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Child Rearing Antecedents of Audience Sensitivity 

This study is part of a program of research on the nature of 11 stage 

fright 11
• The analysis to date has suggested that stage fright is an in­

stance of a more general phenomenon of "social influence" where people in 

interaction are conceptualized as "actors" presenting themselves before 

ttaudiencesn • . The outline of this theory has been discussed elsewhere in 

an introductory manner (Paivio, 1957; Paivio and Lambert, 1959), and 

elaborated in an unpublished manuscript (Paivio, 1959). It is sufficient, 

therefore, to present here the central concepts involved, especially those 

directly related to the present investigation. 

Stage fright is interpreted as an extreme instance of audience anxiety, 

which tends to be aroused by any situation involving the actual or imagined 

evaluation of an individual's behavior by others. Such audience situations 

are assumed to be anxiety arousing because of the possibility of unfavor­

able audience evaluation ("audience" referring to others functioning as 

evaluators and reinforcers). Shyness and embarrassment, which occur in 

the informal audience situations of everyday social interaction, presumably 

refer to milder forms of audience anxiety (cf. Heider, 1958; Lewinsky, 1941). 

This variable is assumed to function as a drive, prompting not only avoid­

ance tendencies (cf. r1iller, 1951; Mowrer, 1950) but having "arousal11 prop­

erties as well , in accordance with the proposals of recent theorists (see, 

e. g . Bindra, 1959; Duffy, 1957; Hebb, 1955). 

The direction and extent of the influence attributable to audience 

anxiety i s assumed to depend on the level t o which anxiety is raised (or 

lowered) by eues previously associated with performance in evaluational 
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situations, where such factors as size and prestige of the audience, value 

or importance of the task, probability of failure, etc., can have t heir 

1 
effect. Individual differences in reactions to audiences a~ attributed 

to audience sensitivity, which is regarded as an experientially-determined 

set or predisposition to react with varying degrees of anxiety in audience 

situations.
2 

Prediction of behavior in audience situations would thus call 

for the measurement of audience sensitivity as well as of t he relevant sit -

uational variables. 

In view of the complexity of the phenomena it purports to encompass 

and the generally unsatisfactory ob j ective status of such concepts as 

anxiety, the proposed model must be regarded as exceedingly crude. Never-

theless, its heuristic value and explanatory potential seem sufficiently 

great to warrant further study. A comprehensive general theory woul d be 

applicable to such apparently disparate research areas as studies of group 

influence, social conf ormity and success and failure experiences , each of 

which involves evaluation by sorne explicit or implicit audience as a 

crucial element (cf. Heider's Lï95§7 discussion ~f the influence of the 

other persan as an evaluat ing observer). Data support ing t he utilit y of 

such a theory have been reviewed by the writer (Paivio: 1957, 1959). 

1. Such variables as task-value and probability of failure require 
operational definition to be useful in this context. We simply take for 
granted here that they will be s o definable . 

2. There is no attempt here to r estrict the manif es tations of audience 
sens itivity to autonomie reactions. The phenomenon could, for example, 
show itself in percept ual or thought processes. Such an assumption was 
at the basis of an attempt (Paivio & Lambert, 1959) to indirectly measure 
the assumed underlying drive-state using the TAT-type t echnique introduced 
by McClelland et al (1953). The reasoning was that audience sens i t ivity 
would manifest· itself as pereeptual sensitivity to audience-related eues. 
The concept has been independently employed in t his general sense by 
Zimmerman and Bauer ( 1958). For present purposes , ~owever, pending furt her 
data, audience sensitivity shall be regarded as an emotional-motivat ional 
predisposition. 
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One of the most consistent findings of early studies involving 

audience situations was that individuals vary greatly in the extent to 

which they are influenced by the group (see, e.g. Dashiell, 1935; 

Hollingworth, 1935). Since the concept of audience sensitivity was 

introduced to account for such individual differences, an understand-

ing of this "personality" variable is particularly important for the 

theory. Accordingly, the specifie purpose of this study is to relate 

audience sensitivity to antecedent child-rearing variables in the hope of 

explaining the differentiai effects attributable to evaluating observers. 

In a preliminary investigation of the above problem, Paivio and Lambert 

(1959) found significant negative correlations between audience sensitiv­

ity, as measured by a questionnaire ( the 11 Audience Sensitivity Inventory11 

LAS!7) and frequency of public speaking experience, parental encourage-

ment of conversation and public perfornung (singing, dancing, etc.), and 

instrumental importance, in childhood, of speaking ability. These find­

ings supported the hypothesis that audience sensitivity is inversely re­

lated to the frequency of rewarded experience in audience situations. How­

ever, the interpretation of the correlations in the 1959 study is equivocal: 

the experiences (assurr~ng empirical validity of the audience-experience 

items) might simply reflect prior differences in audience; sensitivity. 

Furthermore, bath antecedent and consequent variables were inferred from 

responses of the same subject. The present study attempts to remedy the 

above defects by obtaining data independently from both parents and children. 

The theoretical analysis of audience sensitivity also requires more 

extensive consideration than it was given in the preliminary research. Since 

audience sensitivity is defined in terms of anxiety, it is appropriate to 
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emphasize the function of punishment as an antecedent of this motive, as 

well as to consider the importance of rewarded experience. Furthermore, 

it is objectively clear that people are motivated to seek audiences as well 

as to avoid them, and a complete understanding of audience influence re­

quires consideration of bath tendencies. 

Such 11 opposing impulses of fear and attraction vis-a-vis audience sit­

uations" were recognized in the previous study (Paivio & Lambert, 1959) 

but the positive side was ignored. In connection with somewhat related re­

search on "pride" and "shallle" in children, conducted at Cornell University 

(cf. Baldwin & Levin, 1958; Levin & Baldwin, 1958), a questionnaire was 

developed in which items of the McGill ASI were translated into forms suit­

able for use with children and additional items constructed on the basis 

of the theory guiding research on pride and shame. This "Children's Aud­

ience Sensitivity Inventory11 (CASI) attempts to incorporate an audience­

seeking tendency ("exhibitionism") as well as avoidance behavior and thus 

permits us to at least introduce a discuasion of both, although our atten­

tion will be directed prima.rily to audience sensitivity. We turn now to a 

consideration of the theory which directed this research. 

Audience anxiety i s assumed to be primarily acquired, i.e., aspects of 

audience situations which have been consistently associated in the past 

with unfavorable evaluation and punis~~ent acquire anxiety arousing value. 

\fuile the relevant l earning experiences may involve formal "stage" sit­

uations, particular importance is attached to parents, teachers, peer groups, 

etc., as primary evaluators who.may punish for failure to attain group­

recognized st~dards. The effectiveness of the formal audience situation 

as an elicitor of anxi ety is attri buted to the fac t t hat evaluation ( the 

nec~ssary condition for social reinforcement) is explicit, but, as in any 
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evaluation situation, the level of anxiety will depend on such factors as 

the power of the audience to reinforce and the nature of the required task 

(which may determine whether ev~luation will be favorable or unfavorable). 

Audience sensitivity (anxicty-potential) is assumed to be positively 

related to the frequency and intensity of unfavorable evaluation and punish-

ment, and negatively related to the frequency of rewarded experiences with 

evaluating others. In cognitive terms, such experiences may affect the 

indi viduéÜ 1 s characteristic perceptions of himself anà of others. If he 

has been frequently disvalued and punished he may consider himself gener-

ally unsuccessful and expect others to be punitive in situations where his 

"performance" is to be appraised. Consequently, such situations may be 

anticipated with fear. On the other hand, if he has frequently been eval-

uated favorably, and infrequently punished for failt~es, he may generally 

anticipate success, ·ar at least not perceive others as punitive. 

In t erms of parental variables, then, audience sensitivity should be 

related to such factors as the general rewardingness or punitiveness of 

the parents, the favorableness of their customary evaluations of the be-

havior of their children, and the l evel of their s t andards r elative to the 

child's ability (which should affect the probability of the child attaining 

these standards and being favorably or unfavorably evaluated ). 

It is also possible that sorne audience situations , especially those 

involving large audiences, are anxiety-arousing simply because they are 

s trange (cf. Hebb 1s discussion of 11 f ear of the strange", 1946 ), and that 

frequent exposure results in adaptation to s uch situations. 3 One f unction 

J. This analysis raises the question, Why should "stage fright" 
apparently be so resis tant to extinction, even in the case of veteran actors 
who repeat edly f ace large audiences? The answer mi ght simply be t hat they 
receive · aperiodic reinforcement, occasional negative experiences before 
audiences being sufficient to maintain anxiety-potential at high strength. 



- 6 -

of early rewarded experience might then be the reinforcement of acts which 

would permit such adaptation to take place. Alternatively, if initial ex-

periences are negative they could serve only to reinforce or intensify the 

original fear response. Thus, we might consider, as possible antecedents 

of audience sensitivity, the opportunities offered in the home for con-

tact with varied "audiences" and special training factors which may deter-

mine the favorableness of these oontacts, e.g. (a) specifie training in 

audience-oriented skills such as singing and dancing, or simply in how to 

me et and talk >-vi th people, (b) "sociabili ty" of the family, and ( c) the 

4 
kind of social model which a parent is for the child. 

No implication is intended in the above analysis that audience sen-

sitivity involves a bipolar factor, i.e., low susceptibility to anxiety 

does not imply that the individual is motivated to seek out audiences. This 

tendency, referred to by such terms as "exhibitionism" and "need for rec-

ognition 11
, may be uncorrelated with anxiety-potential, end requires in-

dependent consideration. In doing so, it is convenient to distinguish 

between public exposure as an end in itself and public exposure which is 

instrumental -ta the attainment of a goal (possibly exterior to the situa-

tion in which "performance" takes place ). However, i t may also be mis-

leading to make distinctions in terms of instrumentality. As pointed out 

by Bindra (1959) any objective description of motives must be in terms of 

goal-directed activity which, by definition, is instruntental to the attain-

ment of a goal (or avoidance of a negative goal). In connection with 

4. It may be noted that throughout this discuss ion the emphasis is on 
experiential factors. It is not unlikely that audience sensitivity is 
also determined in part by constitutional factors, but since this study 
is not concerned with them, they will not be d.iscussed here. 

• 
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exhibitionism, then, we are concerned with the nature of the goal served 

by public exposure of the self or a self-product. Two possible inter­

pretations of exhibitionism are (a) that recognition by others is intrin­

sically rewarding, and/or (b) that public "performance" mediates attain­

ment of some goal other than audience-approval, although such approval may 

be a. necessary condition for achievement of the ultimate goal. 

The above proposals could be given specifie theoretical interpret­

ations. For example, (a) above nay be conceptualized in terms of anxiety­

reduction : audience approval may reduce anxiety concerning social accept­

ance and reinforce "exhibitionistic" responses which resulted in drive­

reduction. On the other hand, as an instrureental behavior sequence (b, above), 

exhibitionism may be acquired through experiences in which public expos-

ure has been revmrded in tangible ways, e.g. higher school grades, privil­

eges, candy or other "goodies", etc. 

However, it would be premature to make any predictions on the basis 

of such speculative distinctions, since this study is particularly explora­

tory in regard to audience-seeking tendencies. Thus it was assumed only 

that exhibitionism should be positively related ta the frequency of parental 

rewards, regardless of the specifie nature of these rewards. 

In summary, audience sensitivity is assumed to be derived from exper­

iences involving consistent unfavorable evaluation and frequent punishment, 

and inversely related to high evaluation and reward, Exhibitionism should 

be positively related to rewarded audience experience. One might specu­

late about the relations if audience experiences have frequently been both 

rewarding and punishing, or if they have been neither rewarding nor punish­

ing, but no explicit predictions were made. \{e turn now to a brief consid­

eration of relevant studies. 
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A number of studies concerned with socialization and personality dev­

elopment suggest antecedent variables for sorne kind of general social anx­

iety (timidity in school, submissiveness, etc.). In general there is agree­

ment that parental p1mitiveness is related to anxiety in children (Baldwin, 

1955; Sear, Maccoby and Levin, 1957; Whiting and Child, 1953). There is 

evidence also that possessive homes are conducive to fearfulness (Baldwin, 

194-9; Baldwin, Kalhorn and Breese, 194-5; Levy, 194-3), although it is not 

clear why the overprotected child should also be specifically tirnid, sub­

rnissive and withdrawing with respect to people. One suggested explanation 

is that parents are themselves anxious (Baldwin, 1955). In the case of 

audience sensitivity this might mean that parents who are highly 11 sensi­

tive11 about audience situa.tions communicate, through themselves as ex­

amples, their uncertainties to their children. A further possibility is 

that overprotected children have less opportunity for varied social con­

tacts, and, consequently, are sensitive to strange audiences (cf. the above 

discussion of fear of the strange). However, anxiety is rather vaguely 

defined in sorne of the above studies and extensive interpretations of their 

data in terms of audience sensitivity are unwarranted. 

Studies of correlates of speech skills are particularly relevant since 

verbal behavior is acquired èntirely in audience situations, is highly 

valued, and presumably occurs only in the presence, or imagined presence 

of an audience. Also, there is evidence that speech proficiency is neg­

atively related to audience sensitivity. Murray (1936), for example, com­

pared responses on the Bernreuter Personality Inventory of 25 11 inferior 11 

and 25 "superior 11 speakers (selected on the basis of ratings of speech per­

formance by a speech instructor). The two groups responded differently to 

a number of items in the inventory which refer to reactions to audience 
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situations. Since these items were part of the McGill ASI, we can state 

that Murray•s inferior group was higher in audience seneitivity. \~ile 

Murray presents no quantitative data on antecedents, the impression gain­

ed from interviews was that the inferior speakers were not reared in homes 

of high social or cultural status, had little or no . planned speech train­

ing and their parents were not trained or effective speakers. The infer­

ior spea~ers also report a preponderance of single negative early exper­

iences, e.g. being slapped by a teacher in front of the class for not being 

loud enough. No extensive inferences about antecedents are warranted from 

these findings, however. Even assuming that the anecdotal data reflect 

reliable differences, we do not know, for example , that the superior and 

inferior speakers actually differ in the number of such 11 negative 11 exper­

iences--the inferior may simply recall them more readily. If so, this 

might mean that the effects of such experiences were more traumatic for 

the inferior than for the s uperior speakers because they already had a 

higher level of audience sensitivity. It is possible, however, that the 

inferior speakers were both initially higher in audience sensitivity and 

also had more negative speech experiences because of greater co~unica­

tional inefficiency. 

Molyneaux (1950) found that verbally advanced children, as determin­

ed by the r atings of speech correct ionists and teachers, and by perform­

ance scor es in verbal ability, appeared t o have been exposed to a greater 

amount of adult speech stimulation and specifie speech training than chil­

dren with delayed speech. However, l acking specifie information on aud­

ience sensitivity, i t is not safe to generalize from her results to rela­

tions between audience sensit ivity and antecedent variables. 

Studies of stuttering have shawn tha.t stutterers ar e cha.racteris-
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tically high in audience sensitivity, as indicated by measures operation­

ally linked to that concept (see e.g. Bender, 1939). Here, too, caution 

is required because of the specifie disability involved in stuttering, but 

we shall briefly cliscuss sorne relevant findings. Moncur (1951) found that 

significantly more mothers of stutterers than of non-stutterers reported 

employment of threats, shame or humiliation and physical punishment. The 

parents are also reported to be less consistent in their discipline, dis­

agree more often about discipline, set excessively high standards for the 

child and tend to evaluate the child 1 s behavior negatively. Grossman (1952) 

found that parents of stutterers interpret MMPI items more atypically than 

parents of non-stutterers, although she finds no consistent differences in 

the patterns. She also found that parents of stutterers, as compared to 

those of non-stutterers, place less emphasis upon active social participa­

tion and responsibility for their children. Further, they were relative­

ly less efficient in assessing the desirability or undesirability, of · 

specifie child behavior traits and of their own influence upon the child 1s 

emotional and social adjustment. Boland ( 19 51) , using a '.'Speech Anxiety 

Projective Test11 , obtained evidence suggesting that stutterers perceive 

their mothers as authoritarian figures , feel rejected by them as well as 

inadequate to meet the demands they make. These studies indicate the im­

portance of parental standards, evaluations and reinforcements i n the life 

history of individuals Hho are high in audience sensitivity. In addition 

to the problem of generalizing to a non-stuttering population, however, 

a further diffic~lty in interp~eting the results is that the cause-effeet 

sequence is obscure, although Moncur (1951) for example, feels that the 

11 adverse" conditions were present prior to t he onset of stuttering. 
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We consider next two studies which involve inventories highly sim­

ilar to the McGill ASI, and the findines of which are therefore most 

relevant to this study. Knower (1938), in a study of speech adjustments 

and attitudes, related scores on a highly reliable "Speech Attitude Scale" 

(analogous in content to the ASI) to a number of case history items. He 

found significantly more "negative" speech attitudes (in our terms, higher 

audience sensitivity) in sub2ects from f~1~lies with two or more older 

siblings than in subjects (.§.s) who were the only or the oldest children, 

and in 2s from families where neither of the parents did any public speak­

ing. Higher positive attitudes (low audience sensitivity) were found in 

Ss with fathers >vhose occupations suggest a relatively high level of "ab­

stract and social intelligence11 • A number of "speech experience" items 

also correlated significantly with speech attitudes, but these may be re­

garded, along with the attitudes, as behavioral indices of audience sensi­

tivity rather than ~s causal factors. 

Gilkinson (1943) investigated the causes of social fears in college 

students, fearfulness being defined by scores on a questionnaire, the 

"Personal Report of Confidence as a Speaker" (PRCS). The PRCS has been 

f ound to correlate with i ndependent indices of stage fright (Dickens et al, 

1950; Dickens & Parker, 1951), and is similar in content to the ASI. We 

may, therefore, regard it as indexing audience sensitivity at least as 

adequately as the ASI. Gilkinson found that fearful, as compared to con­

fident, speakers has received less formal training and experience in speech 

activities and characteristically indicated l ow preference for activities 

and vocat ions involving public speaking. Here, again, the cause-effect 

s equence i s obscure. The experiential f actors investigated r efer to recent 

rather than early experiences in the history of the college 2s and may be 
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regarded as symptomatic of audience sensitivity. 11hile employing different 

terminology, Gilkinson acknowledges s uch a possibility. 

The above studies indicate that audience sensitivity is a measurable 

personality 11 syndrome 11 with ubiquitous behavioral manifestations, and while 

antecedent factors are not clearly identified, the data at least suggest 

an interaction between audience sensitivity and the kinds of experiences 

regarded in the earlier theoretical discussion as relevant antecedents of 

audience sensitivity. 

Such theories of stage fright as have been proposed are also relevant 

to the present discussion inasmuch as they have been concerned primarily 

with the origins of individual differences in stage fright (a complete 

theory of stage fright should specify how anxiety level varies as a func­

tion of situational factors, as well as account for individual differences 

in stage fright potential). Little specifie attention has been devoted 

to such an analysis since Hollingworth 1 s summary (in 1935), where the 

phenomenon was discussed as (a) an instinctive adjus tment to the danger of 

the assembled crowd, (b) a neurosis engendered by conflict between the 

opposing tendencies, or i nstincts, of 11 fear of the crowd" and "craving for 

an audience", and (c) an "emoti.onal redi.ntegration11
, the disabling emotion 

being reins t ated by eues pr evious ly associated with a fear-arousing inci­

dent. The first two involve instinct theory of an outdated variety (al­

though the second is interesting in that it i s an early application of 

conflict theory, taking int o consideration opposing behavior t endencies, 

and which, in a more sophisticated form, would undoubtedly be of value in 

the analysis of behavior i n audience situations). The third, s upported by 

Hollingworth, regards stage fright as a le~rned phenomenon and is there­

fore closest to t he present approach to audience sensitivity. It di f fers 
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in its emphasis on a single, or at most a few, traumatic experiences. The 

position taken here does not deny the importance of such incidents, but 

assQmes that these are secondary and build on an already-existing audience 

sensitivity resulting from long term experience. 

Two further theoretical discussions of stage fright are those of Lomas 

(1937) and Gilkinson (1943). Lomas' discussion is limited ta an analysis 

of a situational determinant of the occurrence of stage fright, i.e., 

inadequacy of available responses . Gilkinson attributes stage fright to 

an experientially-determined 11 generalized sense of inferiority 11
• Partic­

ularly noteworthy is Gilkinson's statement, referring to his own data, 

that 11The relatively high incidence of self-devaluation among fearful speak­

ers is perhaps the most significant single fact emerging from the present 

(his) study11 (p.81). Considered in conjunction Nith antecedent factors 

suggested by studies cited above,it points ta a relation between parental 

standards, evaluations, and reinîorcements on the one hand, and children 1s 

self-evaluations and anxiety in evaluational situations on the other 1 which 

supports our developmental int~rpretàtion of .audience sensitivity. 

We turn now ta t wo s tudies specifically designed ta identify relevant 

child -:-ear i ng antecedents of audience sensitivity. The first study re­

lates two measures of audience sensitivity ta the frequency of parental use 

of various rewards and punishments, parents' attitudes toward child -rear­

ing practices , and frequency of punishment for specifie misbehaviors or 

achievement failures. The second study attempts to replicate significant 

findings from the first, using different samples of parents and children. 

It also considers an increased number of variables, including par ental 

standards , evaluations of their childr en on specifie behaviors and the 

frequency with which they reward f or successes and punish for failures in 
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these behavior areas. In the second study, consideration W8.s also given 

to such factors as "sociability" of the parents and specifie training in 

audience-criented skills, and an a.tte:npt 1-.ras 'l!ade to test a specifie 

hypothesis concerning sex differences , ~risin6 from the first study. 

The :·iontreal Study 

Sub.jects 

The child sa.m.ple consisted of 192 boys and girls fron the third a nd 

f ourth grades of a school ).n a middle-class, urban school district in 

l~ontreal, Canada. Complete d~trt Here. obtained from 187 of +.hese children 

and fron 1J2 of their parents. 

:•:a te rials : tr_e ireasurement of !.~;dience Sensi ti vi ty 

't'wo indices of audience sensitivity vrere used in this àtudy. The 

first was an early version of the Children 1 s f>.udi E'nce Sensi ti vi ty Inven­

tory (CA'3I--see A,npendix A) developed. a t Cornell and based in part on the 

HcGill i\SI. It consists of J1 items r eferring to reactions to typical 

audience situations which children are likely to encounter, and to concern 

about others 1 evaluations. The items require a "Yes" or 11 l\ 0 11 response . 

The. CASI wa s employed as a ::>insle sc ale in U .e first study, the item 

responses being scored in the direction in.::licati ve of hi,:h audi ence scnsi­

tivity. Subsequen+.ly, a fél.c t or a.nqlysis of the items, carried out at 

Cornell ind.ependently of thi s stndy, yiclded hro orthogone 1 factors . 

Factor I ("Exhibitionisr::") had high l oadings on seven i tems , 6 of 1-Thich 

a r e included in the forT! of the inventory er:1ployed in this study (items 

4, 5, 8 , 10, 22 , and28 , AppendixA) . Factor II (t'Self-consciousness") 

had hi3:h l oaùings on s ix items , a l l of 1\hich 2.re in the form used here 

(iterns 11, 18, 19, 21, 26, and 32 , àppendix A) . 

Thus , results will be discuss ed for the two factor scores a s well as 
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the total CASI score, scoring of appropriate items being reversed when they 

refer to an Exhibitionism score. 

the second index of audience sensitivity was a composition (Camp) 

written by the children as ordinary classroom projects on either "lfuy I 

like to recite in frontof the class" or "Why I do not like to recite in 

front of the class". They were urged to choose whichever theme correctly 

expressed how they felt. The Camp was employed as a dichotomous variable. 

teachers 1 and parents' ratings of the children on shyness, and school 

grades in a number of subjects, were also obtained but these were used 

only as validation for the CASI. 

Antecedent Variables: Parent Data 

Parents answered a questionnaire (see Appendix B) designed to provide 

information on a) frequency with which they use various types of rewards 

and punishments; b) frequency and type of disciplinary action for specifie 

misbehaviors in the areas of social relations and achievement; c) ratings 

of childrer.r.' S persistence in 11 getting own way 11 by verbal means, and parents 1 

attitudes regarding "giving in" to such demands; d) ratings of their chil­

dren on shyness; e) their handling of shyness as a problem; f) attitudes 

toward children and child-rearing. 

The reinforcement variables were based in part on descriptions of 

chilo rearing variables and data-gathering procedures provided by Sears 

Maccoby and Levin (1957). Sorne of the attitude items were taken from the 

California F Scale (Adorno et al, 1950) and a number were developed spec­

ifically for the study. The criteria for inclusi~n of attitude items 

was that punitiveness or permissiveness of the parent may be inferred from 

the items, or, that they refer to attitudes toward behavior in audience 

situations. A Likert-type response scale was provided for the attitude 
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items and a four-category 11 scale 11 (Frequently, Occasionally, Rarely, Never) 

for the reinforcement items. 

Procedure 

The olan of the study and specifie procedure were discussed with the 

school principal and modified in part by his suggestions. The aim was 

to obtain the necessa.ry data as much as possible ~c.3 if they were a part of 

the school program, thus the data were gathered entirely by the teachers 

of the 6 classrooms under instructions from the principal. In addition, 

the followine; mimeographed instructions were provicl.ed for the teachers: 

Instructions to the teacher 

1. The QuP.stionnaire. 

a) Tell your class tha.t this is not for your use, that you will not 
even see the answers. 

b) Read the instructions aloud to the class and clarify them in 
your own words so that they will be sure to understand. Suggest 
that they r sk if they do not understand one of the st.?.tements. 

2. Composition. 

a) They are to wTite a composition (of the length they usually 
write) on either: 

111tJhy I like to recite in front of the class 11 

or 
11\'Jhy I do not like to recite in front of the class 11 

Tell the class that they may write on either one, whichever 
they feel is true for themselves. Otherwise the procedure 
should not differ from your usual one for written compositions. 

Hake sure they write their narnes on the composition pM.ges. 

Both the questionnaire and composition data should be obtain­
ed on the s.?me day so that conditions are as nearly similar 
for the two as possible, and also so that the same students 
are all present for bath. 

J. Shyness ratings. 

Please rate each student on "shyness", assigning 0 if the child is 
less shy than averaee (i.e. confident), 1 if about average, and 2 
if~ shy than average (i.e. lacking in self-confidence). 
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No further description of shyness was given. A mimeographed form 

was provided for the shyness ratings, school grades (those referred to 

above) and the students names. 

A second set of teachers 1 ratings was obtained about four months 

later, at the time the parent data were gathered. 

The parent questionnaires ~ taken home by the children in sealed 

envelopes bearing their names. A mimeographed letter from the principal 

(Appendix B) accompanied the questionnaire, explaining in a very general 

way the nature of the study (without reference to the fact that data had 

been obtained from their children) and that n~~es were not tequired. A 

blank envelope was provided for return of the questionnaire when com­

pleted. The questionnaires were coded by lightly going over one letter in 

each questionnaire with a pen, a different letter being assigned to each 

child so that a parent's and child's data could later be matched by indent­

ifying the inked letter in the parent questionnaire. These data were ob­

tained about four months after the children had answered the CASI and 

written the compositions. Every apparent precaution was thus taken to 

avoid systematically biasing the parents' responses. 

It is to be noted that, except for two items calling for r atings of 

all children in the family and their listing by age and sex, the question­

naire does not provide data specifically related to the child from whom 

audience sensitivity data had been obtained. Rather, the answers repre­

sent parental practices with respect to their children in general. 

Results and Discussion 

The Measures of Audience Sensitivity 

The means and standard deviations of Exhibitionism, Self-conscious­

ness and total CASI scores, are shown in Table 1. It may be noted that 
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Table 1 

Means and Standard Deviations of Total CASI, Exhibitionism 

and Self-consciousness Scores 

Group N Total CASI Exhibitionism* Self-consciousness 
11 SD M SD M SD 

Boys 100 11.54 4.39 3.34 1.62 3.63 1.58 

Girls 87 10.35 4.37 4.oo 1.69 4.01 1.57 

Significance of <.10 N.S. <.01 N.S. <::.10 N.S. 
Sex Diff. (e) 

*Scoring of Exhibitionism items is r eversed as compared 

to when they are included in the total score 
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boys are somewhat higher than girls in audience sensitivity (total scores). 

Paradoxically, girls are significantly higher (E < .01) than boys in Ex­

hibitionism and almost significantly higher (E < .10) in Self-conscious­

ness.5 Interpreting the items in terms of audience sensitivity, girls 

score lower in audience sensitivity, than boys, by Factor I items, higher 

in audience sensitivity by Factor II items. Such evidence suggests that 

the two factors do reflect different underlying processes, but the psychol-

ogical interpretation of sex differences is rtot clear at this point. One 

possible explanatirm of the differences is tha.t bath boys and girls tend 

to respond to the items in the socia.lly approved direction, and t hat it is 

more acceptable for girls than for boys to be bath exhibitionistic and 

sèlf-conscious. 

Total CASI scores correlate -.76 with Exhibitionism sqores and .57 

with Self-consciousness. Exhibitionism and Self-consciousness correlate 

-.18. The split-ha.lf odd-even reliability of the total "scale11 , corrected 

for length, is .79 (N = 192). 

Table 2 presents the individual items on which boys and girls differ 

in their responses. On nine of the items, significantly more girls than 

boys respond in the direction scorable as low audience sensitivity (or 

high Exhibitionism). On only one item is this reversed: more girls re-

spond "Yes-like me" to the statement 11 0ther people can hurt my feelings 

easily". 

The compositions (Comps) were assigned a score of ~ or ~. accord-

ing to whether a positive or negative theme \vas chosen. Fifty-eight ~6 of 

5. These differences occur again in the Dryden Study (this manuscript) 
and may, therefore, be regarded as reliable. 
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Table 2 

Sex Differences in Responses to CASI Items 

Item 
No.* 

Item Proportion of 11 Yes 11 C.R. 
Responses 

Boys Girls 
(N=104) (N=90) 

1. I usually raise my hand when the .61 
teacher asks someone to recite 

2. I like to take part in plays .74 
at school 

4. I like to show my work to my 
classmates 

.62 

7. I like to sing in front of ethers .42 

8. I like to tell a story in front 
of the class 

.53 

18. I get nervous when someone watches.42 
me work 

24. I am glad when the teacher calls .84 
on me in class 

25. Other people can hurt my feelings .52 
easily 

30. I like to recite poems in front 
of other people 

31. I would like to be on the stage 
in front of many people 

.52 

.41 

.79 

.91 

.71 

.72 

.72 

.73 

.70 

2.69 

3.04 

2.00 

3.33 

3.43 

2.78 

2.22 

2.86 

3.04 

4.03 

*The number of the item in the questionnaire (Appendix A). 

E of 
Diff. 

.01 

.01 

.os 

.01 

.01 

.01 

.os 

.01 

.01 

.001 
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the boys A.nd 67~~ of the Girls wrote on 11Why I like to recite in front of 

the class 11
• The assur1.ption regarding use of the biserial rare reason­

a.bly vrell met j_n the d:;.ta, Lhus .!:[)S were co:nputed bett.;reen the CASI scores 

and11 liking reciting11 as expressed by the Comp theme. These correlations 

are presented in Table J. 11Liking reciting" correlates highly signifi­

cantly (p < .0001) 1.-ith CASI total scores (.!:, = -.58 sexes combined) and 

with Factor I (.r = .6?) but only slightly with Factor II (~.lthough the 

girls' !bof -.24 i s significant at the p = .05 level). 

The high correlation between Ex.hibitionism a.nd Camp suggests t hat 

the Comp theme ~ay also be interpreted as another Factor I item. 

In terms of our theoretical assumptions, the crucial question is, 

How well do the different scores reflect a child's tendency to react with 

anxiety in audience situations? The onJ.y infor;.1ation 1-re have, apart from 

the CASI items , are the c"t;.ildren 1 s answers to the questions "w'hy I like" 

or "Why I do not like to recite in front of the class ". Eighty-five % of 

the Comps on "vlhy I do not like to recite" contain reasons clearly inter­

pretable as anxiety , e.g. 11because I feel scared 11
,

11 I shake all over", 11 I 

feel shy", "I feel bashful", etc. In view of t his , -1nd the fact that the 

Co:np correlates rather highly with CASI total scores and even more highly 

wi th the six Factor I i ter:1s , there is sorne justification for re garding 

either total scores or Factor I as valid indices of anxiety-potential , 

i.e. audience sreni ti vi ty as ' ·Te have defined i t. Furthermore, the Comp 

data sugbest that exhibitionism and audience sensitivity , if not hipolar, 

are at least highly negatb.rely correlated, i f we accept :?actor I items as 

defini ng e:xhibi tionisT't and tl-!e composition responses as defi ning anxiety­

potential. 

However, t he above interpretations may not be tenable, since com~t-
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Table J 

Biserial Correlations Between "Liking Reciting11 (Composition Theme) 

and Total CASI, Exhibitionism and Self-consciousness Scores 

Group N Total CASI Exhibitionism Self-consciousness 

Boys 100 -.53** .70** -.04 

Girls 87 -.58** .64** -.24* 

Total 187 -.58** .67** -.11 

* Q <.os 

**E <..0001 
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ment to the positive composition theme could have excluded the possibil­

ity of references to anxiety. Thus, if an § writes a composition on "Why 

I like to recite in front of the class" he is not likely to think in terms 

of fear although he may, in fact, experience anxiety to a greater or lesser 

degree during actual public recitation. That this might oe the case is 

indicated by the fact that seven boys and seven girls who wrote composi­

tions on the positive theme qualified their statements by sorne such state­

ment as, "but sometimes I feel nervous". 

An alternative interpretation is that avotdance of audience situations 

is always accompanied (mediated) by fear, but that adient behavior (exhibi­

tionism) may or may not involve this emotion; one might 11 put :up" with fear 

if the reward for public performance is sufficiently great. Unfortunately 

no definitive statement is possible at this time, and perhaps not at all 

with questionnaire data. 

The other major classes of reasons given f or not liking reciting, 

usually accompanying references to anxiety, are possibility of failure, 

(sixty-eight '% of the negative theme Comps referred to forgetting words, 

makin~ mistakes, etc.) and of being ridiculed (31 % refer to being laughed 

at, etc.). The only other reasons offered were "being looked at 11 (seven §s), 

"because I giggle (or laugh) 11 (three Ss) and blushing (three Ss). 

The reasons given f or liking reciting are not as readily classified. 

The only suggestion of a theme is that recitation leads to such positive 

soci al reinforcements as good grades , applause, "belonging to a club later, 

like HoiTIIlly11
, etc. 

The correlations of CASI with the r atings of children's shyness given 

by parents and teachers and with the r eport card i t ems , are shawn i n Table 4. 

The teachers rated the children on a three-point scale (more shy than average, 
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Table 4 

Correlations Beb.r.een Audience Sensitivity (CASI Tot?.l Scores) and 

Shyness Ratings by Parents and Teachers, and School Grades in 

French Oral Reading Skill, Oral Expression of Ideas and 

Group Rating1 N 

Boys (a) 102 

(b) 98 

Girls (a) 90 

(b) 85 

Total (a) 192 

(b) 183 

1 (a): Rating or grade 

General Achievement 

V2.rL'1.ble Correl.s.ted Hith CASI 

Shyness R2.tings 
Parents Teachers 

.11 

.)6** .o4 
(N=64) 

.38** 

.26* .10 
(N=64) 

.25** 

.JO** .07 
(N=128) 

at time children's 

Fr. Oral 
Reading 

-.21* 

-.09 

-.22* 

-.14 

-.22** 

-.12 

Expression 
of Ideas 

-.14 

-.14 

-.14 

data were obtained; (b): 

General 
Ach. 

-.14 

-.16 

-.16* 

Ra ting 

or grade at time parent data .vere obtained, about 5 months after (a). 

* p < .os, two-tailed test 

** p < .01, two-tailed tes+, 
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average, less shy than average) at the time the child data were obtained, 

and a second time (on a four-point scale) about five months later, when 

the parent questionnaires were sent out. Ideally, transformed scores should 

have been used, since each of six different teachers rated only the children 

in her classroom. However, these data were not to be used extensively and 

only the raw scores ~-rere correlated. The re-test reliability of the teachers 

ratings is .49. The parents used a four-point scale for their ratings, and 

no re-test data were obtained. 

The ratings of shyness by parents correlate significantly with both 

boys' and girls' CASI scores (r = .36, p < .01 and r =.26, p < .05, respec­

tively). The first teacher ratings correlate significantly (r = .38, 

p < • 01) wi th girls 1 , but not wi th boys 1 , CASI, while the r,s invoJ.ving the · 

second ratings are negligible. The picture is similar for oral skill in 

French (a new language for these children): the early grades correlate 

significantly with CASI scores (r = .21, p < .01, for boys and girls combined). 

There is a possibility that the changes in the correlations between 

the earlier and later school data are not randomly determined. Means and 

variances of CASI scores were computed for the groups of Ss who improved, 

decreased, and remained the same in their oral French grades. The means do 

not differ significantly, but the variability is significantly lower for 

the improved eroup than for either of the other two groups (the F ratio is 

significant at less than the .05 level in each case). That is, the Ss \-lho 

improved in French oral skill tended to cluster around the mean of the CASI 

scores more than those Ss whose grades either deteriorated or did not change. 

What this may mean is not clear. Perhaps it reflects the attainment of an 

optimal 11 arousal 11 level for the required learning, but the evidence is too 

weak tc warrant speculation. 
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General achievement grades, obtained only at the time the parent 

data were obtained, correlate -.16, P< .05, with the combined sample 

CASI scores. 

The significant .correlations with independent data support the valid­

ity of the CASI as a measure of audience sensitivity as we have defined it. 

The ! of .JO (boys and girls combined) between CASI scores and the parents' 

ratings of shyness is particularly encouraging, since their estimates are 

likely to be relatively stable. 

Relations of Audience Sensitivity to Antecedent Variables 

One hundred and thirty-two parents, seventy % of the total sent out, 

returned the questionnaires in a completed or nearly-completed form. No 

attempt was made to follow up those who did not contribute, as many of the 

families had moved out of the school district. Since the final sample was 

not large, all cases were retained in spite of Q~ssions, so that the 

number of observations included in the computations of individual correl­

ations varies from 53 to 65 for boys. and from 55 to 67 for girls. 

The reported correlations with CASI scores are product moment rs, 

those with the Camp are point biserial rs. In the case of the mBjor sig­

nificant relations scatter diagr~~s were plotted and inspection of these 

indicated that the correlations are approximately linear. 

Freguency of Reward 

The correlations of CASI and Camp scores (the negative Camp theme 

being assigned the higher score) with reward itenœ, considered individually 

and in combination, are presented in Table 5. For boys, the correlations 

with the five categories of reward are all negative, but only two are sig­

nificant or nearly significant. These ar.e Item (c), "candy or other 1goodies 1 ", 

and Item (d), "Honey or gifts". However, the sums of all reward items 
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Table 5 

Correlations Between Two ~-~easures of Audience Sensi ti vit y (AS) and 

Fre~uency of Parenta1 P.evrJ.rd ( Ind.i vi dual Items snd Summed Scores) a 

Group AS Heasure 

Boys CASI 
(N=62-64) 

Cornp 

Girls CASI 
(N=6J-67 

Camp 

Type of RewA.rd 

Fraise Privileees Candy & 
"Goodies " 

-.07 -.09 -.14 

-.13 -.01 -. 22* 

-.OJ -.14 .12 

. 22 -.11 .10 

Honey or 
Gifts 

-. 23* 

-.20* 

.08 

.14 

aCorrelations h'ith Comp are point biserial ,rs. 

* p <. .10 

** p < .os 
*** p < .• 01 

LReward 

-.35*** 

-. 29** 

-.OJ 

-.11 
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correlate signifi.-::antly r . .üth CASI total scores (!, = -.35, p < .01) and 
. 6 

wi th the Gor.l}J \!,pb = -. 29, p < • 0 5) • 

None of the correlations is significant for the girls' sample, al-

though they are in the same direction as those of the boys for the summed 

reward scores. 

Thus, the expectation that frequency of parental reward should be 

negatively related to audience sensitivity is supported by the boys', but 

not the girls', data. 

For boys, correlations involving Exhibitionism scores are slightly 

lower, and the Self-consciousness correlations are considerably lower, t.han 

those involving CPSI total scores, Exhibitionism correlates .26 (p<: .05) 

and Self-consciousness, -.18 (N.S.), with summed reward. For girls, the 

respective r.s are .11 and -.11 (N.S.). 

Freguency of Punishment 

The correlations with frequency of punishment, (individual items and 

totals) are shown on Table 6. Item (d), "withholding affection", was el-

iminated from the computations because it shoP9d low variability, i.e. most 

parents reported never employing it as a cùsc~plinary technique. The 

individual item correlations are not high, but in the case of boys they 

are in the predicted direction, with the notable exception of "frequency 

of isolation", which correlates significantly negatively with both CASI 

total scores (r = -.27) and Comp (rpb = -.25), p < .05 in each case. 

Summed frequency of punishment, all items included, correlated .12 with 

CASI and .15 with Comp, neither of which is significant, Ho~rever, since 

the correlations of frequency of isolation with audience sensitivity differs 

markedly from those of the remaining punishment variables, and for theoret-

6. Although in most cases a directional hypothesis is involved, all 
significance tests used j_n this thesis are two-tailed. 



Group AS i ~e:;;.sure 

no ys c:.sr 
(t-:=63-65) 

Cornp (rpb) 

Girls CASI 
(N= 65-67) 

Comp (rpb) 

• p < .os 
**p < .01 

Table 6 

Correlations Reh,reen T HO J:Ieasures of Audience Sensit.ivit;y (:..S ) 

and Frequenc;•,r of Parentrtl Punishrlents 

Type of Pu.nishment 

Isolation Depriv. o.f Scolciin~ 
Privileges 

Physic:ü 
Pun • 

Sbuilin~ lhdicuJj.ng I: Pun. .L Pun. 
( - Isolél.tion) 

-. ?'?* • 14 .03 . 20 . 04 . 18 . 12 . 26* 

-.25* .02 .35** .07 . 20 . 06 .15 . 26* 

.15 -.04 .o4 -.10 -.12 -. 21 -.02 

.15 -.03 .20 .13 -.09 -. 21 

N 
'Û 
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ical reasons discussed below, it seems appropriate to consider the total 

frequency of punishment with isolation excluded. Total punishment with 

isolation excluded correlates .26, p <: .05, with bath CASI total scores 

and the Comp, -.14 with Exhibitionism items and .03 with Self-consciousness. 

Again, the findings are not significant for ~irls, and if anything, 

the correlations are in the unexpected direction. Thus the prediction of 

a positive relation between frequency of punishment and audience sensitiv­

ity tends to be confirmed with boys hut not with girls. 

The unexpected reversal in the case of isolation is understandable if 

we regard isolation as social deprivation which increases the need for 

social contact, i.e. for an audience. Such an interpretation is supported 

by two studies carried out by Gewirtz and Baer (1958a, 1958b) in which they 

found that the effectiveness of adult approval in strengthening a response 

in young children was enhanced by a preceding period of 20 minutes of 

social isolation. In the second study (1958b) they found, further, that 

follo-vd.ng "social deprivation11 there resulted a greater mean frequency of 

comments, questions, and attention-seeking responses by the children, than 

after a "non-deprivation11 condition. 

The relation between audience sensitivity and frequency of isolation, 

suggested by the data of this study, and Gewirtz and Baer's results, can 

be interpreted in terms of anxiety reduction. Social isolation may arouse 

anxiety concerning acceptance by others and âttention may therefore be 

anxiety reducing and solicited by the isolated individual. vJhether the 

analysis is made in terms of anxiety reduction or simply in terms of "need11 

for social contact (defined in terms of a deprivation schedule), we might 

expect that frequency of isolation would correlate particularly highly with 

exhibitionism. Actually, in this study frequency of isolation correlates 
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.28 with Exhibitionism scores for boys (-.08 for girls), which is one of 

very few instances in which the Exhibitionism ~ is slightly higher than 

that of the total CASI scores. Thus, the data tend to support the above 

interpretation. 

This analysis of the possible function of isolation does not help 

at all in the case of girls and we can only assume that, if the isolation 

finding is reliable for boys, other variables confuse the relation for girls. 

Considering the relation with other reinforcement items, we find that , for 

boys, isolation correlates not at all with total reward, and only slightly 

with one of the punishment items (.23 with deprivation of privileges). 

For girls, isolation correlates .30 with deprivation of privileges, .21 

with scolding and .31 with spanking, but since these variables do not 

correlate significantly with audience sensit;_vity they cannat aid in the 

understanding of the failure of isolation to correlate with audience sensi­

tivity. We shall return to a consideration of sex differences following 

presentation of the remaining findings. 

Interaction of Reward and Punishment 

Correlations were also computed with the ratio of the sum of the reward 

variables to the s<oo of the punishment variables (R/P), with isolation ex­

cluded. For boys the ~ between R/P and CASI total scores is -.36 and the 

.!:pb beb..reen R/P and the Camp is -.JJ. Though highly significant (p < .01), 

these do not represent substantial gains over the correlations with summed 

re~'lard alone. However, a multiple correlation, with total reward and 

punishment scores as predictors, is .46 with CASI and .42 with Camp, 

p<: .001 in each case ( reward and punishment totals correlate .12) . Thus , 

reward and punishment frequencies , cons idered together , account ;'or rough­

ly 20% of the variance in audience sensitivity of boys, as d$fined by either 
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the CASI or the children's compositions. For the girls no appreciable 

relation was found. 

The interaction of reward and punis~~ent may also be viewed in another 

way. According to frequency of rewards and punishments, the pe.rents were 

grouped into 4 categories: high reward x high punishment (HRHP), law re­

ward x low punishment (LRLP), high reward x low punishment (HRLP), and 

low reward x high ~unishment (LRHP), the high-low division being made at 

approximately the median of the summed scores (isolation excluded). More 

extreme categories would have been desirable but impractical because of 

the small Ns. The means of the CASI total scores and the number and per­

centage of .§.s choosing "liking reciting" as the Camp theme, for each of 

the four groups, are presented in Tables 7 and 8. 

In the case of boys, the over-all H-value (approximately d1stributed 

like chi square) for the GASI scores of the four groups is 7.67, p = .06, 

with df = 3. However, individual group comparisons show that the HRLP group 

GASI scores are significantly lower than those of the remaining .§.s com­

bined (H = 7.41, p < .01, df = 1). They are also significantly lower than 

the HRHP and LRLP group scores (p< .01 in each case), and almost signifi­

cantly lower (p = .07) than the LRHP group scores, individually constdered. 

Thus, while the over-all differences for th.e four groups are not highly 

significant, we may have considerable confidence in the statement that, of 

the four groups, children of high reward and low punishment parents are 

significantly lowest in audience sensitivity, which accords with theoret­

ical expectations. The other expectation, that children of low reward and 

high punishment parents should be highest in audience sensitivity is not 

confirmed with GASI scores, however. 

The Camp data for the four eroups, shown in Table 8, are more striking. 



- 3~a--

Table 7 

Hean CASI Total Scores for Children in Iligh (H) Bnd Low (L) Parental 

Reward (R) and Punish.tnent (P) Groupsa. 

HRHP LltLP HRLP LRHP 

Boys N 20 17 18 10 

CASI l'!eaD 12.95 12.24 12.60 

Girls N 22 12 20 12 

CASI Mean 11.18 9.75 8 .95 11.33 

Individual group comparisons : 

Boys: 

Groups Compared Sig. of Diff. 
H-test p(df=l) 

HRLP < · All Others 7.41 ..(.01 

HRLP < LRHP 3. 23 < .10 

HRLP < HRHP 6.40 <. .01 

HRtP < 1RLP 8.23 < .01 

LRHP > All Others N.S. 

HRHP vs LltLP vs LPJIP N.S. 

Girls: 

HRLP All others 5.14 ~.os 

aisolation score excluded from boys Punisbment scorés 

Sig. of Over-all 
Diff. (df=J)b 

H-test p 

7.67 .o6 

5.60 t.T .S. 

bKruskal-ltfallis Non-parametric analysis of variance C1osteller and 
Bush, 1954); H distributed approximately like Chi2. 
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Table 8 

Number of Chil.dren Choo.sing Positive Composition Theme (Liking Reciting) 

in High (H) ?..nrl. Lo-vr (L) Po.rer.ta.l ?.eward (R) and Punishment (P) Groups 

liRHP LRLP hRLP 

Roys Group N 20 16 18 10 

Ho. Likigg 10 7 17 2 
l\.eciting (50 ) . (44) (94) (20) 

Girls Group N 22 12 20 11 

No. Liking 1J 9 14 5 
R.ecitinr;b (59) (75) (70) (45) 

Individual group comparisons: 

Boys: 

Groups compared Sig of Diff. 
Chi2 p (df=1 )a 

HRLP> All. Others 12.76 <.001 

HRLP~ LRHP 1J.10 -<:;.001 

HRLP>HRHP 8.19 <·01 

HRLP>LRLP ? .07 <.01 

LRHP < All Others 4.42 <.05 

HRHP vs LRLP vs L'tEP n.s. - -
Girls: No significant differences 

aChi square test, T.Jith Yates 1 correction for continuity 

br umbers in parentheses are propor t i ons 

Sig. of Over-all 
Diff. (df=J)a 

Chi2 p 

N.S. 
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The over-all chi square of 15.54 is significant (I?. < .01, df = J). The 

significance is attributable to the high proportion of boys in the high 

reward x low punishrnent group choosing 11Why I like to recite in class" as 

the composition theme, which differs significantly from the proportions in 

each of the other groups. Particularly noteworthy is the HRLP-LRHP com­

parison, where the greatest difference would theoretically be expected: 

17 out of 18 (94~) in the high reward x low punishrnent,as compared to 2 

out of 10 (20%) in the low reward x high punishment group, chose the 

positive theme--a highly significant difference (chi square = 13.10, 

E < • oo 1 wi th df = 1 ) • 

For girls, the over-all group differences are not significant. It 

should be noted, however, that the data are not incompatible with those of 

the boys, and in the case of the CASI scores, tend to support theoretical 

expectations. Thus, the HRLP group has the lowest, and the LRHP group the 

highes~CASI mean score. The scores for the HRLP gro~ girls are substan­

tial lower than those of the remaining Ss combined (H = 5.14, p < .05 with 

df = 1), but the finding must he regarded only as suggestive, since none 

of the other co~parisons between groups approaches significance. 

The boys' data, then, support the reinforcement theory interpretation 

of audience sensitivity. The most reliable finding, tending to be supported 

by the girls' CASI data as well as being clearly significant in both the 

boys' CASI and the Comp data, is that where parents reward frequently and 

punish infrequently, the children are consistently low in audience sensitiv­

ity. 

This concludes the presentation of the findings which are regarded as 

the most important in the Montreal study. The remaining results shall be 

briefly summarized. 
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Freguency of Punishment for Specifie Behaviors 

The majority of correlations involving punishments for specifie 

behavior are of zero-order, although consistently in the expected dir­

ection for boys and frequently in the opposite direction for girls. The 

only substantial one are the following: for boys, frequency of punishment 

for disobedience correlates .JO (p .c:::. .05) with CASI scores, punishment for 

low school achievement, .34 (p < .01) and punishment for "lack of initia­

tive" .25 (p< .10), with Camp scores. That is, high audience sensitivity 

in boys tends to be associated with frequent punishment in these areas. 

Number of Siblings 

For girls, number of siblings correlates significantly negatively with 

CASI total scores (r = -.32, p< .01). Interestingly, this is the only 

variable which correlates significantly with Self-consciousness: ~ = -.54 

(p < .001) for girls and -.16 (N.S.) for boys, i.e., less "self-conscious 11 

girls come from larger families. Possibly this representa effects assoc­

iated with opportunity for extensive social interaction in the home (adapt­

ation to groups?), but in ~he absence of further information such inter­

pretations are sheer speculation. 

The corresponding correlations with Exhibitionism are .23 (p~ .10) 

for girls and zero for aboys. 

The possibility that birth arder might be related tc "audience motives" 

was also checked on, but no relation was found. 

Attitude Questionnaire Data 

The responses to the attitude items were scored from 1 to 6 in the 

direction assumed on a priori grounds to be indicative of authoritarianism 

and disciplinary strictness (thus, of parental punitiveness). This assumed 

relation is supported by the correlation between the sums of the attitude 
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items and the sums of the punishment items (isolation excluded) which is 

.36 (p< .01) for boys and .27 (p..::: .05) for girls. 

However, the correlations of these items with CASI and Camp scores are 

low. For boys they are generally in the expected direction and, again, in 

the opposite direction for girls, e.g., CASI total scores correlate .16 (N.S.) 

with the sums of the attitude items for boys, and -.25 (p = .06) for girls, 

indicating that authoritarian attitudes toward child rearing tend to be 

associated with high audience sensitivity in boys and low audience sensi­

tivity in girls. The sex difference is significant (p< .05). 

Of the individual items, only two correlate substantially with one or 

bath measures of audience sensitivity. Agreement with the statement, 11 It 

is very important to correct, immediately and firmly, every mistake in 

speech that a child makes" (Item 3), correlates .21 (p = .10) with boys' 

CASI scores, suggesting a possible association between severe socializ­

ation in the area of speech behavior and audience sensitivity. However, 

the corresponding r of -.23 for girls differs significantly (p = .02) from 

that of the boys and contradicts the above interpretation. 

Agreement with Item 12, "Children should avoid doings things in public 

which appear wrong to others, even when they know that these things are 

really right", correlates -.25 (p<. .10) with boys CA.SI scores and -.33 

(p ~ .05) with their Camp themes. The girls 1 !: is insignificant, but in 

the same direction. Thus, children of parents who agree with Item 12 tend 

to have lower audience sensitivity scores than children of parents who 

disagree with the item. This is contrary to expectation , since agreement 

with the item has been used to index authoritarianism. 

A possible explanation is that parents interpret the item as imply-

ing conformity to social amenities and accomplish this by reward for correct 
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behavior (conformity) rather than punishment for incorrect. If this is 

so we might expect parents who agree with Item 12 to be high rewarders. 

In fact, we do find a correlation (in the boys sample) of .32, (p = .OJ) 

between agreement with the item and the reward-punishment ratio. However, 

this evidence tells us nothing directly about the parents' interpretation 

of the item. 

We must conclude that the attitude items in general contribute very 

little to our understanding of audience sensitivity, but tend to emphasize 

the importance of sex differences in the relation between audience sensi­

tivity and antecedent variables. 

Summary and Conclusions--Montreal Study 

In the case of boys, a major prediction is supported by the results 

of this study. Audience sensitivity, as measured by CASI scores and the 

composition theme of liking or not liking recitation in front of the class, 

correlates negatively with general frequency of parental rew8.rd and pos­

itively with general frequency of punishment. A significant exception is 

frequency of discipline by isolation, which correlates negatively with 

audience sensitivity. These relations are most striking if reward and 

punishment are considered simultaneously: the multiple correlation of 

reward and punishrnent with audience sensitivity is highly significant, the 

two variables accounting for approximately 20% of the variance in both 

CASI scores and choice of composition theme. Considering the audience 

sensitivity associated with four combinations of parental reward and pun­

ishment frequencies (high-high, low-low, high-low, and low-high), we find 

that both the mean CASI score and the proportion of boys indicating dislike 

of recitation are significantly highest in the low reward x high punishment 

group. 
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Punishrr!ents for specifie misbehaviors and failures also tended to correlate 

pos]_ti vely with boys ' audienc8 sensitivity, but only t he _rs involving dis­

obedience, low school achieve'l!ent <>.nd 11 lack of initiative" are sufficiently 

high to merit any consideration. Possibly these r'epresent areas in which 

achievement (or conformity), for boys, is particularly valued by the parents 

and consequently, in which socialization practices are likely to be severe. 

The attitude items were g2nerally unsatisfactory as indices of relevant 

antecedent v:=triables, but tended to correlate in the predicted direction 

With boys', and in the opposite direction with· girls', audience sensitiv­

ity. Thus, they confirm a general impression of rather consistent sex 

differences in V1e data. 

There ar e a number of possible explanat ions for the relative failure 

to demonstrate a relationship between audience sensitivity and antecedent 

variables in the case of girls. One is that there may be a sex-typed bias 

in the parents' responses to their questionnaires, such that in families 

with children of both sexes the answers are more representative of child 

rearing practices vis-a-vis boys than girls. Since the questionnaire did 

not seek information specifically concerning the p~rticular child f rom 

whom audience sensit ivit y measures had been obtained, any relat ion between 

the chil dren' s and pA.rents 1 res pons es would be r>lOre l i kely to sho;w up 

in the boys', than in the girls', data . The above possibi lity can be 

checked in the f irst study by cons i der i ng separ at ely those families hav­

ing children of only one sex a.nd those having both. Unfortanately the ,Ns 

are so r educed by doi ne t his t h'lt stable di fferences would be di fficult 

to obtai n even if they actu2.lly exi s t, and no s ignificê:.nt diff erences were 

r evec.led. However, consideration of this kind led t o an at tempt in the 

study t o obtain i nformation about chi ld r ear i n:?; pr actices specifi e to the 
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child being tested for audience sensitivity. 

A second possibili ty is th2.t, in the case of zirls, parents tend to 

change in their child rearing practices from a relatively non-restrictive, 

rewarding approach early in the child1s life, to a more punitive, less re­

warding approach at a later age, while with boys they are more consistent 

in their reinforcements throughout the childhood period. If this is true, 

the Montreal study may involve an attempt to relate contemporary child 

rearing practices to audience aens itivity scores which reflect enduring 

effects of earlier and, in the case of girls, different socialization 

practices. It may be argued, in addition, that an increase in punitive­

ness of the parent is a consequence of the effects of early positive re­

inforcement. The 11 cute 11 little girl, rewarded for her verbal ability, 

"showing off11
, independence, etc., may later employ these highly reinforced 

skills to 11 talk back" to her parents, to monopolize conversation, or to be 

11 too" independent and, consequently, be more severely disciplined. This 

specifie interpretation is not essential, hm-:ever, and the hypothesis is 

simply that girls' audience sensitivity may, in fact, be related to earl­

ier child rear ing practices, although not to contemporary ones. 

The possibility that child rearing practiaes are carried out l ess 

consistently with girls t ends to be supported in a study by Sears et al 

(1953), on child rearing antecedents of aggression and dependency in young 

children. These investigators found that boys ' experiences with maternal 

nurturance and frustration tended toward consistency from infancy through 

the fourth year of life, while there was sorne evidence that girls' exper­

iences changed with respect to nurturance (of 12 intercorrelations between 

infancy scales and contemporary ones on nurturance , 8 indicated a reversal 

in maternal behavior and 4 indicated cons istency). They conclude that, 
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11 There is a. suggestion that mothers become more severe and less tolerant 

with their daughters after the infancy period passes, and that tr~se who 

were most permissive to begin with become the least permissive ~~(p. 175). 

If this finding is verified it would lend support to the above interpret­

ation of sex differences noted in the present study .. 

The theoretical analysis of audience sensitivity as an anxiety predis­

position specifically associated with evaluational situations demands 

consideration of such factors as the normative and achievement standards 

which parents set for their children, their evaluations of the children's 

successes or failures in attaining those standards, and how rewarding the 

parents are when the child does succeed, and how punitive when he fails. 

Such variables are considered in the study now to be reported. The second 

study also attempts to replicate the major findings of the Hontreal study, 

as .well as test the hypothesis about sex differences, discussed above. 

The Dryden Study 

Sub,iects 

The sample for the second study consisted of 223 children from the 

third, fourth and fifth grades of the school system serving the rural 

community of Dryden in New York State. One hundred and seventy seven 

parents (80%) contributed child rearing information. 

Materials and Procedure 

Audience sensitivity was measured by a revised CASI consisting of 

Exhibitionism items (increased in number to 13), the original Self-con­

sciousness items, and a new Audience Anxiety (AA) 11 scale 11 consisting of 

16 items referring to fear reactions in the same situations referred to 

by the Exhibitionism items. The AA items were added to the CASI as a 
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result of two considerations:(a) the desirability of including items which 

are directly analogous to the Exhibitionism items in situational reference 

(which Self-consciousness items are not), but referring to fear reactions 

rather than to liking of the situations, and (b) the fact that those com­

positions in the first study vThich were written on "Why I do not like to 

recite in front of the class" had such a preponderance of direct statements 

of fear. (Most of the ~4 it~ms are, in fact, not only mirror images of 

Exhibitionism items, but reproductions of popular statements made by Ss in 

their compositions). 

Of the above scales, AA is most directly related, operationally, to 

audience sensitivity (defined as an anxiety predispostion) and shall be sa 

regarded in this study. The other two s cales shall be interpreted as 

11 exhibitionism11 and 11self-consciousness 11 as before. The interrelations of 

these scales will be discussed. 

In addition to the three CASI scales, the questionnaire included the 

children's forms of the Test Anxiety (Sarason et al, 1958), and the Manifest 

Anxiety (Castaneda et al, 1956), Scales. The entire questionnaire, with 

the items indentiüed according to the scale in which they belong, is pre­

sented in Appendix c. 

The revised CASI has been validated in a criterion audience situation 

where children were rated for eagerness ta volunteer for public perform­

ance in a "skit", validity coefficients being the highest for the AA scale 

( .28, p < .05 in a boys 1 sample and .45, p < .01, in a girls 1 sample). In 

view of the ern.pirical validation, the CASI was the only measure of child­

rens' moti ves used in this s t udy, i.e., no composition dat a were obtained. 

Parent information was obtained by a revised questionnaire (Appendix 

D) containing items designed to measure: 



- 41 -

a. General frequency of rewards and plinishments, as in the first 

study, Three new items >>'ere added, "hugging and kissing", 11 expressing 

disappointment 11
, and 11 reasoning", and the sha..'Tling and ridiculing items 

were reworded. The response categories were increased to five. 

b. Extent of use of a more than one kind of discipl ine at the same 

time (reasoning that the effects of one, e.g., isolation, may be obscured 

by others). 

c. Intensity or severity of punishments (the previous study included 

only frequency of use of the various types of punishments). 

d. The parents ratings of the importance (to them) of 11 good" be­

havior and high achievement from their children, in a number of areas. 

Each item was rated on a ten-point scal e ranging from 11 Unimportant11 ta 

"Extremely Important". 

e. The parents' evaluations of their children with respect to be­

haviors referred ta in (d), (although not all items overlap in their refer­

ents), again on a. ten-point scale. 

f. Frequency of punishment, relative to incidence, for misbehaviors 

or failures in the areas referred to in (d) and (e). A five-point scale, 

with extreme cat egories of "Never" and "Everytime", was used. 

g. Frequency 'Jf reward, relat ive to incidence, for "good11 behaviors 

or successes in the above behavior areas, again on a f ive-point scale. 

h. Change in the frequency of use of specifie types of rewards and 

punishments, comparing the first three years in the childs ' life with the 

conterr:tporary period ( 11 the l ast six months 11 ). These items r epresent one 

attempt to test the hypothesis concerning sex differences. A five-point 

scale was employed, \-ri th the response categories ranging f rom 11much more 

often now11 to "much less often new". 
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i. Changes in a few presumably relevant beha.viors of the child, 

comparing the same periods referred to in (h). 

j. The amount of early("the first 2 or 3 years 11
) favorable attention 

the child received for various audience related behaviors. This set of 

items was intended as a further test of the hypothesis of sex differences 

in consistency of parental reinforcements. 

k. Strictness of parental demand.s for obedience, and how early 

obedience was expected of the child • 

. 1. How socially active t.he parents are, according to self-ratings 

on a five-category scale. 

m. How much formal training the child has received in such audience 

related activities as singing, dancing, etc. 

The proc.edure for obtaining the data f rom the child.ren and their 

parents closely followed that described in the Montreal study. The study 

differs from the first in the following ways; a large part of the sample 

consists of families in rural-type occupations, in contrast to largely 

business oriented occupations in the Montreal sample; the age range of the 

children was increased to include fifth, as well as t hird and fourth grade, 

children; compositions were not used as an index of audi ence sensitivity; 

the AA scale was added to the CASI; the parent questionnaire was expanded 

to incl ude measurements of parents 1 standards, eva.luations, and reinforce­

mehtS contingent on these evaluations, with respect to specif ie behaviors 

of a specifie child; items which did not contribute to the understanding 

of audience sensitivity were eliminated, notably the opinion ques tionnaire; 

items were introduced which might conceivably explicate sex differences in 

previously obtained relations 

In view of the above chanees, particularly the change in the CASI (more 
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than half of the items in the version used in the Montreal study have been 

dropped), this study cannot be regarded as a strict replication of the first. 

Results 

CASI Data 

Split-half odd-even reliabilities of the AA, Exhibitionism and Self­

consciousness scales were computed, separately for boys and girls and in­

dividually for the three school grades. Neither the sexes nor the grades 

differed significantly in their correlations and the data were combined. 

The split-half reliabilities are: AA = .80, Exhibitionism = .6?, Self­

consciousness = .66. Thus, internal consistency of the AA items is higher 

than that of the other two CASI scales. 

The intercorrelations of Exhibitionism, Self-consciousness, AA, TA 

and MA are presented in Table 9~ These correlations are consistent with 

those obtaineà with two other samples of children in connection with studies 

carried out at Cornell and may be regarded as stable indices of the inter­

relations between the "scales". As may be seen, the correlations are all 

significant except for the Exhibitionism correlation Hith Self-conscious­

ness and ~funifest Anxiety in the boys' sample. However, the Exhibitionism 

correlations are generally lower than the others and we may regard Exhibi- . 

tionism as relatively independent of the other scales. It correlates most 

highly, negatively, with AA. AA correlates about equally with Exhibition­

ism and Self-conscioùsness (negatively with the former and positively with 

the latter). Self-consciousness, AA, TA and MA are rather highly inter­

correlated, the hi~hest relation being between AA and TA. 

In the presentation and discussion of results we shall be concerned 

only with the three CASI scales, with particular attention given to AA: 
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Table 9 

Intercorrelations of the Three CASI Scales and the Children's 

Fonns of the Test Anxiety (TA) and !1anifest lmxiety (Hlt) 

Scales, (N = 99 for boys, 77 for girls)a 

1 2 3 4 5 

1. Exhibitionism -.14 -.56 -.J6 -.19 

2. Self-consciousness -.Y+ .56 .59 .67 

J. Audience .imxiety -.56 .65 .70 .62 

4. Test Anxiety -.44 .?5 .?8 .69 

s. Hanifest Anxiety -.32 .64 .65 .69 

a~he correlations for boys are above, those for girls below, the 

dia3onal. 
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as the index of audience sensitivity. The results were also computed for 

TA and MA and these (especially TA) are generally comparable to those in­

volving AA scores, although not always of the same magnitude. 

Parent Questionnaire Data 

The parents of 100 boys and 77 girls (80% of the nQ~ber sent out) 

returned the questionnaires sufficiently completed to be usable. Since 

occasional blanks were left, as in the Montreal study, there is sorne var­

iability in the number of observations involved in individual computations. 

Scores on the individual items within various sections of the parent 

questionnaire were summed, thus giving total scores on parental rewards 

and punishments, standards, evaluations of their children, etc. The inter­

correlations between the parental variables (total scores), as well as their 

correlations with the CASI scales, were computed and shall be referred to 

at relevant points in the discussion. 

Since this research is s tillexploratory in many respects, rather de­

t ailed results will be presented--e.g. for individual items, even where 

the relations are generally low--but the more important general findings, 

and the attempts .:::.t r eplication, will be emphasized. 

Relations ta Parenta l Antecedents: Freguency of Reward 

The correlations between the CASI scales and frequency of use of five 

types of reward (individual items and summed reward, Section 1 in the parent 

questionnaire, Appendix D) are presented in Table 10. For boys, summed 

frequency of reward correlates -.17 (p < .10) with AA scores, and more 

negligibly wi t h both Exhibi tioni sm and Self-consci.ousness . Hm·.rever, three 

of the individual reward items correlate somewhat more highly with AA than 

do the s urrrrned s cores: frequency of 11 praise" and "privileges 11 each corre-

late -. 21 (p <. .05) , and "hugging and kissing11 -.18 (p < .10), with AA scores. 
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Table 10 

Correlations Between Frequency of Parental Rewards and 

Children 1 s Scores on Exhibitionisrr.. (Exhib), 

Self-consciousness (S-C) . and Audience 

Anxiety (A.A) 

Type of Rew::trd Boys (N = 99) Girls (N = 77 ) 

Fraise 

Privileges 

Candy and "Goodies 11 

Money and Gifts 

Kissing and Hugging 

L Reward Items 

* p < .05 

**p < .01 

Exhib . 

.19 

-.05 

-.07 

.02 

.11 

.02 

S-C 

-.01 

-.16 

.01 

.04 

-.07 

-.04 

AA Exhib. S-C AA 

-.21* -.06 .18 .os 

-.21* .10 .os .05 

. 04 . o4 .J6** .17 

-.04 .06 .16 .19 

-.18 .09 .07 . • 02 

-.17 .04 . 35**.18 
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Praise correlates almost significantly positively with Exhibitionism 

(~ = .19, p < .10). None correlates significantly with Self-conscious-

ness. 

Thus, the AA correlates give sorne support to theoretical expect-

ations: boys who are frequently praised, hugged and kissed, and granted 

privileges, are lower in audience sensitivity than those who are less 

frequently rewa.rded in these ways.? The over-all relation does not appear 

to be as ·strong as in the Montreal study, however, and in the case of 

Exhibitionism previous results do not replicate. 

The impression of sex differences given by the Montreal study are 

confirmed here. While not significantly greater than zero, the carrela-

tion of .18 between girls' AA scores and summed reward differs signifi-

cantly from that of boys (p < .05). Furthermore, two correlations which 

also contradict the original theoretical prediction are clearly signifi-

cant: Self-consciousness correlates .36 (p < .01) with frequency of giving 

11 candy and goodies 11
, and .35 (p < .01) with total reward, i.e., high self-

consciousness in girls is associated with frequent parental reward. While 

no ready explanation is forthcoming, these anomalous findings require con-

sideration and will be discussed. 

Freguency of Punishment 

None of the correlations involving frequency of use of different types 

of punishment, i.e., isolation, deprivation of privileges, spanking, etc., 

?. It is interesting to note, in passing, that, in the Montreal study 
the reward items correlating most highly with boys audience sensitivity 
r efer to material rewards: giving candy or goodies, and, money or gifts. 

\ In the Dryden sample, these correlate nègligibly with boys' audience s en­
sitivity, while substantial correlations were obtained involving the 11love 
oriented11 rewards of praise and hugs and kisses. These differences may well 
be chance occurrences and wil l not be considered any furt her i n this s t udy. 
However, they suggest intriguing possibilities concerning diff erences in 
techniques employed by the two samples of parents. 
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(Section 2 in the parent questionnaire, Appendix D) is sif,n~ficant. The 

"isolation" finding for boys in the Hontreal study tends to be confirmed, 

however, in that frequency of isolation correlates slightly positively 

with Exhibitionism (r = .13). For girls, frequency of deprivation of priv­

ileges correlates almost significantly positively with Exhibitionism (r =.20, 

p < .10). 

No significant correlations were obtained involving combinations of 

the different types of disciplinary techniques or severity of punishment 

(Sections 3 and 4 in the parent questionnaire, Appendix D), and these 

shall be considered no further. 

Interaction of Reward and Punishment 

Since the correlations are low, effects associated with the inter­

action of the parenta.l reward and punishment frequencies were ana.lyzed 

using groups scoring above and below the median of the s~~ed variables 

discussed in the preoeding sections. As in the Montreal study, the four 

groups involved are the high reward x low punishment (HRLP), law reward x 

low punishment (LRLP), high reward x law punishment (HRLP), and low reward 

x high ptinishment (LRHP). The mean AA, Exhibitionism, and Self-conscious­

ness scores of the children in these four groups are presented in Table 11. 

For boys, the AA scores of the four groups differ signifj_cantly ( over­

all H = 8.68, p < .05, df = J). As in the Montreal study, the significance 

is largely attributable to the low scores in the HRLP group. These ar:e signifi­

cantly lower than the AA scores of the other groups combined (H = 5.64, 

p < .02, df = 1). However, the difference between the AA scores of the 

HRLP and LRHP groups, which we predicted to be the largest, does not reach 

significance. 

The results for boys' Exhibitionism and Sclf-consciousness scores are 
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Table 11 

Mean Audience Anxiety, Exhibitionism, and Self-consciousness Scores 

of Children in high (H) and Lovr (L) Parental Reward 

(R) and Punis~~ent (P) Groups 

ERHP LitLP HRLP LRHP 

Boys rr 20 29 23 26 

!.J.. 6.40 ?.90 4.91 6.27 

Exhib ?.?5 ?.69 8.?8 ?.92 

S-C 3.05 J.34 2.83 3.12 

Girls N 9 21 26 15 

AA ?.00 6.62 8.19 5.6? 

~xhib 8.00 8.24 8.46 9.13 

S-C 4.22 3.10 4.38 3.40 

Individual group cornparisons.on Boys' AA scores: 

Groups compared H-test .E (df = 1) 

HRLP < All Others 5.64 <.02 

RRLP < LRHP 1.85 N.S. 

HRLP < HRHP 1.24 N.S. 

HRLP < ffiLP 8.58 <. .01 

HRHP vs ffiLP vs LRHP N.S. 

Sig. of Over-all 
Diff.(df = 3) 

H-test p 

2.20 N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 
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compatible 14ith the AA data in that the HnLP group has the highest Exhibi­

tionism and lowest Self-consciousness mean scores. However, none of the 

differences between groups is significant. 

None of the differences is significant for girls, in fact they tend 

to be in d. direction contrary to prediction. 

Thus one predicted finding in the Montreal study is reconfirmed here: 

boys whose parents are relatively rewarding and non-punitive are lowest 

in audience sensitivity as measured by AA scores. 

We consider next the relations between children 1 s CASI scores and 

parental standards, evaluations of their children, and the frequency of 

their rewards and punishments for specifie acts. Most interesting here 

are the effects associated with interactions of these antecedents, but we 

shall first present the data for each variable individually. 

Parental Standards 

Parental standards are inferred from responses to the items in Section 

5 of the parent questionnaire (Appendix D), which asks the parents to in­

dicate how important they consider 11 good 11 behavior or high achievement in 

a number of areas. For present purposes we make what seems to be a reason­

able, if gratuitous, assumption,_ that the more parents value good be­

havior or achievement, the higher will be their standards of excellence 

in these areas. 

Product moment correlations between CASI scores and parents' stand­

ards (individual items and summed scores) are shown in Table 12. Self­

consciousness correlates most highly with the summed scores, the rs being 

.20 (p = .05) and .16 (H.S.) for boys and girls respectively, i.e., the 

higher the parental standards in general, the more self-conscious the 

children tend to be. 
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Table 12 

Correlations Between Parents' Ratines of Importance of 

Specifie Dehaviors a.nd ChildrP.n 1 s Scores 

on Three CASI Sca.les 

Behavior Rated Boys (N = 97) Girls (N= 75) 

:Sxhi ':> S-C AA Exhib S-C AA 

Good Hanners . 21* .11 .OJ .011- . 06 .13 

Speaking Ability .17 .11 .oo -.04 -.05 -. 01 

Orderl iness .13 . 03 .10 . 21 .O? .04 

Neat Appearance . 20* . 12 .07 .18 .oo .04 

"Getting Along 1:Jell .o6 . 22* .13 .09 .OJ .15 
Hith Others 11 

Obedience .os . 24* .16 .10 .01 .11 

High Achievement in School -.10 . 25* . 21* . 12 -.09 -.11 

Ability to Perform (Sin~, .07 .15 -.02 . 17 .04 -.06 
dance, recite, etc.) Before 
Others 

Participation in ;1any Sports .19 . 10 .10 . 10 .13 .OJ 

Public Spea.king Abili t;',r -.12 .14 .15 -.04 .15 .o4 

Excellin~ in Sorne Sport -. 05 . 12 . 14 .07 . 11 . 03 

1\.chievin~ Fame - . 11 . 13 . 17 . 13 .10 . OJ 

Independence .oo . 12 -.10 .01 .os . 06 

2:::: All Items . 04 . 20* . • 11 .10 . 16 .04 

*p <.os 
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Of the individual items (for boys) Exhibitionism correlates sig­

nificantly positively with importance of "good manners 11 (!, = .21) and 

"neat appearance" (! = .20), p = .05 in each case, and almost significantly 

with 11 speaking ability" and "participation in many sports" (!: = .19 and .17, 

respectively, p < .10). Thus, the more highly parents value good manners, 

neat appearance, speaking ability and participation in sports, the higher 

the Exhibitionism scores of their sons tend to be. 

Boys' Self-consciousness scores correlate significantly (p< .05 in 

each case) with importance of "getting along well with ethers" (r = .22), 

obedience (r = .24), and high school-achievement (!, = .25). The AA correl­

ations tend to be highest in the same areas as those of Self-conscious­

ness, but only importance of school-achievement correlates significantly. 

Thus, the more parents value "getting along with ethers", obedience, and 

school achievement, the higher their sons' self-consciousness and audience 

anxiety tend to be. 

It may be noted that the above correlations are positive, i.e., high 

Exhibitionism, as well as high ft~ and Self-consciousness scores, tend to 

be associated with high parental standards. However, inspection of Table 

12 suggests that this is true primarily for the items which refer to social 

relations (good manners, orderliness, neatness, etc.). Correlations in­

velving achievement items (school achievement, achieving fame, etc.) tend 

to be negative, i.e., where high importance is attached to achievement, 

Exhibitionism scores tend to be law. However, extensive speculations about 

the meaning of such difference are not warranted unless it can be establish­

ed that we are dealing with independent 11 factors 11 in the parental data, 

e.g. as determined by factor analysis . This was not attempted in the pres­

ent study. 
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None of the correlations involving parental standards is significant 

for girls. 

Parental Evaluations of Their Children 

Section 6 of the parent questionnaire asks the parents to evaluate 

their children on a number of items, many of which involve the same behav-

iors as those referred to in the preceding section on standards. Table 1J 

shovm the correlations between CASI scores and the favorableness of the 
8 

parents• ratings (individual items and sums). 

To the extent that a rarent 1s written evaluations of a child reflect 

tendencies to evaluate the child in a sinilar manner in his or her presence, 

we would expect favorable evaluations to be ~ssociated with low audience 

sensitivity and high exhibitionism. Both AA and Self-consciousness scores 

should, therefore, correlate negatively, and Exhibitionism positively, 

with favorableness of the evaluations. 

For boys, these expectations tend to be confirmed for AA and Exhibi-

tionism, although again the relations are not strong. The sums of the 

parents• ratings correlate .24- (p < .05) with boys• Exhibitionism, and 

-.18 (p < .10) with their AA scores. For girls, only EY~ibitionism corr-

elates almost significantly with s1~'11Ir.ed ratings (r = .20, p < .10). 

A few of the indi vidual item correlations are notevrorthy. For girls, 

ratings of skill in public performing (e.g. sinsing, dancing, reciting) 

correlate .28, p < .02, with Exhibitionism, and -.22, p = .05, with AA. 

Ratings of their athletic ability correlates highly s;gnificantly with 

Exhibitionism (r = .35, p <: .005), and slightly (r = ~.17) with AA scores. 

Thus, girls who are skilled in "public performing" and high in athletic 

8. Rated scores on aggressiveness, "talking back11 , and frequency of the 
child 1s success in "getting own way11 are not included in the summed scores, 
since the rating scales for these items do not imply a dimension of 
"favorableness". 
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'ra.ble 13 

Correlations I?etween Favorahleness of Pé'.rental Evaluations of Children 

on Specifie ~ehaviors, and Children's Scores on Exhibitionism, 

Self-consciousness and Audien<"!e :",nxiety 

Eehavior Evaluated 

Hannerline:s 

Speaking Ability 

Orderliness 

Neatness (Appearance) 

School Achievement (How 
Satisfactory to Parent) 

Obedience 

Responsibility 

Skill in Performine 
(Singing, R.ecHing, etc.) 

Athletic Ability 

Independence 

~ Evaluationsa 

* p < .os 
**p < .01 

Boys ( N = 95) 

Exhib S-C 

.18 -.11 -.10 

.oo -.09 -.13 

. 13 -.02 -,OJ 

.18 .OJ -. 10 

.12 -.08 -.12 

.09 -.11 -.09 

.17 .11 -.12 

.oz -.01 -.14 

.OJ -.17 -.07 

. 20* -.06 -.1S 

. 24* -.08 -.18 

aNs for Sums: Boys = 91, Girls = 71 

Girls (N = 73) 

Exhib 

.07 

. 07 

.OJ 

.os 
-.06 

. 11 

.12 

.28* 

S-C 

.07 .o4 

-.OJ -.04 

.17 .1S 

• J2 .04 

.os .oo 

.13 .10 

.14 -.OJ 

.02 -.22 

.J5** -.14 -.17 

.11 

.20 

.os -.1) 

.11 -.OJ 
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ability (according to parents' ratings) are high in exhibitionism and 

low in audience sensitivity. 

No point would be served by further consideration of individual items. 

We may summarize Table 13 by saying that, in general, favorable ratings tend 

to be associated with high Exhibitionism, and low AA, scores, and that these 

relations are more consistent for boys than for girls. The causal relation 

is ambiguous in these data and will be discussed at a later point in the 

paper. 

Parental Rew.3.rds and Punishments for Specifie Behavior. 

In Sections 7 and 8 of the parent questionnaire (Appendix D), the 

parents are asked to rate themselves on how frequently ~hey reward for 

"good11 behavior or high achievement, ancl. punish for "bad11 behavior or 

achievement failures, relative to the incidence of the beha.vioriA ques­

tion. That the attempt to obtain relative f requencies was successful 

is suggested by the fact that total scores for these two sections are 

virtually uncorrelated with the over-all favorableness of the parental 

evaluations while the scores on over-all frequency of punishment (summed 

scores on frequency of isolation, deprivation of privileges, etc., Section 

2, Appendix D) correlate significantly neLatively with f avorableness of 

the evaluations,~= -.34 in the boys', and -.36 in the girls', sample 

(p < .001 in each case). However, none of the sections of the parent 

questionnaire whi ch refer t o positive r ei nforcement correlates with eval­

uations, a fact which has interesting implications and which we sh-3.11 have 

occasion to discuss later. 

Only one specifie reward item, frequency of re,.rard for 11performing 

before friends or f2.mily11
, correlat-es significantly negatively Hith boys ' 

Self -cons ciousness and AA scores (~s = -.20 and -. 22 , respectively, p = .05). 
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This provides weak support indeed for the original prediction that audience 

sensitivity should correlate negatively with reward. All rerr.aining corr­

elations for both boys and eirls are of zero-order and shall not be re­

ported here. 

The correlations betvreen CASI scores and frequency of punislunents for 

specifie acts, relative to their iriciden~e, are presented in Table 14. 

For boys, none of the items correlates significantly with Exhibitionism. 

However, frequency of punishment for "lack of neë_tness" correlates .)6 

(p < .001) with boys' AA, and .25 (p< .02) with their Self-consciousness, 

scores; ether significant or suggestive positive correlations with AA and 

Self-consciousness scores involve punishment for d~pendence, improper 

speech and poor school work. Thus, the more frequently the parents punish 

for la.ck of neatness, dependence, improper speech and poor school work, 

the higher the audience sensitivity of their sons tends to be. 

For girls, Ex!1ibitionism correlates .2) with frequency of punishment 

for aggression against parents and .25 -vrith punishment for 11 showine off 11 

(p ~ .05 in each case), i.e. highly exhibitionistic girls are punished 

more often for these behaviors than the less exhibitionistic. This may 

simply mean that the former are more aggressive and "show off11 more than 

the latter. 

Frequency of punishment for 11bad manners 11
, disorderliness, and depend­

ence correlate sienificantly or almost significantly positively with AA 

and/or Self-consciousness scores. Thus the prediction that high audtence 

sensitivity should be associated I·Tith frequent punishment tends to be 

supported by these data in the case of girls as 1.;ell as boys. 

The sums of the specifie punishment items also tend to correlate 

positively with AA and Self-consciousness, but the rs are insignificant. 
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Table 14 

Correlations Between Frequency of Parental Punis~~ent for Specifie 

Behavior (Relative to Incidence of That Behavior) and Children's 

Scores on }~x~ibitionism, Self-consciousness and Audience Anxiety 

Behavior Punished Eoys (N = 97) Girls (N = ?S) 

Bad ;:Ianners 

11 ~alkine Back 11 

Poor School ':ïork 

Disorderliness 

Dis obedience 

Aggression (Against Other 
Children) 

Aggression (A.:,;ainst Parents) 

Irresponsibility 

Dependence 

Improper Speech 

Lack of Neatness 

11 Showin~ Off" 

* p <.os 

** p < .02 

***p < .001 

Exhib 

.09 

.13 

-.13 

.os 

.oo 

-.07 

.os 

.04 

-.13 

-.13 

-.15 

.07 

-.01 

aNs for sums: Bo:rs = 91, Girls = 71 

S-C A.A 

.OJ -.02 

.14 .02 

• 20* .12 

.06 .os 

.14 .os 

.os .07 

-.05 

.oo 

.16 

.oo 

.OJ 

.17 

.21* .20* 

Sxhib S-C 

.os .19 .09 

.os .14 .11 

.os .13 .10 

-.15 .21 .21 

.14 -.01 -.OJ 

.16 -.06 -.OS 

.23* -.04 -.os 

.01 .14 .12 

-.01 .JO** .20 

-.01 .06 .04 

.25** .J6*** .os .10 .os 

.os 

.14 

.02 

.1S 

.2S* 

.os 
.07 

.13 

.14 

.10 
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Interaction of Parental Evaluations and Punishments 

We would expect particularly great differences in audience sensitiv­

ity between ~s whose social behavior and abilities are unfavorably eval­

uated by their parents and who are also frequently punished for misbe­

haviors, and ~s who are favorably evaluated and infrequently punished. To 

test this, the summed scores on the favorableness of the parents' evalua­

tions of their children and the relative frequency of their punishments 

for specifie acts (Sections 6 and 7 of the parent questionnaire, as dis­

cussed above) 'o:ere dichotornized at appro.xirnately t.he median, and t he AA 

scores of the children in the four groups thus formed were compared. We 

refer to these groups as high evaluation x high punishment (HEHP), law 

evaluation x low punishment (LELP), high evaluation x low puni_shment (HELP) 

and law evaluation x high punishment (LEHP) groups. The clear prediction 

is th~t the HELP group should have the lowest, and the LEHP group the high­

est, AA scores, i.e., tha t t he greatest difference in audience sensitivity 

will be between these two groups. 

As may be seen in Table 15, for boys, the prediction is confirmed. 

The over-all differences in AA scores ~re si~nifi~ant (H = 10.57, p < .02, 

df = J). The larges t difference i s between the HELP and LEHP groups 

(H = 7.00, p < .01, df = 1). 

The girls' results also tend to confirm thr prediction, although the 

differences are not s i gnificant. The rankings of the mean AA scores for 

the four groups are precisely the same as the boys, and the HELP scores 

are almost significantly lower than the LEHP scores (p < .10). (It should 

be noted here t hat the two-tailed t es t does not take advantage of the 

directional hypothesis.) 

Combining the data for boys and girls, the HELP-LEHP difference is 
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Table 15 

r--:ean Audience imxiet:' , ~3.xhibi tionism and Self -consciousness Scores for 

Boys and Girls from I~igh(r{) and Lovr (L ) Parental Ev:1.luation (E) A.nd 

Punisrunent (P) Groups 

H11IP LELP tyj~LP uriP Sig. of Over-
All Diff.(df=J) 
I-I-test p 

Boys H 27 ?.4 20 ~~0 

, .. 
• JI. 6.78 5.71 4.75 7 .90 10.57 < .02 

Exhi b 7 . 43 7.62 9.J5 8 .15 N.S. 

S-C J . JJ J . 08 2 . J5 J . J5 N.S. 

Girlc r.J 19 19 16 17 

lu\ 7. 21 6 . 89 5 .75 8 . 24 2 . J O ~!.s. 

Exhib 9 . 3::? 8 . 32 7.911- 8 . 24 N .S. 

S-C 4.16 J . 26 3.75 J . 94 N.S. 

Individual t:;roup C0!71parisons, AA scores: 

Boys: 

Groups Co:npared ri- test p(df = 1) 

r~;;;LP < LlliP 7. 00 <. • 01 

!IELP < Al1 Other s 5. 89 < • 02 

liEIIP vs LELP vs LEHP lJ .s. 

Girls : 

HELP < Ll<-:EP ?. . 99 < .10 
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highly significan.t by a median test (chi square= 10,00., P< .002, QI= 1). 

Thus, ~re conclude >ri th considerable confidence that the prediction is 

confirmed by these data: high audience sensitivity is associated with 

a history of relatively unfavorable evaluation and frequent punishment, 

low audience sensitivity with favorable evaluation and infrequent punishment. 

The differences between groups on Exhibitionism and Self-consciousness 

scores are insignificant for both girls and boys. It may be noted, however, 

that the highest Exhibitionism and lowest Self-consciousness mean scores 

for boys are found in the HELP, and lowest Exhibitionism and highest Self­

consciousness in the LEHP, group. 

Interaction of Parental Standards, Evaluations and Punishments 

If we consider at once parental standards, evaluations and pnnishments, 

we would expect that the least audience sensitive children would be those 

v-rhose parents have high standards, evalua te their children favorably and 

punish infrequently. The reasoning here is that such children experience 

greatest success and would be most likely to anticipate success in eval­

uational situations in general. In addition, since they are infrequently 

punished, they should be least likely to anticipate anxiety-arousing social 

disapproval. 

Thus, the AA scores for eight groups were compared: highs (H) and 

lows(L) on parental standards (S), evaluations (E) and punishments (P). 

In effect, each of the four groups involved in the previous interaction 

analysis (evaluation and punishment) was further dichotomized on the 

basis of high and low parental standards. The one prediction is that 

lowest AA scores should be associated with the high standard x high eval­

uation x low punishment (HSHELP) group. 

From the previous interaction analysis, the choice as to which group 
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will be associated with highest audience sensitivity lies between the 

high standard x low evaluation x high punishment (HSLSrlP) and the low 

standard x law evaluation x high punishment (LSLEHP) groups, but no 

predictions were made. 

The results of this analysis are shawn in Table 16. For boys, the 

eight groups differ significantly in their AA scores (over-all H = 16.07, 

p < ,05, df = 7). The one prediction is confirmed: the HSHELP group AA 

scores are significantly lower than those of the remaining groups combined 

(H = 8.15, p < .01, df = 1). As may be seen, the highest mean score is 

that of the LSLEHP group. 

For girls, considered by themselves, the sub-group differences in AA 

scores are not significant. However, it may be noted that the mean AA 

score for girls is lowest in the HSHELP, and highest in the LSLEHP, group, 

as in the case of boys. The rank-arder correlations (rho) between boys• 

and girls 1 AA mean scores for the eight groups is .9J (p < .001). This 

association indicates that the rankings of the groups are highly similar 

for the sexes, and suggests stability in the relation of AA scores to the 

three antecedent variables. 

Combining the data for boys and girls, the AA scores for the high 

standard x high evaluéltion x law punishment group are significantly lower 

than those of the remaining ~s combined (median test chi square= 7.62, 

p < .01), and those of the low standard x low evaluation x high punishment 

group are significantly higher than those of the others combined (chi square 

= 4.91, p < .05). 

On the basis of these data we conclude that there is a reliable re­

lation between the audience sensitivity of children, a.s measured by the 

AA scale, and the characteristic standards, evaluations and punishments 



Table 16 

!-~ean Anrlience imxiet~r Scores for Childrcn from Hi gh (B) and I.ow (L) Combina ti ons of Parental 

1 Standards (S), Evaluations (E) and Punish:ments (P) 

FSHlW.P LSLELP HSHELP LSLEHP HSLEHP I.SHELP HSLELP 

Boys N 22 20 9 8 12 11. 

AA lieans 7.05 5.40 3.56a 9.oob 7.17 5.73 

Girls ~T lJ 13 8 8 9 8 

A.4. He ans 7. 08 6.08 5.1Ja 8.75b 7.78 6. J8 

Individual group comparisons: 

Boys : HSH'ELP < All Otr~ers H = 8.15, p < .01, df = 1 

aLowest AA mean score of the eight Groups 

bHighest AA mean score of the eight groups 

4 

7. 25 

6 

8.67 

LSHEHP Sie;. of Over-
All Diff. (df=7) 
H-test E 

5 

5.60 16.07 <.05 

6 

7.50 2.JO N.S. 

1 

0'-
N 
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of the parents. This relation is such that, where parental standards are 

high, their evaluations of the children favorable, and they are relatively 

non-punitive with respect to normative or achievement failures, their 

children are low in audience sensitivity; where the standards are low, 

evaluat ions unfavorable, and punishments frequent, 'the children tend to 

be high in audience sensitivity. 

No reliable relations were found, in this analysis, for Exhibitionism 

or Self-consciousness. 

Interaction Effects Involving Reward for Specifie Behavior 

Sim.ilar analyses to the above were carried out involving parental 

standards, evaluations, and rewards for specifie behaviors. While the 

results él.re ge'1erally in the direction one might predict, none of the 

differences between groups is significant. A possible explanation for 

this will be considered in the discussion section. 

An incidental f inding deserves mention. In a previous analysis (p. 48, 

this manuscript) · the interaction effects of general patterns of reward and 

punishment were considered, i.e. the over-all frequency of use of different 

types of rewards and punishments (Sections 1 and 2 of the parent question­

naire). For boys, the high r eward x low pQ~ishment gr oup was found to 

have the lowes t AA scores, as predicted, but the law reward x high pun­

ishment group did not have the highest AA scores. However, if the inter­

action analysis i s carried out employing general reward, as in the earlier 

analysis (sQ~~ed frequency of use of praise, privileges, etc.) and SQ~ed 

frequency of punishment for specifie tehaviors (Section 7 of the parent 

questi onnaire )--rat her t han frequency of different types of punis hment 

(Section 2)- -the r esults are more clearly consistent vâth .theoretical 

expectations. Thus, the lowest AA mean score (4.41) is that of the high 
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reward x low punishment group, and the hizhest (7.77) is thrtt of the low 

reward x high pnnishment group, This difference is sienificant (a median 

test of the AA scores yields a chi square of 5.R1, p < .02). The high­

high, and low-low, group means are in between and appropriately ranked 

with respect to each other (HRHP = 6.75, LRLP = 5.49). Considered in 

conjunction with other information, this ex post facto analysis has 

theoretical implications "'hich we shall return to la ter. 

The rem~ining findings concern the home as an environment permitting 

experience in audience-oriented skills, and the sex-difference hypothesis. 

PareP-ts as Social Hodels 

Bath parents rated themselves on how active they are socially, using 

a five-category scale (Section 14, Appendix D). The correlations with CASI 

scores are presented in Table 17. For boys, bath the mother's and father's 

social ~ctivity correlates significantly negatively with AA scores (the ~s 

are -.21 él.nd -.20, respectively, p < .05). The mother's social activity 

also tends to correlate positively with exhibitionism (r = .13). 

For girls, all three CASI scales correlate significantly or nearly 

significantly with mother 1s social activity: AA correlates -.32, P< .01, 

Self-consciousness -.19, p < .10, and Exhibitionism .21, p < .10. Father's 

social ac ti vi ty éllld 2:irls 1 CASI scores are uncorrelated. 

'rhus, the higher the mother 1s social activity, the higher the daughter's 

exhibitionism and the lower her audience sensitivity. The more active soc­

ially either the mother or the father, the lower the son's audience sensi­

tivity. Father's sociü act.ivity is unrelated to the daughter's "audience 

motives". 

These data suggest the relatedness of experience per se, and/or 

indentification T4ith a role madel, to the child's orientation to audience 

• 
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Table 17 

Correlations Betl..reen Sociabili ty of Parents and Child ren' s CASI Scores 

~-rother 1 s Sociabil i ty 

Father's Sociability 

* p <.os 

**p < ,01 

Boys 

Exhib 

.13 

.os 

(N = 95) 

S-C A.:'l.. 

-,01: -.21* 

-.02 -.20* 

Girls (N = 74) 

Exhib S-C A.A 

,21 -.19 -.32** 

.o4 -.02 -.04 
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situations. They may also involve other factors, such as socially active 

parents employing child rearing methods that are conducive to high 

exhibitionism and lovl audience sensiti vi ty. 

Training in Audience-Related Skills 

Special training in audience-related skills (Section 15, Appendix D) 

was used as a dicbotomous variable, accordine to whether the child had 

or had not received training in any of the skills (music, singing, dancing, 

eloc~tion, drama). 

This variable correlates significantly with girls' AA scores (point -

biserial r = -.28, p < .01) but only slightly with boys' ~\ (r = -.08). 

The correlations with Exhibit ionism are insignificant and only the girls' 

correlation with Self-consciousness is almost s ignificant (rpb = -.20, 

p < .10). Thus, girls who h&.ve recei ved special training in audience-

oriented skills are less susceptible to audience anxiety t han those who 

have not. 

Number of siblines, which correl.?.ted significantly negatively with 

audience sensitivity in the Hontreal study, a.nd which was interpreted as 

possibly r epresenting an "experience" fact or (opportunity for social 

i nteraction), does not correlate with any of t he CASI scales in the present 

study. 

Cons i s t ency of Parental Reinforcement at Different Age Levels 

Section 9 i n t he parent ques t i onnaire (AppPndix D) w~s intended to 

explic~te sex differences i n terms of a possible greater change in the 

case of ~irls, i n reinforcements at different age levels . ~hus the i tems 

ask f or a compar ison of an early period with the contemporary one wit h 

r egard t o use of r e>-rards and punishments . The mean 11 change 11 s cor es f or 

boys and girls do not differ on ~ny of the items and t he hypothesi s is not 
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supported. 

The correlations of relative incrcase (from the earlier to the l ater 

period) in rewards and punishments, for the summed variables, were also 

computed. For boys, increase in punishment correlates significantly pos­

itively with Exhibitionism (r = .2), p < .05), and tends to correlate neg­

atively Hith AA (r = -.14). For girls, on the other hand, increase in 

punishmen~ does not correlate with Exhibitionism but does correlate sig­

nificantly positively with AA (r =.2), p~ .05), i.e., high AA scores are 

associated with increase in punishment. One reward item, increase in 

"kissing and hugging", correlates significantly positively with Exhibition­

ism for both boys and girls (Es = .21, and .28, respectively, p < .05, in 

each case), and negatively with AA for boys (E = -.20, p = .05). Thus, an 

increase in "hugging and kissing" from the early period to the contempory 

one is associated with high exhibitionism in both boys and girls, and low 

audience sensitivity in boys. 

In the case of punishment, the correlations again indicate that diff­

erent variables may be operating in the case of ~irls than in that of boys 

(i.e., the AA correla.tions of the two sexes differ si~?;nificantly, p <: .05), 

but they do not support t he proposed hypothesis. Iî anything, they suggest 

that parents are increasingly punitive (presumably, then, more permiss ive 

earlier) in the case of highly exhibitionistic and low audience-sensitive 

boys, rather than girls. If these findings are reliable, they are puzzling. 

Early Positive Attention 

Frequency of positive attention (summed score for all items, Section 

11, Appendix D) during the first three years in the child 's life correlates 

-. 21 , p ~ .05, with boys' AA, and .14 (N.S.) with their Exhibitionism 

scores, tending to support, again, the expected relation with positive 
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reinforcement. For girls, however, the correlations tend to be in the 

opposite directions: AA correlates .15, and Self-consciousness .19, 

with early attention. The girls' Exhibitionism correlation is negligible. 

These, and the individual item correlations, are presented in Table 18. 

Of the individual items, frequency of being the "center of attention" 

tends to correlate in the theoretically expected direction for girls as 

well as boys. Thus, boys and girls who were more frequently the center 

of attention tend to be less audience sensitive, and the girls more "exhibit­

ionistic", than t~ose who were less often the center of attention. 

The most outstanding contradiction in the case of the t;irls 1 data. is 

that frequency of early favorable attention for physical appearance correl­

ates positively, and significantly (p < .05), with Self-consciousness 

(r = .29) and with AA (r = .2?)--the more the favorable attention for 

physical appearance, the higher the AA and Self-consciousness of girls. 

This finding, too, is difficult to explain, assuming the relation is "real". 

Possibly appearance is over-emphasized by the parents so that the girls 

become anxious about presenting a good appearance in public. Here, again, 

further information is required for confident interpretation of the data. 

This concludes the presentation of the findings. We turn now to 

their discussion. 

Discussion 

In the discussion that follows we shall consider hm-1 well the theoret­

ical assumptions which directed the research are supported by the find­

ings, what modifications in thèory are required or justified by them, and 

what theoretical problems of consequence remain or arise. 

For boys at leat, general patterns of parental rewards and punish-
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'~'able 18 

Correlations Beh;een Score.s on Three CASI Scales and Fr c(]_uency of 

li'avorabl·;) littention for Specifie Dehavior During the First Three 

Yea.rs of Child 1 s Life 

Dehavior Receiving no ys (N = 95) Girls (N = 74) 
Att ention 

Exhib S-C AA Exhih S-C AA 

Sin~ine , qecitin~ Poetry, etc . .16 .01 -.12 -.06 .17 . 15 

Drawing, Colorin:; , etc. .15 .o6 -.08 .oo .10 . 16 

Physical Appearance .10 .04 -.08 .oo . 29* . 27* 

"Shmri.ng Off" -.04 -.12 -.16 .01 .10 .07 

Frequency of Reine "Center .oo -.15 -. 23* . 20 -.16 -.21 
of Attention" 

l: Early Favorable A.ttentiona .14 -.06 -. 21* .02 .19 . 15 
(N =96) 

*p < .os 
a~Js for swns: Boys -- 91, Girls = 71 
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ments are related to audience sensitivity as theoretically expected. The 

~ost consistent and most significant finding is that where ~arents are 

bath rewarding and non-punitive, their children are low in a.udience sensi­

tivity. The picture is less consistent for the converse expectation that 

highest audience sensitivity should be associated with a history of little 

reward and frequent punishment. In the first study the composition data 

lend support to this expectation while in the second study it is supported 

only if we consider the general reward value of the parents (over-all 

frequency of use of praise, privileges, etc.) and frequency of punishments 

for specifie behaviors. A possible interpretation of this incidental find­

ing will be suggested at a later point in t he discussion, where it is rel­

evant to an analysis of the functional significance of parental rewards 

and punishments. 

Predicted effects associated with the interaction of evaluation and 

reinforcement were confirmed with bath boys and girls, but in the case of 

punishment only. Significantly higher audience sensitivity was mahifested 

by children who were evaluated relatively unfavorably and punished relative­

ly frequently for failure to meet normative or achievement standards of the 

parents 1 than by those whose parents evaluated them fe.vorably and punished 

infrequently. Even greater differences were found when parental standards 

were i ncluded in the interaction analysis, l east audience sensitivity being 

shawn by chi ldren whose parents have high s t andards i n addit i on to eval­

uating fav0rably and being relatively non-punitive, and hi6hest audience 

sensitivity by those rlhose parents have low standards, evalua te unfavor­

ably a.nd runish .r>requently. A possibl e explanation of the latter finding, 

for which no prediction was made, is that children who fail to meet even 

low parental standards are part icularly unskilled and frequently experience 
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failure outside the home as well as within and, therefore, strongly 

anticipate failure in any evaluational situation. On the other hand, 

children who fail to attain high parental sta!lda.rds (i.e., those who are 

unfavorably evaluated) may nevertheless compete successfully with "per­

formance11 standards of groups outside the home and not generally antici­

pate failure. This hypothesis could be tested by having teachers eva.lu­

ate the children in the Dryden sample on the same items which were presen­

ted to their parents. Children in the low stand~rd and low evaluation 

group should be less favcrably rated by teachers than those in the high 

standard-low evaluation group. This has not yet been done. 

It will be recalled that, in our theoretical introduction, audience 

sensitivity was expected to be inversely, and exhibitionism positively, 

related to a history of favorable eva.1uation and frequent reward, i.e., 

where pa.rental eva1ua.tions are favorable and their rewards frequent, children 

will be lo~• in audience sensitivity and high in exhibitionism. The inter­

action analysis of parental evaluations and rewards, in the Dryden study, 

failed to support this prediction. Yet in both studies there was evidence 

that frequent parental rewards are associated with low audience sensitivity, 

and tend to be associated 1-Jith high exhibitionism. (This is true for boys 

only; sex differences again require consideration and will be taken up below.) 

Thus, while parental evaluations and punishments interact in their effect 

on audience sensitivity, evaluations and rewards apparently do not. If 

this is true, one possible explanation is that rewards are less contin-

gent on prier evaluation of specifie behavior than are punishments, and 

therefore affect an aspect of audience sensitivity not specifically related 

to the evaluation process. Everyday observation indicates that we fre­

quently reward our children, not because they have done something meritous, 
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but because we are in a good "mood" or because it happens to be sorne 

special occasion, '3uch as a birthday. This is less true of punishments. 

While punitive action may in part be determined by the mood of the parent, 

it is at least provoked by specifie actions of the child. 

Support for such an interpretation is found in the data of this study. 

For boys, total scores on all four sections of the parent questionnaire that 

are concerned with reward are virtually uncorrelated with parents• evalua­

tions of the children, while two of the punishment categories correlate 

significantly negatively with favorableness of evaluation (frequency of use 

of different types of punishments, r = -.34, p < .01, and increase in pun­

ishment from the early period in the child 1s life to the present, r = .27, 

p 4 .05). To a lesser degree the same is true for girls: while two of 

the re\orard categories correlate significantly positively with evaluations, 

the correlations involving punishments are consistently higher. (As prev­

iously pointed out, .frequency of punishment ' for specifie misbehaviors does 

not correlate 1üth evaluations, but this is expla.ined by the fact that parents 

were asked to estimate frequencies r elative t o incidence of punishment-worthy 

behaviors.) 

The above analysis implies that the reward value of others as audiences 

may be independent. of the ant icipated success or failure of one 1s "perform­

ance". In t he extreme case , for example , the highly rewarded individual 

might expec~. not to perform well and yet expect the audience to be f riendly 

rather than hostile. 

Punishment, on the other hand, may have both generalized and specifie 

consequencies. The general effect may be determined by the degree to which 

parental punishments have been inconsistent or non- discriminating wit h 

r espect to behrtvior; if they have been hiehly inconsistent, social stimuli 
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in general may be perceived as relatively punitive. The specifie effect 

may be associated only vnth evaluational situations, and determined by the 

degree to which evaluation has in the past been a necessary condition for 

punishment. Accordingly, aucl.ience sensitivity misht be analyzed into a 

general component (social anxiety?) and a specifie component (audience 

anxiety). 

Whatever the validity of the above interpretation, it does not deny 

that reward has a specifie reinforcing effect. It is clear that parents 

intentionally employ rewards to reinforce particular acts, and further, 

that in the natur<ü course of events some responses vrill be associated 

with reward more consistently than others. Such differential effects were 

noted in the present study: low audience sensitivity was associated with 

relatively high frequency of reward for 11 performing before friends or family 11
, 

and both audience sensitivity and exhibitionism correlated appropriately 

with frequency of being 11 the center of attention 11
• The point here is simply 

that reward may be relatively less consistently associated with specifie 

evaluateè acts (and evaluational situations in general) than punishment, 

and that this might explain why evaluation and reward interactions are not 

significantly related to children's questionnaire responses, whereas reward 

or punishment alone, and evaluation and punishment interactions, arA so 

re] ated. This notion might also explain why , in t he Dryden study, the inter­

action anal ysis of r eward and punishment showed that highest audience sen­

sitivity is ë.ssociated with infrequently rewarding a.nd highly punitive 

pa.rents only when a measure of the gener al reward value of the parents 

(over-all frequency of use of praise, privileges , etc .) and relative f re­

quency of punishment for specifie acts were employed in the analysis. If 

our intArpretation of the functions of reward and punishment are valid, 
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that analysis took advantage of the best indices of effective rewards and 

punishments with respect to the behavioral situations involved. 

The above analysis is admittedly speculative and ad hoc, but it makes 

use of general psychological principles which are widely accepted, namely 

reinforcement theory interpretations of the phenomenA of generalization 

and discrimination. (However, our theorizing in general includes cognitive 

concepts such as "expectations", and is -therefore mos t compatible with 

"mediation" type theories, such as t hat proposed by Osgood [i95J.7, or the 

suggested formalizahon of Tolman' s theory by HacCorquodale a.nd :>1eehl 

lÏ95iJ:.7.) The analysis points to a conceptualization of :=J.udience sensi­

tivity as an emotional predisposition comprised of a general component 

involving expectations vis-a-vis the friendJiness or hostil ity of others 

and a specifie component associated only with evaluational situations. 

Theoretically, even "specifie" audience sensitivity may vary along 

a specificity-generality continuum: one may be concerned about other's 

evaluations of few, or of many, aspects of the self. Conceivably, gen­

erality in this sense would be a function of the number of discriminable 

human characteristics parents value sufficiently to reinforce, and of the 

nature of these reinforcements (i.e. whether positive or negative, their 

frequency, etc). ~factor analytic study by Dixon et al (1957 ) is relevant 

in this context. A 26 item inventory, referring to problems which could 

be classified as 11 1'wcial anxieties 11
, was a.nswered by 250 neurotic patients. 

A factor ana.lysis. of the items yield.ed a strong general factor V~hich account­

ed for 19.?% of the total item-variance, and four group factors. These four 

factors were labelled "social timidity", "fear of loss of control (in public)", 

11 fear of exhibi tionism", a.nd 11 fear of r evealing inferiori ty". These factor 

names, as well as the items themselves, indicate that the questionnaire 
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would qualify as an index of audience sensitivity in our general sense, 

but the factors indicate further situation~l specificit y. The study was 

not concerned with antecedent variables, but our speculative analysis 

would be that the specifie factors represent the effects of differential 

punis1L111ents for misbehaviors or failures in areas Hhere achievement is 

most valued by parents. 

The over-all picture is somewhat less satisfactory for exhibitionism 

than it is for audience sensitivity. For boys, the data i nvolving general 

antecedent variables, and interactions of variables, are not inconsistent 

with theoretical expectations, but the relations are not statistical ly 

significant. The one variable J~hich correla.tes more highly with exhibi­

tionism than with tb..e ot her CASI scales, is .parental evaluation: both 

boys and girls who are high in exhibitionism are more favorably evaluated 

than lows on exhibitionism. It is noteworthy that for girls, but not for 

boys, the highest correlations are with evaluations on the t1~0 most "public" 

behaviors included in the section, skill in performing before others, and 

athletic ability. The former is a ferrünine interest area (see, e.g. Terman, 

1946), which might explain the correlation, but t he l atter i s not. It is 

interesting also t hat the i tems on which hi ghly exhibitionistic boys are 

r ated more favorably than l ess exhibitionis tic, ar e generally regarded as 

more feminine than masculine interest areas (mannerliness , neatness in 

appearance, responsibility). Since this is also true of the exhibitionism 

items , as previ ou;ly pointed out , 111e may have a relationshi p behreen "fem­

ininity" scores: boys rated high on manners, etc., show other feminine 

interes ts, including exhibi tionism. Perha.ps beca.use "good11 behavior in 

these ar eas i s expected of girls, t he items correle.te l ess highly with 

exhibitionism f or them; similarly with athletic ability i n the case of boys. 
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'I'he above is spect:lative and regardless of it 1 s validity doès not 

help in ascertaining antecedent variables for ex!·ibitionism. Perhaps the 

correlations with parents 1 evaluations mean that exhibitionism is related 

to success, as inferred from the behavior ratings. The high "exhibitionists 11 

are just that because their behavior has been favorably evaluated in the 

past a.nd th-=y strongly anticipate success in any evaluational situation. 

However, the correlations can easily be interpreted in the reverse dir­

ection as well: exhibitionisrn is reflected in interest and skill in areas 

that are valued by parents, thus affecting the favorahleness of their 

evaluations. 

Another possibility is that the Exhibit.ionism scale is less reliable 

than the AA scale. The lower split-half reliability indicates at least 

that the scale is less internally consistent. 

Stilla further interpretation is that exhibitionism reflects, not a 

history of reVIard, but a history of deprivation such as sug2~ested by the 

significant positive correlation ~~th frequency of isolation in the Montreal 

study (which is directionally compatible in the second study also). Such an 

explanation is consistent with contemporary theorizing concerning the acqui­

sition of goal-directed activities (see, e.g. Bindra, 1959). Our analysis 

then might be that not only isolation, but other punishments, imply dis­

approval anct that the highly exhibitionistic individual has acquired this 

"·motive" because exhibition is effective in reinstating approval, i.e. the 

behavior sequence involved is terminally reinforced. Or, alternatively, 

that rewrtrds in general are forthcoming only as a result of positive effort 

on the part of the child to procure them (such positive effort including 

exhibitionistic acts). Such an interpretation need not imply high correl­

ations with the reward-value of the parent and would even tolerate negative 
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correlations: exhibition me.y be unnecessary if rewards are readily forth­

coming (cf. the effects of variable-ratio reinforcement schedules). tJn­

fortun~tely, this hypothesis would be difficult to teat with hQ~an subjects. 

It should be noted, however, that sorne reward items do tend to correl­

ate positively with exhibitionism, viz. frequency of being the center of 

attention (for girls) and frequency of praise (for boys) in the Dryden study, 

and summed reward scores in the Hontreal study. Beyond these, we find a 

positive relation between exhibitionism anrl parents', especially the mother's, 

sociability. Does more visitors in the ho~e imply more frequent reinforce­

ment of exhibitionist.ic behavior, as well as opportunity to "adapt" to social 

situations? Or is the effect chiefly a result of indentification -.Jith a 

role model, as suggested by the data? 1'ie do not know, and must conclude in 

general that we have been less successful in extending the understanding of 

exhibitionism than that of audience sensitivity. 

He are in no better a position now to explain sex differences in the 

da ta thom we were a ft er the Hon treal st udy. To be sure, not all aspects of 

the data require such explanation. In the Hontreal study, the relation of 

the interaction of reward and punishment to audience sensitivity for girls 

is not incompatible with that Jf the boys. In the Dryden study, the 

interaction of evaluation and punishment, and of standards, evaluations, 

and punishments, relate to the girls' Audience Anxiet~r scores in almost 

exactly the same me.nner as to those of the boys, only at lower confidence 

levels. The difference occur w~th individual variables. 

Thus, in the Dryden study, summed reward correlates -.17 with boys, 

and .18 with girls', Audience Anxiety scores, a significant difference. 

Also in that study, frequency of early favorable attention correlates .15 

with girls', and -.21 with boys' Audience Anxiety, a h:i~hly significant 



- 78 -

difference. The latter findin~ contradicts the hypothesis advanced in 

the Montreal study, that low audience-sensitive girls may have been highly 

rewarded early in life. 

However, the hypothesis might still be valid if even ea.rlier IJeriods 

in the child's life were considered. Sears et al (1953), whom we cited 

previously in this regard, were concerned with the period from infancy 

through the fourth year, and their suggestion ~.;as that "mothers become more 

severe and less tolerant of their daughters after the infancy period passes" 

(p. 75). \fe may not have oob.ined the postulated relation because the 

assumed change in mother 1s restrictiveness occurred prior to the period 

the questionnaire items made reference to (the first three years). Further­

more, retrospective reports by parents about practices 5 to 9 years earlier 

may be quite unreliable. Nevertheless, as fc?.r as the dA.ta of the present 

study go, the hypothesis was not supported. 

The alternative suggestion that the sex differences noted in the Montreal 

study might result from a sex-t~~ed response set on the p~rt of the parent, 

when completing the questionnaire, was also not supported by the second study. 

The parents were asked to answer the questions as they refer to a specifie 

child, rather than to describe child rearing practices in genere.l, yet sex 

differences occur. Thus we are unable to specify at this point, the vari­

ables that are responsible for the observed differences. If there is any 

salace to be had, it is in the f.g_ct that other investiga.tors have been 

confronted with the same problem (e.g. Sears et al, 1953; Délvidson et a.l, 

1958). Indeed, sex differences are so ubiquitous in personality research 

that it stands as one of the most important problems for future investigation. 

A question which ma.y be raised with respect to every aspect of the data 

we have discussed is, To what extent are unequivocal interpretations of 
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causal relations justified? Apart from the fact that the rele.tions in 

many cases make good theoretical sense only if the child-rearing variables 

are assumed to be truly antecedent to audience sensitivity, there is ev­

idence in the data which mitigates the converse possibility that beha.vior 

patterns correlated with audience sensitivity somehow determine the parents 

actions. In the i·1ontreal study the parent questionne.ire asked for general 

child-rearing practices, not cnes that were specifie only to the child from 

whom audience sensitivity data had been obtained. Thus, it is reasonable 

to argue that such parental 11 traits" as rewardingness or punitiveness, as 

inferred from the questionnaire, are not uniquely determined by the one 

child in the family we had informati on on, but are stable, causal factors. 

It is nevertheless possibl~ that seme kind of circular relation is 

involved, or that seme of ·the correlations may be explained entirely in 

terms of the child1s effect on the pare~t's responses. The latter point 

has already been discussed in connection with the positive correlations 

between parental evaluation and exhibitionism. The possibility is less 

strong in the case of audience sensitivity. For instance, although we 

expected sorne co~relation bet ween parental evaluations and audience sensi­

tivi ty because evaluations define s uccess or failure , the s trongest rela­

tions are found when we ccnsider the consequences associa.ted with evalua­

tion, rather than evalua.tion alone. To put it concretely, 11bad" children 

are audience sensiti ve only if they a re frequently ~unished . 

We conclude that a significant portion of a child's emotional or 

motivational r eaction to audience situations--his audience sensitivity 

-- is attribt~ta.ble to his experiences with parents as primary evaluators 

a.nd reinforcers. We may assume that such "s ignific;mt ethers" as peer 

groups, siblings and teachers also leave their mark, but research along 
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these lines has not been undertaken. Numerous possibilities suggest them­

selves. For exa~ple, i t should not be difficult to obtain sa~ples of rel­

atively punitive and non-pnnitive te.?.chers and to consider the differences 

in "audience behavior" of chiJ.dren in these classrooms, e.g. CAST scores, 

composi ti(m themes, readiness to volunteer for recj.ting in front of t he 

class or for work at the board, etc. Or, one might seek to determine if 

sociometrie choices within a group of children is in any way related to 

audience sensitivity scores. 

At least as interesting would be the experi~ental investigation of the 

effects associated ;.rith thB manipulation of audience situations, conco:rllit­

antly varying audience sensitivity or exhibitionism. Audience effects were, 

of cours e, popular as a research area early in the history of social psy­

chology (from Triplett, 1897, through Floyd Allport, 1924), but only recent­

ly have individual differences been systematically considered along with 

experimental variables (e. g. Bearn, 1955, Paivio and La11Jbert, 1959). Re­

search is currently under way at Cornell University which considers the 

effect of varying audience conditions on various characteristics of verbal 

behavior, and employing subjects differing i n exhibitionism and self­

consciousnens . To da.te the resul ts look highly promising. 

A further specifie research problem stems from the earlier discussion 

of social isolation. In view of the results of the first study (which 

tended to l:le confirmed in the· second), where frequ·::mcy of isol&.t i on wa.s 

found to be positively correlated w~th exhibitionis~, and Gewirtz and 

Baer's (1958a, 1958b) theoretical discussion and results , we would expect 

that a pre- experimental task period of soci.?.l deprivation would differen­

tially affect the beha.vio:r of highs and l ows on exhibitionism. l',or instance, 

high exhibitionists may show a relatively greater increase in attention-
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seeking responses. This provides an experimental approach to the under­

standin,. of exhibitionism. 

From the viewpoint of the writer, the ultimate aim of such studies, 

a.s well as of the two tha t have be en presented in thi::> paper, is the 

understanding of the na.t11re of social influence. Evaluation of others 

is a ubiquitous and influ8ntial process in human inter~ction. The audience 

situation provides a·convenient paradigm for the investigation of such 

processes because in it the relevant variables ?re thrown into relief. 

Presumably it was su~h considerat ions that directed the attention o ~~ 

early experimental social psychologists to these phenomena. With new 

conceptual tools such studies may take on added significance for social 

psychologicéü theory. 

Summary 

Two studies souzht to relate audience sensitivity and exhibitionism 

to antecedent child rearin3 variables. Audience sensitivity was defined as 

a tendency to be anxious about 11 performinz11 before others (hence an avoid­

ance tendency), while exhibi t ionism \oTélS regardcd as an audience-s eeking 

tendency. These v.;. riables were measured by sub- sce.les of a Children 1 s 

Audience Sensitivity IP..ventory and by compositions vrritten by chi ldren 

ei ther on why they like, or 1-rhy they do not like, to recite in class. 

Information about selected aspect s of child ~earing t echniques was obtained 

inde:tJendently from parents by questionnaire. One study invelved 1J2, an­

ether 177, parents and their children. 

Assuming evA-luation and. potential r einforcem.ent by ethers to be the 

crucial motivating features of an audience situation, it was hypothesized 

that audience sensitivity would be ~ositively r elated to parents' unfaver-
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able evaluation and to thetr punishment frequencies, and negatively 

relatect. to favorable evaluation and reward. Exhibitionism was tenta­

tively assumed to bP. relatcd primarily to rewarded experiences with 

evaluating ethers. The s t udies also considered the effects of parents 

a.s social models and the opportuni ti es provided by the home for develop­

ing audiP-nce-oriented skills. 

The results generally confirm theoretical expectations in the case 

of audience sensitivity. r·:ajor findings indic .. te that: (a) children 

whose parents rew;:._rd frequently and punish infrequently are consistently 

law in audience sensitivity; (b) high audience sensitivity is associated 

with unfavorable parental evaluation of the child's social behavior and 

achievements coupled V-rith frequent punishments for failure to meet parental 

standards; lm-1 audience sensitivity associates 1vith f avorable parental 

evaluation and infrequent punisrJnent. These findings ar e most reliable 

for boys and cons i stent sex differences coul d not be adequ"ltely explained. 

Over-all favorablenes s of parents' evaluations correlated positively with 

exhibitionism for both boys .:..nd girls, but fewer significa.nt relations were 

obtained involvin~ exhibitionism than audience sensitivity. 

The fol1owing r elations were al so obtained: speci al training in 

audience-oriented skills correlated negatively with girls' audience 

sens itivity; socic>.bility of t he mother correlated neE:;at ively vri.th audience 

sensitivity for both boys and girls and positively with exltibitionism for 

girls; father's sociability correlated (negatively) only with the son 1s 

audience s ensitivity. These. f indings sugeest that children 1 s orientations 

tov1ard audiences ;:,r e r elated to the <:>.dequacy of the r ole-model presented 

by parents and , possibly, t o opportunities provided by the home for devel­

oping social skills. 
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Some theoretical expectations 1-1ere thus confirmed by the findings-­

more reliably in the case of boys than girls, and for audience sensitiv­

i ty rather than for exhibitionism. Theoretical reappra.isals ancl possible 

future research directions were discussed. 
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Appendix A 

The instructions and items for the first form of the Children's 

Audience Sensitivity Inventory, used in the .Hontrea.l study, are presented 

below. A negative sign in parentheses (-) following an item indicates 

t hat a 11 No-Not Like He 11 response is scored for audience sensitivity. For 

all other items, a 11Yes-Like He" resoonse is scored. Items followed by 

11 (1) 11 are 11 lie 11 items which were not included in the scoring. Spaces for 

the appropriate answers followed each item, as sug:::;ested by the instructions. 

Instructions to the Subject 

Please mark each staternent in the following ways: If the statement 
describes how you usually feel or what you usually do put é: c' 0ck ( ) in 
the column nYes-Like He". I.f the statement does not describe, how you 
usua.lly feel or what you usually do put a check ( ) in the column "No­
Not Like Me". Answer every statement. This is not a test. There are no 
right or wrong answers. 

Items 

1. I usually raise my hand when the teacher asks someone to recite. (-) 

2. I like to take part in pla.ys a.t school. (-) 

3. I like everyone I know. (L) 

4. . llike to have my work hung on the bulletin board. (-) 

5. I like t o show my work t o my classmates. (-) 

6. I show my parents what I have done in school . (-) 

7. I fe el that others do not like the way I do things . 

8. I li.ke to s ing in front of others. (-) 

9. I am ahmys kind. (L) 

10. I like to tell a story in front of the class. (-) 

11. I arn bashful with most strangers. 

12. I talk a lot when I'm with others. (-) 

13. I always have good manners. (L) 
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14. I like ta tell jokes to other children. (-) 

15. If I 1-1ere in a play, I would p:robably forget my lines. 

16. I feel someone ~nll tell me I do things the wrong way. 

17. I am always good. (L) 

18. I feel funny when I wal k into a room full of people. 

19. I often wonder what others think of me. 

20. I am ahiays nice to everyone. (L) 

21. I feel bad when someone sees me goof. 

22. I like ta show things I make to other children. (-) 

23. I get nervous ~rhen someone watches me u.rork. 

24. I like to let other children knov.r what I think about things. (-) 

25. I never ~et angry. (L) 

26. I often worry about what people think of me. 

27. If I know the answer, I usually raise my hand in class. (-) 

28. I would like to make something whil e the whole clé?_ss watches me. (-) 

29. It is fun to have vis itors in class who watch us work. (-) 

JO. I never l ie. (L) 

31. I am glad when the t eacher calls on me i n cJass . (-) 

32. Other people can hurt my feelings easily. 

JJ. I usually go right over when I see a group of my classmates in 
the schoolyard. (-) 

34. I like to show my schoolwork to my friends. (-) 

35. I make friends easily. (-) 

36. I am pleased vrhen the teacher asks me to run an err and . (-) 

37. I like to recite poems in f ront of other people . (-) 

38. I would like to be on the stage i n front of ma.ny people . (-) 

The questionnai r e items were followed by spaces for the child's name, 

school , classroom and date . 
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Appendix B 

The Parent Questionnaire--~·fontreal Study 

The following letter, signed by the principal of the school,accorn-

panied the questionnaire: 

Dear Parent: 
The enclosed questionnaire is sent to you by the Department 

of Psychology of HcGill University and is part of a research project 
concerning current child rearing techniques. It is being forwarded to 
you with the permission of the school authorities and you are earnestly 
requested to complete and return it as soon as possible. 

You may rest assured, since signattrres are not required, that 
this is a ~eneral fact finding ~uestionnaire and there is no atternpt 
being m~de to check on the doings of individuals. 

The ~~uestionnaire Items 

1. Some parents reward their children quite a bit when they are good, and 
others think that you ought to take good behavior for granted and that 
there 1 s no point in rewarding a child for it. We are interested in how 
oft~P. you reward your children, and in the kinds of r ewards you use when 
you are pleased vQth them. Please indicate how often you use each of 
the follmnng rewards by encircling or underlining cmeof t:"e w<!!r~(.!reguent­
ly; occasionally; r é\.rely; never) that follows the type of reward. * 

a) Praise (for example, kissing, hugging, telling t he child you are proud 
of hiTI or her, etc.) 

Frequently; Occasionally; Rarely; Never 

b) Privileges (for example, allowing the child to do something he or she 
especially likes ) 

c) Candy or other "goodies" 

d) Honey or gifts 

1'-'hich of the above rewards do yon use most often? Encire l e or und~r­
line the approprü.te one of the foll owing: 

Praise; PriviJeges; Candy or zoàdies; l-foney or gi fts 

2. \'-'hat kinds of disciplinary measures do you use ~nth your children when 
they need correcting? As in question 1, please i ndicate how often 
you use each of the foll owing disciplina.ry measures: 

*The four-category resfJOnse scale follm-ved each of the items in Questions 
1 and 2 , as illustrat ed. in the case of "Praise" (Item la , above). 
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a) Isolation (:placing the child rm a chair in the corner, or <=~.lone in 
his or her room, etc.) 

b) Depri va ti on of pri vile,c;es (not permit ting child to go out after s upper, 
putting him or her into hed early, etc.) 

c) Scolriing :md looking "cross" 

d) Withholding of affection (telling child that Horruny won 1t like him or 
her, not speaking to the child , etc.) 

e) Soanking or slapping 

f) Shaming (painting out the fault, or scolding, before other children 
or adults, etc.) 

g) Ridiculing (laushing at the chil d for dressing or behaving in a 
ridiculous manner, etc.) 

J. It i s uncer tain whether reward or discipline is more effective in 
teaching children proper behavior, In general, which do you use 
more often, reward or di scipline? (Check t he correct one.) 

ReHard more often ( Discipline more often ( 

4. Children di f f er of course, so J.I you have more than one child you 
may find it necessary t o treat them differently. Please indicate 
for each of your children whether reward or discipline is used more 
of t en (referring to each child by age A.nd sex): 

Age of child Sex of chi ld Reward more often Di scipline more often 

( ) ( ) 

(A number of spaces were provided) 

5. lmich of you (vii.fe or husband) generally disciplines ~tbechildren more 
often? 

Wife ( Husband ( ) 

6. h'hich of you generally r ewards the children more often? 

) Hus band ) 

7. You may have some special continents to make about basic differences in 
your children and how you cape with these dif ferences--or about child 
rearing in gener al. If you. do , we <·muld ap:pr eciate your mentioning 
them j_n the space belovT: 

(A space was provided ) 

8. This question is concerned with the types of misbehaviors that require 
discipl i nar y control. Please i ndica te hovr often you discipline your 
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children for each of the following types of oeh~vior by writing the 
appropriate nu."Ylber opposite that beh2.vior, in U1e colwnn headed, 11 Fre­
quency of Discipline", in ·the follov.rin;:; mann8r: 

':\• 
-'' discipline for that behavior is required freguentl;y: 
2: discipline is required occasionally 
1: discipline ü; rarely required 
0: discipline is ~ required 

Also, ple~se indicate which ~ of discipline you use most often for 
each type of misbehavior by -..rriting, in the column headed 11 Type of Disci­
pline used11

, one of the following disciplinary measures: a) Isolat ion; 
b) Deprivation of privileges; c) Scolding; d) Vlithholding of affection; 
e) Spanking or slapping; f) Shaming; g) Ridiculing. 

Social relations: 

i. Smutty language (swearing, etc.) 

ii. 11Talking back11 to parents or 
ether adults 

iii. Bad mann ers ( 11 r;raboing at the 
table, being impolite to ethers, 
etc.) 

iv. Untidy appearance (hair not combed, 
torn clothes , unwashed, etc.) 

v. Disobedience 

vi. Aggression tm.;~rd adults (kicking 
or shouting at parents, etc.) 

vii. Aggression toward other children 
(fighting, kicking, scratching, 
bi ting) 

Achievement: 

i. Poor work i n school 

ii. Lack of initiative (not trying 
hard enough to do vrell in sctool , 
not rloing cheres vrithout being 
told, etc.) 

iii. Too dependent on parent(being a 
mother's boy, etc. 

iv. Not speaking properly (errors in 
pronnnciation , or in gram_'Tier, not 
speaking clearly, etc .) 

Frequency of 
discipline 

Type of discipline 
used 
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v. "Clamming up" tvhen conversation is 
called for 

9. Children often try to talk their way out of difficulties, or try to 
talk their way into getting what they want. Do you feel tha.t it is 
often or someti:nes a good thing to give in to them, or do you feel 
that it is better never to give in7 

Often good to give in ) 
Occasionally good to give in ( ) 
Never good to give in ( ) 

10. Children differ in how much they will persist in trying to convince 
others of their point of view (for example, trJing to talk their 
parents into giving in to some wish, or in talking their way out of 
difficv_l ti es or punishments). Referring, again to your children by 
age and sex, please indicate how persistent each of your children is 
in this respect by writing, opposite the child, in the column headed 
"Persistence", the number 1, 2, or J, as follm-1s: 

J: he or she is very persistent 
2: he or ~he is moderately or avera~ely persistent 
1: he or she is not very persistent 

Age of child Sex of child Persistence Sociability(see questions 11 below) 

(A number of spaces t-lere provided) 

11. Child.ren differ in sociability, some being rather shy and preferring 
to play by themselves rather than with others, do not JOln readily 
into conversation with others, etc. Others are not shy at all, pre­
fer company to being alone, mix readily with others, etc. In question 
10, above, there is a column headed "Sociability11

• In this column, 
please rate eA.ch of your children for sociability using one of the 
numbers, o, 11 2, or J, as follows: 

0: not shy at all 
1: som.ewhat shy 
2: more shy than average 
J: very shy 

12. Some parents consider shyness a problem, others feel that it is 
nothing to worry aoout and that chil~ren will grow out of it. Please 
tell us ho"r you feel shyness should be handled by parents by checking 
off tb8 st::~.tement that you consider appropriate among those that follow: 

Shyness should just be ignored ( ) 

When a child acts shy he or she should be encouraged to join into 
activities with others ( ) 
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\·Jhen a child acts shy, we should firmly insist that he or she join 
into ,qctivities with others ( ) 

Shyness is unnecess2.ry and to overcome i t, i t is someti,1es necessary 
for a parent to punish a child for acting shy ( ) 

Attitude Questionnaire 

The following statements refer to attitudes toward children and child 
raising with which sorne people agree and othP.rs disagree. Please mark 
each statement in the left-hand margin according to your agreement or 
disê.greernent, as follor,ys: 

+1 
+2 
+J 

slight support, agreement 
moderate support, agree~ent 
strong support, agreement 

-1 
- 2 
-J 

slight opposition, disagreement 
moderate opposition, disagreement 
strong 0pposition, disagreement 

1. Children sbould be seen and not heani. ---
___ 2 . Obedience and respect for authority are the most ü1portant 

virtues children Cél.n learn. 

___ ). It is very important to correct, ~-l~;~:edi · .. ':.P.ly and fir1•1ly, every 
rnistake i'1 speech tha.t a child !'takes . 

___ 4. Too ~uch praise can give a child a "swelled head". 

_____ 5. I f I had to choose between happiness and greatness for my 
children, I'd choose greatness. 

6. Children sàould never be allowed to "talk back" to their parents. ---
?. Children should be encouraged to "perform" (for exarnple, to . ---- sin;:; , da.nce, or recite) before f riends or family. 

___ 8. Children should not be "show offs". 

9. Parents today do not discipline their children nearly enough. ---
____ 10. Children should not be encouraged to 11 t 2.lk with their hands", 

that is, t o gesture too much, when speaking. 

___ 11. It is important that children learn to be "proper11 at all times. 

___ 1 ~ . Children should avoid doin~ things in public which apprear 
wrong to others, even when they know that thes e thinss are 
really right. 

___ 1). Children should feel an undyin~ love , gratitude, and respect 
for their children. 

____ 14. The most important tl1ing f or a child is to have a good pe~son­
ali ty and to l:::e popu1ar. 
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Appendix C 

The instructions anct i te:ns for the revised Children 1 s Audience 

Sensitivity Inventory, used in the Dryden study, are presented in this 

appendix. The abbreviation in parenthesesfollow~ng each item indentifies 

the scale in which the item belongs: Audience lULXiety (AA), E~~ibitionism 

(Exhib), Self-consciousness (S-C), Test Anxiety (TA) and r1anifest An.xiety 

(}.fA). As in .4.p)endix A, the lie (L) items are identified, but 1-vere not 

employed in the study. Items not followed by a label are not in any of 

the scales R.nd 1-~ere not scored. A dash following the atbreviation (Exhib -) 

denotes that a 11 No-Not like ~1e 11 answer is scored for Exhibitionism; for 

all other items a 11Yes-Like Ne" answer is scored. 

Instructions 

Here are sorne sentences that tell what you might do or how you might 
feel abou.t things and sorne questions about what you do and how you usually 
feel. Hark them to show how you feel and what you usually do. This is 
not a test. There are no right answers and no wrong answers. You are the 
one who lmows }1ow you feel. 

If a sentence tells Hhat you usually do or how you usuall;y: feel, put 
a check in the first blanknext toit, under 11Yes, like me 11

• If it does 
not tell what you usually do or how you usually feel, put a check in the 
second blank, under nNo, not like me". If the answer to a question is 
"yes", put a check in the first blank, 11Yes,like me". If the answer is 
11no", put a check i n the second blank, under "No, not like me". Be sure 
to check one blank for each sentence or question. ~The instructions were 
followed hy an example~..7 

Items 

1. I worry that I might forget my l ines when I recite poems i n front 
of t he class. (AA) 

2. Do you T"orry vrhen the t eacher says that she is going to as k you 
questions t o find out how much you know? (TA) 

3. I like to r ecite poems i n front of ot her people . (Exhib) 

4. 

s. 
·Sometimes I raise my hand when I am not sure of t he answe:-. 

I do not like actino· i n plays because I am afraid that people l'l'ill 
laugh at me. (AA) u 
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6. Others seem to do things easier than I can. (HA) 

7. Do you worry about being promoted, that is, p.?.ssing at the end of 
the year? (TA) 

8. Nothing I do is worthwhile unless other people like it. 

9. Other people hurt my feelings easily. (S-C) 

10. In school, I alwa.ys raise my hand if I know the answer. (Exhib) 

11. I feèl nervous when otbers look at work I have done. (AA) 

12. I feel alone even when there are people aronnd me. (MA) 

13. I get nervous when things do not go the right way for me. (MA) 

14. wben the teacher asks you to get up in front of the class and read 
aloud, are you afraid that you are going to make sorne sad mistakes? (TA) 

15. I am always good. (L) 

16. I worry about what my p2.rents Hill say to me. (MA) 

17. v~hen the teacher says that she is going to call upon sorne boys and 
girls in the class to do arithmetic, do you hope that she vnll call 
on someone else and not you? (TA) 

18. I get nervous when someone watches me work. (MA) 

19. Do you sometimes dream at night that you are in school and cannat 
answer the teacher 1 s questions? (TA) 

20. Everytime I get a. chance to do something in front of the class I 
take it. (Exhib) 

21. vlhen the teacher says t hat she is going ta find out how much you 
have learned, does your heart begin ta beat faster? (TA) 

22. When the teacher is teaching you about arithmetic, do you feel t hat 
et her chi ldren in the class understand her better t han you? (TA) 

23. I have trouble swallowing. (MA) 

24. 1..-Ihen you are in bed at night, do you sometimes worry about how you 
are going to do in class the next day? (TA) 

25. It 1s all right i f no one sees me do it, as long as they like what 
I 1 ve l'lone when i t is finished. 

26. Even if I know the answer, I usually do not raise my hand. (Exhi b -) 

27. 1dhen the teacher asks you to wri te on the blackboard in front of the 
cl ass, does the hand you writ.e tvit h sometimes sha.ke a littl e? (TA) 
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28. When the teacher is teaching you about reading, do you feel that 
ether children in the class understand her better than you? (TA) 

29. I feel embarrassed when I am asked to sing in front of ethers. (AA) 

)O. If I wrot e a prize-winning poem, I would rather have someone else 
read it in front of the whole class. (Exhib -) 

31. I often worry about \·That ether people think of me. (S-C) 

32. If my paper is hung on the bulletin board, I'd rather Q21 have my 
name on it. (Exhib -) 

33. I feel bad when someone sees me goof. (S-C) 

34. 1;Jhen you are at home and you are thinking about your ariUuretic 
lesson for the next day, do you become afraid that you \od.ll get the 
answers wrong when the teacher calls upon you? (TA) 

35. Hy knees shake 'ilhen I recite in class. (AA) 

36. I often wonder '"hat ethers think of me. (S-C) 

37 •• I worry that I will make 8. mis take 1-lhen I give a report in front 
of the class. (AA) 

38. I am always kind. (L) 

39. I f you are sick and miss school, do you worry that you will do more 
poorly in your school work than ether children \vhen you go back to 
school? (TA) 

40. I never feel one bit nervous when I recite. (AA) 

41. I like to show things I make to ether children. (Exhib) 

42. I tell the truth every s ingle time. (L) 

43. I would like to make somethin~ wh ile the who le class watches. (Exhib) 

44. I worry about what is going to happen. (I-f ..A) 

45. I am always nice to everyone . (L) 

46. \-Jhen i t is my tu rn to ;et up and re ci te in class, I feel !llY heart 
poundine hard. (AA) 

47. Do you sometimes dream at night that ether boys and girls in your 
cl ass can do t hings you cannet do? (TA) 

48. I do not like reciti11t; in class because I might rr1ake a mistake and 
ethers would laugh at me . (AA) 

49. I like to show my work to my classmates. (Exhib) 
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50. I like to sing in front of others. (Exhib) 

51. 1.rJhen you are home and thinking about your reading lesson for the 
next day, do you worry that you ~~ll do poorly on the lesson? (TA) 

52. I often do things I wish I ha.d never done. (MA) 

53. When the teacher says thQt she is going to find out how much you 
learned, do you get a funny feeling in your s tomachî (TA) 

54. I can figure out the answers to harder arit~netic problems than we 
have in class. 

55. I like to tell a story in front of the class. (Exhib) 

56. If you did very poorly 1.vhen the teacher ca.lled upon you, would you 
probably feel like crying even though you would try not to cry? (TA) 

57. I am afraid that other children will laut;h at me when I show my 
work to them. (AA) 

58. I a.rn bashful with most strangers. (S-C) 

59. I never lie. (L) 

60. I oftet1 worry about vrhat could happen to my parents. (HA) 

61. Do you sometimes dream at night that t he teacher is angry because 
you do r:10t knov-r your lessons? (TA) 

62. Sometimes I shake all over when I am asked to recite in class. (AA) 

63. I feel funr•y when I Halk into a room full of people . (S-C) 

64. Sometimes my voice shakes vrhen I recite in class . (AA) 

65. I worry when I go to bed at nig;ht . (HA ) 

66. I feel that others do not like the way that I do things . (.l1A ) 

67. I feel someone w-ill tell me I do things the wrong way. (HA) 

68. I never say things I shouldn 1t . (L) 

69 . I ahrays have good manner s . (L) 

70. Do you {hink you worry more about school than other children? (TA) 

71. I blush easily. 0-f..A ) 

72. Once I had to somethin.~ in front of an audience and I was really 
scared. (AA) 

73. I 1wuld like t o be on the stage in front of many people . (Exhib) 
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74.. I feel scared ,,rhen I recite in front of the class. (AA) 

75. I never get anGry. (L) 

76. I am very nervous if the whole clasf. \'Tatches me while I ai1l making 
something. (lili) 

77, I like every one I know. (L) 

78. If m.y paper is hung on the bulletin boa.rd, I like everyone who sees 
it to know that it's mine. (Exhib) 

79. 1~en I recite in class I often wonder what ethers are thinking about 
me. (il) 



- 96 -

Appendix D 

The revised p~rent questionnaire used in tne Dryden study is presen-

ted below. It H::.s &.ccompanied by a letter similar to that shown in Appendix 

R, but signed by t he head of the Department of Child Development and Family 

Relationships at Cornell University, rather than by the principal of the 

school. 

In the actual questionnaire sent to the parents, a response scale 

followed er-ch item. Here the scale is shown only for the first item 

wi thin a section, except in cases v-1here the worrlin:; of the sco.le is 

specifie to the item (for ex8~ple, in Section 6, the ten-point bipolar 

scale is shown for item 6(a), and the bipolar terms of the response scale 

are shown for each of t.he remaining items in that section). 

Biographical Information and Ins tructions to Parent 

In most fa~ilies it will probably be the mother who answers this 
questionnaire, but she may wish to discuss the questions with her husband. 
Where a question asks hov-r often something is done by the parents, try ta 
think of the total for bath parents rather than for one or the other only. 
If you can't agree on an-answer, let the answer be that of the mother 
rather than f ather. 

A. He would like to know how many children you. have, we ~rell as their ages 
and sexes. Please list your children below by age and sex, and put a 
circ~e around the one who brought home this questionnaire:* 

Age of child Sex of child 

B. Please indicate the father 1 s occupation, or occupations, during the 
last five years* ----------------------------------------------------

C. Try to answer every question . ~~en you have f inished, you may have 
sorne special co~nents to make about your views on child rearing. If 
you do, we would appreciate your turning back to this page and mention­
ing them in the space below:* 

*Appropriat.e spaces were provided for the requestAd information. 
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Since we are interested in child rearing practices at specifie age­
levels the questions below apply only to the child who brought this ques­
tionnaire home t o you. Please 2.ns~-rer t .t1e ques t ions as the;;,- a.pply t o this 
child rather than to all your children. If you have more than one child 
who brought a questionnaire home plcase answer separately fo r each . 

Items 

1. Sorne parents reHard their ·children quite a bit when they are good, 
and ot hers think that you ought t o take good behavior for granted and 
that there 1 s no point in rewarding a child for it. We are interested 
in how often you reward this child r.J nd in th~ kinds of rewards you use 
when you are ple~sed with him or her. Please i ndicate how often you use 
eél.ch of the following re·wards by encircline; or tmderl ining one of the words 
(Very frequently; quite frequently; occasionally; rarely; never) that 
follows Lie type of reward: 

a) Fraise (for exam~:üe, telling the child that you are proud of him or 
her, etc.) 

Very frequer.tly; Quite frequently; Occasionally ; Rarely; Never 

b) Prtvileges (for example, allm·Iing the child to do something he or she 
especially l ikes) 

c) Candy or other 11 goodies 11
• 

d) Honey or gifts. 

e) Kissing or hugging. 

2. What kinds of disciplinary measures do you use 1à th t his child when 
he or she needs correcting? As in Question 1, please indicate hov; often 
you use each of the f ollowing disciplina.r y measures: 

a) Isolation (placing the child alone in his or her room, or on a chair 
in a corner, etc.) 

Very f requently; '~uite frequently; Occasionally; Rarely; Never 

b) Deprivation of privileges (not allowing t he child to Hatch TV; not 
permitting child togo out after supper, etc.) 

c) Scolding and looking 11 cross11 

d) Y.:xpressing disappointment (for example, saying to the child, 111 1m 
disappointed in you11

) 

e) Spanking or slappins 

f) Painting out the rni sbehavior or s colding bef ore other people 

g ) Laughing at the child (for beh<:<ving in a 11 childish11 manner, or for 
ridicul ous dress , etc .) 
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h) Reasoning (explainine; or discussing the incident, appealing to the 
child 1 s reason, etc.) 

J. Often we use more thar! one of the ~bave at the same time, or in 
succession. 1:Te are interested in how you combine some of these: 

a) I·Jhen you spank or slap this child, how often do you scold and look cross 
in addition? (Encircle or underline the most correct answer) 

Everytime; Host of the time; About half the tir.le; Only sometimes; Never 

b) lfuen you isola te your child, how often is this preceded by a scolding? 

c) Hhen expl aining why some behavior is wrong, how often do you sound 
cross and scold at the same time? 

d) 'l;.Jhen you isolate your child, how often is it preceded by a spanking '! 

4. Some parents feel that punishment is most effective when it is 
severe while others think tha.t mild punishment works better; Try to 
think only about how severe your discipline if> r ather tha.n how often 
you correct your child. Check· one of the following 5 statements which 
most nearly appli es to you. 

When I discipline my child it is always good and stiff. The spanking 
_____ hlrrts, the scolding is severe, i f the child is deprived it is of some­

thing important, and isolation is complete and long. 

vfuen I discipline my child it is rather severe on the whole, but is 
_inclined to be l enient under some circumstances . Hostly misbehaviors 

are not t ol erated. 

____ My penalties are moderate but usually severe enough to result in a 
change in behavior. · 

____ Hy penalties are mild. They may be severe i!1 critical situations, 
but often they don ' t have much effect on the child 's behavior . 

____ Hy penalties are extremely mild. Nothing more severe than mild 
scolding is ever used, whatever tbe mi sbehavior. 

5. People differ in how important they consider different skills or 
habits . Please indicate how important you consider each of the follow­
ing for your child by putting a circle around the number \vhich reflects 
your feeling about that item. Encircling number 10 would mean that you 
consider that item extremely important, while encircling number 1 would 
mean that you consider it unimportant. The middle nQmbers refer to 
something in behreen the se extremes. Please encircle any one of t he 
nQ~bers from 1 to 10 , but be sur e you gi ve the hiŒhest numbers to those 
iteœs you consider mos t i mportant: 

a) How i:nportant do you consider good manners (saying "Please 11
, "thank 

you", being polite to others , not reaching or grabbing at the table, 
etc .)? 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Unimportant Extremely important 

b) How importar,t do you consiner speaking ability (speaking cla~rly, 
using ~..rords precicely, go0d vocabulary, etc. ) ? 

c) How important do yon consider orderliness (keeping room tidy, hang­
ing up clothes, etc.)? 

d) How important do cons;_der neat appearance (hair combed , clean hands 
and face, clothes neat,etc.)? 

e) How important do you think it is to be able to get along well with 
other people? 

f) How important do you consider obedience? 

g) Ho1.,. important do you consider high grades in school? 

h) How important do you consider independence (learning early to do 
things "t·Ti th out help from others)? 

i) Ho~r imnortant do vou tilink i t is to be able to perform be fore others 
(e. g.,.sing , danc~, act, recite, etc.)? 

j) Ho;..r important do you consider participa ting in many sports ? 

k) How important do you consirler public spe~king ability? 

1) How important do you consider excelling in sorne sport? 

rn) How import2.nt is it for your child to achieve great faae in sorne 
endeavor? 

6. Please describe your child on each of the f oll owing items by circ-
ling the number that best tells how he or she is at present. Feel free 
to use any of the nurnbers from 1 to 10. \.fuat lm..r and hiEh numbers refer 
to is indicated under the numbers in each case; 

a) How :nannerly is your child? (saying "please", " thank you11 , being 
polite to others, etc.) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Extremely poor manners Sxtrernely well rnannered 

b) How i s your child1 s speaking ability (clearness , vocabulary, etc.)? 

Lm-r in speaking ability---Extremely hi gh in speaking ability 

c) How orderly is your child (about clothes, room, t oys, etc .)? 

Very disorderly---Extremely orderly 



- 100 -

d) How talkative is yonr child? 

Extremely quiet---Extremely talkative 

e) flm' neat in appearance is your child? 

Very often not neat---Extremely neat 

f) How vrell does your child get along \vi th others? 

Very often does not get along well---Always gets along well 

g) Ho,..r S?.tisfactory are your child 1 s school grades to you? 

Very unsatisfactory---Very satisfactory 

h) How obedient is your child? 

Very frequently does not obey---Always obeys 

i) How respons ible is your child (how vrell does he or she do things 
without beir.g told)? 

Never does thinss 11ithout---Always does things without 
being told being told 

j) How well can your child perform in sorne Hay before others (sing, 
dance, recite, or act~ etc.)? 

Not skilled at performing---Very skilled at performing 

k) Hovl sociable is your child? 

Extremely shy, prefers---Not shy at all, alHays 
ovm company prefers company of ethers 

1) How good is your child in sports? 

lmv in athletic ability---Very high in e.thletic ability 

m) How persistent is your child in getting his or her mm way with 
parents (ty persuasive talk)? 

Not persistent at all•--Extremely persistent 

n) Hm.; often does your child get his mm way v.'i.th his parents by 
persuasive talk? 

Rarely gets his or her mm way---Very often gets o~m Hay 

0) HoN often does your child show aggression against other children 
(fiehting, kic~irig, scratching, biting, etc.)? 

Very rarely show aggr~ssion---Very frequently shows aggression 
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p) Bow often does your child shnw aggression ag.?.inst parents 
(shouting, kicking, etc.)? 

Very rarely sho-.:-.rs ag~ression---Very frequently shows aggression 

q) Ho;v often does your child "talk back" to parents? 

Very rarel;:r talks back---Very frequently talks back 

r) How independent is your child (how often does he or she do things 
Hithout help from others)? 

Not at all independcnt---Extremely independent 

?. We are interested now in how you handle specifie Flisbehaviors which 
your child na.y show. Please indic"''.te how often you discipline your child 
for each of the following types of behavior (by discipline we are referr­
ing ·to any form of punishment: isolation, deprivation,of privileges, 
spanking, scolding, etc.). Encircle the most appropriate number, where 
these n~~bers me~n the follovnng: 

1: Never punish for this behavior. He ignore the behavior when 
it occurs. 

2: Punish occasionally for this. Often we ignore this behavior. 
3: Punish.about half the time this behavior occurs. 
4: Pc ... •1ish !nost of the time this occurs-more than half the time. 
5: Punish for this behavior every tiree it occurs. 

Try to think only of .hm.,- often you discipJ..ine for that behavior when 
it occurs, ra.ther than about how often the behavior occurs. For example, 
even if the behavior occurs in your child on:ty rarely, but you punish for 
it every time, the appropriate number to circle wouJd be 5. 

a) Ilow often do yon discipline when your child shows bad manners (grabb­
ing11at the table, being .impolite to ethers)? 

1 
Ne ver 

2 J 4- 5 
Everytime 

b) Hm-1 often do you punish for 11 talking back11 to you? 

c) How often do you punish Hhen your child does poor work in school? 

d) Hov; often do you punish when your child is disorderly (clothes not 
hung up, room untidy, etc.)? 

e) l-Iow often do you punish when your child disa beys? 

f) How often do you punish_for aggression against other children (fight­
ing, hittine, scratching, etc.)? 

g) Hovr often do you punish fo~ aggression at:;ainst parents (shouting at 
parent, kicking, etc.)? 
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h) How often do you punish for being irresponsible (not doing things 
1oli tho ut being told, etc.)? 

i) How often do you punish for being too dependent (relying too much 
on others to do things , etc.)? 

j) How often do you punish for improper speech (not pronouncing words 
properly, not speaking clearly, etc.)? 

k) How often do you scold or otherwise punish for not being neat in 
appearance (not washed properly, hair not combed, etc.)? 

1) How often do you express disapproval when your child 11 shows off" 
or wants to be the center of attention? 

8. Please indic r:.te hmv often you reward (give praise, privileges, 
gifts, candy, etc.) when your child shows the following types of good 
behavior and abilities. (Again, try to think only about how often you 
reward for these things when they occur, rather than about how often 
the behavior occurs.) Encircle the 2.ppropriate number, where these 
mean the following: 

1: Never reward for this when it occurs. Eehavior is taken for 
granted 

2: Occasionally reward for this, but most of the t ime do not. 
J: Reward about Yialf the time this behavior occurs. 
4: Quite freguently reward for this (more than half the time). 
5: Very freguently reward for this - almost every t ime this occurs. 

a) How often do you reward when your child shows good manners (says 
11 please11 and "thank you11

, asks for t hings to be passed at the 
table, etc.)? 

1 2 J 4 5 

b) How often do you re~ard when your child speaks par t icularly well 
( speaking clearly, usin~ words corr ectly, using new words , etc .)? 

c) l-!ow often do you reward your child f or being orderly (picking up 
room, hanging up clothes , etc.)? 

d) Ho.,.r often do you shovr that you are pleased Hhen your child partic­
ipates in a school play, skit or concert? 

e) Hmi often do you reward your child for ne at appearance? 

f) For getting along particularly well -v;ith others? 

g) For winning i n a spelling contest - or sone other event of this 
ki nd, incl uding debates, musical ability, public speaking? 

h) For obeying you immediately? 

i) For getting a high gr~de in a school subject? 
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j) For accepting responsibility readily? 

k) For being independent (doing things without help from others) 

1) For perfnrming before friends or far.1ily (singing, dancing, reciting, 
telling stories, etc.)? 

rn) For being outstanding in an athletic event? 

9. Sometimes we are required to change our behavior as the child grows 
older. For each of the items listed below, compare what you are doing 
now or within the last 6months with how you treated the child up to 
the time he or she was 2f or J years of age. We are interested here 
on1y in comparisons, not in how often you do each of the following, 
thus, if you never use a particular reward or discipline (either now 
or earlier) your appropriate answer would be 11 about as often now as 
earlier 11

• Try to think only of vrhat you do rather than the behavior 
of the child. Check the most appropriate answer: 

a) Praise (telling the child that you are proud of him or her, that he 
or she is a fine boy or girl, etc.) 

Praise much more often now than during the first 2 or ---· J years. 
___ F. raise somewhat more often now than durine; the first 2 or 

J years. 
Fraise about as often now a.s during t.he first 2 or J years ---. ___ .Praise some\fhat Jess often . now than during the first 2 or 
J years. 

____ Fraise much less often now than during the first 2 or J 
years. 

b) Isolation (putting child in his or her room alone, or in a chair 
in the corner, etc.) 

____ Isolate much more often now than during the first 2 or J 
years. 

Etc. 

c) Scolding and looking 11 cross 11 

____ Scold much more often now than durint:; the first 2 or 3 
years. 
Etc. 

d) Giving Privileges (~llowing the child to do so~ething he or she 
especially likes) 

--~Extend privileges much more often now than during the 
first 2 or 3 years. 
Etc. 

e) Painting out misbehavior or scolding beforc other people. 

I1uch more often novr than during the first 2 or J years. 
Etc. 
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f) Deprivation of privileges (taking away toys, not allo1~ng TV, 
can't go out, etc.) 

Deprive privile~es much ~ore often now than during 
-----the first 2 or J years. 

Etc. 

g) Giving candy or other "goodies" 

Give candy or goodies much more often now than during -----the first 2 or 3 years. 
Bt,r.. 

h) Expressing disappointrnent in the child (sa;ying 11I 1m disa.ppointed 
in you , etc.) 

_____ Much more often now than during the first 2 or 3 years. 
Etc. 

i) Spanking or slapping 

Spank or s l ap cnuch more often nov.r than during the firs t ---2 or 3 years. 
Etc. 

j) Kissing and hugging 

. Kiss and hug much more often nm-f than during the firs t 
----2 or 3 years. 

Etc. 

k) Laughing at child for behaving in a ridiculous manner. 

_____ Nuch more often now than during t he first 2 or 3 years 
Etc. 

1) Giving gifts (toys , money, etc .) 

____ Give gifts much more often now than during the first 
2 or 3 years. 
Etc. 

m) Reasoning (explaining why a misbehavior i s l-rrong, di scussing, appeal­
i ng to reason, etc .) 

_Reason much more often now than during the fi rs t 2 or 
3 year s . 
Etc. 

10. Compa.ri ng your child ' s behavior now or 1vithin the l ast 6 months , with 
his or her behavior during the first 2z or 3 ye l?rs of his or her life, 
please indicate vrhat changes have occured in each of the following items. 
(Again, we are interested bnly in comparisons, not in how often the 
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child behaves in a par t ict;.lar wa"J' . Thus, if your child has never 
shm·m a particular kinà of lJehavior, either now or earlier, your 
appropriate 2.nswer -vmuld be "about as often novr .:ts during the first 
2 or J years 11

, etc. Check the appropriate answer: 

a) Obedience 

· Obeys much more proP1ptly now tha.n during the first 
----- 2 or J years 

Obeys someHhat P1ore promptly now th:m during the first 
-----2 or J years 

Obeys about as promptly novr as during the first 
-2 or J ye2.rs 

Obeys somewhat less promptly nmv- than cturing the first 
-----2 or J years 
_____ Obeys much less promptly now th:w durin§; the first 

2 or J years 

b) 11 Talking back" to parents 

_____ Talks back much more often now th2.n during the first 
2 or J years 
Etc. 

c) Sociability (entering into group activities, conversations, not 
being shy, etc.) 

____ T1uch more shy now than during the first 2 or J years 
Etc. 

d) General activity (within child's range of ability at each age) 

I··fuch more active nm-T than during t he firs t 2 or J years 
Etc. 

e) Talka.ti veness ( taking into consideration differences in abili ty 
.::t t the 2 ages) 

____ Huch more talkative no~or tha.n durins the first 2 or J years 
Etc. 

11. Parents differ a great deal in how much they 11 make a fuss 11 

(lavish attention, praise, hugs and kisses, etc.) over what their young 
children do. Plea.se describe yourselves on hmv- much outward attention 
and affection of this kind you gave your child during the first 2 or 
J years of his or her life (encircle the most appropriate of the words: 
Very fre~uently; Quite frequently; Occasionally; Rarely; Never; where 
these refer to how often you gave lavish attention and affection for 
that beha.vior): 

a) How much, in general, did you "make a fuss 11 over this child (lavish 
attention, praise, hugs and kisses, etc. on him or her) 
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Very frequently; Quite frequently; Occasionelly; Rarely; Never 

b) How much lavish attention e.nd affection did this child receive 
for sayins nevr words? 

c) For sB.ying "cute" things? 

d) For singin,g , reciting poetry, etc.? 

e) For drawing, coloring, etc.? 

f) For physical appearance? 

g) For nhvsicé!l 
J." "' • ab:i.lity (crawling, walking, climbing, etc.)? 

h) For 11 showing off"? 

i) How often was he or she the "center of attention"? 

12. Hovr strict are you in your dema.nds for obedience when you ask 
your child ta do something? 

___ Very strict, demand ünmediate and complete obedience vii th­
out exception 1-1hen he or she is asked to do something 

___ Quite strict, demand obedience most of the tirae, but permit 
exceptions. 

___ Only moderately strict; don' t expect child to obey every 
time . 

___ Rather lenient; frequently do not demand obedience when 
something is asked of him or her. 

_____ Very lenient; don't press for obedience at all . Child does 
what he or she i s requested to do if he or she wants to. 

1J. At about what a<Ie did you expect your child to start obeying you? 
Encircle the most appropriate ans~<rer: 

1 year; 2 years; J years; 4 years; 5 ye~rs; 6 years or later 

14. Families differ greatly in the kinds of social life t hey lead. 
Sone 2.re constantly active in clubs , frequently have visitors etc., 
while ethers are happier Hith much l ess contact with peopl e Ol.ltside 
their immediate family. Please describe your selves on this by check­
inr; the statement which PlOst closely applies to you (Hother check ta 
the left of the statement , Father t o the right of H): 

Mother 

_____ Very active socially; active in clubs, always in­
terested in new friends, have visitors as often 

as several times a week and generally consider self 
a good mixer. 

____ Quite act ive socially; have visitors once every week 
or two, s oœe club activity, mix fairly readily 

Father 

----
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___ Neither particularly a.ctive nor particularly inactive; __ _ 
mix ,,rhen required to, have visitors once ~ month or so. 

__ __;I:ioderately inactive socially; prefer company of farilily __ _ 
members most of the time, nei th er a void nor ini tia.te 
social activities. 

____ Very inactive socially; seldom go out visitine, rarely ___ _ 
entertain, definitely prefer the comp~ny of own family 
members. 

15. \vould you please indicate whether or not your child has had 
special training in any of the following; (check Yes or No and the 
number of months or years if any): 

a) l'·!usic les sons Yes ( ) No ( ) No. of months or years __ 

b) Singing les sons 

c) Dancing: les sons 

d) Elocution (speech) 

e) Dramatic lessons 
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