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3 o ~ Children's Social Desirability’ - . .

Judgments about Ingratiation Tactics1
| : R o7
' b
There is now a substantlal body of data demonstrating that learning

!
disabled (LD) children are held in relatively low esteem by both adults

and peers who are acquainted with them (Bru1n1nks, 1978; Bryan, 1974, 1976;
Scranton and Ryckman, 1979 Sipersteln, Bopp and Bak, 1977). Moreover,~

| :
there is evidence which suggests that’ Iearning disabled youngsters are -

likely to evoke negat1ve f1rst 1mpress1ons from others who are entirely

unfamiliar w1th these children s d1agnos1s, or thelr personal or soc1al
[N ' ) ‘ “\
histories (Bryan and Perlmutter, 1979 Bryan and Sherman, 1980; Perlmutter

( H
and Bryan, 1980). - While the’ causal factors assoc1ated with such devaluations

are probably multiple‘ahd'are.currently-obscure, there are data that show

that LD children can evoke positive first impressions from others unfamiliar
: ) |

with thém if they are motivated to'do so. Perlmutter akd Bryan (1980)

,

found that when LD children were  instructed to ingratiate an adu&t inter~'

-

v1ewer, college age students unfamiﬁiar with the children Judged the LD

Chlld who was 1nstructed to 1ngratiate as more adaptable and less soc1ally

hostile than e1ther LD chlldren who had received- instruct¥egs to act naturally

or non—learn1ng d1sabled (NLD) children who had received eithdt set of e
instructions. The results of this study, in combination with'theﬂfailure \

. : : . ’ ! . | ‘\.l'.
of Bryan and Sherman to find differences between LD apnd NLD children's res+

ponses to instructions to ingratiate, .!suggest that LD children'mayihave th

rudimentary social skills needed to ingratiate others, but do not use them

either becausewtvey are not so motivated or because they lack the jequisite

sophisticationpafout appropriate ingratiation strategies given varying

Lo
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set ings. If such is the case, that is that LD children lack either the .

‘motivation or the sophisticated knowledge as to the employment of tactics
+ to inghatiate others, programs involving social remediation might bene-

»

ficially 1ncorporate treatments des1gned to alter such "def1c1ts" ¢

In an in1t1al series of studies concerning ingratiation tactics,
. . l

- Bryan, Sonnefeld and Greenberg ( in press ) presented LD and
' - ‘v
NLD children with scenarios in which the child could select from five
o ,

v

courses of action. Fopr types of ingratiafion strategy. as theorized by
4Jones (1964) and Jones and‘Wortman (1973) were used as. alternatives. Jones

and hié'coﬁleagues have proposed esent1ally four major types of 1ngratiation
/
tactic. 0ne proposed technique involves favor d01ng (F) by the ingratiator,

N

a- taftic wherein the acceptor of the favor -may become obliged, perhaps due to

.

. 4
ia; ) the norm of rec1proc1ty (Gouldner,, 1960), ‘to reciprocéte the good deed in the
furure. ~ A second major tactic that might be employed involves self—enhancement

(gg), wherein'the ingratiator attempts to obtain his goals by convincing the

-

target that he is a worthy and therefore deserving person. The third major
% . . . . ] N

‘technighie suggested by Jones and Wortman involves flattery or other—enhancement

4@1@),5presumahly'a technique in which goals are obtained through the mani-
pulation of the target's positive affect. Finally, the fourth technjsue‘ e
invglves conformity (C): demonstrations of the similarity between the in-

gratiator and’ the target, or attempts to inflate the target's-estimate of the

’

similarity. Presumably, insofar as similarity increases interpersonal attraction

/

7

(gvghe, 1974), cooperation might be elicited in obtaining the ingratiator's. .
) : : ’
goals: Additionally, Bryan et al. included another alternative which was

-deemed a priori and subsequently shown to be considered highly undesirable.

Children were asked to indicate which alternative ingratiation tactic they

1




would:select if they were presented’ with the situation described in the
. : _ _
scenario. Bryan et al. found that LD children were more llkely to en-

. &Y N

dorse tactics which were Judged by college f to be relatively

socially undesirable than were the NLD Yo

It should be noted, however, that whhn \ldren's preferences

might reflect their judgments concerning-their‘i ‘~‘., poss1b111ty of
success and the llke, such dlffegences amdng the ﬂbﬁ;nd NLD gloups might

also be attributable to differences among the chﬁddren in their judgments of the

¢ 1

social des1rab111ty of the various tact1cs presehxfd The present study

was. thus addressed to. determlning whether LD chlfdren S Judgments about the

social’desirability of various ingratiation tactics differ from those of .

otheruchildren‘or from those of adults.. ' -

/ . . Method -

I \ . X
¢ f: /jg bjects. Fifty-eight children, 22 of whom were diagnosed by their ".
schoolfdistricts or by the investigators as learhing disabled, were drawn

A

- from two}Separate sources, a school district in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania,

‘and a parochlal school located in Chicago, Illinois. " bf the participating
Ss, 34 weré:tested in Pennsylvania while 24 were assessed in Illinois. The -
Pittsburgh sample of'LD‘children consisted of those children who had been

definedﬁhy their school district as ‘learning disabled. There were a total of

12 children who wére so diagnosed,- The 22 NLD children in the Pittsburgh

. _sample were se ected_to matchlthe participating LD children of that area in

terms of seifan " classroom. Sampling was also ‘such that’ for each LD child,

two NLD chlldreq were selected who were closest to the LD youngster in age

and 1ntelllgence test scores ‘as recorded by the school In the Illinois
. . .

sample, children were defined'aS'LD if their reading grade{level reading
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score on'the Woodcock-Jonnson test (Woodcock and Johnson, 1977) was 40%

or lower, if they had\received low ratings from claSsroom teachers ‘on /
L} . . .. N ' " -

their attentiveness and academic performance, and if their IQ test scores

on the Peabody test (Dunn, 1959) were 90 or above. Ten LD children were

S0 obtained. The sample of.14 NLD &oungsters selected in Illinois were
chosen such that the'youngster chosen was the one who had'an'IQ score
{closestvto the LD child,-and was in the same classroom-and'of‘the same‘

sex as the LD child. |

Of the participating children, IQ scores were available for a total
;-
¢+ 'of 21 LD and 33 NLD hoys:- --The mean IQ score for the LD group was 103 4

1
(SD = 12. 2), while that of the NLD group was 107.4 (SD = 11.8). The mean

~age of the LD group was 11 7 years (SD = 3.4), while that of the NLD group

5

was 11.4 (SD 3.4). : g . . : -

Procedures. Children were administered thetidentical questionnaire

- N - ¥ .
as that used by Bryan, Sonnefeld, and Greenberg (in press) in Studies II ~

and IiI, Each child was presented with 12 scenarios7which depfcted a child

.

attempting to gain approval or obtain rewards from a reluctant.target.

Three‘types of target. were depicted a teacher, a. parent, and, a peer, and

.
'

each target was represented in four items. _Within.each item, the four in-
\
gratiation tactics hypothesized by Jones and Wortman were described, plus
[4
a fifth course of action which was presumed to be soc1ally 1nappropriate
} ‘

'and ' which other studies have shown to be of low social desira-

. . o .

bility (Bryan, Sondefeld and Greenberg, in press). The child's task was to

{ E . ' . . L - .
rate each alternative in the twelve items as to its Social desirability on

N . S .
a four point Lickert scale with a range of very bad to very good. Each
. ’ » . i v .
child thus completed 60 social desirability ratings. To ensure independence
\ . o - c .

'

a-

Q ’. _ ' » ‘ . - 6‘
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of responses, children were tested in groups no larger than four.
Rebults » ' I S
‘ ‘ - : _— oA - :
Each child'§‘judgments of a particular ingratiation tactic for a ' A

particular -target were summed and divided by 4 (the number of items which

involved the target), Thus,:the,mean‘sqcial désirability rating per target,

per factic served as°the dependent variable. Thd;§ a child's social desira-.

~

biliEy‘judgments pér'tactic per .target could range from 1 to 4. The direction

. ~

- of the scoring was such that the higher the score, the @ore:socially desirable

) ~tactic (F = 72.85, df ;>4/184, p. < .0l1). The mean scores. associated with

the alternative was judged. ' o .

A2 x2x3x3 x5 analysis” of variance was computed; with two levelsi

of subject sex, two levels of subject group (LD and NLD), three lgvels of .
: . /7 R ' .z
ége (2nd and 3rd graders;~4th, 5th and 6th gradérs; and high school S's),. -

three types-of térget‘(ﬁarents, peers, and teachers), and five types of in-
gratiation tactic. The first three variables were befyeen subjeét vériablgs,
the latter two variablgs wefgjﬁif;in subject variaﬁles. .

The feéults‘of the analysi;‘§ielded one éignificqnt main éffect and_ong
significant interaction.‘ There was a significagﬁ éaiq effegt»of ingragiation

1

each ingratiation tactic, from most favorable to least faverable, were favor

L) 7

doing (2.94), other e;ﬁéﬂcement (2.73), ‘conformity (%.66), self enhancemént

]

(2.57), and inappfuv{iate‘actions (1.87).
2

X

: Tk ‘ » v .
The significant'intefaction_effect, however, also included the vapiable
of tactics, as factics interacted with target (F = 10.48, df = 8/368, p < .01).

i
.

Table 1 presenks the mean scores.involved in this interaction.

- : -~ ) '
Insofar as the subjects who participated in this study completed the

same questionnaire a$ did the adults used by Bryan;>Sonnefeld and Gpeenberg,
- . ' . L

. ) [

P
‘
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. - it was poSsible to determine the degree to'which\adults and children agrzed o

S]' - on their opinions regarding ingratiation'tactics. Pearson product—moment'
_ . _\‘(' ) . . .
correlations were computed, the results of which are presented in ' Table 2., -
A\ v - 7 !‘
Insert- Tables/ 1 and 2 about here

AN

' Sy . '
Noteworthy is the fact that items describing inappropriate behaviors“

were included in the questionnaire for purposes of determining whether -

)
learning disabled children perceived them differently than did nondisabled e

youngsters. All SamplESgVIEWed these items as very_socially undesirable,'i

and their presence in the questionnaire contributes substantially to the

. _ » _ - ,
magnitude ‘of the correlations of the scale values across groups by extending = -~
the range of social desirability ratings. Thus, -additional correlations

- °

of the values for ingratiation scales were conducted, leaving out the "other"
' . .
R} : . _ o
or inappropriate-action+scale. The remaining items all describe some action”
, 3 ; \ : :

that might be construed as "ingratiating;,under some circumstances, and so

-

[p—

(\

the range of their social desirabili#y is more restricted, and the corre-

lations based on these scales are smaller. - _',5

Insert Table 3 about here
—_——

I . ﬁ . » ‘

Discussion

.

Bryan, Sonnefeld and . Greenberg (in pres/)

7 e found that LD Chll/FEH

. v;?fﬁgfi\than NLD children preferred 1ngratiation tactics which are generahg&z
viewed as less socially desirable than Other available alternatives. From .
their initial stugy; it-wasiunclear whether such chgices by the LD youngsters

<
did not simply reflect their lack of sophistication concerning the social

QW
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. : "
des1rab111ty of various tactics. It would appear clear from the results
N

of this study that LD children do hold views regard1ng the social desira-

bility-of. ingratiation tactics which are quite comparable to those held

- by other children and,by-adult populations. The cdrrelations of the:

respons@s to tactics by target are comparable in magnitude to those reported
’ - L O T , . . @
in oﬁher studies involving social desirability ratings‘(EdWards;.1970).

- The present results, in'combination with‘those presented by Bryan et

al., would suggest that there is considerable consensus concerning the .
- . j . .4

social des1rab111ty of part1cular tact1cs t0wards part1cular targets (or

¥ €

w1th1n particular settlngs sin;e target and sett?ng were confounded)

It is quite clear that both adults and chlldren view self—cnhancement
L Ld
4 ]
strategies as‘'particularly des%rable ones when, andgonly when, they are
’ ‘ ; . a

B

addressed towards parents Such a tactic is considered more des1rable
when addressed tq a parent as. oppqéed to other targets, is judged by adult

subjects as the most desirable tactic available for use widh parents, and
- . - [ U

- is judged by children as second only to favor doing as'the\most desirable
. N e

tactic. It would seem clear that 'there is a recognition by young and old
alike of the power of-eVokiné parental prfdeo, R -

rd
o f
:

Second, there is agreement'across samples that favor ddihg s a particu—
larly appropriate tactic to be\employed with. peers, %Eg is generally per-
ceived to be of hlgh doc1al desirabillty across targets These f1nd1ngs
_generallygzupport those reported by hatter (1979} and Wood, Weinstein and
- | Parker kl 9) Finally, other enhancement and ;onformity'tactics arewgener—
ally v1ewed by all groups as qu1te comparable in desirabillty, ;et are not
‘:i,. , percelved to be the tactrcs of choice fowards a part1cular targe},ﬁor more

A} .-~

9han'one sample of judges.
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, : R
' Thus, there i% little evidence that LD children are deficient in

~

- their awareness of. the appropriateness of particular courses of action

"within particular settings or towards particular targets. If the LD z\;\;’/
child has sufficient relative sophisticatiom to know the morms surrounding
- : Y . . . i '
» actions by targets, bne might well question assumptioTs concerhing this
] ’ : ' ' - . Rl

gy

L4

\ " child's *deficits concerning general social norms.
, i N

A second implication of the present study pe¥tains to reattribytion

+ ) . \ N

\
\\ training. A number of recent studiess have demonetrated that LD children .
. .

?

tend to attribute their deserved success’ to factors other than themselyes
(Chapman and Boersma,Ain press; Fincham and Barllng, 1978; Hallahan, GaJar,

Cohén, and Traver, 1978; Pearl, Bryan, and Donahue, 1980). This fact, has

led to the suggestion that reattribution training be conducted wherein the

traners, either rhrough modeling, tutorials, or_ both, increase the child's

. . s ‘

disposition to self-congratulate (Bryan, 1980). The results of the“present
study, astéell as those reported by Bryah et al., would suggest that to the)

degree to which such training involves respenses within the domain of self-
. 4 T . . ’ 4
enhancement actions which are public in nature, such training might quite
) : . ~
well be rejected both by the child and by viewing audlences, children and

A TR

K

adults allke._ If such tralnldﬁ programs are 1n1t1ated then some attention
should be.paid.to discrimination training wherein the child is taught those

circumstances where suth actions might be viewed as appropriate or inapprop-

riate.




References

- Brdininks,:V.L. Actual and peqceived peer status of learning disabled

[

. students .in maiﬁstfeam prqgréms. The..Journal of Special Education, Z'
1978, 12, 51-58. | |

. Bryan, J.H., and Perlmutter, B. Female addits"immediate'impressions of

learning disabled children. Learning DisaBility Quaiterlz, 1979, 2,°

80-88.

-

Bryan, J.H., and Sherman, R. immedidte impressions of nonverbal ingratiation

‘ attempei'by learning disabled boys. Learning Disability Quarterly,
. ) ’ * ’ ’ » ' ) : * I
; 1980, 3, 19-28. -

~
. -

ﬁryah, J.H., Sonnéfeld, 1..J., and Greenberg, F.Z. Ingratia%ioﬁ\yreferehces
\ . . . ‘ . ~ .

of iearning disabled children. Learning Disability Quarterly, in press.

Bryan, T.H. Peer popularity of learning disabled children. Journal of

Learning Disabilities, 1974, 7, 261-268. ' >‘_

Bryan, T.H. Peer popularity of learning disabled children: A'replication:

<

Journal of'Learning Disabilities, 1976, 9, 307-311. . _ (/ _
Bryan,ﬂj.H. : Learning disabled éhildren;s attributions aﬁd.othérs' attf}butioné
* about them. Paper presénted at thé Conference of thé Quebéc Associatiqn
. ~for Children with Learning Disabilitiés, March, 1980. % .
Byrne, D.' An-introduction to personality;?’Engle&ood Ciiffs, N.J.:- Prentice-.

» Yy . ) ~

Hall, Inc.., 1974.

FChapman, J.W., and Boérsma, F.J. -Learning disabilities,,locus of control,
. {

and mother attitudés. &%ﬁrnai of Educational Psychology, in press.

'Dunn, L.M. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test. Minneapolis, Minn.: American
; - , ‘ S .

-Guidance Services, Inc., 1959. .




. . N .
~e Al

Edwards, A.L.  The measurement of personality traits by scales and inven- vy
. . . @

-

tories. :'New York: Holt, Riﬂghart antl Winston, 1970.
Fincham, F., and Barling, 'J. Locus of control and generosity in léarning

disabled, normal achieving, and gifted cﬁildfen. Child Development,

1978, 49, 530-533."

. Gouldner, A. The norm of reziprocitf:. A preliminary statement. American

4

Y

Sociological Review, 1960, 25, 161-178.
R )
i . ® ' .
Hallahan, D.P., Gajar, A:H:., Cohen, S.B., and Tarver, S.G. Selective )
i ) : A
attention and'locuégof control in learning'disabled'and pormal child-

~

.

ren. Journal of Learning DisaBilitiés, 1978, 11, 231423§. Ty

Jones, E.E, Ingratiétion. Appfétan—Century—Croftsg 1964. o . :
v .

o g - . : : T
Jones,” E.E+{ and Wortman, C. Ingratiation: An attributional approach. '

General Learningkgress,‘l973. : _ e f /,’f
R ~ - . . . .
Matter, J.E. " An attributionalvanalysis of the effects'of‘tatget'Status‘
- / ‘ ‘ g .
and presence of ulterior motives on children's judgments of two types .

of ingratiating behavibrs; Unputlished Ph.D. diséerfation,.Dpke'Unive%—

v \-[ 1

sity, 1979.

-
+

I’

. Pearl, R., Bryan, T.,-and Doﬁahue, M. Learning disabled childrqn's.abtri-v

butions for success and failure. .Learniﬁg Disability‘Quarterly,.1980;

. 3, 3-9.

-

'.'Perlmutter, B.F., and Bryan, J.H. First impressiqns, ingratiation: and the

1

‘ .

1980. o ' — o S

N . ) . . ’ ' \ ' " N

Scranton, T.R., and Ryckman, D.B. Learning disabled children in an integra-
. - : - . . . s

tive program: Sociometric status. Journal of Learnimg Disabilities, .’
) . . oA > —

. .1979, 12, 402-407.

~

et
K
f—v

learning diéabled‘child. Unpublishgd ménﬁscfipt; Northwespern University,

¢ -



.
-
.
.
RS
* ~
t
,
\s
.
-
* .
.
»
L d
A
L.
- .
T
N
.
. .
>
* LI
.
.

o

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

<
AN
-
.
N
)
B
LY ~

8

~
'
;
.
.
’
3
\
.

. \
..
Lo
o
v .
A
ARY:
1
.
' . 1\
u .
-
-
.
5
-7 .
. 4
B \ .
[
B
‘.
. . .
- /
.
.
i
N
N
|

.
b
R,
i 2
"
.
\
). -
.
.
. .
»
i
B
. \
<
.
1
<
2
Y
o
e
-
.
b
)




11
$ A
8 . ' .
Siperstein, G.N., Bopp, M.H., and Bak, J.J. Social status of learning
¢ disabled children. Research Institute for Educational Pféblems, Inc.,; e

Cambridge,AMass.,v197Z.

Wood, J.R., Weinstein, E.A., and Parker, R. Children's interpersonal

3

tactics. Sociological Inquiry, 1967, 37, 1293138.

T Wbodcock, R.W., and Johnson, M.B.: Woodgock—johnson Psycho-Educational

<
, , _ .
N ) e o b -
.Battery. Boston, Mass.: Teachin®,Resources Corp., 1977.
O ] ye . ,
) .
! 7
.
‘4
1
A}
’
2 \_-\‘
2 a "\‘r
< 9
[ o
2 o
2
o
.
a .1
R
- ¢
~ e ’
Al
T
7 ” .
g 7
? . o
. 2, . L
.
) .
A

R




‘Footnote
Parts of this study were supported by a research contract from

h )
the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped, Office of Education

(US HEW OE 300 770 493) with  the Universitylof Il1linois Chicago
Instit;te for Learning Disabilities. . -

Thanks are due to the staff and students_of St. Monica's School,
Chicag;, Illinois, and Edgewood Elementary and Secondary ‘Schools,
Edgewood School Dist;ict, Pennsylvania, without whose cooperation
this study would ﬁo£ have been possibié. .

Requests fof reprints should be addressed to James H. Bryan,

Department of Psychology, Northwestern University, Evanston,

I1linois, 60201. | o

12



'\ ].3
TABLE 1
Mean of Children's Social Desirability Ratings
of Ingratiation Tactics by Target per Item
Tactic
. . SE OE _ -~ FAV - - CON - 0

\ o ' K

Target A
Parent 2.89 2.66 3.01 2.56  1.73
Peer . 2.59 2.67 ~ 3.06 : 2.62 1.90.
Teacher -2.220 2.86 2,74 2.81 1.97

-
i




TABLE 2

Intercorrelations of Social Desirability

. o Ratings of Ingratiation Tactics
p o LD Parents . Students Children
. » N . (LD & NLD)
NLD ’ .96 ' .91 .93
, L . - _ v

LD | ‘ ; .89 .89

* . )]
Parents T : ' .94 , _ .93

_ . .
‘ Students “ L : .92
3
w
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Table 3
; 0
. Y NS .
'Intercorrelat%ons of Sccial Desirability -
Ratiﬁgs'ofxlngratiation Tactics ‘.

. BRI ~ without "Other" (Inappropriate) Items

LD "Parenté . Students - Children
(LD & NLD)

: MO .87 . 65 7
LD N ~ , .59 - .65
Parents o | .90 .65
Students - _W_”w;w_mwnw;mnmwmww¢"fufmumunfvwaﬁm-wwwm~~"~w~~m;75 =
i ' g
Co
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