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This laboratory sturdy ol scll-monitoring efects examined the hypotheses that
the direclion of reactive offecty iz a function of the perceived value of 1he
target hehavior; that neither the bebavior's value nor sclf-molitoring alone
is sufficient o produce significand effects Lut thal both are necessary; that
seli-moniloring is more reactive than monitoring by the experimenter; that
mulliple reperls of monitoring are move reactive than a single report of
monitoring; and that self-manitoring eficets are more reactive than the effcets
of merely altending to a particular behavior. The target behavior chosen was
the eyeblink response. The resulls provide gencral support for the first Lwo
hypotheses and suggestive support for the third hypothesis, Results pertaining
to the [ourth and Lfth hypotheses took an unexpected twist and sugeest the
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necd foy further siucy,

Resgarch on self-meonitoring has been ad-
dressed Lo three main questions: [irst, how
reliable and wvalid are the data provided by
subjects who observe, record, and report their
own Dbehavior? Second, are sell-monitoring
procedures veactive; that is, do they signifi-
cantly alter the monitored hehavior? Third, if
scll-monitoring procedures are reactive, might
they be used lu foster therapeulic change?
The fact that the cvidence on these ques-
tions is inconelusive (sce Kazdin, 1974D) sug-
gests thal perhaps investigators have been
viewing the entire self-monitoring problem
too sitnplisiically, Fnstead of asking “[s scli-
monitoring reactive?” or “Is self-monitoring
therapeutic?” perhaps investigators should be
asking “What cffecis occur, under what con-
ditions, in what behaviors, with what subjects,
as a Tunction of what specific seli-monitoring
procedures?” ¢

The utility of such an analytic approach
was demonstrated in a recent series of three
self-monitoring  experiments by Kazdin
{1974a). The experiments, conducted under
conirolled laboratory conditions, used 4 Taffel-
tvpe  sentence-consiruction  task. The fre-

Requests for reprinls should be seni lo William
A, Sieck, Chicage Melrepolilan Council on Alco-
holism, 6 North Michigan Avenue, Chiciugo, [linvis
H0602.

quency of seniences starting with 17 or “we”
was the target behavior for seli-monitoring
and the dependent variable, In the first ex-
periment, Kazdin sysiematically varied the
pereeived soctal desirability of the target he-
havior and found that the direction of sclf-
nwnitoring effects was a [unction of the be-
havior's valence, A positive valence led to an
increase, a negative valence led Lo a decreasc,
and the absence of a specific valence led 1o
no real change in the target behavior. These
valence cffects reportedly occurred even with-
out self-monitoring Tt were more pronounced
when coupled with sel{-monitoring. The sce-
ond experiment showed that providing sub-
jects with a performance standard tended io
enhance the relative eflects of self-monitoring
and response valence, The study also sug-
gested that being monitored by someone else
was a8 reactive as sel{-monitoring. Finally,
the third experiment demonstrated that sub-
jects who observed their target hehavior being
tabulated on a digital counter showed stronger
self-monitoring effects than subjects who did
nol| receive such visual feedback,

The present study, which was conducted
entirety independently of Kaxdin's, took a

¥ We are indebled fo Govdon Paul, who originally
{formulated casentially this same heuristically wvaly-
able question in conneclion wizh psychotherapy oul-
come research.
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SELF MONITORING EFFECTS

siilar analytic approach loward examining
some of the same critical questiong, Iirst, it
sought 1o reconcile the seemingly discrepant
findings of previous studies regarding the di-
rection of self-monitoring efllects (eg,, Me-
Fall, 1970; McFall & Hammen, 1971). Tt
lesied the hypelhesis that the direction of
change is a funclion of the value attributed
to the target behavior by the subject within
the monitoring context {sce Gottman & Me-
Yall, 1072). Second, the study attempted to
partition the efiects of the target behavior’s
percetved value from the eliects of the sell-
monitoring act per se. It was hypothesized
that both value and self-monitoring are neces-
sary and thai neither alone is suificient to pro-
duce significant changes in target behavior,
Thire, hased on the assumption that there is
something especially reactive about the scli-
moniloring act per se, it was hypothesized
thal seff-monitoring would produce greater
changes in the target behavior than would
experimenter-monitoring and that a combina-
tion of self- and experimenter-moniloring
would be at leasl as reactive as sell-monitor-
ing, if not more so. Fourth, based on the as-
sumption that it ig the self-monitaring act per
se thal is reactive, it was hypothesized that
mulliple reports of the self-monitoring act
woutld be associated with a greater magnitude
ol change in the larget behavior than would
a single report of the sel{-monitoring act. I'i-
nally, it was hypothesized that self-monitoring
effects are specilic to the sell-monitoring act
itself and are not the result of subjects merely
attending to the target hehavior.

There were lwo imporlant differcnces be-
tween this study and Kazdin’s studjes. One
was in the choice of tarzet behaviors, The eye-
blink response wag used in this study because
it satisfies several stringent criteria. 1t occurs
with regularity and reasonable frequency; it
is a neutral response thal can be given posi-
tive ot negative value via instructions; it is
a discrete, easily counted hehavior that can he
monitored unobtiusively; and it usually oc-
curs without the subject's awareness, al-
though the subject can exercise some control
over it. The second difference was in the
choice of experimental designs, Among other
things the present design lostered improved
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separation of the effects of the independent
variables,

METHOD

Subjects end Design

Fighty undergraduates {38 women, 42 men) served
as subjects. They were volunleers from intreductory
pavchology who received “experimental poinis™ for
parlicipating, There were 10 experimental conditions,
with 8 subjects in each, The scxual composition of
the groups was comparable, All subjects were seen
individually [or a single 30-minute session. Subjects’
eveblinks wete recorded over four experimental pe-
riods of 5 minules cach: bascling, value induction,
monitoring, and relurn to base.

The experimental design s smuomarized in Figure
1. Six of the 10 experimental conditions were used
in & 3x2 design to assess the elfects of 3 levels
of value (positive, neutral, and negative} and 2
levels of monitoring (sell-monitoring and no moni-
toring) on eveblink rates, Two of the remaining
groups received the positive-value instruciions but
experienced  either  experimenter-momitoring or a
combination of experimenter- and self-monitoring;
these groups assessed the relative reactivity of dif-
{fering monitoring sowrces. Another group received
positive-value and self-monttoring instructions but
was told to teport their eyeblink count for cach of
10 conseculive 30-see inlervals instead of reporting
only one¢ count at the end of a S-min. period; this
permitted an assessment of the effccts of multiple
versus single self-monitoring reporting. Finally, one
control group heard no mention of eyeblinks and
received no monitoring instructions; all instructional
references lo eyveblinks were replaced by relerenves
to respiration,

Procedure

The sabject was lold thal the sludy's purpose
was to gather normative physiological data, The
subject’s height, weight, and sleep patiern were ro-
corded, and four cleclrodes were altached to the
subject, along with a bogus rationale for cach: on
the right wrist *to record heart rate”; over the
Ieit eyebrow “to record frontal Inbe electroencephalo-
gram™; on the lelt hand “to record palmar sweat™;
and on the left side ol the nose “as a neutral point.”
The Heckman electrodes were adhered with paper
deuble-faced adhesive collars after cleansing  skin
surfaces with alcehol and applying Beckman con-
ducting pasie. Actually, only two elecirodes—over
the cyehrow and on the nose—were active, They
pravided continuous eyeblink records on o Grass
Model 5 polygraph, calibrated 1o a .2 mV/cm pen
deflection wilth a 8-sec lime constant. A sround
clip was affixed to the subject’s car. Aller assuring
the subject that there would be no shocks, the ex-
perimenter adjourncd 1o an adjacent control room,

Fxperimental treatmenis were prosented entirely
via prerecorded andiotapes over a Inudspeaker. Tapes
for the 10 experimental conditfons were equaied
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Question 4

HY No mention of cye- |

Blinks no moniloring ‘
2, Nuutral-value 3. Negative-vidoo {
na monitoring no monitoring !

1, Negatlive-value
sell-umoniloriug |

5. Noeuleal-vahue
sel{-monitaring

Question |

Fcore 1. Ten experimentad conditions and their relevance (o four experimenial questions. (1 ==
relidionship ameong value of larget behavior, self-moniloring, amd reaclivity; 2 = relailve reace
livily of different monitoring sourees; 3 =: relalive effects of [reauent versus infrequent reporting;
and 4 = elferts of merely having one’s attention drawn Lo eyeblinks.)

for time and were identified by a code that kepl
the exporimenier partially “blind.” Insimcliohs were
recorded on oneg chamnel of a slevco tape so that
only the subiject could hear them; the sccond chan-
nel, audible only Lo the cxperimentier, provided only
cuc lones to sipnal the beginning and ecd of pe-
riods s that fhe experimenter could mark these on
the polygraph record.

Buseline. These Instruclions woere identical [or all
conditions. Subjects were {old that the procedurs
involved uassessing the physiological responses of
normal subjects; that it would lake about 20 min-
ntes: and that they should remain awake, alert, and
thelr “normal physiological selves™ throughout,

Value-indnction period, Aller 5 minules of unob-
trusive hascline recording of eveblinks, subjecls re-
ceived Instruclions designed 1o attribule positive,
neulral, negalive, or no wvalue Lo the eychlink re.
sponse. On the prelext of iHustrating the imporiance
of pathering good normative cdala on physiological

responses, subjecls in the pasilive-value condition
were told thal recent research has shown {requent
cyeblinking 1o he characierisiic of persons who have
high 1Qs, who fend 1o he aceldenti-free drivers, and
who lend to be happily marsed. Sobjects in (he
negative-value conditinn were  {old  ihat  frequent
eychlinking to he characteristic of persons who have
proneness, and unhappy  marriages. Neutral-value
subjects heard eyeblinks descrihed anly as a useful
dependenl variable in psychological Jearning re-
search with little real relevance lo anythitz, Sub-
jects in the no-value condilion recelved the neutral-
vilue message hut with all eveblink referonces re-
placed by respiration references,

Monitoring period, Afler anpther 5 minnfes of
unobirusive eveblink recording, subjects received one
of four monitoring instructions. Subjects in the no-
monitoring conditions mevely were told mare whoul
the cxpecled contribntions of lhe study, such as the
valug of readily available normative dala. Subjecty
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in Lhe sell-monitoring conditions were asked to as-
sist in collecling additional sovmative data by
countling their own eyeblinks, cither for 3 min. (in
the single-report conditions) or {or each of 10 30-sec
periods (in the multipte-report condition). ‘They
were to start and stop thelr counting according {o
2 signal bell and report theiv Ltolal count aloud upon
stupping. Finally, dhcy were told: *Remember, be-
cause we're collecting normative duta, please con-
tinue 1o blink at your normal rote” Sulbjecls in
\he experinenier-monitoriug condition received nearly
identieal insiructions, except that inslead of count-
ing thelr own cyveblinks they were told that the
experimenter would be counting them. They were
Lold, “To de ilat, we'll have to open the curlain
s0 wu can see through the one-way mirror,” From
the adjoining room, the experimenter then opened
1he curtalns thal had previcusly hidden a obe-way
window {rem the subject's view., Subjecls in the
combined-monitoring condition received a combina-
tion ol the seli- and experimenter-moniloring in-
structions. Il was  explained  that the subject’s
vounting was intended nz a relinbility check on the
experirrenter’s eotnting,

Return-to-hase perfod, Aller the S-minule moni-
foring period, all subjects were fold: “Okay. Your
data’s coming in very well. Jnst conlinue to remain
alert, awake, and comlortable, and we'll he finished
in about § minutes.” If the curlaing had been open,
they were closed again at ihis point. Eveblinks
condinueed to be recorded unohtrusively for another
3 wminutes. Then the expercimenter announced the
end of the study and rejoined the subject,

Bebriefing, Becauze contral procedures had lept
the experimenter  from acluadly  hearing  subjects
duting the experiment, while removing the elee-
trodes the experimentec asked self-moniloving suli-
jeets “Iow many eychlinks did vou count, again?®
and recorded their reply on their data sheets. All
subjecls were then asked to read o writlen slale-
ment on the jmportanee of knowing whether they
helicved they wera heing decetvied and wore asked
to indicate whether ihey believed this oxperiment
involved deception. Subjecls were told ihey would
receive a bonug of 2 “experimenial polnts™ i Lhey
gnessod cotrectly, Finally, subiecls were ashed to
rearl a l.page explanation of the shwdy's true nalure
and parpose.

Resurrs

Polypraph  eyeblinke records were  scored
“Blindly™ twice: Virst, all records within cach
treatmenl period werc scored; then cach sub-
ject's record was zcored across all periods. The
restlts ol these two scoring methods were
very highly correlated (r == .99). The mean
blink rate at baseline wag 16.00 blinks per
minute [or men (SO = 8.02) and 14.80 bhnks
per minute for women {52 = 9.80), with &
range of from 2.4 to 38.8 blinks per minute,
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Fuiurr 2. Mean peraentage of change in blink
vate over cxperimental periods as a function of
pesilive (pos.), neutral (newt.), or negative (neg.)
value being atributed 1o the behavior and the pres-
ence of abzeace of self-monitoring, (Abbreviated:
bpm — Blinks per minnfe; mon. == monitoring.)

These data are consistent with norms re-
ported in the eychlink literature (e.g., Greg-
ory, 1952). Dala for one subject in the posi-
tive-value experimenter-monitoring coneition
were lost due to an equipment failure,

Fficcts of value mduclion and self-monitor-
ing. A preliminary analysis of variance per-
formed on the baseline Dlink raies of lhe six
groups involved in the 3 X 2 portion of the
designn examining  Value Induoction X Self-
Monitoring effects indicated that the groups
were equivalent prior to the introduction of
the experimental treatments (p > .20). Fur-
thermore, an analysis of the relalionship be-
tween suithjects” haseline blink rates and their
pereentage of change rom the baseline to the
value-induction period revealed that the per-
centage change score was relatively iree from
“Initia] level” effects. Thus, subsequent anal-
yses of treatment cffects were performed on
percentage change scores from one experi-
mental period to the next. These data are
summarized in Figure 2,

The pereentage change scores between the
baseline and valte-induction periods indicated
that the three different values attributed io
eyeblinks did not have a significant inde-
pendent effect on blink rates, ruskal-Wallace
one-way analysis of variance, A (2) == 2.33, ¢
> .20, As predicted, merely informing sub-
jects that frequent blinking has positive, neu-
tral, or negative psychological tmplications
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Yrure 3, Mean porcendage of chunge in blink rate
over experimental periods when positively  vadued
targel behavior s monitered by one of three dif-
ferenl sources: self, experimenier, or hotl eombined.
{Ahbreviated: Dbpmoo:blinks per minuie; mon, =
monitoring.)

was not significantly reactive in and of itself.
Haowever, an analysis of percentage of change
in blink rates Dbetween the value-induction
and moniloring periods revealed a tendency
for value induction and self-monitoring to
exerl signilicant inteructive effects. The posi-
tive-value self-monitoring group differed from
the positive-value no-monitoring group (Mann-
Whitney {cst, one-tailed I -z 13, p = 023);
sell-monitoring instructions produced a sub-
stantial inercase in blinking relative to no-
monitoring instrociions. A similar comparison
hetween the two negative-value groups just
fell short of achieving significance {I7 = 17,
# = 0065, one-tailed}; sell-monituring tended
to produce a decrease in blink rate, relative to
no monitoring. Finally, a4 comparison between
the positive- and negative-value sclf-monitor-
ing groups yiclded significant results (7 ==
14, p=x 032, onc-tafled), A comparison De-
tween the two neutral-value groups showed no
significant differences as a function of their
differential moniloring instructions (& == 31,
# = .96}, Comparison of percentage change
scores between the monitoring and return-to-
base periods failed Lo show any significant
difforences associated with the three value
inductions, the two moenitoring instructions, or
the Value X Monitoring interaction (all ps ==
607,

Examination of within-group changes over
experimental periods revealed that the only
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changes evenn approaching  signiflcance were
in thase conditions In which changes had been
predicted, The positive-value self-monitoring
group tended 1o increase their blink rates
from the value period 1o the monitoring pe-
riod (Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-ranks
test, onc-talled T := 6, p = 045}, whereas the
negative-value sel{-monitoring group showed a
nearly significani tendency to decrease thelr
blink rates hetween the zsame lwo periods (4
-, p o 068).

in sunmary, then, value-indoction instroc-
tions alone, in the absence of self-monitoring
instruclinns, showed no evidence of reactivity.
Similarly, seli-monitoring instructions alone,
in the absence of cither a posilive or negative
value being atlributed to eyeblinks, were not
reactive. However, when combined with a
positive or ncgative value, sclf-moniloring
seemed 1o be reaclive, with the direction of
the effect being determined by the particular
value with which it was associated,

Effects of monitoring source, Figure 3 sum-
marizes the percentage change data for the
three positive-value conditions associated with
the different monitoring sources. The self-
monitoring, experimenter-monitoring, and com-
bined-manitoring groups had equivalent blink
rates atb baseline, //{2) = .63, p > .50, Over
the different experimental periods, their pei-
cenfage change scores continued 1o show no
significant group dilferences (baseline to value
period: H = 443, p > .10; value to monitor
period: /7 = 3.09, > .20; monitor to rebase
period: I =2 02, p > 98). Although the ol-
served differences fell short ol statistical sipg-
nificance, the magnitude of some changes was
considerable and descrves further examination.
The experimenter-monitoring group, for ex-
ample, showed a sizable but inexplicable
change helween ihe bascline and walue pe-
rinds. The other two groups, in contrast,
changed considerably between the value and
monitor periods,

Inspection of group means in Iigure 3 re-
veals that the patterns for the sell-mouiloring
and combined-moniloring groups are very sim-
ilar. The experimenter-monitoring group’s
paitern; on the other hand, not only locks
differcnt bul also defies explanation, The
large, nearly significant, increase during the
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value-induction peviod occurred prier to the
introduction of the differential monitoring in-
structions at a point at which all three groups
still had experienced identical treatments,
Following the introduction of the experimental
manipulation, however, the cxperimenter-
monitoring group showed little evidence of
reactivity, whereas the other two groups did.
Analyses of within-group changes indicated
that Loth the seli-monitoring and comhbined-
monitoring groups increaged their blink rates
considerahly during the mouitoring period (1
=6, p==.045, and T=17, $ == 065 one-
lailed, respectively ), whereas the experimenter-
monitoring group did not (¥ == 12, p > .20).

Effect of multiple versus single self-moni-
toring veports, hring baseline, the positive-
value self-monitoring condition that involved
multiple reporting {10 reports over 4 5-mintte
period} was equivalent to the positive-value
self-monitoring condition that involved only a
single report over the same period (&7 = 27,
£ = .64). Analyses of the percentage change
scores, depicted in Figure 4, revealed that no
sipnificant group differences were associated
with either the value-induction or eeturn-to-
base periods (U7 = 22, p = 32, and U/ = 26,
» = .57, respectively). During the monitoving
period, however, the groups tended to differ
(U =14, p = 064y, The direction of the
observed difference was contrary (o predic-
fions, with subjects in the muliiple-report
condition actually showing a tendency to
decrease their blink rate (=7, p=.13)
and single-report sulyjects showing a tendency
to increase theirs (F==6, p = 09)72

Other analyses. Also depicted in Tigure 4
are the percentage change scores for the re-
maining iwo experimental groups: the neu-
tral-value no-monitoring group and the no-
value ng-monitoring group, 'These groups were
compared to examine the pessibility that
merely attending to neutrally valued ecye-
blinks, without speciftcally monitoring them,
may be reactive, relative to a condition in
which eyeblinks are mever even meutioned
(i.c., where “regpiration” is substituted for ail
“hlink” references). There were no significant
differences in the baseline, value-induction,
and relurn-to-bascline perfods (U7 = 22, 29,
and 20, respectively, all ps > 20). Surpris-
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fwrwe 4, Mean percentage of change in blink
rale over experimenial periods as a function of
frequent versus inlreguent self-monitoring  reports
ard as a fonclion of merely allending to eyeblinks
without cxplicitly  monitoring  (mon.) them. (Ab-
brevialed: hpm = blinks per minunie; pos = posifive,)

ingly, the groups were different in the moni-
toring peried (17 = 13, p = .05), with the no-
value no-monitoring group significantly in-
crogsing their blink rate (=1, p < .02)
and the other group showing only a slight
decrease (1" — 12, p > .20).

This unexpected finding deserves further
study. It is possible that merely drawing sub-
jects’ attention Lo their eyeblinks tends to
stifle blink-rale Increases that might other-
wise occur as & funclion of fatigue, horedom,
or similar nonspecific factors, On the other
hand, it is possible that the increased blink
rale of the no-value no-monitoring group may
have been mediated by unanticipated effects
of references (o respiration in that group’s in-
structions,

A minute-by-minute breakdown of eyeblink
behavior over the four experivental periods
was plotted for groups that had shown evi-
denee of reaclive monitoring effects (i.e., neg-
ative-value self-monitoring; positive-vatue self-
monitoring; positive-value combined-monitor-
ing)., With positively valited hehaviors, there

2 These nonpatamelric analyaes eompared the num-
bers of subjects in cack group whose percentage
change scores were cither in a posilive or negative
direction, Mapnitnde of chanpe was not a faelor;
hence, the apparent change, scen in Figure 3, is not
pericctly retaied to the statistical results,
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was o tendency for most of the reaclivily to
occur in the latter half of the monitoring
petiod; with ncgatively valued  hehaviors,
however, the reactivity was more pronounced
in the first half of the period, This pattern js
similar Lo one previously noted by Gottman
and McFall (1972).

As a partial test of the accuracy of sub-
jects’ reports of self-monitored data, the poly-
graph eyeblink data for self-moniloring sub-
jects were correlated with the sell-report eye-
blink data obtained and recorded at the time
of debriefing. The resuliing correlation of .01
indicates that subjects were reliable ohservers
and reporters of their own eycblinks.

Tinally, analysis of subjects’ responses to
the “deception” questionuaire administered
during debriefing revealed that 419 of the
subjects gnessed that the study had invelverd
some deceplion. Subjects in the moniloring
groups were significantly more likely than
subjects in the no-monitoring groups 1o feel
that there had been some deception, ¥2(2) =
4.98, p < .025 Within thoge monitorving
groups in which blink-rate changes had been
predicted, it was found that subjects guessing
“deception” were three times more likely to
change in the predicted direction; in con-
trast, subjects guessing “no deception” were
about evenly divided in terms of whether they
changed in the predicled dircction. For all
subjects who changed in the predicted direc-
tion, there was no sizniiicant relationship be-
tween the magnitwde of change and their
tendency to guess that there had Dbeen some
dlecepiion.

DiscussioN

This study provided evidence that neither
the value of the target behavior nor sel{-moni-
toring alene Is sufficient to prodoce a signifi-
cant reactive eliect, The combination of the
two, however, does seem to be reactive, with
the direction of the effect heing a function of
the targel hehavior’s value. Value also secms
to be differentially related {o the magnitude of
the obscrved effects; in this study, the de-
creaged blink rafe of the negative-valoe self-
monitoring group was less pronounced than
the increased blink rate of the positive-value
seH-monitoring group, Previous studics also

WILLIAM A, SIFCK AND RICHARD M. McFALL

have found that response increases are more
readily produced than response decreases with
self-monitoring procedures (c.g., Gottman &
MclFall, 1972; McFall, 1970). This difference
deserves further research atiention,

With the exception of the inexplicable mon-
itoring-period change evidenced by the con-
trel group in which monitoring and eyeblinks
were nevor even mentioned, the only groups
showing anything approaching reactive cllects
were those in which such effects had leen
predicted {i.e., the monitoring groups with
positive and nepgative valaes)., The positive-
value experimenter-monitoring group failed to
show any sign of reactive effects——another
outcome consistent with predictions—although
the differcnce between this group and the self-
and combined-monitoring groups fell short of
significance. Also as predicted, the groups that
ilid show reactive eflects did so only in the
monitoring peried. Fxcept for the multiple-
report self-monitoving group, which showed
eflects in a divection opposite Lo expectations,
the directional patiern of results wis con-
sistent with the experimental hypotheses, The
unexpected effects of multiple reporls descrve
further study,

The experimental results corroborated Kuz-
din's {10744} findings reparding the role of
the target behavior’s valence in determining
the direction of self-monitoring efiects, The
fact that this corroborating evidence wuas
found ousing a different targel respense and
experimental design suggests that the obtained
relationship may be a very gencral one. In
other Importani respects, however, this study's
resulte conflicted with Kazdin's., For example,
value instructions alone did not have reaciive
cffects, whereas in Kazdin’s study they re-
portecdly did, One possible reason for this
difference is thal Kawzdin’s design may not
have provided an adequate test of the jso-
Yated eflfects of value instructions; hig sub-
jects were aware that their target bLehavior
was public and was being recorded, even in
those conditions in which they were mnol
inglructed to keep 2 formal count of it them-
sclves., Anather discrepancy was in the effects
of having someone else monitor the subjects’
hehavior, Kazdin ((974a) reported that ex-
perimenter-monitoving was reactive, whoereas



SELF-MONTITORING LEFFECTS

il was net [ound to be so in this study., Again,
on closer inspection it seems that Kazdin may
not have aderualely assessed the isolated ef-
fects of monitoring by the experimenter, Fis
condition was similar to the cembincd-moni-
toring condition in the present study; his ex-
perimenter monilored Lhe target behavior by
operating a digital counter that was visible to
the subject during the task, thus allowing the
subject to keep track oo,

The results of this study do not provide an
adequate basis either for choosing among the
available theoretical explanations of self-moni-
toring cffects {(c.p., Kazdin, 1974h) or {or
developing a new conceptualization of the
underlying process, The study represents only
a beginning in the scarch for the determinants
of sclf-monitoring cffects. Despite the need
for far more research, however, there scem o
e at Teast lwo general principles emerging
from the rescarch that have implications for
the use of self-monitoring procedures to foster
therapeutic change. Virst, the subject’s per-
ceived value of the target response seems to
determine the direclion of change produced
by seli-monitoring procedures. Sccond, there is
growing evidence that it is easier for self-
monitoring  procedures 1o produce increases
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than decreuases in Larget behaviors. In combi-
nation, these findings suggest that the thera-
pist interested in using scli-monitoring pro-
cedures to cifect behavioral changes should
make cerlain that the target behavior being
monitored has highly positive value to the
client.
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