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I
CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The results of verbal conditioning studies have yielded

two consistent observations. In terms of conditioning one

notes an extreme variability, and secondly, not all subjects

show evidence of conditioning (Greenspoon, 1962). The

pre$ent study was designed to investigate personality

variables which might be responsible for the large individual

differences in conditioning. More specifically, the purpose

of this study was to investigate the changes that might

occur in a child's verbal behavior as a function of the

"conduct problem" variable and the "personality problem"

variable as it relates to two types of reinforcement.

A number of experiments have been designed to investi

gate personality differences that may account for some of

the variance in verbal conditioning research. Levin and

Simmons (1962) conducted an experiment to determine how

emotionally disturbed children respond to praise in a free

operant situation in a verbal task. The reinforcing stimuli

were "good" and "fine" said in a flat, unemotional tone.

When individual differences in response levels were

examined, it was found that some subjects responded at

relatively stable rates while in other subjects the response
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extinguished. Patterns of operant responses were found to

be unrelated to such variables as age and intelligence.

Several investigators (McDonelland Inglis, 1962,

Goodstein, 1957, and Laungani, 1968) attempted to test the

Eysenck (1957) hypothesis that introverts condition more

readily than extroverts. The behavior to be studied was

verbal behavior. McDonell and Inglis used the Maudsley

Personality Inventory for defining introverts and extroverts.

Their adult subjects were required to construct sentences

using verbs typed on stimulus cards with the experimenter

reinforcing the use of "1" or "We" by saying "good." The

experimental technique was a close approximation of the

Taffel technique. Goodstein administered the Guilford R

Scale to college students and classified them as either

introvert or extrovert. Taffel's sentence-construction

technique (1955) was used. This requires a subject to make

up a sentence using one of six pronouns and a verb all pre-

sented on one stimulus card. Subjects were then reinforced

for the use of "1" or II We II with "g o od" said in a flat,

unemotional tone. Laungani used 54 secondary school children

in his study. The children were given the Junior Eysenck

Personality Inventory and assigned to one of two groups.

Once more, the Taffel technique was used. Subjects were

reinforced with "g ood" whenever the subject started a sen-

tence with a first-person pronoun. None of these researchers
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found that the introvert-extrovert dimension influenced

verbal conditioning significantly.

Reynolds, Schwartz,and Carlock (1963) were concerned

about the personality variable, anxiety, and whether it

influenced verbal conditioning. Subjects thought to be nor

mal were divided into low and high anxiety groups on the

basis of the Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale. The Taffel

technique was employed. The results of this study showed

no significant difference in conditioning that could be

related to anxiety. Both groups did show positive operant

conditioning, however.

Rowley and Keller (1962, 1963) were also interested

in the possible effects of anxiety as it relates to verbal

conditioning via social reinforcement. They investigated

the operant conditioning of verbal behavior as a function

of manifest anxiety in elementary and junior high school

children. Using the T&ffel technique, their results also

showed that manifest anxiety is not related to verbal condi

tioning. In addition, they found that neither the sex of

the experimenter, the sex of the subject nor the grade level

of the children was significantly related to changes in

verbal behavior. However, verbal approval was again found

to be an affective reinforcer for verbal behavior in both

the elementary and junior' high grades.

In 1964, Rowley and Stone studied two different per

sonality attributes and how they related to the verbal
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conditioning of elementary school children. The researchers

utilized the P~terson (1961) checklist and the resulting

factor scores for classifying their subjects. The two factors

are the "personality problem" individual who inhibits

impulses and the "conduct problem" individual who expresses

impulses. The Taffel sentence-construction technique was

again used. The results once more showed no significant

differences in terms of conditionabilitYi however, the

personality-problem group consistently used the first-person

pronouns more often than the conduct-problem group over all

experimental blocks. Further analysis showed that neither

the s~x of the experimenter nor the sex of the subject related

to conditioning. Social approval as a reinforcer was shown

to be effective, leading Rowley and stone to suggest that,

"among the variables that merit consideration for further

research are varying types and amounts of reinforcement ••• 11

(p. 676).

A final study by Rowley and stone (1968) investigated

the effects of social approval on the verbal behavior of

emotionally disturbed and normal children. The verbal

reinforcement II goo d li was given following the subject's use

of a first-person pronoun in a Taffel sentence-construction

task. The results were that normal experimental subjects

showed a statistically significant increase in their usage

of the reinforced words, while the clinically disturbed

subjects failed to show a significant increase. It should
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be noted, however, that the disturbed subjects revealed a

. great amount of variability in their scores. The experi

menters suggested this time that "verbalized social approval

may be an effective reinforcer for some types of disturbed

children but not for others ••• " (p. 523).

The present investigation attempted to carry out the two

previous statements su~gesting that types of reinforcement

may be important and that some reinforcers may be effective

for particular children but not for others. The reinforce-

ments that were of special interest to this experimenter were

the edible type, e.g., M & Ms, peanuts, gumdrops, and the

social approval type, e.g., "good," "fine," "that's good."

The personality variables of interest were the personality-

problem individuals and the conduct-problem individuals as

set forth by Peterson.

The literature indicates that edible reinforcement is

effective in modifying,a variety of behaviors as exemplified

by the sample of studies summarized in Table 1. This table

illustrates the reinforcement used and the response reinforced.

Social reinforcers such as verbal approval ("good" and

"fine"), a smile, and a head nod have been widely used as

reinforcers of verbal responses, i.e., the saying of words

or numbers (Greenspoon, 1955; Mandler and Kaplan, 1956;

Sidowski, 1954), and even the more complex verbal responses

of a story teller or an interviewee (Krasner, 1958). By far

the largest group of studies has used the sentence



Table 1

Summary of Studies Utilizing Edible Reinforcement

Study

Salzinger (1964)

Terrel and
Kennedy (1957)

Fattu, Mech and
Auble (1955)

Peters (1952)

Hewett (1964)

Lindsley (1956)

Metz (1965)

Reinforcer

candy, peanuts

candy

candy

fudge

gumdrops

candy

food (lunch)

Response Reinforced

any verbal behavior

simple discrimina
tion (lights)

bar pressing

manual and verbal
behavior

reading

pressing a lever

imitative nonverbal
behavior (i.e.,
stamp foot, clap
hands, blow horn)

6
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construction technique. Table 2 summarizes a representative

group of studies utilizing social reinforcement.

It seems clear that both edible reinforcement in the

form of candy, peanuts, and potato chips, and verbal rein

forcement in the form of "mm-hmm," "good," and "fine" are

all adequate for shaping behavior under certain conditions.

The question that this experimenter raised was, "Will these

two types of reinforcement change in their effectiveness as

a function of personality variables, specifically those

which Peterson called the fpersonality-problemf and the

fconduct-problem f, when trying to condition the verbal

behavior of elementary school boys?"
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Summary of Studies utilizing Social Reinforcement

Table 2

Response Reinforced

I or We

I or We

I or We

I or We

inserting marbles
into machine

I or We

I or We

I or We

I

I or We

I or We

Reinforcer

"good"

"good"

"good"

"good"

"good"

"good" and
"fine"

"good", smile
and head nod

"good" and
head nod

"good"

"good"

"good", "that's
good"

Study

Klein (1954)

Cohen e t , ale
(1956)

Grossberg (1956)

Hartman (1955)

Taffel- (1955)

Levin and
Simmons (1962)

Rowley and
Keller (1962)

Reynolds et.al.
(1963)

Rowley and Stone
(1964)

Rowley and
Keller (1963)

Rowley and Stone
(1968)



CHAPTER II

METHOD

In order to ascertain if selected personality variables

influence the effectiveness of two types of reinforcement

on verbal behavior, it was necessary to measure the chosen

personality variables. This was accomplished by using the

Peterson Problem Checklist. A Taffel-type technique pro-

vided the behavior to be modified. Candy was used as the

edible reinforcer while verbal praise was used as the social

reinforcer.

Instrument for Selecting Subjects

Peterson (1961) developed a checklist of behaviors

which was designed to provide an operational definition of

children's personality types. He selected for his investi-

gation the 55 most common clinical behavior problems (see

Appendix A) reported in the case histories of children

referred to selected Illinois guidance clinics. These pro-

blems were randomly ordered in a format requiring ratings

of 0 (no problem), 1 (mild problem), and 2 (severe problem)

and submitted for completion to 28 teachers of 831 kinder-

garten and elementary school children attending six differ-

ent schools in Illinois. Separate factor analyses of the

ratings were conducted for the kindergarten children, the
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first and second. grade pupils, the third and fourth grade

pupils, and the fifth and sixth grade pupils. Two factors

emerged with little variance across the four analyses.

Peterson called one factor the " co nduct problem" and the

other the "personality problem." Quay (1968) also found

these same factors emerging when he used the Problem Check-

list and got ratings for students in special education

classes. The factors were judged to be statistically homo-

geneous, orthogonal and adequate as a basis for a dimensional

classification scheme according to Quay. Unfortunately, it

still has only face and factorial validity to support its

meaningfulness.

The Peterson scale was employed in this study to assign

the subjects to one of the two behavior groups.

Subjects

A group of 60 elementary boys selected from a popula-

tion of 4th through 6th grade elementary school children

attending four public school in Terre Haute, Indiana, a

city of approximately 75,000, served as subjects.

Nineteen teachers in the four Terre Haute schools were

asked to rate all of their male students in the 4th through

6th grade as having no problem (weighted 0 points), a mild

problem (1 point) or a severe problem (2 points) on each of

Peterson's 55 clinical problems. Factor scores for each

child were computed by summing the scores in each category.
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The teacher was also asked to indicate each boy's race,

socioeconomic level,l reading level, and whether she con-

sidered him either mentally retarded (which was specified

as having an intelligence quotient of less than 80) or

physically handicapped. Since the ratings were made in the

ninth month of the school year, the teachers had ample

opportunity to become well acquainted with the children (see

Appendix B for a sample of the checklist given to teachers).

The 60 subjects included in this study were rated by

their teachers as being white, in the lower socioeconomic

class, reading on at least the third grade level, and

neither mentally retarded nor physically impaired. Subjects

were required to possess behavioral ratings which were high

on one factor and low on the other. 2 Hence, 24 boys whose

scores on the personality factor (p scores) were one

standard deviation above the grand mean and whose scores on

the conduct factor (c s~ores) were one standard deviation

below the grand mean were selected and called the Person

ality-problem group. 3 (The personality-problem group's

mean p score was 8.25, and the mean c score .79). Similarly,

36 boys whose p scores were one standard deviation below

INo categories were offered the teachers for this
purpose.

2An arbitrary standard of one sigma above the mean con
stituted high while one sigma below the mean constituted low.

3Th e grand mean p score was 4.7, and the grand mean
c score was 5.2.
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the grand mean and whose c scores were above the grand mean

were selected and called the conduct-problem group. (The

conduct-problem group's mean c score was 9.0 and the mean p

score 2.11). The subjects in each group were then randomly

assigned to one of the three treatment conditions, edible

reinforcement, social reinforcement, and control.

Zigler's (1962) findings that praise reinforcers are

more effective for lower than for middle class children,

while "correct" reinforcers are more effective for middle

than for lower class children indicated that holding socio

economic level constant was necessary. This was done by

using only lower class children.

Because intelligence quotients were not available for

all subjects and because the ones that were available were

derived from various types of intelligence tests, it was

not possible to control this variable. However, the research

conducted by Levinand S~mmons (1962) indicated that

patterns of conditionability are unrelated to such variables

as age and intelligence.

The age and grade level of the subjects were also not

experimentally controlled because of the limited number of

subjects in each group. Since neither Levin and Simmons

(1962) nor Rowley and Keller (1962) found these to be

influential variables, it was expected that they would not

affect conditionability in this investigation.
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Task and Materials

The task employed was Taffel's (1955) sentence-con-

struction technique, in which subjects are instructed to use

one of six personal pronouns and a verb presented on a

stimulus card to make up a sentence. The stimulus cards

were 3X5 inch, white, unlined index cards. Forty-eight

commonly used, neutrally toned, past tense verbs at a read-

ing level of third grade or below were used (see Appendix C).

The 48 verbs most commonly found in third grade readers were

selected from Rowley and Stone's list of 60 verbs (1964).

A different verb was typed in capital letters, using a pri-

mary typewriter, in the middle of each card. Six pronouns -

I, WE, SHE, HE, THEY, and YOU were typed in capital letters

below each verb, with their orders randomized for the series

of 48 cards. The order of the pronouns was systematically

arrranged so that over the 48 cards, each pronoun occurred

equally often in each ox the six positions, and followed

and preceded every other pronoun equally often. One extra

card was prepared to demonstrate the proper procedure. A

recording sheet on a clipboard in the experimenter's lap

was used to record the subject's responses.

Candy M & Ms served as the edible reinforcement. The

candy was placed in a small bowl next to the experimenter

and out of the sight of the subject. The experimenter handed

the subject one piece of candy when he gave the desired

response.
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The social reinforcement consisted of the experimenter

saying, "good", "fine", "that's good", and "that was a good

one" in an enthusiastic and sincere manner. The praise was

repeated in the above order for each subject. The experi

menter smiled when presenting both the social and the edible

reinforcement so that it should appear that the rewards

were being presented genuinely, and it was also planned to

help the subjects relax.

Design

The experiment utilized a 2X3 factorial design. The

independent variables were behavior types: personality_

problem and conduct-problem, and treatments: edible rein

forcement, social reinforcement and a control group with no

reinforcement.

Procedure

The experimenter was introduced to the subjects by the

home room teacher as "Miss Pruitt". The experimenter told

the subjects that some of them had been selected to parti

cipate in a language activity. The specific children were

taken to the experimental room individually and seated at a

table, opposite the experimenter. While taking the subject

to the experimental room, she asked the subject when school

was out and what he planned to do over the summer vacation.

These questions were asked to establish some rapport with

the subject.
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After the subject was seated comfortably, the following

instructions were given:

This is a language activity in which you may make
up sentences. Here is a stack of cards with words
on them like this (E points to the stack with the
sample card on top)~ There is a word in the cen
ter (E points) of each card. For each card, look
at the word in the center, then look at the bottom
words, and then choose one of the bottom words to
start a sentence that uses the word in the center.
That is, make up a sentence starting with anyone
of the bottom words and then the one in the middle.
It doesn't matter if your sentence is long or
short. You make up any sentence you want to. Most
people find it helpful to just say the first sen
tence that pops into their minds. I'll do the
first one to show you how to do it. "He asked to
go to the store." See, I used one of the bottom
words (E points to bottom words) to start my sen
tence and then I used the word in the center (E
points to "asked"). I will use a type of shorthand
to write down all the sentences you make up. Okay?
Any questions? You ask them now because after
we get going it will be hard for us to stop the
activity to talk about them. Remember then, make
up a sentence starting with anyone of the bottom
words and then the word in the middle. Here we go
with the first card.

The subject was asked to make up a sentence for the

sample card to determine whether or not he understood the

task. If he failed to respond correctly, the experimenter

repeated the instructions emphasizing those parts which were

unclear and explaining further if necessary.

All subjects were treated alike during the presentation

of the first 15 cards to establish a baseline. After the

subject responded, the experimenter turned to the next card

with no comment or any indication of approval. The experi-

menter exposed the stimulus card, recorded the subject's
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sentence, and exposed the next card. For the next 33 cards,

the experimenter responded differentially depending on the

condition to which the subject had been assigned.

During the last 33 cards, the subjects in the edible

reinforcement condition were given a single candy M & M

immediately following the use of "I" or "We". The experi-

menter smiled and handed the subject the candy and said,

"You may eat the candy now."

When subjects in the social reinforcement condition

began a sentence with "I" or "We", the experimenter immedi-

ately responded with approval by smiling and saying, "good",

"fine", "that's good" or "that was a good one."

Subjects in the control condition were treated the

same during the last 33 cards as they were in the first 15.

The experimenter made no response following any sentence.

Because of the possibility of the subjects' comrnuni-

eating what had happened during the experimental session to

the other subjects, each subject in the control group and

the social reinforcement group was given candy after the

experiment was completed. Each subject was then thanked for

his participation and returned to his room.
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RESULTS

A ratio difference score was determined as follows.

The number of sentences beginning with I or WE made to the

first 15 cards divided by 15 was subtracted from the number

of such sentences made to the last 33 cards divided by 33.

This score served as the criterion or dependent measure.

The experimental data were analyzed using an analysis of

variance technique. The results were analyzed to find:

(1) the effectiveness of edible and social reinforcement,

(2) the differential effects of the two types of reinforce-

ment, and (3) the differential effects of the reinforcements

on the two personality types.

Treatment Controls

In order to demonstrate the random assignment of per

sonality subjects and conduct sUbjects into their treatment

conditions, the p and c scores across the three treatment

conditions of each behavior group were analyzed.

For the personality group, two one-way analyses of var

iance, one on the p scores and one on the c scores were com

puted across the edible reinforcement, social reinforcement,

and control conditons. The mean p scores for the treatment

conditions were 8.12, 8.25, and 8.38, respectively. The
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mean c scores in each of these conditions were 1.00, 0.75,

and 0.63, respectively (see Table 3 for a summary of the

two analyses of the personality group). The results of these

analyses revealed that the personality-problem subjects were

equivalent in terms of their p and c scores across each

treatment condition.

Two similar analyses of variance were computed on the

p and c scores of the conduct group. The mean p scores for

the edible reinforcement, social reinforcement, and control

conditions were 2.08, 1.92, and 2.33, respectively, while

the mean c scores were 8.67, 9.67, 8.83, respectively. The

results of these analyses, which may be noted in Table 4,

revealed that the conduct subjects were also equal in terms

of their p and c scores.

Analysis of Treatment Conditions

An analysis of variance within a 2X3 factorial design

was computed to test the effects of edible and social rein

forcement as they are related to the personality and conduct

problem groups. A summary of the mean ratio baseline

scores, the mean ratio experimental scores and the mean

ratio differences scores is given in Table 5. Figure 1 is

a graphic representation of the mean ratio difference scores

of each of the three treatment conditions for the two

behavior groups. An analysis of variance computed on the

baseline scores showed that the conduct-problem group used
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Summary of Analyses of p and c Scores Derived from Teacher
Ratings on the Peterson Problem Checklist of the Personality

Problem Group

0.398 n.s.

F

0.732

2.488

0.291

Mean
Square F

Mean
Square

0.125 0.050 n.s.2

2

21

21

Dfs

Dfs

0.250

0.583

52.250

15.385

Sum of
Squares

Sum of
Squares

Summary of Analysis of Variance of p Scores

Summary of Analysis of Variance of c Scores

p scores
(condi tions)

Source

Experimental error

Experimental error

Source

c scores
(condi tions)
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2.333 0.539 n.s.

4.404

0.444 0.248 n.s.

Mean
Square L

1.861

Mean
Square L

2

2

33

33

Dfs

0.898

4.676

61.426

Sum of
Squares

145.333

Sum of
Squares

Summary of Analysis of Variance of p Scores

,
Summary of Analysis of Variance of c Scores

Summary of Analyses of p and c Scores Derived from Teacher
Ratings on the Peterson Problem Checklist of the Conduct

Problem Group

Source

p scores
(condi tions)

Experimental error

Source

Experimental error

c scores
(condi tions)



Table 5

Summary of the Mean Ratio Baseline Scores and Experimental
Scores, and the Mean Ratio Difference Scores

Baseline Experimental Difference

Personality .2083 .4279 .2196Edible
Reinforcement

Conduct .3777 .5226 .1449

Personality .3083 .4621 .1538
Social
Reinforcement

Conduct .3333 .4620 .1287

Personality .1462 .1289 -.0173

Control

Conduct .3555 .4065 .0510

---- ~ .

N
I-'



22

C. '

Conduct
group

E

C

II ·11 ,

--~------------------------------~-----

Personality
group

Figure 1. Mean Frequency of Ratio Difference Scores of
First-Person Pronouns of the Experimental
Treatment Conditions

0----------------
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the first-person pronouns significantly more often than the

personality-problem group (!=26.33, 54 £f, p~.Ol). No

difference in the use of I or WE was found between the

treatment conditions.

The analysis, summarized in Table 6, showed that there

were significant differences (K=10.221, 2/54 df, p~.OOl) in

the effectiveness of the edible reinforcement, social rein

forcement, and the control conditions. A significant dif

ference (!=19.380, 1/54 £f, p~.OOl) between the edible and

social reinforcements versus the control condition was

found indicating that M & Ms and social approval were effec

tive reinforcers. The further partitioning of treatment into

orthogonal comparisons showed no difference between the

edible and social reinforcements (~=1.064, 1/54 df, n.s.).

The nonsignificant main effect of behavior types

(K=.123, 1/54 df, n.s.) indicates that the p and c groups

did not differ in their rate of increase in usage of first

person pronouns during the experimental session.

Analysis of the treatment times groups interaction

showed that a trend may exist for the edible and social rein

forcement versus the control to differ for the two behavior

groups (~=3.664, 1/54 df, p~.10). The large difference

between the control groups would seem to account for this.



Groups .002 1 .002 .123

Treatments .249 2 .125 10.221 **
Edible vs. Social .013 1 .013 1. 064 n.s.

E+S vs. Control .236 1 .236 19.380 **

Groups X Treatments .050 2 .025 2.066 n.s •

Groups X E vs. S .D06 1 .006 • 484 n.s.

Groups X E+S vs. C .045 1 .045 3.664 *

Error .660 54 .012

Table 6

Summary of the Analysis of Variance
of Ratio Difference Scores

of the Experimental Conditions

24

F
Mean
SquareDfs

Sum of
SquaresSource

* p<.Ol
** p<.OOl
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Analysis of Treatments Within the Behavior Groups

In order to further investigate the difference between

the treatment conditions within the personality-problem and

conduct-problem behavior groups, Student's i,s were computed.

For the personality group, one Student's i was computed

comparing the social reinforcement with the edible reinforce-

mente The results of this computation showed that edible

reinforcement was not significantly greater than social

reinforcement (~=1.9l84, 14 df, p<.lO).

For the conduct group, a similar Student's ~ was com-

puted on the ratio scores of the edible and social rein-

forcement treatments. The results showed that there was

no significant difference between the two types of rein-

forcement for the conduct group (t=1.00496, 22df, n.s.).

The results of the present study may be summarized as

follows:

1. Although the conduct-problem group used the first-

person pronouns significantly more often than the

personality-problem group during the establishment

of the baseline, there was no difference between

the two groups in rate of increase from the base

line session to the experimental session.

2. Both classes of reinforcement sufficed to increase

the desired behavior independently of the
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personality and conduct problems when compared with

the control condition.

3. No difference was found in the effectiveness of

edible and social reinforcement to increase the

desired response.



CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

The purpose of this investigation was to determine

whether the conditionability of verbal behavior of elementary

school boys is a function of selected personality variables

and types of reinforcement. The subjects were selected

through the use of the Peterson Problem Checklist, which

classified the subjects according to personality problems

and conduct problems. The sUbjects were 60 males in grades

four through six. The results of the investigation showed

that candy and social approval are equally effective in

modifying the verbal behavior of boys labeled personality

problem and conduct-problem. The results of this study,

however, revealed no difference between the two behavior

groups in their increased usage of reinforced responses

during the experimental session.

Many of the studies attempting to relate personality

variables to conditionability in adults and children have

been concerned with manifest anxiety, introversion-extro

version, and the general category of emotional disturbance.

While emotional disturbance seems to inhibit condition

ability (Levin and Simmons~ 1962), manifest anxiety (Rowley

and Keller, 1962, 1963), and introversion-extroversion

(McDonell and Inglis, 1962; Goodstein, 1967; Laungani, 1968)
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have not been found, with any consistency, to influence ver-

bal conditioning. Rowley and Stone (1964) found that rated

personality variables also did not influence the rate of

conditioning of verbal behavior, utilizing social approval

as a reinforcer.

The present results failed to show that the personality

variables rated on the Peterson Problem Checklist signifi-

cantly influence the usage of a certain class of words when

either social approval or candy is used as the reinforcer.

The verbal behavior of both behavior groups was conditioned,

but the type of reinforcement used had no differential

effect.

While one might surmise that children in the person

ality-problem group who are judged to be overinhibited and

internalizing would be more responsive to social reinforce-

ment, the present investigation does not support this

assumption. This would be a logical assumption following

Mowrer's hypothesis (1964) about the socialization of this

personality type. Mowrer found it convenient to equate the

personality-problem type with the neurotic and the conduct-

problem type with the sociopath. He proposed that the

behavior of the neurotic or personality-problem individual

is controlled by the id, and his anxiety "comes from acts

which the individual has COmmitted, but wishes he had not. II

(p. 184). In essence, Mowrer says that the neurotic is

undersocialized.
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Mowrer contends that the sociopath or the conduct-pro

blem individual is also undersocialized, but to a greater

degree than the personality-problem person. If one makes

the assumption that degree of socialization is equivalent

to the ability to be socialized, then predicting that per

sonality-problem individuals would be more easily conditioned

than conduct-problem individuals when utilizing social rein

forcement would follow. This assumption does seem logical

since the sociopath is many times designated as an indivi

dual whose behavior IIseems to be characterized by an absence

of the usual sensitivities to the affective values of a

social envirorunent ll (Aronfreed, 1968, p. 207).

The present investigation does not, however, support

this hypothesis. The utility of the Peterson personality

dimensions utilized in this study and the possibility that

they do relate to verbal conditioning should not be dis

missed from consideratiop of further research inasmuch as

the present investigation may be improved.

The groups in the present study were small, parti

cularly the personality-problem groups, and not Ii p ur e . 1I

In other words, boys labeled personality-problem were

rated as possessing behavior characteristics which fell

under the conduct-problem factor. Similarly, the con

duct group was confounded with the personality factor

and to a slightly greater extent. Thus, the
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conduct group was less "pure" than the personality group.

Obtaining pure conduct-problem and pure personality-problem

groups would be difficult without sacrificing the size of

the sample, but clearly defined groups may be more important.

Another factor which may have influenced the results of

this investigation concerned the significant difference in

the use of "III or IIWe" during the establishment of the base-

line between the two behavior groups. The personality-pro-

blem group used the first-person pronouns less often than

did the conduct-problem group. Based upon his clinical

experience, Dr. Kenneth Walker statedl that withdrawn or

personality-problem individuals tend to avoid references to

the self, while the externalizing or conduct-problem indivi-

duals are very self-centered and can easily make references

to the self. This difference raised two questions.

The first concerns a possible "ceiling ll effect. In

other words, if the conduct-problem sUbjects used first-

person pronouns in one-third of the nonreinforcement trials,

while the personality-problem group used "III or "Well in less

than one-sixth of the nonreinforcement trials, the conduct-

problem group would have more difficulty in increasing

their percentage of first-person pronouns than the Person-

ality-problem group. The second question involves the

lwalker, Dr. Kenneth. Indiana State University,
personal communication, 1969.
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willingness of the subjects to use first-person pronouns.

It should be easier to increase the behavior that an indivi

dual emits willingly than behavior which an individual nor

mally avoids. If, indeed, it is more difficult to condition

personality-problem subjects to use "1" or "We" than it is

conduct-problem subjects, then differences in condition

ability may have been diminished because of this factor.

Both of these problems could be avoided by reinforcing a

different class of pronouns, such as II He II and "She." If

further research is going to be conducted using the Taffel

sentence-construction technique, it would be profitable

first to determine the frequency with which individuals use

the six pronouns under nonreinforcement, using a large

heterogeneous population sample.

Solving the above problems could produce results which

would indicate that personality-problem individuals and

conduct-problem persons do differ in their responsiveness

to reinforcement. On the other hand, these dimensions,

like the introversion-extroversion dimensions by Eysenck

(1957), may prove to be unproductive in predicting condi

tionability of verbal behavior.

There are other personality variables which merit con

sideration for future research. The need for social appro

val in children, especially, would seem to be related to

responsiveness to social reinforcement. There is also the

possibility that individuals with high affiliation need may
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differ from individuals with a high need to achieve in their

responsiveness to "correct" reinforcers.

The review of research concerning the differential

effects of edible and social reinforcements indicates a

major gap in this type of empirical study, thus making it

difficult to predict which type would be more effective.

However, one might surmise that edible reinforcement would

be more effective than social reinforcement, at least with

children, since edible reinforcement is more closely associ

ated with primary reinforcement in shaping verbal behavior.

This assumption was not supported. One factor that may have

attributed to the lack of superiority of the edible rein

forcement is that of delayed reinforcement. The majority

of the children ate only three or four pieces of the candy

during the experimental session. At the time of experi

mentation, it was felt that forcing the subject to eat all

of the candy would create some negative effects. Although

the delay was not influential to the point of inhibiting

conditioning, it may have diminished the value of the rein

forcement. This problem could be partially alleviated by

changing from a continuous reinforcement schedule to an

intermittent one after a number of reinforcements had been

given. There was also the problem of the subjects requiring

a drink of water during the experimental session. One
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could use edible reinforcements which do not produce such a

. great need for liquid. Or a liquid could be used as a

reinforcing agent.

There is also the problem of the edible reinforcement

being confounded with some social reinforcement, since the

experimenter handed the candy to the subject and smiled.

The use of a machine to dispense candy could solve this

problem. Research investigating the differences, if indeed

there are differences, between reinforcement presented via

a machine and reinforcement presented by the experimenter

would be useful.

The present investigation deviated from the frequently

employed procedure of giving praise in a flat, unemotional

tone. The conventional procedure seemed to lack genuine

ness. In this study, the experimenter smiled and gave

praise in an enthusiastic manner. It was felt that praise

would lose some of its r~inforcing effects if it were not

presented genuinely. It would seem possible that the infor

mational cue value of the social reinforcement in the pre

sent study was more easily assessed than in previous

studies.

The neglect of a post-session questionnaire to assess

awareness in the present study leads to problems of inter

pretation. It is possib1e,that personality variables are

related to the ability to assess the informational cue

value of the reinforcement rather than the ability to be
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conditioned. It is thus suggested that studies relating

such experimental variables as types and amounts of rein-

forcement, number of reinforced trials, schedules of rein-

forcement, or of such subjects variables as personality

characteristics, age and intelligence be conducted sensitive

to the problem of awareness.

Although one should be cautious in generalizing to a

wide population because the subjects in this study were from

the lower socioeconomic class, white, and neither mentally

retarded nor physically impaired, there are some implications

which would seem to be important to the educator. Since the

results of this investigation provided additional support to

previous findings that the verbal behavior of children can

be modified or altered through the utilization of operant

conditioning techniques, the educator, and especially the

educator of the emotionally handicapped, should view the

method in this research ~s a technique to be applied to the

classroom. Edible reinforcement and social approval were

found to be equally effective in modifying the verbal behav-

ior of elementary school boys. This gives the teacher a

great deal of flexibility, if she applies operant condition-

ing techniques, in classroom management.

Hopefully, other personality variables, varying types

and amounts of reinforcement and the status of the experi-

menter (such as authority figure versus a peer) will be

investigated.
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Peterson's 55 clinically frequent problems

Appendix A

Personality Problem

Feelings of inferiority
Lack of self-confidence
Social withdrawal
Proneness to become flustered
Self-consciousness
Shyness
Anxiety
Lethargy
Inability to have fun
Depression
Reticence
Hypersensitivity
Drowsiness
Aloofness
Preoccupation
Lack of interest in environment
Clumsiness
Daydreaming
Tension .
Suggestibility
Crying
Preference for younger playmates
Specific fears
Stuttering
Headaches
Nausea
Truancy from school
Stomach-aches
Preference for older playmates
Masturbation
Hay fever or asthma

Conduct Problem

Disobedience
Disruptiveness
Boisterousness
Fighting
Attention-seeking
Restlessness
Negati'vism
Impertinence
Destructiveness
Irritability
Temper Tantrums
Hyperactivity
Profanity
Jealousy
Uncooperativeness
Distractivility
Irresponsibility
Inattentiveness
Laziness in school
Shortness of attention
Dislike for school
Nervousness
Thumb-sucking
Skin allergy



Please put a check in the appropriate column for each
characteristic, according to how frequently this behavior
is demonstrated. This is for male students only.

Appendix B

Name of Student

ABSENT

Iritability

Nervousness

Skin allergy

Daydreaming

Drowsiness

Proneness to become
flustered

Destructiveness

Negativism

Truancy from school

Disruptiveness

Stomach-aches

Stuttering

Masturbation

Lethargy

Self-consciousness

Uncooperativeness

Preference for younger
playmates

SOMETIMES

39

OFTEN



Appendix B (continued)

Preoccupation

Restlessness

Jealousy

Hypersensitivity

Lack of interest in
environment

Hyperactivity

Dislike for school

Social withdrawal

Inability to have fun

Disobedience

Feelings of inferiority

Temper tantrums

Preference for older
playmates

Impertinence

Shortness of attention
span

Anxiety

Reticence

Hay fever or asthma

Laziness in school

Suggestibility

Boisterousness

Nausea

ABSENT SOMETIMES OFTEN

40



Appendix B (continued)

Irresponsibility

Shyness

Fighting

Lack of self-confidence

Attention seeking

profanity

Aloofness

Crying

Thumb-sucking

Headaches

Depression

Distractibility

Specific fears

Tension

ABSENT SOMETIMES

41

OFTEN
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Appendix B (continued)

Please check the appropriate blank

Reading level of the student

third grade or above

below third grade level----

Race of the student

Caucasian

Negro

Oriental

Socioeconomic level of the student

lower class

middle class

upper class

Would you consider this student mentally retarded (IQ less
than 80)?

___--'yes

____no

Does this student possess a physical handicap?

yes

no



Appendix C

List of 48 verbs selected for Taffel task

asked (sample card)

threw ran took

dug saw wanted

sang bought let

held swam sent

drive talked lived

drew worked named

built found liked

waved called used

washed waited stayed

gave wrote began

fed knew helped

forgot pulled broke

spoke stood dressed

got told moved

sat had won

met did kept
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