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o CasraeT v
, L e (\,; . Y ) .
The purpose of th1s.study was to exp]ore the re1ationsh1p'between.
ffvolder adu1ts se1f eff1cacy and their effort at cogn1t1ve tasks.
f Tested were d1fferences in effort between groups of older adu]ts with
h1gh and Jow self efflcacy expEctat1ons,Jand d1fferences 1n est1mates

4

f" of genera] and memory se]f-eff1cacy of o]der adu]ts.' Bandura 'S (1981)_‘{

o

N

mode} of se]f eff1cacy was used as the conceptua1 mode] for thlS
research study._ | . _ |

| Forty o]der adults- part1c1pated 1n the study and were grouped 1nto
four treatment groups of ten part1c1pants high %eﬂf'eff1cacy

~

expectat1ons and h1gh efflcacy 1nstruct1ons, hlgh self eff1cacy
: expectat1ons and: 1ow eff1cacy 1nstruct1ons, low self—effmcacyt
' expectat1ons and h1gh eff1cacy 1nstruct1ons, and 1ow self efficacy;
'expectat1ons and 1ow efficacy 1nstruct1ons. It was hypothes1zed thatw‘
those in the h1gh se]f*eff1cacy expectat1ons and h1gh efficacy .
| tnstruct1ons group wou]d work 1ongest at the task fo1lowed by h1gh
dself—eff1cacy and ]ow eff1cacy 1nstruct1ons, Jow se]f—effuracy and high .~

dnst:uct1ons, and the'1ow se]f-eff1cacy, 1ow 1nstruct1ons group:who'

were hypothes1zed to work the least amount of t1me on ‘the task. In
: '

add1t1on it was hypothes1zed that the o]der adu]ts wou]d estimate. the1r

memory eff1cacy poorer than the1r genera] eff1cacy.

A ch1 square ana]ys1s 1nd1cated that - s1gn1f1cant]y more ~older

' adu]ts estlmated the1r memory eff1cacy_poorer.than the1r genera]
: efficacy;‘ There were no signifiCant dffferences in the anount of time:
worked on the task between the part1c1pants w1th h1gh and Tow self-“

.;eff1cacy expectat1ons, or between the type of 1nstruct1ons rece1ved by '

7 5 . \



N
=~ the part1c1pants. - : )
| The results. of 3315 study do not support Bandura S (1981) mode]
howevErkthese results need to be 1nterpreted w1th caution. First, the
ana1y51s had Tow power due to the small- sample size. 'In addition o]der_
1nd1v1duals poorer’ percept1on of: thEIF memory eff1cacy compared to
the1r genera] eff1cacy 1nd1cates that there are other aspects of
Bandura s (1981) model wh1ch .are not. yet testéd that nay further
-explain these.results. For examp]e, how 1nd1v1duals form se]f eff1cacy_
| expectat1ons has not been exam1ned The resu]ts of this study have
“1mp11cat1ons for Fam11y L1fe Educat1on programmers work1ng w1th o]der

et
)

adu]ts.,»'
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. o ‘@~ CHAPTER.I- - o
3‘ | Introductaon s
' Grow1ng old is a I1fe\process that most 1nd1v\dua1§ w111

kjekperrence. In A]berta the o]der (those aged 65 years and over)

Y

population will 1ncreasevfrom 7.7 percent of ‘the population 1n=1985, to
8.84 percent by;the year.ZOOO, and inCrease'y acly thereafter (Alberta
. ._Senior Citizen's Buread, 1986)>_ These changes have created an
increasedvresearch 5nterestAin o]der_1nd1v1duals ab111ty to functlon
“~\;as active,'equa]:family nembers; and to cOntribute tofsocnety “1In the
) past few Fam11y L1fe Educat1on prog/dms have been des1gnated to meet”
“the spec1a1 needs. of th1s populat1on.- Shifts in perSpectlve are now
’ a necessary; fam11y supports and programm1ng must adapt to 1nc1ude older
jersons. In order to do th1s, programmers need to understand issues ~'
3 re]ated to- ag1ng 50 programm1ng reflects‘the needs of the oner _
' .1nd1v1dua1 (Arcus, 1987 Hom‘ Economlcs Philosophy on Ag1ng, 1962).

-

: Two such 1SSueS regard o]der 1 dividuals' cogn1t1ve ab111t1es (the

' process of know1ng) and the1r e pectat1ons for cogn1t1ve performance.
LY

' Comp1a1nts about cogn1t1v ab111t1es are reportedly un1Versa1

. , «,w
among older persons (Poon, 1985)% Memory dec11ne 1n partlcular is. one

"'of the most common subjectively reported comp1a1nts related to grow1ngi”l.
\

-o]der (Dobbs & Ru]e,'1987 Zarit, Ga]lagher & Kramer, 1981) The .
relat1onsh1p between 1nte11ectua1 ab111ty and d 11nﬁ in rogn1t1ve
'performance 1n°o]der 1nd1v1dua1s has been debated over the last decadepj
“”m(Balt\s & Scha1e 19L5, Horn, 1976; _Horn & Dona]dson, 1976 Hultsch

. _Hertzog, & D1xon, 1987)



1 Researchers such as Baltes and Scha1e (1976) have suggested that
cogn1t1ve performance dec11ne{1n o]der peop]e may not be a resu]t of
'nnev1table 1nte11ectua1 dec11ne w1th age.’ Rather, as Bandura (1981)
has hypotheSIZed a dec11ne 1n cogn1t1ve performance w1th age may- be
1nf1uenced by factors such as sub%ect1ve fee11ngs, beliefs, or
expectat1ons that people have about their own ability to perform
cogn1t1ve tasks. Those who be11eve they are ab]e to competent]y afﬁect
-performance are more 11k€Tb)to do better,‘and try harder; than those
who believe they w111 not perfprm we11. These be]1efs, termed "se1f-

o

are thought to 1nf1uence not on]y cogn1t1ve

eff1cacy expectat1ons,
'”'performance but a]so 1nf1uence van1ab1es such as effort (Bandura,
1977a, 1981),.; | e
| The purpose of th1s study was:to explore the re1at1onsh1p between
V_Q;older 1nd1v1duals se]f-eff1cacy and the1r effort at cogn1t1ve tasks.
i";fEffort may med1ate between beliefs about performance and actual
ff?performance in some s1tuat1ons tasks may not beIattempted 1f
expectat1ons for sat1sfactory performance are 1ow.v -This 1ssue has been
htested with younger adu]ts but not - w1th o]der part1c1pants. Study of
ethe relat1onsh1p between o]der 1nd1v1duals se]f—eff1cacy and effort:
may further our understand1ng of the 1nf1uence of var1ab1es wh1ch
' medlate between cogn1t1ve performance and ab111ty 1n o]der peop]e.

Understand1ng how med1at1ng var1ab]es, 'such as effort, 1nf1uence

¢>performance has 1mportant 1mp11cat1ons for 1am11y life programm1ng

since 1nterventions'that do not account for the 1nf1uence,of med1atjng;qﬂi

variables may:notube succeSSful.



Expectations‘about personal efficacy’may dnf1uence effort'and;
cogn1t1ve performance in the manner of a: se]f fu1f1ll1ng prophecy. »For
most 1nd1v1duals, the h1gher thelr percelved eff1cacy, he more effort '_'/
they will exh1b1t at .an unsolved cogn1t1ve task, and conversely, the |
less competent]y 1nd1v1duals perce1ve their ab111ty, the 1ess effort
‘they w111 exhibjt (Bandura, 1981) When 1nd1vidua]s expect a certarn
,result they are 1nc11ned to exert the amount of effort requ%red to

'atta1n the resu]t they expect. In some s1tuat1ons (e g., when"
satisfactory performance 1s not a perceived poss1b111ty) 1ndiv1duals
“mgke a dec1s1on not ‘to attempt the task at all. 'Once the expected
"performance is ach1eved th or1g1na1 eff1cacy expectat1on is confirmed, .

&;and beCOmes 1nformat1on on wh1ch future performance expectatuons are

“abased. Th1s relat1onsh1p between efficacy, effort, and cogn1t1v

' jperfoFmance operates in-a self fu1f1]]1ng manner because it i

rec1proca1 (Bandura, 1977a 1977b 1981)-

W

For older 1nd1v1duals the prophet1c aspects of eff1cacy
“:expectat1ons are thou&ht to be even more sa11ent. Bandurao(1981)
3:argued that o]der ind1v1dua1s are in a state of frequent and lnaccurate

'?}eff1cacy appra1sa1. Performance accomp11shments from past exper1ences
and da11y env1ronmenta] exper1ences provide 1nd1v1dua1s of all ages
with 1nformation they 1ntegrate 1nto se]f‘eff1cacy expectatlons. For

’older 1nd1v1duals performance accomp11shments are. anchored in the more

’~1d1stant past wh1ch may lead them to re]y more on efffcacy 1nformatlon =

‘ portrayed in the env1ronment about grow1ng older, whlch IS often

negat1ve (e 9., stereotypes) Eff1cacy reappralsed in terms of aglng

stereotypes is. more 11ke1y to be 1naccurate s1nce ster otypes don t



-~ %

provide an accurate portra1t of: 1nd1v1dua1 performance ab111ty and

i

1ach1evement (Bandura, 1981) Accordeg to Bandura (1981) th1s p ocess

”results in the Curta111ng of o]der 1nd1v1dua1s effort and ‘range" of

’

"act1v1t1es--try1ng 1ong or. hard may be perce1ved as a waste of t1me. _\7f;

.

Se]f efffcacy and performance related to older 1nd1v1duals has
been explored pr1mar11y through ékam1n1ng the re]at1onsh1p between =
'metamemory and_performance. Metamemory refers to. 1nd1v1dua1s
,”know]edge or understanding of_the1r‘memory»funct1on1ng (Cavanaugh &

Per]mutter 1982 Dobbs‘&;Ru1e; 1987; Huitsch et al., 1987). Study,of

t @

the re]at1onsh1p between metamemory and performance has resu]ted in _
-~ *V-’ ’

“equ1voca1,f1nd1ngs concern1ng'how se]f—eff1cacy relates torperformance
(Bruce Coynegea‘goéainick 1982'.”Hur1but ~1988;vLachman &ide1alian,

oi984 Lachman, Lachman, & Thronesbery, 1979 .Love1ace & Marsh 1985;
: fer]mutter 1978) These resu]ts may. be part1a11y exp]a1ned by several‘
factors, 1nc1ud1ng the 1nf1uence of var1ab1es wh1ch may med1ate between
| eff1cacy and performance wh1ch @as of 1nterest 1n thas study. |

Effort is one med1at1ng factor wh1ch may be great]y 1nf1uenced by
»

‘\Jnd1v1duals be11efs about the1r ab111ty (Bandura, 1977b 1981
:fChaff1n & Herrmann, 1983 ” Hu]tsch et a].,,1987 West Boatwr1ght ‘&
'Schleser, 1984) As Nest et a] (1984) suggest, older persons who do

not expect to succeed. may "reduce the1r effort s1nce they can t

)

succeed' anyway (p'197)- To date, the 1nf1uence of se]f eff1cacy
&

expectat1ons on decisions to enter memory demand1ng s1tuat1ons are

v1rtua11y unexam1ned in the older popu]at1on (Hu]tsch, et a]., 1987) N

S .
-Understand1ng how effort may be 1nf1uenced by 1nd1v1dua1s percept1ons

fof the1r ab1]1ty to perform tasks may c]ar1fy the mechan1cs of the L



-y

7‘eff1cacy and cogn1t1ve performance 15 medlated by effort then effort

’may be a factor wh1ch can be 1nc]uded in a Fam11y L1fe Education o

~ e

relationship between'be1iefs about ability to perform'and'actual

performance. v,j‘w»

1

Ih ‘this. study the med1at1ng variable of interest was effort. ,If;g ‘

' 1nterj7nt1on des1gned to increase older 1nd1v1duals opportun1ty to -
, cultivate their fu]]est potent1a1. By promotf_g greater effort ‘in

7o1der 1nd1v1dua1s, programmers can foster h1gher performance

accomp11shments.

AN

C]ear]y the hypothes1zed re]at1onsh1p between o]der |nd1v1dua1s

f, se]fyeff1cacy and effort the contradlctory f1nd1ngs regardu self- v-'?
'effxcacy and cogn1t1ve performance, and the COntlnulng complalnts o]der.
1nd1v1dua1s have about perce1ved cogn1t1ve def1c1t§ theoret1cal1yiand

b_pract1ca11y Justlfy the purpose of this study wh1ch was to test the

'»fo]1ow1ngfr How does se]f—eff1cacy 1nf1uence effort 1n o]der

.jindfviduals7 A secondary quest1on relates to (a) d1fferences between

r"older 1nd1v1dua1s percept1ons of genera] efflcacy, or overall abn]rty,
_and ‘their percept1ons of‘eff1cacy related to memory speclflcally and,
(b) how each of ‘these may 1nf1uence effort at cogn1t1ve tasks.'-lf

v_o]der 1nd1v1duals are not expendeg effort and 50 m1n1m121ng thelr "f g

‘”ab113ty then the1r potentlal for 1ead1ng as full and satlsfylng a llfe

as poss1b1e w111 ult1mate1y be curtaIYed, and in the long run soc1ety

w111 lose the contr1but1on of the1r years of experlence and effort.-

fRy

:: as Bandura (1977a, 1981) has suggested the reTat1onsh1p between se]f- .>j

E



CHAPTER I

Framework of the Study
The focus .of thls study is the re]at1onsh1p between the se]f—
',efficacy expectat1ons of o]der 1nd1v1duals and the1r effort at '

"’cogn1t1ve tasks. For the purposes of thlS study, self-eff1cacy theory
) ‘.

“will form the centra] framework. Self—efflcacy 1S‘a m1n1-theory
' derlved from the larger soc1al 1earn1ngrf/eory perspect1ve. Soc1a1

1earn1ng theory emphas1zes ro]e 1earn1ng and the 1mportance of soc1a1
W

: exper1ences in the env1ronmdht (Bandura, 1977b) Behav1ors wh1ch
deflne certa1n soc1eta1 roles, such as mother, father, sen1or, teen,

etcetera, are 1earned at a very ear]y age\by observ1ng role mode]s--the
'\

1nd1v1dua1s who occupy those ro]es. Daily 1nteract1ons w1th others
the medla, and observ1ng the pos1t1ve and negat1ve consequences of - -
certa1n role behav1ors, further serve to soc1a]1y “teach" peop]e how to

‘vhbehave, and what ‘to expect when one occup1es certaln noles (Bandura,

LN

1977b) S _‘_"‘ - 'k e ,.f,fi

A\‘ V

Accord1ng to soc1a1 learn1ng theory, our env1ronment is our bas1c

"school“'and the observat1ons we makesln 1t are.. cogn1t1veTy 1ntegrated

ot

- and applied as behav1or‘(Bandura, 1977b) ~In other words; we th1nk

‘,about what we see, and then act on our thoughts. Change 1s poss1b1e 1n'

¢

~this paradlgm because 1nd1v1dua1s can 1earn how the1r thoughts, and

o

behav1ors, are 1nf1uenced by what 1s happen1ng around them and by |
’others expectatwons.; Change occurs when 1pd1v1dua1s chal]enge the
behav1ora1 expedtat1ons that def1ne certa1n ro]es.' A recent example

,concerns older 1nd1v1duals and - sexual behav1or. For’ many 1nd1v1duals

JV:'

sexua11ty ‘and sexual express1on have been cons1dered behav1ors
oy, : . .

Axd



‘1?‘.\ . JRe ”‘;_ : ‘~ ., | .
"appropriate to roies occupied by younger aduTts. However, Some olderf:
'1nd1v1dﬁ\is are cha]lenging that perception of roie behavior and
‘assuring younger peop]e that sexua] behav1or 1s an 1mportant and
:'enJoyabie part of grow1ng oider. with this action older individuais |
: who obJect to the constﬁ%ints of the o]d “non sexua]" roie, ‘create a"
v.:new set of expectations for the roie "o]d" Future generations obser;eat
the new attitude and behav1ora1 manifestationsyof 1t, and begin to
’accept the rev1sed behav1or as’ an 1nev1tab1e part of the ro]e. when
1ndiv1duaTs chaiienge traditionai behaVioral expectations in this way,.
they change‘the environment,ggg.other indiv1duals experiences 1n“that‘
environmenta’ ThiS’prOCess,‘in which the enVironment infiuences-
-1ndiv1duais and 1nd1v1duais 1nf1uence the env1ronment, is termed
-"rec1proca] determinism," and is a core concept of soc1a1 1earning ’
.theory (Bandura, 1977b). | | |
Rec1proca1 determinism 1nf1uences both soc1a1 change and ‘
-_re51stance to change. “some ind1v1duais may be soc1a1 "changers and
some may be social “resrstors. ' Ind1v1duais‘ be]iefs infiuence the

; type of beha¢ior in which ‘they choose to engage, and” this behavior
_ R
affects env1ronmentai conditions (Bandura, 1977a, 1977b) For exampie,

; _when 1nd1v1duais contest the behaViors defined by a role, as 1n the

‘~aexamp1e above, they often encounter reSistance since others have

i ]earned that these behav1ors are 1nappropr1ate. IndiViduals of a]i

f ges uho are reSistant to roie change do not accept actions which

o ntradict their 1earned expectations of behavnor for certain roies.»¢ :

“ '

:In the ekampie above, those who are res:stant to change may percelve

',that “sex 1n oid age is unheaithy. - When 1nd1v1duais hoid a certain

PR . e
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percept1on, accord1ng ‘o Bandura, they (1977b) are T1ke1y to behave in i

ﬂa manner cons1stent w1th their be]tefs, and to 1nf1uence the.

env;ronment so that the1r beT1efs are conf1rmed and re1nforced by the1r

\

' experlence. Ind1v1duals w1]1 often 1nteract w1th those they percetve

-'n<to ho]d s1m11ar bellefs, se]ect1ve1y attend1ng to ro]e modeT behav1or

ot

" These 1nd1v1duaTs may ‘be- Tess eas11y 1nfTuenced by negat1ve

- consistent w1th their percept1ons and 1gnor1ng that wh1ch is not '

con51stent. In th1s manner 1nd1v1duals act on. the. env1ronment SO that
%,

';-there is llttTe opportun1ty towobserve the 1nf1uence of new behav1ora1

fexpectat1ons for certaln roTes. By this act1on, "the1r“ env1ronment

S

: re1nforces or1g1na1 percept1ons about the unacceptab111ty of the new

role behav1our._

Self eff1cacy f1gures centraTTy in the rec1proca1 re]at1onsh1p

,'between the 1nd1v1dua1 and‘the env1ronment because it spec1f1caTTy _

‘ concerns be11efs about ab1]1ty to affect behav1or. whether or not one

s a social "changer" or'a soc1aT “res1stor," depends partly upon the

'flevel of these beliefs (Bandura, 1977a, 1977b) Those with h1gh seTf—

e

eff1cacy be11eve in. the1r own power to 1nfTuence the: env1ronment. :
N _

1

1.g,env1ronmenta1 cond1t1ons such as stereotypes or others d1sapprova1 and

'v-would therefore be more 11ke1y to exerc1se the1r power as 50c1a1

| changers. Those with lower Teve]s of seTf eff1cacy are more ]1ke1y

»to be 1nf1ueoced by negat1ve env1ronmenta1 1nformat1on because of

beTJefs about thelrv1nab111ty-to affect behavror.b These 1nd1v1duals e

may not bel1eve they have the power to affect change and wou]d more o

165

T1ke1y be soc1a1 "res1stors“ who are more comfortab]e w1th the known

convent1ona1 roTes they observe in the env1ronment. Those W1th the

v



h1ghest 1evels of eff1cacy may - even consc1ously use their behavior to -

/\-
exp]o1t favorable env1ronmenta1 cond1t1ons whereas those with Tower

L

1evels of eff1cacy may be less consc1ous of the 1nf1uence of their

’_ behav1our-on'the env1ronment (Bandura 1977a, 1977b 1981)

o

Se]f—eff1cacy 1s a]so 1nf1uenced by 1nd1v1dua]s enyironmenta]

4 -

exper1ences (what they see and hear) re]ated to thelr be]iefs about
ab1]1ty to perform prospect1ve cogn1t1ve tasks (Band}ra. 1977a. 1977b
i 1981). Ind}vldua1s performance expectat1ons are 1nf1uenced by »
env1ronmenta1 1nformat1on about performance success or fa11ure. FOr.’
examp]e, observ1ng others succeed or fa11 at tasks prov1des c]ues as to.‘
what 1nd1v1duals may be. able to accomp11sh when they attempt that task.
‘ Each t1me a task is performed 1nd1v1duals act on the env1ronment, and
are R\pv1ded w1th more env1ronmenta1 1nformat1on about the1r abl]ity to. B
' succeed or fails Since 1nd1v1duals are cont1nua]1y 1nf1uenc1ng the

¢
env1ronment with task performance, and be1ng influenced by what they -

T

see and hear in the env1ronment\\bout task performance eff1cacy

: expectat1ons are cont1nua11y read usted or reappraxsed as- new tasks are-m

C .

attempted (Bandura, 1977a,v1981)

£ ‘ .
ol Eff1cacy expectat1ons are acqu1red and reappralsed throughout the:

. 11fecyc1e as 1nd1v1duals 1earn to cbpe w1th thelr env1ronment, and
1earn what is expected of them in the chang1ng roles they occupy at

each d1fferent deve]opmental stage.. In1t1a] eff1cacy exper1ences are.’

"anchored 1n the famlly but gradua]]y move vo" outs1de wor]d as the'

-

| ch11d grows and 1nteracts 1n other spheres ( fa, 1981) ' Accord1ng

_— e
to Bandufa\s (1981) developmental model the ear]uest stage of efflcacy

deve]opment is that of the young/ch11d who 1acks even the most ba51c'



~know1edge of his or her capab111ty or of the consequences of behgv1oFT*Z ,

| _Later,. as the ch11d becomes exp]oratory, play act1v1f1es broaden h1s or.
.; her knowlqﬂge base and more competency is exper1enced._ Peer |
relationsh1ps and school also prov1de new sources of eff1cacy _
1nformat1on.- In ado]escence the mastery of the sk111s necesﬁbry to-
become a mature adult become the focus of’much eff1cacy 1nformat1on. ‘l
Adulthood presents var1ed s1tuat1ons for wh1ch self eff1cacy 1evels may -

- : W
;fluctuate by demand1ng many d1fferent ro]es, such as marr1age,,g o

Qﬁr.nthood and for some d1vorce, and remarr1age. In the m1dd1e years
\\many 1nd1v1dua1s beg1n to fee] they have reached the1r peak and
exper1ence fear of percefved dec11ne w1th age. This fear reflects
: ‘cultural stereotypes that “1t s all downh111“ after a certa1n ageﬁ5‘
(Cox, 1984). In later .years. self- eff1cacy is 1nf1uenced great]y by
z‘"reappra1sa1 .and’ mlsappra1sa1" of capab111t1es as we]l establlszfd
ro]es fade and 1nd1v1dua]s beg1n to search for new roles.; In th1s
--fsearch they compare themse]ves to the soc1eta1 mgge] of ag1ng that 15
represented by dec11ne and 1oss of capab111ty (Bandura, 1981) ‘
| These soc1eta1 role expectations are on]y one of four pr]ncfp1ele‘
sources of self—eff1cacy 1nformat1on (Bandura, 1977a,_1977b 1981 |
H';1982) Those four sources are performance accomp11shments (e g., what‘
'fthe 1nd1v1dua] has ach1eved before),. v1car1ous exper1ences (e g.;
soc1eta] ro]e expectat1ons),‘ verba1.persuas1on (e g.,»te1L1ng someone
Zl‘to perform an act1on)rrjand emot1ona1 arousal (e g.;‘fee11ng happy, or
'depressed) Accord1ng to Bandura (1981) the f1rst two sources of
' ;eff1cacy 1nformat1on are the most powerfu] xnfluences on eff1cacy

' : .
'Judgements and the expend1ture of effort. On]y these two sources were f



of fnterest in this study.: | %:":ye. : .'. o B '..' lfﬁf

- Pred1ct1ons for future performance are. based partly on past
"perfornance accomp11shments, or authent1c mastery exper1ences," whwch,
are the f1rst most sa11ent source of eff1cacy 1nformat1on (Bandura, ’

11981) Past performances prov1de 1nd1v1dua1s w1th 1nformat1on about

N
thealevellof accomp11shment.they m1ght ach1eve‘at neW»tasks. The more
- recent the past EerfOrmance is; then the more‘salientﬂit Wi11 be-in -

o

foFming efficacy‘judgements. Personal SUCcesses 1ncrease eff1cacy, and' fr

repeated fa11ures Tower eff1cacy.- Ind1v1duals who have deve]oped a

uh high 1eve1 of eff1cacy (1 e., be11eve they can cdmpetent]y perform

tasks they will encounter) w1thstand 1nfrequent fa11ures theso :

hfa11ures are 1ntegrated as 1so]ated 1nc1dents and are not at*r1buted to

- one's ab111ty. »

V1car1ous exper1ences, the second most 1nf1uent1a1 eff1cacy

‘-1nformat1on source, are a subt]e, aémost 1mpercept1b]e 1nf1uence on the

formatjon ofeeff1cacy expectat1ons.; When 1nd1v1dua]s observe others

[' (e.g., role modeTs) perform behav1ors, they persona]]y exper1ence the
'fr01e.mode]s success or fa11ure. For examp]e, ent1re nat1ons j 1.';;*;~.

exper1ence fee]lngs of accomp11shment through the. achlevements of the1r
"athletes at theeQ]ympnc Games. Ind1v1duals do not have to d1rect1y
”‘observe behav1or to. exper1ence it v1car1ous]y Ind1v1dUa1s-can :

»faexper1ence the fee11ngs assoc1ated with the observed behav1or through
"1mag1nat1on‘and=1dent1f1cat1on. V1car1ous experiences are oftenf
':unconsc1ous and many 1nd1v1dua1s are- not aware of such 1nf]uences over

lfthejr-beIJefs.andAbehaytor,(Bandura, 1977a, 1977b, 1981).
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12 .
_ Older 1nd1v1duals have a d1fferent set of v1car1ous exper1ences
| and are lnfluenced d1fferent1y by past performance fhan are younger ";{
adults. The later years of 11fe are domlnated by v1car1ous exper1ences
_wh1ch centre on 1oss, dec11ne, and. 1nab111ty (Achenbaum, 1985) For..
o1der 1nd1v1dua1s prev1ous performances at cogn1t1ve1y cha]]eng1ng |
vg tasks are anchored more in the_dnstant past than they ,are For younger'
groups. Because performance accbmp]xshments are based on past j'
exper1ences, older 1nd1V1dua1s may rely more on. v1car1ous exper1ences
-for their eff1cacy 1nformat1on than a younger group mlght. S1nce
common stereotypes portray negat1ve messages about ag1ng, the sen1orsz,
bheff1cacy_maylbe reappra1sed_more 1n.terms of y1car1ouinexper1ences:
“related to declfne, independent'of their‘past performance abq]ity.
This can 1ead to more 1naccurate eff1cacy appra1sa1 than other. age ; .
'd groups ‘experience. . o g . |

Inaccurate eff1cacy appra1sa1 may lead the e]der]y to 1naccurate1y
'assess the1r ab111ty to ach1eve new task performances, or even to . 'ngf—
. ma1nta1n present 1eve]s of performance (Bandura, 1981) _ S1nce eff1cacyb
‘_expectat1ons and performance are 1nf1uenced by the rec1proca1

s s

re]at1onsh1p between 1nd1v1duals and the env1ronment these elderly
’ilnd1v1duals may 1nadvertent]y man1pulate the environment to ach1eve tbe
:1eve] of performance they expect., Bandura (1981) reasons that they do _'
;th1s by - ad3ust1ng the amount of effort they exert, S0 that effort 1s o
exerted congruent to what 1nd1v1dua1 'S expect to ach1eve. Performancel
'successes or fa11ures prov1de 1nd1v1duals w1th new 1nformat1on on wh1ch €0
”to base thelr eff1cacy Judgements and w1th wh1ch to determ1ne the

jamount of effort. to be exerted on future tasks. Those whth a strong

""Kftr;- W

v
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']psense of self- eff1cacy exert greater effort because they feel mastery
‘:JS an ach1evab1e end‘ .those who try harder usual]y perform better andv
'.have the1r sense® of'h1gh se]fuefflcacy re1nforced.‘ Those-w1th doubts,
about ab111ty stop try1ng because they thlnk they can t perform the

‘Qtask those who do not try have the1r sense of 1OWr§e1f-eff1cacy _,fj“fv

B

-._nre1nforced and may further reduce the1r effort (Bandura. 1977a, 1981)

S ‘expectat1ons are, then the Tonger one w111 pers1st at a task ﬁhe_f

To summar1ze Bandura s (1977a, 1977b. ;2981, 1982) se]f eff1cacy
'ftheory descr1bes the format1on and ma1nte§ance of expectat1ons about
ab1]1ty to competently affect behav1or in prospect1ve s1tuatlons..'

These expectat1ons are 1earned pr1mar11y through performance
,1accomp11shments and v1car1ous exper1ences in the env1ronment. fhose.:
~wWith h1gher se]f-eff1cacy expectatlons attempt more new th|ngs and ’ f-‘:
pers1st 1onger at- them than those w1th 1ower se1f eff1cac% expectatlons

who tend to avoid new situations or exper1ences because they expect to

‘perform 1ncompetent]y.. The h1gher the 1nd1v1dua1 s eff1cacy

; :1ower one's eff1cacy expectat1ons, the less effort one exerts.‘:f‘
Eff1cacy expectatlons are not stat1c but subJect to change due to the
‘u_chang1ng env1ronment and ro]e expectatrons for 1nd1v1dua]s as - they move N
through the 11fe cyc]e and encounter new s1tuat|ons. wh11e effort o
med1ates between effwcacy and performance older 1nd}vtduals may be

‘71nf1uenced d1fferent1y by thlS relat1onsh1p than other age groups.'

'i'Sen1ors may have fewer recent cogn1t1ve performance accomplishmen S
'-;than youpger groups and because of thls, may rely more on v1car|ous.
”'exper1ences when form1ng efflcacy Judgements. S1nce these vicar1ousj,

"exper1ences often reflect negat{ye stereotypescgbout aglng they may Tﬂ-’
) ~ﬁ‘ . N N N N . . . g - !



i . Coe . v .
-resu]t in more frequent ;;H‘Tﬁacf’rate eff1cacy appra1sa1 fqr older
- adults than for younger adu]ts. In’turn these Tower eff1cacy

"expectatlons should reduce the amount d?lsffort’qlder 1nd1v1duals exert

¢ R ™~
A . . . . ~

wh1ch w111 1ower the1r actua] performance. SNl

s



CHAPTER 111
Literatdre'Review e R

‘ Introduct1on L F;;_ - ~ '}’fh* '.v, - Fﬂ\\

~

< - Lot . m\ .

X ‘The se1f—eff1cacy framework, as a part of the newer theorles that
o explore soc1ocu1tura1 var1ab1es re]ated to the older adult' s cognition,
has - r1sen out of the debate about the ex1stence of normat1ve, ”

: un1versa] b1o]og1ca11y based, cognitive decllne with’ age.. The flrst
part of th1s section is a br1ef d1scuss1on of this debate. In the next o
-sect1ons I present the 11terature regard1ng se]f-efficacy and older '
:1nd1v1duals, se]f eff1cacy and effortful behavwor and soc1d?-'
psycholog1ca1 stud1es 1n wh1ch effort was a variable. _Alsummary :

d1scu551on of the 11terature concludes the chapter. :
:",

~

'.:Cogn1t1on and Ag1ng
' The 11terature re]ated to aging and cogn1t1on ref]ects a 11ve1y, ;7. -

_:debaBe about_the:nature and or1g1n of'1nte1]ectua1 change 1n-1ater 3

eyears (Baltes & Schaie, 1976; Horn, 1976‘f Horn’& DonaldSOn 1976).‘.

: Accord1ng to Ba]tes and Scha1e (1976), prlor to the m1d 1970 s

1nte11ectua1 deve]opment in o]d age was. character1zed pr1mar1ly by ai'
,'model of dec11ne. Schale s (1970 1979) 1ong1tud1na1 study of age

_changes in 1nte11ectua1 performance he]ped to estab11sh that

-\.'

‘1nte1lectua1-dec11ne does.not occur "in toto. Data co]lected at sevend"'

-

~

revea1ed no long1tud1na11 easured s1gn1f1cant decrements in .

year 1ntervals from severa{dcohorts of adults over 21 years of age R
performance before the Tate s1xt1es althoUghvthere'Qere significant .-
' cohort d1fferences favor1ng younger adu]ts;‘ This data-has’been used to .

-support the theory that changes_1n 1nte1ligence with age are

15
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_represented by lnter1nd1v1dua1 d1ffe"ences, mu1t1d1mens1ona]1ty,
mu]t1d1rect|ona11ty, mod1f1ab|11ty, and the. JO1ﬂt 1mport of age and |
i7icohort related determ1nants. "?ha;;‘-A_.‘ A . '

c From research ‘such .as this Baltes -and Scha1e (1976)VCOntend‘that

3 7

‘,. hlstor1cal and cohort var1ance account for some of the change 1n o]der
‘lnd1v1dua]s performance. That is, the exﬁbr1ences of cohorts in
"ydlfferent t1me per1ods are 1nf1uenced by the soc1a] and educat1ona1
v>:trends of the tlme pér1od.v These exper1ences re]ate to performance.'.:{
" For example,/f/e 1ncrease in the educat1ona] 1eve1 of most 1nd1v1dualsvff
5-,7over the. last f1fty years means that cohorts born ear11er wou]d not ﬁ
have the beneftt of that exper1ence and m1ght therefore, perform less .

i;hell on cogn1t1ve tasks. Accord1ng to Ba]tes and Scha1e (1976) these -
factors do not mean that there is no dec11ne 1n 1nte11ectua1 |
- funct10n1ng w1th age, JUSt that the dec11ne is not un1versa1 for all -
; 1nd1v1dua1s. Converse]y, Horn and Bona]dson (1976) argue that
' -cogn1t1ve dec11ne wwth age is unlversal for certa1n types of \i'
_ 1ntel11gence. In a cross- sect1ona1 study Horn and Dona]dson (1967)}
found that f1u1d 1nte1119ence dec11ned w1th age and crysta]]1zed ’
,'_1nte111gence was ma1nta1ned or 1ncreased in adults 41 61 years of age.
It is argued. that f]uwd 1nte111gence ;s b1o1og1ca11y based whereas '
'fcrysta1112ed 1nte111gence is more soc1a11y based._ Study1ng whether
f cogn1t1ve changes are b10]og1cal1y based: or soc1a11y 1nf1uenced does
vnot address how cogn1t1ve changes wlth age 1mpact o]der 1nd1v1duals ;‘_‘;y
.erformance.and da13y functron1ng. Therefore researchers have changed

»

'/ ‘their focus. . o
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~In the 1astffew yearsireSearchfhasabegun po.shiftvtowards-the._"
dfsﬁpverylof'yariables that re1ate'to‘tognitive'changes“and the. 0
_1nf1uence ofﬁahese var1ab1es on o]der individuals’ behaVIor (Poon
1985 N1111s-& Baltes 1982) for examp]e, the 1nf1uence of bel1efs
:about dec11ne 1n o]d age have been exam1ned 1n an effort to understand
.the 1nteract1on between cogn1t1on percept1ons, and the soc1a1
. exper1ences of older 1nd1v1duals in the environment. Bandurg s'(1981)
: theory of self eff1cacy descr1bes these concepts, how they are _
1nterre1ated,.and how they m1ght 1nf1uence behav1or., Researcher S nowil'

« 0 \

appear to have moved from ask]ng 1f 1nte111gence dec11nes, to asklng '
' what var1ab1es re]ate to cogn1t1ve change and how one's behav1or is
1nf1uenced by cogn1t1on in the 1ater years of life. Th1s study of

_self eff1cacy and performance 1n o]der 1nd1v1dua1s is a part of bhat

E thrust.

.;Se]f Eff1cacy and*Older Adu]ts o 4> B R ? A‘: ’ -
. Se]f eff1cacy research on older 1nd1v1duals cogn1t1on has focused
’on exam1nat1on of the re]at1onsh1p between metamemory and memory
performance at 1earn1ng tasks. Metamemory refers to one's knowledge
-.and understand1ng of - one s own memory funct1on1ng, as we]l as’ beliefs
“rﬁabout one's’ own memory ab111ty (Cavanaugh & Per]mutter 1982; - Hu]tsch
‘et a].; 1987) Metamemory is often measured by ask1ng 1nd1v1duals to -
-est1mate the1r performance before comp]et1ng a. task and after : |
comp]et1ng a task (Bruce et a]., 1982 Lachman & Je1a11an, 1984;
‘ Lachman et a1.,'1979 Love]ace & Marsh 1985 Perlmutter, 1978)
“These est]mates are often compared to cogn1t1ve performance scores and

analyzed for pred1ct1ve accuracy.

=
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Some of the earl1est research was done by Per]mut;er 1978) who ’

.fOUhd”that there was no decrement in memory mon1tor1ng (subJects

acahrately'predicted their performance pre-task) with age. Th1s

| finding was: dup11cated by.Lachman et a]. (1979) who found‘that younger

and o]der adu]ts .showed no age d1fferences in-their ab111ty to pred1ct
how well they wou]d be ab]e to perform.‘ More- recent1y,»Dobbs ‘and Ru]e.
(1987) ‘found that there were no overa]] age d1fferences between young
and plder adults‘on a prospect1ve memory task and self- rated item’

metamemory quest1onna1re. In other stud1es, o]der 1nd1v1dua1s havef~

been found to g1ve overest1mates of pred1ct1ve accuracy,'or to perform .

worse thah k. eir eff1cacy estimates 1nd1cated (Bruce et a]., 1982

Hurlbut, 1988 Lachman & Je]a11an 1984 Love]ace & Marsh- 1985)-‘
The results 1nd1cate that the“@e]at1onsh1p between se]f eff1cacy and

¢

performance 1n older 1nd1v1dua]s is unc]ear. These equ1voca1 findings

may be part1a]1y exp1a1ned by def1n1t1on and measurement of, |

. metamemory, underest1mat1on of task d1ff1cu1ty,yand the 1nf1uence of

Y

var1ab1es which may med1ate between efficacy and performance. ﬂ§ ‘
' R
According. to Hu]tsch et a].:(1987) metamemory or1g1na11y referred e

*

on]y to. know]edge of. the. k1nd of memory demanded by a task, and .

know]edge of the strategy needed .to: perform the task Later,

metamemory was expanded to 1nc1ude be]1efs about memory ability in

general. It s currently thought that each of these d1mens1ons are

different1a]1y‘re]atedato performance (Cavanaugh & Per]mutter, 1982;

~ Dixon & HuTtsch, 1983; Hu]tsch et al., 1987). That 1s; one dimension

may re]ate to performance 1n one way and a second d1mens1on 1n another

.

- (Humtsch et al., 1987) B R o Ll



A second measurement issueﬁ'?s indicated @l di’fferences, betueenv
~ older. 1nd1v1dua1s perceptiOnS'of memory ability and their perceptions*
of genera] ab111\y. For example, Chaffin and Herrmann (1982), and
Hu}tsch et al. (1987) found that o]der 1nd1v1duals percept1on of -

’3 memory ab111ty, or . "memory eff1cacy;" is poorer than the1r perceptlons

of "genera] eff1cacy. | Th1s f1nd1ng is supported by studﬂes ‘which

—

measured older 1nd1v1dua1s percept1ons of memory ab111ty

O1der 1nd1v1duals percept1ons of memory ab111ty c]ear]y ref]ect

R

fee11ngs of dec11ne w1th age. Zarit, -Cole and«6u1der (1981) found

thatf'émory comp1a1nts f]uctuated 1ndependent1y of performance

ref]ect1ng expectat1ons about memory dec11ne with age, rather than S

.

' actua] 1nd1v1dua1-ab111ty -W1]11ams,-Nadsworth-Denney,,and Schad]er

(1983) found that o1der 1nd1v1duals perceptionsfof'prOblem solving

ab111ty had. 1ncreased wh11e the1r percept1ons of memory ab111ty had
decreased. F1na]1y, Hu]tsch et a] (1987) found that o]der adults"
comp1a1ned about reduced memory capac1ty, dec11ne in memory
funct1on1ng, and be11eved they have Iess control over memory ab111ty

Th1s-percept1on of decljn1ng memory ab1l1ty doesqnot appear to be

"refleCted in-older individuals h1gher than expected eff1cacy est1mates
' on metamemory measures in: the metamemory research discussed above._

- Lachman et al. (1979) and Love]ace and Marsh (1985) suggest that

a

: o]der part1c1pants in th%?r metamemory study actually had 1ower -é

b' . «

performance expectat1ons than the 1aboratory measures 1nd1cated. Older
part1c1pants d1sp1ayed percept1ons of dec11n1ng memory ab111ty even
though they overestﬂmated the1r*performance. These part1c1pants made

H

casua¢'statements about decl1n1ng memory ab111ty that contrad1cted the_

N
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laboratory'measures of metamemory. ‘That is,.the older participants in_
'-these metamemory studles gave h1gh efflcacy est1mates on the study
1nstruments but verballzed percept1ons of memory dec11ne ‘that were not’
‘Lmade by younger part1c1pants. S1m11ar1y, Dobbs and: Rule (1987) found

an 1ncrease 1n reported memory. re]ated problems with age as assessed by

X‘?*" :

i'a metamemory questlonnalre even though performance on prospect1ve

4

remember1ng tasks was unre]ated to metamemory Judgements for- both

younger and older part1c1pants. ' o . “I o

.3

'. The apparent contrad1ct1on between metamemory accuracy scores and

@F'

‘SUbJECt]VE percept1ons of memory dec]1ne have 1ed tgksevera1

: hypotheses. ‘Love]acevand Marsh (1985) have suggested_that the
participants' SUbjective statements represent'their true performance
jexpectat1ons wh1ch for some reason are not reflected in the research.
Dobbs’ and Ru]e (1987) have suggested that th1s occurs because
rresearchers have a d1fferent 1nterpretat1on of the term memory" than.
| do o]der study part1c1pants. They suggest that there is 1|tt1e
‘_know]edge of e1ther how the lay personi understands quest1ons about

memory funct1on1ng, or about the 1ay persons concept of memory . Dobbs

o and Rule (1987) also suggest two other presumptlons under]y1ng

}“& .

'quest1ons about memory . The first is a paradox1ca1 re]at1onsh1p
between memory ab111ty and knowledge of memory ab111ty ' 1nd1v1duals
"may not remember what they forget. Second Dobbs and Ru]e (1987)
.suggest that it |s.assumed in most metamemory research that a11.types
.of memory are ama]gamated and change w1th age dh1form]y. Another

, exp]anat1on is that metamemory 1nstruments 1n past metamemory accuracy

: research have measured.a genera] overa]] sense of eff1cacy rather than



“.to accurately assess performance.

-
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“efficacy. judgements related to the memory doma.in. If th]S is the case,'

a’

then Judgements of ab111ty wou]d not re]ate to performance because‘_
perceptlons of memory dec11ne were not’ measured.

A second factor, the underes\omat1on of task d1ff1cu1ty, may aLsoy
part1a11y exp1a1n equ1voca1 f1nd1ngs to date. Lﬁvelace and Marsh

(1985), Lachman and Je1a11an (1984), and Hurlbut (1988) hypothes1zed

. that instead of overest1mat1ng ab111tv, o1der adults underestlmate task' ‘

d1ff1cu1ty because they do not have the Same recent exper1ence w1th

- study tasks that younger adu]ts might possess. Th1s p1aces o1der -

¢
part1c1pants at a d1st1nct d1sadvantage with younger study part|C|pants

who have many recent exper1ences to access when assess1ng task
difficulty.
Bandura's:(1981) self- ~efficacy framework a1so stpports the

“experience" hypothes1s. He suggests that older 1nd|v1dua1s past A N

performance exper1ences are anchored ‘in a more distant past- fhan are

younger adu]ts performance exper1ences._ Accord1ng to Bandura 19811;-:__H

1nd1v1duals use thelr pas. exper1ences as a major source of 1nformat?on
for the format1on of eff1cacy est1mates. He argues that lack of recent“
performance exper1ences is one of the reasons older 1nd1v1d§§]s tghd to
est1mate efficacy 1naccurate1y. 0verest1mat1ng perfonnance, or rather
lnaccurately estimating performance wou]d be an expected outcome of |

underest1mat1ng tdSk d1ff1cu1ty for o]der 1nd|v1duals in Bandura S

{1981) framework. Thus, o]der 1nd1v1dua]s ablllty’to aecurately

‘assess task difficulty leads to similar outcomes as does their ability

/- . N
. . R
. . A
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Var1abfes uh1ch med1ate between eff1cacy and performance are the :
"mf1nal factor wh1ch may part1a11y explaln the equ1voca1 f1nd1ngs in the
metamemory-performance-relat1onsh1p. West et al. (1984), and Zarit,
Ga11agher,‘and Kramer (1981) were some of the flrst to examine the
‘1nfluence of mediating var1ab1es in the ﬁﬁtamemory performance
relatlonsh1p. They found ‘that affect was re]ated to se]f-assessment of
memory. In add1t10n West et al. (I984)*suggested that o]der adults S
acceptance of stereotypes about aging and memory-shou]d med1ate the1r
effort, 1nf1uenc1ng the1r dec1s1ons to engage in tasks or to try their
_ best. A med1at1ng var1ab1e hypothe51s suggested by Bandura (1977a, f
: 1981) is that se]f eff1cacy expectat1ons regu]ate the amount of effort -
A1nd1v1dua15 exert at a task, and-therefore mediate ‘task performance.
The influence of'perceptionsiof dec]infng memory on'the-medfatingh
varlable effort has not been exam1ned w1th older 1nd1v1duals.‘
In summary, research f1nd1ngs regard1ng o]der 1nd1v1dua]s se]fe
A}\efflcacy and performance have been equivocal ., Some data have 1nd1cated
that the older |nd1v1duals performance est1mates are not d1ffe?ent
from tﬁl1r observed performance and some 1nd1cated that older”
_1nd1vidua1s performed worse tha\lthe1r est1mated performance. It»Was
‘suggested that these f1nd1ngs may be part1a1]y exp1a1ned by the
deflnltlon and measurement gf metamemory, .the appraisal of task
d1ff1cu1ty, and the 1nf1uence of var1ab1es ﬁfMCh as effort wh1ch may
,medlate between eff1cacy,and performance, The 1nf1uence of self-
'efficacy on effort has not been examfned ufth an older group of study
) part1c1pants. "This lssue has been tested w1th other groups and the

' data from these stud1es prov1des 1ns1ght 1nto the. poss1b1e re]at1onsh1p »
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in o1der groupsll The'next:Section‘presents this literature.

Se]f Eff1cacy and Effort B o | i

el
i,

A rev1ew of any body of research must 1nc1ude the c]ass1c reSearch
‘n‘the f1e1d. In se]f eff1cacy research the classic. start1ng po1nt is

the work of A]bert Bandurau who deve]oped the self- eff1cacy mode] ‘,f‘;

“Much of'Bandura_s work (Bandura & Adams, 1977 Bandura Adams , & Beyer,

p1977'nBandura, Adams,'Hardy, & Howells, 1980) has been done with adults

-

Uﬁaof the re]at1onsh1p between se]f—mon1tor1ng processes, memory, and

w1th var1ous chronic phob1as who were exposed to s1tuat1ons des1gned to

increase thelr eff1cacy in prev1ous]y perceived "threatening"

' situations. These studies revealed that a strong pos1t1ve re]ationship

exjsts’ between performance mastery and: se]f eff1cacy, and a weaker but

" yet strong pos1t1ve re]at1onsh1p exists between self- eff1cacy and -

'a“

‘v1car10us experwencevw Later, Bandura et a] (1980) conc]uded that

l\‘

£ S
close congruence between changes in se]f eff1cacy -and d1fferent formS‘
of cop1ng behav1or in agoraphob1a (fear of open spaces) is evidence of

the genera]1ty of eff1cacy theory across d1fferent areas of

"vfunct1on1ng. This conc]us1on coniurs with Bandura et al. (1977)

f1nd1ng that sel f- eff1cacy was an "accurate pred1ctor of performance on’

a11 tasks [;n phob1a s1tuat1ons] whether mastery or v1car1ous

~exper1ences were used" (p. 125) Recent research has attempted to

app]y the model to various other s1tuat1ons to test the genera11ty of .

_se]f eff1cacy._

There has been some self- eff1cacy research done with depressed

1nd1v1dua]s that y1e]ds 1mportant 1nformat1on about tﬁe ma1ntenance of

- self eff1cacy and 1ts affect on effort and performance. In the1r study

| - 2N

a
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\'depress1on, Roth and Rehm:(1980 %bund that depr{ ? L AR ﬁa]s-weref*

S 2R

S .

-:}more apt to attend bO negat1ve 1nﬁgrmat1on and 1
""»‘é
o exp1a1n tﬁ@ development and ma1ntenance of. pes _
-~and help]essness (Roth & Rehm, 1@80 p. 155) Furfb i
,Yates.(1982) found that se]f eff1cacygrat1ﬂ§s corre]ated pos1t '

and strongly with performance fon resied 1nd1v1dua]s in.

-"43"‘.'

X study wh1ch spec1f1ca11y employed‘f ‘ S
| wh11e Roth and Rehm (1980} used*:ohsqggcts d1fferent from the ~ b
se]f eff1cacy construct and both Roth and Rehm (1980) and Dav1s and -
Yates (1982) stud1ed depressed part1c1pants, the re]at1onsh1p drawn o
between process1ng of 1nformat1on and 1nattent1on to negat1ve cues 1si
:rem1n1sceng of se]f-eff1cacy research with non- depressed groups In“'
Roth and Rehm 3 (1980): and Dav1s and Yates (1982) work,-1t was: found
that. 1nd1v1dua1s may 1ncrease attent1on to negat1ve eff1cacy
' 1nformat1on if they perce1ve themse]ves to be 1ncapab1e of dea11ng w1th
"%ﬁe s1tuat1on 1n quest1on. Such 1nd;?1duals m1n1m1ze pos1t1ve efficacy
~1nformat1on and m1ss opportun1t1es to engage in enr1ch1ng eff1cacy _
_ k1ncreas1ng exper1ences (Bandura, 1981, 1982)._ Reduced opportun1ty to
.h1ncrease eff1cacy for those who perce1ve themse]ves as 1neff1cac1ous
y1eads to further persona] conf1rmat1ons of 1ow se]f eff1cacy Judgements
(Bandura, 1977a, 1981 1982) Be11efs about 1nab1]1ty to perform may
f]ead to reduced effort and performance. .
Se1f eff1cacy and cogn1t1ve performance have been stud1ed 1n

re]at1on to var1ous var1ab1es 1nc1ud1ng effort. In al] of the

fol]ow1ng research effort was: only one of the var1ab1es measured.

L3



oo
v .

25

: ,S1ngh (1985) studied the cognitive dynam1cs of underach1evement in -

soc1a11y d1sadvantaged studenti and found that students ln a h1gh se]f—-
eff1cac1ous treatment 1ncreased thelr effort and the1r performance.

'M1nor and Roberts (1984) also found a s1gn1f1cant p051t1ve correlation

ubetween self-eff1cacy and effort as def1ned by't1me-spent an an

unsolvable puzz]e task in their’ study of undergﬁ%duates per51stence.'d,

Felson (1984) exam1ned the effect of: se]f appralsals of ab111ty on

vundergraduates academ1c performance., He found that students w1th hlghf
T X W

efficacy appraisals work,harder,vasvdef1ned by h]gher grades, thgg '

T

' students with 1ow_se]ffefficacy appraisaTs; A1l these studfes»support

"ethe'assumption (Bandura, 1977a, 1981) that hﬁgher self efflcacy is

re]atéd to greater expended effort at cogn1t1ve tasks.

Bandura ‘and Cervone (1983) stud1ed the re]at1onsh1p between

"m.

, undergraduates goa] systems, self- eff1cacy Judgements;»and effort on a-

physical exert1o$'task (a blcycle ergometer) Goal syﬁmems are s1mp1y B
sets of goals that 1nd1v1duals create for themse]ves. When indiViduals

set the1r own goa]s a persona] performance standard that represented

: self-eff1cacy expectat1ons was created. In add1t1on ‘the part|c1pants

rece1ved performance feedback manipulated by ‘the exper1menter vna :

E s¢atements presented on a v1deo-screenv( your performance from the last.

session‘Was...." bandura & Cervone,-1983 'p. 1020). In this‘situation:

HV: those w1th h1gher perceived se]f—eff1cacy for attalqyng goa]s, and

K

' h1gher se]f d1ssat1sfact1on w1th a sub standard performance lntenSIfled

their effort at the task.v The authors conc1uded that hlgh]y

eff1cac1ous 1nd1v1dua1s lntenSIfy and susta1n effort needed to meet o

cha]]enges. These 1nd1v1dua1s may feel they can meet chal]enges if

o
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,3they Just try. hard enough whereas 1nd1v1duals w1th 1ow sqﬂf eff1cacy
may,perceiye the expend1ture of.effort as a waste»of_t1me. Th1s .
‘researchfsupports Bandura's»(1977a,‘1981) hypothes1s that performance
(both,cognftfve andgphysical) is'mediated’dy the amount of kffort/
:persistehce'spent}atfa'task, which-is in turn subject to level of sé]f;wf:f
© efficacy. S oo @§ N | |
“Lent, Brown, and Larkjs'(1984) stUdfedAacademic achievement and
task{persiStence jn'college students_and.found that those with high
se]fgefficacy:hadvhigher grades and'persisted longer %n school.
, Cervone and Peake (1986) found s1m§éar1y that undergraduates
"differences in task persistence paral]e}ed differences in self-efficacy
| judgements. In'a second!hxper1ment with high schoo1_student§i?y;
;_Ceryone and Peake (19865 these resuits were rep]icatedt These data
sUpport-the hypotheS|s that 1nd1v1dua1s with h1gher sé]f efficacy havef_”
a comm1tment to higher standards wh1ch 1ncreases the1r mot1vat1on as o
they seek out cha]]enges (Bandura, 1977a, 1981) | On the other hand,
' those w1th 1ower eff1caqy further reduce their expectat1ons for
‘ performance every t1me they “g1ve up“ or av01d a task they perce1ve as.
ztoo dnff1cu1t; In th1s s1tuat1on, the h1gh1y eff1cac1ous 1nd1v1dua1
Sp1ra]s upwards and the 1ow eff1cac1ous person stagnates or sp1rals
downward 1n both Judgements of eff1cacy and observed performance.
| In a test of the 1nterface between control theory'and se1f-

“

eff1cacy theory, Jacobs, Prent1ce-Dunn, and - Rogers (1984) found that
- S !
- self- eff1cacy expectanc1es, compared to outcome expectanc1§§ and degree
r~of se]f-awareness were the best pred1ctors of perswstence at a task.

<In this study, 96 undergraduates worked on extreme]y d1ff1cu1t anagram y‘“
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\_tasks~forfffye minutes. It uas'impossfble to complete the'task iM that
i]ength of t1me. The part1c1pants were then told that the1r performance
was not very good and that most peop]e get at 1east a few correct. AThey_ -
[bpart1c1pants then. comp]eted an unso]vab]e design task they cou]d work |
" on for up to tﬁ%rty m1nutes for whlch they.. rece1ved e1ther hwgh (1.e.,“
"~ "this task is eaSy 6} Tow ( .e., "this task is hard") eff1cacy (j
stimu]ating'instructions. They also received outcome™ expectancy = .
’information which wasvefther pos1t1ve (solving these tasks gharpens “
"your sk111s) or negat1ve (solving theseytasks ddes\not sharpen your
‘sk111s). Se]f awereness was man1pu1ated by the presence or absence of
' a'mfrror. Effort was. measured by the amount of time spent on the
second'taSK. Only se]f eff1cacy expectanc1es were related to _.:l
‘performance,.vthose w1th h1gher sel f-efficacy worked 1onge9€ on the
second task Jacobs et al. (1984) conc]uded that the extreme]y strong
:;pos1t1ve effect of se]f eff1cacy expectanc1es on effort prov1ded
substant1a1 support for Bandura S (1977a, 1981) theory. R
Effort has also been sté§1ed in con3unct1on wnth a‘varlety of.

other constructs wh1ch are 51m1]ar to se]f eff1cacy in that they

o

. 1nvolye percept1ons of "se}f: and self- assessment. For examp]e, ,
‘Kern1s, Zuckerman, Cohen,-ana.Spadafora (1982) studied effort in;terms'
. of 1earned helplessness theory with undergraduate'particfpants. _They
‘founo that\under high se1f-awareness; persistence and‘fnterestfin.a'>
maze task were greater when part1c1pants recelved lnstructlons that ‘the
'gask was d1ff1cult. McFarI1n, Baumelster, and Blascov1ch (1984), have

stud1ed self-esteem and the amount'offtime spent on unsolvable puzile

“tasks with undergraduates and found that high self-esteem indiyiduals
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'h worked longer on a series of unsolvable puzzle tasks in both
productive and non-productive conditions. The participants were tpld

‘ to work until a. so]ut1on was; reached (product1ve cond1t1on) or to

on when faced w1th a “d1ff1cu1t“ puzz]e (non-product1ve cond1t1on)'
iNone of the part1c1pants was aware. that a so]ut1on was 1mposs1b]e to
attain. The h1gh se]f esteem subJects worked Ionger than Tow se]f—
esteem: part1c1pants even in the non-produet1@gﬁcond1t1on. McFar11n et
al. (1984) exp]a1n£d these resuTts by hypothes121ng that-h1gh self-

esteem part1c1pants have a pattern of "not giving up" that may at times

~"_.,be detrimental to their performance. ‘Qverall, the'authors'conclude

~
'that“th1s pattern serves to increase effort and performance because

- Y ) ¢
"'esteem 1nd1v1duaTS ’

~In a later study, McFar11n (1985) substant1ated this hypothesis. "

+ He suggested that the part1c1pants w1th h1gh se]f esteem in the'

.’McFar11n et al. (1984) _study cont@gued to work on non- product1ve puzzfe
'tasks because ‘the - adv1ce to move on to the next task may have ‘ o
'constlggged an adm1ss1on of lack of ab1]1ty to the part1c1pants._vThe.
type of g&ht1ngency 1nformat1on was 1mportant 1n McFar11n s (1985)
~ ‘study. . He found that when se%f esteem part1c1pants were ‘told the task -
was 1mposs1b]e they dtd_not‘work as 1ong as the 1ow se1f-esteem )
participants. ‘Thus, when high se]f;esteem partiCipantSQXngw thgt the
task was unsolvable, stopping.worklﬁﬁ%the task did not cohstftuteya’
threat to the1r perce1ved ab111ty In contrast Bandura's (1§84) ’

b §
theory s based on the concept that 1nd1v1duals do not know the

A

outcomes of the tasks they attempthn day to day life ahead of time.

w 8 o ;\. R T ',_’°lw'

- failures are\perce1ved as 1nfrequent and are d1scounted by high self— /-

!
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Tasks are approached based on]y on perceptzons of se]f—efflcacy related“

to performance in prospect1ve situations o wh1ch the. outcome is

unknown. Te111ng part1c1pants that the task is. 1mp0551b1e to perform\f\},'”

const1tutes 1nformat1on about the outcome of tasks and 15 not

appropr1ate in tests of se1f-eff|cacy. Therefore these f1nd1ngs

(Kernis et al., 1982; McFarlin, 1985; McFarlin et al.; 1984) appear

to generally support‘Bandura's (1977a; .1981) hypothesis that those

vw1th h1gher perce1ved self- efflcacy w1]1 per51st 1onger at a task ln

. and performance. ‘F1nd1ngs from’ stu:.;of phobics 'and depress

>

prospect1ve s1tuat10ns, when they do not know the outcome of the task.-
~In summary, research has demonstrated a relatlonshlp between se]f—

eff1cacy expectat1ons, how we]] ond9th1nks he or she will do on a task,

individuals that illustrated this relationship have been expaiféd to
studies of .self-efficacy and effort:at'cognitive tasks among

undergraduates and high school students. This reseafrch assessed howif

heffort' the amount of time one"persists at a task, is inf]uenced byi

"self eff1cacy expectatlons. General]y, it was found that h1gher £e1f-

eff1cacy 1s. related to greater expendIture of effort 1n ‘the form of

'pers1stence at a task. Those w1th 1ower.1eyels of se]feeffjcacy

ekpended little effort, or avoided’tasks'compTetePy:b:Research with

®°

other variables re]ated to'se1f-assessment has also .demonstrated a
relat1onsh1p between h1£her levels of ' Jf"_re]ated'constructs ‘and
pers1stence at a task.

In-conc]us1on, although the lssue “of self- efflcacy and effort has

- not been tested w1th o]der adu]t part1c1pants, the data suggest that

o]der_1nd1v1duals performance-w11] 1nf1uence the relat1onsh|p betweeo

C e
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© self- eff1cacy and effort at cogn1t1ve tasks. The medfating influenee7 b
'of effort on performance for o]der 1nd1v1duals may be even more C
_»'1mportant than for other groups because of the hypothesized changes 1n
;seif-eff1cacy w1th age. (Bandura, 1981) Because older 1Q%;v1duals may
be more 11ke1y to assess efflcacy 1naccurate1y, their dec1s1ons about
qmvhow much effort to exert at a: task may be 1nfiuenced more than younger
'adults‘effortful dec1s1ons :?&e beeh 1nf1uenced.; The 11terature

4related to the measurement and def1n1t1on of effort in se]f eff1cacy

. z *

,research, and other research emp]oy1ng related var1ab1es, is br1ef1y
rev1ewed~be1ow for‘1nformat1on 1t prov1des which was re]evant to this
. - ) ,

:study.

The: Measurement of Effort ? Zf'*7< S ," ; 3* ', RO b

The relat1onsh1p between se]fveff1cacy and effort has been def1ned
and measured w1th younger adu]t groups through pers1stence 1n,academ1c '
programs or pers1stence at a cogn1t1ve puzz]e task. On]y one study
deviated from th1s format Bandura and Cervone (1983) used a strenuous

’ajphys1ca1 act1v1ty to measure effort in re’gb10n to se]f-eff1cacy and :
sett1ng goa]s.. Because on]y those stud1es that measured effort, or the Au
~ amount of t1me.spent on a puzz]e task ‘were re]evant to thls study, ﬁ“;*
these w111 be rev1ewed.‘ N v Ce »A .
| Cervone and‘Peake (1986) exam%hed the re]ationship between selfé'

) eff1cacy and task pers1stence 1# undergraduates w1th an unso]vable : .

anagram task Sfm11ar1y, Jae

t

: dlff1cw1t anagram task that‘wds almost unso]vab]e and an. unsolvab]e

) s ét a] (1984) used an: extreme]y

| qadesign task in the1r study of control theory, self eff1cacy, and
effort. Mtnor and Robee%s 1984) a]so stud1ed the re]at1onsh1p between '_'

{ : 5 '
BN . .
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se]f;efficacy, control theory, and'effort 3?§hundergraduates, but. used-x_

1

a-sd]vab]e'anagram“task. Al1‘but Cervone and Peake (1986) measuréd

'*effprt as the amount of>t1me:spent on the tasks. Cervone and Peake

' A"(1986) measured the time spent on two'djffereht tasks to assess effort._

%P

§

e

‘A1l of these studies used different instructions to'manipuJate self-.

_ efficaCy} vparttcipants'were told either the task was difficult or

re]at1ve1y easy.

Research which. exam1ned var1ab1es other than se1f efflcacy to
measure the re]at1onsh1p between effort and a,self- assessment or‘“se1f"f'
type var1ab1e,‘exc]us1ve1y emp]oyed unso]vab]e puzzle tasks . (Kernls et

al., 1982; McFarlin, 1985; McFarhn et al., 1984). The puzzle tasks

.were -anagrams or geometr1c puzz]es that cou]d not be put together. Ih
ithese studies;” the se]f var1ab1e -Was a]so man1pu1ated by vary1ng thev'.y

_ 1nstruct10ns g1Ven ta part1c1pants work1ng on "the" unsolvable tasks.;
For exampie, Kern1s et a1 (1982) and McFar]1n et a4 (1984), prov1ded

-success and fa11ure feedback to part1c1pants 1ndependent of the1r

' ”actua] performance.' In another study, McFar11n (1985) provided

e ————

',-.part1c1pants w1th e1ther no 1nformat1on about the d1ff1cu1ty of an

unsolvable task or to]d them that the task was either, 1mposs1ble, or
very_d1ff1cu]ttblln these stud1es and those c1ted above, effort var1ed

with type of 1nstructions.' In add1t1on the researchers se]ected a

‘pre- set time 11m1t that was detern1ned 1n a p11ot study by a110w1ng B

people to work as 1ong as they. wanted. The maxlmum t1me4that

3

part1c1pants worked in the p1]ot was doub1ed to determlne the study
stop t1me. Part1c1pants who cont1nued to work on the unso]vabTe tasks

were stopped at the pre set t1me because al]ow1ng part1c1pants to- workv‘

B
*,

-



on unso]vable tasks 1ndef1n1te1y was determ1ned to be uneth1ca1. :
;However; it was extreme]y rare for an. 1nd1v1dua1 to work unt11 the
des1gnated time. Part1c1pants 1nvar1ab1y stopped working on the tasks
‘of the1r own accord. ‘ | | | |
In summary, most stud1es wh1ch have examlned the relat1onsh1p
"between self- eff1cacy and other "self" related var1ab1es have measured
effort by the amount of t1me spent on a d1ff1cu1t or unso]vable puzz]e
.task. Part|c1pants rece1ved dlfferent 1nstruct1ons wh1ch 1nf1uenced
. the’ amount of effort they exerted at the task. For eth1ca1 reasons
' ; predeterm1ned stop times were estab11shed but were rarely needed. f,
Conclus1on ' | | |
The 11terature reviewed has revea]ed an ongo1ng debate regard1ng

the nature and or1g1n of cqgn1t1ve changes in 1at3£/T1fe as we11 as
" variables that m1ght re]ate to the impact cognitive changes w1th age
might have.on o]der 1n\1v1duals behav1or.' Expectat1ons for
) performance based on perce1ved ability are. factors that may he]p
: exp1a1n f1nd1ngs by researchers such as Ba]tes and Scha1e (1976) that
change in o]d age is at 1east part]y socia]ly and env1ronmenta]1y
1nf1uenced, The genera] research on self eff1cacy has indicated a.
relationsh1p between se]f-eff1cacy expectat1ons, or 1nd1vadua1s
be]1efs about the1r ab111ty to perform a task, and cogn1t1ve
Xperformance. ';/
| ‘ Effort deflned as a pers1stence has been stud1ed 1n reTat1on to
self eff1cacy and cogn1t1ve performance in young adult groups. The

‘data from thlS research 1nd1cate those with hlgher 1evels of se]f— .

iybeffucacy w111 attempt more tasks, pers1st 1onger at them and expend

N



- 33

more effort.:-other social-psyohological research.employing "seT?F.type _
‘variables has supported this ffndﬁhg; high se]f—esteem subjectSjtended;
to persistflonger at tasks. _” | | - |
SeTf eff1cacy research with o]der part1c1pants has ralsed many

quest1ons because of the equ1yocal f1nd1ngs in the 11terature no age
N d1fferences in eff1cacy est1mates and performance or an overestlmatlon
1of performance were found in stud1es with o]der part1c1pants. It was )
suggested that ex;m1n1ng the 1nf1uence of the medlatlng varlab1e effort
in the re]at10nsh1p bﬁ}ween self—efflcacy and performance may he]p 53 f
part1a]1y exp1a1n the eQu1voca1 resu]ts. »

| Stud&1ng med1at1ng var1ab1es such as effort in the se]f efflcacyv
".and cogn1t1ve performance r§%%}1onsh1p can resu]t ina new
1nterpretat1on of past f1nd1ngs and: prov1de the m1ss1ng 1|nk in the.
self eff1cacy performance re]at1onsh1p. Exam|n1ng the medlatlng ro]e
'of effort may help to. reveal: the 1nf1uence dlfferent "levels. of efflcacy
have for performance because effort IS someth1ng that is . «fluenced by
‘"eff1cacy dur1ng task perfonnance‘. Th1s aspect of the effucacy- 7
"performance re]at10nsh1p in o]der adu]ts has not been axamlned.- fn
-_add1t1on, spec1fy1ng the older 1nd1v1duals expectéiﬂmns for general
eff1cacy and memory eff1cacy helps . to furthef c%arlfy‘the nature of the
ﬁeff1cacy/effort/cogn1t1ve performance re]atlonshlp, since memory
leff1cacy has been found to be percelved more poorly than general

Leff1cacy

‘ work1ng Hypotheses

&

In order to exam1ne the re]at10nsh|p between se1f~eff|cacy and

-effort in o]der 1nd1V1dua1s the fo110w1ng worklng hypotheses were



- at the task than those in the Tow se]f efficacy group.

H

*proposed. . g o ~ G e

-

roup;wi11 exert more effort

“ -
1

‘1. Those in the h1gh se]f eff1cacy

2., “uction group w111 exert more_

Those in- the h1gh eff1cacy ins

' the 1ow se]f éff1cacy group and the Tow e f | yetion group will

exert the 1east effort at the task.

¢

WOrk1ng Secondary Hypotheses

1. Those w1th a h1gh level of genera1 eff1cacy wilt exert more
-effort at the task than those. with a 1ow Tevel of genera] eff1cacy.v
i,¥2 Those with a high 1eve1 of memory efficacy w111 exert more
effort at the task than those with a 1ow ]eve] of memory efficacy.
- %.. Those w1th a h1gh 1eve1 of genera] efficacy and a hlgh Tevel
of memory eff1cacy w111 exert the most effort at the t%sk and those |
“with a Tow 1eve] of genera] efficacy and a 1ow 1eve1 of memory eff1cacy
_-w1]1 exert the ]east effort at the task '. |
4. Some part1c1pants w1th a high 1eve1 of ‘general eff1cacy will’
have a. low level of memory eff1cacy,whereas those w1th a high memory
efficacy wi]lia]so have high genera] efficacy. _Further, those with a

1ow level ofﬂgeheral'efficaoy.wfll haye a low level ofnmemory efficacy.
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. study; three of these were 1n the h1gh se]f efflcacy group, and one ﬁ:

PEEERY

o CHAPTER IV
| ~ Methods
Sample ,

. J . Lo .
65 -

F&rty -sevep volunteers aged 59- 80 years were se]ected from a group

»_of 85 older 1nd1v1duals who part1c1pated in an ear11er study (N=93

o]der part1c1pants) and had agreed to part1c1pate in a second study"
Hur]%gt 198§§r Twenty -five vo]unteers in a h1gh self- eff1cacy group

(passing scaore of 75% or h1gher) and 22 in a 1ow se]f—eff1cacy group
(failing score of less than 75%) were random]y selected,.and contacted

T

by te]ephone from these 85+ part1c1pants. Three volunteers were unable
to part1c1pate because of other comm1tments, two of these were in the
h1gh self eff1cacy group, and one was in the Tow se]f eff1cacy group.

Four vo]unteers were no: longer 1nterested 1n part1c1pat1ng in a second

was in the 1ow se]f-eff1cacy group. Thus, a total of 40 o]der

-'1nd1v1duals part1c1pated in the present study._ The 20 participants in.

’ . ) .
each“self-eff1cacy group were then random]y assigned to two efficacy

1nstruct1on treatments, 50 that there were ten part1c1pants in four '

'd1fferent treatment groups: _ h1gh se]f eff1cacy/h1gh eff1cacy

1nstruct1ons, high-self- eff1cacy/Tow eff1cacy 1nstruct1ons, ~1ow'se1ff

vefficacy/high eff1cacy 1nstruct1ons,_ Tow se]f-eff1cacy/1ow efficacy'

1nstruct1ons.v-;j:‘t s A iR e

’ Descr1pt1ve stat1st1cs 1nd1cated that the part1c1pants 1n the

'study scored w1th1n one standard dev1at1on of the norm for the 1og1ca1{;

memory , memory span, v1sua] reproduct1on, and assoc1at1ve 1earn1ng

Y

subsca]es of. the Nechs]er Memory test by, Nechs]er and Stone (1974) (See

B

FI 35 .._' RS
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. Append]x A, Table A- 1) The part1c1pants were screened for good health
and‘the absence of chron1c health prob]ems through a self- report :
'questionna1re. Th1rty seven part1c1pants reported good to excel]ent
overa]f-health; three reported fa1r hea]th (two in the hlgh se]f-
efficacy group,; one in the 1ow se]f eff1cacy group)

.m, The average age of the study part1c1pants was 70 years. Ten
| percent of the part1c1pants were’ 59 64 years of age,,67 5% were 65 74
'years of ‘age, and -23. 5% were 75- 80 years ot age. Twe]ve men (30%) and’
'28»womenv(70%) part1c1pated in the study Three ma]es were in: the high
self-efficacy/high eff1cacy instruction group, four were in the h1gh
self- eff1cacy/1ow eff1cacy 1nstruct1on ‘group; two were in the Tow
self eff1cacy/h1gh eff1cacy 1nstruct1on group, and three were in the
1ow self- eff1cacy/1ow eff1cacy 1nstruct1on sroup Seven fema]es were
in the high seTf eff1cacy/h1gh eff1cacy 1nstruct1on group, sSix nere in
'the h1gh self- eff1cacy/]ow eff1cacy 1nstruct1on group, e1ght were in
: the 1ow se]f eff1cacy/h1gh eff1cacy 1nstruct1on group, and seven werek
“in the low se]f eff1cacy/1ow eff1cacy 1nstruct1on group '
Educat1onal 1eve1 of the part1c1pants was high. compared to the

| general populat1on in the,same age group. In th1s sample,_57 5% of the
- participants had comp]eted post=secondary‘educat1on 30% had grade ten
or hlghen, and only 12.5% had comp]eted grade nine or less. The
part1c1pants demonstrated a high 1eve1 of educat1on compared to the
general populat1on in th1s age group because over half the part1c1pants
,possessed a un1vers1ty degree The average number of years of |
}:completed university in Canada for the older adult popu1ati0n,is}much
‘_5owerrat'about,1?% (McPhersonv& ko}??i;ggggo),g In additfon,»sincehtheg

)
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f1rst study was compTeted (Hurlbut, 1988); nine participants had taken

courses at Spr1ng Sess1on for Sen1ors at the Un1vers1ty of Alberta and

| six had taken some type of commun1ty course. The rema1n1ng .

part1c1pants d1d not - 1nd1cate part1c1pat1on in add1t1onaT educat1ona1
)

act1v1t1es in the Tast two years.

Eff1cacy Scores

Three types of seTf eff1cacy scores were Jused, in the present
‘ L
study. One was used to test the main hypotheses and two were used to

test the secondary hydbtheses. The seTf-effiGacy scores used to test

the main hypotheses were calculated from data in Hurlbut's (1988) study*"

and are exp1a1ned below. The two scores used to test the secondary
hypotheses were gathered in the present study and are expTalned under'
the head1ng "Efficacy quest1onna1re. :

The foltowing procedure was used to group the part1c1pants in .
Hur]but S (1988) study into hngh and Tow seTf-eff1cacy»groups.,"
Participants who were: seen in smaTT groups compTeted severa] subJect
paced, tasks. Flrst, all part1c1pants were ton the study was about age
d1fferences in Tearn1ng and’ memory The part1c1pants thenmcompleted a
pre study memory task cons1st1ng of the subscales on the Wechsler
Memory.Test. After a coffee break,. the participants read a story wh1ch
-varied the‘v1car10us exper1ence’1n the stUdy Thenvthe part1CJpants
made pre task performance est1mates (a netamemory measure) fo]?owed by
the Tearn1ng task Next they made post -task performance pred1ct1ons (a
second metamemory:measure). Before Teav1ng the part1c1pants comp]eted
f“a demographic questionnaire. The foTTow1ng mater1aTs from Hurlbut s .

(1988) study-were~<sed,in the-present‘study.
A NS AN
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- Wechsler memory test. ~Al] participants~in Hurlbut's (1988) study‘

‘Were given the logical memory, memory span, visual reproduction, and

: assoc1at1ve 1earn1ng subsca]es of the. Wechsler Memory Test by wechsler

and Stohe (1974) The scores.on these subsca]es were used 0 descr1bec
the‘sample. The. scores for the forty part1c1pants in the present study

were gethered at this t1me.and.are presented in Appendix A, Tab]e Ael.

Learning tasks. -TheATeerning tasks‘consistedAof*two esséys and
one short.pr3ctice essay whi ch were given.to a]T the,participants.‘
After'readingveachlessey the participents_answered?18vmo]tiple choice
questiOns relating to each‘essey., There wereo36 duestions to answer in

total, plus 2 practice questions. These tasks were used to measure @

o obseryed performance.  The participants in this study were'randomly"_

xe

se]ected from those with an observed performance 5core on the learning
tasks of 18 or bettﬂfﬁ‘”E1ghty five percent of the part1c1pants in
Hur]but s (1988) study had a score of 18 or better.ﬁ .'

Metameﬁory. Memory mon1tor1ng,was tested with two meesures that

p_were giVep to all the participants. Estimates7were made before

',participants'began the ]earning tasks-(pre-task metamemory)‘end after

comp]et1ng,the 1earn1nq tdsks (post task metamemory) -The pre task-

metamemory Jeasure was obta1ned by ask1ng the part1c1pants to est1mate

how nany of the 36 quest1ons on the 1earn1ng tasks they would answer:

1J~

,correctly. For the post -task metamemory measure part1c1pants were

%sked,to estimate how meny of the 36 questlons on the learning’ tasks

they had answered correctly. The pre-task'estimete was used to group

part1c1pants 1nto e1ther high’ or Tow se]f eff1cacy groups. :The

';follow1ng sect1on exp]a1ns the bas1s of th1s d1v1s1on. ‘:"
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Vicarious experience. The pa{tic1pants read a story about an -

“older individual who wanted to attend university. Before being
admitted to university the individuai in thevstOPy'mdst comolete a set’
. of iearning tasks. The individual in the story‘experienced'either
' success, with a score of 75% or better, or failure with a scoréﬁgf
less than 75%. Indiv1duais who estimated their score on the pre- task
metamemory measure as 75% or higher were placed in the high self—
efficacy.group. Participants who estimated their pre-task measure as
lower than 75% were p]aced in the low seif—efﬁicacy groop.' in:the
i presentistudy 34 of 40 participants' ore_and post-task estimates here_,
consistent (i.e., both estimates were abovevor’beTow 75%). |
_ Participants who estimatedftheir pre—task andeost-task’netamemory v
incon51stent1y (e.g., one estimate was abﬁve 75% and the other was
below 75%) were placed in a self-efficacy group based on the pre- task
"estimate.' This was done only with part1c1pants (n=6)" who did not
change their estimates dramaticaiiy (é. g., those with a brestask
estimate-of -30% and those w1th a post~ task estimate of 90% were not
vused), The-reason for using the pre task estimate to p]ace
partiCipants 1n.the\se1ffefficacy groups was because seif-efficacy
:theory is based on,individdals‘ffeelingsuabout,ahiiityvregarding'
prospective tasks. R i |
: Materiais' i
The matérials are described below and'presented in-AppendikhB‘in

. the order they were presented to the participants.'”

' Efficacy Questionnaire

.The firstitask was the efficacy‘questionnaire._uThere were twe*
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questions that asked.the participants-to rate their agreement with a
statement on a five point rat1ng scale.  The first queStion re]ated to
oy

the amount of contro] one has over general ab111ty and if it has

changed s1nce m1d-11fe. Part1c1pants a]fo 1nd1cated if they had more,

1ess; or'the same contro]fas‘beforé: The second question was're1ated .
to the amount of contro] one has over the ab111ty to 1earn and R
“remember, and if 1t has changed s1nce m15911fe As in question one,
" the part1c1pants indicated if they'fe1t more,_]ess; or the ;ame’
1 contro]tx |
Effort Task ™~ o |
The effort task was used to measure’ how 1png the bart1c1pants
worked on a puzzLe task, "SquarIng the C1rc1e" manufactured by Q. E‘D
Canada Games L1m1ted (198 ) of Downsv1ew Ontario. The task cons1sted
of sma]] plastic shapes wh1ch fit toge&her to form a large c1rc1e

1ns1de a square. The task 1s so]vab]e but it 1s very d1ff1cu1t to y

"so]ve, and no part1c7pant was able to. so]ve the task Th1s task is o

N
‘?

‘ o

o s1m1Tar to unso]vab]e and/or very d1ff1cu1t tasks use8 by others
(Jacobs et a]., 1984; Kernis et a].,-1982,-,McFar]1n, 1985; McFarlin =~
et al., 1984) o |

Instruct1ons; The instructions used 1n:this study were adapted

from'those used in other studies (Jacobs et al., 1984; Kernis et al.,

:1982 McFar]1n, 1985; McFar]invet al., 1984)" The two setslof '
. & ‘ .
;f 1nstruct1ons varied as fo]]ows. The exper1menta1 cond1t1on was the 1ow: a8

eff1cacy 1nstruct1on cond1t1on and the exper1menter said: "th1s task lsf"

-

quite d1ff1cult, and is somewhat 11ke a Rubik's cube. The co Vrol‘

condition was‘the1h1gh efficacy 1nstruct1on condition and was%xdent16§?‘”ﬁ‘
. Y “s - ) ’ it : .

. B V"' L. B e N e B a
o . . x
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 to the expehimental instrpction except that the line “this task is
'qu1te d1ff1cu1t and 1S somewhat lxke a Rub1k s cube puzzle" was left

out. Iq_both cond1t1ons the exper1menter sa1d 1t 1s important that

you work as qu1ck1y as poss1b1e because I 11 be timing you."

v

Filler Task N o o '

o b , C - : .
A second task Wwas used to- ensure that all participants experienced ~~

4

success before 1eaving:§he experimental situatton. Such an e&tra_task
. is consistent with the effort literature (Kernis'et-ai%; 1982;
McFarlin, 1985; McFar11n et al.; 1984). The Islands Puzzle task wich-
‘-was used for the extra task is fa1r1y s1mp1e to perform and is des1gned
by Karp]us and’ Karp]us (1970) of the Un1vers1ty of Ca11forn1au The
task 1s a paper and penc11 puzzle wh1ch 1nvo]ves instructions with
c]ues that réQU1re some. reasoning skT]]l The exper1menter worked

actlvely w1th part1c1pants on this task, answer1ng a]] questions and
‘helping them to comp]ete the task

JDemograph1c Quest1onna1re

A rev1sed version of the demograph1c quest1onna1re used in the

V Hurlbut (1988) study was emp]oyed to reassess the. background
1nformat1on of the part1c1pants, such as hea]th condition or any
add1t1ona1 education rece1ved;i This 1nformat1on.was used,to descrihe
‘the sampie..” R -

Procedure’
The part1c1pants were seen for one sess1on on an ‘individual bas1s ’

-:jlin the1r homes (n 29), or at the Un1vers1ty of A]berta (n=11), at the1n_ae

bcanenience. A11 tasks were subJect paced. The research session was

A2

.-‘conducted accogdmg to the protocofi rea¢ bk the exper1menter (see L
. : _ S ¢ v
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Appendix~C)

A pilot study, w1th a samp1e size of four was done to gain

‘v'rud1mentary eva]uat1on of the face validity and of the geomeﬂrlc puzz]e N
task ahd a]so to determ1ne the amount of time most participants
pers1sted at the task In other stud1es (McFar11n, 1985' McFarlin et
al., 1984), the greatest amount of time part1c1pants took to work ‘on
the: geometr1c tasks in the p11ot was doub]ed and became the predeter—
mined stop, time. In th15 study none of the pilot participants
pers1sted}1onger than 12 ‘minutes so the cut-off t1me was determined to.

' be 20 m1nutes. No part1c1pants pers1sted to the cut off t1me.

On four occas1ons part1c1pants wére asked by the exper1menter 1f
they wou]d 11ke to stop | Each time the part1c1pant expressed re11ef at
be1ng asked if they wou]d 11ke to stop. This quest1on Wwas posed on}y
when part1c1pants repeated]y made statements such as "you must think

3

I'm rea]]y dumb. - "In these cases cont1nu1ng mi. un thica1'

Parttc:pants in the fo]low1ng treat ent ”ups were asked. 1f they would
~ like to stop, and accepted the offer one part1c1pant 1n the hlgh,se]f—‘
eff1caty/low effucacy 1nstruct1on group; two participants in:the high

' self eff1cacy/hlgh eff1cacy 1nstruct10n group; one {n the'1ou se]t-
eff1cacy/h1gh eff1cacy 1nstruct1on group, and none 1n the 1ow se1f-
v eff1cacy/]ow eff1cacy 1nstruct1on groupg
At the beginning of the research sess1on the exper1menter ‘
1ntroduced her:elf and genera]]y exp1a1ned that the study re1ated to '
ag1ng, 1earn1ng, and memory After being to]d that they may w1thdraw
from the study at any t1me the part1c1pants were asked to s1gn a -

consent form (see Append1x_D). A copy of th1s form was_g1ven to the

~
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part1c1pants to keep and 1nc1uded the exper1menter s name and. phone

'number, and the name and phone number of her thes1s superv1sor, so the

part1c1pants cou]d contact, e1ther one if they had any quest1ons. The

part1c1pants also s1gned a sheet requesting.a copy of the study results

©if they sg desired.. - , o ’» o ﬁ;/

Next the experimenter administered the efficacy questionnaire

after explaining how tovanswer'the quest{ons using the rating‘sca]e.

‘*Partidipants were then totd that the next task was the puzzle task.

The exper1menter put the empty puzz]e frame and puzzTe p1eces in random .

order on the tabTe.’ Part1c1pants were verbaTTy 1nstructed to comp]ete

the-puzz]e, as qu1ck1y‘as poss1b1e, and rece1ved either the h1gh or IOW'

o

effitacy3instruction set. Dur1ng the puzz]e task the exper1menter

'.task next and the demograph1c task Tast.

watched the participants and wrote down the part1c1pants comments on '

the "PuzzTe Time Sheet" (see Appendix B) wh11e work1ng The

exper1menter also g]anced at the watch frequently. Th1s was done to

~put pressure on the»part1c1pants. Part1c1pants comp]eted the IsTands

Q
-~
\ ) e . [}

rvThe part1c1pants were debr1efed at two points in-the study: after
‘ s .

After the effort task

.-t1me‘they had workeg on the puzz]e task. Those who worked for Tess

than five m1nutes were ton "You seemed to discover earTy that this

‘task was pract1ca11y unsoTvabTe and stopped work1ng on it. That 1s

very good,_s1nce this task is aTmost 1mp0551b1e,to solve." Those who

worked on the puzzie for more than five minutes were told: "You really

persisted and stuck out this\task. You worked on'Tt for a Tong time.
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e

[

'__Auithout-givfn@lﬁﬁiz/?hat is very good, since this task is a]most 4
impossfb]e to soiye." In all cases, the unso]vab111ty of the task was
emphasized to the participants. In add1t1on, the so]ut1on sheet was |
offered,to the participants'so they could see,how,the puzzle went

n together. T | | o ”

Once the Is]ands task yas comp]ete, the study part1c1pants were
fully debr1efed and the comp]ete nature of’ the study was revea]ed The
exper1menter,exp]a1ned'that thelfjrst (effort puzz]e) task was in fact
veryldiffiCU1t and almost 1mpossib1e*to soive. The exoerfmenter also
made sure that al] the help des1red by the part1c1pants to successfu]]y
comp]ete the Is]ahds task was offered A sheet ent1t1ed "Puzz]@,Task

. Study" (see Appendix b), wh1ch exp1a1ned the exact nature of the study,

lbwhat the part1c1pants had done that day, and how it re]ated to the
first study (Hurlbut, 1988) in which they:part1c1pated, was given to
‘the oartitipants. lAfter'cohpletfng the'demographfciquéstiOnnaire, the
participants were-thanked for‘their time;',fhank;you,]etters'were sent
to all participants withfn one:month of their\participation in the
‘study Data were coded fo110w1ng procedures SO that conf1dent1a11ty

* was ma1nta1ned , » | o

-t

. The research des15n used in th1s study was both exper1menta1 and
quas12:i?erfhenta1 s1nceopart1c1pants eou]d ‘not be random]y ass1gned to‘“
_the hi or tow self-efficacy groups but were random]y ass1gned;to one
of two eff1cacy instructior  oups. The tno fndependent'variabWes fn_ o
| th1s ‘study were the partncnpants' 1eve1 of se]f -efficacy (hioh'or'ioW),

' and'the type of effjcacy 1nstruct1on rece1ved,(h1gheor 1ow).» The



45
v
depéndent yari}b]e in’this'study was_effort,:defined asﬂthe amdunt of
' time the baptibipants'spent on thevpuzz]e task'béfobe ining up. -A two
Way.anélysis of*variante Qas used to tes;.the sighificancg 6f.3elf-
efficacy (high or 1ow)v§nd‘efffcaCy instructions_(hﬁgh or low)_dhvthé.
dependéht.Variable‘effort_(Smount of time‘ﬁérkthé‘on the task), whicﬁ
"weregthe‘mafn'working hypotheses; Thelleve] of;measpfemént‘for,the
dependeht variable was at least fntervai (1;3., fime) a]]oWihg the use
fdf'paramgtric staﬁistiéa1ftecﬁniques. : ‘. |

'd

A secondary question in this.study concerns the independence of

~general efficacy estfmates,and memory efficacy estimates, and fhe

' ihf]uence.of géneral and'efficacy memory’ eStima;eg on the depéndént
variable‘(time), ‘fhe'firstvaspecf of‘ﬁhis qUesffoh was ana]yzeﬁ using
tWo~chi-$qUareftést§ of independence. A tWQ,way anaiyéjé of varfangé,
Fbrlmain effétts only was 'used to test tﬁé?%igﬁifﬁsancgzo%‘ggnera]

‘ efficacy (high or Tow) afd memory efficécy (high or low) on effort at

i

the task, which addressed the'secqnd aspect‘of this question. The

" probability level for this research was set at .05.
) \ ¢ . .-



CHAPTER V
Resu]ts _

The ma1n hypotheses of the study were tested by a two-way ana]ys1s
of yar1ance. Ana]ys1s of covar1ance was a]so performed us1ng scores
from the f1ve subsca]es of the wechsler Memory Test (1974) as
covar1ates. These covar1ates were. used in an analys1s of the effect of
se]f effwdacy group and efficacy 1nstruct1ons on puzz]e time. The

secondary hypotheses were tested by a ch1 square test of 1ndependence
RN .

o and a two way ana]ys1s ‘of var1ance..’

Fa
%
o

Stat1st1ca1 Resu]ts

L The ana]ys1s of variance revea]ed that the three main null hypo-

theses cou]d not be reJected. The main effect. compar1ng the effort of

: the h1gh and 1ow se]f—eff1cacy»on effort, fjl, '39) = 3.59, p = .066,

-

wasfnot significant. .The hypothesﬁs that predicted‘afsignificant

' difference between the mean scores of effort at a cognitive task for

FRER N

o]derg}nd1v1duals who var1ed by the1r level of se]f efflcacy was there-

fore not supported. The ma1n effect compar1ng effort by the type of :

15\’

f-f eff1cacy 1nstruct1on recefyed by the o]der partwc1pants,_ﬁ(1, 39) =

-3 09 p = .087 and theb1nteract1on effect between se]f eff1cacy Tevel

and type of eff1cacy 1nstruct1on on the o]der part1c1pants effort at
RO

| the tasks, F(lv 39) 144 p_—..087 were a]so not significant.

"(?71‘7.

" Therefore the ﬁypothes1s pred1ctﬁng a s1gn1f1cant dlfference between

¢ T

i .é~v
the mean s&o@es of effort at the task for o]der 1nd1v1dua1s who

aﬁ.&v
rECE1éfd d1fferent 1nstruct1ons was not supported S1m11ar1y,_the:_
hypoéhe51s wh1ch pred1cted that se]f-eff1cacy and type of eff1cacy

1nstruct10ns wou]d 1nteract to produce a Jo1nt effect on effort by the

i S S : : ' .
i : _ . ,
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part1c1pants was not supported (see Append1x E TabTe E- 1 for Anova o é

summary, Table E-2 for Mean summany) ," R .n'

)
o

)’f' ‘ .

The quer of these anaTyses was TfH@Ty very Tow because of the
,smaTT sampTe size (N=40) "The anaTys1s compar1ng the effort of h1gh 1'.'

and Tow seTf eff1cacy part1c1pants approaches s1gn1f1cance at 07.

" 2.

"‘N1th ‘a Targer sampqe size, power may have been 1ncreased and

as1gn1f1cance ach1eved at. the 0 5 level (Cohen & Cohen, 1975) For'a
a"v

med1um effect size and the conventﬁonaTTy accepted power of 80 a
. X
samp]e size of_84 would have been requ1red (Cohen & Cohen, T975);

g Thé anaTysjs'of'covarTance~oh the fiVe‘subscaTes of the wechsler
Memory Test (1974) as covar1ates of seTf eff1cacy and 1nstruct1on d1d

_Tnot change the pattern of resuTts (see Append1x E, TabTe E-3 for ACV

v ; "'2.‘:1-",’
~summary, Table E-4 fbr Means summary) s T

PO

s
P

The anaTy51s of variance” for the secondary hypotheses also did not
( yTer s1gn1f1cant.resu1tst There was no main effect of genera] eff1-'f
: cacy on effort, F(2) 254, p5= .Z77 and no main effect for memory
i’eff1cacy on effort F(2) ;‘ 500 p = .611 (see Append1x E Tab]e E-5

xfor‘Anoya summary) The 1nteract1on effect: between generaT eff1cacy

and memory efchacy on effort coqu.not be tested due to empty cells.-
The reTat1onshﬂp between thevpart1c1pants generaT eff1cacy and

memory eff1cacy_was summarjzed in two ways. The f1rst anaTysls was

performed with‘"strongTy aéree,".and'“agree -responses coTTapsed-nnto

;one response category for both memory eff1cacy and generaT eff1cacy.

. The reSponses "strong]y d1sagree" and "d1sagree“ were . s1m11ar1y

’coTTapsed 1nto one reSponse category . This was done in order to reduce

_+ the data. A chi- square test was not reported, for this three way

-t
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cohtingency’tab]e because466% of the:ce]Ts had an expected frequency of

Jess,than five"oer celd and‘thus‘the assumptions of the.chi-sduare test
_were not met. The participants'estimates of general and efficacy |

'b.est1mates are presented descr1pt1ve]y in Append1x E, Tab]e E-6.

~ A chi- quare test of 1ndependence was performed'w1th the neutra]

\

- responses removed in order to satisfy the assumpt]ons of the ch1-square'
: vtest‘wh1ch were not met in the first data reduct1on. The neutraT.
: responses were randomly ass1gned ‘to the agree and "disagree"
categories, which had already been collapsed as desoribed above, for
;both'memory efficacy and oeneral efficacy. Using Yates.correction for
two by twovcrosstabulations, the assumptions of the chi-square test of
:.independence were'satisffed :This chissduare test of 1ndependence was
‘~a two-way test of th re]at1onsh1p between genera] efficacy and memory
eff;cacy Th1s Chi- square test of 1ndependence was a two- way test of
the re]at1onsh1p between genera] eff1cacy and memory eff1cacy._ This
.ﬁ_test was s1gn1f1cant'7(2(1 N 2 40) =6. 08709 E_-'.0099 (see Appendix
E, Tab]e E-7) Therefore, the hypothes1s pred1ct1ng that there wou1d
not be an assoc1at1on between thevpart1c1pants -est1mated ]evels»for ‘
general efficacy and memory eff1cacy was rejected. g

Table £E-7 revea]s that atl part1c1pants w1ih high memory eff1cacy
also had h1gh_genera1 efftcacy, whereas some with high general eff1caoy'e
~ . had 10w'memory'effioaoy.‘ In fact, the data from Table E-6*fndjoates no
participants had low general efficaty and high or neUtral memory effi- |
| Cacy; whereas 11 participants had Tow memorj efffoaCy, and high or
.neutra];general_effjcacy.s_Fiftyeseven pereent (gf23)bof the‘particir
.pants‘perceiVed.thejr_memory efficaCy poorer than'theirrgenera1v. |

Cefficacy. ' : AT L



‘ CHAPTER Vi
Discussfon:
ﬂhhe purpose of this, study was to exp]ore the re]at1onsh1p between
o1g%r 1nd1v1duals se]f eff1cacy and the1r effort at cogn1t1ve tasks. ig'
Bandura S 19‘5a 1981 se]f eff1cacy model was used as the conceptual
1 franework and effort was def1ned here as the amount of time one
persists at a task. - _. - , " ' N
There are three possbeE“interpretatfonsrof the results of the
% present study. rOne.concerns methodological issues in this study. The-
" other two otner.regardvBandura's‘(1981) model. which may not have been
tested definitively in this and»other'studies, or the model may pe
» 1naccurate. | | . | '

At first the resu]ts of the present study seemed to 1nd1cate that o
Bandura's (1981) mode] was not supported: For the ma1n hypotheses of
the study there were no s1gn1f1cant d1fferences found in the amount of
time that o]der 1nd1v1dua]s w1th h1gh and low-self- eff}cacy worked on'
the effort task; There may be methodplog1ca1 prob1ems in the present
study %u?pﬁvaccount for the 1ack of s1gn1f1cant differences 1n the

' resu]ts. Power was Tow 1n th1s study because of Sma11 sample size; as
sample size.increases, power lncreases. Cohen and Cohen (1975) suggest‘.
“that power wh1ch equa]s B, should be .80 as a- convent1on much as
s1gn1f1cance 1evels are set at 05 by convention in the soc1a1

ol
sciences. Under th1s\\r1ter1a, for a popu]at1on w1th an assumed sma]]‘

.10)5 a\ge;: large number Qf part1c1pants wou]d bev

required (783)."For a medi \effect size (r = .30)»a sample size of 84

" effect size (r

o>

would be‘reqUired,_and for a popu1ation*witn’a'1arge”assumed effect_

TR
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size ( = ,50), a sample ‘of 28 would be requ1red.‘ Cohen and Cohen

(1975) further suggest that one should look for a4 ﬁ@é1um effect size as”

‘a conservat1ve est1mate of@iowqu1f it is. not p0551b1e to detect effect

size from previous regeaﬁ%h ‘gt%Would seem a sample size. of at 1east
80 would be needed to test for med fum effects. Since the d1fferences
between h1gh and Tow se]f eff1cacy part1c1pants who worked on the task

) approached s1gn1f1cance at .07 w1th a sma]] samp1e s1ze, there may be-
s1gn1f1cant d1fferences between those w1th h1gh and Tow se]f eff1cacy

| who worked on the- puzzle tash w1th a 1arger sanple size than that used :
in the present. study. _ (4 o | |

Another methodolog1ca1 prob]em in the present study is indicated

by the hlgh educatlonal and act1v1ty 1evel of the part1c1pants. Over
57% of‘the part1c1panbs had comp]eted post seeyndary educat1on, Which

. is above the norm for the o]der popu]at1on in Canada (McPherson &
vKozl1k h980) . Fifteen of the pa¥t1c1pants had part1c1pated in. some

v'type of‘organ1zed 1earn1ng act1v1ty or course. s1nce the first study

) (Hur]but 1988) was comp]eted. -The part1c1pants can therefore be
character1zed as a very high funct1on1ng group as exemp11f1ed by hlgh
educat1ona] levels. It may be that those in th1s study with “1ow
se1f~eff1cacy may not have had eff1cacy levels that were "low" in the

“'fsense of the genera] o]der popu]at1on. The d1fference between h1gh

" low self- eff1cacy in th1s study nay not have been as 1arge as needed S
' .'resultlng in too 11tt1e d1fference between the two groups. Other
issues, whlch may further explain the results of thls study, re]ate to

« ‘Bandura's {1981) model of‘self-effjcacy,
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" The results of this study dj not show a re]at1onsh1p between ,
llaboratory meafures of se]f efflcacy and effort. This is s1m11ar to
prev1ous studies which do not show a re]at1onsh1p for older adults
between 1aboratory,measyr/s of eff1cacy and performance (DobbS-& Rule,
1987' Perlmutter, 1978‘ Eachman gt al., 1979).- Although theseA :
resu]ts may appear ‘to 1nd1cate that Bandura s (1981) mode] is’ _
- naccurate and eff1cacy is not related to perforn@e the cons1stency
A w1th wh1ch o1der adu]ts casua]]y reporg memory prob]ems cannot be
'1gnored (Dobbs & Ru]e, 1987; Hultsch & a]., 1987; Lachman et al.,
1979; Lovelace & Marsh, 1985; Williams et al., 1983; Zarit, Cole, &
G%ZZen31983). In the present scudy.the analyses ofathe secondary
“hy otneses revealed that memo eff1cacy was perce1ved more poorly than.
general eff1cacy for most ofgfpartmmants.‘ Further, when re]atmn-v
ships are found between eff1cacy and performance o]der 1nd1v1dua1s have’
v"overest1mated the1r performance (Bruce et a].,-1982 Hur]but 1988;
Lachman & Je]a11an, 1984), not underest1mated the1r performance as
_wou]d be pred1cted by both- o]der individuals' reports of memory dec11ne
,anchandura's (1981) theoryfof selfLefficacy.. The reported_memory _
__.declinevby older participants which is not ref]ected in‘effort in the
present §tudy, performance fn other studies, and £he unexpected overa
"est1mates of performance in add1t1ona] research rereals a'missingvifnk
r1n Bandura S (1981) mode]. | |
. A maJor issue current]y under 1nvest1gatkpn by Dobbs and Rule
(1987), may revea1 one of fhese missing 11nks.v Dobbs and Ru]e (1987)
‘arerinvestigating.the 1aypersons' concept of‘thefterm'memoryQ They

suggest that there is yery‘\ittle knowhedge of.what study.participants



f pat1ent Q}d not 1nterpret this as ﬁ_;

4

,’Dobbs and Ru]e s (157 hypothes1s 1t 1s not cfe.

~ | ' , 52

: . ‘ ) . . ) L i

think they are being asked when confronted with questions about their

re]ate the cas poFted no memory

‘perceived memory ib1]1ty. By way of exanp]e, ﬁ:bbs and Ru]e‘(1987),'

a neurplogical patjent w
,f‘prob]ems but *cou]dSﬁfit remﬂnjr"'atemﬁe\had just read, The

"f"‘ p'r"'etiT, As 111u%ted by

w‘to measure .

Y 5

o ' ¢
i 1nd1V1duals perceptions of ab111ty. In the present study

. part1c1pants understand1ng of the questions asking them to est1mate

*

the1r ability to perform tasg?J1s not known. T T

B

Efficacy measurement prob]ems may %Jso explain why part1c1pants in

previous stud1es overest1mated their eff1cacy. Qart1c1pants may answer

i eff1cacy quest1ons in teems. of general efficacy and not memory

eff1cacy. This study shows that estlmates of genera] eff1cacy are

higher than memory efficacy. Stud1es that found.oVerest1mates of

ability may have.been.measuring generaT efficacy, when_ft was memory .
efficacy that. was investigated: In this case, overestimates of
performance wou]d be pred1cted. Researchers'may therefore'needfto.
c]arlfy the concept of se]f effmcacy much as Dobbs and Ru]e (1987) have'
suggested cﬂar1fy1ng part1c1pants understand1ng of memory questfons. :
Understand1ng how individuals understand questions—relating to thefr
perceptions of ability to perform tasks may reveal how these
percept1ons 1nf1uence effort and performance. _ . .

Further clar1f1cat1on regard1ng the format1on of self- eff1cacy
expectations mav also help exp]a1n how 1nd1v1dua1s expectat1ons
—1nf1uence performance,,and why the part1c1pants self eff1cacy and

effort were not related in the present study. Bandura's model (1981)
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has not been tested w1th regard to how efficacy expectations aréﬂiﬁ .
- formed. A basic assumption of seif-efflcacy theory is that lnformatnon

from four sources is integrated into one's efficacy Judgement. It is’

assumed that performance accompiishments and vicarious experiences have

the most 1nf1uence on performance. However, the ]ast two sources,

&=

verba] persua51on ‘and embtiona] arousal, may be more 1nf1uent|a1 than
@gev1ousiy thought. These two information sources were not
' investigated in the present study because of thisvba51c-assumption._
The relationship between efficacy and effort for the participants
a ,
.in the present study may have been influenced by the‘fourth information
sodpke, emotionai'arousai. 'Nest et al. (1984) have examined the
Vreiationship between affective status of particnpants and memory
performance and fog%d that affective status was 11nked {p self-
assessment of abiiities more than actuai perfonmance; ThTS finding
1nd1cates that the emotional component of efficacy expectations may be .
- important. The- research setting, such as the one in the present study,
may iead.individuals to estimate their.efflcacy based on the emotional
arousal information they are receiving in.the test situation. in
addition, this emotional arousal can be so high‘that it may interfere
w1th performance of the task. In the present study.participants were
under pressure to compiete the task. According to‘Bandura's {1981)

. model, older individua]s tend to»re-evaluate their efficacy mbre than

other groups.' It is passible that their/feelings about ability to

. comp]ete the task are influenced negatively by emotnona] arousal in the

mjddle.Of the task.and they stop trying.' This may have_occurred in the

vpresent study; ang could account for'a”iack-of significant differences



- in the scoresﬁggtause a11 particioants may have_giyen up fair]ytquickly
h due to high ]evels of anxiety’ (emotional arousalj_ The part1c1pants

‘ worked on . the task . from one m1nute two seconds to 11 m1nutes, 21
seconds; the average amount of't1me'that part1c1pants worked on the
task was five m1nutes. The 1nf1JEHce of'emotiona1‘arousa1 andsof the
other eff1cacy 1nformat1on sources on the format1on of self- eff1cacy

expectations is v1rtua]1ygunexam1ned. Test1ng this aspect of the

theory may he]p to c1ar1fy ‘ ”oncept of self- eff1cacy and how the

different sources 1nf1uence effort and Serformance in various settings.
Finally, the results of the present study 1n_re1at1on to se}f—

',éfficacy theory suggests that Bandura's (1981) model may be inaccurate.

Beliefs about abi1ity may be‘re1ated to.performance;-but not as |

I3

described oy Bandurafs (198i) model. There are a:number of variab]es
'which dOﬁ:ot fall‘into’the:four-information sources'that may inf]uence'
‘estimates of self eff1cacy Variab1es such as moﬁivatton tofcomptete,
tasks are not taken into account in Bandura s (léél)'model It is
poss1b1e that se]f eff1cacy was not re]ated tvoerformance in the
»;present study because the part1c1pants were not 1nterested in the task,
and were not mot1vated to try their hardest. at the task -
The ‘test s1tuat1on may have influenced mot1vat1on to comp]ete the “'
task in the present study. Labouv1e-V1ef (1977).reports,that test . 37
"ecOlody" factors whichfarefknown tohinfluence the‘situatfonal, and
- non=- 1nte11ect1ve factors in an exper1menta1 s1tuat1on are: fear of
_strangers, d1fferent1a1 fam111ar1ty with test1ng and the task, lack of
_1nteAESt fear of eva]uat1on, and the genera] threaten1ng nature of the

test env1ronmentf -In th1s study the task was a geometr1c task that

e j
AN . R N



" their motivation.
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.. many 1nd1v1duals wou]d not attempt in da1]y 11fe and the part1cqpants

s

may have had 11tt1e fam111ar1ty w1th the task The t1me¢pressure

placed on the,part1c1pants may also have influenced’ them to reduce
== ‘ ; a _ .

¢

The puzzle task may not have been mean1ngfu1 to the part1c1pants.

If th1s is the case, sat1sfactory performance of /the task will not be

important, to the study participants. This may have lowered the high

self-efficdacy participants’ persistence. In'other research,'Bandura
3 ' :

a

- and Cervone'(1983) found that younger. subJects with higher self-

_eff1cacy had a strong mot1vat1on to comp]ete a task when performance

-feedbackf(part1c1pants were"prov1ded with 1nformat1on about their

'performahce) was combined with a personal standard or goal. The

setting of-a-performance goal alone, or receiving performance feedback

alone did not affect mgtivation. In addition, the;participants set

'their own personal performance standards. Further;'thevsettfng of

spec1f1c and cha11eng1ng goa]s has’ been found to 1ead to higher

performance mot1vat1on (Locke, Shaw Saarl & Latham, 1981)f In the

A

’ 7'present ﬁ;udy, participants did not : have such an 'investment" in

R u7/
F '3 .-x'
Comp;:;

f@g the task and were not asked to set a persona] goa] to

‘ achieve.. Therefore, compﬁet1on of the task may not have been <\

V"

' 'mean1ngfu1 enough $6- be an accurate measure of effort and eff1cacy.

,A g2

‘Those w1th hlgh self- eff1cacy in the present study wou]d be most

affected by the need to see the task as mean1ngfu1 because they are

A

hypothes1zed to know what they can accomp11sh and may ‘be more

‘achlevementjor1ented. H1gh se]f eff1cacy 1nd1v1duals might. be 11kely

to persfst a shorter t1me when ‘they. perceive a task as mean;hgless,
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.whereas the mean1ngfu1ness of tasks may not 1nf1uence low se]f efficacy
1nd1v1dua]s persistence at,avtask. This may be a maJor reason why
those with high se1f¥efficacy did not work at the task s1gn1f1cant1y
’ 1onger than those w1th Tow self- eff1cacy in the present study.
In add1t1on #§Searchers and eduoators have . suggested that older -

1nd1v1'uals~kave spec1f1c mot1vat1ons for comp]et1ng tasks. Brady and

r(1988) found that of.560.older~studentsvattend1ng E]derhosteT
programs those who repor:ed‘the most 1earning and motiVatioe had-set
.clear goals :for themse]ves, chose the program carefu]]y to meet their
needs, and bu11t on prev1ous exper1ence w1th E]derhoste] Clearly,

those w1th the h1ghest motivation were those who had a distingct

}nterest in comp]et1ng the program because they chose it themse]ves to

: fmeet needs they def1ned themse]ves. Th1s contrasts sharp]y w1th the

-'geometr1c puzz]e task the older volunteers comp]eted in this study
pants did not choose the task and may have had little to
;Nattemptjng or complet1ng the task. The task was-selected based
on«previousAresearch'with young adults using Bandura's (1§77a,*1981)
’ﬂﬁ} model and the mode] does not take into account the character1st1cs of
h{ é?p1der aduits mot1vat1on, such as sett1ng goa]s, and choosing the task

R : . ' .
;i ‘ Brady and Fowﬂer s (1988) .work is supported by Knox (1977) who

v .
vy .

; e meet tﬁew own needs.

states that older adu1ts: are motivated to learn a‘new‘cognitive'task

when they set their, own ‘pace and have. an interest in the‘taskt- often .-

'the task is chosen because 1t has a spec1f1c performance outcome that

S

the older adu]t w1shes UO @ttaIn (Knox, 1977) In the present study,
o

the seniors had re]at1vely h1gh educat1ona1 levels and represented ani

,.,- 2 £ ,!f@
PN o )
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act1ve sample of 61der part1c1pants, 'many were recruited through
"Spr1ng Sess1on for Seniors" at thesUn1vers1ty of A]BErta and others
took the initiative to part1c1patevby nespond1ng to an art1cTe in the
community newspaper asking for participants, 'This may have given‘them‘
even less reason to be interested in the task because’they‘appeared to
be a group that was used to sett1ng the1r own goals and act1ve1y B

pursuing var1ous interests. In add1t1on, the task in the present study

- did not have an outcome chosen by‘the part1c1pants. Bandura' ‘%1981)

model does not take into account.thesehaspects of motiyation,

especially with regard torthe perceived importance of the outtomes of a

task, or what individuals think they might attain by Comp1eting a task.

In summary, the?resu]ts of the present. study have been 1nterpreted

in terms of methodo]oglca1 issues 1n the present study and in terms of

‘ Bandura s (19@} mode] of se]f efflcacy. It was suggested that the

results qf the present study were not s1gn1ficant because of low power

due to a small sample‘sizea The high éducational level of the

.part1c1pants may also. have 1nf1uenced the results so that the Tow .

efficacy part1c1pants est1pates were not s1gn1f1cant1y 1ower than the L

high efficacy participants’ est]mates, resu1t1ng in no s1gn1f1cant .
differences between the two greups; | o
" In termS'of'Bandura's>(1981) hqde]uft was suggested that‘the mede1
may need turther.testtng related to two areasx‘_barticipantS'

understanding of the meanihg_dfyexperfmental questions about ability is

- not known so it is difficult to measure perception of memory and

general efficacy. . Second, the influence 6f the varibuS'informatgon R

sources on the formation of a single efficacy estimate is unclear.
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La8 ‘
“Factocs such as emot1onalahrousal and verba] persuas1on wh1ch were, not
‘cons1dered 1mportant in.the past may be more 1nf1uentra1 than ‘
'"prev1ogsly thought and’ merit 1nvest1gat1on. Invest1g§t1ng how fhe
’ information soureEE inf]uence efficacy judgements.may clarify how
se]f efflcacy 1nf1uences effort and performance. Finall» it was
suggested that Bandura s mode1 may be 1naccurate since var1ab1es such
as mot1vat1on,*ang‘spec1f1ea]1y the characteryst1cs ofoolderﬁeda+ts
mot{VatiQn (e,gf,)setting goaTsfand choesing‘their own tesks), are not

" taken rinto eCCount in the se]f-efffcacy.mode].

.,



e

'x 1nd1cates that self- efficacy is: re]ated to older adults’ ability to

. - B4 . . ' ~

CHAPTER VI ‘;e y
LAY . St )
Imp]1cat1ons T
| | u R
A]though a re]atlonshlp between self—eff1ca&y,and effort was not ,3@§
‘l.% e ‘."' 2
found in the present study, §e1f eff1cacy has been . fL,' : ggﬁ%.

“older adu]ts adaptation to da11y life. Research with d?der adu%ks*h@s ¥

demonstrated a re]at1onsh1p between sef#-eff1cacy and hea1th var1ab]es,

_which Fam11y L1fe-Educat1on Programmers may f1ndvrevea11ng.' For . ; ¢

examp]e, GraVe]]e (1985) found that se1f=efficacy'wa5’positjvely

| re]ated to older adu]ts contrb] of arﬁhritic pain;‘ Through interviéWs

1t was found that paln reduct1on was greatest for part|c1pants who had

- a pos1t1ve outlook, felt a sense of contro], and had 1ncreased se]f—

eff1cacy (Grave]le, 1985) Woodward and-ha]]ston (1987) found 'that : ’ "

se]f eff1cacy med1ated age dﬁfferences in health re]ated desnre for ‘

'contro]; ‘older adults with Tower self-efficacy .took less

i

,responsibi}ity for their .own health care and they expected medical

=professionals‘to make all their hea]th>care decisions. This research-

take contro] of their lives. Fam11y Llfe Educators should consuder '
ways to cu1t1vate a,npos1t1ve out]ook“ and 1ncrease se]f-efflcacy '

through programm1ng. For example -hea]th ma1ntenance»and nutr|t1on_

programs are;’ot beyond the scope of Family Life Educatlon programmlng-'

' (Arcus, 1987)

Brady and Fowler (19§8) suggest ‘that Educators can achieve the

goals ofincreasing older adults "out1ook,"'butfmust do so as

facilitators who are coganaht of the older adults' needs, not as -

directors who impose programming on older adults because "it is good

59
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for them." According to Knox (1977) pract1t1oners who uork w1th o]der
adults in fami]y and'Eommunity

~facilitate their learning, but

'perspectiye to be successfuT. The §e1fqeff1cacy of older adults in
Family‘Life Educa;ion'bregrams will on]y‘be pos1t1veTy 1nf]henced if i;
“this perspective is obeerved; this inc]udes.hui]ding'featyres into -
| programs-that‘bui]d*on‘ahility‘and experiences and‘provide an
fenmironment‘COndééive top siﬁive encbuntérs'with‘others, Most |
| importantTy, Famiiy Life.Ej:éatOrs may need to>pr0vide more community
based programs that appea1 d*rectly to o]der adu]ts experiences and goi'
beyond retlrement p1ann1ng Such 1nterests “include hea]th and
>fexercise programs, human sexua11ty, deve10p1ng persona1 resources, and
shar1ng leisure: 1nterests With others (Arcus, 1987)

F1na11y, 1t can be stated that Fam11y L1fe Educators have a role
1n prov1d1ng opportun1t1es for o]der adu]ts to ach1eve the1r potential.
lt is important :for Faml]pr1fe Educators to keep abreast of -
'developmehts in-éelf-effieacy research Wifh'o}der adults as it may
revea] new 1nformat1on wh1ch can be used to develop programs that meet ’

the older adults' pFOQramm1ng needs. )
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—%
n " s
High-Efficacy Particibants_(£=20)

1. Logical Memory 1 - 20 - 11.275 2.353
2. Digits Forward 20 6.550  1.276
3. Digits Backward o, f‘,eo 'A 15,400 1.314
4. Visual Reproduction 20 . 9.000  2.675
5. Associative Learning 20 17.125 | 3.312
| Eow;Efficacy Participants'(ngO) ‘
1. Logical Memory = 20 9.050  3.030
2. -Digits Forward | '  20 - .5.700 1.8
3. Digits Backward ﬂ,»‘ o Y 4.900  1.334
4. Visual Reproduction’ 20 8.350  2.159
5. Associative Learning . 20 14.525  4.731

: | ' Total fﬁf40)
. .LogiéairMemofy N 40. 10;162 2,905
2. Digits Forward 4. 6.125  1.308
3. Digits Backward 40 15.150 .+ 1.331
4. Visual Reproduction o 40 ) 8;675 o 2.422
5. AssotiatiVe Learning -_ 40 15.825. 4.240
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- EFFICACY QUESTIONNAIRE

3

Please read each statement’be]ow and then 1ndicate if that-statement'i

descr1bes you by c1rc11ng the number that 1nd1cates how much you agree

or d{;agree with ‘the statement. This s what the numbers mean:

(b)

I  means ‘strongly disagree (does. not describe mé)

1 meéns disagree o
III_’ means neutral (sometimes agree, sométimes'd{sagree)
Iv jmeéns agree |

V. means strong]y agree. (th1s is me)

At this time in my 11fe I have a. 1ot of contro] over how we]l [
do th1ngs. : ,

I I IIT IV v

) This is the same as I' ve always been compared to the m1dd1e

years of my- 11fe.

QS S GRS £ 6 SR A A

 ALSO CHECK ONE OF THESE: I have more control

I have Tess control .
- [ ‘have the same control

I have a lot of control over how I learn and'rémembér material.

I 11 111 IV v

This is the same as ' ve a]ways been compared to the middle

years of my life.

1 I I11 IV v

* ALSO CHECK ONE OF THESE: I have more control

[ have less control
.1 have the same control
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NH# )
- CS# ' ' Age
Arrival Time: | » EA ' Date:
Depart‘Time:
Puzzle | Start
Stop
Minutes
Comments1During Task ' : “,‘@4 Time Made
‘t‘ . | .
T
» :-;u'
Overall Comments

“Run By
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Islands Puzzle Task

‘.Bean(i::::) . (::::::::::::;:) Bird _\
Fish Cﬁ _ G Snaﬂn, ’

Introduction: The pq zle is about four 1s1ands&1n the pcean
People have been traveling among these islands by boat for many years,
but recently an airline began business. Carefully read the clues | . .
give you about possible plane trips. The trips may be direct or.they o
may include stops on one of the islands. When I 'say a trip is SR
poss1bTe, it g Ghle in both directions between the islands. R

.

‘ ‘This is a
Island, Fish Iyg
map - to help yoSgk

fkle four islands, ca]Teq,Bean [sland, Blrd :
R nail Island. You -make notes or marks on your
y¥the clues. Ask me if you have questions about

- the clues.
First'clue: People can'go“by p]ane between Bean‘and Fish and
P . Fish Island. .
Second Clue: People cannot go. by plane between Bird and Sna11
: : [slands." :

‘USe,these two c]ues to answer question 1.

a

Questiqn 1: Can people go by ‘plane betweengﬂeen and Bird Island?
-~ Yes ' No- : Can't tell from the two CWUeéy
Third-clue: Peop]e can go by plane between Bean and Bird -i?\\\

Islands. Use all three clues to answer questions 2
“and 3. Don't. change your answer to quest1on 1

5eQuestion 2: . Can people go by plane between Fish and B1rd
o Is]ands’
Yes” . No : Can‘t tell from the'three clues -«
Question 3: Can people go by p]ane between F1sh and Sna11
: Is]ands? :

Yes . “No - Can't tell from the three clues

!
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Demographic Questionnaire s

Th1s quest10nna1re is like the one you completed in the lTast study. We
are asking some of the.same questions because we would like to know if
anything has changed since you participated. in the study. last

" summer/fall 1986. That way we can clarify and update our f11es.

DT e

Name:

> ' (optional) L
%. "Have you comp]eted any schooling or taken any courses since the,
Tast study (summer/fa]] 1986)?

w

I. ah . R ; .
—"° S
yes. What did you take?

2; 'fHow would you rate your present hea]th7 (Chetk one).

" poor - fair o good _excellent - .

* 3. How Qouiqgégﬁ rate your present hear1ng7 (Check one).'7. '.'v."

i - r . R
poor ~__ fa1r good excellent

~4. How wou]d you_ rate your present v1s1on? (Check one). ’ _ .

poor : - fair gobd : “excellent | - Sy
— _— = B
5 Do you have any ongo1ng or recurr1ng hea]th cond1t1ons7 B
no_ ) yes. If yes p]ease f111 in the chart for all
~ t e cond1tlons.,( ' R :
Name: the condition ~  How lond have you had it (months/years)?
N4 - N {\j} - ., -
—*— -
_
3 ol _L’



6. Do you regularly take medicine or pills?

no : ’yes If yes please, fill in the. chart for all the .. =
) p111s you take. '
' Namé the meditatidn ‘ How often taken? H
e daily  ‘weekly . monthly less than

~once montH

s L
‘

!
7,' Have you taken any med1cat1on or p11ls th1s week? .
"'nb - yes  If yes, wh1ch oneés: and when was the 1ast time ©
S ' y0u took it? ,
Name the medication o , '.j 1 Last date and time it was taken ,
o= - ‘
. RN - —
o ""‘ ' ' v E v“‘>
N 4 €. SRR
| . \ " .; | ) ‘ ‘.‘ 5
, Thank you for Your time today. - - | )
o ) ’ [" . ) . . , . L ._"‘,, ,',J" . : >, -
LT lTrdcey Fel]owes R VO -
e R .*Graduate Student* o
- : o - Department of Fam11y Studies : ,
, S T " University of Alberta :
Y IR T - 1) Genera? Services Bu11d1ng
S A ‘ 432 5771 .
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" Two days before session:

75

. Prbtotol

'V‘$re:Study Preparétipn

»

- cqnfirm»appointmént With'participant

-

- restate time

- - restate place (part1c1pants home address or give d1rect1ons 1f
part1c1pant has elected tg come to the un1ver51ty)

7

i part1c1pant 1s-com1ng to the un1vers1ty arrange parking

- if participant has chosen their home as the place, ensure that=
part1c1pant has - a ‘table and cha1rs or desk
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Aax v

Introduct1on to Part1c1pant

4

'(When part1c1pant answers door total" exper1menta1 session t1m1ng w111
beg1n, 1 e., from time exper1nenter arr1ves, untll experimenter

leaves). / .

' \

The exper1menter w111 1ntroduce herself as fo]]ows qhen the

,part1c1pants answer the door).

3

Good norn1ng, I'm Tracey Fe1]owes, the graduate student work1no on?,' ‘
, this progect w1th Dr. Nancy Hur]burt. (Thank-you for 1nv1t1ng me to
'your home for the sess1on today OR Thank-you for com1ng to the -
un1vers1ty, did you find your park1ng spot? Nas park1ng free [1f not
re1mburse for park1ng, record amount and have part1c1pant s1gn park1ng

. Sheet]')) . , S

s

,(Exper1menter may. at thls po1nt make pollte conversat1on with the
part1c1pant 1f appropr1ate, for examp]e, d1scuss1on about the weather

'1ove1y garden/home etc. )e f ' S o “"f . 4
. .r N . - '
The purpose of our meet1ng today is to have you comp]ete two
' vipwzz]e tasks, one. wh1ch 1nvo]ves read1ng some c]ues and f1gur1ng out

ks
.

the answer, and one wh1ch 1nvo]ves the use of. p]ast1c pﬁeces that f1t

3 P

.',together. The reason we have asked you to do these puzz]es is to a]]ow_
us to exam1ne what peop]e do when they work ‘on a puzz1e task.. (If 1n

w part1c1pant S home sayqb 1t w111 probably_be most comfortab]e at a
..‘ -»‘ N & - y
'JA k1tcheq,or d1n1ng room tab]e, or-a desk s thepe a p1ace Tike this . ¢

N ’

Sk here,we can: use’) e V'r.'f-_a@t tgnﬁ [
. et . 0

(Sett]ed at a tab1e exper1menter s1tt1ng on one s1de part1c1pant

on the qther experlmenter w111 observe the part1c1pant and take

nones) If you have any further quest1ons about the spec1f1c purpose



L | N T

of this session, I would prefer to wait until the session is over to
o o -

answef them as. some answers could change'the way you do the -puzzles' and

this may effect the results of the study. - If you .don't have any‘

" questions now I would Tike you to read and sign this .consent form in

1nk. The signed copy is for me to keep, and th1s oné\1s for you to .

keep. (Exper1menter fhands both consent forms to the part1c1pants. If

o
X the part1c1pant asks any quest1ons at th1s point, exper1menter w1l1 ot

, "answer.honestly, but not revea] the full reasons beh1nd the puzz1e

4; po]1te1y thank themﬁand stoeu?'; J{ssion). ]

'i‘

 tasks. If someone does not want to s1gn, the’ exper1menter w111

Tf ydﬂ'know anyone elsi

Ny

in th1s study as we]l, p]ease do not te11 them what you did today as,

“that m1ght-change the way'they do the puzz]e'tasks.

22

-

Yo,

g‘

beg1n theupuzzle tasks.,. . ?‘v_ IR

vEff1cacy Quest1onnﬁhre - . ‘ | T

: Before we beg1n, I would 1Jke you to fill out th1s quest1onna1re
(hand to part1c7pant) It % about your Feeﬁ1ngs regard1ng your
ab111ty to do th1ngs. Please read each statement and 1nd1cate how much

you agree or d1sagree w1th 1t by c1rc1]ng the number from lrz Ph1s

»1s.what the numbers‘mean (rev1ew on the quest10nna1re wlth E; -

participant)ﬁ Do=you understand'what to ‘do? ’(When the partyc1pant is

f1n1shed put the quest1onna1re Jn the fo]der) Non.we

v -

-

&

' e,feady.to_‘ "

f the first study who might part1c1pate o

v

Al



‘ Introduct1on to Puzz]e Tasks.

There are two‘d1fferent parts to- th1s study I w111 g1ve you | - k

’

1nstruct1ons qn how to comp]ete the puzz]es before each part. If you -

have any quest1ons ask me to answer them.v Be sure to ask me to explain

further if you are not complete]y sure about what to do..‘

Part- One Geometr1c (Squar1ng the Circle) Puzzle Task

-

| (The exper1menter w111 read ONE of the following sets of

1nstruct1ons depend1ng on wh1ch group the part1c1pant has been
‘preass1gned) ‘ [ ' ‘

(Group one’ 1nstruct1on ). For this first task you’are to put theése +w

plastic puzz]es together to form a circle 1n§hde the square .
-(exper1menter shows part1c1pant ‘the puzzle and the p1cture on the

bbx) : It 1s 1mportant that you work as qu1ck1y as poss1b1e because

I' 11 be t@m1ng you. Once we' beg1n I will not be ab]  to answer any
.quest1ons, so if you have any quest1ons, p1ease ask now. Do you have e

[N

any quest1ons7 (Answer quest1ons)

' Are you ready to‘beg1n? (start t1m1ng when part1c1oan? bengs)

| (Group two 1nstruct1on )" For th1s f1rst task you are to. put these T

-

plastic puzz]e p1eces together to form a c1rc1e 1ns1de the square

L I

‘(exper1menter shows part1c1pant the puzz]e and, the p1cture box) 1t is

it

. 1mportant that you work as. qu1ck]y~as poss1b1e because I 11 be t1n1ng o

-

*.A'you. This task 1s qu1te d1ff1cult, and 1s‘somewhat 11ke a Rub1k S cube o

.

~answer any quest1ons, so Y

,wpuzzle. Once we beg1n I will not ‘be able ,f
1f you have any questxons please ask us now. Do you have any
: questlons7 (Answer questions) - o

s

Are you ready to begln7 (start trming when part1c1pant beg1ns)
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(Debr1ef1ng statement to be read 1f/when ) 3v’nfi'J'4 L
'ff }u;; after 20 manutes the part1c1pant 1s st11] work1ng on puzz]e
: ’the part1c1pant appears at’ a11 uncomfortab]e ' .
L:' the p%rt1c1pant stops working ' _“a:f S | |
' Debr1ef1ng (to be read at the end -of part one to a]l part1c1pants) ; \\g.
* _(RECORD STOP TIME) ' o RPN

f{f (Eorfanyone wh0‘experimenter'stops say: I think we shpu1d:stop Aaw)'

l:(FgrAaTl participants say)\ Thank-you for your hard,work Th1s puzzle'

v o

-fﬂtsfa;Very difficult puzzle. It 1s S0 d1ff1cuut that we had: to wr1te to.

ff@lthéfmanufacturer;tp get the solution. None of the staff and students

PO, -

| t' at the un1vers1ty who have tr1ed th1s puzz]e have put it together'» In B
| fact th1s puzz]e is cons1dered pract1calﬂy unso]vab1e . ) . ‘_
In th1s part of the study we were 1nterested in f1nd1hg outlhow long -
someone wou]d work ond% very d1ff1cu1t puzzle. |

(If part1c1pant perSIStS for ‘a short t1me (1ess than five m1nutes) the‘

| experImenter w111 say You seemed to. d1scover early that thIS task was

4
4

pract1ca11y unso]vab]e and stopped work1ng on 1t. That-ws‘very 300,
. since this. task is, a]most 1mposs1b1e to se]ve T_d:xtﬁru fd"\(“:**“’“"*;*“
(If part1c1pant pers1sts for a 1ong twme and/or has to be stooped by
‘ ) the experlmenter the exper1menter w111 say: ) |

Pl

You reaLly pers1sted and stuck out thls task. You dorked on 1t a I)ng\

t1me ‘without giving up.v.Tnat is very good, slnce thlS task is almost e
- v _— AR : - “'
1mposs1b1e to solve. - 7  . o ‘;s LT e

>

R}

Tl

{To all participants Offar puzzle solutron sheet 59 part:f1pant can :[dvl‘

see how 1t goes together).. -
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(Next say) Before I ]eave and after the next- task I will Teave an.

1nﬁprmat1on form that exp1a1ns what I' ve just to]d you, and further

<

exp]a1ns the urpose of hav1ng you attempt tasks that no one has ever

, o . R

gl .,.. _'

ifsolved Do &ou have any quest1ons7 \} | S N

'(Exper1menter amswers partﬂc1pant s questions and ensures that the

L part1c1pant is cquortab]e about not comp]et1ng the task).

Part Twe-llslands PUizle'TaSsz;'

\

Th1s task is easier than t &

trjcky; You need a penc11 (exper1menter hands penc11 to part1c1pant)

"to comp]ete it. Th1s 1s the task (hands*'ige to part1c1pant) and it

: You can ask me quest1ons at any t1me whrn,

ve

U’_Js exp1a1ned on the sheet how to do 1t.’j K ﬂs read lt over together

-

prev1ous puzz1e. Are y0u ready to startj fﬁyou-know what to'do?

Q.

(Exper1menter makes. sure the part1c1pant comp]etes the task

’successfu}Ty, g101ng ass1stance if necessary )

il T o . . N

IR Eo oo : S , s o
. 7ft_rs‘> - - S \\\\ |
Debr1ef1ng ', ; o ,‘." STl e e -

(Exper1menter reads to a]l part1c1pants at the end of part two when T

.;,,

1slands task is comp1ete)

B . . . a N . ‘ ) ]
Tms task was qu1te d1fferent from the ﬁr‘st)ask How-did yo‘u R

flnd 1t? Dld you 11ke 1t7 Some of\the Quest1ons 1n the 1slands puzzle R

"are a 11tt1e tr1cky, areh t they9 (Dlscusdfthe task w1th part1c1pant

P -,

. after askxhg,these questidns, pause 50 he or she has t1me to answer)

'f‘The answers were not c]ear cut. The reason you d1d thlS task was to

Vd\scover what people do when they pers15t at an eas1er task that



o, . . ,

doesn't'haveJa*clear cut answer; While this task was eas1er~than the
first 'unsolvable task,‘it was still a 11tt1e d1ff1cu1t. Do you have_

any questions? (Answer quest1pns and d15cuss answers w1th p*ﬂmpant
if they-want to do s0). - 5£¥df :L:J S }” _
One. last thlng--could you b]easé £iT17 out thls form so we can update
our records‘aboutkou%;part1c1pants. Most'of the;quest1ons concern‘your
'present_heaTthJand‘ask.you about any school eourses or workshops you '
.may haveiattended_retentiy.' (Give participant demographic sheet)
This information, as wii]“the rest of therinfornationufrom the session,
will be kept eonfidentia1.. You do not: n;ed to put your name. on the
'hsheet if you do not want to.‘ If you«Jant to receive the genera]
.results of’ the study sign this form (g1ve part1c1pant request for
b'resu]t form) and [ will ma11 them’ to you.
' Before you,( ) leave 1 wou]d like to thank you for part1crpat1ng and
"give you th1s-1nformat1on sheet (g1ve-part1c1pant debriefing take home
t sheet w1th the words Puzzle Task Study at the: top) 'Let me summariie
'.‘what it says S0 that I can answen all your quest1ons before you (1)f
Teave. | | | | |
»Today‘s study was done'td ehamine-what‘people do when'they wOrk on o i 5§§
,puzzle tasks that are. very d1ff1cu]t - pract1cally unsolvab]e and what:’

”they do when they workvan puzz]e tasks that are eas:er but st111¢§r1cky

Lew T e

"“because they have answers that are a Ilttle unclear., The.study is 'fﬁiﬁ~l
';be1ng done wwth sen1ors because whqle s1m1]ar stud1es have been done

. wvth youngef people no one has exan1ned what o]der people do when they

‘“work on-these_s1nds oflpuzzles. B want to ftnd out how peOple der age

.work'onathesé puzzle tasks. . - ¢ "d.?ﬂi‘
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B T

Last year you participated in Dr. Hurlout s study and esttmated ;%W\H

-

many quest1ons on a 1earn1ng exerc1se you wou]d answer correct]y In ﬁﬁw
this study I ‘an 1ook1ng at how the est1mates the part1c1pant s made 1in
Dr. Hur}but S study relate to the amount of t1me they worked on the
puzzle tasks in this study Also, as in the f1rst study, you rece1ved
d1fferent instructions than some of the other part1c1pants. Ha]f-of
you were told how hard the first puzz]e was, and half were to]d noth1ng
~about the difficulty of the first puzzie. Everyone received the same

" instructions regard1ng the Islands puﬁ;]e. The‘reason the instructionsa
are different is s0 that 1 can f1nd out if 1nstruct1ons 1nf1uence how
long people as'a,group, worked on the puzzles.

‘Do you have any questions?" (FULLY ANSNER questions) ‘

(Experimenter shou]d'bequ11y_satisfied'that partioipant's questions
have_been:answered.and that the,barticipant is comfortable about

\

_participating in the study before leaving).

Thank-you \
F1na11y, 1 would 1ike to thank-you for 1nv1t1ng me to your home {or,

. for comwngdto;the un1vers1ty)“today Your contr1but1on to this
résearch has beenvinva]uabie. w1thout vo]unteers 11ke yourse]f new
ideas*could'not'be tested and methods' for 1mprov1ng people's ]earn1ng
m}ght rema1n undwscovered. In addftion-'the group results from.this
research wall help me conp]et:imy Hastes 5 program because I will be

:,us1ng them for my Master S thesis: 1'd 11ke to ask you not to tell

: anyone you m1ght know from. the f}rst study who m1ght a]so part1c1pate B
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in th1s study what you did today as that might change the way they do |
the puzz]e tasks. Thank-you for partlcupating in this study.

If you have anymore quest1ons about the study phone me, -Tracey .
Fe]]owes, or Dr. Hurlbut, our numbers are on the consent form 1. gave
you to keep. |

L

“(Experfimenter leaves, note end time of entire session).
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Informed Consent

The purpose of this study is to examine what'pEOple’govwhen'they \
work on -a puzzle taskffﬁgour task‘will be to do two puzzles: one which
involves reading and onevwhich-involves the manipulation ot pu:z1e
p1eces. From stud1es such as this I hope to discover what peop]e do
‘when they worﬁ on puzz]es that use words and sentence; and what they do
’ when they work on puzz1es that 1nvolve%the'use of plastic puzzle
p1eces and do not 1nvolve read1ng..

P]ease try to do yﬂhr best. The who1e study w111 take 1ess than .
two hours and you may. w1thdraw at any time. 1 w111 be happy: to exp]aln
' thepujzose_of the study further, but,wou]d_prefer.to wait untll after
~you have finishedfthe Study.v That way my‘exolanation'will'not‘ o
b,influence the way jnywhich you reSpbnd,'»‘ k ‘

Information from studies such'as.this may contribute-to future-

'attempts to fac111tate 1earn1ng and problem so1v1ng for peop]e, |
'-'a]though there will probab]y be no d1rect benef1t to you from:

;part1c1pat1ng-1n7th1s study.  All the lnformatlon co]1ected ln this "h
| ”Hétudyfni11 be kept Confidentfaf. uOn]yﬂhyse]f, Dr. N.L. Hur]but;(and my °
. research assistants will, ee; individuaT answere or indiv%dual scores.

~ A1l the. scores Will be reported as statistical group summar1es.' I'will
be haopy to mail you a copy of the general results, however | cannot
'give you a copy of your scores.‘ Lﬁ you’have any quest1ons, p]ease call
Tracey Fe11owes or Dr. Hur]but at 432-5771%

T consent to take part in this study.

TN
7

'_ Signature of Participant IR Date
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»qmpotpacphmpatucipumdmnz. Hurn:ut'- study in

fallof1986.'mul ifymhwmwmmmnrmr [
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"becmmhisarharnmml:otdrun . : "".
Ind\issuﬂylmtmlookatchemladmshipbebmnrmlmq
p@hmswmmwatmzlemummofmmmdw

gavn in the first study with r.t. Hurlbut. For exampls, in that study the.

pqhﬂvmﬂdpa@gawuﬂmmmtrmmnyq\mdmoﬂulumm e

mmmmmﬂyu\dxmtmchmumeudmm-
'mutetothemmtotchmthepuﬁcipmuinthiunuﬂypanistedattho
puulabnnkt Asincheﬁm study with Dr. m:lhut,ywreceived dittamnc
h\ltr\ctimﬂu}t\moﬂmpamdpmu Half the lammtoldnochi.ng’
mmmmtmf;nepuuem,mmummmm;cmgirscmum'
was very hard. EvelRne received the same wmmmr-m
Puzzle 'rukin this study, “The instructions were different becayse I want to -
fixﬂmx;t}wﬂnseimcructionsﬁuyhmimﬂmrmla.\qpoqﬂe,uuqrdizs,
'puu'smd-cthspumm B K

-

mmtim,ind\uludylmttxiﬂnjmtmtpmphdomn"'

meywu:kmpuzlaum-ormnlmkatth-mhda\mpbcmm

estimat¥Es\people made in the first study, r.hadiffamt instructions they
hadind\ilsuﬂy nﬂﬂnmmtofﬂuspmcmunpmleum Your

_pardcipudmnpntofagmq:(:nmtloddngathﬂivieunmu)
vwillumhlzmtouuﬂyﬂ'memudamhipc Although there is nodizect

beneﬂttoymfxmparddpat.lng!nthhlnxly yom'panicipatimmbhs .

_mtnlnokatthmglmid\mightinthm}mlaqpmpuwrkmditﬂmlt
‘mlm mmﬂmmummymumlymmwﬂmhqwmw

improve pecp]n's performance ‘on cthey diftiw.lt tasks,
Thagks for youz participation!

+ Tracey Pellowes . S
Graduate Student ' -
Department of Family Scu:uu - . :

- 801 General Services Building : \
University of Alberta

. Phone: 432-S771 b
Research Superviscr: Dr. N.L. Hurlbut (432-5771)
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Thepurposeof r.hzs study 1s wexammewhatpeepledowlmtheywrkon

Ca puzzle task Your task wxll be to do two puzzles‘ one thrh mvolves readmg

<A

and cne which mvolves the map.ipulatucn of puzzle p1eces Frcm studles Such as

words and sem:emes'.l a.nd what they do when they wrk on puzzles that mvolve :

the u,se °f plast-_ic PUZZle pieces ard do not mvolve real.mg. , ) e

Please ;:t‘y bo do your best:. 'I'he whole study w1ll take less tha:i two

hours and you\may mtﬂ'\draw at any t:.me I w1ll be happy to acplam thé purpose
of the study further,} but \@uld prefer to, wa.xt: unt:l after you have f:mshed

~

the study That Wa'y my exPlanatJon wi 11\ not mfluence the way Jn w}uch you . :

Infom\atmn fmn studles such as thJ.s may cont.mbute t:o future attetpfs

: t:o facxhtate lneaming and problb_m solvmg for people, although t.here will

che mfoupntzion conedted m t;lus stugy mu be kgft: conf:denual mly myself

Dr N. Hurlbut (my tmearc,;h sugezwsor) v and my :esearch ass:.stants w111 see )
R l, .

md:.vldual am;we gr ihd:1v1d\.ial scares All the s;jor% w111 be_ repo;‘ted

as stausncal g'roup smnaneg. I mll be ha.ppy to nail you a ccpy Ca

i

of the-general :‘eSult‘s l’nweve;.’\ I canm)t gnve you. ‘a copy oﬁ your soores’ If __'"

4 ‘
you have an)f rru&et.'lons, please call Tracey Fella:es or. br N L. Hurlbut :

Cat 432-S77LL T T T e LT A

* " Thank-you for\,Y?u: dmer e AT T T
w®e ' Yo ;'ﬁ_“'rracey Fellawes
4o e iT e Graduate Student

P ‘.. Department Qf Family Studies -
R s 801 Geperal Services Building

EARE . University of Alberta.
2 ’ 5 brbne. 432-5771
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: (ANOVA Summq#y for Eff1cacy and Instruct1ohs Qy Effort

89

R
-

Instructlons

3 Se]f-eff1cacy

b&lfnstrUCt1ons

Res1dual

T h%20 221

12 450

' 0.812

202,993 .

—

36

' 17.450;

0.812
5.639

2d.221

3.59
3,005

0.144

.066
.087
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Mean Effort Scords.as a Function
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of Effitacy'GroupsAand InstructionSt

- 'Efficacy,§roup"
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‘High ’ - - S
'Expérimental Insthuttions
,CohfroT Instructiaons”

Across  Instructions

Loﬁ | o o ;».é‘“
,‘Expérimehf31 In;tryctjoﬁs; "
‘Contfo1,ihstruthon§
| #  Across Instructions

o Tota];_ ;

S
.10
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10
20

-40

660
 5.56

5.56

5.46
386,
466

1.76

2.76

2.76 .

1.7
2:50
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2.49 -
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'ACV Summary for Eff1caCy and Instruct1ons by Effort w1th the F1ve

v

Covarlates of the NechsTer Memory Test -

Source .-

i

qm

- /*f; ~

-.Se]f eff1cacy

Instructﬁons ‘

fSelf—eff1cacy :

- by instructions

Within Cells .

Regression -

.89
193.11
>19.88 -

31
5

9.76 7 1.57 .-
19.05  3.06 .
89 .14

623
1.98

©.220

c @

. 090

.709
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'Ta‘ble E-4 _—. . .
o . o
Mean Effort Scores as a Function of Eff1cac1 and Instructlons w1th the
Five Covar]atesgﬁ?gihe Wechsler Memory Test .. v
Covar1ate .-"g‘_ T coon G Mo SD -
R R TR DA S S = -
Log1ca1 Memory ~ ! ' :
. High Efficacy/High Instruct1on +10 - 11.150 . 2.583
- "High Efficacy/Low, Instruction - 10, 11.400 12.234
Low Efficacy/High Instruction - 10. 9.300 2.751
 Low Eff1cacy/Low Instruct1on 10 8,800 - 3.417 o
Tota] - 40 10.162 2.905 -~
D1g1ts Forward , : . o
_ High Efficacy/High Instruct1on ' L0 6.800 - 1.229.
- High Efficacy/Low Instruction 10 = 6.300. “1.337
- Low Efficacy/High Instruction 10 . .5.900 1.287 . .
Low Efficacy/Low Instruct1on 10 5.500 . 1.179 .o
“Total o : C 40 64125, - 1.305.
D1gltS Backward e T
High Eff]cacy/H}gnHInstruct1on 10 5.2000 7 1.317
High.Efficacy/Low Instruction 10 - 5.600" 14350
Low Efficacy/High Instruction '10. 5.100 - 1.370
Low Eff1cacy/Low Instruct1on ~10 - 4.700. 1.337
Tota] . : S e 40 5.150 1. 331
V1sua1 Reproduct1on _ o o :
High’ Eff1cacy/H1gh Instruct1on 10 8.900 - 2.470.
~ High Efficacy/Low Instruction 0 - :9.100 - 2.9987"
‘Low-Efficacy/Hi'gh Instructfon 10 ’8.800 {- 1.932
‘Low Eff1cacy/Low Instruct1on - 10 7.900 . 378
_Total 40 ‘8.675 é422
\\A5§0c1at1ve Learn1ng ’ _ C o
‘ High Eff1cacy/H1gh Instruct1on 10 .- 17.050-~ 3.760
H1gh:£ff1cacy/Low Instruction. ‘ 10 - 17.200 . : 3.002°
Low’ Eff1cacy/H1gh Instruction . 10 - 14.550° - 4.065"
Low Efficacy/Low. Instruction 10 - 14.50Q 5.543 K
Totals S - 40 15.825 C4.249

a




’Anova“ﬁummary;for General Effitacy and
] B .

N3

Mémofyffffichy by Effort

S S B :
- Source of D~
Variation

$S . Df s

1

General Efficacy -

Memory Efficacy’

-~ Residual

3285 2 1L.643 .54

6.468 2 323 500
213.662° 33 . §.475

77
611

~Note. »No'jnteractiOn

due to émptx'cells,



Table E-64 R SR

- Three-way Crosstabulation of .Memory and General Efficac§:E%}dmatesw

Memory Efficacy

General | Agreé . Disagrée - Neutrdl | - Totals'
"Efficacy -~ T L . T e

Agres T, s SRS
’-"bj§égree  .   v o s 4f;’ . ;}'é o 3

Né;;t_ra] - - | 1 o . o e o : 9
ZHTotals o 12 | RRUUNNE .51;'_14  SR 40

Table E-7 SRR TIPS v
. Two-Way Crosstabulation of ‘Memory and Genera]'Efficacy’Estimates

t -~

”Memory:Effitady

‘General = . Agree »ijSagree;.' s Totals
" Efficacy : ‘ Co T e v

Y:Agree T SN A ' ;;v 0 S 10
Disagree iy g
Totals. 23 _ 17_m W o 40

608709 1 o.oam ‘o o |




