.79 003
Characteristic X Construct X Condition .L4 1 .14 T2 .729
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Tables 9.2.M and9.2.45 respectively show the means and standard deviations for all
goups and the results of the analysis of variance.

Table 4.2.44: Means and standard deviations, by group, Task 3, "f would sometimes

like to do tasks similar to this one for recreation".

Table 9.2.45: Results of analysis of variance, Task 3, "I would sometimes like to do

tasks similar to this one for recreâtion".

(3) "Other students would try hard while doing this task"

There w¿N a significant interaction benreen Construct and Condition on the task rating
va¡iable "Other smdents would try hard while doing this task". Those in the experimental

group without a constn¡ct and those in the control group with a construct agreed to a lesser

extent with the statement than did those in the other two groups. Combined group means are

shown in Table 9.2.46. As can be seen, the direction of the difference among groups \ilas

the same as it was for both previous items "Other students would enjoy doing ttris task" and

"I would sometimes like to do tasks similar to this one for recreationr'. Complete resuls
appearin Tables 9.2.47 and9.2.48.

Group Mean s.d
(1) No characteristic, no construct, experiment,al 2.50 1.69
(21 No characteristic, no construct, control 5.25 t.28
(3) No characteristic, construcÈ, experj.mental- 5.50 .76
(4) No characteristic, conatruct, control 3,38 2.25
(5) Characteristic, no construct, experimental 4.00 1.93
(6) Characteristic, no construct, control 5.88 1.13
(71 Characteristic, construct, experimental 4.38 r..30
(8) Characteristic, construct, control 5.13 1.13

Source of variation òù df lts F p
within cells L27.00 56 2.27
Characteristic 7 .56 1 1 .56 3 .33 .073
Construct .56 1 56 25 .620
Condition 10 .56 1 10.56 4 .66 .035
Characteristic X Construct 2.2s 1 2.2s .99 .324
Characteristic X Condition 4.00 1 4.00 L.7 6 . 190
Construct X Condition 36.00 1 36.00 15.87 .0001
Characteristic X Construct X Condition 14.06 1 14.06 6.20 .016
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Tahle 9-2.46: Combined group means, interaction between Construct and Condition,

Task 3, "Other students would try hard while doing this task".

Construct no yes
Condition - Experimental 4.31 4.69
Condition - Control 5.44 4.63

Tzble q.2.47: Means and standard deviations, by group, Task 3, "Other students would

try hard while doing this task".

Table q.2.4E: Results of analysis of variance, Task 3, "Other students would try hard

while doing this task".

(4) "This task was interesting"

On "this task was interesting" there was again an interaction in the same direction as

those described above, and an additional interaction between Characteristic and Condition.

The latter interaction lvas in the direction that amongst subjecß with the char¿cteristic those

in the experimental group ageed less with the statement than did those in the control group.

The combined group means are displayed in Tables9.2.49 and9.2.50. Detailed results are

shown in Tables 9.2.51 and9.2.52.

Group Mean s.d
(1) No characteristic, no construct, experimental 4.00 1.0?
(21 No characteristic, no consÈruct, control s.38 -92
(3) No characteristic, construct, experiment,al 4.75 1 .58
(4) No characterístic, construct, control 4.88 .64
(5) Characteristic, no construct, experimentaJ. 4.63 1.06
(6) Characteristic, no construct, conLrol 5. s0 .93
(?) Characteristic, construct,, experimental 4 .63 1.19
(8) Characteristic, construct, control 4 .38 1.30

Source of variation ss df MS F P
Within cells 69.87 55 r.25
Characteristic .02 1 02 .01 .911
Construct .77 1 77 .61 .43'l
Condition 4.52 1 4.52 3 .62 .062
Characteristic X Construct 1.89 1 1.89 t.52 .223
Characteristíc X Condition .'t 7 1 77 .61 43't
Construct X Condítion 5 .64 1 5.64 4.52 .038
Characteristic X Construct X Conditíor .02 1 02 .01 911
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Tahle 9.2.4q: Combined group means, interaction between Construct and Condition,

Task 3, "This task was interesting".

Construct no yes

Condition - Experimental 4.75 s.63
Condition - ControL 5.88 5.50

Table q.2.50: Combined group means, interaction between Characteristic and

Condition, Task 3, "This task was interesting".

Characteristic no yes
Condition - Experimental 5.38 5.00
Condition - Control 5.2s 6.13

Table q.2.51: Means and standard deviations, by group, Task 3, "This task was

interesting".

Table q.2.52: Results of analysis of variance, Task 3, "This task was interesting'r.

(5) "I enjoyed doing this task"

Subjects with the cha¡acte¡istic agreed more than did subjects without it that ttrey

enjoyed doing the task (combined group means: No cha¡acteristic4.97,

Group Mean s.d
(1) No characteristic, no construct, experimental 4.88 1 .55
(2) No characteristic, no construct, conÈrol s. 63 1.19
(3) No characteristic, construct, experimental 5.88 .64
(4) No characteristic, construct, control 4.88 L .46
(5) Characteristic, no construct, experimental 4 .63 L.17
(6) Characteristic, no construct, control 6.13 .84
(7) Characteristic, construct, experimental 5.36 1.19
(8) Characteristic, construct, control 6.13 .35

Source of variaÈion ce df MS F p
v[Lthin cells 82.00 56 L.46
Characteristic 1.00 1 1.00 .68 - 4r2
ConsÈruct 1.00 1 1.00 .68 .4L2
Condition 4.00 1 4.00 2.13 .104
Characteristic X Construct -25 1 .25 .L7 .681
Charact,eristic X Condition 6.25 1 6.25 4.27 .043
Construct X Condition 6.25 1 6.25 4.27 043

Characteristíc X Construct X Condit.ior 1.00 1 1.00 .68 .4L2
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Characteristic=5.69). Means and standa¡d deviations, by group, are shown in Table 9.2.53,
and the results of the analysis of variance appear in Table 9.2.54.

Tahle q.2.53: Means and standard deviations, by group, Task 3, "I enjoyed doing this

task".

Group Mean s.d
(1) No characteristic, no construct, experimental 4 .13 L.64
(2, No characteristic, no construct, control 5-63 1.06
(3) No characteristic, construct, experimental 5.13 1.73
(4) No characteristic, construct, control 5.00 1.85
(5) Characteristic, no construct, experimental 5.25 1.04
(6) Characteristic, no construct, control 6.13 .84
(71 Characteristic, construct, experimental 5.63 .74
(8) Characteristic, consÈruct, control 5.75 .7r

Table o.2.54: Results of analysis of variance, Task 3, "f enjoyed doing this task".

4.2.3.7.4 Comparison of Groups on Ratings of Task 4. Magic Sq¡rare

(1) "Other students would try hard while doing this task"

There was a signifrcant interaction between Cha¡acteristic and Constn¡ct such that

those with the characteristic but with no constn¡ct and those without the characteristic but
with a constn¡ct agreed more than did the other two $oups that other students would try
hard. Table 9.2.55 shows the combined group means.

Table q.2.55: Combined group means, interaction between Characteristic and

Construct, Task 4, "other students would try hard while doing this task".

Characteristic no yes
Construct - no 4.81 s.06
Construct - yes 5 .31 4.25

Source of variation SS df MS F P

V'Iithin ce]Is 91.38 55 1.63
Characteristic 8.27 1 8.27 5. 07 .028
Construct L4 1 .14 .09 .77 0

Condition 5 .64 1 5.64 3.45 .068
Characteristic X Construct .14 1 .t4 .09 't7 0

Characteristic X Condition .14 1 I4 .09 .770
Construct, X Condit,ion 5.64 1 5.64 3 .46 .068
Characteristic X Construct X Condition 1 .77 .47 .496

Tables 9.2.56 and9.2.57 show the results in detail.
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Table q.2.56: Means and standard deviations, by group, Task 4, "Other students would

try hard while doing this task".

Tahle 4.2.57: Results of analysis of variance, Task 4, "Other students would try hard

while doing this task".

(2) "I did well at this task"

Subjects in the Experimental group without a construct and those in the control group

with a construct agreed more that they did well at the final task than did subjects in the other

two groups. Table 9.2.58 shows the combined group means, and Tables 9.2.59 and 9.2.60

respectively show the means for all groups and the results of the analysis of variance.

Tahle 9.t^58: Combined group means, interaction between Construct and Condition,

Task 2, 'rI did well at this task".

Construct no yes
Condition - Experimental 5. 94 4.88
Condition - Control 4.38 5 .31

Group Mean s.d
(1) No characteristic, no construct, experimental 4.25 1.49
(2) No characteristic, no construct, control 5 .38 1 .30
(3) No characteristic, construct, experimental 5.13 I .46
(4') No characteristj-c, construct, control 5.50 93

(5) Characteristic, no construct., experimental 5.00 1 .07
(6) Characteristic, no construct, control s.13 1.36
(71 Characteristic, construct, experimental 4.25 1.04
(8) Characteristic, construct,, control 4.25 .71

Source of variation ss df MS F P
Within cel1s 80.t2 56 1.43
Characteristic 2 .64 1 2 .64 1.85 180

Construct 39 1 .39 -27 .603
Condition 2 .64 1 2 .64 1.85 .180
Characteristic x Construct 6.89 1 6.89 4.82 032

Characteristic X Condition 1.89 1 1.89 L.32 255
Construct X Condition .77 1 17 .54 468

Characteristic X Construct X Condition .39 1 39 .27 .503
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Table q.2.5q: Means and standard deviations, by group, Task 4, "I did well at this

task".

Table 9.2.60: Results of analysis of variance, Task 4, "I did well at this task".

0.2.3.7.5 Comparison of Groups on Composite Task Rating Scores

Composite task rating scores were calculated across tasks (for example, scores on

"This task was interesting" were added across all four tasks). Analyses of variance were

carried out to compare groups on these scores, and the items were also factor analyzed in

order to determine whether there were any pattems of responding. Factor scores were

calculated and were subjected to analysis of variance. Because it does order the findings to

some extent, and in view of the limitations of space, the factor analysis only will be

described.

o.2.3.7.5.1 Results of Factor Analyliis of Comoosite Task Rating Scores

A principal components factor analysis with oblique ¡otation showed that there were

six essentially uncorrelated factors (see Table 9.2.6L) accounting for 79.6 percent of the

va¡iance. The eigenvalues and percent of variance of each factor after a va¡imax rotation are

shown in Table 9.2.62, and Table 9.2.63 shows the items and factor loadings. '

Group Mean s.d
(1) No characteristic, no construct, experimentaJ 5.88 84

(21 No characteristic, no construct, control 5.13 1 .73
(3) No characteristic, construct, experimental 4.75 1.83
(4) No characteristic, construct, control 4.75 1.58
(5) Characteristic, no construct, experimental 6.00 1.07
(6) Characteristic, no const.ruct, control 3.63 2.39
(7) Characteristic, construct, experimental 5.00 1.07
(8) Characteristic, construct, control 5.88 .64

Source of variation SS df MS F P

vüithin ceIIs 125.50 55 2.24
CharacÈeristic .00 1 .00 .00 1.000
Construct .06 1 06 .03 868

Condition 5.06 1 5.06 2.26 138
Characteristic X Construct 7.56 1 7 .56 3.37 .072
Characteristic X Condition .56 1 .56 .25 . 618

Construct X Condition 16.00 1 16.00 7 .L4 010

Characteristic X Construct X Condition 6.25 1 6 -2s 2.79 . 101
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Tahle 9.2.61: Factor analysis of composite task rating scores - factor intercorrelation

matrix.

Factor 1 2 3 4 5

1

2 .071

3 . 160 108

4 -. 031 086 -.032
5 . 195 -.L02 .0s3 -.083
6 -.034 019 .]-32 .030 .017

Table 9.2.62: Factor analysís of composite task rating scores - eigenvalues and percent

of variance of each factor after a varimax rotation.

Factor Eigenvalue ? of var. Cum. t
1 4.34 27 .L 27.L
2 2.63 16.4 43 .5

3 2.Lt L3.2 56.7
4 r.42 8-9 65.6
5 1.15 7.2 72.8
6 1-09 6.8 79.6

The factors set out in Table 9.2.63 might be seen as Factor 1, Enjoyment, Factor 2,

Caring About Outcome, Factor 3, Other Students' Reactions, Factor 4, Doing'Well, Factor

5, a'Working Out factor, and Factor 6, a Trying factor.

Although only Factors 1, 2 and 3 accounted for enough of the va¡iance to be taken

seriously as factors, for the purpose of comparing groups, analyses of variance were carried

out on factor scores for all factors. Three significant effects were found, on Factors 3

(F-4.25, df=l, p=.049), 4 (F=4.04, df=l, p=.049) and 5 (F=5.82, df=|, p=.019). In the

case of the Other Sn¡dents'Reactions factor, the mean factor score of the experimental group

was lower ttran it was for the control group (combined group means: ExperimentaT=-.265,

ContoL=.229). This was also the case for the \ü/orking Out factor (combined group means:

ExperimentaT=-.282, Control=.305). Subjects in the experimental group had higher scores

than did controls on the Doing Well factor (combined group means: Experimental=.2l1,

Control=-.259). There was also a signifrcant interaction between Cha¡acæristic and

Condition (F-4.63, df=l, p=.036) such that amongst those subjects without the

characteristic, the control group had higher factor scores (see Table 9.2.& for comhined

group means).
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Table 9.2.63: Factor analysis of composite task rating scores - items in each factor and

factor loadings.

Table q.2.64: Combined group means, interaction between Characteristic and

Condition, factor scores, Doing Well factor.

Characteristic no yes
Condition - Experimental -.530 -. 03s

Condition - Control .582 .028

9.2. 3.7. 5.2 Additional Differences Amon g Groups

Items on which there were significant differences among $oups which are not

covered by the analyses on the factor scores rryere "I only felt like doing this task for a short

ume" and "f tried ha¡d while doing this task".

Item/Factor I 2 3 4 5 6
I enloyed dorng thrs task. .E3I .3ZL
I wanted to keep doing this task. 809
This task was interesting. E0z .338
I only telt like doing this task -.765
for a short time.
I woulcl somenmes llke to do tasks .ó66 348
srmrlar to this one t'or recreation.

I cared very much how well I d.id .932
at this task.
It was important to me that I do 9Ul
well at this task.

Other students would enjoy E93
ctorng thrs task.
Other students would try hard .ð38
while doing this task.
Most students would be bored -.432 -.628
)y this task.

I did weII at this task. Eó9
I thought I would do well at this task. .407 .ó5ó

It would take most students a little .üóu
whrle to work out the best way of
clorng this task.
It took me a little while to work out -.542 .óó5
the best way of doing this task.

I tried hard while doing this task. 369 .EUÓ
I telt tense while doing this task. .605
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(1) "I only felt like doing this task for a short rime"

The experimental gloup had a lower average rating on this item (combined group
means: Experimental=13.25, Control=15.75). A signifrcant interaction between
Cha¡acteristic and Condition showed that amongst those subjecs without the characteristic
there was a markedly greater difference between experimental and control scores. Control
subjects had a much higher composite score on "I only felt like doing this task for a short
time". Table 9.2.65 shows the combined group means and Table 9.2.66 shows the means
for all groups. Table 9.2.67 shows the results of the analysis of variance.

Table 9.2.t15: Combined group means, interaction between Characteristic and

Condition, composite task rating scores, "I only felt like doing this task for a short
time".

Characteristic no yes
Condition - Experimental t2.00 14.50
Condition - Control 16.94 14.56

Table q.2.66: Means and standard deviations, by group, composite task rating scores,

"I only felt like doing this task for a short time".

Teble q-2-672 Results of analysis of variance, composite task rating scores, "I only felt
like doing this task for a short time".

Group Mean s.d
(1) No characterístic, no construct, experimental t2 .88 r-64
(2') No charact,eristic, no construct, control 15. 53 1.59
(3) No characteristic, construct, experimental 11.13 3.18
(4) No characteristic, construct, control t8.25 3 .33
(5) Character s cr no construct, expe al 14.13 3.48
( Character tic, no conatruct, control 16.00 5.13
(7) Characteristic, construct, experirnental 14.88 4.13
(8) Characteristic, construct, control 13.13 3.09

Source of variat,ion SS df MS F p
within cells 677 .75 56 L2.LO
Characteristic .06 1 .06 .01 .943
Construct 1.56 1 1.56 .13 .72L
Condition 100.00 1 100.00 8.26 .006
Characteristic X Construct 9.00 1 9.00 .14 .392
Characteristic X Condition 95.06 1 95.06 7.85 .007
Construct X Condition .56 1 .56 .05 .830
Characteristic x Consttuct X Condition 64.00 1 64.00 5.29 025
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(2) "I tried ha¡d while doing this rask"

There \ilas a significant Condition effect with the experimental g:oup having a

significantly higher composite score (combined group means: Experimental=23.25,
Connol=21.69). Tables 9.2.68 and9.2.69 show the results.

Tahle 9.2-68: Means and standard deviations, by group, composite task rating scores,
I'I tried hard while doing this task".

Table q.2.6q: Results of analysis of variance, composite task rating scores, ,'f tried
hard while doing this task".

! -:

Group Mean s.d
(1) No characteristic, no construct, experimenta 23.15 3.11
(2) No charact.eristic, no construct, control 22.53 2 .67
(3) No characteri-sÈic, construct, experimenÈaI 24.50 2.20
(4) No characteristic, construct, control 20.29 2.29
(5) Characteristic, no construct, experimental 23.L3 2.23
(5) Characteristic, no construct, control_ 22.73 2 .64
(7) Characteri-stic, construct, experimental 2L.63 1.92
(8) Characteristic, construct, control 2t.75 2.7'7

Source of variation Þò df MS F p
Within celLs 345.93 55 6.29
Characteristic 6.32 1 6.32 1.00 32r
ConstrucÈ IL .19 1 It .19 L.87 .L77
Condition 37 .94 1 37.94 6.03 . 017
Characteristíc X Construct 08 1 .08 01 .911
Characteristic X Condition 19.58 1 19.58 3 .11 .083
Construct X Condition 3.79 I 3.79 .60 .441
Charact,erist ic X ConstrucÈ X Condition L1.45 1 L7.45 2.77 .101
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Table q.2.70: Pearson r correlations between times and task ratings, by group

(E=experimental, C=control).

Tlme I 2 3 4
Group E c E c E c E c
I -.288 134 258 010 289 -.053 022 -.235
at
It was important to me 188 081 .455 248 184 -.216 169 -.429
that I do well at this task.
Other students would 384 188 -.058 .098 -.t t37 066 344 -.261
enioy do¡nq this task.
I felt tense while doino -.012 -.021 -.158 132 .133 -.037 .0r I 186
thís task
lwould sometimes l¡ke 335 .039 .149 249 -.041 .090 -.219
to do tasks similar to
this one lor recreation.
Other students would try .204 082 018 .259 -.035 116 -,007 -.116
hard while doino this task.
This task was interest¡no 241 363 221 217 305 007 113 -.128
I only felt like doing this -.319 -.208 -,435 -.126 .570 -.369 -.192 088
task for a short time.
It most students -.146 -.183 -.254 .177 36 -.316 -.214 003

to work out
the best way of doino
this task
I cared very much how .150 121 267 .457 355 -.154 215 -.229
well I did at this task.
I enjoyed doing this task. .189 .428 .326 126 112 019 131 -.1 15
I while doi .008 .433 .368 .225 385 125 085 101

I did well at this task. 254 -.146 .239 034 -.215 008 -.264 177
Most students would be -.391 -.102 -.254 -.259 19 157 -.279 -.006
bored by this task.
lwanted to keep doing .371 .450 096 -.009 .327 257 .1 60 171
this task.
It took me a little while -.07s .539 -.203 178 -129 -.018 -.019
to work out the best wav
of doinq this task.

Note : italícized correlation coefficients indicate p<.05
!¡nderlined correlation coefficients indicatep<.O I
bold correlation coefficiens indicate p<.001

9.2.3.7.6 Correlations Between Times and Task Ratings

The possibility was considered that some subjects might have responded to the
manipulation by spending more time on the tasks, as predicted, while others might have
regarded it as an attempt at behaviour conrol and thus spent less time, and that this
difference might be obscured within the group means. Although examination of the
histograms of times for the two groups separately did not indicate bi-modality in the scores,

a further strategy for investigating the possibility that there were subgroups within the
experimental groups was to correlate each time with its corresponding task ratings for
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experimental and control groups separately. It was hoped that correlations which did not
appear in the experimental group while occurring in the conrol group might disguise mean

differences within the distributions of times for the experimental group. The correlations are

shown in Table 9.2.70. Visual inspection of the correlation coefficients led to the conclusion
that there were no obvious candidates for this analysis. However some patterns appeared to
be evident in the data and these are discussed below.

Spent and Task Ratings

There are some differences evident in Table 9.2.10 which indicate that the effecr of
the manipulation was more than simply to affect task ratings. Although Time I itself would
not be affected by any treatment, the ratings of that task might be since subjects were just
picking up thefu pens to make the ratings as the first manipulation was delivered. It is
interesting to speculate about the causes for the different correlations between the two
groups. For example, if subjects in the control group spent a long time on the task they said
that they had tried ha¡d and enjoyed the task. The experimental subjects, on the other hand,

responded on the basis of how other students would react - they would enjoy the task, and

would (not) be bored. There was not a relationship between time spent and. "it took me a

little while to work out the best way of doing this task" for the experimental group, whereas

this was a strong relationship for the control group. Perhaps subjects in the latter group
made an estimate of how long they spent and if that was a fairly long time they concluded

that it had taken them a while to work it out. Experimental subjects did not need to go
through this process, since they had been told why they spent the time they did - because

they are persistent.

Times spent on tasks 2 and 3 were most likely to be affected by the manipulation

which was delivered immediately before these tasks were undertaken. As has already been

shown, although the times were not affected, some of the task ratings were. In addition
there seemed to be a greater tendency in the experimental group, compared to the control
group, to line its ratings up more consistently with the time spent. Looking across the row "f
only felt like doing this task for a short time", for example, there was a consistently stronger
relationship with time for the experimental group. On Tasks 2 and3 the experimental group
was more likely to relate spending time to enjoying the task and trying hard than was the

control group (this effect is opposite to that for Task l).

9.2.3.7.8 Factor Analyses of Task Ratings

Separate factor analyses were ca¡ried out for the experimental and control gïoups

since the different pattern of correlations between time and task ratings suggested that the
pattern of interrelationships might differ between the two goups. Both factor analyses

resulted in five independent factors accounting for about 77 percentof the variance, but the
factor structure was actually markedly different for the two groups. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
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measure of sampling adequacy was above .5 in both cases. Principal components factor
analyses followed by oblique and va¡imax rotations were carried out.

9.2.3.7.8.1 Factor Analysis of Task Ratings: Experimental Group

Since the factors were uncolrelated as shown in Table 9.2.71, the varimax results a¡e

reported. Tables 9.2.72 shows the eigenvalues and percent of va¡iance accounted for by
each factor, and rable 9.2.73 shows items which loaded on each factor.

Tahle q.2-71: Factor analysis of task ratings (experimental group) - factor

intercorrelation matrix.

Factor 1 2 3 4

1

2 . 164

3 -.t02 .012
4 273 .017 070

5 -.092 -.016 165 .006

Tzble a.2.72: Factor analysis of task ratings (experimental group) - eigenvalues and

percent of variance of each factor after a varimax rotation.

Factor Eigenvalue 3 of var. Cum. å

1 4.86 30.4 30.4
2 2 .49 15 .5 45.9
3 2.24 14.0 59.9
4 1.61 10.0 69.9
5 1.09 6.8 76.8

That factor which alone accounted for the greatest percent of the va¡iance (30.4 Vo),

Factor 1, can be interpreted as a mixed Involvement and Apprehension factor, while Factor
2, accounting for 15.5 percent of the variance, is a Reactions of Other Students factor.
Factor 3 which accounted for 14 percent of the va¡iance was another mixed factor, being an

Enjoyment and Concern factor.
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Table 9.2.73: Factor analysis of task ratings (experimental group) - items in each

factor and factor loadings.

9.2.3.7.8.2 Factor AnalJ¡sis of Task Ratings: Control Group

Tables 9.2.74 to 9.2.76 show the results of factor analyses ca¡ried out on the task
ratings of the control group.

Table q.2.74: Factor analysis of task ratings (control group) - factor intercorrelation

matrix.

Factor 1 2 3 4

1

2 . 073

3 .171 -.076
4 .003 191 -.064
5 029 053 -.049 . 0s0

ItemÆactor 1 2 3 4 5
This task was interesting. .795
I tned hard while doing this task. 78'3
I telt tense while doing this task. .t77 .383
I wanted to keep doing this task. .767 .36L
I only têlt Iike doing this task -.ó30 -.425 .328
t-or a short time.

Other students would enjoy .934
doing this task.
Other students would try hard .E99
whrle doing this task.
Most students would be bored -.772
)y this task.

I would sometimes like to do tasks .413 .735
similar to this one for recreation.
I enioyed doing this task. .4r3 .735
I thought I would do well .73r
at this task.
I cared very much how well I did 526 .568 -.355
at this task.
It was important to me that I do .359 .488 -.475 392
well at this task.

It would take most students a little .934
while to work out the best way of
doing this task.
It took me a linle while to work 729 -.345
out the best way of doing this task.

I did well at this task. 825
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Tnhle q ) 1<. Factor analys¡s of task ratings (control group) - eigenvalues and percent

of variance of each factor after a varimax rotation.

Factor Eigenvalue t of var. Cum. t
1 4.83 30.2 30.2
2 3.11 19.5 49 .6
3 1.79 LL.2 60.9
4 1.58 9.9 70.7
5 1.11 7.0 77.'t

Table q.2.76: Factor analysis of task ratings (control group) - items in each factor and

factor loadings.

Factor 1 is interpretible as an Enjoyment (and Confrdence) factor, and Factor 2 as a

Concern factor. Factor 4 can be interpreted as a Trying factor, while Factor 3 is not easy to
interpret, and Factor 5 loaded on only one item. Factors I and 2 were the only ones to

ItemÆactor I 2 3 4 5
en¡oyed doing this task. 923

'I'his task was interesting 816
I would sometimes like to do tasks E35

to one recrea
I wanted to doing this task. .7 17 .343
I only felt like doing this task -.675 .518

a þ.me.

-.652 ..JL4 .412
)y this task.

I thought I would do well .ó10 .3ZL .568
at this task.

I cared very much how well r did 952
at this task.

was to me 899
at

I telt tense while this task. -.5r7 .559 450

-.793 .336
4ging this task.
I did well at this task. .310 .733
It took me a little while to work out .469 -.550 .476
the best way of doing this task.

.759

I tried hard while doing this task. .735

most a .E3Z
to out

doing this task.
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account for a substantial amount of the variance in any case, 30.2 percent and 19.5 percent
respectively. Harackiewicz, Manderlink and Sansone (1984), using similar items to those

used in the present study, also found Enjoyment and Concern factors, although items
appearing in Factor 4 here were part of their Concern factor. Their factors were obtained
from a pretest questionnaire used in a study the aim of which was to separate out three
properties of performance-contingent reward - evaluation, porformance feedback, and cue
value. It is interesting to have found the same factors occurring in this study only for that
gouP which did not have the treatnent, a situation which is analogous to a pretest situation.
As has been seen, the factor stn¡cture \¡/as not the same for subjects exposed to the

treatrnent.

One way of understanding the difference between the factor structures of the two
groups might be to consider that one effect of the manipulation was to tinge any pleasure

experienced in doing the tasks with an edge of evaluation apprehension and anxiety. In
terms of cognitive evaluation theory (e.g., Deci, 1975) the message received may have had
both informational and controlling components, the former leading to positive feelings of
competence and interest, with the latter mitigating this effect.

9.2.3.7.9 Prediction of Times

Condition did not relate to time spent on the tasks, nor did Self-Construction score
(with the exception of a small correlation with Time I over all subjects), nor indeed did Time
1, except in the case of the control group where there were significant correlations between
Time 1 and Time 2 (r=-.364, N=32, p=.02), and berween Time 1 and Time 3 (r=-.337,
N=32, P=.03). Task ratings have been shown to relate to time spent on Tasks 1,2 and,3.

Given the different pattern of correlations between the two Foups it was decided to do two
sets of multiple regression analyses to determine how the predictability of time spent varied
benveen the experimental and the control groups.

9.2.3.7.9.1 Prediction of Times - Timel - Experimental GrouB

After testing pairs of variables to deterrrine which contributed most strongly to the
prediction of Time 1, all relevant variables were entered into an analysis using, initially, a

stepwise procedure. Subsequently remaining variables were also forced into the equation.
"Other students would be bored by this task" (beta=-.378) accounted for 15.29 percent of
the va¡iance (F=5.42, d1=U30,p=.03), and the addition of "I wanted to keep doing this
task" (beta=.431) increased this to 26.02 percenr (F=5.09, df--2n9,p=.013). Forcing all
other relevant task rating va¡iables into the equation made a non-significant difference to 12

which increased to only .272 (relevant items were "f enjoyed doing this task" (beta=-.132),

"I would sometimes like to do tasks similar to this one for recreation" (beta=.066) and "I
only felt like doing this task for a short time"(beta=.100)). Betas refer to that statistic when
all va¡iables are in the equation.
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9.2.3.7.9.2 Time I - Control Group

The same procedure of testing pairs of variables and adding them in decreasing order
of their relationship to the dependent measure was again adopted, as it was for all analyses

reported in this section. "It took me a linle while to work out the best way of doing this task"
(beta=-.437) accounted for 29.14 percent of the va¡iance (F=12.34,df=l/30, p=.0014) and

adding "This task was interesting" (beta=.100) increased this percentage to 42.85 percent
(F=10.87, df=2/29, p=.0003). The addition of the other three relevant task rating variables
("I wanted to keep doing this task" (beta=.272), "I enjoyed doing this task" (beta=.115) and
"I tried hard while doing this task"(beta=.216)) only increased the va¡iance accounted for to
51.07 percent (F=5.43, df=5/26,p=.0015). Betas refer to that statistic when all variables
are in the equation.

9.2.3.7.9.3 Time 2 - Experimental Group

Using a stepwise procedure "It was important to me that I do well at this task"
(beta=.274) accounted for 20.68 percenr of the variance (F=7.82, df=1/30, p=.009). This
could be increased to 32.85 percent (F=3.30, df=4/27,p=.025) by forcing all other
correlated va¡iables to enter ((beta=.259), "I enjoyed doing this task" (beta=.048) and "I
only felt like doing this task for a short time"(beta=-.2I3)).

9.2.3.7.9.4 Time 2 - Control Group

20.84 percent of the variance was accounted for by "I cared very much how well I did
at this task" (F=7.89, df=1/30, p=.009) and this only increased to 28.99 percenr with the
addition of "It would take most students a little while to work out the best way of doing this
task" and "I cared very much how well I did at this task" (F=3.81, ¿t=J/2g,p=.021). when
all va¡iables were in the equation the beta weights for the three va¡iables were .585, -.273
and -.341in order of mention.

9.2.3.7.9.5 Time 3 - Experimental Group

"I only felt like doing this task for a short time" (bera=-.s12) accounted for 32.49
percent of the variance (F=L4.44, df=L/30, p=.0007) and this only increased to 39.21
percent with the addition of "I cared very much how well I did at this task" (beta=-.s12), "I
would sometimes like to do tasks simila¡ to this one forrecreation" (beta=.165), "I tried
hard while doing this task" (beta=.131) and "I wanted to keep doing this task" (beta=-.184)
(F=3.35, ¿¡=J /26, p=.01 8).

9.2.3.7.9.6 Time 3 - Control Group

Three va¡iables accounted for 42.67 percent of the variance in predicting Time 3 for
the control group. "I only felt like doing this task for a short time" resulted in an 12 of .136
(F=4.74, df=U30,p=.037), Time 1 increased this to .295 (F=6.08, df=2129, p=.006) and
"It would take most students a little while to work out the best way of doing this task"
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increased this to .427 (F=6.95, df=3/28, p=.0012). Beta weights were -.437, -.412 and. -
.364 for those three variables respectively when all were in the equation.

9.2.3.7.9.7 Time 4 - Experimental Group

No significant equarion could be found.

9.2.3.7.9.8 Time 4 - Control Group

"It was important to me that I do well at this task" accounted for 18.23 percent of the
variance (F=6.72, df=1/30, p=.015) and this could be increased to 30.02 percenr with the

addition of Time | (F=6.22, df=2/29, p=.006). Beta weights were -.432 and -.342
respectively.

In conclusion, all times, except Time 4, were generally as able to be predicted from
other available variables for the experimental group as for the control goup.However, as

would be expected from the foregoing results, different task-rating va¡iables had varying
predictive weight within the two groups.

9.2.3.7.10 Assessment of Tasks

Finally, in view of the lack of signiflrcant differences across groups in time spenr on
the tasks, the four tasks were considered in relation to the question of whether they had

actually been adequate measures of persistence in the sense intended ("I tend to persist at
tricky problems even when I am frustrated by them"). The experimenter made a very definite
subjective judgment while running the experiment that the "Word Matching Task" and the
"Translation Task", both of which set the scene for the delivery of the manipulation, were
excellent as measures of persistence in the face of frustration. Many subjects begged the
experimenter to tell them the answe¡s to individual problems, and expressed frustration both
verbally and non-verbally (sighing, shuffling in the chair, tapping with the pen, and so on).
Despite this, the tasks were in fact regarded as relatively more interesting than the games

used in Experiment 3 had been.

Average ratings for the item "This task was interesting" \ryere calculated across all
subjects for each task (of course the task rating might have been affected by ttre condition so

that these means are only a rough guide). The means were as follows - Word Matching
mean=4.94, s.d.=1.41; Translation Task mean=5.70, s.d.=l.39; V/ord Sea¡ch mean=5.44,
s.d.=|.27; Magic Square mean=4.94. s.d.=1.59; Overall mean=2l.02, s.d.=3.54. It will
be recalled that the overall mean for the games was 18.80 (s.d.=3.07). For comparison the
means for each game a¡e presented here - Alien Blaster mean=4.12, s.d.=l.58; Maze
mean=5.07, s.d.=l.62; rñ/ord sea¡ch mean=5.07, s.d.=1.55; Zombies mean4.6l,
s.d.=1.56.
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9.2.4 Discussion

In general outline the resulß of this study were simila¡ to the results of Experiments 2

and 3 (and 6), but there were some differences in detail. All experiments are comparable in
not showing an effect of the manipulation on the main dependent measure, time spent (or

number of items produced), and in showing an effect of an attributional praise manipulation
on task ratings. In the present study, as in Experiment 3, the combined group means were

tantalizingly in the predicted direction, but always small. It must be concluded that such a

manipulation does not affect time spent on tasks which were designed not to be too

interesting, but to be somewhat frustrating and to test persistence. As has already been

shown, the task ratings suggest that the tasks were more interesting than it was hoped they
would be.

A major difference between the results of this experiment and those of Experiment 3

was in the apparent immediate effect of the manipulation on the ratings of more of the

variables of Task 1. Effects of the manipulation on games'ratings in the earlierexperiment
did not really become apparent until after the second game was played. Perhaps this is due to
a difference in cognitive set in the two situations - in the present situation "tasks" were being
done, while in the earlier experiment "games" were being played. Whatever the explanation,
there were a number of items on which subjects in the two groups differed in their
evaluation of Task 1. Considering Condition main effects only, subjects in the experimental
goup felt more strongly that they would do well, that they did do well, and. that they
enjoyed the task, and less strongly that they only felt like doing the task for a short time.
They agreed to a lesser extent that it took a little while to work out the best way of doing the

task. Experimental subjects subsequently agreed to a greater extent than did controls that
they tried hard at the second task, and to a lesser extent that it took a little while to work out
the best way of doing that task. Once they came to rate the third task, they were showing
signs of some negative reactions, in that they agreed less than control subjects that other
students would enjoy the task, or that they would like to do similar tasks for recreation.

There were no main effects for the ratings of the frnal task.

It is difficult to determine whether the interesting nature of the tasks was again

confounded with time spent on them, since the tasks did appear to be satisfactory measures

of persistence. Analyses done holding "interest" constant did not substantially alter the
results and this implies that the nature of the tasks was not a great problem. But perhaps it is
necessary to use very tedious tasks and risk subjects not being engaged in them at all to be

certain that "persistence" rather than intellectual challenge or interest is being measured-

In terms of the further purpose of the experiment, to determine whether there is any
interaction between specific self-concept variables and response to the attribution of that

characteristic, it can be said that interactions do occur, but that they are not of a clearly
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interpretible kind. Thus, while there was no interaction with times spent (or indeed any main
effect showing a relationship between self-concept and behaviour), there were a number of
interactions between Condition and Characteristic, and Condition and Construct, on the task

ratings. Tasks 2 and 3 were notable in engendering several Construct/Condition interactions.
Experimental subjecs with a construct (either of being persistent, or of not being) and

control subjects without a construct agreed to a lesser extent that they did well at the second

task or that they would like to do tasks simila¡ to the third one for recreation. Some of the

interactions were not crossed, but were of the form that an effect occurred only amongst

those without a construct. For example, experimental subjects without a construct agreed
less that it took a little while to work out the best way of doing Task 2, that they found it
interesting, or would like to do tasks similar to Task 3 for recreation, and that other students
would enjoy or try ha¡d at Task 3.

Various models have been advanced as being relevant to the interpretation of results

emerging from Experiments 3 and 7. The major ones relate to the self-concept and its
structure and mode of operation, but another important one is cognitive evaluation theory
(e.g., Deci, 1975) in which aspects of the reward itself are primary. In terms of Markus'
(e.9., L977) work, it could be argued broadly that information in the form of personal

feedback is processed differently and does affect beiraviour d.ifferently depending upon
one's constructual (schematic) status in the given domain. Fazio's (1936) model is an

outline of the process by which attitudes (or constmcts/schemas) are converted to behaviour.
One aspect of the results of this study supports the model, in that there is clearly no effect of
an attitude/construct on behaviour without "activation" of that attitude/construcl However,
activation of that previously stated anitude/construct in the form of attributional praise does

not lead to a consistency between it and behaviour either.

Except for a small reaction time study described in Chapter 10 Part 2, this was the
frnal chapter to cover experimental work. The following two chapters contain descriptions of
the development of questionnaires used for different purposes in the resea¡ch. Thus, while
Chapters 5 to t have formed a sequence, Chapters 10 and 11 could each be regarded as

separate units within the thesis as a whole. Then in Chapter 12 thefinal summary and

discussion is presented.



257
CHAPTER 10

All the work on a self-concept questionnaire which was developed over the course of
the resea¡ch is presented in this chapter. Although the validation process was carried out

over the entire period of the research, since this work requires separate conceptual treabnent,

its explication has been reserved for this single chapter.

PART 1

DEVELOPMENT OF THE SELF-CONSTRUCTION OUESTIONNAIRE

There were basically three phases in the development of a self-concept questionnaire,

the final version of which was termed the Self-Constn¡ction Questionnaire. The

questionnaires resulting at the different stages appear in Appendices 6.1 to 6.3. The idea for
this questionnaire developed over the course of the resea¡ch project, and ea¡lier versions ofit
were used at each stage of the experimentation. The theoretical rationale for anticipating an

interaction between subjects' prior self-concepts in a given domain and their response to
praise in that domain was discussed in Chapter 3, and the experimentation resulting from
that theory was described in Chapter 9. Further theoretical issues relating to Markus'work
are discussed below, as are the strategies used to validate a scale which developed in a
somewhat ad hoc fashion.

Va¡ious approaches were taken in establishing that the questionnai¡e was valid as a

measure of the extent to which individuals think about, and know, their own cha¡acteristics.

Each version of the questionnaire appeared to have good face validity, especially given that

response set was excluded as an explanation for high scores (see Section 10.1.5). However,
where possible, attempts were made to relate scoring on the questionnaire to other self-
report measures. In addition, a study was undertaken which can be seen as a partial
behavioural validation of the construct the scale was seen to be measuring. This study is

described in Part 2 of this chapter. Each version of the scale was factor analyzed, but this
form of analysis was used in a somewhat non-standa¡d fashion in that the aim was to

establish that a large number of factors were represented (cf. Briggs and Cheek, 1986),

reflecting a range of domains of the self. Thus, what is described below a¡e the strategies for
refining the questionnaire at each stage, and the approaches taken to validating ir These

included frequency counts of responses to individual items, and factor analyses, as well as

the anempts at convergent validation by correlation with other measures. Theoretical

implications for Markus' theory of the existence of such a construct, even if the Self-

Construction Questionnaire is not the ideat instrument to measure it, are also considered.

10.1.1 General Introduction

Ma¡kus has been a major spokesperson for the self-schema model of self-

environment interactions. However, particularly in regard to methodological issues, her

work has not been totally free of criticism (e.g., Burke, Kraut and Dworkin, 1984). As has

been stated, to measure being self-schematic on a given characteristic she favours the

strategy of having subjects provide self-ratings as well as personal importance ratings on
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that characteristic. Only when an extreme rating in conjunction with a high importance rating

emerges will she consider that individual to be schematic on the given characteristic or in the

given domain. In contrast, secalled "aschematics" would rate themselves in the moderate

range, noting that the given trait was not important to them.

Markus can, however, be criticized for using this measurement technique. One

difficulty with it is that some individuals can be in a third "unclassifiable" category; how

these individuals differ from those who simply do not have a schema is unclear. Further, the

combination of a middle-of-the-range rating on a characteristic with a low importance rating

is not an identical conception to never having made a self-judgment in a given area, and

therefore genuinely being unlikely to have any relevant cognitive structure or schema. An
individual might conceivably have considered a characteristic or attribute and have a fully
working schema with respect to it, while regarding it as personally unimportant.

For example, a respondent might have a well-elaborated and frequently-activated

schema about "myself in relation to mechanical devices", yet have no investrnent at all in this

schema as a part of her/his self-concept. It might be entirely unimportant to her/him whether

s/he relates well or badly to such devices, except insofa¡ as desired outcomes might not be

achieved when an attempt is made to do so. That is, the schema could have practical

importance without any implication of personal importance. Thus the respondent might
agree that a specifrc statement about the relationship between "myself and mechanical

devices" would have formed a pa:t of her/his self-desctiption were slhe to consider that
question. On such a criterion the respondent could be regarded as having a schema, white
not necessarily fining Markus' operational definition of the concept. Or, a respondent might
have no schema at all in another domain, the domain of "physical prowess" for example,

but find that the demand characteristics of the scale-rating situation result in an anomalous

response.

It was largely because of considerations like these that a "self-description" criterion

was adopted in the present study. The criterion for an individual being regarded as schematic
(or constructual) on a given va¡iable was agreement with the proposition that s/he had

thought about her/himself in this way before to the extent that s/he would probably have

included the statement, or a similar one, in a sef-description. It was considered that, at the

very least, this strategy would not result in any individuals being "unclassified", that is,

everyone was either "constn¡ctuaVschematic" or "aconstructuaVaschematic" on every

statement. Moreover, the criterion of inclusion in one's prior self-description was seen as

one that was likely to identify individuals who recognizeÅ, aconstruct as self-descriptive

without necessarily confounding such a recognition with the importance of the construct to
the self-concept
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10.1.2 Development of Ouestionnaire: Stase 1

10. 1.2. I Introductory Remarks

In 1985 a "Self-Concept Questionnaire" containing a number of statements which

might/might not be personally applicable was devised for subject selection for Experiment 3.

This experiment and the selection of items for the questionnaire were described in Chapter 9.

Respondents were required to circle "yes", "no", or "uncertain" for each of 50 items.

In addition, they were asked, for each item, to circle "yes", "no" or "uncertain" to the

statement "I have thought this about myself before now, distinctly enough that I might well
have included a simila¡ statement in a description of myself'. The questionnaire is shown in
Appendix 6.1.

Questionnaires were administered during testing sessions of Psychology I
undergraduates at the beginning of the 1985 academic year. Since there were insufficient

returns, a colleague of the researcher subsequently distributed more copies to be returned to

an anonymous box ("Self-Concept Questionnaires") at the departmental office. Of the1,24

which were returned23 did not include adequate identifying information. Thus, there were

67 female respondents and29 males, with 28 missing values. The average age of these 96

respondents was 20.83 ye¿ìrs (s.d.=6.30).

10.1.2.2 Analysis of the Self-Concept Ouestionnaire

The finding of differences between individuals who were schematic or aschematic on

certain va¡iables in the ratings of the games in Experiment 3 led to the idea that there might
be something different in the general approach to the experimental sin¡ation of schematics

and aschematics. For this reason it was decided to look at "Self-Construction", or
"Schematism" as it was termed originally, in the sense, not of individual dimensions, but of
a score out of 50 va¡iables completed on the Self-Concept Questionnaire.

Before such a score could be regarded as meaningful, further analysis of the

questionnaire was necessary. An oblique rotation following a principal components factor
analysis showed that there were nineteen independent factors, most correlations between

factors being negligible, with the highest being 0.16. This was taken as indicating rhat rarher

than being without a factor structure, the questionnaire items represented a number of
orthogonal factors. Final statistics for the factor analysis following a va¡imax rotation are

shown in Table 10.1.1. The 19 factors together accounted for 69.4 percent of the variance,

with each factor contributing 3.65 percent, on the average. The loadings of individual items

on factors were studied, and it was found that every item loaded in the mnge 0.65-0.84 on

at least one factor. Slightly less ttran half the items loaded significantly (critical r=.23,
N=124, p<.01) on more than one factor.
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Tahle 10.1.r: Final statistics for factor analysis of S0-item Self-Concept Questionnaire

after varimax rotation.

Factor Eioenvalue o/o oÍ va¡ Cum. o/o

I 4.1 5 8.3 8.3
2 2.89 5.8 14.1
3 2.73 5.5 19.6
4 2.29 4.6 24.1
5 2.13 4.3 28.4
6 2.08 4.2 32.6
7 2.OO 4.0 36.6
I 1 .76 3.5 40.1
I 1 .72 3.4 43.5

10 1.64 3.3 46.8
11 1 .48 3.0 49.8
12 1.43 2.9 52.6
13 1 .38 2.8 55.4
14 1 .34 2.7 58.1
15 1.27 2.5 60.6
l6 1.21 2.4 63.1
17 1 .10 2.2 65.3
18 1.06 2.1 67.4
19 1 .01 2.0 69.4

To further investigate the cha¡acteristics of items in the questionnaire, and to

determine whether the number of items could be decreased for a subsequent version, simple

frequencies were also calculated for each item. In a number of cases it was found that the

distributions were noticeably skewed for individual items. The loadings of items on rhe

nineteen factors which had been extracted were then examined in conjunction with these

frequency distributions of individual items. There were only 13 items on which the

distributions rwere extremely skewed. This was defîned as a24ll00 yes/no or no/yes split
since there twas a natural break in the distribution at this point (it should be noted that

respondents also had the oppornrnity to ci¡cle "uncertain"; in this case the response was

considered to be "no"). Further examination of the frequency distributions showed that there

were2L items on which there was an approximately one-thi¡d/two-thirds yes/no or no/yes

split or bener (in practice, a convenient cut-off point proved to be a M/80 split). Two
further items were slighly outside this criterion, and were included in a preliminary analysis

to determine whether the questionnaire could be abbreviated in tenns of number of items

without loss of bneadth of domains sampled. Each of ¡he 23 items loaded 0.38 or higher on

one of the original factors. This subset of items represented 14 of the 19 factors. Those

items on which there was at least a44180 split are shown in Table 10.1.2.
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Table 10.1.2: Items in the original Self-Concept Questionnaire on which there was at

least a 44180 yes/no or no/yes split.

Item no. Ite m

7 I am shy in laroe social qroups

8 I usually leave assiqnmenls until the last minute
9 I tend to persist at tricky problems even when I am frustrated bv them.
12 lmaginativeneqq Ls !îot one of my most obvious abilities
t3 I am generous with money.
16 lf someone criticizes me I oet upset
17 Mv desk or work-area at home is usuallv very untidv.
18 I find most word qames fascínatinq.
20 I daydream a lot.
23 lf I have to do a þoring and repelitive task I qet very impatient.
25 l don't think I would win a prize lor creativitv or oriqinalitv.
27 I have a very loqical mind
29 I plav a lot of soort.
30 I am quite greedy about my favourite foods
31 I'm bad at mechanical lasks.
33 Computers are a mystery lo me.
39 I find computer games quite addictive
45 I am not at all competent when it comes to mechanical devices.
46 I approach all new Lasks in a very methodical manner
48 I am a fairly sophisticated person
49 I usually remain patient even when I make mistakes at a task.

Frequencies were also calculated for the responses to the "self-description" part of the

question. For the schematic/constructual frequencies, items 9, 12,13, 15, 16, 18, 20,23,
27 , 30, 31, 39 , 45, 46 and 48 above produced a 44/80 or better split, as did the items

shown in Table10.1.3.

Table 10.1.3: Schematic/constructual frequencies - items not represented in Table

10.1.2 which produced at least a 44180 yes/no or no/yes sptit.

Item no Ite m

2 When it comes to maths, I am reallv smart.
3 I am only friendly towards others when l'm in a qood mood.
5 I am boastful about my abilities

21 I have never liked mv looks.
32 I feel pleased when friends remember mv birthdav
33 computers are a mystery to me.
35 I qo to pieces in exams
40 I don't at all mind doinq a boring and rePetítive task.
42 lf I get involved in a task I like to stick at it until it's finished
44 I have very stronq opínions about most thinos

When a further factor analysis, using the same procedure as previously, was carried

out on this subset of items, nine factors were extracted after a va¡imax rotation. The highest
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correlation ben¡¡een factors following oblique rotation had proven to be 0.14, with most
being negligible. Again it seemed that a large number of independent factors were

represented. The nine factors accounted for 62.3 percent of the variance, with the first two
factors accounting for slighly over 20 percent. Final statistics after varimar< rotation are

shown in Table 10.1.4. An average of 4.89 items loaded significantly on each factor (range

2-7 items), but no more than three items loaded more than 0.5 on any one factor.

Tahle f0.1.4: Final statistics for factor analysis of a subset of items from the Self-

Concept Questionnaire after varimax rotation.

Factor Eiqenvalue "/o of var Cum. %

1 2.71 11.8 11.8
2 2.19 9.6 21.3
3 1.76 7.7 29.0
4 1.59 7.0 35.9
5 1 .43 6.2 42.9
6 1 .34 5.8 48.0
7 1 .21 5.2 53.3
I 1.05 4.6 57.8
9 1 .02 4.5 62.3

It was concluded from this analysis that the questionnaire could be cut down for use

in a subsequent study. However, for the purpose of analyses in relation to Experiment 3,

SeH-Construction scores were calculated for each original respondent on the basis of the
original 50 items. Analyses were then carried out to determine whether there were any
relationships bet'ween this score and the experimental va¡iables.

Although the scale was originally intended to comprise primarily "filler" items, the
analyses that were undertaken as a result of the unexpected findings in the experiment
showed that it was a reasonably suitable scale for the purpose of measuring "schematism"

or "Self-Construction". (Following further consideration of some of the theoretical issues,

and after the devising of the Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2), the term "Schematism"
was reseryed for the score derived using Markus'criteria, and the term "Self-Consüuction"
was adopted in relation to the present researcher's criterion. It should be noted that Jones
(L9&, p. 3) uses the term "self-construction" to refer to "the attempt to make one's public
self congruent with one's ideal self': the present usage is quite distinct from this ea¡lier
usage.)

Given the results in Experiment 3, it seemed possible that Self-Construction might
relate to other variables, for example the Private Self-Consciousness subscale of Fenigstein,
Scheier and Buss (1975). This subscale purports ro measure the extent to which individuals
are introspective about their thoughts and emotions. As subsequent analysis revealed, the
correlation between this subscale of the Self-Consciousness scale, and Self-Construction,
was of a reasonable order (r.304, N=51, p=.015). That Self-Construction rilas shown to
relate to other va¡iables, including the rating variables in Experiment 3, was taken to indicate
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that the Self-Concept Questionnaire was measuring something meaningful. Since these

relationships would not have been predicted on the basis of Ma¡kus' (1977,1980) cognitive

model, it was decided to ascertain whether it was the "self-description" instructions which

contributed to the meaningfulness of the scale, or whether the same results could be

achieved using Marla¡s' criteria.

10.1.3 Development of Ouestionnaire: Stage 2

10. 1.3. 1 Introductory Remarks

To elaborate on the points made in Section 10.1.1 above, according to Ma¡kus

(L977), individuals who rate themselves extremely (1-4 or 8-11 on an 1l-point scale) on a

characteristic and who also indicate that it is important to them (rating 8- 11 on an I l-point
importance scale) are schematic on the variable in question (generally she uses these criteria

in combination on t,wo or three trait-type va¡iables). Those who rate themselves in the

middle of the range (points 5-7), and for whom the va¡iable is not important, a¡e aschematic

(in the present study points 1-4 on the importance scale were used, but Ma¡kus changes her

criterion e.g., in 1977 she says "fell in the lower portion of the distribution on the

importance scale" (p.66), in 7982 "low on importance....(1-6 on the 1l-point scale)" (Fong

and Markus, p. 195), and in 1985 Ma¡kus, Smith and Moreland use "points 8-11" on the

importance scale, now reversed, to indicate "very unimportant to thei¡ self-evaluation" (p.

1497)). As has been suggested, if this set of criteria is used the implication is that certain

individuals a¡e unclassifiable. Ma¡kus does not discuss this point at any length, but writes in

her 1977 paper:

"The term aschematic is used to mean without schema on this particular dimension.

Invoking the importance criterion conjointly with the extremity criterion made it
possible to avoid confusing Aschematics with persons who act (and think of themselves) as

independent in some classes of situations and as dependent in other classes of situations,

and do so consistently. Making such fine discriminations would lead these individuals to

develop a fairly well-articulated conception of the independence domain of social behavior,

and thus it would be incorrect to classify them as Aschematics. However, if these people

had a well-a¡ticulated conception of themselves as both dependent and independent, they

would no doubt be quite sensitive to social behavior in the domain of independence and

would consider it to be a signifrcant and important area. Hence, they would not be classified

as Aschematics according to our criteria" (p.67).

To reiterate, the criterion for being schematic/constructual used by the present

researcher is a "self-description" one. Thus respondents simply circle "yes" to show that

they have thought about themselves this way before, or "no" to show that they haven't. An
"uncertain" category is also available, but "no" and "uncertain" are both regarded as

"aschematic/aconstn¡ctual" responses.
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Because of the confusion arising out of Ma¡kus' (1977) remarks, and because,

logically, if a schema is to be regarded as a cognitive structure, it does not quite make sense

to have it to a certain degree, a further def,rnition was used in the present analyses.

Theoretically it could be argued that an individual either has or does not have a schema

whether it be well-developed or in a rudimentary form, and without there being any

implication regarding how active or personally meaningful that schema might be. Thus,

within Markus' criteria, all those who a¡e not schematic could be classed as aschematic.

In the present study, then, two different definitions of being schematic and th¡ee

different definitions of being aschematic were compared for each variable. The former were,

in summary, this researcher's "self-definitional" criterion and Markus'criterion of
extremeness of self-rating combined with importance in the individual's self-conception.

The latter included the criterion of not having had the item in one's self-description, rating

the item as neither extreme nor important and this resea¡cher's adaptation of Ma¡kus'

definition, the labelling of all those who are not schematic as aschematic (Markus'criteria

result in some respondents being "unclassifiable").

10. 1.3.2 The Ouestionnaire

Since, in order to compare the two different selection criteria for being

schematic/constructual, respondents were to be asked to judge of each item not only whether

it would previously have been part of their self-description, but also their level on it, and its
importance to their seH-conception, it was necessary to halve the number of items in the 5G
item questionnaire. The analyses which detemrined the selection of items have al¡eady been

described. T\e2l items which were split at least one-thirds/twethirds yes/no or no/yes

were included, as were four items relating to the main aim of Experiment 3 (the two
borderline items of the subset of 23 refened to previously were excluded at rhis stage). The
questionnaire appears in Appendix 6.2, and the items a¡e also displayed in Tables 10.5.1 to

10.5.4, and Table10.7. It should be noted that items 19 and 24, which are highly correlared,

were both included as a simple check that respondents were taking the task seriously. Had
they not retained their correlation, individual forms could have been more closely examined.

The main aim of the study for which the Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2) was

used to select subjects was to investigate the effects of praise on performance on some

person perception tasks. The study that was undertaken, Experiment 4, was discussed in
Chapter 7. Specifically the aim was to investigate the interaction be¡ween praise for
behaviour within a given domain ("perceptivity") and the subject's prior self-concept in that

domain.

The Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2) was administered to Psychology I
undergraduates at Adelaide University in the testing sessions of 1986. To increase the

number of returns, fi¡rther questionnaires were subsequently distributed in an informal
manner, to be returned to the departnental office. 185 were received by the due date and



265
these were analyzed ( a further six received late did not enter into the analyses to be

discussed here, but were kept in reserve for subject selection for Experiment 4). The Self-

Monitoring Scale (Snyder, 1974) was administered at the same time. Of the 185

respondents, 135 were female and 47 were male. Their average age was 20.29 years

(s.d.=5.23 years).

Although the Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2) was administered primarily with
a view to relating responding on it to performance in the proposed experiment, a variery of
analyses comparing the operationalization of the constructs of Markus (L977) and Ma¡kus et

al (1982, 1985) with that of the present researcher were also carried out on the

questionnaire data; these analyses have theoretical significance.

As has been discussed previously it was in fact discovered that an insufficient numbr
of respondents were schematic on the variable relevant to the experiment and it became

necessary to devise a different experiment taking advantage of any variable on which
suitable proportions of schematic and aschematic subjects could be achieved.

10.1.3.3 Analyses of Self-Concept Ouestionnaire (Version 2)

10.1.3.3.1 comparison of Numbers who are schematic/constn¡ctual and

Aschematic/Aconstructual by Variable

For each of the 25 va¡iables the numbers who were schematic according to the two
different criteria and aschematic according to the three different criteria were calculated. Each

item was crosstabulated and statistics of association, r, phi and chi-squared, were calculated

between the cases selected by Markus' criteria and those selected by the criterion of the

present researcher. The results are shown in Tables 10.1.5.1 to 10.1.5.4. Since r and phi
values were very similar, often identical, and in view of limitations of space within the

tables, r and chi-squared only are reported. In every case, except that identified with
asterisks, the associated probability is .0001 or less. ** indicates p<.01.

It can be seen that using Markus'criteria for being "schematic" ("constructual") on
given items is a more stringent procedure. For 24/25 items fewer respondents were

schematic/constructual by this procedure than by the other (Sign Test, x=l, N=25, p<.001).
Interestingly, using Ma¡kus' conjunction of extremeness and importance resulted in very
few individuals being classified as aschematic on given items. For 2025 irems, however,

more than 50 percent of respondents were unclassifiable.

The measures of association show that the two techniques tended to select the same

individuals. All of the25 items showed significant association, generally with a p<.00001

(in only one case, "I am shy in large social groups", was p>.0001). Pearson r ranged

between .266 and .639, and phi between .259 and .657.
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10.1.3.3.2 Comparison of Schematism Scores and Self-Constn¡ction Scores

Two "schematism" scores were calculated for each subject. As has been stated, the

score resulting from this resea¡cher's technique was termed "Self-Construction" while

"Schematism" was reserved for that resulting from Markus' (1977) technique (allowing

some respondents to remain unclassified where necessary). Descriptive statistics for these

va¡iables are shown in Table 10.1.6. N was 185 in each case, since every respondent

received a score weighted for any missing values (this was done by dividing the score by the

actual number completed, and multiplytng by 25). The technique favoured by the present

researcher resulted in a higher mean, and a slightly greater range.

Table f 0.r.5.1: Crosstabulation of the 25 items of the Setf-Concept Questionnaire

(Version 2) comparing selection of schematic/constructual individuals according to
Markus' (1977) criteria and that used in the present research - items I to 6. Kqg:
c/s=constructual/schem atic, a-c/a-s=aconstructual/aschem atic, unc=unclassified,

Chi=chi-squared.

Itc m Markus' Present Measures of
Criterla Criterion Associal lo n

Class if lcat lo n N o/o N o/o ch¡ df I

1. I am shv in laroe c/s 97 52.4 154 83.2 1 3.04" 2 .270
social qrouos a-c/a-s 11 5.9 31 16.8

unc 77 41 .6
a-cla-s+u nc 88 47.5

2. I usually leave c/s 85 4s.9 122 65.9 19.86 2 32A
assionments unlil a-cla-s 11 5.9 63 34.1
the last minute unc 89 48.1

a-cla-s +u nc 100 54.1

3. I tend to oersist at c/s 76 41 .1 104 56.2 49.07 2 .516
tricky problems even a-cla-s 11 5.9 81 43.8
when I am frustrated unc 98 52.9
bv them a-c/a-s+u nc 109 s8.9

4.lamaoood c/s 85 45.9 105 5 6.8 55.7',i 2 .491
iudoe of oeoole a-cla-s 14 7.6 80 43.2

unc 86 46.4
a-c/a-s+u nc 100 54.1

5. lmaqinativeness is c/s 100 s4.1 11s 62.2 49.51 2 508
not one of mV most a-cla-s 4 2.2 70 37.8
obvious abilities unc 81 49.7

a-cla-s+u nc 85 4s. I

6. I am qenerous c/s 55 29.7 75 40.5 49.65 2 .448
with monev a-c/a-s 't9 10.3 109 58.9

unc 't't1 60.0 1 5
a-c/a-s+u nc 130 70.3
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Table 10.1.5.2: Crosstabulation of the 25 items of the Self-Concept Questionnaire

(Version 2) comparíng selection of schematic/constructual individuats according to
Markus' (1977) criteria and that used in the present research - items 7 to 12. [qa:
c/s=constructual/schematic, a-c/a-s=aconstructual/asch ematic, unc=unclassified,

Chi-chi-squared.

Item Ma rkus' Present Measures of
Crlterla Crlterlon Assoclat lon

C la sslf lcatlo n N o/o N o/o chr df r

7. I've never fell c/s 40 21.6 46 24.9 62.15 2 .513
confident that a-cla-s 21 11 .4 139 75.1
I could iudqe a unc 124 67.0
oerson's intellioence a-cla-s+unc 14s 78.4

8. lf someone criticizes c/s 107 s7.8 130 70.3 48.13 2 430
me, I qet uÞset a-cla-s 9 4.9 55 29.7

unc 69 37.3
a-cla-s+unc 78 42.1

9. Mv desk or work c/s 82 44.3 124 67.0 54.79 2 509
area at home is a-c/a-s I 4.3 61 33.0
usually very untidv unc 95 51 .4

a-cla-s+unc 103 55.7

10. I find most word c/s 30 16.2 29 15.7 79.51 2 569
oames fascinatino a-c/a-s 29 't 5.7 1s6 84.3

unc 126 68.1
a-cla-s+unc 15s 83.8

11. ldaydream a lot c/s 82 44.3 103 ss.7 78.72 2 .580
a-cla-s 18 9.7 82 44.3
unc 85 45.9
a-cla-s+unc 103 55.7

12. lam a oerceotive c/s 120 64.9 127 68.6 69.18 2 557
Þerson a-c/a-s 10 5.4 58 31.4

unc 55 29.7
a-cla-s+unc 65 3s.1
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Table 10.1.5.3: Crosstabulation of the 25 items of the Self-Concept Questionnaire
(Version 2) comparing selection of schematic/constructual individuals according to
Markus' (1977) criteria and that used in the present research - items 13 to 18. [gI:
c/s=constructual/schematic, a-c/a-s=aconstructual/aschematic, unc=unclassified,

Chi=chi-squared.

Ite m Markus' P resent Measures ot
Crlterla Crlterlon Assoclatlon

Class lf lcatlon N o/o N a/o cht df I

13. lf I have to do c/s 72 38.9 91 49.2 49.59 2 430
a borinq and a-cla-s 19 10.3 94 50.8

repetitive task unc 94 50.8
I get very imoatient a-cla-s+u nc 113 61 .1

14. I don't think c/s 84 45.4 94 50.8 42.77 2 475
I would win a a-cla-s I 4.9 91 49.2

orize lor creativitv unc 92 49.7
or oriqinalitv a-cla-s +u nc 101 54.6

15.lhaveavery c/s 112 60.5 116 62.7 54.90 2 502
loqical mind a-c/a-s 15 8.1 69 37.3

unc 58 31.4
a-cla-s+u nc 73 3 9.5

16. lplayalot c/s 92 49.7 137 7 4.1 40.12 2 459
of sport a-cla-s 7 3.8 48 2s.9

unc 86 46.s
a-cla-s+unc 93 50.3

17. I can iudqe orettv c/s 22 11.S 26 't 4.1 61.17 2 442
well straioht awav a-cla-s 36 '1 9.5 159 85.9
if a person is unc 127 68.6
añistically talented a-c/a-s+unc 163 88.1

18. I am ouita c/s 36 19.s 58 31 .4 56.40 2 .522
greedy about mv a-c/a-s 21 11 .4 127 68.6
favourite foods unc 128 69.2

a-cla-s +u nc 149 80.s
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Table 10.1.5.4: Crosstabulation of the 25 items of the Self-Concept Questionnaire

(Version 2) comparing selection of schematic/constructual individuals according to

Markus' (1977) criteria and that used in the present research - items 19 to 25. !(gI:
c/s=constructual/schematic, a-c/a-s=aconstructual/aschematic, unc=unclassified,

Chi=chí-squared.

Table 10.l.tl: Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2) . Means, standard deviations,

maxima and minima of Self-Construction and Schematism scores.

Score Mean s.d Minimum Maximum

Se lf -Co nstru ctio n 12.48 4.89 0 25
Schematism 9.65 4.72 0 22

Ite m Markus' Present Measures of
Crlterla Crlterlon Assoclatlon

C !ass ltlcat lon N o/o N o/o ch¡ df r

19. I'm bad at c/s 4S 26.5 64 34.6 43.97 2 434
mechanical tasks a-cla-s 18 9.7 121 65.4

unc 118 63.8
a-cla -s+u nc 136 73.s

20. Comouters are a c/s 28 1 5.1 69 37.3 20.9 1 2 274
mvstery to me a-cla-s 16 8.6 116 62.7

unc 141 7 6.2
a-cla-s+unc 157 84.8

21. I aooroach all c/s 82 44.3 90 48.6 92.71 2 639
new tasks in a very a-cla-s 16 8.6 9s 51 .4
methodical manner unc 87 47.0

a-cla-s+unc 103 55. 7

22. lamafairlv c/s 69 37.3 98 53.0 49.24 2 .429
sophisticated oerson a-cla-s 14 7.6 87 47.O

unc 102 55.1
a-c/a-s+unc 116 62.7

23. I usuallv remain c/s 83 44.9 128 69.2 29.O8 2 370
oatient even when a-cla-s 6 3.2 57 30.8
I make mistakes unc 96 51.9

at a lask a-cla-s+unc 102 s5.1

24. I am not at all c/s 49 26.s 69 37.3 48.s4 2 420
comoetent when a-c/a-s 23 't2.4 116 62.7
it comes to unc 113 61 .1

mechanical devices a-cla-g+unc 136 73.s

25. I tind comouter c/s 29 15.7 36 19.5 46.55 2 .442
oames ouite a-c/a-s 28 1 5.1 149 80.5
addictive unc 128 69.2

a-cla-s+unc 156 84.3
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10.1.3.3.3 Correlations of Self-Ratings with Importance. b)¡ Variable

Markus, Smith and Moreland (1985), in referring to Ma¡kus'previously published

studies (e.g., Markus et al, 1982), note that "there has been a strong positive correlation
(ranging from.78 to.89) between extremity and importance in self-definirion" (p.1497,
note 1). To determine whether these results could be replicated in relation to the present

variables, correlations were calculated between the extremeness and the importance ratings

for each variable. These results are set out in Table 10.1.7.

Table 10.1.7: Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2) - Item-by-item correlations

between self-rating and importance rating.

Item I D

1. I am shy in large social qroups -.118 .055
2. I usually leave assiqnments u nt il the last minute 077 .151
3. I tend to persist at tricky problems even when 388 .0001

- L am frustrated by them
4. I am a oood iudqe of people 415 .0001
5.*lmaqinativeness is not one of my most obvious -.359 .0 001

abilities
6. I am generous with money 237 .001-7.'lue never felt confident that I could iudqe -.373 .0001

a person's intelliqence
8. lf someone criticizes me, I oet uoset .203 003
9. Mv desk or work area at home is 058 216

usually very untidy
10. I find most word games fascinatinq .565 000 1

11. ldaydream a lot .731 000 1

12. I am a perceplive person .645 .0001
13. lf I have to do a boríno and repetitive .1 95 004

task I oet impatient
14.'l don't think I would win a prize -.166 .012

for creatívity or originality
15. I have a very loqical mind 378 .0001

sport .593 000 1

17. I can iudoe pretty well straioht awav .591 0001
il a person is artístically talented

18. I am quite greedy about mv favourite foods .306 .0001
19. I'm bad at mechanical tasks -.141 .028
20. CoLnputers are a mystery to me -.179 .008
21. I approach all new tasks in a .509 .0001

very methodical er
22. I am a fairly sophisticated person .514 000 1

23. I usually remain patient even when .270 .0001
I make mistakes at a task

24.'l am not at all competent when it -.187 .005
comes to mechanicaldevices

25. I find computer games quite addictive .279 .0001

A mean and a standard deviation of these Pearson r values were calculated, changing
the sign of those items which were negatively worded (marked with an asterisk). The
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resulting mean was .293, with a standard deviation of .252, well below Markus' (Markus,

Smith and Moreland, 1985) reported correlations. The highest individual correlation

be¡reen extremeness and importance was .731 and five of the correlations were actually

negative (two being significantly so). These negative correlations can be explained in terms

of the tendency to regard one's own characteristics as important, since the two significantly
negatively correlated statements were no. 19, "I'm bad at mechanical tasks", and no.20,
"Computers are a mystery to me". The other three reflect somewhat socially undesirable

characteristics viz. no. 1, "r am shy in large social groups", no,2, "I usually leave

assignments until the last minute", and no. 9, "My desk or work a¡ea at home is usually

very untidy". Positive correlations on the other hand appertain to positive personal

cha¡acteristics. Taking those which are above .5, for example, the relationship holds for "I
am a perceptive person", "I approach all new tasks in a very methodical manner" and "I am a

fairly sophisticated person".

The fact that the strongest relationship occu¡red for no. 11, "I daydream a lot", might
be explained in terms relating to the individual's interpretation of the cha¡acteristic being "an

important part of my idea of myself '. That is, it may be that the meaning of "importance"

shifts between variables, so that sometimes it means "socially desirable", sometimes "my
ideal", and in this case, perhaps, something like "very indicative of what sort of person I
am". The implication of such an interpretation is that clarification of questionnaire

instructions is essential if respondents are all to make concepftally identical importance

ratings.

Although Markus generally uses the criterion of extremeness and importance ratings

on a combination of t'wo or three trait terms in classifying schematics, it was decided frrom

the beginning ttrat one statement only, the one relating to the relevant specific ability, would
be used as criterial in selecting subjects for va¡ious experiments. In the case of Experiment

4, for example, the item was "I can judge pretty well straight away if a person is artistically
talented". This approach was regarded as being consistent with the work relating behaviour

to specific versus general anirudes (e.g., Ajzen and Fishbein,7977) and specific versus

general self-concept (e.g., Brookover et al, 1965). However, with reference to Experiment

4, two general or superordinate (if the cognitive stn¡cflre of self-schemas is regarded as

hiera¡chical), statements were also included, "f am a perceptive person" and "I am a good

judge ofpeople".

The relationship between the specifrc and general va¡iables was examined. A for¡rth

va¡iable, "I have never felt confident that I could judge a person's intelligence" \ryas also

included in this analysis. Subsequent to the distribution and return of the questionnaires,

however, it was judged that this item caused difficulty in relation to the "self-description"

task. Respondents may well have had difficulty in deciding whether it was the negative or
positive of the statement which should be considered, although it was intended that they
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consider the statement as given, viz. the negative version. The greatest difficulty with the

negative statement was the juxtaposition with the wording "this characteristic".

The four va¡iables were crosstabulated and measures of association were calculated to
determine the extent of any relationships. The relationship between "f am a perceptive
person" and "I can judge pretty well straight away if a person is artistically talented" was

significant (X2=13.¿9, df=4,p=.009).The relationship between "I ann a good judge of
people" and "f can judge pretty well straight away if a person is artistically talented" was
also significant (7,2=13.63, df=4,p=.009). The crosstabulation of "I am a perceptive

person" and "I've never felt confident that I could judge a person's intelligence" was
significant (X2=23.12, ü4,p=.0001). When "I am a good judge of people', was

crosstabulated with "I've never felt confîdent that I could judge a person's intelligence" the
relationship was significant (X2=24.+g, df=4, p=.00001). The relationship between the rwo
"general" statements was also highly significant, as might be expected (y2=52.5g, df=4,

p=.00001).

10.1.3.3.5 Factor Anal)rsis of "Self-Description" and "Self-Rating" Va¡iables

10. 1.3.3.5. l "Self-Description" Variables

A principal components factor analysis of the self-description va¡iables revealed nine
orthogonal factors. The factor conelation matrix (see Table 10.1.8) shows that there were
no sizeable interfactor correlations after an oblique rotation.

Table 10.1.8: Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2) - Factor intercorrelation matrix
of "self-description" variables.

Fa cto r 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I
1

2 .1 30
3 157 151
4 -.001 056 .o14
5 .1 85 .1 61 .1 75 030
b .149 .182 .114 022 .147
7 -.254 -.016 -.115 .008 -.104 -.123
I .1 31 -.048 109 .049 069 -.07 4 .113
9 067 .05 2 081 -.053 .066 047 -.01 9 063

Table 10.1.9 shows the eigenvalues and percent of va¡iance accounted for by each
factor after a varimax rotation. The results indicate that, despite the removal of ttre nvo items
from the subset of 23 discussed above, and the addition of the person perception items, nine
independent factors were represented.



273

Tahle 10.1.q: Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2) - Final statistics after factor

analysis, followed by varimax rotation, of "self-description', variables.

Fa cto r Eiqenvalue o/o o1 var¡ance Cum %

1 4.64 18.6 1 8.6
2 1 .93 7.7 26.3
3 1 .48 5.9 32.2
4 1.32 5.3 37.5
5 1.23 4.9 42.4
6 1.16 4.6 47.1
7 1.11 4.4 51.5
I 1.09 4.4 55.9
I 1 .05 4.2 60.1

The total amount of variance accounted for by the nine factors was 60.1 percent.

10.1.3.3.5.2 Factor Anal]¡sis of "Self-Rating" Variables

Results similar to those reported in Section 10.1.3.3.5.1 above were found when the

seH-ratings were factor-analyzed. Table 10.1.10 shows the correlation mauix, and Table
10.1.11 the percent of variance accounted for by each factor. Since these results suggest that
the items in the questionnaire cover a fairþ wide range of areas or domains relating to self-
conception, it seems reasonable to take a score for "schematism/Self-Construction" from it.
The largest correlation in the matrix is 0.19, between Factors 1 and 9 (compared to a
maximum 0.14 when the short version was factor analyzed previously), but the majority of
correlations a¡e very small or negligible. Nine factors accounted for 62.4 percent of the

valiance, wittr the eigenvalues and percent of variance taken up by each factor being almost
identical to those of the earlier analysis. V/hile admittedly only 2L items were in common

benveen these ¡wo analyses, given that the data were collected from two different samples of
Psychology I undergraduates, in successive years, the outcome suggests some stability in
the core items of the measure.

Table 10.1.10: Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2) - Factor intercorrelation matrix,

self-rating variables.

Fa ctor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I
1

2 -.038
3 -.104 .021
4 o32 .026 -.027
5 .1 01 -.050 .003 .036
6 -.07I .06 8 .076 -.032 -.036
7 -.068 -.090 013 .039 -.0 04 -.076
I -.137 -.123 .100 -.102 -.016 -.01 3 .042
I -.1 91 -.016 -.009 -.069 .048 .025 -.07s .143
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Tahle I0.t.t1: SeIf-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2) - Final statistics after factor

analysis, followed by varimax rotation, of self-rating variables.

Factor Eioenvalue o/o ol var¡ance Cum %

I 3_O2 12.1 12.1
2 2.31 9.2 21.3
3 2.03 8.1 29.4
4 1.81 7.2 36.7
5 1.54 6.2 42.8
6 1 .34 5.3 48.2
7 1.31 5.2 53.4
I 1 .20 4.8 58.2
9 1.04 4.2 62.4

10. 1.3.3.6 Gender Differences

10. 1.3.3.6. l "Self-Descriptive" Variables

The "self-descriptive" va¡iables were crosstabulated by gender, and values of chi-

squared were calculated. There were no significant associations between gender and

tendency to be schematic or aschematic (or contructuaVaconstructual) on any variable.

10.1.3.3.6.2 Extremeness of Self-Rating and Importance (Markus' Criteria)

There were no significant'associations between gender and being schematic on any

variable, using Markus' (L977) selection criteria.

10. 1.3.3.6.3 "SeIf-Rating" Variables

A series of t-tests revealed that there were eight variables on which the genders

differed significantly in their self-rating. Significant differences are set our in Tables l0.L.L2
to 10.1.19.

(1) "I have never felt confident that I could judge a person's intelligence"
Table 10.1.12: Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2) - Results of t-test comparing

genders on their self-ratings of "I have never felt confident that I could judge a person's

intelligence".

Ite m Gender N Mean s.d t df o
7. I have never felt confident that M 47 3.81 2.55 2.06 179 .041
I could iudqe a person's intellioence F 134 4.84 3_09

(2) "lf someone criticizes me, I get upset"

Tahle l0.t.l3: Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2) - Resutts of t-test comparing

genders on their self-ratings of "If someone criticizes me, f get upset".

Ite m Gender N Mean s.d. t df D

8. lf someone criticizes me. M 47 6.23 3.39 -3.34 179 001
I oet uoset F 134 7.98 2.87
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(3) "I don't think I would win a prize for creativity or originality"
Table l0.l.t4: Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2) - Results of t-test comparing

genders on their self-ratings of "I don't think I would win a prize for creativity or
originality".

(4) "I have a very logical mind"
Tahle 10.1.15: Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2) - Results of t-test comparing

genders on their self-ratings of "I have a very logical mind".

(5) "I'm bad at mechanical tasks"

Table 10.1.16: Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2) - Results of t-test comparing

genders on their self.ratings of "f'm bad at mechanical tasks".

Ite m Gender N Mean s.d. t df D
19. I'm bad at mechanical tasks M 47 5.29 3.40 -2.00 180 .047

F 135 6.44 3.35

(6) "Computers are a mystery to me"
Table l0-l-17: Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2) - Results of t-test comparing
genders on their self-ratings of "Computers are a mystery to me',.

(7) "I am a fairly sophisticated person"

Table 10.1.18: Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2) - Results of t-test comparing

genders on their self-ratings of "f am a fairly sophisticated person,'.

Ite m Gender N Mean s.d t df D
14. I don't think I would win a priz€ M 47 3.79 2.81 -3.33 180 001
for creativitv or orioinalitv F 135 5.69 3.54

Ite m Gender N Mean s.d t df Þ
15. I have a very loqical mind M 47 8.38 2.35 1.92 180 .057

F 135 7.48 2.91

Ite m Gender N Mean s.d t df D
20. Computers are a mvstery lo me M 46 4.72 3.48 -5.1 6 179 .0001

F 135 7.58 3.17

Ite m Gender N Mean s.d. t df D
22. I am a fairlv soohisticated M 47 8.28 2.48 4.40 180 0001
person F 135 6.2I 2.74 I
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(8) "I am not at all competent when it comes to mechanical devices"

Table 10.1.1q: Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2) - Results of t-test comparing

genders on their self-ratings of "I am not at all competent when it comes to mechanical

devicestt.

Ite m Gender N Mean s.d t df p
24.1 am not at all competent when M 47 4.77 3.52 -2.88 180 .004
it comes to mechanical devices F 135 6.38 3.23

10. 1.3.3.6.4 Importance Ratings

There was one signiftcant difference between genders in their importance ratings, on

the variable "I am not at all competent when it comes to mechanical devices" (M:

mean=6.06, s.d.--3.27, N=47; F: mean=4.81, s.d.=3.02, N=135: t=2.41, df=l80,
p=.023).

10. 1.3.3.6.5 Schematism Scores

In contrast to the above results, there were no significant differences between the
genders in S chemati sm/S elf- Con struction calculated by either technique.

Perhaps these differences in extremeness of self-rating, but not in being constructual

on the given va¡iables, reflects the use of gender stereotypes by males and females. That is,

could it be that respondents knew the social stereotypes for extremeness of self-rating on the

variables, but not for importance (cf. the one significant result above, however - definitely a
social stereotype), nor for being constructual in the curent defrnition of the present

resea¡cher, viz. inclusion in self-description?

10. 1.3.3.7 Correlations Beween Scales

10.1.3.3.7. I correlations of self-Monitoring with Schematism variables

Small correlations were obtained between Self-Monitoring and Schematism, ând

Self-Monitoring and Self-Constn¡ction (with Self-Construction score, =.192,N=170,
p=.006; with Schematism score, r=.1.65, N=170, p=.016).

I 0. I . 3. 3.7. 2 Intercorrel ation s of Schematism Scores

Self-Constn¡ction score correlated significantly v¡ith Schematism score (r=.599,

N=185, p=.0001).

10.1.4 Development of Ouestionnaire: Stage 3

10. 1.4. I Introductory Remarks

In 1987 the final version of the questionnaire used in the present research sequence,

called the Self-Construction Questionnaire, was devised for use in selecting subjecs for
Experiment 7 (described in Chapter 9 Pa¡t 2). It appears in Appendix 6.3. There were22
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items, 2l of which were the "core" items included in earlier factor analyses. It was

necessary to devise and test this third version since the Markus task was not to be included

this time, and items specific to other experiments were to be removed. Another item was

exchanged because it had drawn corrìmenß fromrespondents, some of whom had actually
written out a positive version to replace the negative one. Thus "I don't think I would win a
prize for creativity or originality" was replaced by "I am rather more creative and original
than many other people".

10. 1.4.2 Self-Construction Scores

158 Self-Construction Questionnaires were returned after distribution during testing

sessions in 1987. The mean age of those completing the questionnaire was 21.08 yean
(s.d.=6.12, range=76.25 to 49.25 years). Ninety-two were female and 57 were male (nine

missing values).

Table 10.1.20 shows descriptive statistics for the Self-Construction Questionnaire
compared with those same statistics derived from the Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version

2), that is, the 1986 results.

Table 10.1.20: Comparison of scoring on Self-Construction in the 1986 and 1987

samples.
C cale/Score Mean s.d. M in. Max. N

Self-Construction Questionnaire 119871 12.68 4.7I 1 22 158
lf-Conc Questionn 986 12.48 4.8 9 0 25 185

Despite the fact that there were 25 items in the questionnaire in 1986, and22 in 1987 ,

the results were quite comparable, indicating some inter-subject reliability of the scale.

10.1.4.2.1 Gender Differences in Scoring

A t-test revealed no significant difference between the genders in SeH-Constn¡ction

scores.

10. 1.4. 3 Factor Anal]¡sis of "Self-Description" Variables

Although the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was at the margin of
acceptability for doing so (.572 - see Discussion), the 22 self-desc-ription variables were

subjected to a principal components factor analysis. Nine orthogonal factors emerged. As
can be seen in Table L0.L.2L there were no sizeable interfactor correlations after oblique
fotation.
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Tahle 10.1.21: Factor intercorrelation matrix after principal components factor

analysis, followed by oblique rotation, of the 22 self-description items of the Self-

Construction Questionnaire.

Facto r 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I
1

2 .02 6
3 -.012 009
4 003 018 -.055
5 -.046 -.039 -.052 .019
6 .043 .0 84 .024 -.043 -.016
7 -.169 093 .052 .035 .039 -.0 08
I -.102 -.045 .096 .017 041 0002 .084
9 -.081 -.04I .0 87 .067 032 .019 .064 043

Results of a varimæ< rotation showed that nine factors accounted for 62.1percent of
the variance, results comparable to those obtained in 1986 (refer to Table 10.1.9), although

in tlrat case the flrst factor took up a relatively greater amount of the variance. Table 10.1.22

shows the results for the Self-Construction Questionnaire. It can be seen that eigenvalues are

again consistently higher than one for every factor, but that the first factor accounts for less

of the va¡iance than it did in the ea¡lier analysis. While it should be nored that Zwick and

Velicer (1986) found that using the Kl, eigenvalue greater than one, mle results in a
consistent overestimation of the number of major factors in any data set, relative to the

number of iæms in the questionnaire the present data a¡e clearly not able to be summarized

by a few derived variables.

Table 10.1.222 Self-Construction Questionnaire - Final statistics after factor analysis,

followed by varimax rotation, of self-description variables.

Fa ctor Eiqenvalue "/o ol va¡. Cum. o/o

1 2.58 11 .7 11.7
2 1.99 9.0 20.8
3 1 .72 7.8 28.6
4 1.44 6.5 35.1
5 1 .37 6.2 41.3
6 1.26 5.7 47.1
7 1.19 5.4 52.5
I 1.O7 4.9 57.3
I 1.04 4.7 62.1
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Table 10.1.23: Factor loadings of 0.3 or higher on items of the Self-Construction

Questionnaire (#=item substituted for the earlier, negatively-worded version).

Item/Factor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 o

I am not at all competent 821
when it comes to mechanical devices
I am bad at mechanical tasks .806
Computers are a mvstery to me 678

I approach all new tasks in a 705
very methodical manner
I usually leave assiqnments -.66 6
until the last minute
My desk or work area at home -.643
is usuallv verv untidv

I play a lot of sport 762
I am shy in large social oroups -.5 92 .303
I tend to persist al tricky problems 372 396 .306
even when I am frustrated bv them

lmaqinativeness is not one of -.828
my most obvious abilities
#l am rather more creative and oriqinal 609 439
than many other people

lf I have to do a borinq and repetitive task -.77 B

I get very imoatient
I usually remain patient even when 637 -.311
I make mistakes at a task

lf someone criticizes me. I oet uoset .841
I have a very loqical mind .324 -.487 328

I find computer sames ouite addictive -.308 6s3
I daydream a lot 603
I am quite qreedv about 488
my favourite foods

I find most word qames fascinatino .789
lsln a good judge of people 3s6 .530

I am a fairly sophisticaled Þerson .695
I a¡r generous with money 307 s68
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Table 10.1.24: Factor loadings of 0.3 or higher on self-descriptive items of the Self-

Concept Questionnaire (Version 2) (#=item replaced in Self-Construction Questionnaire,
* =item dropped from Self-Construction Questionnaire).

Ite m/Facto r I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

I am bad at mechanical tasks .797
I am not at all competent 7s9
when it comes to mechanical devices
Computers are a mystery to me 618 .380

I am a good iudqe of people 730
*l am a perceptive person 708
*l've never felt confident that 498 459
I could iudge a person's intelliqence
I am qenerous with monev .432
I daydream a lot 359

lmaqinativeness is not one of 772
my most obvious abilities
#l don't think I would win a prize 649
for creativitv or orioinalitv
My desk or work area at home 444 401
is usually very unlidv

I find most word qames fascinatinq 682* I can iudoe orettv well straioht awav 38s .421
if a person is artistically talênted

I approach all new tasks in a 702
very methodical manner
I am a fairly sophisticated oerson 642 .337
I have a verv looical mind . s39 366

I usually remain Datiant even when .710
I make mistakes at a task

! þ( computer games quite addictive 553

I am shy in larqe social qrouos .715
lf I have to do a borino and reoetitive task .413 .30 6 -.502
I get very impatient
I usually leave assiqnments 426 -.3s2 .443
until the last minute

I am quite greedy about -.611
my favourite foods
I tend to persist at tricky problems 379 .s73
even when I am frustrated bV them
lf someone criticizes me. I qel uoset .355 .417 530

I play a lot of sport 797
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10.1.4.4 Interpretation of Factor Anal]¡ses

Superf,rcially the above result appears to provide further support for the inter-subject

reliability of the measure. However, although it was never intended that individual facton
should be interpreted since the aim of the analysis was to determine that a range of different
domains of the self was being sampled, examination of the items loading on each factor in
the two years does to some extent undermine the apparent stability of the measure. Tables

10.I.23 and 10.1.24 on the previous two pages show the item-by-item loadings for 1987

and 1986 respectively. Loadings of 0.3 or greater only are shown. It is apparent that the

factor stn¡cture derived in the two years is by no means identical.

10.1.5 Acouiescence or Resnonse Set

Given the nature of the questionnaire it was diffrcult to connol for acquiescence or
response set. Some items expressed in a negative direction were originally included, but

comments from respondents suggested that they found it diffrcult to think in terms of the

denial of a negative. For that reason items of this type were kept to a minimum. It was thus

difficult to establish, with reference to the questionnaire alone, that an apparent cognitive

style score was not simply acquiescence or response set, either due to the nature of the

items, or to some interaction with individual variables.

However, several other lines of evidence which were brought to bear on the issue

suggested that response set \ilas not a serious problem. Firstly, the correlations observed

between scoring on the questionnaire and a diversity of experimental variables suggested

that respondents were genuinely doing the task as set. Thus, Self-Construction correlated

with reaction times to make decisions about one's own personal cha¡acteristics @xperiment
5, described in the second part of the current chapter), and with number of judgments, and

confidence in judgments, made about otherpeople @xperiment 4), as well as with various

task evaluation responses @xperiment 3).

Secondly, the measure corelated with other established measures, with the Private

Self-Consciousness subscale (Self-Concept Questionnai¡e: r.414, N=51, p<.01), and with
the Self-Monitoring scale (Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2):r=.192,N=170, p<.05).

Thirdly, the measure did not conelate with a bogus questionnaire used to measure

"Cognitive Style" (Experiment 7) (e.089, N=79, p=.215). This latter questionnaire is
prima facie rather similar to the Self-Constn¡ction Questionnaire in terms of di¡ection of
wording of items and content of items. If individuals were responding in an acquiescent

manner on the one questionnaire, it might be expected that they would do so on the other.

Fourthly, examination of the distribution of scores on the Self-Construction

Questionnaire indicated that there was no clustering of scores at either the low or the high

end of the scale. The distribution (not depicted here) was somewhat leptokurtic (kurtosis=-

.63), and slighly negatively skewed (skewness=-.187).
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Fifthly, the score for Self-Construction derived using this resea¡cher's criterion

correlated well with the score derived using Markus' (1977) more complex criteria (Self-

Concept Questionnaire (Version 2): r=.599, N=l85, p<.0001).

Finally, specific analyses were undertaken in relation to the Self-Consciousness and

Self-Monitoring scales to determine whether correlations with negative and positive items on

those scales was approximately similar. This did not prove very satisfactory in relation to ttre

former questionnaire since only two items are reversed ("Generally, I'm not very awa¡e of
myself' and "I never scrutinize myself'). However, correlations with Self-Construction

werer=.275 (N=51, p<.05) from the sum of the two negative items, and r=.406 (N=51,

p<.01) for the sum of the positive items. The Self-Monitoring scale is approximately evenly

split into positively and negatively worded items, and although the total correlation between

that scale and the Self-Construction Questionnaire is not high, comparing correlations with

the two halves separately indicates that responses on the two sorts of items were similarly

distributed (for "true" items - r=.I73, N=170, p<.05: for "false" items - t=.16'7, N=170,

p<.05).

In conclusion, the evidence suggests that the Self-Construction Questionnaire
probably does not induce acquiescent responding to any greater extent than many other

satisfactory scales.

10.1.6 Discussion

It seems likely that the Self-Construction Questionnaire measures what might be

considered a cognitive style variable, the tendency or willingness to think about one's

characteristics, to know what they are, and to formulate a self-description quite consciously.

It has been argued that the score is unlikely to reflect acquiescence, and further work with

the measure might thus be warranted, despite the lack of comparability of the factor

structures derived from two versions of the questionnafue administered in successive years.

A major reason for not considering the factor analytic results too seriously is that,

given the nature of the scale, factor analysis was by no means an ideal form of analysis.

Items were rated on 3-point scales (conceptually 2-point), and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin

statistic was in every case only marginally adequate. While this indicates that correlation

beween items was never very high which in itself could be used as evidence ttrat the items

were from a range of different domains of the self, the problem of the basing of those

correlations on 3-point scales cannot be overcome. The analyses were ca¡ried out in the

absence of any preferable technique, but for the reasons mentioned the results should be

interpreted with caution. Thus the value of the questionnaire as a valid or reliable instn¡ment

has neither been established nor disproven. V/ith regard to the differences beween the

years, the inclusion in 1986 of the fairly complex Ma¡kus (1977) self-rating tasks, in
addition to the few exna items, might have had an impact on the overall judgmens made by
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subjects. Therefore, were it to be considered worthwhile pursuing, both inter-subject and

intra-subject reliability would still need to be established.

It seems unlikely that the criterion for selecting respondents who are constructual on

certain dimensions is superior to Ma¡kus' (L977) criteria given the close relationship of the

two measures and the similarity of the pattern of relationships with other measures (for

example, Experiment 4). However, the questionnaire as it cu¡rently stands does have the

virn¡e of simplicity.

On the other hand, the three category system which is essential for a "self-

description" criterion (an item is, or is not, part of one's self-description) is likely to limit ttre

size of correlations and thus militates against more sophisticated analysis of the scale.

A further problem is that to establish the task for the respondent requires her/him to

consider whether the characteristic is applicable (part (a) of an item) before considering

whether or not s/he has previously thought that about her/himself (pan (b)). Although

information from pa¡t (a) might prove useful for some purposes (as in some of the studies

described here), it does not itself pafücipate in the score derived from the scale. The

questionnaire insructions could conceivably be rewritten so that respondents were di¡ected

to do part (a) mentally before answering a question in the form of part (b), but that

questionnaire would need to be piloted.

Another point relates to recent theoretical work on the self-concept. In their

formulation of the self-concept, Cantor, Ma¡kus, Niedenthal and Nurius (1986) argue that

while research has not been devoted to examining the self-concept as a dynamic strucnue, it
is intuitively obvious that self-conceptions can change according to sin¡ational factors. It is

thus more realistic to think not of the self-concept, but of the current self-concept. However,

this "wo¡king self-concept" "certainly includes some well-elaborated core conceptions that,

because of their importance in identifying or defrning the self (e.g., self-schemata), are

chronically available" (Cantor et al, 1986, p. 10a). The universe of self-conceptions is

stable, but the working self-concept changes situationally, and at any given time is a subset

of that universe. It may be assumed that what is being measured by using the "self-

description" instn¡ction is in some sense a "core" seH-conception, or at least one that has

fairly frequently been consciously considered (cf. Markus and Kunda, 1986). However, as

has been noted at other points, "importance" may be a very powerful va¡iable in relation to

effects, and no direct question is asked about it in the Self-Construction Questionnaire. It
cannot be assumed that inclusion in the self-description necessarily implies importance in the

self-conception, although perhaps it implies "chronic availability". While it is implicit in the

argument of Cantor et al that importance and availability are strongly related, this also cannot

be assumed- To use an example that was used previously, I might have a very clear notion

of my ineptitude in relation to mechanical devices, might always include that notion in

spontaneous self-descriptions, and yet not consider such a fact about myself to be in any

way important to my self-conception.
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Finally, items for the questionnaire were deliberately selected as having relevance to

Psychology I undergraduates, so that the application of the scale is likely to be limited.

Should further measurement of the putative constn¡ct be undertaken it might be necessary to

include different sets of self-relevant items for different subgroups. Each version would then

need separate validation. Regarding the content of items, it could also be argued that

although effo¡ts were made to ensure that a number of unrelated domains of the self were

included, it cannot be known on the basis of analyses undertaken whether a high score for
some individuals might not simply reflect a penonally fornritous selection of items. Despite

these diffrculties with the scale itself, the work described in the second pan of this chapter

does provide evidence for the assertion that some individuals think about themselves and

know their own characteristics in a range of domains with greater certainty than do others.
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PART 2

EXPERIMENT 5

10.2.1 fntroduction

A reaction time study was undertaken in an attempt to furrher validate the

"Schematism/Self-Constn¡ction" variable by relating it to a behavioural measure. Subjects

whose Schematism and Self-Construction scores were known were asked to participate in a
study in which they were to respond "tn¡e" or "false" to a series of items which might be

self-descriptive; their reaction times were measured. Markus has used reaction times as

dependent measures in a number of her studies. In L977,for example, she reported that if
an individual has a schema in a particula¡ domain, reaction times to schema-relevant items

a.re, in general, quicker than they are for the individual without that schema. In terms of
schema theory, this is presumably because individuals who have developed a schema about
some specific domain of the seH will have integrated closely-related and relevant constructs

into that stn¡cture. Thus, when an aspect of this "cognitive or knowledge structure" (Markus

and Smith, 1981, p.24$ is activated, the entire structure is activated. Models describing
this process have been refered to previously, and include "spreading activation" models and

analogies with semantic coding (e.g., Collins and Quiltian, 1969), and a "storage bin"
model (Wyer and Srull, 1981, 1986).

Markus' (1977) method consisted of using a large number of trait adjectives,
including some previously judged as related to "independence", and some to "dependence".

W'ords relevant to a control domain, "creativity", were also included. Subjects rvere to press

either a "me" or a "not me" button in response to each word. Markus found that while
dependent schematics did say that independent words applied to them, they took
significantly longer to make these judgments than did independent schematics. Overall,
processing times of independent schematics were faster on schema-related words, as were
processing times of dependent words for dependent schematics.

Aschematics, by contrast, did not use the dependent and independent words

differentially in describing themselves, although they responded "me" to more dependent

than independent words. There was no difference among aschematics in processing times
for the two sets of words. Across all subjects average latency for a "not me" response to

dependent words was 2.63 seconds, compared to 2.22 seconds for independent words; it
was suggested that perhaps the dependent traits appeared more desirable and were therefore
more difficult to reject. An examination of Ma¡kus' graphs indicates that latencies were
generally in the range of 2.0-2.5 seconds for self-descriptive words, and about 2.2-2.8 for
traits judged not self-descriptive. Ma¡kus et al (1982) replicated these results in relation to a
different domain, that of gender.

The present researcher has suggested that "Schematisny'Self-Construction" might be

an individual difference variable, that is, that individuals think about themselves on a range
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of variables to a greater or lesser extent. However, Markus, Smith and Moreland (1985)

argued that it is unlikely that there could be any interpretation for their results other than as

the expression of expertise in quite specifrc domains, since no intelligence or cognitive style

differences have been found between schematics and aschematics in various domains.

"Moreover, individuals are rarely found to be generally schematic (schematic in many

domains) or generally aschematic" (ibid., p. 1501). Some evidence for this was presented in
Markus' 1977 paper. Here she investigated the possibility that independenVdependent

aschematics have generally global or undifferentiated cognitive styles. She used Kendall's

tau-b as a measure of a subject's departure from the standard of responding "me" to all 15

independent words and "not me" to atl 15 dependent words (similarly with the creative and

non-creative words), arguing that the closer the value to I or -1, the more clea¡ly the subject

defined he¡/himself on this dimension. The prediction following from a cognitive style
hypothesis would be that subjects with high tau values, either positive or negative, on the

independenldependent adjectives would be the same subjects with high absolute values of
tau on the creative/non-creative words. Ma¡kus found no association between the sets of
tau-b absolute values for Independents (r=.00), Dependents (r=-.07) or Aschemarics (r=-
.14). However, in view of the results in relation to "schematism/Self-Construction"

presented in Part I of this chapter, and the fact that Ma¡kus compared only two domains,
further investigation of this putative cognitive style variable across a range of domains

seemed waranted.

If individuals differ in the extent to which they are "generally schematic....or
generally aschematic" (Markus et al, 1985, p. 1501), it is likely that such a difference might
be reflected in the speed with which they are prepared to endorse a range of items as self-
descriptive. It was predicted that if individuals were asked to respond "true" or "false" to a
series of self-statements, there would be a negative relationship between reaction times and

Schematism/Self-Construction scores. That is, those who are high in Self-Constn¡ction a¡e

able to process self-relevant information in all domains more quickly simply because they

have a bener integrated and more extensive self-sructure in general. They have more ready

access to a variety of self-knowledge.

The prediction was to some extent tentative in that the reaction time effect reponed by
Markus is not universally demonstrable. Rogers (1981), for example, interprets his work
(Kuiper and Rogers,1979) as being consistent with a U-shaped relationship in which items

of extreme relevance and extreme irelevance result in shorter reaction times, and medium-

relevance items result in longer ones. Although the main purpose of that resea¡ch was

somewhat tangential to the present discussion, being self-other differences in encoding and

recall, Ma¡kus has herself found some results which might be inteqpreted as contradictory.

For example, false feedback on an attribute was processed more slowly by individuats who
were schematic on that attribute than by aschematics (I977).In a study by Markus, Hamill
and Sentis (1987) it was found that subjects with "body weight schemas" took longer to
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Process some schema-relevant information than did aschematics. (The authors argue that a

schema with an obvious referent like this one is likely to have both "universalistic" and

"particularistic" featu¡es, and therefore even appa-rent aschematics will have "some concept

or general organization of information about their body weight that allows them to evaluare

verbal stimuli for self-relevance" (ibid., p. 60)).

Taylor and Crocker (1981) raise the possibility that perceptual and simple cognitive

schemata may function to identify stimuli and process information rapidly while more

complex social schemata may function, in part, to recognize information that requires longer

and more detailed processing. They suggest that the latter type of schemata probably do

both, enabling the perceiver to process some information more rapidly and other information
in greater depth. They summarize the reaction time differences in processing schema-

relevant versus schema-irelevant input with the following hypothesis: "Whether or not

schema-relevant material is processed faster than schema-i¡relevant material depends on the

valence, centrality, evaluative consistency, novelty, and implications of the material" (ibid.,
p. 103).

Z'ajonc (1980) takes a divergent perspective on reaction time studies for items in ttre
self-concept. In arguing for his proposition that affective and cognitive reactions to stimuli
are likely processed by two separate systems, Zajonc considers an experimental situation in
which the subject is asked to indicate whether an adjective such as "honest" is se6-

descriptive. He argues ttrat it is unlikely that the decision process involves checking any sort
of list of trait adjectives because the self is simply not stored in this way. The question is
most likely interpreted as "Is the trait 'honest' consistent with your perception of yourself?"

He suggests that "....some form of affective consistency is probably involved- That is, the

seH as used in this task is probably some global and general impression suffused with
affective quality.'What is matched is primarily the affective quality of the item with the

affective quality of the impression" (ibid., p. t67).7-ajonc believes that this accounts for the
relatively shorter processing times for self-referent items (as opposed to other-referent
items) because "an emotional match would therefore be quite easy for the subject to verify"
(ibid.). Further, he believes that there is a need in such studies to separate the elaboration
and integration of the cognitive structwe from the affect that pervades it. He suggests,

however, that this is likely to prove very difficult to achieve, since the two are highly
correlated.

Others (e.g., Rogers, 1981) have made an analogy bet'ween the self in memory and a

semantic store. Indeed there are simila¡ities between a srudy of the kind undertaken and the

work of resea¡chers like Collins and Quillian (e.g., L969,1970) who report several

experiments on properry and superset (category) comparisons in relation to semantic

memory. In their model each word has stored with it a configuration of pointers to other
words in the memory - this configuration represents the word's meaning. Presumably

"myself' would have a very dense configuration. In studies generated within theirmodel,



288
the task of subjects was to decide the tn¡th of statements like "a cedar is a tree" and "tennis is

a game" (tn¡e) or "lemonade is alcoholic" and "football is a lottery" (false). The grammatical

subject was always a concrete noun from the lowest level in a hierarchy envisaged by

Collins and Quillian (1969) (for example, "canary", a specifîc instance, would be level0 in
the hiera¡chy nested in "bird", level 1, within "animal", level2). Analogously in the present

study, "I" could be regarded as at the lowest level in a stored hierarchy. Half of their

comparisons were property comparisons and half were categorical comparisons. In the

present study, the judgments to be made could be regarded as "property comparisons".

Collins and Quillian (1969) found that the difference benveen properry and categorical

comparisons was large, and this is part of the evidence they use in support of thei¡
hypothesis that such information is hierarchically stored. They suggest va¡ious hypotheses

to account for the difference in times taken to respond "Elre" and "false". For example,

under the terms of "search-and-destroy" it is suggested that the subject is trying to find
paths through her/his memory which connect the subject and predicate of the sentence.

When s/he finds a path s/he must check to determine whether it agrees with what is stated in
the sentence, and having checked to a certain "depth" s/he responds "false". Thus "false"

time will be longer than "true" time, but may be higtrly variable depending on how many

connective paths must be checked out before the sentence is rejected. If this is an accurate

model, then implausible comparisons should be rejected faster than plausible ones ("a

canary has dials" cf. "a canary has gills"). This result was obtained in the 1970 work of
Collins and Quillian. Ma¡kus (e.g.,1977) has recorded longer times for "not me" than "me"

decisions, but generally all reaction times in relation to self-relevant material a¡e about ¡wice
those recorded in studies of property and category comparisons: the latter a¡e in the range of
about 0.9 seconds to 1.5 seconds (e.g., Collins and Quillian, 1969, L970 Holyoak and

Glass, 1975). This may reflect the assumed greater number of interconnections in the self-

network.

In conclusion, the aim of the study rwas to investigate the relationship bet'ween

Schematism/Self-Constn¡ction and reaction times to respond to a variety of self-items, and

to compare specific results obtained with those of other researchers.

10.2.2 Method

10.2.2.1 Subjects: Psychology I undergraduates who had already participated in Experiment
4 were contacted by telephone and asked to participate in a "Self-Perception Study". Fifty-
three students were available at the time that this contact was made. None refiised to

participate in the study, but one failed to a¡rive at the appointed time. The average age of
subjects was 20.47 years (s.d.=5.90).

10.2.2.2 Statements: Subjects were to be required to respond "trìre" or "false" to a series of
statements. Thus a se¡ies of self-items which could apply to any individual were collected

for the task. The Gough and Heilbrun Adjective Checklist (1965) was used as a source, as ir
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had been for the original Self-Concept Questionnaire, although some items reflecting

underlying traits used in that questionnaire, but which had proved to be very skewed, were

able to be excluded. Three items from the original Self-Concept Questionnaire not used in
the Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2) were considered for inclusion since they were
just below the criterion in constructing that second version. Two of these were included, but

the third was not since it had drawn some critical comments when the former questionnaire

was administered. Most importantly, an attempt was made not to overlap underlying trait

concepts implied in the items with those of the Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2). No

particular attempt was made to equelize the length of statements in the preliminary trial of the

technique, since it was planned to examine times for each item separately as well as average

times - and the time for reading and processing the statement should be a constant within-
subject factor in any case. Five "factual" (i.e., empirically verifrable) statements were also

included for comparison pu{poses (items 5, 10, 15,20 and 25 in Table 10.2.2).It was

hoped that the items included were roughly representative of positive, negative and socially

desirable characteristics, but no independent ratings of these dimensions were obtained. The

practice items included were Markus' (1977) "honest", "intelligent" and "friendly".

10.2.2.3 Procedure: Each subject came to the laboratory individually, was seated in front of
a North-Star Advantage computer screen and given a single typed sheet of instructions to

read. Once the subject indicated that s/he understood what was expected, namely that s/he

was to decide for each statement "whether it is true or generally true of me, or false or
generally false of me", the key¡lad attached to the computer was positioned appropriately as

to the subject's dominant hand, and the subject began the practice items. The resea¡cher then

left the room and the subject initiated and completed the test items on her/his own.

| 0.2.3 Results

Pearson correlation coefhcients were calculated between Self-Construction score and

each individual item, benveen this score and an avemge ¡eaction time to the factual items, an

average reaction time to the personal construction items (those not regarded as "factual"),

and an overall average. Table L0.2.1shows these results. Also shown a¡e results for a
social desirability set (those items to which a majority of subjecs responded "tn¡e"- se€

Secúon IO.2.3.3 below) and an adjusted set (excluding extreme scores - see Section

10.2.3.2 below). The same correlations were calculated with Ma¡kus' Schematism score.

The results were rema¡kably similar for the two scoring techniques. Correlations with Self-

Monitoring are also shown.
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Table l0.r.l: Correlations between Self-Construction, Schematism, and Self-

Monitoring, and selected subsets of stimulus items used in reaction-time task.

Tvpe of ltem Self -Construction Schematism Self -M on¡torino
(Averaqe Reaction Timel I r r

Personal Construction -.27 4' -.279' -.058
Fact ua I -.37 8" -.327" -.1 12
Ove ra ll -.287' -.2 g g' -.063
Adiusted -.293* -.296' -.055
Social Desirabilitv -.332** -.370** -.147

* = p<.05
*,r- p<.01

10.2.3. 1. I Personal Construction Items

There was a significant negative correlation between Self-Construction score and

reaction times to items from a variety of personal domains (that is, the average reaction time

to respond to all but the "factual" items). This relationship, while not large, was in the

predicted direction, and was statistically significant (with Self-Construction score r..T|4,
N=52, p=.025; with Markus'Schematism score r=-.279, N=52, p=.023).

10.2.3. 1. l. I Relationship With Self-Monitoring Score

The correlation between Self-Monitoring and time taken to respond to personal

construction items was negligible C.058) .

10.2.3. 1.2 Factual Items

There \4'ere somewhat higher negative correlations be¡ween Self-Constn¡ction and

average reaction time to the five factual items (r-.378, N=52, p=.003), and between

Schematism and reaction times (r=-.327, N=52, p=.009).

1 0.2. 3. 1 .2. 1 Relationship V/ith Self-Monitorin g Score

The corelation between Self-Monitoring and time to respond to factual items was

small and non-significant (e-. I 12).

10.2.3. 1.3 Overall Average

There was a signiñcant negative correlation between Self-Construction and average

reaction times over all 30 items (r=-.287, N=52, p=.019), as there was between

Schematism and overall average (r=-.288, N=52, p=.019).

I 0.2. 3. 1 . 3. 1 Relation ship tÈy'ith Self-Monitorin g S core

The correlation between Self-Monitoring and time taken to respond to all items was

negligible (r-.063).
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Schematism

Subjects were split at the mean ( a number of them were clustered at the median) of
both distributions of self-concept scores, and t-tests were calculated to compare the nvo

halves. For the Schematism comparison there were no significant differences, and for the

Self-Construction comparison there was only one significant difference. Subjects above the

mean on Self-Constn¡ction responded more quickly to factual items than did those below the

mean (t=2.2, df=49.81, p=.032).

Tohlc 1î ) ). Item-by-item correlations between reaction times and Self-Construction

scores, and reaction times and Schematism scores.
( icore Self-Construction Schematism
Ite m I p r D

1. I have a variety of different hobbies -.224 055 118 .203
2. I am an ambitious person -.295 o17 -.375 .003
3. I never persist at a puzzle unless I'm -.039 .3 93 081 .284

Drettv sure I'll be able to solve it
4. I am generally considerate of others - .210 067 210 .067
5. I am enrolled in Psvcholoqy I 418 001 -.307 .013
6. I tend to be absent-minded 300 015 -.274 .025
7. I am an assertive person 178 .1 03 -.281 .022
8. I am often lazv about iobs I don't want to do -.240 043 -.151 .143
9. I arD a tairly cautious person .041 386 .1 04 .267

1 write with left h -.353 005 -.267 .028
11. I am conscíentious about mv studies -.095 .252 -.201 .077
12. I n lhink that I am self n -.214 064 -.1 23 .192
13. I am a capable person 213 .0 65 219 .05 9
14. I often behave imoulsivelv -.281 .022 253 .035
15. I have blue eyes -.309 .013 - .211 .06 7
16. I am rather an unconventional person 006 482 -.1 40 .161
17. I am qenerally optimistic - -129 182 239 .044
18. I am quite talkative when with friends -.269 027 -.233 .04I
19. I think of myself as a moodv person 236 .046 228 .052
20. I was born in Australia -.017 .453 243 .042
?l-l am quick to grasp a new ídea -.087 .270 -.0 26 427
22. I consider myself to be rather a wittv person 292 .01 I 269 027
23. I was verv rebellious when I was vounoer -.041 .387 -.099 242
24.1 alwavs cry when I see a sad film 285 .020 -.282 022
25. I am fluent in half a dozen different lanquaoes -.205 .o72 -.181 .099
26. I definitely have a stubborn streak 200 .077 -.1 33 .17 4
27. I have had more than one bad experience -.120 198 -.086 .272

throuqh beinq too trust¡no of other Deople
28. I am a fairlv serious person .152 141 .090 .262
29. I am a coward about pain -.082 .282 -.240 .043
30. I think I see life in a fairlv realistic wav -.249 .037 272 .026
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10.2.3. 1.5 Item-bv-Item Correlations

Although the item correlations were generally not large, 27ß0 (present researcher)

artd28/30 (Ma¡kus) of them were in the predicted direction, that is, higher Self-

Construction or Schematism scores were associated with shorter reaction times (these

proportions are significant using a Sign Test; x=3, N=30, p<.001). Correlations are set out
item-by-item in Table 10.2.2 on the previous page.N is 52 in every case.

10.2.3.2 Correlations After Removal of Extreme Scores

To take account of at least one possible enor, and at least one lapse of attention per

subject, the longest and shortest reaction times were removed from each subject's

distribution of scores. An adjusted overall average was calculated and correlated with Self-

Construction, Schematism and Self-Monitoring. This procedure ¡esulted in a change in the

relationship with Self-Constn¡ction from -.287 to -.293 (p=.Q17), with Schematism from -
.288 to -.296 (p=.Ql6), and with Self-Monitoring from -.063 to -.055 (refer to Table

L0.2.1above).

10.2.3.3 Social Desirabilitv Resoonding

Frequencies of "true" and "false" responses to the 25 personal construction items

were checked. Items for which the majority (defrned as more than 40) of subjects all
responded in one direction, true or false, were regarded as items attracting social desirability
responding. These items \flere no. 2,"Iam an ambitious person (45/52 "true"), no.4, "I am
generally considerate of others" (50152 "true"), no. 1 1, "I am conscientious about my
studies (47/52 "true"), no. 13, "I am a capable person " (50/52 "Eue"), no. 18, "I am quite
talkative when with friends" (47/52 "true"), and no. 30, "I think I see life in a fairly realistic
way" (46/52 "true"). Two further averages of reaction times were then calculated, one

across social desirability items and the other across the remaining 19 (excluding factual)

items.

There was a signif,rcant negative correlation between the social desirability average

and Self-Construction score (r=-.332,N=52, p=.008). This was also the case for
Schematism score (r=-.370, N=52, p=.003) (refer to Table 10.2.1above). It should be

noted, however, that this correlation is confounded with that for all "true" items (see

below).

10.2.3.3. 1. 1 Relationship V/ith Self-Monitoring

There \#as a small negative relationship (-.L47) between Self-Monitoring and time

taken to respond to the social desirability set of items.
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10.2.3.3.2 Correlation Between Self-Construction. Schematism and Non-social
Desirabilitv Items

The correlations of the non-social desirability items with Self-Constn¡ction (r-.250,
N=52, p=.037) and Schematism (r=-.248, N=52, p=.038) were also significant and

negative although not of a large order.

10.2.3.3.2. I Relationship With Self-Monitoring

The relationship between Self-Monitoring and all items excluding the "factual" and

social desirability sets was negligible (r-.039).

10.2.3.4 Comparison of Average Time To Decide "True" or "False"

On the average each subject responded "true" 8.38 times (s.d.=2.134) and "false"

16.62 times (s.d.=2.134) (this difference is significant, r=13.9, df=51, p=.0001). The

average time taken to decide "false" was significantly longer than that taken to decide "tn¡e",

This difference was of the order of 300 milliseconds, the "true" mean being 2.523 msecs.

(s.d.=.892) and the "false" mean 2.837 msecs. (s.d.=.984) (t=4.11, df--51, p=.0001).

This result is generally consistent with Ma¡kus' (e.g., 1977) findings in domains of
the self and with some of the property comparison fîndings in relation to semantic store

(e.g., Collins and Quillian, 1969), although the latter result in consistently shorter latencies.

It seems that consideration of the properties of "myself' takes longer than does

consideration of the properties of birds, frshes and other objects in the.natural world.

10.2.3.5.1 Compa¡ison of Factual and Personal Construction Items

As might be anticipated it took a significantly shorter time to decide whether a factr¡al

item as compared to a personal construction item was true or false (t=9.735, df=51,
p=.0001). Table 10.2.3 shows the comparative means.

Tahle 10.2.3: Means and standard deviations of factual items, personal construction

items, social desirability items, and non-social desirability items.

Tvpe of ltem Mean R.T. (secs.' s.d.

Factu a I 1.745 0.381
Personal Construction 2.818 0.999
Social Desirabilitv 2.207 0.653
Non-Social Desirabilitv 2.998 1.176

It took less time to decide upon the socially desirable items than upon otherpersonal

constn¡ction items, although as has been implied above this may be largely accounted for by
the fact that all social desirability items were in the "rrue" direction (t=6.41,df=51,

p=.0001) (refer to Table 10.2.3).
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Tahle 10.2.4: Means and standard deviations of reaction times, item by item, showing

reaction time rank.

Ite m Mean R.T. s.d. Rank
(in secs.) (of meanl

1. I have a variety of different hobbies 2.6 63 1 .887 18
2. I am an ambitious person 1 .804 .8 91 4
3. I never persist al a pvzzle unless l'm 5.340 1 .865 30

pretty sure l'll be able to solve it
4. I am qenerallv considerate of others 2.102 .707 7
5. I am enrolled in Psvcholoov I 1.788 .563 3
6. I tend to be absent-minded 2.8 63 .345 23
7. I am an assertive þerson 2.359 1 .215 15
8. I am often lazy about iobs I don't want to do 2.964 1 .770 24
9. I am a fairlv cautious person 2.641 '1 .493 17

10. I always write with my left hand 2.097 615 6
11. I am conscientious about mv studies 2.3 00 .752 1 1

12. I often think that I am ouite self-centred 3.6 78 2.178 27
13. I am a capable person 1.845 1.026 5
14. I often behave impulsivelv 2.8 55 3.31 8 21
15. I have blue eyes 1.393 370 2
16. I am rather an unconventional person 3.7 45 2.568 28

nerally optimistic 2.198 1.193 10
18. I am quite lalkative when with friends 2.1 03 .886 I
19. I think of mvself as a moodv oerson 2.316 .943 f3
20. I was born in Australia 1.294 .317 1

2'l.l am quick to Orasp a new idea 2.683 2.334 19
22. I consider mvself to be rather a wittv Derson 2.860 1.786 22
23. I was very rebellious when I was vounoer 2.486 1.308 16
24.1 alwavs cry when I see a sad film 2.277 1.033 14
25. I am fluent in half a dozen different lanouaoes 2.151 .726 9
26. I defínitely have a stubborn streak 2.7 43 1.655 20
27. I have had more than one bad exoerience 4.994 2.490 29

through beinq too trustinq of other Þeople
28. I am a fairly serious person 2.314 1.082 12
29. I am a coward about pain 2.990 2.126 25
30. I think I see life in a fairly realistic wav 3.086 1 .437 26

I 0.2.3.5.3 Item-by-Item Means

An average reaction time for each item was calculated, and these times were ranked.

Table 10.2.4 above shows the results of this analysis. The factual items headed the ranking,

with some other positions being notetüorthy. For example, "I never persist at apuzzle
unless I am pretty sure I'll be able to solve it" takes the longest time; this item has been used

for subject selection in a previous study of this projecr It should be noted of course that

there was no control for length of item, and this was one of the longer ones. When the item
receiving rank29 is also considered (item no. 2'1, \ have had more than one bad experience

through being too trusting of other people"), it suggests that control for length would be

desirable in a future study.
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10.2.3.6 Correlations rWith Experimental Variables (Person Perception Study)

Pearson r correlation coeff,rcients were calculated between average reaction times and

some of the va¡iables from Experiment 4, specifically number of judgments made in the

third phase of the study, and confidence in those judgments.

10.2.3.6.1 Correlations rñ/ith Number of Judgments Mad,e

As Table 10.2.5 shows, there were signifrcant correlations between average reaction

times and number of judgments made in each of the judgment categories, a¡tistic talent,

intelligence and temperament.

Table 10.t.5: Correlations between reaction times to subcategories of items in

Experiment 5 and number of judgments made in the artistic talent, intelligence and

temperament categories in Experiment 4.

Item Cateoorv Number of Judqments Made
Art lstic Intellioe nce Temperament

Personal Construction -.433** -.472"' 368.
Factual 522" * 350' -.490*"
Overall Averaoe 449"', -.474*" 384*

't' =p<.05

'l'* =p<.00L
***=p<.0001

These relationships were all in the direction that shorter reaction times were

significantly associated with an increased number of judgments being made.

10.2.3.6.2 Confidence in Judgments Made

Despite the impressive correlations be¡reen reaction times and number of judgmens

made, those between reaction times and confidence in judgments were negligible, ranging

between -.L52 and.034.

10.2.3.7 Factor Analysis of Items

In order to determine whether a variety of domains had been sampled across the

items, a principal components factor analysis was carried out on the responses to the items
(tnre or false). From the 30 items 11 factors were extracted, accounting for 72.5 percent of
the va¡iance (it should be noted that the correlations on which this analysis is based result

from a scale with only nvo points). The factor correlation matrix after oblique rotation

showed negligible correlations between factors. The final statistics after va¡imÐ( rotation are

shown in Table L0.2.6. Once again this result can be taken as some evidence that a range of
self-domains has been sampled
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Table t0.2.tl: Final statistics after factor analysis, followed by varimax rotation, of

responses to items.

Fa clo r Eiqenvalue o/o of variance Cum. o/o

1 3.25 11.2 11 .2
2 2.93 10.1 21.3
3 2.18 7.5 28.8
4 2.03 7.0 35.8
5 1 .83 6.3 42.1
6 1.75 6.0 48.1
7 1 .68 5.8 53.9
8 1.58 5.4 5 9.4
I 1 .47 5.1 64.4
10 1.21 4.2 6 8.6
11 1 .13 3.9 72.5

10.2.4 Discussion

Overall the results of this snrdy can be considered to have confirmed the major
prediction, that relating to Self-Construction (Schematism) and reaction time to make

decisions about self-related items. Thus there was a relationship between the number of
items on which subjects have a constn¡ct or schema and their behaviour. That there was not
also a relationship with Self-Monitoring in this study or in Experimenr 4 suggests that

something other than a self-presentational aspect of social behaviour is being measured by
the questionnaire technique. This conclusion is strengthened when considered in
conjunction with findings in two unrelated areas on the relationships between Self-

Construction and behaviour (presented in the reports of Experiments 3 and 4).

Some kind of cognitive style variable is a likely candidate for what is being measured

in these studies. Whether such a va¡iable underlies some of the work on schemas presented

by Markus (e.g.,1977) is unclea¡. For Markus a schema, which is generally accessed by
two or three trait terms, is conceived of as a somewhat more extended structure than is ttre

basic unit used here, a specific construct. (An exception to her usual procedure can be found
in the work on "body weight schemas" (Markus, Hamill and Sentis, 1987) in which the

self-rating criteria were applied to the descriptor "overweight" only.) For this reason the

terrns "Self-Constn¡ction" and "Schematism" have been adopted It should be noted

nevertheless that Schematism, strictly speaking, is also a measure which only reflects the

number of constructs (as the term is used here) rated, and does not necessa¡ily reflect the

number of underlying schemas in Markus' terms. In this case a "schema" is said to exist if
the reqpondent rates her/himself as extreme on the variable while at the sane time rating it as

an important variable, but each variable is a single constn¡ct. However, the failure, in three

studies, to find any point of divergence between the two measures in their association with
certain behavioural measures requhes some explanation.
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Markus suggests that schema-relevant information should be processed more easily,

any meaning extracted from a particular perceptual or behaviou¡al event should depend on

the current schema, and memory should be best for, and biased towards, schema-relevant

information. The general definition of self-schemas used by Markus and her associates was

as follows : "(they) are assumed to be summaries and constructions of past behavior that

enable individuals to understand their own social experience and to organize a wide range of
information about themselves" (Markus et al, 1982, p. 38).Vy'e use them to "categorize,

explain and evaluate our behavior in various focal domains" (Markus et al, 1982, p. 38).

There is nothing in the definition which implies that a self-schema must be rcflected in the

conjunction of ¡¡¿o or more relevant trait terms. On the contrary, statements like "I have a

variety of different hobbies" or "I usually remain patient even when I make mistakes at a

task", which have here been termed "constructs" are as valid as "summa¡ies and

constructions of past behavior" as are trait terms like "honest" or "independent". Given the

range of likely contents Ma¡kus allows for schemas - from images to specific incidents to

traits - there seems to be no particular reason to restrict oneself to the use of trait terms,

either singly or in clusters, to represent and,/or access specific domains of the self.

Kelly (1955) used the repertory grid technique pqportedly to elicit the main

"constructs", generally dimensional, along which perceivers evaluated their social world.
Later extensions of the technique (e.g., Bannister and Fransella, l97l) imposed on it the

necessity that these constructs be dimensional. However, Higgins and King (1981) use the

term "construct" to refer to "coherent information about some entity typically derived from
specific instances or occurrences" (p. 71). They distinguish two major types of construct,

the first being categories, that is, information about a class of objects, events or properties.

The second is specifically relevant in the context of the present discussion; "proper

constructs", or information about a specific, individual object or event.

At another point, however, these authors casually identify constructs with schemas,

thereby making the issue even more problematic. Thus they argue that the proper construct
"Johnny Catson", for example, "involves clusters of co-occurring behaviors, skills,
appe arance, and background" (ibid. , p. 72).But some proper constructs "(e.g., an

individual's voice quality) are unstructt¡¡ed because they involve, at least

phenomenologically, a single attribute" (ibid., p.72).

Schlenke¡ (1980) uses the term "self-construct" exactly as others (notably Markus)
would use "self-schema". For example, according to this author "self-constructs organize

and guide the ways people process self-related information" (ibid., p. 51).

When Higgins discusses the effects of "construct accessibility", he is referring to
taits. In one study, for example, exposure to the trait constn¡ct "reckless" increased the

likelihood that a description of a behaviour would be cha¡acterized in rerms of a closely-
related construct such as "rash" oÍ "Çaazy" (Higgins, Rholes and Jones, 1977).Despite the
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conceptual and terminological confusion appÍìrent in the literature it might be useful to

consider that "schemata" consist of a variety of "constructs" at different "levels".

Considering Markus' technique for identifying a "schematic", then, in these terms she

could be regarded as using the presence of constructs to indicate the existence of schemas,

and this is not different from the procedure adopted in the work described here. If this

argument has any validity, then it is not surprising that the "construct" items used in these

studies, when used to select "schematic/constructual" respondents according to Markus'

extremeness and importance criteria, should behave similarly to a "self-description" criterion
applied to those same items, and used to select those same subgroups.

An additional point might be made about Markus' use of traits to indicate the presence

of schemas. In her diagrammatic representation of self-schemas and the self-concept

(Markus et al, 1982, p. 41) one example of a feminine schema "contains" "soft-spoken",

"gentle", and "tender".'When she operationalizes a schema she usually uses ratings on a

combination of trait terms. Generally these refer to stereotypic or socially-shared notions of
the concept in question, for example "tolerant", "conforming", and "obliging" for
dependence, and "independent", "individualistic", and "assertive" for independence

(Markus, 1977). Similarly, in the gender work (Markus et al, 1982) individuals were

identified as schematic who explicitly held strong stereotypically masculine or feminine self-

conceptions ("athletic", "competitive", "dominant" versus "co-operative", "cheerful",
"gentle"). It is not inconceivable that being "independent" might have quite a personal

meaning to an individual, referring only to financial independence, for example. Thus the

individual might have a frm belief that s/he is "independent" while also valuing the fact that

s/he is "tolerant", "conforming", and "obliging". In other cases Ma¡kus might be eliciting
something closer to a social rather than a personal construction, that is, the interconnections

be¡ween semantic groupings might be exhibited if a stereotlpe is well-learned, even when it
is not entirely personally applicable. Trait terms can themselves act as "protot¡pes" (Cantor

and Mischel, L977), and a methodology that uses them as the only access to schemas might
be considered impoverished.

In relation to the results of this study, it should be noæd that in no case were the

correlations large. Nevertheless, it does seem that the consistency of the findings across

three studies cannot be ignored. That three separate and quite different tasks should produce

such consistent relationships with a va¡iable which is not predicted to exist on theoretical
grounds is provocative. Even if the observations about techniques for identifying
"schematics" are shown to be invalid, at the very least these results indicate that foreclosure

on the "cognitive style" issue in relation to self-schemas would be inappropriate.

Some consideration must be given to the nature of such a cognitive style variable, and

ús implications of its existence, should further empirical work confirm what has been

presented here. At the simplest level, it appears to be a tendency, perhaps a willingness, to
think about and know about "myself' and my personal attributes. More than this, however,
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it may be a strategy of handling information about "myself' so that it is readily available. If
so, this is a difficulty for Markus' self-schema model.

If there is a cognitive style va¡iable on which individuals differ it could also be that

Ma¡kus' results are to some extent artifactual. That is, she envisages an individual s self-

model as consisting of a number of different schemas each of which guides and organizes

the processing of information in a given domain. Implicit in that view is the notion that it is
simply a matter of discovering on which va¡iables given individuals a¡e schematic to have

some insight into their self-models, and consequentially, into their likely manner of
interacting with aspecs of their environment Vy'ere it the case, however, that individuals

differ in the extent to which they build self-models at all, and that some individuals only
build the most rudimentary self-models, some mediating process other than that envisaged

by schema theorists may be operating when they a¡e involved in self-environment

interactions.

Such a conclusion is not inconsistent with the model of personality recently explicated

by Cantor and Kihlstrom (1987). In this model in which "social intelligence" is the unifying
construct, the "family of selves" of each individual is envisaged to play a key role in
enabling "socíal tasks (to) become the property of persons " (ibid., p. 1). Despite an

implication that individuals all rely on their selves to enable them to function in the social
environment, it is conceivable that individual va¡iation exists in the extent, and nature, of
cognitive work undertaken in relation to those selves, and in the efficiency with which self-
knowledge is applied in relation to ongoing environmental demands. Correlational studies

between the putative cognitive style variable and va¡ious expressions of "social intelligence"
might indicate the extent to which self-construction apparently mediates behaviour in the

social world.

ln view of the large number of comparisons made in
sections of this thesis some of the results of
bordertine significance should perhaps be viewed

with caution.
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CHAPTER 11

This chapter is the final one in which empirical work is described. To the extent that

the studies covered in the chapter did not contribute to any of the experimental work reported

previously, they could stand independently as a study sequence. However, since an attempt

to develop a classification system for praising locutions is described, it could also be

regarded as a fundamental contribution to the issues originally raised for consideration.In

addition, in the final argument presented in Chapter 12, important reference is made to the

results reported below.

In view of the analysis of Kanouse et al (1981), and the accumulating studies from

different areas within psychology about the varieties of praise, it seemed that a study to

investigate the possibility of creating a classification system for such locutions was needed,

as was any evidence relating to the question of the differential effects of varieties of praise

on children. Since praise is probably a fairly cornmon mechanism by which parents attempt

to control the behaviour of children, these issues were examined within the context of the

parent-child relationship. In this context it is interesting to note that Amabile, in discussing

rewards for creativity, suggests that it is possible to "develop a generalized (praising) style

that accents the internal dimension" (Kohn, 1987, p. 56). Having spent a number of years

investigating creativity, Amabile is now putting this belief into practice with her own young

daughter. In responding to creative efforts she focuses on specific dimensions of the product

or aspects of the process (for example, Gee, how neat!", or "You tried something very

different from what you did before").

The work described in this chapter is presented in four parts. Initially a classification

of praising locutions was undertaken and this is outlined in Part 1. The snrdy described in
Part2 developed from that preliminary work. A closed-format questionnaire was devised so

that the relative likelihood of use of the varieties of praise, at least by parents, could be

determined. Thus Pan2 was a study of the likelihood of use of the various locutions as

estimated by parents and their children, and the relationship between those likelihoods and

childrens' self-concepts. In Pa¡t 3 a follow-up study in which parents' attitudes were

measured is described. In Part 4 a praise preference study is described. A further

questionnaire was developed and used to assess children's preferences for the different
praising locutions identifred in the earlier studies.
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PART I

11.1.1 Aim of stud.v: The aim of this study was to develop a preliminary classification

system for the variety of praising locutions.

1 1.1 .2 Resnondents and Procedure: Since it is likely that there a¡e different patrerns

of use of praise in a parent-child context compared to a work or school context for example,

it was decided to limit this preliminary work to an investigation of parental praise types. The

open-format questionnaire was distributed to students enrolled at the South Australian

Institute of Technology in the Associate Diploma or Degree in Social Work. It was stipulated

that respondents must be prirents or foster parents, and that they should complete one

questionnaire per child.

11.1.3 The Preliminary Ouestionnaire: The open-format questionnaire appears as

Appendix 7.1. The following questions were included -

(1) When was the last time you praised your child?

(2) What had your child done which resulted in your praising her/him?

(3) What were the exact words of praise used?

(4) What sorts of things do you generally say in praise of this child?

11.1.4 Results

Fifty-frve questionnaires were returned by 47 parents. In three cases the respondent

returned between ¡po and four questionnaires.In all other cases a single questionnaire was

returned. The va¡iable "within families/bet'ween families" was not examined, but it was

noted that an investigation of the differences within families as compared to between families

might prove interesting. It should also be noted, in relation to the measures of association

referred to below, that a small number of non-independent cases were included in the data.
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I 1. 1.4.1 Content-Analysis of Ouestionnaires

Content-analysis categories were devised for -

(1) The behaviour which resulted in the child's being praised (see AppendixT.2), and

(2) The exaçt words of praise used; the same categories were used for the specific incident

words and for those words generally used in praise of the child.

A colleague of the resea¡cher also coded a sample (20Vo) of the questionnaires. l00Vo

agreement was obtained between the two sets of codings for behaviour, and 987o benveen

those for the words used. The majority of respondents had listed between one and five

utterances for each of the specifrc and general cases; only the first frve were content

analyzed. Thus for each respondent a maximum of ten utterances were used in subsequent

analyses.

A score was then assigned to each respondent for each content category (e.g.,O, 1,2

etc. depending upon whether the category was not used, was used once, twice and so on)

for the specific and general cases in turn.

Table 11.1.1 shows the content categories which were used to classify the free-

Íesponse data. It should be noted that those praising locutions which are distinguished with
an asterisk \ilere not identified at this stage, but were added to the classification system after

the resea¡ch described in Pa¡t 2 was completed. The categories which were devised, and

from each one of which an example was taken for the questionnaire used in the study

desc¡ibed in Part 2, are set out in Table 1 1. 1.1 .The preliminary broad structure of the

classification system is indicated by the capitalized headings, coded 10, 20, 30 and so on.

For data coding purposes only the subcategories within this broader strucilre were used

(e.g., 1I,2I,31 and so on).The letters "a", "b" to "s", in brackets aftereach coding

number, indicate the position of this type of locution in praise questionnaires which were

developed subsequently.
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Tahle 11.1.1: Content categories of parent praising locutions.

Code Parent Pralslng Locutions: Content Analysls
1 0 Speclfic Pralse Of Behavlour
1 1 (a) Social reinforcement eg. "you did that well', 'well dons', and including any

description of the behaviour eg. '......that you didn't wake us last night".
12 (b) Expectation about future behaviour eg.'now you won't wet yourself", "now

you'll study really hard".
2 O General Pralse Of Chlld
21 (c) A characteristic is attributed to the child as a result of the behaviour

eg.'you are clever", 'you are helpful", "you are lidy".
22 (d) Attribution of motivation eg. 'you musl have wanted to work hard'.
23 (e) Attribution of mood sg. "you must feel pleased with yourself'.
24 (f) Attribution of a non-characteristic, global appreciation eg. 'you are wonderful',

'you are nice', *you are an excellent kid'.
25 (g) Question about how child feels eg. 'Does it feel good to have......?"
26 (h) Labelling the behaviour without specifically labelling the child eg."that was a help",

'that was clever".
27 (i) Attribution of ability eg. 'l knew you could do il".
28' (s) Attribution of behaviour eg. "you must have worked hard'.
3 0 Comments About Physlcal Characterlstlcs
31 (j) Comments about physical characteristics eg. "you are pretty',

'you have a cute face'.
4 O Telllng Chlld S/he ls Good
41 (k) Telling lhe child s/he (not the behaviour) is good eg. 'you are a good boy',

"good girl" (cf. 'that was good' coded 11).
5 0 Non-Pralse
51 (l) Thanks eg. "lhank you for helping me" ("thank you' coded 51, 'for helping me"

coded 11).

6 0 How Parcnt Fecls About Bchavlour
61 (m) How parent feels about the behaviour eg. 'l'm pleased that......'

(coded 61, and the behaviour coded 11).
62 (n) Parent's exclamations of pleasure eg. "what a lovely surprise", "lerrific'.
7 O General Comments
71+ (o) Extended general comments about the behaviour, sometimes including rsference

to a material reward eg. "now you can lick the beaters'.
7 2 (p) Noticing that the behaviour has occurred eg. 'Oh, you got your brolher a drink",

"you have tidied your room".
7 3" (q) lndicating how the child will benefit from her/his own behaviour

eg. "now you'll be able to find things in your room'.
I0 Soclal Comparlson
81'# (r) Comparing child's behaviour w¡th that of siblings, classmates, self,others

"l couldn't as well as that'

Notes: + Subsequent empirical work, described below, suggested that this
category should have been divided into two separate ones, (1) reference to material re\rrard,
and (2) general comments in the sense of simply extending the conversation with the child.

# It was later judged that had this category been separated into two, rhe
classification lystem would have been more complete. The t'wo divisions are (1) positive
comparison of the behaviour with that of others, and (2) positive comp¿¡rison of tlSe
behaviour with the praised individual's own previous behaviour (see Eder, 1983, for
exarnple).
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11.1.4.2 Praise for Behaviours

Table L1.1.2 shows the behaviours which were mentioned and the rank-ordered

percentages ofrespondents who praised those behaviours. The general categories of
behaviour represented here could be classified as "helping around the home", "self-care and

feeding", "skills improvemenVmastery", "interpersonal behaviour" and "school".

Iaþle-tl*L/: Behaviours for which children receive praise and percentages of

respondents mentioning them.

Behaviour Percent ofrespondents

Helping parents with household chores 14.5

Doing own chores 14.5

Improving/mastering a skill t2.7

Helping parent personally 9.1

Toileting appropriately 9 I

Dres sin g appropriately 9 1

Feeding appropriately 5.5

Doing well at school 5.5

Appropriate interpersonal behaviour 5.5

Completing a school assignment 3.6

Appropriate mood 1.8

Appropriate communication 1.8

Ready for school on time 1.8

Missing 3.7

Toal 100.0

11.1.4.3 Varieties of Praise

Table 11.1.3 shows the means and standard deviations of the scores for the different

praising locutions reported by respondents. According to these figures, specific praise is

frequently used" as are "good girl¡/boy", parents referring to their own feelings about the

behaviour, general praise, and non-praise, or thanks.
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Tahle lt.l.3: Means and standard deviations of the scores for the use of different

praising locutions, specific incident compared to general score.

Specific Incident S core General Score

Type of Praise Mean s.d. Mean s.d.

Specifrc praise .509 .63s .473 790

Expectation of future behr. .055 229 .091 .348

Anribu tion of cha¡acteristic .164 .420 29L .533

Attribution of motivation .036 .r89 036 .189

Attribution of mood .145 .488 000 000

Global praise .018 .135 .091 348

Question about feelings .036 .189 018 .135

Labelling the behaviour .000 000 .109 .315

Attribution of ability 000 000 036 .270

Physic al characteristic .109 .416 .109 .315

Good girl/boy 364 .557 345 .517

Non-praise (thanks) .255 .440 .2r8 .417

Pa¡ent's feelings .473 .s73 309 .50s

Exclamations .073 262 .200 .62r

General cornments 400 564 .164 .s01

Noticing behaviour 000 000 .018 .135

1 1.1.4.4 Further Analysis of Preliminary Data

The data were crosstabulated and a variety of analyses \rrere undertaken in an effort to

find any patterns in them. Signifrcant findings emerging from these analyses are reported in

Appendix 7.3. Only a few comments will be made here, since the main aim of this

preliminary work was to produce a praise classification system, and, if possible, to develop

a praise questionnaire.

If the specific incident words a¡e assumed to be representative of the parent's praising

utterances to this child, then the means for the specifrc incident should be about the same as

they are for the utterances generally used. There is no appropriate statistical test which could

be used to assess this assumption. However, a correlational analysis between the specific

incident utterances and those generally used revealed some interesting relationships. It
should be noted, however, that these results can only be used as a guide to possible
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relationships. Firstly, Pearson r is not the most appropriate index of correlation given the

low range of the scores, and secondly, when all variables a¡e correlated with every other

variable some significant relationships will occur on a chance basis. Further, it may be in

any case that parents considered their own responses to the question about the specific

incident, and made an inference about their general patterns of praise in answering that

question.

Nevertheless, there rflas a significant relationship between the reported use of
attributional praise on the specific occasion and attributional praise among the utterances

generally used (r=.445, p=.0001). Attribution of motivation also correlated between the two

sets of utterances (r=.481, p=.0001), as did the use of "good girVboy" (r.298, P=.014).
Pa¡ents who used general comments on the specihc occasion also tended to report using

them generally when praising the child (r.419, p=.001).

It is possible, then, that there a¡e certain locutions that parents will habitually self-

report as utterances used in praise of their child(ren). Thus, for example, it may be that some

parents will tend to use attributional praise, or will tend to thank the child and see that as

praise. Others may tend to make extended general conìments. The analyses reported in the

Appendix also raised some possibilities about parents' praising styles. For example, the

behaviours praised apparently changed with age, as did the locutions used. There was some

evidence, too, that parents choose their praising locutions relative to the specific behaviour

being praised. The question of whether these impressions were accurate partly underlay the

parent-child study reported in Pa¡t 2 of this chapter.

1 1.1.4.5 Further Prelimina¡y Work: Develooment of a Ouestionnaire

A further preliminary study was undertaken in preparation for the parent-child praise

study. On the basis of the initial data it was decided to concentrate on two age groups, 8-

year olds and l2-year olds, and to compare the locutions used by parents for these two

groups. Thus a further preliminary questionnafue (see Appendix 7.4) was distributed to the

same gtoup of respondents. It was designed to ascertain what sorts of behaviours of
children of these ages tend to be praised by parents. The plan was to select for inclusion in

the frnal closed-format questionnaire th¡ee or four examples of behaviours which are

apparently praised as frequently for 8-year olds as for l2-year olds.

Respondents were simply requested to write out just what behaviours they praised for

children at these ages. Twelve forms for 8-year olds we¡e returned, and sixteen for l2-year

olds. Interestingly, the content-analysis categories used for behaviours in the initial
preliminary study had to be expanded to accommodate these data- AppendtxT.2 shows the

percentage of times each behaviour was mentioned compared across the wo age groups.

The most complete version of a behaviour coding system developed for use in this resea¡ch

ir in.lds¡tally shown. Asterisks a¡e used to indicate the behaviour categories not occurring

previously. It witl be noted that many of the so-called "behaviours" were acnrally
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cha¡acteristics, such as independence and honesty, which parents believed that they praised.

AII cha¡acteristics mentioned are listed in Table 47.1 in Appendix 7.3.

After ranking the behaviours for each age group it was decided to select one example

from each superordinate category with the exception of "self-ca¡e and feeding" since this

was mentioned infrequently. Thus the behaviours selected for use in the questionnaire were

from the categories "helping around the home", "skills improvement/mastery",

"interpersonal behaviour" and "school".

11.1.4.6 The Parent Praise Ouestionnaire

A questionnaire was developed which incorporated four behaviours, or situations,

and sixteen different locutionary examples used by parents as praise. The locutions were

empirically determined on the basis of the preliminary study reported above.

The situations were determined on the basis of parents'free-response data to be

frequently recurring ones. Specifically, the four behaviours, or situations, were the child

tidying her/his own room unasked (situation 1), the child bringing home a good school

report (situation 2), the child practising and/or improving at some skilled activity (situation

3), and the child saving to buy a special gift for a family member or füend (situation 4). For

each locution, a 7-point scale was included on which respondents could rate their likelihood

of using this locution given the situation. This questionnaire appears in Appendix 7.5.

Information about age of child, native language, and frequency of contact was also

requested, since it was judged that these variables might relate to the ratings. The design of
the study, and its outcomes, rue reported in Part 2.
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PART 2

PARENT.CHILD PRAISE STUDY

1 1.2.1 Aims of study: There were several aims to the study. It was hoped that at least

paftial answers could be provided to these questions -

(1) Within each of two age groups (about 8 years and about 12 years), is there a difference

in locutions used for different situations?

(2) Is there a difference in type of praising locutions used at the nvo age levels?

(3) Do praising locutions affect, or are they reflected in, children's self-concepts?

(4) Do children agree with their parents' self-reports of praising locutions used?

| 1.2.2 Design of Study: The parent questionnaire has already been discussed. In
addition a "child-version" was developed which included only two of the four situations

comprising the parent version. The ¡wo situations used were "tidying own room" and

"saving to buy a gift". As were their parents, children at the older age level were asked to

assess likelihoods both of the behaviour occurring and of the different locutions being used.

The questionnaire completed by children can be seen in Appendix 7.6.

It was also decided to have children at the younger age level complete the Piers-Ha¡ris

Children's Self-Concept Scale (Piers, 1977, see below). Although this was not regarded as

a very close approximation to a method for determining any relationships between praise of
a specific cha¡acteristic and self-concept in that domain of the self, the question of whether

different praising locutions had any measurable relationship to child praisees' overall self-

concepts was considered to be an interesting and important one in its own right.

Thus, the overall design of the study was:

(1) Parents of Yea¡ 3 (about 8 years of age) and Pa¡ents of Year 7 (about 12 years of age)

children completed the Parent Praise Questionnaire.
(2) Year T children completed the child-version of the questionnaire.

(3) Yea¡ 3 children completed the Piers-Haris Children's Self-Concept Scale.

11.2.3 The Piers-Harris Children's Self-Conceot Scale

The Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale was fust published in 1969.

According to Wylie (1979) it has gone through several revisions. It is a self-report

instrument consisting of 80 items on the subject "The Vy'ay I Feel About Myself'. The

deveþment of the scale and its initially established reliability and validity is reported by

Piers (1969).The test appears to have high scores for internal consistency (.87 to .90) and

is apparently reliable, having test-retest coefFrcients of a¡ound .7L to .72.

Items are scored according to a key in the direction of high (adequate) self-concepr

The structure of the scale was investigated using factor-analysis (results for Grade 6

(American) students). A principal-components factor analysis was done and 10 factors were
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extracted. After a varimax rotation items with loadings of above .3 on each factor were

inspected and the factor named. The 10 factors accounted for 42 percent of the va¡iance and

six "were large enough to be interpretible" (Piers, 7969,p.19).These were:

I Behaviour

tr Intellectual and School Status

Itr Physical Appearance and Attributes

IV Anxiety

V Populariry

VI Happiness and Satisfaction.

These factors have been confirmed in subsequent studies (Piers, 1977). Scores on

each factor can be derived, as can a total self-concept score. A new scoring key using

Revised Cluster Scores (Piers, 1977) was used in the present study.

No evidence for a general factor has been found, according to Wylie (1979), although

she believes that the authors intended their scale to reflect a child's "general self-concept".

Since 1969 the scale has been "used in hundreds of school systems and clinics, and

as a major ¡esearch instrument in many theses and dissertations" (Piers, L977 , p. 1). Piers

reviews many of these studies in a 1976 Research Monograph (1977).Included are reports

of reliability studies, with coefficients ranging from.62 to .96 in over a dozen tested

groups.

Four separate studies reporting correlations with other self-concept scales indicate

signifrcant relationships.

Other correlates of self-concept are also reported. For example, cognitive style

corelates signifrcantly with self-concept: analytic cognitive style and high I.Q. subjects had

signifrcantly more positive self-concepts than did those with global style-high I.Q. or global

style-low I.Q.

In one study (Shoshani, 1976) the resea¡cher examined relationships among social

maturity, self-concept and occupational knowledge and interests of upper elementary school

child¡en. According to Shoshani while the Vineland Social Maturity Scale was a fairly good

predictor of self-concept and occupational knowledge, the most consistent predictor was

verbal I.Q.

With regard to social desirability responding, the progenitors of the scale @iers,
1969) believe that young child¡en have a tendency to respond in a socially desirable

direction, but that this reflects their confusion benveen how they are and how they should be

rather than being a deliberate attempt to "look good". They conclude that while it cannot

always be assumed that high scores reflect ruly positive self-attitudes, it can probably be

assumed that low scores reflect truly negative self-attitudes (since, they believe, children are

not subtle enough to attempt to gain attention by "faking bad").
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However, Wylie (1979) suggests that with an 80-item scale which has an equal

number of positively- and negatively-keyed statements, random responding would result in
a score of about 40. That is, there would be 40 coincidences between the subject's choice of
"yes" or "no" and judges' ratings of "yes" or "no" as indicative of desirable reactions.

According to nonns given in Piers (1969), she continues, 20 percent of subjects attain

scores this low or lower - thus, she argues, there is a strong possibility that "unreliable

responding and poor self-regard are confounded to some unknown extent in many of the

low individual scores" (Wylie, 1979, p. 175).

She suggests that a study of test-retest item stability among subjects with high,

medium and low scores would be helpful. In addition, she suggests that some research on

ideal-self responses and on self-ideal discrepancies would be valuable, since responses are

scored against judges' conceptions of the desirable rather than against subjects' own

conceptions.

11.2.4 Procedure

11.2.4.1 Sampling

In order to obtain a fairly uniform sample, one that was representative of some

specifiable population, it was decided to sample from "private, co-educational schools in the

Adelaide metropolitan area". Although socioeconomic status is known to be an important

variable in parent-child communication patterns (e.g., Bee, Van Egeren, Streissguth,

Nyman and Leckie, 1969), it was thought better, in an essentially exploratory study, to add

in as few variables as possible.

As it happened, it was not possible to restrict the sample to this group, since not all
schools falling in this category were preparcd to participate. The final sample, then, came

from two private co-educational schools, two private girls' schools (Year 7 only from one of
these), and one public school (two respondents each in Years 3 and '7; areachosen was of a
high socioeconomic status).

After discussion with school principals a strategy was devised whereby children each

took home a package addressed "To Parents": this contained an explanatory lener including a

slip asking permission that the child participate, the questionnaire for parents, and two
stamped self-addressed envelopes, one for the slip, to be returned immediately, and the

other for the questionnaire, to be returned by a specified date.

Reminder slips were also subsequently sent home with children from two schools,

but this technique was abandoned when it became obvious that it had no noticeable effect on

the number of returns.

On the average, the return rate from each schoolwas3}Vo.
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11.2.5 Results and Discussion

Analyses appropriate to the four questions raised above were carried out. Some

additional analyses were also done.

1 1.2.5.1 Description of Sample

There were a total of 94 parent respondents, but in a few cases the corresponding

child data were missing due to absence from school on the day that the resea¡cher did the

testing.

Thirty (3l.9Vo) of the children were in Yea¡ 3, and 64 (68.lVo) were in Year 7. Of the

Year 3 sample, l0 (33.33Vo) were male, and 20 (66.67Vo) were female. Of the YearT
sample, 19 (29.69Vo) were male, and 45 (70.317o) were female.

The mean age of the younger group was 8.17 years (s.d.=.42) while that of the Year
7 children was 12.16 years (s.d.=.42).

It was decided that there were insufficient data from non-native speakers of English to

wÍurant separate analyses for possible cultural differences. Only 4.26Vo of child¡en in both
groups combined spoke a native language other than English, while 7.45Vo of mothers and

I2.O9Vo of fathers did so.

11.2.5.2 Main Comparison: Situations and Locutions

Tweway analyses of va¡iance with repeated measures were ca¡ried out to determine

whether the¡e was a situation effect" a locution effect and an interaction between situation

and locution for each age level separately. Tables 71.2.1, L1.2.2 and 11.2.3 show the

¡esults of the analyses for Year 3, and Tables 11.2.4, 11.2.5 and 11.2.6 show the results

for Yea¡ 7. All tables show averaged tess of significance using sequential sums of squares.

Table tt.2.l: Results of repeated measures analysis of variance, Year 3, Situation.

Source of variation ss df MS F D

Within cells 243.21 66 3.69
Situation 33.82 3 11 .27 3.06 .034

Table 11.2.2: Results of repeated measures analysis of variance, Year 3, Locution.

Source of variation SS df MS F p

Within cells 2266.39 330 6.87
Locution 1503.02 15 100.20 14.59 .01
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Table 11.2.3: Results of repeated measures analysis of variance, Year 3, Situation by

Locution.

Source of variat¡on SS d MS F o

Within cells 1532.68 990 1.55
Situation X Locution 620.29 45 13.78 8.90 .01

T^ble 11.2-4: Results of repeated measures analysis of variance, Year 7, Situation.

Source of var¡at¡on ss df MS F D

Within cells 662.11 162 4.09
Situation 76.9 5 3 25.65 6.28 .0001

Table 11.2.5: Results of repeated measures analysis of variance, Year 7, Locution.

Source of variation ss df MS F p

Within cells 4217.43 810 5.2'l
Locution 2573.63 15 171.58 32.95 .01

lable 11.2.6: Results of repeated measures analysis of variance, Year 7, Situation by

Locution.

Source of variatlon SS df MS F D

Within cells 4277.09 2430 1.76
Situation X Locution '1 1 71 .85 45 26.O4 14.79 .01

All results were significant for both age levels. That is, for children of both age

groups parents were likely to vary their choice of praising locutions according to the

situation or the behaviour being praised.

Situation and Year

In this section analyses, tables and graphs are presented which compare means of
praising locutions.

11.2.5.2.1.1 Situation by Year

The total praise for each situation (summing the 16 likelihood ratings) for the two age

levels was calculated as were the total praise scores. Figure LL.2.l shows this infomlation

graphically. In every situation the older child¡en apparently receive less praise than do the

younger children.



313

I Situation 1

ø Situation 2
@ Situation 3
ø Situation 4

Year 3 Year 7

Age Group

Fisure 11.2.1: Praise scores by situation and age level.

11.2.5.2.1.2 Praising Locutionary Type by Year

A 4 X L6X2 analysis of variance with repeated measures on the first trwo factors

(situation and locution) was calculated to determine whether there was any difference

between the two groups of parents in their reported use of the different types of praise.

Table 1L.2.7.I shows the results of this analysis in summary form, and Table 11.2.7.2

shows the means and standard deviations for each praising locutionary type summed across

sinrations (the information is also presented graphically in Figure 11.2.2).

Tahle 11.2.7.1: Results of repeated measures analysis of variance comparing groups on

their reported use of praise - summary table.

Source of variation ss df MS F p

Grouo 202.74 1 202.7 4 4.05 o47
Situation 83.51 3 27.84 6.77 .0001
Locution 4't 44.06 15 276.27 49.31 0001
Group X Situation 23.42 3 7.81 1.90 .'130
Group X Locution 1 13.52 15 7.57 1.35 .164
Situation X Locution 1857.98 45 41.29 22.54 0001
Grouo X Situation X Locution 93.44 45 2.08 1 .13 251

There was a significant difference between the groups, and as would be expected on

the basis of the results reported in the previous section there were also significant situation

and locution effects. There were no significant interactions with the group factor. It is clea¡

from Table 11.2.7 .2 that the difference between the groups is in the direction ttrat the

likelihood of children in the older group receiving every form of praise is less than it is for

children in the younger group (Sign Test, N=16, x=1, p<.001). There is one exception to

this; as children grow older their parents ¿¡re more likely to praise them by expressing an

expectation about their future behaviour (locution b).
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table 11.2.7.2: Praise likelihood scores by locution type and age level.

abcdefghijklmnop
Locutlon

Figure 11.2.2: Graph of praise likelihood scores by locution type and age level.

11.2.5.2.1.3 Praising Locutionary Type by Situation and by Year

Figures 11.2.3.L to 11.2.3.4 show the mean likelihoods of use of the different

varieties of praise according to situation and age group. These gaphs illustrate clearly that in
every situation YearT children are less likely ttran a¡e Year 3 children to receive every form

of praise. At the same time there is a strong similarity in the reported relative use of the

va¡ious locutions within the wo age groups.
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Aoe Grouo Year 3 Year 7
Loculion Mean s.d Mean s.d.

a Social reinforcement 23.86 4.71 22.89 3.54
b Exoectation about behaviour 9.93 5.97 '11 .21 5.26
c Attribution of characteristic 18.61 5.08 16.77 4.20
d Attribution of motivation 18.32 5.57 1 5.18 5.69
e Attribution of mood 19.57 6.83 17.32 4.89
f Global aooreciation 21.54 7.05 17.19 6.37

16.54 7.96o Question about child's feelinqs 14.87 5.48
h Labellíno behaviour 16.11 4.73 I 5.75 4.03
i Attribution of abilitv 18.86 6.47 15.7 4 5.67
i Comments about phvsical characteristics 16.46 9.52 14.7 4 7.66
k Tellino child s/he ís oood 23.37 5.97 21.76 5.47
I Thanks 18.48 5.89 17.35 4.98
m Parent's feelinos 24.44 3.32 22.34 4.45
n Parent's exclamations 21.89 7.23 18.85 6.33
o Extended oeneral comments 12.61 7.15 11.00 6.46
o Noticino behaviour 19.54 7.22 18.88 6.63
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Situation 1

+ Year3
+ YearT

abcdefghijklmnop
Locutlon

Figure 1r.2.3.1: Praise locution type by year, situation 1, tidying own room

Situation 2

+ YearS
+ Year 7

abcdefghijklmnop
Locutlon

Í'igure 11.2.3.t: Praise locution type by year, situation 2, bringing home a good

school report.
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Situation 3

+ Year3
-+ Year 7

abcdefgh¡jklmnop
Locutlon

F'igure t1.2.3.3: Praise locution type by year, situation 3, practising and/or improving

at a skilled activity.

Situation 4

-e Year 3
+ Yeat T

abcdefgh¡jklmnop
Locutlon

F'igurell.2-3.4: Praise locution type by year, situation 4, saving to buy a gift.

11.2.5.3 Correlational Anal]rsis: Praising Locutions and Self-Concept Scores

To determine whether there was a relationship between t¡rye of praise used and self-

concept of the child, Pearson r correlations \¡rere calculated be¡ween each of the subscales,

and the total score, of the Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale and the likelihood of
use of each praising locution (the 16locutions, a to p, summed across situations). These

correlations are displayed in Table II.2.8. As might have been expected, given the

multiplicity of va¡iables involved in parent-child interactions and the fact that the measures

were independently obtained from parents and children, the correlations between the nro

scales were generally low.
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Table 11.2-8: Correlations between likelihood of praising locutions and Piers-Harris

Children's Self-Concept subscales.

Note: underlined correlation coefficients indicate p<.05

bold correlation coefficients indicate p<.01

However, there was a signifrcant negative relationship between locution i, the

attribution of ability retrospectively to the child (e.g., "I knew you could do it"), and the

total seH-concept score on the Piers-Ha¡ris Scale. Thus the more likely the parents \ilere to

attribute ability retrospectively to the child, the more inadequate the child's General self-

concept (Total r=-.46, N=27, p=.008). It might be argued that one signifrcant correlation

out of 16 could be ascribed to chance. However, it is worth noting that the correlations of
this praise category with each of the six subscales of the Piers-Harris Scale were also

negative, and three of them were significant at the .05 level (subscales Anxiety, Popularity,

and Happiness and Satisfaction). This consistency tends to strengthen the finding.

If it should prove replicable, this finding has important implications. Firstly, it is

consistent with the prediction that praise may affect the self-concept of the recipient of that

praise. Secondly, ttrat the correlation is negative suggests that some varieties of "praise" may

have effects quite different from those intended-

It is perhaps rtrorth noting too that, although none of the relationships is significang

another type of praise, that of expressing an expectation about the child's future behaviour,
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showed a simila¡ pattern of negative correlations.This observation is interesting in view of
an apparent conceptual similarity between the two categories of "praise". The outcome of
using both locutionary types in a situation where a child has just pleased the parent with

good behaviour is actually to direct attention away from that good behaviour on to the

thoughts or demands of the p¿ìrent.

Some other relationships are also worth noting. Correlations with d, "attributing

motivation to the child", a¡e all positive (except Popularity self-concept, which is virnrally

zero), with Physical self-concept and Anxiety being of the order of .26, and the correlation

with Happiness being signif,rcant (r=.34, N=27, P=.04).

A consistent pattern also emerges with e, "attributing a mood to the child", with all

correlations being positive and some large enough that they would reach statistical

significance with twice the sample. The same is true of g, "asking the child how s/he feels",

and while f, "global appreciation", is not quite as consistent, two of the correlations a¡e of a

large order (School and Happiness) while another is almost significant (Physical self-

concept, r=.30, N=25, p=.07). Relationships with "thanking the child" are similarly

consistent.

A tendency towa.rds a consistent pattern also emerges with k, "telling the child s/he is

good", but this time the relationship is negative. Correlation with Happiness approaches

significanc e (r=-.29, N=26, p=.077).

It could be, of course, that the usage of these different praising locutions relates to

some other variables such as parental warmth or personality variables, and that these latter

might be more directly mediating any apparent effect on the child s self-concept.

Nevertheless, given the investigatory nature of this study, the correlational results are quite

striking. This is particularly so given the fact that the two sets of data came from

independent groups.

In summary, although only one type of praising locution, anribution of ability

retrospectively, revealed very clearly significant relationships with scoring on the Piers-

Ha¡ris Children's Self-Concept Scale, the fact that any relationship was found between it
and the Parent Praise Questionnaire is encouraging. The latter might well prove a useful

preliminary instrument for other sildies in which relationships between parental praise and

child¡en's self-concepts are being investigated.
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11.2.5.3.2 Correlational Anal)¡sis of Total Praise Score

Correlations between total praise (sum of the 4 X 16 likelihood ratings) and the Piers-

Ha¡ris scores were generally negligible or close to zero. This could indicate, when taken

together with the previously described findings, that the important va¡iable is not how much

praise is used, but specifically what type of praising locutions are used.

One result reported in Piers (1969) is interesting in this context. Some unpublished

data of Cox apparently indicated that total Piers-Ha¡ris scores correlate significantly with

subjects' perceptions of their parents as loving as opposed to rejecting (r=.56 for grades 6-

9). It would be interesting to determine whether any particular pattern of praise by parents

contributes to this perception by the child.

Situation)

Correlations were calculated, for Years 3 and 7 separately, between the likelihood of
the behaviour and the use of specific locutions. Only signifrcant or near significant

correlations are reported.

11.2.5.4.1 Yea¡ 3 - Situation 1: The more likely the child was to have tidied herlhis room,

the more likely the parents were to say that they noticed the behaviour (e.46, N=29,

p=.006). Praising the specific behaviour (r=.30, N=29, p=.055), thanking the child (r=.28,

N=28, p=.08) and exclamations (r=.29, N=29, p=.06) all approached signifrcance. Thus it
seems that the more likely this behaviour wÍ¡,s to occur, the more likely the parents were to

use these specifrc locutions. Correlations with global appreciation and telling the child s/he is

good were of the order of .23.

1 1.2.5.4.2 Year 7 - Situation 1: The more likely the child was to tidy her/his room, the less

likely the parents were to praise the specific behaviour (e-.28, N=64, p=.014), and the less

likely were they to express an expectation about future behaviour $=.27, N=64, p=.016) or

to label the behaviour (r=-.27, N=64, p=.016). They were also less likely to attribute ability

to the child (r=-.23, N=64, p=.036), to exclaim (t=-.223, N=62, p=.041) or to say that

they noticed the behaviow (r=-.27, N=64, p=.014). However, the more likely this

behaviour, the more likely the parents \ryere to attribute a cha¡acteristic to the child (e.26,
N=63, p=.OZ).

This is a completely different pattern of relationships from that of the parents of the

younger group. However, it does make intuitive sense. Perhaps if the behaviour is more

likely to occur, various sorts of praise are less likely because parents don't "need to"

reinforce the behaviour. On the other hand, the more likely the behaviour, the more sense it
makes to attribute a cha¡acteristic to the child on the basis of ttrat behaviour.
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11.2.5.4.3 Year 3 - Situation 2: The more likely the child was to bring home a good school

report, the less likely were her/his parents to attribute motivation to that child (r-.37,

N=30, p=.023) or to express an expectation about future behaviour (r=-.43, N=30,

p=.009), but possibly the more likely parents were to say that they noticed the behaviour

(r=.24, N=30, p=.097). Many of the other relationships were also negative, but some were

negligible, so that it was not possible to determine whether this result might be suggestive of
a pattern.

11.2.5.4.4 Year 7 - Situation 2: The more likely the child was to bring home a good school

report, the more likely the parens were to anribute a mood or feelings to the child (r=.23,

N=64, p=.031). This is also different from the result obtained for the younger children.

11.2.5.4.5 Year 3 - Situation 3: The more likely the child was to practise and/or improve at a

skilled activity, the more likely the parents were to attribute a mood or feelings to the child
(r=.31, N=30, p=.048), and perhaps to attribute motivation to the child (r=.29, N=30,

p=.059) or to say that they noticed the behaviour (r=.29, N=30, p=.06). No other

relationships were large.

11.2.5.4.6 Year 7 - Situation 3: There were no significant relationships for this situation,

unlike those for the younger sample.

11.2.5.4.7 Year 3 - Situation 4: The more likely the child was to save up to buy a special

gift for a family member, the more likely were the parents to thank the child (r=.35, N=29,

p=.031) and possibly to label the behaviovr (r=.27, N=29, p=.07), but it may be that

parents were less likely to indicate their feelings about the behavior:r (r-.29, N=29,

p=.062) or to make general comments (r=-.25, N=29, p=.09).

1I.2.5.4.8Year7 - Situation 4: The more likely the child rwas to save up for a special gift,

the more likely were the parents to attribute a cha¡acteristic to the child (r=.25, N=63,

p=.023) and to thank the child (r=.25, N=.63, p=.023). This is a somewhat similarresult to

that for the younger group.

In general, the panern of correlations benveen likelihood of the behaviour and

likelihood of different praising locutions was different for the two groups. It may be that

there are insufhcient data from the Year 3 group to indicate clearly the panern of praise

associated with increased likelihood of a behaviour. However, this seenr unlikely since in

some cases those correlations that were moderately large were in opposite directions for the

two groups. Quite likely as children grow older, parents' expectations as to the desirable

frequency of given behaviours change, and thus praise patterns in relation to frequency of
occurrence also change.

That anribution of a char¿cteristic to the older children was more likely to be reported

as increasing in likelihood in wo of the four situations the more likely the behaviour w¿N to

occur is an interesting result. In situation 1 this is inconsistent rvith the other relationships,
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and in situation 4 it is one of only two significant relationships, thus suggesting that this

locution might behave differently from other praising locutions.

To determine the degree of agreement bt\¡/een parents and their children, and as a

reliability check, the likelihood ratings of Year 7 children and their parents were

intercorrelated, as were their ratings of the likelihood of the behaviour. Parents and children

agreed overall on the likelihood of the child tidying her/his own room unasked (r.28,
N=57, p=.016). They also agreed on the likelihood of the child saving to buy a special gift

(r=.28, N=56, p=.017).

However, correlations for the other two situations were negligible, indicating that

parents and children did not necessarily agree on the likelihood of the chitd bringing home a

good school report or practising a skilled behaviour.

They also did not necessarily agree, overall, on the likelihood of the parents using the

different forms of praise within each situation. There was apparently greater agreement on

"tidying own room" (7/76 correlations significant at p<.05) than there was on "saving for a

special grft" (2/16 correlations significant at p<.05). A Fisher exact probability test on these

frequencies yielded a p=.057. Should this result prove veridical, it could be due to the fact

that the former situation is likely to occur relatively frequently, whereas the latter would only

be likely to occur at certain times of year. Thus both groups would have fewer instances to

reflect upon in order to make their likelihood estimates. This could imply that in a

questionnaire of ttris type some situations might be more effective than others in ma,rimizing

the accuracy of ratings.

The likelihood ratings for the use of each different kind of locution were also

intercorrelated. Each situation is examined in more detail.

1 1.2.5.5.1.1 Situation 1: Pa¡ents and children agreed, overall, on the likelihood that parents

would praise the specific behaviour (r=.32, N=57, p=.008), attribute a cha¡acteristic to the

child (r=.35, N=55, p=.005), attribute motivation to the child (r=.35, N=57, p=.@4), and

attribute a mood or feelings to the child (r.31, N=56, p=.009). They also agreed on the

likelihood of parents globally appreciating the child (r.28, N=57, p=.017), attributing

ability to the chitd (e.26, N=57, p=.028) and commenting on the child's physical

cha¡acteristics (r.34, N=56, p=.005).

All other locutions in response to the child tidying herlhis own room unasked resulted

in small and non-significant correlations, indicating that, overall, parents and children did

not agree on the likelihood that parents would express an expectation about future

behaviour, label the behaviour, tell the child s/he is good, ask how the child feels about the
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behaviour, thank the child, indicate own feelings about the behaviour, exclaim, make

general comments, or indicate having noticed the behaviour.

11.2.5.5.1.2 Situation 4: Pa¡ents and children agreed, overall, on the likelihood of the

parents anributing a characteristic to the child (r.28, N=57, p=.018) and on the likelihood

of the parent thanking the child (r=.31, N=56, p=.009). Correlations were not significant

for any other locutions in relation to the child saving to buy a special gift, indicating low

agreement between the two groups, parents and children.

This is interesting, since if it is assumed that parents and children would probably

guess that thanks is likely to occur, that leaves "attribution of a cha¡acteristic" as the only

locution which is agreed upon in both situations. Perhaps when p¿ìrents do attribute a

cha¡acteristic to the child it is very salient to the child, who notices and absorbs it. This is

further evidence that perhaps attribution of a cha¡acteristic has in some sense different

properties to those of other forms of praise.

Child Pairs)

V/ithin subject-pairs' correlations were calculated for each parent-child pair for the

two situations separately. For tidying own room, 17160 pairs were significantly correlated

(p<.05), and for saving for a gift, 14158 were significantly correlated (p<.05). Means and

standard deviations of these sets of correlations were calculated. They were very simila¡ for

the two situations (tidying own room - mean=.33, s.d.=.29, N=60; saving for a gift -
mean=.30, s.d.=.26, N=58). When the correlations were themselves intercorrelated,

however, it was found that agreement btween parents and child on one situation by no

means guaranteed agreement on the other (r=.09, N=58, p=.244), thus strengthening the

result obtained with overall ratings.

Correlations were calculated between the average "company" score and agreement

between parent and child on the ¡¡vo sin¡ations. It would be expected that greater time spent

together might ¡esult in greater agreement. This was not so (Situation I - r=-.02, N=58,

p=.448: Situation 4 - r=.12, N=58, p=.L94).

11.2.5.6 Correlational Anal]rsis: Year 3 and Year 7 Likelihood Ratings

The means and standard deviations for all locutions, for all situations, for both age

levels, were calculated. Figures 1L.2.3.L to L1.2.3.4 above depict the means. Correlations

were calculated between the means of the two groups and these results are set out in Table

IL.2.9. These resulß were impressive, as was that benveen mean praise for all situations

added together (r=.95 - see Table 1L.2.7.2 above). This could be interpreted as meaning that

the relative likelihood of each type of praise is functionally indistinguishable benveen the

two groups.
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Tahle 11.2.4: Correlations bet\üeen means of likelihood ratings for use of locutions,

Years 3 and 7 parents' data.

Sitn r
1 93

2 96

3 .93

4 95

On the other hand, the overall likelihood was different. This was in the direction that

in three of the four situations l.2-year olds were less likely to receive most of the praising

locutions than were 8-year olds. Using a Sign Test this was a significant difference between

the groups (Situation | - x=2, N=l6, P=.002: Situation 2 - n.s.: Situation 3 - x=2, N=l6,
p=.002: Situation 4 - v-/,, N=16, p=.038). "Expressing an expectation about future

behaviour" was the one locution that increased in likelihood for the older children in all th¡ee

situations. Situation 2, bringing home a good school report, behaved differently from the

other situations, there being no significant difference between the two sets of means.

11.2.5.7 ComBarison of Parents' and Children's Likelihood Ratings

A total score was obtained, for children and parents, by adding together the ratings of
simila¡ locution types across situations (e.g., "a" in situation 1 added to "a" in situation 2).

Means and standa¡d deviations for each of the 16 locution types were then calculated for the

tr¡/o groups. Figure 11.2.4 shows these data. Parents' estimates of their likelihood of using

the specific locutions were higher than those of the child¡en on 14 out of the 16 categories

(significant on a Sign Test - x=2, N=16, p=.002). The two categories where the difference

was in the opposite direction rilere "expectation about future behaviour" and "general

comments". "Expectation" is interesting since this was the only category that, according to

these analyses, \ryas used more as the child grew older. All other types of praise were

apparently used less. There was very strong agreement benpeen children and parents on

relative likelihood of using the 16 tlpes of praise ( r.93).
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FiEnre 11.2.4: Graph of means of parents'and children's ratings for likelihood of use

of different praising locutions.

Comparisons were also made between parcnts and children on total likelihood of
praise in Situation 1 and Situation 4. Figure 1L.2.5 depicts these data.
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Í'igure 11.2-5: Graph of total likelihood of praise by situation, parents' and children's

estimates.
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1 1.2.5.8 Gender Comparisons

T-tests were ca¡ried out on total praise likelihood for each situation, and on total

praise likelihood, to determine whether there were any differences between male and female

children in their receipt of praise. No significant gender differences were revealed in the

Yea¡ 3 data.

Similar analyses were performed for the Year 7 data as were done for the Year 3 data,

but no there were no significant gender differences.

11.2.5.9 Comoarison of Yea¡s 3 and 7: Likelihood of Behaviour

T-tests were ca¡ried out to determine whether any of the four behaviours described in

the situations was more likely at either age. There was no significant difference for situations

1,2 and 4, but the younger children were more likely (according to parents'ratings) to

practise or improve at a skilled behaviour than were the older child¡en (t=2.35, df=91,

P=.02).

11.2.5.10 Comparison of Years 3 and 7: Time Spent with Children

An average "in company" score was calculated for each subject by adding estimated

daily hours during the week with those at the weekend, and taking their mean. A t-test

showed that, according to parents, more time was spent with younger than with older

child¡en (t=2.13, df=7 9.7 3, p=.036).

1 1.2.5.11 Correlation of Time Spent with Children and Use of Praise

Analyses were performed for each parcnt goup separately to determine whether there

was any relationship benveen time spent with the child and likelihood of using specific

praise categories. Pearson r correlation coefficients were calculated using the average "in

company" score and the total scores for each type of praise (summed across situations).

No consistent pattern emerged from the data provided by Year 3 parents. In fact, most

relationships were negligible. There was only one significant result, that the more time was

spent with the child the more likely were the parents to report using global appreciation

(r=.35, N=26, p=.042). Similarly, the Year 7 parents' data showed no consistent pattern of
correlations. There was a significant relationship berween likelihood of thanking the child

and time spent with the child (r=.23, N=63, p=.035). Since performing multiple

correlations is likely to produce some significant relationships by chance a percentage of the

time, it must be concluded on the basis of the parents' data that there is probably no

relationship between rimount of time spent with the child and type of praise used-



326

Interestingly, however, data provided by the children told quite a different story.

Every one of these relationships was negative and many were certainly not negligible. Thus,

according to the children, the more time was spent in company with parents the less likely

were those parents to express an expectation about the child's future behaviour (r=-.34,

N=58, p=.005), the less likely were they to attribute a mood or feelings to the child (r-.26,

N=57, p=.027) and the less likely were they to ask a question about the child's feelings (r=-

.45, N=58, p=.0001). They were also less likely to comment on the child's physical

characterisdcs (r=-.22. N=58, p=.05), and to make general extended comments after

pleasing behaviours (r=-.23, N=58, p=.043). They were, apparently,less likely to praise

the child in general the more time they spent with her/him (r=-.28, N=53, p=.021).

Given that parents and children disagree on aspects of parental praise, the question

must be raised as to who has the more accurate perception. If the children are right, could

these results be explained by proposing that there are at least two types of parent, those who

spend a great deal of time with their children and treat them on an equal footing, and those

who spend less time with their children but "make up for it" by lavishing praise on the child

in a more intensive manner when they are together?

If the parents' result is accepted, could it be that many children simply do not notice

parental praise and therefore underestimate its likelihood, perhaps the more so the more they

are in company with their parents? This suggestion is not inconsistent with the

disagreements between parents and children noted above.

71.2.5.72 Praise Patterns

Unweighted least squares factor analyses were performed on the total scores for each

category of praise (across situations). It was hoped that the sixteen categories of locution

could be condensed into a smaller number of factors. Neither oblique nor varimax rotations

demonstrated any clear pattern of factors and ttris was a consistent finding across all three

sets of data, although there appeared to be about four (five, according to Year 3 parents)

factors.

McQuitty (1961) linkage analyses were also ca¡ried out on the three correlation

matrices but once again no interpretible structures could be discerned- The pattems which

emerged are shown in Appendix 7.7. Although no clear conclusions regarding a factor

structure were thus able to be drawn from these analyses, all groups did agree on the

following groupings:

From linkage analysis:

Grouping (1) Social reinforcement (praising the specific behaviour), parent's feelings about

behaviour, noticing behaviour.

Grouping (2) Global appreciation, telling child s/he is good, parent's exclamations.

Grouping (3) Attribution of mood, question about child's feelings.

Grouping (a) Attribution of a characteristic, attribution of motivation.
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From factor analyses (varimax and oblique rotations):

Grouping (2) Global appreciation, telling child s/he is good, parent's exclamations.

Grouping (3) Attribution of mood, question about child's feelings.

Grouping (5) Attribution of motivation, thanks.

These groupings do make intuitive sense although they cut across the broader

preliminary categories of praise (e.g., coded 10, 20 etc. in Table I 1.1.1) which were

initially devised. A tentative attempt to reduce the number of categories of praise shown in

Table 11.1.1 could be advanced by characterizing locutions occurring within each one. Thus

Grouping (1) might be characterized as "attention to specific behaviour", Grouping (2) as

"enthusiastic response", Grouping (3) as "feeling response" and Grouping (4) as

"interpretation of behaviour". Grouping (5) is not easy to chatacterize. It should be

emphasized that these groupings are not solidly supported by the analyses, and further work

would be needed to establish that such a restructuring would be a justified improvement on

the original classifrcation scheme.

1 1.2.5.13 Additional Praising Locutions

All parents and Year 7 children had an oppornrnity to write out any additional

locutions that the parents might use in each situation. Examination of these data suggested

that the addition of a "social comparison" category was rwarranted, and it is included in Table

1 1.1.1. It would include such locutions as "you have done better than your brother", "you

have the same taste as I do" and "you certainly play better than f can".

Some other locutions which recurred cannot cleady be classified as praise. Thus,

parents said that they might list for the child the positive effects which would flow from

her/his behaviour, such as "now you'll be able to find things in your room". Apparently

they might also take the oppornrnity to make an object lesson of the occasion, saying, for

example, "everyone should always do their best" or "you'll find in life that one of the

greatest feelings is rewa¡d for effort". Since parents considered such locutions as praise, it
was considered feasible to include the former type in the classification scheme. Thus a

relevant category also appears in Table 11.1.1. The latter type might best be regarded as

"extended general comments".

11.2.6 A Parent Praise Ouestionnaire/Reinforcement History Ouestionnaire

Study

A further small shrdy was done to determine whether there were any relationships

between perception of positive, negative and neutral experiences in growing up, as

measured by the Reinforcement History Questionnaire (refer to Chapter 5), and the Parent

Praise Questionnaire, adapted for retrospective use by aduls. Fifty-two sn¡dents from an

intrductory psychology course at the South Australian Institute of Technology completed

the rating scales of likelihood of use of the different praising locutions from the perspective
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of themselves at 12 years of age (Instnrctions appear in Appendix 7.8). They also completed

the Reinforcement History Questionnaire.

Proportions of positive, negative and "neutral" (1-þositive/non-null+ negative/non-

null experiences)) were calculated for each respondent. Proportions of positive and negative

experiences were calculated in two different ways, (1) as a proportion of positive +

negative, (2) as a proportion of total non-null rcsponses (that is, the total excluding "does

not apply").

Correlations were calculated benveen these five scores and (1) each type of praise (the

19 locutions were included), (2) praise score for each of the four situations, and (3) total

praise score. A consistent pattern of correlations was found such that relationships betrreen

proportion of negative experiences reported and each type of praise, and praise score for

each situation, were generally negative, whereas the converse was tn¡e for relationships

between the proportion of positive experiences reported and each type of praise, and praise

score for each situation. These relationships were high or significant for locutions a, c, d, f,
j, o, I and s. Total praise score correlated significantly with proportion of negative

experiences out of total non-null (e-.27, N=52, p=.028) and also with proportion of
positive experiences out of non-null (r=.41, N=52, p=.001).

Most interestingly, 18/19 relationships between individual types of praise and

"neutral" proportions were negative, and 12 of these significantly so (c, d, e, f, h, j, l, n, o,

q and s) as was the relationship with total praise score (r=-.41, N=52, p=.001). It does

seem that socalled "neutral" experiences are perceived as negative.

Repeated measures analyses of va¡iance were also carried out to determine whether

there were situation or locution effects. There was no situation effect (F=2.44, df=I53/3,

p=.066), but there was a locution effect (F=26.19, df=918/18, p=.01) and an interaction

between situations and locutions (F=18.44, df=2754154, p=.01). Thus this sample also

perceived a differential likelihood of use of locutions and that the use of some locutions

varies between situations.

Means and standa¡d deviations for the different types of praise (a to s) were

calculated, as 'were mean praise scores for each situation and a mean score over all locutions.

These results are shown in Appendix 7.9.\n each case the means are somewhat lower than

a¡e those reported in this chapter.
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PART 3

PARENT.CHILD FOLLOW.UP STUDY

11.3.1 Introduction

A parent-child follow-up study was conducted four months after the study described

in Pa¡t 2. There were basically two reasons for carrying out this study. Fintly, it was

considered possible that the likelihood of use of different types of praise by parents might be

related to some other va¡iables such as their attitudes. Secondly, there had been a hint in the

data that likelihood of use of praise by parents might be reflected in their children's self-

concepts, and it was thought that should this finding be more clearly demonstrable it might

be that some other variables were acting as mediators of the effect. It was thus decided to do

a follow-up study in an attempt to measure an aspect of parental attitudes: a "reliability"

study of the Parent Praise Questionnaire could be done incidentally.

There is a substantial amount of literan¡re relating to parental child-rearing practices

and child's self-concept. For example, Schwartz (1966) found that children who had a high

self-concept had mothers who reported affectionate warmth to the children. Baumrind

(1967), as did Schwa¡tz, studied middle-class preschool children. She found that parents of
the most competent and mature children, whom she termed Pattern L children, were firm,
loving, demanding and understanding. Parents of Pattern 2 children, who were dysphoric

and disaffiliative, were firm, punitive and unaffectionate, while mothers of Pattern 3

children - dependent and immature - were moderately loving but lacked control. Fathers of
these children were ambivalent and læ<.

Sears (1970) completed a follow-up study of 159 children who had been studied

seven years earlier and noted that a high self-concept in children at the age of 12 years was

related to received parental warmth when the children were five.

Coopersmith (1967) found that domination and lack of affection, lack of regard for
good behaviour and lack of firm rules (or, alternatively, severe punishment) by mothers for
their children prior to adolescence led to lower self-esteem. Further than that, high self-

esteem boys were more emotionally stable, self-reliant and resilient. The püents in the study

also had high expectations of children already exhibiting high self-esteem and gave them

consistent support and encouragement. Pa¡ental acceptance (Helper, 1958) and positive

attention from parens @osenberg, 1965) are also associated with higher self-esteem.

Sa¡ason (1960) found that mothers of anxious children responded to, and evaluated,

their children in terms of their own standards and needs rather than those of the children.

After reviewing a good deal of the literature in this a¡ea Samuels (1977) concluded

that "parental love manifested by warmth, supportive encouragement, consistency, realistic

expectation, and a balance between protectiveness and rewa¡d rather than punishment is

more likely to result in positive child self-concept" (p. 91). A question of interest in the

present context is whether any of these attitudes, behaviours or patterns is systematically
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related to the use of different types of praise, which might then, in their turn, relate to the

child's self-concept. Although studies of parent-child interaction have not always shown a

corelation between parental behaviour and child's self-concept, it seemed reasonable to

investigate these potential mediating variables by means of an anitude scale measuring

parental anitudes to their children and to child-rearing.

A scale was sought which was apparently valid and reliable and which might also

reflect actual parent behaviour. There is controversy over the use of such instruments since

there a¡e a number of findings (e.g., Brody, 1965) that independent direct observations on

the same dimensions as are measured by a questionnaire are not related to scoring on that

questionnaire. In 1965 Brody concluded that the relationship between verbally expressed

child-rea¡ing attitudes and actual behaviour was not strong.

However, more recently, Turner and Harris (1984) assessed the literature and

concluded that "parental attitudes toward child-rearing....have been shown to be frequently

related to actual parental behavior" (p. 166). They argued that it was "reasonable to assume

that parental attitudes toward child-rearing are related to the ways in which parents interact

with their child¡en" (ibid., p. 106). Thus the a¡ea of the relationship bet'ween parental

attitudes to their child¡en and to child-rearing, and to behaviour, is clearly a viable one.

However, available instruments are both scarce and disappointing.

One scale is the Parent Attitude Research Instrument (PARI) developed by Schaefer

and Bell (1958). This includes three major subscales - democracy-domination, acceptance-

rejection, and indulgence-autonomy - each of which contains 4-5 other scales (e.g.,

equalitarianism, irritability, srictness). The scale was used extensively in the sixties, notably

by Coopersmith (1967) who, in his comprehensive study of the development of self-esteem

in children, did find relationships between individual items of the scale and the self-esteem

of mothers. However, after reviewing studies using the instrument, Becker and Krug
(1965) concluded that response-set posed a major problem and that "the bulk of the evidence

suggests that the PAzu does not predict much very well" (p.329).

Pumroy (1966) provides an alternative, the Maryland Parent Anitude Survey

(MPAS). This incorporates scales identifying attitudes as Disciplinarian, Indulgent,

Protective and Rejecting. Social desirability responding is controlled by means of a forced-

choice format. But Brody (1965), in comparing the PARI and the MPAS in their ability to
predict mother behaviour in interaction with the child, concluded that "there appears to be no

clearcut difference in predictability to behavior benveen the two" (pp.32l-322).Ttre PARI

apparently discriminated less sharply in the middle-range of scores while the MPAS yielded

most differences between the total high and low $oups and did not increase in sensitivity at

the extremes. Nevertheless, the MPAS has been used to some effect For example, Turner

and Ha¡ris (1984) found relationships between parental attitudes and children's behaviour

(surely a relationship as interesting as that between parent anitudes and parent behaviour).
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Another scale has been developed recently by Goldberg and Easterbrooks (1984), but

based on the work of Block (1965) and Cohler, Weiss and Grunebaum (1966). Catled the

Pa¡ental Attitudes Towa¡ds Childrearing scale (PACR), at the time the present resea¡ch was

done, little information was available about its psychometric properties or its effectiveness.

It was therefore decided to use the Maryland Parent Attitude Survey of Pumroy (1966). In

devising the scale Pumroy gave a pool of items to a group of nine psychologists with

instn¡ctions to categorize each item according to the type of parent the item represented.

These types, and their descriptions, were developed from the available literature on parental

types. The four categories are Disciplinarian,Indulgent, Protective and Rejecting. Detailed

descriptions of these types appear in Appendix 7.10.

1 I .3.2 Proced u re

Four months after the initial contact was made with parents, a follow-up letter was

sent in which the parents were asked to complete the praise questionnaire again (the notion

of "reliability" was described simply so that in a sense the parents were set to try to

remember how they had responded initially - however, since there were 68 individual

ratings to make it seems unlikely that memory could be an important factor in results). They

were also asked to complete the Maryland Parent Anitude Survey.

Fifty-two parents were contacted (these were parents who had given the resea¡cher

their na¡nes and add¡esses to receive feedback f¡om the ea¡lier study) and 30 returned

questionnaires. Of these, three had not anached their names so no matching was possible;

and not all respondents had completed both questionnaires. However, analyses were caried
out where possible to determine whether parents responded similarly on the second occasion

as on the first" and whether there were any relationships with the attitude va¡iables.

11.3.3 Results and Discussion

11.3.3.1 Reliability of Parent Praise Questionnaire

Intrasubject Pearson r correlation coefficients were calculated to determine whether

the Pa¡ent Praise Questionnaire was reliable. The mean r was 0.59, with a range from 0.21

to 0.95, and a standard deviation of 0.17 (N=25). However, it was subsequently concluded

that the scale is quite a reactive one, and that therefore the notion of reliability in relation to it
is not a sound one. Many parents felt that their praising practices had been altered as a result

of panicipation in the study. This point is elaborated in the General Discussion at the end of
this chapter.

11.3.3.2 Means and Standard Deviations of MPAS Variables

Means and standard deviations were calculated for the four subscales of the MPAS

and these subscales were also intercorrelated (although they are not independent, Pumroy

(1966) does these calculations). Table 11.3.1 shows the means and standa¡d deviations of
the MPAS subscales (N=24).
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Table 11.3.1: Means and standard deviations of MPAS subscales.

Subscale Mean s.d

D is cio lina ria n 22.54 8.38
lnd u lqent 20.46 6.87
P rotective 27.42 5.O2
Reiectino 18.58 5.83

These data are comparable to those obtained by Pumroy who reports means for males

andfemalesseparately(1966,p.76iTable AT.l2inAppendixT.l?showshisresults).

11.3.3.3 Correlation between Use of Specific Types of Praise and MPAS Variables

Composite scores for the use of each type of praise were created by summing across

situations for the first completion of the questionnai¡e. Thus 16 individual scores Qocutions
a-p) were calculated for each respondent and each of these was correlated with the MPAS

variables.

The same composite scores and statistical calculations were done for the second

completion of the Parent Praise Questionnaire. Table 11.3.2 shows the correlations for the

two completions (Times I and2 which were 4 months apart in time). N for individual
correlation coefficients varies between 22 and24. On the first completion, use of
attributional praise (locution c) correlated significantly with Disciplinarian attirudes (r=-.47,

N=22, p=.014). Thus the lower the score on the Disciplinarian scale the more likely the
parents were to report using this type of praise. There was a signifrcant positive correlation

between the use of this locution and the Protective scale (r.39,N=22,p=.037). At Time 2

(reliability completion) the result was similar, with the use of attributional praise negatively

correlated, though not quite significantly so, with the Disciplinarian scale (r-.33, N=24,
p=.055), and significantly positively correlated with the Protective'attitudes subscale (r=.50,

N=24, p=.006).
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Tahle 11.3.2: Correlations between MPAS subscales at completions l and 2, and

likelihood of use of different types of praise.

Note: ítalic iz e d correlation coefficients indicate p<.05

bold correlation coefficients indicate p<.01

Self-reported use of global appreciation of the child (locution f) at Time 1 correlated

negatively with Disciplinarian attitudes (r=-.48, N=21, p=.014) and positively with
Indulgent attitudes (r=.52, N=21, p=.008). At Time 2 the same Disciplinarian result was

obtained (r=-.39, N=24, p=.028) but the Indulgent scale result did not reach signifîcance

(r=.31, N=24,p=.069); however, given the low N this is still a good correlation. At Time 2

there was also a correlation beween use of global appreciation and Protective attitudes

(r=.43, N=24,p=.018). Oddly this same correlation was only 0.1 at Time 1.

On bottr completions there was a relationship benpeen anributing motivation to the

child (locution d) and Protective attitude scores (Time 1: r=.35, N=22, p=.058 Time2:
r.6'1, N=24, p=.0001). The relationship between reported use of this type of praise and

Rejection scores was not the same between occasions. On the second completion there was a

significant negative correlation (r=-.46, N=24, p=.011). As Table 11.3.2 shows, there were

many more significant correlations on the second completion of the questionnaire.

On both occasions the correlations between thanking the child (locution l) and

Protective attitudes were significant (Time l: e.47,N=22, p=.014 Time 2: r=.57, N=24,

p=.002).

Use of general commenß (locution o) was also correlated with Protective attin¡des on

the second completion (r=.45, N=23, p=.015) and gave a high (non-significant) correlation

on the first (e.30,N-¿2, p=.085).

f 1ne 1 2

Loc/Sca]-e DJ.e cJ.p . Indulg. P rot ect ReJect. DJ-scJ.p, Indulg, PEotôct ReJect
a -.078 .041 . 018 199 -.r97 .o92 . 6¡¡ 5 -.384
b 101 -.279 -.008 033 083 -.o47 . 371 -.296

-.469 .259 .389 -.019 -.334 .14I .500 -.272
d -.306 -.051 .345 061 -. 137 069 - 669 -.462
e -.t4r -. 117 .0L1 .332 -.27 s .107 .323 -.139
f -.480 .517 LO2 089 -. 394 .3]-2 .437 -.228
çT .049 235 303 -.108 -.170 .081 . ¿¡80 -.350
h .011 -. 099 .219 -.r29 .113 -.189 .¡¡90 --450
t -.105 o28 264 -.099 -.297 .061 .384 -.188
) -.106 o28 264 099 -. 069 .056 . ¡¡69 446
k .042 .034 -.073 .055 .048 -.099 .502 --¡¡90
I -.205 . o44 .467 274 -.059 -.o52 .s72 -.466

m .071 . o]-2 030 013 o52 -.045 .356 -.354
n 261 .228 -.066 .30? -.318 .20L .246 -.t62
o 168 -.o72 303 -.083 -.275 . 163 452 -.264
P 086 -.091 .235 .009 -.2't 4 .L2t .558 -.510

I
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However, significant correlations on the second completion of the questionnaire

between use of comments on physical characteristics (locution j), telling the child s/he is

good (locution k), indicating own feelings to the child (locution m) and noticing that the

behaviour has occurred (locution p) and Protective attitudes (all positive relationships) were

notreflected in high conelations at Time 1.

Similarly, significant negative correlations at Time 2 benveen use of these four

locutions and Rejecting attirudes were not reflected in high correlations at Time I (recall that

Protective and Rejecting attitudes are negatively correlated). Perhaps the apparent

strengthening of relationships with Protective anitudes over time might be a reflection of the

reactivity of the scale. That is, those parents who were inclined to have such attitudes

anyìvay might have contemplated the implications of the praise questionnaire, and changed

their behaviour as a result of completing it.

and MPAS Variables

A total praise score for each time was calculated by summing the 64 ratings on each

completion. Correlations were then calculated with the MPAS va¡iables.

None of the correlations at Time 1 were significant or even very high, but at Time 2

total praise score correlated positively with Protective attitudes (r=.60, N=l8, p=.004) and

negatively with Rejecting attitudes (r=-.45, N=l8, p=.031).

and2

Separate praise scores for siruations 1-4 were calculated by adding the 16 within-
situation ratings. This was done for each completion in turn and the results were correlated

with the MPAS subscale scores.

For the frst completion no correlations were significant but one or two were high

(e.g., use of praise in situation 3 corelated with Disciplinarian attitudes, r=-.33, N=21,

p=.074: use of praise in situation 1 correlated with Protective attitudes, r=.29, N=23,

P=.09)

The latterrelationship was significant at Time 2 (r=.63,N=22, p=.001) and there

were other additional significant correlations in these data- Protective and rejecting anitudes

correlated significantly \¡¡ith use of praise in all situations, in the former case positively, and

in the latter negatively (see Table 11.3.3).
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Table 11.3.3: Correlations between Total Praise by Situation and Protective/Rejecting

S ubscales.

S u b-sca le P rotective Reiectinq
Situation r N D I N D

1 0.62I 22 0.001 -0.404 22 0 .031
2 0.545 23 0.004 -0.487 23 0.027
3 0.562 22 0.003 - 0.4 81 23 0.012
4 0.55 9 23 0.003 - 0.3I5 23 0.035

There was also a significant negative relationship between use of praise in situation 2

and Disciplina¡ian attitudes (r=-.37, N=23, p=.041).

11.3.3.6 Correlations be¡peen Self-Concept Variables and MPAS Variables

Since there were only eight pairs of scores entering into these analyses only brief
reference will be made to the results of correlating the self-concept va¡iables with MPAS

variables. However, some interesting trends emerged, with four out of the six relationships

being significant. This is particularly impressive given the very small N. For example, the

less Disciplina¡ian the parents' attitudes the better the child's School self-concept (r=-.72,

N=8, p=.021), and conversely the more Indulgent the attitudes of the parents ttre better the

School self-concept (r=.64, N=8, p=.043). Note, that these subscales a¡e themselves

negatively correlated.

The more Protective (r.63, N=8, p=.045) and less Rejecting (r=-.68, N=8, p=.029)

the parents' attitudes the less Anxious the child (note, as above).

There was a high but non-significant corelation ben¡¡een Disciplinarian anin¡des and

Behaviour self-concept (r=-.53, N=8, p=.084). Similarly there was a high positive

correlation between Happiness and parents'Protective attitudes (r=.57, N=8, p=.068).

There were no significant relationships between children's total praise scores (i.e.,

perception of parents'praise patterns by children) and MPAS variables.
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PART 4

PRAISE PREFERENCE STUDY

11.4.1 Introduction

Pety, Kelly and Kafafy (1984) developed a Praise-Encouragement Preference Scale

for children. Their rationale for distinguishing between praise and encouragement rests on

the work of Dinkmeyer and others (1963, I976) who believe that praise will have a different

outcome in terms of the recipient's behaviour than will encouragement. They argue that

praise represents an evaluative stance involving judgments of the child's basic worth or of
his behaviour. Generally, they suggest, it is used as a rewa¡d for completed tasks and

behaviours. It may result in child¡en learning to value themselves only to the extent that they

are praiseworthy.

Encouragement, they argue, is relatively non-judgmental and involves the encourager

sharing feelings or observations: it should act as feedback to enable the recipient to learn to

evaluate her/his own behaviour in terms of whether or not it will assist in achieving the

desired goal.

The aim of the study of Pety et al was to develop a questionnaire to measure a praise

or encouragement orientation in children. Although they concluded that their scale needed

further development, their additional aim of determining whether there were any age or
gender differences was fruitful. They found that 4th., 6th. and 8th. grade subjects had a

stronger preference for praise than did 10th. grade subjects. Across grade levels, males had

a stronger preference for praise than did females.

Given the interesting outcome of their study and the expecøtion that a differential

effect of different forms of praise might well relate to differential preference for varying

locutions, it seemed that the question could be raised as to whether preference related to

likelihood of usage (by parents) and/or to age and gender.

In compiling examples of praise and encouragement Pety et al have confounded some

of the locutions which ¿¡re separate and distinct in studies comprising the present project. An

example they give is the following:

"Susan wrote an essay on the American Civil V/ar for a social studies project. She asked her

mother to read it. Afterward, hermotherresponded:

A. It looks like you put a lot of effort and thought into preparing this essay, Susan. I found

it very interesting.

B. This essay is excellent, Susan. I didn't notice any mistakes in it. You're such a good

writer."

Subjects had to choose which they would prefer to hear (presumaþly A is encouragement

and B is praise - though the authors don't make this clear).
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According to the def,rnition of Kanouse et al (1981), both A and B are praising

locutions. These authors point out, also, it might be noted, that "praise-like utterances

persistently refuse to fall into neat classifications for the benef,rt of social-psychological

analyses" (ibid., p.114). It is interesting that differences between groups were nevertheless

found in the Pety study: subjects were discriminating benveen A and B in some way. Rather

than the categories being praise and encouragement, however, perhaps what is represented

in the examples is the informationaVconrolling distinction made by Deci (e.g., 1975), where

A is generally more informational and B is generally more controlling - though these

categories too are not mutually exclusive.

It could be argued that if praise is to act as reinforcement it should be pleasing to the

recipient. Thus, if it could be found that different forms of praise were preferred, it might

then be reasonable to investigate the differential effects on behaviour of these forms

compared to less preferred forms. It would certainly be further evidence that children

distinguish among the different varieties of praise.

Groups of children from Years 5, 7 and 10 completed a Praise Preference

Questionnaire (see below) so that any developmental changes could be observed. Year 3

children were considered to be too young to reliably use the rating scales, and Yea¡ 7 was

included for comparison with the ea¡lier work. The aim of the study'was to determine

whether there are differences in preference forpraise from parents according to situation,

age and gender.

11.4.2 fnstrument

The Praise Preference Questionnaire (see Appendix 7.11) was devised in a manner

similar to that in which the ea¡lier child-version of the Pa¡ent Praise Questionnaire had been

devised. Two situations only were to be rated, "tidying own room" and "saving to buy a

gift". The questionnaire was written in language suitable to the youngest age-group to

participate, while still being acceptable to the oldest. Only 16locutions were rated in the

ea¡lier study, but th¡ee more were added in this one. However, for comparison, data relating

to likelihood of use of these additional locutions at about age 12 was collected from a sample

of tertiary students (see below).

11.4.3 Procedure

Private schools in Adelaide were contacted, and letters were sent home to parents

requesting permission for their child to complete the questionnaire. The researcher went to

each school and supervised the child¡en as they completed the questionnai¡es in a group.

As with the earlier study, the retum ¡ate from each school rwas approximately 30Vo.

The sample is thus from the same population as that participating in the Pa¡ent Praise snrdy

in which parents of Yea¡s 3 and 7 , and the Yea¡ 7 children, rated the likelihood of use of the

different forms of praise. Because of the expanded set of locutions (locutions q, r and s

added) in the praise preference study compared to the parent praise study, for comparison
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puq)oses, a further set of data was collected. A group of tertiary students (N=54) from the

South Ausralian Institute of Technology completed the Pa¡ent Praise Questionnaire from the

perspective of themselves at 12 years of age. Reference was made to this study in the final
secúon of Part 2 of this chapter. It should be noted that respondents contributing data were

probably from a more heterogeneous group than those participating in the Praise Preference

study.

11.4.4 Results

I1.4.4.1 Descriotion of Samole

Three goups participated in the study proper. They were from Years 5,7 and 10.

(1) Group 1 (Year 5): There were22 males and nine females in this goup. The average age

overall was 10.10 years (s.d.=.60).

(2) Group 2 (Yeat 7): There were32 males and 14 females in this group.The average age

was 12.28 years (s.d.=.33).

(3) Group 3 CYear 10): There were 51 males and47 females in this goup. The average age

was 15.19 years (s.d.=.38).

11.4.4.2 Overall Comparison of Situations and Locutions

Repeated measures analyses of va¡iance were carried out on the data from each group

to determine whether there was any difference in liking for different locutions, or for
locutions within the ¡vo situations.

11.4.4.2.1 Group 1 (Year 5)

There rwas no situation effect for the Year 5 data, but there was a locution effect, and

an interaction between situation and locution. The results a¡e shown in Tables 11.4.1 and

tt.4.2.

Table f 1.4.1: Year 5 - Results of repeated measures analysis of variance, locution.

Source of variatlon SS df MS F D

Within cells 1 128.79 486 2.32
Locution 511.16 18 28.39 12.23 .01

Tahle 11.4.2: Year 5 - Results of repeated measures analysis of variance, interaction

between situation and locution.

Source of variation SS df MS F o

Within cells 600.70 486 1.24
Situation bv Locution 89.58 18 4.98 4.03 .0'1
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11.4.4.2.2 Group 2 (Year 7\

The Year 7 daø also yielded a locution effect and an interaction. Tables 11.4.3 and

11.4.4 show the results.

Table 11.4.3: Year 7 - Results of repeated measures analysis of variance, locution.

Source of variation SS df MS F o

Within cells 2374.2'l 774 3.0I
Locution 1149.68 18 63.8 7 20.82 .01

Tahle 1'1 .4.4: Year 7 - Results of repeated measures analysis of variance, interaction

between situation and locution.

Source of variation SS df MS F D

Within cells 1186.76 774 1 .53
Situation bv Locution 168.61 18 9.37 6.11 .01

11.4.4.2.3 Group 3 lYear 10)

The results were similar for the oldest group as they were for the two younger

groups. Tables 11.4.5 and 11.4.6 show the results for this group.

Tahle 1 1.4.5: Year 10 - Results of repeated measures analysis of variance, locution.

Table 11.4.6: Year 10 - Results of repeated measures analysis of variance, situation by

Iocution.

11.4.4.3 Analyses of Locutions

Since there were no significant differences between situations for any group, it was

decided to combine situations L and2 to create a mean score for each req)ondent for each

locution (e.g., mean of " a " rating for situation I and "a" rating for situation 2).

Using these new scores analyses of va¡iance werc performed for each locution to

determine whether there was a gender effect, an age effect, and any interaction. Detailed

Source of variation SS df MS F o

Within cells 5530. I 1692 3.27
Locution 1787.3 18 99.29 30.38 .0'l

IIII

ìource of variation SS df MS F D

Within cells 2581 .09 1692 1.53
ìituation bv Locution 230.80 18 12.82 8.41 01

I
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locution by locution results are shown in AppendixT.l3.In summary, these analyses

suggested that there was a significant age effect for all locutions except d, j, l, p and s. This

was always in the direction of decreasing liking as respondents grew older. In only t'wo

cases (a and k) were Groups 1 and 2 significantly different from Group 3. In all other cases

Group 1 was significantly different from Groups 2 and 3. These results can be seen more

clearly in Table 71.4.7 in which the genders have been combined within each group (see

1L.4.4.4 below). In three cases (b, j and o) there was a gender effect. It should be noted that

because of the unequal numbers in cells multi-factor analyses are not the ideal form of
analysis. However, it is shown below that the results were confrrmed by other statistical

analyses.

11.4.4.4 Oneway Analyses of Locutions

Since the numbers in the cells were quite unequal, it was decided to re-analyze the

data, combining genders where possible, and using a oneway (as opposed to multi-factor)

analysis of variance procedure. T-tests were also calculated between genders within each

goup and over all groups to determine where the gender differences lay.

The means and standa¡d deviations for each locution are set out in Table tt.4.7, and

Figure lt.4.l depicts the means graphically. Table 11.4.8 shows the results of the

individual analyses of va¡iance.

+ Year5
+ Yea¡ 7
+ Year10

abcdef ghijklmnopgrs
Locution

Eigure 11.4.1: Graph of means of preference ratings by group.
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Table 11.4.7: Means and standard deviations of preference ratings by group.

Notes: *=significant oneway analysis of variance (p<.05)
#=Yea¡s 5 and 7 signifrcantly different from Year 10 (Student-Newman-Keuls,

p<.05)

P<.05)
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+=Year 5 signifrcantly different from Years 7 and 10 (Student-Newman-Keuls,

&=Yea¡ 5 significantly different from Y qt 7 (S nrdent-Newman-Keuls, p<.05)
$=Year 5 significantly different from Year 10 (Student-Newman-Keuls, p<.05)
g=significant gender differences (see text)

Age group Year 5 Year 7 Year l0
Mean s.d Mean s.d Mean s. d.

Praise category
a Soclal rerntorcement T # 5.30 I.25 5.46 0.91 4.54 1.29
b Expectation about behaviour t+ g 3.37 1.4E 2.49 1.41 2.29 1.03
c Attribution of cha¡acteristic l.+ 5.74 t.4'3 4.89 t.3l 4.67 1.39
d Attnbution of motivation n.s. 4.40 1.15 4.45 t.33 4.00 r.39
e Attribution of mood *+ 4.ó9 t.44 4.L2 I.59 3.ó0 L.49
f Global appreciation *+ 5.E0 I.7E 4.72 2.08 4.15 2.t'3
g Questron about child's têelings *+ 4.55 1.40 3.59 t.32 'J.'J4 r.'39
h Labeiling behaviour *& 5.42 l.l6 4.59 1.44 4.94 r.39
i Attribution of ability *+ 4.öU r.35 3.70 r.39 3.65 1.47
I Comments about physical charactenstics n.s. g 4.63 2.O5 4.L6 r.ðE 'J.99 z.tJl
k'I'ellrng child s/he is good t# 5. l5 1.56 4.4U r.5ð 3.77 1.70
I'fhanks n.s. s.50 tJ.9l 5.15 0.95 5.42 t.22
m Parent's feelings t$ 5.37 I.I5 4.87 1.15 4.74 1.26
n Parent's exclamations *+ 5.73 r.70 4.7I 1.79 4.'J2 l.6E
o Extended general cornments r'# g 6.48 0.96 ó.54 u.7ö 4.64 1.83
p Noticing behaviour n.s. 4.27 I.5E 3.97 t.24 3.88 I.'J4
q Child's benef,its from own behaviour *+ 4.37 I.22 3.49 1.36 3.45 r.35
r ComparÍson with others' behaviour *+ 5.42 r.ðó 3.85 2.O7 3.23 2.03
s Attribution of behaviour n.s 5.06 r.2t 4.71 1.61 4.40 L.4'J
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Table 11.4.E: Results of analyses of variance for each locution separately

Locution Source of var¡ation df ss MS F D

a Between orouos 2 31.96 15.98 11.19 .0 000 1

Within orouos 172 245.59 1 .43
Total 174 277.55

b Belween orouos 2 27.84 13.92 9.26 0002
Within orouos 172 258.7 4
Total 174 28 6.58

c Between orouos 2 26.94 13.47 6.89 001 3
Within orouÞs 172 335.94 1 .95
Total 174 36 2.88

d n.s.
e Between orouos 2 3 8.23 19.11 8.35 0 003

Within qroups 172 393.72 2.29
Total 174 431.95

f Between orouos 2 65.77 3 2.88 7.74 .0006
Within oroups 172 730.77 4.25
Total 174 79 6.54

o Between orouos 2 34.63 17.32 I .12 .0002
Within oroups 172 326.72 1.89
Total 174 361 .35

h Between orouos 2 12.50 6.25 3.3s 037
Within orouos 172 320.99 1 .87
Total 174 333.49

I Between orouos 2 33.026 1 6.51 8.1 3 0004
Within orouos 172 34 9.33 2.03
Total 174 382.36

I n.s.
k Between orouos 2 48.00 2¿ 8.82 0002

Within orouos 't72 46 8.01 2.72
Total 174 516.01

I n.s.
m Between orouos 2 9.39 4.69 3.1 9 043

Within orouþs 172 252.82 1 .47
Total 174 262.21

n Between orouos 2 46.88 23.44 7.98 0005
Within orouos 172 505.40 2.94
Total 174 552.28

o Between qroups 2 152.75 7 6.37 34.61 .01
Withinorouos 172 379.55 2.21
Total 174 532.29

p n.s.
q Between orouos 2 20.96 1 0.48 5.92 003

Withinorouos 172 304.27 1 .77
Total '17 4 325.23

r Between orouos 2 112.66 5 6.33 1 3.94 .0 000 1

Within orouos 172 695 _09 4.04
Total 174 807.75

s n.s.
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11.4.4.5 Comoarison of Males and Females

When t-tests were ca¡ried out comparing males and females over the sample as a

whole (males N=105, females N=70), significant differences were indeed found for

locutions b, j and o (b; t=2.15, df=173, p=.033 - means M=2.1,F=2.28: j; t=-3.45,

df=173, p=.001 - means M=3.74,F=4.76: o; t=2.52, df=173, p=.013 - means M=5.73,

F=5.06). However, within-group t-tests revealed no significant differences between the

genders except in the case of locution j for the oldest group (t=-4.2, df=96, p=.0001 -

means M=3.24, F=4.81).

Thus it seemed that the few gender differences that existed were very weak, requiring

large samples to show them up. For this reason males and females were combined for

oneway analyses of variance in the same manner as for all other locutions. Locutions b, j
and o therefore also appear in Table 11.4.7.

11.4.4.6 Comparison of Relative Likelihood of Use of Praising l,ocutions and Relative

Liking for Them

The ranked liking means for each group and the ranked likelihood ratings for the

ea¡lier data a¡e set out in Table 11.4.9.

Tahle 11.4.9: Ranked liking means, by group, and ranked likelihood ratings from

tertiary students.

Likelihood ranks Preference Ranks
Group Parents Children Children

Yr. 3 Yr. 7 Yr. 7 Tert'v Yr. 5 Yr. 7 Yr. 10
Praise cateoorv
a Social reinforcement 2 1 6 1 9 2 6
b Exoectation about behaviour 16 15 16 16 19 19 19
c Attribution of characteristic o 9 10.5 6 3 4 4
d Attribution of motivation 11 12 13 I 16 10 10
e Attribution of mood 6 7 o 11 12 13 15
f Global appreciation 5 I 7 12 2 6 9
q Question about chíld's feelinos 12 13 14 15 15 17 17
h Labellino behaviour 14 10 4 7 6.5 I 2
i Attribution of abilitv 8 11 12 I 13 16 14
i Comments about ohvsical charics. 13 't4 10.5 18 14 12 11
k Tellino child s/he is oood 3 3 1 4 10 11 13
I Thanks 10 6 2 13 5 3 1

m Parent's feelinos 1 2 5 2 I 5 3
n Parent's exclamations 4 5 I 14 4 7.5 I
o Extended oeneral comments 15 16 15 19 1 1 5
p Noticino behaviour 7 4 3 3 18 14 12
o Child's benefits from own behr 10 17 18 16
r Comparison with others' behr. 17 6.5 15 18
s Attribution of behaviour 5 11 7.5 7
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Additionally, Spearman rho correlation coefficients were calculated between the

results for the tertiary students and each of the three groups in the present study. The results

suggest that correspondence between likelihood of use and liking for the locutions increased

with age. The conelational results are set out in Table 11.4.10.

Table 11.4.10: Correlations, by group, between rankings of tertiary students'

likelihood of use of praise and preferenc€s.

Year 5 Year 7 Year 10

11 .24 35

A more appropriate comparison point, viz. the likelihood ratings of Yea¡ 7 child¡en,

was not exactly comparable because of the addition of the three locutions q, r and s. 'When

the preference ranks for the l6locutions conesponding to those used in Study 1 were re-

ranked for the Yeat 7 group, and Spearman rho calculated to determine the degree of
correspondence between relative likelihood of use by parents as estimated by children CYear

7 group in Study 1), and relative liking by a comparable group of children (Year 7 group in
Study 2), the result was not significant (rho=.29). This suggests that parents may not praise

children in the manner which children would most prefer.

11.4.4.7 Comparison of the Highest Ranking l¡cutions in Each Group

The highest ranking locutions in each group were as follows -

Year 5 - anribution of a characteristic, global appreciation,labelling the behaviour, thanks,

parents' feelings, patents' exclamations, extended general comments, social comparison.

Year 7 - social reinforcement (specific praise of behaviour), attribution of a characteristic,

global appreciation, thanks, parents'feelings, parents'exclamations, extended general

comments, attribution of behaviour.

Yea¡ 10 - social reinforcement (specific praise of behaviour), attribution of a characteristic,

labelling behaviour, thanks, parents'feelings, parents' exclamations, extended general

comments, attribution of behaviour.

It is interesting to note that examples from almost all of the broader praise categories

in Table 11.1.1 (e.g., those coded I0,20 etc.) are represented among children's most

preferred locutionary types.The exceptions are telling the child that s/he is good, and

comments about physical characteristics. Simila¡ly, all but the "feeling response" grouping

advanced in Pan 2 above are represented.
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1l .4.5 General Discussion

Results from four studies of praise in parent-child interactions have been presented in

this chapter. From data collected in the fust, a preliminary classification system for praising

locutions used in these interactions was developed, as was a Parent kaise Questionnaire for
use in a subsequent study. Further data suggested which behaviours or situations were most

likely to lead to praise occurring. In the second study, praise pattems at two age levels were

examined and it was found that parents were more likely to use some locutions than others

and to use different locutions according to the situation. Older child¡en were apparently in

receipt of almost every category of praise to a lesser extent than were younger

children.There was suggestive evidence in the data that there a¡e likely to be correlational

relationships between type of praise used by parents, and younger child¡en's self-concepts.

Some relationships between parental attitudes, as measured by the MPAS, and likelihood of
use of praise, were presented in the third section. In the final study, children showed that

they had clear preferences for some locutions over others, and these preferences did not

appear to change with age.

These results ¡aise a number of issues of both theoretical and practical significance,

and these will be discussed below. However, it is necessary firstly to consider some of the

methodological problems inherent in studies like those which have been described,

particularly biasing of the samples and social desirability responding. It is very likely that

there is a degree of biasing of the samples of parents who participated. Both at the stage of
the collection of free-response data, and during the conducting of the parent-child praise-

likelihood study, the resea¡cher would have captured the interest of those parents who had a

certain ideological bias in relation to child-rearing practices. Those who had the time and

energy to participate may also represent a biased goup. The problem of personal interest

and involvement is an inevitable diffrculty in studies in which an attempt is made to sample

outside a setting in which there is some compulsion, either by authority or by peer pressure,

to complete a questionnaire.

However, it could be noted that even at the stage of the follow-up study when only
strongly motivated parents would still be participating, mean scores on the MPAS for these

parents were not very different from those obtained by Pumroy (1966). This implies rhat the

problem of biasing in the sample may not have been any more extreme than it might be in
many other acceptable studies.

In addition, that parents and child¡en contributed independent ratings in the praise-

likelihood study meant that a form of reliability checking could be ca¡ried out. Collusion

between parents and child¡en is unlikely to be the explanation for the similarity between their

ratings since the two groups completed their questionnaires on separate occasions, and even

if children had come to school with the intention of remembering what ratings their parents
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had made, the likelihood that they could do so across 32 scales is not very high. In any case,

that parents completed their questionnaires without reference to their child¡en is attested to

by the fact that at every school the researcher found that a great many children were

completely unaw¿ne of the fact that their parents had given permission that they be in the

study.

Further, it could be argued that there is a sense in which biasing in the initial free

responses, including selective recall and false inferences, is not an issue, since the aim of the

study was to create a classification system for praising locutions. In order to create a

comprehensive system it would be necessary to include examples of locutions which were

rarely used as well as those most frequently used. Thus, if parents were indulging in social

desirability responding by increasing the number of examples they recorded, this behaviour

could only serve to expand the classification system.

While naturalistic studies would certainly be preferable to the use of self-report

instruments in determining just how frequently the different locutions a¡e used (cf. Shrauger

and Schoeneman, 1979), the presence of an observer would itself be likely to affect

behaviour. And, in relation to the final study, self-report is the only way to investigate

individuals' likings or preferences for va¡ieties of praise. Since all the locutions were

positive, social desirability responding is unlikely to have been a major factor when children

¡ated them according to their liking for them. Thus, it could be argued that the results

presented in this chapter are likely to be as fair a representation of the actual situation as one

might achieve without the unobtn¡sive use of sophisticated devices. Assuming that this is

so, several issues in relation to the work need elaboration, and these will be considered

below.

It is interesting to note that the locutions included by parents as being used when they

are "pleased with" their children's behaviour (the operationalization of the praising concept

used in the pilot studies) by no means always conform to the definition of praise used by

Kanouse et al. If a classification system for any purpose is to be developed, perhaps a

decision should be taken in advance as to whether the psychotogists' framework will
prevail, or whether locutions used in ostensibly praise-evoking situations by lay people

should also be included.

Although this study was conducted specifically within the context of the parent-child

relationship, there are many other situations and contexts within which praise is given and

received- These include work and school and within a variety of other relationships such as

spouse to spouse and friend to friend. The classification system which was developed for
use in this study could form a basis for investigating praise patterns within other contexts.

Indeed, it would be a valuable endeavou to determine whether the apparent decrease in
praise received over the years studied continues into adult life. Much of the work described

in previous chapters has related to investigations into the effects of certain types of praise on
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young adults. Further investigation into the question of differential effecs of varieties of
praise over the life-span is warranted.

In relation to the suggestion of a relationship between praise and children's self-

concepts reported here, were such relationships to be substantiated in future studies, the

evidence would even then only be correlational and therefore no causal hypothesis could be

advanced. There are likely to be other mediating factors, and these require further

investigation. It is nevertheless a provocative finding that there may be a causal influence on

how children feel about themselves due to how parents praise their desirable behaviour. It
certainly implies that all forms of praise Íre not the same, and do not have identical effects.

Further evidence for the last proposition comes from the second snrdy in which it was

clearly demonstrated that children differentiate between varieties of praise in terms of their

preferences. It is quite possible that the preferred locutions would have different effects on

behaviour than the less preferred (or even disliked) forms.

While the analyses were generally quantitative in nature, some analyses indicated that

qualitative distinctions could be made between the locutions in terms of their effects on

children. Furtherresea¡ch into these qualitative differences would be warranted, as would an

analysis of the implications of these differences for models of learning. That is, while there

are conceptual grounds for distinguishing among varieties of praising locution, and while

there is some suggestion in the data that the categories may correspond to different outcomes

for the recipients of praise, clea¡ relationships between the different forms of praise and

children's subsequent behaviour need to be demonstrated. If these exist, it would seem that

all praise is not equally reinforcing. Different conceptual models would then be required to

account for the differences in effect of various locutions.

With regard to the questionnaires used in the studies, these we¡e preliminary

instn¡ments only and may need refinement. For example, there \¡/as an implication in one

result emerging from the parent praise study (described in Part2) that children and parenrs

might agree to a different extent according to the situation used in the questionnai¡e. The

praise preference study also highlighted some difficulties with using a questionnaire

approach, notably in relation to the categories "extended general comments" and "noticing

that the behaviour has occu¡red". Examples used for the former, extended general

cornments, included reference to activities and/or material rewards, whereas it seems that the

original intention of this category (mplied in parents' free-response data) was to indicate that

they sometimes just chatted to the child in a general way. Thus these two fomrs of locution

have been confounded in studies described in this chapter, in such a way that it is not

possible to determine to which aspect children who ¡ate it very liked are responding.

Noticing that the behaviour has occurred, on the other hand, received an overall low
rating but it seems unlikely that children would not want their parents to notice their good

behaviour. In the real situation, as opposed to the questionnaire version, there would
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undoubtedly be non-verbal accompaniments to this form of locution; a revised questionnaire

could include more detailed descriptions of specific scenarios for respondents to consider.

The other locution which deserves comment is parental expression of an expectation

about future behaviour, which is least tiked by all th¡ee groups. It is possible that an

expectation expressed by a parent is interpreted by the child as tantamount to a command and

is thus not a positive locution. A comparison could be made with an expectation expressed

by a less famitiar person (within an experimental context, for example, or in a new social

situation) when the expectation may be more likely to be interpreted positively in that it
means that the child is being seen as capable of the expected behaviour rather than that the

behaviour is being demanded. It could also be noted that this type of locution was referred to

in relation to the self-concept results as producing a consistently negative, though not

significantly so, pattern of correlations with the Piers-Ha¡ris Children's Self-Concept Scale.

Furthermore, attribution of ability, which did correlate negatively with that scale, received

low ranks from all groups.

The results of this study are not particularly confirmatory of the results of Pety et al

(1984), especially in that there were really no gender differences. As mentioned above, these

resea¡chers found that males had a stronger preference for praise (as compared to

encouragement) than did females across all age levels. They also found that the three

younger groups (4th., 6th. and 8th. grade) had a stronger preference for praise, while the

oldest group (10th. grade) had a stronger preference for encouragemenl If the eight highest

ranked locutions for each group are compared, there is not a great deal of difference among

the three groups, except that, for the youngest, social comparison is included and social

reinforcement (praising the specific behaviour) is excluded. Global appreciation is included

for the two youngest groups, but not for the oldest, as is attribution of behaviour. Labelling
the behaviour ranks nine for the middle group, thus just missing inclusion, while it is
included in the ranks of the oldest and youngest groups.

As implied previously, there does not seem to be any very obvious way to classify the

most preferred locutions (as praise/encouragement, for example, or by using the scheme

devised for the present studies) although it is understandable, and this has been discussed,

why some of the least preferred locutions are so ranked. With regard to the attempt made in
Part2 to reduce the number of content categories, it might be noted that at this preliminary

stage of resea¡ch into "neat classifrcations" for praising locutions such a reduction appears to

be an unlikely outcome given that the more work that was done with ttre original systeÍ\ the

more categories actually emerged. Future studies might focus on examining the degree to

which apparently conceptually distinct locutions are functionalty the same and this, in part,

has been the aim of the work described in the foregoing chapters.
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CHAPTER 12

Material in this chapter will be presented in three main sections.In the fust a summary

of the major and incidental findings will be presented, and in the second conceptual issues

\¡/ill be discussed, as will related methodological issues brought into focus by the resea¡ch.

Finally, some of the implications of the resea¡ch for future empirical work and for applied

a¡eas of psychology will be considered briefly.

12.1 Summary of Results: Preliminarv Remarks

It must be concluded that, as argued in Chapter 1, "verbal reinforcement" is simply

not as effective in controlling behaviour as has been presumed. An expanded conception of
"verbal reinforcement" such that its form and content are varied, does not result in a revision

of this conclusion. "Labelling", or the attribution of a characteristic, is also not as effective

in evoking behaviour as the results of previous studies have suggested. Although people

apparently can distinguish among the varieties of praise, at least in response to questionnaire

items, if there are differential effects of different kinds of praise it seems that they are likely

to be weak in terms of the target behaviour. On the other hand, the results of the studies

reported here suggest that different locutions are likely to affect the praisee's attitudes to, or

feelings about, the tasks engaged in at the time the praise is delivered, rather than actual task

behaviour. This is also so in relation to feelings of conf,rdence that one's judgments of other

people are accurate. In broad terms, then, the results can be seen to support the major

argument underlying the thesis, namely, that current conceptions of "verbal reinforcement"

are impoverished and its effects may be better understood within the terms of various social

cognitive models of behaviour. The fine details of these main conclusions will be elaborated-

A number of h¡ryotheses formed the overall thesis and a variety of studies were

undertaken to investigate these hypotheses, and these are summarized below. The results a¡e

summa¡ized in terms of the propositions forming the thesis originally presented in Chapter

3. For a chronological summary, the Preface can be consulted. Additional results which are

not central to the main argument are summa¡ized separately.

12.7.7 Summan¡ of Studies bv Initial Hvootheses

ggnerally believed to be."

At the heart of this resea¡ch project was the question of the effectiveness of praise, or,

more specificâlly, the relative effectiveness of different kinds of praise. This question was

thus the subject of investigation in most of the experimental studies undertaken (Study 1,

and Experiments 2,3,4,6,'7 and 8), but different perspectives we¡e taken, o¡ different

issues examined, in each study. To make a very general statement, it was found that the

praise groups did not perform differently from the control groups on the major dependent

tasks, although there were other effects of praise in that anitudes to, or feelings about, tasks
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were affected. The methodological diff,rculties which could have contributed to the former

result will be discussed in the second section of this chapter.

In the pilot study, Study 1, some differences were found among some of the

experimental conditions. Thus, while attributional praise and the expression of an

expectation about future behaviour did relate to subjecs' spending longer on dependent

tasks, there were no differences between these two groups, nor between social

reinforcement and control conditions.

Competing mediation hypotheses about the potential effects of attributional praise and

expectation about future behaviour were examined in Experiment2. A comparison was

made between the effects of these locutions under the conditions of experimenter presence or

absence during the dependent task. There was no difference between the praise groups and

the control group on the main dependent measure. However, some differences were found

among groups in their ratings of the games they were playing.

A similar research strategy to that used in Experiment 2 was used in Experiment 3,

but this time the aim was to begin investigating the role that the subjecfs prior self-concept

might play in mediating the effects of praise. Once again the experimental treatnnent did not

relate to differences in the dependent measure, but it did apparently relate to subjects'

evaluations of the games. In relation to both Experiment2 andExperiment 3, it was

suggested that the intrinsically interesting nature of the games might have interfered with

possible effects on the main dependent measure. The results of Experiment 7, however, in

which an attempt was made to reduce intrinsic interest by the use of tasks rather than games

did not clarify this issue; despite careful planning, the tasks themselves proved as interesting

as the games had done.

In order to overcome the problem of interest a task was devised for Experiment 4

from which a dependent measure could be derived which was independent of interest. In

that experiment flve different treatment conditions were compared with the control condition.

These conditions were attributional praise, expectation, social comparison, social

reinforcement and feedback.There were no differences among groups, with all experimental

goups and the control group performing at the same level. Following the identification of a

further va¡iable, namely the "choosability" of the attributed behaviour, Experiment 8 was

conducted as a replication of Experiment 4 but using a different characteristic. No effects on

the main dependent measure were identif,red in Experiment 8, although the praising locutions

could be distinguished in terms of their effects on subjects' confidence in the accuracy of
their person judgments.

No effect of attributional praise was found in Experiment 6. The particular procedure

used (written receipt of praise, with one delivery only) might have contributed to this result.

However, there was an effect in that the experimental treatrnent compared to the control

treatment appeared to affect subjects'task evaluations.
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in more detail differing effects on behaviour of various locutions."

The sequence of parent-child studies was undertaken as a means of providing support

for this assertion. These questionnai¡e studies were carried out in parallel with the earlier

experimental studies, Experiments I to 3. It was found to be possible to devise content

categories of praising locutionary type to classify free-response data provided by parents.

This classification system was then used to develop questionnaires which were administered

to parents and children in a preliminary investigation of the perceptions of praise by those

groups, and ofthe apparent effects ofparental praise on child¡en.

It was found that clear discriminations were made by parents and children among

va¡ieties of praise both in terrns of likelihood of use by parents, and in tenns of children's

preferences. Further, there was a suggestion in the data that different kinds of parental praise

mi ght affect youn ger child¡en's self-concepts differently.

' 
It was suggested in the discussion of this work that the existence of such a

classification system would facilitate futu¡e resea¡ch on the important relationship benreen

varieties of praise and behaviour. The experiments reported in other sections were

- undertaken to investigate the relationship between certain of the praise types and behaviour.

Results of Experiment? tn which differences were found berween groups on task

evaluations imply that subjects reacted differently to two kinds of praise, attribution and

expectation.

information conveyed to the praisee in these locutions."

The examples used in the original analysis of this assertion were attributional praise

and expectation about future behaviour. The comparison of the effects of these nro praise

types was the subject of studies already summarized, Study 1, and Experiments 2,4 and 8.

No difference was found between thei¡ effects on the main dependent measure in Study 1 or

in Experiments 2 and 4.

More detailed conceptual analysis in conjunction with further experimental work

would be necessary before it could be argued that there was any evidence for this

proposition. An analysis in terms of the focus of attention induced by varieties of praise

such as that outlined briefly in Section L2.2.2.5 below might prove a useful concepû¡al

direction.

Experiments 3 and 7 were designed to investigate this assertion on the assumption

that the self-concept mediates behaviot¡r consistent with it. The parent-child questionnaire

studies were also seen as a means of elucidating the issue.
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There were difficulties in implementing Experiment 3. Nevertheless some differences

emerged in response to the experimenter attributing a specific characteristic to subjecs,

between those who had, and those who had not, previously considered themselves in terns

of that specific cha¡acteristic. This result, in keeping with most experimental studies reported

in this thesis, was not reflected in differences on the main dependent va¡iable, but in

subjects' ratings of the games they were playing. After one manipulation the "schematics"

on persistence variables were generally more positive about the next game they played than

were the "aschematics".

In the Pa¡ent Praise Questionnaire study a global me¿ìsure of self-concept was used

and it was not possible to relate specific parental attributions to specific child self-concept.

However, some relationships emerged which were suggestive of an effect upon children's

self-concepts of the use of specif,rc kinds of praise by parents. This conclusion was drawn

after examining the pattem of correlations between the reported likelihood of use of each

locution and scoring on each subscale of the Piers-Ha¡ris Children's Self-Concept scale.

Specifically, there was a negative relationship between the retrospective attribution of ability

to the child and adequacy of self-concept.

a Lositive self-image. "

Experiment 2 was designed to assess this proposition. Although no differences were

found on the main dependent measure between the two t1ryes of praise examined, there was

some effect on task evaluation due to the manipulations. It appeared that all subjects were

motivated by self-presentational considerations in that they spent longer on all tasks under

every condition in which the experimenter was present. There were differences between

groups in their task ratings after two manipulations. Generally speaking the attribution

groups differed from the expectation and control groups which did not differ from each

other. The pattern of rating differences va¡ied between one and two manipulations, with

ratings apparently reflecting shifts in feelings of tension over time and according to

experimental condition.

observed effects of praise on behaviour."

The methodology employed by Markus (e.g.,1977) has been discussed at length. It
reflects her theory of the nature of the self-concept (but note that more recent work expands

upon the earlier theoretical model). An instrument to measure "Self-Constn¡ction" evolved

over the course of the project. In the version of the questionnaire used as a preliminary to
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Experiment 4 the criterion used, viz. inclusion in one's self-description, was compared with

Ma¡kus'criteria, viz. extremeness and importance on a given characteristic.

Overall scores for "Schematism" and "Self-Construction" were derived and it was

argued that such measures might reflect a cognitive style variable. When correlations were

calculated between Schematism, based on Markus' (1977) criteria, and Self-Construction,

based on this resea¡cher's criterion, and some of the experimental variables generated within

Experimens 4 and 5, the pattern of relationships was simila¡ for the two scores.

Correlations were calculated item-by-item ben¡¡een seH-rating and importance rating in

the Self-Concept Questionnaire (Version 2). Whereas Ma¡kus (Markus, Smith and

Moreland, 1985) reports that this relationship is almost always high, this was found to be

predictably so only in the case of positive characteristics.

Experiment 5 was undertaken to determine whether there was a relationship between

Schematism and Self-Construction and reaction times to decide whether items which might

be self-descriptive were personally true or false. Relationships were positive and moderately

high, thus supporting the hypothesis of an underlying cognitive style variable. That is,

individuals who apparently think about themselves and their cha¡acteristics more seem to be

able to access such information more rapidly than can those who a¡e low on "Self-

Construction".

tendenc]¡ or propen sity. "

This hypothesis was included after the completion of Experiment 4 in an effort to

understand its outcome. Experiment 6 was undertaken specifically to investigate the

possibility that being able to choose to behave consistently with the attributed cha¡acteristic

might be imponant, and Experiment 8 was a modification of Experiment 4 such that the

question could be further elucidated. Questionnaire studies were also undertaken to

determine whether respondents perceived differences on a dimension of "choosability"

among avariety of items.

In Experiment 6 attribution of a high-choice characteristic wa.s compared with

attribution of a low-choice characteristic, but the predicted difference between groups on the

dependent measure \r¡as not found.There were, however, some interactions such that

subjects evaluated the dependent task differently depending on the cha¡acteristic attributed A

contrasting effect on confidence ratings of the attribution of a high and a low choice

characteristic was found in Experiments 4 and 8.

A questionnaire was designed which quite directly asked respondents to rate the

extent to which doing the va¡ious behaviours was a matter of "wanting to enough" (that is,
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one can choose to do it if one is motivated). The a priori classification into "ability" and

"behavioural propensity" items was confirmed. The results of a further questionnaire sn¡dy

in which several characteristics were rated on a range of variables other than "choosability"

showed that importance to the self-concept of the attributed characteristic is also a key

variable.

This section should be considered in the context of there being insufficient effects of

the manipulated variables on the main dependent measr¡res to enable examination of any

interaction with individual difference va¡iables. Variables which were examined were

attributional style, reinforcement history, self-monitoring, seH-consciousness and "self-

construction", and "being schematic" on individual dimensions.

In Study 1, the attributional praise group completed a version of an Anributional Style

Questionnaire and a Reinforcement History Questionnai¡e. A variety of relationships

emerged, including correlations between awareness of the attribution and perceived

controllability of bad affrliation situations and stability of all bad situations (achievement and

affrliation). Time spent on tasks and number of attempts made at tasks also related to aspects

of anributional style.There were few relationships beween the experimental va¡iables and

the Reinforcement History Questionnaire, but for example, self-rated persistence related

negatively to number of neutral experiences with significant others reported as occurring in

childhood. There were a number of correlations between the two questionnaires.

Prior to Experiment 4 subjects completed the researcher's Self-Concept (Self-

Construction) Questionnai¡e and Snyde/s (1974) Self-Monitoring scale. rWhile a number of
relationships were found between the putative cognitive style variable derived from the

former questionnaire, and experimental variables, relationships benreen these variables and

Self-Monitoring were negligible. There was, of course, no effect of praise in this

experiment.

Subsequent to participation in Experiment 3, subjects received a request to complete

the Self-Consciousness scale (Fenigstein, Scheier and Buss, L975; Buss, 1980). Scoring on

Private Self-Consciousness correlated significantly with the cognitive style score, ultimately

termed " Self-Construction".

Self-Construction related to a number of experimental variables in Experiments 3, 4

and 5, but not in Experiment 7.

12. 1.2 Additional Results

As the research sequence developed some investigations or analyses which had not

originally been planned were undertaken in response to outcomes of studies. Results of
these will be reviewed briefly. It should be noted that some of these results have been

alluded to previously.
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Firstly, the sequence of Self-Concept Questionnaire studies indicated that a cognitive

style variable might underlie some of the results presented by other researchers within the

self-schema paradigm (Experiments 3, 4 and 5). Analyses also revealed that Ma¡kus' (1977)

criteria for selecting schematics was not sacrosanct in that use of another criterion did not

¡esult in different outcomes (Self-Concept (Version 2) analyses).

Sæondly, an effect of praise on the evaluation of tasks proved to be a consistent

finding, if not one demonstrating a clea¡ and predictable pattern (Experiments2,3,7 and 6).

Thirdly, it seems very likely that the effects of different types of praise might differ

depending on the behaviour(s) implied by the praise (Experiment 6, Behaviour Rating

Questionnaire study and Characteristics Rating Study).

A number of other findings of potential importance were noted during the course of
reporting the empirical work. For example, it seems that "neutral" experiences at the hands

of signif,rcant others in childhood are perceived as more negative than those experiences

initially considered as likely to be negative, and they are more negative in their apparent

effects on attributional style in adulthood (Study 1). Another example is the difference

between health and non-health items on the choosability dimension which is in the counter-

intuitive direction (Behaviour Rating Questionnaire study).

In relation to "importance to the self-concept", a small study using a Characteristics

Rating Questionnaire revealed that among the va¡iables "self-rating", "desirability", 'þleased

if attributed", "choosability" and "trying to affect behaviour", it was a key variable.

12.2 Conceptual and Methodological Issues

12.2.1 Inroductory Remarks

A number of different conceptual issues underlay the sequence of studies undertaken,

and it became clear in the process of formulating and conducting these studies that

methodological issues and difficulties a¡e very closely intertwined with these conceptual

issues. For example, an early question was that of what constituted the best study design to

measure likely effects. It was necessary to choose tasks which were appropriate as measures

of the attributed characteristic. A related problem was how to equate locutions so ttrat the

praise categories which were being compared with the attribution were accurately

represented while not being confounded with other categories. A further issue to be

considered was that of the effect of task order which can often be a confounding variable.
rWhile it was argued in Chapter 5 that the nature of the resea¡ch questions was such that this

was not a difficulty in the usual sense, some control over this variable was able to be

introduced into later experiments: this topic will not be considered again.

Subsequently, a question emerged which was interrelated with these early problems,

that of what dependent variable to focus upon. Other questions to be considered were what

sorts of characteristic could reasonably be attribuæd and measured, and on what dimensions
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characteristics should be equated across studies. A difficulty related to these questions was

encountered when attempts were made to frll cells to complete a factorial design. Some of
the problems were only overcome after further consideration was given to conceptual issues.

For example, the conceptual and empirical work undertaken in relation to the nature of the

attributed characteristic was not part of the originally planned sequence of resea¡ch

questions.

In addition to considering the issues already raised, an aspect of self-theory which

relates to the choice of locutions, the activation of the "causal self', will be discussed below.

Several further tnethodological and conceptual problems were encountered in the attempß to

pursue the likely relationship be¡veen prior self-concept and praise, and these have

conceptual links with the notion of the "causal self'. For example, a decision had to be made

as to how best to measure "being schematic" on a given variable. Finally, the role of affect

in self-processes will be elaborated in relation to the likely mediation of praise effecs.

As a final introductory point, it could be noted that inevitably variables which might

have had an impact could not be examined. This fact represents a limitation on any resea¡ch

strategy. In relation to the type of experimental work described here, non-verbal factors and

relationship factors could have been important, but were not studied. Although the

experimenter rwas a constant factor across experiments and subjects, it is likely that non-

verbal factors would play an important role in effects such as those under investigation. It
was not possible to examine this variable within the scope of the resea¡ch. Although the

relationship with the experimenter was a fairly stable factor across subjects (discounting age

and gender differences), factors such as lfüng, status and credibility are sure to be

important. Yet these were not able to be investigated. In any real situation where the

hypothesized effects might occur, the relationship between praiser and praisee is likely to be

more long-term and personally involved on both sides (in this context see Jussim, 1986).

12.2.2 Experimental Design and Strategv

Clearly if there are differential effects of va¡ieties of praise on behaviour, those effecs

are subtle and difficult to demonstrate in a laboratory situation. Considered from one

perspective the nvo sequences of experiments, one to determine whether different locutions

affect behaviour differently, and the other to investigate whether there is any interaction with
prior self-concept in ttre praised domain, can be seen as attempts to find appropriate

experimental designs and strategies. A number of different strategies and tasks were

employed throughout the course of the research - the computer g¿rmes, and a variety of
tasks, including creativity tasks (picture inteqpretation, consequences and verbal tasls) and

person-judgment tasks - and techniques bener adapted to investigating the resea¡ch questions

evolved over successive experiments. In any case the very difficulty of demonstrating any

effects on the main dependent measures in a less-than-perfect snrdy indicates that such

effects are weak Were they readily obsenrable the need to refine measurement strategies

would not have emerged.
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12.2.2.1 Nature of Tasks

In Experiments 2 and 3 interest and persistence were apparently confounded, and in

Experiment 7, for which tasks were devised to overcome this problem, the challenging

nature of those tasks might have undermined the intended tedium and difficulty. In

Experiment 4, too, the fact that the task was intrinsically very interesting, in addition to ttre

fact that it reflected a characteristic of "low choosability", might pa¡tially explain the failure

to find a significant effect. The actual task as set may have been so salient to subjecs that

other stimuli could not compete for their attention.

In relation to these problems, Weber and Cook (1972) suggest that experimental

treatments "should have enough impact that subjects become absorbed in them" (p.292).It

was difficult to achieve this outcome without crossing the fine line to the a¡ea where the

tasks were quite engaging. Weber and Cook suggest further that if the goal is to motivate as

many subjects as possible, procedures evoking multiple ego tasks (Breckler and Greenwald,

1986) should be used. Although generally this approach would not threaten the validity of
an experiment, they believe that if the evoked ego task is one that might be mediating the

effect of interest then it could prove problematic.

There is some evidence in the data that subjects who participated in the laboratory

experiments were motivated by concerns of the public self. Thus there might have been

interference from the self-presentational motive such as to undermine the anticipated

consistency between the relevant self-schema or self-construct, and behavior¡r. In this

context, however, it could be noted that the conceptual issue of the interrelationship benveen

private self-concepts and self-presentational strategies awaits deeper consideration.

Furthermore, tasks that can be implemented in a laboratory context might simply not

be appropriate to the investigation of effects which are likely to be mediated by self-

processes. As was discussed in Chapter 4, the importance of the consequences of the task

might be expected to relate to the likelihood that attitude-behaviour consistency would be

demonstrated (Sherman and Fazio, 1983).'Whether the laboratory tasks undertaken in this

resea¡ch project were generally regarded by subjeas as having important consequences for
their own lives was not investigated, but it is unlikely to be so given the examples used by
Sherman and Fazio (deciding what job to pursue or what university to attend). Thus the

methodology may be seen as inadequate as a serious investigation of this conceptual model.

12.2.2.2 Number of Deliveries of the Manipulation

It seemed from the first experiment that at least two deliveries of the manipulation

\4,ere necessary to result in any effect. Despite the fact that subsequent experiments indicated

ttrat two were inadequate it just would not be feasible to set up a paradigm in which many

deliveries were made over a longer time. Yet it is likely that this would be the "real-\ilorld"

situation. It must therefore be concluded that the experiments reported here were very weak
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analogues of a true situation. Perhaps this implies that the sounder strategy would be to

undertake research only in nanralistic settings.

Alternatively, it could be argued that studies are not only conducted for the purpose

of making specific generalizations, but that apparently "artificial" experiments do enable

researchers to understand the processes underlying various phenomena. Mook (1983)

makes this point, arguing that it is this understanding that is then applied to the "real-world".

Within this view the results of studies like those described here would by no means be

invalidated by their abstraction from "real-world" settings. It could be argued further that

what is needed is repeated and creative attempts to overcome implementation difficulties so

ttrat that important understanding can be achieved.

12.2.2.3 Written versus Verbal Praise

Just as an experiment which would reflect the likely repetition of specific types of
praise in the "real-world" is not feasible, so a laboratory study to investigate the effects of

written praise as it occurs in real settings seems unworkable. Experiment 6 in which a

written manipulation,was used was probably a weak model relative to an applied situation.

Although it was actually not undertaken to examine any hypothesis about written versus

verbal praise, the fact that the method employed wrinen rather than verbal praise raises

questions about the value of aligning results from the two types of study. In educational

settings, at least, written and verbal praise might often be delivered conjointþ. Laboratory

studies could be undertaken to elucidate the effects on subjects of receiving both written and

verbal praise, in comparison to the effects of their separate delivery.

12.2.2.4 Eouatine Locutions

A small subset from the compilation of praise categories presented in Chapær 11 was

investigated. Even among these examples difficulties in equating locutions across categories

were encountered. In every case the most obvious dimension, length of locution, was

relatively easily equated, but this is likely to be a simplistic response to a complex issue. It
was suggested that Kanouse et al (1981) made a significant contribution to the debate about

positive verbal statements by drawing attributional, and thus cognitive, formulations into

their argument" thereby broadening the scope of available conceptual models. They argued,

for example, that the presumed differential effecs of specific, as compared to general,

praise, might be due to the different amounts of information available in the two tlTes of
locution. As it has happened, in relation to the studies undertaken, "information value" has

not necessarily proven to be the most appropriate or conceptually helpful dimension on

which to compare locutions. Furthermore, the categories of Kanouse et al cannot be clearly

identified with those described in relation to the work reported here. Although conceptually

the locutions examined could be considered in relation to the amount of information or type

of information conveyed, in practice no independent ratings were obtained, and in terms of
the effects on behaviour, other dimensions seemed to emerge more naturally as explanatory
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variables. For example, salience of locutions apparently varied, as did the focus of attention

engendered by them (focus towards praised self or praising other cf. Kanouse et al who use

"focus" to distinguish between the direction of anention towa¡ds the praised person or the

praised action or outcome), and their perceived controlling versus self-determining intent.

Because the effect of praise on task ratings might be regarded as an effect on a

motivational, rather than a cognitive, aspect of an individual, the consistent finding of such

effects might indicate that what is important is not so much what personal information is

conveyed in the locution as what feelings are generated by it. This conclusion is consistent

with the argument of Pinman and Heller (1987) that intuition and resea¡ch findings indicate

that we do not subject every event to an attributional analysis.

In the initial stages it was found to be very difficult to equate locutions among

conditions in such a way that "activation" of relevant cognitive categories could be

controlled. The greatest diffrculty was found with an "expectation" condition in which at

first it seemed essential not to mention specifically in that condition the characteristic

attributed in the attributional praise condition. That is, "I expect you will be persistent" might

be interpreted in many everyday contexts as "I think you are/can be a persistent pe$on".

(Incidentally this form of expectation might be contrasted with a form which implies

"should" e.9., "I expect you to be persistent", which cannot be considered as praise

according to the defrnition.) The locutions used in Experiments 1,2,3,4 and 6 were

devised to be as like locutions which would be used in natural contexts as possible, but it
could be argued that "activation" was not adequately controlled in these studies when

attribution and expectation, and indeed social reinforcement, were being compared.

Subsequently locutions were devised to overcome the difficulty. A related issue, that of
activation in relation to the causal seH as mediator, is discussed in Section 12.2.2.5.

12.2.2.4.1 Attributional Praise - Should it be a Trait?

A related question to that of whether, and if so how, locutions can be equated, is that

of what sorts of characteristics can realistically be att¡ibuted. In looking for attributable

cha¡acteristics it seemed natural to begin by considering trait terms. However, it was found

that this was unnecessarily limiting when practical considerations were taken into accounL

Thus, in Experiment 8, a cha¡acteristic implying a behavioural tendency, but which was not

a trait term, was used- According to Cochran's (1984) criteria "tends to look for the good in

another person" would be a trait in any case. Primarily concerned with traits in relation to

personality theory, he regards three criteria as essential to defrning an aspect of a person as a

trait. Firstly, it should be a personal characteristic rather than a physical, physiological,

socioeconomic, or impersonal cha¡acteristic, secondly, it should be søble and enduring, and

thirdly, it should be descriptive rather than explanatory. He suggests that individual habits,

wants and needs might be included, but sometimes they wiU be traits. An example Cochran

uses is "X always wrinkles his forehead in discussion" which might be regarded as a habit

but is also a trait. There is no obvious theoretical reason for limiting cha¡acteristics attributed
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in praise to single-word trait terms, and were further resea¡ch to be undertaken in this area

some of these more individualistic trais might be considered as a basis for studies.

An important factor in this context, raised in the introductory literature review in

Chapter 4, relates to the prototypicaliry of actions representing traits. If the subject does not

see the situation as one in which persistence or perceptivity can be displayed, regardless of
her/his self-concept or any other factor, slhe may not display that trait @uss and Craik,

1980, 1981). The work of Rothbart and Pa¡k (1986) is also relevant in this context. They

argue that traits differ in their ease of confirmability from behavioural evidence. They found

that judges could discriminate among traits on various dimensions, including imaginability,

or "the clarity or specificity of the relationship between the trait concept and behavior

exemplars" (ibid., p. 136). Since traits vary in the degree to which they are represented by

specific behaviours it is probable that the effects of attributional praise will not be identical

for all characteristics. It seems innritively likely, too, that further exploration in this a¡ea

might unearth links with the "choosability" variable. A final point that deserves

consideration is that some traits or attributable cha¡acteristics might be more amenable than

others to being matched with non-attribution forms of praise on pre-specified relevant

dimensions.

It is interesting to note that in one of the studies which was pivotal to the original

argument underlying the thesis, thè study of Miller et al (1975), the researchers did not use

attribution in the sense of a trait term (for example, "you are a very good arithmetic

student"). Indeed some of their manipulations, both verbal and written, could be considered

rather as forms of social reinforcement (for example, "you are doing very well in

arithmetic"). Just how attributions are delivered requires further investigation given that

these resea¡chers achieved significant results, while similar effects were not found in the

present resea¡ch.

12.2.2.5 Activation of the "Causal Self' by Specific Locutions

Fenigstein and Levine (1984) describe nro experiments which together demonstrate

that the effect of self-referent cognitions (priming by being asked to use words like "me",

"I", "my", "alone"), especially if they imply causal agency (subjects imagine self in different

sin¡ations in which the cause of the outcome is ambiguous and could be attributed either to

the self or the other), result in an increased likelihood that the individual will perceive her/his

self as causal. Thus, in addition to controlling for construct "activation", a difficulty which

was discussed above, it may be that a furthermethodological issue to consideris that of
equating locutions simply in terms of self-reference. Were subsequent research to show that

attributional praise had markedly different effecs from those of other forms of praise, a

reasonable explanation might be that self-referent cognitions had been activated and the

causal selfengaged.
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Although Ross and Sicoly (1979) found that the accessibility of self-referent

information was correlated with attributions of responsibility to the self, they failed to

provide direct evidence of a causal relationship. However, when Fenigstein and Levine's

subjects estimated in percentages the degree to which their actions caused the outcome in the

ambiguous positive and negative situations, they attributed greater causal agency to the self

after the treatment. In their next experiment Fenigstein and Levine elaborated on this frnding

by comparing causal and non-causal words like "active" and "influential" versus "passive"

and "yielding". Self-attributions were greatest where the causal self was activated even when

negative events were involved. This implied that it was the causality rather than the positivity

that was the key concept to be activated.

The causal self is likely to be activated when the praisee hears a message which s/he

can interpret as "I am a....sort of person". This may be contrasted with the message "I
expect you will behave in ....a way" which may be interpreted in such a way as to focus

inwa¡ds on the causal self or outwa¡ds onto the "controlling" praiser. That is, if the praisee

interprets the message as "S/he thinks I am capable of ...." then the causal self is tikely to be

activated, whereas if s/he interprets it as "S/he wants me to...." then the controlling aspect of
the message is likely to be salient. Very subtle differences in wording of locutions along

with situational cues might make a very signifrcant difference. Perhaps even the attribution

of a characteristic irrelevant to the ongoing experimental context might have the same impact

on task-ratings as those observed. At any mte, the question needs investigation.

1 2.2.2. 5. 1 Attitude-to-Beh aviour Process Model

Consistent with Fazio's (1986) model of the attitude-to-behaviour process there does

not seem to be a relationship between the self-concept and behaviour without the activation

of the relevant self-statement. However, even after that activation, no clear relationship has

been demonstrated. Fazio and his colleagues (Fazio, 1986; Sherman and Fazio, 1983) have

found, further, that the manner of attitude formation is important in their overall model.

Those formed through experience with the attitude object result in greater attitude-behaviour

consistency. Direct behavioural experience as compared with indirect, non-behavioural

experience, results in a stronger object-evaluation association and as a consequence a more

accessible attitude. There are two related implications of this observation. Firstly, attribution

without prior behavioural experience can only be expected to be a weak source of
information about one's characteristics.

Secondly, there is a methodological implication of this effect. According to Fazio,

commonly used attitude measures may result in the creation of attitudes where none

previously existed. That is, two attitudes measured "on paper" as being the same, might in
fact represent stronger or weaker object-evaluation associations. Although it was hoped that

the "self-description" instn¡ction in the Self-Constn¡ction Questionnaire would overcome

this problem, the results indicate that for some reason subjecs were not referring to their

self-constn¡cts while engaging in the experimental tasks. Perhaps, then, subjects did simply
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create self-constructions "on the spot" and these were not firmty enough held to result in

consistency with behaviour at a later point in time.

Alternatively, a further aspect of Fazio's theory relating to the differential activation of

automatic versus conrolled processes might help to explain the hndings. A controlled

process apparently requires a motivational force, and importance of consequences seems to

be the key in setting it off. Then the individual clearly focuses attention on the self, and the

outcome may be a greater consistency benryeen the anitude and the behaviour. Otherwise the

individual will not consider her/his behaviour carefully because an automatic process is

engaged (e.g., Sherman and Fazio, 1983; Fazio, 1986).

In the context of the parallel set out in an introductory chapter be¡ween Fazio's model

and the sense of consistency in the self-concepçto-behaviour relationship used here, it might

be argued that the personal construct which is genuinely part of the self-description would

always entail a match with behaviour. Given that such a relationship was not found in the

present research, a question could be raised about whether the consequences for subjecs

were sufficiently unimportant as not to result in a consistency-inducing controlled process.

12.2.2.6 Availabilit]¡ of Subjects with Specific Characteristics

In the self-concept sequence of studies diffrculty was found in achieving the planned

designs because inadequate numbers of subjects were available to fill cells. The problem

here was to find a cha¡acteristic which would maximize the chances of being able to run a

full factorial design while being reasonably operationalizable. The issue of intemal versus

external validity is relevant to this problem; to mædmize intemal validity might jeopardizæ,the

applicability of frndings beyond the laboratory. It could be noted, however, that emerging

results might not thereby be invalidated since even if no direct generalization from the

laboratory to an equivalent "real-world" setting were to be made, undersunding of the

mechanism by which anributional praise operates could still be advanced (cf. Mook, 1983;

Henshel, 1980).

As it has turned out it is likely that "persistence", while ultimately meeting the criteria

of operationalizability and variability within the subject sample, fell down on at least one

other. As the Characteristics Rating Questionnaire demonstrated, importance to the self-

concept may be a key variable.

12.2.2.7 What to Measure (1)

As has been stated, a good deal of the research effort went into refining sn¡dies

appropriate to investigating attributional and other forms of praise. Although measures used

were those specific to the characteristic under consideration, clear effecs on the main

dependent measures were not found. It is diffrcult to reconcile this outcome with the results

of a number of studies reported in Chapter 2. Perhaps the difference lies in the fact that

many of the ea¡lier studies of "labelling" were conducted in naturalistic settings where a

range of uncontrolled variables might be operative.



363

Alternatively, the nature of the dependent measure might be the important factor. Most

previous studies have used a categorical measurement with subjecs being required to make a

one-off response. In the present resea¡ch more complex variables measured on interval

scales were used. Subjects were required to sustain the relevant category of behaviour over

time or across tasks. The question must be raised as to what is an appropriate measure of an

attributed characteristic in a controlled setting.

12.2.2.8 What to Measure (2)

Given the apparent impact of praise on affective and attitudinal reactions to tasks, the

question of what to measure in such studies must be considered further. That is, by

measuring the effect of different locutions on the target behaviour only, the resea¡cher or

behaviour modifier might be overlooking effects on other aspects of the individual, either

immediate or over a longer term. This might be particularly so in naturalistic settings where

control over variables is low, and there may be significant effects which are not apparent to

the behaviour modifier. 'Whether there is any cross-siruational generality of any such effects

also needs to be investigated. The present work, as indeed did that of Deci (e.g., 1971),

Ryan and their co-workers (e.g., Ryan et al, 1983), has underscored the point that

"apparently subtle variations in the language of praise" (Kanouse et al, 1981, p. 98) do

indeed have different effects, but what those effects are likely to be is a resea¡ch topic in its

own right.

By maintaining a focus on the target behaviour the behaviourist might miss the actual

impact of her/his treaùnent. Leaving aside the apparent fact that "social reinforcement" is by

no means always effective, observations relating to the interaction between praise and other

factors indicate that behaviourist accounts of the effects of verbal stimuli on behaviour are

likely to break down when any complexity in those stimuli enters the situation. The effects

of praise on aspects of the individual other than those the praiser considers the target

behaviour(s) must be considered. Expanding upon behaviou¡ist accounts has meant,

initially, introducing cognitive formulations, and may mean further, as has been implied,

including affective and motivational constructs.

According to Pittman and Heller (1987), taking a motivational approach would lead to

an examination of the question "'Why do people make attributions?" Their own answers

relate to the individual's need to retain control. For the recipient of praise, a subfunction of
the "control" process might be ttre need to examine and understand the meaning and

credibility of the praising locution (cf. Kanouse et al). Analysis in these tenns lends weight

to the argument that consideration must be given to the interpreøtion of the locution by the

praisee, as well as to the feelings engendered by ir Measurement issues as complex as those

resulting from a consideration of schema theory would probably be encountered in relation

to determining how different individuals interpreted va¡ious locutions.
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12.2.3 Measuring Schemas

Issues relating to the measurement of schemas have been raised at other points. The

self-schema model is a valuable one, particularly given the reported consistency with which

predictions generated by it are confrrmed. There may nevertheless be a certain circularity in

relating some of these measures to one another. It is surely to be expected that if a dimension

is important" then the individual would use it frequently to make self-judgments. Then its

very salience could lead to some of the observed effects, such as those relating to reaction

times and the recall of related behavioural incidents. What such effects show may be rather

that the individual has a schema that is activated on a fairly frequent basis, than that their

non-occurence indicates no schema at all. The question must be raised as to what

information processing strategies a supposed "aschematic" does use (or an individual who is

unclassifiable for that matter)? Are the mechanisms qualitatively different? And do the

different mechanisms cGoccur in the same individual? Markus does not appear to consider

these questions.

In using the example of an individual with a weight schema she envisages the verbal

surnma¡y labels, images about how one's body looks relative to others', and even

knowledge about the caloric content of various foods being activated under an appropriate

circumstance. Buq she says, should the individual not have the weight schema, this type of
information will either not be anended to at all, or it may be organized "with respect to some

other self-structure" (Markus and Smith, 1981, p.2a\. Whether this other self-stn¡cn¡re is

imagined to be a schema is unclear. If so, and this may not be a valid comment given the

uncertainty in relation to that last point, the implication is that the schematic mechanism is the

only one for organizing information coherently. Clarification on this point is all the more

necessary in view of the question raised previously about "aschematics" and

"unclassifiables".

As Taylor and Crocker (1981) ügue, we need to determine what people are doing

when they are notreasoning schematically. This may b" prttly determined by ascertaining

what schemas are not and how they differ from similar concepts. These authors suggest that

an alternative may be to reason from a panial or incomplete schema or a temporary theory or

hypothesis. The former notion is an odd one, since surely one of the assumed properties of
a schema is its malleability; it may thus be considered always incomplete. If a schema is to

be regarded as a "sEucture" even a rudimentary version must be seen as a schema.

Conceptual work in this a¡ea is of course ongoing. In her 1987 review a¡ticle Ma¡kus

(Markus and'Wurf, 1987) refers to the regulation of behaviot¡¡ "according to whatever set of
dynamic stn¡ctures....are curently activated in the working self-concept" (Markus and

lV'urf, 1987 , p.3L4). "Self-schemas" are included ¿rmong "possible selves, prototypes,

scripts, ego-tasks, standa¡ds, strategies,....(and) productions" (ibid.).
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It is necessary too, according to Tetlock and Levi (1982), to specify the conditions

under which people will assimilate inconsistent information into a schema as opposed to

accommodating the schema to the evidence. In addition, there is a need to specify the

conditions under which various schemata a¡e activated or "primed" to guide information

processing.

Essentially it might be argued that the growth of self-schema theory has outstripped

methodological advances. Thus, while Ma¡kus (Markus, Smith and Moreland, 1985) argues

that individuals with a schema in a given domain will act as "experts" in that domain and be

able to recognize schema-relevant information, "chunk" stimulus material into optimally

useful units, expand upon missing aspects of the stimulus material, and vary their

information processing strategy, and indeed demonstrates these predictions empirically, it is

not demonstrated unequivocally that these behaviours are related to a schema. Perhaps

Markus' dependent va¡iables might rather be her independent va¡iables if one aim is to

explore cognitive structure in relation to the self-concept. That is, techniques that are used to

identify "schematics" are probably the weakest aspect of her research, while the behavioural

findings are impressive.

In view of recent ideas about the status of unconscious processes in information

processing (e.g., Meichenbaum and Gilmore, 1984), it might be instructive for the resea¡ch

technique to be inverted so that "being schematic" in a given domain were operationally

defined in terms of some of the information processing outcomes. Subsequently,

comparisons could be made among grcups in their apparcnt cognitive organization of self-

related material. That is, once it is seriously proposed that some schemata "are rarely

explicitly formulated" (Meichenbaum and Gilmore, L984, p. 281), that "they may be

thought of as being implicit or as operating at an unconscious level" (ibid.) and that they

contain ""silent assumptions"" (Kovacs and Beck,1978, p. 528), then it makes more sense

to use behavioural outcomes as indicators of their existence rather than to insist on the prior

conscious awareness implied by some self-rating or questionnaire tasks.

12.2.3.1 Is there a Scher-na "Theory"?

In view of the above argument it is important to consider the question of the status of
"schema theory". In the context of comparing motivational and information processing

(cognitive) approaches to attribution theory, Tetlock and Levi (L982) review the concept of a

"research program". Utilizing a number of the concepts of Lakatos (1970), they state ttrat all

scientific resea¡ch programmes have a "ha¡d core" of basic and unmodifiable assumptions

about their subject matter. These assumptions give direction to the progamme, but are

themselves sacrosanct because of the "negative heuristic" of the programme. That is, rather

than confront evidence which appears to refute such a.ssumptions, the researcher is likely to

develop "auxiliary hypotheses" to account for the results. The "hard core" is thus well-

protected.
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In relation to the cognitive resea¡ch programme (most specifically auribution theory

but more widely applicable), the authors argue that the "hard core" is the conceptualization

of the perceiver as an "intuitive scientist" who seeks to determine the underlying causes of
behaviour. Implicit in this conceptualization, they believe, is the "positive het¡ristic" of the

programme which di¡ects the researcher to ask questions of the form "what tJpe of intuitive

scientist is the average person?", and "how well does he perform the information processing

tasks?", and so on. That is, implicit in these questions is the assumption that they are the

appropriate questions to frame, and moreover, that answers to them can be found. Thus, in

a sense, it seems that the "hard core" cannot be falsified because of the nature of the

questions it generates.

Tetlock and Levi (1982) question whether "schema theory" is a theory. They argue

that, to the extent that it comprises a set of interrelated hypotheses which summarize the

known facts and suggest the relationships among those facts and the implications following

from them, schema theory is, at least superficially, a theory. However, if a theory is to be a

good one, they argue further, it must show internal consistency among its terms, and it must

be falsifiable.

Schema theory, as it currently stands, does not appear to be falsifiable. It has clearly

stimulated research and related theory, but, say Tetlock and Levi, this has primarily been in

the service of enlarging the pool of ideas and frndings upon which researchers can d¡aw

should they wish to defend its "hard core". To state their position succinctly, the concept of
the self-schema "provides a powerful tool for the negative heuristic of the cognitive resea¡ch

program" (ibid, p.76).

Tetlock and Levi would rather view the cognitive research programme not as a theory

but as a conceptual framework within which to ask questions about certain cognitive

processes. They reach this conclusion not only on the basis of unfalsifiability, but on that of
a perceived lack of internal consistency in "schema theory". For example, processing times

cannot be predicted because of anomalous results. On the one hand Ma¡kus (L977) reports

shorter processing times for schema-relevant material, and on the othe¡ longer times

(Markus and Hamill, L978, in a paper cited by Tetlock and Levi, L982; cf. Ma¡kus, Hamill

and Sentis, 1987). The revision to the methodology suggested above might thus provide an

impetus to the reforrnulation of aspects of the conceptual framework surrounding the

hypothesized existence of "schemas".

1 2. 2.4 Imolications of " S chematism"/"S elf-Con sffuction "

In relation to the argument presented for an underlying cognitive style variable,

theoretical and empirical work in related areas add additional support to the evidence

adduced here. For example, Linville (1982), in outlining a model relating cognitive structure

to affect, ¿¡rgues that complexity of self-representation is an individual difference variable.

She operationaliznd self-complexity as the number of independent conceptual fearures used
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to think about the self. In a trait-sorting task subjects made similarity judgments of va¡ious

self-roles. Linville argued further that because a more complex self is probably associated

with a wider range of experiences it is likely that greater complexity will relate to less

variability in moods and self-appraisals. She found support for this hypothesis. Negative

feedback had a less negative impact on subjects with a more complex self-structure, and the

latter related negatively to mood variability. The likelihood that there is a relationship

between complexity of self-structure and positive feedback has of course been raised

previously; further investigation could be undertaken using Linville's paradigm.

Another relevant perspective is that of Sorrentino and Short (1986) who, in proposing

their theory of uncertainty orientation, argue that "there are many people who simply are not

interested in frnding out information about themselves or the world, who do not conduct

causal sea¡ches, who could not care less about socially comparing themselves with others,

and who 'don't give a hoot' for resolving discrepancies or inconsistencies about the selfl' (p.

379). Their theory has its roots in Rokeach's (1960) distinction between open- and closed-

minded cognitive styles, but they explicitly point out the parallel with "current notions of
category accessibility or cognitive schemata" (Sorrentino and Short, p. 380). In their view

an uncertainty-oriented person desi¡es clarity about her/his self or environment. 'While s/he

will seek out nerw situations in an effort to make sense of the environment, because the

certainty-oriented person is aiming to maintain the present state of information, slhe will
remain in familiar situations. Empirical work apparently suggests that rather than being a

motivational variable, uncertainty-orientaúon is a cognitive variable. Sorrentino and Short

conceptualize it as a general class of self-schemata in the cognitive domain of certain versus

uncertain outcomes. In an achievement-related situation, for example, motivation follows

upon the arousal of the relevant construct.

Empirical and conceptual relationships benween uncert¿inty orienøtion and the

putative cognitive style variable, self-construction, need to be examined. As an individual

difference variable, the laner is likely to relate to the effects of varieties of praise, perhaps

especially those evoking a "causal self'. If subjects low in self-construction are those who

simply "don't give a hoot" for knowing about themselves, then they are unlikely to respond

in the same manner as those who carefully construct their penonal self. Thus, further to the

results relating to the cognitive and other aspects of self-constn¡ction reported here, both the

perspectives of Linville (and her empirical worþ and of Sorrentino and Short strongly imply

that the impact on motivation and mood of self-relevant feedback may be va¡iable depending

upon an individual's status in relation to self-construction.

12.2.5 The Role of Affect - a Neglected Issue

It was suggested by Kanouse et al (1981) that praise sets in motion a number of
processes some of which are cognitive, others motivational. Their argument was as follows

- on the one hand praise is likely to direct the individual's attention to various aspects of
her/his performance or abilities (or characteristics), and on the other it may initiate a process
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of self-evaluation in order to determine whether or not the praise is credible. The affective

aspects of these processes have been neglected in the discussion so far, and the empirical

work reported in the preceding chapters strongly suggests that affective reactions are an

important component in the response to praise.

It is only during the present decade that there has been a general resurgence of interest

amongst psychologists in the topic of affect. Increasingly a "cold" cognitive approach is

being regarded a.s inadequate to account for some phenomena. Whereas previously

motivation alone was considered the "other side of the cognition/motivation coin" (Srull and
'Wyer, 1986), the "hot" side, recently Pitunan and Helle¡ (1987) have suggested that affect

might be the appropriate variable to "heat up" cold cognitive processes. In an overview of
their book on motivation and cognition, Sorrentino and Higgins (1986) briefly review the

history of cognition and motivation within psychology, arguing that "the present cold

approach is, in a sense, a step backward" (p. 8). They advance the notion of the "'Warm

Look" which would blend "cold" cognitive and "hot" motivational processes. The curent

emphasis on cognitions as the sole determinants of behaviour is, they believe, inadequate to

explain social behaviour, and they would therefore prefer a "warm" model in which

motivation and cognition are seen not only as inseparable but as synergistic. Pittnan and

Heller (1987) favour a model (after Buck, 1985) in which motivation, affect, mood and

arousal are regarded as different levels of one underþing hierarchy, and they in fact use the

terms "affect" and "motivation" interchangeably. Other contributors to this area have

proposed different approaches. 'Weiner (1986), for example, believes that motivation will be

understood only within the context of a detailed analysis of emotions.

T.ajonc (1980) can be seen as having inspired some of the renewed interest in the a¡ea

of affect. He distinguishes between cognition and affect, regarding them as "separable,

parallel, and partially independent systems" (Zajonc, Pietromonaco and Bargh, 1982,p.

211). Briefly sening the issue in a historical perspective by distinguishing cognitive theories

of emotion in which cognition is seen as underlying the emotional experience, from somatic

theories in which it is the expression of emotion which is of interest, Zajonc et al (1982)

suggest that there is not an identity in the interrelationship of the two processes. Whereas

emotion cannot be experienced without some form of cognitive awareness, its expression

does not necessarily require cognitive input. Cognitive processes can give specific meaning

to affective states, but sometimes emotion and cognition can become dissociated.'When this

occurs emotion can be evoked with no clea¡ rationale. In referring to such phenomena as the

independence of preference and psychophysical judgments of the same stimuli, the classical

conditioning of aversive reactions, and some effects in person perception, the authors

present substantial evidence for their view. Further, they present evidence for the possibility

that affect may be stored at the level of motor representations and they argue that this level is

the one at which to examine the interaction of affect and cognition.
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A finding by Ross, Lepper and Hubbard (1975) is consistent with Zajonc's view and

it might provide a suggestion as to what was happening in the experiments described in

preceding chapters. Ross et al found that even after they were told that their apparent success

or failu¡e at a task was rigged, subjects retained the affective response consistent with the

original feedback. New information apparently could not make contact with the original

affective response. Perhaps the affective consequences of a "labelling" manipulation relate to

the positivity of the experience of being considered to have a positive trait. The trait iaelf
might be discarded while the associated affect is retained (cf. Shrauger,l975).

Other work in this a¡ea also highlights the important role of affect. For example, in

relation to intrinsic motivation Pretty and Seligman (1984) suggest that negative affect

generated by an extrinsic motivational orientation in overjustification experiments might be a

basic mediator of the decrease in intrinsic motivation. Preny and Seligman found that when

positive affect was explicitly enhanced, the typical overjustification effect was eliminated.

Boggiano and Hertel (1983) also reported data indicating that an intrinsic motivational

orientation was associated with a relatively positive mood, while an extrinsic motivational

orientation produced a relatively negative mood. Thus affect is clearly bound up with

motivational orientations.

Some resea¡chers have been interested in affect specifically in relation to the self-

system. Ma¡kus and Wurf (1987) outline three inuapersonal functions of the self-concept,

an information processing role, a motivational role, and a role as the regulator of affect

Essentially it is a homeostatic model in which the evocation of an affective state which is

threatening to the self-concept leads to cognitive or behavioural action. The individual either

restructures the working self-concept to support the prevailing self-view or seeks out others

who support herlhis self-view. How affect is represented in the self-concept is unclea¡, but

Greenwald and Pratkanis (1984), for example, suggest that affect guides ttre original

organization of our self-relevant experiences, some being classed as positive and some as

negative. Another view is one in which the current working self may determine affect (e.g.,

Salovey and Rodin, 1985). At any rate, it is very probable, as Hoffman (1986) argues, that

"the self-system is charged with affect" (p.254). Thus, whatever the storage mechanism,

when a self-schema or construct is activated, affective responses should result.

Weiner (1986) also believes that the self plays a fundamental role in human

motivation but that the processes underlying that motivation are not extremely complex. On

the contrary, "humans cannot possibly be immediately guided by all of the variables that

have been suggested as determinants of action" (ibid., p. 310). Rather, "at any particular

moment in time, one or two emotions known to the actor will be the prime movers of most

actions" (ibid.). Perhaps the observed effects on attitudes to, and feelings about, tasks

reported here were due to the differential creation of a general mood state by the varieties of
praise, which general state ttren mediated the subjects' task-rating responses. Whether this
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putative process is, or can be, independent of a prior cognitive or attributional analysis of the

praising event remains to be determined.

Raynor and McFa¡lin (1986) argue that integration of affective and cognitive

processes in one model will be essential to understanding "motivation, action, and self-

system functioning". They describe a model in which two types of value are distinguished,

information value and affective value, "the distinction benveen finding out versus feeling

good" (Sorrentino and Short, 1986, p. 382). Motivation in this model is a "multiplicative

function of value and the expectancy of experiencing it" (Raynor and McFa¡lin, 1986, p.

328). Affective and information value can be recalled or anticipated and in this way can act

to motivate. Both result spontaneously from experiencing the outcomes of action without

conscious self-awareness. Within the self-system, however, phenomenal awareness of a

source of value associated with an abiliry, aftribute or self-image is required for motivation

to resull Affective value in the self-system refers to positive and negative esteem, whereas

information value refers to answering the question "who am I?" in terms of abilities,

attributes, and self-images.

Raynor and McFarlin believe that their notions of stability and change are consistent

with the "dynamic self-concept" of Cantor, Markus, Niedenthal and Nurius (1986) in that

the influence of a particular self-image on behaviour will depend on how much positive and

negative value it holds for the individual at a given point in time. The analysis of Raynor and

McFa¡lin is also consistent with the argument that certain forms of praise may induce

positive feelings which are then reflected in the evaluation of ongoing tasks. However, it is
implicit in the notion of a "dynamic self-concept" that such effects would not be ca¡ried

beyond the specific context. V/hether there is any generalization of attitudinal and affective

va¡iables over time or across contexts needs to be established before the likely mediating

processes can be clarified.

In relation to these points, it might be noted that Whitley (1986) found that

informational attributions have an impact on post-performance affect in addition to that of
causal attributions and causal dimensions. He considers his results with reference to a

distinction between informational attributions and causal attributions (to ability, for

example). Whereas the laner reflect the degree to which ability is perceived to have affected

the outcome, informational attributions to ability reflect the degree of ability actors perceive

themselves as having. Thus the observed effect on post-performance affect implies that

conclusions are drawn about the self and evaluations of it resulting in positive or negative

affect. On this basis Whitley argues that the concept of informational attribution should be

added to the attribution-affect model of 'Weiner, Russell and Lemran (1979).

Affective reactions do seem to be a consistent outcome of the use of praise under

some experimental paradigms, but until models are expanded which incorporate the
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interrelationship of cognitive and affective reactions and their ultimate relation to behaviour

either in the short- or long-term, such effects will remain unpredictable. One model which
does integrate cognition and affect is that of Wyer and Srull (1986). Their model of social

cognition was briefly described previously. They believe that affect may be a fean¡re of a
referent bin header and/or it may be an integral part of one or more representations actually

stored in the bin. When information is to be retrieved from Permanent Storage, the Work
Space, "a temporary repository of all information that is operated on in pursuit of specif,rc

processing objectives" (ibid., p.323), is sea¡ched first. If affective concepts are among the

elements that are in the Work Space, they may serve as cues to which bins should be

searched for information. Such concepts can also be used as cues on which to base

judgments of persons or objects. This model might point the direction for the necessary

conceptual development of this area.

However, given that the self and its processes have been a recurent and unifying
theme throughout, it seems more likely that a model incorporating a comprehensive account

of self-functioning is more likely to lead to an understanding of the mediating processes

underlying the effects of praise. An interpretation of the effects of praise that has been

considered, within Deci's (e.g., 1971) attributional framework, rwas that attributional praise

might be seen to establish or alter the subject's locus of action such that behaviour could be

seen as either being under the control ofexternal factors or as the result offree choice on
her/his part. There is a parallel in some experiments described here with Deci's methods,

and his theory provides a framework within which to understand the task-rating effects. The

repeated finding of differences among groups in task evaluation is consistent with his model
of what is happening when praise is received.

Deci and his colleagues consider the interaction be¡veen cognitive attribution of own
behaviour and subsequent motivation in relation to that behaviour. Perhaps Deci's (e.g.,

1975) analysis could be broadened and his sense of the term "information" examined. For
example, in the context of the present project, information about one's personal

cha¡acteristics was assumed to be an important type of information, different from
information about the success of one's behaviour in relation to task or goal-achievement.

This idea is also consistent with processes outlined in the previous section (cf. Raynor and

McFa¡lin, 1986, and Cantor et al, 1986). Furthermore, different tlpes of information in
different contexts might have individually different valences (cf. Sorrentino and Short,

1986).

Nevertheless, the self as origin/pawn distinction is likely to be a point of unity across

a number of theories, cognitive and motivational, in which the self-system-behaviour

relationship is considered- It is a distinction which is integral to the model of this

relationship represented by the theory of self-determination of Deci and Ryan (1983). They

describo three different styles of "self-regulation", only two of which represent self-

detenrrination. The styles are -
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(1) regulation by intrinsic motivation

(2) regulation by internally-informational events (ones that have been "internalized into one's

conflict-free sphere")

(3) regulation by internally-conüolling events (those that have been introjected from external

control, and a¡e therefore antagonistic to self-determination).

They argue that cognitive theories (as opposed to motivational theories) fail to make

the important distinction between self-regulation by internally-informational events and self-

regulation by internally-controlling events. This is an extension of the

informationaVcontolling distinction made in relation to external forces operating on

behaviour. Deci and Ryan argue that those events in the third category may be experienced

by the individual as self-statements like "Don't you dare do that! You a¡e already too fat"

and so on, wheteas those in the former two categories result in feelings of seH-

determination. Conceivably these might include self-conceptualizations. A model which can

clarify the relationships among such variables as self-conceptualizations, self-talk, and

attitudes/affect in response to ongoing environmental events will have contributed to the

understanding of the response to varieties of praise (among many other events).

Indeed, in the latest statement of a conceptual model which has been evolving over

more than a decade, Deci and Ryan (1987) come very close to such an all-encompassing

model. They present a more elegant cla¡ification of the framework that the present writer
was building in the introductory chapters of this thesis, specifying how behaviour regulation

can be mediated through events in the self-system. For example, they contrast internally-
controlling self-statements like "f have to...." and "f should...." with the more autonomous

"I'd find it valuable to...." or "I'd be interested in....". One can envisage the latter flowing
from some important self-conceptualization, whereas the former are more likely to relate to

the need to pdect a certain image. The authors also discuss the different effects on

behaviour of autonomy-supportive and controlling contexts and events. An analogy might
be drawn with va¡ieties of praise which could be classed as one or the other. For example,

perhaps attribution of a cha¡acteristic would be more autonomy-supportive in comparison to

the retrospective attribution of an ability, "I knew you could do it". Deci and Ryan also

argue that there is evidence for an individual variable, a general orientation towa¡ds or away

from autonomous control.

However, if such a model is intuitively compelling, it must stitl be reconciled with
other equally potent theories. For example, in Bandura's (e.g., 1978 a) theory of "reciprocal

determinism", the self-system-behaviourrelationship is also central. Bandura beteves that

"psychological functioning involves a continuous reciprocal interaction between behavioral,

cognitive and environmental influences" (1978 a, p.345). As was mentioned in an earlier

chapter, he believes that it is not possible to refer to "behaviour" and its "controlling

environmental conditions" as though they were fundamentally different events. The nvo are

intimately internvined-
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The self-system in Bandura's theory does not control behaviour either; rather, "self-

system" refers to "cognitive structures that provide reference mechanisms and to a set of
subfunctions for the perception, evaluation and regulation of behavior" (1978 a, p. 348).

Although Bandura's major focus is on "self-efficacy" which he believes to be the unifying

feature in all successful behaviour change programmes, it could be argued that his approach

is not incompatible with that of Markus, or of Deci.

Indeed, Nurius (1984) in her model of the "working self-concept" has expanded upon

Ma¡kus' information-processing view of the self-concept in such a way as to potentially

unite these perspectives. Nurius is most particularly interested in specifying what "elements

and processes are involved in the interaction between self-lnowledge and the social

environment" (1984, p.24).For this reason, she regards it as more realistic to think in
teÍns not of a fixed entity as a self-concept but of that aspect of the self-concept which is

currently active or "working", what is currently held in thought. She draws a parallel

between her conceptualization and the S-O-R model of human behaviour in which the self

mediates between the environmental stimulus and the organism's response, using the term

"reciprocal determinism" to describe the functional relationship between the self, social

forces, and behaviour.

By looking at self-conceptions under varying conditions she was able to support the

notion of a working self-concept empirically. Exposing subjects to different experiences,

she also found variations in their "possible selves", what they currently regarded as possible

that they could achieve, do, or be. Her measurement technique involved asking subjecs to

select self-descriptors which applied to them in the situation. That is, how subjects saw

themselves in one context as comparcd to another was ¿ur important variable. Nurius was

also interested in which dimensions were susceptible to environmental influence. She found

that perceptions of the current self and expectations for a future self, in addition to

preferences, were quite unstable, whereas (as measured by importance ratings) self-referent

motives and values were resistant to change. This finding, she argues, "is consistent with

recent integrative models of motivation, action and self-system functioning which take the

position that the relative stability of the self-system or the self-concept depends on the values

component" (Nurius, 1984, p. 175).

Although Nurius did not make the link between selves and behaviour empirically, it is

implicit in her discussion that she, like other resea¡chers in this area, is also moving towards

a model, both theoretical and practical, which is a synthesis of apparently different

perspectives. More recently, Cantor et al (1986) suggested that possible selves "do more

than cognitively represent goals and motives within the accessible pool of seH-knowledge.

They vividly represent the potential of the self actually accomplishing hoped-for end states

or avoiding fea¡ed or dreaded ones. They depict not only outcome expectancies (and

feelings) but also personal efficacy expectations, images, and feelings" (p. 100).
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To take the argument further, Bandura's "feelings or expectations of self-efficacy" in

relation to specific behaviours might, for example, corespond in operational tenns to

aspects of Ma¡kus' schemas in the sense that having or not having efhcacy expectations in a

given behavioural domain is likely to affect ongoing interactions wittr the environment. That

is, the contents of a given schema might include such feelings which then determine whether

or not certain environmental interactions are undertaken.

Bandura (e.g., 1978 a) also outlines a mechanism of behaviour regulation through

self-evaluative consequences such as feelings of self-satisfaction, self-pride, and self-

criticism. It could be argued that an analogy might be drawn between the "thought-produced

distress" which he envisages occurring over "faulty" behaviour and an observation that

one's behaviour was inconsistent with one's self-concept or idea either of how one is or

how one wants to be, is out of line with one's private self (Pratkanis and Greenwald, 1985).

If there is no schema in a particular area of behaviour, such self-regulatory mechanisms will
not be operative, but once a working schema has formed (perhaps through one of the

processes mentioned by Bandura) the continuous process of action, revision, action can

occur, with behaviour, person and environment reciprocally affecting one another.

There is a problem in attempting to argue that these different theories are not as

divergent as they might appear, in that Deci and Ryan (1983), at least, contrast their

approach with other approaches.They specihcally criticize Bandura. A major difference

appears to be Bandu¡a s failure to acknowledge that reinforcements, whether they are

tangible objects or self-statements, arc operationally separable events that are not necessary

for the generation of some behaviours. \Mhile Bandura focuses on ttre idea that people

engage in behaviours that they expect will lead to reinforcements, Deci and Ryan believe that

intrinsically motivated, self-determined behaviour leads to intrinsically rewarding feelings.

Such feelings are not operationally separable, self-administered statements.

They also contrast their theory with a cognitive-attributional analysis, according to

which cognitive attributions, intrinsic interest and internal control result from post-

behavioural self-attributions. Theories like this are thus, they argue, not theodes of
motivation since they fail to address the issue of instigation; the operation of intrinsic

motivational processes is set in train prior to engagement in the activity. Neither such an

approach, nor Bandura's, distinguishes between the t'wo forms of "internal control". Deci

and Ryan strongly favour their motivational theory as opposed to any cognitive or

behavioural approach, and believe that a motivational analysis that focuses on the differences

between informational and controlling events, both external and internal, is necessary to

fully understand "self-regulated" functioning. However, to the extent that simila¡ factors a¡e

accounted for within different models, it does seem that there are points of potential

reconciliation within the theories, although their progenitors might argue against a complete

reconciliation. The model that ultimately accounts for the observations reported in this thesis

may need to be constn¡cted with elements from a variety of perspectives.
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12.3 Future Directions: Extension of Emnirical Work

Apan from the need for extended conceptual analysis of the areas of the self, self-

schemas, and other self-processes, there are a number of issues to be resolved in the future.

Some of these have been raised explicitly at various points, or have been implicit in the

questions raised by the empirical work. Specifically, there is a need to relate various self-

processes to behavioural outcomes and to behaviour change processes. Further conceptual

work in relation to the concepts of "praise" and other "positive verbal statements" is still

required, and this will contribute to the more detailed examination of aspects of locutionary

content which is also needed. Relevant individual difference variables and their likely
interaction with praising locutionary content have only been sketched in the work presented,

and these could be more clearly delineated in future resea¡ch. More information is needed

about certain task variables. Finally, the applicability and limitations of research frndings in

this area await clarification. A brief review of each of these issues follows.

More intensive theoretical work is required to integrate a range of current social

psychological theories and theories relating to behaviour change with a model of behaviour

which incorporates the differential effects of various praising locutions. For example,

further conceptual and empirical work could be carried out on the relationship between the

working self, the self-concept's interface with the world of verbal reinforcements,

attributional and other forms of praise, and the self-statements of such cognitive-behaviour

modifiers as Meichenbaum (e.g.,1977). In addition, models in which behaviour change is

seen as a process consisting of several stages (e.g., DiClemente and Prochaska, 1982)

might usefully be considered in relation to the most effective use of different forms of
praise.

According to Markus and rù/urf (1987) there is a need to study self-presentation over

time. They assert that few resea¡chers have undertaken such a process analysis though

Darley and Fazio (1980) have theorized about it. In addition, present understanding of the

interaction between self-constructs and self-presentation is inadequate: this relationship

beween the private and public aspects of self needs further conceptual analysis and

empirical investigation. Such work could be combined with the research referred to

previously on the effects of praise on attitudes and affect over time and across sin¡ations. It
is also important to establish whether these effects might be potential mediators of longer-

term behavioural change in response to apparently ineffective praising locutions.

To extend the work in these areas may mean accommodating the fact that individuals

will have acquired and developed various self-schemas through many different experiences,

and that there are likely to be subtle differences among individuals in their apparently

identical schemas. Very sensitive tools need to be devised for the measurement both of the

existence of schemas, and of their properties. For this reason some pilot work along the

lines of that suggested previously might prove valuable. It witl be recalled that an

"inversion" of the usual approach to measuring schemas was envisaged.
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The work presented here has not contributed to a clarification of the relationships

among va¡ious kinds of positive verbal statement (e.g., approval, appreciation,

encouragement, compliments, praise), and this conceptual task could be undertaken in the

future. The conceptual and functional similarities and differences of the subcategories of
praise identified here need to be established, and the amount, or type, of information

incorporated in various praising locutions awaits objective assessment. This work, in

conjunction with further evaluation of the validiry of the praise classification system

developed, could ensure that locutions were better able to be equated for experimental

purposes. That is, a variety of locutions need assessment on a variety of dimensions.

For example, it was suggested initially that the meaning of the locution to the recipient

of praise was likely to be important. The present research, however, has shown that a range

of other specific variables could be investigated. These include the focus of anention

(towards self or other) engendered by the praising locution, the importance to the self-

concept of its informational content, and also the importance to the individual of the outcome

of the implied behaviour.

It has not been determined whether the task-rating effects hold for praise other than

attributional praise, but given the possibility that there are different mediating mechanisms

for the different varieties of praise, an ans\iler to this question needs to be pursued. \ù/ork

conducted broadly within Deci's paradigm (e.g., Ryan et aI, 1983; Harackiewicz er al,

1987) certainly suggests that other evaluative statements result in differential responses to

tasks.

The implications for effects of praise on individuals of the apparent cognitive style

variable, "Self-Construction", requires further investigation. Clearly some variable which is

conceptually close to it does exist. A scale to measure such a variable needs to be refined and

conceptual development in the area of the interrelationships between Self-Construction and a

range of other self-variables including self-awareness, self-monitoring and attributional

style, would be valuable. These other variables and their interaction with responses to the

information conveyed in praising locutions could be the subject of future studies.

The importance of ego-involvement also needs to be examined as situations differ in

the amount of ego-involvement they evoke (Breckler and Greenwatd 1986). That individuals

might differ in their predisposition to become involved at all needs investigation too. The

variable which was identified by Harackiewicz and her colleagues (e.g., Harackiewiczetal,

1985), competence valuation, could also be considered in its interaction with task variables.

Clearly the nature of the specific tasks used may be an important variable. For

example, as reported in Chapter 4, Lintner and Ducette (1974) found that responsiveness to

praise differed between an ambiguous coding task and an academic reading task. It is

essential for the resea¡cher into praise effecs to know more about the nature of tasks as
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perceived by subjects, and relevant tasks which more clearly meet all the criteria emerging

from the present, and previous, research need to be devised.

Some refinement and replication of the experimental studies undertaken here is

wa:ranted by the results reported. Were it to be established that different affective and/or

attitudinal reactions could be achieved through varying locutions, and that there was a clea¡

and predictable relationship beween these reactions and subsequent behaviour, the range of
situations in which such knowledge could be applied would need to be determined. The

issue of the relationship between the internal and external validities of studies undertaken in
the area of the effects of praise on behaviour is a research topic in its own right. However it
is approached, investigation into the application of the effects of varying praising locutions

in clinical, work, health, educational, home and other everyday social settings is essential.

In relation to the results obtained in the Behaviour Rating study, further investigations

are also waranted, including a replication of the study with a respondent group other than

student nurses. Should a relationship between the perception of behaviour choice and the

actual likelihood that behaviour is undertaken obtain, the result also has practical

implications for behaviour change and control measures employed in various settings. It
may be important to determine which category a given desired behaviour falls into before an

action plan can be devised to initiate it. Thus it may be helpful to know that, for most

people, being co-operative is regarded as being a matter of choice - if they want to enough,

then they can do it. In this case a professional might focus on increasing the individual's

level of motivation. Cenainly an attributional or labelling strategy would be appropriate. On

the other hand, to assist individuals to be more creative or perceptive will likely require a

different approach. This could involve cognitive-behaviour modification strategies or other

specific training.

In conclusion, further research into the dimensions of different categories of
behavior¡r as they relate to the efficacy of varieties of praise is needed. This seems to be

particularly important in view of the assertions of Wegner and Vallacher (1980) that "the

self-system is only a weak tool for understanding and manipulating biological realities" (p.

264) and that self-system manipulation is only powerful (if at all) in relation to social

interaction, social conventions, social attraction and intergroup relations. Given its

widespread use, and the belief in the efficacy of praise among various groups, if the

frndings reported here can be validated then behaviour modifiers, parents and educators

would benefit from specific knowledge about its finer details. Only then will the effective

application of the va¡ieties of praise be attainable.
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APPENDIX 1 ISTUDY I)

Anpendix 1.1: Exnerimental Tasks for Studv I

ApDendix 1.1.1: Anasram Task

On the following page are 3 lists of anagrams (umbled words). Each anagram is

followed by a space in which you can write its solution. For example:

C H A R I(istheword) chair

The first list contains 4-letter anagrams, the second S-lener anagnms (as in the

example), and the third contains 6-letter anagËnx. Each anagram has only one solution. Try
to solve each one in turn. If you have no questions, turn the page and begin..........

LIST 1

1.LBEL.........
2. K M L I.................
3.rYCT.........
4.YRE4.........

LIST 2

5.EGUJD
6.EOCVr.

LIST 3

9.SNDYAU
10. w z A R D r...................

7.NUFYN.....
8.EOUHS.....

Aonendix 1.1.2: Conseouences Task

WHAT IF..........PEOPLE COULD BECOME II{VISIBLE?

If people could become invisible at will, what would the consequences be? Our

individual lives would be affected, and so might the organization of societies.

I want you to imagine as many consequences as you can of people having the ability

to become invisible at will. Write down any possible consequences you can think of,

however strange they seem to you. Be as imaginative a.s you can.

If you have no questions, turn the page and be9in.......... (one blank page was

atnched)

Appendix 1.1.3: Twenty-five Dot Prohlem

On the following page is a series of 25-dot matrices. The task is to find a way to

connect these 25 dos using 8 straight lines without taking pen from paper.
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You may make as many attempß (or as few) as you wish - if you use up all the

matrices, please ask for some more.

There is more than one solution to this problem. As I am interested in your solution

strategy, please feel free, if you think you have reached a solution, to try to find another

one. Be sure to place a tick beside those solutions which you think are correct.

If you have no questions, turn the page and begrn..........

(ínitially 9 matrices on one sheet were given to

the subject, who could askfor funher sheets as

required)

Appendix 1.1.4: Post-Experiment Ouestionnaire

Psychologists have found that experimental subjects often form hypotheses about

what the experimenter wants them to do. I am interested in any cornments you would like to

make about the experiment. For example, did you form any ideas about what the experiment

was designed to investigate? V/hat sorts of things were you thinking as you worked on the

different tasks? Feel free to make any comments in the space provided. (4 lines provid¿d)

Below are some rating scales which I would like you to complete. Firstly,I would

like to know whether you think I had any expectations about how well you would perform

in the experiment. Circle "1" if you think I expected you to do badly, and "9" if you think I
expected you to do well. Circle rr5rr if you think I had moderate expectations about your

performance. Use the points in be¡ween to indicate just what you think I expected. If you

really have no idea what I expected, do not circle any number.

Theexperimenter 1. 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9Theexperimenter

expected me to do badly expecred me to do well
Now I would like you to consider the question of whether you think I made any

judgment about you in relation to the personal cha¡acteristic of "persistence". Use the 9

points of the scale to indicate whether you think ttrat I judged you to have the characteristic

of "persistence". If you really have no idea whether I made a judgment or not, do not circle

any number.

The experimenter The experimenter

madeajudgment 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9madeajudgment

that I am not at all that I am very
persistent persistent

Finally, I would like you to think about whether you consider yourself generally to be

a persistent person. Once again, use the 9 points of the scale to indicate your judgment about
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yourself. If you really are unable to make a judgment about yourself, do not circle any

number.

Iamnotgenerally 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Iamgenerally

a very persistent person a very persistent person

Anpendix 1.2: Instructions to .Iudges

Below is a series of items which describe the sorts of experiences that you might have

had as you \¡/ere growing up. I am adapting a scale using items of this sort, and I would like

you to rate the alternative answers for me. For example:

'When you asked your mother to help you with your homework, she usually

1. Helped you with your homework.
negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 positive

neutral
2. Said you should be able to do it yourself.

negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 positive
neutral

V/hat I want you to do is to consider each answer from the point-of-view of the effect

of the described outcome on you, that is, would you feel that you had received a positive

response, a negative response, or one that was not clearly positive or negative. Use the

seven points of the scale to judge each outcome in these terms.

Thank you for your help.
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Anpendix 1.3: Adapted Reinforcement History Ouestionnaire

Note: In thís questionnaíre positive responses are designated by a "P" in brackets, negatíve

by an "N" and neutral by an "Ne".These notations díd not, howøter, appear on the version

completed by respondcnts.Tlrc questionnaire is scored by adding the marked items ínto tlu
specifted cate gories, posítíve, ne gative and neutral.

REINFORCEMENT HISTORY OUESTIONNAIRE

This questionnaire contains a series of items which describe the sorts of experiences

you might have had as you were growing up. Each item refers to an incidenq after each

incident some possible outcomes a¡e described. Read each item carefully and then look at

the 4 alternatives below ir You arc to circle the letter referring to one incident, the one that

describes what usually happened to you.

Here is an example:

When you asked your mother to help you with your homework, she usually

a. Helped you with your homework (P)

b. Told you that she was too busy (Ne)

c. Said you should be able to do it yourself (N)

d. Does not apply.

It is unlikely that any alternative describes what always happened to you. What I am

interested in is what happened to you most often when you asked your mother to help you

with your homework. Thus you would ci¡cle "a" if your mother did usually ury to help you

with your homework when you asked her to; you would circle "b" if she usually told you

she was too busy to help; and you would circle "c" if she usually said that you should be

able to do it yourself when you asked her for help. Of course you may never have asked

your mother to help with yotr homework, because you didn't live with yourmother,

because you could always do your homework on your own, because you knew that your

brother was bound to be more helpful, or for any one of a number of reasons. If you never

did ask your mother's help with homework, for whatever reason, then you would circle

"d", "does not apply".

There a¡e 40 items in this questionnaire; they a¡e simila¡ in format to the example. For

each item circle the alternative which best fits what happened to you.In every case you will
have the opportunity of circling "does not apply". Try to use this alternative only if you

genuinely never had this kind of experience. Please answer all the items. If you have no

questions, turn the page and begin.
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1. When there were friends of the family visiting your house, your mother usually

a. Complimented you on your good manners (P)

b. Lectured you on your poor manners (N)

c. Didn't mind much how you acted (Ne)

d. Does not apply.

2.'When you told your father something new you learned at school, he usually

a. Seemed pleased with how much you had leamed (P)

b. Made you feel that you really hadn't learned much (N)

c. Didn't mind much one rtray or the other (Ne)

d. Does not apply.

3.'When you got a good ma¡k on your school report in something, your friends usually

a. Looked up to you for being clever (P)

b. Made fun of you for being the teacher's pet (N)

c. Didn't mind much one way or the other (Ne)

d. Does not apply.

4. When you broke or spilled something at home, your mother usually

a. Told you that it was an accident and couldn't be helped (P)

b. Told you that you were clumsy (N)

c. Didn't say anything (Ne)

d. Does not apply.

5. \il/hen you were learning to ride a bike, or swim, or dance, or play sports, your father

usually

a- Seemed pleased with the way you were learningit (P)

b. Didn't comment one way or the other (Ne)

c. Made fun of the mistakes you were making (N)

d. Does not apply.

6. When you brought home your school report, your father usually

a. Acted pleased with your marks (P)

b. Didn't mind much what kind of marks you Eot(Ne)
c. Acted displeased with your marks (N)

d. Does not apply.

7. When you asked your friends to share their toys,lollies, or other things, they usually

a. Wanted to sha¡e with you (P)

b. Paid little attention to what you asked (Ne)

c. rù/ouldn't share anything with you (N)

d. Does not apply.
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8. When you tried hard the teacher usually

a- Seemed very glad that you nted (P)

b. Treated you like everyone else (Ne)

c. Made you feel that trying ha¡d wasn't much help if you didn't give the right answer (N)

d. Does not apply.

9. When you asked your friends for information, they usually

a. Said you should know the answer yourself (N)

b. 'Were glad to answer your questions (P)

c. Didn't seem to know the answer (Ne)

d. Does not apply.

10. rWhen you brought home your school report, your mother usually

a. Acted displeased with your marks (N)

b. Acted pleased with your marks (P)

c. Didn't mind much what kind of marks you got (N¿)

d. Does not apply.

11. When you asked for toys, lollies, or other things, your father usually

a. Acted as if you asked for more than you should Eet (N)

b. Gave you whatever you wanted (P)

c. Paid little attention to rühar you asked (Ne)

d. Does not apply.

12. When you tried to behave yourself at school, the teacher usually

a. Got annoyed with you anyway (N)

b. Seemed very glad that you were trying (P)

c. Treated you like everyone else (Ne)

d. Does not apply.

13. When your friends were choosing sides for a game, they usually

a. Didn't choose you until almost last lN)
b. Just picked without thinking too much (Ne)

c. Almost always picked you first (P)

d. Does not apply.

14. If you offered to help the teacher afound the classrcom, she would let you help her

a. Never (N)

b. Sometimes (Ne)

c. Often (P)

d. Does not apply.
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15. When you asked for toys, lollies, or other things, your mother usually

a. Acted as if you asked for more ttran you should get (N)

b. Paid linle attention to what you asked (Ne,)

c. Gave you whatever you wanted (P)

d. Does not apply.

16. When you visited a friend's house, he usually told his mother or father

a. That you were just some kid from school (N)

b. He made no cornment about yoa (Ne)

c. That you were a great friend lP)
d. Does not apply.

17. When your mother explained something new to you, she usually

a. Didn't mind much how quickly you learnt it (Ne)

b. Complimented you on learning it pretty quickty (P)

c. Criticized you for not learning it quickly enough (N)

d. Does not apply.

18. When you had a spelling lesson at school, your teacher usually

a. Didn't notice you more than any of the others (Ne)

b. Told you that you did a good job (P)

c. Told you that you did not do a good job (N)

d. Does not apply.

19. When your father explained something ne'w to you, he usually

a. Didn't mind much how quickly you learnt it (Ne)

b. Complimented you on learning itpretty quickly (P)

c. Criticized you for not learning it quickly enough (N)

d. Does not apply.

20. When you asked your father for some information, he usually

a. Didn't seem to know the answer (Ne)

b. Was glad to answer your questions (P)

c. Said you should know the answer yourself (N)

d. Does not apply.

21. When you played games with your friends, they usually

a. Let you alone to do what you wanted (Ne)

b. Looked up to you to be their leader (P)

c. Told you to be quiet and didn't give you much to do (N)

d. Does not apply.
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22. When you asked your mother for some information, she usually

a. Didn't seem to know the answer (Ne)

b. Said you should know the answer yourself (N)

c. Was glad to answer your questions (P)

d. Does not apply.

23. When you tried to fix a toy, game, sports equipment, or something else, your father

usually

a. Didn't say anything much (Ne)

b. Told you how you could do it much better (N)

c. Told you that you were doing a good job (P)

d. Does not apply.

24. When you did art and crafts (like paint, draw, sew or make things with clay), your

friends usually

a. Didn't notice particularly how you were doing (Ne)

b. Told you that you were not doing a good job (N)

c. Told you what a nice job you were doing (P)

d. Does not apply.

25. When you had a reading lesson at school, your teacher usually

a. Told you that you did a good job (P)

b. Told you that you did not do a good job (N)

c. Didn't notice particularly how you dtd (Ne)

d. Does not apply.

26. When you had an a¡ithmetic lesson at school, your teacher usually

a. Told you that you did a good job (P)

b. Told you that you did not do a good job (N)

c. Didn't notice particularly how you dtd(Ne)

d. Does not apply.

27. When you rwere doing chores at home, your father usually

a. Told you that you were doing a pretty good job on them (P)

b. Told you that you were not doing a good job (N)

c. Didn't comment one way or the other (Ne)

d. Does not apply.

28. When you were doing chores at home, your mother usually

a. Told you that you were doing a pretty good job on them (P)

b. Told you that you were not doing a good job (N)

c. Didn't cornment one way or the other (Ne)

d. Does not apply.
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29. When you tried to fix a toy, game, sports equipment, or something else, your friends

usually

a. Felt that you were doing a good job (P)

b. Didn't say anything much (Ne)

c. Made fun of how clumsy you were (N)

d. Does not apply

30. When you lost something, ¡¡our mother usually

a. Acted pretty understanding (P)

b. Didn't say anything one way or the other (Ne)

c. Acted pretty angry @)
d. Does not apply

31. When you lost something, your father usually

a. Acted pretty understanding (P)

b. Didn't say anything one way or the other (Ne)

c. Acted pretty anry N)
d. Does not apply.

32. When you got into an argument or a fight, your friends usually

a. Thought you could take ca¡e of yourself (P)

b. Didn't say much about it(Ne)
c. Thought you were sure to lose (N)

d. Does not apply.

33. When you did art and crafts at school (like paint, draw, sew or make things with clay),
your teacher usually

a. Told you that you did not do a good job (N)

b. Told you that you did a good job (P)

c. Didn't notice particularly how you dtd(Ne)

d. Does not apply.

34. Your mother usually felt

a. That you had no judgment when it came to clottres (N)

b. That you knew what kind of clothes were nice (P)

c. That what kind of clothes you liked wasn't important toher (Ne)

d. Does not apply.

35. If you raised your hand a lot, your teacher usually

a. Made you feel that you wanted to talk too much (N)

b. Praised you for having a lot to say (P)

c. Treated you like everyone else (Ne)

d. Does not apply.
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36. If you came home in dirty clothes after sport or after particularly rough play, your

mother usually seemed

a. Pretty angry (N)

b. Pretty understandin9 e)
c. Not to mind much one way or the other (Ne)

d. Does not apply.

37. When you saw someone cheating at school and told the teacher, your friends

a. Didn't like you for what you did (N)

b. Didn't corrìment one way or the other (Ne)

c. Said that you did the right thing (P)

d. Does not apply.

38. If you came home in dirty clothes after sport or after particularly rough play, your father

usually seemed

a. Pretty angry (N)

b. Not to mind much one way or the other (Ne)

c. Pretty understanding (P)

d. Does not apply.

39.I1you played a¡ound during class at school, your teacher usually

a. Got angry @)
b. Didn't particularly notice you (Ne)

c. Made you feel that you were doing the wrong thing, but in a nice way (P)

d. Does not apply.

40. Most of the time your teachers seemed to

a. Not like you very much (N)

b. Feel about you much the way they felt about the otherkids (Ne)

c. Like you (P)

d. Does not apply.
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Aooendix 1.4: Causal Dimension Scale

On each of the following pages a situation is described.

For example:

SITUATION: You a¡e involved in a car accident.

I am interested in what you feel the cause of this situation would be if it happened to you.

While events may have many causes, I want you to pick only one, the major cause or reason

for this situation if it happened to yeu. Please write the cause or reason in the space

provided below the situation.

For example:

CAUSE/REASON: I was inattentive

Once you have written in the cause or reason for this situation if it happened to you, I want

you to think about this cause and rate it on a series of scales. Each scale has 9 points. I want

you to circle one number, the one that best indicates your feeling about this cause.

For example:

1. Is the cause something that:

Reflects an
of the situation

If you feel that your being inattentive in that situation would definitely reflect an aspect of
the situation rather than of yourself, circle " I " (as shown). If you feel that being inanentive

would probably reflect an aspect of the situation, circle "2", "3" or "4", depending on how

strongly you feel this.If you are uncertain whether being inattentive in the situation

describedreflects an aspect ofthat situation or an aspect ofyourself, circle "5". Ifyou feel

that being inattentive in the situation definitely reflects an aspect of yourself, circle "9".

Depending on how srongly you feel that the cause reflects an aspect of yourself, use "6",

"7" or "8". Thus you should use the 9 points of each scale to best represent how you feel

about the cause you have given for the situation described (in the example, "I was

inattentive"). Circle only one number for each scale. There a¡e 9 scales similar to the one

used in the example. Rate your cause on each of these 9 scales.

3 4 5 6 7I9Reflectsanaspect
of yourself
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When you have finished rating one cause or reason, turn the page and go on to the next

situation. There are 12 situations in all. Try to vividly imagine yourself in each of the

situations before you write down the major cause or reason if it happened to you.

To summa¡ize, I want you to:

(1) Read each situation in tum and vividly imagine it happening to you.

(2) Decide what you feel would be the maþr cause of the situation if it happened to you.

(3) V/rite that cause in the space provided.

(4) Rate that cause on each of the 9 scales below it.

(5) Go on to the next situation.

Remember, I am interested in g impressions and your opinions and feelings, so don't

\ilorry about what anyone else might think. Please complete all the sin¡ations.

If you have no questions, turn the page and begin.

SITUATION 1: You meet a friend who compliments you on your appearance.

CAUSE/REASON:

1. Is the cause something that:

Reflects an aspect I 2

of the situation

2. Is the cause:

Uncontrollable by L 2

you or other people

3. Is the cause something that is:

Temporary I 2

4.Is the cause something:

Unintended by you L 2

or other people

5. Is the cause something that is:

Outside of you I 2

6. Is the cause something that is:

Variable over time L 2

7. Is the cause:

Something about L 2

others

8. Is the cause something that is:

Changeable I 2

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

89

89

89

89

89

89

89

89

Reflecs an aspect

of yourself

Controllable by you

or other people

Permanent

Intended by you

or other people

Inside of you

Stable overtime

Something about

you

Unchanging
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9. Is the cause something for which:

No-oneis | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Someoneis

responsible responsible

SITUATION 2: You have been looking for a job unsuccessfully for some time

(for this and all subsequcnt sínuations tlw format and ratíng scales were identícal to those for
tlefirst situation )
SITUATION 3: You become very rich.

SITUATION 4: A friend comes to you with a problem and you don't try to help.

SITUATION 5: You give an important talk in front of a group and the audience reacts

negatively.

SITUATION 6: You do a project that is highly praised.

SITUATION 7: You meet a friend who acts in a hostile manner towards you.

SITUATION 8: You can't get all the work done that others expect of you.

SITUAION 9: Your girlfriend/boyfriend/spouse has been treating you more lovingly than

usual.

SITUAION 10: You apply for a position that you want very much (e.g., a good job, a

place in your chosen course at uni.) and you get it
SITUATION 11: You go out on a date and it goes badly.

SITUATION 12: You get an increase in salary.

Thís qucstionnaíre ís scored accordíng to this key:

Good achievement sitnations - 3, 10, 12.

Good ffilíation situations - 1,6,9.
Bad achievement situations - 2, 5, 8.

Bad affiliatíon sinnrtons - 4,7, Il.
I-ocw of causality items - l, 5,7.
Stabiliry írcms - 3,6,8.

Controllabiliry items -2,4,9.
Totals are calculatedfor each category.
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Appendix 1.5: Correlations between Exnerimental Variahles and

Ouestionnaire Variahles

Table 41.1 shows Pea¡son r correlation coefficients between selected experimental

variables and all questionnaire va¡iables. The following abbreviations apply:

Experimental Variables

Avtime=the average of the times spent on the Consequences task and on the Matrix task.

E's Expec=the subject's rating of the experimenter's judgment as to how well s/he would
perform at the tasks.

E's Persist=the subject's rating of the experimenter's judgment of her/his persistence.

Persist=the subject's rating of her/himself as a generally persistent person.

Matrices=number of matrices anempted.

Conseq=¡¡mber of distinctly different consequences produced.

Matr.time=time spent on the Matrix task.

Invis.time=time spent on the Consequences task.

Causal Dimension Scale Variables

Good acht Loc=score for locus of causality of achievement situations with positive

outcomes.

Good acht Stability=5s.t for stability of achievement situations with positive outcomes.

Good acht Control=score for controllability of achievement situations with positive

outcomes.

Bad acht Loc=score for locus of causaliry of achievement situations with negative outcomes.

Bad acht Stability=score for stability of achievement situations with negative outcomes.

Bad acht Control=score for controllability of achievement situations with negative outcomes.

Good affil Loc=score for locus of causality of affiliation situations with positive outcomes.

Good affil Stability-score for stability of affiliation situations with positive outcomes.

Good affil Control=score for controllability of affiliation situations with positive outcomes.

Bad affil Loc=scorê for locus of causaliry of affrliation situations with negative outcomes.

Bad affil Stability=5core for stability of affiliation situations with negative outcomes.

Bad affil Control=score for controllability of affiliation situations with negative outcomes.

Good Loc=total score (achievement+affiliation) for locus of causality of all positive

outcomes.

Good Stability=¡stal score for stability of all positive outcomes.

Good Control=total score for controllability of all positive outcomes.

Bad Loc=total score for locus of causality of all negative outcomes.

Bad StabilitY=total score for stability of all negative outcomes.

Bad Control=total score for controllability of all negative outcomes.
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Reinforcement History Ouestionnaire Variables

Bad non-null=the proportion of negative experiences to total number of non-null ("does not

apply" eliminated) experiences.

Good non-null=the proportion of positive experiences to total number of non-null

experiences.

Bad gb=the proportion of negative experiences to the total of positive plus negative

experiences.

Good gb:the proportion of positive experiences to the total of positive plus negative

experiences.

variables.

Significance lævels

Signifrcant correlations a¡e indicated in the following manner:

p< .05 is shown in italícs.

p< .01 is shown in bold.

p<.001 is shown underlined.
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Va¡iable Av. time E's Expec E's Persis Persist Matrices Conseq Matr.time Invis.time

Good ach
Loc -.084 -.134 .o74 .206 .067 -.2t7 -.144 -.131

Good ach
Stabilitv. .154 .297 .r73 .164 .387 .492 .1 19 .075

Good acht
Control -.028 -.r98 .134 .019 .037 -.070 -.121 -.039

Bad acht
Loc -.041 .091 .148 -.352 .068 -.159 -.023 -.165

Bad acht
Stabilirv -.251 -.r47 .061 -.320 -.016 -.300 -.445 -.1 11

Bad acht
Control .295 -.103 .089 -.103 .40r .2t6 .406 .o29

Good affil
T rw. .457 -.349 .252 .282 -.028 .361 .367 .233

Good affil
Stabiliw

260 268 .122 .078 .1 19 -.03s .179 .258

Good affil
Control .453 -.1 13 04s .254 -.042 .060 482 .105

Bad affil
Loc 225 -.t52 .t49 .252 -.139 .168 -.056 -.2r3

Bad affil
Stabilitv

.278 .287 299 -.208 -.029 t49 -.06s .453

Bad affil
Onntrnl .417 .1 18 .351 -.r45 .077 .402 .273 .437

Good
I-oc .r77 -.247 .186 .30s 007 .002 .104 020

Good
Stability .295 415 .219 183 .389 .373 .213 229

Good
Control .235 -.20L .118 .156 .o02 -.015 .187 .032

Bad
Loc .095 -.014 .202 -.135 -.026 -.031 -.049 -.010

Bad
Stabitity t02 -.124 -.521 -.143 -.036 -.0s2 -.096 .160

Bad
Connol .451 -.169 -.563 00s .r69 325 .463 .268

Bad
non-null 2s9 -.279 -.310 -.176 -.086 .102 lll .353

Good
non-null -.007 .054 .036 .39r .t25 -.180 003 -.312

Bad
sb .160 -.277 -.139 -.265 -.L41 028 -.008 .324

Good
gb -.080 .3t9 .154 .248 .138 .041 .082 -.268
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Anpendix 1.6: Causal Dimension Scale Variables Correlated with
Reinforcement Historv Ouestionnaire Variahles

Table 41.2 shows the correlations between scores derived from the nvo

questionnaires.

Tahle Al.2:Correlations between CDS variables and RHQ variables.

Note: Signifrcant correlations a¡e indicated in the following manner -

p< .05 is shown in ítalícs.

p<.01 is shown in bold.
p<.001 is shown underlined.

Vanable Good/nn Bad/nn Good/sb Bad/eb Neutral

Good acht Loc .575 -.t44 ,J4U -.'J"6 -.572
Good acht Stab .Jö5 -.324 .4ó0 -.432 -.255
Good acht Control .390 -.050 .190 -.t44 -.415

Bact acht Loc z\) -.24t) .r70 -. r3ó -.104
.Bad acht Stab . I9ó .108 -.ztt .131 -.284
Bad acht Control .u45 -.UIö 019 -.o44 -.040

Good atf Loc .326 .030 .U7'J -.U3U -.Jöð
Good aff Stab .u'2-l .u50 -.UU2 043 -.062
Liood aff Control J9E .039 095 -.007 -.47 4

Bad aff Loc .248 .044 -.19'J 084 -.30ó
.tsad aÎï Stab .oE2 093 .0E0 .098 -.r45
Bad atf Control -.1ó9 079 lI5 .l l6 .I48

AII Good Loc .577 -.09ó .288 -.261J -.ó0I
AII Good Stab .327 -.225 .JL'3 -.319 -.245
AII Good Control .49tJ ..UI4 180 -.104 -.554

AII Bad I-oc '307 -.1ó6 026 -.0ó1 -.256
All tlad Stab .tz4 .409 -.2E6 .'242 -.JÔ9
AII Bad Control -.075 .396 -.2L9 .199 -.L37
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APPENDIV 2 IEXPERIMENTS 2 AND 3I

Appendix 2.1: Cluestionnaire on Attitude to Computers

Attitude to Computers

After each game I will be asking you to complete some rating scales on your feelings

about that game. This will assist me to select suitable games for my planned snrdy. Since

your attitude to the games might be affected by your attitude to computers in general, before

you begin I would like to know how you feel about computers. Firstly, could you please

circle "yes" or "no" in answer to these questions:

(1) Do you own a personal computer? yes no

(2) Have you had access to a personal computer, either at school or at home? yes no

Next I want you to rate some statements about computers. On the following page is a

series of statements relating to feelings about, and attitudes to, computers. For example:

I feel that computers are great fun.

notatall 1 2 3 4 G 6 7 completely
true of me true of me

In the example, the student has circled "5" to indicate that the statement is fairly true

of her/him.For each statement I would like you to circle a number to indicate how tn¡e it is

of you. Circle " 1" if it is not at all true of you, "2" if it's not very true of you, and so on up

to "1", which indicates that the statement is completely true of you. Please Ey to avoid "4",

the "uncertain" point, if you possibly can.

If you have not had the experience implied by a given statement, please give your best

guess as to your attitude.'When you are ready, please turn the page and begin.....

1. I have a good deal of experience with computers.

notatall I 2 3 4 5 6 7 completely

true of me true of me

(rating scales íncluded ín actual version omitted from subsequÊnt ítems)

2. I feel inadequate around computers.

3. I feel that computers are a danger to society.

4. I like to try out new computer games.

5.My experience with arcade games is limited.

6. When I have to use a computer I feel unable to make it do what I want.

7. I have often played computer games.

8. I see using a computer as a challenge.

9. I feel tense at the thought of using a computer.

10. I don't enjoy playing games on a computer.

11. I can never find the keys I want on a computer keyboard.

12. I believe that computers are a very useful educational tool.
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Aopendix 2.2: Experiments 2 ancl 3 - General Instructions

Games' Ratings: General Instnrctions

There a¡e 4 different games for you to play on the BBC computer. After each game I
will ask you to fill out a short questionnaire about that game. To get a gÍìme PRESS THE

SPACE BAR, the long black key at the front of the keyboard. You may leave a game at any

point by PRESSING TFIE BREAK KEY at the top right-hand corner of the keyboard.

While you are playing the games you may be asked to enterinformation into the computer.

After you have done so, always PRESS RETURN, 2 rows up on the right-hand side of the

keyboard. If you want to change what you have just typed you may do so by using the

DELETE key, just below RETURN - but you must do so BEFORE PRESSING RETURN.

THE GAMES

Alien Blaster

The aliens are invading your system and you have to blast them before they land and

colonize earth. Only 5 have to land to take over.

To move RIGHT - PRESS 2

TomoveLEFT -PRESS 1

To FIRE - PRESS 0

Your score is displayed at the top of the screen. If you play more than one g¿ìme, your best

score so far is also displayed.

Maze,

Your task is to find your way into the maze and out of the top of it. You are represented by a

purple dot. You can move by PRESSING TI{E ARROW KEYS on the right-hand side of
the keyboard - your direction is indicated by the direction of the arrow. You may retrace

your steps, but if you do you will not be able to see where you are. Your score will be

displayed continuously at the top of the scteen. Both time and number of steps are taken into

account - number of steps is most important.

If you should run into the sides of the maze, a waming tone will sound. And when you get

to the end you will be rewarded with a victory tune.

Word-search

The object is to complete the story by frlling in the gaps with the correct words. Each time

you guess a word correctly it will appear in yellow in the right place and the computer will
tell you how many words you have found and how many more there are to hnd. If you

guess incorrectly ¡1s çemputer will simply tell you that the word was not hidden. Note that

you have to wait about 30 seconds for the story to be displayed on the screen - but it will
come! Remember that while you are typing in each word you may make corrections using

DELETE, and that after each word you must PRESS RETURN.
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Zombies

You are in a graveyard at midnight. You must evade the zombies for as long as possible by

luring them into open graves. You can choose any number of zombies between 10 and 50 -

of course, the more there are, the more diff,rcult it is to escape.

To move LEFI - PRESS z

RIGI{T - PRESS x

UP - PRESS *

DOWN - PRESS ?

Appendix 2.3: Cloze Task Storv

TUCXJSE

In the roots of a giant there once lived a family of .......... It was a huge ..........,

and they lived in semi-da¡kness, for the free's thick .......... hid the .......... from them,

and they went about their business hardly ever venturing out the .......... When the

appeared they slept, and when the .......... tried to light their home they

worked, poking their .......... faces into .......... to see if there was anything edible there.

They gathered .......... and bits of fluff and twigs, which moved from one place to

another. They were always .......... about. Among these .......... was one who kept

hearing a .......... noise his ..........

Annendix 2.4: Games' Rating Scales

Name
GAMES RATING

In order to assist me to select suitable games for my study, I would like your

reactions to, and feelings about,....... ......., the game you have just played.

On this and the following page is a series of statements, each one followed by a 7-point

scale. For example:

Playing this game was fun.

disagree 1

stronglY
234 67 agree

strongl¡

In this example, the student has circled "5" to indicate that s/he agrees fairly strongly

that playing the game was fun.

For each statement I would like you to circle a number to indicate to what extent you

agree with the statement. Circle "1" if you strongly disgaree, "2" if you disagree fairly

much, and so on up to "7" which indicates that you strongly agree with the statemenL Please

ry to avoid "4", the "uncertain" point, if you possibly can.
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If you have no questions, please begin....

1. I thought I would do well when playing this game.

disagreel23456Tagree
strongly strongly

(rating scales included ín actual version omítted from subsequent items)

2. It was important to me that I play this game well.

3. Other students would enjoy playing this game.

4. I felt tense while playing this game.

5. I would like to play this game for recreation.

6. Other students would try hard while playing this game.

7. This game was interesting.

8. I only felt like playing this game for a sho¡t time.

9. It would take most students a little while to work out the best way of playing this game.

10. I cared very much how well I played this game.

11. I enjoyed playing this game.

12. I tried hard while playing this game.

13. I played this game well.

14. Most sildents would be bored by this game.

15. I wanted to keep playing this game.

16. It took me a little while to work out the best way of playing this game.
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APPENDIX 3.T ßXPERIMENT 4)

ApDendix 3.1.1: Preliminarv Ouestionnaire

Person Perception - Preliminary Ouestionnaire

When we form impressions of other people we often feel confident that we can say

what sorts of characteristics or abilities they have even though we have very little

information. There may be some things about which we feel more confident when we make

such "first impression" judgments than others. For example, we might feel certain (a) ttrat

we can almost always judge immediately if a person is honest, and feel equally certain (b)

that we are almost never able to judge accurately if a person plays the piano.

I am interested in your ideas of (a) and (b) above. That is, I would like you to write

out up to five characteristics or abilities that you feel you can almost always make an

immediate judgment about (a). These can be anything about a person ranging from

characteristics to specific behaviour tendecies. Then I would like you to write out up to five

cha¡acteristics or abilities that you feel you are almost never able to judge accurately (b).

Again, these can be anything at all about a person. Please use the back of the page if you

haven't enough space.

(a) Can judge........

(space)

(b) Can't judge........

(space)

Tha¡k you very much for your help.
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ADnendix 3.1.2: Person Perceotion Ouestionnaire (1)

Person Perception Ouestionnaire

When we form impressions of other people we often feel confident that we can say

what sorts of characteristics, auributes or abilities they have even though we have very little
information. There may be some things about which we feel more confident when we make

such "first impression" judgments than others. For example, we might feel cert¿in that we

can judge immediately if a person is honest, and feel equally certain that we are almost

never able to judge a person's hobbies accurately.

Below is a list of person characteristics, attributes and abilities. I am interested in
your idea of which of these you feel you can judge immediately with confidence, and which

you feel you are unable to judge in this way. Please tick the "can" column for those you feel

you can judge and the "can't" column for those you feel you can't judge.

o'8"
C h a ra cte rist ic can ca n't
hobbies
honestv

Please feel free to tick neither column if you feel uncertain about a particular characteristic.

Thank you very much for your help.

Table 43.1.1 shows the list of characteristics respondents considered, and the

frequencies of "can" and "can't" responses. Twenty-four questionnaires were returned.

Tahle 43.1.1 lover fiageì: Freqrrencies of "cantr andtrcan'tf'ljudgel responses to a list

of Derson characteristics.



402
Cha racteristic can ca n't Total
academicallv brioht I 13 21
æe 16 I 24
aooressrve 15 7 22
anxious 19 3 22
arrooant. hioh self-opinion 3 21 24
artisticallv talented 3 21 24
active in communitv 5 18 23
confident 21 1 22
conservative 18 5 23
content with life 9 14 23
creative. orioinal 7 14 21
deoressive 17 6 23
deep oerson 7 16 23
disoroanized 10 13 23
enthusiastic 19 3 22
food oreferences 3 21 24
f rie nd lv 22 2 24
oenurne oerson 10 12 22
main life qoal 1 23 24
orouos identifies with 7 16 23
happv person 17 7 24
healthv. fít 17 6 23
hobbies. interests 3 20 23
stvle of home would have 4 19 23
honestv. inteoritv 10 12 22
intellioence 11 12 22
kind and carinq 14 10 24
level of education 14 10 24
likeable oerson 20 4 24
ikes and dislikes 2 22 24
moral values 4 20 24
musicallv telented 1 21 22
imoortance of others' opinions 10 12 22
outooino. extraverted 21 3 24
outlook on life 3 21 24
pol¡tics 2 20 22
tvoe of relationshios 3 18 21
reliable 5 19 24
relioion 3 20 23
self-esteem 14 I 22
self ish 16 I 24
sensitive 16 I 24
shrewd. calculatino 11 13 24
shv 21 3 24
sincere 12 12 24
sÞortv 16 6 22
studious 12 12 24
trendv 22 2 24
trustworthv 7 16 23
workino or unemoloved 5 18 23
wise 7 15 22
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Appendix 3.1.3: Person Percention Ouestionnaire 12)

Person Perception Ouestionnaire (2)

\When we form first impressions of other people we generally use quite a specific set

of dimensions (characteristics, attributes, abilities and so on). This may be partly because

we feel fairly confident that we have an ability to make judgments in these specific areas.

We have probably also considered ounelves in terms of the ability to make certain

judgments but not others. For example, perhaps we have previously thought about

ourselves in terms of the ability to judge age, but have never even considered whether we

can judge what sort of home a person would have.

Below is a list of person characteristics, attributes and abilities, and2 columns headed

"have" and "haven't". I am interested not in whether you do make first impression

judgments in terms of each of these cha¡acteristics, but in whether you have previously

considered )¡our abilitv to make such a judgment.

Please tick the "have" column if you a.re pretty sure you have thought about your

ability to make a f,irst impression judgment of a person on this cha¡acteristic before. Tick the

"haven't" column if it's never occurred to you before to consider whether you are able to

make this sort of first impression judgment about another person. Please feel free to tick
neither column if you feel uncertain about a particular characteristic.

Thank you very much for your help.

Table 43.1.2 shows the list of cha¡acteristics respondents conside¡ed, and the

frequencies of "have" and "haven't" responses. Twenty-three questionnaires were returned.

Tahle 41.'1 .1 lover Dagpì: F'reouencies of "have'r and Ithaven't" lconsirlered ahility to
make a judgmentl responses to a list of person characteristics-
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C h a ra cte rist lc have haven't Total
academicallv brioht 20 0 20
æ 19 1 20
aooressive 16 7 23
anxrous 16 4 20
errooent. hioh self-ooinion 19 1 20
artisticallv talented 9 1 1 20
active in communilv 4 14 18
confident 19 2 21
conservalive 20 1 2'l
content with life 12 7 19
creative. orioinal 12 6 18
deoressive 14 6 20
deep oerson 12 I 20
disoroanized 11 10 21
enthusiastic 14 5 19
food preferences 5 16 21
f riend lv 21 0 21
oenutne person 19 2 21
main life qoal 4 15 19
orouDS identifies with 10 I 19
happv person 19 2 21
healthv. fit 16 5 21
hobbies. interests 6 14 20
stvle of home would have 7 14 21
honestv. inteoritv 15 6 21
intellioence 20 1 21
kind and caríno 17 3 20
level of education 20 1 21
likeable person 18 2 20
likes and dislikes 7 13 20
moral values 11 17 18
musicallv talented 3 17 20
imoortance of others' ooinions 7 11 18
outooino. extraverted 15 6 21
outlook on life 10 9 19
oolitics 5 15 20
tvpe of relationshios 12 I 20
reliable 16 5 21
relio ion 5 15 20
self-esteem 13 7 20
self ish 12 7 19
sensitive 20 1 21
shrewd. calculatino 16 5 21
shv 21 1 21
srncere 19 2 21
soortv 16 5 21
sludious 14 7 21
trendy 19 2 21
trustworthv 14 6 20
workino or unemoloved I 12 21
wíse 11 10 21
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Annendix 3.1.4: Judgment Task for Selection of Statements

STATEM ENT CLASSIFICATION TASK

On the following page is a list of statements which may or may not be true of any

given individual. Three categories are represented - statements referring to a person's

temperament (f), statements referring to a person's intelligence (I), and statements referring

to a person's a¡tistic tatent (A).

I intend to use these as part of an experimental task. To assist me to determine

whether these 3 categories are clearly identifiable please could you indicate by a T, an I or an

A in the space provided, into which category you think each statement falls.

Thank you very much for your help.

Catherine Delin

Note: After each statement ís shown the category in whích judges consídered it to fall, and

the number out of 12 who made that ju.dgment.

1. S/he always makes clever doodles while talking on the telephone..........(A 10)

2. Sihe is more intelligent than most peop1e..........(I 12)

3. Slhe is studying for a higher degree..........(I 12)

4. S/he will not go on holiday for fear of missing an episode of a favourite T.V.

serial..........(T 10)

5. S/he is really skilled at doing quick cartoon sketches of friends..........(A 12)

6. S/he wouldn't panic if a workmate or family member badly injured herlhimself..........(T

t2)
7. S/he can carry on conversations in several different languages..........(I 12)

8. Slhe is artistically talented..........(A 12)

9. S/he often behaves unpredictably..........(T 12)

10. S/he would take a lot of time and trouble over an injured pigeon..........(T 12)

11. S/he likes sketching in her/his spare time although s/he has no ability..........(A 10.5

i.e.,2 classifications made by one respondent))

12. S/he would be rude to a shop-assistant who shortchanged her/him..........(T 12)

13. Slhe has had a studio built at home especially for doing pottery..........(A 11)

14. S/he reads encyclopaedias just for the fun of acquiring new information..........(I 10.5)

15. Slhe doesn't just bake a cake but sculptures the icing to make it into a work of
art..........(A 10)

16. Slhe would hide a box of chocolates rather than sha¡e them..........(T 12)

17. Slhe belongs to a debating cIub.........(I 8.5)

18. Slhe would complain about a less-than-perfect meal in a restaurant and send it back to

the kitchen..........(T 12)
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19. S/he is sometimes commissioned by the news media to write political

commentary..........(I 12)

20. Slhe has absolutely no colour sense..........(A 11)

21. Slhe illustrates children's books for a Iiving..........(A 12)

22. Slhe can never work out how to complete even the simplest form..........(I 12)

23. S/he is a very sociable person..........(T 12)

24. Slhe would give away a big lottery win to charity..........(T 11)

25. S/he took art as a matric. subject..........(A 12)

26. S/he can do complicated numerical calculations mentally..........(I l2)
27. Slhe likes nothing better than to stay out all night "raging"..........(T l2)
28. Slhe won a prize in an art competition..........(A l2)
29. Slhe could answer almost any general knowledge question slhe was asked..........(I 12)

30. Slhe only completed primary school..........(I 11)

Appendix 3.1.5: Experiment 4 - General Instructions

PERSON PERCEPTION STUDY: GENERAL INSTRUCTONS

In this study I am interested in whether you can make judgments about other people

on the basis of different amounts of information.

There will be 3 different parts to the study, and I will ask you to make judgments

about a total of 12 different people.

In Part 1 you will see 4 people (Persons I, J, K and L) on video, but you will not

hear the soundtrack. I will ask you to rank them in order of intelligence (i.e., most

intelligent to least intelligent). I will also ask you to rank the people on artistic talent (i.e.,

most artistically talented to least anistically talented). These characteristics have been

measured by tests each person has done for me.

In Part 2 you will hea¡ 4 people @ersons E, F, G and Ð on tape, but you will not

see the picture. I witl ask you to make the same judgments ¿rs you did in Part 1, that is, to

rank the people in order of intelligence and artistic talent.

In Part 3 you will see and hea¡ on video-tape 4 more people (Persons A, B, C and

D), and I wiU ask you to make some quite specifrc judgments about each one in turn. This

task takes the form of a series of statements which may or may not be tn¡e of the individual.

You will have the opportunity to indicate whether or not you think each statement is true or

that you feel you iust don't have enough information to make a judgmenr
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Appendix 3.1.6.1: Intelligence Ranking Task

NAME..

INTELLIGENCE RANKING TASK

PERS ONS

Please rank the 4 people according to your judgment of their intelligence. Simply fill
out the table below with the letters corresponding to the 4 people you are judging. "1"

means "most intelligent", and "4" means "least intelligent".

For example:

1X
2 \ü/

3Z
4Y

This would mean that you judged Person X to be the most intelligent, Person V/ to be

the next most intelligent, and so on.

Even if you find this task diffrcult to do, please try to make a ranking (you can

indicate how confident you are on the scale below). Please write your ranking here:

1

2

3

4

Please use the 7-point scale to indicate how confident you are in the accuracy of your

ranking. Circle rr l rr 
if: you are not at all confident of your ranking, and "7" if you are very

confident. Use the points in between to show me just how confident you feel about your

judgment (please try to avoid "4", the uncertain point, if you can).

I am not at all I amvery

confidentofl23456Tconfidentof
my judgment my judgment

Apoendix 3.1.6.2: Artistic Talent Rankinq Task

NA ME..
ARTISTIC TALENT RANKING TASK

PERS ONS
Please rank the 4 people according to your judgment of their a¡tistic talent Simply

out the table below with the letters corresponding to the 4 people you are juddng. "1"
means "most ar:tistically talented", and "4" means "least artistically talented".

For example:

fill

I
2
3
4

X
w
z
Y
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This would mean that you judged Person X to be the most artistically talented, Person

W to be the next most afüstically talented, and so on.

Even if you find this task diff,rcult to do, please try to make a ranking (you can
indicate how confident you are on the scale below). Please write your ranking here:

1

2
3
4

Please use the 7-point scale to indicate how confident you are in the accuracy of your
ranking. Ci¡cle rrlr' f: you are not at all conf,rdent of your ranking, and "7" if you are very
confident. Use the points in between to show me just how confident you feel about your
judgment (please try to avoid "4", the uncertain point, if you can).

Iamnotatall Iamvery
confidentofl23456Tconfidentof
my judgment my judgment

Apoendix 3.1.7: Person .Iuclgment Task

PERSON JUDGMENT TASK

PERSON.
Sometimes when we make judgments about other people we feel quite confident that

we have enough information to assess them on certain characteristics or dimensions but not

on others. For example, when we meet someone for the first time we might immediately feel

that we can make a pretty good guess about what sort of house slhe would live in, but feel

equally certain that we could not make a judgment about the sort of books s/he would like to

read. It's almost as if we gather information about a person a bit at a time, and only get to

know her/him, or make judgments about herlhim, as the opportunity arises.

In this task I would like you to make some quite specific judgments about each of the

people you have just seen on the video (Persons A, B, C and D), but I want you to feel

quite free to make no judgment at all if you feel you don't have enough information to do

so. Thus, there are 24 statements which may or may not be true of the person but for each

one I want you to circle "yes" or "no" as to whether you think the statement applies to the

person only when you really feel that you can do so. Otherwise please circle "can't make a

judgment". In addition, if you circle "yes" or "no", but not if you circle "can't make a

judgment", I want you to rate your confidence in your judgment on a 7-point scale.

For example:

1. S/he belongs to a debating club.

(a) can't make no yes

a judgment

(b)Iamnotatall Iamvery
confidentt 2 3 4 5 6 7 confidentof

my judgment my judgment
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In pa¡t (a), circle "yes" if you believe the statement to be true of the person, and "no"

if you think it would not be true of the person. If you do circle "yes" or "no", then go on to

part (b) and circle one of the numbers to indicate just how confident you are of your

judgmenr Circle rrlrr if you are not at all confident, and "7" rf you arc very confident, using

the numbers in between to indicate your degree of conhdence þlease try to avoid "4", the

"uncertain" point, if you possibly can).

Please feel quite free to circle "can't make a judgment" if you need to: in this case you

would not complete pan (b).

Please consider all24 statements. If you have no questions, turn the page and begtn.

1. S¡he often behaves unpredictably.

(a) can't make no yes

a judgment

(b) I am not at all I am very

confidentL 2 3 4 5 6 7 confrdentof
my judgment my judgment

(judgment categories and ratíng scales inclu"ded in actual version omined from subsequent

ítems)

2. S/he wouldn't panic if a workmate or family member badly injured her/himself.

3. Slhe is studying for a higher degree.

4. S/he always makes clever doodles while talking on the telephone.

5. S/he is really skilled at doing quick cartoon sketches of friends.

6. Slhe won a prize in an a¡t competition.

7. S/he can carry on conversations in several different languages.

8. S/he is artistically talented.

9. S/he is more intelligent than most people.

10. Slhe would take a lot of time and trouble over an injured pigeon.

11. S/he took art as a matric. subject.

12. S/he would be rude to a shop-assistant who shortchanged herlhim.

13. S¡he has had a studio built at home especially for doing pottery.

14. Slhe reads encyclopaedias just for the fun of acquiring new information.

15. S¡he can do complicated numerical calculations mentally.

16. Slhe would hide a box of chocolates rather than share them.

17. S/he likes nothing better than to stay out all night "raging".

18. Slhe could answer almost any general lnowledge question s/he was asked.

19. S/he is sometimes commissioned by the news media to write political commentary.

20. Slhe has absolutely no colour sense.

21. Slhe often supplements her/his income by doing illustations for children's books.

22. S/he can never work out how to complete even the simplest form.
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23. Slhe is a very sociable person.

24. Slhe would give away a big lottery win to charity

Appendix 3.1.8: Self-Rating Task

Name
Self- Ratins Task

You have made some judgmenß about the intelligence and artistic talent of a number

of different people. As a f,rnal task, I would like you to rate yourself on these cha¡acteristics

by completing the scales below. Please use these scales to show me what you believe to be

true of you. Circle rr l rr 
if: the statement is not at all true of you, and " 11" if it is completely

true of you, using the points in benveen to indicate to what extent the statement is tn¡e of
you.

1. I am an intelligent person.

notatall I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 completely

true of me true of me

2. Intelligence is an important part of my idea of myself.

notatall | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 completely

true of me true of me

3. If I could choose my characteristics all over again, I would choose to be intelligent.

notatall L 2 3 4 5 6 7 I 9 10 11 completely

true of me true of me

4. I am an artistically talented person.

notatall I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 completely

true of me tn¡e of me

5. Anistic talent is an important part of my idea of myself.

notatall I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 completely

true of me tn¡e of me

6. If I could choose my characteristics all over again, I would choose to be artistically

talented.

notatall I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 completely

true of me true of me
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APPENDIX 3.2 (EXPERIMENT 8I

Anoenclix 3.2.1: Judges' Tasks

S tatement Cate gorization Task

I am organizing material for an experiment and I hope you will help me by completing

this task. Below are 24 statements each of which might or might not be true of a given

individual. Please could you categorize each statement according to the following scheme: if
the statement were true of a person would it be a good, a bad, or a neutral fact about

herlhim?

Please use the space provided to write -

* tor good

- for bad

of, N for neutral
This form can be returned to the box outside the Psychology Department office

labelled "C.Delin's Returns". Thank you very much for your help.

Catherine Delin

Note: Appearing in brackets ofter each item are the frequencies of +, - or N judgments made

for the item .

1. Slhe does pottery for a hobby............(8/11 N)

2. S¡he gave away a big lottery win to charity............(9/11 +)

3. Slhe would laugh at a weak joke to avoid hurting the joke-teller's feelings............(8/11

+)

4. Slhe likes to read spy thrillers............(9/11 N)

5. S/he would be rude to a shop-assistant who short-changed her/him............(10/11 -)

6. S/he complains a great deal when i11............(10/11 -)

7. Slhe lives in a home unit............(11/11 1rI)

8. S/he remains cheerful even when things go wron9............(10/11 +)

9. S/he likes nothing better than to stay out all night "ra9ing"............(8/11 N)
10. S/he would hide a box of chocolates rather than share them............(10/11 -)

11. S/he does complicated doodles while talking on the telephone............(11/11 N)

12. S/he would take a lot of time and trouble over an injured pigeon............(l llll +)

13. S¡he can't be trusted with a secret............(10/11 -)

14. S/he is very boastful about her/his abilities............(11/ll -)

15. S/he would stop to help a lost passerby even if late for an important

appointment............(10/1 1 +)

16. Slhe knows more than one 1angua9e............(5/11 N)

17. S/he becomes bad-tempered when things don't go her/his \ryay............(11/11 -)

18. S¡he is always available to listen when friends have problems............(11/11 +)
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19. S/he is quite prejudiced against people of other races............(11/11 -)

20. S/he has penfriends in several different countries............(10/11 N)
21. Slhe spends a lot of spare-time campaigning for nuclear disarmament............(6/11 +)

22. Slhe is intolerant of people who are not as intelligent as her/him............(10/11 -)

23. S/he would try hard to find the owner of a purse slhe found in the street............(9/11

+)

24. Slhe took maths as a matric. subject............(11/11 N)

Statement Categorization Task (2).

Thank you very much for completing an earlier version of this task for me. Since

there was some disagreement among the judges about the categories,I would be very

grateful if you would complete the task again for me.

Below arc 26 statements each of which might or might not be true of a given

individual. Please could you categorize each statement according to the following scheme: if
the statement were true of a person would it be a good, a bad, or a neutral fact about

herlhim?

Please use the space provided to write -

l- tor good

or, ; 'ä T1I,,.",
This form can be returned to the box outside the Psychology Department office

labelled "C.Delin's Retums". Thank you very much for your help.

Catherine Delin

Note: Appearíng inbrackets after eachitem are tlvfrequencies of +, - orN judgments made

for the ítem.

1. Slhe has an ambition to buy a farm............(10/11 N)

2. S¡he refuses to spread gossip that s/he hea¡s about acquaintances...........(LL/ll +)

3. Slhe sponsors several children in poor countries............(10/11 +)

4. S/he likes gardening............(8/11 N)

5. S/he would be rude to a shop-assistant who short-changed her/him............(1UlL -)

6. Slhe complains a great deal when i11............(10/11 -)

7. Slhe lives in a home unit............(11/11 IÐ

8. S¡he remains cheerful even when things go wrong............(10/11 +)

9. S¡he once won apize for accurately completing a quiz on facts about movie-

stars............(1 1/1 1 N)

10. S/he would hide a box of chocolates rather than share them............(10/11 -)

11. S/he does complicated doodles while talking on the telephone............(10/11 tD
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12. Slhe would uke a lot of time and trouble over an injured pigeon............(l LlLL +)

13. S/he can't be trusted with a secret............(11/11 -)

14. Slhe is very boastful about her/his abilities............(11/11 -)

15. Slhe would stop to help a lost passerby even if late for an important

appointment............(9 / LL +)

16. S¡he recently gave up work to return to full-time study............(8/11 N)

17. S/he becomes bad-tempered when things don't go herlhis 'üay............(9/l l -)

18. S/he is always available to listen when friends have prob1ems............(11/11 +)

19. Slhe is quite prejudiced against people of other races............(10/11 -)

20. Slhe has penfriends in several different countries............(10/11 N)

21. S/he always remembers friends'birthdays with a gift or a phone ca11............(10/11 +)

22. Slhe is intolerant of people who are not as intelligent as her/him............(10/11 -)

23. Slhe has a good sense of humour............(11/11 +)

24. Slhe took maths as a matric. subject............(11/11 N)

25. Slhe is always very practical in an emergency............(11/11 +)

26. S/he prefers daisies to roses............(11/11 N)

Appendix 3.2.2: Person Percention Studv: General Instructions

Person Perception Stud)¡: General Instructions

In this snrdy I am interested in how we make judgments about other people given

different amounts of information. There are 3 phases in the study. In the first phase you will
see 2 people having a discussion on the video. The people a¡e called Ml and Fl. You wilt
not hear the soundtrack of the video. Then I will ask you to look at a list of cha¡acteristics

and tick off those which you think apply to each person. I will ask you to make judgments

about both their good characteristics, and their more negative characteristics. I will also ask

you to rate the difhculty of making each judgment.

In the second phase you will hear 2 different people having a discussion on the tape-

recorder. These people are called M2 and F2. This time you will not see them. I will ask

you to make the same judgments about each person as you did in the first phase.

Finally, you will see and hear2 more people (called M3 and F3) on the video. Then I
will ask you to consider some specific statements which might or might not apply to each

person. I will ask you to tell me whether you think you can make a judgment about the

person or whether you feel you just don't have enough information to make a judgment. I
will also ask you to rate your confidence in your judgment if you did make ir

Each tape is about 5 minutes long and the three phases together take between 40 and

50 minutes.
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Apoendix 3.2.3: Task for First Two Phases

Name
Perso n s..

Person Cha¡acteristics Task

Below is a series of cha¡acteristics which might or might not apply to the people you

have just seen on the video or hea¡d on the audio-tape. I would like you to think of each

person in turn and looking at each characteristic in turn, consider whether you think the

cha¡acteristic would apply to her/him. Tick "yes" if you think the person would have that

cha¡acteristic, and "no" if you think s/he would not have that cha¡acteristic.

Then I would like you to tell me how diffrcult it was to make this judgmenr In the

"diff,rculty" ("diffic.") column write a number from 1 to 7 to show just how difficult you

found it to decide. "1" means "not at all diff,rcult" a¡d "7" means "very difficult". Use any

number benveen 1 and 7 to rate the diffrculty - the bigger the number, the more diffrcult it
lilas to make the judgment.

For example:

Person Ml
Characteristic yes n'o diffic.
crcauve 2

sociable 7

In the example, the student thinks that Person Ml is creative, and s/he did not find

this a very difficult judgment to make. In contrast, s/he thinls that person Ml is not

sociable, but slhe found this a very difficult judgment to make.

Please make a judgment about each person on each characteristic, even if you do find

some judgments diffrcult to make - you can show me just how difficult in your rating. If
you have no questions, go ahead.

Person.
Characteristic ves no diff ic.
lazv
kind
bad-temoered
f riendlv
unconventional
oreedv
0enerous
imoulsive
dishonest
trustworthv
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Person.
Characteristic VES tìo diff ic.
lazv
kind
bad-tempered
f rie nd lv
unconventional
oreedv
qenerous

imoulsive
dishonest
trustworthv

Appendix 3.2.4: Person Judqment Task

NAME..

PERSON JUDGMENT TASK

PERS ON.

Sometimes when we make judgments about other people we feel quite confident ttrat

we have enough information to assess them on certain cha¡acteristics or dimensions but not

on others. For example, when we meet someone for the first time we might immediately feel

that we can make a pretty good guess about what sort of house slhe would live in or what

sort of books s/he would like to read. It's almost as if we gather information about a person

a bit at a time, and only get to know her/him, ormake judgments about herlhim, as the

opportunity arises.

In this task I would like you to consider making some quite specifrc judgments about

each of the people you have just seen on video and to tell me whether you feel you @¡t make

a judgment about her¡him. There are 24 statements which may or may not be true of the

person. Please consider each one and circle "can make a judgment" if you feel you could say

whether or not the statement is true of the person. But if you feel you just don't have

enough information to judge please circle "can't make a judgment". In addition, if you circle

"can make a judgment", but not if you circle "can't make a judgment", I want you to rate

your confidence in yoru judgment on a 7-point scale.

Forexample:

1. Slhe belongs to a debating club. Confidence

can't make

a judgment

can make

a judgment

Circle "can make a judgment" if you think you know whether or not the person does

belong to a debating club. If you circle "can make a judgment", ]ou will also rate your

confidence in you judgment in the space provided. "1" means "not at all confident" a¡rd "7"
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means "very confident", and you can use an], of the numbers from 1 to 7 to show just how

confident you feel that your judgment about whether or not the person belongs to a debating

club is correct.

Please feel free to ci¡cle "can't make a judgment" if you think you just don't have

enough information to make a judgment. In this case you would not rate your conhdence.

Please consider all24 statements. If you have no questions, turn the page and begin.

1. Slhe has an ambition to buy a farm. Confidence

can't make

a judgment

can make

a judgment

Çudgment categoríes included in actual version omittedfrom subsequent items)

2. S¡he refuses to spread gossip that s/he hears about acquaintances.

3. Slhe sponsors several child¡en in poor countries.

4. Slhe loves the colour blue.

5. Slhe would be rude to a shop-assistant who short-changed her/him.

6. S/he complains a great deal when ill.

7. Slhe lives in a home unit.

8. S/he remains cheerful even when things go wrong.

9. S/he once won apnze for accurately completing a quiz on facts about movie-sta¡s.

10. S/he would hide a box of chocolates rather than share them.

11. S/he does complicated doodles while talking on the telephone.

12. S/he would take a lot of time and trouble over an injured pigeon.

13. S/he can't be trusted with a secret.

14. S/he is very boastful about herlhis abilities.

15. S/he is always available to listen when friends have problems.

16. Slhe is quite prejudiced against people of other races.

17. Slhe has penfriends in seve¡al different countries.

18. Slhe always remembers friends' birthdays with a gift or a phone call.

19. Slhe is intole¡ant of people who a¡e not as intelligent as s/he is.

20. S/he has a good sense ofhumour.

21. Slhe took maths as a matric. subject.

22. S/he is always very practical in an emergency.

23. S/he prefers daisies to roses.

*24. Slhe seriously damaged another car when leaving a car-park and did not attempt to find

its owner.
* No índependcnt classificatíon obtained.
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APPENDIX 4.I IEXPERIMENT 6)

Ânnan¿li* A I l. fnifiol f affan ((-¡oo wifwì fn Pnfonfirl Srrhionfs lfnnlrrrfino

Experimental Tasksl

Department of Psychology

Deår

I am a postgraduate student in the Psychology Departnent doing research towards a

Ph.D. I am hoping that you can help me to organize some materials that I want to use in a

snrdy early in L987. My main interest is in the relationship between a person's self-concept

and her/his behaviour. In the study that I am planning for next year I will be investigating

the relationship between a person's self-concept of her/his creativity and her/his actual

creative abiliry. In order to study this I need to devise some suitable tasks. I would really

appreciate it if you could complete the enclosed form for me and return it to the box outside

the Psychology Department labelled "C.Delin's Returns". If you do, I will credit you with

30 minutes'experimental time. Since it is generally anticipated that Psych. I students will
spend 5 hours' experimental time during the course of the year, hopefully this task will be a

tairly straighÉorward way to earn some time.

The form consists of an actual creativity test which I would like you to complete so

that you can evaluate it for me. I will ask you to rate this task on a 7-point scale of diffrculty

and to tell me approximately how much time you spent on the task. A number of students

v/ill be doing the same task for me, and on the basis of your responses I will decide whether

the task is appropriate for my study.

I'm particularly interested in vour responses, so please don't discuss this with any of
your friends until after you have returned the form to me. Thank you very much for yor:r

help.

Yours sincerely,
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Name....
Experiment Planning Form

Part A - Creativity Task: Here is a circle containing a picture. Please study the picture and

write down what you see there. You can write down as many different answers as you like -

go onto the back of the page if necessary. There are no "right" answers, so just write down

as many different things as you can think of.

Name...
Part B - Creativiry Task Ratings: I want you to rate the creativity task you have just

completed according to how difficult you found it, and also to tell me how long you spent

working on it.
(1) In order to rate the task please consider the statement below and rate it on the scale.

Circle " 1 " if the statement is not at all true of you, and "7 " if it is completely true of you,

using the numbers in between to indicate to what extent you found the task difficulr Circle

one number only, the one that shows how true the statement is of you.

I found this task difficult.

notatall I 2 3 4 5 6 Tcompletely

tn¡e of me true of me

(2) Please write in the space provided your estimate of the length of time you spent on the

creativity task.

I spent about...........minutes on the task.

Please return your completed form by..........to the box outside the Psychology

Deparunent office labelled "C.Delin's Returns". Thank you very much for your help.
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Apnendix 4.1.2: Subseauent Letter (Creativit.v) to Subjects llncluding
F xperimental Tasksl

Department of Psychology

Dear

Thank you very much for completing and returning my form. I appreciate your time

and interest. Unfortunately, it looks as if, overall, the task you evaluated for me is not

suitable to be used in my study next year.

For that reason,I am hoping that you will help me just once more by evaluating a

different creativity test. I have enclosed another form with this lener, and once again, if you

do complete it and return it to me by ..........I will credit you with 30 minutes' experimental

time. It can be retumed in the same way as before to the box outside the Psychology

Department off,rce labelled "C. Delin' s Returns ".

This time I am asking you to do the task for me and to rate it on rather more scales

than you did the other one, since I really need this information to know whether I can use

the task in my study next year. Once again, it would be better not to discuss it with your

friends until after you have completed the task, since I really want to know what you think
Thank you very much for your help.

Yours sincerely,

Name...
ExBeriment Planning Form 12)

PartA-CreativityTask

What If.......Peoole Could Become Invisible?

If people could become invisible at will, what would the consequences be? Our

individual lives would be affected, and so might the organization of societies.

I want you to imagine as many conseouences as you can of people having the ability

to become invisible at will. Write down any possible consequences you can think of,

however strange they seem to you. Go onto the back of the page if necessary.

Name.....
Part B - Creativitltlask Ratings: Below is a series of statements about the task you have just

completed. I would like you to use the 7-point scales to indicate to what extent you agree

with each of these. Remember how you completed the scale last time, circling "1" if the

statement was not at all true of you, and "7" if it was completely true of you, or using any of
the numbers in between to show just how true the statement was for you. Please complete
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each of the following scales in the same way, circling one number each time to show just

how you felt about the Invisible People task.

1. I found this task diffTcult.

notatall L 2 3 4 5 6 Tcompletely

true of me true of me

(rating scales included ín the questíonnaíre as administered have been omined here from
subsequent items)

2. I enjoyed doing this task.

3. I think that other students would try hard at this task.

4. I didn't feel like spending much time on this task.

5. I would like to do other similar tasks sometimes for recreation.

6. It was important to me to do this task well.

7. I think that other students would find this task boring.

8. I felt tense while I was doing this task.

9. I tried hard at this task.

10. I think that other students would enjoy doing this task.

11. I did well at this task.

L2.Icared how well I did at this task.

Finally, please write in the space provided your estimate of the length of time you spent on

the creativity task.

I spent about...........minutes on the task.

Please return the completed form by...........to the box outside the Psychology

Department office labelled "C.Delin's Returns". Thank you very much for your help.

Anoendix 4.1.3: Initial Letter fPersistence) to Potential Suhjects

Department of Psychology

Dear
I am a postgraduate student in the Psychology Deparnnent doing research towards a

Ph.D. I am hoping that you can help me to organize some materials that I want to use in a
snrdy early in L987. My main interest is in the relationship between a person's self-concept
and her/his behaviour. In the study that I am planning for next year I will be investigating
the relationship between a person's self-concept of her/his persistence and her/his actual
persistence. In order to study this I need to devise some suitable tasks. I would really
appreciate it if you could complete the enclosed form for me and return it to the box outside
the Psychology Department labelled "C.Delin's Returns". If you do, I will credit you with
30 minutes' experimental time. Since it is generally anticipated that Psych. I sudents will
spend 5 hours' experimental time during the course of the year, hopefully this task will be a
fairly straighforward way to earn some time.

The form consists of an actual persistence test which I would like you to complete so
that you can evaluate it for me. I will ask you to rate this task on a 7-point scale of difficulty
and to tell me approximately how much time you spent on the task. A number of students
will be doing the same øsk for me, and on the basis of your responses I will decide whether
the task is appropriate for my study.
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I'm particularly interested in yggl responses, so please don't discuss this with any of

friends until after you have retumed the form to me. Thank you very much for your

Yours sincerely,

Name......
Experiment Planning Form

Part A - Persistence Task: Here is a circle containing a picture. Please study the picture and
write down what you see there. You can write down as many different answers as you like
- go onto the back of the page if necessary. There are no "right" answers, so just write
down as many different things as you can think of.

Name.
Part B - Persistence Task Ratings: I want you to rate the persistence task you have just
completed according to how difficult you found it, and also to tell me how long you spent
working on it.
(1) In order to rate the task please consider the statement below and rate it on the scale.
Circle " 1" if the statement is not at all true of you, and "7" if it is completely true of you,
using the numbers in between to indicate to what extent you found the task diffrcult. Ci¡cle
one number only, the one that shows how true the statement is of you.
I found this task difficult.

notatall L 2 3 4 5 6 Tcompletely
tn¡e of me true of me

(2) Please write in the space provided your estimate of the length of time you spent on the
persistence task.
I spent about..........minutes on the task.

Please return your completed form by..........to the box outside the Psychology
Departrnent offrce labelled "C.Delin's Returns". Thank you very much for your help.

Apoendix 4.1.4: Suhseauent Letter fPersistence) to Subjects

Department of Psychology

Deår
Thank you very much for completing and returning my form. I appreciate your time

and interest. Unfortunately, it looks as if, overall, the task you evaluated for me is not
suitable to be used in my study next year.

For that reason, I am hoping that you will help me just once more by evaluating a
different persistence test. I have enclosed another form with this letter, and once again, if
you do complete it and return it to me by ..........I will credit you with 30 minutes'
experimental time. It can be returned in the s¿rme way as before to the box outside the
Psycholo gy Department office labelled " C. Delin's Return s ".

This time I am asking you to do the task for me and to rate it on rather more scales
than you did the other one, since I really need this information to know whether I can use
the task in my study next year. Once again, it would be better not to discuss it with your
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the task, since I really want to know what you think.

Yours sincerely,

Name...
Experiment Planning Form (2)

Part A - Persistence Task
V/hat If.......People Could Become Invisible?

If people could become invisible at will, what would the consequences be? Our
individual lives would be affected, and so might the organization of societies.

I want you to imagine as many consequences as you can of people having the ability
to become invisible at will. Write down any possible consequences you can think of,
however strange they seem to you. Go onto the back of the page if necessary.

Na me
Part B - Persistence Task Ratings: Below is a series of statements about the task you have
just completed. I would like you to use the 7-point scales to indicate to what extent you
agree with each of these. Remember how you completed the scale last time, circling "1" if
the statement was not at all tn¡e of you, and "7" if it was completely true of you, or using
any of the numbers in between to show just how true the statement was for you. Please
complete each of the following scales in the s¿Lme \¡/ay, circling one number each time to
show just how you felt about the Invisible People task.
1. I found this task difficult.

notatall | 2 3 4 5 6 Tcompletely
true of me true of me

(rating scales ínchtded in the queslíonrutíre as administered lnve been omíned herefrom
subsequent items)
2. I enjoyed doing this task.
3. I think that other students would try hard at this task.
4.I didn't feel like spending much time on this task.
5. I would like to do other simila¡ tasks sometimes for recreation.
6. It was important to me to do this task well.
7. I think that other students would find this task boring.
8. I felt tense while I was doing this task.
9. I tried hard at this task.
10. I think that other students would enjoy doing this task.
11. I did well at this task.
12. I cared how well I did at this task.
Finally, please write in the space provided your estimate of the length of time you spent on
the persistence task.
I spent about..........minutes on the task.

Please return the completed form by....,.....to the box outside the Psychology
Department office labelled "C.Delin's Returns". Thank you very much for your help.
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APPENDIX 4.2 IBEHAVIOUR RATING STUDY)

Appendix 4.2: Behaviour Rating Ouestionnaire

A ee..........vears.......mon th s

ã*., Oilor r1.... .....

Behaviour Ratin g O-uestionn aire

People have a very wide variety of characteristics, including physical attributes (e.g.,

having blue eyes), abilities and skills (e.g., being musically talented or a good cook), and

specific behavioural tendencies (e.g., being generally polite to others).

Clearly we are not able to display physical attributes which we do not possess.'We

may also feel that there a¡e some sorts of abilities and behaviours that we can't display

either, even if we really 'want to. For example, we might feel unable to improve on

Einstein's theory of relativity, paint a masterpiece or pick up a snake. There are some

behaviours or characteristics, however, which we could display if we were really sfongly

motivated to do so. So, for example, we might feel able to pick up a snake if we really really

wanted to (even if we would hate it), but no matter how much we might want to, we might

still feel unable to paint a masterpiece. Most people somehow just don't have what it takes to

paint masterpieces.

In this questionnaire a¡e a number of items ranging from "eat a worm" to "maintain

one's ideal body weight". I would like you to assess each of these items in terms of whether

being able to do the behaviou¡ or display the characteristic is simply a matter of motivation. I
would like you to rate each item on a 7-point scale. Circle "1" if you disagree strongly with

the statement following the item and "7" if you agree strongly, using the points in between

to show just how strongly you do agree. For example:

1. pilot a light plane

The ability to do this is simply a matter of having enough motivation, of wanting to enough.

disagree strongly I 3456Tagreestrongly
In this example, the student has ci¡cled "2" to show that s/he doesn't agree much at all

that the ability to pilot a light plane is just a matter of wanting to do it. S/he probably thinks

that there are a range of skills involved which most people wouldn't have, and therefore they

couldn't do it just by deciding to. Look at this example:

2. go without sleep for 2 nights in arow

The ability to do this is simply a matter of having enough motivation, of wanting to enough.

disagreestrongly L 2 3 4 5 7 agree strongly

This time the student has circled "6" to show that s/he agrees pretty strongly that the

ability to go without sleep for 2 nights in a row could be affected by enough motivation, that

if we really wanted to we could probably do ir
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The questionnaire begins below the dotted line.It contains 30 items. Please rate each

one by showing me how much you agree with the statement that doing this behaviour or

displaying this characteristic or ability is simply a matter of wanting to enough. Use the 7

points of the scale to indicate the extent of your agreement, trnng to avoid "4", the

"uncefiain" point, if you possibly can.

Thank you very much for you help.

1. do well on a spelling test appropriate for one's age level

The ability to do this is simply a matter of having enough motivation, of wanting to enough.
disagreestrongly I 2 3 4 5 6 7 agrcestrongly

(rating scales included in actual version omíned from subsequent iterns)

2. vote in an election (if one is of voting age and voting is not compulsory)

3. be a generally healthy person

4. be creative when one is asked to do a picture interpretation task one has never seen

before

5. move closer to an object one really fears

6. be an intelligent person

7. persist at a tricky problem even when one is frustrated by it
8. say positive things to oneself

9. be good at maths

10. do regular exercise

1 1. be a good judge of other people

12. persist at a new problem even when one has run out of ideas

13. sort cards accurately in a psychology experiment

14. co-operate with others on a game

15. maintain one's ideal body weight

16. teat other people with kindness

17. sha¡e something one really vvants with another person

18. be a generally persistent person

19. accurately rank a group of people according to their artistic talent after seeing (no sound)

them briefly on video or hearing thembriefly on tape

20. throw litter in a bin rather than on the ground

2l.be a non-smoker

22.make a small donation to a worthy cause

23. eat a worrn

24. make confident judgments about a range of characteristics of people seen and heard

briefly on video

25. cut down on stress in one's life

26. eatmainly nutritious food
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n.be patient when one has to do a boring and repetitious task

28. accurately throw a wad of paper into a waste-basket from 50 feet

29. look for the good characteristics in another person

30. take medicine or tablets prescribed by a doctor
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APPENDIX 4.3 ICHARACTERISTICS RATING STUDY)

Apnendix 4.3: Characteristics Rating Ouestionnaire

A ge..........years..........months

Gender (M or F).............

Characteristics Rati n g Ouestionnaire

People have a very wide variety of characteristics, including physical attributes (e.g.,

having blue eyes), abilities and skills (e.g., being musically talented or a good cook), and

specific behavioural tendencies (e.g., being generally polite to others). I am interested to

know how you feel about some of these person cha¡acteristics.

Eight characteristics a¡e represented in this questionnaire. For each cha¡acteristic I will
ask you to make 5 different judgments. An example of each type ofjudgment is set out

below. Each one is in the form of a statement which I will ask you to rate on an ll-point
scale. Circle " 1" if the statement is not at all true for you, and " 1 I " if it is completely true for

you, using the points in between to show me just how true the statement is for you. Look at

these examples:

2. Being honest is an important part of my idea of myseH.

1. I am an honest person.

notatalll2345678
true of me

notatallL23456789
tnre of me

notatall I 2 3 4 5 6
tn¡e of me

notatall I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
tn¡e of me

10 11 completely
true of me

@ 11 completely
true of me

8 9 10 11 completely
true of me

11 completely
tme of me

3. If I could choose my characteristics all over again, I would choose to be honest.

In no.1 in the example, the student has circled "9" on the 1l-point scale to show that

s/he thinks of her/himself as a pretty honest person. S/he has circled " 10" in no. 2 to show

that s/he regards honesty as a very important part of her/his self-concept, but in no. 3 has

circled "7" to show that, given a choice, s/he would only want to choose honesty as a

personal characteristic to a moderate extent.

In addition I want you to imagine a situation in which someone has told you that you

have the given characteristic, perhaps on the basis of something you have just done, or even

for no obvious reason. I am interested in how you would feel about that. Look at the

example:

4. If someone were to tell me that slhe regards me as an honest person,I would feel very

pleased.

The snrdent has circled "10" to show that s/he would be very pleased to be told s/Te

rwas seen as honest by the otherperson. However, sometimes when a person compliments
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us on our characteristics we might wonder whether there is some "ulterior motive" for the

compliment, whether perhaps they are trying to get us to behave in a certain way. For

example, suppose a classmate told you that, in her/his opinion, you were really good at

psychology, you might wonder whether that person was hoping for some help with a

psychology assignment. In no. 5, then, I am interested in your feelings about the possible

meaning of being told you have a given characteristic. Look at the example:

5. If someone were to tell me that slhe regards me as an honest person, I would feel that sÆre

was trying to affect my behaviour in some way.

notarall 1 2O4 5 6 7 I 9
tn¡e of me

10 11 completely
tn¡e of me

This time the student has circled "3" to show that s/he would not believe it very likely

that the other person was Erying to affect her/his behaviour by saying s/he was honest.

There a¡e 40 items in the questionnaire, covering the 5 different types ofjudgment

you have seen in the examples for 8 different characteristics. Each item is followed by a

rating scale. Please make a judgment for each item, if possible avoiding "6", the "uncertain"

point. Don't rworry about how others would rate the cha¡acteristics. I am interested in g
ratings. Thank you very much for your help.

1. I am a kind person.
notatall I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
true of me

11 completely
true of me

(rating scales inclu.dedin actunlversíon omined from subsequcnt items)

2. Being creative is an important part of my idea of myself.

3. If I could choose my characteristics all over again, I would choose to be a person who

looks for the good characteristics in another person.

4. Being neat and tidy is an important part of my idea of myself.

5. If someone were to tell me that s/he regards me as a creative person, I would feel that slhe

was trying to affect my behaviour in some way.

6. Being kind is an important part of my idea of myself.

7.If I could choose my characteristics all over again, I would choose to be intelligent.

8. If someone were to tell me that s/he regards me as good at making fust impression

judgments about another person's artistic abilities, I would feel that s/he was trying to affect

my behaviour in some way.

9. I am good at making frst impression judgments about another person's artistic abilities.

10. If someone \ilere to tell me that s/he regards me as a kind person, I would feel very

pleased.

11. If someone were to tell me that s/he regards me as a persistent person, I would feel very

pleased.
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lz.If someone were to tell me that s/he regards me as a person who looks for the good

cha¡acteristics in another person, I would feel that s/he was t nng to affect my behaviour in
some way.

13. If I could choose my characteristics all over again, I would choose to be a perceptive

person.

14. If someone were to tell me that s/he regards me as a neat and tidy person, I would be

very pleased.

15. I am a perceptive person.

16. If someone were to tell me that s/he regards me as a person who looks for the good

cha¡acteristics in another person, I would be very pleased.

Ll.If I could choose my characteristics all over again, I would choose to be creative.

18. If someone ,trere to tell me that s/he regards me as a kind person, I would feel that s/he

was trying to affect my behaviour in some way.

19. Being persistent is an important part of my idea of myself.

20. Being good at making hrst impression judgments about another person's artistic abilities

is an important paft of my idea of myself.

zl.If someone were to tell me that slhe regards me as a persistent person,I would feel ttrat

s/he was rylng to affect my behaviour in some way.

22.If someone were to tell me that s/he regards me as a neat and tidy person, I would feel

that s/he was trying to affect my behaviour in some way.

23. Being intelligent is an important part of my idea of myself.

24.If someone rwere to tell me that s/he regards me as a perceptive person, I would feel that

s/he was trying to affect my behaviour in some way.

25. I am a person who looks for the good characteristics in another person.

26.I an an intelligent person.

27 . I arct a persistent person.

28.|f someone were to tell me that s/he regards me as a perceptive person, I would feel very

pleased.

29.If someone were to tell me ttrat s/he regards me as a creative person,I would feel very

pleased.

30. If I could choose my characteristics all over again, I would choose to be kind.

31. If someone were to tell me that s/he regards me as good at making first impression

judgments about another person's artistic abilities, I would be very pleased.

32.lam a neat and tidy person.

33. If I could choose my characteristics all over again, I would choose to be persistent.

34.If someone were to tell me that s/he regards me an intelligent pe¡son, I would feel that

s/he was trnng to affect my behaviour in some way.

35. Being a person who looks for the good characteristics in another person is an important

part of my idea of myself.
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36.If I could choose my characteristics all over again,I would choose to be good at making

first impression judgments about another penon's artistic abilities.

37. Being aperceptive person is an importantpart of my idea of myself.

38. If I could choose my characteristics all over again, I would choose to be neat and tidy.

39. I a¡n a creative person.

40. If someone were to tell me that s/he regards me as an intelligent person, I would feel

very pleased.
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APPENDIX 5 IEXPERIMENT 7)

Anpendi* 5.1: General fnstructions Cognitive Stvle Study

General Instn¡ctions

Some psychologists believe that every individual is either lefçb'rain dominant, that is,

analytical, verbal, mathematical and logical, or right-brain dominant, that is, artistic,

intuitive, imaginative and non-verbal. In this study I am interested in the relationship

between left- or right-brain dominance and attitudes to, and feelings about, some different

sorts of tasks. Firstly, then, I will ask you to complete a "Cognitive Style Questionnaire" to

enable me to determine whether you tend to be left-brain dominant or right-brain dominant.

Then I will ask you to try some different tasks on ttre BBC computer. Don't worry if
you have no experience with computers. All the necessary instructions will be explained,

and I will be present to assist you. There are 4 different tasks for you to try. After each one I
will ask you to fill out a short questionnai¡e about that task. Since I am only interested in

your attitudes to, and feelings about, the tasks, you only need work on each one long

enough that you then feel able to rate it.

To get a task PRESS THE SPACE BAR, the long black key at the front of the

keyboard. You may leave a task at any point by PRESSING THE BREAK KEY at the top

right-hand corner of the keyboard.

While you are working on the tasks you may be asked to enter information into the

computer. After you have done so, always PRESS RETURN, 2 rows up on the right-hand

side of the keyboard. If you want to change what you have just typed you may do so by

using ttre DELETE key, just below RETURN - but you must do so BEFORE PRESSING

RETURN.

THE TASKS

W ord Matchin g T ask ( s e e be low for data)

In this task you will be presented with 3 words and asked to find a fourth word that

"goes with" the other three. To enter your solution, type in the word and PRESS RETURN

You can use DELETE to make corrections while you are typing.

You must find the correct match for the words before you can try the next problem.

Translatton T ask ( s e e be low Íor data I

The object of this task is to translate words from English to Esperanto or from

Esperanto to English. Two versions of a passage will appear on the screen, one in English

and one in Esperanto. Once you begin the task you will be able to review the passages so

that you can make your translation. You can do this by pressing the @ key. A word will
appear on the screen in one of the languages, and you will simply type in what you think is

its equivalent in the other language. If you are correct, you will hear a victory tune. If not

you will have to delete your incorrect word before you can ury again. You cannot go on to

the next word until you have correctly translated the current word.
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Word Search

The object is to complete the story by frlling in the gaps with the correct words. Each

time you guess a word correctly it will appearin yellow in the right place and the computer

will tell you how many words you have found and how many more there are to hnd.If you

guess incorrectly the computer will simply tell you that the word was not hidden.

Note that you have to wait about 30 seconds for the story to be displayed on the

screen - but it will come!

Remember that while you are typing in each word you may make corrections using

DELETE, and that after each word you must PRESS RETURN.

Magic Squa¡e

In this task, a 3 X3 square of numbers will appear on the screen. This square is a

"magic square" in that all the rows and columns add up to the same number.

When you first see the square, 3 of the numbers a¡e shown as ? question marks. Your

task is to complete the square by guessing or calculating the correct numbers to replace the

question marks. The computer will then tell you how long you took to solve the square and

how many guesses you made, before you go on to the next square.

V/ords

Word Matching Task (Data)

Answer 'Words Answer

call box line

point hat ball

blue cake cottage

man wheel high

motion coach down

stool powder ball

third birthday surprise

house village fly
plan show board

key wall precious

chocolate iron tender

basket snow bearing

berween ca¡t slow

up book charge

coffee cover under

weight pipe pencil

heavy tip dog

to,wer band night

nip nap call

back gap light

black order air

magic outjack

carriage machine metal

shape scholar friend

telephone go

cover

ground

leåd

top

watch

cat

stop

mail

black

gun

ship

pm

cheese

chair

slow

foot

party

green

floor

stone

ba¡

ball
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Translation Task (Data)

intemrpting

sit down

and

were late

was reading

professor

to

nothing

replied

standing

his

the

beginning

turning

on one occasion

amazement

horse

donkey

his annoyance

interrompante

sidigu

kaj

malfn¡is

legis

profesoro

al

nenion

respondis

starante

sian

l^

komenco

turninte

un fojon

miro

cevalo

azeno

gentlemen

student

reading

at that time

custom

continued

I can

said

after

not

I
he

finishing

about

of
lecture

when

very much

too

smJoroJ

studento

legadon

tiam

kutimo

daurigis

mi povas

di¡is

post

ne

mi

ti

fininte

pri

de

lekcio

kiam

tre

ankausian malplezuron

Aopendix 5.2: Bogus Cognitive Stvle Ouestionnaire

Name....
Cognitive S tyle O-uestionnaire

Some people tend to be more analytical, verbal, mathematical and logical. Others are

more artistic, intuitive, imaginative and non-verbal. This questionnaire is designed to

determine what sort of a thinker you are. The¡e are 2 parts to the questionnaire. Pan A
consists of 15 statements which may or may not be true of you. pe¡ s¡amFle:

I enjoy classical music. false true

The statement may not be completely true of you - perhaps you like some classical

composers and not others, or perhaps your attitude to classical music depends on your

mood. Alternatively, the statement may not be completely false of you, in that you don't

mind listening to classical music at your friend's house but would never choose to play it
yourself. Please decide whether the statement is generally true or generally false of you.

Circle "tn¡e" if the statement is true or generally true of you, and "false" if the statement is

false or generally false of you. There are no right or \ilrong answers - I am interested in what

is true or false for you.
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In Part B you will be asked to choose a name for each shape in a series of pairs of
shapes. Tbe2 shapes a¡e numbered (1) and (2). Please select the name you consider most

appropriate for each shape by frlling in numbers (1) and (2) in the spaces provided. For

example:

(1) (2)

Booqalume is numb€r............, and Rujerin is number............

In the first space write in the number of the shape you would prefer to call

Booqalume, and in the second the number of the shape you would call Rujerin. There a¡e 3

pairs of shapes like the example. Remember there are no right or wrong answers - I am

interested in your preference for naming the shapes.

If you have no questions turn the page and begin.......

Part A
1. I like to make detailed plans of each paragraph before I write an essay.

false true

(judgntent categories includcd ín actunl versíon omittedfrom subsequcrx ítems)

2.I am good at judging what time it is without my watch.

3. I make vivid mental images of places I have seen.

4. When I amreading a book I am likely to guess at the ending.

5. I remember my dreams.

6.I like modern art.

7. I know straight away whether I like a new acquaintance or not.

8. I would rather play Scrabble than play a video game.

9.I enjoy classical music.

10. I hate algebra.

11. I love a good debate about topical issues.

I2.If I don't know how to spell a word I look it up in the dictionary.

13. I prefer daisies to orchids.

14. My hand-writing is neat and easy to read.

15. I can remember important telephone numbers without writing them down.
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Part B
1

2

(1) (2\

Lerga is number and Caballon is number

(1) (2)

Fujimi is number and Purlina is number

(1) (2)

Tolu is number............, and Marnido is number

3
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Appendix 5.3: Task Rating Scales

Nam e....
TASK RATNG

I would like your reactions to, and feelings about,....... ......., the task

you have just worked on. On the following page is a series of statements, each one followed

by a 7-point scale. For example:

Doing this task was fun.

disagreel 2 3 4

strongly

6 7 agree

strongly

In this example, the student has circled "5" to indicate that s/he agrees fairly strongly

that doing the task was fun.

For each statement I would like you to circle a number to indicate to what extent you

agree with the statement. Circle "1" if you strongly disagree, "2" if you disagree fairly

much, and so on up to "7" which indicates that you strongly agree with the statement. Please

ry to avoid "4", the "uncertain" point, if you possibly can. If you have no questions, please

turn the page and begin.

l. I thought I would do well at this task.

disagreeL23456Tagree
strongly strongly

(ratíng scales includ,ed in actual versíon omíned from subseEßnt ítems)

2. It was important to me that I do well at this task.

3. Other students would enjoy doing this task.

4. I felt tense while doing this task.

5. I would sometimes like to do tasks similar to this one for recreation.

6. Other students would try hard while doing this task.

7. This task was interesting.

8. I only felt like doing this task for a short time.

9. It would take most students a little while to work out the best way of doing this task.

10. I ca¡ed very much how well I did at this task.

11. I enjoyed doing this task.

12. I tried hard while doing this task.

13.I did well at this task.

14. Most students would be bored by this task.

15. I wanted to keep doing this task.

16. It took me a little while to work out the best way of doing this task.
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APPENDIX 6 ISELF.CONCEPT STUDIES)

Apqendix 6.1: Self-Concent Ouestionnaire lpreliminary versionl

Name....
S ELF-CONCEPT OUESTIONNAIRE

I am interested in determining what a student like you thinks about her/himself - what

your interests, personal cha¡acteristics and feelings are, how you would describe yourself.

This questionnaire contains a numbe¡ of statements. For example:

(1) I am an animal lover.

Each statement might be descriptive of you, that is, for each statement you could say

"yes", meaning it does describe you, or "no", meaning it does not describe you. Thus for

each statement I would like you to circle "yes" or "no". For example:

(1) I am an animal lover. uncertam no

The student has circled "yes" because s/he believes that the statement accurately

describes her/him. Please do not use the "uncertain" category unless it is absolutely

necessary, that is, when you really do not know, or cannot decide about the statement.

In addition, I would like you to tell me whether you have always thought of yourself

in the way described by the statement or whether you are only making a judgment about

yourself now, because I am asking you to do so. For example:

(1) (a) I am an animal lover. uncertain no

(1) (b) I have thought this about myself before now, distinctly enough that I might
well have included a simila¡ statement in a description of myself.

uncertain no

In the example, the student would not only describe her/himself as an animal lover,

but s/he has indicated in the second part of the question that s/he has clearly thought this

before.

Look at this example:

(2) (a) I am unconventional. yes uncertain

(2) (b) I have thought this about myself before now, distinctly enough that I might
well have included a simila¡ statement in a description of myself.

yes uncertain

This time the student has circled "no" to indicate that s/he does not think ttrat the

statement accurately describes her/him, but since s/he has only this moment made the

judgment (since I asked her/him to do so as part of this task) s¡he has also circled "no" in the

second part of the question.

There are 50 statements in the questionnaire. Please circle "yes" or "no" for every one

to indicate whether or not the statement describes you. Please also indicate for every one
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whether or not you have thought of yourself this way before by circling "yes" or "no" in the

second par:t of the question. Try to avoid using "uncertain" unless you really do not know.

Please turn the page and begn.

(rating categories íncluded in tlæ quesrtonnaíre as ad¡ninistered hatte been omitted here

beyond item l)
1(a) I am sensitive to criticism yes uncertain no

1 (b) I have thought this about myself before now, distinctly enough that I might well have

included a simila¡ statement in a description of myself.

yes uncertain no

2. V/hen it comes to maths,I am really smart.

3. I am only friendly towards others when I'm in a good mood.

4. If I were asked a personal question by a close friend I would be very likely to give an

honest answer.

5. I am boasdul about my abilities.

6. I like to dress neatly.

7. I am shy in large social groups.

8. I usually leave assignments until the last minute.

9. I tend to persist at tricky problems even when I am frustrated by them.

10. I am generally helpful to others.

11. I would enjoy speaking in front of a large group.

12. knaginativeness is not one of my most obvious abilities.

13. I am generous with money.

14. I have a variety of different hobbies.

1.5. I never persist atapuzzle unless I'm pretty sure I will be able to solve it.

16. If someone criticizes me, I get upset.

17. My desk or work-area at home is usually very untidy.

18. I frnd most word games fascinating.

19. I am generally an easygoing sort ofperson.

20.Idaydreamalot.
2L.lhave never liked my looks.

2Z.Ihave a good sense of humour.

23.I1I have to do a boring and repetitive task,I get very impatient

24. I would stop to help if a person needed it even if I were late for an exam.

25. I don't think I would win a prize for creativity or originality.

26. Sometimes I am selfish.

ZT.lhave a very logical mind.

28. My friends can trust me.

29.lplay a lot of sport.

30. I am quite greedy about my favourite foods.
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31. I'm bad at mechanical tasks.

3Z.Ifeel pleased when friends remember my binhday.

33. Computers are a mystery to me.

34. I enjoy nature.

35. I go to pieces in exams.

36. I am persistent.

37 .f am generally a sociable person.

38. I love travelling.

39. I f,rnd computer games quite addictive.

40. I don't at all mind doing a boring and repetitive task.

41. I like to dress up for a party.

42.I1I get involved in a task I like to stick at it until it's finished.

43. Ilaughalot.
44.lhave very strong opinions about most things.

45. I am not at all competent when it comes to mechanical devices.

46. I approach all new tasks in a very methodical manner.

47. I would rather study alone than with a group of friends.

48. I am a fairly sophisticated person.

49. I usually remain patient even when I make mistakes at a task.

50. Sometimes I do crazy things just for fun.

Appenclix 6.2: Self-Concept Ouestionnaire lVersion 2)

NAME..
CONTACT DEPT.

SELF-CONCEPT OUESTIONNAIRE (Version 2)

I am interested in determining what a student like you thinks about herlhimself - what

your interests, personal characteristics and feelings are, how you would describe yourself.

This questionnaire contains a number of statements each followed by a scale on which

you can rate the extent to which the statement is true of you. For exarnple:

1(a) I am an animal lover.

notatall | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 completely

true of me true of me

I will ask you to circle 1 if the statement is not at all tme of you, to circle 11 if it is

completely true of you, and to use all the points in between to indicate just how tnre of you

the statement is (trying to avoid 6, the "uncartain" point, if you possibly can).

Once you have rated the truth of the statement as it applies to you I will also ask you

to consider 2 other aspects of the statement. Firstly, I am interested in whether you have

ever thought about yourself in tenns of this cha¡acteristic before or whether you are only just
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now making the self-judgment because I am asking you to do so as part of this task. For

example (referring to 1(a) above):

1(b) Although I have not necessarily considered rating myself on a scale before, I have

thought about myself in terms of this characteristic before now, distinctly enough that I
might well have included a reference to the cha¡acteristic (stated in (a)) in a description of

myself.

. no uncertain yes

This time I will ask you to circle "yes" or "no" according to whether you have thought

of yourself in this way before (again, trying to avoid using "uncertain" unless you really do

not know).

Secondly, I am interested in just how important this characteristic or self-description

is to you. For example (referring to 1(a) above):

1(c) This characteristic (stated in (a)) is an important p¿ìrt of my idea of myself.

notatall | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 completely

true of me true of me

I will ask you to use the 11 points of the scale in a simila¡ manner to the way in which

you did for (a) to indicate just how true it is that the cha¡acteristic or self-description is an

important part of your idea of yourself.

There arc25 items in the questionnaire. Please answer parts (a), (b) and (c) for each

item.

(ratíng scales and categories included in tltc questionnaire as adtnínistered have been omíned

lrcre beyonditem I)
1(a) I am shy in large social goups.

notatall I 2 3 4 5 6 7 I 9 10 11 completely

true of me true of me

(b) Although I have not necessarily considered rating myself on a scale before, I have

thought about myself in terms of this characteristic before now, distinctly enough that I
might well have included a reference to the characteristic (stated in (a)) in a description of
mYself' 

no uncertain yes

(c) This cha¡acteristic (stated in (a)) is an important part of my idea of myself.

notatall I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 completely

tn¡e of me true of me

2. I usually leave assignments until the last minute.

3. I tend to persist at tricky problems even when I am frustrated by them.

4. I am a goodjudge ofpeople.

5. Imaginativeness is not one of my most obvious abilities.
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6. I am generous with money.

7 .I've never felt confident that I could judge a person's intelligence.

8. If someone criticizes me, I get upset.

9. My desk or work a¡ea at home is usually very untidy.

10. I find most word games fascinating.

ll.Idaydreamalot.
12.I arn a perceptive person.

13. If I have to do a boring and repetitive task,I get very impatient.

14. I don't think I would win a prize for creativity or originality.

15. I have a very logical mind.

16. I play a lot of sport.

17. I can judge pretty well straight away if a person is anistically talented.

18. I am quite greedy about my favourite foods.

19. Im bad at mechanical tasks.

20. Computers are a mystery to me.

21. I approach all new tasks in a very methodical manner.

22.I am a fairly sophisticated person.

23. I usually remain patient even when I make mistakes at a task.

24.Iarrt not at all competent when it comes to mechanical devices.

25. I hnd computer games quite addictive.

Ânnanrfiv Á ?. Sol l-nncfrrr¡finn ô rresfionnnirc ffhird version of Self-

Concept Ouestionnaire)

NAME...
4GE...........years...........months
CONTACT DEPT

S ELF-CONSTRUCTION OUESTIONNAIRE

I am interested in determining what a student like you thinks about her/himself - what

your interests, personal cha¡acteristics and feelings are, how you would describe yourself.

This questionnaire contains a number of statements. For example:

(1) I am an animal lover.

Each statement might be descriptive of you, that is, for each statement you could say

"yes", meaning it does describe you, or "no", meaning it does not describe you. For

example:

(1) I am an animal lover.

The sn¡dent has circled "yes" because s/he believes that the statement accurately

describes herlhim. Please do not use the "uncertain" category unless it is absolutely

necessary, that is, when you realll, do not know, or cannot decide about the statement.

no uncertain
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In addition, I would like you to tell me whether you have always thought of yourself

in rhe way described by the statement or whether you are only making a judgment about

yourself now, because I am asking you to do so. For example:

(1) (a) I am an animal lover. no uncertain @
(1) (b) I have thought this about myself before now, distinctly enough that I might

well have included a simila¡ statement in a description of myself.
no uncerta; @

In the example, the student would not only describe her/himself as an animal lover, but s/he

has indicated in the second part of the question that s/he has clearly thought this before.

Look at the example over the page:

(2) (a) I am unconventional. uncertain yes

(2) (b) I have thought this about myself before now, distinctly enough that I might
well have included a similar statement in a description of myself.

uncert¿un yes

This time the sn¡dent has circled "no" to indicate that s/he does not think that the

statement accurately describes her/him, but since s/he has only this moment made the

judgment (since I asked her/him to do so as part of this task) slhe has also circled "no" in the

second part of the question.

There arc22 statements in the qugstionnaire. Please circle "yes" or "no" for every one

to indicate whether or not the statement describes you. Please also indicate for every one

whether or not you have thought of yourself this way before by circling "yes" or "no" in the

second part of the question. Try to avoid using "uncertain" unless you really do not know.

Please turn the page and begin.

(rating categories included in the quesrtonnaíre as aùninistered have been omitted here

beyond item 1)

1(a) I am shy in large social groups. no uncertain yes

1(b) I have thought this about myself before now, distinctly enough that I might well have

included a similar statement in a description of myself.

no uncertain yes

2. I usually leave assignments until the last minute.

4. Imaginativeness is not one of my most obvious abilities.

5. I am generous with money.

6. I tend to persist at tricþ problems even when I am fn¡strated by them.

7. If someone criticizes me, I get upset.

8. My desk or work area at home is usually very untidy.

9. I find most word games fascinating.

l0.Idaydreamalot.
11. If I have to do a boring and repetitive task, I get very impatienL
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12. I am rather more creative and original than many other people.

13. I have a very logical mind.

14. I play a lot of sport.

15. I am quite greedy about my favourite foods.

16. I'm bad at mechanical tasks.

17. Computers are a mystery to me.

18. I approach all new tasks in a very methodical manner.

19. I am a fairly sophisticated person.

20. I usually remain patient even when I make mistakes at a task.

21. I frnd computer games quite addictive.

22.Iannot at all competent when it comes to mechanical devices.

Apoendix 6.4: Self-Consciousness Scale

NAME...
CONTACT DEPT......

SELF-CONS CIOUSNES S S CALE

Some people think more about themselves and the reactions that other people are

having to them than do others. This questionnaire is concerned with the extent to which you

think about yourself and about the reactions others are having to g. It consists of a

number of statements which may or may not be true of you.

There arc23 statements. Please rate each one on the 5-point scale to indicate the extent

to which the statement is true of you. For example:

My looks matter to me.

notatall L 2 3 4 5 completely

true of me true of me

Circle 1 if the statement is not at all true of you, and 5 if it's completely true of you.

Use the points in between to indicate just how true the statement is of you. Try to avoid 3,

the "uncertain" point, if you possibly can. Please answer every itern

(rating scales included ín the questíonnaire as adrninistered ltave been omíned here beyond

item l)
1. I'm always trying to figure myself out.

notatall L 2 3 4 5 completely

true of me true of me

2.l'm concerned about my style of doing things.

3. Generally, I'm not very aware of myself.

4. It takes me time to overcome my shyness in new situations.

5. I reflect about myself a lot.

6. I'm concerned about the way I present myself.



443

7. I'm often the subject of my own fantasies.

8. I have trouble working when someone is watching me.

9. I never scrutinize myself.

10. I get embarrassed very easily.

11.I'm self-conscious about the way I look.

12. I don't find it ha¡d to talk to strangers.

13. Im generally attentive to my inner feelings.

14.I usually worry about making a good impression.

15. I'm constantly examining my motives.

16. I feel anxious when I speak in front of a group.

17. One of the last things I do before I leave my house is look in the mirror.

18. I sometimes have the feeling that I'm off somewhere watching myself.

1.9. I'm concemed about what other people think of me.

20. I'm alert to changes in my mood.

21. I'm usually arware of my appearance.

22.I'm aware of the way my mind works when I work through a problem.

23.Large groups make me nervous.

Aonendix 6.5: Self-Monitoring Scale

N4ME..........
CONTACT DEPT......

PERS ONAL REA CTION INVENTORY

The statements on the following pages concern your personal reactions to a number of
different situations. No two statements are exactly alike, so consider each statement carefully

before answering. If a statement is TRUE or MOSTLY TRUE as applied to you, circle the

"tme" on the questionnaire. If a statement is FALSE or NOT USUALLY TRUE as applied

to you, circle the "false". Please answer every item as honestly as you can. Your answers

are strictly confidential.

(rating categoríes included ín tlu qucstíonnaíre as adtnínistered have been omined here

beyonditem 1)

1. I find it ha¡d to imitate the behaviour of other people.

tn¡e false

2.My behaviour is usually an expression of my tn¡e inner feelings, attitudes and beliefs.

3. At panies and social gatherings, I do not attempt to do or say things that others will like.

4. I can only argue for ideas which I already believe.

5. I can make impromptu speeches even on topics about which I have almost no

information.

6. I guess I put on a show to impress or entertain people.
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7. 'When I am uncertain how to act in a social situation, I look to the behaviour of others for

cues.

8. I would probably make a good actor.

9. I rarely need the advice of my friends to choose movies, books or music.

10. I sometimes appeü to others to be experiencing deeper emotions than I acn¡ally am.

11. I laugh more when I watch a comedy with others than when alone.

L2.ln a group of people I am rarely the centre of attention.

13. In different situations and with different people, I often act like very different persons.

14. I am not particularly good at making other people like me.

15. Even if I am not enjoying myself, I often pretend to be having a good time.

16. I'm not always the person I appear to be.

17. I would not change my opinions (or the way I do things) in order to please someone else

or win their favour.

18. I have considered being an entertainer.

19. In order to get along and be liked,I tend to be what people expect me to be rather than

anything else.

20. I have never been good at games like charades or improvisational acting.

21. I have trouble changing my behaviour to suit different people and different situations.

22. At a party I let others keep the jokes and stories going.

23.Ifeel a bit awkward in company and do not show up quite so well as I should.

24.I can look anyone in the eye and tell a lie with a straight face (if for a right end).

25.Imay deceive people by being friendly when I really dislike them.
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APPENDIX 7 IPARENT.CHILD STIIDIESI

Anpenclix 7.1: Free-Response Prnise (ìuestionnaire for Parents

ATTENTION PARENTS OR PARENT.SUBSTITUTES

I would be very grateful if you would answer some questions relating to your

interactions with your child or the child in your care. Your answers will enable me to devise

a more detailed questionnaire about parent-child interactions. If you care for more than one

child, would you please complete one sheet per child.

Thank you for your help.

1. When was the last time you praised your child for some behaviour? (e.g., earlier today,

yesterday, a couple of days ago, about a week ago etc.) (one line provided)

2. What had your child done which resulted in your praising her/him? (two lines provided)

3. Try to recall the incident as clearly as you can. Please record, as accurately as you can,

the exact words that you used when praising your child. (two lines provided)

4. What sorts of things do you generally say when praising this child? (three lines provided)

5. How old is your child?

Ap[¡endix 7.2: Content Analysis - Specific Behaviour

Ihjg: Those items which are underlined were added to the coding system after the second

preliminary data collection phase. The first number in brackets after each category shows the

percentage of parents of 8-year old children mentioning this behaviour, and the second the

percentage of 72-year olds'parents - results from second preliminary data collection phase.

10 Helping-Around the Home

11 Helping parent to do general household tasks e.g., set table, do dishes, cook

(8.89:13.8s).

12 Helping parent personally or making it easier for parent to do tasks e.g., making parent a

cup of tea, babysitting while parent studies (0:1.54).

13 Doing own routine household tasks e.g., tidying own room, feeding own dog (if it were

unclear as to whether the animal belonged to the child or the household it would be coded

11) (3.33:10.77).

20 Self-Care and Feeding

21 Feeding appropriately (e.g., without mess), choosing appropriate food (6.67:1.54).

22Toiletng appropriately, including not wetting the bed (0:1.54).

23 Dressing appropriately, doing own hair @.44:3.08).

24Learning other self-care skills, e.g., road safety (0:0).

25 Correct pçrsture (0:1.54).

26 Hvsiene. e.e.. showerine. brushins teeth (0:3.08).
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30 S kills Improvement/Mastery

31 Improving at, or mastering, any skill set by child or parent e.g., reading, auto repairs

(r3.33:4.62).

32 Achievement at sport. good sportsmanship (2.22:4.62).

33 "Trvins" to do anv task set bv oarent or child (0:1.54).

34 Creativit-v (0: 1.54).

40 Intemersonal Behaviour

41 Appropriate communication e.g., confides in parent (11.11:6.15).

42 Appropriate behaviour to sibling or friend e.g., (unasked) gets drink for younger brother

(cf. babysitting for sibling to enable parent to do other activities coded as 12) (a.aa:3.08).

43 Appropriate mood e.g., being cheerful, not losing temper (0:3.08).

courtesy. consideration (6.67 :10.77).

45 Obedience (2.22:0).

pocket-money. caring for own possessions. able to occup]¡ self (6.67:9.23).

47 Punctuality (0: 1.54).

48 Honesty (0:1.54).

50 School

51 Doing school assignments (2.22:6.15).

52 Doing well at school (11.11:7.69).

53 Getting ready for school on time (2.22:0).

54 Appropriate attitude to school. good behaviour at school (4.M:1.54).

55 Reasonable concentration span on school-work (2.22:0) = (99.98:100.03).

After ranking these behaviours it was discovered that 11, 13 and 52 were in the top

five for both age-groups, and 31, 41,44 and 46 were in the top nine. It was on this basis

that an example was taken from each superordinate category (except 20) for use in the Pa¡ent

Praise Questionnaire - see text.

Aooendix 7.3: Preliminary Ouestionnaire Analysis - Significant

Relationships

1. Relationships with Age

A high positive relationship was found between age and recency of having been

praised (r=.463, p=.001, N=45). Thus the younger the child the more recently s/he was

Iikely to have been praised. Variables such as whether the child is frequently at home (a

toddlercompared to an adolescent will be more available forpraise) may well covary with

this relationship.
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Ages ranged from I to 22 years with a mean of 9.4 and a standard deviation of 5.06.

2- Ape and Behaviour

Correlations were calculated between age of child and behaviours to determine

whether different behaviours were praised at different ages. Although point-biserial

correlation would have been a more appropriate form of analysis for this data, since it was

not easily available it was decided to use Pea¡son r for what was regarded as a rough

preliminary analysis.

There was a significant correlation between age and helping the parent do household

chores (r=.265, p=.025), between age and appropriate toileting behaviour (r=-.303,

p=.012), between age and dressing appropriately (r=-.29, p=.016), and between age and

appropriate mood (r-.342, p=.005). These relationships are in an intuitively appropriate

direction.

3. Age and Speciflrc Locutions

Further intuitively appropriate relationships were found between age and the use of

specific locutions. Significant correlations were found between specific praise of the

behaviour and age (r=.328, p=.007), between "good g,rllboy" and age (r=.380, p=.0001),

and between telling the child how the parent feels about the behaviour and age (e.381,

p=.002).

4. Ags: and General Locutions

Significant correlations were found between "good girl/boy" and age (r=-.499,

p=.0001), and between parent's exclamations of pleasure and age (r=.257, p=.029).

5. Behaviour and Locutions

Behaviours and locutions were cross-tabulated and several measures of association

were calculated in an attempt to find any pattem of relationships benveen behaviour of child

and locution of parent. Indices of association calculated were chi-squared, phi (or V), tau-b

and tau-c, and r. It should be noted, however, that in most cases there were insufficient data

for truly meaningful interpretation. There are nevertheless some interesting indications in the

data that specific behaviours tend to evoke specific parental locutions.

Thus, for example, thanking the child is associated with the child having helped

around the house (phi=.351; tau-b=.351, p=.005; tau-c=.215, P=.005; r=.351, p=.004) as

it is with helping the parent personally (X2=5.75, df=1, P=.016; phi=.396; tau-b=.396,

p=.002; tau-c=.198, p=.002; r=.396, p=.002).

Parents tend to give specific praise when the child does her/his own chores

(X2--tS.+25, df=2,p=.0004; Cramer's Y=.529; tau-b=.426, p=.0006; tau-c=.313,

p=.0006; r=.486, p=.0001). Pa¡ents also tend to tell the child how they feel about it when

the child does her/his own chores (tau-b=.23, P=.04; tau-c=.167, p=.04).
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There was a significant relationship between giving attributional praise and the

behaviour of feeding appropriate\y (X2=8.32, df=2,P=.016; V=.389; taa-b=.3$P=.006;

tau-c=.111, p=.QQ6;r=.29, p=.016). Examination of the raw datarevealed that young

children may be told that they are "clever" for eating without mess, eating all the food, and

so on. Pa¡ents may also attribute a mood to the child who feeds appropriately (X2=8.07,

df=2, p=.018). Alternatively, they may cornment on the child's physical cha¡acteristics

(X2=8.04, d1=2, p=.018; V=.382; tau-b=.249, p=.03; r=.325, p=.007) or make general

cofnments to the child, Q¿2=8.154, df=2, p=.01'l; r=.258, p=.02).

If the child toilets appropriately (including not wetting the bed) there is a tendency for

the parent to tell her/him that s/he is a "good girl/boy" (X2=6.93,df=2, p=.03; V=.355; tau-

b=.292, p=.015; tau-c=.161, p=.015; r=.25, p=.033). However, the parent may tend not to

tell the child how slhe feels about the behaviour (tau-b=- .27 , p=.Q2' tau-c=-.158 , P=.02; r--
.26, P=.Q3¡.

"Good girl/boy" may be used for dressing appropriately (r=.25, P=.03). V/hen other

seH-care behaviours are engaged in, the parent tends to comment on the child's physical

characteristics (y2=26.9, df=2, P=.0001; V=.7; tau-b=.46, p=.0003; tau-c=.06, p=.0003;

r=.294, p=.015). This is not an intuitively obvious association since the "seHcare"

behaviours were not necessarily those related to physical appearance.

There is an association between the parent's globally appreciating the child and the

child communicating appropriately (^12=13.24, df=L,P=.0003; phi=1.00, tau-b=l.00,

p=.0001; tau-c=.O7, p=.0001; r=1.00, p=.0001). Or the parent may also exclaim with
pleasure over the child's appropriate communication (phi=.486; tau-b=.486, p=.Q602; tau-

c=.06'1, p=.0002; r=.486, p=.0001).

Pa¡ents tend to thank their children for appropriate interpersonal behaviour (tau-

b=.227, p=.048; tau-c=.089, p=.048; r=.227, p=.048), or they may tell the child how they

feel about the behaviour (2¿2=3.63, df=2,P=.02; V=.38), or make general comments in

response to this behaviour 0(2=8.74, df=2, p=.013).

Attributional praise is associated with the exhibition of an appropriate mood (X2--55,

df=2, p=.00001; V=1.00; tau-b=.375, p=.003; tau-c=.07, p=.0003; r=.6, p=.0001). The

parent may tell the child what future behaviour s/he expecs when an appropriate mood is

displayed (X2=3.92, df=1, P=.05; phi=.57; tau-b=.567, p=.0001; tau-c=.069, P=.0001;

r=.567, p=.0001).

If ttre child completes a school assignment the parent is likely to attribute a mood to

that child (X2=12.76, df=2,P=.002; V=.48; tau-b=.255, P=.03), and if the child does well

at school the parent will likely ask that child how s/he feels about it (phi=.38; tau-b=.38,

p=.003; r=.38, p=.002).
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As with other significant results reported in this Appendix, most of these relationships

were in an intuitively meaningful direction, which indicated that although the data and form

of analysis may not have been of great quality, it did appear that a pattern was emerging.

6. Attributional Praise

One of the main points of interest to the resea¡cher initially was to determine which

characteristics were attributed to children by their parents as part of praising utterances.

Those cha¡acteristics which were attributed, and their frequency of occurrence, a¡e shown in

Table /i7.3.

Table 47.3: Characteristics which parents reported attributing to their children.

Characteristic Absolute freouencv

clever 11
helpf u I 2
thouohtf ul 2

tidv 1

reliable 1

couraqeous 1
t

oatient 1
t

ootimistic 1
t

tolerant 1'
bio bov (orown uo) 1

t contributed bv same respondent

Aooendix 7.4: Second Preliminary Ouestionnaire

ATTENTION PARENTS OR PARENT.SUBSTITUTES

Have you cared for an 8-]¡ear old or a l2-year old child within the last few years?

I am devising a detailed questionnaire about parent-child interactions. My focus is on

children of about 8, and children of about 12 (give or take no more than 6 months either side

of 8 or 12 years). If your child is currently about 8 or about L2, or if you remember the sorts

of things child¡en of those ages did, although your children ¿re now somewhat older, please

could you answer the questions below. Your child, or the child in your care, must be living

with you on at least a semi-permanent basis.

If you have fairly recently cared for an 8-year old and a l2-year please complete both

sections.

The informaúon you provide will assist me in the preparation of the final

questionnaire. Thank you very much for your help.
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8-YEAR OLDS (circle appropriate)

1. tWhat gender are you, the parent/care-giver? female male

2. tWhat gender is your 8-year old? female male

3. I would like to know for which behaviours 8-year olds a¡e likely to be praised. Please

specify the behaviour for which you are most likely to praise your 8-year old, followed by

the next most likely, and so on. List as many behaviours as seem appropriate for your child,

or to the limit of your memory. (6 línes províded)

l2-YEAR OLDS

(Wording was identical to that used above, ercceptfor the substírution of "I2-year old" for
"8-year old"; 6 líræs also provided).

Appendix 7.5: Parent Praise Ouestionnaire

PARENT-CHILD OUESTONNAIRE

I am interested in the sorts of things parents say to their children when they are

pleased with their behaviour. Most of this questionnaire, therefore, is concerned with things

that you might say to your child in specific situations. I will give you some explanatory

examples shortly, but fustly I would like you to answer a few preliminary questions please.

1. Your child's christian name....... ..........surname.......

2. Your child's age...............years............months

3. Your child's gender (M or F).................

4. Is your child's native language English? (YES or NO).....

5. Is your native language English? (a) mother (YES or NO)................(b) father YES or

NO).
6. Because of school, sleeping, hobbies and activities outside the home, and so on, the

amount of time parents spend in contact with their children varies widely. I would like to

know how many hours per day, on average, you Íre in contact with yourchild, either just

you and your child, or in the company of others.

During the week (tick appropriatQ:

........Iess than an hour per day

........about an hour per day

........2-3 hours per day

........between 3 and 5 hours per day

........more than 5 hours per day

During the weekend (tick appropriate)

........Iess than an hour per day

........about an hour per day

........2-3 hours per day
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........between 3 and 5 hours per day

........more than 5 hours per day

Now please turn the page for an example of the questions which comprise the remainder of

the questionnaire.

EXAIvÍPLE (over pagel:

Situation: Your child has just frnished her/his homework which s/he did without any

prompting from you.

Firstly, I will ask you how likely it is that this situation would occur in your family.

You will be asked to circle a number from 1 to 7 to indicate just how likely it is that your

child would behave in ttris way. In the example, the parents have circled "7" because it is

extremely likely that their child would do her/his homework without being asked:

extremely
likely

Next, I will ask you to imagine the situation as vividly as possible: if it has actually

happened, try to recall the most recent occasion in as much detail as you can.

For each response you will be asked to circle the number that best represents how

likely you are to say something like this in this situation. You might say a number of
different things, and perhaps different things on different occasions. Consider each example

in turn, and rate the likelihood that you would say that, or something very similar to ir Each

scale has 7 points, \ryith "1" representing "extremely unlikely" and "7" representing

"extremely likely". Use the points in benveen to represent intermediate likelihoods: for

instance, in the example below, the parents have circled number "4" because they feel that

they would respond this way about half the time.

(a) Praising the specif,rc behaviour e.g., "It's really good that you have done your

homework without being told".

extremely 1 2 3
unlikely

However, in this next example, they have circled "5" because they think that they are

rather more likely to respond this way.

(b) Attributing a characteristic to your child e.9., "f think you are very industrious".

extremelyl 2 3 4
unlikely

5 6 7 extremely
likely

6 7 extremely
likely

In the questionnaire,4 different siruations a¡e described. You will be presented with a

series of examples of things parents might say, together with a scale for each one - as in the

example above - so that you can indicate just how likely you would be to respond in that

way in the given situation.I would like you to imagine orremember (whichever is

appropriate) one situation at a time, and then for each of the examples of responses circle

one number, the one that best represents how likely it is that you would respond in this way.
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There are no right or wrong answers. I am interested in the sorts of things parents say

to their children when they are pleased with their behaviour. Since it is quite possible that I
have not included every possible response that you might make, after each situation I have

left some space for you to add anything that you would like to. Please tell me what else you

might say to your child in this situation.

Situation 1: Your child has tidied her/his room without being asked.

Firstly, how likely is it that your child would behave in the way described in the

situation, that is, how likely would s/he be to tidy her/his room without being asked?

extremely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely
unlikely likely

Now, for each response please circle the number that best represents how likely you

are to respond this way in this situation.

(rating scales for locutions included tn tlæ questionnaire as administered lnve been omitted

lrcre beyord Sítu.ation 1, locution (a))

(a) Praising the specific behaviour e.g., "It's really good that you have tidied your room".

extremely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely
unlikely likely

(b) Exoressing an expectation about ]¡our child's future behaviour e.g., "Now you'll always

keep your room tidy".
(c) Attributing a characteristic to ]¡our child e.g., "f think you are vsry neat and tidy".
(d) Attributing motivation to ]¡our child e.g., "You must have wanted to help me".

(e) Attributin&a mood or feelings to your child e.g., "You must feel pleased with yourself

now that your room is tidy".
(f) Global appreciation of ]¡our child e.g., "You are a great/wonderfuVterrifrc kid!"
(g) Ouestion about how your child fpels e.g., "Does it feel good to have tidied yourroom?"

(h) Labelling the behaviour e.g., "Tidying yourroom is very helpful to me".

(i) Attributing ability to your child e.9., "I knew you could get your room tidy".

O Commenting on ]¡our child's ph]rsical characteristics e.g., "You have a lovely smile when

you are happy".

(k) Telling ]¡our child s/he is good e.g., "Good girVboy".

(l) Thanking ]rour child e.g., "Thank you for tidying yourroom".
(m) Indicating your feelings about your child's behaviour e.g., "I'm very pleased that you

have tidied yourroom".

(n) Exclamations e.g., "Great! Wonderful!"
(o) General comments e.g., "Now that you've tidied your room I guess you might like to

watch T.V. for a while, or would you like a snack?" (or any unrelated comments)

(p) Noticing that the behaviour has occurred e.g., "I see that you have tidied your room".

If you would say anything to your child in this situation other than the examples

listed, please wriæ it out here, recording as accurately as you can your exact words:
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(4 lines provided)

Situation 2: Your child has just brrought home a weekly/monthly/term rcport from school and

the teacher says that s/he is doing well.

Firstly, how likely is your child to behave in the way described in the situation, that

is, how likely is s/he to bring home a good school report?

extremely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely
unlikely likely

Now, for each response please circle the number that best represenß how likely you

are to respond this way in this situation.

(a) Praising the specific behaviour e.g., "It's terrific that you have done so well at school".

(b) Expressing an expectation about your child's future behaviour e.g., "Now you will do

really well".
(c) Attributing a characteristic to your child e.g., "I think you are clever".

(d) Attributing motivation to your child e.g., "You must have wanted to do well".

(e) Attributing a mood or feelings to your child e.g., "You must feel happy to have done

well".
(f) Global appreciation of ]rour child e.g., "You are a greaVwonderfuVterrifrc kid!"
(g) Ouestion about how ]rour child feels e.g., "Does it feel good to have done well at

school?"

(h) Labelling the behaviour e.g., "Doing well at school is pretty smart behaviour".

(i) Atrributing ability to I'our child e.g., "I lcnew you could do it".
() Commenting on your child's physical characteristics e.g., "You have a lovely smile when

you are happy".

(k) Telling ]¡our child s/he is good e.g., "Good girl/boy".

û) Thankinq vour child e.s.. "Thank vou for brinsins home this reoort".

(m) Indicating your feelings about your child's behaviour e.g., "I'm pleased that you have

done well".
(n) Exclamations e.g., "Great! Wonderful!"

(o) General comments e.g., "I guess you would like to do something special now, like

watching T.V. orvisiting your friend" (or any unrelated comments).

(p) Noticing that the behaviour has occurred e.g., "I see that you have done well at school".

If you would say anything to your child in this situation other than the examples

listed, please write it out here, recording as accurately as you can your exact words:

(4 lines provided)

Situation 3: Your child has been practising and/or improving at some skilled activþ that

either you or s/he wants her/him to accomplish (e.g., piano, dancing, riding bicycle etc. - in

your own mind substitute such an activity that applies to your child).
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Firstly, how likely is it that your child would behave in the way described in the

situation, that is, how likely is slhe to practise a skilled activity that you or s/he wants

her/him to accomplish?

extremely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely
unlikely likely

Now, for each response please circle the number that best rcprcsents how likely vou

are to respond this way in this situation.

(a) Praising the specific behaviour e.g., "It's really good that you are practising

piano/dancing/bike etc. "

(b) Expressing an expectation about your child's future behaviour e.g., "I expect you'll

spend more time practising now".

(c) Attributing a characteristic to your child e.g., "You are very persistent".

(d) Attributing motivation to your child e.g., "You must really want to learn

piano/dance/bike etc. "

(e) Atrributing a mood or feelings to your child e.g., "You must feel pleased with yourseH

that you are practising piano/dance/bike etc."

(f) Global appreciation of your child e.g., "You are a greaVwonderfuVterrific kid!"
(g) Ouestion about how )¡our child feels e.g., "Does it feel good to be learning to play

piano/dance/ride bike etc.?"

(h) Labelling the behaviour e.g., "Practising piano/dancing/bike etc. is sensible".

(i) Attributin&abilit)¡ to Lour child e.9., "I knew you could learn piano/dance/bike etc."

() Commenting on your child's ph)¡sical characteristics e.g., "You have a lovely smile when

you are enjoying yourself'.

(k) Telling your child s/tre is good e.g., "Good girl/boy".

(l) Thanking your child e.g., "Thank you for practising piano/dance/bike etc."

(m) Indicating ]¡our feelings about !¡our child's behaviour e.g., "I'm pleased that you have

been practising piano/dance/bike etc. "

(n) Exclamation s e. g., "Terrif,rc !'Wonderful ! "

(o) General comments e.g., "Now that you've done your practice, I guess you'd like to

watch T.V. for a while" (or any unrelated comments).

(p) Noticing that the behaviour has occurred e.g., "I see that you have been practising

piano/dance/bike etc. "

If you would say anything to your child in this situation other than the examples

listed, please write it out here, recording as accurately as you can your exact words:

(4 ltnes provided)

Situation 4: Your child has saved up to buy a special gift for you, another family member, or

a friend.

Firstly, how likely is it that your child would behave in the way described in the

situation, that is, how likely is s/he to save up to buy a special gift for someone?
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extremely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely
unlikely likely

Now, for each response please ci¡cle the number that best represents how likely you

Íre to respond this way in this situation.

(a) Praising the specific behaviour e.g., "It's really good that you have saved up to buy that

grft".

(b) Expressing an expectation about your child's future behaviour e.g., "Now I expect

you'll always remember to buy nice things on birthdays".

(c) Atrributing a characteristic to your child e.g., "I think you are very generous".

(d) Attributin&motivation to )rour child e.g., "You must have really wanted to buy

something special".

(e) Attributing a mood or feelings to your child e.g., "You must feel pleased with yourself to

have saved up for that lovely gift".

(f) Global appreciation of your child e.g., "You are a. great/wonderfuVterrific kid!"

(g) Ouestion about how your child feels e.g., "Does it feel good to have saved up to buy that

lovely gift?"

(h) Labelling the behaviour e.g., "Saving up to buy a nice gift is very thoughtful".

(i) Attributing ability to ]¡our child e.g., "I knew you could save up if you tried".

() Commentin&on your child's physical characteristics e.g., "You have a lovely smile when

you are happy".

(k) Telling your child s/he is good e.g., "Good girVboy".

Q) Thanking )¡our child e.g., "Thank you for saving up for this lovely gift".

(m) Indicating ]'our feelings about ]¡our child's behaviour e.g., "I'm very pleased that you

have saved up to buy that gift".
(n) Exclamations e.g., "Great! 'Wonderful!"

(o) General comments e.g., "What would you like to do this weekend? W'e could go to the

movies, or go skating" (or any unrelated commens).

(p) Noticing that the behaviour has occurred e.g., "I see that you have saved up to buy that

lovely gift".

If you would say anything to your child in this situation other than the examples

listed, please write it out here, recording as accurately as you can your exact words:

(4 línes provided)
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Anpendix 7.6 Child Version of Parent Praise Ouestionnaire

NAME..
AGE......Years......Months

SCHOOL.
GEND ER.

(boy or girl)

CHTLD-PARENT OUESTONNAIRE

When parents are pleased with their children's behaviour they are likely to say nice

things to them. I would like to know what your parents, your mother or your father, say to

you when they are pleased with things you have done.

In the questionnafue 2 situations are described. Under each one Íìre some examples of

the different things your parents might say to you if that sin¡ation happened. I want you to

tell me by circling a number how likely it is that your parents would say each of these

things.

FOR EXAMPLE: You have just finished your homework which you did without being told

to by your parents.

Firstly, I will ask you to tell me how likely this is to happen by circling a number,like

this

veryvery 1 2 3 4 5 6
unlikely

very very
likely

In the example the child has circled 7 because it is very very likely that she or he

would do homework without being told. If it were very very unlikely the child would ci¡cle

1. If the child circled 4 it would mean that sometimes she or he did homework without being

asked, and sometimes she or he didn't. You can use any of the numbers, 1, 2, 3,4,5,6, ot

7 to show me how likely it is that you would do your homework without being told to by

vour Darents. The bisser the number. the more likelv it is that the child. or vou. did ttris.

Next, I will give you some examples of what your parents might say to you in this

situation. Can you try to remember a time when you did your homework without being told

to. Then tell me, by circling a number, how likely it is that yourparents might say this to

you in this situation. It doesn't matter if they said something a linle bit different from the

example, as long as what they said was quite a lot like it.

(a) Your parents tell ]¡ou that was very good behaviour, for example, "ft's really good that

you have done your homework without being told".

veryvery 1 2 3 4 5
unlikely

7 very very
likely
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In this example the child has circled 6 to show me that it is pretty likely that her or his

parents would say this.

(b) Your parents tell you that ys¡u are a certain sort of person, for example, "I think you a¡e

very hard-working".

very very
unlikely

2 3 4 5 6 7 veryvery
likely

In this example the child has circled 1 because her or his parents would be very very

unlikely to say that.

Try this one for yourself:

(c) Your parents tell you how they feel about what you have done, for example, "f am

pleased with you for doing your homework without being asked".

veryvery1 2 3 4 5 6 7 veryvery
unlikely likely

Circle ONE number to show me how likely it is that your parents would say this to

you if you did your homework without being told to.

If you are not sure what to do, please ask. If you know how to answer the questions

you can turn the page and begin. Be sure to circle ONE number for EACH example......

SITUATION 1: You have tidied your own room without your mother or father telling you

to.

Firstly, circle ONE number to show me how likely you are to tidy your room without

being told.

veryvery1 2 3 4 5 6 7 veryvery
unlikely likely

Now, I will give you some exarnples of the diffe¡ent things your parents might say

to you if you tidied your room without being told. For each example, circle ONE number to

show me how likely it is that your parents would say something a lot like this. Remember,

the bieger the number. the more likely it is that your parents might say this to you in this

situation.

(rating scalesfor locuttons included in the questionnaire as admínistered lave been omined

here beyond Sítuntíon l,locutíon (a))

(a) Your oarents tell vou that was very good behaviour, for example, "It's really good that

you have tidied your room".

veryvery1 2 3 4 5 6 7 veryvery
unlikely likely

(b) Your parents tell you how you might behave later, for example, "Now you'll always

keep your room tidy".
(c) Your parents tell ]¡ou that you are a certain sort of person, for example, "I think you are

very neat and tidy".
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(d) Your parents tell )rou that you must have wanted to do that, for example, "You must

have wanted to help me".

(e) Your parents guess about how you are feeling, for example,"You must feel pleased with

yourself now that your room is tidy".
(f) Your parents sa)¡ really nice personal things about )¡ou, for example, "You are a

grealwonderfuVterrific kid ! "

(g) Your parents ask you about how you feel, for example, "Does it feel good to have tidied

your room?"

(h) Your parents say something not about you but about what you did, for example,

"Tidying your room is very helpful to me".

(i) Your parents tell you that they knew you could do that, for example, "I knew you could

get your room tidy".

() Your parents praise your looks, for example, "You have a lovely smile when you are

happy".

(k) Your parents tell you that you are good, for example, "Good girl/boy".

(l) Your parents thank you, for example, "Thank you for tidying your room".

(m) Your parents tell you how they feel about what you have done, for example, "I'm very

pleased that you have tidied your room".

(n) Your parents say something really pleased, for example, "Great! Wonderful!"
(o) for
example, "Now that you've tidied yourroom I guess you might like to watch T.V. for a

while, or would you like a snack?" (or any unrelated comments)

þ) Your parents notice what you did, for example, "I see that you have tidied your room".

If your parents would say anything else to you in this situation, different from the

examples, please tell me what they would say - can you try to remember the exact words? (4

lines províded)

SITUATION 2: You have saved up to buy a special gift for your mother or father, or for

someone else in your family, or for a friend.

Firstly, circle ONE number to show me how likely you are to save up to buy a special

gift for someone.

veryvery 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 veryvery
unlikely likely

Now, I will give you some examples of the different things your parents might say to

you if you tidied your room without being told. For each example, circle ONE number to

show me how likely it is that your parents would say something a lot like this. Remember,

the bigger the number. the more likel]¡ it is that your parents might say this to you in this

situation.

(a) Your parents tell you that was very good behaviour, for example, "It's really good ttrat

you have saved up to buy that gift".



459

(b) Your parents tell you how you might behave later, for example, "Now I expect you'll

always remember to buy nice things on birthdays".

(c) Your parents tell you that you are a certain sort of person, for example, "I think you are

very generous".

(d) Your Darents tell vou that vou must have wanted to do that. for example. "You must

have really wanted to buy something special"

(e) Your parents guess about how you are feeling, for example, "You must feel pleased with

yourself to have saved up for that lovely gift".

(f) Your parents say really nice personal things about )rou, for example, "You are a

greaVwonderful/terrific kid ! "

(g) Your parents ask you about how you feel, for example, "Does it feel good to have saved

up to buy that lovely gift?"

(h) Your parents say something not about you but about what you did, for example, "Saving

up to buy a nice gift is very thoughtful".

(i) Your parents tell you that they knew you could do that, for example, "I knew you could

save up if you tried".

() Your parents praise )'our looks, for example, "You have a lovely smile when you are

happy".

(k) Your parents tell ]¡ou that you are good, for example, "Good grl/boy".
(l) Your parents thank you, for example, "Thank you for saving up for this lovely gift".
(m) Your parents tell you how they feel about what you have done, for example, "f'm very

pleased that you have saved up to buy that gift".

(n) Your parents say something really pleased, for example, "Great! Wonderful!"
(o) , for

example, "What would you like to do this weekend? We could go to the movies, or go

skating" (or any unrelated comments).

(p) Your parents notice what ]¡ou did, for example,"I see that you have saved up to buy that

lovely gift".

If your parents would say anything else to you in this situation, different from the

examples, please tell me what they would say - can you try to remember the exact words? (4

lines provided)
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Apnendix 7.7: Results of McOuittv Linkage Analyses
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CHILDREN

Apnendix 7.8: fnstructions for Parent Praise Ouestionnaire. Retrospective

Version for Tertiary Stuclents

PARENT PRAISE OUESTIONNAIRE

I am interested in the sorts of things parents say to their children when they are

pleased with their behaviour. This questionnaire is concerned with things that yourparents

might have said to you when you were younger. Four situations ¿re described in the

questionnaire. Under each one are some examples of the sorts of things your parents might

have said to you in that situation. I would like you to tell me just how likely your parents

were to say each of these different things to you. Please try to remember the sorts of things

that either of your parents, your mother or your father (or other primary caregivers), said to

you when you were around 12 yeas of age. That is, it may be that similar sin¡ations still

a¡ise for you, and that your parents still praise you in simila¡ ways, but try to focus on the

praise that you received when you were younger.

(Emmples and situatíoræ identícal to those ín Parent Praise Qrrcsrtonnaire, exceøfor

addítion of locutions q, r and s. For exarnple , for the fîrst situatton, tidying own room

unasked, these were added -

(q) Indicating how you will benefit from your behaviour e.g., "Now you'llbe able to find

things in yourroom".

extremely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extreme¡y
unlíkely likelY

(r) €.8.,

".....would not do as good a job as you have done".

extremely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely
unlikely likelY
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(s) Attributing behayiour to you e.g., "You must have worked hard on your room".

extremely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely
unlikely likely

Símílar ad.ditions were made to the other 3 síuations.)

^Appendix 7.4: Parent Praise Ouestionnaire/ Reinforcement History
Ouestionnaire Studv

Means and standard deviations for the different types of praise are shown in Table

¡^7.9.t.

Table 47.9.1: Means and standard deviations for different praise types (ratings by

tertiary students retrospective to the age of about 12 years).

Locution Mean s.d.

a 19.07 4.9 9
b 10.59 4.8 6
c 15.06 5.23
d 13.1 5 s.33
e 't 2.7 5 5.32
f 12.37 6.78
q 10.73 5.29
h 15.81 4.53
I 14.33 5.92
I 10.23 7 .14
k 1 6.50 5.95
I 14.09 4.06
m 1 8.21 4.56
n 13.29 6.49
o 9.54 5.20
þ 17.48 5.79
o 13.73 4.8 0
r 7.50 5.0 9
s 1 5.71 5.0I

Table }r7.9.2 shows the mean praise scores for each situation.

Tahle 47.4.2: Means and standard deviations for overall praise by situation.

Situation 1 2 3 4 Total

Mean 64.46 6 8.29 62.96 64.44 260.15
s.d. '18.54 19.53 17.02 19.35 65.05

Ânnonrfív 7lIl. fìovplnnrnanf nf arvlnnd Perent Affifllde Srrrvev -

Description of Parent rf Types'f

In devising the scale a pool of items was given to a gtoup of nine psychologists with

instn¡ctions to categorize each item according to the type of parent the item represented. The

qrye of parent and the description were developed from the literatt¡re on parental types. The

fourrelevant categories are as follows (from Pumroy, 1966):
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(1) Disciplinarian parents "....need and expect fairly strict obedience from the child. The

child knows thar if he does not comply he will be punished, as the rules are explicitly stated

by the parent. This punishment is carried out in a fair and consistent manner. This parent is

constantly pushing the child to achieve beyond his ability forcing him to grow up early" (p.

7s).
(2) Indulgent parents "....are child centered; the child is allowed to have his own way in all

maners. The child is showered with warmth and affection. While there are attempts at

discipline, the child knows the rules can be circumvented. The child is not encouraged to

show any initiative and seldom does he have any responsibilities around the house.

Frequently, but for no particular reason other than an impulse on the part of the parents, the

child is given gifts and treats" (pp.74-75).

(3) prclgctive parcnß "....a¡e primarily concemed with seeing to it that the child takes a

minimum amount of risks. Consequently, the parents are overly watchful of the child and

always alert to possible dangerous aspects of all situations. These parents perform tasks for

the child long beyond the time the child is capable of doing the task for himself. The child is

not allowed to grow up and do things for himself (e.g., feeding, bathing, going to school

alone etc.) for fea¡ that something will happen to him" (p. 75).

(4) Rejecting parents "....are openly and actively hostile towards their children. This

hostility is frequently reflected in discipline and punishment. This discipline and punishment

seems to be based more on the general negative feelings of the parent than on the behaviour

of the child. Because of the hostility engendered in the child, these parens frequently feel

that children a¡e incorrigible" (p.75).

Aooendix 7.11: Praise Preference Ouestionnaire

NAME..
AGE.......Years.......Months

S CHOOL
GENDER......

(boy or girl)

PRAISE PREFERENCE OUESTIONNAIRE

W'hen parents are pleased with their child¡en's behaviour, they are likely to say nice

things to them. Parents might say different things to their children in different situations.

Children might like some of the things their parents say to them more than other things. I am

interested in how you feel about the different things your parents say.

In this questionnaire 2 situations are described. Under each one are some examples of
the different things your parents might say to you if that situation happened. I want you to

tell me, by circling a number, how much you would like to hearyourparents, your mother

or your father, say this to you in the described situation. It doesn't matter if your parents are
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not very likely ever to say what is given in the example - just try to think whether you would

like to hea¡ them say it.

For example:

Situation: You have just frnished your homework which you did without being told to by

your pafents.

Imagine that this happened to you - your parents would be pleased. They might say -

"It's really good that you have done your homework without being told to."

I want you to tell me how much you would like to hear your parents say this to you in this

situation. Look at this example -

lwould hate to hear 1 2
my parents say this to me

In this example the child has circled 3 which means that s/he would not like to hear

her/his parents say this very much. If the child had circled I it would mean that s/he would

hate to hear her/his parents say this. But if the child had circled a bigger number, say 6, it
would mean that the child would like to hear her/his parents say this quite a lot.

Try this example yourself (remember, you have just finished your homework which

you did without being told to by your parents)-

"I think you are a very ha¡d-worker."
lwouldhatetohear 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 lwouldreallyliketohear
my parents say this to me my parents say th¡s to me

Please circle ONE NUMBER to show me how much you would like to hear your

parents say this to you if you had done all your homework without being told to.

Remember, TTIE BIGGER TI{E NUMBER TI{E MORE YOU V/OULD LIKE TO HEAR

YOUR PARENTS SAY THIS TO YOU. Don't forget - there's no need to worry about

whether they would say this to you. Just tell me what you would like to hear them say.

The questionnaire is just like the example. I want you to circle a number for each

different ttring that parents might say to tell me how much you would like to hear your

parents say this to you in the situation described at the beginning.

If you are not sure what to do, please ask. If you know how to answer the questions,

you can turn the page and begin. Be sure to ci¡cle ONE numberfor EACH example.

4 5 6 7 | would rcally like to hear
my parents say this to me
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(rating scalesfor locutions includ¿d in the questionnaire as administered lnve been omined

lære beyond Sítuation l, locutíon (a))

Sin¡ation 1: You have tidied your room which you did without your mother or father telling

you to.

(a) "It's really good that you have tidied your room."

lwouldhatetohear 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 lwouHrealtyl¡ketohear
my parents say this to me my parents say this to me

(b) "Now you'll always keep your room tidy."

(c) "I think you are very neat and tidy."

(d) "You must have wanted to help me."

(e) "You must feel pleased with yourself now that your room is tidy."

(f) "You are a great kid, a wonderful kid, a terrific kid!"

(g) "Does it feel good to have tidied your room?"

(h) "Tidying your room is very helpful to me."

(i) "I knew you could get your room tidy."

() You have a lovely smile when you are happy."

(k) "Good girl." OR "Good boy."

(l) "Thank you for tidying your room."

(m) "I'm very pleased that you have tidied your room."

(n) "Great! Wonderful! "

(o) "Now that you've tidied yourroom I guess you might like to watch T.V. for a while, or

would you like a snack?"

(p) "I see that you have tidied your room."

(q) "Now you'll be able to find things in your room."

(r) "......... ......(Think of the name of your brother, sister, friend or any

other person) would not do as good a job as you have done."

(s) "You must have worked hard on your room."

Situation 2: You have saved up to buy a special gift for your mother or father, or for

someone else in your family, or a friend."

(a) "It's really good that you have saved up to buy that gift."

(b) "Now I expect you'll always remember to buy nice things on birthdays."

(c) "I think you are very generous."

(d) "You must have really wanted to buy something special."

(e) "You must feel pleased with yourself to have saved up for that lovely gift "

(f) "You are a great kid, a wonderful kid, a terrific kid!"

(g) "Does it feel good to have saved up to buy that lovely gift?"

(h) "Saving up to buy a nice gift is very thoughtful."

(i) "I knew you could save up if you tried."

() "You have a lovely smile when you are happy."
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(k) "Good girl" OR "Good boy."

(l) "Thank you for saving up for this lovely gift."

(m) "I'm very pleased that you have saved up to buy that gift."

(n) "Great!'Wonderful! "

(o) "What would you like to do this weekend? We could go to the movies, or go skating."

(p) "I see that you have saved up to buy that lovely gift."

(q) "You'll find it's a very rewarding feeling when you save up the way you have done."

(r) ".......... ..(Think of the name of your brother, sister, friend, or any other

person) wouldn't think of doing such a lovely thing."

(s) "You must have saved up hard."

Ännendix 7 12:. Menns nnd Sfandnrd Dovi¡finns nf S¡nrpq nr! fhc MPAS -

Pumroy's Results

Table 47.12: MPAS scoring - Pumroy's results (N (Males)=196; N (Females)=187).

Subscale Gender Mean s.d.
Disciolinarian Male 25.5 5 7.10

Female 23.9 6 6.3s
lnd u Ioent Male 20.52 6.78

Female 23.0 5 6.60
P rotective Male 24.24 6.53

Female 23.9 9 4.90
Reiectino Male 18.50 5.91

Female 1 8.59 6.04

Anpendix 7.13: Results of Multi-factor Analyses to Determine Age and

Gender Effects of Preference Ratings - Locution hy Locution Analyses and

Tables of Means

Note: For all tables appearing in this appendix, lrl's are as shown in Table 47.13.0.

Table 7.'13.0: Number of respondents, by year and gender, providing data entering into

subsequent analyses.

Group Ma le Female

1 (Year 5) 22 9

2 (Year 7) 32 14
3 lYear l0l 51 47

tt

There was no gender effect and no interaction for locution a, but a significant age

effect (see Table 47.13.1a).
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Tahle 47.13.1a: Locution a - Results of analysis of variance, age and gender.

Source of var¡ation SS df MS F D

Within cells 242.90 169 1.44
Constant 4231.20 1 4231.20 2943.87 .01
Gender .34 1 .34 .239 .63
Aoe 34.29 2 17.15 11.93 .0001
Gender bv Aoe .004 2 002 .002 .998

Means and s.d.'s which indicate that the locution is liked less by the oldest group a¡e

shown in Table 47.13.lb.

Table 47.13.1b: Locution a - Means and standard deviations, by group and gender.

Gender Male Female
Grou o Mean s.d Mean s.d

1 (Year 5) 5.23 1.33 5.5 0 1 .06
2 (Year 7l 5.37 92 5.64 .89
3 lYear 10) 4.42 1.36 4.67 1.20

vou'11....

For locution b there is both a gender and an age effect

Table 47.13.2a: Locution b - Results of analysis of variance, age and gender.

Source of variation SS df MS F D

Within cells 252.49 169 1 .49
Constant 1 121 .42 1 1121 .42 750.60 01
Gender 7.46 1 7.46 4.99 027
Aoe 24.63 2 12.31 8.24 .0001
Gender X Aoe 1.99 2 .99 67 .513

Table 47.13.2h: Locution b - Means and standard deviations, by group and gender.

Grouo Male Female
Mean s.d. Mean s.d.

1 (Year 5) 3.59 1.52 2.83 1.29
2 (Year 7l 2.63 1 .51 2.17 1 .10
3lYear 101 2.36 .92 2.20 1 .15

Thus as the children grew older they liked this locution less, and females liked it less

than did males.
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l-ocution c - Attribution of a characteristic e.g.. "You are a ....person"

Liking for locution c decreased as age increased.

Table 47.13.,3a: Locution c. Results of analysis of variance, age and gender.

Source of variation SS df MS F o

Within cells 334.03 169 1.98
Constant 4236.12 1 4236.12 2143.26 .01
Gender 23 1 .23 .1 1€ 73
Aoe 28.17 2 14.08 7-125 .001
Gender X Aoe .46 2 .23 .1 16 89

Table A7.13.3b: Locution c . Means and standard deviations, by group and gender.

Group Male Female
Mean s.d Mean s.d

1 (Year 5) 5.65 1.37 5.94 1.63
2 (Yea¡ 7l 4.89 1 .31 4.89 1.53
3 (Year 10) 4.55 1.45 4.79 1 .34

Locution d - Attribution of motivation e.s.. "You must have wanted to...."

There were no significant effects for locution d.

for.... "

There was a significant age effect for locution e.

Table 47.13.4a: Locution e . Results of analysis of variance, age and gender.

Sou rce SS df MS F o

Within cells 391.75 169 2.32
Constant 2776.05 1 2776.05 1 197.58 01
Gender 1.45 1 1.45 .62 .43
Aoe 36.83 2 18.41 7.94 001
Gender X Aqe 1.93 2 .96 .42 .661

Table A7.f 3.4b: Locution e - Means and standard deviations, by age and gender.

Group Male Female
Mean s.d Mean s.d

1 (Year 5) 4.93 1.46 4.78 1.46
2 (Year 7l 4.23 I .59 3.86 1.63
3 lYear 10) 3.56 1.55 3.70 1.45
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Locution f - Global appreciation e.g.. "You are great....etc.

There was a significant age effect for locution f.

Tahle 47.13.5a: Locution f - Results of analysis of variance, age and gender.

Source of variation SS df MS F D

Within cells 723.95 169 4.28
Constant 3689.21 1 3689.21 861.21 .01
Gender 1 .56 1 1.56 36 55
Aoe 70.71 2 35.35 8.25 .0001
Gender X Aoe .31 2 .16 04 .964

Tahle A7-13.5b: Locution f - Means and standard deviations, by age and gender.

Group Male Female
Mean s.d. Mean s.d.

1 (Year 5) 5.64 1 .71 6.22 1 .98
2 (Y ear 7l 4.63 1.96 4.92 2.40
3 (Year 10) 3.9 6 2.11 4.35 2.16

There was a significant age effect for locution g.

Tahle A7-13.6a: Locution g - Results of analysis of variance, age and gender.

Source of variation SS df MS F D

Within cells 323.43 169 1.90
Constant 2289.65 1 2289.65 1 196.39 .01
Gender .04 1 .04 .02 .885
Aoe 35.64 2 17.82 9.31 000 1

Gender X Aoe 2.24 2 1.12 58 558

Tahle 47.13.6b: Locution g - Means and standard deviations, by age and gender.

Grouo Male Female
Mean s.d. Mean s.d.

1 (Year 5l 4.52 1 .42 4.61 1 .45
2 (Year 7l 3.66 1 .42 3.43 1 .09
3 lYear 10) 3.18 1 .37 3.51 1.42
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Locution h - Labelling the behaviottr e.g.. "Doins....is very...."

There was a significant age effect for locution h.

Table A7.13.7a: Locution h - Results of analysis of variance, age and gender.

Source of variation SS df MS F p

Wlthin cells 314.52 169 1.86

Constant 4260.76 1 4260.76 2289.43 01
Gender .046 1 .046 o25 874
Aoe 12.49 2 6.25 3.36 037
Gender X Aoe 6.43 2 3.22 1.73 181

Table 47.I3.7b: Locution h - Means and standard deviations, by age and gender.

Group Male Female
Mean s.d. Mean s.d.

I lYear 5) 5.20 1.22 5.94 0.81
2 (Year 7l 4.76 1.39 4.21 1.54
3 (Year 10) 4.95 1.32 4.92 1 .47

Locution i - Attribution of ability e.g.. "I knew ]rou could do...."

There was a significant age effect for locution i.

Table 47.13.8a: Locution i - Results of analysis of variance, age and gender.

Source of variation SS df MS F D

Within cells 346.22 169 2.O5
Constant 2622.89 1 2622.89 1280.33 .01
Gender 15 1 15 .07 788
Aqe 32.95 2 1 6.47 8.04 000 1

Gender X Aoe 3.05 2 1.52 .74 .477

Table 47.13.8b: Locution i - Means and standard deviations, by age and gender.

ìroup Male Female
Mean s.d Mean s.d

I lYear 5l 4.61 1 .43 5.27 1 .03
2 (Yea¡ 7l 3.70 1.42 3.70 1 _35
3 (Year 10) 3.70 1.57 3.59 1.36
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Locution j - Comments about physical characteristics e.s.. "You are pretty when you're

haoDv"

For locution j there was a significant gender effect only.

IaÞIc-J.7.1¡lJ¡: Locution j - Results of analysis of variance' age and gender.

Source of var¡at¡on SS df MS F D

Within cells 60 9.0 2 169 3.6 0

Constant 3011.86 1 3011.86 835.78 .01
Gender 44.23 1 44.23 't2.27 .001
Aoe 17.63 2 8.81 2.44 .09
Gender X Aqe 14.7 6 2 7.3 8 2.05 132

Table 47.13.4b: Locution j - Means and standard deviations, by age and gender.

Group Male Female
Mean s.d. Mean s.d

1 (Year 5) 4.34 2.O3 5.33 2.03
2 (Year 7l 4.13 1.84 4.25 2.05
3 lYear 10) 3.24 1.84 4.80 1 .87

From the table of means it appears that females at each age level liked this locution

more than did males.

Locution k - Telling child s/he is good e.g.. "Good girl/boy"

There was a significant age effect.

Table A7-13.10a: Locution k - Results of analysis of variance, age and gender.

Source of variation ss df MS F þ

Within cells 45 6.85 169 2.70
Constant 3 053.49 1 3053.49 1129.56 .01
Gender 2.19 1 2.19 .81 .369
Aoe 53.01 2 26.50 9.80 .0001
Gender X Aoe 3.96 2 1.98 .73 .482

IADIç-ILIjIJ!]D: Locution k - Means and standard deviations, by age and gender.

Grouo Male Female
Mean s.d. Mean s.d.

1 lYear 5l 5.20 1 .46 5.00 1.89
2 (Year 7) 4.16 1.59 4.96 1 .43
3 lYear l0) 3.56 1.59 3.99 1.81

I-ocution I - Thanks s.- ttThenk voll for---,"

There were no significant effects for locution l.
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vou have...."

There was a signihcant age effect for locution m.

Table 47.t3.11a: Locution m - Results of analysis of variance, age and gender.

Source of var¡at¡on SS df MS F p

Within cells 249.08 169 1.47
Constant 4177.29 1 4177.29 2834.32 .01
Gender 1 .93 1 1.93 1.31 254
Aoe 10.85 2 5.43 3.68 o27
Gender X Aoe 36 2 .18 .12 .886

t"Ot" 47.'l 3.tlh: Locution m - Means and standard deviations, by age and gender.

Grou p Male Female
Mean s.d Mean s.d.

1 (Year 5) 5.34 1.03 5.44 1.47
2 (Y ea¡ 7l 4.79 1.11 5.04 1.25
3 (Year 10) 4.57 1.28 4.93 1.22

L,ocution n - Exclamations e.9.. "Great! Wonderful!"

There was a signif,rcant age effect for locution n.

Tahle 47.13.12a: Locution n - Results of analysis of variance, age and gender.

Source of variation SS df MS F D

Within cells 503.7 4 169 2.98
Constant 3814.22 1 3814.22 1279.63 01
Gender .08 1 .08 .026 872
Aoe 47.35 2 23.67 7-94 -001
Gender X Aoe 1.11 2 .56 .186 83

Tahle A7-r3.12h: Locution n - Means and standard deviations, by age and gender.

Grou o Male Female
Mean s.d Mean s.d

1 (Year 5) 5.61 1.72 6.00 1 .73
2 (Year 7l 4.63 1.63 4.89 2.17
3 (Year l0l 4.32 1.68 4.30 1.70
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Locution o - General comments e.9.. any comments unrelated to behaviour. perhaps

referring to furure activities or material rewards. or simply general conversation

There were signifrcant age and gender effects for locution o.

Tahle 47.13-l3a: Locution o - Results of analysis of variance, age and gender.

Source of variation SS df MS F D

Within cells 36 8.29 169 2.18
Constant 5227.96 1 5227.96 2399.01 .01
Gender 1 8.80 1 18.80 I .63 004
Aqe 138.39 2 69.1 I 31.75 01

Gender X Aqe 6.81 2 3.40 1 .56 .213

Table 47.13.13h: Locution o - Means and standard deviations, by age and gender.

Grou o Ma le Female
Mean s.d Mean s.d.

I lYear 5) 6.55 78 6.33 1.35
2 (Year 7l 6.44 .85 6.79 .55
3 (Year 10) 4.94 1.79 4.31 1.82

The oldest group liked this locution less than did ttre two younger groups, and

females overall liked it less than did males.

There were no significant effects for locution p.

able to...."

There was a significant age effect for locution q

Tahle 47.13.14a: Locution q - Results of analysis of variance, age and gender.

Source of var¡at¡on SS df MS F o

Within cells 301 .09 169 '1.78
Constant 2300.52 1 23 00.52 1291.26 .01
Gender 4.21 1 4.21 2.36 .126
Aoe 19.23 2 9.61 5.39 .005
Gender X Aoe .70 2 .35 .19 .821
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Table 47.13.r4b: Locution q - Means and standard deviations, by age and gender.

Grouo Male Female
Mean s.d Mean s.d

I (Year 5) 4.52 1.19 4.00 1.29
2 (Yea¡ 7l 3.58 1 .30 3.29 1.50
3 (Year 10) 3.53 1.39 3.37 1.30

Locution r - Social comparison e.g.. "....would not do as well as you"

There was a significant age effect for locution r.

Table 47.13.15a: Locution r - Results of analysis of variance, age and gender.

Source of variation SS df MS F p

Within cells 692.43 169 4.09
Constant 2504.25 1 2504.25 611.21 .01
Gender 001 1 001 00 .988
Aqe 1 15.29 2 57.64 14.O7 01
Gender X Aqe 029 2 .01 .004 .996

Table 47.f3.15h: Locution r - Means and standard deviations, by age and gender.

Grouo Male Female
Mean s.d Mean s.d

1 (Year 5l 5.36 1.92 5.55 1.79
2 (Year 7) 3.77 1 .85 4.O4 2.56
3 (Year 10) 3.10 1.90 3.37 2.16

Locution s - Attributing behaviour e.g.. "You must have ...."

There were no significant effects for locution s.
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