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) : Abstract . o
. . B .Q' -

Little is known about the ways in which achiavement.stanuez;; aflect

-
’V

.

chfld*én’s learning, nor 'is there any information concerning the capabilit§ of

belI‘ ispeused task evaluation‘ (e. g., pride, self-criticism) to cont;o; the

. & »

acqnisition of new behavior\patterns. Two studies were conducted to clarifv

the nle ‘of ddfferent minimum performance s:andards for coutingent tengible
) Rl A .

reinforce?bnt or self-digpensed evaluztive reinforcemzrnt (in the ahsence of

taagible revards) in determining the rate and‘accura:y o 4 ’oa*.{ng Fro-

\ A

school children were preéented wich a diserjminatica learning task and’;i
) - s
- pnrrormance hed to meet low (few correct), medium, or high (all correﬂt)

standards to be revarded. In an accelégating standard. conairion their per-

{ormaace lLiad to surpass that on the.previous trial. In ore expef-menL revarls

- .

: __t'ier xternaLly dispensed tok.ens wh‘ile in “he secend, cH idzen Self-

adminifterad verbal evaluatious "I'm doing rEEI\gooc.") Laazning vas

! .

3igni‘;cantly more rapid in tHe high and acceieratirg sfundards, aad the gelf-

u,

'diapensataon of evaluative reinforcement producad gioh r2uid icarniug Fhay by

tﬁo end of the experiment effects due to d*fferent °tanddtd& had vanisied. The

~ rp-u.. -

-
rn:ult"‘are d‘scussed in terms of tho incentive values|or dl £f2xing atanderds

.

. ~
. ) N

and the power of se}f-diepensed gvaluative reinfoycement.
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Achievement Standardsy Egterﬁally Dispensed Taﬁgihle/Rein%orcement,

and Self-dispensed Cognitiveikeinfn*cemant

. . ‘
' as Determinants of Children's Learning
. j ,

. & s

- - ~

-

Sl ¢
~

= L2 the study of ch idren s learning, primary attention has been given ro

A *

the wide variety‘of ernal factors which may affect the specd and accuracy

.

with which children learn (Stevenson, 1971). Currently, however, we know

livtle about the ways learning may be affected and subjzcted to sel f-regu‘at‘on
, .

by such important factors as internalized‘achievement stardards orfreleted
self-control'proéesses sueh as cugoing selffevaluatione and contingent ;;::
v2inforcement, . ' , t ., ,. a

it hae been clearly demonstrated thzt chi%dren may peedily,acquire mfﬁi:

/ ) ’

wum p:rﬁorﬁance standards by the observation of models (Bandura & Kupers, K 1954;

v
.

Bandi..: /Grusec & Menlove, 19675 Bandura & Whalen, 1966; Mischzl & fiebers,
L

instructions (Mischel & Liebert, 1966), and the urility of geif:

.

reinfourcement processes relatcd to such staudards for regulating achieverent-

. - 4
., - ralated bebaviors such as task persistence or lecrnirz hze Zeceat'y cous undyy

systematic investigation (Bandura & Perloff, 1967;'Mastexs & Santrock,’ liote 1).

Banduts & Perloff (1967) provided a clear demonstration that the celf-

-«

T adminisfrationrof tangible reinforcers is an effective mechanism icr {2

maintebance of ef fortful behavior, no less so than extercally dispenbed rein-

:ce%ent. Masters & Santroék {(Note 1) have shown trat very youag =hildzan s
. e )

- * .
nisltlively or negatively valenced ruminations and evsluaticas can conurol par-

5 l3tenze at a task vhether it be motor or cognitive. Masters & Christy (1574)

‘ .
/ .

rave demonsfTated that by the middle elementary school years children have

intezna}ized rules for relating various task parsweters o auiturally appro@

-
’

‘prlate levels of aself-reward such that lomg or difficuit taskz eadcit Seeatear

-

self-rainforcement.,’

?
Yo ag
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iaese studies providé-a reasonably comprehensive picture of the seli- .,
/ \ \"
reinforcement processes. that méy come\to govern the ,antrnaafe of diverue be-

\l- /
L havi.r patterns, inclué}aé/:;e self-dispensation both of tangible reinforcera

o
. - .

and ¢f ones morefjggditive and affective in nature such as feelings cr s;7£~

. }valuépions Of,P ide or self-criticism. These latter self-regulatory mechanisms

. J . : .
+ are particularly 1ik§1y to be hizhly trang-situaticnal eince thzy deper.. lec.3

3

on'the contextual environment thaa on thé,socialized judgnentdl standands held

-
»
.

by the individual himseilf. .
The fact that self-tegulacnry mechanisms may play e broad crole im the
eaintecaance of effortful behavior patterns strengthens the likeljhood that

& :1£-dispansed reinforcing-and punishing consequences inay also prq\}de a gelf-

razulstory function for the aequisition of new skil;s agf behavior pattezrns.
.Iﬁe same achievenent standards for gelf-reinforcement that foster the mzin-~ \\\\\\\
* tenance of behavior may also determine the c&ﬁfée of acquisi;ioﬁ for that
- behavior, Just és schedules of cohtingent reinforcement hzva teoth aqquiaiiiaq
and raintenance effects. However, despite a grdﬁing.literature on the ~Ilects

cf ﬁgrformance:giandards and self-reinforcement for the maintenznce of be.havior

)

(Eancura & .Perloff, 1967; Masters & Santrock, Note l); there is no information

tegarding the effects of such standards on children's learning:

s

The present studies were desigred to explore the eZfects of externally

~

¢ N P ' .
cnd ‘aternally imposed achievemcnt standards vpon chiidren's learning and to
. . . \

deternine whegper selfrproduced contingent evaluations of ongoing learaing E%

performance would affect the rate 2nd accuracy of such learning. The initial
- 12 LI

stugy was nacessary in order. 'to determine the effecis of differir3 staacarcs

¢% encelleace, ‘since there was no prior information corncerairg the effects on

B
- -
i

lear2ipg of minimum performance standards for contingent reinforcemsni. . .

Tang&b;e réwards weve dispensed to four—ﬁear-old childrzn duriné a 'f ,

~
>~ -

':k, !)‘; 4} \..’:;. + ~

Lo .
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discrindinatipn 1earning task following trial blocks on which theri per‘OfmJnce
v

low, medium, high or acceleratiﬂg standard There ver: twelve p.oblels

srithin a trial blodk, and children(in different’conditions were rauardad if

. - . . . .. .
“they achieved a minimum of four correct in a given block, eight or more, 2ll
. . . A .

.

Ewelve, or one more correct than the mzximum .they had achieved on any previous

trial block. A total of ninehtrial blocks were_presentpd, aad childrew's -z~

T

formance was -scored according to thé number of problems they -correctly identi-

. .

"fied in ecch block. Predictions were tenuous neeause there’was 1ittle in ﬁhe

-

-

2y of empirical or theoretical bases. It was réasoced that lower stacds ds
woult reduce the incentive for - further task wastery cnce' the ztandard vas
Ve
/ - .
¢-hieved, since better performaace would not result in greater reinforceir:nt,
]

Thus it was expected that learning wouId proceed, best oa the 1igh and deceel-
. /

arating standard conditions, less well in the medium standard condltion and
& ..‘ —
least vell in the Jow sténdard condition. . ' I

; "n a secona study, children were preseénted with thz: ra % Je rninv ta g

¢

and subjected to the same manipulations of minimum pcrformance standards ve-
. N .
“ore reward could be dispensed, but the rewvard was &n intangibl~ performonce
. e ,
evalvation that vas self-dispensed ("I did very gocd'") * 1t was predicted

‘/thar lcarning would follow the same cnu*ce in the various coniitlcrs as had

. Mathod ' -

Sabjects.\ For boch experinents, four- and five-year%old children from

nureary -$chools Yn a large metropolitan arga servad as subjects. All ware

white and came fram mfddla-clzss families. Two malc univeraity sfuden.. 4

%
eorves as ~xrerimerniters.

A TS .
- exper?mental gconditions. The discriminction task proved particulcrly.

4 »
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AtfFirult’ far childron of this age and it was decided to exclude any child =to .

zhcugd no evidence of learning oyer the nine triel tlocks. This wis f2't tc .

be « consarvative procedure that would allow a contrast of the expurimental

condltions as they affected the bLehavior of children who showed at ieast sore

Einimal degree of learniag. Tho'chl;drqn were gxcludad’because of failure to

ugdarstand the experimental instructions. .

)

[

tearning task. The learning task censisted of three three-choice color

.
¢

disciimtnationlp;oblems involving differently colored friangies, équafés, &nd
circles. Each problem was preeenied four times within a'strial plock-coreisting \
: 4+

of tualve trials, and their order was kept constant. The three stimell vere
' R ..

, "econted horizontally on a gray background-card, andsthicir rela%ive rosItions
. ' : ) ' = ’

.a tie card were altered randomly’ from ong presentatloa o th2 mext. = =

A cbild(s curulative performance in hbgiveﬁ‘tﬁial block was registered

and displayed for him on a '"tower of lights;?.ﬁ‘cdlumn of twelve rectanuiss

ligh?s.‘ Every correct discriminatida resulted in the fliumicztlon of an ad-
diticnal light on the tower. The performance standard in effect for a ;-ven

crild was indicated by a brightly calorgd.band encircling the tower go that

when the standard was attained the lights were iliumipated up to tke band.

Experimental conditicns. For each experiment thzre were four conditions.

Ia the Low Standard condition the band was set just above. the fourth ligh on

rhe ~olumn, and a child had to achieve at least four correct dfscriminations

out of the 12 in a trial‘block to earn any reward (see below}.‘ In a Medium

-

Standard condition the band was placed zbove the eighth Iight; and in a’High

Standard conditicn it was placed above the very top (twelfth) light. 2 the
s Accaleraiiné Standard condition the band was initizlly placed above the Zowrih

but following the first trial block the band was repositicned to rapre-*

- lignt,

sont a stendard that was cne more correct than the wazimum the ciild hal

¢

aheaT. ‘ ! T
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'échieved during the preceding trial blcéks. At the end.of a trial bleck tle
) . -

’

chili's performance was reviewed by conbulting the t-wer of 1lights and the

reward was or was fot dispensed as appropriate.

‘General procedure. Children were brought into a small experimcntal ﬁgon

where the experimenter-éhowed them the discrimination tagk stimuli and demcn-

’

strated the tower of lights. The task was explained to the children ard .ticj
vere told that wbene&er they selected the shape of the correct color a light

wculd come on. At this 5Bint the reward proceﬁﬁre wé% iatroduced, and the

, . 1instructionms diverged sl{g?tly'for the two experimentsz.

~
[N

Tor Experiéent'I, children were told that whenever their performance over
& trial block surpassed the indicqfed standard, theyjéould receive a Léﬁcq that
could be exchanged for a prize, and the mnre tokens they earned the better a
prize they would get. Duriag thz learning task, individual discrimination
problems were presented with a ten~second interval. Aftér each correct ro-

eponse the experimenter praisad the subject and turned on a light, while after

b d

each incorrect response he said nothing. Following the complefion of a block

of problems, thz experimenter counted aloud the number of correct respcns?s

from the tower of lights. If the cubject had reached the standard, he was
given a token. If the child's cumulative perébrmance had not met the.standard,
the experimeanter said, "That's not enough for a chib." The lights were then

raser to zero and the next trizl block commenced.

For Experiment II, children did not receive tangible reswards but were to

.~

. praise themselves whenever their performance had met or supacsed the standarc.

-

' : - At "the end of each trial block children were asked to talk into a tape ¢ :corder

* - micrcphone, telling the nqmber they had gotten correst aad whethar they had

J achicved the standard. "If the standard had been achieved, a child was to say, .

"1°did very good!",‘and if the standard had not been mz: he was to say, 1

-

ERIC ' - A8 .
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ﬁﬁidnin do very good." 1Initially, these sentences were prompted by the experi-
menter, but typitally after two or three trials childrea evaluated thels per-.

ferrance spontaneously and accurateky. To reduce the influence of the

¢

expevimenter's presence, in Experiment II a screen was placed next to the tower

of ‘lights so the experimenter could not see it, and this was emphésized to the

- s v

child. Furthermore, during the self~reinforcement periosds the experimantec

made a point of closing his eyes and covering ﬁis ears. ' \\
In both e%perimgnts a sessioﬁ was term{p;ted when the chi}d eiFher-per-_

formed 6;;fectly for two consecutive tgials or when he had completed nine full

trial blocks. At this point children's tokens were stored for future ~edemp-

.
¢

tior (Experfment I), they were thankad for their participation, and th2y were

acked to refrain from telling others in the nursery school the details of tbeir:

¢

£experiences until everyone had been given an oppartunity to participate.
- . 4 .

-

Results

Txperiment I: Effects of various performance staundarde on learning:

/ Extesnally dispensed tangzible reinforcement.

The p aty data for this experiment were the number of &i%cricinations

correct during each of the nine trials. These daga'are cdepicted in Fiéure 1.

4

Incert f?gure 1 abolt here

The data were subjected to an'analysis'of variaﬁce ia which the primary factors

ware Sex of child, expegimental‘éondition end trial Ylock. Only the m2in effectc

for conditien'aﬁd trial blocks and their interaction proved significant. v
The main effecg of trial blocks indicates that children's accuracy in

correctly-identifyiné correct itcms Improved significantly as they worked ct y

the vask (F = 53.00, .8/192, p « .001): The‘Fain effect 6f conditions fndicaces

that rthildren's learning, averaged'across all trial blocksy differesd among th2

- v

£

¢

Oy ’
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: ‘ o
. various ékperimental conditions (F = 7,47, 3/24, p <\,01). Children in t%e low

< 1

standard condition‘performed more poorly (M = 5.51) the children in aay of the

othcr three conditioms (M = 7.72, 9.01, and 9.41, in the kedium, high and ac-

4 * *

celerating standard conditions, respectively, p < .05 for all comparisons).
This effect is qualified by the significant interaction, however.

The interaction between conditioms arnd trial blocks (F 3 2.42, 24/192,

. p < .001). was clarified by, analyzing the data for conditicn differences cn trial

4

w

block 1, before learning began; on trial blocks 4-6 (averaéed), halfYay through
the task; and on trial blocks 7-2 (averaged), as task work was termlnated. The
data vere the.mean numbar of items correct (maximum of 12).on a single trial
block., Analysis of the trial 1 data revealed no signifi&ant effects, fndicat-
ing that children in all groups performed equa¥;y poorly prinr to training. ,
For -the mid-task data (trials 4-6) there was a significant conditions'éffecé

(F = S.SO{ 3/2&, P < .01). Individual group comparisoﬂs_revealed that children
in tte low étandard condition performed more poorly (M = 5.58) than children

in any othe: conditidn ( = 8.00, 9.58, and 10.46 for the medium, high ard
acéélerating standards, r;spectivelyg,2_< .05 in all instances). For the
trials 7-9 data, there was glso a signi?}cant conditions effect (F = 9.09,
3/24, p <.01), and follow-up comparisons revealed that the effect of condi~-
tions that had appeared midway through the task continued to characterize the
date at the end of chevlearning period and children in the low ctandard con-
dition performed more poorly (M = 6.83) than children in any other condition
‘qg = 9,75, 11.58, and ll.9§, respectively, P < .05 for all comparicoms).

Childrer in two of tke grgdps (highand acceleratirg standards) had ecs:atlally

mastered the task.

2anth
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Experizert TI: Effects of various performance standards on learning:’

Self-disvensed evaluative reinfor;ement. :'
. . N IS . - " )

Analyses of these data were similar to the ones reported for Experiment I,

ond the data are depicted in Figure 2. Children's learning in this experiment

.

proceeded extremely rapidly in all conditions and it was'only mi&way throngh

the task that any condition’diffcrences were apparent. An overall analjsis of

variance revealed a sionificant main éffect of trials (F = 59 50, 8/192, p <«

1

«001) and other predicted group differencés were tested ysing g priori compari-

[y

son techniques (Winer, 1962). Analyses by trial DYocks indicated that ail

Insert Figure 2 about here

groups gegﬁormed'similarly on Trial 1, but by Trials 4~6 a marginaily eignifi-
cant conditions effect was evideat (F = 2.56, 3/24, p < .10). A priori com~ _
parisons revealed that at this poiqt children in the low standard conditioen

@1 = 8.28) were performing more poorly than children in either the high (M =
10.50) or accelerating (M = 11. 42) standard gonditiors (R.< .05 for each com-
parison), but,their performance did not differ “from that of the children in
the medium standard condition (f = 9,50) as had been the cage in Experiment I.
“Fbr the terminal trials of the task (7-9), analysés indicated that children
were a8ll performing with nearly perfect accuracy, regardless of experimental
conditi?g, and any prior condition differences were eradicated (mean number
correct across all conditions=11.30). It is noteworthy that in ExPeriﬁentVII
children's ﬁerformance by trial blocks 4~6 @ = 9.93) nearly equalled that of
children in Experiment I after 7i9 trial blocks Q;::I0.0B) and clear]y sur-

rassed the level of mid-task performance folnd in the first experiment (M =

B.Ll)- - . . -
0 el ea T e g wn IR Vg i o S F . Kk A Sgnt owael e ARER:
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Discussion

\ " 80 when tangible rewards were assoclated with the achievement of the standard.

* EN .
. . current performance level and the minimum performance standard did.not appear

= .
to influénce rate of learning. The possibility had been considered that

children would learn wore goorlz for the high standard, at least initially,
‘v
simply because it was so much above their current performance leveliand so

many nonreinforced trials would be required before learning had progressed

\
might,proceed no further once a sufficient number of items were correctly

‘.

mastered to guarantee reinforcepent on all subsequent trials. Neither of

tinued even after the standard was surpassed and all trial blocks were

rewarded.

celerating standard condition were reinforced follow&ng essentially many trial

" blocks as were children in the low standard condition, but the accelerating

A . . viai19

- ) , N
The various incentive. conditions created by different minimum performance

\ ) standards exercised clear control over children's rate of learning, especiall;/

\ " Despite widely varying standards, the degree of discrepancy between a child's
e :

Sufficiently to allow performahce accuracy to meet the standard. It had also
been speculated that children & rate of learning might decrease as their per-

fornance level approached or surpassed the mipnimum standard and that learning

‘ s \ \
these possibilities materialized. Even for children in the low standard con-
dition leéarning occurred when it was unnecessary to insure further reinforce-
ment. In tue medium standard condition, despite a slight plateau in learning

rate just before the standard was reached (Experiment I only) learning con-

or incorrect responding cannot be reeponsible for differential learning in the
various conditions. The number of reinforced trial blocks also cannot account

for the differential learning in the different groups. Children in the ac-

ha N

~ All children received accuracy feedback, so information concerning correct
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standard pioduced move rspid learning. Children "in the high standard condition
' i .

\’received few if any contingent rewards following trial blocks (gggg_until

trialwblocks 8 and 9) but they learned as well ag children in the accelerating

-

. atandard condition uho were reinforced regularly and often. The corcepts that

-~

seem most appropriate for explaining pheae-data are those of expectanCy and in-

¢

centive. Expectanties were clearly established when the contingencies wexe
_xplained to the children, in the forms of rules relating pcrformancevon a

trial bleck to the occurrence of reinforéement. Given the differential stan~-

r

dards embodied by the various contingencies, children in those conditions fer

‘ which imaroved performarce over successive trial blocks was most clearly re-

lated to the receipt of reinforcement showed the most rapid and consistent

. iearnihg Children Jin the low standard condition almost immediately demon-~

g *%
strated 4 level of compeggaﬁe that would. guarantee them reinforcement following‘
every trial Block even if no improvement occurred The learning that éid occur
5 w‘. -

’ may -then be linked to accuracy feedback in the absence of any external incentive

5

for improvement. Children in the medium standard condition were faced with an
incentive to improve their learning until they reached the standard (which vas

hioher than their initial performance), but the incéntiye vanished after that

' point. Thus, for a portion of the task perdod. they worked unaer }pcentive "

‘conditions and fot a portion they did not. Their pertormance was better then

.that shoum by children in the low standard condition, but not 30 gocd as ‘that

\
ghown by children in conditions where’ the incentive for improved performance

' remained tn effect even longer' the high and accelerating standard conditions.

+

‘One ma ’)y speculate, then,.that accelerating standards and standards that
-
are set at perfect mastery of a task would generally produce simlilar rates of
P .
learning because both maximize the ducation of centive conditions for 1w~

¢ 1

proved performance. "Thers are scome differences tween theee types of gtandarde,

- [l

’
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however.  Pothips the primary difference’is that the accelerating stanéard-—
at least as ogedhtioneli;ed in the present experiments-—is nearly alvays at=
tainable (so-long as the problems at hand are solvable), while there are
certainly tasks at which one can lmprove but whidh can never be mastered per—
.fectly. The present analysis would lead to the prediction that once an
individual becomes aware that his task Rerformance will never reach a.set
standerd, the incentive functions of‘thét,standard would cease, while for the

i

" same task an accelerating standard would contihue.to maximize léarging rate
until the limitati?ns of the individual prevented.f;ither mastery. Relatea‘
'to,this 1s the poseibility‘that the incentive functioq’df a high stenéetd.yould
be djminished or even'reversed (produciné a reduced rete of learning)'when it
18 8o high that attainment appears, impossible (even if that is not actually

the case). or 80 distant that learning would be unrewarded for an extremely

long period of _time. These hypotheses await empirical test,

N Although the results of the two experiments generally agreed regarding

the differential effects of the various.achievement standards, there were some

~ N

important differences. Perhaps the mosébstriking was the more rapid and com-

\

plete learhing produced by all standards‘when they resulted in verbal self-

. evaluative reinforcement as oppdsed to tangible rewards. Children in the

’

. 'x,’«f;‘ ﬁ ’ ‘.
second experigé, eventually demonstrated equivalent mastery of the task,
despiée”the diffe ent standards, and their.eventual performéncéiﬁns nearly .

perfect, while only two conditions in the first experiment producad similar

L]

results. With T pect to the incentive effects discussed above, the aata are

v

not incompatible, but they offer some important qualifications related to the

-

way differontial achievement’ standards may'operate when.learning is largely .
z ‘ .
being selﬁ-regulated by evaluative jﬁdngnts. The only point at which con~

~dition differences were at all in evideunce was midway through chil&ren s-mork

4
4
-

. v

~ M .
T . . .
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on the task but tRis was also the only point in this experiment where children's
actual petformance relative to their standards was at4hll similar to the per-

‘formance of childten in the first experiment, Children in the medigm ‘standard
Were performing only alightly above thei' standard and had just reached the

"

point where incentive for improved performance had vanished while children in

the low standard condition had long since passed that point_and children in the .

other two conditions had not quite achieved their standard
,.,;« I}L

What is remarkable about the ‘second experiment though, !s the fact that .
children continued to magter the task rapidly even after thelr!standard had

been achieved and imnroved performance would.not change the likelihood of ve~ -

"l‘

inforcement. Even by the middle trial blooks children in'the low standard
condition had shown enongh additional improvement toprevent their, perfotmance
from being significantly different from children in the medium ‘standard con~
dition (as had been found in “xperimentl) Thus it appea#ﬁ'tha* self-dispensed

evaluat%ve reinforcement folliowing different achievement standards produces

2

incentive effects prior to the point where a standard has been reached, but

1

¢hildren then evidence continued learning that 1s still greate} than that

achievad with accuracy feed-back and tangible rewards. One conclusion might

%,
be that the value of evaluative reinforcers may gencralIx be greater ‘than that
r

of tangible ohes. While this seems reasonable, there"is no evidence in the

/’“--'&
P a1

present experiments to indicate that this was in fact the case and children

3

certainly seemed pleased to receive their token rewards. It is also poésible.

that the content of the evaluation, "I did real good," has been relatedfto .
! ’ ) " .
continued improvement in children's natural socialization within our qplture,

“\u,

snch that a continued constant level of performance on a learning task, wniph

-
» L

is cleandy a lea rning task, does not merit the label good'': only imfrovement

* does, * This hypotbeaﬂs coqu be tested by investigations of the .sort hscd to ,

El
-~ .
S
[y

0’&)'1)15 o ‘
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identify'ti;k parameters that are linked to Self-reward, (Masters & Christy,
; . ' ‘ ),

.1974). 1In.the prebent case it would be predicted thet consistently improved

pgrformance even beyond a minimum achievement standard is an additional para-
. 4

meter of iaskwork,_besidegrsimply reaching a PRESET minimum performance level,

that is deeméa.worthy of increased gself-rewsrd. e - o

-

v - " The present experiments have demonstrated clearly that children's self-

dispéﬁsed perforzance evaluations may exert a powerful and efféctive-control

over their rate of learning, and that the minimum achievement standards for

g}ther tangible or evaluative reinforcement also determine the growth of

learning. These resulis_have overtones for the acquisition of both cognitive
* [ ]

and social skills, although at present only cognitive tasks have been uti-.

lized. Futﬁré research might well move into the area of degermin;né the

effects of competency standards and judgméntal abilities for the acquisition

1 .

of social, gkills tha% may be a2cquired through meansd othet than trial and érror

. .. R
such as the observation of a model. The developmental implications of the
. N \

present results also remain to be assessed.

[} . . 3
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* ( Figure’Captions

1. Children's lehrning'as a function of low, medium, high, and accelerating
achievement éténdafds for externallx-diépensed tangible reinforcement.

2. Children's iearniug as a function 9? low, medium, high, aﬁd accelerating

achievement standards for self-dispensed evaluative reinforcement.
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