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o " INTRODUGTION - - - / ;
N . . . toe ' . l( . ‘ l - .
- ' v A besic premise of the Operant. conditionihg paradigm is that. |
past reinforcement hlstory ini'luences the 'probability that a gi{en ""

response will be emitted. 'I‘hus, a. behaviour which has led to reward

in the past. wil], be repeated with greater.probability than onL which :

¢

has. fonnerly 1ed to noh~reward or aversive conseguences.

ey
i

The natural environment is replete w:i:bh e:?amples of reinforce-
ment principles in actlon as, for instance, in the case of the grad:x.ng
system empXoyed by educational insti’outions and t.he use of common * )
“‘courtesye High gradies and praise or thanks ¢an function *bo make the:.r

ant.ecedent behaviours more 1ike1y in the futures A
v C

’I'here remains, however, a class of behaviour which appears to .

R E] . .y
Lo be 1ackmg any external source of remi‘orcemen’c.. An example of thJ.s

.. class is’ the learmng demonstrated in pmgrammed-'teachmg or computer—
assisted educatlon. Peedback is provided, but 't.here appears to be no

. V3
r other immediate saurce of reinfdrcement o In such cases, Skinner (1953)

i

\

has prOpOsed that self—remforcemegt takes place. ‘ NERNREE

W | " .~ The basis of t_he self—re:.ni‘orcement cbnstruct is that reinforce-
ment is available to the subject but is: adm:_m.stered contingent upon

performarrce criterm. Thus, in a programned—learning setting, the sub~-

Ject would. self-reinforce only- when feedback fron the progranme indicates |

' that such re:.nforcement is approxgriate. Sucyl use oi‘ seif»reinforcernent .

. would presumably leed to A strengthemng of the/emitted response and |

| would fecnllta’oe the learning process. R ’

Masters and Mokros (1971,) have suggested that "conta_ngent a

,\selﬁ-evaluation and sppl,lcation oi‘ verbal labels to one's behaviours"




. ey

(G

sc;:'utiny, hpwever_, it has beennecess‘

" been. employed. temptation, ncancus learning and directed 1earning.

_in grades 2 t0 8 were glven fii‘teen opportuhit:.es to guess a number ' oy
‘ between one “and one hundred. The nanber was apparently picked i’rom a o ' l;y‘

' box containing one copy of each number. _ If they guessed correctly, " E ',3 \

'the verbel labels i\mctiomng as eecond Ty rei.nforcers. For laboratory T

fewer in ppropriete self-—reinforcements than ch:.ldren in the lower half.

It was i‘urther hypothesized that this adherence WOUld be greater in 0

o’ e o '
is the common process for self-reinforcement in the natural setting. . R g

Generally, the process WQu.'I.d teke the form of a Sovert activ.i.ty w:Lth

. ‘.

‘ to devise tasks in whi"ch the

es'sential\ily covert process is translate into overt responses which o ' ) ,

can be recorded by an- experimenter. To this end, three paradigms have R

* In the temptation paradign, subjects are placed in a situatgn o

where self—gratification can ‘be. exercised apparently unobserved by the\

expenmenter. The nature of th:Ls procedure has restr:.cted its use to o
. ' ‘-.*' A _’
the observatlon of 1nappropriate or non-contmgent self-gratification.

Usn_ng this method, Kani‘er (1966) prOposed that children rated by their

-
L)

teacher as being in the upper half of thei.r class would show greata' A )

adherence to the experimenter s criteria for. self'-reward and’ would. give . ~

higher grades than in lower grades. Five hundred forty—three chlldren

»
[ ‘ .

-1 A3
Mg S P

1

POY

TEL v
twig

NEh e memte)

thes subjects were to indlcate th:.s in a booklet provided for such a S

‘The children were divided into three greups. 'I'hé°r Point Re- SR iﬁ;
1ni‘orcement group - received no apparent extrinslc reinforcement, but - .'-\' - /:
: membere of| the Candy Reinforcement grOup were. told that at. the end or

“the .expem.ment they would ._receive a candy for each correct guess..

. . . P PR AR . A Rt s

""5) fs!m x

. BT SR
P A o . :;- | CE - N aag WL '}'h.l'.[jc.";.‘.’:“" DRSS
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' o 0 . . LT ) ’ . .
o ’ . - ' " <. !| L N by
i 1 K o
S e o
o T e N "
) v . o ' ) o o . ' [
" ) 5,5 ° o © R i ‘ ) - ! ;
° s a' ‘e ‘ i R g0 O T
o ) oot ' e .\‘ LS
. The Model Ren.ni‘orcement group saw a mbdel guess cqrreetly and re- ¥ . ® v
. 3w - ’ s ] ' ¢ ' \-v
be , . .0 X . . e
RN .teive a candy for ‘three out. of five demonstrat::on trials, and was - ' S
A ° - ° BN N . “:__‘-
o . rem(‘orced in the same mann ag °ohe CandyOReini‘orcement group. S i
! o , g S O
' It waso assumed ’c.hat since the probability of e correcf: re— ) SR {f o
: T , N -
% - . sponse Was ‘one in one hundred for each tr:n.al, and much less for all CLel
e o * - W °.‘ N N

‘ : .trials, any self-:élnforcement would be inapprcp:‘late’ or "cheating".

; c : b e e
! ‘ © The i‘lrs’o trlal was counted as a,practise trlal and the remaining te. >
i - P 4 ) ~V
£ o B - . IR oo y o
: o . . fourteen’ trlals were- s/cored._ oL, Lo ' oL
P - s ) . e k o

oY e | ' ~ The resylts. 1ndicated that grades dii'fered %igm.i‘lcanﬁlg under s e

: o ail treatmerrb conditlons. POSitive responses decreased consistentlx *
. e M [ . 2 '? P
T _w{t,h age. There was no significant in&reaSe 1n self-reinforcement by

S ’4\.

‘ the Candy Re:l.n_forcement group over the Po:.nt Reinforcement group, 1n- R

v

: . dlcatlng tha;h candy alone was not sui‘i‘icient to increaee "cbeating" re- L

a '

R own self—relnforcement behav1our. . )
L, 0. ¢ € . TE o E e,

- © The comparison of upper and 1owen halves of the classes (as . f’.’
. o ‘ rated by the teachers) yie’fded t,he i‘lnding that ch:.ldren :,n the upper o

o haIVes gave, fewer se&f—reinforcement under Cand;f andol&odel c,ondlt:.ons

. e . ; o
than their 1ower-grouped class mates. Under the Point Reinforcement, ':

! ) . o condltlon, however,:a;he uppevr and lower halves of bhe classes responded

- o.

: 'a a1i°ke. Eurther analysis o.t‘ <'the data- showed that the mqtlvational gmﬁp

Y . . o %

. | L diff‘erences resulted £om . incre/ased s’elf—rewarding by the. 1ower groups . , ;
‘ - e - under G‘and}r and Model re-mfo cement condi.t:.ons. . This flnding suggested . ;1
o LT : thy chlldren in the upper hﬂ(rwere 1ess likely to be 1nﬂuenced py | s {g

o ° situational variables.x ° ' ' e : K ,{ ,° e T b

, &

! While the 3ependent varlable #n tl@s experiment was non-

'. . .“ R - - F'e
° - oy . . . o . ?‘:ﬁ
1 . ’ . . . . £y
. o N v " . ' ’ o33 Nemb
NN : ' . N . e - . . . .
'

e o
-~
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* contingent seif;reinfdrcément thcreby placing the study in the "Temp-

different rotes and for varying criterin,

L. The Edndurd-nﬁd Kupers (596h) étu@y exomined the effedts of o

iatioﬁ" ntegory, the Model- Relnforcement condltlon excmpllfled the ',
6. Y

1mC?PlOU“ 1earn1ng arqugm emp]oyed by a numbe;\bf Beqearcherq (for

oxnmple, B‘ndurq nnd Knpers.196/, and Marstor 1965). The method in- .

P ‘.
’ : A S -

volves the use of models,who are seen by subjects to self—rclnforce at

3
N

]
1
i :
P
- L/ N " . ‘., ¢ o [ ‘e
model Ys crilerion for ndminisﬁering:self;reinforcement?upén the sub~

-

i .
sement oPTF—r01nlorc1ng behaviour or a phJTA.WhO observed the model

PR

cngapcn in n whior tagk, 4odnls, wh0~var1ed in age and sex, viere oh—

aer"od hy thn quhgcct\ to take vqndy)from a bowl on half of the task )

'Lrlﬁls. Jlnce thes cxperimenter controllcd.the apparent'accuracyzof the

.nrucj fdr the ‘dman°trﬂthh of quf—rPLnforoenent.

undergrndugte'studcﬁt: Who pcrfgrmed-a verbal task and self-administéred -

"

. N

[

o

mordel 5, it’ was rossible.to make it appear that some models reinfarced -

themselves - for a low dnd others for & high.perﬂonnancelcriterion; The

.rﬁfu1t< 1nd1catpd that tﬂe ohlldren 1m1tated-th? model 's percelved acc-f

\ '
a

.7 . The Marg ton (196%) study” e>nm1ned the effect of Lmltﬁtlon upon

the ﬂroqunncy of ,elf-relnforcement by onhe hundred thlrtj-flve male '

EEEEY

7 vocal, soeianl reward., Models and subjects gave word assoc¢iations to .

o ‘ % e : .
different Tistz of stimuli nnd.reinforcgd themselsues. by saying "Good".

v .
a . ~

o’ W L T ‘
. whenever they conczidered themselves to-have made.the "most popular assoc~

=. . .
e . . oo .. -
‘s

11t10n".( T v

= o . . 4 a - ’ L

°

.Qsollne,meqourns of >e1f-r01nforceméﬂ5~wcrc taken w1th sub-

.
a

CJects 1v1ng word a,soc1nt10n° and overt self-rga?Torcoment. Thc sub~

i o~ s 0 :

rndtv were thon dLVlded 1nbo groups, for compquson of thc leve]\of

[ w’

s o

£ trm e e




«

» the model ineredse his rate of sglf—reihforcement in a monotonic funct—

| - S : L )
involvement with: o mddels There were three categories. of involvements

obseryation without concurrent word association by the subject, ohser-
. , - -

" vation with concurrent word association by the subject but no overt
\ . o . .
self-reinforcement , .and overt self-reinfdrcement. Where concurrent
-word asgociationg were given by the subject, these were alternated with
: N

those of the model in four blocks. of ten trialse For each Level of 'In-

volvement grodp, there were three subgroups, the-first of which hedrd

4

-

ion over the fpur blocks, the increase being from .two to.eight self=-
I -

.

reinforcements out of ten trinls. :Thé'second subgroup heard -the model

selffreinfofqe at a steady rate of two out of ten, while a control group

. 33
4 .

w r

h\‘eard Lno mdde’l. » . !
, N - : LN . . L 3

ER PR - -y

Subseﬁuent to the observation phase, all groups receivefi forty

.

-

\
Arials without a model, glving word associations and overt sel'f-rein-

forcement as in the basc]%ne,phase."In a further twenty trials, the -

- i . A
subiects heard another persen give word associations and covert self-

‘

- . v . )
reinforcement and were asked to say "“Good" whenever the responses met

-
£

. . N . ~

their owﬁ'priteria~for the."best pdpular reéﬁonse". B S«

-

i ! s, . ) N, .
For the group which gave word assoeciations concurrently with

.\ . » . . . - .
the model, it was possible to nssess the immediate effect of the model,

' .

Thp control #roup, having no model exhipitgd 2 siénifiéant&y hiéheri

rate of sc?f-reinforcement than ﬁyo groups which had sgénﬂ\nKMel. The
. two model éroubS‘diq not differ significaﬁtly from®each othere It

aﬁpenred, thofefore, thaﬁ bpth_modelg had a qureSSing effect upon selfw-

reinforcements Analysié by blocks revealed that while Block one relat- — . -
ionships were as indicated above, by Block four the low-modelling -(two

\

e 3 . 4 . . ?




iy

‘,hbove that oF its modél, while the h;gh=modellin§'group increased its

L this effect is not determined by the subject’'s overt behaviour during-

vation of non-contingent or inappropriate seif-gratification;nthe vic-

.
H]

eelf-reinforccﬁents in<ten trials) group had decreased ?uffiéienﬁlyﬂto

fall slgnlflcantly be]ow the hlghﬂnodelllng (two to ten self—relnforce~

‘ments in ien trlalo) group, In Block one, both grOups were depressed

S t

P

below baseline levels of self-relnforcement. The low-modelling group

continued to deerease in rate of .self-reinforcement to a 1eve1;sligﬁtly“

a

‘'rate. bul néver matChed its model, T Ty

Nhen the groupg were. compared on the rate of self—relnforcement
¢ °.
durlng the four h]ocks of postobservation trla]s, it was found that there

~

was a ﬁlgnlflcnnt effect for ‘the-modelled selfwrelnforcement rate, but

th?t the 1evel of 1nv01vement ‘of a subJect with a'model d1d ‘not appear

. to alter ‘the mndel! s depree of 1nf1uence. L *\

AN ‘,‘ ,

There were, no 31gn1flcant changes over blocks, 1nd1cat1n8ua

v

conLinuidg effect of the model-over forty trials.

The data for relnforccmenf of another person resembled that of

the rostobservation geIYer01nf0rcement trials, with 51gn1f1cant model'

effectw, but no significant dlfferences for the levels of 1nvoIVement.

The Marston (1965) study sﬁpported the restlts of Bandura and -
/

Kupers (1964) by demonstrating the marked effect of a model on the self-

reinforcement behaviour of an observers It further demonstrated that ‘e
. e @ : L * . ' \
NS

“ -

observatiap, because .silent observation was ag effective as overt word
assotiation and self-reinforcement in alternation with the model.

It can be seen that while the temptation paradigﬁ allows obser—

?

. N . ° N + ! o . : N f : '
arious learning paradigm allows a certain degree of control over the

ta
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subject's perception of criteria for contingent self-reinforqemeht.

More precise control may be exerted ky the use of the directed learning
paradigm.
) - e 'lf\‘ . . .

S Within the framework of directed learning, a subject is trained,

_to d specified criteriop which permits A ‘degree of predictability about

the emission of ‘the learnéd responses - If thig‘predictability is re-

- . . '3 2t .
lated to-a subject's certainty or confidence in the accuracy of-the

response, hia self-reinforcement hehaviour mighg be expected to vary.

as a funection of his degree of'training. This .was investigated‘by

Kanfer, Bradley and Marston (1962) who taught eighty male undergraduates

a visual discrimination task to two levels of training. Green or red °
N AR § 1 .

L4

lights were used to indicate to the subject whether he had made a correct. -

or an incorrect ﬁequese, respectively on each trial.‘ The 1ow-learning

group ‘received tuenty—flve trlals, whlle the high learnlng groun re-
cnlved rlfty trlals. In Phase II, both groups were qubd1V1ded, half of
i

ach rece1v3ng twenty se]f-relnforcement test trials and -half an un-

related fl]Ter ta%k.

- Duang the test trlals, the subject guesaed the rlght-left loc-'

. ation oi 3 pwrtlcular stimulus type before they saw the stimilus card,

1Unon prcfentqllon of the card, they could actlvqte the green light 1f

i

they considered their guess correct. , \ '

Pl The authors, in summarizing their results, state:

*he number of correct self—relnforolng

responses was significantly higher with .

longer-acquisition, and both types of in-

correct sclf-reinforcement (failure to ré—

- inforce and reinforcing of incorrect re- 4 .

'y  sponse es) were lower with shorter training, C

The accuracy of (splf-relnforcemcnt) re~

sponses was-related to'anount of learning.

&

Sedeamh
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. ’ “ ¥l .
.baserates ‘ ; : : .

i éncién; They hypothpflzed ‘that training woqu inerease self-rplnforce- o

'score. Their prediction was borne ouf, by the data for low bascline

.thhn high hnselino,ﬁubjeéts. Tt ‘was noted that'high'énseline subjects . D

: oubJéct- wos A phcnomranon common to al] tmlm.ng, condltlons. The m'n.n.,.

“ ‘ . ". . . - ‘_.
In. a.later study, Bar‘to'l and’ merfeldt (1970) made the. I‘urthcr '
‘ 0

_dis covery'that p’ st=training eeli‘-re:.nforcement reflected the qub;;ert'r
snll‘-rm.nt‘orcemont mte pefore tralmng. Kozma :md Easterbrook (19,71,,)

broug‘ht these finding‘ together, supg .>t1ng ’rhat qelf—relnforcement
-4 . 2

. 13 »

rate is a joi~7, function of prio_r' -external feedback (training) and -

‘ _ N ) 4
T . L
;/“ In order to test this 1dea, they, Ps‘babll:hed basellne self— L

relnf‘orcemen‘u r'ntp on a four-choice verbaﬂ dlscrlmlnatlon task nnd then
brought the e Egﬁcte tn c:.ther fo'rt,y per cent, 51x‘ty rer cent, or v o

elphty per cnnt h'alnlng crltcru on the same task. A pOst-tralnlng

phase then :zssessed the ei‘l‘ects ot‘ tratm.ng on se].f—reinforcement tené-.

. ‘ v
ment rate on_‘lj if n subgract' tramlng ceriterion exceeded h:Ls baselme ‘

¢ -

:subjcc’r-s,' wvhose sel.f—r‘cinff'orcement rate increase-d- o1 gnificant'ly more
than mihor nndlum or hlgh baseline .Jub,jects in the forty per cent anda

Gl'tj per cent. condl*lonu. Undnr the elghty per ccnt crlterlon, both PR
1 8 . '

101-: nd medium ‘r-me]ine.'subjects showed significantly greater increases I

had » much greater tendency-'to administer self=reinforcement .qfter in=-
o ; . . .
correel responses th'ar} did medium and low b'aseline subjects, wvho made

-. propreszively more errors of omission, failing to self-reinforce after

'
- . .

correct reqponqcs. o, T /

Y

The ‘n.,r'h ratp of mcorrcct ‘scli‘—relnforcement in high basellne .

" .

.change, for these subjects was the_ greate_rj number of correct ch01cesg . R

- .o . : N o N '
. . . N . ' .
. . <

I -~
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“ . for Whlchlnélf-réinf‘orr‘erneﬁt was appropriste, in the higher training . ':
< . 4 ‘ . ) ."i'

. proupr - The tenrlency of 1ow nd medlum baseline sub,]ects was to om‘l.t K 4

sel f‘—rolnforcomcnt when it would have been apr: rOprmte and tms tendency S o

i . ;

dlmmmher as training levels 1ncreasnd. The authorq su‘ggosted that
f.

th1° rpductlon could be relfated 10 an inerease in 'cont‘ldence on the part

of ]ow nrd me(hurn basel 1no ,ubJect _— o ) Sk

-

‘fovm'x'rnd Yorw1n (1975) used* a dlrectod-lear'mng paradign with .

’

.~fort,y per cent and eighty per cent tralnlng criteria to ;,nvegqtigate the'. : .

effects of confidence on subicctﬂ' sel F=reinforcement, behaviour. " They

ERASITEY i o /

f‘onnd that sthpr't who . (,Xhlblted thh 1evels of %ea f‘-r'elnforcement
. -durm,r', bnscllne rated themselves as being more confldent than those who
» ' had low-baseratess Further, hipgher coni‘}dence scores t‘ollowc;l tra_lmng oL

to the eiphty por cent: criterion than to the forty per cent, fcﬂte'ri.on_. X
’ N o - ) T " oo
Their results, while correlational, and therefore not capable of con-
- \ - " . ‘

fiming ‘causality; do.appedr tolend support Tor the idea that confid-

~

erice and self-reinforcement ‘are directly related,

CIf eonfidence 'Ls, the key vnm‘_ah]c, ind Lf it is amenable t.0

. R . -

'alteration by training, it should be p0‘~7>11ﬂ to increase the self—

!

03 L . ’. :
reinforcenent behaviour of 'Irpw bas P]"LHP sthects to a lsvel similar to - . ’

..that.of their high'bas'el i.ne counterparts by employing high traim’.ng
criteria, as uggeq'red By the Kozma and Kerwin (1975) findings., Tok
this end, the ‘preheni stn(y uﬂ.np fho directed 1ear'm.ng progmm, utt]— - L

ed ﬁf*y per centy’ one hunrirmi per cr-nt and overtraunmg crlf eria.

Tt was' suggested that high Lraining’ crlterla would r@su]‘f in

*more pronouncmi changes in the sel f—reinforcement rate of low basellne

o ﬂlhjncte. than they would in the case of” h1ph basellnn qub‘]ects. Thus,

i, ' h ‘ B REERY v
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the grestest erfect would océur for.a group whose baserate wnas low and
- o, - v N

whose frslnlng levol vas hlgh. .

®

Alvo of concern in the precent qtudy was the gener311ty of
tho training erfoct. As noted, it was nnt1c1pnted that the dlfferenté

ial bctwéen the self-reinforcement rateg of high'and low baseline’ sub-

v

R Jects woul'd bo'rcducéd or elimihated by training‘subjeéts to a high

‘o

-

ﬂdiffornnces found in‘both‘tﬁe Bartol nnd Duerfeldt (1970) and Kozmé

“imforgement, history which wouls

criterion, Houovcr, thls effcct mlght apply only to- the stimuli em~

ployed in the training phasc. As has alrcady bnen qhown, self-rein-
forcdment behrviour is amenable to standard-Opernnt conditioning tech~-

ninues (Sl nner, 1953 and other studles ‘cited) and it therefor¢ seemed

roasonqb] to AsEume that the trawnlng stlmull function ag dlscrete !

.t
- Ry

] : !
dl”CerLnltlvc atlmull which lead to the emission of aelf~re1nforcement

bohnviour, Fon"nnuent]y, if a new qet df qtlmull were to appear in the

. TOs t—tralnlng phqoe, thn subject woul.d ha unprepared to make intelligent

dl’crlanﬁ ionr on theqn 1tems. He wou]d therefore be ip the same une-

-

informed state that he was in durlng the bosellne phase and might reas~

anahly h%iexppctod to exhikil a similar self-rOInforcement patﬁern to

that, which hc'fgl1owed'dﬁrinn the bpselinq procedure. : .

4 . . ) [3 - 3 A ! ' ’ d‘ .
 Such reasoning finde some.zupport in the pronounced [baseline

[§

and Tasterbrook €1974) stuilics.. Sich differences qugreqt A past res

A*U“LFh th@ cffect’ of trqlnlnr in :

E:

\ .
. ‘ } LR
.

the ‘nrenent procadure,

Consc iently, "o mlxture of the trainming stimuii pnd an eqﬁal

“number of novel ~timull wis presented to the' subjects.in the post-

- e
.

training phases It was hypothecizer Lhat, training effects would be
g . ' ' ]

~
.

{R‘jﬁi’i\« L ' : . ' . '




trol as moqsufed by the Rotter (1966) Intraversxon—?xtraversxon Scale.

. for ”extcrna]" subjects.

' clrntoﬂ thc rol1tnonsh1p between locus of control. and aUCh phenomena ’

: app{rent fg}!the familiar étimuli used in training, bhﬁ that.a return’ - ' "

to ba;erﬁtP would bo shown for novel stlmull, B e

Sk;nnerz(]9)3 hﬂa euggested "that’ whnn an 1nd1v1dual's re~.

-

° .

{nfbrccment.hist'nﬁ\ts Jong cnough, cortaln types of responue becomo

thor modus operandi of hls behav1our. In humans, such patterns are

.

frpquently 1ﬁbe110d As personajlty tr3T$\\K_££’;e1f-relnforcement rate

“dn the bnqe]lnn phqqe is the nroduct of a long relnforcement hlstony,/

“h
.

:'it mlght also be consmdpred ‘to. reflect a personﬂllty trait. If not

M ~
.t N e

actﬁa]ly ‘a dlqcrete characterlctlc, 1t mlght stlll be related to some

»., . Ve
. .

other, pprhaps more~fundamental traits - o R i
o . - .

FoI]ow1ng a stmllar ratlona]e, Bellack (1972) 1nve tlgaﬁéd the

-

rclatlon h]p between self—rclnforcement and a subject'° locﬁs of bon—ﬁ o

R90p10 acornng at the low ehd of the Rotter Scale are 1dent1f1ed .as

- -
» .

: A
'ﬂ”lntornals" and belleve thﬁt relnforcement results from thelr own act—

~

N BN LN " - h

%ivity and that they determine thelr,own Tates ﬂhOSe at the hlgh end - .

[

V]

4 s ; LY . R
are "nxternq]v" and bellpve ihat reinforcement is es sentlally 1ndepen- W e

dent, of their Swn behav1our and that thelr destlny is controlled by ,.‘t S

fate or powgrful qutside’ forces (Béllack, 1972, Rotter 1966)s The wse . . .}
of qelf-rninforcempﬁt s also dependpnt upon percelved behavioural

conanpen01es and mlght be expected to relate to locus of contr?l.; o ///

»

Cons enuently, "Lntern11" oub;ects cou]d be eXpected to emit uelf—.

\

reinforcement reSponses at a high rate while the reverse w0uld|be true S

N . . . .
v

’

VarLous 1nvest1pntors ‘Lcited by Bel]ack (197?) have demon=

b
¥



‘ 5ch001 1nmatos hnd with pnrnle and 1net1tut10n1] rules"nnd the amount

~ L ‘ . - P

as: the amount of knowledge tubérCuloéis{ﬁhtiénté on the same ﬁﬁﬁi

" had 5Bout.theiﬁ.éourse of ﬁreatment the dogree of mellLGrlty reform—

1

[ i 1

of anolvemenﬁﬁln civil ripghts movenments of Negro co]lege studentgo

In all CﬂqC), il was "Lnternf1" subjects who were more’knowledgcabls

PR

. or more actives These-dnta,suggest‘that"intcrnhl" subjects take a more

/ : . i .

actkvo rolﬁ Ln»tholr qffair “and perhaps'use self-reinforcement to a

? .
P

preatcr oxtnnt than "erternnl”'uubJect ' o ! o .

> Bcl]ack (1979) used theldlrected loarnlng procedure and taught

s1xty-{1ght dubjects a fOUT-ChOlFO VFTbal dlqcrlmlnatlon tﬁSk to a -

1vty per cent criterions” He then presentpd half of thP subJects ‘with

ten tanl blocks uSLng the 1en tralnlng stAmull whlle the other half of

. the subjects recelved-ﬁ set of dlffcrenb-§t1mu11. Durlng this phn

2 . ' &

self-rcinforcement was dbserved, Finally, the Rotter.senle Wwas admin- .

14

lstercd, Tt was hypothesized that (1) . there would be' no differences

-

1

s 4 . . .
‘between internale and éxternals during initial traiﬁing;_(2) internnls’

.. N !

woud'd use mnre.self-reinfo}cemontﬁﬁhah externals durlng “the se]f-¥e~

' . rn.
.

' 1nforconent phases of the. study, and. (3) thcre woqu be: an interaction

" between use fd sel f-reinforcement and test :thnull, 1nternals hav1ng a.

Larger self-reinforcement ipcrement gver externals with (unfamiliar)
generslization stimuli, for which there would be less environmental
fecdback on which to Judre performance", - ’

.

Of the three {hypothéses,.only'the first, relatitig to initial

’ . . . v ‘ N . . £) 2 L3 g .
. training period, was suprortetts There was no significant difference in

. - " \ ‘ ¢ '
acquisition rate between the internal ond external groups. . The lack
! ' ' .
of support for the remaining hypothses is of ‘perhaps greater interest,

\
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. 7 . however, Exomination of the datd suggests that behavipur duTing the "
. _.self-reinforcement phase was closely tied to training experience.

. | - , ‘ . .
"This is not surprising in the 1igpt‘of the more recent Kanfer, ﬂ;naley
. . ' ' o ' : ’ F

. . . . \ ) .o . )
. and Marston (1962) and Kosma and Easterbrook (1974) studies., Tt would

“ppent that traiﬁing effects were jsufficient 'to obscure the differences

’
'y

between internnl and exﬁcrnn]‘sub%ects.

The prcsen£ study therefor% propoded to ‘relate locus of control
fn baseline sp]f-reinfrécémcnt. It was hypothesized, that since ,strong °
3 ~ ' ‘ ‘

- ' hnsé1ino'effébts o exist (Kozmaaa?d Tasterbrook, 19%4) and that’ since-

basel Lne ‘is measured before training apd is therefore uncontaminated by*-

>

‘which to assess the relationship

‘training effects,.th§.6ptimal point}’

: .

between self-reinforcement behaviofr and.locus of control would be in .

- -~
/ . _ E N '
3 the baseline phase, o ‘ .
. . .. - : y 1
' Tn summary, the hypotheses of the present study wére:
. : . Lo - : \
1. High triining criteria would reduce or eliminate the
— difference in self-reinforcement tendencies between high-and low base-
‘o« : . 2 '
) . s . . . Y
1ine subjects for familiar stimuli. |
2¢ Baseline differcnces wouwld be reflected in the response to ,
novel stimii used in ihe post~training phase. - s
' SR . o , :
3¢ A negative relationship would exist between .baselinc self- .
i reinforcement scores and scores.on the Rotter scole; low baseline self- .
réinfarcement. subject's would have ‘hipgh (external) scores on the Rotter o
seale and hiph baseline selffreinforce@fﬁﬁ/ﬁbﬁjects would have low
Coe (in*ern11) scores. T , : ‘ . B
. . ‘;“
J s o .
[ . \ ?
° ) [}
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-METHOD

P
ot

Sub']e'c’t;s : : ' X e ‘
! %'E'E'ertlcmnntu in the prprent ,utudy were forty-two male and f‘ortv-

Lwo i‘oma]e undorprdduate students of Vancouver (Brltlsh Columbla) City ,

»

Co'l'tego and .Memoriﬂl Uni.vemity of Newfoundldnd.,

R .
Apmparatur and Moaterials . ’

! Tn f‘ron{, 0[‘ thn '-ub,)ect wae n sm'a"l (10em. x 10cm,) ane'[ v'n' th

Kl buttor\ at tho onntro of Pnch nquadrant. and a ]'amp (a, F’. # 1892) at the

Lor-—c‘.ontm. Tn front of the experimenter was a simi]@r panel with lamps

(G.E. # 180 ’) re; Jncing the buttons on the ‘;ub,]ect' panel nnd a 'Lamp .

(G, # 1.89:!) At the bop—centre. Tnch button on the sulchct's panol

wae 1Ared £o a1 lmmp on the exlwerlmex’iter'_s panel.” The Lamps ot the top-

cenlre of eneh panel “were onerated by n hand-held buﬁtpn ('tﬁe "eorrect"

hutton on the end’ot‘ n two-metre. cord. . B

N

nl qvnd g mnduun—awﬂimtlon (f‘or'ty—-mghi ner cent to fo‘ty-two per cent

<

Arche'r', 1940) consomnt—vox-zel—con onant tr-w gram at the centre of each

cuadrants  Thus, one-hundred trigrams vere assigned randomly to their
. N .

. i Y
respective ~uairants, .-

Five stimilus cards wére used as' a pre~bnseline practise set.

¢ ’ . . ‘ . .

Tm* m.z;« o were used: throughout, The baseline, training and post-troining
- . ) .

h‘nnserr and compr'isod the- "fnmil.‘inr"'set,. On each Mfemiliar" card, one

-

tn grom wor mnrlom]y designated as bnlng correctes Iuring the post'—--
!

\

.

'tr'n'.ning phase, the "f.‘nmiliar“ ard: vere shufﬂed together vn.th the

remaining ten "novel® cards., The ‘rngrqmd on cach card are listed in’

0
[ .o . ) .
. .

nch ol the tumty-—fwﬂ chmulus c:m (7 5 cm, % 1?., cm.\ di.s-

[10]
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'APPGnde'Cf\\\\\r, e . . ) . .

. . - )
« - A1) experimental inséructions were presented én typed. sheets =

. ‘ . - L ‘L
whieh are reproduced in Appendix Be  © - i
: ' ’ o . . .
. B N . ’ : ' - ‘\ ~ : .
Desipn . - - B -
"o ﬂhe ﬁg§1gn Ponﬁluted of two ha sellne _proups. Kozma and Ihster-.

brﬁoV ]°7h7”fﬁunr that bqsellne scoreg vere evenly dIstrlbuth 1nto
L) S -
» baseline scores of 1ess than - seven, seven to

bhreo groups by usiy
=

B thl”Lan, a1yl tbmrtenn ta twenty 5e]1 —relnforcement" in twenry trialse.
'o In ordcr to h1gh11pht the. base]mne eifect, only subJects w1th baseilne

scores of seven or Tless ("1om") and thirteen or more ("hlgh") were in-

. ad . .
- . . D

cluded in the-present study. Ghbjects'with scores between seven and

fhirteen were takem through the e&pbrimehtai procedure but were not

included in The analysis, ' ~ -
. o » .

N . [

The study employed thfqe learning criteria in the training bhase: .

. A ’ ' S -" N
fifty per cent, one hundred-péﬁ’cent and ovértraining, In the over—

training condition, subjects were given'one additional’ block. of trials

I}

after redching the one hunired per cent lévél'qf competence.
During, the‘pqst—iraininé phaée, two types of stimulus weré‘an{

ployed;. "familiar" and "novel".

Thus, fhn'desipn cmpioyed a (bagellne) X3 (tralnlng) x 2 oo

(stimulus type) factorial ana1y510 of variance with repeatpd measures
on the last factor (Winer, 1962). - o Lot

. v NBaseline and 1ocus of control data were'analyzéd seperately, ' . N

o .
. ¢

“Trocedurn.

e . . i

The subject and the experimenter were seated at adjacent cides’

©oaf 9 table and a 40 em. x 60 cem. partition obscured‘eaéh otﬁer's view
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n : . b \
of the other smde.‘ - . , ’

« .

The experimenter first asﬁgaitﬁe subject to complete the Rqﬁter

Scale (Appendix A) by selectingzone statement from each pair'of state~-
ee . :

ments. The subject's choice was to be based on his opinion of which -

: v B . .
etatement was morePEE#e§iptive of himself.. There Was no fdrther ver-*
hai cxchange -between- the subJect‘and the experimenter untll the scale

was' comp]eted. R . o

.. The subject . was then asked to read tﬁe'instruetiope,for tﬁe.base—."

-
.

llne phase. These instructions‘renuested each subject to select the .-’

A

corrocf trigram from feur prlnted on ‘each card and to 1ndlcate hls

choice’ by pushlnp a button correspondlng to the 9e1ected trlgram. Thén}

" said "X M to which most subjects replied "Yes" or,”"

Ifor-'e. "

i ‘,

1f he felt that he had made a correct cholce, the subJect was to in=

oo

dlcate 1t by pushing the "correct" bufton. ’

3

Many subJecf requeeted more 1nformat10n about the basls for

-their decisions. They were told that this ChOlCe Wwas part of thelr L.

. - Al

taek nnd were then encouraged to contlnue.

.
®
’

«'* The pﬂectlee seb was then presented, one, card at a time. For

éﬁth card the subJect was: glven as much.tlme as he de51red to make . a

!

declslon. Fol1ow1ng the preeentatlon of the\last eijy, the experlmfnter
I guess so", Any

suhject wo asked for further information was given the same advise as be-

N ] . .
The baseline phase followed. Cards of the "familiar" set were.’

éhuffled,‘presented one at a time, shuffléa, and presented again. Since
\

fhere were -ten card'~ and each card was presented twice, the basellne con—-"

4

JL)th of twenty trlale.

o " Immediately- fotlowing the basellne phase of the study, the sub- '

S0, . . .

‘8

-

vay



Ject was given the 1nstruetions r the trarnlng ph§§e. In thls sect- N

/

1on okahe experlment, cards‘of the main set were presented as’ before.

0

-%

They were shuffled arter. each block of ten trlals in order to randomlz

'
v .

the sequenee of presentatlop. Durlng the tralnlng phage, external feed-'

back on'the’aecuracy of a SubJeot's ch01ce was prov1ded. Thus,°the ‘

N

experunenter Operated the "correct" button wheﬂ the subject chose &

ntrlgram whlch had been prev1ously de51gnated as. rorrect by theleXperun-~-
ehiters 'i- o Lo ‘.r - - ',,~' ".’ S ';"
. L . o . \ ) 'v .
Three tralnlng groups were used, as descrlbed, and subJects ‘were
$. -
'asqlgned to these on’ a random b551§. For the flfty per.cent and one' -

. - . °

hundred per cent-crlterlon groups, tralnlng was termlnated_at the end

- 0

"of the block in whlch crlterion learning was demonsﬁrated. SubJects .
o “

- in the ovortralnlnp group were glven One- addltlonalob&ock after reachmng

e

. the one huhdred ‘pér -cent’ Jevel.
N 0 . * .
7 At thc conc]u510n of tralnlng, each subJect was handed the post— .

- 5
training 1nstruct10ns. Postltralning was similar to basellne with

0 .
_‘th.e exceptlon that cards of the "novel" se\!a were no_w shquled 1n w:.th

the_"fanillar" cards. After al] twenty cards had been presented, they ‘

. C 3
ve )shuffled and.presented agaln. Post-tralnlng scores were, there-

K [ : 0 °
: .

'for y out of twenty for both ‘the "famlllar" and the "nouel" sets.

i L] .

Throughout the procedure, the experlmenter recorded the codé
' .number of each card presenfed and all the subject's responseéu No.

r

_tlme 11m3ts were placed upon the subJect, and dhe average tnne per sub-

Jeect was.one hour.




T I A RESULTS

' Loens of Cbhfrol and Baseline.Self-Reinforcement . , J
‘“The firat phqse of the nna]ygls involved the caleulation of a R

e, 1

Pearson r for the acorns on bas e11ne and’ the Rofter scale. The requt

Q Y

) '(rt= ,O)A) fnl]en "ka ohow a slgnlflcant re]atlonshlp between the’ two sets .
t : ] ° .
! of qcorps and- furiher ana]y51s of these data was abandoned. ' o : ,

’ An1lyqls of PothTralnlny SPlf-Qelnforcement Scores - .o

.jPosf-trqining self—réinforcemcnt.qcores for all treatment cond= ., B

itiongﬂnfe.vivén in Table 1« A °(Basellne) X 3(Traln1ng) X °(St1mu1us A
rr‘yne) 1nw1y51" of varlancc with repeated meaﬁgreb on the lact factor
5 L Lo \

- y*eidpd algnlflownf Ensellne (F(1,36) = h.O5;]7L.05) and Stimilus. . e
Tyrc (F(l,}@) = 00 o 25; r‘<.05) maln effectss Significant’ effacts were

i . . ‘ :
lsd found for the Basellne X Tralnlng'anq ;he-Baseliﬁe X Stimulus Type”
intéractions, (r(g,%) = 5453 £ 405 and F(1,36) = 6,00; pi .05,
roc“ertlvrly‘ ‘ nble 2 summwrlzes_thesé‘findings. - S S Ty

. T

- FEEERN THp- Lgnlflcant Basellne effect ref]ected the overall tendency Moo e

4

of hlgh b1s*11nn suanct" to solf-relnforcement at a higher- rate than

‘low bqjeane °ub3ects during the post-tralnlng phase. ‘

; An 1nupeé115n of the Buqe11ne x Training lnteractlon qcofes - .

(Tqblﬂ 3) %uL"PJtpd that the main. séurqe of- Baseline differences.was

iln the flftw pcr cpnt tralnlng £roun. ;Poitest this'notion; a Newman- | -

 ¥eul's procedure (Klrk, 1968) was emploxpd (&able h);- The dota revealed .
that“niﬁnifi;nné di?ference; (pz\.OS) existed for compafison;jbetweep

svhjects iﬁ the low hhs;iine, fifty per cent training.group ad all

d?. other groups. For high ba%ellne qubjectc in the fifty per cent trqlnlng -3

. grouyr,” signiTicant Q14.05) dlfferenqes exlsted wben they were compared
¢ : o - I

- 3
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- TABLE 1 . - o
. ;:Summany of Bascline Means with POStJTraining Means of Self—
\] . ! T, . .

Reinforcement on Novel and Familiar Stimuli for- all.

.

A N ‘.Levels of Baseline and Training

[r

Baseline ¥ Training ‘Baseling. Familiar | Novell" -
) . 1007 e 1hel 840 |-
High' 100" 1643 - T 199 | 9.6 L,
\ . 50 17.7 1840 1he1 |
100", 0.9 19,1 |26
_ & -
Low 100 : 3.0 . A 1840 5.9 -
.50 1.0 107 1.3 \,
o ' :
. L3 P .‘ n
. ¥ . &, - f .
. "s . . " o e -/
. . . . ' ‘ . B
/l C’. 8 .
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©+. - Summary of Analysis of Variance using

. o |

Snource

Between

Baseline (B)
Training (T) .

e
Ay

Error (betwoeﬁj

. ’
" dithin

Stimulus Type (S) .

Error (within)

I‘*P {05

1190.86 - 36

"TABLE 2 .

+ as Repeated Measures

&.}..

k]

. 7 ar

2056020

-

398687, . 1

100067 -t 2,

BN

1W91hh 1

ool 1

0067 - 2
CehbT 2
111571 . - 36

!

n-\ N

3) 58450 L2

4

P us
‘ 50.15' -

© " 398.68
50434
183300
33.'09"

1991.44

’

186,01 .

32,34
. 3099

L

~
. o
*
L
" «
2.
‘

': .‘“. ,82.35 o

5030°

Novel and Familiar Stimuli

F.

12.05%

" r1s2

- 5u53%

o

6.00%

. -1.04

- 1452

266 '
6La26"

1.6 B

T
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L Post-Training Self-Reinforcement . . ‘
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with all but the hlgh basgline, one hundred per cent ETOUDe, Further"’

Jgher‘e were no s'lgnlflcant dlfferences. between basellne 'groups in either

'the one hundred per cent or. the overtralmng condltlons. - .

The qlg,nlflcant btlmulus Type effect showed that subJects 1ssued

self—remi‘orcement at a greater rate for "fam:.llar" stlmull than.they

"did for "novel"_ stﬁﬁuli.' Analysis of‘th.e Baseline b Stiﬁxulus-'Type scores

(’I‘ab’le 5) 1ndlcated that subge(:ts in both baselme grOUps responded to

’

"fam1liar" S'blmull in a smllar manner. There was, however, a sigrilf--

- ° } NS

1cant dlfference (p <.O5) in thr;tr’ response pattems to- "novel" stimulio .*

[ '

The subjects with high’ base] 1ne scores emltted self-—relnforcement at a

[N

hlgher rate than dld their low baselme counterparts. Both basellne ,

.

grodps res ponded dlfferentlally to "fam111-1r" and “novel" stlmull.

-
.
]

S

LR SN
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DISCUSSION

PP . - Locus of Control N . C o

-

The data suggested that locus, 6f oontrol is unrelated: to base-
,. D line self-relnforcement -behavn.our. This: finding, along with Bellack'

.‘(1979) dl%ovcry that locus of‘ control is unrelated to post-‘tralnlng )
. self-reinforcement l?ehav_lour as dlff.lcult to explaine fl‘he studies c:.tegl ’
M :-,i by Bellacl'f (1972) stpport the notion that. "internal-subjects, while
. b ' éo’?xtrolling their Aowm'de;t:i.‘r\y,' do so by exploring 'and. becoming irﬁrolved

with the'r e vironment. It "scems poss:.ble, in this 11ght, that "J.nternal"
| subJects mlght be at' a 1loss to deal. mth a s:.tuatlon in whlch there is’
' i v:x.rtually totgl ambn.gulty. They could therei‘ore be expec’ted to adopt

o a var:.ety of strategn.es, and appear " to have done so. 'In the case’ of
. J

"‘extemal" sub,]ects, it would appear that they fail to seek out relev- :

o ant stlmulus characteristics," prefernng to rely on feedback from exX—

M \
ternal sources .

3
~

. Becauoe of thls rellance, their behaviour ml¥h‘o be unpredlctable
L] ‘v. h

in. nn amblguous task sltuat:.on. _ EE DR
In surpmary, while "int,ernal" subjects may be seeking, but unable
- to- find, stimulus cues in -an ambiguous sit.uation, "external® subjects

. may, not be seeking r.oxt'cues at ‘alls In both cases, the lack of 1nput

\

‘appears to have led to an outcbme which 'was unrelated ‘to 1ocus of con-— ;
. trol and perhaps had more to0 do w:.th past re:mforcement histor_y. Ma'rston

(1961;), as noted VeaI‘lleI‘, was also unsucceasful in flndlng a personality '

. correlate oi‘ aelf—re:.ni'orcement behaviour.
] .

-




Familiar ,,Sf;im'ﬁlli

The' data"showed that training criteria had a strong influence
on the subg ects! post-"c.‘raining sel-f—réini‘orcement behaviour, In the

case bf hlgh basel:.ne subgects, by whom self-re:{nforcemeht had been -

: .‘adm:i_nlstored at .5 hlgh rate pm.or to, tralm.ng, the eff‘ec*bs of even

S
» s .

hlgh training criteria were not dramatic bet:huse there WBS not
very much 'opportunl‘oy I‘or an increase in self—relni‘orcement rates,
) . N . - .[ -~ v
. -During the baseline phase, there was’no.*correctness" or "in-

correctness" inherent in the task, and the decision of each subject to

i‘einforpe ‘or not to reinforce himself was perhaps related to an’ internal

- state of the subjects Kozma and Kerwin (1975) have chos7n the notion

of confidence to describe this internal ‘states High baserate éubjeéts

L4

might be concéptualized 'as being a residually confident group, anci> '

trai’.ning would therefore do’'little to incréasi this state, -

. Low baseline "subjectk-i woi.Lid, uﬁer the cfgnfid'enc'e notion,' be des=

cribed as’ less confident than their high baseline counterparts because -

" their rate of self-reinforcementﬁias 1ow. Such cautious behaviour

would be altered when tralmng 1ncreased a subJect's certar.nty about

. the correctnesq of his reupOnses. 'I’hus, as the data revealed low

baseline subjects would -increasg their rate of ,sc;alf-relnforcem‘ent to

a level which closely 'appré:d.matéd- théir;.. certainty, or degree o? train- °

inge. Under the fifty per cent criterion, the subjects inoreased their

uself—reinfOrceme‘nt', rates much less than the low baserate subjects who

f
*
- . N

were trained to the higher criteria. SuchJfindings are in’agreement

with those of Kozma and Easterbrook (1974) who found that post~training

~ rates approximated training c;'i'beria when the criteria were greater

o
-

e



lovel Stimudi . =~ ¢

;
T

- - ~

than the subJects' baserate. )

S

In 'bhe present study, one score (for the hlgh baserate, over-

"~

tra:ming group) dld not confonn to the overall pa’c.tems of Jc,he hypoth—‘
. | '

'esn,s and the rerul‘ts, belng somewhat lower than expected. Inspectlon

of the dats, reveﬂu that the baserate for this’ group was. also ﬁ'byplc—.

ally lowe Uhlle the mean scores of the flfty and one hundred ‘per cent

'_ ti':}ining groups were 1643 and 17.7, respectlvely; the over'tralm.ng

‘group mean was only lhehe The cutoff point for ‘the high baseline scores

was 13, so the 11+.l+ mtJan for the overtralning group represents#:{ cluster

ol‘ scores at the lower extremlty of the high basellne contlnuum.

a ,

. The fact that sub;jeqts_wrt}x this abnormally ;Low range of “scoreé‘

were plngeé in one training 'group may be atl ibuted to the random ass- -

I

- ignment of sulijects to f:réining groupse From 'th"e.rest. of the data in
this study, and from the findings of Kozma and Easterbrook (1974) it

. seems 'imy'n:'obable that such a result is typical. A replication of,fihg .

. present procedure “should be peffoffned in order to clarify this ,péint.

7

" The confidence model described above can be applied to the data

for ppst—tra_{ning‘seli“-o-r’éinforcement responses to novel stimuli. Low '

'base}.irie subjects would be viewed as lacking in confidence in the acc—

uracy of their ¢hoices. -Regardless of their’ training cri‘.térion‘ for

* the fzmiliar stimali, thé subjecta' conf:.dence remained vn.rtually un~

ai‘fected w:Lth regard to the novel st:.mull. Accordmgly, the analys:.s

showed that low baserate subJects tended to revert to thelr baseline

- self ~reinforcement patterns vhen confronted'mth unfamiliar st::.muh in

7

the post-training phase.



Ao ' . o8

Thé slight increase in post~training self-reinforcement scores

. o novel stimuli obtained in the current investigatioh mightbear )

9 t
.

further investigations It is possible that, while confidence appeared

10 be an item=specific phenomenon, there was some general effect re-

\

lated.to the task itslelf. Thus, low baseline subjecfs may. have been
“more test énicious than high baseline subj'ecfs’a'nd this fear may have

abated as the task continued. The ‘"r'esult of.fear ‘reduction .woulci be .

4

the increased administration of self-—re‘ini‘oréement'noted‘. in the data, ,

i ., . .
High baseline subjects confron%:d with novel p_ost-training ’

' ot:.mull exhlb:rbed a’ general decrease in self-reinforcement rate. This:

effect was' mlm.mal in the low traln:mg group but was qu:Lte apparent '

for subjects if the one hundred per' cent and the overtraining groups.‘

As notedy high haseline subjects can be concei'vefa of as being residuall};

confidents The reduction in the self:reini‘orcemqn’o rate of this group-

° .

 to ngvel stimuli during the p'ost-.trainin_g phase 'was, thérefore y an in-

terpstlng phenomenon. ' ,’~‘ ' . : a B

-

At this pomt, there is no reason to believe that subjects in

. -the two baseline Froups dlffeT in their adaptablllty to env1ronmental ‘

-.cqntlngencms. It is reasonable, however, to 1mp1y that the .groups

differ in the way that they deal m‘.’th environmeﬁtal si.tuations. The'- :

low baseline’ (low confldence) group . appears to advance w:Lth cauta.on .l

‘ untll adequate -1nfor'mat10n is supplied. The hlgh basellne subjects

sgem to advance mto new situations ‘with the/\attltude that they will

4

emlt responses of a certaln type u.nJ,egs the environment clearly demands

responses of 2 different type.

*
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of ‘stimuli in the post-training phase probably highlighted the demand - * o

..." : o : ' 290:
' ' "\

In this study, the prov‘isiﬁﬁ of two completely different sets-

characteristics of éach sete After the tralmng phase, all subjects

were ﬁt least fifty per cent fam111ar with the tra:x.m.ng stg.mull.- Thoae

subjects uho had recelved hlgh degrees of tralnlng, were even more ‘fam:.llar

mtb the training stimulie Nevertheless,-all osub,jects could be expected

to differentiate between the two stimuli sets. 'TPi't{h‘igh degree of dis~

.crimln'wblllty, particul ar},y for subJects in the one hundred per cent

and the over’oran.mng group, appears: -bo heve been sufficient to eue a
¥

change in the response strategy of hlgh, baseline subjects, resultlng in

" . the post-training phaee. This is'a new flndlng in the study of self- ‘ !

. ' ‘
reinforcenent ., ' ‘ S . o .

. _The fact that high baseline’ subjects did not exhibit a greater
rerlt_zc-l;,i;onj iﬁ seIi‘-reinforcement rate may be the result of the failure oi‘ ‘

the discriminability and demand characteristics of ‘the two sets of stim—

uli to outweigh the effects of "residual confidence", The balance bet—

ween these components is a relationehip which invites further i'.nvestig—'

ﬂtion [ . . o R ) . !
TN

. ' "The confldence mod‘el together with a maxmal dlscmmmatn.on
factors appears to- account for most of the data in the present study, -
It is however, "of interest to note that the confldence, as implied by

.mc'l ine performance ‘was no’o related to the subjects perceiveleCU.S

of contro], as measured by the Rotter (1966) scales It is apparent

that \furbhcr .research ‘is necessary to explain the paradox:.cal observations,

o 1

Summaxry , ‘
| J¢ The hypothesis that high ‘training criteria would reduce or

) ", N
- .. - . L AT \q,‘\mm.m;,
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APPENDIX A - Intraversion-Extraversion Scale -
(1

. e

‘Children get into trouble because their parents punish them .

o

. too muche o .

The trouble.with most ‘children novla'deys'is that their Ila_rents

t

“are too’ easy - with them.

v

Many of the unhappy th:mgs in pe0p1e s 1ives are partly

due to bad luck..

H

. ‘ VA
People!'s misi‘or‘tunes resul'blfrom’ the mistakes they make. v

One’ of the maJer reasons why we have wars 15 because peOple' '

®. .

. do not take enough interest in poln.tlcs. . f

£ There will always be wars, no matter how hard peOple try to . ’

prevent them.

-

In the long run peOple will get the respect they deserve in’

. v
- D)

. this worlde.

Unfdrtfmatély, ',an‘individu,al f's worth often pésses unrecognized

nb matter how hard‘he tries. oo

2

-The 1dea that teachers are unfalr to students is nonsense,

'Moa't otudents don't realize the extent, to v.?lhlch their graﬁes .

are 1nfluenced by accldental happenlngs. X

\h.thout the rlght breaku one cannot be ‘an effectlve 1eader.
i . s‘
anablc pe0p1c who fail to become Teadero have not, takeén

‘ advant'lge of the:.r opportunitles.

No ma tter hou hard you try some pcople Just don't llkg‘you.‘ '

-

Pe0p'| e who can't get others ‘to like them don't understand

how to pget a'long with othera. - ’ S s

o
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‘Heredity plays a major role-in determining one's.personalitys ’

It is one's experience in.life which detézrniﬁe'what they

¢

. llke. | S , ' .

de

De

ae

: ‘b'

Je
4

be

Ae

be

, Qe

I have oi‘ten found that what is going to happen will happen.

Trusting to fate has never turned out as‘ well for mé as making

‘a decision.to take a definite course of actions,. T

‘In the case of t'hé well prepared student there is rarely, if

ever, such a t’hlng s an unfalr teste

'‘Many Jtzlmes exam questlons tend to be’ so unrelated to course

..,
\

work that s'budylng is really uocless.

Becomlng a success 15 a matter of hard/tf)rrk 1uck has 11tt1e s i
1 ' " * . P ’ :
or nothlng to do with 1t. o i _ “

»

Gettlng a good job depends mainly on being in the right, place = ' !

‘at the right ‘times S : s

The average citizen can have afi influence in government decis¥onse

'

This wo%d is run by the few peOple in power, and there 1s .

" not muceh the llttle gy can- do aboirt it ) S

When .I make planq, -I am almos’c certa:.n that I can meke them WoTKe

. It is not always w:.se to plan too far ahead because many thlngs

tum out to be.n matter of good or bad fortune anyhow.

There are certain peOple who are just no good.
There is some good in everybody. i .6* ’

-In my case getting what I want. has little or noth:.ng to do w1th lucks

/
Many times ve mlg,ht just as well decide what -to do by fllelng

. o L.
& coine - : ‘ L s
. : S
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"controlled by accidental happenings, . : S _ '

-as , Sometimes I cannot understand how teachers arrive at the grades

2

35

. .
[ R

Who gets to, be Ross often depends on. who was lucky enough to

be in the rlght place flrs’o. oy, B

Getting peOple to do the rlght thlnge, dépends upon,- abn.ln.ty,
Tuck has little or nothing to.do with it. ' |
As i‘ar as vorld ai‘i‘airs are ‘concerhed, most of us are‘the‘
mctlms of forces we can nelther understand, npr control.,
By taklng an, actlve part in polltical and soc1al affairs the

peoplt‘{ can control uorld eventse ' o

Most people don't realize the extent to which their lives are -

There is really no such thing as "Luck"s .
One shoquld always be w:z.lllng to admlt mls’cakes-
It is usually best o cover up one's ml takes. . ..
It is hard to know whether or not a person really llkes you.. K
How many . fnends you have depends upon. how m.ce a person you

3 . .o

are. v

In the 1ong ru.n the bad things that happen to us are balanced

7
by the good ‘ones. N . / s
Most mlafortunes are the r‘esult of/lack of ability, - 1gnorance, St ’
lazlneSS or all threes ." ' AT y

With enough efi‘ort we -can m.pe out political corruptlon.
L

It is ch.fi‘lcult for peOple to have control over the: thlngs

' politicians do' in "the office.

they give. .

I
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be There'is a direct connection between how harﬁ I study and the

C o : :
»grades I get. : S .

[

‘ae A good leader makes it clear to everybody what thelr jobs are.

H. A good leader expects people to decide for. themselves whé% they

NS
Should .dOQ .

af Many times I feel that I have little influence over, the things
hat happen to mes .° . o K
"be B s impossible for me to believe that chance or luck plays an

2«

28,

29..

- Peoﬁle are 1one1y because they do‘not try to be friendlye. ,H

be A%here is not much use 1n trylng too hard to please people, 1f' oo

they 11ke you, they 11ke you.
Ae There is t00 much-emph331s-op athletice in high'schooi. :

be ‘Team sﬁorté‘ire an excellent way to build characters

a. Vhat happens to me is my ovn doinge
be Sometimes T feei I do not have enough control over the' direction

/ﬁi; life'is tékinga : e ' T
- 5 ’ . . .
e Most of the time I cannot understand ‘why' p011t1c1ans behave the

way they do¥

"
. L]
»®

In the 1ong run the peOple are respon51ble for bad government on;

e a natlonal as well as on a local Yevel.
° )

N



.then show you a card whlch looks llke this:

§ . , . s
APPENDIX B ~ Instructions

Pre-Baseline: . : o : e

»

7 &

Thank you for helpl_ng usl We are most anxious to determlne the .

average way in- whlch people respond to the task that you are about to . 4

. be given, Your score will contrlbute to that average. ’

When you finish readlng this, tell the experimenter and: he vn_ll

\

A

-

: Word #_1‘ Word -/}21 ' ) St

.| Word #3 | Word #

Your JOb i5 to choose one of the words (actually nonsense syllables).

-

and indicate your c‘h01ce by pushlng one of the four buttons in front of

+ yOu. You will notice that the buttons are arranged in the same way as

the words on the carde Just push the button which is 1n the same pos=

ition as you;r chosen syllable.— .

Next. if you, th:.nk your choice was correct, push the button on the

N

end of .the cDI‘d. Tt will llght the bulb in front of you.

' Don't worry.if. you do not Jmmedlately understand the problem. You'
will soon catch on, i
Remember; choose a word by pushing a button, then put the light

- on/' in front of you with tbe other button if you think you were ‘right.

. Let the experimenten know when you have finished thise ’ [\

., Training: Co o ‘ |

We are going to change ‘things a little now. First of all, please

give the "correct" button to the ckperimentere . . ' .

P

B e

_Y



n

for each pard as well as you can._'

1 $

.

Thank you., We are now going totcoﬁtin.q,e as beforey but the _ex-;)

'péi;iménterr wiil push the "correct® button to let you know when you ._

\

" have chosen the rigﬁt word, ' Your »job is to learn the correct syllables i

Y

If yo.u'-el:ré‘ ready, tell the experiméntef, ~ple'ase.. . K .

Pogt-Training:

e ¢ A
tre e -

Ren}omber" the first pﬁlrt of this e;tperi}nent? .We shall now repeat

{ . R : .
it. You make choices, as you have done all along, but the experimenter

K will give tthe "eorrect” button to you. Once dgain, you are to turn on

" the "correct" light whenever you ‘think your choice is the.right one,,

. ) ) )
(4 L.

When you ‘are ready, let me know.

0 . ' * : .
, i . . R . ) N .
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Cépsonant~VOWel-Conspﬁant.Trigréms used.as Stimuli.

Listed in clockwise order'from upper left corner
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. APPENDIX C

. on each-card.

TID
POH -
MUZ |

Yue

SAH
cYs - -

BYR

CIF

'DYR

509

NOH

_ DAK

NOY

"SEB.

CEP

VI
MEZ

6w

NUW

KES
_KID
MYK

’ TFOW

. oz

« KIZ

HAX-

W

BYC

Practise

760

TAQ

KYX

PYR

Familiar

"LEK

QIK
SYX
Viz

/N

Gut

-

KAC

BAR

FAY

LOH

YoM

PAJ

MIF

VoD

DOH

BYG

‘ROH

QAD
FOT

GUK

WOH

REW

.......
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