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‘ , PR

- Incentive systems have expcrienced an increasing popularity within
recent years. Programs designod upon principles of reinforcement have -
attempted to motivate a wide runge of behaviors in'a variety of social .
) ‘ . settings. -The common feature shared by each of these various programs
C " is the goal of enhancing performance or preductivity. . It is with respect
~ to 'this goal and 1ts‘actualizntion;thst{socialyreinforcenent‘reprpsents,a |

uniqie effort to combine reinforcement concepts and othervise naturally -

- .

occurring phenomenon. The reinforcing value of social behavior itself = .~

is presused integral to 1ts subsequent modification.

. The empirical investigation of social reinforcement varisbles has
been thorough yet unsystematic. This report represents ar effort to
organigg,anﬁy:evigwftﬁiq'res¢q:¢h@in;gstdﬁl;shing;n;hac:ohgcpic perspec~
‘tive of its current status. 'The focus of contemporary research has been

upon the efficacy of social reinforcement as s motivational tool. This .=
.concern has taken thej:oaMﬁur.q;aqinins.prqgesaQﬁnd;sgtuatiopql~vatisb1es.q.

that moderste its effectiveness. - The organizational scheme to be employed -

in discussing the existing body of research has been established upen
specific classes of these varisbles.  Since the scheme is intended to -
summarize the status of conceptual components and not the particular - -

. strategles or combinetion of factors which have been adopted by re- .

 nearchefs, # study may be mentioned a number of times in the contexts

" ‘to which it is relevant. .

The first section of the report is devoted to the nature of social
.. - incentives. The emphasis is upot the veriety and comparison of rein-
~ forcers which have been empiriceil, #vem ied. This initial review will
 ‘ensble us to derive at least an operational definition of what has come -
. to be known as “socisl® reinforcement. |

‘ The next two sections will review research vhich has examiped
o .. varicus charscteristics of the subjmct and reinforcing agent as moder-
.. ating veriables upon social relnforcer effectivemess. Although some
. attempt will be made to discuss these areas of research separately,
they should be considered as interdependent determinants of reinforce-
P ment effects. There are instances in which the characteristics of
N . interest are estsblished dy the interaction of both participating
agents. For exampie, the effects of sex or race of the reinforcing
ngent must, to some extert, be considered in corjunction with the sub-
Jeet's sex or race.

The fourth section discusses the range of behaviors which have
been studied relative to the use of social reinforcers. In this
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- category are those studies which' have assessed the strength of soclal -

reinfortement by examining its ability to modify the particular forms =~ =~

of behavior under investigation. Also included is research distinguished .
b7 its particular setting and to vhich the behavior studied is unique.
under the general rubric of process dynamics. While the greatest

ion’ examines research vhich can be cons sidered o ‘_

varlety of research is included here, all share in commod the study of

~dynamies crucial-to the social reinforcement process. The report con-

- cludes with a sumary of the status of social reinforcement concepts -~ . . .

and. mr;gmrch: S

A anmotated bit rapky on social reinforcement is presented in..
- AFHRL-TR-TH-9(II). - - -oo» e T

: An analysis of social reinforcement. research réquires a considers- =
"-tion of the particular reinforcers, or incentives, that have been .
sdopted. Generally speaking, the overwhelming majority of studies
© huve simply investigated some form of verbal praise. While some re-= -
search has examined the dynamic and motivational properties of verbal - - -
. .yraige (e.g., informational and approval functions) and will be reviewed
" in later sections of tbis paper, this preliminary section will include
essentially two forms of research: (1) research which has exsmined the

© " ability of relatively novel social reinforcers to modify behavior, and

(2) research which hus coampared the effects of social versus nonsocial
reinforcers upon beaavior. It will become surprisingly clear that
avallable research has not offered a consistent nor consensual defini-

~ tion of what. constitutes soeial reinforcement.

Yariety of Social Incentives

Reitz and McDougall (1969) have examined the use of interest items
frum the Strong Vocational Interest Blank as potential reinforcers.
Resultc indicated that signifiecant performance gains on & visusl dig-
crimination task were due to interest items which were used as rein-
furcers, and which had been previously endorsed as high in cdesirability.
“he authors concluded that interest items do affect perfommance in a
muner similar to traditional reinforcers when they are made appropri-
.ately contingent upon a response.

. Yennedy, Timmons and Nobbin (1971) investigated the differential |
relnforeing effects of psychoanalytic type interpretations, reflections
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of 8 nondirective nature, and mild affirmatory statements in raising
the level of u selected response class during acquisition. Significant
conditioning occurred with euch of the three types of verbal reinforcers.
Psychoanalytic type interpretations, however, were slightly less effec-
tive (not significantly less effective) than the other two reinfurcers.
14 was suggested that interpretive statements may constitute a class of
noxious stimili and, therefore, function as a mild punishment. 1In
another study employing three similar reinforcers; i.e., approval, re-
flection, and interpretation, DiJames (1970) found that the application
of those verbal reinforcers could also be used to significantly affect
verbalizations connoting anxiety.

A study conducted by Leventhal and Fischer (1970) has questioned
the basis of influence in typical social reinforcement settings. They
have examined the possibility that changes in performance are a function
of subtle cues in the experimenter's behavior and not due to the opera-
tion of administering rewards. Findings indicated that increases in
rate of responding did occur in the reinforcement conditions but before
reinforcement was initiated. Changes in performance were attributable
to changes in the subject's emotional state created by the experimenter's
presence, Similar findings due to the presence of the experimenter are
reported by Meddock, Parsons and Hill (1971). Thus, the mere physical
presence of another in a potentially evaluative setting may simply con-
stitute another form of "social" reinforcement.

An intriguing study by Turner, Foa and Foa (1971) has recently
examined the relationships of six classes of interpersonal reinfrrecers
(love, status, information, money, goods and services) relative to their
position on two con~eptual dimensions: particularism and conereteness.
Particularism refers to the extent to which the value of the reinforcer
1s influenced by the individual who administers it. Concreteness re-
fers to a concrete-symbolic dimension along which reinforcers are dis-
tinguished by the form or type of their expression., Data supported the
order of the reinforcers indicated above by demonstrating the following:
a) reinforce's proximal in the order are perceived as similar and are
amore ofter substituted for one another than distal ones, b) in exchange
situations, certain reinforcers are only traded for other particular
reinforcers (there is an inverse relationship between the probability
of choosii'g a reinforcer for exchange and its distance from the most
preferred one), and c¢) the intercorrelation of reinforcers does not
vary across exchange situations. These findings suggest that yrefer-
ences among reinforcers are relatively stable, and that an established
order among reinforcers can be a useful tool in choosing and/or substi-
tuting available incentives in applied settings.

Other research efforts have shown that performance can be signifi-
cantly modified with a variety of other "social" reinforcers. These
include: photographs of liked and disliked persons ( ott & Lott, 19(9);
attitudinal agreement (Kaplan & Olezak, 1970, 1971); massive verbal
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reintorcement. (Clark s Walberg, 1908); time off from work (Howell, 1971);
increased responsibility (General Electric Personnel Research Bulletin,
1971), and nonverbal coammwiication (Delahanty, 1970),

Litects of Oucial and Nonsocial Incentives

‘“he secvnd major body of research concerning incentives to be
jresertly; discussed includes those studies which have campared the
differential effects of social and nonsocial reinforcers upon behavior.
f*her distinctions often made between these two classes of reinforcers
wre cimply nonverval versus verbal or tangible versus intangible. Suech
digticetions imply a tentative definition of social reinforcement. Yet
the varjety of actual reinforcers subsumed under each reference indi-
cules 't more comprehensive interpretation than that suggested by "verbal"
oy "intangeible” alone,

barnbart (19.8) has proposed thal an individual learns to orient
himself selectively toward a stimulus which provides informative cues
in guiding his behavior regardless of whether those stimuli are social
or nonsociul in nature. This implies an informational function to re-
inforcement, which will be more fully discussed later with regard to
1rocess dynamics.

‘he effects of verbal-positive, non-verbal positive, verbal-
neyative, and non-verbal negative reinforcement upon the responses of
Lower and middle class children to a discrimination task have been
vrenined by D'Ambrosio (19¢9). Verbal-negative reinforcement produced
“he gsrestest number of correct responses for both socioeconomic groups,
“ooosnmniflennt differences were found between the groups that received
cerval and non-verbal positive reinforcement.

Four other studies have alsu studied the reinforecing properties of
sociel wd non-social incentives within the context of socioeconomic
rrouy differences. Spence and unton (1907) found that the performance
of subects (mean age - 4.9 years) given candy as a reward was inferior
vt the performance of other subjects given either punishment or a reward-
unisheent combination regardless of sociceconomic status,

Exumining the effects of tangible (tokens cashed for toys) and
intalble (right /wrong feedback) rewards upon the conceptual thinking
of fourth grade lower cluss boys, Cernius {1968) found no significant
differences between the types of rewards on concept attainment, concept
switehing, or in decision accuracy. Highly anxious subjects, however,
were found to have rerformed poorer on some of the tasks.

crtrary to these findings, Hollander (1968) found thet candy
rewsrds jnerensed the performance speed of fifth and sixth graders



vhile verbal praise increased performance accuracy. [t was also found
that older children responded better to praise than younger ones.

A study by Hassett (1970') examined the effects uf money, candy,
personal praise and praise in the task performance of several lower
class cultural groups (Anglo, Navaho, Spanish-Americen ard Black). A
unanimous response to materisl rewards observed ameng the groups was
attributed to lower cluss menbership and not to the cultural differences.

Other research exsmining the differential effects of social and
nonsocial incentives further suggests a simultanecus consideration of
individual characteristics and/or the behavior under investigation.
Witryol, Lowden, Fagan and Bergen (1968) examined the effects of rein-
forcement schedule (100% verbal versus 100% material; 100% verbel
versus 50% material), motivation~-inducing instructions, age and sex
upon a two-choice diserimination learning, problem-solving task, in
which one choice was rewarded with a verbalism and the other with a
soall toy. Results indicated that choice of verbal reward increased as
a function of instructions, schedule, and age. Subjects who were low
in socioeconomic status chose more verbal than material rewards. Sub-
jects considered high in socioeconomic status were not responsive to
the schedule conditions while middle class subjects were most influenced
by the instructions.

Differences in persistence at a task due to monetary and social
incentives have been examined by Williams (1970). Findings demonstrated
that social reinforcement was more effective than monetary reinforcement
in increasing persistence. No differential effects due to socioeccnomic
level were found. Females, however, demonstrated greater persistence
than males.

A recent study by Bergan, McManis & Melchert (1971) has investi-
gated the effects of tcken (Jater traded for money) nnd soclal rein-
forcement on wWISC (Weschler Intelligence Scale for Children) performunce.
Boys were found to be more accurcte in the token reinforcement condition
than in the verbal or control conditions. Girls, on the other hand,
were more accurate when they received social reinforcement. Consider-
ing speed of performance, buys were the fastest when they received
social reinforcement while girls were equally fast in both reinforcement
conditions.

Brown (1971) found that 1 combination of tangible and social rein-
forcement was more effective in modifying behavior than either form of
reinforcement alone. It was concluded that altering social and tangible
incentives apparently altered the meaning of the tangible reinforcer
to include approval.



Necl (1472) found that verbal reinforcement was more effective in
inereasing intrinsic motivation than was monetary reinforcement. This
tinding, however, wus restricted to male subjects.

Minally, two studies have examined vhe relationship of vicaerious
reinforcement (i.e., modeling) to both social and nonsocial incentives.
in comparing the responsiveness of three rehabilitation clients to
verbal, vicarivus und monetary reinforcers, Bowrsock (1970) reports a
failure in one subject to condition to any reinforcer, good condition-
ing in response to vicarious reinforcement in the second subject, and
substantial conditioning in response to beth verbal and monetary rein-
forcement in the final subject. Finch (1970) compared the effects of
direct and vicurious delivery of social and monetary reinforcers on
imitative responses. Cignificantly, more imitative responses were
found among those subjects in the direct monetary reinforcement group
than in the viecurious monetary reinforcement group., Members of the
direct social reinforcement group also demonstrated more imitative re-
sponses than those 1n the vicarious sociel reinforcement group. Further-
more, vicarious cocinl reinforcement produced more imitative responses
thar vicarious monetary reinforcement.

I+ is evident from theipreceding review that the ability of social
reintorcers, at least when compared to nonsocial reinforcers, to signi-
tiecantly modify behavior is fairiy well rstablished. Qualitative dis-
tinetions 4s to the relative superiority of social or nonsocial
reiuforcers, however, remasins equivocal. Situational constraints
(¢.g., subiect characteristics, operant behavior) apparently prohibit
iy concluslve dInterpretation of unilateral effectiveness. Situational
vsriables *ha! moderate the effectiveness of social reinforcers, on the
otrer hund, will be considered in other sections of this paper.

1* 1s alsc upparent from the research considered here that while
the majority f otudieg have interpreted social reinforcement to mean
vertsl praise (1iis 1s in reference to the remaining studies included
ir. this paper), Jdifferent interpretations have been offered. We have
seen that *he mere phrsical presence of another individual as well as
interest items tha' allepedly have social connotations have qualified
as social reinforcers., For empirical purposes, therefore, it appears
that any reinforeer wonich denotes or even connotes the intervention
und/or mssoeintion of other individuals has gqualified as a social rein-
fircer. Yrom 4 toeoretical point of view and with regard to the
tangitle-intanseitle dimension, however, the issue is still unresolved.
Fur instance, does the receipt of a certificate granting an individual
‘ime oft from work constitute m social or nonsocial reinforcer? Theo-
rev jenliv, it mmy be argued that when the time off is spent with family

wroLooneme uther soclal ee text, 4t does Indeed qualify as s social in-
rot L, et beenmige w certificate s belny awarded (not much different
peerts o tnar reess when congsidered us barter) it may qualify as a non-

neelul lrncentive gecording to the tangiblo-intangible criterion.



[hus, research and theory to date have not offered a meaningful
defirition of social reinforcement. While a complete definition at
thig point would be premature, our preliminary conceptuslization dic-
tates a socisl/non-social distinction on the basis of the reinforcement
rrocess rather than discrimirative stimalus characteristics of an in-
centive. In very general form, let us say tnet a reinforcer qualifies
as soclal if its psychological reward value is altered by variations in
other individuals or groups. This value dependency may dbe reflected in
two elements of the reinforcement process, administration and consumma-
tion. Reward value may be determined by the context of the reinforeing
agent and/or the subject's reference group for the consummation of the
reinforcement. Diagrammatically, we have, for example:

Congumed with or

Administering_&gggg Esteemed b!;_
A leader ‘ Onegelf
A colleague Reward Another(s)
A friend (Praise, money,———e A referent other
Oneself recognition...) A friend
Family

[} ' »

Variations in the "socialness" of the reward could occur.in either the
antecedent or consequent relationships,

A Determination of the social nature of reinforcement implies analyvsis
of the recipient's cognitions. Social reinforcement operates to fulfill
the sociel acceptance, affiliative, interpersonal gratification motives
of people. Verbal praise, by this argument, may or may not be social
reinforcement; an alternate possibility would involve ego-enhancement.
Similarly, "time off from duties" may or may not be social reinforcement
(alterna.e interpretation: effort-avoidance). Thus most common rein-
forcers could be viewed as socisl to some degree. An example of an
extreme or "pure" social reinforcement in this framework would be an
invitation by a friend tc attend a party with anyone of the subject's
choosing. An extreme nonsocial reinforcer (for a human) might be a
candy bar delivered by a machine and to be eaten alone. Obviously,
commonly studied reinforcers will vary between such extremes. By defi.
nition of "soecial' as involving essoclations between people, social
reinforcement will vary with the qualitative nature of those associ-
ations.



A wide renge of subject characteristics have been examined for
purposes of determining their moderating influence upon social rein- -
forcer effectiveneas. Evidence conceming these moderating effects .
comes from both theoretical and explied research efforts. Some studiea
have . focused upon' general ‘class distinctions between people vm.le

" o{:hers have exemined speciﬁ.c m.tvidual differmces. Lo _

‘Clinicsl Abnormlitj

. Krueger- {197'0) emxned the effects of peer and- ad\ﬂ.t reinforcenent o
on the behavior of delinquent adolescents in group therapy Peer rein~
forcement, when compared to other treatment conditions, produced a =~ =

nigher rate of verbalization in the, predefined response.categories, more =
resistance to extinction, the greatest amount of generalization te other -

- behaviors outside .of therapy, and énasbled subjects ‘to delay immediate

- primary reinforcement for later. ‘secondary reinforcement. Delinguents
receiving adult. - reinforcmt -Showed their greatest gains in the verbal
 regponse e&‘hegories.  Not only were operant technigues effective with = - -
delinguent adolescents, but Krueger's reésearch dmmstra.bes the enhs.neing' |

o | _L_.effect of usins peers as reinforcins ggent.a. |

. In ccmparins delinquent with otqhemge nom.l" high-school age
boys, Reagor (1970) found no differences between the.groups in response
to three different types of social reinforcers (praise, attitude agree-
ment, and correctness feedback) in a quasi-interview verval conditioning

’task. Hypotheses that normal subjects would respond better to social

- reinforcement than would. delinquents and that there would be an inter-

action between subjects and type of reinforcer were not supported.

. . When Peel (1970) compared the effect of social reinforcement on
primary and secondary psychopaths and normal subjects, he also Pfound no
significant differences among the groups. The pairing of social rein-
forcers with tangible rewards and punistments (gain and loss of ciga-
rettes or money), however, increased the effectiveness of social
reinforcers for secondary psychopaths, decreased their effectiveness
for high anxious normals, and had no effect on the other groups.

' Further evidence is available cmceming the eﬁ'ectivenezs of social
- reinforcement, with other "deviant" populations. Sternlight, Bialer and

" Deutseh (1970} heve studled the role or praise, censure, and aspirations

on the motor performance of ingtitutionaliged retardates. Their data
suggest that censure alone surpassed censure plus espirations in the

facilitation of learning. The effacts of praise alone .nd praise plus
stated aspirations were not significantly different from control group

10
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dinted respongsiveness to sex of Tegro reinforelng agent among tather-
apsenr Lovs was 0ot supported.  thillips speculates that this finding
mav be d-e ‘o the high dexree of suthoritarianism associated with both
sex roles in lower class Lepro cultures.

A stud, conduectied by Vard, Day and Hanlin (190.9) exumined the
affencts of puerceived similaurity fo parents upon responsiveness Lo soeial
reinforcement, Contrar,; to expectation, s nepative relationshi; was
demonatrated. JSublects low in perceived similarity to parents were more
responsive to social reintorcement than those high in perreived simi-
larity. Heijlbrun (1970) has presented dats which indicales that
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“'fbspousiveness 10 socleal reinforcement 1s also related to perceived
materunl childe-rearing experience.

. Vueioevouomic Status

‘ Arother area of research has focused upon blographic and demographic
. characterigtics. lLumerous studies have successfully deuonstrated dif-

- ferent inl ef'fects in reinforcer effectiveness attributaile to levels of
.socioeconomic class. Davison (1907) reports a study in which he examined
“hes simiticance students attached to various teacher behaviors, which

were intended to reinforce student behavior in the classroom., lpper
suvelveconomic class students attributed less significance to positive
reintorcement than did students from the middle soeioeconomic class,
Lower cless students attached an intermedlate level of significance to
jusitive reinforcement relative to both upper and middle clusses. No
ditf'terences were tound in the significance that any of the classes
atrivuted to negatlve reinforcement.,

Moiitani (1999) found, in comparing the relative preference of
reinforeers among; groups of different socloeconomic levels, that middle
class ohildren responded equally well when permies and candy were used
ans reinforcers aud demomstrated a stronger preference for pennies than
tor verbal praise, Lower ¢lass children preferred pennies to candy and
Jet preferred both to verbal reinforcement. Looking exclusively at re-
sponsiveness 1.0 tangible incentives, Olaciu:, Bibelheimer, & Stevensoun
{19.7) found that middle class children performed at a significantly
nigher level than lower class children. In a study conducted by Safer
= Yornreich (19¢8) however, it was demonstrated that lower class children
learn taster when given "concrete" candy reinforcers while middle class
childrer learn fuster with "abstract" light reinforcers. Similar find-
itws ure reported by Swingle and Coady (1969). After studying the dif-
terential responses of middle and lower class children of varying ages,
they conclude that the middle class sensitivity to verbal incentives
and lower class sensitivity to monetary incentives become more estab-
lished ag {he child grows older.

Huker (1970) found that while there is usually a greater frequency
of imitative respounses among middle than lower class children, no dif-
fererces were found between the groups when M & M candies were used as
regiforcers, A comparison of reinforcement and no reinforcement groups
demons‘rated tha' toth had actually inecreased their imitative responses.
' was suggested that these findings may have been due to experimenter
#*tention or perhaps some other form of socisl reinforcement operating
ir. *he experimental situation. When King (1970) studied the effectis of
seeinl reinforcement on the motor performance of lower and middle class
" epro pre-school children, he found no differential effects due to
sucioecunomic class. Tramontsna (1971) also found no significant
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"diffbrences in the responsiveness of middle and lower class children to

social and edible rewards.

- Gex

nt——

The effects of sex upon the efficacy of social reinforcement have

‘_“ received much attention in the form of research. A good deal of this

interest concerns the cross-sex effect attributed to the interaction of

. subject and reinforcing sgent. The major discussion of research examin-

ing this effect will be reserved until later. One study however, does

- deserve to be mentioned in the present context., In the study by Davison

(19€7), cited earlier in this paper where students identified the rein-
forcing significance of various teacher behaviors, it was found that
more significance was sttached to positive reinforcement by boys than by

- glrls. Yet there was no sex difference in the significance attached to
" negative reinforcement, . -

Age

Age has also been cxtensively studied as a moderuting factor,
Stabler (19G7) compared the responses of 5-6, 9-10, anu l4-15 year-old
children to varying levels and schedules of reinforcement. Data indi-
cated that older children had the highest proportion of correct re-
sponses. An interaction between age and schedule of reinforcement (50%
vs. 80%) also occurred. Older children produced a greater proportion
of correct responses at the higher percentage of reinforcement. Allen,
Spear, and Lucke (1971) found that older subjects (2nd graders) increased
response latency in a discrimination learning task when they received
either praise or criticism following their responses, and demonstrated
a lower responge latency when they received no reinforcement. Younger
subjects (lst graders), on the other hand, evidenced faster latency
under praise and no reinforcement conditions than when they received
ceriticism. Pujitani's study (1969) of relative preferences for verbal
praise, pennies, and candy among groups of varying ages demonstrated
significant differences between pre-school and second graders in their
preference for the tangible reinforcers but not for verbal preise, This
finding may be attributed to the use of a taped voice in the administra-
tion of praise which, as suggested, rapidly loses its reinforecing
properties, and may not qualify as a soclal reilnforcement,

Swingle and Coady {1969) found a significant age effect in which
older children responded more rapidly than younger children to a lever
pressing task, Their findings, including those mentioned earlier con-
cerning the relationship of age to incentive preference among lower and
middle class subjects, summarizes the importance of these factors (in

combination) upon social reinforcer effectiveness.
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o kedntorcement concepts have slso facilitated the modification of
Ce L hehavior amony elderly adults. Leech and Witte (1971) have shown that

EE Ve reiuforcement of commission errors resulted in fewer errors of
usigsion which hud been previcusly noted as characteristic of older
Cpeople in response to paired associate learning tasks.

ke
R acammanan

' Ihe examination of race as a moderating varisble has, for the most
rart, teen placed within the context of the subjeet’s prior reinforce-
ment history. Theoretically, the effects attributed to race arise from

" the sublect's lack of exposure to, and reintorcement fram, members of
uther races. Oince prior reinforcement history snd its relationship to
“the satiation of socisl reinforcers have been studied independently of
race and will be discussed later with regard to process dynamics, only
thoge studies exumining race in particular will be reviewed here.
Furthermore, it is fairly clear that the investigation of the subject's
race (much like that of the subject's sex) presumes a simultanecus con-
sideration of the reinforcing agent's race.

Heckenmueller, Gchultz and Baron (19°8) manipulated prior availa-
bility of social reinforcers by having a white reinforcing agent admine
ister verbal praise to black and white subjects on a fixed interval
non-contingent basis. This was followed by the test phase in which the
reinforcing azent. provided 100% contingent reinforcement for "correct”
responses to an emotional labeling task. Although black and white sub-
jects demonstrated equal base rate levels of the operant response, blacks
showed & dramatic increase in its subsequent use significantly different
from that of the white subjects.

i a later study karon, Heckemmueller and Schultz (1971) once again
found g signitficant main effect for race, Black subjects were more
responsive than white subjects to a white exsminer's verbal reinforce-
ment.s despite variations in the presentaetion of the reinforcer during
un injtisl interview task. Replicating this study with a bluck rein-
forcing agent barou, Jackson and Fish (1972) found that prior availa-
bility of reinforcement ererted a stronger differential effect than race
of sutlect. Low initial availability produced significantly more con-
ditioning acruss race of subject than did high initial availability.
Ayparently, responsiveness to socisl reinforcement is not simply a
tioiction of prior availability or race of reinforcing agent. As Baron
et al. suggest "...there is no single optimal pairing; whether a black
or white examiner is likely to be more effective for black or white
gut, s is highly situationally determined; that is, is a joint func-

s r! availahilxty of praise and race of reinforcing agent (1972, 7.
127}
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“‘Perscnality Characteristics

-

: Numerous psychologiceal :nd personality characteristics heve also
been studied relative to their impaet on social reinforcement. 2dep ,
U {1909) studied the use of positive reinforcement on the verbal and por-
' formance behavior of subjectis with glven leadership orientations mescured
by the California lersonality Inventory., Participation levels of subl-

 jects with low leadership scores were not altered by reinforcement. It

was concluded that positive reinforcement could not alter established
leadership patterns.

. A study conducted by Leonard and Weitz (1971) examined the relation-
ship of self-esteem to task enjoyment following success and failure.

The expectation that self-esteem would moderate this relationship was

not demonstrated. Task enjoyment was related to success for both groups.

Simpkins (1968) found no support for the hypothesis that socially
{immature subjects, in comparison to those considered socially mat-re,
would perform poorly under conditions of verbal incentive, but markedly
better when monetary incentives were offered. Similarly, Costello
(1967) found no significant relationship between child's soclal compe-
tence and social reinforcer effectiveness.

A study by Sterner (1970) examined the effects of social rejection
and social reinforcements on adolescents who differed in their level of
peer social interest. It was expected that high social interest would
interact with social rejection to produce an increased effectiveness of
social reinforcers. Data indicated, however, that conditioning was
enhanced smong high social interest students when they received rein-
forcement in the absence of rejection. Furthermore, nc differences in
conditioning were observed among low social interest students when rein-
forcement followed either rejection or nonrejection.

Gouaux and Gouaux (1971) have recently examined the influence of
induced affective states on the effectiveness of social and nonsocilal
reinforcers. A main effect tor affective state was found. Elated sub-
jects conditioned the fastest, then neutrals and finally depressed sub-
jects conditioned the slowest., While so~ial and nonsocial incentives
had equal effects on elated subjects, depressed subjects responded
slower to social than nonsocial reinforcers as indicated by a non-
significant trend,

Evans (1909) has explored other possible relationships between
responsiveness to positive social reinforcement and personality vari-
ables (psychological differentiastion, emotional distance from reinforc-
ing agent, and emotional arousal). Only one significant correlation
was found which demonstrated an inverse relationship between responsive-
ness to social reinforcement and emotional arousal of the subject upon
his initial contact with the experimenter. This finding was attributed

15



" 10 the dual function hypothesis of social reinforcement which states

that social reinforcement for children serves only tc lower anxiety in
Chighly anxi~us scbjects, but yet strengthens performance in less anxious
chlldren. :

e Five studies have focused upon the moderating effects attributed
to anxiety, Barton (1971) found no support for the hypothesis that the
increased respousiveness of high verbal - low spatial skill subjects

. over hlgh spatial skill - low verbal subjects to soeial reinforcement

is due to aroused anxiety in the former group. A study by Lepper (1970)
indicated a significant interaction between anxiety and experimenter
valence in determining the effectiveness of social reinforcers. Anxious
children more readily complied with a previously negative (i.e,, experi-

. ences of fallure and critieismg than a previously positive (i.e.,
experiences of success, praise) adult in a soclal reinforcement situ-

ation., Children who were not anxious however, more readily complied

- with the previously positive adult,

Hill and Dusek (19.9) conducted a study in which they examined the
ef'tects of social reinforcement on the achievement expectations of sub-
jects nigh and low in test anxiety. Their findings indicated that
initial achlevement expectsations crrrelated negatively with test anxiety
for girls, whereas change in achievement expectation correlated posi-
tively with test anxiety for boys in the social reinforcement condition.
Cilverman and Waite (1969) found no difference between high and low
test anxious groups in responsiveness to social or nonsocial reinforce-
ment., Flynn and Morgan also report no differential effects due to
anxiety in the responsiveness of subjects to programmed or regular
classroom methods of instruction,

Three regearch studies have directed their inquiry to the role of
expectutions in the social reinforcement process. Kaplan (1970) posits
tnat it is the unexpected and unfamiliar aspect of the reinforcing
agent wnich enhances the effectiveness of social reinforcement from
peers. FResults obtained by manipulating the expectation for reinforce-
ment through a pre-training experience did suggest a differential
response to subsequent reinforcement. Scoresby (1969) reports that
when subjects in counseling received language consistent with their
preference for expression or that confirmed their induced expectations,
i1 dild not significantly affect satisfaction with counseling, perceived
interpersonsl effectiveness, or the scquisition or learning of treatment
terms and concep's. A study conducted by Ullrich {19(9) however, found
that client expectations about reinforcement and intervention from
counselors did not affect their certainty or satisfaction with voca-
*iunal choices af'ter counseling.

lLocus of control has constituted yet another variable of study
within the presernt framework, Existing evidence offers only partial

support, however, for its moderating effects upon social reinforcement.
L



Lawrence (19i:9) and Martens (1971) report that differences in locus of
Crontrol did not medlate the offects of social reinforcement., A stugy
- econducted by Wachowlak (1970) also tound that the internal fexternsal

dimension was not predictive of responsiveness to model-reinforeing

counselings. it should be noted, however, that other data fram the
. Wachowiak study indicaled that self-confidence, extroversion, and mase
culine interests were predictive of counseling outcomes,

. Exs . ining the effects of both field dependence and locus of control
upon effectiveness of externnl socisl reinforcement, Fitz (1970) found
that field dependent subjects performed best under curditions of censure
than either those of praise or control, Internally controlled subjects
performed best in the control condition than either of the two treatment
conditions (praisz or censure). Furthermore, Fitz reports no correls-
tion between fieid dependence and locus of control.

Looking exclusively at the effects of field dependence upman problem
solving performance under conditions of praise, criticism or failure,
Randolph (1971) reports that field dependent boys, when compared to
field independent boys, performed more effectively when praised than
when criticized. Whereass, any siress disrupted field dependent sub-
jects, field independent sub jects vwere less vulnerable to stress fac-
tors.

The locus of control variable has also been extended to an inter.
rretation of the differences observed between races in responsiveness
to social reinforcement. In a study by Tedeschi and Levy (1971),
hypotheses concerning the effectiveness of social reinforcement were
based upon the belief that lower class blacks possess an external con-
trol orientation and that middle cless whites maintain an internal con-
trol orientation. Furthermore, since internally controlled subjects
appear to perform better in skill task situations due to the control of
their own rewards and externnlly controlled subjects perform better in
ct.ance situations, it was expected that blacks would be more responsive
to socisal reinforcement in a skill situuation while whites would be more
resiongive in a chanece situation., Findings supported these hypothesges.

Other ar.:&s of research have jidentified addlitional personality
variables that may moderate the effectiveness of social reinforcement.
Berger (19.{) has studled the effects of influence feedback and need
influence as the relationship between incentive magnitude and attitude
charge., Data indicated nc support for the predicted inverse relation-
ship between incentive magnitude and attitude change among low need
influence persons. When given success feedback concerning their
attempts to influence otiers on personally discrepant bellefs, indi-
viduals high in need * luence demonstrated greater self-persuasion
than individuals low . .¥ influence. It was proposed that, at least,
thecretically, the oppori.aity to influence olhers constitutes enocugh
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Jhaatitiestion wvons high need influence individuusls 1o engace in belief-
dloereps .t vebavioer,

Speetor (1000) eaported thet while incentives had a significant

effesr cpen oode plaving pertormance, no differential effects could be-

Crrtritored te goedn! metives,  Tu ostudring the regpongiveness of under-

el oyerachiovers Lo programmed and traditional methods of' instruction,
lyres mad Morgap (1ge) found tha! underuchievers performed as well
“eprerlans of juatpustlonal method,  Achlevers, however, benefited more
Pron orogruldae st instrtction,

Vociul Teprivat o

Vhe natistlon froetion of socisl reinforcement is, conceptually,
& procecss dynamice and will be daiscussed in oreater detnril in s later

ceeetios o Wis paper. Vet certaln of its underlying theoretical ele-

mer s an be construed as individusl characteristics and, therefore,
appropriavely diseussed In the present context, Sociel deprivation
price to the use of social. reinforcement constitutes such a veriable,
Cempmrlng the reazponses of high and low unxious children to social re-
irntfopeement. alter varying periods of sociel isolation, Kozma (19(:9)
fourd e Linear relat ionship between length of isolatilon uand reinforcer
uftect ivetess ffur low anxious subjects. High anxious subjects showed
inerensed gusecep!ibility to soveial reinforcement only after brief and
sroaborced veriods off isclation. When sub jects experienced visual stimu-
lutdor torlvg isola’ion, susceptibility to soclul reinforcement was de-
layed tfor boshi high and low anxious subjects, In a later study, Kozma
“1971) punited tlat aroused anxiety during isolation is due to the
antdeipnt con of evalunt fon by a strange experimenter in a test-like

siv oo, A positive evaluation should effectively reduce anxiety,
Fxaricing ‘he rote ot anxiety-inducing instructions in contributing to
the inereaced of e iveness of social reinforcement, Korma obgerved
Lt the jostruetlonsg ohly led Lo increased etffectiveness when combined
with oriet isolstio: periodr. Anxiety reducing instructious, however,
provemted Yo oeeurvence of the gocial isolation effect when adminis-
“ered peloe oo fsolation. Kozma concluded support tur the anxiel)
Lferprecst e of the social lgolation effect,

Yiller wod  oud {1970) have also exsmined the effect's of social
desriont i oo Tound no evidence 1o suprort differential effects
et el et toeind igolation,  They concluded, however, that the
pgtoare mrod odorst on of deprivation used in their study may have been

inuaptroriate,

bedn (10, in a test of social drive and arousal hypotheses can-
coprlc 0 the inereased eftectiveness of social reinforcers, found support
for ‘fe ocial drive interpretatlion with middle cluss subjects but
cedtoer 0 e s - s heges could adequatelr explsin Lhe responges of
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lower class subjects., Richards {1'7770) has also examined the relation-
shlp of social deprivatiou and physiolopicnl arousal aud Las concluded
that while isolation is associated wilth greater increases in arousal

- than nonisolation, the effect of isolation upon respansiveness to goelal
~ reinforcers is questionavle. 5terner's {1970) study, 8s reported earlier
S concerning the effects of social rejection and reinforcement upon ado-

.. - lescents of high and low peer soclal interest, produced data which were
T ~ also interpreted as incompalible with the arcusal or soclal drive

hypotheses.

S Hill and Stevenson {1970) have recently studied the effects of
" yerbal, visual {colored slides) and social {presence of experimenter)

" reiuforcement following three kinds of pretraining (isoletion, film and
satiation). He found that change in performance from Lageline was
higher following isolation than satiation in the verbal reinforcement
condition for boys and in the social reinforcement condition for girls,
Considering the visual reinforcement condition, change in performance
for girls was highest following isolation, intermediate following the
f£ilm, and lowest following the satiation experience. The opposite was
true for boyvs.

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE REINFORCING AGENT

Research examining the moderati:.y effects attributed to charucter-
istics of the reinforcing agent has, ‘o a great extent, paralleled the
research covered in the previous section. C(onceptually, doth the sub-
ject and reinforeciug agent represent entities whose characteristics
must be considered equally and joiutl, as in any social psychological
sit.ation, 7The difference In the two bodies of research is that dif-
ferential effects due Lo the reinforcing agent have received less
attention than those due ‘¢ ‘he subject.

The impact of various t.pes of reinforcing agents upon socia.
rei, forcer effectiveness has been exumined. Moyer (1998) reports that
leaer verbal reinforcement did not affect understanding responses of
student nurses to other gruup members or their references to and de-
scriptions of the psychological state-of-being of patients. Clark
(19°9) demonstrated that the verbal reinforcements emitted by counselor
suprrvisors significantly affected counselor trainees' verbal behuvior.
In & workshop intended to irncrease rates of reinforcement among educa-
tors, Kidd (1970) found that while the workshop did help to. increase
the use of reinforcement, rates of reinforcement were alsc a function
of personality and anxiety variables.
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Charlesworth and Hartup (1967) studled the reinforcement frequen-

: éies occurring in nursery school peer groups, Data indicated thet

children in the older groups reinforced one another at a significantly

~higher rate than those in the younger groups. It was also found that
- Phe amount of reinforcement given was positively relsted to the amount
“Teceived. In a study exsmining the. relationship between peer reinforce-

" ment and social status, Hartup, Glayer and Charlesworth (1967) found

that social acceptance was significantly correlated with frequency of
giving positive reinforcement but not with frequency of giving negative

- reinforcement. Rejection was significantly related to negative rein-

Torcement and not to positive reinforcement. Children received more

positive reinforcement fyrom liked peers than from disliked peers, yet
disliked and liked peers did not differ in the smount of negative rein-
forcement they emitted. In a later study Hartup and Coates (1967)

- examined a subject's general history of reinforcement from his peer

gEroup as a determinant of responsiveness to a rewarding peer model

. Versus 1 non-rewarding model. Results indicated significantly more

altruism among those subjects exposed to an altruistic peer model than
those subjects not exposed to a model. Furthermore, subjects with a
history of frequent re‘nforcements from their Peers imitated a rewarding
model significantly more than a non-rewarding model, Subjects with a
history of infrequent reinforcement fram reers, however, revealed the
oppusite response. They imitated non-rewarding peers significantly
more than rewarding peers.

The effects of model competence on the behavior of subjects have
been examined by Kanfer and Duerfeldt (19G7). Total performance data
indicated no significant differences among experimental groups as a
function of the number of modeling experiences or model compet.ence.
Tet further analysis revealed the interesting finding that subjects
vho received modeling early during acquisition performed better thun
those who received modeling late in acquisitionm.

Kessel (19C7) examined the effects of socisl reinforcement and the
subject's conception of an interviewer's values relative to his ow on
the control of verbal behavior. Results indicated that subjects who
were led to btelieve that their interviewer had values dissimilar to
their own, rated their interviewer lower than those subjects who be-
lieved they shared similar values with their interviewer or control
group subjects. ubjects talked longer on reinforced topics than on
non-reinforced topics. Reinforcement was only effective with those
sub,/ects who reported awareness of the response/reinforcement contin-
gency. Contrary to expectation, the dissimilar group was more respon.
Slve tu reinforcement than the similar group (in analysis of awareness
data only),

A study conducted by Griffitt and Guny (1969) tested the hypothesis
that attraction tuward others both responsible and not respongible for -
reinforcement would bve a function of the yroportion of positive
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reinforcements recelved by the sub eot, Results suppourted this
hyputhesls. . Furthermore, evalualive responses to non-hums elements
ugSociutled with {he reiutorcement were also a tunctioa of reinforce-

" ments received, Linford and Duthie (1970) found that the physical
presence of the experimenter had becime n conditioned reinforeer which
prevented the extinetion of 4 previous, intentionally reinforced.
responge, Jstudies such as tiese suggest that responsiveness to a reine-
foreing arent as influenced oy that arent¥s particular set of charac-
teristics, thus, indirectly aceownts for the form of the conditioned
response generalized to other stimuli.

The visual and auditory characteristies of an experimenter have
been studied by Jones (19-H) in assessing the extent to which they
influence the verbal conditioning rates of subjects., It was found that
the conditioning rates of those reinforced for the use of "mildly
hostile"” verbs were signific:ntly related to the physical size and
volce intensity of the experimenter. The cunditioning rates of those
subjects reinforced for the use of "mildly friendly" verbs were unre-
lated to these experimenter characteristics,

As suggested in the previous sertion, the effects of the reinfore-
ing agent's sex upon a sublect!s responsiveness to scveial reinforcement
has been of rarticular interest to contemporary researcih. Silverman
nnd Waite {1909) report an interaction betweer sex of experimenter and
reinforcement condition. Male experimenters were more effective than
female experimenters with zublects of both sexes under social rein-
forcement. No differential effects due to sex of experimenter were
observed in the nonsocial reinforcement conditions.

Goldsmith (1%9) found that the Lighest performance levels among
black males and females occurred when the sex of the exumi.er was the
same as that of the subject. Considering the three-way interaction of
race of experimenter, race ot subject and reinforcement condition, re-
sults indicated that males performed test with a black male experimenter
under praise conditions and f'emales performed best with a white female
axaminer also in the praize oendition.

A study by runsam (14°9) investigated the h.pothesis that the
effects of social reinforcement coming from opposite-sex reinforci:g
agerts (known as the cross-sex effect) would be greater than the effects
caming from same-sex reinforcing agents at the mid-childhood and late
- adolescent levels and not at the early childghood level. In additiwn,
it was mlso expected that social reinforcing stataments from an older
peer of the same sex would have a greater influence on learning thun
would statements from a same 1ged, same-sexed reer at the early - and
mid-childhood levela. Besides the major finding that reinforcement did
significantly affect learning, data provided only partial support to
the orineipal hypotheses. ~he crosg-sex effect wiz found at the mid-
childhood and late adolesce't levels as predicted, hut only for giils.
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.. The uther predicted effects were upheld in anly two of the four experi-
mental groups.

- . Kaplan (1970) examined the etfects of pretraining on the subgequent
 éfTectiveness of sociul reinforcement and predicted tne cross-sex effect
- %o veour in the nu-pretraining condition. This prediction was not

e upheld, but the cross-sex effect was found after nonreinforcement pre-

training. Taletz (1970) proposes that the cross-sex effect is, at
©deust partially, a function of a child's prior reinforcement history;
-~ d.e., relative frequencies of reinforcement received from same-sex smd
 oppusite-sex adults., Examining this theoretical bage, Paletz predicted
that » subject's response frequency would be higher when a Previocusly
ueutral experimenter was reinforeing or when a previously reinforcing
experimeliter was neutral than when the previously reinforeing experi-
menter was reinfureing or when a previously neutral experimenter was
neutral, No support could be found for this hypothesis. Although a
significant cross-sex effect was found for the pretraining games, a
slguiricant trend toward a same-sex effect was found over trials.

The examination of cross-sex and same-sex effects bears a striking
resemblance to research examining the race variable. Since prior rein-
forcement history has been suggested as a possible theoretical base in
each of these contexts, this coincidence should be further explored and
investiguted. A theoretical framework may exist in which the observed
effects arising from variambles such as sex and race can be systemati-
c4lly linked. Buaron's work (1970) offers a promising effort to explain
responziveness to social approval in the context of situational cone
siderqtions of reinforcement history and sex and race similarities of
gublients and reinforcing agents.

INSTRUMENTAL BEHAVIORS

Other areas of research have examined, either directly or indi-
rectly, the range oi behaviors vulnerable to social reinforcement. 1In
some instances, the actual form of behavior modified constitutes the
major focus of the study. In other research, the behavior under inves-
tiiation is only of secondary interest. Roth kinds of research are of
imporrance 1u assessing the paremeters of social reinforcement.

Verbnl kehavior

A aanber of research efforts have exumined the ability of social
reinf'orcement to modify various forms of verbal behavior. Ingling
(1% 8) reports that, compared to other experimental conditions, only
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*hose Subjects obtaining u nickel ws.reinforcement demonstrated condi-
ticning in s sentence construction task, A study conducted by Fielding
(laod) revenled that soveial reinforeement, when administered on fixed
invterval s eatio interval schedules, wus unable to significantly

affeet enildren's rate of verbalization, On the other hand, Block (1Y97)
cxamined che ability of words rated as high o the evaluative, power,

urd activity dimensions of the semantic differeacial to alter the fre~
quency of a verbal operant. His data confimeo the expectation that
these foras of verbal reinfbrcement could alter the trequency of verbal
operar ts. ’

Strauss (1970) repcrts a case study in which reinforcement was
effectively used in controlling the talking behavior of a three-and-one-
half-year-old girl. Jtrauss further reports that, when the experirenter
removed the reinforcement, talking and other demonstrative bohwsviors
such as playing, laughing, and yelling decreased. Mildiy disruptive
behaviors increased. Strausa concluder that the subject's display of
disruptive behavior was an attempt to regain the experimenter’'s atten-
tion)(prevlously under the control cf her talking, playing, laughing,
ete.).

A study conducted by Tosi, lishaw, Lrnde, and Waldron (1971)
examined the effects cf sceirl reintorcement, tceacher expectations, and
Premack prccedures (i.e., if you do x, y will follow) upon voluntsry
class-related verbalizations emitted by subjects. Whereas, social re-
inforcement and teacher expectations significantly affected voluntary
verbalizations, Fremack did rot differ fram cuntrol conditions.

Social reinforcement has been of ;articular interest within the
context of counseling relstionships. Conger (1968) investigated client
nse of social reinforcenent in influencing the therapist's verbal be-
havicr, Client use of amiling, arguing, etc., did not significantly
affest past and ;resent verb forms (target response class) emitted by
the theravist, Heterogeneitj of variance du~ to sex differences among
2lients was believed to have obscured a main cffect.

Lewi: and Barer (1971) campared two model reinforcement couns -ling
14, ations to assess 4le effects of reinforeing actusl behaviors a.
orresed to statements of intent. No significant differences were found
betweern subjects whe had been exposed to a video tape of students rein-
forced for their statements or actual behaviors.

Lee (1968) reports that contingent social reinforcement was able
“to increase the confrontative and relationship statements of counselors
from cperant level to acquisition, The withdrawal cof reinforcement,
nowever, led to decreased recponse levels, Noncontingent reinforcement
was also found effective yet had a greater impact on total response
frequencies than on specific confrontative and relationship statemomts.
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. The differential effects of three verbal reinforcers {“mm-hm,"
"good," and "wouderful") on the verbal conditioning of affective self-
references were cxmined by Hekmat and Lee (1970). The highest fre-

- Yuency ot self-references occurred when individuals were reinforced

with "wondertul," The lowest frequency occurred when "mm-km" was used
4z the reinforeer. Furthermore, the strongest conditioning effects
Cwere produced by the verbal reinforcer ruted positively highest on the
Gspeord semantic differential ccales. Hekmat and Lee conelude that the
elussicnl econditioning of meaning may underly the established reward

- value of verbtal reinforcers.

Wilder (19.7), examining the effects of verbal and verbal
feinforcement on the frequency of self-referred affect (SRA) statements,
found ne signdticant differences between modeling and direct reinforce-
oment yel n osigniricant incremse in SRA due to modeling when compared to
the control condition. The inability of "mu-mm" t significantly affect
CHA through operant reinforcement was primarily stiributed to the rela-
tively low number of reinforcements administered.

King (19¢4) investigated the ability of reflection when used as a
verbo! reinforcer to condition self-references. Data confirmed the
expectation that both positive and negative self-references were smensble
to conditioning. Other recent studies (Ferreira, 1969; Schilt, 1969:
Dusiir, 1971) have demonstrated social reinforcement to be effective in
“tsu increasing understanding and attending responses in either counsel-
ing or experimental settings.

Attitudes

vome research exists which indicates that attitudes can also be
significantly influenced by social reinforcement. Insko and Melson
(199) studied the effects of verbal reinforcement of attitudes in both
laborutory and nonlaboratory contexts. Data indicated a significant
main effect upon attitudes due to reinforcement. No significant A4if-
ferences were found between verbal reinforcement administered in the
laboratory or by telephone (nonlaboratory). Three types of awsreness
scores: awareness of the reinforcement countingency, awareness of what
the experimenter wanted the subject to do, and intention to do what the
experimenter wanted the subject to do were found to be positively cor-
related with the nttitude score. Only a subset of the correlations
were significant. Reinforcement did have a significant effect among
unaware subjects. ‘ -

Further examination of attitude reinforcement has been conducted
by irestholdt (19G8). He posits that attitude behavior controlled only
by the sttitude objict constitutes a "real" attitude. He further con-
tends that control of attitude behavior is also possible through rein-
forcement or punishment administered by another person. This type of
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control can take the farm of conformity, complinnce, or demand charac-
teristics. Consequently, Prestholdt examined the effects of reinforce-
ment (soeial approval) and punishment (soeial disapproval) upon attitude
acquisition, Results indicated that the frequency of "correct" attitude
statements ilncreases with the use of social reinforcement and, further-
more, leads to the scquisition of & "real™ attitude. Social punishment
also increases the freguency of "correct" statements, but does not lead
to the acquisition of a "real" attitude. DPrestholdt concludes that

- soeial punishment produces campliant behavior wider the control of the
social punisher, but does not relate to "real" attitudes like that of
approval.

Suim, Jorgensen, Stewart, and McGuirk (1971) have recently pro-
posed that fears, when conceived as attitudes, can also be changed
tiirough selective positive reinforcement. A test of this hypothesis
indicated a significant inerease in approach behavior toward the phobic
object but no significant decrease in subjective level of fear. In
this instance, reinforcement did not lead to the acquisition of a

"real" attitude as previocusly demonstrated by Prestholdt but simply
"compliant" behavior (a pattern previcusly attributed to punishment
uloue . Agras, Leitenberg, and Barlow (1968) were able to demonstrate
that social reinforcement could effectively modify agoraphobia., It
should be noted, however, that this ~onclusion is based on behavioral
measures (which imply "compliant™ behavior in the present context). No
subjective measure of fear was gathered.

Birney (1970) has further investigated the dynamics of fear reduc~
tion. Discussion of high-anxious topices with verbal feedback was found
%0 Tead to increased anxiety among males and decreased anxiety amung
females. Confounding measurement within the experiment, however, causes
one to question thig finding.

aroup Behavior

Various forms of group behaviors have been examined relative io
see. a) reinforcement techniques. Sarbin and Allen (1968) examined the
2bllity of sociael reinforcement to alter the participation rates o. high
and low participators in a seminar. Low participators who received
pusitive reinforcement increased participation during the first half of
the reinforcement sessions and maintained that level in the remaining
sessions. High participators who received negative reinforcement de-
creased participation sharply in the first half of the sessions yet
increased to original operant levels during the remaining half. Data
presented by Sorensen (1968) further support the conclusion that social
reinfcrcement can successfully strengthen duminant behavior in a groug
setting. '
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\ The reinforcement of mutuasl recognition, interest, concern, and

- &cceptunce among group members was compared by Liberman (1970) to a

more conventional group-centered counseling approach in assessing the

. utility of social reinforcement. Results demonstrated that patients in
the experimental group showed significantly more cohesiveness and

earlier symptomatic improvement than those in the comparison group.

Intragroup reinforecing behaviors have been investigated by Mudd

-~ (19¢E). Data presented indicate that the intemsity of a group's dis-
approval of an offensive behavior varies in linear proportion to the

- degree of deviation of the behavior from the group nomm and the. impor-

tance of that norm to the group. Although not a direct test of rein-

forcer effectiveness, the findings of this study suggest that reinforcing

mechanisms are used within groups to maintain conformity to their own

He s,

Haslam (1970) conducted a study in which he exsmined changes in
interpersonal behavior following selective reinforcement. Visual rein-
forcement was shown to increase leadership behavior and participation
within the group. When not personally reinforced and yet expused to the
reinforcement of another subject, interaction-oriented subjects tended
L0 lower their self-evaluation., Under the same circumstances, task-
oriented subjects lowered the quality and quantity of their response,
Yelf-oriented subjects lowered the quantity of their responses when nut
rersonally reinforced. This set of findings appears to concur with
previous studies in confirming the ability of social reinforcement to
modif;y group behaviors.

Classrrvy; Jehavior

Classroom behavior constitutes yet another important set of be-
haviors which have been examined in the social reinforcement parsdigm.
Hall, Panyan, Rabon, and Broden (1968) have presented case studies
which demonstrate how beginning and inexperienced teachers were trained
in the successful use of reinforcement principles to control classroom
behaviors. Further evidence to support the effectiveness of reinforcers
in the classroom is offered by Hapkiewicz (1972); FMeld, Simpkins,
Browne, and Rich (1971); and a review by Altman and Linton (1971).

Gume research has further qualified the use of social reinforcers
in the classroom. A study by Buys (1970) found that although disruptive
behavior decreased with the use of contingent social reinforcement , it
rose again when reinforcement ceased. Herman and Tramontena (1971) have
shown that individual and group reinforcement were not differentially
effeetive in modifying classroom behavior. Furthermore, the addition of
~instructions to reinforcement strengthens the capacity to modify behavior.
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fraubard (1908) hns argued that contemporary teaching methods,
_ hieh uffer incentives baged on individusal performance, force an accept-
Cance of societal norms. Murthemmore, he contends that existing group
‘norms could be utilized in effectively ereating desired change. 1In the
research examining this proposition, Graubard made rewards contingent
upon group perfommance. Every group member had to perform effectively;
€.8., learn, in order for anyone to receive a reward. Data confirmed
the ef'fectiveness of this method in altering classroom behavior.

Additional Behaviors

Hegsideg the behaviors which have been identified thus far, research
has also focused upon a variety of other behaviors either unique to the
particular setting or simply so riovel as to not have attracted much
empirical investigation. This body of vesearch indicates that social
reinforcement can be used effectively to modify the following types of
behaviors: soecial isolation and various formg of adaptive behavior
(Milby, 1970; Sturm, 1979); interest seleclion (Wandzek, 1969); cigarette
smaking (Tighes 0 Pogers, L0073 ‘wilfowd, 1972); health reporting
(Morquis, 1970); Fncopresis, i.e., soiling behavior (Conger, 1970);
marital relaiions {Goldstein, 1971); information-seeking behavior in
~eargeling (Samann, 1970); and client perception of counselor effective-
Lese and schievement of counseling goals (Ryan, 19G6), Other behaviors
180 successfull;s influenced by social reinforcement include: achieve-
~ant motivation (Pang, 1970): altruistic behaviors (Carpenter & Carom,
19 %)y discriminaticn among children's names (Blain & Ramirez, 1%d);
res .onsiveness to hypnotic sugeestion (Rullard, 1971); attendance Nord,
1970y Carpenter % Cuarem, 1978); shifts in performance from quality to
quirtity {Adam, 1972)3; sroup rroblem solviug (Cohen & Jaffee, 1970);
res, cnse latener {(Weinbers, 1968); leadership behavior (Faglin, 1970);
ard ieisie combat. trainins performance of Army recruits (Datel & Lezters,
1970} .

Available evidence from other resenrch indicates that soeial rein-
= ooment has been less successtul in controlling: arithmetic acltieve-
vevt {lesctewski. 107003 nendemic standing of underachievers (Gour.ey,
1e7 )e carcer intorration seeking {Anderson, 1970); stealing behavior
Jiiiett, 1971): and dependent and competent behaviors (Speer, 19¢0).
=-1ence concerning the ahility of social reinforcement to Rorschack
rpeouctivity appears equivesal, While Boulay (19€9) has offered non-
surjorliive evidence, Hersen and Greaves (1971) found significant dif-
fere 1ces arong experimental groups.

kxisting evidence apparently does seem to indicate that social
reir forcement can be used effectively to modify « wide range of be-
paviors, In most instances, this effectiveness hns been demonstrated
qegite variations in exper mental design and/or setting. ' Conclusions
abe. 0 the varioue forms of behavior which have derived supporting
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evideure frum only one study, or which have been found to be unaffected
by social reinforcement, should be reserved pending repliecation.

DYNAMICS OF THE SOCIAL REINFORCEMENT PROCESS

A large number of studies have examined various dynamic aspects of
the soclal reinforcewent process in order to further develor an under-
standing of its theoretical elements. The major areas of investigation
have included: schedules of reinforcement, vicarious reinforcement,
i.e¢., moudeling, swareness of the perfbrnance/reinfbrcement contingency;
the relationship of socisl reinforcement to explanatory and motivational
theurivs with particular regard to the function of incentives, and the
- sutintion-deprivation function of social reinforcement.

Keintorcement 3Jchedules

At least three recent studies have led to the general conclusion
that partial reinforcement is more effective than continuous reinforce-
ment in the modification of behavior. Crowley (1968) found far greater
persistence among subjects working at an insoluble task on partial re-
inforcement than among subjects working on any of three contimiocus
schedules (praise, blame, or blank). Looking exclusively at the partial
reinforcement conditions, subjects receiving praigse and blame persisted
longer than those receiving praise when paired with blank. Further
vvidence is offered by Breitmeyer (1969). A study by Yukl, Wexley,
and Seymore (1972) found a variable ratio schedule also more efficient
than a continuous reinforcement schedule using monetary incentives to
increase task performance.

Two additionul studies have loocked specifically at differences
among partial reinforcement schedules. Braun (1970) found that a
variable ratio 20% schedule produced more persistence at a task than a
variable ratio 804 schedule, regardless of whether subjects were di-
rectly or vicariously reinforced. In a comparison of fixed ratio and
fixed intervsl schedules, Rosenbaum (1969) found that subjects persisted
at a tagk longer wher they received reinforcement onh the interval
schedule than on the ratio schedule. Furthermore, there was an inter-
action between sex of subject and type of schedule used. Boys demon-
strated higher rates of response on fixed ratio schedules, while girls
performed best On the fixed interval schedules.

Bruron, Kobluson, snd Lawrence {1968) have investigated rates of
reinforcement as deviations from experimentally manipulated base-line
levels of reinfurcement, The examination is guided by & model of social
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reiuforcement. presented by Haron in which he suggests that an indi-
vidual's social reinforcement history creates an internal standard by
which to wdge the nduquacy of present sccial reinforcement. (This
“goeindl reinfurcement standard (SRS): i.e,, SRS model has also estab-
Lished the basis of investigations conducted by Baronu nnd hisg. asscciates
»1 the differential effects ittributed to race as discussed in a pre-
vicus section, and will be of further importance in » discussion of the
sntiation funetion of social reinforcement to follow later,) (onse-
quently, it wns expected thal the introduction of uncertainty would
cnuse afti individual to alter his behavior in an attempt to identify the
response pattern likely to produce a rate of reinforcement that better
spproximates his 3RS, A siguificant interaction between initial rate
of reinforcement and amount of change confirmed this hypothesis.

Vicarious Reinforcement

The effects of vicarious reinforcement have been found, in most
instances, to effectively modify observer responses, Berger and
Kllsburg {1%.9) found that subjects who observed a model receive enthu-
giqagtic reinforcement. in 2 nongense syllable task correctly recalled
nore of those syllables than subjects in the non-enthusiastic condition.
Findings alse revealed that subjects who received "right" reinforcement
re~q]lled more than those who received "wrong" or "nothing" as reinforce-
ment. Similarly, Flanders and Thistlethwaite (1908) report that sub-
Jects comprehended and imitated a model's solution of a diserimination
t1sk to a greater extent when the model verbalized his choice.

A study conducted by Marlatt (19.8) compared the effeels of vicar-
lous and direct reinforcement upon problem admission in an interview
setting. Resultr indicated that subjects exposed to a verbal model
reported more problems than control subjieets. Tositive vicarious rein-
torcement elicited more rroblems frum subjects than positive direct
reinforcement, The nmost effective reinforcement combination was posi-
tive viearious reinforcement when followed by neutral direct reinforce-
S R

v et'feets of different reinforecement combinations to a mudel upon
cne tenaeney of an observer 1o imitate the model have recently been
vk ined by Cheyne (1971), Iindings indicated tha. observation affected
ot performance nind recnll of modeled behavior. Observing a mudel
receive positive reinforcement enhanced the subsequent performance of
vhie ubserver, while receipt of negative reinforcement led to the sup-
pression of the outgserver's imitative behavior. Recall of the model's
verbal behavior, hovever, increased with both positive and negative
reintorcement cutcomes. Cheyne attributed a halo effect to jositive
reinforcement; i,e., negative and neutral modeled i1tems were alsc re-
peated more often when the model received at least some positive rein-
forcemert..
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, A study conducted by Kanfer, Duerfeldt, Martin, and Dorsey (1971)
has examined factors that influence an cbserver's attentiveness and
Imitation of a model's behavior. They found that children who expected

- bu.subsequently pertform the modeled behavior attended more to the model

‘than did children who had no such expectation.  The performance of sub-
Jects exposed to a model was significantly better than those subjects
who did not observe » model. The authors concluded that while vicarious
reinforcement may not influence attentiveness, it is related to subse-
quent performance. Attentiveness apparently varies with the expectation
of performing the task.

Two studies have recently suggested that competence is an important
- consideration in determining a model's effect upon an obgerver. BRBritt
(L971) examined the resyponses of subjects after observing two models
(one competent and one incompetent) who varied in the number of times
‘they agreed with one another. The results of his study demonstrated

. that subjects in mmbiguous, competitive situstions tend to imitate

- models to the extent that they are competitive; i.e., to the extent
that sthey are reinforced for a correct response. Zupnick (1971) pre-
sents data which support a similar hypothesis: extinction of a phobic
response (fear of handling snakes) would increase as the perceived
performance and ability; i.e., competence, of a model increaséd. Sub-
Jects who were exporsed to a model regarded as "fear)ess-competent”
demonstrated significantly greater approach and handling behavior than
subjects exposed to a "fearful-incompetent” model or contral group

sub jects,

Other available data further support expected modeling effect upon
verbal operants (Anderson, 1970), aggressive behavior (Lidman, 1969),
sociamctric status (Hansen, Niland & Zani, 1969), and clessroom be-
havicer (Priedman and Bowers, 1971). In only three studies were effects
Gue L0 vicarious reinforcement not found significant. Bourdon (1968)
demonstrated that a tape-recorded model was unable to alter the verbal
respouse rate of observers. Scoresby (1969) also found that the video
presentation of a decision and deliberation model had no effect upan
corresponding behavior among observers. It should be noted that both
these studies employed a medium of model presentation unlike the
majority of studies which have found modeling to be effective., One
possible explanation of these findings may be that the video or audio
presentation of a medel is simply not as strong a manipulation as the
live presentation of a model. -

The third study (Weiner, 1970) to find non-supportive evidence for
medeling actually examined an alternative hypothesis unlike those which
have been traditlanally proposed. Weiner proposed that the direct re-
inforcement of one child in a dyad (or two children in a group of four)
would "negatively” reinforce the other member(s) of the group. No evi-
dence cuuld be found to support his hypothesis. Consequently, this
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finding can not really be considered inconsistent with previous studles
which have demonstrated the positive reinforcing value of modeling.

Avareness of Performance-ieward Cont.mgenci.és

Another factor that has undergone empirical inquiry concerns the
role of awereness in the reinforcemsnt process. The majority of studies
reviewed huve indicated that an awareness of the performance/reward
contingency is necessary for subsequent conditioning to occur.

Ault and Vogler (1969) have examined the relationship of various
reinforcing cues to awareness of the response-reinforcement contingency.
Thay propose that a subject will be slower in becoming aware of the
reinforcement contingency when "blank™ is paired with an ambiguous cue,
which possibly indicates correct (e.g., "right") than when blank is
‘vaired with an unsmhiguous cue indiemting correct (e.g., "correct").
Results demonstrated that conditioning occurred only for those subjects
who were both aware of the performance/reinforcement contingency and
for whom the appropriate cues were actually reinforcing.

Hamilton, Thompson and White (1970) have indicated the importance
of awareness o vicarious reinforcement as well. They report that
significant changes in performance were found only among those subjects
+ho were aware of the contingency between an observed model's respouses
and the administration of reinforcement, and who expressed the intention
+o imitate the model's behavior,

Although other evidence algo exists (Hersen & Greaves, 1971; Sry,
{opkins % Hoge, 1970) to further support the necessgity of awareness to
sonditioning, there have bheer instances where its necessity has nov
seen demonstrated. A study by Miller and Hocd (1970) reports that both
war: nd unaware subects crnditioned in response to the receipt of
relnforcement. Most research, however, does seem to support the pre-
riems conclusion.

ot {1t iom Theory and Soclal einforcement

The motivational concepts underlying the social reinforcement
‘araiimm comprise an important set of variables and area of research.
‘he sontribution of learning principles (notably knowledge of results)
ind numerous motivational theories to & further understanding of the

‘reinforcement process have been empirically explored.

Moffat and Motiff (1970) studied the performance of four- and six-
year-olds 4t a discrimination task under three different knowledge of
res.tts conditions, It was proposed that when subjects received
xnowledge uf results for rignt and wrong answers (W) or for wrong
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_ angwers only (Wb, f.e., "wrong" paired with blank) they would perfom
‘better than subjects who received knowledge of results for right answers
only (Rb), It was believed that the RW and Wb conditions provide an
. dindividusl with more information than the Kb condition, since blanks are
often interpreted as "correct" feedback and, therefore, confusing in the
- Rb situation., Data confirmed the performance order of the three groups.

In a study by Crowley (1968), the experimenter administered praise,
blame or silence to subjects as knowledge of results in the performance

of an insoluble task, It was found that subjects recelving praise per-
. sisted the longest and those receiving blame remained at the task the
shortest period of time.

The relationship of feedback to performance in programsed ingtruc-
tion has been examined by Anderson, Kulhavy, and Andre (1970). It was
hypothesized that knowledge of correct responses (KCR) aisrupts a
student's attention and that presenting answers on the same page &g a
frame merely produces copying and not learning. Two experiments were
conducted to test these predictions. Results indicated that copying
and not learning did occur. Furthermore, a mildly frustrating situation
wag not able to increase attentiveness aebove that achieved by 100% KCR.
Unikel and Strain (1971) exmmined the qualitative differences arising
from the use of social approval ("good") and correctness ("right") feed-
back on verbal operant conditioning. Both groups were equal to one
snother and superior to controls during acquisition. In the extinetion
phase a different experimenter ran half of each group while the same
experimenter ran the remaining half. Subjects who had received correct
reinforcement revealed no differences in their rate of extinction with
either the same or different experimenter. Subjects who had received
social approval reinforcement, however, extinguished faster when the
different experimenter was present.

A study conducted by Solomon and Yaeger (1969) examined the effects
of content and intonation on perceptions of verbal reinforcers. It vas
found that content significantly affected the perception of a reinforcer's
"objective” meaning and only moderately affected the subject's feeling.
Intonation, on the other hand, significantly affected the perception of
the speaker's liking for the subject. These findings suggest & dual
informational and approval function to reinforcement.

Inskc and Cialdini (1969) tested predictions based on the hedon-
istic, informational and two-factor interpretations of attitudinal
verbal reinforcement. Examining the role of reinforcers, each approach
suggested a different explanation as to thelr function in verbal condi-
tioning. The rewarding value of "good" according to the hedonistic
interpretation, apparently motivates individuals to make correct re-
spouses. The informational interpretation proposes that "good" merely
informs the subject of the reinforcing agent's point of view which is
then followed by a simple conformity effect. According to the
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woelaclor interpretatlioh, "noved" functions in two ways: 1) it offers
Cinformutin 48 to the agent's attitude, and 2) it offers approval of
oie gubgeet s response which by implication also approves of the sub-
teot himselr. Differential predictious concerning the effects of "good"
‘atd "hun" as based upon these three interpretations were subsequently
_examined, Data confirmed the twc-factor interpretation.

In a further exmminaticn of the two~factor theory, Claldini and
Insko (19€9) propose that if both factors sre necessary in order for
influence tc oecur in a conditioning situation, the manipulation of only
one of the factors (while holding the other constant) should produce a
differential effect. The data again confirmed the importance of both
factors tc attitudinal verbal reinforcement.

A recent article by Buckwald (1969) has argued that the traditional
effects nttributed to "right" and "wrong" can be explained without using
the principle of reinforcement. He posits that this is poasible if one
assumes that: 1) a subject may recall a regponse without recalling its
outcome {and cunversely), 2) a response that is not recalled can only
be repeated by chance, and 3) the probability of repeating a response
that is recalled is independent of the outcome of that response unless
the vutcame is also recalled, Two experiments were conducted to test
+his alteruative interpretation to reinforcement. Findings were luter-
reted as consistent with the theoretical predictions offered. Appar-
ntly more research needs to be conducted, however, before any comnclusive
udgments can ve made about the ability of this alternative theory to
«woount for all the effects that bave been observed and attributed to
eintorcement cuwicepts,

The examination of alternative theoretical frameworks in whicl to
1sce the observed effects of reinforcement has continued. 3holley
19r9) investigated ur. extension of Festinger's effort justification
pothesis as an alternative explanation for resistance to extinction
1lowing & pertial reinforcement schedule. It was proposed that woen
f'rort is exerted - . achieve wn insufficient reward, the individual will
evelop a preferenc - for ‘e oehavior because of the effort expended,

W, ¢ xperinents were conductea which yielded results in support of the
s hesia.

Hormbeck (19/1) has receutly examined the relationship between the -
auns.tude of incentive offered to perform a counterattitudinal act and
subgequent attitude change as bused upon dissonance theory predictions.
«@susts indicated that subjects who were paid $1.50 evidenced more
«ttiude chunge as an immediste post-test than those who were paid $.25
+0 write the counterattitudindl essay.

Other relationships based upon aspéets of balance theory have also -
ueer explored. A study by Ustrom and Goldstein (1970) focused upon the
offects of reinforcement on the perception of the interviewer's attitude,
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Resulds indfcwtod that an interviewer was coen as possessing a rela-
tively pro attitude when he reinforced pro vesponses and a relatively
Cunht]oavcitade when o relnforced cnvl recpooaes. This oveurred regard-
legs ot prior efersi oL sbouf tne intarcdover's attitude: f.e.,
favoratie, wefavorable oo ne intormation,

Tivgman, Hlass and-T'upe (L970) attempted to use balance theory to
expluin why Interviewers talked more when an interviewer disagreed with
them thun whens he agreed, Tt ware sudgested that a liked interviewer
who disagrevs with o suljeet ~411 creste téusion in the subject ang,
thereiore, lead the sub/oet to engnoe in tension redueing behavior;
iee., tolkingt, in an attompt to rostore tue original state. Results
indicated that mean speech rate of subjects was significantly higher
in the unbalunced tha. balwieced couditicon. tus thut productivity re-
SpUn8es wWere equivoval,

A study by Cialdini (1y70) ctserved how subjects who reinforced
others in their expression of cexrinl: atiliuc’aal items were affected
themsulves Ly the relufircement. Findirgs revealed an advocacy effect
i which sublects who reintorced and, thus, advocated a pro position on
tie issue subseuenily tecame more pro tnan subjects who reinforced a
con pusitior on the lusue.

srovinson {1969Y hne recently examined dissonance theory and incen-
tive tavory predicti.ne concerning the erfect of positive, negative, or
neutrus coasequiences upon attituddrally dissonant, consonant, and
irreicvant behavior, Feguits offerest jurliul support to incentive
theory but, generally speaking, did not confirm predictions based on
either theory.

Research has also demonstrated the important role played by expect-
ancieg in determining ‘he frequency and accuracy of reinforcement as
adminigtered b, cxperimentors {Jakubowski, 1968) and {n leading to dis-
erepanc: reducing strategies amoeng subjects (Fox, 1969). The most
sophisticited and dynamic model of social reinforcement to subsume the
function of expectmneles mnd to propose a theoretical framework based
upen &ovianental "Lwlor ce" principles is that offered by Baron (1970).
The suelal reinforcewe:nt stasdard (3RS) model (which has been previously
dlsoussed in various contexts) wis used by T=ron to examine Negro re-
speaziveness w0 soeial reinforcement, kecilts fram a series of studies
orfered gereral curpory to the mode! and che proposition that, at least
i certain circumstances, Negroes wooild £ind a low rate of approval
from n white authority figurc nore spyropriete than a high rate of
npproval, More recent exsminations of the medel by Baron and his
ussuclates (Baron, Heckenmueller & Schultz, 1971; Baron, Jackson &

Fisco, LA72) have demoustrated the cumplex relationship of race, source
of ro..forcement, reinfcrcemen'. standard, type of reinforcer, and '
situntion . ‘wrermining recentivity o sucial reinforcement.
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Other theories and models of motivation have also contributed to
an understanding of contingency reinforcement. Instrumentality theorles
(ef. Broom, 19¢h: Lewler, 1971) have been particularly important in
. this regurd. The basic distinguishing element of instrumentalily theory
is the belief that cognitions mediate behavior. Furthermore, behavior
. is interpreted es a conseguence of its instrumentality in cbtaining
. pewards and the attractiveness (velence) of those rewards. Availsble
research has supported elements of this model and the geueral proposi-
tion that individuals will behave in ways which they expect will lead
to valued rewards (Graen, 1969; Galbraith & Cummings, 1967; Schneider
% Olsen, 1970; Cherrington, Reitz, & Scott, 1971; Arvey & Dummette,
19703 Deci, 1971). In a recent review of instrumentality theory
research, Mitchell and Biglan (1971) conclude that instrumentality
theory has been less successful in predicting bebhavior and satisfaction
in organizations then in explaining attitude and verbal conditioning.
They attribute the differences in success to the complexity of real life
rhenomena (as evident in organizations) which usually does not pervade
the settings in which attitude and verbal conditioning are studied.

Equity theory constitutes another motivational framework in which

to interpret the meaning of rewards. “heoretically, an individual com-

res his ratio of job inputs (any investment in a job) and job outcomes
returns on the investment) to the same ratio of some other individual
within the work setting. To the extent that the ratios are unequal,
+he individual is motivated to reduce the discrepancy. Research examin-
ing these dynamics (cf., Pritchard, 1969; Pritchard, Jorgenson &
Junnette, 1972) has offered general support to the theory. Such an
approach has implications for systemic behavior observations and m-lti-
rle social reinforcements in a group or classroom setting, as selective
‘indlvidual) reinforcement could potentially generate inequity.

The relative value of reviewing research which has examined instru-
sentality and equity theorics has been to establish an additionsl moti-
sational basis for incentives. The functional utility of incentives
Jithin the context of either incentive theory or other motivation
‘he~ries has led numerous asuthors (e.g., Nord, 1969; Jablonsky & D~Vries,
1477 ;. Formess, 19703 Lehrer, Schiff & Kris, 1970) to propose its prac-
ticnl asppliecation.

Hnti:avlohul Iroyerties of Incentives

\ Research has also focused specifically upon various motivational
aspects of incentives themselves. Incentive magnitude, incentive con-
trast, and stability of incentive values illustrate the properties
which have beon investigated. Although all of these studies do not
jenl exclusively with social incentives, they are of importance in
identifying critical process variables common to both soeial and non-
social incentives.
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A study by Weinstein and Colucei (1970) compared the responses made
by subivcets wvho were offered different amounts of incentives in the per-
formance of aritiemetic problems. An inverse relationship was found
between sire of incentive and latency of response., Subjects who recelved
the largest incentive took the shortest amount of time to respond.

Blank and Monge (1970) have recently examined absolute and relative
interpretations of incentive magnitude effects. They hypothesized that
a performance difference favoring the high incentive ($3.00) group would
occur only when subjects knew the size of the alternative incentive
($.25); i.e., in the relative condition. No differences were found
among experimental treatments. A study by Humphries and Stabler (1969)
was also unable to demonstrate any differences in the probability learn-
ing of children due to level of incentives (wmrbles later traded for a
amall tuy or feedback of correct responses).

Frase (1271) was able to¢ demonstrate how incentives could be used
to facilitate text leerning emong undergrudustes. He had hypothesized
that incentives will lead to greuter recall when subjects ere informed
of the incentives before reading a passage than when they are informed
of the incentives after reading the passage. Results confirmed the
expectations.

Effects due Lo incentive contrast have been investigated in at
least two studies, Baldwin (1968) was unable to demonstrate any con-
trast effects by varying the availability of rewards in two situations.
A study by Weinstein (1970), however, found significant effects due to
both positive and negative incentive contrasts. In the first of two
experiments examining these effects, Weinstein found a positive rela-
tionship between latency of sresponse and size of reward decrement.
Similarly, in a second experiment, he demonstrated that positive incen-
tive contrast effects were a monotonic function of reinforcement incre-
ments.

(ther research has examined possible factors that may influence
the value attributed to an incentive. Knott {19(7) found that subjects,
who were frustrated ir thelr attempts to acquire available monetary
incentives, louked at pictures of money more often, overestimated the
amount of money to a greater extent, and attributed more positive state-
ments to 4 neutral stimulus assoclated with the rewards than control
sutjects. It wac concluded that frustration produces a temporary,
immediate increuase in the inceutive value of a reward.

A further examination of incentive value stability has been con-
ducted by Shealy (1999). He studied changes in color preferences as a
v den of pairing with other colors of various preference values and
amousit of palring. Results indicated that color preferences were stable
and not sirmificantly affected by either the pairing of incentives or
amow:t of pairiry. Other research (cf. Nealey, 1964; Nealey & Goodale,
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1967; Haaf, Feldstein, & Witryol, 1970; Haaf, 1971) suggests that the
value of an incentive may be a function of the situation in which it is
offered and the variety of other incentives also available,

. . Incentives have also been .studied as determinants of individual

- goals and intentions. Locke, Bryan and Kendall (1968) have presented
evidence to demonstrate that incentives; e.g., money, affeet performance
only to the extent that they affect an individual's goals and intentions.
Further support for the relationship between goals and performance is
offered by Cummings, Schwab and Rosen (1971L).

The apparent emphasis upon monetary incemtives in the examination
of their motivational properties has recently been criticized by
Schrieher and Sloan (1970). Claiming that financial incentives are
based upon an outmoded economic model of man, they argue in defense of
a broadened concept of incentives to include a variety of paychological
{e.g., Social) incentives. 7They contend that this integration of avail-
able incentivers is consistent with contemporary theories of human moti-
vation which emphasize the importance of psychological needs. Research
examining social systems of reinforcement as evident in the current
revicw would appear to suppcert the argument posited by Schrieber and
Sloarn,

catiastion of Tocisl Agp;oval

An important process dynamic concerns the satiation function of
sceil approval, fererally speaking, the deprivation-satiation ef.'ect
is caaracterized by an inverse relaticnship between the frequency ~f
goclal reinforcement rersived during a preceding perlod of time and its
subsequent effectjveness as s reinfcrcer. The following eight studles
oresent our current underatanding of this relationship.

A suudy b, Cook (190H) examined the verbal satiation process in
children. He fow.d that <he continued repetition of a positive or negs-
+ive verbal reiifurcer did aecrease its effectiveness as a reinforcer,
™rtsermore, it w.s found that the effectiveness of a reinforcer w.s
gl+ered regardle.s of whether the previously repeated word was pos.iive
e - agutive., Arvarently, the satiation effect was not dependent upon
~ne semantic characteristics (positive or negative) of the word. In a
la. er study, Cook (1970} has offered additional evidence to support the
satiition effect by demonstrating that the effectiveness of "good" as a
reinforcer decreased as the duration of its contimious repetition in-
creased. ’

illey (1969) examined the effect of vicarious reinforcement upon
the satiation of soclal approval., kesults indiceted that subjects who
hagd »bserved a model being reinforced and whe had peen reinforced them-
selves demornstrated significantly better performance than contreol
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sublects. Satiation apparently did not occur through the mechanism of
“viearious reinforcement.

In order to test the proposition thet socisl incentives are more
eftective with people who have been historically deprived of them,
~-Goyen and Lyle (1971) compared the responses of retarded and nmal
‘readers to a learning tagk under the asswnption that the latter have
traditionally received more social reinforcement than the former. No
significant differences were found between the groups on task performance
or rate of 1earning The tenuwous nature of the original assumption may

~__be more responsible for these findings than the possible conclusion that

prior deprivation is unrelated to the subsequent effectiveness of social
reinforcers.

Babad (1971) has offered a cognitive interpretation of the social
deprivation-satiation effects. He posits that the critical process is
‘leurning the reinforeing value of the particular source of the reinforc-
ing stimili. This stresses the role of information as derived from
deprivation and satiation experiences, Frurthermore, it focuses on the
subject's perception of the contingencies of the interaction between
himself and the reinforecing agent, Babad tested two hypotheses: 1)
that the social deprivetion-satiation effect (SDSE) is a person-specific
effect, not readily generalizable to other reinforcing agents, and 2)
that the SDSE pattern can be created by providing the subjects with
appropriote information input without subjecting them to actual depri-
vation or satiation treatments. Both hypotheses were confirmed with
middle class children, but not with lower class children. Babad con-
cluded that the failure of lower class children to cognize as hypothe-
8ized was due to the combination of long-term social deprivation, an
unstable enviromment which encourages reactian to the inmediate and
concrete, and the arousing nature of the experimental situation,

In a review of research examining the deprivation-satiation func-
tion of social approval, Eisemberger (1970) comments that while a large
number of studies have successfully replicated the deprivation-satiation
effect using cholice measures of instrumental performance, other studies
using rate or duration measures have produced weak and incomsistent find-
ings. Eisenberger suggests that the methodological deficiencies of the
latter studies meke the interpretation of their results highly equivocal.
Furthermore, the currently available body of research suggests that
changes in approval-contingent performance resulting from the deprivation
and satiation of social reinforcement cannot be attributed to changes in
general sensory deprivation, general drive level, or cue properties of
approval comments., Eisenberger concludes that the withtolding and pre-
sentation of approval alters the motivation for cbtaining it,

~ The recent work of Baron and his associates (Baron, Heckemmueller
& Shultz, 1971; Baron, Jackson & Fish, 1972) has examined the long- and
short-term determinants of social reinforcer effectiveness. Studied
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within the context of race differences, their research suggests 8 com-
plex interaction of reinforcement history (attributeble to race) and
availability of praise in explaining the etficacy of social reinforce-
‘ment. ‘ithey have propused that short term variations in the avallability
of a soelal stimulus depend upon the experimenter's ability to elleit

. an nbove-threshold level of attention from subjecta. Data suggest that

a black experimenter is better able than a white experimenter to accom-
plish this function. The introduction of a black reinforcing agent in
an unfamiliur setting apparently constitutes a sufficiently unique
sltuation so a8 to arouse level of attention. These findings (as dis-
cussed in earlier sections of this report) thus introduce an additional
get of variables to be considered in further investigetions of the
deprivatiou-satiation function of social approval.

COLCLUSTONS

1. Previcus research on socisl reinforcement has primarily
utilized verbal praise as the reinforcer. Additional reinforcers
studied under the rubric of social incentive systems have modified some
“ehaviors, but do not yield generalized dimensions for the delineation
~f a social reinforcement concept. As & preliminary definitlon, we
~ongider a reinforeing stimulus to be social if its reward value is
related to another individual or group interacting with the reinforced
aubject.

2. Results on behavior-change effects of social reinforcers aure
nighly equivocal. Comparisor.s of sociul and nonsocial reinforcement
affects have shown divergent results across studies. The superiority
)£ a particular class of reinforcers depends on the behavioral criterion
(e.g., performance speed, accuracy, or persistence), the nature of the
task (e.g., concept tormatior, learning tesks, intelligence testing,
imitutive responses), ani individual differences in age, sex, and socio-
eoonamle status. Soame evidence favors the combination of soclal and
nonsncial reinforcers in an operant behavior-change system.

3, Characteristics of the subject affect his responsiveness td
social reinforcement.

{a) Significant social reinforcement effects have been found
in elinically deviant populations. However, in the few
research paradigms offering comparisons to "normal” sub-
jects, no differential effects were found.

(b) Contrary to expectation, subjects low in perceived simi-
~_larity to parents are more responsive to social '
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reinforcement than parental -similar gubjects. This effect
muy be due, however, to the novelty of social reinforce-
ment, if ir. fact it is less prevalent in the home of low-
similarity subjects.

(¢) No conclusions cen be reasonsbly drewn at this time con-
cerning socioceconomic status as a moderating variable.,
In examinations of social reinforcement effects on lower-
and middle-class children, 3 studies showed no differen~
tial effects, 3 studies reported greater response to
social reinforcement in the middle-class group, and 1
study showed that middle-~class subjects also responded at
a higher level to tangible incentives.

(d) Though evidence is meager, older persons seem to respond
more to social reinforcement than do younger people.
Studies documenting age relationships have, however, been
restricted to samples of children and elderly adults.

(e) Effects of sex and race appesr dependent on subject-
reinforcing agent interactions. Even then whether homo-
geneous or heterogeneous pairs fecilitate social rein-
forcement is situationally relrtive. At least one study
reports greaster effects with same-sex pairs. With regard
to the reinforcing agent, social reinforcement effects
tend to diminish when the agent 1s changed. Additionally,
one's soclal peers tend to be effective reinforeing

agents.,

(£) Attempts to relate social reinforcement effects to per-
sonality differences have generated little mowledge.
The only variable demonstrating a fairly direct effect is
that of affective state, where depressed states inhibit
social reinforcement effectiveness. This variable, of
course, may also be situationally, as well as personally,
determined. Theorists have suggested other possible
relations to social motivation and locus of control.

k, A variety of behaviors have been found smenable to change with
social reinforcement. These behaviors include various forms of verbal
behavior, attitudes, clinical phobias, group participation, cohesive-
ness, and leadership behaviors, and, though less clearly, classroom
behaviors. An interesting finding from the classroam research showed
the effectiveness of making individual reinforcement contingent upon
group performance., Of further interest to our particular research are
findings that social reinforcement increased: (a) altrusitic behavior,
and (b) basic combat training performance in the Army.
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o 5, Several dynamics of the reinforcement process play an important
- yrole in determining its effectiveness. Partial reinforcement has been
found more effective than continuous reinforcement for both social and

. nonsocial incentives; results are¢ mixed, however, concerning the rele-
 tive effivacy of- specific partial reinforcement schedules. Vicarious
social reinforcement also affects behavior, although effects vary with
charscteristics of the model, Motivation theory and research also sug-
gests that reinforcement effects require awareness of behavicr-reward
contingencies, the availability of positively valued rewards, and feed~
‘back. The reinforcement value of feedback appears to depend on its

dual functions of providing infomation (knowledge of results) and
social approvel. Understanding the process dynamics of socisl relin-
forcetwent has been furthered by concepts from cognitive consistency and
expectancy theories of hman motivation. Motivational aspects of in-
centives that may be responsible for their effects include their magni-
tude, contrast, stebility, and medisting effects on goals and intentions.

6. The effectiveness of social reinforcement may be related to
previous deprivation. However, the deprivation-satiation function has
alse been found to depend on whether reinforcement is direct or vicar-
ious, differential reinforcement histories (and environments) across .
races and social classes, and general attention level of the subject.

7. Generally speeking, then, while social reinforcement offers a
sotential path to behavior modification, 1ts predicted effects are
oresently intertwined with a vast number of "moderating variables."
1ituational constraeints derive from a complex interaction of subject
and reinforeing agent characteristiocs, behaviors being reinforced, and
the dynamics of the reinforcement process. In reviewing research ia
this ares, two basic problem areas may be noted. First, considerations
of methodological rigor ‘n specific studies have prevented us fron
drawing firm conclusions sbmt particular relationships and effects.
~econd, and more importantly, the literature lacks a sound theoretical
base for predicting effects of social reinforcement, directing research,
and integrating its results into a comprehensive body of scientific
xnowledge fram which practical applications can be successfully derived.
Puture research should systematically investigate determinants of the
value of social incentives and the processes through which they can be
applied to changing human behavior in social and learning settings.
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