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ABSTRACT

To difterentiate behaviorally, success-strivers and
failure-avoiders within a group ot educable mentally handicapped, two
experiments vere conducted. The eftects of learning pctential status
{gainers, nongainers, high scorers) and motivational style ({success
strivers, failure avoiders) on discrimination learning when
reinforcenent vas varied was exasined. In the first experiment 24
educable mentally handicapped black adolescents from a low incone
housing area were tested using trials-to-criterion as the dependent
variable in a two choice simultanlous discriminatiou problem. Ouly
the learning potential, motivation interaction combinatior was telt
to approach signifticance. Bxperiment II was modiiied only in certain
test procedures. Twenty four white boys trom lover class tamilies
vere tested with modifications in amotivational assessment, incentive,
and cue set procedures. Contrary to prediction, it was coancluded that
the negative motivaticnal feedback did not yield greater etficieacy
for the success-strivers. Results vwere felt to contirm the prediction
that gainers and high scoraers would be superior to nongainers on the
discrimination task. The validity of *he construct of
failure-avoidance versus success-striving as it has been applied to
the mentally handicapped group vas questioned by the researchers. ({(CC)
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THE ZFVECTS OF LEARNING FOTLNTIAL, AND MOTIVATIIN oL 1.0 100

ON LEAXNING AMONG THEZ EDUCAGLE MENTALLY LRI/ 510
Suammary and Avstract

sichard Mankinen, Miltcn Budoif, & kobert !. Farrison

Research Institute for cduca*tional Probdlens

Learning potential (L?) assessment descrides a range of

ability to reason among psychometrically defined IMis., The effccer
of a success-striving versus fallure-avoiding motivation withlin ‘.
subgroups of EMRs hcmogeneous in LP was studicd ¢n & two cholce

discrimination learning tvask in which negetive arnd positive

feedback conditions were varied systemacically.

effects of feadback conditions. J3eneral support for the nypothesl:
that the more able ZMRs, defined by tThe L2 prcocdure, would learn

more efficiently than thz less able EMLs was connlicated by

interacting effects of motivation. Tae more abls (LP) E¥R

ju

failure-avoiders learned more efficiently thar. aly success-
strives LP group; the less ablie {(LP) fail:re-avoliders lecarned

least efficient.y.
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THE EFFECTS JF LEARNING PCTENTIAL, AND MOTIVATION ORIENTATICH

ON LEARNING AMONG THE EDUCABLE MENTALLY RITARDZID

Richard Mankiner, Milton Budoff, & Robert H. H:rrison

.'Research Institute for Educational Problem52

An understanding of the learning processes and probleiss of
che eduecable mentally retacrded and attempts to remediate their’
educational handicaps must include an underscanding of the moti—
vational characterisvics which might alvect thein learning. Much
pesearch has evolved from the quite reasonablg assunption thet re-
tardafes, because of inferior cognitive ability compared to ncrmals.
have e#perienced a much higher incidence of failure, and as a re-

" sult, have.developed o different motivational style than have
normais (see Cromwell, 1963, for-a review of research related to
this view). This assumption has received support from the f;ndings
“that retardates and normals do reaci-differently to experimentally
defined failure and success, as would be expected if their motiva-
fioﬁal style had origiﬁally cvolved from different histeries of
guccess and failure (Heber, 1957; Gardner, 1853J.

'A specific motivational consfruct, sup:ess-striving versus
failufe-avoiﬁing (5S-FA) was derived from this assumption cf differ-
‘ences in experience of success and failure (Moss, 1958). A succesi-
striver has a high generalized expectancy Jor success and reSpbnds
to cues leading %o success. A failure-avoider has a low generaiisaed

expectancy fof'success and responds to c¢ives preventing furthee failurc.

Q f - ; ' 3
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In practice, because of their relatively low success experience,
retardates as a group have been designated as failure-avoiders,
while normals because of their relatively high success experience,
heve be:n designated as success-strive:s (see Moss, 1955; Cromwell,
1963, pp. 56-61). There appear to be ao studies which have at-

tempted to operationalize this motivational dimension with perfor-

- mance c¢riteria within samples of EMRs, but it seems redasonablie to

assumne that there would be EMRs who are more or less failure-avoidant
or éuccess-striving relative to each other.

Budeoff's (1969) learning potential (LP) assessment procedure
Las differentiated three patterns of respoﬁse among psychometrically
defined IMRs to a nonverbal reasoning task (Kohs Block Designs)
presented in a test-train-retest paradigm. Some Ss performed very
well on the pretest, figuring out the task as average IQ Ss would
(high scorers); other Ss perfcimed poovly on the pretest but mirkedly
improved their s:ores following training {(gainers); while other
EMRs perforned poorly on the initial *1ial and failed to demonstratc
improvement Tollowinj training (norgainers). Since these LP
groupns differ in ability, the assumption that they should hive had
different experiences of succes$ and failure, hence different moti-
vations, could bz applied with the expeci-tion that the more able
Ss would be more feilure-avoidant. While this assumptian was im-
plicitly examined in the stuidy, a furtier assumption was made: tha*
success-striving and failure-avoiding motivations might both be
represented within LP groups otherwise homcgeneous in ability.
Therefore, this study attemptad to differentiate behaviurally success-

strivers and failure-avoiders within each learnirg potential

q

O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Markiner et al., page 3

group. It was expected that conditiong which lead to more
efficient iearning among suuposedly success-striving non-
retarded children would also lead to more effic:ient learning
among succness-striving EMRs., '

To ‘ezt this prediction, a discrimination learning task
was selected pecause it hasg demcnstrated differential effects
among nonretarded children under conditions which would be
expected to relate to motivational styles cf success-striving
and failure-avoiding (Brackbill & O'Hara, 1958; Hamilton, 1963a,
1969b; Fenney, 1967; Penney and Lupton, 1%61; Spence, 1966).
Negative feenpsack conditions, in which reiﬁforcement was con=-
tingent solely on a child's incorrect responses, has reculted in
more officient ddeorimination Jearnirg among nonretarded children

on o wnsltive {redback conditions, in which reinforcement was
tontingent solely on the child's correct responses. The superior-
ity of learrin; under negative feedback conditions has been
rxplained in terns cf differential motivation acciuing to the
yositive and v fellve ¢omelete reinforcement, €.8.s motivation

to «voild punishment iz sironger than wotivation i~ asproach
reward (Bracxpiil ¢ O'Mara. 135%), and in terms ol the negative
cue having preiter infovravinsnal v 2lue than the positive cue

in studies usi.y cily erbtal faszinacl (Honiloen, 19621),

“he twe cupenriients reported here examined the effects of

*3

learning poterntic! s*2%vs3 and the mot .vational s:yle variable on
discrimination l=arnine when the motivating provperties of the
“eedback conditions uere systenatically variced. A two choice discrina-

ination lear.ing ivask was constructed. For the feedb-ck conditiors =

<
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procedure similar to that of Brackbill}and O'Hara's (1958) was
adopted. In the positive feedback condition tokens were given for
each correct choice and no token reinforcement occurred for incor-
rect choices; in the negative feedback condition, 5 was ‘initi:1ly
provided with tok:ns and a token was taken away f~r cach incorrect
choice, wﬁile rnc token reinforcement occurreda for correct choices.
Information ;alua of the two cues was ﬁeld constant through appro-
priate verbal feedback on both correct and incorrect choices.

The following predictions were made:

a. that negative feedback would result in more efficient
learning than positive feedback for the success-strivers. This was
an empirical prediction based only on thke relative performance of
presumably success-striving normal children uuder conditicons of
positive and negative feedback; therefore, no prediction wus offered
regarding the performance of failure-avoiders;

b. that the more able Ss by the learning potential criterion
(gainers and high scor~rs} would be superior to the less able Ss

{nongainers).

EXPERIMENT I

- —— e o e e

Subjects The subjects lor Experiment I were 22 Black and 2
white boyérand girls from special classes serving a low income hous-
ing project. These children ranged in age from 132 months to 196
months with a mean CA of 165.92 months. Their IQs, based on WISCs
or Stanford-Bine“’s administered within 30 months of the present

experiment, ranged from 61 to 91 with a mean of 74.04. The 24

6
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subjects of this experiment were selecged ac..ording to the SS-FA
motivational criterion from a pool of 27 subjects (9 each of non-
gainers, gainers, and high scorevrs), roughly matched on chronologi-
cal age and IQ across LP groups, who had been used in a'previous
expériment_(?ines and Budoff, 1970}, The subjects of that experi-
ment had originally been selected fror a larger, more hevercgeneous
pool of EMRs.

Overview of Procedure The learning potential status of each

S had been determinnd prior to the present experiment with an as-
sessment strategy involving the Kohs Block Designs (Budoff & Fried-
man, 1864).

In the first experimental session, S .as assigned a rclatively
success-striving or failure-avoiding motivational status within
each learning potential group on the basis of a procedure involving
the Kohs Block Designs. S was then pretrained on matching~to-
sample (MTS) principles with an unidimensioncl MTS problem prior
to determining his relative preference for the stimulus dimensions
of form versus spatial configuration in a 'wo-dimensional MTS task.
In the second session, one day later, a two-dimensional simultaneous
discrimii.ation problem was administered with S's more difficult
nonpreferred dimension relevant to sclution. The discrimination
propblem wasg administered under one of two motivational feedback
conditions® vositive motivational feedback for correct responses
only or negative motivational feedback for incorrect responses only.
Verbal feedback was provided on both correct and incorrect responses.

All procedufes were individually administered.
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Learning Potential Assessment T?e individual assessment of

leérning potential using Kohs Block Design materials has been de-
scribed in detail elsewhere (Budoff & Friedman, 1964). Each child
was given a pretest (Kl) with a set of 22 block designs, including
a practice desigii, sixteen Kohs Block Designs as lest items and
five addifional designs to be used in subsequent coaching (practice
and coaching designs are not scored in.determining LLP status). '
Children who solved a difficult nine block design (A9 or more dif-
ficult designs of the Kohs series) were designated high scorers

and not coached. The remaining children were given intensive indi-
vidual coaching on principles thought n:cessary to block design
construction with erphasis on detailed deszign analysis and careful
continual checking of their designs against the standard during the
construction phase. Ccaching was followed one day later by an
immediate posttest (KZ) and one month later by a delayed posttest
(K3). Gainers werc defined by an improvement of four or more correct
test designs from pretest to either of the pos*ttests. Nongainers
were defined by a failure to meet this criterion of improvement.

Motivational Assessment The test of motivational style con-

sisted of giving the child the deck ¢f coaching and test design
cards used in the learning potential assecsment, the design cards
being in unsystematic order. He was asked to look at each cerd in
the deck, after which he was asked to pick one of the design cards
that he would like to make with the blocks. E emphasized that this
was not a test and that he didn't care which design the child picked.
The child was provided sufficient blocks to make any of *.= designs

and asked to make the design he had chosen. After S constructed

8
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the decign successfully, he was asked to pick a..other design thatx
he would 1like t> do. The design cards had bren previously rank-

ordered in terms of difficulty and assigned a nunerical rank fpom
1 (very easy) to 22 (very difficult).

The measure of motivational style was Dpascd on the difficulty
rank value of the second design minus the difficulty rank value of
the first design picked by the S. Thus, a chkild who picked an
easier design on the second trial would have a negutive score, and
a child who picked a more difficult design on the szcond trial would
be assigned a positive score. Within each of the three learning
potential catzgories, Ss were ranked from lowest to highert on the
basis of this difference score. The four children with the algebra-
ically lowest ccores were designated failure-avoiders and the four
with the highest scores were decignated success-strivers. Block de-
sign constructicn, with which the Ss were familiar, was selected to
assess motivatioral status, because it was thought that a familiar
task would me¢. . clearly reflect a more pervasive. generatized moti-
vational state. Motivational assessment with a neuwral task would
be more likely to reflect transitory motivational states which of

course, might have quite different effects on learning.

Dimension Preference Assessment S's relative preference for
the dimensions of form versvs‘spatial configuration to be used in
the criterion discrimination problem was determined in a two dimen-
sional matching-to-sample (MTS) problem. To first assure that §
understood MTS principles, he was pretrained to a criterion of five
consecutive correct responses on a simple unidimensional numerousit:
MTS problem. In this problem § had to choose which of two Stimuli
(one or two squares) arranged in separate frames at the botrom‘of

O
FRJ(Ccard was the same as the stimulus in a frame at the top of the

s q
. L
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carq. E~th stimulug valucs to be matcged (one or two squares?} ap-
pedred unsystematically but with equal frequency in the top frame.
The positiocit of the corre=t response varied unsystematically but
witt equal frequency between the left and right bottom franes. The
problem was administered under a .aoncorrection procedure {(i. e., one
respcnse per trial) with verbal feedback for correcc and incorrect
rasponses. All 3s were able to solve this problem.

Instructions were:

J am going to shcw you scorme cards. Each card has

three pictures on it like this one {E holds up first

card). I want you to lonk at this top picture here

(E points). Now, point to the picture at the bottom --

this one or this one (E points) ~-- that looks most like

this picture up here.

Immediately upon attaining <ritericn in the pretraining prob-
lem, S’s dimension preference was determined with a four-trial MTS
task. The four trials are presented schematically in Table 1 where
"S" and "F" represent the spatial configuration and form dimensions
respectively and the subscripted numbers represent specific cues
on these dimensions. For each trial the top combination of spatial
coniiguration and form cues ropresents the stimuly . to he matched
anu the bottom combinations represent §'s response alternatives.
Either resporse alternative would be a correct match to the stimulus
combination, since if S were matching on the basis of the form cue
he would pick cne response, and if he weie matching on the basis
of the spafiai configuration cue he would pick the alternative re-
sponse. In this way E could determine to which dimension § was

ERIC 10
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responding. If S responded on the basjys of one dimension on at
least three of four trials he was defined as preferring that dimen-
sion. In this study all Ss preferred form. No feedback was pro-
vided on the dimension preference trials. Instructions here:
Ifm going to show you some pictureé like the

last ~nes. First look at the top picture and then

point to the bottom picture that looks most-like the

top picture. This time do it as quickly as you can.

0.K.7
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Criterion Discrimination Problem The criterion learning task

consisted of a two choice simultaneous diserimination problem in
which S's nonpreferred dimension was made relevant to solution to
increase problem difficulty. Since all Ss preferred the form di-
mension in this study, spatial configuration was consistently the
relevant dimension. S's preferred éimension, form, was irrelevant
to solution. The irrelevant ciues varied within trials with both
cues appearing simultaneously, each paired with one of the relevant
cues. The four possible combinaticns of relevant and irrelevant
cues. including counterbalancing for position, are schematically
presented in Table 1. "S" and "F" represent the spatial configura-
tion and form dimensions respectively; subscripted numerals repre-
sent specific cues from each dimension; and + and - represent the
correct and incorrect responses, respectively. Cues from the rele-
vant dimension varied unsystematically but with equal frequency
[l{llC 11
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between left and right positions. Cues from the irrelevant dimen-
sion varied as did ihe relevant cues with recpect to positior and
in addition, were paired unsystematically but with ecual frequency
with each of the relevant curs. Thus, only systematic ﬁesbonding
to the correct relevant cue led tb solution of the problem; system-
atic responding to irrelevant cues or to position led tc chance
performance. -

The discriminztion problem was learned under one of two moti-
vational feedback concitions modified after Brackbill and 0'Hara
(1958). Ss in the positive motivational feedback condition earned
a token for each correct response, with no’ token reinforcemeént
occurring on incorrect responses. Ss in the negative motivational
feedback condition were initiall? given 100 tokens, and a token
was taken away each time an incorrect response was made, with no
token reinforcement occurring on correct responses. Irformational
feedback in the form of a verbal "right" or "wrong" was provided on
both correct and incorrect trials regardless of S's motivational
feedback condition. Ss were introduced to the discrimination prob-
lem with variations of the following instructions:

How would you like to win a free trip to a baseball

game or a free picnic (s«veral other options were pro-

vided)? 1In the next few veeks we are goiag tc give you

2 chance to earn points for the " (picnic, baseball

gas -~ :te.). If you've earned enougl points you wil’

Ll to go. I'm going to give you a chance to earn some

points right now. I an going to show you two pictures

at a time. One of the pictures is always correct and

. the othier picture is always wrong. I want you to figure
¢ ' .

ERIC 12
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out which picture is always coinect and point to it

each time I show you the pictures.

Ss in the positive motivational feedback condition were given
the following additional instruct}ons:
Every time you point to the correct picture you will
win a chip or a point towards the (reward that S chose).

Tf you solve the game quickly, you can win up to 90

extra bonuc chips or points. 0.K.?

Criterion for acquisition of the discrimination was eight
consecutive correct responses. S§s failing to attain criterion were
stopped at the first error beyond the 96th trial and returned the
next day for additional instructions and up to 96 additicnal trials
if eriterion was not attained on the second day. The instructions,
designed to make more explicit the requirements of the task, were:

You didn't figure out the picture problem last time.

I'm going to give vou another cha.ice to figure it out

téday §0 you can win more chips (points) towards the

trip. Today- however, your chips are only worth hal?

2s much 48 last time -- it takes two chips to make a

point.

* I am going to show you the same pictures I showed

vou last time (E presents the first card). Remember, one

of these pictures is always correct -- every time I

show it to you it will be correct; the other picture

ie always wrong. If you look carefully at the pictures

you can figure out which ones are always correct. The

Q pictvres change in certain ways from card t» card, so be

ERIC
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sure to look carefully at the pigtures. To show me
that -you have figured the picture problem out you must

-point to the correct picture eight times in a row.

+

Following these instructionsg, the instructions specific to
the positibé cr negative mqtivational feedback conditions as pre-
sented in the previous experimental session were repeated. In
addition, oa the first six trials of each block of 24 trials E
told the child that the picture he had picked correctly was always
correct, that every time he picked that picture it would be correct,
or that the piciure he had picked incorrectly was wrong and waoulid
be wrong every time he picked it.

Two problems involving difierent form and spatial configura-
tion cues were constructed and used in counterbalanced fashion across
experimental conditions in order to minimize inter-subject communi-

cation of the correct solution to the task.

Materials and Stimuli Stirulus materials for the pretraining,

dimension preference and criterion discrimination tasks were con-
structed on 11 x 14 inch poster cards. The stimuli, cut from black
censtruction paper, were mounted in four-inch square frames outlined
in heavy blacc ink. The cards were finished with washable vin&l
plastin. Two "response" frames were centered one iiich from th?
bottom of the card and two inches apart. In the MTS pretraini;g

and dimension preference tasks, an additional "stiinulus" frame was
centered one inch above the response frames. The two stimuli for
the numeroﬁéity MTS pretraining problem consisted of ohe or two

black squares measuring one inch on a side. These were centered in

Q 14
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the frame with the elements of the "twy" stimuli separated hori-
zontally by one inch. Three different sets of stimuli incorporating
the form and spatial configuration dimensions were constructed for
the dimension preference task and the two versions of the critevion
discrimination problem. Two valués of each dimension were used in
each sét. 'Each form cue was composed of four identical forms,

e.g., circles, hexagons, étc., each ha;ing maximum boundaries cif—
cumscribed by a 15/16th inch square. FEach spatial configuration

cue was constructed by placing the four identical forms in a speci-
fied pattern on an imaginary 4 x 4 inch grid within the frame.

Thus, fcur two-dimensional compound stimuli could be constructed
from the two values of each dimension: pattern A made of either four
circles or four hexagons, and paftern B mazge of either four circles

or four hexagons.

Experimental Design The conditions oy the experiment consti-

tuted a 3 x 2 x 2 factorial design with the following factors:

learning potential status (nongainef, gainer or high scorer}, moti-

vation (success-striving versus failure-avoiding), and feedback
(positive versus negative motivational reedback). The dependent
variable was trizls-to-criterion in the two choice simultaneous dis-

crimination problem, exclusive of the criterion run of eight trials.

Results

The results of the analysis of variance are tabulated in
Table 2 (mean perfovmance is reported in Table 4 with the results of

Experiment Il}. Only the learning potential x mctivation interaction

15
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approached significance (52/12 = 3.43,,p < .066). A parallel analy-
sis using psychometric IQ as a covariate revealed an §2/11 of 3.99,

.05, for the same LP x motivation interaction.
P 5

- - - . = em e Nt pm S e A S e W e e

Before the analyses of Experiment I hed been performed, the
experiment was replicated in another school to increase the sample
size. The second experiment incorporated minor odifications

dictated by experience in the first experiment.

EXPERIMENT 11

Subjects The subjects for Experiment II were 24 white boys
from thfee classes in a suburban special class school. These child-
ren, who came from lcwer class families, ranged in age from 141-186
months with a mean of 162.86 months and ranged in IQ from 63 to 95
with a mean IQ of 76.75. The 24 subjects of this experiment were
selected according to the SS-FA motivational criterion from the en-
tire population of 28 nonorganic EMRs in the school whose chrono-
logical age was between 11 and 16 yearr~. The orig‘ial pool consisted

of 8 nongainers, 9 gainers, and 11 high scorers.

Procedure The proceaure of Experiment Il was identical to
that of Experiment I with three exceptions:

a. Motivational Assessment In the first experiment Ss were

'given the 22 design cards in random order. In the second experiment,
the cards were laid out on a table in linear fashion from easiest
o*> hardest. E pointed out that each successive design was more

16
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difficult than the previous cne in theyseries before § was asked
to pick the one he would like to do. Otherwise, the motivational
assessment was the same as in the first experiment. The basis for
assigning an S to the failure-avoiding or success-striving groups
was-again the. difference in rank value between his first and second
choice. Tﬂe differeiice in procedure led to a number of nongainers
picking the easiest desigh on their fifst choice and tﬁe next easi-
est design on their second choice. Where these ties occurred in
tiie difference scores, Ss were ranked according to the most diffi-
cult design they had achieved in the learning potential assessment.
Ss who had previously demonstrated the greater ability were ranked
the more failure-avcecidant.

b. Incentive The incentive in this study was a free movie
ticket. Instructions to the § were modified to reflect this differ-
ence,

c. Cue Sets Communication among Ss had not been a problem
in the first experiment: therefore, only one set of cues was used
for the-discrimination problems of this experiment, rather than two

sets counterbalanced over conditions.

Results

The results of the analysis of variance are tabulated in Table
3. The le;rning potential x motiva“ion interaction was significant
(52/12 = 4,752, p < .03), as was the learning potential main effect
(52/12 = siqo, P 4:,01), An analysis of covariance with psychometric

1Q as the covariate ¢id not alter these results appreciably.

BB se em e e e R B R G S ma ¢ R G BN YL e N G4 e e G BB BB R e FD SR an e e me

Insert Tables 3 and 4 about here
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The results of the two experiments (See Table 4) in +*+he
two schools were in such cvlose agreem:nt with =ach ofher that
the data were pooled for a combined analysis in spite of pr.ce-
dural differences and the conféunding of motivational measurement,
race, type of incentive and sex with the school effects. The
results ofbthis analysis (Table 5) showed no significant schools
main effect nor any signif’-ant interactions of schools with other
factors, thus, justifying the combined analysis.

The analyseis revealed a significant main effect for learning

jotential, = 7.25, p<.002. Previous research has usually

Earan
indicated greater differsnces between nongainers versus gainers

and high scorers than between gainers and high scorers. Thevefore,
the two degrees of freedom for the LI main effect were separated

into discrete null hypotheses:

B, : NG = G + HS B,: G = HS
2 - . B
The nongainers 3id more poorly +han did the gainers and high scorers,
- Fygay = 14,15, p<.001, while tﬁe latter groups did not differ.

Also in this analysis, there was a significant learning po-

tential X motivation interaction (F 8.02, p< .002)3. There

=2/
are two reasonable ways of looking at this jinteraction. One is
to examine the differences between LP groups of similar motivation
and the other is to examine the Jifferences between S8 of different

motivations within individual LP groups.

Comparison of LP Groups of Similar Motivation The sums of

squares and df of the individual null hypotheses under the LP main

effect and the LP x motivaticn interaction were repartitioned to

isess the simple effects within each motivationzl condition. Only

18
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the comparison of the nongainer versus, the gainers and high scorers
classified as failure-avoiders proved significant and accounted for
the bulk of‘the variance: 21/24 = 30.15, p £ .001. Failure-avoidant
nongainers learned significantly more slowly than fail're-avoidant
gainers and high scorers; the latter two groups did not differ sig-
nificantly. Success-strivers, regardless of LP category, did not
differ significantly amoné themselves sn the discfimiﬂation task

(See Figure 1).

Insert Figure 1 about here

- . A P 4 e e R .

Comparison of Motivational Styles _ The sums of squares and
daf for the motivation main effect and the LP x motivation interaction
were reparfitioned to assess the simple =ffects comparing failure-
avoidant Ss with success-striving Ss within each of the three LP
groups. The results showed that failure-avoidant nongainers learned
the discrimination problem significantly more slowly than did sﬁccess-

striving nongainers (F 8.02, p £ .61). The contrary wis found

~-1/24
for the other two conditions: failure-avoidant gainers learned sig-

nifcantly faster than success-striving gainers (£1/2u= 4.50, p £ .0%)
and failure-avoidant high scorers tended to learn faster than success-

striving high scorers, although the compdrison did not reach sig-

nificance (Fy,,, = %.09, .05 p  .10).
Discussion

iffeats of Motivational Feedback Contrary to prediction,

negative motivational feedback did not yield greater efficiency than

positive motivational feedback for the success-strivers; nor were

Q .
E [(jere any effects for the failure-avoiders. There were also no
P e o | 15)
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interactive effects of feedback conditions in comparisors between
more able and less able Ss defined by,the LP criteridn. These com-
parisons are analogous to conparing nonretarded with retarded children,
the procedure Moss (1958) used.for differentiating success-strivers
and failure-avoiders. It can-be concluded, therefore, that for '

the EMRs iﬁ this study emphasis on correct responses or emphasis on
incorrect responses did not systematicallv influence learning effi-
ciency and was possibly not differentially motivating. Since com-
parable experimental data under the ~.onditions of this experiment

are lacking for normals, one can only speculate as to why there were
no motivational feedback effects. It can be argued that success-
striving and failure-avoidance represent nominal categories of moti-
vation such that a success-striver would have a pattern of motivation
that is qualitatively different from a failure-avoider, rather than

a pattern of motivation which differs only in degree. If this were
the case, and if retavrdates are failure-avoiders as has been alleged,
then the discrimination between motivational patterns in this ex-
perimenf would have been between dégnees of failure-avoidance, not
between failure-avoida.ice and success-striving. Had the study in-
cluded normals, i.e., presumably success-strivers, differential
motivational feedback effects might have been found as expected. If
such effccts were not to be found, then it would have to be concluded
that positive and negative motivational feedback is not differen-
tially motivating, in agreement with the informational feedback
hypothesis (Hamilton, 1969a).

Effect of Learning Potential and Motivation The results clearly

confirm the prediction that gainers and high scorers would be

Q 2()
ERIC
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superior to the nongainers on the dis@rimination task. What is
eﬂigmatic; however, is that while the failure-avoiders were
superior to the success-strivers among the gainers and pigh scorers,
the reverse was true of the nongainers. This may be partially
explained‘by'fhe fact that seven Bf the sixteen nongainers :icked
the egsiest possible design on their first choice followed by
the next easiest design on their second choice in the motivational
assessment. These nongainers, in contrast té the gaineis and high
scorers, were assigned to the motivational categories on the basis
of a second criterion: the difference between their first choice
and their previously demonstrated level oflcompetence with the block
designs during the learning potential assessment procedures. The more
able nongainer who picked the easiest item was classified as more
failure-avoidant while the less able nongainer who also picked the
easiest item was classified as more success-striving. The result
of ties among nongainers, then, was that a number of them were
assigned a motivational status on the basis of the joint appli-
cation of two defining operations. This was not true of the

" gainers and high scorers and makes questionable any conclusions
reganrding the motivational equivalence of the nongainers to the
gainers and high scorers. Even so, what must be noted is that
nongainers, so defined as success-strivers, learned as efficiently
as gainers and high scorers defined as success-strivers.

Comparisons within motivational conditions revealed no
differences between gainers and high scorers. What was most in-
teresting fs that failure-avoiding gainers were superior to
success-gtriving gainers and failure-avoiding high scorers tended

Q
ERIC 21
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to be superior to success-striving high scorers. The discrimin-
ation learning vtask used in this study could be conside—red a
"cloéed-ended" problem, since there are a limited numbev of ways
of being wrong, as oppased to an "open-ended" problermn, in which
there are_mahy ways of being wronfg. These data, on the one hand,
support Moss's (1958) contention that failure-avoiders would be
superior to success-strivers in a closed-ended tésk in which
jidentifying and eliminating the limited number of incorrect in-
stances leads rapidly to solution of the problem. The data may

be viewed in yet another way. Instead of assuming the success-
strivers in this study to be most like normal children, it may

be assumed that the children who learred the fastest were most
comparable in their performance and motivation to normal children.
The data for gainers and high scorers clearly shows a pocitive
relationship between failure-avoidance and learnin ' 2ompetence.

By extrapolation, then, one would assume that normmal children,

who would be expected to perform even better,.might be even more
failure-avoidant. This br:.gs into question the validity of the
construct of failure—avoidancg sersus success-striving as it has
been applied to retarded and nonretarded children. 1Indeed, there
is na compelling reason why children wro have experienced a high
degree of success and who come to have a high generalized expectarncy
for success should necessarily have a success-striving motivation.
Success and expectancy for success could as logically have derivad
from the successful applicatiun of a motivation to avoid failure,
This position receives some support from the findixgé of Heber (1957)
and Gardner (1958). Heber found in a reactinn time tésk that

ERIC 29
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normal children were move responsive fo an experimental failure
experience than to experimental success experience. Similarly,
Gardner, in a card sovting task, found normals to increase
performance even more than retardates after an interpolated
failure experience. If the construct of suacess-striving and
failure-a&éidance has been adequately operationalized in this
study, it would appear that the construct is not yet on

conceptually firm ground.

O
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3. If, as it has bezn argued, individuals of low ability are
more likely to be failure-avoidani than more able individuals,
then there should be a relationship between a dirzct measure

of SS - FA motivations and ability-level as represented by
learning potential status. 1In these experiments SS and FA
motivations were ascribed to subjects at the extremes of =
motivational difference score continuum within each LP group.
Thé absolute cutting point and range could vary somewhat for
each group. To check the above hypothesis the second choice-
first choice difference scores were correlatred with learning
potential status and resulted in a product-moment correlation
of +.0024 (N = 55, the total initial samples from both schools).
Eliminating subjects whose first choice permitted no subsequent

ward deviation resulted in a correlation of +.099 (N = uu).
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There appears tc be no support for a hypothesis relating ability

level and SS - FA motivation.

27
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Figure Captions

Figure 1. Mean discrimination trials as a function of
positive (+) or negative (~) feedback and success-
striving (SS) or failure-avoiding (FA) motivatiun

among learning potential groups.

28
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Table 2
Analysis of Variance
Experiment I

Source df _ MS E
Learning Potential (A) 2 5370.54
Motivation (B) 1 | 1107.0u4
Feedback (C) 1 975,38
AxB 2 10095.04 3.&3*
A‘x c 2 . 2888,38
BxC 1 51.0u4
AxBxC 2 GE 3.0
Errof 12 2942,76
*p <:05
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Table 3

Analysis of Variance

Experiment II

Source e MS F
Learning Potential (A) 2 16378.62 6.40%
Motivation (B) 1 ‘ 522.67
Feedback (C) 1 500.00

AxB 2 1215404 4, 75%

AxC 2 501.13

BxC 1 888,17

AxBxC 2 1865.54
Error 12 2557.56

*# p<.05
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Analysis of Variance

Table &

Experiments I & II Combined

Source

Schools ’A)
Learning Potential (B)
: NG=(3 + HS)/2

B
B

Ww > > > O ww
X X M X X X X ¥

A

1

FA 3ersus ss (O
Feedback (D)

A x B

AxcC

A x

Error

Repartitioned Simple Effects

G = HS

WOoOoOwWwUU oo

X X xX X X
O U ovuoo

LF w/i Motivation

B

1
).
2
2

w/i FA
w/i SS
w/i FA
w/i SS

Motivation w/i LP

FA vs SS w/i rongainer

FA vs SS w/i gainer
FA vs SS w/i h: ;h scorer

©

¥ p<.05
l(i2<'01

Q.
L))

I
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A

E RN F NNKFNRNKFEPFPRNPEFEBHENDP

N
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MS

713.02
19939.39
38921.76

857.03

1575.52
1552.69
1809.77
54.19
z2.69
220u44.64
1963.81
256.69
204,44
1435.69
682.52
1218.06
1116.52
27u49.73

82917.19
80.08
370.5b
600.25

22052.25
12376.56
11236.00
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7.25%%
1y,15%%

8.02%%

30.15%%

8.02%%
4.50*
4.09
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