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ABSTRACT
\ The major objective of this sté&y was to explore how
presctool children's ability to delay gratification was affected when
chlldrega!§£§_35k9d~%O'attend to actual rewards rather than pictures
of rewards. Sixty subjects, 3 to 5 years of age, were given a choice
between two rewards and then placed in a delay of gratification
situation.. Half of the subjects were left in the waiting situation
with the real reward present, and the other half had a realistic
picture of the: reward in front of them. Subjects were either
instructed to pretend thiE the real or pictured\reward was real, to
pretend that’ the real or pictured reward was pictured, or the subject
was not given any additional instructions. Results showed that having
the actual reward object in front of the subject presented as real
Ied to low delay of gratification and plctures of the reward,
presented as pictures, facilitated delay. However, these effects were
reversed by instrueééng the child to construe the actual object as
pictured, and the tured object as real. (BRT)

ST | S S

&~

%**************\ﬁ******* ok sk o o 3¢ o 3 e ke e 3 ok sfe e ke sk s ol s o ke ke o e o o 3 o e e o e 3 ok s o o o ke e ok o o ok ke oK

e

* Documents acquired \by EREC include many informal unpublished *
* materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort *
* to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal *
* reprodicibility are often encountered and this affects the quality =*
* of the microfiche and hardcopy reproduc+ions ERIC makes available *
* via %the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not ° *
* responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions *
* *
* *

supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the original.
**********************************************#**********************

o -




247

PS 0007

lnow at Wellesley College

e e

Presented at SRCD Meetings, Denver_, Ap‘lf:l.l: 19%5 . US DEPARTMENTOF HEALTH, °

EOUCATION & WELFARE, .
. NATIONALINSTITUTE OF &7 4
. . - EDUCATION
‘«, / a THIS DOCUMENT HAS WO
DUCED EXACTLY AS RE FROM
. . THE PEHSON OR ORGANBZATION ORIGIN
LATING 1T HONTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
) ’ . “TATED O NOT NECESSARILY REPRE
. . R ENTOF FIC. AL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
= Y . ) EDUCATIUN POSITION OR POLICY
. . . .

& _Cognitive, Factors in Delay‘of Grétification ~.
V Bert Moore;, Walter Mischel; Antoinette Zeissz, ) e
/ and Janet,Mailer3 )
‘ ' ' Stanford University .
o _ o A

r

It 1is widély asserted that how we perceive a stimulus critically

>

dftermines our behavior in relation to thﬁt stimulus..) However,'shere have
. T
been surprisingly fet empirical demonstrations of this basic proposition.

Recent studies pf preschool children's delay of gratification invesfigated how a
particular manner in which a child focuses on the désired'outcome influences

his ability to detay gratification. Specifically, it was found’ that when the

child attends to the actual rewards for which he is waiting in a delay of

gratificatiog/situation, his ability to wéit fdr it is greatly reduced .
& Ebﬂeseh, 1970§;Mischel, Ebbesen &"Ze;ss, 1972;. In direct cd*—'
trast to these negative effects of attention to the gctualorewards, attention
Eb their‘representations as‘pictures during the waiéing period dramatically
facilitates'delay of gtétification (Mischel 3Pd,Mooré; 1973). The.total

findings suggest that the manner in which the reward objects are construed

-

may be a potent determinant of self-control.
\? -~ ‘ : /D
The present study was designed to replicate the 9bserved effects on
.o ) .

delay of gratification of attending to actual rewards as opposed to pictures

of. them during the waiting period. More important, it tested the proposition
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that the effects of the reward objects could be altered. predictably through

-cognitive transformations. That is, we hypothesized that when children are

taught to "pretend" that the real rewérds in the walting situation are pictures

1 Y

of the rewards and, conversely, that pictures of the rew?rd objects are real,
the impact of those objects on delay can be altered and indeed systematically
reversed in line with their cognitive representations rather than their ob-
jective-sfimulus'qualitiég. Specifically, we predicged thét regardless of thé
actualvobjects facing the child, %f.the rewards are cogniﬁively represented as
real, delay would be short; if they are imagined as pictures, délay would bg
-;longer. . ) i ‘ ' ﬁ. |
' - b . Method h

Sixty preschool children were assigned randomly<io one of six conditiops
in a 3 x 2 design. They ranged ih #ge from 3 years 6 months to 5 years
2 moﬁghs. ﬁeén ape was approximately equél aéross cpnditionq. Equ;l nﬁmbersA
of males and females were assigned ;o each condition.. éﬁildren were given a
chbice'betweeg.two rewdrds apd:then placed in a delay of gratification é{tuatién

A'deséribed elsewhere (Mischel.and Ebbesen, 1970). Half of the subjects were

left in the waiting situation with the real rewards present; the other half had .

. ’ M .
a realistic picture of the rewards im front of them. All subjec§§$§£re given one

-

of three instructional sets. One condition consisted of instructions to the

child to pretend that the ;Lward objects (real or picture) in front of him .

-

were pictures. The second condition was one in which: the child was instructed -

to pretend that the rewar&/objects (redl or picture) in-front of him were

real. 'The qhird condition received no additional instructions.

8 Results and Discussion

The *results (summarized in Table 1) offerid strong support for the con—
?

tention than the effects on children s waiting behavior of a particular rcward
v A

4

stimulus may be dramatically and prediqtably altered by the manner in which the

*
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child construes that stimulus. Specifical%yf when the ins ” ctional set 1is
congruent with the rewards present, in the situation, the preﬁtonsly observed

‘,s n :
effect is found:’ having the actual reward objects in front af Ehe child and

-
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{ ..
Insert Table 1 about here

K ' i W \
. representing it cognitively as 1/-;1 leads to low delay <0Lgratifi a :Lon, in
=

contrast, the presence of pictures of the rewards, when these are’ rﬁgrasented
cognitively as pictures, facilitates degay. However, these: effects‘gky be ¢
not only wiped out but kttually reversed by giving a simple instructi al\v?é ) )
designed to alter the way in which the child construes the rewards. ‘Epentthe
child has the real rewards in front of him but bretends that they are pictures,
long delay times are found. Conversely, when the child has a picture of

the rewards 1in ftent of him but pretends that they are neal, rgiaéively Qh?rt

delay is found. Thus, the cogﬁi;}ve representations ou#@eigh’the effecta’ -

of the actual stimuli facing the child. '

;- . o
These results are lmportant in’two ways: 1) they ¢Emonstrate the criticik

role of cognitive operations in delay of gratification,'z)'they show

. &v/ specifically that the effects of having televant real rewards d} plctures of the -

rewards facing the child during delay can be systematically reversed by

»
v

cognitive transformations.through which the redl objects are imagined as
. ’ ' .
pictorial representations and vice versa. ) :

, '

\‘ : ;] - — 7 I“‘
“ To ensure that the effects obtained were a function of cognitive

operations on the rewards for which the child was waiting rather than an
artifact of the ingtructional set (e.g., it might be more fun to preten
that things are pictures rather than to pretend they are real) an addi-
tional four cells were run in which the child had objdcts in front of
him that were irrelevant to the waiting situatiom (e.g., the child chose .
between marshmallows and a pretzel but had mints and a graham cracker in * .
front of him during the waiting period) when the 'pretend real" and 'pre-
tend picture" instructions were given. No differences were found among

the groups. n ’ R
' . ' 90004 - ' , ',“"
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Effects of Cognitive RepreéentatiOns

and of Actual Rewardg Present

[}

on VolJntary Delay Time (Minutes)

4

CBgnitive Representation
of Rewards / .

("Pretend"” Instructions)

’

Picture

Real

None

\

Note: Maximum possible delay is 20 minutes.

Picture Real
17.75 5.95
12}70 7.91
15.61 12.24
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