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betwsen respons=s and outcomss in the futurs will helplees

4

bzhaviounr as described vrevicusl




Thz t2m lezarned hleplecsness has bssn ussd rpreviously *o
denota both an ampirical sffact and a2 theoratical cor-
struct, T amnpirical gffect of learnad helplsssness has
baan +ypifi by perforpance deficits as measursed by cor-
racht r=spon g and defici in overall effort yithin ani-
mal sxvarim: s, and at mnood changss and lowered sy
pzctations SUCCcEs i human sxpsriments following
2¥posurse + ncontro b utconmes, Theorstical con-
structs of ha a%g have been develepzd to ax-
plain *he of motivation, ingfficisnt
lzarning, an deprassisn {&,q,, Abramscn €t
al,, 1978; 1979,3 Roth, 1980y, ¥ithin
tha prasent lzarnad halplzssness has basrn
usad to rafsa 1 gffact,
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Mailer and Saligman {1976} have outlinsd & +triadic do-
sign ussd fto differaentiate affacts dusz simply o failure cor
aversive stipulation frem 2ffacts duz to ths =yxpactation cf
noncontingsnt reward or punishment (i.2,, learned halplese=

%

ness)y,  Within the +riadic desion, cne group of subjacts re-
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sS85, 1 sscond group ©f sub-tdszcts
of subdaects in  that thay ewperiesnce the sams amount of fa-

vourable and unfavourabls outccomes s@xcapt that ontcome is

spcasz of the yvoksd sub-dact, A third grcup of subijeacts re-~
ceivaes no trsatment and acts as a conirol group 311 thres

cendition compared to subijects in the contingsnt treatmant



that control over +the sversivse stipulus affactad later ba-

stinulus par se affscited later beshaviocur rather than corntirol

duced a2 responsz decremsnt  ameng noncontingsnt subijscts,

shock, Tach sub- reatasnt condi-

tion was vokazd ex tha contingsnt

treatment cornditior

and pattern of

shocks, In untreated control group of subdszcts 34id nect re-
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vpzs of ax~

human =ubj

]

ects, One2 of %three

parimantal AJdesigrs is  2mplovaed +ypically with human  sub-

Jects, Irn the firs+t desigr with human subiscts, neither *hs

group had tc solvs a

concapt formation task, Varidical fe=2dback was provided *o

subjascts in the cecntingent itreatment conditinsn., Subjects in

any sinaglse trial, The fazilure ocutcomss sn a randonm schedule

concapt formation tTask, 211 subijscts in mach group wars
than tastad on 2 concept formation task which was differant
from that used during trsatment,

In th= sscond design with human suhiscts, *the amount of

aversive stinulatior was kept consitant across  trasatmnant

push a Dbutfen four tiwmes in ordsr fTe turn off an aversive
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yer: alwavs told +hat +the eypsrimsnter terminrated +he noiss,

other words, no matter vwhat response the subiect pro-

{4

duced, +the outcoms was the samz, Subiects in the coniro
tr=zatment group 4did not receive the noise taz sk, 211 sub-

Jzcts in sach group were +ther tzsted on & hand shuttla task

failure outcemes are yoked bstween ths contingent and non-

=N

contingant tresiment subiscts {&,q.,, ¥atscn, VNoie 1), with

b}
48
[o N
ot
&
0
i
n
4]
[
=<3
[
o
£
2]
[
o
s
[s}]
L]
ay
4
]
e
<
3
n
of
$obe
=
o)
[
[+
[0}
zf
e
&
&3
b
§

failurs

ampla, subiects in the contingsent +*rsatmsnt group had *c

R
& 4
=3
i
a
Q
e
O
fort
ke
=
jo¥}
1
~g
0
e
D
[N
0]
]
o
Q
ot
o
~
&
!...le
g
oo
o}
o]
3
i}
o
o
ad
i
Q
§
nd
o}
4.
o o
]

concept formation +ask, Subdects in the control *treatment

group did not receive the concept fFormation +zsk, 211 sub-
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iscts in sach group ware then tzd on an anagram sclution

s mentioned abovs, “wo methodclogical congidsrations
are {1 differentiation of +ths sffects of noncontingsnt av-

LOon

"1)
( J.
o}

2rsive stimulation from +*he eaffacts of aversive stimuls

per se {i,8,, controllability): and {(2) gensralization of an

learna2d halrplessness are satisfied by design spacificaticns.

In the casa cf studies in which humars ars smploved as sub-

$

S
IS

jacts, beth criteria of learned helplsssnszss are not satis

fi=d in all casas, as outlined balow, Research paradianms

commonly vsed in the evalwation of lzarned helplagsness of-

fects with adul+ and child subd=sct camplaes %ill be cvaluated

the saxamplss of +typical learned helplessness =yperimants
with human subdescts, The noncontingent treatment in compari-
son to the contingent +rza*ment variszsd as a functicn of nur=-
bar of failure outceomss (design 2), o>r amount of avsrsive
stimulation and number of failurs ontcomes (design 1), Tn

the first sxampls akovs, subiscts in tha noncontingsnt



treatment ccondition received a2 Jdifforent amnunt o

studiss in which animals ars smplovad as  subijscts and most

studies in which humans are employed as subiscts. Tn animal
studiss, typically the animal receivas noncontingent fezd-

back {i,=,, outcomas ars independent of currant responsas).,

o)
=
m

n  the noncontingsnt treatment condi-

f.h

In additicn, animals
tion recsive the same amount of aversive stimulatiop as anie

mals in +*he voked ceontingent <rezatment cendidion. 2 de-

Contingsnt Traaitment: Avarsive Stimulatior +
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Controlilabilit
2 ¥ o oy ™ p - % o . ) 2
Noncontingasnt Treatment: Aversive Stimulation +

ant treatment subiect for the amcunt of aversive stimu-

n, and receivas failure feedback on svary trial (i.2.,

omparison of behavicur bstwesr nonceon*ingant and cor-
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both noncontingert trszatment and constant fzilurse

* may reducs metivaticn for opnerfeorming 2  *azsk and

rasult in a decrease  in ovsrall responding, a sube

ject would ls=arn a different contingency irn each case, as

contings

sa2n in +he diagram above, A3 a rasult of learning

nt treatment than following constant failure treat-

thg instance of nonceontingent +reatment, one nay

*0 find a decrsase in ths likelihocd of wvolurtarvy re-

tanca ¢of constant failure treatmant, one may &xpsact

an incre=ase inr +the likelithood of veluntary resvonde-



irng, no difficulty in lsarning that latszr rosponszs produce

contingent cutcomz, and no affasctivs
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{Serg=snt & Lambert, 1979, Ir ordsr tc investigatas the
problem, success ~failure and contingzncy-noncontingercy
war2 treated eas orthogonal facters irm the dssign, deing
college studsnts as subdiscts, Ssrgent and Lamb

factorially cembined a succsss=failure facter with a contir-

o
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The traatment task was a very
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with ths name cf *hs coclour. For axampls, %hes celour nams
"red? would bs printed in agreen ink, tha colcur name "hluct
would be printed in
would be printed in

read +the namss {i.,z.,

ble, or the irk colcur

guickly as rossible,



condition, Regults of thz =studvy would seszk tc sugosst that
failure rather fhan neoncontingency leads +o  helplessposs
{Serg=nt & Lambart, 1879)Y ., However, two methodnlogical

h
problems with the design of the Seragent ard Lambert (1979

with half of +he cells containing only <thres chessrvatione.
Powsr to deitsct differenczs betusen 2ffects  would be low
givaen the absclute and rzlative cell sizes invelved in com-

parisons, Failure +to dstect group differsnces in an intar-

dzpendasd on fasdback from the sxperimenter

cwn evalnatior *tco detesrmine whether they

had completsd thse task succzesfully, Because the subiscts

i

did not have an cppertunity to determine indeperdantly of

&

fon

{

g#edback the corrasctness of thelr responss,



iz guite possible that zll failure subdjscts parcaivad thair
performance as seither contingent failure or nroncontingsnt

failure, Such an eaffect would have resultzd in a lack of
differsnces in parfermance on the t2s% task in +he contir-
gent grcup of subdiscts as compared to tha noncontingent
greup of subiscts, That is, +he authors mayv no+ have bheen
comparing the vpsrformance of contingsnt and noncontingant
failurs subidacts as all of the subiects rmay haV%'p%rc%ivad
either contingsncy or ncncontirgency betweer their responses
and tha cutcomn,

The results of the Sergent and Lambert {1979y etudy
cannot be considered conclusive and ths preblem of cornfound-

ing failure and noncontingsncy within human learned halp=

triadic design (Maler & Sszligman, 1976) ir which noncontin-

gent subdects roceive the same number of failure +rials as

voekzd contingent subdscts shonld be emploved. Ag wzll in
k4

gituation, In general, studies in which adults ars emplovsed
as subidgcts have been designed such *that ths +sst  +acsk ism

diffarsnt from the tresatment *ask, Thus, cxpectancy of non-
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contingency batween responsse

H

on the basis of performarce on +the nzy task,

1

]}’i‘.

Designs with ch

subiscts, As discusszd abcove, & ma=
jor msthodological problem with lsarned hzlplessness syperie
ments using adult  human sukiscts has bhsasn that +ha cffects

of failure pzr g2 2 orpesed tc noncontingent failure have

The samre preblem arises smong =Xps

back rather thar nen-

[o7)

with children, Constarnt failure fas
contingent fesdback has besn used in all coxperiments in +he
available litsrature (Dweck & Bush, 1976:; ©Dwzck & Rappucci,
1973: Deiner & Dwack, 1978), Theraforz, & desicor ir which

the 2ffects of noncontingsnt fesdback are comparsd +o the

peundad among studiss of children by the lack of use of bhoth

a contingent succsss treatment condition and an untreated
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because an urntreated contrel groun was not ircluded

A

in the desiqgn, nec astimats can be made of the difficulty cof
the test *task, Withcour arn indsperdsnt sstimate of test facgk

difficulty cre cannot dstermine whsther performance differe




aroes bstwsen contingent fzedback subiscts z2nd noncontirngsm
frzedback sub+dscts have resulted from facilitated performance

nonceontingernt feadback snbiecis, or a combiration cf the +uc
facts, Second, baczuse a contingsnt +resstment conirol

grceup has net beern included in the dssiqn, ons cannct deteres

ment {Dweck & Bush, 1976; Dwack & Fappucci, 1973;: Deiner &
Dweck, 1978), Thus, w2 do not knew if children ozneralize

an zx¥psctancy of cortirngency from +restment o tegt tack.

was alluded to above, different expectanciess of
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of constant failure during trsatment, subdscts mav general-
ize an sxpsctarcy of contingency cof success and failurse cude
fore perform as  well as an untrssted control

comras and the:

.
]
m
{

group of subijacts on a soluble t2s5% tasgk. In +he cese of

ot

’L "
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ingant failure during trestment, subjects may gensr-

32

noncont
alizz an expsctancy ¢f roncontinosney of success and failurs

cutconss, Such ap #x¥pactancy should oproducs a Ascreass in

=
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voluntary rasponding and difficul+ty in

gency bhatwssn resvonsses and oubcomss, Thus, sub-dscts ir a

effects of nencontingency of rasponses ard sutcomss  or +tha

2xpactapcy of future noncontingency of rTosponsss and out-

corpes  havs nct besn evaluated, sompe  irnformation can bhe
gainad by evaluating results of such s:tudize, Childrern’s

reactions tc¢ constant failure in what may be termed 3 Yhelpe

lzesY panner wers svaluated by Dwack and Bugh {(197¢y, Dwsck

and Reppucci (1973), and Dainer and Dweck (1978), Studies
of helpless behavicur in childrsn ars ocutlirzd belew,

wrol of

3

Dweck and Reppucci {1973) examinsd stinmnlus co

4

cxperiment, Rohavicur was roe

bzhavicur in a
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latzd to sceores orn *he Intellsctual Achisvemsnt Responsibil-

.l

ity (IA®) scale (Crardall, Katkcvsky, and Crandall, 1965,

{22 Appsndix R} Scorss on the TAR scals were hvyvpothecizsd
te pradict childrsn?s expectancy of reinforcement control

genaral reinforcement respengibility %*endenciss among chil-
dran, Hiagh scores on the TAR =calzs raflect high levels of

for failure and success cutcomas, Low gcorzs on the T2AR

!’*'

[
(=]
[
oF
~
oy,
{2
i#]
N

scals reflect low lsvels of perscnal rssponsib

Subijects were 20 female and 20 male fifth grade stu-

dents, Twe sxparimentaers wers employed with cong experimespe-
ter desiqgnated as the failure zxperimenter and one experi-
mantar dasignated as ths succeess  experimenter, Tha

latz2d4 by providirg subijscts with appropriataly or inavpro-

priately vpatterned blccks for task completion, fuccess
preblams were admindistered by the success sxperimsntsr arnd

failure problems were administsrsd by the failure zxperimen-

ter, Success and failure +rials were pressnt=d in a randen

tj‘

SEGUSNCSe, Sub-iscts wers allowsd 30 szc fto conmplaets zach of




ployzd as the dependernt measure, Fach zxpsrimenter admpinie-
terzd 10 trizls =ach followsd by four t=2gt £rials proecented
by ths succsss exparinenter, Subiacts whe were unablse *o

cemplate any of +the four +tsst problszms ware
Fach azxpzrimaenter administzred 20 mors +rials,
probz trials presented by the succsess sxparimern

ate effascts of fatigue and 2 test trials of
prazantad bv the failurs experimsntar, Thz I

t 4 tc¢ the subhiscts

2T
fe B

Ry,

AR  scale had
lagssrooms ap-

proximataly one month bhefors experimsntal treatmsnt bsgan.
Subiects wers divided into helplass and parsistert
groups on the basis of a decline in parformancs bstwaen +ast
itams prasented by tha success sxpsrimentar and  tost itens
presantad by the failurse sxparimentszr, with percformancs

not differ in their performance on tsgk
E 2 o, E o %
tarsd bv the success experimanter, Thus, +ths

probleams

authors







beli=fs concerning reinforcement rasponsibility, That ig,
somz children belisve that reinforcsmant is  indevzndant of

their own bhahaviour, Sacond, Dysck and Reppucci concluded
hat rainforcement expactanciss, as svidsencad by helpless
beghaviour fellewing failure, can be brough® under stinrulus

contreol, at lsast among those subijscts whe do not halicvwe

-3
g
[0

™~

s

sults do suggest tha% children hold different be-
liefs concerning reinforcement respeonsibility. Howevar, i+

appa2ars pramaturs  to lebel groups of children "Ypsrsistent®

(i

and "halplassvy, zgpecially whken one considers svaluative
connctations that are asscciated with 2ach label., Actually,
whan the data are exanired more closely, i+t was +ha "help-
lass” subdects who were changing their bahkeviour +o mee+ tha
axtarrvally conirollad demands of the snvironment, nct *ths

"parsistant” subijechts, Children in the parsistent group

failed +o discriminate betusen the success and failurs ex-



pe2ars that children in the haelpless condition were displave

ing more adaptive behavicur than childrer in +he porsistent
condizion when the demands of

It appears that orlv *ths children

wounld geansralizse &ffzcts of

t~4
P

Aleo, it appsars that children with high T scores {(i.%.,

highly internpal) had difficul%y learning corntingenciss which

.

children, irndividual differences in reinforcement responsi-

bility must be considered, I% appears as though =some chil-
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grads served as suabdects, For #ach expsrimsnt, sub-iecis
were dividaed irto mestery ~orisnted and helpless groups on
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{9 soluticn =irrslevant statements, Basa2d on a content

in sach catsgory of verkali-

0]
1=
)
e
<
i
‘.«h
I
&
rh
n
=
e
D
@]
-+
(42}
a
t
6
7
o]
Q
£
n
O
W
1

zation, hypotheses werse divided into two ca*tsgoriss: usaful

staractypes {(i,2,, ipsffactual siratseqgiszs)y,

Analysis of resgsults of at+tributional statamsnts fFron

]

rzn had

uted their feilurs +¢ abilitv. Roth groups of childre
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Dainar and Dwsac
nd Dwazck {1978y corncludsed that thers is a Aif=




that the former look for a ramedy for failurs while +he la+=
ter look for a causse for failura, Th= authers zlsoe suggesste

£

d that  operhaps simply looking at diffzrencss in  typas of

5

On the basis of +the svidence pressnt2d by Dwack and

nct indicativae of the tvpe of attribution which will be fer-
mulatad, That is, a child witk a high IAR scors would bs

less 1ikely +o formulats at+ributions for failure +han a

b

child with a low IAR score, Howavar, it is not claar on *+hs

!

basis of IAR score whether failure will bz attributzd +o
ability, =ffort, luck, anothsr person, oL sSom2 othar cansse,
Thus, in an adeqguate studyv of learned halploesspess in chil-
dren, it is importan*t +o measure hoth lavels of rTainforce-
mant rasponsibility and types of atiributions of causalitvy.

Dwack and Bush (1876)
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Based on the rasults of the two sxperiments, Dweck a2rd

Bush concludad t£ha*t bove and qgirls responded differantly to

n‘u

avaluative fsedback as a2 functicrn of the'SEX and ags ¢of +h

mals 0r a pger, In centrast, it was found that male sub-
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significantly over trial
or a female, The readsr should note that halplessness in
the Dwack and PBush (1976} =study is defined as &g failuras to
improve perfoermance rathar than a dsterioration in peyrformp-
AnCS., If compared with a contrel group of children who 3id
not exparisnce treatment, children in the group which simply
failed to improve over trials mey have no longsr baen cone
sidsrad helpless, That is, performancs may have bhaen facile
itated differertially betwean the grours of children which

may have 1l=ad +o ths erronecus conclugion +hat  cone group cf

mant 2, it uas found +hat femals subjects were more 1ikely
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to attribute their failure to lack of abilitv if the axpari-

menter, Thaerefors, bwack and Rush {1976) speculated that

generalization ¢f learnad helplessness offects to new seote
tings counld be differant for boys and girls, Atributing

failure to lack of aczdemic ability would bs =axpacted *g¢

of failure zffects te cther academic situations would he sx-
pected o occur only to *he extznt that svaluator characters

istics providsd stimulus gensralization cues,

Since in typical studizs of lszarnzd helplessn:

iour the experimentsr ie an adul%t, the reaction of bovs ard

male adult c2ll regults, in=
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formaticn containsd in figures (Dwsck & Bushk, 1976, Figurss

1 and 2, p, 151 provids soms basis for comparison, Inspac—
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tion suggests that ogirls failed to show improvemsnt opyer
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trials when the 2xparimentsr vas & fenmale adnlt, Howsver,

when the exrerimantsr was a2 male a2dul:i, performance impraoved

markaedly over trials, Frem inspzction it appears that rovs
displaved an  improvemernt cver +rials when +he c¥perimenter
w2s eithsr a mals or a female adult, althouqgh parformance
improved at a faster rate over trials wher the experimenter

fzmals adult experimenter, a comrarison of attributions 4o
male or female adult sxperimenters is of interest, Girls

tandzd *o attribute *their failure +o abili+y and boys +ended

was a femals adult {Dwsck & Bush, 1976, Tabls 1, b, 154y,

¥han the expsrimenter was a male adult, both boys and girls

tendsd to attribute their failure to affort (Dwsck § Busk,
The reader will noate that attrib-

subsequant trisls, Presumably, sub-

In the only condition in which




s¥parimentar, RAnalysis of attributionrs as a function of sax
of subdect mav b2 nacessary in ordsr to explain differances
in helpless beshaviour, =specially in instarces in which cnly

a male adult zyperimen=

Rzsults of the studiss by Deinzr and Dueck (1978,
Dweck 2nd Reppucci (1973), and Dweck and Rush (1978) gus g

{1978) reformunlat-

[

tien some criticisms of Abramson e+ azl,?
ed l@zarned helplessness thaory as outlined by VWortman and
Dintzer {1978), Wortman and Dintzer {1978) suggestasd +that
subijacts do not wpake attributions of causality for failure
during an experiment, Howevar, Deiner and Dweck (1978

found that subijects who did show dateripraticn in per forp-

ko]

1y, It might be that the formulaticn of attributions mav hs

cvy In <contrast, it mav be possibhle +ha+ a++ributicns are

Subiects who scorsd high orn 2 scals of

As

forcezment rasponsibility mav net have forpad

wde

noncontings

]
b

ey {Dwsck & Beppucci, 1973}, consistent with re-



1978y, Ebramsecn &% a21., (1978) havs pres

predict  whether an individual will thecoms
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1682 subijscts  who scors high on +the TAR  scals wenld

fall into either €211 1 or C=211 2 (i,s,, no helplegsress),
That is, bscauss they have a high degrees of reinforcement

esponsibility as measured by the IRR, +hey expect +that +ho

toire, Those subizcts whoe score low on *he TRR scale weunld
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gent on anvy response within their repzrioire. 2ltrcocugh a

egs, in both cases helplessness oceurs, That ig, chenges

¢

lasgsnass occurs. In *he case of univsrsal helplessness
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above, a bhigh dzqgres of corrasspondence was found hetwesn ate

tributions znd behavicur in a study conductzd by Dweck ard

2

Bush {1¢78)., Deiner and Dwack (171978) reportad that rakirng

by Wertman and Dintzer (1978 cor-
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carns the ecopa of Rbramson 2t al,'s ({1978) reformulated

modal, The wmodzl dees rot separate attributions of cansali-
ty for failurse from attributions regarding an abilityv o
copa with failure, 2lthough ¥Wortman and Dintzer {1278
claim that no researchk addresses +the issue, zvidenecs fron

the study by Dwsck and Bush (1978) vprovides some insight +o
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the problem, Atiributicns
ability %o cops with the cutcome zappgar +¢ 1zad to Aifferent
ba=haviours, Whar subdects attributzd failurse +¢ a lack of
affort {i,=,, an coutccme with which thevy could ceopz by

changing their bahaviocur), subiscts tried harder or each

cutcoms with which thev could not cops by changing their be-
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i* appsars that attribu+ions

individual’'s ability +o cops with

SuBBAry

and Saligman (1976} vprasentzd 2
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invelved three steps,
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axpectaticn,
vational, cognitive,
Although +he original

hahavionr

bahaviour

[t

ibiting moti
behaviourally,

accountsad for



Abramscn =%t al, {1978y vprovided =z reformulation of +the
learned helrlessness wmedel based on a2 ravision of z2+trih-
ution theory %o account for the hzhaviour of human subdzcts,
Fiva steps were involvad in the sequsnce,  Ths sequence in-

volved (1) ebtaining infermation ragarding the lack of cer-

gancy bsitwgsn rasponse and outceoms o0 a cansas {4) axpecting
no future contingsncy hetwesn response and outcome: and (%

2xhibiting cymptoms of helplessness, often +tarmed deprag=

Thres studiss of helplessness havse basr conductad using
childrzn as subjects (Deiner & Dweck, 1978: Dweck & Rush,

1976: Dwack & Rappucci, 1973). Tha pravicus investigetions

chi
emplov arppropriate methodelogical dasigns in crder %o evalu~

ate the effacts of ceontingent versus noncontingant failure

it

ponsag and outcomes from one  task tc  arother, Howsvar,

)

aven though the %tradifticnal learnsd helplescsness triadic As-
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lievad that either theyv had control svar reinforcemsnt by

b

rel

their own bshaviour or +ha%* the expsripenter had con

over reinforcemsnt indepandent of thair ocwn  bshavienr.

rasults of the Dwack and Reppucci ({1973) study strongly sug-
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lzarn=d helplessness situation,

3

Deiner and Dwsck {1G78) found +ha* childran differed in

et

arns of whather thev lacked for a cesuss for failure or 2

clution for failure, Moraover, such differsnces wars a

in

unction of Score on the TAR scalse, Thildrer who scorsd

rt

highly on tha TAR scale {i.2., thess who beliesved that thoy

had contrel over their cwn rezinforcemsnt) angaged ir scluo=

()

Deinar and Dwsck {1978y study inmplyv :that thara ic 2 rela-




Dwaeck and Bush (1976) found *ha®* boys and girls re-

differantly tc failure fagdback according to the sex

n
o
0]
3
fds
@
foly
ha

2 axperimenter, Both pazrformanca and at+trib-

)
ool
foT]
W
Q
@
9]
b+
ot
=
o))

&

parformancs on Aig-

e
o
‘-J-
Q
joe]
2
2
th
(B
ol
€3}
]
b
fbe
o
~3
[a 1)
[ Aa
ui)
Y
fre}
3
s
X
@
;h
4
»_.4
-3
)

improve if thz sxperie

febs
I
i
[
o
ot
ot
1
CX
o
n
f.
(S0
it
for]
ot
J
O
i
+
o
tii
kg
h
m
t«.l-
’..J
]
2
ot
[»]
ul

was an 24ult or a2 famala, Roys? performancs  ¢©n 2

=
4]
b
ok
W
[t

tution task failsd +o improve when +hs

o] W 2
¥ o {4
B T £3
8] i
i [ i
;34 fode ]
(0 = -
bote i It
b} [} o
ot 4
th & B
e 1
[,
ot =5 'n
jor] o
4 i ’J‘
& m
)
ok E
Q o]
i
o ¥
]
}...J 7
%1}
o]
=
]
Ie) i
h 3
[
&) n
o
[N =
{4 B
|-4s [
&+ o
<
=
=5 o
oo Y
i i
™
f—d
'l wd
e
1] 4
o
134 <3
4
[ -4
5 o
[}
[ sl
= b
% f
3 1t
4 [N
0 o
4 §

o
v
in

a famale adult than when the sxperimenter was a pear or

#heir failanre *o

[s}]
)
i
jwel
<
n
&
dq
]
0]
=
O
4
}d
b
e
o
~4
ot
ot
{Jt
[
'l
[l
i3]

2 lack of ability wher the =¥perimenter was 3 paer *han when
the asxperimenter was an adult, Bacause bovs and girls saen
to make different attributions of cansality whern an adult
female provides failure fesdback, it would sszem nscessary 4o
monitor attributions of causalitv, Differencas in bahaviour
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CHAPTEER TWO: IHNVESTIGATION OF THFE PROBLEF

According t¢ the reformula+ted lszarnsd halplsssness

and outcom2 to a cause, and forms an sxpsctancy for no fu-

{Crandall =%t al,, 1965) for respensibility for failurs +o

hey found +that children who scorsed low on +ths TAR scals
tanded *to give up folleowing failurs experisznces whersas
childraen who scored high on tha TAR scale tand=d +o parsist
following failurs =2xparisncss, In an attempt +0 ralate d3if=
n  helplassness bahaviour batwesn childrern who
scorad low cn the TAR scale and children wh> scor=d high on
the TAR scals, Deiner and Dwack (1978) monitored childraen's

varbalizaticns during problem solving tasks in which failure

2

iren who scorzsd low »2n the IAR scale
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volves transfer of the affects of noncontingsnt {i.=2., not
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ularly thess with children, should be mairtained by +ha in-

clusicn ¢of a constant failurs condition ir a lesarpad help-

and {2y nencontingent versus constant failure feedlack
should b2 svaluated tased on performance on a different +ack
than ths training task, Parformance of subiscts in the conp-

trollable {i,=., contingent) and constant failura feedback
grcoups should be significantly better then perfermance o
subjzcts in the uncontrcllable, noncontingent fesdback group

bacan those subijects in +the contingsnt and constant fail-

[47]
O

ure fagdback aqroups shenld expsct that outcomes are dapan-

on thelr resporses during the *tsst task vwharass sub-

jacts Iin ths nencontinagsnt group should sxpect that ou*comses
are not depsndent on their respernses during the test +ask,

The design of *he present study will involve +thes +rizd-

izr and Sesligman (1976) as well

aceive constant failure

$

include +he fclloewing +reatnent

feadtrack, noncontingent faedback,

fod

no treatmpent, Sub-tects wil

+ask., The tast  fask will




more influentizl factor ir Jdstermining parformance on +hs

test tasgk, Third, Allov and 2bramson {c,f., Abramscn ot

als, 1978) have reportsd thzt subiscts perceive noncentip-

gancy nore rveadily under conditions of constant failure than

In additicn to the four treaiment cornditions outlined
abova, the desion will includs a %two laval rezinforcament re-
sponsibility factor, as measured bv scoress on the TAR scale,
Rzasons for smploving the IAR scale ara *twefold, Firs+t, on
the basis of theoretical considerations, reinforcemsnp® ra-
sponsibility should predict whethsr a person will bhecoms
helpless ({Abramsor =% 2al,, 1978), Cnly those subqdscts who

have a low degres of belisf in persconal reinforcement re-

ance dscre2pnent yhen confronted with elther roncontingsnt



K, Szcond, on ths basis

function of a reinforcensnt responsibility variable.
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In order t
bahavicur, comparisons betwsen experimental groups and a Ta-

ticnale for each ccomrarison are ou+tlinzd below, For ¢

during the treatment vphase and effects axpectsd dnuring +he
test phass of the sxperiment, Expected sffects on bghav-

ioural measurss of helplessnass will ba nutlined followed by

zyxpectad effacts cn attributional maasurses of ha
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Sukjects who scors above the median on  TAR scale

bshavicural and attributionzl measurss of helplsasse-

Both Dweck and Rsppucci (1973) anéd Deiner ard
Duweck {1978} have provided evidsnce in support of +he

hvpothesis, Dweck and Feppucci (1973) found +hat
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feollowing failure and spent much of +their +ipe vere

o

alizing attribu+ions of canusali*y, Based on +he asy-
idence from Dweck and Rappucci (1973) and Dairner and

Duweck {1978) i* appears as though children who s=cors
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items pertaining to failure due to effort Ao no+ cone-

tinue to ssek sclutions to problans effectivaly fol-
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dran whese TAR scorses lect low reinforcanent

tarms of bheth performance msasnres znd at+ributicns,
Children whoe scers high on the TAR scale are not sy-

pactaed *to have significantlv differant perfo nce

1o

treatment

on. of

scoras during +trsatment as a funct
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who score low on the IAR scale are @xpsctaed to report

attributiors which wvary as a functinn of #+reatmert
condition, as outlined below in Paragraphs 2, 3, and
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jzcts in the contingent fzedback condition,
kccording %o learned helplessness theory (Abram-
son &t al,, 1978, Maier & Ssligman, 1976, S=ligman,
1975), a subiject either sheould csase o  respernd or
should show & performance decremsnt fellowing +he

perception of ncnecontincency between res

b

E

b
cutcomnas, Subkdects in tha contingsrt faedback condi-

{




ticn ©of a corract response. Tharefors subdects in

the noncentingent feedback conditicn should rarform

the pressnt ftask or on z futurs ¢ask, Subdscts in

dback condition should repor+t that
thev @xpact *c succeed on tha prasent +ask and con a

future +taszk,

Subdects in the constant failurs feadhack condition
skhould have vpcorar parformance than subjects in +he

contingent fesedtack condition, Subdzcts in the cop-

wharszas subiacts in the contingent fea2dback condition
zhould report thet +hey do expect +0  succesd on +he
present task,

Subijsects in the constant failure feadback condi-
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tion should perform more peorly than subjscts
contingent feedreck condition on +he +treatmant +ask.

Dwack ard Eeppucci (1973) using a within subdects de-~



erzl signall=zd success trials, Trarsfcore, sub-iecis
in the cornstant failure fesdback condition =hould
perform mere poorly follewing ssverazl consacntive

failure triazls, Sub-dzcts
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succzad on the prasant  task, According o avidence

suggested by Dweck and Revpucci (1973) and Deiner and
Dwack {1978y, it ppears fhat subqdects in  +the cone-
stant failure condition should report +that they Ao
not sxpsct o succeed on the prassnt task. Dweck ard

Reppucci {1973) reported that subdzcts who scored bee

[

fude

low the median or IAR scals items partainring +to fail-
ur= appzared tc expect to  fail when pressented with a
preblem by the "failure?” experimente Deiner and
Dwack (1978 reported that subiects who =cor=4d8 baolow

the median on TAR scale itsms of failure dus 0 of-

te succ=ed at  the task, but balicved <+ha*t they had

failed alrzady, even bafors the task was completed,
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No pradicticn can be formulated or the basis =i=
ther of theory or of axperimentazl evidence concerrning
what sxpactations subdects in  the consgfant Failanr

condition will have for their pesrformance on a subss=
gquant task, In contrast, subiscts in the contingsnt
failure conditior should report thet +they gXpect to

succesd boith on  +ths pressnt ftask and con a futurs

Differsnces ir vrperformance botwsan  subdects in  +the

noncontingant fec¢dback cordition ard subdects in thz
constant failure faedback condition are difficult to

predict, On *he rasis of learned halplesspess *heory

{Abramson ¢t al,, 1978; Meier & Sazligman, 1976; Sol-

tion would ircreass following percaption of
nencontingency hetwesn responsss ard  ocutcopes, on

1878: Dwsck & Bush, 1976: Dwsck & F:
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craase folleowing zeveral failurae trials, T+ is im-
pessibles 10 predict, howsver, on +he basis of aither
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tweean subiscts  in +thse noncontingsnt feedback condi~-

condition asg mzasursd by performance will be aox=-

Azccording to learnsed hslplessnsss theory (Abram-

son 2t al., 1978y, subijects in  ths nponcontingent

2dhack conditicn should report +that thev dc not ex-

pact to succsed on 2ither the prassent +task or a fu-

1

clear whether subdects in  the consiant failure fesd-

&, differences in parformance bhetwasn sub-
dects in the neoncontingent fsadback conditior and
subdscts in +he constant failure fz=dback cordition

as maasuraed by atitributions will be explored,
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Subizcts whoe =score above +he median on TAR  scalsz
itens of failure vpertaining to effort will net show

diffarential sffects of “reatnent condition on sither

behavioural or attribnticnal measurss of hélpIQSSe
ness, Subd2cts who scors bslz>w  the msdian on IAR

scals items of failure pertaining to 2ffort will show

cf failurs pertaining *o affort will show differcn-

+ial sffects of treatmsnt condition, Paragraph 1
{Tezt Phase) is based o7 evidencse for Paragraph 1
{Treatmant Phasz) abova, Given that it is anlikely

Dwack, 1978: Dwack § Rappucci, 1973) +that childrsn

who score high o¢on TAR scale items of failurs dus to
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Subdjects in  tha noncontingent fezdback condition
should have ©pecrsr performancs thar subiscts 4in +he
contingant feedhack conditicn, Subdacts in *the non-
contingent fa2edback condition should not expsct +o
succead on the gensralization task whereas subdscts

in the contingent feedback condition should aXpsct to

Subjects in +hs nonceontingsnt feadback conditicn

n
=

hould pecform mors poorly than subdzcts in the con-

tingsnt failurse feedback condition, Accerding +to

lessress thaory {Abramsen =%t al,, 1978
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Maisr & Seligman, 19763 Seligman, 1975), subdjects in

.

#edback conditicrn sheould show +wo




distinct dsficits orn a nev ftask following %he parcen-
ticn ¢f nencentingency compared tco subdects  in *he

contingaent fzedback condition, First, subiects in

0

+

the noncontingsnt fesdback conditiorn should display a

A

{
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dzficit in veluntary responding which would hinder
lzarning a2 n=v task, Seceond, subiscts in %he noncen-
tingant fesedback condition should have difficulty
racognizing 2 correct resvonse bscause they expect

nencentingency betwsen responses and sutcones Thus,

subjsects in <+he noncontingant feedback conditicn
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tingant fzedback condit
bacause noncentinggnt  faazdback subdects  should b=
lass likely *c producs a raesponsz and less likely to
racogniza a resronss as correct oncz it is  rein-
forced,

Subiec*s in the neoncontingsnt fesdback condition
should not expsct to succesd on +he genpralization

task as *hey should expect noncontingsnev between re-

Sa2ligman, 1976;: Seligwmarn, 1975}, In contrast, sub-
je2cts in the contingsnt feedback condition should ax-
pact to succesd on the generalization task as they

should expect continaency betwesn responses and onte




Subjects in the noncontingsnt fazdback condiricn

ubiects in +hs up=-
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treatsd contrecl condition, Accerding o learned
helplessness theory {Abramson et al., 1978: ©FMaier &
Saligman, 1976; Sszligman, 1975), subizcts must show =

lzarning deficit folleowing parception of noncentin-

gent fzedback subdscts, or *to facilitatiocn of loarn= B
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d=ficit and a facilitatior effzct, In ordar to dep-
onstrate conclusively tha*t noncontirgsnt feszdback hes
produced a learning deficit, onz mrust show +that sub-

jects in  ths noncontingent feadback condi*inn  per-
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according to lesarned helplessness theory {ibhramson ot

al,, 1978; HMaisr § Seligman, 19763 S=ligman, 1975,

Subiects in the noncontingan:t fazdhack condition
should not =2xpact o  succeed orn  +he gzneralization
tasgsk as they should zxpsct noncontingancy hatween ra=-
sponses and outccmes {Abramson =t 2l.,, 1978: ®aier &
Seligman, 1976; Seligman, 1975). In con*rast, sgub-
jects in  the untreatad control condition should cx-
pact to succesd on the generalization task as they

should sypact contingency betwssp responses and out-

batywean subqdscts in  +he

Differencess in parformancs

u)

1976: Seliamar
the cnz hand, subjects in +he noncontingsnt feedback
conditicn mayv vpsrform more poorly than subjects in

+the constant failurs

ticn should sxpact raspons2 ~indepen~
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howaver hecause it cannot he predicted on the basis

back conditior and subiscts in the congtant failure

{Abramson ¢t al,, 1978; Maler & Seligman, 1976: Szl-
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1€75) subiects in both the contingent feedback condi-

tion and thae unitreated control condi+ion shounld sx-
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Diffarences hetween subtiects in  the constant failurs

feedback and untrzated control conditicns  cannct he

outcomes, then subiscts in the constan+t failurs con-
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p&ct a noncontingant or a contingant relaticonship bz-
tunen rasponses and countcomss, Subiscts in +the urn-
treatad contrel condition should zxpect to succe=4d on
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sponse times of subiszcts &
and control treatment conditions, That is, subiects

1976; sSaliagman, 1975), helplessn2ss should dissipate
gradually over time as +the subdsct realizes that cut-
comes ars no lengsr response-indszpendsent, Therafore,

over trials, performance of subdects in the noncon=-
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tingsnt fesdback conditior shou becomz incrsasingly
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similar to performancs of sub in the contingent
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*n and the untreatsd control cerdi-
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As test trisls proczed, +the amcunt of time spent sr=-
qgagad in problem =olving for subdects in the noncon-
tingsnt fesdback cerditior should becoms increasinagly
similar to that of sub-dects in the contirgent fesd-

back and ceontrel treatmsnt conditiorse. That is, sub-

jectes in %the neoncentinasnt  fasdback condition sheull
become less helrplass over trials as mzasured by moti-
vation to sclve problems, Accerding to lsarnad help

lessness theorv {(Abramson st al,, 1078: Maier £ Sal-

igman, 1975), motivation to respond
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Differences btetweer subidects in  +k2  noncontingsnt

feedback cendition and subdects in +he constant fails




PO N

wd

n
o
o
o+
Iy
fai}
} &
fuod
¥
[
9]
O
(]
[T
ok
i
bode
O
jaw ]
o
<«
&
4
o
[
} €]
e}
H
u
mn
s od
o}
fed
P—J
u
ty
W
n
? &
=
4
st
w
]

formarce, ancunt of tims engagsd in preoblem solving,

2En T
o o AL

i)

start failure condition perceive depsndence bety

¢

their responses and ocutconmas, thsn the performence of

53]

b
3
"f‘
ol
]
0
o]
o
i
fods
0
a9y
]
4
m
(33
L \
o)
o
o
Q
=
O
O
jo )
Qs
inte
o
I-J .
O
]
6]
<
]
[}
e 2
4
f.de
B
[
in
<
o
in

ko]
[
e}
o
fod
%
=]
I
]
[
P
}.J .
fon
2

-
[}
jon
£
{0
bl
ko)
]
@]
w4
W]
d‘
;.J.
O
)
4
o]
4
[
>
Q
9}
{%
4]
N
@

Parformance, anmncunt of +ime engagsd in problsm sclv-
ing, and sxpactation of success on +hke ogoneraliza+icn
task should not be different over trials for subiects
in the contingent feadback and con*rel *reatment con-
diticns, as subdectz in both the contingsnt fesdrack

and control treatmant conditions should expsct a con~

i)

tingent relaticonship betwssern r=sponses and cukconss.



[

3

£8

Sunmnzry of Hypoil

Subdects who scers above +he ma2dlan on TAR =cale
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bzhavioural or a%titributional mzasurss of helplass-
noss, Subiacts he scera below  +ths median opn TAR

n8ss,
The fcllewing hypotheses refer onlv +¢ subdects
whoe gcore balcw +he median on TAR scals i+ems  of

Subiscts In the noncontincaent fesdback conditicon
should have peorer performance and lowsr sxpectations
of success on the pragent ard a futurs *task +han éubw

tingent faedback condition.
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Subijects in  +he congtant failurs feadback conditieon
shenld have vpoorsr perfermance thar subtdects in +the
contingent feedback condition, Subdacts in the con=-

stant failure feedback cendition should report %has

&

should repeort that +hey do sxpzct o succezsd on the
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Subiscts who scrre above +he medizn on IAR  seals
ittems of failurs opertaining o effert will no+ show
differential effects of treatment condition on zither

bghavionral or attributional wmsasurzs of helplase-

ness, Subdjactz vwheo score balow  +thz median  or TAR
scale itang of failure periaining *o zffort will show
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behavioural and attributional measurss of helpless-

n:

@

SS,

The follewing hypothesss rafer o2nly +o subdiscts
vho score below +the mediar on IAR <scals iteme of
failurs pertainirg tc effort,

Subiects in the rnoncontingent feedback corditien
should have rpcoorer performance thar subiscts  3in +he

contingent feedbrack condition, Subtdscts in the non-

contingsant faedbac condition should not expect +*o

Sub-ects i1
should tavse

control freat

tingent feedback conditicn should neot expsct +c guc-

ceed on  the generalizaticn task wher=as subjects in
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should bzcoms incrsasingly sinmilar to performance and
£

In addition +to the above stated hypotheses, several
group comparisens will bs conducted fer which no specifis

hypothesss can ba formulated bacausz of a lack of theoreti-

cal raticnale or zxperimerntal evidence. HoweverD, & sumpar
of expected sffects for sach «xperimental qroup o perform-
ance and sxvpsctation of sSuccess peasuras ig pressnted below
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TAEBLE

SUMMAREY COF EXPECTEDR GROUP BEHAVIQUER

Behavionr Pyxpectations of Success
PRETREATHENT
High- IAR
1. Contingent perform well sxpect to do well on
Faadback crn task present and futurs +tzsk
2, Noncontingent perfeorm well expact to do well on
Fzadbhack crn task vregent and futursz task
3, Constant Failure perform well expact tc do well on
Feadback on *tack prasent and fauturs task
Low IAR.
1. Contingsant parform wzll ¢¥xpect toc do well on
Fasdback on task prasent and futurs +ask
2. Noncontingent progressively zxpect not to do well on
Faedback pcorer perform- present and futurs tasks
ance on task
3. Constant Failure prograessivaly expect not to do well on
Fzaedback pcorer perform= pregsant task
arcz on tas] pay ©or mey not &xpsct to
d>» well on future task
TEST PHASE
High TAR-
1. Contingent rerform wall expect to do waell on task
Faadback cn task
2, Noncontingant perform well sxpect to do well on *task
Feadback on tasgk
3. Constant Failure perform well expect to de well on task
Faadback cn task
b, Untreatsd perform well zxpsct tc do well on task
CTontreol or task
Low TAR
1, Centingent parform well sxpact to do wall on task
Fa%dback cn task
2. Noncoentingent perform poerly #xpact *o do poorlvy on
Feadback on task task
3. Constant Failurs mayv parform well may sxpect to do w=ll ot
Fezdback cn tacsk poorly on task
4, Ontrasatsd perform well 2¥xpect to do well on task
Contrecl cn task

CER R A R ST TR S R LS AT N ST TR S SRR ST VAR W R AR KR SR AP 10 I Jke o W RS AW VR N G5 R ETn D T T T VD TR TR TR 70 G5 Ak D v A T %R TH TED sals NG OGRS 7R M S0 K 4 SGR W S ITR S TR



CHAPTEE TEREE: PRELIEI¥WLARY STODY

According to rTeformulatzd lzarned h=lplessness +he

N

s in a seriss
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e
{Abramson 2%t al,, 1978y, helrleserass davelop

of five stacss, Ths stadges are (1) obisctiva noncontingency

in the environmant; (2) perception of ncncentingsncy betwaen

r2spo2n328 and cutcomes: {3 attributions of noncentingency

on® must show that the subdiect percsives r=sponss indepen-
dzncz, attrihutes rasponse indepsndsncs to a cause, oxpects

responsa independence in the futurs and gernesralizes helpless
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behaviour +to a different situaticon or +a

Onz purposs cf the preliminary study wis +o davelop a
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zation testing situation, by demonstrating that subdectes do
parcaive response-indepsndsnt cutcomes, d> attribute re=-

spons2 ~indapandent outcom2s to a causs, and do sxpect re-

Obdactive noncontingsncy was snsured by ths presanta-
ticn of success and failure trials in randem ordsr t¢ suh-

dects in 2 ncncontingsnt fasdback condition, The number of
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success and falilure trails wes deternmined by *hz psrformance

of individuallv voked centingent

ticn of ncnccentingency, atiributien of norcontingency, and

tions prasentad to the subisct during trairing.
accerding Yo Abramscon st al, {19733 subijects bscons

helpless when they belisve that the outconms ig not contine

nablae o =o0lve tha  problamd), Therafore, subijects were

asked whether they +thought that they could solvs *the prob-

helplessness ig de*ermined by personal or universgal help-
lessness {Abramson et al,, 1978), subiscts wars asked whath-
ar thay thought +that others could solve +hs probhlem, Rt=

ngency or noncontingency were tappad
using questiocng adapted from Dwsck and Bush {(1976) with +hs

additional cpticen M"you don't know whyY for +thnse children

guestion 4 and 5 of thzs guesticnnaire, p, 84), Rxpacitation
of futurs ncncontingency was measursd by asking the children
how well thev expscied *o0 do, if askad by the sxperimenter

t0 so0lve 2 diffarent puzzla.




A segcond purpose of the preliminary study was +o test 3

*ask in which =ubdsctsz in

could solve the problen,
learnad helrlessnzsss had fime *¢  desvelop within £he noncor-
tingent feedback cornditiorn, Deiner and Dweck (1978) used a
thres- dimensiocn, twe=choics discriminatior problsasm in their

investigation of verbalizations associated with failurs,

syabol in the centrae of the form ({(dot or stary, The corrzct

the problem was one of rsd, blus, sSguars, trian-

0
0
fewad
jovd
o
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o
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gls, dot, or star, Although Deiner and Dwyack (1978) Con=
ductesd tssting only under conditions of failure, they

trained each of their subjects *to solve discriminztior prob-

of th=2 nunmber

Only +tha
first training trial 4ir the Deiner and Dweck {1978) study

would bz eguivalsent to +hs training procedurs in +he contine

diffzrant procedures were used 3ir tha Dainar and  Dusck

{1978) and pressnt sitndiss, as fcllows, In the Deiner arnd

o]

Dweck (1878) =study, subdiects were given verdical fesdback

then ware asksd for the solution +¢ +hz
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han +he
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preblen, If the child gave ths correct responsa,
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next obroblem was besgurn, If the child gavs a

1
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the child which dimensien

2l cards until

+

The +rials continusd antil

szcond, and third presentation of the cards, In contrast,
irn the present study, subijects wers given FfU triazls +¢ lzarn

provided +to ths sub-sct, Daspite differsnces in the two
procadures 1t was @xpectsed that all subdacts in +the contine
gent faedback condition would lesarn the discriminatior withe
in 64 +*trials while subiscts 3in the noncortingsnt foedback
condition could realize that thev could not sclve the prob-

the suitability of the test (i,&,, ganaralization) +ask for

{Maizr and Seligmarn, 1876, However, 3if the test task is

too difficult, then subdiacts in all +treatment conditions
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will display
pasking the =2ffects, if anv, of helplsssness., In order %o

mzasure the suitability of the block desian *task, 2ll sub-
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Dvack and Reppucci (1973 in +their
discriminable failure fezdback, Measurses of response laten=
¢y on  block dessign probklams were found tc be sensitive o

differences bstwaen +*rials in which success was sigralled

bleck design rroblems may bs a sensitive measure of effecte

which operats durinag helrplessness *training.

of training effects in a lsarned helplessness paradigm with

children, The purpcses, specifically, were (1) +o dsenon-~
strats that subijects in +he noncontingsnt dback condition
parcsived response indzvendsnce, attributed responsa~inde-

subijects in the centingsnt fesdback condition could solve
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and {3} +o test the sultabilitvy of +hs
test task Cnly two treaztment conditions wers corsidavad +o

bz necsssary in ordaer *c satisfv the purposes of the prelipe

inary study:e a contingant feedback condition and a noncon-

Subiscts

Subijects vers 40 children in +the fifth grads from Jokn
Dafoz, Montross, gnd William Oslar elamsentary scheols in
Winnipsg, An squal rpumber cof mele {¥W = 5) and fsmalas (¥ =95)

subjects were used ip e@ach cell of +the design, Meéan age cof

[

a1l =sub+scts was 11,1 vears,

A

Apparatus
The IAR scale (Crandall et al., 1965), which wae de-

signed %o measure the evitsant +¢ which children take perscnal

responsibility for acad=mic success and failure, vag sm-
ployaed o determine levels of academic respvonsibility, The

information ceoncerning the development, reliability, validi-
ty, and subszguent verification by various investigatrors of
the IAR scale, A copy of the TI3R scals is inclnded irn Ap-
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W

Asd

re

displaved were connectsd %o a relav, ¥han & pansl was
pushed by a subiect, the panel conrected with the relay, ard
the subdect's respornsse was recorded auntcmatically, The

scere was representsd it the subidsct by & pile of fokerns

worth 10 points each, Respense latency was +timed with an

warz zmploved, Designs were displaved on 2 in by 5 in pisc-

of response latency measurement, a step watch was used

)
h
]
]
=
o
o
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=
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racord the amount ¢of time e£rgaged in the task
the subiect was presented with the problep until the subtisct

rapyried that (s)Yhe was finished,
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Design
Treatment (irziring) phass. The dzsigqn was a 2 {7TAR

batwean helrlass and nenhelpless childran in failure situa~-

+ions, Dzinar and Dwack (1978) Jdivided *heir subdectse into
greoups basged on the subsst of items dealing with failure dus
to lack of affert, Theraefors, only ths i*ens which measured

w2 t¢ lack of offort were onm~

}.J-
fd
ford
&
o
jol

rasponsibkility for fa

pleyved o dsastesrmire IAR agrouping.

f

The two lavels of the frairing facter ware contirngernt
feedback and nconcentingent feedback, Sez belew for descrip-

tions of procsdures reletsd to sach conditicrn,

gn vas the same

-3
e
o
ifi
n
k-l'

Tzst ({(gsneraelizsticny phase.

]

ment {trainirng) phase, ex=-

[+})

as that emploved during the trsat

{

cegpt that the test *trisl facter consistsd of blocks of R
rather than 16 triale. 2 block design problen was presanted



Preocedurs
Hoasurement of IAR scors. pproximataly onn  to twe
wesks before dindividual lsarned helplzsssress  trzatnent apd

testing occurred, & fewmals experimentzr (cthar than +he ex-

igtersd the IAF scale teo fifth grads children in a classroonm
situation, The entire IBR scale was adreinisteraed to +hs
childran, The exparimenter read the follewing instructions

These are gquastiorns which ask vyou abcut Low vou
would beh in cartain common situations, There
ara no ri O WIrCng ansvers or any tricks te *the
guasticns Simply put an "¥" bsside +the answer
that batt iascribes the wayv vou would act, The
ansuers tive will be seen only by tha experi-
manhter i1l not be shown +o ycur teacher,
princi parents, friends, or anyones slse, Bg =
fors v egin, be sure to pu* your name, schoeol,
aqe, , cn the first pags of the guestion-
nairs, Work carsfully but don’t dawdle = yeou
should take only abcout 10 minutes $o finish,

Yhen complsted TAR guesticnneires  had
frem all of the children in +he sanpls for +
study, a scors was tallied for cach child on
the csubsst of itesms which concerned failure dus

affort {Deiner & Dwsack, 19783y, Childr=zn wsre

greoups bassd ¢n  a median split of IAR srcores
Duweck, 1S878; Dweck & Reppucci, 1973) such that sub-dscts with

scoras above the median wers placed in the high responeibil-

ity group and subdscts with sceres below the nedian wers
placzd in the low rasponsibilityv group,  Madian scoresg wesre

calculata2d ssparatsly for beys and girls,
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Treatmant (training) phass. The gensral preocedure for
gxperiment was admine

ona to  two wesks fol-

g#xperimaentar. In both procedural conditicong, +the sxperimen~

ter read the following instructicns to ths subiject:

I wvant voun +*c work on solving 2 pnzzls, Saes this
displav? {Experipertar showe sampls display %o

subiject,} On sach display +thzt I am going %o show
vou, there will be two colours, both red and blus,
twe forms, a sguars and a triangle, ard twe shapes

in the cantre of the form, a circle and a star.
{Experi +2r veints  to sach choice cof dimansion
while dsscribing tham +o the child.) Fach timas I
show veoun 2 displav, I want von +0 push one panel
or +thz other, depending en  which stimulus  voun
choose, like +*hisz, {Fxpm“lmﬁnter demonstrates,)

You choose which pansl vou pushk on the basis of
ona of *hs chara ctarls*zcs of red, blusz, sguare
triangle, circle, or star, I Wi

your choice is right or wreng. But

1 i
ren smbw*, when
you push a panal for ons eide cof the
o
i

displav or
the other, anyv one ¢of thres characte 3
right or wreng, Fer =xanmpls, i

b=
that vou wers rvight when vou pushzd o pansl for
this side of the displav, =zither rzd, sguars, oOr
star ceculd bs corrsct, What vou havs t2 do is get
as many correct as possible and vou can do that by
k=2aeping track of whan I say Pright® or "yrong®,
If yvou can figure out what *to do sc that I savy
"right® mest of the +ime, then vou will do w%Tl nn
the puazzlse, Just so that yeou can kezp track of
how manyvy rvight and wrong answers vou havs, I haves
a stack of count::s here +that will bhzlp vou to
ke {Experinentar points %o pile of
c 800 pcints hers right now,
BE wrong answer I will +taks a2
lols ts ocut of the stack, Az
e you some  marblses at the and of
T h numbar of marblss will dszpend
on points yeu have la2ft in  ths
st

So wha*t you thave to do is for each display,
push the pansl feor oneg figure or ths other and T



0
2

will %211 von if your <choics is right or wreong.
If vyou chocse corrscitly then vyou vwon't loss
points, But. if yeu choecse incorrsctly, =

will lecse 10 points, TRemember that yeu sho

o gst a3 manv ansvers correct as possibls

yvou don't losz manv veints and get lots of

at +he and of the ssssicn,

T ce in a while T will ask vou %to an-
sSwaT soms gquesticns abeout how you think +that yeou
T the puzzie, The guszsticngs will be
wri te of papar, and you can Just put
the rils over here as vyou finish tham,
{Bx] cints to a rplacs near subisct,)
For I just want vou to werk at solving
the rying %0 not lossz points,

Fach subisct received 64 +rials dAuring traeatnent, Suc-

cess or faillure on each *rial was deisrminzd according *o

te allow ths sxperimenter to record data znd set <ths +ipor.

In addition +to bahavioural measures ¢f vperformances as

% ﬁ f

fot
i
Py
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8

outlinad above, attributicns of causality were moas
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lowing tria 16, 32, U8, and 64, The cusstionnai

tained the following gusstions:

1. Do veu think that vou can so5lve ths puzgzla?
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oy
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that other kids vycocur age carn
P d

C) mavbe

How w=1ll d¢ voun *hink that vou ars doing on
this task? ‘

ay verv yesll

by guite wsll

) net very wuell
2} not at a2ll w=ll

If vou think that vouire dring well on this
+task, whyv Ac veun +hink *that is ?

ay the lady iz being fair
b)Y vou are *rying verv hard

¢y vou are good at this kind of puzzls

d) vou dont't know whv

Tf yeu *think “hat voulre not doing well eon
t+his task, why do vou +think that is 7

<) vou aren't wvery goecd at this  kind of
puzzle

a) vou den?t know why

vy & Adiffsrent kind of
yvou think yvou wonld Ao

b} guits well



teyil
c} well
dy not very well

)y nect a3t a2ll wesll

The first +hrae guesticns concarnsd +the  perceprion of

Test {gensralizaticn) phase. Temediately following

tment, a2ll subdscts wars agked to solve 12 block desd

¢blems asz outlinszd in the following instructions which

Now T would like vecu to2 try thase T

problsams, I will show vou a dssign o iks

thiz, arnd givae vecu some blocks likes %k ice

that =each block thas =oms gsidss +ha 2 1id

white, some sides +that are so0lid red, and =ons

sides that are half whits and half r=d, That T

would like vou +o dc is to arrangs *he blocks so

*hat +thav look mgavt_y like +*h= picture, like

xpari 12 design card

at 2 reading d4i-

W 1zt me know

d n thass prob=-

& navsa b S

Once T

will be giving vou qgussticns +»n answar  betwesn

problems, and vou can just vut them in +the pile
yith +the othsrs ¢ncs you have ansvered them,






lution, but somz greours of subdscts could have  bosen more

ih

subHect

0

succassful than other groups o

+

After trials 3, ¢, 9, and 12, subiscts wers asked +o

i

n

complets 2 questicnnaire, The guestions warse the same as

perpachl SO N

axcept +that guesticn 6

thosa  presepted
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the sffaect of failure ver =2 con later responding, Subiscts

figure, which wag randeonmly

on a given
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the sama nurbar of failure and nonfailure *rials as a2 yvoked
subdezct in the continagent trasatment cendition. Failure and

=d in random crder,

O

nonfailure trials werse rrossnts

i)

condition, +hat the probhlism had no soluntion, 211 sub-Hescts
then wers teld that thev ceuld *rv the first puzzle agein in

ordsr to find the corrsct ansvwer. The rasponse mads by ths

subiect was designa*ed as the correct raspornsa, Bfe

tar z2ach subiject had besn debrisfsd, {sYhe was awarded a
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cific guastic which constitnuted the purposss of +he pra=
limpinary studv, Fellewing tha opurposss of the praliminar

Treatment Questionnaire Responses
Paerceptions of mnoncontingency, atiributions or responss
indspandencs of outcomss to a canss, and sxpactations of re-

sponsa=ontcome indapaendence in the future were svaluated in

teras of reasponsses to guesticnnairs items following e2ach
block of trials during +reaiment, In addition, differencss
in responses +o questicnnaire items as a furction of IAR
levael and sax of subdect were avaluatsd, Du= +o ths largs
mount of data, contingsncy tables were prepared only for
statistically significant relationships,

Parceptions of nencontingsncy. In orvder o datsrmine

whather subdects in +*he noncontingent feedback conditicen
perceived responss=outccms indepsndsnce, t =statistics wasre
calculated comparing answsrs on guestions 1, 2, anéd 3 be=

twesn subiects in the contingsnt and neoncontingent feedback
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Contingsncy fablss indicating resporn

{i,2,, Do vou think that vou can solvs thz puzzlas?) are pre-



dition for Blocks 2, 2, and &, Statistical analysss par-
tially supportsed chservation, On Blocks 2 and 4, signifi-

in the contingent +treatment corndition
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reportzsd that they could solve the puzzlsz +han subijects in
the noncontingent treatment ceondition ( & *'s {38) = 1,99 and
1. 80, resvectivaly, p s < .05, ocne-=tailed). On Block 3,

although *he effect was in the same dirsctiocn as in Blacks 2
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tical significance { t (38} = 1,64, p < ,10, one-tailed),

4
i
=

as interesting tc ncte that very few subiscts svar stat=
¢d that they cculd not solvz *+hs problzm, Ths most freguent
rasponse other +han Yves" yvas “mavheh, Tt avpp
children in beth +reatment conditions were reluctant +o

state that +they could nct =olvs +he problen.

in responses to Question 1

yare found as & funcition of either TAR level or zax of sub-

in

No significant diffsrences bstwssn frsatmsnt condie

tiens, IAR lsvels or ssyx of subijects, ware fournd in resvpon-

ses to Ousstion 2 {i,=., Do vou *think that other kids your
age can sclve the puzzlise 7?2 or Questicn 3 {i.s,, How well

you are deing on +this task ). In gensT=

o)
o
(%2
-y
]
w}.

do you +hi



NUMBER OF CHILDREN WHO CAN AND CANNOT SOLVE PUZZLE:

Block 1

Contingent Feedback
Noncontingent Feedback

Block 2

Contingent Feedback
Noncontingent Feedback

Block 3

Contingent Feedback
Noncontingent Feedback

Block 4

Contingent Feedback
Noncontingent Feedback

Yes

15
10

17
12

TABLE 3

Response Category

No

[ R e ]

(]

Maybe

14
- 13

P1




al, most subiscte reperisd the+ they +hcough* +ha® other

children their age ceould solve +he puzzls Over Bleocks 1
and 2 subdjects Iin both *reatment conditions tended to report

that thev were doinc "well” or Yguite well® on *he puzzle,
Cver Blocks 3 ard & gsubiects in both treatment conditiorns
tended to report that they were doing "quite well® or ¥ysry
walln, ¥ote that subdiscts in the roncontingent trestmernt
conditicon 7rercrted that they were doing "guite well"™ or
very well" on the pvuzzls sven +hough they ware net certain
that thev could sclve ths puzzle, Rgain, it appeared thaet

children wers reluctant %o state +hat *hsy were not dcirg

In summary, mors subijscts in the contingent treatmenrt
cendition reportsd that thzy ccould sclve the puzzle +han

subiects in the nencenti
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in +he nonconrntingent +treatnent
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ing that psrhaps subic
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condition perceivasd restvenss-cutcome indeperndenca, Houwsvar,
subjects in the noncentingsnt treatment conditiorn did rot
report that they could not solve the puzzls, therefore it

could net Dbe conclnuded that subdects in the noncontingent

treatment ceondition perceived respense=sutcoms indepsndence,

vers nct m
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likely to report thet cthers «conld solve the problem +hen

subiects in the noncerntingent treatment cornditioen, icoord=



problzm would bscom= psrsonelly, as cpposed to universally,

heélpless, Subiects irn both ths cortingsnt and noncontingant

"guite well®, or ®vaery wsllY post fraquently irrespective of
whath cr nct thev belisved that +thev could solve +he prohe
lanm, It appsared on the basis of responses ¢o Question 3
ard Quszstion 1 that subdects were reluctant to state specif-

ically that thev were not doing well or that +they could not

sclve the problem,

naire werse compared, Becauss of +the decidedly neminal ne~
turz of the data chi-sguare stetistics wers calculated to
determine diffesrences in tvypes of attrib ne as & function
0f trazatment conditicn, FTesults of the enalyses arse pro=-

sented in Table &4, and a breakdown of the +ype of attrib-

utions made as a function of trestment condition are preo-

sented in Tabls 5, Yo significant diffsrencaes in types of
attributions for success or failure wsrs found betweer sub-

jects in the contingent treatment condi+ior and subiects in
the noncontingent +*treatment condition, ¥eost subdects at-
tributad success to M"affori? on  each block of +riale {see
Table 5), In responsse ¢ the sttributior of failure quas-

ticn, subdects in each trsatment conditior almost cqually



attributed failur

b

-
i

=h

T

fod

»!)

o}

o]

fa o

&
i

[y

AT W]

‘.J

1t

noncontinagsnt

voeulre not 3cing well

o2
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of pepopls resrending in sach conditicn only partiszlly sup-
portzd the results of data insvaction, On Block 1 gignifi-
cantly fswaer [ £ {(38) = =2,5C, p < .01, one~tailed), and on
Blockse 2, 3, and 4 marginally significantly fewer ( t 1's
{38y = 1,07, 1,43, and 1,43, respectivzly, p 's < .15, .10,
and , 10, Tespactively, one=tailed) =ubdects in %4te contin-
gant trzatment conditicn arswered OQuastion thar in  +hs
nencontingsnt traeastuwment conditicon, Thus, thers was a +an-
dency for mers children in  the poncoptingent 4rsatmant cone-
dition than <childrer in the ceontirgent +treatment condition
tc maks attributions fer failure, alithougt all children nads
attributions for succsss,




Block 1

Block 2

Block 3

Block 4

TABLE 4
ANALYSES OF ATTRIBUTIONS

Chi-Square Statistics

Success Failure
3.82! 4. 482
4.98° .65
3.82 07
2.57 2.51

1.

2.

3.

For p &

"For p

For p

In

.05, ’)L24.>. 9.49
.05, ')/_‘22 =
.05, fyL23 > 7.

5.99

7.82




TABLE 5

ATTRIBUTIONS OF SUCCESS AND FATLURE: Pl

Success Attributions Failure Attributions

Fair Don't Unfair Don't
Experimenter Effort Ability Know Experimenter Effort Ability Know

Block 1

Contingent i 12 2 5 0 5 0 4
Noncontingent 1 12 0 7 0 6 6 4
Block 2

Contingent 0 15 2 2 0 4 3 4
Noncontingent 2 10 2 6 0 6 2 6
Block 3

Contingent 0 15 3 2 0 4 1 5
Noncontingent 1 11 2 6 0 6 1 7
Block 4

Contingent 1 12 5 2 0 6 2 2
Noncontingent 1 12 2 5 0 6 2 7




TABLE 6

NUMBER OF SUBJECTS MAKING ATTRIBUTIONS

Contingent Noncontingent
Feedback Feedback
Block 1 9 16
Block 2 11 14
Block 3 10 14

Block 4 10 14




have been obscured by ccllapsing over levels of +he TLER face
tor, the tvypes of attributicns made were eoxaminzd as a func-

tion Of hoth treatmert corndi+ion and TAR leval, A breakdown

pant conditicn and TRAPR lzvel are presented in Table 7 In=
spection of Table 7 suggests that a+t the high lsvel of TiF,

subizcts in both treatment conditions terdzd +o attributs

gither feffort® or "don't know" {sze Table 7).
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treatment cenditicorn

know"” althougk fairly =sgual nupbsre of subdec+s in each
treatment conditicon tended o atitribute feilure *+o Yefforew
{sez Tabls 5), The perceived irtaraction betweser *reatpernt
condition and IAR lzvel for +vpes nf attrib

ure was not substantiated by the staticstical aralysis,

No significant differences in responses +c Questions U4

and 5 were found as a function of szx of subisct,

Expectations of future irndspendence. In order to de-
tarmin2 how w2ll noncontingznt fesdhack subdaz gxpacted to

do on a foturse task in cemparison with contingsnt feedback

subjacts, chi-sqguare statistics wers computed compating *the

1*3
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and contingsnt f22dback conditions for each block of treat-

' treatment
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ment trials, ¥o significant diffsrences batwe



TABLE 7
ATTRIBUTIONS FOR FAILURE BY IAR LEVEL

High IAR Low IAR

Unfair Don't Unfair Don't
Experimenter Effort Ability Know Experimenter Effort Ability Know

Block 1

Contingent 0 3 0 1 0 2 0 3
Noncontingent 0 3 3 2 0 3 3 2
Block 2

Contingent 0 1. 2" 3 0 3 1 1
Noncontingent 0 4 0 2 0 2 2 4
Block 3

Contingent 0 2 0 3 0 2 1 2
Noncontingent 0 4 0 2 0 2 1 5
Block 4

Contingent 0 3 1 1 0 3 1 1
Noncontingent 0 4 0 2 0 2 1 5




Suommary and discmssion, RPespeonses *o  questions wers

analvzed in order tc¢ determine whether perceptions and ate-

ness theorv (Abramscn £t al,, 1978} had dsvelopzd in +he

contingant feadback cerdition were mora 1likely #0 report

at they could solve the +rsgaimept puzzls than subjec*s in

N

: Biocks and U4 cof

3

2 noncontingent fesdback ceondition o

1y

oy

treatmant, suqggesting that noncontingsnt fesdback subdects

ot

did not parceive that they could sclve the puzzls. Heowever,

it could not be concludad that nonceortingent feedback sub-

jects parcsived response-ocutcoms irndependsnce as they 4id

not report that thav could net sclve +hs puzzle. Mogst sub-

jzcts in  both +trsaitment conditions reportsd +that they

that thay were doing "wzll" or bettar on +hs puzzles, aeven
though scme children wers not ceriain tha* they could sclve

th2 puzzls, 211 subi=cts made attributicns for succsss,

wd
i
0
e
mn

made attributions for failurs, indicating that mors subd



wars to Hefifeort¥ or M"don?t know" althongh it appearsd as

though i in the ncncontingent fzedback conditicr at

ﬁ)

the low lsvel of IAFR wers most likely ¢o atéribnte failurs
+to the "don't kneow" categerv, Host subijects in both trest-

ment conditicns reported +that they thought that thay wonld

do "yell" or "guits w=1l" on a subsagusant +ask, ¥o differ-
2nces in responsas  tc any of the qguastions were found as 3

function of TAR level or sex of subiack.

On the basis of responses +tc guestionraire items, four
observations seem to be warranted, First, it appearsed +tha
subiscts in th@'noncon ingent feedback condition were less

ort that thsev counld sclve ths trsatmen

[l
ke ]
for
N
N
-
T
“

1Y
wers more likaly than cther subjects 2 atiributs failure o

a causs, but did not sxpect raspecnse-=cutcome indepsndences in

the futurs, Therefors, onlv tenuous support for +the first
purpos2 of the opreliminarvy studv was found, Such tenuous

support suggests that azlthough the methed smploved in +he

preliminary study may be suitable for studying the effects

suitability of +the methed can be confirmsd.
Szcond, it avppeared that *+he children sither belisvad

that thay could sclve the puzzls or ware reluctant o admnit



failurs, Subdescts in both *rezatment conditions ware mors

likelv %o raport +hat they could *mavhe® enlve the problen

addition, 2ven thoss subdjects whe were not certain that they
cculd seolve the probler reported that they wers doing
"yell®, ‘¥guite well®™, or "very well” ¢n the problem, As

w211, sub-dscts whe made failure attributicns also made suce

cess attributicns, Thus, it appsared t0 the present aunther
that children were Teluctant +o admit *hat +hev counld net

solve the puzzle, On the basis cof subjects' apparent reluc-
tence %o report that they ware not deoing well on tha +reat~

ment problem, 1t would seem +0 be imporiant ¢to provide sub-

jects with ambiguous response catzqgories, as din the
praliminary study (2.,9., "maybs®, "don't krnow") rather than

to forca cholicas, as in the Dwack and Bush (1976) studv.

Third, +tke largs number of marginally sigprificart dif-

o]

ferences suggested that the power *o detesct sigrificant af-

fects should be dincrseased by increasing +t+he number of sub-

Fourth +hs lack of any significant sex differsnces con
quastionnairs responses implied that szx of biect nesd not

be considered as a factor in future studies, although rTe-
sults on perfermances facters alse nesd to be considersed ho-

fore such a decision is €finalized,



ing lzarned thalplessness, The first appropriateness cri-
terion was that sub-ects irn +the contingant fesdback

condition had snough +rials in which *0 lzarn +he discrimi-

jects in the rnoncontingent fesdback conédition had snouch

*rials in whick +to dzvelcp a performance dacrepant irn com-

iﬁ

pariszon %to sub-iscts in the contingent feedbeack condi*ion,

Humber ¢f frials, in order +tc determine whether sube
jects in *the contingent feedback conditior had a sufficisnt

l2m, two nszasurss of performance wers evaluated First, us-
ing a criterion of six successive correct rasponses {(Deiner

& Dwack, 1¢€78}, the numbsr of subijects whe learnad the dise
crimination was calculatsd, Szcend, in order to determins
the number of +rials nzcessary for subdscts +o  lsarn +he

discrimination, the number of subdects whe met the learnirng

by

+
o
o
fta
3

breksn down by blcocks of +trzatment trials i preserie
4

=
m
nde
O
e
; Ay
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[
h

Tabla 8, TInspection ¢f Table 8 raveals that the
subiacts (¥ = 1%) in thea contingent feedback condition wers
able to sclve the *trazining problem, Inspgction of bleck hy

blcck ragults reveals wide variations in the number of tri-



gven thouah a maierity of subdects who solved +the puzzle A4ia

v

within the firet block of +rials, Wid= variations in +he

i
o]

nupbar cf blecks ¢of trials necded 0 solve *he puzzle corres

spond with wide variations in +he number of =rrors sach sube

subiects *+o solve the puzzle was satisfactory, +he variabil-
ity in number of +trials regquired to sclve the puzzlse and
nurber of errors mayvy have resulted in wide variations ip +he

amcunt of parfcrmance decrement induczd among voksd norcone

o

t

oo

ngznt fesdback subdscts during the test phasea,

I

o

1 order fto investigats the relationship between number

of failure +rialsg and the amourt of performance decrensnt

calculated betwsen nunber of failure +rials and responcs la-
tency during trestment for subjects in sach experimental
condition on sach bleck of +rials, Correlaticns are pre-

ented in  Tabls 9, Inspaction of Table 9 suggests +hat

)]

¥

thin the corntingent fesdback=high TAPR condition and +ha

',Jn

=
frs

noncontingent feedbacks~lcow TR cordition pumber of failurse



TABLE 8
NUMBER OF SUBJECTS SOLVING PROBLEM ON EACH TRIAL

Number of Subjects

Block 1 8
Block 2 3
Block 3 : 3
Block 4 1

TOTAL 15
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IA® conditicors the rnumber of failure +rials was ralsted +o
response latenciss during treatment, If +hz degres cf per-

of helplessness, then the numbsr of failure trials receivad

during *treatmert would be relatsd +o the deqres of helpless-
nesg, at least among low TAF subdects,

Devslorzert of performance decrement, The secord cri
terion in determining the appropriateness of +he treatmant
tagk was that sub+dects in +hse nonceon gent fzadback condi-

ien had =nouqgh trials in which to develop & performance dse
crament, Although 2 performance decrement appsared *o he
avident from *the answers to questionnaire itzms, an analysis
of variance of resvonse latencies betwsen contingent fesd-

back and nonceorntingert fezedback subtiscts was of interest fer

corroboration of attribution resul+ts, Therefeore, a 2 {IXR
scors) by 2 (treatmsent condition) by 2 (sex of subdject) bv &

{(blocks of trials) nmixed rodel analvsis of variance was con-

fte

ducted to investigate diffsrences between groups during

tr

:“?'

ment, Batween subiject factors wsre IAR score, +reat-

U‘



TABLE 9

CORRELATIONS BETIWEEN FAILURES AND RESPONSE LATENCY

#**_E .01

Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 Block 4
Contingent
Feedback
* k% Kok

High IAR /A .34 .73 .89
Low IAR .01 .05 28 .37
Noncontingent
Feedback
High TAR ~-.26 .13** —.02*** .01***
Low IAR .29 .55 .81 .70

*p .10

% p .05




zffzcts in order to corract for liberal sstimates of cffects
due to violation of assumpiticns of homogsrnesity of within-
group variance=-covariance matrices (Kirk, 1968}, As can bz
seen from Table 10, nc sigrnificant main effect of sex of
subject or significant interacticn effects of ary variable
with sex ¢f subdect were found, Therzfore, dJdata were com-
bined across the sex ¢f subisct variable znd reanalyzed, as
sax of subisct was not a facior of dintersst. 2 2 ({(IiR

cors) hy 2 {trszatment conditicn) by 4 (tlocks of trialsy

n

mixed model analysis of variance was conducted,

A surppary *able of results is presentz2d in Table 11,
and me2an response latencies of subjects in  esack treatment
condition at =ach bleock of treatment +rials are pressnted in
Figurs 1, Inspecticn of Figurs 1 suggssts that {1) responss
latencias in the twe +treatment conditions differsd, with
faster response latencies in the contingent fzedback ceondi-
tion: (2} r=2spornse latencies decrsas=d over time: arnd (3)

response latencies ir the contingent fesdbeck +rsatment cone

de

ditiosn dscresased more aguickly over blocks of +rials +han ro-

$

sponse latencies in the ncncontingent fesedback condition,



TABLE 10

ANALYSIS OF TREATMENT LATENCIES WITH SEX

*p <£.10
A% p e .0
***Rﬁv.

5
01

Source daf Mean Square F
Treatment 1 420. 88 3.08*
Sex 1 27.47 .20
- IAR 1 98. 44 .72
Treatment x Sex 1 266.00 1.95
Treatment x IAR 1 15.56 .11
Sex x IAR 1 164.63 1.21
Treatment x Sex x TAR 1 11.29 .08
ERROR 32 136.45
*kk % 1
Blocks 3 671.25 38.43 (19.21 31,32)
Blocks x Treatment 3 18.39 1.05
Blocks x Sex 3 2.82 .16
Blocks x IAR 3 12.03 .69
Blocks x Treatment x Sex 3 2.46 .14
Blocks x Treatment x IAR 3 12.25 .70
Blocks x Sex x IAR 3 42,81 2.45,,,(1.2351,32)
Blocks x Treatment x Sex x IAR 3 69.13 3.96 (3.98;1,32)
ERROR 96 17.47
1. Conservative F-ratio, followed by degrees of freedom.



The results of +he alysis conly partially supporied the ob-
sarvations, 2 marginally significant main zffzct of traat-
ment was fournd ( F- {1, 38} = 3,12, p < .08 {sze Table 113,
2 significarnt main effect for blecks of +reatment *rials was

found ( F (3, 108) = 35,74, p < ,001 and Conservative F (1,
12y = 11.91, p < .01} indicating that responsse latencies dee-
creasad ovaer blocks of treatment trials, Ve significant ine

teraction was found bstween blocks of frials  and *reatment

egqnivalsnt rate across trizls, No other sigrificart main
sffacts or interacticn effacts wers found ({(se= Tabls 11y .

Dzspite *he lack ¢f a sigrificant interaction petwsen

fode

blocks of *rials and treaztpent condition, it remained of in-

in the ncncentingant zdback condition, Maans for the twe

trezatment conditicrs wers compared for sachk block of *rsa+te

varianca were  employed as suggested by Eouvanet z2rd Lepirs



TABLE 11

ANALYSTS OF TREATMENT LATENCIES

Source

Treatment

TIAR

Treatment x TAR
ERROR

Blocks

Blocks x Treatment
Blocks x IAR

Blocks x Treatment x IAR
ERRORS

af

O\ pt b= m

0w Wwww

Mean Square

420.
98.
15.

134.

671.
18.
12.
12.
18.

88
b4
56
33

25
39
03
25
78

35.
.98
.64
.65

*
.13
.73
.12

74%%%(11.91;1,12)

*¥p & .10
*% p & .05
#%k p £ .01
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incraments, cobserved differancss weare sigrificantly differ-
ent statiesti 1y enly c¢n Bleock & ( F. 's = .40, 1,46, L,62,
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it was apparsnt

contingsnt faadback condition were vresponding more slewly
d

o

than subdects 1in the centingent feedback condition by +the

joe]

2nd of the *reatment pha of the =xperiment, .

l")

It ceould not ba corcludad, however, +that a performancs

decremsnt had occurred among noncontingent feedback suh-

ences betwaaen trzatwment conditions is that an adventitio
responsa2  stratedy may have been  adopted by noncontingent

faedback subiscts, It was vpossible that slower responding

carafully amcng subjects who had rot solved the  puzzle by
the fourth block of +rials {(i.=,, all sub-iecte in the non-
contingant feedback condition} +than amonag snbhiects who had
solvad the puzzle {i.2., a madjority of subiscts in tha cop-

tingent feedback condition),
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tigating learned helplessne

[t

WE VS, It was found that a madjority (75%) of the subiects in

the contingent feedback ceondition sclvaed the discrimiration

\...a
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3
Q
s
3
143}

significantly 3in a vpositive manner +o response
during treatment among subjects in  +the centingent feedback-
high TAR and noncontingent feedback-low TAR conditiens,

Such a finding indicated that the number of failurs +rials

als were compared bsetvwesn treatment conditions, Although

e

only a marginally significant main eoffsct for treatment cor-

QJ

ition was found, subdzcts in the contingent fesdback condi-
tion had significantly fas*ar resvonse lateancies <+harn sub-

acts in +the noncontingent fesdback condition on +he last

wd

block of +%rsatment +rials, Howavar, bscause subiscte in

Instaad, it appeared +that subiects in thm noncontingent

feedback condition had adoptad an adventiticus resycnss-
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the discrimination and subdscts in the noncontingsnt

back conditicon desmonstrated slowser responding than subdects
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nent, Thus, criteria for Astermining suitability
traatment task were satisfisd, sucgesting that the discrimi-
nation puzzle should be employad during +treatment in fature

tudiag,

0]

Szcond, it was fcund that subjects within +hs contin-
gent feedback ~high TAR and noncortingent fesdback-low TAR

groups who experisnced morsz failurs :trials had longer re-

trials, Thus, it appsared that a greater performance dscre-

ment  was induced among those subkjects who exparienced 2

2ffacts ameng noncontingent fsedback subiscts during the
tast phase of the experimant, Therafore, it would s=2em to
be important to attempt to reduce variability in number of

arrors in fature studies of learnad helplessness affscts,

It
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task, If the task were 2ither oo difficult or too szev,
then ne differences in verformance would bz  fournd betuyser

*ha contingent feedback and noncon+tingant fezdback condi-
Lons, A 2 (IAR scera) by 2 {sex of subisct) by 2 {(treat-

condition) multivariate analysis of variance collapsing

over tha 4 blocks of test *rials was conductzd +0 tz2st +the
hypothesis of overall qroup diffsrences. The dspendent
neasurss used wers (1) actwal amecunt of time for problen
solving or tims spants {2) solution tim2: and (3) number of

ansuccoassfully conpletsed +rials, A summarv tabls of rasul+ts
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is prasentad in Table 12, As can

Subsequently, a 2 {IAR scora) by 2 {tr=atment condi-
+ion) multivariate analvsis of variancs collapsing over the

& blocks of test trials vwags conduckad. Fellow-up analvyses



TABLE 12

ANALYSES OF TEST SCORES WITH SEX FACTOR

Source df Multivariate F
Treatment 3,30 1.54
Sex 3,30 S42,
IAR : 3,30 2.79
‘Treatment x Sex 3,30 1.47,
Treatment x TAR 3,30 2.42
Sex x IAR 3,30 .84
Treatment x Sex x IAR 3,30 .17
Mean Square Univariate F Step—~Down F
Treatment )
Time Spent 202.50 .12 12,
Solution Time 1470.16 .70 4.50
Errors 5.62 " 1.00 .12
Sex ’
Time Spent - 112,22 .07 .07
Solution Time 31.15 .01 .03
Errors 1.22 .22 1.15
1AR
Time Spent 96.72 .06 .06,
Solution Time 5671.54 2.71 7.33
Errors 30.62 5.44 .98
Treatment x Sex
Time Spent 1.94 .00 .00
Solution Time 730.17 .35 1.11*
Errors 11.02 1.96 3.21
Treatment x IAR .
Time Spent 756.90 .45 A5,
Solution Time 851.01 .41 5.07
Errors 13.22 2.35 1.59
Sex x IAR
Time Spent 140.62 .08 .08
Solution Time 387.51 .18 .12
Errors 5.62 1.00 2.30
Treatment x Sex x IAR
Time Spent 304.70 .18 .18
Solution Time 400.06 .19 .02
Errors 2.02 .36 .33
* p£.10
% p £.05

%% p £,01.




tivariate, univariate, and step—-down rasults for sach bleck

of trials individually, Summarias of rasults are pressentad
in Tables 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, and 18, Centreids asscciatsed

with =2ach group of subiscts ars presentzd in Figure 2. Urn-

less otharviss specified, alpha = .55 was enmploysd to As-
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spschi Figura 2
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suagssts that subdects in *the low TAR noncontinge

condition performsd more poorly than subdscts in  other ex-

parimaental conditions,?2 N¢ other groups of subiects avpears

o parform differantially, Cbhbserved differences wers suabe

iate analysis, Using alvha = ,10 for multivariate +teosh
statistics because of +hz conservative naturs of ths analy-
sis (Humm=l and Slige, 197171 a significant interaction of-
fact was found bestween TAR level and ifreatment conditien
{Multivariata F {3, 34y = 2,482, p < ,10), The overall main
2ffact for IAR laval was found tc be significant (Multivari-

ate ¥ (3, 34) = 2,84, p < .05 while the overall main effect

2 The term exverimental condition is used teo identifyv uniqus
cells within the factorial dssign {i.=2,, ons l2vel of the
TAR factor crossed with ons 1lavel of the +treatmant fac=-
e
LorY .



Discrimisant functicn analysis. Raw 2and standardized

discriminant function weigh%s for +ha traa+tment condition hy

nant function analysis provides a linear combinaticn of

conditions, By examininrg group rankings ard

ur< waightings, one is ables to describz group

condition had significantly hetter performance scores +than

s

subjacts in the noncontingent feedback condition {(Multivari-

at2 F {3, 38) = 3,65, p < .0%, Within thz noncontingent

faedback cepditieon, subdects at the low lsvel of T2AR had
significantly lowsr performancs scorss +than subiects at+ +he

Consideration of ccmparisens of group centreids clari-

igrnificant main and intsraction affects.
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PERFORMANCE
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FHIGH LOW
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Source

Treatment

IAR

Treatment x IAR
ERROR

Treatment

TABLE 13

ANALYSES OF TEST SCORES

Mean Square

df Multivariate F

3
.3
3
34

Univariate F

Tl
.84,
.42

Multivariate F

Time Spent 202.50 .13 <13,
Solution Time 1470.16 77 4.89
Errors 5.62 1.01 .21
1AR
Time Spent 96.72 .06, <06, ..
Solution Time 5671.54 2.98** 7.94
Errors 30.62 5.52 .61
Treatment x TAR
Time Spent 756.90 .50 <50, .
Solution Time 851.00 .45 5.51
Errors 13.22 2.38 1.18
* <« .10
*% £ .05
#%% p £ .01




Dependent
Measure

Time Spent
Solution Time

Errors

TABLE 14
DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION

Raw
Coefficient

0.031
-0.006

-0.476

WEIGHTS

Standardized
Coefficient

1.225

-0.271

-1.121




lowing noncontingent fezdback contributed +n +he overall
main gffact of IAR lavel as no significant diffzrance he-

twzen high and low TAR =zubjects was found following contin=

gent faedback during traatmnsnt, Tn additiorn, subdects at
the high 1l2vel of TAR vperfeorm=d significantly bet+ter than

fermad differsntly *han any other group of subjscts: chil-

sffects of the omnibus
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nalysis are presented in Table 13, follcwad by univariats

suqggests that no group diffarences occurred in +the amonnt of
time subjects spent trying to solve ths  block dssign prob-
lans, inalysis of group mazans supportzd obssrvation (=ceo
Tables 13 and 15), Inspection of Table 16 for soluticn time
{unadjusted means) suggests +that subdects with low  TAR
scoraes had longer problem sclution *imes than subdjects with
high IAR scorss, Obssrvaticn wag supported partially by +he

resulis of the analysis, HMean sclution times were marginale-



TABLE 15

ANALYSES OF TEST PHASE GROUP COMPARISONS

#%% p £.01

Source Multivariate F Univariate F Step-Down F
High IAR~ Contingent
vs. Noncontingent .48
Time Spent .11 .11
Solution Time 1.25 2.37
Errors 1.09 .20
Low IAR - Contingent Kook
vs. Noncontingent 3.65
Time Spent 47 47
Solution Time. .08 2.60
Errors .24 .07
Noncontingent - i
High vs. Low IAR 5.07
Time Spent .10, <10, .4
Solution Time 2.87, .4 13.39
Errors 7.57 1.50
*p4£.10
#% p£.05



ly significantly lengsr among the low TAR subiects +han

among high TAR subdects (F {1, 36) = 2,98, p- < , 10y,  Main

suggests that low T2R  =ubijects made morse srrors than

high IZR sub-dscts and +hat

mada more srrors at the lo
lavel of TAR, Analvses of group means csupportsd observa-
tion, Subdects within +ths low level of IAR made signifi-

cantlvy more sarrors than subijszcts within ths high leval of

than subiects withip +he high

4]

made significantly mors error
lavel of IAR { F {1, 36) = 7,57, »p < ,01), Main affect of

trzatment condition arnd intsraciion effact of +frea+tpent cor-

i
de

di+ion and IAR lavael were not significant (s32 Tables 13 ard

H
!

18%Y. Inspection of Table 16 for numbsr of srrors suqggests
that low IAR subjects rads more errors +han high TAR sub=
jects and that noncontingent fesdback subdiscts made morTe sr-
rorg at the low lsvel of TAR than at thz high level of Tar.
Anzlvsas of group means supported cobzarvation, Sub+dects

within +the low 1level of IAR made significantlyv more errers

than subjects within the Thigh level of IRAF {( F (1, 386)



1y mora arrers than sub-scts within <+he high lavel of TAT {
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In gensral, r2sults cf univariats anzlyses supperi and
furthsr explicate raosults of multivariats analysss., No sig=

nificant differences were found betwesn treatnmen®t QUOULSE &S

fovd

rasult of aither univariate or multivariats analysass., 2Al-

thoagh the interaction =sffact betwsen frsatment conditicn

univariate and nmultivariate analyses suggest2d  +that+t 2all

B

thras dependent measuras should bs retained in future stud-

¢

in analysis of step~down zffects
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was provided by the ccmputer packagz for znalysis of pul+i-

variats sffects {Finn, 1979y, Step~down analyses ars simi=-



Time Spent

Contingent

Noncontingent

‘ Solution Time

TABLE 16

TEST SCORE MEANS

High
21.54 (8.80)*

22.58 (7.89)

(unadjusted)

Contingent
Noncontingent

Solution Time

High
23.63 (11.08)
24.36 (10.55)

(adjusted for Time

IAR
Low

24.49 (11.47)

21.19 (10.44)

IAR
Low

27.28 (13.72)

32.62 (15.35)

Contingent
Noncontingent

Errors

Contingent

Noncontingent

High
(24,42

23.99

High
43 (L47)

.33 (.34)

Spent)
IAR
Low
25.54
33.69
IAR
Low
.58 (.69)
1.05 (.76)

% Standard deviations are presented in parentheses.




lar to analvsss of cevariancs and are caleula+=d as follous,

Depeandant variables are stepped into a multivariats aguation

=y

praviously stepped=in dependent variabls has bhesn removed,
Tn th2 prasent analveis, depandent variables wore st=zpoped in

facts was actual amcunt of time spent angage=d in problsam
solving behaviour, fcllowsd by solution time, followed hy

numbar of arrors, Although an analysis of step-down sffects
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¥as not planned, the rvesults of
information,
Stap-down 2ffects of the cmnibus analysis ars pressented

n Table 13, £ollowed by step-down =ffects of group cor=

trasts in Table 15, Means associated with the solution +ipme

in Takle 16 suggestsd +hat {1

feedback condition had faster so-

lution timms for block d2sign  problems +than subjects in +ha
nencontingant faasdback condition: {2) subdects with hiqh TAR
scoras had faster sclution times for bhlock dssign problems

than subijacts with lcw TAR scorazs: and {3) within the non=




subiezcts with low TAR  sScores, Obesarvad differsnces wars
corroberataed by gtatistical analvses, X2 zignificant main
zffect of treatment was found { F (1, 35) = 4,89, p < .05y,

n the noncontingent fesdbhack condition. B significant main
agffect of IAR lsvel was fonurd {( F {1, 35) = 7,94, p < .01

indicating that subjects with high TAR scorzs  had signifi-

cantly faster solution +imes than subiscts with low TAR

scores, 3 gignificant interaction =2ffsct botwsen treatment
condition and IAR level was found { F {1, 33) = 5.5%1, p <
08y, The nature of the interaction was clarified by con-
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at thes high and low l=vels of IiR revsaled only marginally
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scores ((F {1, 35 = 13,39, 1< ,0M7., Within the contin=~
gant edback condition, subiects with high IAR scoress did



al amount of time =2ngaced ir problem solving and scluticr

In general, analvess of step-down 2ffacts did not re=-

rd

fte

veal any more infermaticn ng group differences than

4

&q

oY)

4

for 2 significant ovarall

’:‘1‘

did multivariate analysss oxcep

traatmaent effect, Howsver, analvses of step-down effegeocts in

s
m

comparison with univariate offesc clearly indicated %hat
variability among subdjects ir the actual amount of +tipe

spent working ¢n block design prebleme obscursd performancs
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xperimental conditions, Particularly neo-
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ticeable was reducticn ir betwsen -group &rrar variance frem

a univarizte analysis ({Mean Square = 475,72) *o a step=dcwn
analysis {Msan Square = 136, 87) of solution tims. Such 3

an effort sheuld be made to reduce withir-csll variability,
It sszems clsar that centrol over within-csll variability

should bz exparimental rather thar statistical in natnrse,

I

Bzcause one possible contributing factor +o the withire
cell variability in scorss durirg test was the wide vari-
abilitv in number of failurz trials during treatment, corre-

lation co=zfficlents betwaeen number of failure +rials during



but not in the noncontingsnt feecdback conditions, That isg,
i+ appsars that within centingert fesdback nditisne sub-

solution timss, and made more arrors during +estirng

and batween number co¢f errers in Block 4 within +he lcw TAR

group { p < .07 ard nurbker cof failurs trials. Varginally
significant correlaticns wsere found bstweern amount of +ipe
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gorking on the puzzle and numbher of fai

2 and 4 within the high IAR aroup and batwesr nupber of or-

the low IAR group and in Bleocck 3 for the high TAR group, ¥o

significant ccrrelations wers found within the noncontingert
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time spesnt, soluticr *ims, and rumbar ¢Ff 2rrors was mani-

fested, The development and dissipation of learnad help=-

As c¢an be seen from Table 18, most of the significant
treatmant differences between groups of subjects occnrred
during the second or :hird bleocks of test +rials.  Such =

result suggzsts that subdects must encounter failure or dif=-

ficulty on the test task befors learned helplessness is man-
ifested, It appears, thersefore, +that the test phase +tack

which was enpleved was Aifficul* encugh to  inducs learned

helplassnass but not so Adifficult that lesarnsd helplessness
affacts werse obscured, It also should be noted that by the
last block of tast trials, nc significant differences among




TABLE 17

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN TREATMENT AND TEST SCORES

Block 1 Block 2 .Block 3 Block 4
Contingent Feedback -
High IAR
* K&k %
Time Spent 11 .46 .69 49 -
Solution Time .25 .24 .40 .30
Errors 41 .27 Ny .17
Low IAR
Time Spent w15 .11 .09 -.02
Solution Time L4l .05, .09 e300
Errors .29 .51 .27 .
Noncontingent Feedback
High IAR
Time Spent .06 .01 -.06 -.29
Solution Time .17 .01 .01 -.02
Exrrors .10 .34 .04 .12
Low TAR
Time Spent -.02 .20 .10 -.23
Solution Time -.18 .18 .03 -.23
Errors -.34 .01 -.17 -.24
% p &.10
*% p « .05
k%% p £ .01




TABLE 18
ANALYSES FOR EACH BLOCK OF TEST TRIALS

Source F-Statistics
Block 1 Block 2 Bloeck 3 Block 4

*
Treatment .92 1.85 2.22 .93
ok %A%k
IAR 3.11 4.39 1.50 .54
K%
Treatment x IAR .86 3.16 1.28 1.08
*p 4 .10
*& < .05
*%% p £ .01



SHBMATV. Suitability of block design probleme for

varigty of data aralytic techniques, WNo significart A4iffere
gnces as a function of sex of subisct were found, Overall,

subdects with low TIAFR scores, 2l+though no ovsrall signpifi-

contingant fesdback subdjects orly at the low lesvel of I3F,

indicating +that learned halplessness effacts occurred in +hae

noncontingent feadback ccondition at the low TAR level, Ug~
ing wunivariate analysas, ne sigrificant main affect of

low IAR scorses, Analyses of step-down 2ffacts revealed +hat

subigcts with low IAR scores. In addition, it was fonnd

odo

that within +the noncontingent feedback condition sub jects



with high IAR scorass had significantly shorter problam solu-
tion times than sub+dects with lew TAR scorss, ¥hen group

groups ogccurrad

final block cof

Five otservations s=ap tc be warranted from the svalua-

noncontingant fezdback during +reatment and had low TRAD

scorss indicatino that +he series of block dasign problars
v P

that the largest learnsed helplessness offects cecurred dure-
ing the second and third blocks of +test +rials, ils such
2 rasult  supports the contention that 2 challenging +eost
task 1s necsssary in crdser +foc produce lesarnzd helplaess egs,
it also suggasts that +the tsst task was not so difficnls
that lsarnsd helplessnass effects ware obscursd. Thus, it



Fourth, steap-dcwn analvses revealad that a grzat daal
of within=c2ll wvariability was obscuring an overall +raat-
ment condition effect, indicating a to reduce error
variabili+ty in futnre siudies of a gimilar paturs, Al+thouah

lat=ad to length of time spent working on vroblams znd number
of errors within contingent fsedback groups, Thusg i+t wenld
appear that reducing variability in the number of treatment

fallure <trials would rasduce within-cell variancs during
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of sax of subdect, it apps

not nesd to be included as a factor in future studias of

l=arnad helplassness,

Sumnary of Results.

The present ssection was Adivided into a number cf sub-

tions formulated for the main studv of lsarned heslvnlasssness,

a sunmary of recommnesndations is pressntaed at +the =2nd of +he

ds

pressnt sscticn,



T> recapitulate, +he purposes of +hs preliminary study

reafold,

trainirng sk 1n which subjects in th2 contingsnt feedback

condition could solve +the problem, but solve it graduzlly
anough so that lesarnsd helplessness had time to devalep

within the noncontingent fesdback condition: and {3} to fast

In general, it appsared tha%* subijscts in +he noncontin=-

gent f2edback condition were less likelv than other subdects

caus2, but did nct expsct responss=outcoms independence in

performance of other childran their age, nmost subiscts re-

portzd that theyv thought that other children cculd solve +heo



puzzlza, According tc reformulated learnsd thelplessness

study would be useful in future studies of perscnal help-
lzssness,

Two recommendations for the main study were formulated

on the basis of gusstionnaire resul+s, Tirs:t, the continucd

he main study was racommendsd,

focussed thelr attentior on cognitive activity. Focussing

(o]

on cognitive activity may have interacted synergistically
with trezatmsnt +o produce thelplzss behaviour. Thus, i%
would be advisable tc retain a vprocsdurs as closs +c that
amployad in the preliminary studvy as possible, Tn addition,
retaining the gussticnnaire provides the child with short
breaks from concerntrating on solving the puzzle, Even such
shoert breaks helped *o pace sach child and to prevent fa-

tigus in what was *tvpicallv a half hour session. The time



Clearly, «children in the preliminary study were  not con-
vinced of their success or failure at the *ask, Yet when

subjects in +the nencontingsnt feedback condifion BXpresssd

task, It alsc was interssting o note subijscts? patierns of
responses regarding reasons behind their success or failures
while all sub-dects gave a reason fer their success, substan-
tially fewer subdiects agave a rsason for +their failure.
Thus, it is recommended that +he guestiornnpaire be retainsd

resant form for the main studvy,
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Purpsse Two: Suitebilizy o

Thres=qguarters of the subjects in the contingent feed-

back cendition solved the discrimination problem and sube

o

slower responss latencies in comparison with subjects in +he
contingent fasedback condition by +ha last block of +reatmart

trials, Tt was concluded that the +reatment fask was guita=



In azddition *o the above results, it was found +ha+t +he

1)

numbar of failure +rials was relatzd positively +¢  +#ha

Whan such rasul+ts were considersd in condunction with wids
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in the numbsr of failure *rials could be reducad by minimiz-
ing variability in the number of failure trials exparienced
bv subijects, Therafore, it is recommaended that thae treat~

'd in order to raducz variability in

-3

he procedure which was re-

[44]

comrendad was that a navw problem be introducsd %o contingsnt

feedback subdects on sach block of trzatmsnt +rials, Hithin

the ceontingsent fesdback conditior, the poncontingent fasd-

back condition, and %ths constant failura fesdback conditior,

it was reccmmendsd that =sach subject be informed a+ +tha he-
ginning of sach block of +rials that tha puzzls wmay ha +ha

n

ame or different as on the previous sat of trials.  The re-

comnznded changes in orcocsdure should thelp te minimize dif-
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ferences among subdacts in +he nunm of failure axpariences
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by producing mors failure %trials among contingent feadback

s the problems, Thus, within-gronp
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by a performance

i

dafici+t Aduring testin ; ‘ , a ith othar expzrinmantal
conditions, was evident among subdscts who had recsivsed nonp-
contingent feedback during :trzatment and had low TAR Scores

for failure due *to effert itens, Thus, it was concluded

tw2en number of failurs trizls during *reatment and learned

helplessness behaviour among noncontingant failurs subizcts

Al

sugagssiing that nonceontingency of failurs and succsss rather

than failure per se¢ contributed significantly o lsarned
helplessnaess beshaviour, I+ will be of intsrsst +o0 pursue
the relationship bhetwesn noncontingancy and failure in ¢he

Two reacommendations werse dasvaloped on  the basis of +he



trials, suggesting that the task its2l1f promo+ed relief fren

n

learned helrlessness zffacis, Second, the multivariate pod=-

21 should bz retainazd in the main stuly, Not only was the
nultivariate modsl mers rowsrful  +than the univariats modals

Althongh data vrpertaining ¢ the main purposas of +he

szveral resulits which
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143
during *treatment, and thz large rveductior in within-group

variancs whan 2 step-down analysis procsdurs was used during

reduce erreor variabiliivy +o soms sxtent, zspecially amnng

studv, By reducing within-group variability and increasing

nunbar of subjects within expesrimental conditions, vproblens

assoclated with variability in scores should b raduced in

IAR 2s a dssign facter, No diffesrenczs in answers +o
gquastionnaire 3items or performance during treatment wers

found as a  function of TAR scors, During the tast situa~

subjects who had low IAR scores and had recoived noncontin-

i

no differences in beshaviour as a funciion of traa+ment vro-
cedure were found ameng subijects with high TAR scores, A~



faedback cond

appzar t¢  bs

same as thoese snploved praviously,

mrarisons can bz made wi

ition *c¢ = emploved in

treatment parformancs scoras 7

SCOTES, I+ was concluded

th ths

i3
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1978: pwack & Rappucci,

procaduras emplovad In the preliminary study were not

constant failurs
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of mals and femals sub-scts ba includsed in =ach

perimental Tesulis, Thus, although i: was re=



comnanded that sex of subdsct sheould not b2 analyzad a

n
)

imantery wsre confirmed, Subjacts in ths noncontingent

fazedback conditicr were less 1likely than subijects in +he

centingent feedback conditicon +o rTapert +hat tha conld
solvae the puzzle and were more likslv thar subisctz in *has

mf
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contingant fesadback conditicn +to make attributi:

ura, Slower ressponse laternciss during +reatment wars found
among  nonceontingent fesdback subdects in comparison  with
contingent fezdback subiacts, I=arned helplessness sffascts

warz found oaly among ncncontingent fagdback~low TAR sube

not ba  dizniszsed lightly, Thersfore, it was recommapded

that {a) ferals experinmentsr(s) who is/are nnfariliar with

{4

axparimental hypotheses be enpleyed o collzct data in +hs

£



Untreated conirel condition. During the collecticn of

data for the preliminary study, i+ was +the perception of *ho

roge

experimenter that filling ocut the gquestionpaires helpzd to

ra2lax ths gubdect, I+t iz possibls
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A numbsr ¢of recopmgndations werse formulated feor, +he

fase
$1]

h

of results of the pra2liminary ctndy,

fode
n
{

main gstudy on tha basi

1 Retain use of trasatmsent guestionraires.
25 Retain the treatment questionnaire in the form used

4, Maintain the block dssion task during the +est gite

5. Maintain the nultivariate modsl,

6, Increzsse the rpumbar of subiscis per @xperimental
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collect data,

Usz a studant intsrest guestionnairs
lax untreat=d contrecl condition sub-dects bafeore
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ure  outccmas: {2y to differencss
groups reaceiving noncontingent
comnes: {3y *t¢ genevalization of
pendsnt or rasponss independent

betwenn

and c¢onstant failure ont-
gxpectancy of rasponse Jda-
cutcomes from pretreatnert

in bebavicur as a function

Detailed explanations of
reasearch gquestions arse ax-

which falls at the end cof Chapter 2 {ssz pags 72},
Recommsnded changes in  procedure as outrlined in  +he
szction, Surmarv of Recormzndatiorns, frem the preliminery

studvy wsre incorperated into the

S2CTION,

rrocadar

O

low in the

8
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Treatsent (training) Dphase. The dssign . was a 2 {TAR

scorsy by 3 {procsdurs) by 4 {blocks of 1¢ +training trials)

&

trial factor, The two lavels of ths IAR scors were high ard

3 The nine scheols frowm which children ware chosen as sub-
jects for the wmain study 3included Brock Corvder, Carpat-
hia, Glenelm, Grosvencr, Harrow, Kent Read, laura Szcord,
Mulvay, and ¥oclsslevy,
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by 4 {procsdurs) by 4 (blocks of 3

between subtdsct nmsasurss
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corraspond
igman {13576)

procadural groups were conting
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tresatment and test phases of the study, Femals exXpseriman-
+*e&rs warse chosen for tyo reascns, First, woman were usad in
ordsr t¢o maintain comparability with ths reliminary study

ing. Ssz=cond, Dwack and Bush {1976} have demonstrated sig-

TAR group had & mean gcore of 8,9, and subidscts in the low
IAR group had & mean scoers of 4,7, Within sach l=zvel of TAR

cora, subiacts wers assigned o axparimsntal treatmant con-

1]



tration of ayparimsntal treatments and testing coccurred from

Contingant feadback. The vprocadure  for contingsnt
feadback subdects wes essentially the same as that ip the

prelinminarv study, except that zach block 2f 16 trsatment
trials corstituted a2 new problem, The modificatior was con-

sistant with the precedural changs suggsstsd at  the end of

nuambar of failure +rials sxpsrisnced bv subiscts. The
change in procedure was incorporated inte +he dinstructicers

betw2an @ach puzzle to subiects as follows:

W2 are gcing to try  this puzzle again, The same
Aisplavs may or may not be correct this +tims - =
that ig for von +0 figurs ocut, Bezmembsr to try %o
get as manv corract as vossible,
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failurs condition, sach =zubisct was t0ld that his or he
sponss was incorrect and lost peints on svery trial.

other aspascts of +the procedure ¥sre i
+ha contingent and noncontingent faa

both trsatment and *tegt,

Contrel. The purpossa
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+tion was o provide an estimats of +tha difficulty
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included

veu endoy plaving in winter ?

games do
genes do vou =2n-doy plaving in sumnar ?
YHCR classas)?

{for aexampls,

anc, skating, heckev, cellescting stanps)?
What are vour favourite tslevision programnmes

¥hat do von en-decv d2ing +he most on vweskends 7

154

playing the pi-

sz subiects in the control conditicn did not recelvys
reatmant instructicns, instructions £o2r ths block de-
probliem had te te altaered slightly, The instructions

Now T would likse vycou %*¢ trv thzse block design
puzzles, I will =how vou a dosign on a card liks
this, Notice +that =zach block has two sides that
are s0l1id whitse, two sides that ars szclid red, and
gides that are half and half, ¥hat I would
you *o 4o is to arrange the blecks so that
look =axactlv like the picturs, likse +hig,
ven are  finished, 1zt me know that vou ars
If veou do well on these problams T will
YGou a DET,
myary once in a while T will ask vou fo an«
sWwer sSome guzstions, The guestions will be writ-
*2n on shests of papsr, and vyoun can just put *the
papars in a pile over hers a3 you firnish, For now
though, I Hust want voun to work at solving the
npuzzlasg,



Y

Regsnlts and Discussion

inalvsis of the results was designzd 4o ansver ths she-

cific hypothasss and guasgtion cf ax¥xperimsntzl intsrest
which constitured +the purposes of +he main study Hypoth-

o
in
&
n

2. A Adastalilsd vpressntation of ths rasults of the main
stndy will be followed by 2 comparison of the prassent re-

sults with the rasnl+s of +the preliminaryv study, where ap-

{Jd

Pressntation of the results of significance testing of

omnibus effects will be followed by presentation of reasuylts

id

rtaining tco specific hvypothases,

’«I

par

overall analysis. R 3 {treatment corditiony by 2 {T:P
zcorz) by 4 {(blocks of *rials) analvsis of variance was con=

ducta2d in order to investigate differsnces among groups in

factor was blocks of +trials, Paesults of the analygiz are
shown in Tabls 19, Mean respense times are pressentad in Ta-
bls 20, A significant main offect for treatmant groupvs wWas



in ths present invasstigaticn since analveis revsaled that

+he assumpticon of homogsnaity of withinegroup variance=co-

yielding a2 hypothesis-wise arror

o

8]

fode

1G]

O

lﬂ‘
“

.33 for each conmnp
rat2 of ,06 across four treatment trials (Kirk, 1988), Ses
baelow for a pressntaticn of resulits o hypothegizad group

f
differences cof interest as outlined below (Rouanst and Le=

pina, 1970%,
No ignificant main or interactioson effects with TIAR
scors were found in +he ovezrall analysis (Tabls 19), Fur=
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Bazcause of +he decidedly nomiral nature of the qusas-~
tionnaire data, chi=-gquars tests c¢of sigrnificarces anorg

+razatment and I2R conditicns werse conductsd at =zach bleock of



ANALYSIS OF TREATMENT RESPONSE LATENCIES

Source

Treatment

TAR

Treatment x TAR
ERROR

Blocks

Blocks x Treatment
Blocks x IAR

Blocks x Treatment x TAR
ERROR

TABLE 19
df
2

1

2

78

3
6
3
6
4

23

Mean Square

5277.
51.
130.
566.

1711.
39.
36.
66.
60.

32
86
37
85

25
22
69
09
39

F

*
9.31
.09
.23

*
28.33
.65
.61
1.09

X%

x%

e
bl
o to to

.10
.05

5
b3
*
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TABLE 20
MEAN TREATMENT RESPONSE LATENCIES

Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 Block 4

Contingent

High TAR 29.3 24.8 19.0 19.0
Low TAR 35.5 25.9 23.5 20.0
Noncontingent

High IAR 32.6 26.5 22.4 22.5
Low IAR 30.4 25.1 23.0 22.0

Constant Failure

31.7
35.1

High IAR 44.7 36.8 34.
Low IAR 39.1 37.1 36.

o N




trials for Qusestionz 1, i,&,, Do vou think +that vou can

i

solvas the vpuzzlae?y, 3 {i,z., How well do vou think that veu

ar=z doing on this +agk ?y, and & {i.=,, TIf I asksd vou to

trv a different %kind of puzzle, hew well do vou think vou
yonuld do 2y, and cn evervy block ¢of trials sxcept Bleck 2 for
Quastions 4 {i.=z., If vou think that vou'rz deoing well on

+hris task, whv do vou thirk that is ?) and 5 {i.g., TIf vou

think <ha+ voulre not deing well on this task, why do +think

could, solve +hs puzzle. Since no treatment Jdiffsrences

gars found on Questicon 2 rasults of responses ¢ that item
-4

¥il1l not be discussed further, It should bz noted howsvar,
+hat children?s rasponses to Questicon 2 in the main study
wars consistent with these in  the prelimiparvy study. Nume

]

bers of subdscts respornding to each catsgory for Ouaestion
1, 3, 4, and 5 are presented in tables below, for discussion
in condunction with the aopropriate hypothesis {(Tables 21

+hrouah 29

Hypothesis. The first hypothesis was +that subiscts who
scored above the median on IAR scale itzmps of failure per-

+taining to effort weuld not show differertial affacts  of

+har behavicural or atiributiconel

fobe

treatment condition Con o=



measurss of helplessress. In contrast, it was hypothesized

ry
jood

+hat+ subiects who sceored balow the median on IAR scale itenms

of failure pertaining +c¢ =2ffort would show differsnt
fects of treatment condition on both bashavioural and atirib-
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Tablas 193y, ¥o significant mairn effact of IAR score, ner
intaraction of TAR =cors with other factors was found. The

lack of an =affsct of IAR sceore was avident on sach block cf

treatnant trails, Although the hehavicural resulis are ip-
consistant with Hvpothesis 1, they are consistent with the



conditions, No significant differznces

je

children and low IAR children were found on: {1y wheather

subiacts thought that »v could sc¢lve thae problem {Quastion
1y s 23 whother subjects thought that oither children their
age could solve the vroblem {Qusstion 2) {3} how we they
were deing on +ha2 puzz {Qussticn 3)3 (4} why thev ware do=

{Qusstion 63, Onc= again, Tesults were codntrary to thoss
vhich ware Thyvpothasizad, but vers consistent with resulis

which were found ir +he ovreliminary study.
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artributional Jdiffsrancas hatwesn groups of children  who

a mean TAR score of 4,7, A non~directionnal % =tegt revsalsd

TAP scores {+ {110 = 19,22, p- < 001, twyo~tallad) Thara-
fore, i+t 3is unlikely that bshavicural and atiribu*ional dif-

farances wers not found bscause of a2 similarity betwsen Lhs
Wo groups on TAR scora.

Racaunsa of +tha lack of significant beshavicural or at-

o
h

+riputional differencses  2ithsr across oy within +treatment

e



conditions, +the remainder of anszslyses of treatment resulis
yerse conductad with scores sunmed across lesvels of  TAR

Hypothesis 2, The sscond hyvpethssis was that subdscts

nor atrtributional diffsrences batuesn contingent and noncon-

+ingant fecdback subdects wers substantiated by +the analy--

contingant fesdback subbdscts may have had faster response
latanciss than nencontingsnt fesdback subiscts on BRlocks 3

differsncaes, howsver, wars not substantiated by

Y
3
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.09, one=tailad, respectively, for Blecks 3 and 4),

The +rand *toward faster latsncies among contingsnt

ig consistent with both the hypothesizaed results and pra2lim-

+ysen treatmaent conditions
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yere sinmilar across  expariments {(Mesans = 23. 4 ssc for pre-
liminary study and 19,5 zsc¢c for main study}, but that laian~

cies of subdiscts in  ths noncontingent feedback conditicers

+rials than subtdects in the preliminary study dus *o chanaes

in procedure, the observed differsnces ars difficnlt fo ex-
plain, Howaver, it doss appszar that glower rasponse laten-
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liminary study, subiscts had 64 trials in which to solve ths

puzzle, Dver trials, subiects were abls to tast and reiect
a numbsr of peossibly correct answars, Thus, by the last
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MEAN RESPONSE LATENCIES (SEC)
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ant corrsct answar afisr each bleock of 16 frials., ¥ith only
16 triazls for sach problswm, subdects would not have enough

*rials in which to test and raiject all of the possible sinp-

ple {(i.,=,, cne~dimsnsicoral) corrsct ansvars. Thus, responss
latencies among neoncontingant fesedback subtdects wounld not be

0

necessarily slowar than response latencies among contingent R

Analvses ware conducted in cordsr to coeompars ths attribe

utions of childrer in *the contingent faedback and noncontin-

treatmaent condition resvondina +o zach raosponsse catsgory are

notsd in Tabl:

m

s 21, 22, and 223 for res
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children think that thev can =selve the puzzlse (Question '):

nk *that thkev ars doirg on +the puzzls

fobe

how well childrer th

e
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{Quzsti 3Y: and children’'s rezscns for doing wall or neot
doing well cn the puzzle {Quasticns £ and %5y,
Inspacticon of Tabkle 21 szuggests that mors subiects in

the contingent fesdback cendition +*than in the noncontingent

dback condition bhelisved that thev could solve the puzz-

1=, Compariseon of numbers of c¢children in  esach treatment
group who thouaght that ths could solve the puzzle revealed

that gignifican+t differsnces occurrsd onlyv . on Bleck 1 +-

ik R "



15 =3,2%0, p < .01, one-tpiled), Differnces on Blocks 2, 3,

and U4 vers nonsignificant (¢ s {54y = 1,12, 1.08, and .30,
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fezedback conditioen thouaht that thevy could sclve the vuzzls

mogt of the childrer whe did not =sav *that +they could sclve

+he puzzle, reportsed that Ypavbe" they could solve the puzze

feadback subiscts 4irn +the preliminary studyv than in ths main
study reported that they could seclve ths puzzls, Tha focus

of differsnce in the results of the twe studies appsarsd to
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be that, in *the preliminary study, diffaerences in
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NUMBER OF CHILDREN WHO CAN AND CANNOT SOLVE PUZZLE:

Block 1

Contingent
Noncontingent

Block 2

Contingent
Noncontingent

Block 3

Contingent
Noncontingent

Block 4

Contingent
Noncontingent

Yes

15
11

19
15

15
14

TABLE 21

Response Category

No

~ O

Maybe

15
22

13
13

11
11

1
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conditicons revortsd tha®t they wers Jdoing YyellY, fguits

well®, or YMyvary well®” on thse puzzles, The rasults ars con-

&

studv, hut contrary o

aqually distributed among not tryviprg kard =spough, not beirng
able, and nct knowing why thaey could not solva the puzzle,
No treatment group diffarances wers svident, Az irp other

comparisons of attributicnal results bstwesn contingent and

{98% over Dblocks of +rialsy belisved +that they wonld do

Byalln, tguite w2ll®, or "yvery well® on, ancother puzzlse.



Block 1

Contingent
Noncontingent

Block 2

Contingent
Noncontingent

Block 3

Contingent
Noncontingent

Block 4

Contingent
Noncontingent

TABLE 22

CHILDREN'S ESTIMATES OF HOW WELL THEY ARE DOING: 1

Response Category

Very Quite Not Very Not At.
Well Well Well Well Well

5 11 11 0 1

5 5 15 3 0

3 11 9 5 0

3 14 11 0 0

6 10 11 1 0

8 12 4 2 1

6 8 12 1 0

6 13 4 3 2







TABLE 23
ATTRIBUTIONS OF SUCCESS AND FAILURE: 1

Success Attributions Failure Attriubitons

Fair Don't Unfair Don't
Experimenter Effort Ability Know Experimenter Effort Ability Know

Block 1
Contingent 2 21 3 2 1 12 5 6
Noncontingent 1 17 4 4 0 5 4 8
Block 2
Contingent 2 20 1 5 0 10 8 6
Noncontingent 2 21 2 3 0 7 5 4
Block 3
Contingent 1 20 2 5 0 9 8 7
Noncotingent O 19 4 4 0 7 6 4
Block 4
Contingent 0 21 1 5 0 11 4 8
Noncontingent 3 19 3 1 0 6 6 5
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N

The pusbsr of childrern in the centincosnt  and constant
failure fesdback groups who theoucht +hat thav conld, could
not, or mavbs could sclvys the puzzlse on e2ach hleock of +risls
ig digplaved in Table 24, Inspection of Table 24 suggests
that morse children in *he contingsnt fezdhack condition be-
lisvad that they could solve the puzzle thar children in ths

ction was sSnp=

oy

constant failurse fasedback conditiern, ITnsps
portad by analvsis ¢f ths resulits of zachk bleck of triales {
+ s {54y = 4,84, 1,95, 6,10, and 4,327, all p 's < ,01,
ong=tailsd, respectively). Thus, fawer suhdi2cis in thz con-
stant failure fesdback ccndition reported that +hey conld
solvz the puzzls than subdects in the ceontingent faedback
condition, Moreover, &S ¢an be sszen from Tabkle 24, nmoskt

subizcts in the constant failure feedback condition reporitad

not vary well® or 'neoit at all well?, while



NUMBER OF CHILDREN WHO CAN AND CANNOT SOLVE PUZZLE:

Block 1

Contingent
Constant Failure

Block 2

Contingent
Constant Failure

Block 3

Contingent
Constant Failure

Block 4

Contingent
Constant Failure

TABLE 24

Response Category

Maybe

15
17

2




failurse feedback condition reported that thev were not doing

¥w&ll and subijects in +the contingent fssdbhack condition re-

ported that they were doing wsall,

success attributione, and those who 414, gerzrally atiribut-
2d succsess  to affort or wdonp't known, In contrast, =211

ontingsnt feszdback conditicn (excapt for
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TABLE 25
CHILDREN'S ESTIMATES OF HOW WELL THEY ARE DOING: 2

Response Category

Very Quite Not Very Not At
Well Well Well Well All Well
Block 1
‘Contingent 5 11 11 0 1
Constant Failure 0 0 3 15 10
Block 2
Contingent 3 11 9 5 0
Constant Failure 1 1 0 12 14
Block 3
Contingent 6 10 11 1 0
Constant Failure 0 1 4 10 13
Block 4
Contingent 6 8 12 1 0
Constant Failure 0 1 0 10 17




Fair

TABLE 26

ATTRIBUTIONS OF SUCCESS AND FAILURE: 2

Success Attributions

Don't Unfair

Failure Attributions

Don't

Experimenter Effort Ability Know Experimenter Effort Ability Know

Block 1

Contingent
Constant Failure

Block 2

Contingent
Constant Failure

Block 3

Contingent
Constant Failure

Block 4

Contingent
Constant Failure

N

[oolN N}

N O
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oo 0o




constant failure fesdback condition belisved that thay would

{43%2 on Block 3 and on Rleck WY,

Tn summary, i+t avpears that subdects in  +he constant
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Mzan responsa  latencias, in sec, on each treztpent

all p-¥s < .01, two-+tziled, for Blecks 1, 2, 3, and U, ra-



NUMBER OF CHILDREN WHO CAN AND CANNOT SOLVE PUZZLE:

Block 1
Noncontingent
Constant Failure

Block 2

Noncontingent
Constant Failure

Block 3

Nonéontingent
Constant Failure

Block 4

Noncontingent
Constant Failure

Yes

o

TABLE 27

Response Category

No Maybe
2 22
11 17
4 13
22 5
1 12
23 3
3 11
25 1

3




peonray performance on the treatmsnt

Teported that thev could, c¢ould not, or mavbe rcould sclve

the trzmatmant puzzle are presented in Table 27, As can bs

e

, more children in +he noncontingept tTreatment conditiocn

5

belisved +that thsvy could solve the puzzlse than children in

+h

]

=

U

constant failure *tressztment cendition. Inspactiocn was
supportad by the anslvsis of fregusneciss on  *the last thrze
blocks of treatment trials (% *s (B4 = 2.00, 3,49, 4,70,

and 3,97, p € .05 for Blecck 1 apd < .07 for Rlecks 2, 3, and

tc raport that thev could not sclve the trestment puzzls

&

Subiacts?! astinmates of how well +hey ware doing on +the
treatment task are pressnted in Tabls 28, For the pogt

part, gubdects?! eztimates wers congigtent with +heir pesre
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+treatment cendition rarcertzd that +he were doing Ynot ver

well® or Ynot at all wsllw, In contrast, most children

o
de
oo

+he  noncontingant trsatment  conditicn reportad +hat  they



yars doing Ywall," or fouite wellY, Diffarances ware ©vi=

dernt on 211 blocks of trestnent trisls,

At LA

norcontingsent treatment condition, In gensral, subidects in
the n ontingsant feedback group atiributed success to of=
fort whils subdects in the constant failurse faedback group
attributed success te effort or "don?'t know"” Childrsn in
*he no +ingent feedback group tended to attribute failurs

More sub-dscts in the noncorntingent feedback copditio

repartad that thev sxpscted ¢ dc well on a futurs task {(98%

across all bleccks of trials) tkan subiacts in the constant
failure feedback conpditicn (54% across all bleocks of +ri=-
alsy, Thus, it appeared that subidects in +the conestant fail-

re group had lcocwsr expectations of future success than sub-

[

dactz in the noncentingsnt group.



Block 1

Noncontingent
Constant Failure

Block 2

Noncontingent
Constant Failure

Block 3

Noncontingent
Constant Failure

Block 4

Noncontingent
Constant Failure

TABLE 28

CHILDREN'S ESTIMATES OF HOW WELL THEY ARE DOING: 3

Response Category

Very Quite Not Very Not At All
Well Well Well Well Well

5 5 15 3 0

0 0 3 15 10

3 14 11 0 0

1 1 0 12 14

8 12 4 2 1

0 1 4 10 13

6 13 4 3 2

0 1 0 10 17




Fair

TABLE 29

ATTRIBUTIONS OF SUCCESS AND FAILURE: 3

Success Attributions

Don't Unfair

Failure Attributions

"Don't

Experimenter Effort Abllity Know Experimenter Effort Ability Know

Block 1

Noncontingent
Constant Failure

Block 2

Noncontingent
Constant Failure

Block 3

Noncontingent
Constant Failure

Block 4

Noncontingent
Constant Failure

1 17
2 6
2 21
2 3
0 19
1 9
3 19
1 6
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In sumpary, it appsars that subijscis in  +he con
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failure foedback conditinn exhibited vpeoorer pvaerformpance z2nd

=
e
o}
0
444
ko)
s
o1
]
O
i}
=
)
=]
Q
p]
ndd
'..Ii
o
o]
&)
-+
o
* 3
th
m
@0
4
1]
jeda
Q
=)
[
h
-4
O
e
e
L\ f‘
e

-

children in %+hs contingsnt and nonconiingent fesdback condi-

tions ax¥pesctad to dc w2ll on both the immedia+ts and a futurs

{

and nencontingsnt freaitment

O
ol
jdeo
ot
[T}
4
W
-}
- 1
oo
[
by
)
Q
o]
faw |
o
)
-
Q2
2]
w3
o



=d back grcocups was conirarv to
vvpothaesis, but, for ths most part, consistant with resulis
nf the preliminary studyv, T+ zvopearsd likelv that differ-

gpcss in rasults botween the  preliminary and main studiss

The differsnces on all msasurss bstwsen the contingent

omnibus =ffacts will be followsd by presentation of resnlis

in
]
=
[
o )
s
o
4
D
mn
i

pertaining to gpacific hypothsses

[

Overall anzlyses. Mzan respons2s on sach of Yhe thres
dependent mgasuras {(i.2.,, tims spent working on the problenm,
the amount of time *¢ arrive a2t a corract sclution, and nup-

ber of errors within +the block of trials)y for =ach treatment



Observations of lack ¢of differencses ampcng MEaAnRs ¥sre
supportesd by multivariate and unpivariatse analyses cof rescon-
ses c¢nllapsed across blocks of trials ({Tabhle 371} B 4

{trzatmant condition) by 2 {IAR score) multivariate analysis

on the rasponss measures of time spent on ths problem, sclu-
2ion time, and number of srrors was conductsd. nivariata

analyvsas of variance on =zach dependent measurs alsc wers
conductad, No significant main effect of trzatmsnt condi-

tieon, nor significarnt interaction betwsepr *resatment condi-

mant group on +the dependent measuras of time spant on the

prehblen, sclution time, and nurber of arrers on esach block

dren in al
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similar amount of *ime cn sach probleanm, Inspsctien ¢f Fig-



TABLE 30

MEAN TEST SCORES FOR EACH TREATMENT CONDITION

Time Spent
IAR
High Low
Contingent Feedback 25.6 24.8
Noncontingent Feedback 27.0 28.2
Constant Failure Feedback 24,2 22.4
Control . 25.5 22.2
Solution Time
TAR
High Low
Contingent Feedback 30.4 33.8
Noncontingent Feedback 34.9 . 37.2
Constant Failure Feedback 31.3 28.1
Control 33.9 31.2
Errors
IAR
, High ow
Contingent Feedback .7 1.0
Noncontingent Feedback 1.0 1.2
Constant Failure Feedback 1.0 o7
Control 1.0 .9




Source

Treatment
IAR
Treatment x IAR

TABLE 31

ANALYSES OF TEST SCORES

af
9,248
3,102
9,248

Mean Square

Multivariate F

.84
.29
.46

Univariate F

#%% p £.01

Treatment
Time Spent 3,104 1621.22 .. 99
Solution Time 3,104 3052.09 1.15
Errors 3,104 7.23 .75
AR
Time Spent 1,104 388.89 .24
Solution Time 1,104 1.02 .00
Errors 1,104 .57 .06
Treatment x TAR
Time Spent 3,104 476.04 +29
Solution Time 3,104 1309.54 .50
Errors 3,104 7.67 .80
* p£.10
*% p £.05
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ure 5 suggssts that children in the noncertingsnt fesdback
condition had longzr sgclution +imes +than children in other
*regatmant conditicons on each block ¢of test trials, and thaet
children din tha constant failure fssdback conditicn had

feedback and control conditionsg appear net  to diffsr in
their soluticn tinmes, Inspaction of Figure 6 suggests thak

childran in  +the noncontingant feedback cordition made mors

childr=n zpozarsed o maks approximatly sgual rnumbers of zr-

preblamns, had faster sclution times, and made fewsr eTrers

{

repzsatad measurss analysis of wvariance on the d2psendsnt

number of errors was conductad, Howaver, singularity of +the

matrix associated with the depsndent measurzsg preventsd sx-

aminaticon of multivariats effects across blocks of +est tri-
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latzd for individeal blccks of tast frials {(Tabls 35, ¥o

significant treatment main ¢r interactisn £ffects wers feournd

on ths preoblems, had faster solution timss, and made faver

arrors over trials was zupportad ( F s (3,312) = 47,186,

cant offacts cf treatment condition or TAR, nor any signifi-
cant interactions among freaztment conditior, IAR, and #rials
on any of the dsrendent measurss, The performance ¢of all
gubjects, howsvar, improvad significantly cvar blocks of
trials.

Daspits the lack of ovarsll differonces among grours of

subiects, =2xaminaticn ¢f hvpotheses as stated in Chapter Two

sstimates ¢f srror variance, ag in the analysis of *resiment
h

differances, Az in vrevious analyvsss of this
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fe

Duz *o the nonminal nature of guessticnrnaire data, chi=

it

guare tests of significancs among *rzatmen* and IAR condi=-
tions were conducted at zach block of test +trials for sach
gquestion, In addition, t =tagste comparing ths number of

subiects in sach conditicon whe reported +that +they could

solva the puzzle wers conductad, Exaninaticn of affacts for

treatment groups  wsre found for Qusetion 5 {i.e., | If von

+hink that is?y, Tn addition, diffarences in the number cof
subiacts reporting +ha% thay could solve the +test problen
yare found among treatment greoups, Diffesrencss among trsate
nent groups alse were found on  @ach block of trials fer
Quastinn 6 {i.2., If T aszked vou *c go back and +%ry the
first puzzle, hew wall do veou think that veu would do?). In
gznzral, subiects repcrtsd  +that thsy +thought that cther
children thelr age conld solve the problem {(Qussticen 2,
+hat +thev wers doing wall on  +he problsn {Question 3), and

+hat thev ware succoeding on the problaerm  bascanse they wers
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. N
+ingent conditions

axparimental group
dunction with thes approrriate hypothesis for Quastions 1 and

5.

Bypothasis 1, Tha first hypothesie was that sub-
jects who scorsd above +he median on IAR scals items of
failurs partaining tc affeort would not show differentisl af-
facts of +resatment ccondition on bshavioural and attitudineal
measures of hslplessness, Subjects whe scorsd beloy the me-

Aian, howsver, were expscied to show differential affascts of

1
“3‘

treatnent conditicn o¢n measures of helplessnass, v hy-

¥
do
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results of the analysis,
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Mean apounts of time spent vwoerking on ths prochlanm

=
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0
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T

lution timas, and numbar of arrors for subiscts in sach
treatment conditic at tha high and low lsvels of IAR ars
r Tablea 30, Inspaction of Tablas 3¢ suggssts that
no differancas in parformance accurrad hetvesn the high TAR

and low I2R groups of children 2ither across traatment con=

;z.

ditions, or within *rszatment conditions, results of analy=

ses supported ohssrvaticn of similar pverformance betwssn tha

Facts worse found in anvy of the pultivarists or upivariate



TABLE 32

REPEATED MEASURES ANALYSIS OF TIME SPENT

Source daf Mean Square F

Treatment 3 405.31 1.00
IAR 1 97.22 .24
‘Treatment x IAR 3 119.01 .29
ERROR 104 406,98
Kk

Blocks _ 3 1960.45 47.16
Blocks x Treatment 9 35.41 .85
Blocks x IAR 3 9.41 .23
Blocks x Treatment x IAR 9 16.86 .48
ERROR 312 41.57

*p £.10

*% p ¢« .05
*%% p ¢ .01




TABLE 33

REPEATED MEASURES ANALYSIS OF SOLUTION TIME

Source df Mean Square F

Treatment 3 763.02 1.15
IAR 1 .26 .00
Treatment x IAR 3 327.38 .50
ERROR 104 660.92
hkk

Blocks 3 1698.28 31.08
Blocks x Treatment _ 9 25.90 47
Blocks x IAR 3 13.35 .24
Blocks x Treatment x IAR 9 38.35 .70
ERROR 312 54.57

*'p £.10

# p £ .05
#%% p < .01




TABLE 34

REPEATED MEASURES ANALYSIS OF NUMBER OF ERRORS

Source daf Mean Square F
Treatment : 3 1.81 .75
IAR 1 .14 .06
Treatment x IAR 3 1.92 .80
"ERROR 104 2.40

: *kk
Blocks _ 3 2.49 8.03
Blocks x Treatment 9 .24 .79
Blocks x IAR 3 .04 - .13
Blocks x Treatment x IAR 9 .20 .66
ERROR 312 .31
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analvses of variancs ({Tables 32 +hrough 3%), In additicrn,
when treatmsnt group differcnces were calculated within each
l2vzl of TAR score, no differences in parformance wers avie

dont hotwesn children with high TAR scores end ¢childresn uwith

Bxamination »f scorss of high and lcw IAR groups of
subkiscts ravsalad no significant diffesrencss in  amounnt of
time spant working on ths problem (%t 's{110) = .54, LC5,

.45, and .75, all p *s > ,23, one=tail=zd, for Blecks 1, 2,

+ailsd, for Blocks 1, 2, 3, and 4, respectivaly),

diffarant, I+ ig highly unlikaly, howaver, +that lack of
43 fferences betwesn high and low T2AR groups of subiects can
bz =%¥plained by sampls differencss, as +he difference in

mean ILR scoras for the +two levels of scores was grsater in

+he main stndy {Means = 8,9 for high TAR grouvp and 4,7 for
low TAR group) thar in the vreliminary study  (¥Means = 8.6

jor)
&
s}

for high TA® group and 5,7 for low IAR group}. The wi



TABLE. 35
SUMMARY OF ANALYSES FOR BLOCKS OF TEST TRIALS

F-Statistics

Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 Block 4

Multivariate Effects

Treatment .64 A 1.07 1.22
TAR .27 .15 .20 .39
Treatment x IAR .27 .64 .61 .61

Univariate Effects

Treatment
Time Spent .74 .32 1.33 1.76
Solution Time 1.40 .67 .65 1.34
Exrrors 1.20 .77 .13 .82
IAR
Time Spent ‘ .29 .00 .20 .56
Solution Time .00 .11 .04 .05
Exrrors .00 .30 .01 .05
Treatment x TAR
Time Spent .16 41 .60 .14
Solution Time .07 .61 .82 .68
Errors .25 1.19 .49 1.34
* p£.10
*#% p< .05

#%% p £.01




sprzzd of in +he main s+tudyv would suggest that, all
sthar things =gual, +he affect of IAR weuld be greater in
+the main studv than 3in the preliminary study. Bowaver , hee-

(Jd
)]
]

O+thar possible exrplanations for +the inconsistency in

resul+s from the preliminary 0 the main study are relatad

changes in  procedure acress eyxperiments, itreatment  group

di fferaencss per se either wers not stable enough feor TIRER

trzatmant as a functicn of IAR,

Bocause of the lack of sigrificant differsnces in per=
formancs batwasn high 2nd lew TIAR score subijscts, either
across or within treatment conditions, treatment group 4if-
farazncas ware svaluated with scores collapsad across levels

of the TAR scors facter,
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cccurred on the first twe blocks of test trials. More sub=

1

ts in the high TAR conditiorn reporised that they ceonld

&

N
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y

sclve +ha tast probler thapn subdects in thke low TAR cendi-

&3,
i

+3on on Rlocks 1 apd 2 { %t 's{110} = 2,56 and 2,00, rsspac-




tivaly, p s < ,0%, cno-tailed). ¥o diffesrences were fourd

on Blocks 3 and 4 ( % {110y = ,67 and ,7&, respsctively, D

s > ,05, cre-tailed), klsc, on

ability (N2 (3) = 10.99, p < ,02), 1No differences in a+-

tributions for failure vwers fournd on Blocks 2, 3, or 4 {%}

15 {3y = 2,49, 1,94, and 4,89, p is = , 48, ,58, and .18, rg~-

spectivalyy., Thues, althongh no diffsrences in psrformancs

to lack of affort. Perhaps attitudinal differencses occurred
only during +hke first st of tsst problems because performs

second block of +ri-
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Bzcause of the lack of avidence of =zn intsraction af-
fect bestwesn IBR sceors and treatment condition, treatpent

group differences in responsges 1o guestiornaire items were

Hypothesis 2, The second hypecthesis was that subiscts
in the noncentingent fesdback condition would have poorsr

parformance than subiects in the contingent fesdback condi-



would not &xpect to succead on the ftast +ask whsreas sub~
dects in the c¢ontingent edback conditior weouléd saxpect to
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sucecesd on +the test task, Prs
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ance of subdscts in the two tresatment conditions wsre con~
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firmed on one dapspdent neasura, Yo svidence was fTeound o
suqggest tha+t the verformance o©f nonconting fzadback sub=-
jects bscame incresasingly similar +o parformance of contin-
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gent feadback subdects, thus failing to support the hvpoth-

asizzd result of increased sinmilarity over triazls. Sons
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sxpectations of success, Details of analvsss are as fol-

lO WS,

gant groups of subdeacts are showrn in Figu
+hat sub-dects in the neoncontingent fesdback condition spsnt
a longsr amount of time workirng on the puzzlaes o©on Blecks 3
and 4 +than subdects in  *he contingent fesdback ceondition.

nalysss nfirmezd observation of roup differ-
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ances, althouch only marginal differsences were found { % is

B4y = ~1,58 and =1.69, v ¥z = .08 and ,05, one-tailsd, rg-




Clearly, from ths resgults
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sclution *imes and made more srrors than subiscts in the
centingant fzedback cenditicn, Obssrved differences, howave

, wars not statistically significant, for sithar sclution

-1,48, =,60, and -,87, v 's = .14, .07, .27, @and .19,  one-

+a3iled, for Rlocks 1, 2, 2, ard 4, respectivelv),

Thus i+ appsars that noncontingsnt f=2sdback sub-iects

put d4id not spend a leongsr period of +time working on the

puzzles +than subdects in ths contingent fesdback condition,
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difficult *o dstermire, since a contrecl group of subdiscts
¥yas not includsd in the pralimirary study, whebthsr differ-

cutcomes reflect a facilita-
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procsedural changs in  ths main sitnudy sgnsured that most sub-
dacts received at lsast one failure trial within each block 0 owE
of trsatment trials, Thus, a facilitation sffsct would bs
less 1likelvy in the main study than in the preliminpary study.
In fact, no evidaence of significantly facilitatsd or ip-

paired perfermance was found among contingent feadback sub-

Jects In the main study (ses  below, Hypcthasis 6, for de-

portzd that they sxpected o sclve tha preblsam on =ach bleck
of trials are presented in Table 36, Inspsction of the ta-
12 sznggasts that mora subdscts in the contingent fesdback

condition expacted tc te able to sclve the problem than sub~

h

da2cts in the noncontingent feedback condition on sack bleck

n
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of tast trials, Analysis partially suppcrtsd obhsa
as follows, Differences wers not significant on Bleck 1,
and wars onlyvy marginally significant on Block 2 { £ 's{%4) =

;79g 13 92; ?339; a?‘.d 3983; D > g‘;c on Blcck 1g D < z){}c; on






Condition
Contingent
Noncontingent
Constant Failure

Control

TABLE 36

NUMBER OF SUBJECTS EXPECTING TO SOLVE TEST TASK

Block of Trials

Block 1  Block 2 Block 3 Block 4
15 17 19 22
12 10 14 16
17 16 18 20
17 13 14 18




last +wo blocks of test trials,

¥

lems +han subiscts in +he contingent f=edback condition,
consistent with +he hypothasis, Corntrarv +o hvpothesized
, no differences batwssn treatment conditionsg wesre
Sa &lso conktrary

feund bstusen con-

Further differences betwssn ths  itwe fresatment groups

i ffarant attributiors for failure, and had mors paerceptions

of contral ovar tha outcome +than subdacts in +the noncontirn-
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TABLE 37

ATTRIBUTIONS FOR FAILURE BY TREATMENT CONDITION

Block 1

Contingent
Noncontingent
Constant Failure
Control

Block 2

Contingent
Noncontingent
Constant Failure
Control

Block 3

Contingent
Noncontingent
Constant Failure
Control

Block 4

*  Contingent
Noncontingent
Constant Failure
Control '

Attributions (%)

Unfair Lack of Lack of Don't

Experimenter Effort Ability Know
0 58 8 33
0 11 58 32
0 6 33 61
6 35 41 18
0 52 16 32
0 16 58 26
0 13 31 56
6 44 28 22
0 46 12 42
0 22 61 17
0 13 33 53
6 33 28 33
0 58 4 38
0 29 35 35
0 14 14 71
11- 33 33 22




perfarmancs than subdsctes in the control +fraatment condi-
+ion, Morsocver, it was hypothesized that the performance of
noncontingent fesdback suhijects would bacoms more like that

nf contrel subiscts cver trials, Tn additiocn, it was hy~

Aition would rnot sxpsct to succssd on the genera
+o sncce=2d on the generaliza+ion *task., The first and second
hypothesas receivaed rarginal suppor:t, zrd the +hird received

no suvpport, as feollows,

lems +han contrel sab+dscts on RBlocks 3 and 4, Ohservation

was suppcrtzd marginally by the analysis cof differences (&

#

s {5 1,74 and 1.66, p 's < .05, ons~tailed, respasctive=-

1y for Blecks 23 and 8Y).

Mzan sclution times, in sec, are shown in Filgure and
msan number of errnrs ars shown in Figure 6 for the two
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Tn summary, it appears as though subdscts in ths non=
contingent fezdback group mav have spent mere  tims working
on th2 problems, mav have had longer scluticn times, and may
have mads morz grrors, +than subijects in the control condi-

£ion, +thus supporting, but not confirming, +the hypothesized

3

di £fferaznces, Although neoncontingent feedback childran he=
cam2 more like contrel children =scross trials in terms of

solution time and number of errors, the two groups of chil-

dren bacama lass aliks in *terms of ths amcunt of time they

Nunmbhers of children in the noncontingent feedback and
control treatment corditions whe reportsd that they sypscited
#p solve ths problem on each block of test trials are shown
in Tabls 36, Obsarvaticn of Table 36 suggssts that mors
children in the conirol condition expscted +o ba abls *o
aclye +hs +est problsm than in the noncontinaent feedback
conditicon on Blocks ?/anﬁ 2, Yo differences were evident on
Rlocks 3 and 4, Analvsis ravealzd only marginal support for

nhgerved diffs

{ '3: ?5{5'“'3 = m3529y ’*‘«7?, po= 10 on

Block 1 and p > .10 cn Block 2, cne=tailsd).
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At+rihutions for failure for gach tresatment copdition
are presented in Tabls 37, On the basiszs of inspaction, it

appears as +though subdscts in the contrel condiifion wers
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apbout egually liks

ability on Bleocks 1 and 2, and to sffort, ability, =nd

ocad
n
3

+ribuote failurse +o abkility on all Dblocks of +test trial
Nbszrvad differasnces in attributions for failure vwere not

nificart ( Y 's (3) = 4,79, 5.61, 14,65,
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and 2,46, all p 's > ,10, for Blocks 1, 2, 3, and L, respsc-
+ivalvy, Tha resnlts chizined from subidiscts in the contrel
condi+ion suggzst that, without prior exposurse :to the fest-
ing situatiocn, approximately squal nunmbars of subiects be-
lieved +hat thev ware nct doing well bacauss of lack of ef-
fort or becanse of lack of abiliiy,

Thus, it appears as though subiects in the centrel cen-

Ai+isn Adid not have significantly different sxpsctations of

&

succass or caungal attributions for failure than subijects in
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qent feedbzck subiscts and constant failurs  feedback sub-

dects ovar blocks of trials, Tnspaection of Figure U sug=

gessts that children in  +the  noncontingsnt fesdback group

wied

spent more *+ime working on the problems on Blocks 1, 3, and

£

4 +han children in the constant failure feedback group, In-
spection was supported on Block 4, and marginally surpported

an Blocks 1 and 3 by analysss { * s (54) = 1,48, 1.87, an

v
[ 1)

Mean scolution time, in sec, and numbsr o©of srrers on

zach block

O

f +sst +rials for childrsn in %he noncontingent
feedback and constant failure feadback cornditions are die-

plaved in FPigues 3 and 4, respsctivaly. T+ appears from ir-

From inspection of Figqure 6 +*hat subiscts in tha noncontin-

gert group mads pore arrors on all bhlocks of frials except

in seclution *ime zcross blocks of trials { %

C-3
]
N
(91
g
-
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3, raspactivelyv). A marginally sigrnificant diffsr-

on +he first block of trials ( £ s (54)

1. 18, p- g = ,05, .12, and ,12, one-=i

+0 attribute failurs %o "don'+ know", Howsvsr, analysis re-

vaalad tha+t differences vere marginally significant crly on
3

. . . R
*he third block of *riale (s (2y = 3.25,

in
o
&
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%
L
A
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4,03, o 's = ,20, .19, .78, and , 13 on Block



+0 maks mors

dback condi=

Diffarances 3in expectations of succsss on the  tast

problens and causgal attributions for failure were din a Ai-

greater tendency to attribute failurs
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o
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+0 cans=s o+rther than abilitv, +han nonccnting2nt feedback
subiscts, Howsvaer, athitudinal differorces raceived only

maraginal support statistically,

Zxperinenial intszraest 5. Differences in performancs
and a*+ributions betwesan subiects in the ceontingsnt fsedback

Mzan responss latenciss {l.2., amount of +timé sSpant
working on the problsm), in sec, are displayad in Fig
for contingsnt and constant failure subijscts across blocks

of trials, Inspection cf Figure 4 suggestis that subdscts in

+he contingent fzedback conditior spent mors time working on



raspactively, T+ appears as theough contingant feedback

childrzn mav bhave had longer sclntien times +*han constant
fFailurz feadback children on Blocks 1 and 4, VYWo differsnces
in mean nrumbsr of arrers wers evident, Analysis of sclution

+imes ravealed no diffasrencas on Rleocks 1 and 4 bestween con-

ﬁil

+ingant and constant failure children ( t s (54 = , 88 ard

1,08, p 's = ,19 and ,14, respectively, for Blecks 1 and 4}.

?rom inspectiocn of numbers of subijszcts in  the contin-
gent fazdback and constant failure fesdback cenditicns wko
sxpactzd +o0 bz able tc solvse the test problem (Table 36), 1o

di fferances bhetwesr the two treatnment groups were evidenth,

obsarvation was supported by aralysis { t 's{54) = -.5, .29,
.31, and ,67, all p 's > .05, respectively for Blecks 1, Z,

blocks of trials while subi in the constant failure
feedback ccnditicn tendsd +o attributs  failurs to Yden't
know® on 2ll blocks of trigls nifferances were sigpificant
on Blocks 1 and 4, and rgirally significant on Blecks 2



subiscts in  +the contingant fesdback conditicn and subizcts

in the ccnstant faeilure feedback condition. Differences
wsrz found, however, in attributicns for failure, Subijects

in tha contingent fesdback condition terndsd to attribniz
their failure te lack of effort (i.e., a controllabls
causz) . Tn contrast, subiects in th2 constent failure fezd-

back condi+ion tendsd +*o attribute their failure +to "don't

knoun, Althcugh at firet glance, "don't know" would appsar
+0 bs an uncontrollalble cazuse of failure, performanca &Xpsc-
+a+ions on the test +ask did not reflzsct the effacts of un~

controllabls failurs, subdects in +the constant failurs

[¢

+reatment cendition reportsd that thev wers doing well eon

+he task and that thev expected to solve the problem., Thus,

nndsr the circumstances of apparent success, reascns for
poor parformance would bs obscure  to th2 subijects. There=- -
fore, considarsd in cenduncticn witk performancs results,

and axpectaticns for success, it wonuld ssem  reasconable to
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+he performance of contingent feedback subizcis.



subiscts was naither facilitated neor impaired by performance
on the trzatmant fask. Tr addition, it was predicted *hat

subiacts in both +the contingent feedback cerndition arnd ths

Mzan responss letenciss, in s=2c, sclution times, IR

szc, and numbar of arrors for childrap in the contingent and

suggests that no differsences in parformance occurred betwesn
1

Aralyvess supperted the observed
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rypactations of sclving the *sst preblam are shown in
Table 36 for subdects in the coniingent fesdback and contrel
corditions, T+ appears from inepectien of Table 36 that

mors subdects in the contingent fesdback condition expscted

nn Blocks 2, 3, and 4, Analvses of differsncas revealsd
marginal suprort of chsarvation on only the third block of
+riagls { + 's{54y = 1,00, 1,38, and 1,20, respactively for



gre=ater sxpactations of succ=ss on the test  problems and 2

i

grezater tendsncy to attributas failurs #o =ffort following

X

snccass during treatmsnt than subdscts in +hs untreated corn-

interest 7. piffersncss  in performancs

betwsan subdects in the constant failure fesdbhack conditicen

i

e

and subdzctsz in the control conditicon were examined in orde

o de*armine whether constant failure durisg treatment had
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M2an amcunts of time spent working on the problem, in

control +Trazatment conditions are displavad in FPiqurss 5 ard

5, respactively, Tnspection suggests that control subiects
a

+han constant failure =zubiects, Obssrvad differsnces ware
only marginallv suppcrtsed by analysis of sclution fimes ( &
{548y = 1,48, p =,07, one=-tailsd and 2rroTs % (54) = ~%1,34, b
= .09, one=tailed),

Mumbars of sub-diects who sypected t¢ solve the test

problem are displaved in Tabla 36 for =ach bleock of test

%2

+rials, No 4diffarencses bstwesn gubizcts in he constant

failure feedback conditicn arnd subdscts in the control con-~

dition ware evidsnt from inspection of Tabla 36, Analvses

.54, for Blocks 1, 2, 3, and 4, raspectivsly, 2all p s >

At+ributions for failure on sach block of +test trials

are shown in Table 37 for subiects in  the constant faillure
and control +reatment conditions, Tt appears, on the basgis
of inspacticn of 7Tabls 37, tha* subiscts in *the constant



feedback conditior ¢c¢ displav faster solution times and nmaks

fewar =rrors than subdscts in the untreatsd control condi-

+ion, Although ne diffasrences in sxpactations for succsess-
ful pasrformance were found, subijacts in the constant failure

faeadback condition disrlayved 2 greater tandency to attribuie
failure *o n"don't know" (i,=,, an uncontrellabls cause) than

4

subdacts in the untreated conitrel condition,

Snemary. No differences in performance were found as a
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sonditions, pogsible +that the influence of IAR scores
was obscurad by +ha chanage in procedurs from the preliminary

the main studv which resnl+ed 4in mors failure trials for

O

suhiscts participating in the second study, 2ilthough atti-
+udinal differences wersa found on the first twe bhlocks of

i* apozared as though expzctations of low IRAR sub-



+reated contrnl conditions were not found, indicating that
Aiffzrances batwsen the noncontingent and contingsnt groups

of zubiscts were liksely due %o impairzd p2rformance among

noncontingent feadback children, L ns s5 of peor~-

sdback condition
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CHAPTER FIVE: GENERAL DISCUSSIOE

To recapitulats, *he main purcvosses of ths investigation
gere to dstermins (1) whethar voung childrsn percsaive inde-
pandance batwesn rasponsas and outcomess {(2) whether vcounag
childrzsn form sxpectaticne regarding independence of futurs

ragponsss and cutcemes: and {3) whether parcsived indepsn-

n
foud
(B
2]
~
s}
W
fe Y]
=
&
o
o
§

dznos betwaan responsss and  cutccemas producs

*n axploras Aifferences tetwassn the affects of noncontingant

madnr sscotions, The s=acctions include a discussicn of (1)
lzarn=d helrlessness affects: {2y noncontingszncy versus
failure affacts: and {3) rainforcsment responsibility =f-

facts, A summarv concludgs tha chaptern,

w 224 -
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]

5

5o

was propos=d +that obidsctive nencontingency in  the environ-

+ i3 percsived by ar individual, The ipndividual then

=]

0
£3

and contrel +resatment conditions in +hs main study are dis-
cugszad, Tha learncd helrleseness effscke which ara of in=

teragt are +the percepiticr of indspasndance, i.&s, uncont-

"}

rollabilitvy, sxnactaticons  for future performancs, and

T+ was hypothaesized that subjects in the noncontingent

Feoadback cordition wculd operceivs response-putcome indepsane

>

dancz {i.=.,, uncoentrollability) Auring the treatment phass




gsnt on  subiscts? respenses, pPercaptions of indespsndencs
y infarraed frop gusstions which askzd +hs subisct whether
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Treatment phase, In thes preliminary study, subijscts in

jzcts in the contingent fssdback condition, although no aif-

ferances were fournd in the typs of attribution made (i,=.,
afforz, ability, dontt know), In t+hes main study, subiects

r #hz noncontinent fesdback condition were less likely than

nn Aiffarences in tvpes of attribution mads for failure
no*sd, In both studies, most subiscts in ths contingent and

noncontingsnt feadback conditions belizved +hat other chil-
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on the ftreztment *ask, 7hps, no strang svidences of per-
ceived noncontingsncy tetwsen responasszs and outcomes  Was

found during *hs treatment phases of the studvy.
Waisz {1980 thas shown *that by the fourth grade chil-

istirnguish noncentingsncy atyssn fvants, Chi

[l
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can

plaved a card game in  which +thev pradicted that sither

O
g
$1]
e

et}

vallow or a blue cerd would bs pickad frem a shuffled deck

of cards, when asked +¢ sstimate  ths winnings of other

outcones to some dagrae {Yeisz, 1980), given that children
in the pressent investigation weres in ths
surprising *hat a more potent effect of noncontingency be-
+wasn responses and cutcomes was not found, . Very few chil-

ren in +he nonceontingent fasdback conditicrn in either study

¢]

repor+aed that thev cculd not sclve the problem, or that they

o

yara not doing well, 31l=n and Jenkins {1980}, howsver,
have shown +ha+t, in a group of cecllegs students, Iindspen-~
dance botwesn responses and outcomss was judgsd mors accou-
ratzly by subiscts when one alternativae was no repense.

Thus suhiects recoanized that succsss or failurs outcomss
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indzpandance +hey did net do o in “hs prasent dnvestige=
+inn becauss of the nature of the task

{1979y, or Roth {(1980), 211 of +he above theorists assums

+hatr parceptior of roncontingsncy is a crucial step in the
davazloprent of lzarned helrplsssness, 1f parceived noncon=

-hey had worss
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Tuck than subdsects in the success condition. Although in

report diffarentizl attrib-
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+ion were led +to bzlisve that thev had 2ight o©or nins
ures out of 2 possibls 10 correct answsrs per puzzle,

puzzlza, Thus, subdects in failure conditicon most likely

4

the success conditier, ¥iller and Worman {1979} argued that

situzational cues, suchk as instructions to subdects which de-

ment of learnzd helplessness withir ths laboratory. Differ-

i

ancas  in  paercepticn of success or failnars which  wsrs

H

manipnlated using instructions may havae producad the differ-

zncees  in at+tributions which were found {Rhelas =t al.,

ildren in +ths fifth grads arse ca=
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noncontingsney of svente (Weisw, 1980).

paared a=s thouah percepticns of success and attributiorns for
sucesssful and unsuccessful performance may bs relatsd fo

the ralative nunmber of snccess and failure trials experi-



T?agt phase. During *he mairn studv, subiscts  in the

utions for failure +c a lack of sffort thar subiescts in *hs
noncontingent fesdback condition, Thus, i+ appaared as

Maisr & Saligman, 1976: Miller & Worman, 19723 Roth, 1980,

but during test, Recause subiectks? parcgptions ware mease

gyred4 +through cuasticnnaire responsss i+ is possibls that
F-4

=d thes percsption, Howaver, ths abrupt changs in ex-

%

pactations for success and atiributisns for failure fren

+rea+tmant t¢ tezt amcng noncontingent fe=adback subijscts sug-

gests that perceptions of noncentingency did net coccur antil
subiscts attampted ths test task, Therefors, it apps=ars
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indspandence wers not zyvidsnt until tha tz3t phase of tha
study, contrary *o hypothzsis.
rffects on Parformancs

Treatment phass. During the treatmant phase, sub-iscts

J.

have poorsr psrformance +than subiscis in the contingsnt

trsatment condition as r“rC”Dt“O*S of moncontingancy daevels
O

"P‘h

opad among noncontingent fezedback subiscits. A difference in
parfarmance betwsaen noncontingent  faapdback and  contingent

fredback subiects was found only on the last block of troate-

lateancias of subijescte in *he nonceontingant frasatmant condie

+ion than in the coniingent treaitment condiilion were atirib-
utad +o noncontingsnt subdscts taking ore time *o congider
+heir responssa, No significant performancs deficit by non~-

given tha lack ¢f par-
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n+tions nor differsntial sypactanciss of success bstvyesen

treatmant conditions wers found, Thus, from the thscocry of



Miller and Nerman {1979, diffarential parformance would nof

Moraosver, helpleassness effects were asxpectad to dissircate
nvar time as noncontingsznt subdiects dasvalopzd a parcspticon
of responsa=-cutcoms centingency over trials, Tyidance of a

parformancs daficit was found amcong nencontingent feedback

subijacts in ccmpariscn to contingent fsedback subiects (pre=

{19804, Results ware contradictory +o ths thsoratical pesi-
*ion +hat affzcts of ncncontingsncy 4o not  gensralize o a

second task {(Miller & ¥Worman, 1979).

fects of noncontingsncy were not found on the first test
rrial, Mmajer znd Ssligman (1976) have sugassted that if the

wheth contings

tagk promptly, In such cases,

lessnass =ffect would be found,



2 guestion remains 1f whether +the dslayved effact rTo-

Flects gradual dimprovensnt anong

dects or a gradual Asvelopmsent of

zdhack subhijecte.

ferances in parformarcs hetussn contingent and noncontingant

pogsibla +tha+, during the main study, coritingent subiscts

yers glower to improve their psrformance becausse of the in-

Aavalopad: +hat is, helrlessness effects emerged over ftime,
25 long as wastery wae rnot experisncad immsediatsly, The

Earmer cxplanation is mors parsimonious: the lattesr axplana-
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The hyvothzasized lack of affecte  sven
acTyss tasks (Miller & Norman, 1979), howsver, 1is incongis-

tent with the rasulie cof the present study.
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tens for Learned Haelplessness Thaory
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BRazhavioural svidsncs of learnsd hzlplessness was found

1

in tha +ast phass of sach sxpsrimsnt, but vary limiied sup-

part wase found for vercaption of noncontingzncy and no sup-

i3

ses  and out-

axpactations of future indszpendence of raspo
comas, during the *freatnsnt phase ¢f 2ach study,  Howsver,
when faocdback affects on attributions and expactations ware

avaluatad in the mpain study Aduring thz t2st phase, differ-

neas, Maisr and Saoligman {1976} no*ad that approximately

+yo thirds of subdiscts, =ithesr animal or human, showad af-

[

fects of lsmarnad helplsssness training, Thus, it = not

+hosz th=sories which includs parcspiions of noncontingsn
a++ributicns for parformancs, and expactations of fuhurs

nonceontingsncy durirng treatment  {3bramson 2% al., 1878
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perinsnts in which adult subiscts were emploved {Abramson st
al,, 1978: Millser & Norman, 1979; Roth, 1980), it is possi-
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srally, rTather
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A tandency amarged for subdjects in the constant failurs

f«.l-

condition +o be more liksly tharn subdscts in ths noncontin-
gznt conditicn {1 +n axpmct to succsad on the test task

and {2) +0 attribute failurs +o causss other than a lack of

Tagt phass results sucgsst that when the ftask changsd

percaptinong and expectations of uncontrollability of sub-

4ects  in the constant failure fesdback condition guickly
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+he constant failure and noncontingsnt fesdback conditions
would =¥pact noncontingsncy in the future, while subiscts In

+hz contingsnt  fzsdback condition weould neot sxpect noncon-

#imsns of noncontingsncy wers inferred from childrent's sxpsc-

+at+ions of success on *he task, and fron thz typs of causal



condition were more likelv than subiects in «ith
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+he contingent faedback condition or the ncncontingent £
- o3 gent

back econdition to rterort that thev expsctsd not o do well

dzncs of poer performance on the first fask, Constant faile-
nre subdscts?  reports ware consistent both with their at-
+ributions of failure *o ability, and <*he hvpothasis of

Abramson =% al,, (1978 and Roth ({1980%) for sxpecitations of

axpoacted

task,

group ware more 1likely than children in  +ha contingant and
constan®t failure groups fo atiribute thair failurs to abilie

+y {i,m.,, an uncontrellabklse causs). As with parceptiong of




An no+ ganeralize, +they wars nct consisiant with thaoretics

positions whichk gtate *+hat

Effects on Performancs
No hvpeotheses were fornmulataed concarning the relative.

parformance lavals betwsan subijects in the constant failurs

deficit among constant

&

Treatment phase. A Tespons
failure faadback subdscts was opromiansnt on almost  €vVary

block of *raatmept  trizls when comparsd tc  the perfeormancs

which a constant failure +trsatment was employed ({Deiner &

nwack, 1978: Dweck & Bush, 1976: Dwsck & Rappucci, 1973).
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ir *he noncontingent treatment condition on mest  blocks of
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Tha lack of gensralization of poor parfeormance from
+raatmant to test phases of the studv suggssts that constant

failure does nct produce generalization of lszarnsed halpless-
ness, as dzfined bv Seligman (1975), Indesed, sudbiscts in

n+t failurae condition may hav: learnsd +that failurs

(i

lsads to mors failurs, However, +thzy did not laarn that
snccess may or may not lzad to succsss in the futurs,  Thus,
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5T would have predictsd Tasponsse-outcons indspendence,

cal formulationg of learned helplessness (Abramsorn st al.,
1978: Maiszr & Seligman, 1976: Reth, 1980; Seligman, 1979,
That is, all +hecorists wmaintain that responsa-~cutcome non-
contingasncy rather than failure ver sz prodnced learned

helplessness effacts in 2 different situation than in the

helplasanscss, Ir addition, results wers consistent with
Abramson 2%t al,?s {1978y reformulatsd theory of learned
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ponsistaent with Abramson st al.'s {1878) cr Millsr and Yor-

mants {1979} +4hsoriszs, Howavar, bparceptions of noncontin-
gency and impeirsd perfermence in the gsneralization phaes

1975y, as well as scome support for the revised fermulaticr

{(Abramson 2t al,, 1978} of lsarred helplessness theory, as

T+ avpears that subiects in the noncontingent feedhack
cordition mayv have 1lzarncd tha*t successful outcomss 4o not

pradict necessarily future control of success. Thus, even
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+he develormart of halplessness are based on results of
stnpdizs in which a coanstant failurs trsatment dWas a2mployed
in ordar to inducs helplsss bshaviour, In particular, fac-
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sampls of c¢hildren {Dsiner & TDwsck, 1978; Dwack & Bush,
1976+ Dwack & Reppucci, 1973: Rhcles &%t al., 198C) have dsp=-

+hat the effgcts of failure on scwme children carn
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+task mav cuz ths individual *o beligve that outcomss ars un~
contrnllabls, regardlaess of the trus naturse of the cutcomes,

I¥ such is +hke case, then strong geneyalization of the neqa-

de wall »on a faturs task, they denmconstrated parformance dof-

imits and ccgnitivs reprssentation of uncontrollabls out-

3

Tf +he =ffacts of noncontingency 2f success and failure
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situation bacauss sSuccess

ity

helplessness sffechs, Instaad,



+ributs negative cutceomes to cortrollable, rTathsr than unpe

+40on which can lead +o & posizive cutcomsz, ther the offschs

ars not likely *o generalizs
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Thomas (1979}, in a discussicn of the relationship he-
+wasn lesarned helplessness and learning disabilitiss, has
no+ed +ha+t scorme childran are able to ratain a senss of com-

petancy despits  academic failure bscauge *thsy are abls o
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lives, such children ars no* likelv to gensralize feslings

of halplessnese outside of +ths academic ssztting. Other

shildren +and to generalize their acadswmic failurs *o cother
arasas, +thus ng halpless hehavicur in all aspacis

invaztigation, as though +the former childrzn may have besn
sxposed to constant failure in an acadamic satting, followed
by succass in a non=-acadsmic sstiting. Thus, children may
viey academic ountcomes &= uncontrollabls, and non-acadanic
ountcomzs as controllable, In con*rast, +thz results of the
presant studv suggest that ths latter children may havse besn
axposad +o ncncontingency batwasn their responsas  and oube

comes, Thus, success outside of school would net predict







T+ was hvpothosized that c¢childrsn whe dsponstrated a

preliminary and main s*udies, results of both studiss will

Tn the praliminary study, =nbiscts with low lavels of
personal rainforcamant responsibility demconstrated affects

of noncontingsncyva subdects with high levezls of psrsonal

[8]
0
} Y
3
h
Q
3
Q
6]
=

B
3
’.
t;
)
0n
o]
Q
n
e
wy
(e
rod
{-ts
-*-
<
"y
o
b
ot
i
o)
of
[}
Ty
&
=}
o]
et
n
I o
]
v]
+
a
D
h
i,
[
9]
+
1]

of noncontingant feadback treaitment. In fact, comparison of

£3 hatwean the two studies revealed that high TAR sub-

The lack of reinforcemant respensibility effechts in ths

ploved {(Deinsr & Dweck, 1978; Dwack & FReppucci, 1972).

recant studv by Dsiner and Dwack (198C0) suggests

‘z:
o)
=
4]
<
)
i}
9
)

a pyszsible explanaticn for the lack of =2ffects in the b

i
[ 5]

n
(24
el
j& 1
)
]
i
ft
=
o
4
m
3
wh
L)
o
i3]
{1
e
]
i
D
[oe]
Lo’
-
4.}.’
D
el
[
T
A’«
oo
9]
*-
9}
ol
w3e
*«J
T
4
7%
=
[y
0






halieved +hat thev had failed +to solvz  ths treatment task.

Hgithin ths

Thuz, fesdtack on every *rial may have cbscursd effects of

rasponsibilty mav be a factor in the develcopment of lesarned

helplassnegs only under conditionsg in whichk the subisct mpust

2nces in *he results remaipsd, 2As mentionsd pravicusly, not
all subdscts denmonstrated lesarred helplsssnzss sffacts In
the main studvy, Abramson =2t al, , (1978), Miller and ¥orman

..»J

{1979}, and Roth {1980} all have tTacognigsad the in

+n tap individual differencas in beth motivation and cogni-

*iyg-information processes in children, mey vprove nunseful In
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Summary

bzhaviour as d4sfined by Seligman

g
feedback during treaimant, That is, noncontingent feedback
subijsctz appaarsd to devalop a perception of uncontrsllabile
, cxXpectatiocns of uncontrollability in the future, and

v
Aeficits in performancs on the test task, Howavar, o

strong support was found to  suggaest that percsption of non-

+

contingency betwsan respens:ss and outcomas, attributions for

s

¥

parformances, Or sipactations of noncontingancy in ths futurs
precipitated helplass beahavicur among neoncontingasnt  snb-

jacts, Tndeed, the cognitive reprasentation of helplessness
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al,, 1978: Millsr & Nerman, 19783 Roth, 1980).

Impaired parformance, as well as perceptions, attrib-

=8

dé

ntions, and expactations consistent with reformulatpd theo-

t

rigs of learnsd helplessness (Abramsen =%t al.,, 1978; wMiller
& Norman, 1979: Foth 1980) were found during the +treatment

phase among subdects in the congtant failure *trsatmant con-

whila both =ffects mav have inmportant ranifications for
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NST
of ountconas
failure appeared 1o

comnss, sub-iacts

of responsa-outcome

+he gsnaralization

failurs treatment
SpPonsSss were exXper

cutcome was
signallesd

Sub-iscts

nf responsa-outcons
+he gaenaralization

ragults of the
fecting qaneralizat:

ountcomaes on

, success did not signal controllability
children. Tnstead, success mpixed with
signal furthar uncontrellability of out-
displavzd hoth cognitive reprasentations
independence and impairsd psrformancs on

In contrast,

condition, cnly failurs outcomes o re-
ienced during treatment Thus, whan a

encenntsred on the gesrsralization +ask,
contrellability of outceomss fo he chil~

playaed neither cognitive represen ns
independencs ner impairaed psrformeance ©on

study sugge

particularly *th:

ther moracver, the temporal dsvelopment of cognitive rep=
regantations of uncorntrecllability mav reguire re-avaluatiorn

dividual Aiffersancas in reinforcemsnt responsibility, 2s
naasurad bv IAR scores, affact lsarnzd helplessness bahave
icur, Howsvar, 1% arpsared as though such effects wars
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Animzl Iesarned Helplessness.
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Although several different authors have attespited o explain
1

+he lzarned helplessness offect in animals (Bracewsll and
Black, 1974: Baker, 1976: Glazer and Weiss, 1976a, 1976b;

Lavis, 1976: ©#®aier and Seligman, 1976; Weiss, Glazar, and




Seligman's {19758 pesi+ion and +thz rasponss  competitien
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+ha snvirzenment pertairing o +the contingsncy {i.2.,, the
lack of dependency betwsen a response and an outcomsg)s S=o-
ond, the organism must form scme kind of cognitive represen-
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{1976) as especially crucial, but easy to overlook. Tha
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+hat raspending and an ocutcoms are independent® {Maist and

Seligman, 1976, P.17Y, According *2 Maier and Seligman

g
8
@O
~J
)
A
<t
QO
_J
c:
jos ]
ot
i
[}
~g
i
F
6]
o]
@)
e
in
]
jds
o]
Jde
cn—il-
,«J-
4
4
- )
o]
e
i,.\
in
} 24
=
o
3
{-J-
1
1)
[ 1]
¥
{1}
0O
i8]
fiw]
mn
3]

+he animal no longar expscts its responsss to  producse Tee
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lzarn that its responses will have an «ffect on its snviren-

mant, Trerafors, lezarning on suhssguent tagks is impaired
zyaen 1f a subhdject makes a few correct ra2sponsss, However,

{1976) *oc be the direct result of thz orgarism learning that
i+ 4z uyrable to contrel  the aversive stimulation, Fear is

raplaced by dspressiecn in such a2 situation.

Levis {1976} Theoretical Pesition
Levis {1976} bagins his statsment from a basis of fwe pro-
cess learning theory, shock onsast, or presumably the onset
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nnd responss  has an emctional compenent, In unrestrained
animals an increase in activity and ge=n=sral bodv movement
iz found, as wsll ag urination and/cr defecation. Shock
nffzat is beliesvad also tc producs two sffscts, First, the
redyc+ion in painful stimulatiorn is rewardinog to the zniml.

The maximum Teinforcement valus of pain reduction is thought



+p0 occour almost immediziely after the aversive stimulation
CRASES, A reduction in fsar alsce occurs., The meyimum rain-

forcamant value of faar reduction follows a2 tims courss

diately baforae the pcint of maxinmum reinfercement. Recauss

nf *ha *ims courss related to fear reducticn, howevar, rain
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hohaviour ¢f +he animal can be expected, Howsver, afier
a largs number of +trials, Tevis (19768} predicts that inmo-
bility {i,=.,, freezing) will becoms thz dominant rssponss 40

avarsive stimulation, presumably, systematic punishment of

shock may induce freezing in  the animals, The respensse of
immobility would +*hen asneralize to thz next situaticp in

which aversive stimulation was intrednced.
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learnad helplessness effect, Maier and Saligman {1978) ha va

lzarning +hat +he rasponsses it makes are indzpsndsant of any

changsas in the envirconnment, Levis (1976), in conftrast, has

competes with its abilitv to prcduce mors appropriats re-
sponsas in & subseguent situatier in which an active re-

spense would provide aveidance of or =zscaps from the avers

A number of situvdies havée Dbsen reportsd which suggest

suppsrt for the competing response hypothesis of levis

{1876y, Weiss ot al., (71976) have suggested a "moter achis

vatisn deficit?” hypothesis, tccording to their hypothesis,

+he lzarned helplasspess &ffect is the regult of a central

-

noradrenserqgic deficiency which impairs the initiation c¢f zc-

b

+iyve motor rssvording by anirals. The time course of

learn=d helrlessness, which Maisr and Seligman (1976) at-

+n 3 phvysiolcgical imtelance which dissivetzs over time by

Weise 2t al. (1976 . Their model of ths lszsarnsed halplsss-
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ness offact cites psychelogical variables ir stressful situ-
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ations as l@ading +*c¢ vhvsicleoagical changes, which in torn



+o not produce a subsaqguent deficit in aveidance-ascape TE-
spending whereas a ccld swim was found tc preoduce a largs
subsaquent deficit in avoidance-sscaps rasponding. The re~
zults s2em  to indicate that uncontrollability was no*t the
facror which produced +he deficit as uncontrellability was
sxpsrisznced by both +he warm and celd water swim grours of
rats, In the ssecond expsriment, ths phenorsnon of immuniza=

tion #p +the learned helplassness affszct was investigatsd,
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min after shock adminietration, but oot after 72 hr after

when +the animals wers +estsed 72 hr aftar shock administra-

+ion, but no*t when +h2 animals were +*estz2d 30 nmin after
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shock administration, The low shock affect was thought *o
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Nther avidsncz is more supportive of ths Malasr and S=l-
igman {1976} learned helplesness hypothesis than of the Leve-

is {1976Y compeiing regsponse hypothesis, Baker (1976} in=-

2applaved in the invastigation werse conrditiona2d szmotional re-

asponsae {CER) and signallad punishkment supprassion  tasgks.
The signallsd punishmpent was chosen for thras rsasons: {1y
T+ is formally similar +o the CER paradiqgmg {2y I* can be

compating motor response hypothesis, ons would pradict that
supprassion would not be as likely in an =scapabls as in an
ingscapable group, Based on the lsarn=ad inde

pothasis, ons would przdict tha*t supprassiorn would no* be 2s



i+ was also found *hat sxposure to ranicm shocks a

producs a deficit in learning an  instrumental contingency,

without +the affacts of supprassion vwhich are preduced by

random preasentation of noises and shocks whether emitting
+he to- ba-punishad response or not, CER suppression was im-
pair=d, Hewaver, randcem presentation of shocks and noises
dnring pratreatment interfored with vpunishment suppression
only if +he animel had been allowsed to  zmnit ths to-be=pun-

ales learn2d that
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ished response, T+ appears that the a:
reEpAnsSes were uncorralatsd with aversive cutcorss. Foway-

tha rasulis alse suggested that uncontrellability per se

*o=ha-punisted response during pretreatumant,
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not acguire *he rasponse, Geodkin (1976) concluded +that

during pretrzatment, T+ appsarsd that those subiects
learna2d that & contingency d3id exist, in ths sap2 mannper

pothasis would be surporied. Rats wers trainsd in a runwey

undar continucuns food reinforcesment dnring interpclated
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spopd *han rate which recsived shock in the control box
Thus, on first inspec+ion, 1% appsared that <the responss

coppatirion rosition was supported. However, when compared

ceived irescapeble shock alone did net differ significantly
from the latencisse of +he group of subiscts which received
inescapabls shock followad by shock 4in the runway goel box

vas considered in +2rms of all experimen-

i

capable shock in the control box maintained an expactation

of rasponse indspendence whereas learnzd helplessness elthe
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and Se2ligman {1976) was supporited,

vulliing and Winefield (1977 attzmpted to demonsirate




+raining on a black/white discrimination did not show learn-
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ing daficits in the test phase of +hs sxpesriment
insoluble training problams, Mullins and Hinefield (1977

conclndad tha+ their results were consistent with Maisr and

"lparnad irralsvance® rposition of Baker {1976). That is,
animals ip the non-inmmurnized, insoluble training condition

may simply have lsarned +hat <+he discrimirative stimull

{1976} rasponse competition position, thay are at bast equi-
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con+rollable shock condition counld tarminate shock by 2

guarter turn of an activity wheel either immsdiately follow-

ing shock onse+, or .8 sac folleowing shock onset, dspendina



42cts in both voked uncentrollable shock conditieorns as well

and Jacksen (1977) extrapcla*ted from studiss in which human

subijects wers emploved in ordsr to explair the learnad help- L

lesspess effsct among 2 group of animals that had centrel
over shock offsat, vhan a reflevive rasponse was reguired

jects reported +that they did not respond and 4id not have
control over the shock even though movement of +their big tesm
was terminating ths sheck reliably, Recangse  the guarter
4

#ura of the activity whesl imnmediately followsd shock cnset

gqualified as a relexive bshaviour (i,e,, high probability cf

response  indspendsnce and thereforas smonstratad  learnsd
helplessness, Al+*hough suppeort fer lesarrsed responpse inde-
penpdznce  was tenuous, +he resulte clsarly contradict =2
lgarned responsse competition, sybects were reinforcsd for



Rosazllini (1978 has prassntad
+the rszpornse indepzsndence positicr in that he demonsirated a
learnzd halplessness =ffect on  an appatitive task following

aversive pretreatnent, rccording

tion hvpothasis {Levis, 1976)

or no shock pretrsatment, rats wers trained to bar press for

a fopd pellet on & CRF scheduls, animals in the inescapabls

pretraatment qrdup Aemorstratad  significantly slowar inter-
razponse +imes  +han animals in edither the 2scapable or no
shock pretrazitment group. The lsarnad helplsssness effect
ameng animals in the inescapabls shock group was mors clear-

1v dsnonstrated whken a2 1 sec interval was introduced betwsen

bar press and fcod delivery, Although the magpitude of *the




ni {1978y concludzd *hat althoungh his resultis
clearly suvveortsd +he responsz indspendance  position, the

axpsrimaents did not provide a critical test cf the raspense

Allov and Bersh {1979) thave previdsd farther support
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yokad conditior dsmonstrated siqnificantly lenger oscap2 la-
rats in either the avoidance or no shock condi=
+ions, nata in tha avoidance condition 43id not denmonstrats

significantly longsr escaps latencies thar rats in the ro

Auring tast, a classic lsarned halplessness effact was deme
snatrated aven +thouah subdects in the aveoidance condition

A4id not have control over shock termination. Aceording o



isarned hslrlassness effact, Therefore, in *h=s 2llov and
Bersh (1979% =tudy, rats in tha avoidance condition should
have damonstrated a2 learned helplessness effsct, In fact,

3

Allovy and Bersh (1979} roevcrted what appsearasd fto them 0 be

a +*ransitory rasponse compstiticon deficit among aveidancs

animals at the low test intensity, Therefare, it appesaraed
a

Thz learned helplessress affect was found whan ac conitinu-
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cus, ac pulsating, or dc continuous
wyhan dc pulsa+ting shock was used in administering pretrsat-
ment shock, Ac continunous shock was used in  +the testing

phasz of +he aexperiment, During pretrsatnent, activity lsv-

activity level (2,9.,, Cempb2ll and Taghtsconian, 7958, In

Airact contradiction of the raspons: compes+ition hypothsasis



{lavis, 1976y, activity laval vas neor ralatad fto fast par-
FOTrMmAnNcs, Aotivity lavels were similar  for animels in tha

e retivity levaels wars
dissimilar fer animals in +he ac pulsating and ac centinnous

conditions but their test latsncies wers very similar, How-

P
dance positicn {Maisr and Ssligman, 1976) Dby such results,

f1dence for a positiorn of confusion., Shock intensiiy was va-
riad during both *training and test, Rate ware pretreatsd

wi+h 80 inescapabls shock trails a%+ onz of four shock lswvals

helplessnass offect when *raining and f3st chock intansities

ra*her +han uncontrollabili+y of shock a% a certain intsnsi-

+y lavsl is supposedly ths basis for desveloping an 2xpacta-



+ion with othar results {&.,9.,, Rosellini, 1978) which sug=-
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Maier and Seligman [1976) have
Aancs hvoo+thasis *o account for daficits in  lsarning found

when an animal recsives response indapandant aversiva stimpu-

la+ion during a pretreatment, TLavig {1976) has present
response competition hvyrothesis *o account for the sams af-

fects, Suppert for beoth of the hypothasas has besan found in

+he racent literaturs, On +he one hand, Glazer and Welss

~f compating responsses in long tarvm halplsssness. On *hs
othar hand, Maier and Jackscn (1977) and lawry =t al, (1978
have providad avidence which directly contradicts +the ra-
aponss compatition hyrothesis, T+t was found *hat an arnimal
fleyive control ra-
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ags a bpredictor of learred helplessnsss central to the ro-
sponss compatition hvypothesis, was found *tc be unralated %o

learnad hzlplassness offzcts {lLawry &t al,, 1978)., Although
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+ha resulis of scme studises were clearly supportive of the
responss independence  hypothesis, +hey @&id not provide a

ni, 1978), The mcst confusing resulis howaver ware nct supe

com=tition hypothesisz. Paramstars of aversivs gtimulation

were found *o influsnce not onlv the nature but alss the oc-

der to dstermine upder which cornditions a lszarped halplsss-
ness effect can be demornsirzated, Only when such knowlsdgz

oratical po-

sitiosns be rsasoconable,

m

Faman Iszrned Helplessmes

tuation for animal lsarned helplessness in

},J .

which raesearch has besn conductzd in an affort +to differsn-

#ia+ts +wyo models of learned helplessness (levis, 19765 Maler

(ia

and Saligman, 1976}, learned heslrplessnzss rzsearch with hu-

mans has focused on developing wpodels whick are designed o



Beview of Recenk Ressarch

Tn his pressntation of lzarned helrplegsnass thaory, Seligman
{1975} predicted three cuicomes as a rssult of a person per=
caiving noncontingency betwesn ragponsses and ountcomes,

FPirst, a decreassz in mctivation o psrform on a subsegusnt

d%cf%m%nﬁ) cn a subsequsnt fask was predictad. Third, =
swing toward negative affsct, especially arxiety and depres-
sion, were predicted, sema of the eppirical svidence with
human subiscts supported the original model, some contradic-

+ed the original mndel, and some previded inexplicable re-

sults, Fach of the predictsd effacts 0f lzarned helpless-
ness training {(Selignman 1975) and associated evidence is

Hotivational effscts, 2l+heugh HMiller and YNorran
{1979} claim that performance deficits cannct hs divided

intn motivational and cognitive componants, rzsults of a

study conductad by Sharrod and Dewns (1974) suggsst that me-



+hough mo+tivational @ds=ficits cccur indevendertly of cogni-

of authors {Bensor and Kannelly, 19763 Fosco and Gesr, 19713
Hirote, 1974; Hiroto and Seligman, 1975; kKlsin and Ssligman,
1876: Miller ard Seligman, 19753 Thronton and Jacobs, 1971:

Thronton and Powell, 1878, Al+touch a numbar of the stud-

#raining had methecdological flavs or a plausable altarnative
sxplanation of +he results (see Wortman and Breshm, 19875 feor

dstails), serious questionning of ths learned helplessness

namaed stndies, but frem squally flawsd studies from which
contradictory aevidence was gaired, seme authors ne® only
failed to find a vperformance deficit folleowing help

£

training but alse found a performance fagili
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helplassness training {(kcth anrnd Beootzir

bal, 1975: <Thornten and Jacobs, 19723 ¥ortman, Panciers,



shustarman, and Hibscher, 19763}, Thus, +he lsarrad help-
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to be ravisad +to acccunt for both impairsent an

Pmotional affects. Autheors whe tappszd moeod changes
during helplessness +*raining generally found that subiects
bshaviour alsgsoe reportsd an  ip-

erease in anxiety and depression (Griffith, 19775 Miller and
Saligman, 197%: Roth ard Kubal, 1975). However , when Roth

and Knbal (1¢75) asked subijscts about & numbsr of mends,

*hey found that in addition to rTeperting incrzassed levels of

anxiesty and depressicn, subiects 1teported incrzased levels
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of hostility, Tnereases in hestility counld no

zligman, 1975y, bnt
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conld bs accourtzd for ty  Yortman and Brehm's (1975)  revi-

sion of lzarned helplessness thesorv,

arned Felrlessness
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Four roevised theories of human lsarned helplessnsss (Abras-
son, Seligman, and Teasdals, 1978; Bandura, 1977; Filler and

Nnrman, 1979: Wortman and Brehm, 1975 have besn pestulated

*o account for evidencs from empirical rsesarch with humans,
The thenriss will be presented inp chroncological ordar

Rortman apd Brebkm®s (1975) thsory.  Rccording to Hort-

man and Brahm {1975} boih reactance thzory {Brehm, 1966,



been zither danied or threatsnad, Four

arousal is greater as +*he individusl is

or she tTosscsses a specific bahavicural frsedom. Second,

as the importance of +hes fresdom +o ths individual incrsas-

25, Pourth, +he degrse of reactance also depsnds on the ax-
#ent +o0 which the individual +hinks that denial or threat of
denial of ons fresdom has implication for the denial or
+hrezat of denial for cthar freedonms, Four behavicural out-
comas of uncontrollability ars pesiulatad by resctance theo-
TY First, an individuval?s moti tion to sagage 1n a glyen
bahaviour will increase 3if he or she thirnks +that the given
behavion freadom is thrsatensd or deniesd, Szcond, de-



2 comparison of behavicurs predicta2d by rsactance thec-

motivation o raespond will dincreass ccmpared to the pre-
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redicts a change in the eval-
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+hesrv concerns loss of specific freedoms rathe

ral loss of coptrel as concern learnsd helplessness
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wortman and Brehm {1975} intsqgratsed reactznce thaory
and 1lsarned helplessness theory based on the assumptions

that raa
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and wonld occur only to thz  extent th
tant., According to the intagrative model, reactancs shonld

scour during the first few trials of helplessness training

i

and helplassnass shonld occur after mapy %rials of helpless-
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The sxtent of reactance and hslplessness is prediciad %o bs
At rectly preoporticral +¢ the importanca of the outcowme In
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accoonnts for most of the contradictions in

¢

srabture, it does so in 2 post hoc fashion. Thaerefore, ths
intagrative medal is net usaful  as a predictor of learned

+he snd of the papser which +the anthors title "Conclusio

=4

and Theorstical Sveculations’, ¥Wertman and Brehm {(1875) lav
+he foundaticn for lat*er attribution modzls of learn2d help-
lessness {Abramson =% al,, 1978: Miller and Nerman, 1979).
Wortman and Brahm (1975} speculatsd that psople who at-
+ribute uncerntrollability +o internal factors may
affactsd than paople whe attribute uncontrellability to aex-
tarnal factors, The authors also suggast that an internal

at+ribution may be more Tsessurirg +than an axtarnal attrib-

futura), Wortman and Brahm {1975} alss spzculated that if

fackprs *ha*t helplessrness would be more severe than if un-
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Bandura’s (1977} self-zfficacy thsorvy. Bandura {1977

mads an important contribution te a latsr theory of lsarng

i

helplessness (Abramscn 2% al., 1978) by distinguishing be=
rynsn outecomas and the individualts belief that the cutcoms
& or her personzl realm of possibilitiss, Ban-
dura {1977y dsefined outcoms éxpéctagciﬁs as the individupal’s

a-ontcons dependency in tarms of & spe-~
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obtain *he desired outconms, Efficacy sxpectations ware pres=

dictzd +o influence initiation and persistence 0f a behav-

variety of
valopnant of &fficacy =ypactations, i* iz predicted that

i

pzopla ragulats their Dbhshaviour in %

rv was much broadsr in scepe than theories discussed pravie

ously {Ssligman, 1975: Wortman and Brabhm, 1975) Barndura




+ions, Ppzopls  can give up trving
lack a sanss of ”ffécacv in achisvin
behavior Y a
itins bhu fo¥ =)
hahavior qnrEspo
vironmen vighs
ra, 1277, pp, 2048-=205).
Abramson st al. {1978} followad Bandura's (1977) suggestion
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Abramsocn, S2ligman, and Tsasdalse’s
mador inadsguacizs c¢f the origianl learn=d helplessness
+hzory {Seligman, 1975) prompied Abramson =t al, {1978} +o

propass a reformulatad model which thay +thought accounted

Aiffarentia+tion of ouvtcome zxpactations and sfficacy expeac-
+a+tions, Abramson st al, {1978) devalepad the noticon of
perzonal halplessness versug universal helplassnase basad on
diffarancas in outcoms and officacy =sypzctations, An indi-~

speonzs {i,=,, internzl atiributicn of causalityv), In Bandu-

»~afs {1977) +erms, *hen, +hare is a high ouicom2 =xpectancy

halplassSness Casé, 2n individunal who is universally helo-
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attributicn of caus tvy, In
+hers iz a2 low outcoms expectancy and 2 low efficacy sxpac-

+ancy in a universal helplessnsss situatior. Mo lowasring in
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plainad issus, Lbramsen et al, {19758) used ar attribution

framework in order tc vredict +the genarality and chronicity

mstation of lszarned helplessness effects. Accord-
s reviead learnsed halplessness theory {Abramscn st

al., {1978), whather attributions are +2 a global or spacific
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+ributions of «causzalityv were to a global 7

spacific causs, Whethar attributicns were to a stable or

nnstabls causs dsterminses ths chreonicity of helplessness of-

foacts, Chronicity of helplessness affacts would ba

+iye daficits is a direct functicn of ths strangth or car-

+ainty of the individuall's sxpsctation of noncontingency be-



on basigs of +he distinction batwszn personal and
univer=zal helrlassnsgs and the feormulation of atiributions,

la+ad model are +he same as ths first two staps in the orig-
inal model (Seligman, 1875). TFirset, obisctive noncontingsn-

cy must bhe prassent in  tha environmzni, sacend, the
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and outcomzs, Ths third and feurth stzps in “hs reformunlat-

24 modal Are nEW, Third, the individual formulates attrib-

turs noncontingzncy in the environment is developsad, The
last step in the model, symptonms of helplessnass, are the
same in the original (Seligman, 1975y =and reformulatsd
{Abramson =%t al,, 1978} nmecdnls, in important aspsct in ths

ssguence of the reformulatad model {Abramscn =t al,, 1978

gancy or noncontingsrcv inm the future, but the sxpactation

ines whether svmptoms of helplassnes will oo

Tn summary, Lbramson et al, (1978) pressntad a reformu-
la*ted modzl of learned helplessness based on (1) Bandura’s
{1977y distinction Dbatwsan outcome and efficacy expecta-
tions: and {2y attributions of causality to pradict the
cross-situational generalitvy and *he chronicity of lsgarnsd
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and Norman ({1979} destarminad that dsvelopment of the lesarnsd

sponse- ontcome independsncs but also an nndzgirable out-
cong, szcend, factors suck as task impertance, instruce
+iens, and at*ributions of causality which affsct the
Asvy=lopment of +he learned halplessnsss 2ffz2ct nezdad to bhe

Third ¥iller and ¥orman {1279 found no sub-

affacts across situations., Fourth, Millsr and Yorman (1979
heliavad +that individnal differsnce factors nesded to be in-
tagrataed into a theory of lesarned helplessrpess, Fifth, at-
#ributions appeared to be a majer factor in ths allsviation

of learred helplossness offacts although attributions wers

U)

‘h

not+ included in tha original medel propos=2d by Sealigman,

&i

{18753,

£n +he development of the lsarnsed halplessness seffecth,
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Firat, +he envirenment can ba divided into cutcoms cuas

tion of outcome Cuss, Tack instrnctions arg an sxample of

situational cues which may influencs ths intsrpretation of
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{locus of control, stability, svecificity, and importance)

and axpectancy of cutcems are important, L causal attrib-

+

ation with an internal locus of control is sxpaected to rTe-

zul* in solf depreciation and neqgative affect yharsas a caus

sal a++ributicn with an =axternal locus of control is
axpactad *o rasult ir» minimal affect changes, A+ttributions
+n 3 =tabls caunsas ars sxpsciad +o rasult ia greater cross-

causs, Tha specificity of an attributicn is believed fo de-
+erminss ths number of futurs tasks that will bs affacted by
respanse-outcome independencs expsctations, Ths magnituds
of affactive and vperformance deficits is thought *o be de-



*zrmined by +the importancs of the outcemz, Fach attribution

ment of lsarnad helplessness sffects, The fourth and final

s+en in +the attributicn model is +he dsmonstration of bahav-

helplassnass: affact ard pesrformance, The suthors {(¥iller
and Nerwarn, 1979 claim that +heyv could find no svidence

that motivational and cognitive deficits wesra independent,

ITn summary, based on availabls smpirical evidence,

Millasr and Norman (1979} Adavelepzd a model of lsarnad haelp-
lessness, which includss thz f£ollowing steps: {1y cutcome

+ingzncy betwesn rasponses and cutcomes {2} individusl 4if-

forances which may affect the percsotisn and interpretation

of noncontingsncys {3}y attributicnal and pactancy cogni-
+ions which affect the axpactancy of rasponse=ocutcome inde-
pendencs in the futurey; and {4y affasct and/or performancs

deficits associated with +he lsarned helplsssness effect,



ELT

3uERary

rour theoriss of human learnsed helplessness have bsen ad-
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man and Brehm {1975 sugas
+heory (Brehm, 1966, 1972} and learnzd helplassness theory
{Ssligman, 1975}, Thaey suggested that during +ths first few
+rials of uncontrollabilitv training, p2oplz display behave-
iour consistent with that pradicted Dby reactance theory.
Howz®er, bshavioural manisfestations of lsarned helplessness

occur afrer many *rials of uncontrellability training, Tha

jo)]

dagras of reactancse and helplessness is thought to be

functisn of +he Jdegres of importancs of the cubtcoma. 21~

i

o

s
LN
LL0™

+hough ¥Wor+man and Brehm {1975y did not incerporate at
utions into +hsir +theory, thayv suggsstz2d that the role of
causal attributions in +the davelopment of tha lszarnad help-
lsssnass effect should bo investigatsd, Bandura {(1977) suo-
gestad that outcome sxpectanciss should be evaluatead sepa=

rataly from efficacy expschtancies,

axpzctations and 2 revision of attribution theory to account



enntingency betwsan restenss and outcons to a causss {4) @x-

pacting +he future contingaency betwsarn rasponse and outcons;

A

and {5} =%xhibiting svmptcoms of helplsssnzss.
Bas2d on an eovaluaticon of +the availabls empirical avi-
darca, #Millsr and Norman {1979 pregented 2 four stap modsel
ps ars {1 ountcemz and
situational cues in the anvireament which define noncontin-

asncy batwasen rasponse and ontcoma; {2) irdividual differ-

ke

ance facters which may affect ths perczption and interpreta-

i

+imn of noncontingancy hetwesn Tesponss and  outcoms; {3

a+t+ributional and sxpectancy cognitions which may a2ffect the
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65} have

o

siqned %o test specifically the amount cof responsibility
childran +took for academic success and acadswmic failure,

Unlike more glchal measurses of locus of contrel (¢.4g., FRot=

tar, 1966y, TIAR <scale items vperiain only fo acads=nic

achizvement situations and inveclve only the child, oparents,
tsachers, and psers as agents of control, Tha scals is cop=

posad of 34 forced-choice items., Test-ratest reliabllity as
maeasured by corrections betwesn overall (I}, success {I+},
and failurse {I=) items on initial and  +w> month follcw-up
sceores was modsrately highs Corralations for I, T+, and I~

wars .69, ,66, and , 74 respactively, all of which were sig-

ternal consistency was measured by split-hz21f reliabilities

.87 for T= items, which indicatsd some d=zqgresz of
ity among the items (Crandall =t al,, 1965),

Yainar and Kukla {1973 have suggestasd one pessibls

D

reason for the low split-half reliabilities, Thay peointed

{
i

pu+ that 3items of +he IAR scale can bs further partiticnsd

+5 ability {#,q., T passad becauss T am qgood at arithmetic

= 306 -



1971

{correlats

Duac

a8

k and Resppuccil

"+ he sytent t2 which a test is a valid m=masu
hiahly with) a aiven criterion¥ {p. 1686},
{1973y and Deiner and Dwack {1878)

~J

3,

Tf & tsacher passes

would it preciably bhe

a} bscauss
£y becauss

Whan ven do
more likel

a)} becaussa
b} becauss

¥hen Vou
+thing

a} b=acauss
clearlyv,

by bscauss
{I=})

vou
ths

havs
in school,

ﬁ}

1%

-

t]
o

lin]

vyou

1965y ig a valid instrument,
vou +o ths ngxt arade,
cshe liked vou, or
¥ the work vou 4id? {(I+)

11 ¢on a *=s* at school, it is
ba
studied for it, or {(I+)

+mst wags 2Xpecially sasy?

+rouble understanding sone-
je it usually

+pacher didn®t sx¥xplain it
didr*t listen carefnlly?




7

Whop vou read a stoeryv and can?t remenber
must of it, is it uszually

a) bzcanse the storvy wasn't wsell wyritten or

>z you wersnit interssted in the

S
Ty ? {T~)

b)Y because they are in & agocd mood?

Suppose yeun 4id better than usuwal in a sub-
jact at schcel, Would it probably happan

a) becauss vou *trisgd harder, or (I+)

When vou lossz at a gams of cards or check=
ars, doss it usuallvy haopsan

a) hacause *he othsr playver is good at ths
m

b} because yvou don?t play wa2ll? {I-)

1

b

raon deesn¥t think you arse very
ve

a) car veu maks him cheangs his mind if yon
try tec, or {1~}

by are +hare some people who will +thirnk
you'rs nct very bright no matter what

you de?
Tf vou sclve a puzzle gquickly, is i+%

2} bacanse i+t wasnit a very hard puzzle, or

If a bov, or girl tells yvou that yvou azs
durh, is it more likely *hat they say that

Rik

~
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14,

15,

ma what vou did rTezlly wasn®t very

Y bescauss

hright? {I=}
suppose von study *o becoms a teacher, scis
antisgt, c¢r doctor and you fail Do veu
+hink +this weould happen

al baczuse yvou didn?® work hard snough or

a} bscanse vou paid cless attention, oT
{I+)

) becanse the teacher =xplaired it cleaxr=
1vy?

er savs o voun ®Ycur work is
&

a) some*hing +teachers usually say to  an=-

courage rupils, o

1Y heacause von did a good dob? {I=)

Whan vou find i+ hard +o work arithmesiic or
math problers at scheel, is it
a2} bacanse vou didn't stndv well =snough be-

fore veu trisd them,or {I-)

by besause +the te
vere tco hard?

a) bscause the tesacher didn't =2xplain it
vary wsell, or

r} because you didntt fry vsry hard tc re=
mepber? {T=}

Supposse you vweren't sure about ths ansysyT
+o a gussticn your tzacher asksd you, but
your answer turned out *c bs right, Ig it
likely +¢ happsn

Cad
b}
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18,

19

n
o

2%,

W)
[N
®

2} hocause the wasn't as particular as usu~
a1 or
¥y bescause veou gave the hast answaer  yvou

conld +hink of 2 (I+)

When vou read a story and rememnbar most of
it, is i% nsnally

ot
]
1}

ity

2) bsrcauss vou wers interested in th
TV, 0T {IT+)

If

1y because the storvy was well writtan?

If your parents tell yeu you're acting sil-
1y and npot thinking <c¢lesarlv, is it more

likely +tc bhe
a) bscause of something vou did, or ({I=)

kY bzcauss they happsn &2 be feeling

cranky?
when vou dor't do well on = tzst at scheol,
ig ix

]

st was

]

a} bscause ths te aegpescizlly hard, or
¥} bacauss you didp*t study for it?  ({I-)

at a gams of cards or check-

2} bacause veou vlayv real well, or {IT+}

Y

b} becaunse the other vpsrscon dossn?t play

wall?

Tf people think you're bright cor clever, is
3+

a} bacauss they happen ¢ liks you, or

ot

th

st}

h) because vou usually ac * way? {IH)

If a +%szacher didn't pass vou > the naxt
grade, weculd it probably bs
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25,

26,

Suppose vou dﬁp + dc as well ag usual in g
subiect =at scheool. would +thiz  probably
happen

a) because voun wersarn't a3 careful as usuzl,
or  {I-)

¥}y because somebody  bethersed you and kept
vou fTrem working?

bo
ht,

+21lc youn that vou are
v

0

e

m
e 14

girl
usu

|l) e
!*“' ok

t"i‘ -4

-
ot

If
T3 al

4w

=

8) bescause you *hought up =z good idsz, Or
{T+)

s

Y hecan hey like you?

Supposs you bhacams a famous teachsr, scisn=

tigt or docter. De ven think this would

happern

2} bescause cother peopls helpsd vou wWhen vou
necdsd it, or

b} bscause veou worked very hard?  (#)

suypposse veour parents sav you arsn't doing
well in veur schoel work, Ts +hiz likely
+o happan mCre

2) because yvour work isn?it ver geod, o©OF

v} beceuse thay ars feelir
Supposs . vou ars  showing

play a2 woapmpe and ha hes
would thet havpen

a) hecause he wasn't able to urdarstand how
to play, or

Fhen yvou £ind
Fod

i+ sasy *o wixrk arithmstic or
nath vroblems at o g

i
at it wvsually

2} becauge t+hs teacker gave you 4spacially
2azvy vreblems, or

{Ad
Y
—d
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33,

24,

When von rermember something  voun heard in
class, is it usually

2} bacause you tried hard to remembsr, or
{T+)

) bscause ths tszacher explaipsd it well?

Tf vou can?'t work =2 puzzla, ig it more
l1ikely +c happen

a) bscauss you are not espscielly goed at
working pungzles, ot {I=)

by bscause the Iinstructicons weren 't writien
clearlvy encugh?

g
r} becanse of scomething von 4id?  {I+)

syppose you =are sxplaining how to play &
game +o a friznd and he learns oaquickly,
Yould that haprpen meore often

2} bacanse yvou axplainsd it wall, or {I4)

‘.J-

b} becauss bz was able *to understand 1t7

Suppose youlre not sure about ths answsr to
a quasticn vour teachsr asks you and the
answar vou give turns out to be wrong. T

it likely t¢ happen

a) becanse ghe was mere varticular than us-
1 r

kY becansz yon answersed too guickly? (I~}

At
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