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ARSTRACT

Four selected subtests from the WISC, Arithmetic,
Diagit Span, Picture Arranaement and Rlock Design, were administered
to 111 vupils irn the third and fourth grades at Florida State
Dniversity Flementary School. Social reinforcers, i.e., verbal
aporoval and disaporoval, vwere systematically presented to the
examinees after specified items and bhetween the subtests., Pata wvas
analyzed to determine different effects on test verformance frcm the
treatments and from the examiners. Results suggest that verbal
benhavior of the examiner can significantly influeuce the test
performance of third and fourth grade boys and airls, particularly
+those reared in uvver middle class families. Replication ¢ this
study is sucgested t determine whether the results obtainel hold true
for children representative of the entire population and i1or children
of different age levels. (*9)
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THE BFFECTS OF VERBAL APPROVAL AND DISAPPROVAL UPON
THE PERFOKRMANCE OF THIRD AND FOURTH GRADE
CHILDREN ON FOUR SUBTESTS OF THE
WECHSLER INTELLIGENCE
SCLLE FOR CHILDREN

Since the advent of the fndividual Intelligence test, the question
of the effect of exaniner~examinee iateraction upon test performance has
been raised, While recognizing that the test manuale provide stringent
regulations to be followed in order t5 control and standardize the con=-
ditions for test adninistration, the varlability of exsminer-examinee ine
teraction and its offect upon test perfomance requires more careful
exanination, The problem of the influence of different external factors
on intelligence test results has been studied, but there are limited
experinental data and conflicting results,

There {8 general agreement in the literature that the testing
situation should elicit optimal performance of the exaninee on a test
of mental ability (Klugman, 1944} Terman, 1916; Teruan and Merrill, 1937;
Ternman and Mer 111, 1960} Wecheler, 1949), Physical conditions and ad»
ninistration procedures can be specified and controlled, nr at least noted
when varying frot norwal, Although it is possible to deseride the nature
of the social relationship batween the exaniner and the exeninee, it is
difficult to contrul or assess the effect of this social relationship
upon test performance in exeuiner-exaninee interaction,

Terman &8 ecarly as 1916 nade the point that praise of a child's
efforte in the testing situation contributed tore than anything else to
satisfactory rapport, The child should be kept interested, confident,

and at hia beat level of elfort, 'Exclanations like 'Fine!,' 'Splendid!,’

etc, should be used lavishly" during the exenination (Terman, 1916,



pe 125}, In a later publication, Terman and Morriil (1937) advised the
examiner to enlist the subject's beat efforts, otherwise the resuiting
score would be less than optiral to some unknown degree, The subject's
best efforts are to be enlisted by the establishment and maintenance
of adequate rapport. They felt that "{it is wise to praise frequently
and generously' (p. 57).

In their latest revision of the Stenford-Binet Intelligence
Scale, Terman and Merrill (1960) refterate the importance of rapport
to elicit the subject's best efforts and maintain both high motivation
and optinal performance level throughout the testing seseion, The
exaniner is advised to encourage the subject through freq.unt end
generous praisa, but Lhis approval should be given for effort ratier
than success on a particular response, Spontancous covrments such as
"Good!" and "Pinel!" should be used to elicit the subject's best efforts,
However, under no circumstances should the exaniner show dissatisfaction
with a response,

Hechsler (1949) {in his Manual for the Wechsler Intelligence
Scale for Children (WISC) 1s less clear and specific than Terman and
Merrill (1960) in his consideration of the effect of examiner-exeninee
interaction upon the performance of the child in the testing eituation,
Like Terman and Merrill (1960) he hopes that the exeniner will eecure
scores which represent the optimun ability of the child, 1In comparing
his general testing considerations with those. {n the Stanford-Binet
Manual (1960), it appears that he is encouraging en interpersonal rela-

tionship that is nore neutral than thet of Terman and Merrill, According



to Wechsler frierdliness and warmth should characterize the exaniner's
approach; that i{n a school situation the examiner should be known and
accepted by the child to be tested and by the other children in hie
grcup, In the testing situation supportive expressions are appropriate
if the subject does not do well on a test. Yet, he cautions against
the use of approval if a subject {s making an cffort or experiencing a
modicun of success in the tasks,

children vary f{n their reaction to commendation from an adult;

in no case should tho examiner indicate dissatisfaction with

a response as given narbuild up an expectancy of approvsl in

the subject so that giving no comment would be interpreted by

him as disapproval (Wechsler, 1949, p. 19).

Wechsler in his general testing procedures implies a somewhat
neutral attitude as the proper frane of reference for the examiner in
presenting the test materials, This neutral set nay appear as e negative
stimulus to some individuals., It i{s our contention that '"no cocment'
type of exeminer behavior in the testing interview fs an ambiguous
stinulus since children, ac a result of prior social conditioning, cove
to the testing situation with the expectation of approval or disepproval
fron an adult, If an exaniner doee not use encouragerent or express
approval in some nanner with sone frequency, tha examiner's 'neutral
behavior 1s likely to be responded to in e variety of ways, thus the tost
results are more likely to be less than an optinal neasure of intelligence,

Numerous studies havo been conducted to observe the effect of
material and social incentives upon human and aninal behavior, Of pare
ticular interest to us were those atudies which exanined the effect of

verbal f{ncentives, {,e., praise and blewe, upon the performance of school

age children, Hurlock (19243 192%5a} 1925b) was one of the early psychol-
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ogists to attempt to assess the effect of praeise and reproof upon in-
telligence test perfornmance in a testing situation, She first studied
the effects of verbal incentives upon group intelligence test performance
of third, fifth, and eighth grade children, In administering an intel«
ligence test using the test-retest nethod with a one week interval, she
used praise, reproof, and control groups, Her conclusion was that
noither praise nor reproof was superfor, but that both tended to result
in better performance than did practice alone, with the treatment having
no significant differences by age, sex, race, or intelligence, In a
follow-up study (1925a) she again found that the verbel incentives of
praise and blame tended to raise IO scores moro than practice,

Following Hurlock's early efforts, several researchers have cried
to demoustrate the effects of fncentives upon test performance, Klugman
(1944), in using the 1937 edition of the Stanford-Binet Intelligence
Scale, conducted a cross cultural study including Negro and white chil~
dren, He found that, although not statistically significant, money was
slightly more effective than verbal praise and that Negro children re-
sponded to the roney incentive better than the white children, However,
there was no control group} thus there was no means of deternining to
vhat extent fncentives affected performance, Tiber (1963), fn using the
Stanfcrd-Binet Intelligence Scale, Forn L-M to study the effect of verbal
fncentives, found no evidance that they nake a difference in test performe
ance, The only statisticelly significaut differences noted tere those
betuwcen the various class and caste groups which included niddle and
lower class white and Negro children, In a study by Willcutt and Kennedy

(1963) with fourth grade children of lovereniddle and upperslower class,



praise was found to be rore effective than either reproof or no fincen-
tive in porformance on a discriminatfon taak. ‘there was uv sigusflcant:
difference between level vf intelligence and effectiveness of verbal
incentives,

In a raview of 33 praise and blame studies conducted over a
fifty yaar perfod, Kennedy and Willcutt (1564) concluded that prafise
tends to facilitate learning and blame tends to have a debilitating
effect. In what appears to be somewhat coatradictory findings to the
above studies, Marshall (i$65) veviewed 32 {ncentive studies (only five
of vhich were fncluded in the Kennedy and Willcutt review) to assess
the use of punishment incontives and reported that reproof is more
effactiva in tenna of its cZfects on subscgquent performance when compared
to praise and control, or neutral conditions, Perhaps this conflict can
fn part be understood on the basis of whetheir the reinforcement was
scheduled directly following each student resconse or after the comple-~
tion of the situation. /3 suggested by Cofer and Appley (1964), the
effects of praise and resroof may differ according to whether the rein-
forceuent 18 contingent upon reinforcing specific responses to a task
or upon incentives that are provided to overall performance.

A review of the research within the verbal operant conditioning
paradign, ia whith experi{menter varisbles uvere used as fndependent
variables, provides evidence that the sudbject's verbal bdehavior.can dbe
nsnipulated by the experfventer's verbal bekavicr, The use of social
spproval through such generelised conditioned reinforcers as “Good" and
"Fine" has been detonstrated to bring tha verbal behavior of the subject
under the control of the experinenter (Greenspoon,. 10623 Xeafer, 19584

Krasner, 1958; Taffel, 1955; Verplanck} 1955; Wiches, 1956),



In these verbal conditioning studies, the reinforcement ranged
from a minimal verbal cue cuch as '"mmm-hm'" to psychoanalytically
derived interpretations. Verbal reinforcement by the experimenter was
shoun to affect the type of verbal behavior and the frequency of that
verbal behavior such as an increase in self-reference statements, types
of verbs used, sentence length, opinions stated, and use of personal pro-
nouns,

Considering that the research indicatos thet verbal incentives can
improve perfornmance on visual-motor tasks snd that ona's verbal behavior
can be systematically rodified by a verbal reinforcer, we formulated a
problen of trying to nodify an individusl's performsn. ) on subtests of the
WISC through the use of social reinforcers by the exaniner, Littell
~1960) in a review of a decade of research on the \1ISC, stated that,

there sppears to bo etrong reason to suspect that WISC scoras

sre affected systematically by many variables other than in-

telligance, but 1ittle informstfon about the exact nature of

these variables end the relationships involved {s available

(p. 153).

Littell further stated that specific rescarch with the WISC ie needed to

study (1) varisbles i{n the relationship between exaniner and exaninee,

and (2) the tnfluence of circunstances upon the exenination,

HYPOTHESES

The purpose of this study was to deternina the effects of three
modes of test administration upon the perforuance of third and fourth
grade boys and girls on four subtests of the UISC., Social reinforcers,
namely, verbal approval and disapproval, were systenatically pcesentad to
the exaninees after specified ftens and betueen subtests to deternine

whether there was any diiferential effect on test perfornance,




The following null hypotheses were tested:

1, There is no significunt difference betiveen the mean scores of
the group receiving Approval and the group receiving Disapproval
on selected subtests of the ISC,

2, There 18 no significant difference between the mean scores of
the group receiving Approval and the group receiving Neutral
treatnent on selected subtests of the 11ISC,

3, There 18 no significant dffference batwnen the mean scores of

the group receiving Noutrai treatment and the group receiving
Disapproval on selacted aubtests of thae WISC,

PROCEDURE

The subjects for the study were 90 third and fourth grade pupils
vho were randonly selacted from a total population of 111 pupils in the
third and fourth grades at Florida State University Elementery School,
They vere randomly assigned to 8ix groups {dentified in paires as Dis~
approval, Neutrel, and Appvoval (D, N, A), Table 1 shows the nean IQ,
SD, and range for each group, A majority of the subjects were renbers
of upper middle class families residing in reaidential areas in and
around a capital city of 60,000 parsons., Occupationsl designations of
wost of thie fathers were in the profeseionsl, technical, and nanagerial
categories,

FPour selected subtests fronm the WISC were aduinistsred to all
subjects: Avithmetic, Nigit Span, Picture Arrangement, and Block Design,
It was hypotheafeed that these eubtests would be most sensitive to treate
nent effects and could be scored objectively.

Three treatrents, nanely, verbal dieapproval (D), verbal approval
(A), end neutral (N), were used, Verbal approval was defined by the
statencate "Good!," "Pinel," "That was good," "That wea fine," Such
statenents were nade after the audject's response to the first ften

(vhether right or wrong) in each subtest and between subtests,
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Disspproval was defined by the estatomounts, "I thought you conld do better
than that" (aftor the response to the first item, whether right or wicng,
in eagh subtest) und '"That wasn't so good" (between each of the subtests),
In all cases the statement was made while looking at the child, Por

the Neutral group, there tvas no conscicus or scheduled atteupt to provide
systenatic verbal approval or disspproval, The statenent, "Now lec's

try these,' was given to all subjects in the three groups irnediately
before starting the next subtest, Standard test adninistration pro=
cedures as prescribed in the WISC Manual were followed with &ll three
groupa, The three treatnents were alternated so that no single tvreat~

nent was linited to any given day or time of the day,

TABLE 1
EOUIVALENCE OF GROUPS FOR INTRLL1CRNCR®

Gfoupb Mean IQ 1)) IQ Range
Disepproval (N=30)
Exeoiner 1 1124 10,6 95-133
Exeminer 2 112,3 10.3 98-131
Totel 112,4 10,2 95«133
Neutrel (N=30)
Exaniner 1 112,9 13.1 93-132
Exaniner 2 112,7 10.1 97-134
Total 112,8 11,7 93-134
approval (N=30)
Exaniner 1 112,58 9.6 97-133
Exeniner 2 112,6 10,4 89-126
Total 112,58 10,1 89-133

,tbthe Prinary Mental Abilitiles Test wae adninistered by Exaniner 2 six
weeks prior to the experiment,
bRach of the six groups had sn N of 15,



Both examinere used the same physical Jfacilities, but at different
tines, and followed atandard procedures before and after the actual test-
ing situation, Each exeniner escnrted the child from the classroom to
the testing room which had a tsable and two chairs, While walking from
the subject's classroom to the testing room, the examiner attempted tc
establish rapport with the child, A positive interpersonal relationship
established through chit~chat before beginning an experiment i8 more
likely to make the experimenter's use of reinforcement cues more effective
(Sapolsky, 1960; Solley and Long, 1958), BeZore having the children in
the D group return to their room, the examiner said, 'You fooled me, you
did better than I thought you would, in fact you did very well,” No
disturbing carryover of anxiety generated by the experiment was reported

by the teachers,

RESULTS

For the analysis of the data, the standard scaled scores for the
WISC were used, The four subtest scores were surmed and mean standard
scorss for each group (D, N, A) were computed (See Table 2), A ore-way
analysis of variance was used to test the significance of the differences
acong the means of the three treatnents, The obtained F ratio (5.05)
was significant at the .01 level of confidence., (Critical F, with 2 and
57 degrees of freedom, was 4,85.) Tukey's HSD test was used to make all
pairvise comparisons anong means (Kirk, 1268}, The results are shown in
Table 3,

A two-way analysis of variance was made to determine whether there
were uny significant differences between examiners according to treatment

administered (See Table &),



TABLE 2

MEAN STANDARD SCORES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS
ON FOUR SUBTESTS OF THE WISC ACCORDING
TO TREATMENT (D, N, A)

Mean Standard Score
Croup® Standard Score SD Range
Disapproval
Exaniner 1 42,9 7.9 30-61
Exaniner 2 40,7 6.3 27-50
Total 41,8 7.2 27-61
Neutral
Examiner 1 45,3 9.0 29-60
Exaniner 2 43,1 6.,C 34-56
Total 44,2 7.7 29-60
Approval
Exaniner 1 47,6 7.3 34-59
Examiner 2 47,6 3,5 40-53
Total 47,6 5¢7 34-59
Grand Total 44,5 7.3 27-61

J—

® ach treatwent group had an N of 30 with Examiner 1 and Fxaniner 2
each having an N of 15 in each treatment group,
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TABLE 3

MEANS, DIFFERENCES AMONG MEANS, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF
DIFFERENCES AT .05 LEVEL OF CONFIDENCE
FOR THE APPROVAL, NEUTRAL, AND
DISAPPROVAL TREATMENTS

Diffexrences Among Means

Means M, My Mp
My = 47.6 - 3.4 5,8%
My = 44,2 - 2,4
M, = 41,8 -
#p{ .0 where HSD = &,39, using a two-tailed test,

TABLE 4
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR TREATMENT (D, N, A)
BY EXAMINER (1, 2)°
Sun of’ Mean Required F
Source Squares df Squares g for p (.05

Examiner 48,4 1 48,5 <1 4,0
Treatnent 504,9 2 252.4 5.0 3.1
Interaction 24,2 ‘2 12,1 <1 3.1
Within 4272.¢ 84 50,9

Total 4850,4 89

®Both independent variables (examiner and treatment) vere assumed to
be fixed,
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DISCUSSION

Exemination of the mean standard scores of each group (D, N, A)
indicates a differential effect between the type of treatment or verbal
reinforcement and performance on the four subtests of the WISC (See Table
2), The verbal disapproval caused a decrement in performance and the
verbel approval an increase when compared to a group which was given no
such veri::., wcinforcement, Null hypothesis 1 was rejected since the
group receiving verbal approval (A) scored significently higher than the
group (D) which received verbal disapproval, Although in actual practice
it is not likely that this amount of negative verbal behavior would be
preseni in the examiner, the finding does demonstrate the effect of
such verbal behavior upon the performance of third and fourth grade
children on standardized test items,

Null hypothesis 2 was not rejected since the group receiving
verbal approval (A) did not score significantly higher than the group
(N) which received no scheduled verbal reinforcement., The directionsl
trend was in favor of the group that received verbal approval, If one
extrapolated the average difference of .85 IQ points per subtest, the
difference in comparing the two trestments for the complete WISC
would be eight IO points, Although not statistically significant in
this experiment, this finding appears to have significance for further
research since the treatment given these two groups may approximate che
actual behavior of examiners who administer the VISC,

Null hypothesis 3 was not rejected since there was no significant

difference batween the performance of the subjects receiving no scheduled
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verbal approval or disapproval (N) and those rece2iving verbal disapproval
(D). While the difference was not accepted as significant, the results
were in the direction of the N group performing higher, The ''no
cormment'' type of behavior in which no statements relevant to the per=
formance were made positively or negatively to the subjects immediately
before or during the testing period, could have been perceived by the
subjects as ambiguity, However, the general effect presumabiy was more
of a negative outcome in test performance than a positive one,

Although the results do not show any significant differences
between examiners (See Tables 2 and 4), the trend is unidirectional for
the D and N groups with no difference in the A groups, Exaniner 1l is
11 years older and larger in build, Besides being chance differences,
exaniner differences (age, height, personality, etc) or the fact that
nany of the subjcctsmknew Exaniner 2 as a group test administrator in
the school prior to the experiment may account for this trend, Kanfer
and Karas (1959) report that the attitudes and perceptions of the sub~
ject toward the experimenter that are based upon a pre-experimental
relationship can be exnected to manifest thermselves in the subject's
responsiveness to the experimenter's verbal reinforcement on a subse=
quent conditioning task,

Subject responses to the verbal disapproval were varied, Sone
subjects reacted by responding more quickly to the items presented by
the examiner while with others the time interval increased, Others
initated the speech of the examiner by word accent and volume, Sonme
subjects showed evidence of physical changes in behavior such as increase

in breathing rate, sighing, unproductive moverents, shakiness, (especially
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vith the hands), whispered responses, a raise in the pitch of the voice,
and putting the thunb in the nwouth.

The results of this experiment suggest that the verbal behavior
of the examiner within a testing situation can significantly influence
the test performance of third and fourth grade boys and girls, at least
of those who are reared in upper middle class families, Giving verbal
disapproval and providing verbal approval have significantly different
effects, with the latter resulting in higher test performance, While
the gsoclial reinforcement given in real testing situations may not be as
frequent or intense as in this study, the amount of approval (support,
praise, or encouragenent) given by different examiners is likely to vary
considerably, and thus needs to be recognized as an examiner-examinee
variable that can influence test results,

This study sugpgests areas for further research in examiner-examinee
Interaction and the differential effects of exaniner and examinee varis
ables upon test performance. Replicated studies should be conducted to
determine whether these results hold true for children representative of
our population as well as children of different age levels., Children
from a different social-~cultural milieu, for example, the culturally dis-
advantaged, should be included. Those children who have bean treained
by their parents through negative reinforcement might conceivably respond
differently to the treatment in the testing situation than those who have
been trained primarily through positive reinforcement, Additional treat-
ment groups could be included to provide treatnent levels of increased
vertal approval and of increased verbal disapproval to determine whether

there is a linear relatfonship. Further research night include other
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subtests of the WISC, examiners of both sexes, severar examiners and
video tape recorded test sessions for analysis of verbal and non-

verbal behavior, Other examinee variables that might be studied for
differences according to treatument are level of anxicty, achievement

level, and sex,
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