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'structure of plans on the one hand

El

‘Self-Instructional Plans' and CHildrenfs’Resistance to Temptation
Charlotte J. Patterson  and. Walter ifischel
University of Virginia , Stanford Upiversity
"In recent years, a great deal oi research attentlon has been devoted

to exploratlon of the idea that Mlller Galanter and Pr1bram proposed in

theixr now class1c book Plans and -the Structure of Behav10r (1960) . That

_.idea, of course, was ‘that im order to understand the ?atterning_ofva

person's activities, one must understand'the nature of that person's

¢

plans: ‘The'impact'of plans on behavior has'to date been, studied most,

’ . : - : .
. v - -

exten:ively and'fruitfully in the realm of cognitive psychology and psycho- °

" Linguistics. The 1mp11cat10ns of such an approach for the study of per-

et

sonality and social behav1or are, however no‘less‘intriguing; but they

are. only beginning to be explored (Hartlg and Kanfer, 1973; Kanfer, Cox,
Gre1ner and Karoly,»l974 Patterson. and Mischel, 1975, 1976) R
In attempting to analyze the 1nf1uence of plannlng on soc1al behav1or,

we havc found it useful to make a dlstlnctlon between the Organlzatlon or'
/

/

and the1r content or substance on ,the

" other. From a structural point of v1ea, we have been interested 1n/ask1ng

' /
how tbe level of organlzatlon or degree of structure of a person' s 'plans

affects their ability to 1nfluence behavior in des1red d1rectlo é. In
-, . v/

studying the substance of-plans; we have been concerned with the ways in
: ) . . /

“which their contents s (d. e.,,the1r substant1ve nature) affect their: ab111ty

/

tn prov1de effectlve guldes for behavxor. The study we report today was’

.conducted in an effort to begin an- analysls of plans for chlldreu s se1f~

,/'
/

control from these twin perspectlves.

The'general'structural ques ou that we were cogéerned'with was:
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To wh;c éxcent,does the SUCCess.of planSjin facilitating self—concrol»del
pend upon thelf ‘being elaborated in great detail in advance of the oc-

casion for their execuclon? Is it essentja] that ‘many- details of a plan

for se1f~control be speclfled in advance, {f it.is to hdvc\a ‘beneficial

1mpact on subsequent performance» or will , relatlvely unelaboraced plan
sufflce? One aim of the study was tO Compare chlldren s ab111ty to ut11—
ize plans of varying degrées-Of elaboration'in a'resistance to temptation

situation. Accofdingiygﬁsome children Vere'offered plans which specified"

\ . -" . ’ : . . .
exactly. what yerbalizaclons they -ghould €mploy in order to facilitate

their efforts at selfbcontrol‘in a subseQUept test situation, while others

~

were 6ffered'p1ans which SPecifjed the natyre but not the specific ~on-

- ~ . . . .

tents of such verbaljzations.

.. In an analySis of the effeirs of the_§g§§£§2§i¥g nature of plans on
their. ability to facilicéte self-control,'we were interested in the rela-’

tive efflcacy Of pPlans whlch dlrect attention to dlffereng aspectq of

Y -

the self—control sityation. In chis study, we hSSessed the effécts of

plans which focused on three differefit aspects of the self-control situa-—

tion: tem tation-inhibicin° lans, which directed the inhibition of
attentlon to the temptatloﬂ’ task_facllltatln lans, whlch dlrected

”attentlon to the task to be COmpleced, and reward“orlented plans, which

focused on the reWardlng COUSequences "of Self—control Based on the re—

sults of earller work (Mlsch91 Ebbesen, and Aelss, 1972 Mlschel and

_Underwood 1974, Patterson and Mlschel, 1975, 1976), we. ehpected that

\

'temptatlon—lnhlbltlng and reWard-orlented plans would facxlltate ch11d~

ren‘s,re51stance tcltemptatlon, but‘that task—facxli;acing plans would

: not-.- e o u ) S

. To summarize our aims, then, we studieq the effects of three dif-



R . ferent kinds of verbal pléns—Ftcmptation-inhibiting plans, reward-orjepped

- plans, and task—facilltating plans--on-children’'s resistance to tempg,..

tion. Each plan was studied in two-forms. In the elaborated‘form, both

o N

the nature.and actual contents of'the plan were Specified by the eXperji-

menter; in the unelaborated form, the experlmenter speclfled the natyyre

of . the plan, but the SUbJect was left to generate the partlcular’words

with wh1ch to execute the plan. . .

L

We ran two additiOnal groups as controls."In one of these Broupg

e
SRS . §

the children were glven an 1rrelevant verbal plan (a nursery rhyme to ye-
5 7

cite dur1ng the\res1 tance to temptatlon test) to control for effects
- /

of verballzatlon per se. In the other subJects were not glven plans of

/-_'

’any sort. Our dependent measures assessed the -degree to whlch these pldng

° fac111tated subJects contlnned work on'a task in the face of attraCtiVQ

_temptations to'stop:working.". L . ) ‘.
. : ' ' . g

L3
v .

-The major piece of apparatus employed in this study was .a "C19Wn~

— -~ Box":--The Clown Box was a large~white—wuoden~boi;'withma~life—size

. : “clovm's face painted in bright colors on the'frontl There were toys ln_

s1de of w1ndows on e1ther slde of the Clown face, and a- varlety Of 1lghts

- ~

on the.bor could be made to bllnk on and off In addltlon, a speaker in- L .

N slde the Clown Box (and connected to.a hldden tape recorder) made it |

seem that the Clown Box was able to "talk" , ot ‘ - o o5 e
Our subJects were, 70 four year olds, 35 boys -and 35 glrls, who

attended a nursery schoo] in the Palo Alto area. They were randomly

assigned, tEn_to each condition within the 2 x 3 design; and 5 to .each 6f
the';wo control conditions. They were tested 1nd1v1dually.

¥

Upon enterlng the experlnental room, thc Chlld was shown a cnsk Whlch

1nvolved puttlng a large number of- pegs 1nto a pcgboard The experlmanter'

o

/" .

Ut
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CeXPlagod EHE She gould haye to 1CAVe pje TOOM, gyp that the child could

work che Pegbo, 14 task.pite she wy ¢ gonc:  The child ﬁ'a's,,éntro,ducea ¢
L0 the ¢ro¥? Box qnd wafned' chat EPe Cygun BOX mighe te"_"pt hin to stop |
wdrking_ ’1'he chii.ld.p{ﬂs. told that if he wofkea. On the task the éntire.
“ ﬁ_ime that che ?*Derimenteb was 5°ne’. 'Qﬁd did nbt Pay attentioln to the |
Clown gy, 0 he yould be y110ved to play "ith come SPecial roys and
. . i d . ' .
with M, cldm,Box upo? the expe-rime_“ter's retury 1§, hOWever, he p;-aici . 2
3t‘te‘1tio.n.‘tb:jl the Gromn Box gnd 438 10t ginish the (osk, he would only be
all‘nwed' o play Wi ¢p some L.matt'ractivé, proken toys ;Jhen the -experime-nté;
= ». 'réturrx'e'd. All c.hildre_n. Prompised to tey o work hard and to i.gnor.e .Mr.
Clown yox. | - 5 o ‘ | | o
Ifthﬂ Childihad ,'been assigned o 4 Self—insﬁructioﬁal plan condition,
ERE aporinetor intréduced the ?1a_nvb1; sayin8s "Ler's ETY to think of
: 5°met1‘1ingl Y"u_‘cc"“ld do to keep”’orkirl‘g, and TOF 1gp Mr Clowm Box stow.

- . .you ddwﬁ,."l knoy, whéllt you c.an do-" If ne subjgc-:t' had bgen  z¢signed to the

t

. ~ . ,._4__/"/“'**&‘ . B em . . -- ",_-v""‘"“\\\p\__‘, ', - \——"—/_\(I'l’——_
’ . o elaboba'ted t ptation’lnhlbitiﬂg P%-aﬂ Sondit*ons ShelcO'ﬂtl_nue :

Myhen y[r Clown Box Séys t0 look at pim and oy, with hyg,
b(‘:.then you €an just Say .".no, 1'm Do ¢ -going ta 1001'(”,?1!: Mr. c1own Box." -

These g ero®tiong pore elayorated 30 popeated i , standard way. The -

'Plan,waé incr,odUQQd in t_he "safzie way er the el_abo'rated Teward.-griented

. group excépt‘ thap pey Were 4nstFUSteg o 58Ys "I yant O play with the

fun toys and Mr C3own Box late.f" Again, th® Ineroduction wag the same

£OT thoge i She ,Q'fl‘zlbof"q':etl.t:zlf:k"f'E_Icilit:at:,i“g Plap condition,. except that

L
(14

1(1 . CRE . . ‘..»
. they veope 197 ~t9 say, . I'm goin® £ look 4t ™ work." -

e .

5. If t}la 'SUbJQQt ilad bQ&\_n asgigned to thc _llnelaborat:Ed temptatiOl'l—

.inhibiting plan Conqiti®Ms he wit® tolq..

L

C o Re o
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"with. if you finish-yOur work".

3

-working'by'each child,

.-

"When Mr.

”

Clown Box s

says to lonk at him’ und p]ay thh him

then

you can Just think of sometthg to say out loul that will help

you not ‘to 1ook'at MrJhCIOQn;Box,_

that wil

.In the unelaborated reward—oriented plan condition,

introduced in the same way, except that the subJect was told to "think of

-

"\
\

1 help you not .to look at'Mr. Clown Box."

~

You can say anything you'yant

,thq plans_ were

A

something to say out loud thagrwill remind you\of what you get to play

those in the unelaborated task—facilitating plan condition, except that
they were instructed to.

help you to keep looking at your work".

children were asked to recite,the nursery‘rhYme:
the mouse ran up the clock."

out of the room.

“instructions about what“fb'say:"”

Y

\

Again; the introd\ction was the same for

‘In the no plans,cOnditipn, the

N

think of something to say out loud that will

ey T

<
L,

"

"Hickory, dickory, dnc

experimenter gave,no"
v - . -

o

5

The test phase began-as the:experimenter made,her exit,

child to work on the task.

"talking"

working.

phase, and was always ideatical,

>

during the time that the experimenter was

.
ix o

R

lea¢ing the

Thirty seconds after the experimenter s exit
the Clown Box began a standard routine——lights turning on and off, and

to the child—4which:was designed to tempt the'child to stop.

regardless of the child's actions.

" The main dependent measure assessed the .proportion of timeuspent

data dare shown in Figure One, and may be summarized easily.

+

in the face of the Clown's temptations.

These

' Subjects in

the elaborated temptation—inhibiting and claborated rewavd-oriented plan

AY

conditions wor ked for a greater proportion of the test phdsc than thosc

)

-

&

The Clown Box routine continued throughout the six minute test

=

In the irrelevant plan condition, the introduction”was thé’sameg but .

Nl
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in ‘other plan'éonditions (p €.01) and than those 'in tli¢ control condi-
tions (p <.01). 'In other words, the children's ability to sustain goal-

oriented work was facilitated only in the teﬁbtation—inhibiting and

:rgwafd—ariéntéd plan conditions, andvonivahen theée blané'were fully

T _ elaborated. .The'same pat;ef; dfnfindings ;herged.when data for amdﬁnt of
QQ;“. V':§%rk comp%;ﬁed'were exam{;ed. ._ _ L S .

These fiﬁdipgs pfovide'Ciéér'evidence that the effectivehess of a

o

P

. task-relevant plan for self-control depends'ﬁﬁén its specific content. OQOur’

- results suggest that the cognitive activity underlying resistance to

R
P

temptation in this situation is probably not the direction of attention

.+ to the task per se, but rather the active suppression of attention to

the temptation or the direction of attention to rewarding consequences of

Y <

>

e

e > " continued work. These results, then, contribute to our understanding of

¢ ~
.

" ' the cognitive factors which facilitate children's efforts to maintain
g mai

Far " self~control. . P o .o . o
- - S0 . . - . RN

OQur results also point to the importance of specifying many,. if not

iéll, deﬁails‘of a plan in advance if tHe plan is to be -successful in . B

~ -

facilitating young children's self—contrbl. Although the children in
tﬁié study made good.uséiofkthe elaborated*pldﬁé, they.seemed unable "to
employ tﬁé'unélaborated plans to any advantage. In other words, whether

or not a particular self-instructional pién will facilitatevydung child- .
ren's self-control evidently, depends not only on the substance or content
.of the plan, but also on the extent..to which the exact words with which to
N o B Py : . . . ) .
. L

execute the plan have been specified. -

Iﬁ'conclusion, then,?tﬁe results of this stp&y'demons;rate fromvﬁwo,
different perspectives the importance of a plan's "fit" with the cognitive
~and situational circumstances in which it must be Smplemented. In the

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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. ' . . o . s o
. ¢ . . . . “ 7

first place, out results confirm that, if it is to be successful, a plan's

cognitive focus or content must bhe appropriate to the demands of ;He

s'tuation in which it is to be employed. Beyond this, our_resulis,iddi4

. cate that the success of a plan also depends upon'its having been elabor-

'ated fully!enough in advance .to ensure its smooth execution when the,ﬂeed

3
: .
Ve

‘arises. Thus, whether or not a particular self-instructional plan will

facilitate young children's self-control evidently depends not only on°the

-

‘substantive nature or content of the plan, but also on its level of organi-

O
.
) [ . v

zation or structure. - : K
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