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INTRODUCTION 

The effectiveness of a reinforcer's control over an 

individual's behavior typically depends upon the contextual 

features of stimulus provision. The manipulation of these 

features may enhance or attenuate the effectiveness of the 

reinforcer being presented. The reinforcer which is being 

studied as a function of the manipulation of contextual 

features is referred to as the focal stimulus (Gewirtz, 

1972). Contextual qualifiers may operate concurrently or 

prior to the presentation of such a focal stimulus. 

Some contextual qualifiers of reinforcer efficacy 

may readily be interpretable as outcomes of learning, while 

others may have nothing to do with learning. Both sources 

of qualifiers may exist simultaneously and interact, the 

effect of the interaction possibly depending upon some 

other contextual condition. In general, stimulus function

ing may also be affected by the presentation of contextual 

stimuli during a preliminary condition whether or not the 

stimuli presented and the focal stimulus are the same. 

Examples of preceding qualifiers include the condi'tioned 

value of a particular focal stimulus source, stimuLus 

deprivation-satiation operations, and the delay between 

the preliminary condition and the criterion task. This 
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dissertation sought to add relevant data about the effect 

of two contextual conditions on the effectiveness of an 

adult's approval in maintaining marble dropping behavior 

by preschoolers: (a) the frequency of preceding disap

proving statements and (b) the delay-interval between the 

preliminary condition and the criterion task. 
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REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Effect of Previous Approval on the Subsequent 
Reinforcer Effectiveness of Approval 

Frequency 

Deprivation-satiation hypothesis. Gewirtz and 

Baer (1958a, 1958b) manipulated the availability of the 

stimulus class, approval, during a preliminary condition 

and tested its capacity to control behavior in a subsequent 

criterion task. They studied the responsiveness of 

approval to deprivation and satiation conditions. Depri

vation of a stimulus refers to its removal, or to a 

decrease in the rate of its provision; and satiation for a 

stimulus refers to its repeated presentation, or an increase 

in the rate of its provision. 

Gewirtz and Baer (1958a, 1958b) used two prelimi

nary conditions. In the deprivation condition the children, 

preschoolers through second graders, were left alone in 

the experimental room for 20 minutes, a condition concep

tualized as a level of relative deprivation of the stimulus 

class social reinforcer. They were told that the toy they 

were to play with was broken but the experimenter assured 

them that it would be repaired in a few minutes so they 

might as well wait. For the satiation condition, the 
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children were engaged in conversation and a drawing task 

while they waited with the experimenter, a condition con

ceptualized as a level of relative satiation. These 

children received approximately 30 presentations of 

approval (e.g., "good," "fine") for what they said or did. 

A third group of children began the criterion task immedi

ately upon entering the experimental room and received no 

preliminary condition (conceptualized as nondeprivation). 

4 

The criterion task was a discrimination-learning 

task. The experimenter (who had been previously associ

ated with deprivation or satiation) watched the child drop 

marbles into a wooden box through two holes for a four

minute baseline period, during which no reinforcers were 

dispensed. The baseline period was immediately followed by 

a 10-minute test of reinforcer effectiveness. The experi

menter reinforced the child for dropping marbles into the 

hole less frequently used during the last minute of the 

baseline period. An increasing fixed-ratio schedule of 

approval was used. The reinforcer effectiveness measure 

was the difference,for each child, between the relative 

frequency of reinforced, i.e., correct, responses [i.e., 

no. correct/(no. correct+ no. incorrect)] in the fourth 

minute of the baseline period and the median relatjve 

frequency of correct responses for each of the 10 criterion 

task minutes. 

As predicted, deprivation led to a significantly 

better performance than, in order, nondeprivation and 
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satiation. The authors concluded that the findings pro

vided evidence for the existence of a deprivation~satiation 

function for social approval. This differential effect of 

deprivation (brief isolation) and relative satiation on 

social reinforcement, has been replicated and extended in 

similar experiments with human subjects of various ages. 

(See Eisenberger, 1970, for an excellent review.) 

Gewirtz and Baer (1958b) recognized, however, that 

social isolation involves deprivation of various social 

stimuli besides approval. Therefore, further verification 

of their deprivation-satiation function required devising 

an experimental paradigm that did not entail isolation but 

provided various levels of satiation for the stimulus class 

approval. 

Landau and Gewirtz (1967), using 5½ year-old boys, 

tested the effect of four levels of satiation for approval 

upon performance on a discrimination-learning task. During 

the 10-minute preliminary condition, the children were 

asked to describe pictures the experimenter presented. 

Approval was given contingent upon the emission of the 

first word after the end of a fixed interval. The four 

fixed-interval schedules were 180, 50, 20 or 10 seconds 

yielding 4, 12, 30 or 60 stimulus presentations, respec

tively. In a subsequent experiment (Gewirtz, 1969), first 

through third graders in the 10-11 minute preliminary con

dition looked at picture books while the experimenter 

"busied herself" with paperwork. The experimenter presented 



the word "good" noncontingently 0, 2, 6, 16, or 32 times 

at regular intervals. 

The criterion task was a discrimination-learning 

task and followed the preliminary condition immediately 

for all children. The experimenter showed the child a 

card with two pictures on it and instructed him to choose 

one. Following a nonreinforced baseline period, 75 trials 

were presented in which the stimulus class less preferred 

during baseline was reinforced with approval. The number 

of correct choices was the reinforcer effectiveness 

measure. 
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As predicted by the deprivation-satiation hypoth

esis, the mean number of correct choices on the 

discrimination-learning task was found to be an inverse 

function of the number of times approval was provided, 

whether contingently or noncontingently. There was, how

ever, in the Landau and Gewirtz (1967) study, a nonsignif

icant and negligible inversion between the groups receiving 

30 and 60 contingent approval presentations. The authors 

hypothesized that this finding might simply indicate that 

the children were highly satiated after about 30 presenta

tions (Landau & Gewirtz, 1967). Landau and Gewirtz also 

found a nonsignificant difference between the mean total 

scores for the groups which received 16 and 32 noncontingent 

stimulus presentations. The means were appropriately rank 

ordered and in accord with the deprivation-satiation 

hypothesis. However, since the means were so close, 



Gewirtz (1969) hypothesized that "for the noncontingent 

stimulus dispensed and the range of the satiation levels 

implemented, increases in the number of times the stimulus 

is provided produce diminishing satiation effects" (p. 8) 

in the criterion task. A statistically nonsignificant and 

unexplained inversion also occurred between the groups 

receiving O and 2 stimulus presentations. In summary, 

for the setting conditions of these studies and the depen

dent measure employed, an inverse, negatively accelerating 

function appears to characterize the relation between the 

satiation level of the stimulus class approval and the 

subsequent reinforcer effectiveness of approval. 
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Valence hypothesis. As a test of the deprivation

satiation hypothesis and as a further examination of 

Zigler's (1961) valence hypothesis, Berkowitz, Butterfield 

and Zigler (1965) evaluated the effect of previous approval, 

disapproval, and a non-preliminary interaction condition on 

the reinforcer effectiveness of approval. (Disapproval 

will be discussed in a following section.) Zigler and his 

colleagues (Berg, Balla, & Zigler, 1975; Berkowitz et al., 

1965; Berkowitz & Zigler, 1965; Gilmore & Zigler, 1964; 

McCoy & Zigler, 1965; Shallenberger & Zigler, 1961; Zigler, 

1961, 1963a, 1963b, 1964) maintained that the nature of the 

social interaction between the child and the adult influ

ences the valence which the adult has for the child. That 

is, based on the experience in the preliminary condition, 

certain features of the experimenter (e.g., physical 



appearance and behavioral characteristics, besides what is 

said) become discriminative stimuli for a particular class 

of reinforcers (positive, negative~ or neutral) and it is 

this valence which enhances or attenuates the experiment

er's effectiveness as a source of social reinforcement. 

The valence hypothesis predicts that previous experience 

with an approving adult will result in greater subsequent 

reinforcer effectiveness for approval delivered by the 

same adult or by another adult in a similar situation than 

if the child had no previous experience with the adult or 

the situation. 

The three games in the preliminary condition used 

by Berkowitz et al. (1965) were so constructed that by 

giving the appropriate instructions the experimenter could 

ensure that the child, a second grader, in the approval 

condition was successful and told "right" on about 95% of 

the 36 trials. After the three games, the children were 

asked to draw a picture and received more approval. In 

addition to approval, the experimenter gave nonverbal sup

port throughout the 15-minute preliminary condition. 

The criterion task consisted of either a 

discrimination-learning task or a persistence task, a 

Marble-in-the-Hole game (MITH). Half of the children were 
J 
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administered the criterion task, which immediately followed 

the drawing, by a new experimenter. Children performing 

the learning task were told to turn off a pair of lights 

by pressing one of two buttons located beneath the lights. 



After 24, nonreinforced, baseline trials, the experimenter 

reinforced every response to the less preferred button. 

9 

The number of responses to the reinforced button was the 

reinforcer effectiveness measure. Children assigned to the 

persistence task were told to take marbles from the opening 

in front of the wooden box one at a time and to drop the 

marbles of one color into one of the holes on top of this 

box and marbles of a second color into the other hole. The 

children were instructed to insert as many marbles as they 

wished and to tell the experimenter when they wanted to 

stop. After every 10th marble was inserted, the experi

menter randomly made one of four approval statements. The 

child played until he told the experimenter he wanted to 

stop or when no marble was inserted for 30 seconds. At 

this point, the experimenter introduced Part II of the game, 

which was identical to Part I except that the relationship 

between the marbles' colors and the holes were reversed. 

The long time spent in the persistence task was the rein

forcer effectiveness measure because means and variances 

of times scores were correlated. 

The preliminary conditions in the Berkowitz et al. 

(1965) study produced no significant differences in perform

ance on the criterion task on both reinforcer effe9tiveness 

measures, whether or not the experimenters were switched. 

The results were taken as evidence against the deprivation

satiation hypothesis. However, since this was a study of 

social reinforcer effectiveness as a function of 
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success-approval (and failure-disapproval), this study does 

not directly contradict this hypothesis. 

Even though the differences betweengroupswere not 

significant, they were in ·the predicted direction according 

to the valence hypothesis. The success-approval groups 

made more correct choices and persisted longer than the 

no-preliminary-condition group. 

Berg et al. (1975) attempted to replicate and 

extend Gewritz's (1969; Landau & Gewirtz, 1967) 

deprivation-satiation findings. In Experiment I, during 

the 10-minute preliminary condition the children, 6 to 10 

years old, were asked to look through picture books while 

the experimenter dispensed either O or 30, noncontingent, 

approval statements. The criterion task was a 

discrimination-learning task and followed the preliminary 

condition immediately for all children. The task consisted 

of a 76 page, loose-leaf binder with a picture of a dif

ferent plant and animal on each page. The child's choice 

on the first trial was not reinforced. Subsequently, half 

the children received approval for choosing a picture of 

the class opposite the one that was chosen on the first 

trial. The reinforcer effectiveness measure was the number 

of correct choices. The other children's choices were not 

reinforced throughout the criterion task. For purposes of 

scoring, the correct choice was the stimulus class opposite 

the child's first choice. 
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In Experiment II, setting conditions were estab

lished during 10-minute periods on two successive days in 

which the children received either O or 30, noncontingent, 

approval statements from two different experimenters. On 

the third day, half the children in each setting condition 

received a preliminary condition similar to that of 

Experiment I, administered by a third experimenter. The 

criterion task was a discrimination-learning task which 

followed the preliminary condition immediately for all 

children. The experimenter for the preliminary condition 

also administered the criterion task. The criterion task 

was the same as for the reinforced children in Experiment 

I. 

In both experiments, contrary to Gewritz's results, 

the preliminary condition did not influence responsiveness 

to approval on the criterion task. In Experiment I, 

children reinforced during the criterion task made signif

icantly more correct choices than those who received no 

approval. In Experiment II, children reinforced during 

the setting conditions made significantly more correct 

choices on the criterion task than children in the non

reinforced setting condition. This latter finding sup

ports the valence hypothesis. 

Berg et al. (1975) found the failure to replicate 

Gewirtz's consistently supported findings puzzling. These 

results cast some doubt on the validity of the deprivation

satiation hypothesis. It was hypothesized that the 
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preliminary conditions employed may have been too weak to 

demonstrate a consistent and stable effect on the measure 

employed. Further, in accordance with the valence hypoth

esis, Berg et al. maintained that deprivation-satiation 

effects may be reversed depending on the long-term history 

of the child and the resulting perceptions of the experi

menter and the experimental situation. 

Delay 

Deprivation-satiation hypothesis. As another facet 

of the typical deprivation-satiation problem, Gewirtz 

studied satiation recovery in a second experiment reported 

in the 1969 article cited previously. Recovery from satia

tion, a period immediately following satiation during 

which the sated stimulus is not provided, is the conceptual 

equivalent of deprivation (Gewirtz, 1972). Therefore, the 

longer the recovery interval, the more effective the rein

forcer becomes. The design of Gewirtz's second experiment 

was similar to the first (and Landau & Gewirtz, 1967), 

except that the interval between the preliminary condition 

and criterion task was varied. In factorial design, 

Gewirtz paired two levels of satiation (2 or 16 approval 

statements during the 11-minute preliminary condition) with 

two periods of recovery (1 or 8 minutes). The satiation 

and criterion task conditions were the same as for the 

first experiment. 
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As predicted, the reinforcing efficacy of.the stim

ulus in the criterion task was an inverse function of the 

satiation level and a direct function of the length of the 

recovery period. This finding was statistically signifi

cant only for the older half of the sample (90 through 112 

months). The mean curves for the younger children (75 

through 89 months) showed no effects for either satiation 

level or recovery interval. Gewirtz (1969) pointed out 

that the younger children were different in prior 

deprivation-satiation experiments in that most had parents 

in lower-class occupations. 

Valence hypothesis. Conceptually and traditionally, 

recovery from satiation has been viewed as applying for a 

relatively brief period after satiation: perhaps as long 

as 24 hours. Beyond this time period, explanations for the 

effect of experience with approval on the subsequent rein

forcer effectiveness of approval must be sought elsewhere. 

Zigler's valence hypothesis, however, is applicable in 

such situations. 

Berkowitz et al. (1965) also evaluated the effect 

of approval on the reinforcer effectiveness of approval 

after a delay of 1 week. The preliminary condition and 

criterion tasks were the same as for the immediate (zero 

delay) conditions reported previously. 

Administering the criterion task 1 week after 

the preliminary condition produced results in the 

discrimination-learning task that were equivocal and did 



not support any hypothesis. However, behavioral persist

ence (playing time in the MITH Game) was greater for the 

positive preliminary condition than for no preliminary 

condition, supporting the.valence hypothesis. 

Hypotheses and Predictions 

Deprivation-satiation hypothesis. Gewirtz and 
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Baer (1958a, 1958b; Gewritz, Baer, & Roth, 1958) proposed 

that, as a social reinforcer, approval may be subject to 

deprivation-satiation effects similar to appetitive rein

forcers. Even though the Gewirtz and Baer findings have 

been replicated and extended (see Eisenberger, 1970), these 

results have been alternatively attributed to "frustration," 

"anxiety," or "arousal" (Hartup & Hime no, 19 5 9; Walters & 

Parke, 1964; Walters & Ray, 1960). These interpretations 

stemmed from the brief period of isolation used by Gewirtz 

and Baer to limit the availability of approval stimuli. 

Subsequently, Gewirtz (1967, 1969; Landau & Gewirtz, 1967) 

used an experimental design wherein conditions or relative 

stimulus satiation were implemented without the confounding 

problems of isolation. The reinforcing efficacy of 

approval was found to vary inversely with the number of 

prior contingent or noncontingent stimulus presentations 

(i.e., the degree of satiation). Gewirtz (1969) also 

found that reinforcer effectiveness of approval varied 

directly with the length of the interval. These findings 



must, of course, be tempered by the contrary results of 

Berg et al. (1975) and Berkowitz et al. (1965). 
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A simple extrapolation from this position would pre

dict that the greater the number of prior presentations of 

approval, the weaker its reinforcer effectiveness in a sub

sequent task, given a brief, fixed interval between the 

preliminary condition and the criterion task. Also, given 

a constant number of presentations, the longer the recovery 

interval, the stronger the reinforcer efficacy of approval. 

However, the effects of deprivation-satiation are short 

term and are seen as motivational in character. This 

hypothesis makes no predictions for conditions involving a 

long delay, since motivational effects produced by a brief 

social interaction would be modified by the child's every

day social experiences during the delay interval. However, 

should Gewirtz be pressed to predict the relationship 

between the number of prior presentations of approval and 

its reinforcer effectiveness in a subsequent task one week 

delayed, the logic of the deprivation-satiation hypothesis 

predicts no reinforcer effectiveness difference given 

various amounts of prior presentations. The findings by 

Gewirtz and his collegues may be interpreted as a result 

of frustration, anxiety, or arousal, but Gewirtz (~972) 

has maintained that "having identified a dimension of con

textual setting conditions, the description of the func

tional relations is sufficient for most requirements 11 

(p. 19). 
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Valence hypothesis. Zigler and his colleagues (e.g., 

Berg et al., 1975; Berkowitz et al., 1965; Zigler, 1961) 

have argued that every adult elicits both positive and 

negative reactions from a·child, based on the child's 

previous experience with adults. They hypothesize that 

these reaction tendencies, i.e., the valences whichanexper

imenter has for a child, interact in determining the 

adult's effectiveness as a dispenser of reinforcement. 

Given this position, a positive interaction during the 

preliminary condition would enhance (and a negative inter

action attenuate) the adult's reinforcer effectiveness. 

Zigler has not spelled out his hypothesis in functional 

terms as Gewirtz has done, but it seems logical to predict 

that the more (qualitatively as well as quantitatively) 

positive the interaction during the preliminary condition, 

the greater will the reinforcer efficacy be for approval 

stimuli dispensed by the experimenter. Furthermore, the 

valence hypothesis would hold for zero or extended (at 

least one week) periods of delay between the preliminary 

condition and the criterion task because the child has 

learned to associate the adult's physical and behavioral 

features with positive (negative or neutral) stimuli. 

Since the valence the adult has acquired for the c~ild is 

learned, it should be expected to persist for a reasonable 

length of time (at least one week) if there are not inter

vening interactions between the adult and the child to 

modify the originally learned valence. 



The Effect of Disapproval on the Subsequent 
Reinforcer Effectiveness of Approval 
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That adults not only dispense approval as rein

forcers but disapproval as well has received minimal atten

tion in the literature. Given our society's objections to 

the use of aversive stimuli as reinforcers and the ethical 

limitations to the study of their effect, this might be 

understandable. It is by no means excusable. Adult-child 

interactions involving negatively worded statements are 

sufficiently prevalent to warrant systematic investigation 

of their effect on the adult-child relationship. Zigler 

and his colleagues (Berkowitz et al., 1965; Berkowitz & 

Zigler, 1965; Gilmore & Zigler, 1964; and McCoy & Zigler, 

1965) opened the door to this area of research with their 

study of the effect of previous adult disapproval on the 

subsequentreinforcereffectiveness of the adult's approval. 

However, no one has since seen fit to explore more fully. 

Delay 

Valence hypothesis. Zigler and his colleagues 

(Berkowitz et al., 1965; Berkowitz & Zigler, 1965) used 

the same paradigm to study the effect of disapproval on 

the reinforcer effectiveness of approval that was used to 

study the effect of previous experience with approval. 

Zigler used three preliminary conditions: approval, dis

approval, and no preliminary 'interactions. The prelimi

nary condition consisted of three games rigged so that by 
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giving the appropriate instructions, in the disapproval con

dition, the experimenter ensured that the child would fail 

and be told "wrong" on about 95% of the 36 trials. After 

the three games, the children were asked to draw a picture 

and received more disapproval. During the 15-minute prelim

inary condition, the experimenter remained aloof while 

delivering instructions and emitting the negative state

ments. 

Half of the children received the criterion task 

immediately following the drawing and half received the 

criterion task 1 week later. (There was also the 

experimenter-switching condition mentioned previously, but 

the results and implications of that manipulation were 

adequately discussed in the preceding section on approval.) 

The criterion task consisted of either a discrimination

learning task or a persistence task (MITH). Children 

assigned to the discrimination-learning task were told to 

try and turn off two colored lights in the apparatus by 

pushing the buttons under each of them. After 24, non

reinforced, baseline trials, the experimenter reinforced 

with approval every response to the least preferred, 

"correct," color. The number of responses to the correct 

color was the reinforcer effectiveness measure. Children 

assigned to the persistence task were reinforced for every 

10th marble dropped into either of two holes on top of 

the wooden box used for the game, This game was played in 
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two parts and the log time spent in the task was the rein

forcer effectiveness measure. 

The findings from the discrimination-learning tasks 

were equivocal and supported no hypothesis, whether the 

criterion task followed the preliminary condition immedi

ately or 1 week later. 

In the Berkowitz et al. (1965) study, the disap

proval preliminary condition resulted in greater log time 

spent in the MITH Game than the approval preliminary con

dition; and both of these conditions yielded greater log 

time spent than the no preliminary interaction condition 

when the criterion task immediately followed the prelimi

nary condition. Berkowitz and Zigler (1965) found similar 

differences at a borderline level of statistical signifi

cance. These results are contrary to the valence hypoth

esis but lend support.to the notion of a contrast phenome

non. The authors posited "a reinforcer contrast phenomenon 

in which positive reinforcers in the criterion task 

take on an enhanced value when they follow negative rein

forcers" (Berkowitz et al., 1965, p. 173). Contrast and 

valence effects appear to be independent of one another, 

with the former being more powerful in an immediate test 

condition. The consistent pairing of failure with, negative 

statements and success with positive statements leaves the 

interpretation of this contrast effect uncertain. Just 

what is the important contrast is unclear--failure-success, 

negative-positive statements, or some interaction. 
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When the delay between the preliminary condition 

and the criterion task was 1 week, Berkowitz and Zigler 

(1965) found that the type of interaction between an adult 

and child influences the adult's effectiveness as a dis

penser of positive social reinforcers. These authors found 

that the log time spent playing the MITH Game was signifi

cantly less 1 week following the experience with a 

failure-disapproval preliminary condition than following a 

no previous interaction condition. These findings are con

sistent with the valence hypothesis. The findings of the 

Berkowitz et al. (1965) study were not as clear. These 

authors did not find a significant difference in MITH log 

times between the groups which received the disapproval pre

liminary condition and the group which received no prelim

inary interaction. The authors attribute the failure to 

find this difference to the shorter playing times obtained 

for those in the no preliminary interaction condition in 

their study as compared to those found by Berkowitz and 

Zigler (1965). On the other hand, the playing times for 

those receiving the disapproval and approval preliminary 

conditions were comparable in both studies. Berkowitz 

et al. (1965) postulated that this difference might be due 

to the sex of the experimenters. They note that G~lmore 

and Zigler (1964) and Berkowitz and Zigler (1965), employ

ing a male experimenter, found similar results in the no 

preliminary interaction condition. Conversely, McCoy and 

Zigler (1965) and Berkowitz et al. (1965), who used female 
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experimenters, obtained similar results for those children 

who received the no preliminary interaction condition. 

Deprivation-satiation hypothesis. The deprivation

satiation hypothesis does not address itself to a situation 

where the contextual stimuli manipulated during the prelim

inary condition and the focal stimulus are different. How

ever, in the situation where the manipulated stimulus class 

is composed of negative statements (disapproval) and the 

focal stimulus class is comprised of positive statements 

(approval), it may be pertinent to discuss the relationship 

between contextual and focal stimulus classes in terms of 

statements per se, regardless of their content. The ques

tion could then be phrased, how do several levels of satia

tion for statements, independent of their content, affect 

the reinforcer effectiveness of this stimulus class. 

The design, experimental manipulations and response 

index used by Gewirtz (1969; Landau & Gewirtz, 1967) would 

then be appropriate. Gewirtz tested the effect of several 

levels of satiation for statements (all positive) upon 

performance on a discrimination-learning task for (positive) 

statement reinforcers. The statements during the prelimi

nary condition were presented contingently (Landau & 

Gewirtz, 1967) and noncontingently (Gewirtz, 1969): The 

criterion task, a discrimination learning task, followed 

immediately or after a brief ,recovery interval (1 or 8 

minutes). Following a baseline period when no responses 

were reinforced, 75 trials were presented in which the 
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stimulus class less preferred during baseline was reinforced 

with positive statements. The number of reinforced choices 

was the reinforcer effectiveness measure. The results, as 

noted in the section on approval, supported the hypothesis. 

Hypotheses and Predictions 

Valence hypothesis. Zigler and his colleagues 

(Berkowitz et al., 1965; Berkowitz & Zigler, 1965; McCoy 

& Zigler, 1965; Shallenberger & Zigler, 1961; Zigler, 1961) 

hypothesized that the valence an experimenter has for a 

child determines that person's effectiveness as a dispenser 

of reinforcement. Therefore, a negative interaction during 

the preliminary condition would attenuate the experimenter's 

reinforcer effectiveness. A logical extension of this 

hypothesis is that the more (qualitatively as well as 

quantitatively) negative the interaction during the pre

liminary condition, the less will be the reinforcer 

efficacy for the approval stimuli dispensed by the experi

menter. The valence hypothesis, however, does not seem 

to hold for an immediate test of reinforcer effectiveness. 

It seems that a reinforcer contrast or a failure-success 

contrast phenomenon is stronger than valence effects 

(Berkowitz et al., 1965; Berkowitz & Zigler, 1965; McCoy 

& Zigler, 1965; Zigler, 1961). However, since receipt of 

disapproval during the preliminary condition was confounded 

with failure, there remains considerable doubt as to where 

the significant contrast lies, as well as if contrast is 
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even the correct explanation. This murky state of affairs 

presents three predictions concerning the effect of previ

ous experience with disapproval on the reinforcer efficacy 

of approval: (a) in the immediate test condition, the more 

disapproval given during the preliminary condition, the 

less effective the approval during the criterion task 

(valence hypothesis); (b) in the immediate test condition, 

the more disapproval given during the preliminary condition, 

the more effective the approval (contrast phenomenon); and 

(c) in the 1 week delayed test condition, where contrast is 

unlikely and the valence effects are able to fully manifest 

themselves, the more disapproval given during the prelimi

nary condition, the less effective the approval. 

Deprivation-satiation hypothesis. If the effect of 

verbal statements on the subsequent reinforcer effective

ness of verbal stateme·nts may be considered without regard 

to their content, the deprivation-satiation hypothesis is 

relevant to the consideration of the effect of previous 

experience with disapproval (negative statements) on the 

subsequent reinforcer effectiveness of approval (positive 

statements). 

The deprivation-satiation hypothesis predicts the 

following: (a) in an immediate test condition, the :r;nore dis-

approval presented, the less will be the reinforcer, efficacy 

of subsequent approval, and (b) with a delay of 1 week, there 
I 

will be no differential reinforcer effectiveness for approval 

as a function of various amounts of prior disapproval. 



SUMMARY OF DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

How do various amounts of disapproval influence the 

subsequent reinforcer effectiveness of approval? This is 

a question more readily asked than studied. What kind of 

children should serve as subjects? Should adults act as 

experimenters? What should be the preliminary training 

condition and how long should it last? What should the con

tent of the disapproving statements be and how should they 

be administered? How many should be presented? What is 

the relevant control condition? When should the criterion 

task be administered? What measures should constitute the 

dependent variable(s)? These questions must be answered 

by the design of the experiment. 

Subjects 

Both Gewirtz and Zigler and their colleagues have 

used children ranging, developmentally, from kindergarten 

to fourth graders. These investigators have found support 

for their hypotheses from all these age groups. However, 

there is evidence that the social class and sex of the 

child may influence social reinforcer effectiveness·inde

pendent of, or in interaction with, treatment conditions. 

Endo (1968}, using a learning task measure, found that 
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middle-class children respond to isolation prior to the 

criterion task as Gewirtz would predict. However equiv

ocal results were found with lower-class children. Spence 

(1972) found that middle-class children performed a dis

crimination task better than lower-class children regard

less of the kind of reinforcers used in the criterion task. 

Some studies of social reinforcer effectiveness have also 

found a "cross-sex effect" (Dusek, 197; Stevenson, 1965). 

That is, social reinforcers dispensed by adults of the 

opposite-sex adult have been found to be more effective 

than reinforcers from same-sex adults. However, it appears 

that the sex of the child relative to the sex of the adult 

is not yet established as a relevant variable for younger 

elementary and preschool children (Hill & Moely, 1969). 

Experimental Tasks 

Gewirtz and his colleagues (e.g., 1969; Landau & 

Gewirtz, 1967) selected tasks familiar to preschoolers 

which had no explicit definition of success or failure. 

Zigler's studies (e.g., Berkowitz et al., 1965), however, 

confounded success with approval and failure with disap

proval, which make the results difficult to interpret. 

Regardless of specific tasks, both experimenters f}mnd a 

10- to 30-minute preliminary condition to provide suffi

cient time for establishing a particular satiation level 

or for the experimenter to acquire a particular valence. 



26 

Disapproving Statements 

The statements selected as reinforcers by Gewirtz 

and Zigler primarily conn~ted approval rather than correct

ness of disapproval and not failure. Further, these state

ments appear to be similar to statements teachers used 

while supervising similar tasks in the regular classroom. 

The number of statements seems to have been determined by 

two criteria: (a) sufficient to have an effect on the 

dependent measure (Gewirtz and Zigler) and (b) a range of 

values sufficient to establish a functional relation 

between the independent and dependent measures (Gewirtz). 

The absolute number sufficient to achieve a stable effect 

is questionable, especially when a discrimination-learning 

dependent variable is used (Landau & Gewirtz, 1967; Berg et 

al., 1975). However at least three levels of numbers of 

statements must be presented to establish a functional 

relationship. Furthermore, a zero level is required as a 

control condition (Barton & Ross, 1965, 1967). Finally, 

the tonal and nonverbal aspects of statements presentation 

were considered sufficiently important to be standardized 

in each of Gewirtiz's and Zigler's studies. 

Delay Interval 

To determine the functional relationship be~ween 

the amount of previous disapproval and the subsequent rein

forcer effectiveness of approval requires both an immediate 

and a delayed criterion task. The deprivation-satiation 
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hypothesis is directly applicable only to an immediate test 

condition. However, in an immediate test of disapproval 

effects on the reinforcer efficacy of approval, the influ

ence of a contrast phenomenon apparently masks what seems 

to be a lawful valence effect. The critical test of 

valence hypothesis, therefore, is a delayed test condition 

(McCoy & Zigler, 1965, used 4 days; Berkowitz et al., 1965, 

used 7 days). 

Dependent Variable 

Two measures of reinforcer effectiveness were used 

by Gewirtz and Zigler and their colleagues (a) a 

discrimination-learning measure or (b) a persistence (moti

vational) measure. There are, however, several interpre

tive problems encountered in studies of social reinforcer 

effectiveness when a discrimination-learning task is used 

as the criterion task (Parton & Ross, 1965, 1967; 

Stevenson & Hill, 1966). 

Within the general class of discrimination

learning tasks, researchers have used choice and operant 

rate measures (Eisenberger, 1970). Parton and Ross (1965, 

1967) have criticized studies of social reinforcement 

effectiveness when response rate was the dependen~ variable 

by suggesting that nonreinforcement control groups should 

have been included in order to establish clearly whether 

or not the rate changes were due to reinforcement. They 

further point out that data presented by Stevenson and 
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Hill (1966) for nonreinforced subjects indicate a system

atic variance may also occur under reinforcement conditions. 

Therefore, "this variance may (or may not) have been a 

significant determinant or previously reported relation

ships between rate change and such independent variables 

as sex of the experimenter and sex of the subject" (Parton 

& Ross , 19 6 7 , p . 3 2 3) . 

Another problem, applicable to choice as well as 

rate measures, was that "determinants of base performance 

become determinants of change when base performance is 

correlated with gain scores" (Parton & Ross, 1967, p. 324). 

The authors proposed an analysis of variance design which 

called attention to these determinants but were unsure 

whether the design would reduce interpretive errors. 

Given these reservations concerning rate change and choice 

(preference change) measures of reinforcer effectiveness, 

a persistence measure, appears to be the better measure of 

reinforcer effectiveness. The persistence measure has been 

commonly used in comparison with nonreinforced control 

groups thus providing a clear indication of reinforcer 

effectiveness (Parton & Ross, 1965). The persistence 

measure also does not have the drawbacks of the choice and 

rate measures mentioned previously. 

Regardless of the task selected to measure rein

forcer effectiveness, when studying the reinforcer effec

tiveness of approval as a function of various amounts of 

previous disapproval, the important determination is not 
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whether approval is an effective reinforcer. What is 

critical is whether various amounts of previous disapproval 

differentially and systematically affect performance in 

response to approval. It is a question of relativity. 

Therefore, either measure would be appropriate. The choice 

of the persistence measure rests on the premise that the 

discrimination-learning measure may not be as reliable or 

interpretable as a measure of reinforcer effectiveness. 



STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

Gewirtz and his colleagues have demonstrated that 

approval used as a reinforcer may be subject to deprivation

satiation effects in a manner similar to primary appetitive 

reinforcers such as food and water (Gewirtz, 1972). These 

investigators have described and experimentally demonstrated 

a negative relationship between the frequency of approval 

administered during a preliminary condition and an immediate 

(criterion) test of reinforcer effectiveness of approval. 

Gewirtz (1969) also demonstrated that the reinforcing 

efficacy of the approval is a direct function of the dura

tion of recovery from the effects of satiation. Conflicting 

theories have led to extended research concerning contextual 

conditions that affect the reinforcer effectiveness of 

approval. Since approval may be conceptualized as the 

presentation of verbal statements per se, the deprivation

satiation may be applicable to such statements regardless 

of their content. If this is done, the deprivation

satiation hypothesis applies to the effect of prior disap

proval (negative statements) on the subsequent reinforcer 

effectiveness of approval (positive statements). 

Zigler and his colleagues (e.g., Berkowitz et al., 

1965; McCoy & Zigler, 1965) have studied the effect of one 
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level of success-approval or failure-disapproval and two 

periods of extended delay (4 to 7 days) between the pre

liminary training condition and the criterion task. 
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Zigler's findings suggest a valence explanation for the 

effect of previous experience with success-approval or 

failure-disapproval on the reinforcer efficacy of approval. 

Zigler hypothesized that the valence (positive or negative) 

an experimenter has for a child either enhances or atten

uates the experimenter's reinforcer effectiveness. The 

data concerning the effect of failure-disapproval on an 

immediate test of reinforcer effectiveness are contrary to 

the valence hypothesis but seem to support the existence 

of a contrast effect (Berkowitz et al., 1965. The con

founding of failure and disapproval during the preliminary 

training condition makes interpretation even more difficult. 

Except for Zigler and-his colleagues, however, the psycho

logical literature is silent on the effect of disapproval 

(negative statements) on the subsequent reinforcer effec

tiveness of approval (positive statements). 

It was the purpose of this dissertation to provide 

partial replication and significant extension of the above 

experiments. What is the functional relationship between 

various amounts of prior disapproval on the subseqµent 

reinforcer effectiveness of approval? Four amounts of dis

approval (0, 6, 21 and 54 negative statements) were non

contingently administered by a female adult to preschoolers 

using a between-subjects' design similar to Landau and 
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Gewirtz (1967). A fair test of the valence hypothesis 

requires a sufficient delay between the preliminary condi

tion and the criterion task to eliminate possible contrast 

effects. Therefore, the criterion task was administered 

either immediately or 1 week after the preliminary condi

tion. 

The deprivation-satiation and valence hypotheses 

and the contrast phenomenon are applicable to the proposed 

question. Predictions, based on each of these, about the 

effect of previous experience with disapproval on the rein

forcer effectiveness are listed below. 

Deprivation-satiation 

In an immediate test, the more disapproval, the 

less will be the reinforcer efficacy of subsequent approval. 

With a delay of 1 week, there will be no differential rein

forcer effectiveness for approval as a function of various 

amounts of prior disapproval. 

Valence 

The more disapproval during the preliminary condi

tion, the less will be the reinforcer efficacy for the 

approval dispensed by the experimenter, regardless of the 

delay between preliminary condition and criterion task. 
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Contrast 

In the immediate test condition, the more disap

proval given during the preliminary condition, the more 

effective the approval will be in the criterion task. The 

contrast phenomenon does not apply to a situation where the 

delay is 1 week. 



METHOD 

Subjects 

Seventy-two middle-class white children, 36 boys 

and 36 girls, participated. The children, ranging in 

chronological age from 4.5 to 5.9 years old, were selected 

from five Tuscaloosa preschool programs. (See Appendix A 

for a copy of the request for research participation letter 

sent to the parents.) 

The sample was divided on a random basis into eight 

groups (n = 8 each) with the restriction that the sex dis

tribution in each group be equal. The children in each 

preschool were more or less equally distributed among the 

experimental conditions. The experimental design consisted 

of a 4 (number of negative statements during the prelimi

nary condition: O, 6, 21, 54) X 2 (time of criterion task: 

immediate versus delayed) X 2 (experimenter) and a 4 

(number of negative statements) X 2 (time of criterion 

task) X 2 (sex of subject) factorial design. 

Experimenters 

The experimenters were two white female assistants 

in their mid-20~s. A careful effort was made to train 

the women to sustain a standardized demeanor with all 
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children and to deliver all reinforcers in a uniform manner. 

The author had extensive training in the analysis and 

administration of social reinforcers and it was his and 

the women's impression that the training was successful 

since at the end of training period no differences in rein

forcing style could be discerned. Periodic observations of 

experimental sessions yielded the same impression. One of 

the women (E 2 ) knew the hypotheses being tested. However, 

because of the conflicting predictions and her limited 

access to the data, the author did not believe that this 

created any bias that affected her behavior. 

Materials and Setting 

Preliminary Condition 

Three tasks were employed--drawing, story telling, 

and playing with lego blocks. For the drawing task, each 

child was given one sheet of 21.5 x 28 cm typing paper and 

12 colored pencils. There was extra paper available, if 

the child requested additional paper. The pictures to be 

used to evoke "stories" from the child were a set of 20 

different pictures cut out of children's books and indi

vidually pasted on 21.5 x 28 cm colored construction paper. 

All of the pictures contained at least one person in a 

typical play, work, or home situation and were pres~nted 

in the same order to all chi~dren. The blocks were those 

designed for ages 4 through 7. The child was provided an 



adequate supply of blocks, of various sizes, shapes and 

colors, with which to play. 
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A portable cassette recorder was used to cue the 

experimenter when to emit the negative statement. The 

experimenter received these cues via an earplug. The 

recorder itself was placed near the experimenter as incon

spicuously as possible. A note pad and pen were also pro

vided for the experimenter to "take notes" during the 

preliminary condition. 

Criterion Task 

The Marble-in-the-Hole Game consisted of a red box, 

16.5 X 18 X 38 cm in height. Two aluminum tubes 20.5 

cm apart from each other, protruded from the top. A slot 

was provided in the lower half of the top of the box to 

accomodate "misses." When properly inserted, the marbles 

passed through the tube and returned to a tray which formed 

the bottom of the box and faced the child. The tray was 

filled with ordinary yellow and green glass marbles, 

assuring the child a constant supply. 

Two stop watches were attached to the side of the 

box facing the experimenter. 

Monitoring Equipment 

A portable cassette tape recorder was occasionally 

used to monitor the experimenter's stimulus presentation. 
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The recorder and microphone were placed inconspicuously near 

the experimenter. 

Setting 

The testing room was an unused classroom in the 

child's school. In the room there was usually a child's 

desk and chair, the experimental materials, the cassette 

recorders, and whatever furniture and other stimuli that 

were ordinarily found there. 

Procedure 

The experimenter met each child individually, for 

all experimental conditions. After a brief introduction, 

the experimenter led the child to the experimental room, 

remaining silent except to answer questions. If the child 

asked a question, the experimenter answered matter of 

factly, "I'll be able to answer your questions after we 

are finished." The experimenter answered any questions 

after the child had finished the criterion task. 

Preliminary Condition 

Three tasks were employed during this phase. All 

children were given the preliminary tasks in the following 

order: drawing, story telling, and playing with blocks. 

The children worked at the tasks for a total of 20 minutes. 

For each task, the woman sat facing the child with 

the earplug in her ear. The woman took notes while the 
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child drew and played with the blocks. The type of nega

tive statement presented, schedule of presentation, and 

duration of each task were standardized. The negative 

statements were presented noncontingently according to a 

variable interval schedule with a mean, of 20, 51, 180 or 

0 seconds, depending on the experimental condition. A 

total of 54, 21, 6 or 0 stimulus presentations, given 

throughout the 6 minutes allotted for each task, were 

dispensed to the respective experimental groups. There 

were four general statements used in each task and seven 

task specific statements. The order of presentation was 

randomly chosen for each amount level. (See Appendix B 

for all the statements used.) 

The woman's manner throughout this condition was 

matter of fact. The woman gave the child neither verbal 

nor non-verbal support, and either remained silent or 

delivered the negative statement or instructions. The 

woman maintained a flat affect and monotone throughout 

this condition. When she emitted a negative statement, the 

experimenter looked at the child and tried to make eye con

tact. During the 0 statement conditions, the woman remained 

silent except to deliver the instructions. While the child 

drew or played with the blocks, she busied hersel~ "taking 

notes": occasionally checking to see that the child was 

on task. During the story-telling task, the woman presented 

the pictures, asking the appropriate questions as necessary. 
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Except for not delivering any disapproval, the woman 

behaved during this condition as she did in the other three 

conditions. 

For the drawing task the children were given 12 

crayons and a piece of paper. The woman said, "Here are 

some crayons and a piece of paper. You can make a picture 

of anything you like." If the child requested additional 

paper to make another drawing, the finished drawing was 

taken up and the woman gave the child one more sheet of 

paper. This procedure was used throughout the task. 

At the end of the drawing task, the woman took 

up the materials and introduced the story telling task 

(adapted from Landau & Gewirtz, 1965). The experimenter 

said: 

I'll show you some pictures and you tell me a story 
about everything you see in the picture. When you 
finish telling me about each picture, I'll put it 
aside, and you continue by telling me about the next 
picture, o.k.? Let's begin. 

If the child did not begin within 10 seconds, the 

woman asked, "What do you see in the picture? If this did 

not elicit anything, she said, "What is this?" (pointing 

to something in the picture). All of the children made 

some response to each of the pictures. 

After the child finished each story, indicated by 

a few seconds' pause or a comment such as "that's a~l," 

the next picture was shown. For each new picture the woman 

said, "Will you tell me a story about this picture? This 
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process continued until the time for this task passed. All 

children viewed the pictures in the same order. 

Finally, the child was given the blocks and the 

woman said, "Here are some blocks for you to play with. You 

may play with them while I go back to my notes for a couple 

of minutes." 

Delay Between Preliminary and Criterion Conditions 

At the end of the preliminary condition, the 

criterion task was administered under one of two conditions: 

immediate or delayed. Half of the children in each prelim

inary condition were immediately introduced to Part I of 

the criterion task. Assignment to the delay condition was 

made on a random basis before the child began the prelimi

nary condition. The other children were returned to their 

classroom. After al.week delay, the woman who adminis

tered the preliminary condition met with these children and 

said, "Hello, (child's name) . You remember me, don't you? 

I'm (woman's name) . We're going to play some more games 

today. Won't you come with me, please." These children 

were then brought to the experimental room and introduced 

to the criterion task. 

Criterion Task 

All children were introduced to the criteriun task 

in the same way and received'identical instructions and 
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reinforcement. Following Berkowitz and Zigler (1965), they 

were told: 

This is a game we call Marble-in-the-Hole. I'll 
tell you how to play it. You see these marbles 
(the woman pointed to ·the supply of marbles). 
They go in these holes (the woman pointed to the 
holes). The green ones go in this hole, and the 
yellow ones in this one (the woman pointed to the 
appropriate holes}. Now you show me a green marble. 
Put it in the hole it goes in. You can put as 
many marbles as you want to. Put just one marble 
in at a time. You can stop whenever you want to. 
You tell me when you want to stop playing the game. 
Remember, when you want to stop playing, just tell 
me. O.k., begin. 

The woman started the stop watch when the child 

picked up the first marble. She reinforced the marbel drop

ping on a ER 10 schedule. In random order she said one of 

the following four statements: "That's fine," "Very good," 

"You really know how to play this game," and "You really 

know how to play Marble-in-the-Hole, don't you?" She also 

looked at the child, smiled, and/or nodded throughout the 

game. The child played until indication was made to stop, 

either by telling the woman, or by failing to insert a 

marble for 30 seconds. The woman stopped the watch for 

Part I at this point and then began Part II of the game, 

saying: 

Now I'll tell you how to play this game. This time 
we put the yellow marbles in this hole and the 
green marbles in this one (opposite holes to t:P,ose 
employed in Part I)·. Put a yellow marble where it 
goes. Now put a green marble where it goes. You 
can put as many marbles in the holes as you want to. 
Put one marble in at a time. You can stop wherever 
you want to. You tell me when you want to stop. 
Remember, when you-want to stop, just tell me. O.k.? 
Ready, begin. 
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The woman started the second stop watch when the 

child picked up a marble to start Part II. The woman ended 

the criterion task when the child indicated that she/he had 

finished Part II. At this point the woman stopped the 

watch and told the child, "Thank you very much. You did 

very well." 

Post-study Condition 

After the administration of the criterion task, the 

children who received disapproval were asked to do one of 

the preliminary tasks again. This time the children 

received warm, friendly praise and encouragement. The 

children also received an explanation of the preliminary 

condition so that they understood that the negative state

ments were said only for experimental purposes and had 

nothing to do with their actual performance. Any child in 

the delayed condition who refused to return with the woman 

for the criterion task was given the explanation in the 

regular classroom. This was done in an attempt to reduce 

any negative feelings which were not dissipated during the 

criterion task. 



RESULTS 

The total time in minutes (Part I plus Part II) 

spent playing the MITH Game was used as the measure of 

reinforcer effectiveness. (See Table 1, Appendix C for 

the raw scores.) Unlike earlier studies (e.g., Berkowitz 

et al., 1965; Berkowitz & Zigler, 1965; Shallenberger & 

Zigler, 1965), the means and variances of the scores in 

this study were not significantly correlated (r = .69, E 

> .05). Thus, log transformations were not necessary. 

(See Table 2, Appendix D, for means and variances.) 

The effects of Amount of Disapproval, Delay 

Interval, Experimenters, and the interactions among these 

variables (sex ignored) were assessed in a 4 X 2 X 2 fac

torial analysis of variance. A significant Amount of 

Disapproval main effect was found <r = 7.57, df(3, 47), E 

< .001) as well as significant interactions for Amount of 

Disapproval X Delay Interval <r = 3.00, df(3, 47), p < 

.05) and Amount of Disapproval X Experimenter (F = 4.49, 

df(3, 47), p < .01). A separate 4 X 2 X 2 factorial 

analysis was performed to assess the effects of Amount, 

Delay, Sex of subject, and the interactions. The Sex main 

effect and its interactions with the other independent 
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variables were nonsignificant (all E < .10). 

mary tables in Appendix E.) 
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(See the sum-

The valence hypothesis predicts that the more dis-

approval administered during the preliminary condition, the 

less time the child would spend in the criterion task. As 

can be seen in Figure 1, this prediction was confirmed. 

Individual! tests revealed that the time spent following 

21 disapproval statements was significantly less than that 

during 0 statements (t = 1.86, p < .05). Moreover, the 

time spent following 54 statements was significantly less 

than that following 0 (! = 3.78, E < .0005), 6 (! = 2.35, 

E < • 025), and 21 (! = 1. 97, E < • 05) statements. 

As can be seen from Figure 2, the significant Amount 

X Delay interaction is due largely to the significant group 

difference at the 0 delay intervals (! = 2.66, E < .02, two

tail test). Considering the significant Amount X 

Experimenter interaction, the source of the variance is 

mainly the result of significant differential experimenter 

effects at the 0 amount. (See Figure 2.) This interaction 

is due to E2 who was significantly less effective at the 

0 Amount (t = 2.73, p < .01, two tailed) but more effective 

at the other three amounts. More specifically, this is due 

to E2 being less effective at the 0 level during t,he imme

diate condition(!= 1.68, .10 < E < .20). (See Figure 3.) 

A three-way factorial analysis of variance (Amount X Delay 

X Experimenter), not including the 0 condition, yielded 

significant main effects for Amount (F = 3.26, df(2, 36), 
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Amount of Previous Disapproval 

Figure 3. Time spent playing MITH ·for E1 and 
E2 for both immediate and delay con
ditions as a function of amount of 
previous disapproval. 



p < .05) and Experimenter (~ = 4.39, df(l, 36), p < .05) 

but not for Delay and not for any of the interactions. 

(See Appendix F for summary table.) 
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In summary, the inverse relationship between amount 

of disapproval and subsequent adult reinforcer effective

ness, underscored by the significant Amount main effect, 

was sustained even when the interactive effects of delay 

interval and individual experimenters were partialed out 

and when the 0 Amount was not considered. (See Figure 2.) 



DISCUSSION 

In general, the results support the valence hypoth

esis (e.g., Berkowitz et al., 1965; Zigler, 1961) rather 

than the deprivation-satiation (e.g., Gewirtz, 1969) hypoth

eses. As in earlier studies (Berkowitz et al., 1965; 

Berkowitz & Zigler, 1965), children who performed the MITH 

game for approval from a negatively valenced adult did not 

persist as long as children who performed for a neutrally 

valenced adult. Furthermore, the women were found to be 

increasingly less effective as dispensers of verbal rein

forcers as the extent of their disapproval increased 

during the preliminary condition. This result was expe

cially compelling in the delayed condition and lead to two 

important findings: (a) a mild or moderate (6 to 21 state-

ments) and an extreme (54 statements) amount of disapproval 

resulted in significantly less reinforcer effectiveness 

for the women than in the neutral (0 statements) condition; 

(b) an extreme amount resulted in significantly less rein

forcer effectiveness than a mild or moderate amount. It 

is apparent that even a minimal amount of disapproval during 

an initial encounter can significantly affect the reinforcer 

effectiveness of a woman for'a child at a later time, 

expecially when the two interactions are a week apart. To 
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go from bad to worse, however, requires a substantial 

increase in the amount of disapproval during the first 

interaction. 

The Amount X Delay interaction reflects the find

ing that the children in the O Amount group played the 

MITH Game longer in the 1 week delayed condition than 
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those in the immediate condition. At the other amounts, 

the differences between the delay conditions were not sig

nificant and generally paralleled the main Amount effect. 

The children in the immediate condition had been with the 

adult for 20 minutes and the criterion task was begun 

immediately thereafter. In contrast, the children in the 

delayed condition began the criterion task a week later. 

The finding in this study is similar to Cantor's (1969) 

demonstration of a stimulus familiarization effect (SFE) 

with children. Cantor and his colleagues (Cantor & Cantor, 

1965; Cantor & Fenson, 1968) demonstrated that children 

respond faster to a novel than a previously familiarized 

stimulus (FS). Cantor (1969) argued that the most plaus

ible interpretation for the SFE is one based on an 

attention-orientation reaction. That is, with repeated 

presentations of the FS, attention to that stimulus 

habituates when the stimulus is employed in a reaction

time task, the attention-orientation reaction is weaker to 

the familiar than to the nonfamiliar stimulus, resulting 

in slower reaction speeds to the FS. Expanding Cantor's 

paradigm, Wilson (1974) showed that more and longer 
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exposures to a stimulus decreased its subsequent reinforcer 

effectiveness (i.e., children responded more often and more 

quickly to turn on a novel stimulus than a FS). Since 

these results paralleled Cantor's (1969), Wilson (1974) sug

gested that the "attention-orientation process underlying 

the response to novelty (SFE) is also operative in a 

response for novelty (reinforcement) paradigms" (p. 60). 

Extrapolating from these findings and hypotheses, it is not 

surprising that in the present study the women were less 

effective reinforcers in the immediate condition than 1 

week after the 0 Amount preliminary condition. Certainly, 

the women in the immediate condition were familiar stimuli, 

having been continuously present for 20 minutes. Whereas, 

in the delay condition, the week interval between the pre

liminary and criterion tasks probably served to renew some 

amount of novelty for·the experimental setting as well as 

the experimenter. 

The interaction found between Amount and 

Experimenter was due mainly to the less reinforcer effec

tiveness of E2 at the 0 Amount. It is possible that this 

experimenter difference is due to E
1
's being naive to the 

experimental hypotheses under consideration while E2 was 

knowledgeable of these hypotheses. However, that .this dif

ference would attenuate E
2

•s effectiveness relativ~ to E1 , 

particularly at the 0 Amount~ and result in E2 being more 

effective at the other three amounts seems to be highly 

unlikely. Also, since the hypotheses yielded several 



conflicting predictions it is difficult to see how such 

knowledge itself could systematically affect the experi

menters' performance. Another possibility is that, since 

the O Amount constituted ~he no treatment control group, 

it is assumed that individual experimenter variables, 
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child differences, and setting conditions had the maximum 

opportunity to be manifested in an uncontrolled manner at 

this amount. Apparently there are factors operating at the 

0 Amount level that affect subsequent reinforcer effective

ness that are either not operative at the other amounts or 

that are controlled in a uniform manner by the treatment 

conditions. There have been no previous experiments that 

have studied the effect of a no reinforcer preliminary con

dition on the subsequent reinforcer effectiveness of an 

adult in a persistence criterion task. Gewirtz (1969) and 

Landau and Gewirtz (1967) employed a similar preliminary 

condition prior to a discrimination-learning criterion task. 

However, in all three experiments reported there were no 

comparisons between a criterion task immediately following 

the preliminary condition and one a week later. Therefore, 

there are no explanations of these findings suggested by 

the literature on the contextual features of reinforcer 

effectiveness. This author, also, entertains no hypoth

eses concerning these results. 

Since the group differences at the O Amount' 

accounted for both the significant Amount X Delay and 

Among X Experimenter interactions and also masked a 
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significant Experiment difference, closer scrutiny of the O 

Amount control condition is warranted. The women experi

menters gave no programed reinforcement during the 20-minute

preliminary condition. The only verbal interaction was the 

giving of instructions. This manipulation was intended to 

control for time spent with the experimenter and to provide 

practice with the experimental tasks and familiarity with 

the setting. Worth reiterating is that this preliminary 

condition has not been used previously in any investigation 

conducting research on the contextual determinants of rein

forcer effectiveness. This control condition affected sub

sequent reinforcer effectiveness and did so as a function 

of who the experimenter was and when the criterion task was 

administered. The results of the O Amount control condi

tion in this study bear replicating and the effects of such 

a "no reinforcer" preliminary condition require further 

investigation. Closer study of the nonverbal cues and the 

tonal quality of the instructions during the preliminary 

condition would seem to be of prime importance. Possibly, 

the affective components of the reinforcers during the 

criterion task are different for each experimenter after 

a O Amount and a greater than O Amount and after no delay 

and l week delay conditions. Better understandin~ of 

these variables, or some others, might help explain the 

effects of the O Amount condition found in this study. 

The failure to achieve any significant differences 

during the immediate condition seems to be a most 
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instructive negative result. The valence and deprivation

satiation hypotheses predict a negative relationship 

between the amount of disapproval and subsequent adult rein

forcer effectiveness. However, previous demonstration of 

a contrast effect (Berkowitz et al., 1965; Shallenberger & 

Zigler, 1961) would predict a positive relationship. The 

steady, though nonsigni.ficant trend of the results found in 

the immediate condition seems to favor slightly the domi

nance of a valence-satiation effect when the preliminary 

tasks have no clear success-failure component and the dis

approval is administered noncontingently. If there were no 

contrast effect, however, a dramatic decrease of reinforcer 

effectiveness would be expected as previous disapproval 

increased. Since there was no such finding in this study, 

the existence of a contrast effect may be implied: an 

impact sufficient to prevent the expected results if the 

valence and satiation effects were to operate without inter

ference. The results of the delay condition demonstrate 

the existence of a valence effect. Given the implied 

existence of a contrast effect and the clear demonstration 

of a valence effe6t, it is obvious that verbal statements 

cannot be considered independently of their content. There

fore, it would seem better not to apply the deprivation

satiation hypothesis to verbal reinforcer studies where the 

statements in the preliminary and criterion tasks are taken 

from different categories, unless one is referring to the 

setting conditions in general. These negative results also 
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circumscribe the contrast phenomenon. Disapproval, by 

itself, as presented in this study, did not result in a con

trast effect. Therefore, the contrast effect demonstrated 

by Zigler and his colleagues (Berkowitz et al., 1965: 

Berkowitz & Zigler, 1965: Shallenberger & Zigler, 1961) was 

probably not a function of disapproval alone. An investiga

tion of the failure compenent alone and the influence of a 

contingent-disapproval preliminary condition would help 

clarify the source ·of the contrast effect found by Zigler 

and his colleagues. 

It should be noted that within the paradigm of this 

study time playing MITH may not measure "reinforcer effec

tiveness.'' Because none of the treatments had a no

reinforcer control group during the criterion task it is 

possible to argue that the approval dispensed by the women 

during the criterion task had no effect on the child's 

behavior. Thus, it may have been the different amounts of 

prior disapproval that affected the children's tolerance 

of the situation, rather than the adult's reinforcer effec

tiveness (Libb, 1976, personal communication). It can be 

argued that if the child received no reinforcers during the 

criterion task, the results would have been the same. 

Certainly, terminating the MITH can be conceptualized as 

an escape response. 

This contention, however, assumes that either (a) 

adult approval has no reinforcing effect on children's 

behavior or (b), as in the current study, previous 
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disapproval obviates a reinforcing effect of approval. The 

former is clearly untenable (Eisenberg, 1970; Parton & 

Ross, 1965, 1967). The latter must be admitted as a pos

sibility, open to empirical investigation: especially since 

the effect of disapproval has yet to be systematically 

studied. 

One test of the "tolerance" hypothesis would be to 

replicate the present study, adding a group of children who 

would receive no approval during the criterion task. If 

reinforcer effectiveness was the only significant construct 

being affected, then the children who received approval 

during the criterion task would play the MITH Game longer 

than those who received no such approval. It would also 

be expected that those who received approval would yield 

an inverse relation between previous amounts of disapproval 

and MITH playing time similar to the one found in this 

study. On the other hand, those who received no approval 

would probably yield a flat curve, indicative of extinction. 

If tolerance were the only significantly affected construct, 

then the groups would be expected to yield similar MITH 

playing times. It is possible, of course, that both rein

forcer effectiveness and tolerance for an aversive situa

tion were being affected in this study. If this w~re the 

case, then a test like the one proposed would be expected 

to show that both groups yield similar inverse functions. 

However, the group receiving approval during the criterion 



task would play MITH longer than the group not receiving 

approval during that task. 
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Without contrary evidence, it seems that it can be 

assumed that the reinforcer effectiveness of the women in 

this study was affected by the previous disapproval. That 

the children's tolerance for an aversive situation was 

also affected must be accepted as a testable additional 

hypothesis, given the paradigm of this study and the lack 

of literature on the effect of disapproval. Some empirical 

evidence, however, seems to be required before such a 

hypothesis can be accepted. 

This dissertation sought to determine the functional 

relationship between the amount of previous disapproval a 

woman gives a preschooler and her subsequent effectiveness. 

The valence and deprivation-satiation hypotheses and the 

contrast phenomenon were considered to be applicable to this 

problem. The deprivation-satiation hypothesis was found to 

be inappropriately applied. The gain-loss hypothesis, like 

the contrast phenomenon, was found to be either inappro

priate for preschoolers under these conditions or weaker 

than a valence effect. The valence hypothesis was gen

erally confirmed. This study demonstrated that as the 

amount of disapproval is increased during the preliminary 

condition, a woman's subsequent reinforcer effectiveness 

with preschoolers is decreased. These findings were 

especially marked when the c~iterion task was administered 

1 week after the preliminary condition instead of 
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immediately afterwards. Amount of previous disapproval was 

found to interact with both the delay condtion and the 

experimenter. However, these interactions were due to 

the differential effects of the no verbal reinforcer pre

liminary condition suggesting further investigation of 

this particular treatment. These interactions did not 

detract from the general inverse function that appeared. 

Obviously, the nastier a woman is to a preschooler, the 

less the child will like her. 
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_Request for Child Research Participation 

For his doctoral dissertation, William Nolan, a 
graduate student in the University's Psychology Department, 
wishes to investigate the effect of adult criticism as it 
relates to the subsequent ·acceptance by the child of 
social praise given by this same adult. Following a warm
up period in which the child is familiarized to the situa
tion and rapport is established, the child will be asked 
to perform three fairly easy tasks for a total of 20 min
utes. During this time the child will receive different 
amounts of task-relevant criticism for his/her performance. 
In a subsequent period (in some cases immediately and for 
others one week later), the child will be asked to do a 
fourth task during which he/she will receive praise and 
encouragement. It is the effect of the interaction during 
the first three tasks on the effectiveness of praise in the 
fourth task that is being studied. Any child not willing 
to participate or who indicates a desire to stop playing 
with the adult will be returned to the regular classroom 
and absolutely no pressure will be placed on the child to 
continue to participate. After the fourth task (or before, 
if the child wishes to stop before this point) , the adult 
will explain to the child that the criticism during the 
first task was really teasing (or some other term the child 
will understand) and that the child really did the task 
well. To emphasize this the child will be asked to do one 
of the tasks again for which he/she will receive praise and 
encouragement. This explanation as well as the praise for 
the fourth task is done to ensure that the child will leave 
the study in a happy state and with good feelings toward 
the adult. 

It is possible that the findings from this study 
will provide valuable information to parents, teachers and 
other significant adults about the effects of their inter
actions with children. The results of this study will be 
given to the director of your child's day care center for 
distribution to all parents. It should be noted that this 
research is basic in nature so there will be no attempt to 
evaluate the individual child. The child willnot be given 
any form of psychological test--either IQ, or personality. 
Mr. Nolan has studied early childhood development as well 
as having had ample experience in working with chj,ldren in 
situations similar to the one described. 

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Nolan 
during the day at 348-5553, or in the evening at 345-8477. 



If you wish to allow your child to participate in 
this study, please sign below and return this to your 
child's teacher as soon as possible. 

Thank you very much for your cooperation. 

child's name parent's signature 

date 
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Statements Used in the Experimental Tasks 

General Statements 

You're not being very careful. 
You're not trying very hard. 
This doesn't look easy for you. 
You're not doing this very well. 

Drawing Task 

Your picture is not on the ground. 
That's not a very good drawing. 
That's not the right color for 
Your ___ is not the right size. 
That's not a very good drawing. 
The person's ___ is in the wrong place. 

Story Telling 

You're not using full sentences. 
You're not talking loud enough. 
You're not telling me much about the picture. 
That doesn't sound like a good story. 
You're not looking at the picture very long. 
You don't know the right words for some things. 
That doesn't sound right. 

Block Building 
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You're not putting you're together very well. 
Those colors don't go together. 
You don't have to force the pieces in. 
That piece looks like it's in wrong. 
You're not looking at the pieces very long. 
You're not being very careful with the pieces. 
You're not working very fast/slow. 
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Table 1 

MITH Playing Time, in Minutes for Each Subject 

Subject Part I Part II Total 

1 1. 22 0.62 1. 84 

2 6.05 0.67 6.72 

3 3.50 2.03 5.53 

4 1.17 0.58 1. 75 

5 6.02 0.70 6.72 

6 12.10 1. 33 13.43 

7 12.75 13.27 26.02 

8 10.92 10.32 21. 44 

9 3.22 2.50 5.72 

10 1.42 0.92 2.34 

11 15.67 2.00 17.67 

12 13.08 18.08 31.16 

13 7.37 1.17 8.54 

14 7.50 1.50 9.00 

15 1. 57 0.92 2.49 

16 2.33 2.08 4.41 

17 4.13 0.17 4.30 

18 1. 43 0.42 1.85 

19 5.75 2.08 7.83 

20 2.50 0.83 3.33 

21 4.08 0.17 4.25 

22 5.55 2.25 7.80 

23 5.43 2.02 7.45 

24 1. 33 0.45 1.78 

25 0.67 0.47 1.14 

26 11. 92 6.92 18.84 

27 3.25 2.92 6.17 

28 1. 25 2.17 3.42 
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Subject Part I Part II Total 

29 3.17 0.25 3.42 

30 0.87 0.20 1.07 

31 0.70 0.18 0.88 

32 1. 20 0.33 1.53 

33 15.07 2.27 17.34 

34 9.83 3.25 13.08 

35 1. 58 4.92 6.50 

36 25.50 4.08 29.58 

37 6.58 6.80 13.48 

38 25.90 5.12 31.02 

39 13.05 10.25 23.30 

40 25.42 4.00 29.42 

41 7.08 2.67 9.75 

42 2.22 0.70 2.92 

43 4.50 2.17 6.67 

44 29.50 1. 38 30.88 

45 1.87 0.83 2.70 

46 1. 42 1.08 2.50 

47 4.17 2.32 6.49 

48 1. 97 1.18 3.15 

49 10.38 2.33 12.71 

50 0.87 34.25 35.12 

51 9.80 1. 42 11. 22 

52 0.00 0.00 0.00 

53 10.33 2.37 12.70 

54 10.33 2.35 12.68 

55 2.53 0.67 3.20 

56 1. 52 0.58 2.10 

57 0. 67 0.92 1. 59 

58 1.20 0.37 0.57 

59 1.02 0.42 1. 44 

60 0.35 0.43 0.78 
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Subject Part I Part II Total 

60 0.35 0.43 0.78 

61 0.00 0.00 0.00 

62 0.92 0.50 1. 42 

63 0.83 0.42 1. 25 

64 1.03 0.75 1. 78 
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Table 2 

Means and Variances for Each Amount Under Both 
Immediate and Delayed Conditions 

Delay Condition 

Amount 
Immediate Delayed 

0 X = 10.48 X = 20.47 
s2 = 81. 90 s2 = 84.46 

X = 10.17 X = 8.13 6 
s2 s2 = 96.24 = 91. 20 

21 X = 4.82 X = 11. 22 
s2 = 6.55 s2 = 121.66 

54 X = 4.56 X = 1.10 
s2 = 36.48 s2 = 0.36 
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Source 

Interval (I) 

Amount (A) 

Experimenter 

I X A 

I X E 

A X E 

I X A X E 

Error 

Total 

Table 3 

Summary Table for Amount X Delay 
Interval X Experimenter, ANOV 

ss df MS 

119.62 1 119.62 

1,288.93 3 429.64 

(E) 16.48 1 16.48 

510.18 3 170.06 

17.77 1 17.77 

765.34 3 255.11 

108.64 3 36.21 

2,724.27 48 56.76 

5,551.23 63 

71 

F E 

2.11 < .20 

7.57 < .001 

0.29 NS 

3.00 < .05 

0.31 NS 

4.49 < .01 

0.64 NS 



Table 4 

Summary Table for Amount X Delay Interval 
X Sex of Subject,ANOV 

Source ss df MS F -

Interval (I) 119.62 1 119.62 2.06 

Amount (A) 1,288.93 3 429.64 7.40 

Sex of s (S) 186.60 1 186.60 3.21 

I X A 510.18 3 170.06 2.93 

I X s 30.03 1 30.03 0.52 

A X s 322.88 3 107.63 1.85 

I X A X S 305.91 3 101. 97 1. 76 

Error 2,787.08 48 58.06 

Total 5,551.23 63 
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E 

< .20 

<; .001 

< .10 

< .05 

NS 

< .20 

< • 20 
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Table 5 

Summary Table for Amount X Delay Interval X 
Experimenter, Excluding 0 

Amount Level, ANOV 

Source ss df MS F 

Interval (I) 109.00 1 109.00 < 1. 00 

Amount (A) 384.47 2 192.23 3.26 

Experimenter (E) 275.37 1 275.37 4.93 

I X A 226.55 2 113.28 2.03 

I X E 3.35 1 3.35 < 1.00 

A X E 81. 70 2 40.85 < 1.00 

I X A X E 94.59 2 47.30 < 1.00 

Error 2,012.47 36 55.90 

Total 3,079.59 47 
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p 

NS 

< .05 

< .05 

NS 

NS 

NS 
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