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The effect of two factors, (1) degree of effort exerted studying a
N\

subject, and (2) written feedback from the instructor, on the cognitive

and’affective attitudes students formed toward the .subjeet and?assifnff{

~
‘o

was determined in four university classes,

4 .
they were subjects in an experiment received high or low effort assignmeTits
b

Two assignments werk giveh to each student

>

The students, unaware that

and high or no praise comments.

from two different materials to assure cOunterbalancing of teacher cLassroom

.

o

selection, and time of;day effects. The effort by praise (2 = 2) multivariate

o

analysis of covariance and tlass by praise (4 x 2) ANOVAs showed that<§tudents

who received high praise and completed the high effort assignments formed-

»

significantly more ,positive attitudes than students in the other three groups.
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’ During my graduatE.course work ‘a few yégrs.ago I was introduced 'to a

‘concept called cognitive dissonance. I was much intrigued by the notion hut

-t

had a great amount of difficulty applying the idea te school learning. Upon

furtherostudy it became obv1ous that the more broad question of attitude formation
was one which has rot been researched very much in educafion. (Bloom,~Hastings,

& Madus, l9ll° Kahn The dissopance literature

& Weiss, 1973; Ringness, l975)
was relevant in specifying how the feedback we receive after completing a task °

and the attributions we make,related to causatiop can be an important factor
c, o
The difficulty was formulating % reasonable research , -

It was also difficult

in attitude development.
. . .
é?fort in-.schools to test some of the dissonance theory.

to specify an "attitude" which could be measured Many writefs have stressed

"7 the importance of developing positive attitudes of students toward the, subject

. matter they study (Bloom, Hastlngs, & Madus 1971 Kahn&\& WElSS, 1973; Ringness,.

. l975)

Phil Jackson (1968) has poimted out tnat—thereﬂhrlxt%le~reletionshep between

.
R - .

pupil attitufes toward school and scholastic success,. and a pOSitive relationship

between pupil attitude toward a specific subject and achievement in that subject

has® been confirmed through a'large number ofvs'\tudies.2 *Thus, I decided to investigate
’ : i . ‘ - & >

dissonance theory in the context of pupil attitudes toward schoolusubjects.

-

- Despite evidence demonstrating the significance of positive attitudes toward

¢

"school subjects, little research has~geen conducted concerning the development

a

|
of these attitudes (Aiken, l970 Bloom, Hastings, & Madus, 197l Kahn & Weiss, 1973;

Watson, 1963). That is, how/do these attitudes

are related to the formation “of the attitudes’

V

develop and what factors or variables

\
The purpose of the p"resent study

I:I

is to determine the effect of two factors on the attitudes students form toward the

>

L N >

v

-

<

1
.

£

2 A list of 17 studies which show significant relationships is indicatéd
* ' ' ’ .

in McMillan .(1976).
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. ~ suhje%t_matter‘of an assignment and the’ task related to acquiring knowledge of

the subject. THe two factors are (1) the degree of effort students exert studying

.

.. “the subject,;and (2) high praise.or no praise feedback the student receives

from the instructor on the assignment. . : o . <

L) \

Research on the effect of these two variables on attitude dgwelopment is

inconclusive. There is some research which suggests that students will form
: 4

- . positive attitudes if they are rewarded for displaying‘the attitude or rewarded

. for achievement in a subject‘(Bostron, Vlandis, & Rosenbaun, l96l;(hager, l968; )

Neidt, & Hedlund; Teigland, 1966). let; some evidence exists'to suégest that
rewarding students is not helpful, and,may_in fact promote unfaéorable attitudes
.(Deci,'l9$l; Greene, & iepper; l974; Kruglanski, Along,'& Lewis, 1972; hruglanshi;

. . .

Friedman, & Zeevi,‘;97l; Ryan, 1968; Schock,€l973). The nature of the reinforce-
- . . - “ L X}

“ment,‘as extrinsic or intrinsic, and effort exerted in the’relatéd task may par-,?"

]
—

/ t .
tially explain the contradictory findings An extrﬂnsic reward such as money

S

o lla_prize may have little or negative effect while an intrinsic reward such as
. / ‘ . .' ( .
< praise is 1ikely to have a positive efﬁect. According to Festinger (1961) and

w\’ .
Bem (1967), if a person exerts a lrigh amount of effort to perform a-task and is
i . . L

given an extrinsic reward, that person will value the task for the reward, not

. y [
e

for itself. Conversely,‘if there is no reward, the person will resolve the

dissonance which ensues by val&ing*the task Buenz aﬁd Merrill (l968) and

Kauchak (l973) provide evidence to support this theory ‘in the formation of

..C‘\.

student attitudes. Thus, the degree of effort associated'with the rewarded | ;

activity'may effect the attitudes‘formed.' In a related'series ofexperiments, .

Y Maehr (1976) has studied the effect of internal or external evaluation on motivation
"and’ has, in general, supported the findings of DeCi and others. . He and William . u
Stallings (1222) also found that task difficulty, as "easy" or "hard" interacted

- 4
.
Y L

.




,withjinternal‘and external, evaluation to €ffect continued interest in the task.

and.received little reward and students who exerted high effort and received)a'

. -
20
. . \ - r. .

, N . ]
Théy faund students who recedved the "hard" task and interndl evaluation were

more 11kely to 'show contlnued interest. Aronson (1961) studied the'effect of )
effort and extrinsic rewards, and found that students who exerted hlgh effort .

- s .

high reward showed the same attitude, while In a low effort conditien studepts |,
L < s . N . A . ..

/ - .
who received a high reward showe& more positive atpfitudes than-students who [r"

’

received 1ittie reward. .

<
. ) -

The present study rep11cates Aronson's experiment with several slgnrflcant

- A\ A

changes. Aronson s experiment was cgonducted in a laboratory settlng, used éxtrinsic ™
g .

» . -
v

P

rewards, and a single dependent measure. The present study was conducted in' .

actual classes and the students{were unaware that they were subjects in an experi-
.8 . f ' v

. ment. Rewards in the form of instruc%or written comments on assignments were®

- a
. 4 s . .~ e . . P ’, , ‘ /
used, and there were Bive dependent variebles. No research could be found to

e - 3 *

suggest whetfer-written comments were viewed as intrinsic or extrinsic rewards.

‘reward for.attitudes toward the subject matter studied, and at the same time

viewed as an extrinsic “pass" or !'fail" message with regard to the task of

' i
s

" However:, it seemed possible £hat the comments could be viewed as -an intrinsic

d -

A ¢

completing the assignment The attitudes which develop toward the task then,

~ -»

comprlse one set of depBrident variables and/should correspond to the results
Aronson .attained. The attitudes toward the subject matter, however, should -

. develop with the‘lnfluence of an Lntrlnslc reward, and the rewarded groups should

e

N
show more. pos1t1ve at tudes than the non-rewarded groups. The attitudes toward
A \
the .Subject - matter are the secondxset of”&ependent varlables. _It was unclear
‘from the beginning how degree of effort would 1nteract_y1th 1ntr1ns1c rewardL T

, y ;. . “
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Method <t .
\\ . . A s

‘Va&iahles: e X

" The 1ndependen§ variables were .the degree-of effort exerted and feedback oo N

Treceived on an assignment Each condition was réfined in two pilot stuﬂies and

L

* had two levels,,higﬂ-and low effort and high and no praise.' The'high'effort
¢ . - . \ . ' . @
condition consisted 3@ an asgignment in which students wrote a '3 to 4 page
A B . | R . b >

answer to a question regarding the material they had-read. The low -effort

;! ) condition hadlapproximately the same question but the students were asked to

l. '. . ’ /
: list the answers in one page The high praise feedback -consisted of written
. ' <
-t c6mments throughout the a531gnment the students handed An which 1nd1cated ‘that’ R
. -~ rthe student hadndone Excellent work, knew the material well, had done a very

good job. The- no praise feedback consisted of comments such as: poor work,

didn't know the material well less than average job <. . B}

" The dependent wariables were (a) attitudes toward the content of chapter

*26 in- Educational Psychologz,(Gage & Berliner, l975) and The Process oﬁ Educa—
3

\ ‘tion (Bruner, 1963), (bfuaffective and « cognitiverattitudes_“towardcieading—the—
- " book and chapter; (c) ‘affective and cognitive attitudes toward writing the book
and chapter assignments. o > .
; et - . /
. v . >
< ' ’
! Instruments: ; . .
. . . ‘ 4 . ' -
The pre-testfinstrument was a series of Likert-type statementgéqhich deg-
o LA . . \ N
\'| - eribed the point- of view of the book and chapter. _The purpose of these items was
v " 4 .‘ Y . - ;n ‘ )
o v ~

~

3 'Cognitive and affective are defined to represent ‘the cognitﬂVe*and aftectiye

components offthe‘tripartite theory of attitude compoéition. The cognitive compo-
»* . > ’ - = ‘ "‘
nent corresponds to evaluate heliefs about the object, how valuable or worthWhiIe

N <

it is for the person.' Theqaffective component repTesents the feeling or emotional
. . . S ' . )

a

response, enjoying or'dislikin4 the object. - ‘ ) o 7

3

v . .
) . . ‘ -
- . . . . < -
+« ‘ o - ' . » N = Ca e
. . .
ot i e . . . .
o - » . ‘e ) N ¢+ .




ty
o

., to medsure reactions to a sampling of* each mate¥ial, thus it was mosé,impoftant'
2 ) W - + ’ '
that.the items tap the ideéas presented in each matgr{al. The pE;:;esf also

‘ E4 “ - * h

included items whicﬁ measured attiutdes toward reading educatianally related

. materials and teachiné as a profession. The ave}ages of the items for each of
7 7 o .. ) s * ” ’

! - S . I3 3
- three areas were used as covariates in the_statistical analyses.

. .

z

The post—tesf inst;uments ¢ontained the same items to measure attitudes.
towa;d‘?he.cpnieﬁt'of the=ﬁooﬁ and chapter, though ordered\airfér?n?}ngn the
cogtext*of—newistatementST——Other items measured the classroom climates (adgpted '
- .

‘ @ from the Lea:mihglEgvironment Inventory (Waiberg' & Anderson, 1972);,affeéti\'re
| gnd’cogniéive~attitudes toward readingithe boog'and chapter énd'writing the
answers to the assign;ents; degree of effort exerted in reading #he materials

SR , : )
".and writing the assignments; meaningfulness of feedback received; and ratings '

of instructor knowledge of an attitude tqward'ﬁhe materials.

Subjects: | B W . .

. o ,
. ... Four sections of an uhdergraduate Edycational Psychology. course at North-
o~ westernJUhiversity fall termr 1575, were used to protvide gﬁbjeéts. Each class

‘had between .30 and 35 students representing sphomores, juniors.and seriors, end

‘a wide range of majors. Approximatelg\half the students were female, half male,
° ;

- though the distribution of each sex varied in different classes. . <.
. P' .' \ » - . .

. -

IN

Design! e L
& quasi-experimental mon-equivalent g}oupyfesea;ch design was used for the

)

study ,( Campbell & Stanley, 1963; Rieken, et al., 197L).- Two instructors each

taught twa clijses, one in the morning and one in the.afternoon. ' The assignment :

A

[N




N . - .
‘ . . :

of the effort(c0nd1tlon was rand%aﬁby class +so ‘that the two levels of thescondition

©
B

.

for the book and chaptér were counterbalanced for teacher and time of day Each

' < ]

¢ instructor gave & high effort:assignment to one class for the book and a low ) .

effort ass1gnment for the book to h1s/her~other class. The opposite assignments o

., . . .

. §
b ‘were glven to eéch class for the chapter. Thus, one 1nstructor gave a high

.

‘ effort ass1gnment\for the book in hls a.m. class and & low effort ass1gnment for

v s e
, - the book in his p.m. class. The same‘1nstructor, at the same time, gave a low:
. ; L, ) ' 7

' effortr*assignment”for—the—chapter’in’his—a;m. class and a hlgh>effort assignment ~

-

LN

. o ‘ =
for the chapter in his p.m. class. The second instructor gave the oOppodite

A . P

assignments: low eﬁfort for tHe, book and high effort for thetchapter in his

- a.m. class and high effort for the book and low effoxt for the chapter in h1s

R p.m. class: The second Lndependent varlable hlgh praise’ or no pra1se feedback

+
v

was admlnlstered randomly by student in each of the effort condltlons\

< .. -

L2

¥ L

4

N .
Procedqures: - ¢ '

\\- * During the first class session of’the'term each student in the four classes .

- - N - . . kY

* ¥ . . '. '

was given thi\p:e—test and two assignqents (one for the book and one for, the
The ss;gnmehts were handed in one week later, the third class session.

S~ chapter).

Before the assignments were returned to the students the instructor randomly .

. \ . '

- wrote comments of hlgh or'no_praise os each, paper. After the assignments were

-

Y

returned the fourth classg session the post—tests were administered,'and‘the . <
' i.  students were dompletely debr%efed gbout the experiment.’ o

\ v l:/ , -7 -
/ © "Data Analysis: ‘

.

N . i o i . |
The dependent variebles ape examined in two ‘analyses. The first is an

] . .
o

effort by praise (2 x 2) multivariate analysis of covariance for each material:///<ﬁ
= In this analys1s the students are pooled from different classes in, each cell,
v

[ , <
v, N .

- . - B .
. * - N
. 2 s
. » . ,
. . Al N

.
£ v . '




«

~squéct) time of day .of classes, or selection characteristics in each class- (i.

R v v i
v 7
’ . . . i
N ¢

‘and because of the coyhterbalancing in the research design,»éontrol the possible |
. .t . = » -~ !
-effects of different teachers (i.e?, teacher enthusiasm or knowledge of the n

¢ iy

e

—

classroom ®limate). The second analysis is a praise by class (2 X h) analys;s
- ! -/ : .
of variance of each dependent variable for the book and chapter. This analysis
’ " N Y . [
is computed-to %fterﬁine if each class is contgributing equally to the praise b

effort énalysis. A multivarlate ana1y51s.would‘not be approprlate since there

are fewer dependent variables (5) than grqups (8).

N . N

“ N ‘ N g . .

Tables la - 2d report the means} standard deviations, and tests of /sig-
. i . <

nificance for the praise by effort multivariate analysis of covwariance /for' ‘

attitudes fowardathg content of the book and chapter, toward reading the . .
‘ N o (N
@ .
materials and wrlting the a351gnments. The 1nteraction of ‘effort and. feed-

¢ *

back variables for the book is statlétlcally significant (F (5,98) = é 47, p <. 04)

.The standardized disgriminant function cOEfficients,indicaté-that the cogni-

N

. N . ot > . e N
tive attitude toward reading the book is the dependent variables accbunting
. oJd - . J '
- A N L
for this disordinal integaction, and an analysis of the cell means shows

s

e : | |
that the high effort, high praise group reported a more positive attitude ﬁi‘

LY




v

_+— The results for the chapter show that the main effect of praise is

' 1
. : .

The same pattern'of results if repeated A

N «

than did the other three groups.
for all the dependent variables except the attitude toward the content of
the book, .and is further confirmed by the statistically significant univariate_ ¢

F ratios (Graph 1. The F ratio for the main effect of praise is not sig- -

. . , . . L‘
nificant, but the effect of effort is significant (F (5,98) = 2.48, p <.04).
However, the interpretation of-the effort effect must'take into consideration the.

interaction results. . , ) - .
. g : ' -

€

significant (F7(5,98) = 5.52, p < .001); neither the interaction nor effect of ’

effort is significant. The standardized discriminant function coefficients in the

praise analysis indicate that 'three variables, cognitive attitude toward ,
B . - — R
)

. ) N
reading the chapter and cognitive and Wffective attitudes toward writing
’

N

the assignnent are contributing most to the 'significant difference.\‘The cell

~

'_5_’\ » N :
means for these variables show fhat the, high praise groups formed a more
[ “N n
pos1tive attitude with these dependent variables than did the no praise
£ \ .

students. The cell means also show that the high effort—high praise groups

. /‘4\ :
developed more positive attitudes than the otheg three groups, though this

differ;hce was not statistically significant.
The second set of analyses used a.class by~ praise (4 x 2) design The
results of the five ANOVAs for the attitudes related‘tolthe.book, one for

each dependent variable, are reported in Tables 2a and 2b. The results of these

tests indicate that the interaction of claséjhy praise is significant'for '

the variables? 'a) affective attitude toward reading ‘the book (F (3 98) = 2.61,

////' ’:L<L 0;6), b) cognitive attitude toward reading the book (F (3, 98) = 3. 28, P < .024),

. e
all three cases the pattern of the interaction is the same. ,

dc) affective attitude toward reading the book (F (3,98) =,2. 5iﬁ}p_<1.06). "In

-

)

"(- ‘ 11 ~

LY

Students in classes one and

-
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T Tabie"ia S X P
= ./
il Means and\Standard Dev1at10ns of Praise by Effort Multivariate AnalySLS of ‘
S ‘Covariance on Attitudes Toward The Process of Education Post-Test |
(Dependent Measﬁres)a o <
. - . Low.Praise Low Praide High Praise High Praise i
Low Effort High Effért Low Effort High Effort T
~ n=129 ‘n.=27 | = 28 n = 3
Attitude Toward Content of The - 2,39 -2.42 ’ 2.68 Z.Af‘ .
"Process of Education ’ .88 59 7 , .57 - .58
.Cogriitive Attltude Toward Readlng 2.19 2.46 ! 2.66 1.83 |
. Book . , ,.98 1.01 .ol ..~ -.66 ’ |
© Affective Attitude\Tqward Readlng 2.79 _2.87 ~3.300 . 2,21 _ ]
~“Book 1.24 1.12 -, -,91 . .90 3
~. Cognitive Attitude Toward ertlng 2.62 2.70 \2.79 1.94
- Book Assignment’ T . o 1.23 1:09 .94 - .74
Affective Attitude Toward ertlng -3.50 3. 59 3.64 2.50 v
Book ASSLgnment 1.38 1. 23 .86 1.07
1 = favorable .' ' y ’
5'= unfavorable ) ’
s t
~ (™ e =% e ‘
T 12 T " : 13
. . . 3
S 4 - \
e . 1;,.‘ , L]
Ay \ 2
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Table 1b ¥
Tests of Sighificance of Praise by Effort MANCOVA for Attitudék .
. Toward The Process of ‘Education
- Source of Variation D.F.- F (Wilks Lamﬂda criterion) p_less than R
- Praise | . 5,98 1.63 ..159° ¢ 277 - -
. Effort. 5,98 2.48 | .037 .335
_..Praise x Effort 5,98 . 2,47 oo .038 334 :
N . N
- . ¢ ‘ s ™~
< m :
SR  Univariate F tests ‘ - />*
. . . T . . -
Variable Source of Variation ,
_ o . Praige ' Effort - . . Praise\k Effort
’ y F(Q1,102) p Ss.D.F.Cc, ' | FQ1.102) p S.D.F.C. F(1,102) p S.D.F.

* Attitude Toward Content ) '

of Book . 1.05 .30 -.65? ) 1.24 .27 -.183 .944 ) .33 -.221
- - . } . A

3 . 1

Cognitive Attitude Toward an* 4 - .

Reading Book ‘ 16 .70.-.175 ; ‘4.?4 04 -,419 P 10.73 :001 .458
“Atfective Attitude Toward h o | ® - S

ective ude owar ) . - - - p
- Reading Book .11 15 -.274 6:76 01,622, . 9.30 .003 . .300
. Cognitive Attitude Toward - . Y. ' ’ )

" ‘Wriring Book Assignment .67 42 -.148 . 10.86 001 ,927 7.40 .Q08 .180
Affective Attitude Toward . , . .
wpiting Book Assigment 3.63 .06 1.324 6.98 '001! ~'-.002 8.96’ OOM .3‘00 . N
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Means and Standard Deviations” of MANCOVA of ‘Attitudes To
‘Test (Dependent Measures)a

*
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.Tablle\ lc &

¢
i

Yard the Chapter Post-

" 'Low Praise Low Praisge
Low Effort High Effo

rt Low Effort

e " High Praigse High Praise
- High Effort

n = 26 n = 238 n = 28 n = 28 ~
Attitude toward' the Content of the 2.45\\\\,, 2.64 2 69 . 2.24 -
Chapter _ .81 .39 .30 ; .96 !
Cognitrive Attitude Toward Readlng 2.12 : '2.07 2.29 1.98 —0
Chapter T .80 \ .49 .66 76 . _
Affectlve Attitude Toward Readlng © 265 4. 2,77 . '2.84 2.41 ,
‘Chapter ‘ 1.07 .76 B N 1.02
1 Cognltlve Attitude Toward Writing z.ézb - 2.82 2.41 '2.05 e
Chapter Assignment 1.21 1.08 .87 .89 ..
 Affective Attitude Toward Writing 3.50 ) 3.34 2.91 - 2.57 °
Chapter Assignment * ‘ 1.27 ' :81 - .90 -1.19 -
1 = faverable w‘ .
.~ 5 '= unfavorable | :
. ? ) .

? '.

oy
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Table 1d
N/

~_ ..
Tests ‘of Significance of Praise by Effort MANCOVA for Attitudes T0ward

the Chapter

-

Ca

» *

S.D.F.C.

1.078

-.280 -

5

. 189
4
T 164

-0137’

- . >, . o
Source of Variation D.F. F(Wilks Lambda criterion) P lLss than R .
. \‘ . ~ ‘ ' *
Praise. 5,98 5.52 \ ob1 ) 469
Effort 5,98 .23 - 950 . . .107.
Praise x Effort 5,98 . 1,16 ) ' .333 .237
- | e W
= — I AL :
// . Univariate F tests -=
. o Variable . Source'of Variation
- s, . . ) ' .. ) . A
<' Praige Effort :\ » ""w- Prailse x Effort
' F(1,102) p S.D.F.C F(1,102) p S.D.F,C. F(1,102) »p
"i Attitude Toward Content "’ PSR ‘ . . .
. of Chapter .64  ,030 _ .02 .90 i.230 ?.20 A‘.OBK
N ) : L e
) Cognitive Attitude Toward y
Reading Chapter : ,.88‘ 914 .73 .40 1.447‘ .13 .72
“Affective Attitude Td&ard o ) C e ] L ) ..
Reading Chapter . 41 1.370 .07 .79 -.332 ~81 o037
- Cognitive Attitude Toward ' r e bee : .. )
Wfiting Chapter Ass'igfunentw- 12065 0001 0795 \! 001‘ 093 0656’ n 001 ~ 097<
' k | Fai.
\ R . . o
Affective Attitude Toward ol / - o
Writing Chapter Assignment 10.65 .001 -.771 ; .08 .:?8 .103 .28 .?9
. : > -
\" N
. ) «“
© 18 ‘ o |
) . 17
b.ﬂ
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. . . . , [ . - Nad . * . . e . - ’s' P ’ -
. . - : Taple 2a . - ) o / L | 4
Means and Standard Deviations|of Praise by Class ANOVA Depgndent Variables " . :
for The Procesarof Educatjon and the Chapter™ , S
. I ¢ lJfavorablé, S—unfavoyle) : . . - .
‘\ - ' L . .' SR A e R '4 A s - o
e ) ) . Class 1 ‘ Class 2 - ' | Class 3 iy Class &
* ) No Praise~ High Praise XNo’ Praise High Praise NO Praise High Praise No Praisd High
) * - \.' * . ) - :' - u
- ‘;;t’t‘gzdgogﬁw“d Content ™ 5,55 2.54 2. 6‘?’ 2.82  |2.48 - 2.59 . 2,56 ' 2.5
* o~ : .35 .37 ) | , .19 SRy N ) .
ggﬁg;ﬁi"ih‘gt}gizﬁde Toward 5 4 1.96 2,53 2.77 2.2 1.82 " 2,46 2.5
’ ne _ o, 1.02 . .56 .70 . .93 .| .68 . .60 .97 1.1
f{ggis;"ihﬁtgizﬁdf* Toward . 597  .72.25 +  .3712 3.3 .00 2.3 ¢ 2.89 3.3
T , . ‘ 1.06 .64 . 116 7 .81, ¢ .89 98 . ® .8 - .8
Cogni’tive Aééitude Toward e ‘ . S ’ - - ' ‘
3.07 2.21 3,04 2.92 2.46 1.77 2,57 2.7
Writ";n'g' Book /As§ignment .13 C 70 88 1.22 | 57 47 . 20 .6,
Affective Attitude Toward - DA n : "
; 3.76 2.64 3.89 3.58 3,77 2.55 3.64
Writing Book Assignment )5 1.06 - ..82 91 .88 - .85 118 .-
.. : (n=15) (n=14) (n=13) (n=13) {n=11) - (a=I1) . : (n=14)
[ , ‘ . ( . ) ‘ .
Ateitude Toward Content 2,60 2.67 "4563 0 2.38 712 2.75 - 2,64 2.2
‘ . whep . - .36 “25 D62 DTG 63 .37 37 - .9
. . \ ,. . ' LN - ’
... Comnitive Actltude Toward . "2.390 7 2.2 1.96 2,00 215, 2.42 2.18 2.1
. g the Lhep .66 .59 31 - .67 VTR R [ .61 .6
Affective Attitude Toward 4 Py ’ ‘ ‘ ;
. 2.82 2.60 400 - 2,58 2795 3.17 . 2.54 2.4
Reading the Chapter -.70 a4 .78, 1.06 .86 .81 © .89 a2
.o . . 5 . | ’
¥ " ) ;
Cognitive Attitude Toward . P
a . 3.18 "~ 2,50 3.11 ,z.éé 3.15 2.25 2.54 2.2
Writing Chapter Assign:nent .80 .80 . .21 - . ‘ 1.05 .49 .89 .7
K Affectiw‘a Attitude Toward o _ St - . 4
R . 3.61 2,77 ~ 3.25 2.85 3,50 3.00 3.43 2.6
.-Writing Chapter Assignment " g .86 . .70 1.25 . .88 %95 .92 1.0
g - .. . * (n=14) . (n=15) (n=14) -+ (n=13) «(n=10) * *(n=12) (n=14) ° (n=1
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Tests of\Significance of|Praise by Class ANOVAs

"Table 2

Process of Education.and the Book

- 4

Variable™

]

Attitude Toward Content
of the Book

-,

Cognitive Attitude Toward'
Reading the Book

i

Affective Attitude Tdﬁagg
Reading- the Book

1

Cogn{pive Aftitude Toward
Writing Book -Assignment

-

Affective Attitude Toward
Writing Book Assignment

* ‘ /
Attitude Toward Content
of the Chapter . .

o~

Cognitive Atfitude Toward
Reading the Chapter

Affective Attitude-foward
Reading the Chapter

Cogniti&e Attitude Toward
Writing. Chapter Assignment

"Affective Attitude Toward

Writing Chapter Assignment

J

Praise
Class

Praise X

v

Praise
Class

Praise x

Praise:
Class
Praise x

<?raise

Class
Praise x

Praise
Class
Praise x

Praise
Class
Praise x

Praise
Class
Praise x

Praise

" Class

Prgise X

Praise
Class
Praise x

Praise
Class

. Praise x

\

24

Class

Class\

Cfass

Class

Class

-

b
Class

‘Class

Class

Class

*

é{,;.

Source of Variation .

&

Yo st

!/

for The

- B . p less tham

.77 38,

.86 4700

'028 084

'088 035

- 1.44 .24 ¥ . ’

3.28 ;02
' .87 .35

2.60 .06 .

2.61 ., .06

4,90 .03

3.74 .01 )

1.69 17 -
10,05 002 °
2,55 .06 -
-2.54 .06 ‘3

1.68 .19 ‘

1.36 .25

1.03 .38

- t
A0 .93
¥ 1.6 .18 . :
0.67 058 ¥
’94 034:.
1:47 .09 ,
43 .58
15.68 ,001 -
1.25 .30
.68 .57
13.02 * -.001
Y .81
.39 .76 -
e
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threezwho received high praise deVeloped more positive attitudes than students, .
C 4

who received no praise, while in classes two and four it-didn't make any dif-

) - *\* . ’
ference whether_the studEhts ceived high or no praise. Classes one and'
‘-, ' - B .‘m,i . . - /- PO
three hadgkhe_high'effort assignment and classes two and four had the low
. s
effort assignment . The main effects for these three variables are uninterpre- ,,

teosa
. 2

table by themselves because of . the significant interaction ,
[ o~ 7

Although tha interaction for the cognitive.attitude toward writing,the . A

AN .
book assignment)wa§'not significant the pattern of data ib very ‘similar to

the three variables reported above While “the high praise students, oggrall -

developed, more pbsitive at/;tudes, this finding is largely attributed to the

- N\. -

differences in classes one and three. Similarly, the attitudes of classes -

one and,three,both high effort and no praise, are lower than those of classes

-
e}

The class by-praise interactions for the five depéndent variables related
’ o f‘- |

" to the chaptar were not sighificant. ' The main effect of praise was significant

«
R

for the variables: a) affective attitudes toward wfiting,the assignment (F (1,98)-
11.53, p < .001), 4nd b) cognitive attitudes toward writing: the assignment (F

(1,98) = 13.45, p <.001). In gll four classes the high praise stué;n:s reported
re favorabl ttit'd t d-writing th i han did the no,pr
a more favorable a ude tovyard-wr e ass a he no ey’
g th gn eAt ¢ r ﬁﬂﬁLJ

students. Alt\ough not significant, classes‘two and four, which had the high

3

effort assignments, showed high praise students with a more po itive attitude than

no praise students. Both high pr?ise and no praise students o% classes one and

(44

“ _three reported the same attitudes. The maih effect 'of cldss did not show any

- . 7

significant differences. . ’ _ .

Al

The results using each question as a dependent variable in the. praise by o

' effort analyses for the book showed no significant differences. Several~of

o s

the items used to-TWeasure attitud® toward the content of the chapter, while

[, .3 -

5. .

o~

e

3

s

4

.
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not reaching a. p 1eve1 of .001 (which would safe1y reduce the_chances of a

3
type one error) did srow a pattern similar to the results of the task related
. \ : A

-attitudes. . Four questions had a significance 1eve1 of at least .05 in the

L3

interaction between effort and praise, showing the high praise, high effort
2 .t o R
student with more positive attitudes.

<

+The results of the analyses of potentially confounding variables-associated’ .

-

¢

a to each class”showed some differences, but none of these seemed to affect the

. ‘measures of the dependent variables or the interpretatioh of ‘the resolts.

4 ']

There was 'some variance reported in the number of males and females, and
',seniors, in‘each class, interest in teaching as a’taregr, class organization,

and instructor knowledge of the subject matter. Howevery the praise by class

results show that differencgs between classes with the dependent variabieslis—m\ - e

consistent,Fand if any of these factors affects the results the pattern would

~ RN - . 1

v

not be the same across classes. . ) . :
\—j l4 )

Discussion

s » . ) R . .V.
The results of the praise by effort‘multi%ariate analysis of covariance

indicate similar pattexns of significance for the book and chapter task related

[y

attitudes. ‘The intefaction between effort and praise means that the effect

N . : ) |
of praise depends on whether the student had the high or’low effort assigﬁhéht, S,

v .
° ~

Seemingly, students who exert high effort regard high praise feedback as more
- A} .
meaningful than no praise, whereas students who exert little effort do'not
B "\
seem‘to be affected differentially by high or no praise. The difference be-

A .
tWeen the book and chapter results may be due to the amount of effort re-

quired for the assignments. The students indicated 1ess effort was exerted’

- % / 4 ~
f ! N M

in the chapter assignments than the book assignments,,thus the effect of the

-~ o

Whe

A
‘,‘ v . —~ )

« 5 . |
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effort vari&ble was not as strong in the chapter as the b.-ok.

It was hypothesized that the effeet of praise toward the'task would be
o , .~ -

viewed as an extrinsic reward, defining success or failure. If extrinsic)
- i

t ~ .
the results should have replicated Aronson's study (1961), showing no dif-

ference in the high effort condition for rewarded or unrewarded subiects,

but a difference in the low\effort condition. Evidently, the written comments

were viewed by the students as intrinsic rewards for the task. This would ‘

ekplainrwhyino dissonance effect was obgained in the high effort condition.‘\\>
The disordinal interaction for the attitudues. toward the book iddicates

that students in the low effort condition who Jeceived no praise developed'

more positive attitudes than studentswuho received high praise. This is an .

unexpected and interesting result, repeatéd to a lesser degree.with the 1

attitudes toward the chapter. These results suggest that dissonance may

x~have been experienced in the low effort condition. This would explain why

students rece1v1ng no praise indicated that the task was both more enJoy-
able and valuable than students receiving high praise for their work. Perhaps

students in the low effort condition perceived the reward of praise as more
-, 2

extrinsic than intrinsic!’ .

[
°

v
.

The results of the class by praise analyses support'the findings of the
; .

praise by effort MANCOVAS. The data showed that students in the high effort
classes formed moreﬁfavorable attitudesif they received high praise than
.students who received“no praise. There was little difference between high

.and no praise students in the classes which received the low effort assignment.

< L

Furthermore, each class which had a high or lew éffort assignment showed\the v

same pattern between high and no praise. This means that in pooling the
classes in the praise by effort analyses each class contributed equally to

the dgﬁﬁerences attained. In other words, one class was not responsible for .

27 ST
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‘the results in the praise by effort -MANCOVA.

- The results of the study should be viewed with some caution because

r - ., .
- } -

of the-following two limitations. -Pirst, in a check of the experimental
manipulations, the high and low effort groups did not report any difference
.in the amount of effort actually exerted. The high effort assignments were ;
more comprehensive® longer, confirmed by other instrucgors as requiring

more effort, and pre-tested., ~Also, the results clearly show that this

~

N AR

condition had a differential impact on the attitudes formed. Et is possible-

' \

that the measure of effort was not sensitive enough or in some. other way not

accurate. Also, other factors assoclated with effort, such as meaningfulness,

~maz\haze caused the difference. For instance, if thg high effort assignment

was also more meaningful, the perceived effort may be 1ess¥than actually
exerted, while: a shorted but nore mundane assfgnuent uould be'pereeived as
requiring a greater' amount of effort. Finallx, attribution‘theory might
exp%ain the results.’ Since the’ students reoeived the high or no praise
feedback before completing the post-tests, the feedback could haue'af ected
the perception of effort. _In the high effort group students who reoeived no
praise d6u1d rationalize their failure in lack of effort enerted. If true,
this would lower the overall average of reported effort in the high effort
group.f The low effort group, on the other hand, would;not be affected as
much since’ less investment (eff%rt) was involved. For -these reasons, the
-

manipulation of thg‘effort condition is considered successful, though effort

g

may not be tie only contributing factor to the differences attained.,
The second cautionzéas to do with the unit of statistical analysis

used in the data analyses. \The lowest unit of randomization should also

be . the unit_of analysis. In fhe present study this would mean that in

the praise by effort MANCOVAs classrooms, -not individuals, would be the
> ' ( ) ’ ’




et
. " .
J LN
‘

unit of analysis. This' would provide two replications in each cell and

statistical significance would be improbable,. .While'tﬁe assignments g
» - . .

>

are given by class, each individuwal reads the material, writes the assign-

ments, and receives feedback separately from every other individual. Thus,,
- /

the problem of ngt assuring indepghdence between treatment replications is
avoided by having the students complete the treatments individually outside

of class, A second requirement for determining the statistical unit is the

S [}

- oy -

smallest division of random assignment} While students have no- reason fqr

'

choosing a particular section, other than it fits into their timeaschedulé,
there is not strict randomization by students to the effort treatment.

However, the assignient ‘of high or no praise is random by stﬁdent. " Thus,

vhile there may be some question about:dsing gtudents as the unit of analysis

. r

in the praise by;effort design, it is surely better to report the results with

~

caution than not conduct the study because too few classes were available.

/ - - T
) i $
*
Conclusions .
w~—" 7 - s S

. : ¢ w .
This study examined the impact. of effort and praise on the attitude

-

formation  of students in a real-life classroom situation. The results suggest

that the effect of praise in the form of Qritten com@ents depends on whether

-

the student exerted high or low effort in the task for which he/she was

ﬁrgised. Students who exerted high effort and received high praise feed-

-

. - L. . ..

back developed significantly better attitudes toward reading the'material . "

and writing the assignment than students who exerted high éfforﬁ and réceiv;&
- ~ J .

- - N
no praise, or those who exerted low. effort, regardless of praise. /

The generalization of these findings is limited to college students and;
'] , ’ : ’ A e
~ & Y\ Ly ,
&"the’fj;7éials, assignments, and type of praise used. However, the students

== —

1,

29 .
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14 E represent all.class levels except freshmen and wide range,of majora, The \\ {
same results were replicated with two different materials, and statistical |
significance was attained with a group of subjects which has a history of,

[ not showing significant differences in studieslofiattitudé formation and

development . (McMillan, 1976). Another limitation is that the students

reported’their attitudes within fifteen minutes of receiving the feedback.

It is possible that, after a day or two, they could change tzis attitude.

1f confirmed with additional ‘research, the results mean‘that intrinsic .

' L3
]

rewards will most effectively promote positive attitudes if the prdise - o
follows high effort exertion hy the students. This study seems to indicate

that when students do not exert much effort the intrinsic reward will

not promote more favorable attitudes. These findings suggest that the

1mpact of rewards on attitude formation may not be as simple as promulgated

" by Mager, Block, and others. Deci's research (Deci, 1971) on the effect of

- ‘ -
* praise is relevant since it confirms that the nature of the reward, as -~

~ -

intrinsic or extrinsic, may make a difference in the attitudes formed. Even

’
~

Deci, however, did not account for different amounts of effort. The fact .
that school re1ated-assignments vary in the amount of effort required may L
‘ account for, the inconclusive gvidence on the effect of using rewards to ‘
. develop,attitudes. The important conclusion from thé results of the atudy,
% i substantiated in other settings, is that teachérs ¢an develop .more -
P ‘positive attitudes if they require hard work and\use.intrinsic rewards. -

[}
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