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ABSTRACT 

Researchers have argued whether praise is beneficial to students in educational 

settings. Much of this research has focused on praise in younger populations rather than 

with college students. Furthermore, it is unknown how college students perceive praise in 

the classroom. The purpose of this study was to identify the perceptions of praise 

possessed by college students as well as the differences in perceptions between male and 

female college students. Two hundred fifteen undergraduate and graduate students 

participated in this study. Results indicated that the majority of college students are 

unbiased in their perceptions of praise, suggesting that college students do not prefer 

either written or verbal praise, person or process praise, or individual or group praise. 

Results also indicated that there were no significant differences between male and female 

college students and their perceptions of praise. Possible explanations to the results are 

discussed, along with suggestions for future research. 
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CHAPTER I 

COLLEGE STUDENTS’ PERCEPTIONS OF PRAISE 

Praise, as defined by Brophy (1981), is to commend the worth of or to express 

approval or admiration. For example, teachers often praise their students for certain 

achievements or performances with a statement such as “Wow, you did great on your 

homework assignment.” It is important to note that praise is different from feedback, 

encouragement, and other simple acknowledgements (Brophy, 1981; Henderlong & 

Lepper, 2002). Feedback is often less personal than praise. “You received an 80% on this 

test” or “That is the correct answer” are examples of feedback. Encouragement is also 

distinct from praise in that encouragement is often used in more negative situations. For 

example, a teacher encourages a frustrated student with “you can do it.” Such 

encouraging statements allow the teacher to recognize and respond to the student’s 

frustrations, but do not evaluate the behavior like praise. Praise, on the other hand, often 

elicits more emotion by adding encouraging words such as ‘good job’ or ‘excellent 

work’. For example, ‘That is the correct answer’ is an example of feedback. Adding 

‘good job’ onto the same statement differentiates praise from general feedback.  

Several researchers have documented the importance of praise in educational 

settings. Brophy (1981) posited that praise helps build a close teacher-student 

relationship. Vollmeyer and Rheinberg (2005) found that students who receive praise 

(and feedback) are provided with information about their performance, which can provide 

insight concerning how they did on a task and how they can improve. Students 

themselves also may feel that they benefit from praise. For example, Elwell and Tiberio 
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(1994) found that secondary students generally perceive praise as appropriate and 

expected for different academic and social behaviors. 

 While some research supports the use of praise, there are also many problems 

with praise in educational settings. Several researchers have argued that praise, whether 

intended or unintended, can produce a number of negative outcomes including decreased 

student motivation (Henderlong & Lepper, 2002), decreased performance (Mueller & 

Dweck, 1998), the formation of helpless patterns (Kamins & Dweck, 1999), and 

outcomes negatively affecting teacher-student relationships (Burnett, 2002).  

 It is important for researchers to identify whether or not it is beneficial to praise 

students because research has indicated that certain types of praise can be harmful to 

students’ learning environments. Furthermore, it is important to extend this area of 

research and examine college students’ perceptions of praise. Little research has 

examined whether or not college students are affected by praise. The purpose of this 

study was to extend this area of research and identify college students’ perceptions of 

praise, if any. This study also sought to find if there were any differences between male 

and female college students in their perceptions of praise.  
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CHAPTER II 

TYPES OF PRAISE 

 Praise is a broad category, and much of the current literature has looked at praise 

in smaller, more specific categories. Three categories of praise were examined in the 

current study. These three areas were verbal and written praise, group and individual 

praise, and person and process praise. Each of these three areas of praise has been 

examined by various researchers to determine if there are any possible benefits or 

consequences to students in educational settings.  

Verbal versus Written Praise 

Researchers have looked at the different ways praise can be delivered verbally 

and how students perceive praise in this delivery method. Verbal praise, when used 

correctly, can enhance the learning process according to some research. For example, in 

two separate studies, Hancock (2000, 2002) found that undergraduate and graduate 

students who were exposed to verbal praise reported that they studied significantly more 

outside the classroom than students who were not exposed to verbal praise.  

Hancock (2002) believed that verbal praise is an important mediator in the 

enhancement of students’ motivation to learn. In his study with undergraduate students, 

Hancock (2001) gave his students a ‘Time Spent on Homework’ spreadsheet and asked 

each of his students to record the amount of time they spent on homework. Students were 

assigned to one of two groups, a verbal praise group or a no verbal praise group. Students 

in the verbal praise group who indicated that they spent 60 minutes or more on 

homework received an enthusiastic “good job,” “very good,” or “great work” from the 

instructor. Students in the no verbal praise group just received a mundane “thank you” (p. 
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386). Hancock found that students in the verbal praise group, based on their self-report, 

studied significantly more than students in the no verbal praise group. Results from 

Hancock’s (2002) study involving the same procedure with graduate students also 

indicated that graduate students who received verbal praise spent more time on 

homework than students who did not receive verbal praise.  

However, other researchers have argued that verbal praise can have potential 

negative consequences. Researchers have concluded that not all students prefer to be 

praised verbally. For example, Elwell and Tiberio (1994) found that while adolescents 

perceive praise to be important to academic achievement, they do not want to be praised 

verbally in front of their classmates. 

Elwell and Tiberio administered the Praise Attitude Questionnaire (PAQ) to 620 

adolescent students from three secondary schools. The PAQ was based on Sharpe’s 

(1987) questionnaire (as cited in Elwell & Tiberio, 1994) and was designed for the study 

by Elwell and Tiberio. The PAQ consisted of five questions about attitudes about teacher 

praise for academic work and two questions about conduct. Results from the PAQ 

indicated that praise was regarded highly for academic work. Results also indicated that 

adolescent students preferred to be praised quietly or not at all as opposed to being 

praised publicly in the classroom. Therefore, educators might find it difficult to know 

when to utilize praise. This issue becomes even more complicated when one considers 

that students might prefer the actual emphasis of the praise to differ.  

Alternatively, praise can be administered in the form of writing. Little research 

has examined written praise to students. However, Weaver (2006) explored student 

perceptions of written feedback. While feedback is considered different than praise, 
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results from Weaver’s study are helpful to the current study. Weaver used a multi-method 

analysis of qualitative and quantitative data with several college students. One hundred 

seventy students were surveyed by questionnaire and 22 students participated in group 

discussions providing the qualitative data. Weaver attempted to identify students’ 

perceptions of written feedback. Results from the questionnaire indicated a high majority 

of participants reported that feedback is often too brief or general to be helpful. 

Qualitative findings also supported the quantitative results. Participants stated that 

general feedback that lacks detail is not helpful and does not contain suggestions for 

improvement. The current study attempts to explore this issue further and determine if 

these perceptions can be further generalized to the college student population. 

Individual versus Group Praise 

The results of Elwell and Tiberio (1994) bring up some additional questions. 

Adolescents report that they do not prefer to be praised verbally in front of a group. In 

other words, it is possible that adolescents prefer to be praised quietly so that others 

cannot hear what is being said between the teacher and the student. The current study 

attempts to examine this issue further. How do students feel about individual and group 

praise? What are students’ perceptions of praise administered individually and praise 

administered in front of a group? 

Person versus Process Praise 

Praise is also often divided into one of two categories, person or process praise. 

The first type of praise is trait-oriented praise, which is often used synonymously with 

ability or person praise. A review of the literature revealed that this type of praise is 

typically referred to as person praise. “Wow, you did well on this task! You must be 
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smart,” would be an example of a teacher praising a student using person praise. This 

type of praise focuses on the ability of the student rather than on a strategy the student 

used to complete the task. Strategy praise (synonymous with effort or process praise), on 

the other hand, is a type of praise that focuses on a specific strategy the student used to 

complete a task. The author of this paper will refer to this term as process praise. An 

example of a teacher praising a student using process praise would be, “Wow, you did 

great! You must have worked hard on this.”  

Person praise is more controversial when compared to process praise according to 

current literature. Henderlong and Lepper (2002) argued that person praise may have 

unintended consequences for motivation, performance, and determination, especially 

when students experience continuous setbacks in the area in which they were praised.  

In six studies, Mueller and Dweck (1998) looked at the effects of praising for 

ability (person praise) and the effects of praising for effort (process praise) on fifth-grade 

students and how they handled these types of praise under conditions of failure and 

conditions of success. The first four studies examined the effect of different types of 

praise on children’s achievement motivation and the fifth and sixth studies eliminated any 

possible alternative explanations to the findings in the first four studies.  

Mueller and Dweck’s (1998) first study looked at the effects that praise, both 

praise for intelligence (person praise) and praise for effort (process praise), had on 

children’s achievement goals. Mueller and Dweck hypothesized that children would hold 

different goals for their achievement and have different responses based on the type of 

praise they received after they failed at a task. A total of 128 fifth grade students were 

asked to work on three sets of 10 matrices from Raven’s (1976) Standard Progressive 
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Matrices. All participants were told that they did well on the first set of matrices. Some, 

through random assignment, were praised for their ability (“You must be smart at these 

problems”), some were praised for their effort (“You must have worked hard at these 

problems”), and the remaining children were in the control group and thus received no 

additional comments on their good performance of the matrices. After the children were 

praised, all children were asked about their preferences to pursue performance goals or 

learning goals. To measure preference of performance goals or learning goals, children 

were asked to select a choice of tasks that reflected performance goals (i.e. “problems 

that are easy, so I’ll do well,” “problems that aren’t too hard, so I don’t get many wrong” 

or “problems that I’m pretty good at, so I can show that I’m smart”) or learning goals (i.e. 

“problems that I’ll learn a lot from, even if I won’t look so smart”).  

After choosing their task statements, children in all three groups worked on a 

second set of more difficult matrices. After the second set of matrices, the children were 

told that they had performed worse. Children in all three groups were told that they 

solved no more than 50% of the matrices correctly. After receiving their performance 

assessment, all children were asked to respond to a series of questions that asked about 

their persistence, their enjoyment of the matrix problems, their perceptions of how well 

they performed, and their attributions to their performance. Attributions were measured 

by children picking a statement (i.e. lack of ability, lack of effort or lack of time) that 

they felt was the reason they performed worse on the second set of matrices.  

Results indicated that goal choice was affected by praise. Children who received 

intelligence (person) praise chose goals that led them to continue looking smart, whereas 

effort (process) praise led children to want to learn new things. Children praised for 
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intelligence believed that their performance reflected their ability and thus attributed low 

performance to low ability. Children who were praised for intelligence also were less 

likely to persist on the matrix problems, and reported they enjoyed the tasks less than 

children who were praised for effort.  

 Mueller and Dweck (1998) stated that their first study “did not fully investigate 

the different consequences of [the] types of praise for children’s motivation before their 

poor performance” (p. 40). Task enjoyment, task persistence, and performance judgments 

were measured after the children experienced failure in the first study, therefore Mueller 

and Dweck in their second study extended their previous work to investigate whether 

praise for intelligence, in the absence of failure, has more negative consequences for task 

enjoyment or task persistence than praise for effort.  Fifty-one fifth grade students 

participated in the second study and each was randomly assigned into one of three 

groups: intelligence, praise or control. Students used in this study were from a different 

sample than children used in the first study. Children were asked to complete one set of 

matrices, the same matrices used in the first study. Like the procedure in the first study, 

achievement goals were measured after all children received positive praise. Children 

were also asked the same questions of their desire to persist in the matrices, their 

enjoyment of the matrices and their perceptions of their performance. However, these 

questions were asked after the first set of matrices and after the children were told they 

had a successful performance. An additional question was added in this study and asked 

about the children’s expectations of their performance if they worked on another matrix 

set.  
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 Results revealed that a total of 69% of children praised for intelligence preferred 

performance goals to learning goals; whereas 12% of children praised for effort chose the 

same goals (88% of children praised for effort preferred learning goals). Task persistence 

and task enjoyment differed from the first study, however. Results from the second study 

did not reveal any significant effects of task persistence and task enjoyment between the 

three praise groups, whereas the first study found that children praised for intelligence 

reported less persistence and less enjoyment for the tasks. Therefore, results showed that 

achievement goals did not lead to different behaviors in the absence of failure. Finally, 

the findings continued to support the idea that children’s post-failure responses could not 

be attributed to differences in performance judgments.  

 Mueller and Dweck (1998) sought to replicate and extend their previous findings 

in a third study. Eighty-eight fifth grade students were used in their third study. The third 

study followed the same procedures as the first study; however two additional measures 

were added. These were added to test if children praised for ability responded differently 

to challenges than children praised for effort. Children were asked to write a description 

of the third set of matrix problems (the same third set children in the previous studies 

received) for children in another state. In their descriptions, children were asked to state 

how many of the matrix problems from the third set of matrix problems they felt they 

answered correctly. Accuracy was measured by subtracting the children’s claimed score 

with their actual score. Post-failure responses were measured by asking the children in 

each of the three groups (intelligence, effort, or control) to pick one of two folders. One 

folder was labeled “interesting new strategies” and contained strategy information for 

solving the matrix problems. The other folder was labeled “average scores” and 
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contained information about the performance of other unfamiliar children (Mueller & 

Dweck, 1998, p. 41).  

A total of 55% of children praised for intelligence chose performance goals 

(folder labeled “average scores”), whereas only 23% of children praised for effort chose 

the same folder. In other words, children praised for intelligence wished to continue 

looking smart, whereas children praised for effort wanted to learn new things. The 

findings also indicated that children praised for intelligence tended to attribute their 

performance to ability (i.e. intelligence) rather than their effort or how hard they worked. 

Desire to persist was greater in children who were praised on effort than children who 

were praised on intelligence. The same results were found for task enjoyment. Extending 

from Mueller and Dweck’s (1998) first study, 86% of children praised for ability chose to 

read information related to the performance of others (i.e., chose the “average scores” 

folder) whereas 23% of children praised for effort chose the same folder. Mueller and 

Dweck stated that “when allowed to pursue their interests, children praised for 

intelligence adopt a performance orientation; their preference for information about their 

scores rather than strategies indicate[d] that they focus on performance in their own right 

and not just in order to document their abilities to an evaluator” (p. 43). Seifert (2004) 

would agree. He stated that students pursuing performance goals become more concerned 

about how well they perform in relation to their peers and how their peers will perceive 

them.  

Mueller and Dweck’s (1998) fourth study was intended to replicate and extend the 

findings of their second study. Fifty-one fifth grade students participated in this study. 

The first part of this study replicated the procedures used in Mueller and Dweck’s second 
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study (i.e. children only completed the first set of matrices and received praise after their 

success). Then, children’s ideas about intelligence were measured in order to look at how 

praise influences children’s beliefs about the stability of intelligence. In order to measure 

this, children were asked to rate the statement “You have a certain amount of intelligence 

and really can’t do so much to change it” on a six-point scale. Information-seeking 

preferences were also measured as it was in the third study: from children choosing either 

the folder containing new strategy information or the folder containing performance 

information.  

Unlike results in the three previous studies, children did not differ in the 

achievement goals they chose to pursue. However, findings of task persistence, task 

enjoyment, performance judgments, and expectations of future success replicated those of 

the second study in that there were no significant differences between the praise groups. 

A total of 76% of children praised for intelligence chose to read information containing 

the performance of others over the other folder containing new strategies. Only 24% of 

the children praised for hard work made the same choice.  

While the first four studies provided support for the strong effect that different 

types of praise have on children’s motivation, the fifth study was designed to eliminate 

any possible alternative explanations of the results. Mueller and Dweck (1998) posited 

that children’s contrasting post-failure responses may have been due to the fact that a 

single experimenter administered both positive and negative praise. Thus, the fifth study 

was designed to address this issue by having two different experimenters. Forty-six fifth 

grade students participated in Mueller and Dweck’s fifth study. This study replicated the 

procedures used in the first study, but with two experimenters. Children successfully 
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completed the first set of matrices with the first experimenter, who gave the students 

praise depending on the group they were in (person, process or control). Children were 

then introduced to the second experimenter to work on the second set of matrix problems. 

Children were informed that the second experimenter was blind to the type of praise they 

received from the first experimenter. After the second set of matrices, children were told 

they performed worse on the second set of matrices. The children’s desire to persist, 

enjoyment of the matrix problems, their performance, and the failure attributions were 

then measured as they were in the first study.  

Results indicated that there were significant differences in the attributions 

children made for their poor performance on the second set of matrices. Children praised 

for effort assigned greater weight to low effort than children praised for ability. Children 

praised for intelligence after success attributed more of their failure to lack of ability than 

children praised for hard work. Children praised for intelligence were also less likely to 

persist on the matrix problems after they were told they performed worse than children 

praised for effort when they were told they performed worse. Similarly, children praised 

for intelligence enjoyed the tasks less than children praised for effort. Overall, the results 

supported the hypothesis that contrasting responses of failure were not caused by 

children’s reactions to the judgments of a single experimenter.  

The last, and sixth, study was also designed to eliminate an alternative 

explanation to the results of the first four studies. Mueller and Dweck (1998) stated that it 

is possible that children praised for ability after working on the first set of matrices 

“believed that the experimental task was actually designed to serve as an intelligence 

test” (p.46). This would have led children who were praised for intelligence after poor 
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performance to believe that the experiment was a real measure of low intelligence, thus 

leading to lower motivation and performance. Children praised for effort would not be 

likely to view the experiment in the same way. Mueller and Dweck decided to evaluate 

this concern and determine if children praised for ability judged their intelligence from 

their performance or if they judged their intelligence only on the task in which their 

intelligence was praised. Forty-eight fifth grade students were used in this study. The 

procedure was similar to the one used in the first study. However, after the first set of 

matrices, children were asked by the same experimenter to work on different kinds of 

problems. These problems were taken from a revised Minnesota Paper Form Board Test 

(Likert & Quasha, 1970,), which differed in appearance from the matrix problems they 

had been working on previously. The first set of problems from the Minnesota Paper 

Form Board Test contained extremely difficult items, which differed from the first set of 

matrices that contained items of moderate difficulty. Children’s desire to persist, their 

enjoyment of the problems, their attributions of failure and the judgments of their 

performance were measured as they had been in Mueller and Dweck’s first study. 

Children’s beliefs about intelligence were also measured as they had been in the fourth 

study. In addition to this, children were asked to complete the sentence “I think 

intelligence is…” Responses were coded to two parts: words that related to motivational 

components of intelligence (i.e., effort and knowledge) and words that related to the trait-

like nature of intelligence (i.e., ability and smartness). Responses were coded according 

to the presence (coded 1) or the absence (coded 2) of the two elements. 

Results indicated that children praised for effort significantly attributed more of 

their poor performance to effort than did children praised for intelligence. Likewise, 



Texas Tech University, Heather Rodgers, May 2007 
 

14 

children praised for intelligence significantly attributed their poor performance to ability 

than did children praised for effort. Children praised for intelligence significantly 

reported less task enjoyment than children praised for effort. No significant differences 

were found in children’s judgments of their performance as well as in task persistence. 

Results also showed that children praised for intelligence after a success tend to make 

statements that describe intelligence as a fixed trait even after they have experienced 

problems on a task. The summary of Mueller and Dweck's (1998) overall conclusion is 

that it can be problematic to praise students in terms of their ability or intelligence rather 

than their hard work or effort. 

In two studies, Kamins and Dweck (1999) also looked at the difference between 

person and process feedback. Feedback, according to Kamins and Dweck, included 

person and process criticism, as well as person and process praise. The author of the 

present paper is mainly interested in praise; therefore, only the second study concerning 

person and process praise (as opposed to criticism) will be discussed here.  

The purpose of Kamins and Dweck’s (1999) study was to evaluate the effects of 

praise on children’s coping with subsequent setbacks. Sixty-four kindergarten students 

participated in this study. All participants role-played in four scenarios in which the 

participant worked on a task for the teacher. Each scenario described children putting 

away blocks, washing their hands after finger painting, cleaning up after a snack, or 

working on a puzzle, and completing each task successfully. After each scenario, children 

then received one of six different statements of praise from the teacher: person praise 

(“I’m very proud of you”, “You’re a good girl,” or “You’re really good at this,”) outcome 

praise, (“That’s the right way to do it,”) and process praise, (“You must have tried really 
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hard,” or “You found a good way to do it, can you think of other ways that may also 

work”) (p. 842). It is important to note that each of the three types of praise is distinctly 

different from the others. Outcome praise focuses on the result of the task whereas person 

praise focuses on a trait of the student and process praise focuses on a strategy a student 

used to complete the task. After the third set (of four) scenarios, children were measured 

on perceived performance, affect, and self-assessment of their performance. After the 

fourth successful scenario, children were given two mistake scenarios (writing numbers 

in a series or drawing a figure) that ended with a statement from the teacher doll stating 

the child’s mistake, but did not provide any other additional information. Measures of 

product rating, self-assessment, persistence, and general beliefs were taken. Product 

rating was measured by asking children to rate their product (writing numbers in a series 

or drawing a figure) on a scale of 0 to 5, with 5 being the best. Self-assessments were 

measured by asking children four questions about their performance. Children were asked 

whether they felt they were good or not good, as well as nice or not nice and smart or not 

smart. Affect was measured by asking the children to rate their feelings at the end of the 

scenarios. Several questions were designed to examine general beliefs. The researchers 

verbally asked children about the stability of badness (i.e., a child often misbehaves in 

class, will he/she always act this way, or a new student in the class keeps getting a lot of 

questions wrong on his/her homework, is he/she always going to be this way).  

Kamins and Dweck (1999) found that children who received praise conveying an 

evaluation of themselves, their traits or, their abilities were significantly more likely to 

display helpless reactions when later met with setbacks than children who received effort 

or strategy praise. Kamins and Dweck also found that children in person praise groups 
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were significantly less likely to show persistence toward tasks they previously failed in. 

Results also indicated that children in person praise groups, compared to process praise 

groups, believed that badness can be a reason for one’s failure and that badness is a stable 

trait. Each of these results supported the findings in Mueller and Dweck (1998). 

Praise can also play a role in students’ perceptions of the classroom. In his study 

of 747 school children in six rural elementary schools, Burnett (2002) used structural 

equation modeling to investigate the relationship between teacher praise (and feedback) 

and students’ perceptions of the classroom environment. Instruments used consisted of 

The Teacher Feedback Scale, which included general praise questions related to effort 

and ability, and the My Classroom Scale, which measured satisfaction within the 

classroom environment and students’ relationships with their teachers. Burnett’s (2002) 

hypothesized model postulated that four feedback strategies (praise, negative feedback, 

person praise, and process praise) were related to both students’ perceptions of the 

classroom environment and students’ relationships with their teachers.  

Results indicated that general teacher praise was not related to students’ 

perceptions of the classroom environment or their relationships with their teachers. These 

findings were inconsistent with the hypothesized model where it was postulated that 

general praise was related to both students’ perceptions of the classroom environment and 

students’ relationships with their teachers. While general praise did not affect student 

perceptions, the specific types of praise did. Burnett’s (2002) findings indicated that 

person feedback (as well as negative feedback) was related to students’ perceptions of the 

classroom environment, and process praise was related to students’ relationships with 

their teachers. The path from person praise to student relationships with their teacher had 
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the strongest correlation (.80), and the path from student relationships with the teacher to 

student perceptions of the classroom environment was strong as well (.69). Students who 

felt that they received person praise from their teacher reported more satisfaction in the 

classroom. Students who received process praise were more likely to report a positive 

teacher-student relationship. In other words, both person and process praise were related 

to the way students perceive the classroom environment.  

Purpose of the Present Paper 

As evidenced in previous research, there are different learning outcomes that 

result from different types of praise. However, one of the concerns with previous research 

is that the different types of praise have not been examined simultaneously. Furthermore, 

much of the literature on praise is focused on young children in educational settings. 

Little is known about praise with student populations beyond the high school level. It is 

important to identify how college students perceive praise so that researchers can find 

ways to improve learning outcomes for this population. Additionally, previous research 

has not developed any measures that identify perceptions of praise with any student 

population.  

The goal of this study was to further examine each of these concerns and to 

provide more information for future research in the area of praise. The purpose of the 

current study was to extend this area of research by developing a measure that will 

identify perceptions of each type of praise among college students. The study was also 

designed to determine if there are gender differences among this population.   
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CHAPTER III 

METHOD 

Participants 

 Two hundred twenty-three students from Texas Tech University participated in 

this study. Of those 215 participants, 158 of them were undergraduate students and 57 

were graduate students. Eight students failed to answer all of the items on the 

questionnaire and were excluded; therefore only 215 students were used in the study. 

Thirty two percent of the sample was comprised of male students (n = 69) and 68% 

female students (n = 146). Students’ ages ranged from 17 years to 52 years (M = 23.26). 

Approximately 76% of the students described their ethnicity as White, 4% as Black, 10% 

as Hispanic, 3% as Asian and 8% as Other.  

Measures 

 A questionnaire about college students’ perceptions of praise was designed for 

this study. The questionnaire consisted of 39 items. Nine questions requested 

demographic and background information, such as gender, college major, grade point 

average, and employment.  

The remainder of the questionnaire was designed to measure the different facets 

of praise. A review of the literature showed that praise can be verbal or nonverbal, as well 

as administered individually or in front of a group. Praise can also be person-oriented or 

process-oriented. Therefore, the questionnaire was designed to measure each of these 

three areas of praise on a linear scale ranging from one (“strongly agree”) to five 

(“strongly disagree”). The three hypothesized dimensions of praise (verbal/written, 

individual/group, person/process) were measured by 10 items each. An example of the 
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survey is found in Table 1 with each item designated with the dimension of praise it was 

designed to measure. 

Procedure 

 Participants were asked to rate how much they agreed or disagreed with various 

statements about praise. To increase student participation, students who completed the 

questionnaire were entered into a drawing for a $50 gift card from a local retail store. 

Students who did not complete the survey did not get a chance to enter into the drawing. 

An advertisement to the questionnaire was sent via email to all currently enrolled Texas 

Tech University students. The questionnaire was created with SelectSurveyASP (2004), 

software provided by Texas Tech University’s College of Education. This survey 

software gave the researcher the opportunity to design the questionnaire to be accessible 

on the Internet. Students were given the Internet link to the questionnaire in the email and 

were given the option to complete the questionnaire either online from their own 

computers or on a computer in the College of Education Research Lab. Only three 

participants completed the questionnaire in the Research Lab. All other students 

completed the questionnaire on remote computers. The questionnaire took approximately 

10 minutes for students to complete.  
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Exploratory Factor Analysis  

Exploratory factor analysis was conducted to evaluate factor pattern coefficients 

with the intent of eliminating the smallest factor pattern coefficients. This was done to 

ensure a less cumbersome instrument while retaining the most salient items related to the 

three factors. Because questionnaire items were developed based on theory and the 

presence of three correlated factors was expected, no methods were employed to 

determine the number of factors to be retained. Each factor represented a praise subscale 

(i.e., verbal/nonverbal, person/process, group/individual). Principal axis factoring was 

employed using oblique rotation with the Promax technique to evaluate the 30 items from 

the praise questionnaire. Factor pattern coefficients were considered salient if they were > 

.42. This rule was a recommendation from Gorsuch (1997). Eight items did not load on 

any factor. The first factor accounted for 21.2% of the variance of college students’ 

perceptions of praise, the second factor accounted for 10.5% of the variance, and the third 

factor accounted for 7.2% of the variance; together the three factors accounted for 40% of 

the variance. See Table 2 for the item correlation matrix and Table 3 for the rotated factor 

loading matrix.  

Reliability 

Internal consistency estimates of reliability were computed for each subscale of 

the questionnaire. Five items in the first factor were reverse coded to ensure that a high 

score reflected a strong disagreement with the item statement. Internal consistency was 

evaluated utilizing Cronbach’s Alpha. Assessment of internal consistency revealed that 
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three items contributed to low reliability. A review of these items revealed unclear 

wording and/or ambiguous statements. These three items were excluded from further 

analyses increasing the reliability of the first factor from .68 to .89.  

The same analyses were also conducted for the second and third subscales. Seven 

items were analyzed for the second subscale. None of these items were reverse coded. 

After the reliability measures were run, two items were excluded from the second 

subscale increasing the reliability from .57 to 86. Five items loaded onto the third 

subscale and only one item was reverse coded. After the reliability analyses, one item 

was excluded from the third subscale. The removal of that item increased the reliability 

of the third subscale from .28 to 72. After all internal consistency estimates of reliability 

were computed for the three subscales, a total of six items were excluded from the 

questionnaire, thus leaving 16 items that remained highly reliable. See Table 4, Table 5, 

and Table 6 for these results. 

Descriptive Analyses 

Frequencies were conducted to examine any trends in college student perceptions 

of praise. Table 7 shows the distribution of how college students responded to the 

remaining items of the praise questionnaire. Table 8 shows the mean and standard 

deviation of each item. As shown in Table 8, mean scores for all items in the 

questionnaire was close to three, which was the response “Neutral” in the questionnaire. 

Results indicated that college students appear to be unbiased in their perceptions of 

praise. 

Correlation coefficients were computed among the three praise subscales. Using 

the Bonferroni approach to control for Type I error across the first subscale, a p-value of 
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less than .007 was required for significance. A p-value of less than .01 was required for 

significance in the second and third subscales. All items for each of the subscales were 

statistically significant and were greater than or equal to .25. The results indicate that 

college students tend to rate statements consistently across all items in the subscale. In 

other words, if a college student reports that he/she disagrees with the statement “I get 

embarrassed easily if I am praised verbally in front of the class,’ then it is likely that the 

college student will also disagree with a similar statement such as ‘I get uncomfortable 

when my teacher praises me because it draws attention to me in front of my classmates.” 

Gender Differences 

Three one-way analyses of variance were conducted to evaluate the relationship 

between gender and each of the three subscales. Using the Bonferonni approach to 

control for Type I error, the significance level was set to .0167 for these analyses. The 

first ANOVA assessed the difference between men and women in their preference for 

individual versus group praise (i.e., the first subscale). There was no significant 

difference between male and female college students in their perceptions of individual 

and group praise, F(1, 213) = .33, p= .56. 

The second ANOVA examined the difference in person versus process praise 

between men and women. There was no significant difference between male and female 

college students in their perceptions of person and process praise, F(1, 213) = .82, p = 

.37. The third, and final, ANOVA evaluated the difference in verbal versus written praise 

between men and women. There was no significant difference between male and female 

college students and their perceptions of verbal and written praise, F(1, 213) =  4.59, p = 

.03.  
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

 Previous research involving praise has been limited to younger populations. For 

example, Mueller and Dweck (1998) conducted a series experiments examining person 

and process praise with 5th grade students. Kamins and Dweck (1999) attempted to 

answer the same research questions with kindergarten children. Results from these 

studies suggest that it may be problematic to praise students in terms process praise. 

While this may be the case for younger populations, it is hard to generalize the same 

effects of using these types of praise on older populations. The same notion applies for 

delivering other types of praise to students.  

There are huge developmental changes between kindergarten children and fifth 

grade children, as well as fifth grade children and college students. College students, for 

example, are much more mature and may not be affected by person praise the same way 

younger children are. The results of the current study indicated that college students 

remained neutral in their perceptions of person and process praise. These results may be 

explained by the fact that college students are more mature and do not need praise to 

provide them with insight to how they are performing in the classroom. Additionally, 

college students are more experienced in the school setting and are more likely to have a 

stronger sense of self-efficacy in certain areas in the classroom. Therefore, praise would 

not influence a college student the same way it would a younger student.  

Some psychologists, such as Erikson, would agree with the developmental 

differences between fifth grade students and college students. Erikson discusses how the 

life cycle is divided into eight periods. The fourth stage according to Erikson involves 
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children ranging from age six to puberty. During the fourth stage, children begin to gain a 

sense of industry and mastery from successful experiences and a sense of inadequacy and 

inferiority from failures (as cited in Miller, 2002). This may explain why children are 

more affected by the types of praise they receive and why the results of this study found 

that college students are unbiased in their perceptions of praise.  

Due to limited research with praise and college student populations, the researcher 

felt it was necessary to determine if any type of praise (not just person and process praise) 

affected college students. To begin this endeavor, it was important to find some type of 

measurement to assess college students’ perceptions of praise. Previous researchers in 

this area have not published a measure analyzing praise with college students that was 

ideal to the current study; therefore a questionnaire needed to be developed to answer the 

research questions of the current study.  

 Factor analysis was used to ensure that the items in the questionnaire were 

reliable and valid, as well as loading together into one of three subscales of praise. 

Unclear and ambiguous items that did not load onto any of the three factors were thrown 

out and increased the strength of the measure used in this study. Because it was important 

for the praise questionnaire to have the highest possible reliability, internal consistency 

measures of reliability were computed on these subscales created through the factor 

analysis. Removing an additional six items from the questionnaire increased the 

reliability of each of the praise subscales in the questionnaire; therefore it was important 

to run additional tests. 
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Descriptive Results 

Continued work is necessary to investigate college students’ perceptions of praise. 

For example, results indicated that the majority of college students were unbiased in their 

perceptions of praise. These results can be interpreted that college students do not expect 

to be praised and therefore do not have any opinions about the types of praise they 

receive. Furthermore, many college classes, especially first year introductory classes, are 

composed of many students, sometimes hundreds; therefore, professors simply do not 

praise students in large classes. Additionally, individual attention is not typically given to 

college students like they are in elementary, middle, and high school where classes are 

populated with a small number of students.  

However, higher level classes tend to have a smaller teacher-student ratios. Junior 

and senior level classes are often smaller than freshman and sophomore level classes. 

This is typically holds true for graduate classes. Therefore, the researcher also looked at 

the means and standard deviations within classification to see if there were any 

differences among college students in their perceptions of praise. See Table 9 for results. 

Overall, results based from the sample in the current study show that regardless of 

classification, college students tend to remain neutral in their perceptions of praise.  

It is important to note that the results found in this study should not be interpreted 

that college students are not, or can not be, affected by praise. It simply means that it may 

be hard to measure college student perceptions of praise without more information about 

the classroom environment. Without observing classrooms, it is hard to determine if 

student-teacher ratios become smaller in higher level classes and if more individualized 

attention is increased in smaller classes. It is difficult to determine exactly why college 
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students were unaffected by different types of praise without more information of the 

classes they are enrolled in.   

Gender Differences 

Results also indicated that there were no differences between male and female 

college students and their perceptions of praise. In addition to the lack of praise college 

students receive in their classes, the lack of significance between gender could have 

resulted in the fact that there were unequal amounts of males and females within the 

sample. Two hundred fifteen students participated in this study, but there were only 69 

males in comparison to 146 females. The lack of diversity in the sample could have 

produced the results found in the current study. A sample with equal amounts of males 

and females may have altered the results and provided a different outcome. See Table 10 

for means and standard deviations for gender.  

Limitations and Future Research 

The results of this study should be interpreted with caution. While there is an 

adequate amount of research involving praise, the current study combined three different 

facets of praise into one study. Few researchers have combined the different types of 

praise into one study. Since this area of research is young and since there is limited 

information concerning college students’ preferences of praise, this study was designed to 

provide a starting point for future research. Findings from this study provide a solid 

foundation for future research. The results from the current study are not supported, nor 

do they disprove any findings from previous research. Therefore, to further validate the 

questionnaire designed for college students’ perceptions of praise, a replication of this 
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study needs to be conducted with a different sample and confirmed using confirmatory 

factor analysis.  

The current study is also mostly descriptive in nature. Therefore, a suggestion for 

future research would be to extend the findings in this study by conducting experiments 

manipulating praise with college students. Controlling the types of praise that participants 

receive may reveal new findings in their perceptions of praise.    

It is also important to note that while one might not have a preference for praise, 

he or she might be adversely affected by certain types of praise. For example, Mueller 

and Dweck (1998) found that there were consequences for using person praise on fifth 

grade students, but these results were discovered in an experimental setting. A 

questionnaire about the preferences of praise was not given to these children. Therefore, a 

prevalence of certain type of praise in a questionnaire would not fully determine which 

types of praise are better to use in the classroom. Thus, continued research is necessary to 

determine the best way to ensure a positive learning environment for all students.  

Conclusion 

 Previous research has demonstrated that praise can be helpful, but can be harmful 

to students as well. The purpose of this study was to examine how college students felt 

about different types of praise and determine if any of these opinions might influence 

their learning environment. Results indicated that college students are neutral in their 

beliefs about praise and remain unbiased about types of praise that they encounter in their 

classes. This study provides a good foundation for future research in determining how 

college students feel about praise and whether or not praise affects college students.  

 



Texas Tech University, Heather Rodgers, May 2007 
 

28 

REFERENCES 

Bartholomew, D. (1993). Effective strategies for praising students. Music Educators 

Journal, 80, 40-44. 

Brophy, J. E. (1981). Teacher praise: A functional analysis. Review of Educational 

Research, 51, 5-32. 

Burnett, P. C. (2002). Teacher praise and feedback and students’ perceptions of the 

classroom environment. Educational Psychology, 22, 5-16. 

Elwell, W. C., & Tiberio, J. (1994). Teacher praise: What students want. Journal of 

Instructional Psychology, 21, 322-329. 

Gorsuch, R. L. (1997). Exploratory factor analysis: Its role in item analyses. Journal of 

Personality Assessment, 63, 532-560. 

Hancock, D. R. (2000). Impact of verbal praise on college students’ time spent on 

homework. The Journal of Educational Research, 93, 384-389. 

Hancock, D. R. (2002). Influencing graduate students’ classroom achievement, 

homework habits and motivation to learn with verbal praise. Educational 

Research, 44, 83-95. 

Henderlong, J., & Lepper, M. R. (2002). The effects of praise on children’s intrinsic 

motivation: A review and synthesis. Psychological Bulletin, 128(5), 774-795. 

Kamins, M. L., & Dweck, C. S. (1999). Person versus process praise and criticism: 

Implications for contingent self-worth and coping. Developmental Psychology, 

35, 835-847. 

Miller, P. H. (2002). Theories of Developmental Psychology (4th ed.). New York : Worth 

Publishers.  



Texas Tech University, Heather Rodgers, May 2007 
 

29 

Mueller, C. M., & Dweck, C. S. (1998). Praise for intelligence can undermine children’s 

motivation and performance. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 75, 

33-52. 

Seifert, T. (2004). Understanding student motivation. Educational Research, 46, 137-149. 

SelectSurveyASP Advanced 8.1.5. (2004). [Computer Software]. Clifton, NJ; 

ClassApps.com. 

Texas Tech University Fact Book. (n.d.). Retrieved February 22, 2007 from 

http://www.irim.ttu.edu/FACTBOOK/index.htm.  

Vollmeyer, R., & Rheinberg, F. (2005). A surprising effect of feedback on learning. 

Learning and Instruction, 15, 589-602.  

Weaver, M. R. (2006). Do students value feedback? Student perceptions of tutors’ written 

responses. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 31, 379-394. 



Texas Tech University, Heather Rodgers, May 2007 
 

30 

APPENDIX 

Table 1. 

Example of Praise Questionnaire 

Item 
1. Praising me in front of a group is good because everyone can benefit from the praise. 
(F1) 
2. I feel embarrassed when my teacher praises me in front of my class. (F1) 
3. Verbal praise is often more clear to me than praise that is written on paper. (F3) 

*4. I don't care how my teacher praises me as long as I get some kind of praise about my 
work. (F2) 
*5. I like getting some form of praise on my homework assignments. (F3) 
6. I like being praised in statements that tell me how smart I am (i.e., You did a great job 
on your paper. You must be smart.) (F2) 

7. When I get homework assignments back, I prefer that my professor tell me what I can 
improve on rather than writing it on my paper. (F3) 
8. It helps me to be praised in ways that state that I am smart. (F2) 
9. I like being praised in front of my classmates. (F1) 
10. I get embarrassed easily if I am praised verbally in front of the class. (F1) 
11. I prefer to be told that I am smart than to be told that I am a hard worker. (F2) 

*12. If my teacher is going to comment on my work, I want him/her to do it privately. 
(F1) 
13. I like it when my teacher praises me by telling me that I am smart. (F2) 
*14. I prefer to be praised for my hard work or effort than for my intellect. (F2) 

15. A teacher praising a student on the intellect of him/her is the best way to be praised. 
(F2) 
16. The best way to deliver praise to students is verbally. (F3) 
*17. Individual praise is good because it allows my teacher and me to have a one-on-one 
conversation about my work. (F1) 
*18. Written praise on my assignments is often unclear (i.e., I do not understand what my 
teacher expects from me). (F3) 
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Table 1. Continued. 

Item 
*19. Being praised for my effort and hard work is the best way to be praised. (F2) 

*20. I prefer to have a one-on-one conversation with my teacher if he/she wants to praise 
me for my hard work. (F1) 
*21. I like to get written praise on my assignments. (F3) 
*22. It helps me to be praised out loud by my teacher. (F3) 
*23. I do not like it when my teacher praises my effort or hard work. (F3) 
*24. If my teacher cannot praise me individually, I do not want to be praised at all. (F1) 

*25. A teacher should always praise his/her students by telling them that they work hard. 
(F2) 
26. It helps me to be praised in front of a group of people than to be praised privately. 
(F1) 
27. I prefer that my teacher praises me verbally than to write his/her thoughts on my 
paper. (F3) 
28. I get uncomfortable when my teacher praises me because it draws attention to me in 
front of my classmates. (F1) 
*29. Praise written on my papers helps me understand what my professor wants from me. 
(F3) 
30. I prefer to be praised quietly so that only I know what the teacher has said to me. (F1) 

Note. F1 = individual/group praise, F2 = person/process praise 
F3 = verbal/written praise. 
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Table 2.  

Item Correlation Matrix on Praise Questionnaire 

                       
Item 1 2 3 *4 *5 6 7 8 9 10 11 *12 13 *14 15 16 *17 *18 *19 *20 *21 

1 1.  00                     
2 -.  49 001.                     
3 .19 -.09 1.00                   

*4 .29 -.20 .04 1.00                  
*5 .22 -.20 .11 .40 1.00                 
6 .22 -.16 .23 .19 .30 1.00                
7 .01 -.03 .25 .03 .08 .07 1.00               
8 .28 -.22 .26 .25 .25 .76 .16 1.00              
9 .62 -.63 .25 .29 .33 .34 .11 .38 1.00             

10 -.46 .79 -.12 -.18 -.22 -.13 -.03 -.13 -.63 1.00            
11 .16 -.16 .19 .16 .21 .48 .08 .53 .27 -.09 1.00           

*12 -.30 .44 -.08 -.11 -.12 -.19 -.06 -.16 -.47 .49 -.04 1.00          
13 .17 -.24 .16 .17 .25 .64 -.02 .65 .34 -.17 .57 -.14 1.00         

*14 -.07 .28 -.07 -.06 -.10 -.31 .17 -.31 -.22 .18 -.59 .18 -.47 1.00        
15 .21 -.18 .24 .09 .11 .50 .20 .53 .29 -.15 .48 -.09 .40 -.31 1.00       
16 .25 -.17 .45 .13 .09 .22 .31 .30 .26 -.18 .19 -.13 .13 .07 .37 1.00      

*17 -.01 .07 .07 .16 .06 .12 .09 .07 -.10 .07 .10 .11 .02 .12 .05 .13 1.00     
*18 .16 .00 .38 .06 .18 .12 .36 .22 .16 .04 .15 -.09 .14 .08 .31 .40 .10 1.00    
*19 .05 .10 -.13 -.05 -.04 -.16 .02 -.16 -.07 .11 -.42 .03 -.23 .54 -.20 .03 .11 -.02 1.00   
*20 -.28 .45 -.03 -.09 -.14 -.12 .13 -.07 -.46 .45 -.06 .50 -.17 .35 -.04 .04 .34 .18 .13 1.00  
*21 -.00 -.04 -.16 .16 .25 .05 -.23 .01 .06 -.02 .00 -.06 .13 -.01 -.18 -.19 .04 -.16 .01 -.09 1.00 
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Table 2. Continued. 

Item 1 2 3 *4 *5 6 7 8 9 10 11 *12 13 *14 15 16 *17 *18 *19 *20 *21 
*22 .38 -.22 .30 .39 .31 .31 .11 .36 .41 -.24 .31 -.28 .31 -.13 .22 .33 .03 .17 -.06 -.19 .10 
*23 -.03 .14 -.06 -.11 -.15 .04 .03 .09 -.12 .22 .23 .10 .00 -.04 .19 -.01 -.21 .05 -.08 .03 -.08 
*24 -.28 .30 .06 -.29 -.21 -.08 .12 -.03 -.33 .35 .05 .24 -.10 .14 .08 -.20 -.12 .11 .01 .27 -.17 
*25 .11 -.06 .05 .12 .05 .07 .08 .11 .04 -.01 -.04 .01 .12 .11 .17 .13 -.07 .04 .18 .05 -.06 
26 .47 -.43 .29 .25 .25 .34 .14 .33 .65 -.45 .28 -.41 .23 -.13 .30 .30 -.24 .19 -.03 -.33 -.04 
27 .17 -.16 .43 .05 .07 .19 .48 .25 .21 -.17 .12 -.16 .14 .11 .32 .50 .15 .45 .06 .07 -.29 
28 -.40 .66 -.05 -.12 -.18 -.19 .05 -.17 -.64 .72 -.09 .50 -.16 .17 -.09 -.12 .21 .05 .03 .50 -.00 

*29 -.04 .02 -.23 .11 .01 -.02 -.26 -.12 -.08 .02 -.17 .03 -.11 .07 -.18 -.27 .19 -.40 .14 .06 .42 
30 -.31 .47 -.02 .02 -.08 -.06 .01 -.01 -.46 .52 -.01 .46 -.05 .18 -.02 -.10 .23 .10 .09 .53 .07 

 

Item *22 *23 *24 *25 26 27 28 *29 30 
*22 1.00         
*23 -.03 1.00        
*24 -.16 .31 1.00       
*25 .08 -.05 .08 1.00      
26 .43 .11 -.08 .14 1.00     
27 .28 .02 ..12 .08 .31 1.00    
28 -.27 .15 .33 .02 -.49 -.15 1.00   

*29 -.16 -.07 -.09 .06 -.17 -.29 .11 1.00  
30 -.20 .07 .31 .10 -.37 -.06 .66 .20 1.00 

Note. Refer to previous table for full item statement.  
Items with * were removed from analyses.   
F1 = individual/group praise,      
F2 = person/process praise,      
F3 = verbal/written praise.         
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Table 3.  

Rotated Factor Loading Matrix per Item on Praise Questionnaire 

    Factor   
Item 1 2 3 
1. Praising me in front of a group is good because everyone 
can benefit from the praise. (F1) -.53 .05 .18 
2. I feel embarrassed when my teacher praises me in front of 
my class. (F1) .77 -.04 .02 
3. Verbal praise is often more clear to me than praise that is 
written on paper. (F3) -.00 .09 .52 
*4. I don't care how my teacher praises me as long as I get 
some kind of praise about my work. (F2) -.19 .21 .02 
*5. I like getting some form of praise on my homework 
assignments. (F3) -.21 .25 .02 
6. I like being praised in statements that tell me how smart I 
am (i.e., You did a great job on your paper. You must be 
smart.) (F2) .02 .73 .06 
7. When I get homework assignments back, I prefer that my 
professor tell me what I can improve on rather than writing it 
on my paper. (F3) .09 -.12 .61 
8. It helps me to be praised in ways that state that I am smart. 
(F2) .06 .75 .17 
9. I like being praised in front of my classmates. (F1) -.73 .16 .13 
10. I get embarrassed easily if I am praised verbally in front of 
the class. (F1) .84 .08 -.03 
11. I prefer to be told that I am smart than to be told that I am 
a hard worker. (F2) .14 .83 -.02 
*12. If my teacher is going to comment on my work, I want 
him/her to do it privately. (F1) .62 .03 -.03 
13. I like it when my teacher praises me by telling me that I 
am smart. (F2) .01 .80 -.08 
*14. I prefer to be praised for my hard work or effort than for 
my intellect. (F2) .10 -.70 .39 
15. A teacher praising a student on the intellect of him/her is 
the best way to be praised. (F2) .10 .52 .32 
16. The best way to deliver praise to students is verbally. (F3) -.06 -.01 .67 
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Table 3. Continued. 

    Factor   
Item 1 2 3 
*17. Individual praise is good because it allows my teacher and 
me to have a one-on-one conversation about my work. (F1) .21 .04 .14 
*18. Written praise on my assignments is often unclear (i.e., I 
do not understand what my teacher expects from me). (F3) 

.13 .02 .66 
*19. Being praised for my effort and hard work is the best way 
to be praised. (F2) -.04 -.46 .19 
*20. I prefer to have a one-on-one conversation with my 
teacher if he/she wants to praise me for my hard work. (F1) 

.67 -.07 .28 
*21. I like to get written praise on my assignments. (F3) -.09 .18 -.40 
*22. It helps me to be praised out loud by my teacher. (F3) 

-.26 .25 .24 
*23. I do not like it when my teacher praises my effort or hard 
work. (F3) .24 .18 .04 
*24. If my teacher cannot praise me individually, I do not want 
to be praised at all. (F1) .48 .01 .22 
*25. A teacher should always praise his/her students by telling 
them that they work hard. (F2) .02 .00 .17 
26. It helps me to be praised in front of a group of people than 
to be praised privately. (F1) -.51 .13 .29 
27. I prefer that my teacher praises me verbally than to write 
his/her thoughts on my paper. (F3) -.03 -.11 .79 
28. I get uncomfortable when my teacher praises me because it 
draws attention to me in front of my classmates. (F1) .86 .09 .03 
*29. Praise written on my papers helps me understand what my 
professor wants from me. (F3) -.01 .01 -.41 
30. I prefer to be praised quietly so that only I know what the 
teacher has said to me. (F1) .74 .16 .06 
Note. Items with * were removed from analyses. F1 = individual/group praise, 
F2 = person/process praise, F3 = verbal/written praise.       
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Table 4. 

Reliability of Items on Factor 1 of Praise Questionnaire 

  Cronbach's Alpha 
Item if Item Deleted 
1. Praising me in front of a group is good because everyone can 
benefit from the praise. (F1) .62 
2. I feel embarrassed when my teacher praises me in front of my 
class. (F1) .58 
9. I like being praised in front of my classmates. (F1) .58 
10. I get embarrassed easily if I am praised verbally in front of 
the class. (F1) .57 
*12. If my teacher is going to comment on my work, I want 
him/her to do it privately. (F1) .79 
*20. I prefer to have a one-on-one conversation with my teacher 
if he/she wants to praise me for my hard work. (F1) 

.79 
*24. If my teacher cannot praise me individually, I do not want to 
be praised at all. (F1) .66 
26. It helps me to be praised in front of a group of people than to 
be praised privately. (F1) .63 
28. I get uncomfortable when my teacher praises me because it 
draws attention to me in front of my classmates. (F1) .58 
30. I prefer to be praised quietly so that only I know what the 
teacher has said to me. (F1) .63 
Note. Items with * were removed from analyses.    
F1 = individual/group praise.   
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Table 5. 

Reliability of Items on Factor 2 of Praise Questionnaire  

  Cronbach's Alpha 
Item if Item Deleted 

6. I like being praised in statements that tell me how smart I am 
(i.e., You did a great job on your paper. You must be smart.) (F2) .34 
8. It helps me to be praised in ways that state that I am smart. 
(F2) .35 
11. I prefer to be told that I am smart than to be told that I am a 
hard worker. (F2) .51 
13. I like it when my teacher praises me by telling me that I am 
smart. (F2) .43 
*14. I prefer to be praised for my hard work or effort than for my 
intellect. (F2) .73 
15. A teacher praising a student on the intellect of him/her is the 
best way to be praised. (F2) .46 
*19. Being praised for my effort and hard work is the best way to 
be praised. (F2) .68 
Note. Items with * were removed from analyses.    
F2 = person/process praise.   
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Table 6. 

Reliability of Items on Factor 3 of Praise Questionnaire  

Cronbach's Alpha 
Item if Item Deleted 
3. Verbal praise is often more clear to me than praise that is 
written on paper. (F3) 

-.00 

7. When I get homework assignments back, I prefer that my 
professor tell me what I can improve on rather than writing it on 
my paper. (F3) 

.05 

16. The best way to deliver praise to students is verbally. (F1) -.04 

*18. Written praise on my assignments is often unclear (i.e., I do 
not understand what my teacher expects from me). (F1) 

.72 

27. I prefer that my teacher praises me verbally than to write 
his/her thoughts on my paper. (F1) 

-.09 

Note. Items with * were removed from analyses.   
F3 = verbal/written praise.  
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Table 7. 

Percentages of College Student Responses per Item on Praise Questionnaire 

            
Item SA A N D SD 
1. Praising me in front of a group is good because 
everyone can benefit from the praise. (F1) 

4.2 40.9 23.7 28.4 2.8 
2. I feel embarrassed when my teacher praises me 
in front of my class. (F1) 2.8 31.6 20 37.7 7.9 
3. Verbal praise is often more clear to me than 
praise that is written on paper. (F3) 9.8 26.5 25.6 33.5 4.7 
*4. I don't care how my teacher praises me as long 
as I get some kind of praise about my work. (F2) 

15.8 44.2 24.7 14.4 0.9 
*5. I like getting some form of praise on my 
homework assignments. (F3) 15.3 58.1 19.1 7.4 0.0 
6. I like being praised in statements that tell me 
how smart I am (i.e., You did a great job on your 
paper. You must be smart.) (F2) 11.2 23.3 20.9 38.6 6.0 
7. When I get homework assignments back, I 
prefer that my professor tell me what I can 
improve on rather than writing it on my paper. 
(F3) 8.8 23.3 22.8 40.9 4.2 
8. It helps me to be praised in ways that state that I 
am smart. (F2) 3.7 28.4 27.4 37.2 3.3 
9. I like being praised in front of my classmates. 
(F1) 3.3 34.0 36.3 22.8 3.7 
10. I get embarrassed easily if I am praised 
verbally in front of the class. (F1) 5.6 27.4 22.8 36.3 7.9 
11. I prefer to be told that I am smart than to be 
told that I am a hard worker. (F2) 3.3 14.4 26.5 44.7 11.2 
*12. If my teacher is going to comment on my 
work, I want him/her to do it privately. (F1) 13 38.6 34 13.5 0.9 
13. I like it when my teacher praises me by telling 
me that I am smart. (F2) 5.1 39.5 26 27.4 1.9 
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Table 7. Continued. 

           
Item SA A N D SD 
*14. I prefer to be praised for my hard work or 
effort than for my intellect. (F2) 11.2 40.0 34.4 13.5 0.9 
15. A teacher praising a student on the intellect 
of him/her is the best way to be praised. (F2) 2.3 15.8 33 39.5 9.3 
16. The best way to deliver praise to students is 
verbally. (F3) 5.6 25.6 37.7 30.7 0.5  
*17. Individual praise is good because it allows 
my teacher and me to have a one-on-one 
conversation about my work. (F1) 31.6 57.7 6.5 4.2 0.0 
*18. Written praise on my assignments is often 
unclear (i.e., I do not understand what my teacher 
expects from me). (F3) 3.3 23.3 20.5 47.0 6.0 
*19. Being praised for my effort and hard work is 
the best way to be praised. (F2) 16.3 42.8 31.6 8.8 0.5 
*20. I prefer to have a one-on-one conversation 
with my teacher if he/she wants to praise me for 
my hard work. (F1) 14.9 41.9 32.1 11.2 0.0 
*21. I like to get written praise on my 
assignments. (F3) 16.7 71.2 10.7 1.4 0.0 
*22. It helps me to be praised out loud by my 
teacher. (F3) 3.3 40.9 35.8 18.6 1.4 
*23. I do not like it when my teacher praises my 
effort or hard work. (F3) 0.9 1.9 9.8 60.0 27.4 
*24. If my teacher cannot praise me individually, 
I do not want to be praised at all. (F1) 0.5 5.6 17.7 56.3 20.0 
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Table 7. Continued. 

           
Item SA A N D SD 
*25. A teacher should always praise his/her 
students by telling them that they work hard. (F2) 7.4 38.1 24.7 25.1 4.7 
26. It helps me to be praised in front of a group of 
people than to be praised privately. (F1) 1.4 9.3 36.7 42.8 9.8 
27. I prefer that my teacher praises me verbally 
than to write his/her thoughts on my paper. (F3) 2.3 17.7 42.3 34.0 3.7 
28. I get uncomfortable when my teacher praises 
me because it draws attention to me in front of my 
classmates. (F1) 8.8 29.8 22.3 34.4 4.7 
*29. Praise written on my papers helps me 
understand what my professor wants from me. (F3) 15.3 64.7 11.6 8.4 0.0 
30. I prefer to be praised quietly so that only I know 
what the teacher has said to me. (F1) 4.7 26.0 48.4 19.5 1.4 
Note. Items with * were removed from analyses. SA = Strongly Agree, A = Agree,  
N = Neutral, D = Disagree, SD = Strongly Disagree; F1 = individual/group praise,  
F2 = person/process praise, F3 = verbal/written praise.         
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Table 8. 

Means and Standard Deviations of Reponses per Item on Praise Questionnaire  

      
Item M SD 
1. Praising me in front of a group is good because everyone can benefit 
from the praise. (F1) 2.85 .98 
2. I feel embarrassed when my teacher praises me in front of my class. 
(F1) 3.16 1.05 
3. Verbal praise is often more clear to me than praise that is written on 
paper. (F3) 2.97 1.09 
*4. I don't care how my teacher praises me as long as I get some kind of 
praise about my work. (F2) 2.40 .95 
*5. I like getting some form of praise on my homework assignments. 
(F3) 2.19 .78 
6. I like being praised in statements that tell me how smart I am (i.e., 
You did a great job on your paper. You must be smart.) (F2) 

3.05 1.14 
7. When I get homework assignments back, I prefer that my professor 
tell me what I can improve on rather than writing it on my paper. (F3) 

3.08 1.08 
8. It helps me to be praised in ways that state that I am smart. (F2) 

3.08 .97 
9. I like being praised in front of my classmates. (F1) 2.90 .92 
10. I get embarrassed easily if I am praised verbally in front of the class. 
(F1) 3.13 1.08 
11. I prefer to be told that I am smart than to be told that I am a hard 
worker. (F2) 3.46 .98 
*12. If my teacher is going to comment on my work, I want him/her to 
do it privately. (F1) 2.51 .92 
13. I like it when my teacher praises me by telling me that I am smart. 
(F2) 2.81 .96 
*14. I prefer to be praised for my hard work or effort than for my 
intellect. (F2) 2.53 .90 
15. A teacher praising a student on the intellect of him/her is the best 
way to be praised. (F2) 3.38 .94 
16. The best way to deliver praise to students is verbally. (F3) 2.95 .90 
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Table 8. Continued.  

      
Item M SD 
*17. Individual praise is good because it allows my teacher and me to 
have a one-on-one conversation about my work. (F1) 1.83 .72 
*18. Written praise on my assignments is often unclear (i.e., I do not 
understand what my teacher expects from me). (F3) 3.30 1.00 
*19. Being praised for my effort and hard work is the best way to be 
praised. (F2) 2.34 .87 
*20. I prefer to have a one-on-one conversation with my teacher if 
he/she wants to praise me for my hard work. (F1) 2.40 .87 
*21. I like to get written praise on my assignments. (F3) 1.97 .58 
*22. It helps me to be praised out loud by my teacher. (F3) 2.74 .85 
*23. I do not like it when my teacher praises my effort or hard work. 
(F3) 4.11 .72 
*24. If my teacher cannot praise me individually, I do not want to be 
praised at all. (F1) 3.90 .80 
*25. A teacher should always praise his/her students by telling them that 
they work hard. (F2) 2.81 1.04 
26. It helps me to be praised in front of a group of people than to be 
praised privately. (F1) 3.50 .85 
27. I prefer that my teacher praises me verbally than to write his/her 
thoughts on my paper. (F3) 3.19 .85 
28. I get uncomfortable when my teacher praises me because it draws 
attention to me in front of my classmates. (F1) 2.96 1.09 
*29. Praise written on my papers helps me understand what my 
professor wants from me. (F3) 2.13 .77 
30. I prefer to be praised quietly so that only I know what the teacher has 
said to me. (F1) 2.87 .83 
Note. Items with * were removed from analyses. Note. M = mean,  
SD = standard deviation; F1 = individual/group praise,    
F2 = person/process praise, F3 = verbal/written praise.     
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Table 9.  

Means and Standard Deviations by Classification on Praise Questionnaire  

  Freshman Sophomore Junior   Senior Graduate 
Item M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 

1 2.85 .83 3.05 1.00 2.83 1.03 2.83 1.03 2.74 .94 
2 3.04 1.00 3.00 1.11 3.29 .90 3.13 1.16 3.26 1.04 
3 2.73 .83 3.11 1.13 2.95 .96 2.84 1.22 3.11 1.13 
*4 2.50 .99 2.57 .93 2.69 1.02 2.22 .91 2.21 .89 
*5 2.46 .90 2.27 .77 2.19 .74 2.13 .79 2.05 .74 
6 2.85 1.19 3.00 1.31 3.19 .99 2.96 1.18 3.16 1.10 
7 2.62 1.06 3.05 1.08 3.12 .99 3.00 1.13 3.37 1.05 
8 2.77 .82 3.16 .93 3.24 .91 3.02 1.07 3.11 .99 
9 3.15 .88 2.86 .92 2.86 .78 2.96 1.04 2.77 .91 
10 3.00 1.13 3.05 1.00 3.19 .94 3.09 1.10 3.25 1.20 
11 3.50 .99 3.49 .99 3.60 .91 3.45 .93 3.33 1.07 
*12 2.42 .99 2.70 1.00 2.60 .70 2.55 .97 2.32 .91 
13 3.19 .98 2.84 .96 2.86 .90 2.75 .98 2.65 .95 
*14 2.30 .93 2.65 .92 2.55 .83 2.38 .90 2.69 .89 
15 2.88 .91 3.27 .90 3.48 .83 3.40 .86 3.58 1.05 
16 2.58 .95 3.14 .79 3.05 .85 2.81 .96 3.05 .87 
*17 1.69 .62 1.86 .63 2.07 .84 1.53 .61 1.98 .74 
*18 2.77 1.03 3.38 .92 3.24 .93 3.38 1.11 3.44 .91 
*19 2.54 .65 2.43 .80 2.21 .87 2.25 .94 2.39 .94 
*20 2.15 .83 2.54 .84 2.60 .80 2.23 .99 2.42. .82 
*21 2.15 .67 2.00 .58 2.05 .54 1.83 .51 1.93 .59 
*22 2.73 .72 2.92 .86 2.83 .85 2.60 .95 2.68 .78 
*23 4.23 .59 4.00 .88 4.14 .78 4.04 .68 4.18 .66 
*24 3.54 .90 3.78 .75 4.00 .73 4.06 .74 3.91 .83 
*25 2.62 .85 2.81 .94 2.74 1.19 2.87 1.06 2.91 1.07 
26 3.69 .74 3.51 .80 3.29 .74 3.58 .89 3.49 .95 
27 3.00 .69 3.22 .85 3.26 .89 3.04 .90 3.35 .83 
28 2.69 1.01 3.00 1.05 3.12 1.04 2.77 1.14 3.12 1.12 
*29 2.12 .86 2.08 .80 2.17 .79 2.13 .76 2.14 .72 
30 2.54 .81 2.81 .74 3.17 .73 2.83 .87 2.88 .87 

Note. Refer to previous table for full item statements. Items with * were  
removed from analyses. F1 = individual/group praise,     
F2 = person/process praise, F3 = verbal/written praise. M = mean,   
SD = standard deviation.               
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Table 10.  

Means and Standard Deviations by Gender on Praise Questionnaire 

  Male Female 
Item M  SD M SD 
1. Praising me in front of a group is good because 
everyone can benefit from the praise. (F1) 2.93 1.00 2.81 .96 
2. I feel embarrassed when my teacher praises me in front 
of my class. (F1) 3.25 1.03 3.12 1.06 
3. Verbal praise is often more clear to me than praise that 
is written on paper. (F3) 2.74 1.12 3.08 1.06 
*4. I don't care how my teacher praises me as long as I get 
some kind of praise about my work. (F2) 2.65 .97 2.29 .92 
*5. I like getting some form of praise on my homework 
assignments. (F3) 2.23 .83 2.16 .76 
6. I like being praised in statements that tell me how smart 
I am (i.e., You did a great job on your paper. You must be 
smart.) (F2) 2.87 1.24 3.14 1.09 
7. When I get homework assignments back, I prefer that 
my professor tell me what I can improve on rather than 
writing it on my paper. (F3) 2.94 1.16 3.15 1.03 
8. It helps me to be praised in ways that state that I am 
smart. (F2) 3.01 1.02 3.11 .94 
9. I like being praised in front of my classmates. (F1) 2.84 .96 2.92 .90 
10. I get embarrassed easily if I am praised verbally in 
front of the class. (F1) 3.32 1.09 3.05 1.07 
11. I prefer to be told that I am smart than to be told that I 
am a hard worker. (F2) 3.41 .94 3.49 1.00 
*12. If my teacher is going to comment on my work, I 
want him/her to do it privately. (F1) 2.52 .90 2.50 .93 
13. I like it when my teacher praises me by telling me that 
I am smart. (F2) 2.74 1.02 2.85 .93 
*14. I prefer to be praised for my hard work or effort than 
for my intellect. (F2) 2.57 .92 2.51 .89 
15. A teacher praising a student on the intellect of him/her 
is the best way to be praised. (F2) 3.39 .86 3.37 .98 
16. The best way to deliver praise to students is verbally. 
(F3) 2.77 .94 3.03 .87 
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Table 10. Continued. 

  Male Female 
Item M  SD M SD 
*17. Individual praise is good because it allows my teacher 
and me to have a one-on-one conversation about my work. 
(F1) 1.83 .75 1.84 .71 
*18. Written praise on my assignments is often unclear (i.e., 
I do not understand what my teacher expects from me). (F3) 

3.29 1.00 3.29 1.00 
*19. Being praised for my effort and hard work is the best 
way to be praised. (F2) 2.39 .81 2.32 .90 
*20. I prefer to have a one-on-one conversation with my 
teacher if he/she wants to praise me for my hard work. (F1) 

2.36 .86 2.41 .88 
*21. I like to get written praise on my assignments. (F3) 

2.10 .65 1.90 .53 
*22. It helps me to be praised out loud by my teacher. (F3) 

2.86 .88 2.68 .83 
*23. I do not like it when my teacher praises my effort or 
hard work. (F3) 4.16 .66 4.09 .75 
*24. If my teacher cannot praise me individually, I do not 
want to be praised at all. (F1) 3.80 .92 3.95 .73 
*25. A teacher should always praise his/her students by 
telling them that they work hard. (F2) 2.81 1.06 2.82 1.04 
26. It helps me to be praised in front of a group of people 
than to be praised privately. (F1) 3.48 .88 3.51 .83 
27. I prefer that my teacher praises me verbally than to 
write his/her thoughts on my paper. (F3) 3.13 .89 3.22 .83 
28. I get uncomfortable when my teacher praises me 
because it draws attention to me in front of my classmates. 
(F1) 3.00 1.12 2.95 1.07 
*29. Praise written on my papers helps me understand what 
my professor wants from me. (F3) 2.16 .76 2.12 .77 
30. I prefer to be praised quietly so that only I know what 
the teacher has said to me. (F1) 2.87 .80 2.87 .84 
Note. Items with * were removed from analyses. F1 = individual/group praise,  
F2 = person/process praise, F3 = verbal/written praise. M = mean,   
SD = standard deviation.         
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