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ABSTRACT

THE POSITIVE ANALCGUE OF LEARNED HFLELESSMESS
by

Nacmi J. Curtis

Bdviser: Prcfessor William F. Oakes

The theory of learned helplessness involves the detrimen-
tal effect on later learning which is assumed to result from
the exrerience of a noncontingent relationshir between out-
comes and behavior, i.e., between responses and reinforcers.
Cne implication of this concept is that the helplessness can
result from the noncontingent occurrence of positive as well

as negative outcones.

Relatively little wocrk has been done tc replicate the
cross~-nodal generalizability of 1learned helplessness, that
is, whether the deficit can be produced on a cognitive task
following an instrumental pretreatment (cr vice versé). In

the present research, it was hypothesized that (1) cross-mo-



dai learned helplessness wculd be replicated in a
traditional negative outhmes condition; (2) similar perfor-
mance deficit would be produced 1in a positive context; (3)
differential cognitions (e.g. awareness, attritutions, af-
fect) would distinguish the groups, since learned helpless-
ness has usually been interpreted as resultinq from the phe-

nomenal experience of uncontrollability.

B two-phase study was carried out, consisting of an in-
strumental pretreatment and a cognitive test task. For the
instrurental pretreatment task, subjects aired a light gun
at a flat black and white target with a phctcreceptor cell
at the bullseye. The light beam was nct detectable toc the
subjects; they thus received only the feedktack intended by
the exrerimenter. Half the experimental subjects received
negative feedback, punishment (the sound of a tone), when
they failed to hit the bullseye; the other scbijects received
rewards (the same tone) when they hit the bullseye. Within
each ccndition, half the subjects receiveé cutcomes contin-
gent on their performance. The other subjects, yoked to
contincent subjects, noncontingently received the identical
schédule of "YhitsY and ‘“misses" as the contingent person
they were yoked to, irrespective of their actual target-
shootirg performance. A control group received no pretreat-
ment, but went directly to the anagrams test task. This
anagrarns task, the same for all subjects, was the main de-

pendent measure, the measurc of learned helplessness.



Consistent with outcomes predicted by the 1learned
helplessness formulation, it was found that equal perfcr-
mance deficits resulted from receiving ncncentingent out-
comes cross-modally, both in an aversive context, as in pre-
vious research, and in the rewarding situvation as well.
There was no enhancement of performance fcr contingent
groupse. There was no greater awareness of noncontingency
for any group, contingent or nonccntingent, nor any differ-
ential experience of helplessness for contincent or noncon-
tingent subjects. Different patterns of attributions did
not distinguish the groups, nor did changed levels of anxie-

ty, derression or hostility.

An important aspect of this research is that the lea£ned
helplessness effect, the behavioral decrement, tcok place in
the absence of the cognitions usually adduced to explain the
effect. Because feedback came from one source only (the ap-
paratue --- tone or no-tone), the "helplessY subjects were
not aware of the noncentingency between respcnse and feed-
back. For that reason, there was no link Lketween cognitions
and helplessness. The behavioral deficit cccurred indepen-
dently of any awareness of noncontingency or feelings of
helplessness., The helplessness effect dernonstrated herxe
thus lJends itself to explanaticn within the bLehavicrist
framewcrk, which posits no necessary 7relaticnship between

cognitive variables and changes in behavior.

vi
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INTRODUCTION

The cornerstone of learned helplessness theory (Selig-
man, 1$75) is that an organism can learn about twc probabil-
ities conjointly. Separately, a person can learn (1) the
probability of an ovtcome occurring if he cr she makes a
response, and (2) the probability of an outccre occurring if
that response is not made. When crganisms experience events
in such a way that the probability of the cutcome 1is. the
same whether c¢xr not the particular response occurs, then
conjoint learning of this nonccntingency takes place as

well.

An ecttempt by Maier and Seligman (197¢€) tc carefully del-
ineate the theory of 1learned helplessness describes three
separate stagyes in the phenomenon. The first invclves the
waY in which an organiém receives inforration regarding the

probability of the outcome.

The second, critical, stage involves the crganism reqis-
tering and processing cognitively the infcrration about the

contincency received in the first stage. This stage can be

Y
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subdivided intc two parts: (1) learning there is no rela-
tionship between response and outcome; and (2) develcping
the exrectation that response and outcome will remain inde-
pendent in the future. Along with this secend stage is a
reduction in motivation to control the outcore. The expec-
tation of noncontingency keeps a person fror learning that
subsequent responses may produce a desired cutcome, a form
O0f proactive interference. It also procduces fear while the
subject is uncertain of the unccntrollability of the out-

ccme, &nd then depression.

B rnrodification of the theory (Abramson, Seligman & Teas-
dale, 1978), based on attribution theory, attempts to refor-
mulate learned helplessness in terms of whether cutccmes are
uncontrollable for all people cr only for some pecple,
whether helplessness is general or specific, and whether it
is chrcnic or acute. According to this refcrrulation, once
people perceive noncontingency, they make attributicns for
their helplessness. These causal attributicns predict
whether the expectation of future helplessness will be sta-
ble or unstable, broad or narrow, and internél or external.
And it is this expectaticn which determines the occurrence

of the helplessness deficit.

The third stage described by UMaier and Seligman (1976)
involves the transfer of this expectation cf nc relationship

between response and outcomes to new sitvations. This
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transfer to new situations, and its behazvicral

manifestations, i1s known as the learned helplessness effect.

Relevant Research

— i I e e —

The phencmenon of learned helplessness was discovered by
Martin Seligman &nd his assoclates while investigating the
effect of Pavlovian fear conditioning on suksequent escape-
avoidance behavior. Overmier and Seligmen (1967) fcund that
dogs «c¢iven inescapable shock in a hammock subsequently
failed to escape shock in a shuttle-box, where escape was
possible, and that even an occasional corfect responée in
the shtttle-box did not generalize into 1learning. These
dogs bchaved passively and simply failed tc learn the appro-
priate respcnse. In contrast, dogs given escapable shqck or

no pricr shock escaped well.

Fosco and Geer's (1971) research was desicned to see if a
similar phenomenon could be demonstrated in hurans. In this
reseaxrch, subjects vwere exposed to varying numbers cf inso-
luble problems before receivina soluble cnes. 411 subjects
received a total of twelve problems; each invclved duessing
the correct seguence of buttons toc push to avcid shcck. The
major independent variable was the number cf insoluble prcb-

lems (C, 3, 6, or 9) preceding the soluble cones. & signifi-
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cant meain effect was found: there were more mistakes on the
last three problems (dependent measure) the cgreater the num-
ber of 1inscluble problems the subject had previously been
exposed to. It was not clear, hcwever, whether it was the
inability tc ccentrol the aversive stimuli or the aversive-

ness itself which accounted for the effect.

Another experiment attempting to show a learned helpless-
ness effect in human subjects was carried cut by Thornton
and Jacobs in 1971. In this research, fcur crcups differing
in shock contingency were given a fixed level c¢f shcck, and
another four groups were given a variable level of shock.
Fecr fixed level groups, the shcck for each sukiject was kept
at a level the subject considered “Yunpleasant but not pain-
fulv. The variable level of shock ranged frém *low to mod-
erate intensity"; one of five shcck levels was randomly as-
signed to each trial. In the test rphase (dependent
measure), the task was to escape from the shcck by pressing
a buttcn. The authors found that under variable shcck con-
ditions, subjects who had received noncontingent shcck res-
ponded more slcwly on the test task than thcse who had re-
ceived contingent shock. There was no difference amcng
shock-contingency groups for subjects whc had received fixed
shock in the pretreatment phase. An impertant prcblem in
this research was that the fixed shock crcups received
different amounts of actual pretreatment shcck than did the

variable shock groups. Again, as in Foscc and Geer (1971),
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this is problematical, since a confound is created between
amount of shock and controllability, and if the effect can
be attributed to anything other than uncontrcllability, then
it does not fit Seligmants (1975) concepticn of learned

helplessness.,

e e —————— e e s Nl DL S

Overmier and Seligman (1967) had pcsited that the learned
helplessness effect resulted from receiving. aversive stimuli
in a situation in which all instrumental réspcnses were uée-
less inr eliminating or reducing the aversiveness. Seligman
and Maier (1967) demonstrated, by means cf the follcwing ex-
periment, that this effect was, in fact, cgused by the_un—
controllability of the original shocks, and not by the
shocks themselves. They gave one group c¢f dogs 64 unsig-
nalled shocks which could be escaped by pressing & panel. A
second croup of dogs, yoked to the first grcup, was given
the sane shocks, but could not escape them. B control grcup
of matched dogs was not given any shock sessicns. Twenty-
four hcurs later, the dogs were placed in a shuttle- box and
given ten trials of escape-avoidance training. 0Of the dogs
who had been given inescapable shock, 75% failed to learn to
escape in the shuttle-box, whereas all the animals who had
been aktle to escape in the first phase learned the escape,
responce in the shuttle-box.  Of the chtrol group animals,

only 12.5% failed to escape in the shuttle-box. In addi-
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tion, the no-escape group differed significantly from the
escape group and from the control group on rnean latency and

mean number of failures to escape in the shuttle- box.

Maier (1970) confirmed that it was the unccntrollebility
that caused helplessness. In order to escape shock, dogs
were trained to inhikit the head movements which are the
usual response to shocke. Following this training in passive
response, these animals learned to escape-avoid normally,
compared to yoked animals given no means cf ccntrolling the
shock . Maier thus successfully eliminatcd the possibility
that it was incompatible skeletal-motor respcnses that were

responsible for the failure to escape-avoid.

Additional evidence for the learned helplessness hypo-
thesis is widespread in the animal learninc literazture, and

is reviewed in Mailer and Seligman (1976).

In another experiment, designed partly to test whether it
is the stressfulness of the aversive event which acccunts
for the learned helplessness effect, Krantz, Class and Sny-
der (1974) varied the amount of stress (level cf noise) ad-
ministered to subjects. Although the typical learned help-
lessness effect was found for subjects 1in the no-escape
condition, the amount of helplessness did nct'vary directly
with the amount of stress. The authors conclude that the
magnitude of the stress “does not facilitate the production

of helplessness and its behavioral consequences% (p. 293).
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In other words, the level of stressfulness was ncet critical

in producing helplessness.

An experiment described by Glass and Singer (1672) mani-
pulated the perceived controllability of shock. Half of the
subjects believed they had some ability to avcid shock; the
cther half did not. Results shcwed the no-perceived avci-
dance croups were impaired in their performance on a subse-
quenf Stroop Color Word Test and on & rrccfreading task,
compared to perceived avoidance anéd to control groups. That
is, even -though the percei?ed avoidance subijects received
the sarme intensity and amount of shock as these in the no-
perceived avoidance groups, the belief that they had scme
ccntrol and had been able to avoid =some <c¢f the shocks

markedly reduced their subsequent performance deficits.

Seligman (1975), reviewing some of this evidence, states,
"It is not trauma in itself that is sufficient to produce
failure to escape but learning that no respcnse at all --

neither active nor_passive -- can control traura" (Seliaman,

1975, [. 27).

Experinents_with_human_subijects

b variety of studies with hurans has deronstrated that
exposure tc uncontrollable aversive stimulation procduces

perforrance decrements on subsequent réspcnse—dependeht
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tasks. Some of this research has been menticned abcve (Fcs-
co and Geer, 1971; Thornton and Jacobs, 1971; Glass & Sing-

er, 1972; Krantz et al., 197u4).

In 1974, Hiroto attempted to duplicate the conditions cf
Seligman and Maier's (1967) original 1learned helplessness
triadic design, wusing human subijects. Hiroto (1974) as-
signed subjects to one of three pretreatment grougs: (1)
Escape, in which a subject heard aversive tones but was atble
to esceape them (by pushing a button which terminated themn);
(2) No-escape, in which a subject heard the same tones, was
given the same escape instructions, but in reality was una-
ble to'escape the tones; and (3) Control, in which a sulbject
was not required to hear the tones. This pfetreatment phase
was followed Ly a test phase in which subjects were again
required to escape an aversive tone, this tire using a fing-
er shuttle. Escape in this test thase was available equally
to all subjects., The dependent variable was performance on
this test phase, measured in several different ways. Hircto
found poorer performance on four out of five‘ of the depen-
‘dent measures among subjects who had Leen 1in the no-escape
pretreatment .condition, thus duplicating Seligman and Mai-

er's (1967) results with dogs.

Hircto and Seligman (1975) were interested in testing the

nction that 1learned helplessness results frem exposure to
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uncontrollatle outcomes 1in cognitive situations a@s well as
in instrumental ones. They theorized that insclubkle discri-
minaticn problems were formally analogous to inescapable av-
ersive situations, since in both the protatility of rein-
forcement (correct vs. incorrect, or shock ve,. nc~shock)
was incdependent of respcnding. They devised an experiment
using a discrimination-learning task regquiring the subiject
to identify a correct value. In the Insolukble conditicn,
analogcus tc nc-escape from aversive noise, there was no va-
lue which was consistently correct, no Wey to solve . the
probler. A ccntrol group was required to see the discrirgi-
nation task cards but take no acticn. The test phase ccn-
sisted of scluble anagrams, the letters cf each of which
were arranged in a particular pattern. Thgs, the pretreat-

ment phase and the test phase both utilized cocnitive tasks,

Bs part of the same program of research, Hiroto and Sel-
igman (1975) were interested in repliceting Hiroto's (1974)
instrurmental pretreatment/instrumental test paradigm. In
additicn, they wanted to explore the extent to which help-
lessness could be produced cross-nodally, thét-is, in a si-
tuation in which eithexr pretreatment was instrumental (push-
ing a button to escape noise) and the test. was cognitive
(anagrems), or pretreatment was ccgnitive (éiscriminaticn
‘problers) and the test phase was instrurentzl (finger-shut-
'fle to escape the aversive tone). Thus this research con- -

sisted of fcur separate experiments:



Experiment Pretreatment_phase

1 Instrumental
(prush-button)

2 Cognitive
(discrimination prcblems)

3 Instrumental
(push-button)

4 Cognitive

Each experirment

treatment contingency groups (i.e.,

lems,

Instrurental no-escape

yoked to escape

aversive tones was the same for

(discrimination problems)

used the triadic design,

subjects and

subjects,

mental pretreatment groups.

Three dependent

(1) mean response latency;

the noise or to

terion (for escape

tern).

measures in each of four

For ten c¢f the twelve
scluticn group performed

(or soluble puizle) groupe.

Thus there were

measures were

sclve the anagrams); and

experiments.

combinations,

control subjects

used in

acquisition or solution tc¢

12 measures in &ll:

10

Instrumental
(finger-shuttle)

Ccagnitive
{anagrans)

Cocnitive
(anagrams)

Instrumental
(fincer-shuttle)

with three pre-

escepe cr soluble prch-

ro-escape or insoluble procblems, and a ccntrol grcocup) .

were

so that the total duration of the

all subjects in the instru-

the test phase:

(2) nunber of failures (to escape

(3) trials to cri-

anaqram pat-

three dependent

the nc-escape cxr no-
significantly worse than the escape

“"For seven of these ten combina-
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tions, the no-escape group did significantly worce than the
control group, thus indicating a debilitation cn the part of
the no-escape group (learned helplessness) rather than a fa-
cilitation effect for the escape group. (With respect to
the three dependent variables, there were no significant
differences on the trials to criterion measure on Experiment
3, 1involving instrumental pretreatment and cocgnitive test
task. The other two dependent variables did show signifi-

cant decrement for the no-escape group.)

Hifcto and Seligman cohsider that learned helpleésness
not only has bkeen replicated in an instrumental situaticn,
but has been demonstrated when btoth tasks are cognitive.
Most importantly, it has been shown to ke cross-modal, - cc-
currinc when pretreatment is instrumental and testing cecgni-
tive, and vice versa. Thus, helplessness is considered to
be transferable across situations. The authors attribute
helplecssness brought about in this way to & ceneralized ex-
pectancy that in future situations respondinc and reinfcrce-
ment will continue to be independent of each other, and a
person will be wunable to modify evehts in his ecr her envi-

ronment.

Mot all the experiments in learned helpléssness have prc-
duced the expected effect. Roth and Bcotzin (1974), for ex-
.ample, found that a group receiving randor feedback on a

concept learning task showed more adaptive behavicr in a
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subseguent aversive situation than dic¢ nc-pretreatment
subjects. However, it is questionable whether the dependent
measure (going to get the experimenter's help when the

screen blurred) is necessarily a measure of ccntrol; these

subjects may sinply have been mcre anxious or nmore frustrat-

ed.

The weight of the evidence suggests a fairly reliable
helplessness effect on a variety of dependent measures fcl-
lowing a variety of helplessness-inducing manipulations.
Most research has kept the pretreatment and test phase mo-
dalitiés the same, however, using either an instrumental
pretreatment and instrumental test (e.g. Hircto, 1974; Foscc
and Geer, 1971; Thornton and Jacobs, 1971); cr a ccognitive
pretreatment/cognitive test design (e.g. Rcth and Kubal,
1975; Cohen, Rothbart and Phillips, 1976; Fenscn and Kennel-
ly, 1976; CGriffith, 1977). Often, in recent research, rela-
tively complicated instrumental laboratory set-ups have been
replaced by more easily- administered ccgnitive tasks.
Learneé helplessness occufring across mcdalities has rarely‘

been explored since Hiroto and Seligman's (1975) work.

It seems important to verify that 1learned helplessness
can take place cross-modally. . If interference with subse-
guent learning occurs under conditions that differ substan-
tially from the original situatien in which uncentrollakle

events took place, then " the helplessness effect is mcre
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likely to be a stable and rather pervasive process. This
notion bears on the general/specific dimensicn that Abramscn
et al. (1978) discuss in their reformulaticn cof Seligman's
older statements of his theory (e.g. 1975). 1f, as Hiroto
and Seligman (1975) suggest, learned helplessness is genera-
lizable across modalities, then it wmay bLke an induced
"trait-like system of expectancies ‘that respcnding 1is fu-
tile" (p. 327), and more than Jjust a transient, situationzl

response.

Seligman (1975) speculates-that it is the noncontingency
between behavicr and outcomes which produces the learned
helplessness phenomenone. Implicit in this theocry is the no-
tion that the type of situation in which ncncontingency 1is
learneé¢ is nct especially relevant. That is, most of the
instrurental research has pinpointed 1lack c¢f control over
aversive outcomes (typically 1loud noise or electric shock)
as recsponsible for the helplessness effect that follows.
The theory would predict, however, that similar effects
(helplessness) would result from noncontingency or lack cf
control in situations not necéSsarily invclving noise or
shock, but inveclving neutral, or even positive, outcores.
.The principal gcal of the present research, then, was tc'ex—
plore just'such a pfoposition -- whether, c¢r the extent tc¢
wﬁich, nénccntingency.under instrumental écnéitiéns cf pcsi-

tive reward produces learned helplessness.
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Aniral_evidence.

Seligman (1975) reports unpublished research in which
hungry rats who were aiven free food which had been dropped
_through a hole in the tops of their caqes exrerienced a de-
ficit in the learning of subseqguent fcod-getting responses,
compared to rats who had had tc learn to werk for their

food.

Engterg, Hansen, VWelker and Thomas (1972), using the
learned helplessness paradigm with pigeons, fcﬁnd that "“au-
toshaping" performance was retarded among animals given ncn-
contincent free grain, compared to the performance of pi-
geonhs who had had to work for a living (juméing cn a treadle
in order to receive pellets of grain), &nd compared tc a
control group. [vAutoshapingY, a notion developed by Ercwn
and Jerkins (1968), involves a process whereby a direction
is impcsed by the species-specific tendency ¢f a piceon to
peck at things it looks at. The tendency is strengthened by

connecting reinforcement with the look-peck ccupling.¢

Welker (1976) found pigeons were retarded in acquiring a
treadle-pressing response following protracted exposure to
responcse-independent grgin deliveries, ccmpared to gqgroups of
pigeons pretreated_with either resbonse-depeﬁdent grain pre-.

"sentation or short-ternm hopper training.
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In an animal-learning study using the “arppetitive
analogeeY to the learned helplessness paradigm (that is,
food reward rather than electric shock as the stimulus),‘Pa~
lese (2977) found that contingently-rewarded rats (which
had to behave in a particular way in orcder toc get the fcod
pellets) pgrformed better on a subseguent apquisition task
~than either of twc honcontingently rewarded Crcugs, aone gef—'
ting its food reward from a hopper, and one having food pel-
lets drop from the ceiling. Palese adduces ccmpelling arqu-
ments suggesting that these results dem@nstrate the positive
énaIOgue to learned helpleséness rather than é‘facilitation
effect. Further research using an additicnal control grcup
is currently being undertaken in order to «clarify this is-

SUuC.

Eisenberger and his associates- (Eisenltercer, Park and
 Frank, 1976; Eisenberger, Mauriello, Carlscn, Frank and
Park, 1977) have been ‘involved in programratic research
..aimea ét'shedding lighf,on what théy,cail the iearheélhélp_
1essness/iearned industriéusness continuum,. Accdrding to
their theory, noncontingent presentation of a réinforcer re--
taras thé' acquiéition of new responséé for the reinforcer

. (learned helplessness), and the learninc cf a reinforced

response facilitates the subseguent acquisiticn cof new res- . -

ponses for the reinforcer (learned industricusness). B re~-
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inforcer and its discriminative stimuli ccre to signal
degreecs or ranges of control over the reinforcer. Eisenber-
ger et al. (1976) hypothesize that "the smallervthe numbter
cf different responses that continually receive interchanae-
able reinforcement, the more the organism is woved alcng
that reinforcer's learned industriousness-helplessness ccn-—

tinuum toward the industriousness extremeY (r. 228).

Eisenberger'et al. (1977) speculate that tc be truly non-
. contincent, = reinforcement must be presented haghazardlye~'
sporadically, and breferably when .a subject is not makinag a.
partictvlar response. - This was, in fact, - the reinfcrcement
procedufé followeé by Eiéenberéer, Kaplén énd Singer (197u),

and by Babad (1972).

Fisenbercer et al. {(1974) found that givinc children po-
sitive reinfqrcement'in the form‘cf the woxd Yccod" present-
ed ranéomly- (nct in respohse fo“ any'pa%ticuiar tehavicr)
during‘pretréatmént had a decremental effect on subsequent
learnirg. However, if the childrehlﬁere inférﬁed of the new
specific meaning of the use of the word "cocd" -cn the test
‘task, the learring déficit diSéppeared. "~ In other wérds,
' Spédifiéally-being'”fold of'fhe“”sociél'apﬁfcval.rmeanihq-Of
the word %“qood" (that is, having its ¢céntingency value re-
‘stored) undid the .effects cf its ﬁoncontincent use duiinq
preﬁreatmeni. | This. resUIt!cah be inteiprefe& ag»evidenée

for the cognitive aspect of Seligman's thecry cf how learned -
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helplessness has its effect: Seligman (1975) sgpeculates that
proactive interference is one of the thincs that happens in
learned¢ helplessness. The individual is nct akle to unlearn
the uselessness of responding., Here, Eisenkerger et al.
(1974) have very deliberately, as part of their design, seen
to it that their subjects do unlearn the ncncontingendy;
learned helplessnéss then doés not bccﬁrf 'H¢wéver, sihce
this experiment did not include a group which exercised cén—
trol over reinforcers in the ' pretreatment phase, it is not
possible to specify controllability és the crucial variable

in this work.

In'research by Babaé (1972) on the "satiafioﬁ" effect of
reinforcement, the word "good" was used 1in a ccnpletely ncn-
contincent way (tﬁat is, unrelated to subjeéts' behavicr)
with thiré graée children,. andA a berformahce decrement was
fcund cn a subsequent test task. This decrement was elimi-
© nated iﬁ3the casé of éhildren fbruwhom the-exﬁerimenter waél'
differént_on the test task, and the author C6n¢1udes tﬁat
the "sgtiation" effect of the reinforcemwent (which leadé to
'the,subSequent deficif) is persoﬁ-<§pecifi¢,'nct'generaliza—

ble frcm one experimenter to another.

Thi

n

finding may bear on the generality/specificity di-
rension - aof helplessness . .expounded by Abfamsph et. .al. :
(1978)-s It may imply -a lack cf generalizability of the -

learned”hélplessness effect. What may just as well ke hap-
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pening in the Babad experiment (as it seems tc in
Eisenberger et al., 1974) is that the children learn in the
pretrectment phase that the experimenter's Ygcod" is mean-
ingless, The experiment is set up in such a way that there
is no reason for them to think Ygood" has much more meaning
in the test phase, when the same experimenter reinfcrces ar-
»bitrérily éhosen‘Values with "aood". Hhen theiexperimenter
is different during the test phase the children mey qgive
mere credence tc the reinforcements ‘since there is no histo-
ry of meaningless  Ygoods" coming at ocd -intérvals from the

hew adult.

It is guest ionable whether subhjects® 1réceiving “truly-
noncontingent” réinforcement (so called, e+ge., in Eisenbe;—
ger et al., 1977), that is, receiving the word “goog" at
sporadic intervals unrelated to any behabior'cn iheif part
(as in, e.é., Babad, 1972; Eisenberger et al., 1974; Eisen- .
b.érg'er et _af}., 1977, experiments 1, 2, and d‘) can be said to

‘be eipgriencing nonéontingent-positive’.outﬁcmeé. If thﬁj
word ngod" cores fo:ééem. ﬁeaningléss, ﬁifhcénnoi logically
bé“qonsideréd'poSitive.'~-In fact, a child ray consider it
':lludié;cus tq_be tqld "godd” when .he or sﬁe is not doing any-
thing. So it would s;em fhat:research'emplcyihq th{s-técﬁf o

nigque, whether it leads to subsequent performance decrement

' f;or,hof.Jf_éanﬂbt>be'§afﬁ to’ be evidénce fcr the effects of

"noncontingent -positive reinforcement" (nencentingent ' yes,
bcsitive no). That is, it cannot demcnstrate a “learned

helplessness" effect.
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The dissertation research of Gampel (1976) deals with the
positive analogue to learned helplessness. He randomly as-

signed 160 college students to treatment crcups in which

they received either rewarding or punishing feedback in

either a contingent or a noncontingent manner. Gampel also
variedf (1) type of feedback~(the onset of a light eiqnify;
ing cerrectness or incorrectness, or a vertal statement
"right“ or "wrongV); and (2)' ~whether the fype of feedback
- was fhe same or differeht for vthe two‘phaseSvcf‘the experi-
ment. Hé used an elaborate design by which to control for
tke total number of triale and the total number of pesitive
- or kegativeA feedbacks. Coﬁtrol<eubﬁecte received. no pre-
treatment, but were reinforced veridically during the test

phase for either correct or incorrect respcnses.

'Thebtask used in pretreatment was an auditory signal de-
tection'fask; subjects were required tc Bistinquish a wcrd
heard cver a noise backcround, and-we;e; civen all-reward,
all-punishment, or veridicai feedback, ‘ acCcrdinq to their
group assignment. The 1ntensxty of the n01se background was
Calibraﬁedjfbr each subject 1nd1v1dually at ‘a level that
:precludéd the possiblity. of the subject an#ing' whether he
or she was ccrrect or not. ThiS- was-done sc that'the sub-
]ect cculd have no source of feedback recardlnq the correct—
ness of hlS or her response other than the experlrenter;

.ccntrolled feedback. Subjects  could thus nct be aware of

the contingency~noncontingency manipulations.

)
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The test task waS 40 trials on an attribute 1learnina
(cognitive) task, with a conjunctive rule and veridical
feedback. Using the mean nunmber cf correct responses on the
test phase as his- performance measure, Canmnpel found no dif-
ferences fcr any of -the groups except the noncontiﬁgent,
both pecsitive and negétive. These two c¢rours made signifi-
cantly fewer correct'respénses than ail other QIOUps, ~ncne
éf which differed -fIOm each other. Gampel therefofe écn-
.cluded that the learried helplessness effect was demonstrated
Vforvavcrsiveness, as in previous research; ‘ahd fdf noncon-

tingently rewarding feedback situations as well.

The research reported by Benson and Kénnelly (1976) used
the learned helplessness paradigm to test wvhether the help-
lessness effect can result from noncontingently presented
.positive'feedback, or whether aversiveﬁess rust be présént“
-as well, Benson and Kennelly used four grcups, threé of
which_wefe inén_ pretreafment in the form '¢f 5 discrimina- -
tion problems. = In what was an’ extensicn'bf the coqnitive-—
ccgnitive portion‘_of Hifotovand Seligman's (1975) experi-.
ment,. Subjectsr in the ccntingént_and_ nonécﬁtinqent'qrodés
‘were”informed in the pretreatment phase that ‘the solution to
each discriﬁihation prpblem_would be a sirkple attribute va-
lue drawn‘ f:bm fouf bi—&alued dimensiocns. Et the end cf
'éacp.bf the iéétriaixdiécriminaiicﬁbproﬁléms}i éubjecfsfwére
asked fq? their'sté}éments-7of what -thé'foirect~ value had

beene.
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Group 1 subjects were given ccntincent truthful feedback
after each ;olution attempt and 1in responce t¢ their state-
ment &t the end concerning what the ccrrect value was.
Group 2's problems were insoluble; feedback tc the 10 trials
was random (“correct" or Yincorrect"), &nd tc the quess
about the correct value, always negative (“"incorrect").
Group 3's problems were iikewiée insocluble, tut feedback Qas
uniforrly pcsitive: "that's correct" tc the 10 trials for
each discrimination problem, and “that's the right answer"
to the guess as to the correct value at the end c¢f each
probler. A fourth (control) group received né’pretreatment
but went diregtly to the test situation, which was the same
for all subjects. The test phase consisted cf a series of
20 five-letter anagrams arranged 1in a particular pattern.
As in Eiroto and Seligman (1975), subjects were told “there

could te & pattern or principle" to the énagram solution.

The results on anagram performance were considered in
terms cf (1) latency; (2) number cf failures; and (3) trials
tofc;itericn.' 'O} thegeffonly-trials to'cr;terion différgn—
‘tiated among the groups. Using this measvure, 'anagram per-
fofmance-was Significantlf better -for qroﬁp'i, thch had ré—
- celived veridicai feédback in -the pretreatrent pﬁase; thaﬁ
for all other groﬁps. This result can be taken as evidence
for. the learned 1industriousness that Eisenterger et cal.
' (1976) speak. of. Benson and Kennelly call it competence;

Selighan (1975) iefers to "a sense of mastery"- (g. 99).
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Croup 2, given insoluble problems, noncontingent random
feedback, and “incorrect" to the guess at the end cof each
problem, displayed the learned helplessness effect, taking
significantly moré trials to «criterion than all other
groups. Group 3, which had been given all-pcsit;ve feedback
("that's correct") to insoluble problers and - Ycorrect" to
the>gue$s'at the end of each protlen, pérfcrmed no diffe-
rently than group u; the control group. The meah perfor-
mance cf groups 3 and U was significantly different frcm,
and in between, that of'groups'l and 2. Benscn and Kennelly
concluce that learned helplessness has nct been demonstrated
for-the always-correct condition {group 3), - &and that these
results are Ycéamagihg to Seligman's (1975) assertionithat
uncontrollaktle positive events prcduce learned helplessness”
(p. 143), the concomitant presence of unccntrollable aver-

sive events being.necessary to prcduce the effect.

Benson and Kennelly (1976) had_ébeculated.that "frustra-
tivg ;pon—rewardﬁ éppears during  the interstices, soc to
" speak, of intermittent reinforcement and causes performance
~deficits. . That is, wﬁen there:is aﬁ'expectaticn of‘a_réﬁafd

yﬁich i§ subsequentlyino? forthCCminq; the éubject.expgri—
‘ences aversiveness. It was bécauseé they wished to éiiminate
- this pctential aversivéness as an explanaticn of what it is
about positive.feedback that -has. the debilitatinq.effeet on
tést.pérfo;nanée:thgt éensoq and Kennelly d¢Cidéd on.a'séhe;
dule of_cbntinudué positive feédback for'their‘dIOUp”3‘SUbf

jectsQ
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However, 1in setting up an all-positive feedback situa-
~tion, Benscn and Kennelly have inadvertently pointed to an
important conceptual issue concerning the definition and ex-
perience of positive events. In the context c¢f discrimina-
tion learning, veridical feedback is crucial tc the solution
of the problem. It enables a subject to éliminate, in sope
systemetic way, extréneous and 1incorrect stimulus dinen; s
‘sions. Noncontingent feedback of Y“that's correct" each time
might conceivably come to seem aversive tc a person who ié
trying to solve the prcblgm by eiiminatinc incorrect gquess-
es. It might create frustration or ancer <cr disbeiief or
some qguesticn atout Ywhat's- going on here?", - which may- then
have én unknown (unbredictable) effect on his subsequent
perforrance. It could not then be considered rositive feed-
back at all. Some all-positive subjects micht be motivated
by anger at the experimenter to do very well on the subse-
guent test task; others might be seriously debilitated.
Such @ combinatioﬁ of results could yield é mean test task
}3core ro diffefént froﬁ thaf Qf‘the»con?rol ngUp,‘which is,
~in féct,~what'BehSoﬁ and Kennelly found. ‘Wertman and Brehm
(1575) suggest that hoétility ﬁay be what ‘accounts for the
‘behavicral decrement often called "learned hélples;néss?.
It may indeed be possible for hostility to produce such ef-
fects, but they could not be considered learned helplessneés

N

. as defingd'bylthe"theory<(e;g. Seligman, 1975).

-

N ‘e - - -~ . - . - . - e
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Only Koller and Kaplan (1978) seem aware that research
using noncontingent feedback on a discrimination learning
task can be aversive even when the feedktack 1is positive.
They sey "Nonccntingent conditions provided negative infcr-
mation in ~ that problem-solving approaches could not be
systematically verified ‘or disconfirmed" (p. 1178). For
- some reason, they then goc on to use this deéign, even with

their "nonccntingent success" group.

Eisenberger et al. (1977, experiment 1) present evidence
altogether contradicting the noticn of frustrative non:ewarq‘
. as aAfactor.. They'manipulated the num@er cf respenses for
which subjects received reinforcepent, and did not find any'
significant difference in the amount of lezrned helplessness
between the group receiving positive feedkack fc¢r many res-
ponses (blurring contingencies) and the grocup receiving po-
sitive outccmes irrespective of whethef "er nct a response
was fértﬁcoming (Ytruly ncncontingent" feeckack). These re-
sults (1). seriously gquestion Benson and Xennelly's notion .
that it is frustrative non-reward which is responsib;é for
leafneé hélpleSsnéss effects'prodﬁced’ bf rositive outcores,
and (2) suggest that it is unnecess ary to creaté a situation
in whlch every 51ngle response emltted ig pbgitively revard-

ed.

Research by Griffith (1977). has replicated the cognitive- -

cognitive helplessness induction procedure used by  Hircto
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and Seligman (1975). 1In addition, CGriffith has extended the
analysis to include a noncontingent success crcup as well as
a nonccntingent failure group. Thus his experiment is simi-
lar to Benson and Kennelly's (1976), with the exception that .
instead of giving positive feedback to every response of the
noncontingent success subjects on the prgtreatment task (as
with.Benson and Kennelly's group 3); Criffith gave his ncn-
contincent success group (as well as his noncentingent fai-
lure groﬁp) a randomly mixed schedule c¢f rositive and nega-
tive feedbacks on each of the ten trials ccmprising a single
probler. ARt the end of each protlem, as irn Eenson and. Ken-
nelly (1976) and Hiréto and Seligman (1975), the subject was
asked to state thé correct stimulus'value; Subjccts in the
noncontingent failure group were informed that their final
soluticns 'wefe incorrect; néncontingeﬁt sSuccess subjetts
were uniformly_told. that thelr responses as tc the correct

~value at the end cf each problem vwere correct.

CGriffith -found a performance decrementl <o¢n an anagrams
test task for_bofh noncontingent- groups, Qs measpr¢d“by la=
. tency and by failure to solve. ' Thus he has cbﬁained sﬁppért
_for both a :noncdntingent failure effect (as did Hifoto and
Seligman, 1975,iand Benson 'and Kennelly, 1976) ahd a'ncnccn*
tingent succesé effect as well..

Theére - is a pctential'proble@'ih using "Spccess" and vfaji-

lure" ranipulations, as Griffith did, .anc &s Gampel (1976)
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anéd Benson and Kennelly (1976) had dcne before him.
Althouch Griffith's study suppocrts the sucgesticn that
learned helplessness is induced by noncontingency rather
than by noxious stimulation per_se, aqeneralizability of his
findincs is limited by a subtle pctential ccnfound. Cohen,
Rothbaxt and Phillips (1976) have pointeé cut that in most
learhed'helpleséness fesearch with human sutjects there is
no control for " the proportion c¢f success/failure between
contincent and noncontingent grougs. Thus, they'suggest,
the’performénce deficits noted in some of this research may
be acccunted fcr by a higher proportion cf failure experi-
“enced Ly noncontingent subjects. Bctually, 'thiS‘criticism
doces net hold for Gampel, as he included écntrol forvboth
_ the nurber cf stimqlus presentaticns and thé qumber of rein-
forcements in his pretreatment phase. Cchen etlél.> suqgest
using @ yoking procedure whereby noncontincent groups re-
. ceive the same proportion of success and feilure as the cen-
'tingent'groups. Such yoking would eliminate the possibility_

_ of this confound.

It ray be noted that evén when the prcporticn of success—
es,and‘faiiures is.cdntrolled in,contingent and ﬁpncontiné_
gent'g}oups; withbut a yokind précédOre the seguence of suc-
cesses and failures may still differ fcr -ccntingent - and
noncontingent subjects. | Contingent-sdbjects, if thej im~-
'préve their pérfofmahgé QQéf.fr;als( Jill havé mpre.succeés;‘

"es or fewer failures over trials on the task. Typically,
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noncontingent subjects have been given a randcm pattern of
succesces or failures, which does not match the pattern ex-
periehced by contingent subjects. This lack cf improvement
with practice for the noncontingent subjects may contribute

to an ewareness of the noncontingency.

Hirsch's (1978) .research locked at the effccf.of ncncen-
tihgent.réwérd on subsequént perforﬁance. ihe distinction
between instrumentai and coanitive ﬁretreatment was sorewhat
blurred here, as subjects were reqguired tc figure cut which
button to push in response to stimuli consistince of diffe—.
rent p&tterns cf light. - There were.two pretreatment prcb-
lems. Points cn a céunter (representing mcney) were awarded
(contingently or noncontingently) fcr correct responses by
" subjects in the Ypositive reward” qioﬁp. Foints (again
representing money) were taken ayay (acain ccntinqéntly or.
noncontingently) for incorrect respénses ky subjeéts‘in the
"negativé punishmént" group; Thé iéentiéal stimuius’(points
on a ccunter) was used (as it was in Gampei; 1976) in‘én ef-
fort'fc minimize whép Hiréch cohsi@ered a potential. con-
~f0unding b& ’diffefencés in ‘thé;rewafd}punisﬁnent value of

::the'stimuli.

The test task used was simply a continuaticn of the'prc—
treatment, a -thirdllight- pattern/button pushing . prochblem,
only tris time giving veridical feedbuck tc all subjects

(i.e. ro noncontingency). Fesults irdicated that ncncontin-
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gent groups (bcth reward and punishment) rerferred worse
than either contingent groups or contrcl qroups cn this
third (test) prcblem. It seems clear, hcwever, that this
paradicm did not constitute a very gocd test of 1learned
helplessness, The “test" sitvation was identical in all
respects (except reinfcrcement ccntingencies to the pre-
treatment. . In effect, it was merely a ccntinuation of the
pretreatment., There is no reason, therefore, not to expect
.subjects to have learned to diminish their efforts on this
third problem, having had négative experiences on the first

twog

The bulk of the research in learnedé helplessness has fo-
cussed on the behavioral manifestations of the phenorenon..
Most ;céeafchefs; however, HaQé atteﬁpted to~éea1,i at léast
in passing, with less accessible aspects cf.the phenormenon,
.such as the . subjective experience ,of helplessness or attri-
.butions made by participants. Almost all'researphe:s'rout-
inely include quest;oﬁnaires atfemptihq'tb cet "at these is-

.SUESe.

Frecuently included on the guestionnaire are such items
as whether or not subjects felt atle to dc the task and
whether or not the task ‘was doakle. . Hirotc and Seligman

(1975) found significant différencés between contingent and
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noncontingent subjects in their responses tc these ques-
tions, with nonccntingent subjects acknecwledging feeling

less alkle tec do the tasks.

Griffith (1977) had similar results, but only from his
noncoptingent failure_group, which felt significantly less
able tc solve the problems than the solvable qroup (which
had been given veridical feedback) or than the noncantingent
success group. He also found that the noncontingent failure
gfoup did not beiieve there was .a solution tc the problems
as conpafed to thq solvable and nonccntingent success
groups. The latter twp groups dicd nct differ-frbm_éach-pth-
er on cither question. So that despite the fact that the
noncontingent reward group was just as debiliteted kehavicr-
ally as the noncontingent punishmeht group_(tothvshowed poor
anagrarc, performénce rélative tc. contiol ‘and contingent
gfoups) -= tﬁe two ﬁoncontingént qroups éiffered from each
other significantly.wifh. reéard'tO'what fhey reported they

- Wwere experiencing.

In énxéfféff to ekbiéin‘this'find;ﬁg, Griffith SQQCQIateS:
that since the ncncontingent succéss»suhjects did not per-
éeive‘¥hemse1§es~aé béing helplééé;.ﬁﬁe:poqr.anaqfam peffof;.,
rarice cf this group may have been the result simply of pas-
sivitf engendexed Dby tﬁe realization that “since accurate
discriyination andg hypothese;'did not gffec£.cutcomes’in the

concept task, there was no reason tc agsurc they would make
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a difference on the anagram task" (p. #53). 1f this is in-
deed what was going on here, then it seems tc come close to
Seligmen's explanation for the 1learned helplessness effect.
According to Seligman and Maier (1967),- it is the expecta-
tion trat one's responses will affect outcoﬁes that is the
incentive for initiating active respcnding. The thecry says
“that learning  to exbectAindepéndence bhetween respoﬁses aﬁd
outcomes, and generalization of this response-outcome inde- -
pendence to a hew situation, is what decreases fhe-probabil-
ity of response inifiation, thus acCouhting for subseguent

perforrance dehkilitation.

What sometimes may happen is that.pGOple cradually ccme
tc realize that there is a discrepancy petweén their subjec-
tive eiperience and the feedback they'afe teing qiven. "I'n
just nct getting the hang of it".and I am unakle to control-
my.outcomes" are the bognitions thch, if they cecur, - may
undeflie the learned helplessness that Seiignan posits, ané.
which #:ecede thevslowdowh of subsequént feSbéﬁge‘initia—

tion.

It is_,ungléat to  wﬁat extent spﬁjects in pfevious re-
search .remained uvnaware of response/outccre independence.
Sheldon Cohen (1978) has stated that subjects must somehow
- be made aware of nonéontingency... He speculates that-in.ex—
‘pefihenfS'in which non;ontingent isupﬁects afe_"truly" ybked'

roporticn of recinforcements the

(i.e. not only keeping the p
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same for ccntingent and noncontingent subkjects, but the
schedule of the reinforcements as well) -- that in such ex-
perimerts, noncontingent subjects would nct catch on tc the
noncontingency. They would then be “functicnally contin-’
gént" end would not manifest thz learned helplessness ef-
fect. Probably underlying this nction is the idea that ncn-
contingent people would assume they are.catchinq on toc the
task either because they are beéing given sufficient rein-
fércement to enable them to .aésume,thé erronecus hypothéses
theyiare cenerating aré correct (cf. Peterscn, 1978), or be-
cause in some other way they are hooked into cohfinqcnt sub-’

jects*' learning curves.

This 1line of reasoning, as well as that cf Seligman and
Maier (1967) and Griffith (1977) assumes that cognitions are
what account for the observed behavior. A,consideration.by
Nisbett and Wilson ~ (1977) of the way  pecrle make attribﬁ—
'tions fof fheir behavior, however, sugqeéts that pecple are
often inaccurate in specifying what the relevant stimuli érc
'whiqh_cause~é pérticular-effect. Nisbett'apGAWiisdn's pési*q;
tion-is“fﬁat in ﬁos% sifuatibns'ﬁhén peoﬁie.ére askédsto,ei-'

- plain -why they.behayed.é certain.way;_.they do ggﬁ do én in-
tr§Spectioﬁ of the meﬁtal tﬁrocesées precédiﬁq fhe behavicr.
Instéaﬁ'they lock for plausible expiahations for their be-
havior froﬁ among ‘the Yimplicit causal theories" 'they hcld
‘concerrning these behaviors. . They rescrt to “a pcbl of cdi—

turally éuﬁplied explanations for behavior c¢f the sort in
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gquesticn, or failing in that, begin a search through a
network of connotative relations until they finé an explana-
tion that may be adduced as psychologically implying the be-
havior"% (Nisbett and Wilson, 1977, pe. 249). For example,
the question "ﬁhy did you enjoy the party 1last night?" may
- elicit the response ‘''Because I 1liked the people there".
_Nisbett and WilsQn argue that this. response is given not as
a result of searching one's mémory ébout the party and wﬁat
one liked'about ite. Rather, a réspondent has an "implicit
causal theorY" about what makes'parties enquablé (namely,
liking the other people present) and he c¢r she adduces it,
wifhout mﬁch thinking, as a plausible responss to the qﬁes—
tion. One implication of this ideé is that "awarenéss of
nohcohtingency" is not necessarily a prerequisite to learned
helblessnesz; Perhaps the helplessness CanAhe lezrned with-

cut any necessary “awareness".

Mackinfosh (1973)'has used the termb"learned irrelevance"
“to refer to the phgnomenon in which perfdrménce is retarded
by.pricf'e#péfience 'in which.resbonses were‘snotipredict;Qe
éf réinforcémenf. _Maékintosh.suggests fhét;srgénisms 1earﬁ
"té ignére the stimulus (or the reSpohse)' as a prediqtor of
the'reinforcer, éﬁé that this learned irrelevance later gets
in the way cf appropriafe response learnihg. In the aniral
‘evidence which Mackintesh addﬁces to il]ustrate' this.idea,

the notion of Yawareness" is totally irrelevant.
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The attribution explenation for whether or not
helplessness follows perception of noncontingency (e€.qg.
Abramscn, Seligman and Teasdale, 1978) has been prominent in
the research literature. Abramson et al. speculate that.the
expectation 6f helplessness occurring can ke predicted by
the cauvsal attributions a person has made, and that this ex-

pectation is what determines the cccurrenceé cf the helpless-

ness deficit.

One of the_dimensions Abramscn et al. address themrselves
to is the internality-externality dimensicn. 'They suggest
that veriations in attribution» along this dimené;oh might
precduce differences in the extent to which pecpie feel per-
sonally (vs. “universally") helpless, as welj as caifferences
in self-esteem and depression. - Not being aktle to do a par-
ticular task may be especially aQQISiVG when a person féels
‘that he or she should have been akle to;'and that other peo-
‘ple have been able to. (internal attfibution, .personal help-
lessnecss). If a person, on the other hand, 1s unakle to
perforrm proper1y énd it is clear that no one else would have
~..either (exterrnal attribution, universal helplessness), then
fhere is 1iké1y»to be less stress éxperienced (Wcrtman'et

al., 1976) and’ less likelihood of helplessness occurringe.

There are octher dimensions of attributicn which varé
thought'to be involved in»whgther ~or not pecple develop the

expectation of Lkecoming helplecss. Abramson ¢t al. (1978)
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speculate that global attributions are mcre likely than spe-
cific ettrikbutions to lead to learned helplessness in a wid-
er variety of situations; and that stable attributicns lead
tc more chronic deficits than do unstable cnes. The inmpcr-
tance of an outcome 1is considered by Miller and DNcrman

(1979) to be a fourth dimensicn igvolved-in the development

‘of learned helplessness.

Some feseérchers have been interested in changes in mcod
or affect fhét may occur in iearned helpleésness.procedures. i
Seligmen -and his associates (Selioman, 1975; Hiller and Sel-
igman, 1975; Miller and Seliémaq. 1976) have speculated on
the role of helplessness in'fﬁe etiology of-clinigal depres-—
sion.. Griffith (1977) has found some evidence for differen-
tial.enotionai processes among his grougs. Using a éCale'
which reasured shbjeéts' relative anxié{y'and depression be-
fore ard after pretreatment, he'founa the honécntingent fai-
lure group showed a significant'increase in_vthg proportion'
of~deprés$ion to anxiety.,ﬁﬁereaé.for the n§nécntinqént‘suc;
cess group there was a significént.ﬁre-post chabgé ;n the
direction of increased anxiéty~ (relgtive.fc depression))
This.is interesting, but hard tc_interbrét sinée'his mcod.'
reasure used a fo;ced—choicé bformat, and unfcrtunately did
not prcvide an index of absolute leQels of either anxiety or
depressionf ' Gatchel, Paulus and Maples (1975), using the

" Multiple Affect Adjective Check List, fcound absolute shert-
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term irncreases 1in anxiety, depression, and hostility for
their noncentingent subjeéts. The pcsitive analocue to
learned¢ helplessness was not part of their ccncern, however.

. Therefcre, it remains unclear what exactly are the changes

in levels of affect that occur (if any) amcnu people sub-
jected to noncontingent positive outcores. As mentioned
above, Wortman and Brehm (1975) suagest that heostility is

what mayfaccount for the learned helplessness effect in gen-

eral.

B e e R e T el e R e e L S S EES

Thé main purpose of this study was to test the éffect [e}4]
subsequeht performance of noncontingent reyafd as  well as
nongontingent punishment. . Séligyan k197$) has sbcculated
thaf.ncncontingent reward may have the same.deleteriéus-ef—j
fect on performance és nonéontingént punishment; in both si-
tuations there 1is ﬁothing an individual -can do to effect
response-outcere sequences. The quéstion ‘tc be_asked‘was,
ﬁoes ncncontingent féwafd broduce_perfornanée-déficits_simié

lar to those produced by noncontingent punishment?

Ancther gozl of this rese€arch was to 'Validate'the~idea,
iﬁitiaily demonstrated by Hirdto and Seligman (1975), that
iearned helplessness can occur across modaiitiés; To do
<this,_an.instrumenta1 pretreétment/cdgnitivé.téstinq expéri—~

menf waes undertaken, similar to. that of Hiroto and Seliaman.
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This cross~-modal design, rarely if ever regplicated even in
the context of negative reinforcement, 7represents the first
experirent known to this writer using such a design tc ex-

plore the positive analogue to learned helplessness., The

relevart experimental questicn here was, Does learned help-

lessness occur cross-modally, that is, froem an instrurmental

pretreastment to a. cognitive testing situation?

In crder to deal with the criticism leveled by Cohen . et
al. (1976) concerning the vafyiné prcporticns of failure
‘betweer groaps - in much learned hélplessness research, the -
present experiment used a yoring procedure sirilar to that.
developed in Seligman and Maier's (1967) _earl? expepiment'
with dcgs, and uéed»in the instrumentai'pref;egtment part of
Hiroto and Seligman's (i975),fesearch. This precaution en-
sured rot only the same ratioc of success/failure for_both¢
groups of expefiméntal §ubjects, but also»the'same sequence
of success/ failure, showing imprcvement in rerformance with
practice. . BAny possible confound between success/failure and
contingency/hoqcontingency was thus avoided;"' very'féu ré—
searchers have used a yoking procedure in the céntext cf a

noncontingent .reward design.

In an article critical of the learned helplessness formu-
lation, Buchwald, Coyne, ané Cole (197¢€) concluded .that in-

terference cn subsequent tasks is seldom found except in si-
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tuatiors in which subjects experience failure; to invcke
noncontingency as an explanation they feel is gratuitcus.
The decrement may be the result of the pricr experience of
failure. The design of the present recearch is such that
althouch it (éartly) took place in a context which has been
dcfined_as‘"puniShing", the task:was doable, that 'is, it was
not impossible or.ﬁnsolvable.. 'Since_failure, as such, was
nct being manipulated, it’was not a salient element of a
person;s experience, whereas noncontingenéy.(for noncontin-
gent Subjects, cf c&ﬁrse) may have been.} Tc find-subsequent.
intérference in this context would thus be & partial refuta-
_tion of Buchwald et al.’s criticisnm, _and suppqrti§e of the

original noncontingency theory of learnec helplessness.

A sefious-Qifficulty,in all the e¥perirments .using coqni-
fivé problems as pretreatment  (e.g. Hirotc_ and Seligman,
1975; Eenson and Kennelly; 1976; Criffith, 19?7; Kcller and
Kaplan, 1978} was that the feedback given. to subjects by the
exteriﬁcntér.was néf.the only Source.of_jﬁfqrmation they had
”aboutvtbeféorregtneés of.théir_:gspbnses; Gampel (;975),is
thev oniy reséércher who has expiicitly'elininated oﬁher
-}sourceé of'bfeeaﬁack; Often'sﬁbjeéts .équld sée' for them~
selvestwhen their solutions wqued and when they didn‘t.
They may very well then have suspected in the nonccntingenf

" condition that the experimenter was lying.



3e

If it is clear to a subject that he or she is being lied
tc, then the noncontingency between respcnses and outcones
becomes clear as well. &nd although a subject may then show
subsequent deficits on a test task, the debilitation may be
a result of anger, frustration or ceneral disaffection with
the entire proceedings, an interesting effect;'perhaps, but
not learned helplessness as defined in the literature .(e.g.

Seligman, 1975).

The.bérceptual—motor.‘pretreatment.iask.ﬁsed in. the pre-
sent research was set up in such a way that nc feedback con-
cerninc performance was available to subjocts' except that
which came frcm 'theAapparatus. The task was arbiguous
enough so that,nohéqntingeht subjects would not knocw that
‘the feedback they were being given waé non-veridical. ~ Dif-
ferential amounts of frustrétion or di#ttust aﬁcnq subjécts

would thus not ke a factor.

In crder to ascertain whether-ény significant enhancement
or :decreﬁent would be attritutable tc the Hbrétreatrent,'
theré;Qas é control grbup of gubjects'which did nof fecéivé
any pretreatment. (Unfortunately, this wes nct a "peffect"
control, since this group differed along the dimension of

length of exposure to the experimental envircnﬁent.)

"It hkas Lkeen commonly assumed among 1learned helplessness

1 investigators that peoples' attributions determine their ex-
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pectations, which in turn account for the developrent of
learnedé helplessness (e.g. Rbramscn et al., 1578; Miller and

Ncrman, 1979). In the present research 211 subjects re-

ceived instructions presumably establishing a personal-res-

ponsibility set; however, people may differ in how they al-
locate‘responsibility for their outcomes to various factors.

Accordingly, one of the guestions asked of experimental sub-

jects was the extent to which each of thée fcllowing facters

‘seemed to influence their performance:  ability, difficulty

level cf the task, effort, 1luck, and experimenter contrcl.

Subjects who attribute their outcomes to experinmenter ccn-

trol are'directly acknowledging awareness that outcomes are
cut of their own ccntrol, that is, noncontinqent. To scme
extent (though less clearly) the same thing is true c¢f at-

tributions to difficulty level and lucks

In crder f@rther to get at th?or whether subjects exper-
ienced helplessness, they were asked the fclldwing two ques-
tionsi

1)~ Duriﬂg”the target-shoot, .té: what extent did you te-
lieve you could be successful? and

2) During the target-shoét, “to whaf extent did you he-

lieve the task of hitting the Dbullseye coulé cr couldn't be
dcne? ' ‘

‘.

Nistett and Hilson (1977), 1in  their discussion of the
general inaccuracy of attributions for behavicr, speqify the

conditions under which attribdticns are likely to be accu-
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rate. If “implicit causal theories" are what are generally
adduced to account for behavior, then, vwhen the variables
éroducing the tehavior happen to coincide with one’'s impli-

cit cavsal theories concerning the event, the attributicns

will be accurate.

‘Attribﬁfioh theory (e.g. MWeiner et al., -1972) predicté
that succésSful' outcomes are attributed nrmcre toc one's cwn
effért and/or abilify, whefeas unsuccessful cutcores are
moré likeiy to be_atfributed to'extefnal facters, . like luck
or task difficulty.' In addition, Kelley (19€¢7 ) has pointed
oﬁt thet in a perioa of "riéing economyY rpecple attribute:
success to their own characteristics and failure to outside
influerces. End Rlloy and'Abramson (cited in Abramson et
al., 1978) - found that noncontingency - is mcre difficult to
pe?ceive when one is winning than wﬁen one‘is.losing. These.
notions could explain Griffifh's paradoxicai finding of
greater experiencing of noncdntingéncy by the nonccntingent
failure group than by‘the nonconpiﬁgentISUCCess,qroup, deg- -

pite equal behaViorai de¢rements by both.

Tgese attributionai notibné.éisé,sﬁggest 'fhat in-oﬁr‘éx?
_periment subjects in the poéitive outcemes ccnditions (scor-
ing Yhits" in the perceptual-motor pretreatment) would more
likely attribute fhese oﬁtcbmes to .tﬁeir own skill dr ef—.
fort, wheieas subjects receiving necative outcomeé
("misses") would be likelier to éttribute‘them to external

factors, like task difficulty, iuck or experimenter control.
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To {he extent that noncontingent subjects were not aware

of being lied to (as they should nct‘have been 1in the pre-
sent research), positive noncontingent subjects would have
made internal attributions just as strongly as the positive
contincent, and would thefefore nct-be.likely to be aware of
noncontingency. People in the negative cutccmes conaition
(where the accent is_on "misses") would rake gxternal at;ri—
butions. .Noncontingent negative sﬁbjects, therefore, mwight
be more receptive to the noncontingency, and likelier to be

" aware cf it than ncncontingent positive sukjects.

Cne goal of the present research wés tc find out how
" helpless ncncentingent subjects felt during pretreatment,
howiaware4they were of fesponse/outcome inéepeﬂdence, &nd in
what ways their attributions differed from thcse of contin-

" gent sctbjects.

The stable-unstable dimension refers to the relative per-
manence asscciated with an-attribution; environmental events
can be-attributed télcauses that are eitﬁer étable*or.variaf
 ble.. Cf the five influences oh ﬁe:formance'mentidnéd.abbvé,
ability is’é relatively stable aﬁtributipn, whereas iuck andv
effortvare relatively variable. Since it has Leen estab-
lished (e.g. weiner,.Nigrenberg and Goldstein, 1976). that
stability of attributions can determine the extent of the
influence of past outcomes on future expectancies, 1it seens

likely that the more attributions made tc stable causes
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(e.g. ability) the mcre expectations will shift in the
direction of what the outcomes have been. In our experi-
ment, that would mean a greater performance decrement for
noncontingent subjects who make -ability attributions than

other attributions.

The specific/general dimension of an attribution sup-
posedly can predict the range of futﬁ:e‘tasks that will be
affected by the expectancies developed in pretraining
(Hbraméon'et al. 1976; Miller and Norman, 1979). If a per-
son attributes poor -performance to poor mctcr cccrdiraticn,
for example;. then.expectations for perfcfmance on cognitive
problers may hot be very chh affected. A generaiized “ner-
vousness on testsﬁ, however, miqht ¢6htribute to an expecta-
tion of.poof performance‘in general;-ieaxnéd helplessness.in
é.Wide variety of laboratory situations might thén follcwe.
In order to examine “this relationship, oﬁ: questionnaire
askéd the subjects to rate, on a séale fromr 1 to 7, how hef—
vous they generally &re on tests of any kind. Being "Qery
nervquéﬂ was éipected to maxihize_learned helplessneé;.

Rbramson et al. (1978) and Miller and Rorman (1979) sge-’
culated that the subjective importance cof a pafticﬁlar out-
come ﬁas a béarihg on whether_or.ncf léarhed helplessﬁess
develors. Llthough initial piloting had not vyielded evi-

dence indicating that subjective importance influenced per-
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formance, the guestionnaire asked subijects tc rate on & sca-
le fren 1 to 7 how important they feel it is to do well on
laboratory tasks. No correlation was predicted for nonccn-

tingent subjects between importance and anacranm performance.

-In créer to evaluate changes in emotions . which subijects
may have been experiencihg, and which may haye_differentiat—
ed groups, anxiety, depression and hostility were measured,
using the Multiple Affect Adjective Check Llist (Zuckerman

and Lutin, 1965) at different points in the experiment.

Since pefsénal responsihility was’presumably induced in
all~experimentél subjects, the -expectaticn wes that the kind
of helplessness ,nOncontingenf subjects - would éxperience
wculd Le personal helplessness, with the ccncernitant perfer- .
‘mance debilitation and depression precicted by Abramson et

al. (1978).

&t least this was'the expecpation with rgqard to nonccn-
tingent négative; suﬁjects. Intuitivély; »‘it'seewed less
:1ike1y that'pqsitive Quthmq nonccntingent.épbjéCts (qeftin&_
gooéies without.‘bfingihg theﬁ abcut by fheii IEwn acfibns)
 would tecome saéééhed over what was happening 'to them. Nor-
did Griffith fingd increased depressicn amcong ncncontingent
succeéé subjecfs,'it will be recalled. He'qculd'no{ predict
what the cognitions or impressions might be amcng these sub-
jects. It is an interesting empirical ‘question which the

present research attempted tc cet at.
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Test_ task performance (anagrams)

The bulk of fhe-evidence encouraged the prediction that
.subjects in noh?ontingent conditions would perform more
bpoorly 6n the'anagrams_test than would contrci Subjects. It
was also predicted that the effect would hcld for bpth ncn-
contihgently punished.and noncontingently rewarded subjeéts.
Both grodpé would be more débilitated-than centrol subjeéts
on the test task, and to an cqﬁal degree. Learned helpless-
- ness wculd thus be demonstrated cross-modally for both ncn-

contincent groups.

Bs far as the learned industriousness effect is con-
cerhed; only-Bensén.and Kenhelly'(1976) anc Eisénberqer and
his ascociates (19763 1977, experiment 2) éhowed this out-
comé. Most researchers have not (e.g. FHirotc, 1974; Hiroto
and Seligman, 1975; Gampel, 1976; . Eisenberger et al., 1977,
éxberiﬁéht‘3; Griffith, 1577). 'Sincé;'~in the present re-
séaich, ﬁhé pretfeatﬁéﬁt task_wés So.dif}exéht from the test
tésk, ‘a. minimum of practice. effects were tc be expected.
Theiefcre it wés:predicted that .the contiﬁgent groups would
not differ significantly from the  contrcl arcup cn the test
task. Learned industriousness would thus- not be in.evi—

dence.
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It follows from the above that performznce decrement was
likely to be greater for noncontingent sutbtjects than for
ccntincent subjects, and for positivé and negative groups
taken separately as well (i.e. ccmparinag norccntingent with

contingcent groups for both negative and pcsitive condi-

tions).

It was expected, based on the speculaticns éf &brémson et
al. (1978) and of Miller and MNorman (1979), that test task
debilitation would be greatest for noricontincent subjects
whose attributions are internal, stable, and general. In
other words, nbncontingent gubjecté vhc éllécate reséoﬁsi—
‘bility fof their outcomes more to ability than to £he 6£héf
facfofs wefe predicted té sﬁow moré perfornahcevdecrement on

the ansgrams task.

It was also anticipated that among nonccntingent subjects
poor anagram performance would be correlated with general-
~ized test nervousness, but not with how impcrtant the task

was considered to be,

Feelings_of_helplessness

Researchers invéstigating-the sUbjeCtive experience Of -
helplessness or uncontrollability have generally.found that
it has been greater for subjects receivina pretreatment cut-

cemes roncontingently rather than contincently (e¢.g. Eenscn
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and Kernelly, 1976; Hiroto and Seligman, 1975; Cchen et al.,
1976; Roth and Kubal, 1975). Hcwever, 1in the present ré~
search, positive noncontingent subjects, expected to remain
unawvare of the noncontingency, were. likely tc feel nc mcre
helpless than contingent subjects (which was what Griffith,
1977, foUnd)..-Noncontingent negative subjects, it was.anti-
cipafed, ~would acknowledge feeling more helpless and would
be more aware cf noncontingency than teople in any other

group.

Attributions_and affective response

With regard to attributions made for c¢ne's performance,
Heiner's attribpﬁion theory (e.g. WHeiner etval.; 1972)‘§?ed—
icts that subJects who are successful make rmcre attributicns.
for their success to effort and to ability than to luck and
to tégk difficulty. Since several researchers (e.q. Grif-
fith, 1977; Hiféio‘and Seligman, 1975; Roth and Kubal, 1975)
found contingent subjects experienéed“greater success (abil—,
ity to 's§1ve) :dﬁring ﬁietréatmenf than ﬁid honcqnt;ngeﬁt
subjects, -it seehed~likely that here toO~ccntingeht subjects
would feel succéssful, and that they would make more‘attri—
_butions to both ability and effort than to luck, task diffi-
culty, or experimenter control. Noncontincent positive'sub-
" jects would alsc feel successful and make ability and effort
attribctionse. Negative noncontingent sulkjects woulé make
more attributions to luck, task difficqlty angé. experimenter

control than to ability or effort.,
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Concerning emotional responses elicited during the exper-
inental procedure, Seligman (1975) proposed that learned
helplecsness may represent a model for reactive depressicn.
Increaces inﬁdebression-have been shown tc be a functicnm of
uncontrollable aversive stimulaticn (Gafchel et al., 1975;
Miller and Seligman, 1975). GCatchel et al., as a matter of
- fact, found increased anxiety and hostility as well among
Atheir noﬁcontingént subjects.- In the present research;bthe
same emotional patterns among negative ncncontingent sub- .

jects were anticipated.

Qith réspécf to tﬁe posifive ncncoﬁtinqent subjecté, ﬁow—
err, mﬁcﬁ-remained unpredictable. It will be remeﬁbefed
that Griffith's (1977) ncncontingent sﬁccéss group felt no
less.afle to solve their problems, and belieﬁed'nolleés that
they were solvable, than did the cbntincent. (solvable)
group . PafticularAkinds of attributiOns may have been at
work,v It.was anticipatéd that‘negative nonccentingent suq—
vjects-kould différ from positivé ﬁohéontingent in ‘some'as—
-pécts cf-the}f cognitiveAfunctiOning. In addifion ﬁo.dif-
ferential. éttributions .accouﬁting for their éerformance
(i.e. luck, ability, etc.) ‘emoticnal responses were expect-
ea to ¢differ éé'weli, but in'Wayé which it was not ﬁdssibie

tc precdict.
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1. VWorse performance for nonccntingent sckjects than fer

control subjects.

2. Worse performance for negative nonccntingent subjects

~than for control subjects--.

3. VWorse performance for positive nonccntingent subjects

than for control subjects.

4§, No performance difference tetween pcsitive nchcontin-

gent and negative noncontingent groups.

5. No performance difference between ccntingent ané con-

‘trol groups.

6. No performance difference between negative ccntingent

and control groups.

“7. No performance difference betweenr pcsitive'contihqent

- and ¢on£rol groups.

8. Worse performance for nonccntingent subjects than for

contingent.

9. Worse performance for negative nonccntingent subjects

than for negative contingent.
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10. Worse performance for positive norccntingent subjects

than for pcsitive contingent.

11. Among ncncontingent subjects, worse rperforrance for
those who make ability attributions than other attri-

butions.

12. Among noncontingent subjects, poorer perforeance fcr

subjects high on generalized test nervcusness.

13. Among nconcontingent subjects, no effect on perfecr-

mance of how important the task is considered toc be.

B._Feelings_of_ helplessness

1. Greater feelings of helplessness . arona negative ncn-

contingent subjeéts than among other sulbjects.

2. Greater awareness of noncontingency among negative

noncentingent subjects than among other subjects.

e S i s A o T S e S S e e G W e S e et e £ S 2 e et S e e L D eSS

. . . -

1. Contingent subjects, as compared tc regqative ncnccn-
tingent, will attribute a grgaiex proportion of res-
ponsibility for their target-shcot performance to
ability and effort and & smaller progcrtion to luck,

task difficulty, and experimenter ccntrcl.
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Positive noncontingent subjects, as ccmpared to nega-
five noncontingent, will likewise attribute a greater
propcrtion of responsibility for their target-shcot
perfcrmance tc ability and effort, and a smaller pro-
portion to luck, task difficuity, and exﬁerimentef

control.

Negétive nohcontingent subjects, as ccmpared‘to con-
tingent and to positive noncontincent, will attribute
a gréater proportién of responsibility for'their tar;
get-shoot performance to luck, task ¢if;iculty and
éxperimenter control, and a smaller prcportion to

ability and effort.

More depression, hostility and anxiety amcng negative

“nonccntingent subjects than among other subjects.

" Unspecifiable differences between necative noncontin-

gent and positive noncontingent subjects, with regard -

'to attributions and/or emotional reépcnség.



METHOD

The design of the study in part followed that used by Hi-
rcto and Seligman (1975) in thé instrumental-cognitive pcr-
tion of their experiment. A two-phase study was carried
cut, consisting of pre{;eatment and testinc phgses. The
pretreatment task was instrumental for all subjects, and in-
volved ;he use of a target  apparatus. ' The subject aimed a
small light gun at a target and attempted tb hit the bull-
séye with a Eeam of‘ligﬁtﬁ a photéreccptor cell had been
pléced at the_Eullseye.' Depéndinq on the‘experimental ccn?
dition of the subject, either a "hit" or a "nissf activated

a tone.

‘In this pretrestment phase, half the subjects received a
negative (punishment) outcome, and the other half received a
positive (reward) outcone., Hithin eaéh of these two condi-
~tions, the outcomes were either contingent cr nonccntingent

- on subjects' responses.

Whern negative contingent (MC) subjects rissed the tarqet,

the tone sounded (to indicate failure). In addition, the

- 51 -
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experirenter said "That was a miss"Y the first few timres it
happened. Positive contingent (PC) subjects, on the other
hand, were 7rTewarded f&r success rather than punished for
failure. That is, they received a positive (reward) outccme
whenvthéy hit the.bullseye. The tone éounded (to indicate a
"hit") , and the.experiménter said "That was a hit" the first

few tirmes it happened.

The perfcrﬁance .of each contingent subject was reccrded
SO that‘yoking could take place. A subject in either non-
contincent group (pésitive or negative, i.e. reward or pun-
ishment) was yoked.to a contingent subject (pcsitive Cr ne-
gative). A ycked noncontingent subject received feedback
cqnsisting of the sane schedule pf hits ané risses- as.the
person he or she was yoked to, irrespective cf his or her .

actual perfcrmanceé.

Thus, there vwere four pretreafment groups: two types of
feedback (positive or negative) and two types cf contingency
‘within each feedback condition (contingent and yoked nonccn-

tingent), as follows:

Negative Positive
(Punishment) (Reviard)
Contingent : NC PC

- — e - . —— - ——— G —— e " i - —— — —— ——— - = T ——— — —— — — —

o e e o —— - —— Y - —— G g - s Svm = She s e e e -
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There was, in addition, a ccntrol arcup which was not

given any pretreatment, but went directly to the test task.

Thic test task, the second (ccgnitive) rhase of the ex-
periment, was the same for everyone. ’Subjecfs were asked to
wérkbon anagrams similér to those used in previous learned
helpiessness experiments (e.g. Hiroto .and Seligman, 1975;
Eenson and Kennelly, 1976; Griffith, 1977). There were
thieé depenéent meésufes: ‘(1) tctal fime fc solvelthé éna—
grams; (2) number of failures; and (3) numter cf trials to

learn the anagram pattern.

The Multiple Affect Adjective Check list (MAACL) was ad-
ministered twice toc all experimental subjects. Helf the ex-
perimental subjects in each group did the 'MARCL before the

experirent, the other half after the pretreatment.

Bfter completing the anagram task, all subjects, . includ-
ing the control group, did-the MRACL, filled cut a questicnf

naire, and were debriefed.

* Subiects

Subjects were recruited from the Brecoklyn Ccllege subject
pool, which includes éll students in the ihtroductory ﬁéy—
éhology'course. Students . enrolled in this course. are re-
quired to participate in two hours of experirentaticn. This

experinment took cne hour. Subjects voluntecering for this
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study errived at the lab cne at a time, where they were ran-
dcmly essigned to one c¢f the five gqroups (fcur pretreatment
and one control). Egual numbers cf male and female sukijects
were ucsed, 16 of each in each cell,  for a total of 160 sub-

jects.

The inStrumental pretreatment task was tc hit the bull-
seye of a target with the beam of liqht frcm a light.qun;
The licht gun consisted of a penlite flashlicht to which had
been attached various elements -- a woccden handle, a trigaer
"and a- metal tube -- which gave the appeerance of a small
hand gun. The beam wasvconcentrated by an iris diaphragm at
the end of_fhe barrel. The room was fully illurinated, angd
the'lighf beam could not be.seéen by subjects. - The tafqet
was abcut a foot in diameter, and consisted of concentric
flat black and white circles roughly one and a half inches:
wide. In the center of the target was placed a photosensi-
‘tive recéﬁtor cell. This phoforeceﬁtor cell was hcoked up
electrcnically innsuch a wa§ that, 'depénéing'cn whether the
subject was in the positive or negative condition, a hit’
éithér triggered a 1-second torne or trigcered a silence
(that is, kept  the tcne from sounding), after a ccnstant
2-seccnd period followinag the onsef of a cue-light, wﬁich
was the signal for a trial. In the positive ccndition, 1if a

YhitY | occurred during the 2-second Ffperiod following the
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lichting of the «cue light, the tone sounded at the end of
the pericd. 2 Ymiss" produced silence. In‘ the negative
condition, 1if a "Yhit"™ occurred durinc the 2-second period
following the onset of the cue 1light, thers was silence at
the end of the period. Ctherwise, the tcne sOu%ded; lihe
targef, mounted on a 6-ihch base, was placed on & table 28
inches high. The bullseye was roughly at eye level when the

subject was seated.

The relay rack and all the prograrming equipment was
housed in a separate room, so that subjects heard nc ncises

nor cculd they get any cues from the eguipment.

In phase two, the ahagrams were printed in 1/2 inch let-
ters on unlined 3 x 5 index cards. There were 20 anagrams
of 5 letters _éach." Other materiaiS-given"tc all édbjgcts
were tre Multiple Rffect Bdjective Check Liét (MARCL) (Zuck-
erman and Lubih, 1965) and a questionnaire, (Copies of

these materials may be found in the Appendix).

Procedure

Sub jects afrived.for the experiment cne at a time, were
greeted by the experimenter, and were assigned randomly to
one of five ¢roufps (four experimental and cne ccntrol).
Half the experimental subjects were asked to £i11 out the
Multiple Affect Adjective Check List (FAACL) immediately.

The other half proceeded directly +tc the tarvet task (and
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£illed out the MARACL at the conclusion of the tarcet-shoot).
Subjects were seated in an armless chair five feet from the
target, were given the light qun, and were instructed as
follows:

We have here a light gun and a target with a pho-
tcreceptor cell right in the center, at the bull-
seye. The idea is to hit the photosensitive cell
with .the beam of iight from this qgun each time an
.orange light comes on up here (demonstrated the
cve light). The orange light comes cn " for two
"seconds. While it's on, you're tc &im the aqun and
pull the trigger just once.

(Io pcsitive subjects):

If you hit the bullseye with the beam of 1lig¢ht, a
tene will sound to indicate you'lve hit. Hhenever
ycu hear that tone, it means vyou got a hit.  If
ycu don'*t hear the tone it means you missed.

(To necative subjects):

If you don't hit the bullseye with the beam cf
l1ight, a ‘tone will sound to indicate you've
missed. Whenever you hear that tone, it means
ycu've missed. If you don't hear the tcne, it re-
ars you got a hit. -

{Tc all):

In between trials, you may rest the gun in your
1lzp -or keep your elbow bent and the gun up like
this (experimenter demonstrated). "Just dcn't keep
it in shooting position. Then, when the orance
ligcht comes on, you have two seconds te aim and
pull the trigger and try to hit the bullseye. You
can pull the trigger now just to see how it feels.

Trere will a total of 100 trials, but we will stop
fcr a brief rest after every 25.°

Mcst people find they have to try many different
pcsiticns cf the gun before they get a hit.

(It head been found in piloting that some people rigidly

stick to one inaccurate aiming position &nd get no hits.
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This le&st instruction was desiqgned to disccurace that tehav-

iocr.)

Sutjects were then given 100 trials. Each trial consist-
ed of a 2-seccnd pericd during which the orange 1light was
on. Furing the 2 seconds, subjects aimed the light qun and
- pulled the trigger attempting to hit the bullseye with the

beam of light.
(Contingent sultjects):

Bt the end of 2 seconds, '_a 1-secbnd tore sounded if a
subject in the negative condition had missed the tarcet or
if 2 pcsitive sﬁbject had hit it. Negative subjects whc hit
the target -- and positive subjects  who dié nof -= recéiyed
no tone at the end of the 2—secohd period. A_fivejsetcnd
intertrial interyal preceded eachvtrial, co that trisls oc-
curred at 8-second intervals. Ihus there was a total of
roughly 15 minutes of target-shocting, including the brief

rests after every 25 trials.:

éuﬁjects WBo'hit ihe férget fever thaﬁ 5 finés dufinq the
first 25 tfials were instructed to move theii chairs féur
inches closer to the target. Despite this ncvé, scme sub-
jects coqtinued to have trouble getting hits ("trouble® be--
ing defined as fewer than 5 hits in the second 25 trials).
In these cases, the target on its base was mcved four inches

" closer to the_ subject. Most of the tine these moves were
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sufficient to enable people to begin to get hits. In the
infrequent cases 1in which subjects did nct meét a minimum
ultimate criterion of 15 hits out 'of the 10C trials, their
protoccls were considered invalid and were discarded. These

subjects were terminated and debriefed.
(Noncortingent subjects):

The procedure was identical for nchcontingent suﬁjects
with tte exceﬁtion that a subject assigned to either nonccn-
tingent coﬁdition (positive or neqétive) was given a sche-
dule of hits and misses according to the perfcrmance of the
contiﬁgent subject he or she had been.linkéd to (by the ex-
perimenter) at the start of the run.  Unknown to these ncn-

contincent subjects, in other words, their schedule of hits

and misses had. no relationship tc their own performance but

was identical to that of the cdntingent person they were

yoked fo. If this cbntingent person had teen asked to mcve
hisrbr her chair closer after 25 trials (for lack of hits),
éc was the ybked noncontingeht'subjec?,' .Cbcasionally ﬁhe
yoking was_ine;act; that is, if é contingen£ subject qqt 2
hit on trial numbe} 38, for example, the yokeé honcontingent
subjecf might be given the hit on trial nurber 39 or 40, at

the discretion of the experimenter. This was done sc as to

minimize the chances of a.subject becoming suspiciocus that

feedback was noncontingent. That is, if the person happened

to forcet to pull the trigger on trial 38 cr aimed idly at
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the ceiling, the experimenter was careful ﬁct to give feed-
back indicating a hit on that trial, but delayed the hit
feedback until it was feasible to give it. Subjects had no
source of information about their success or failure on the
task except for the feedback signal, that is, a tone or no-

tone.

At the end of the 100 trials, subjects whc had not previ-

ously filled out the MAACL did so at this roint.

(Anagrams) :

All subjects then did the anaarams task. The instruc-
tions were as fcllows:

I see we still have some time left. There is
scmething else I would like you to do. We're try-
irg to get some standardization cdata on some ana-
grams for a future research project. -Sc that is
what I would like you to do now. Rs ycu probably
know, anagrams are words with thle letters scram-
bled. The idea is for you to unscramble the let-
ters soc they form a common English word. There
cculd be a pattern or a principle by which to
sclve the anagrams, but that's up tc you to fiagure
out if you can. Look at these cards cne at a time
and tell me the word@ as soon as ycu see what it
is.

Twenty 5-letter anagrams were rpresented Qn.3 x 5 cards to
‘subjects. The anagrams all had the order 3-4-5-2-1 (e.g.
TERAW = water; GARRUS = sugar). Filoting haé suggested that
this pattern -presented.an appropriate lével of difficulty.
for the students in our sample, althouch it's an easier pat-

tern than that used in some learned hclplessness research
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(e.g. Hiroto and Seligman, 1975). Subjects were given a
maximur of 100 seconds to solve each anagram, and vwere told
to go ¢n to the next one at the end of 100 seconds if they
had‘not gotten it. ARny anagram not solvedé within that time
was counted a failure, a "miss". By the end cf the 20 ana-
grams, it was usually clear whether or not & subject had
caught on to the anagram'pattern. When it was not clear,

. the exgerimenter inquired.

Subijects were then asked to fill out & questionnaire (see
Rrpendix), and to do the MAACL a second tirne. Debriefing

ended the experiment.
(Cohtrcl Groupj;

Qné;fiftﬁ of the subjects were randomly assigned to be in
the cbntrol grcup. Tﬁey:did not receive any prétreatment,
were told the target-shooting apparatué was not working
properly, and vwent directly to the anagrams task. They re-
ceived the same anagrams instruétioh; as the cther subjects,
and»sutseﬁuently filled out the questionnaire (the last two
questicns only, since the first threé dealf with the.targef—

shoot) and the MAACL. They were then debriefed.



RESULTS

The results of the experiment can be subdivided into sev-
eral parts, corresponding to the kinds of effects that were

predicted:

1. Ferformance on anagrams, the dependent ktehavicral mea-
2. Feelings of helplessness and awareness of noncontin-

- 3. Pttributions and affective responses

There were three measures of anagram lperfgrmahce,which
togefher comprised the dependent measure. They were (2) la-
tency, the total time (in seconds) tc solve all 20 anagranms;
(b) misses, the number of anagrams subjects failed to name
correctly within 100 secondsy and'(c) trials to éritericn,
the nurber of anagrams it took for the sulbject to catch on
to the pattern. Performance on these measures is shown in

Tables 1, 2, and 3.
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Table 1

Aragram Performance - Total Latency, in seconds

- e s et G T G0 e G - ——— —— - o — W - A e —e A —— - — —— . S ——— ——

[ 8 ]

G}

n

N

Negative 32
Contingent (NC)

Negative 32
Noncentingent (NN)
Positive . - 32
Contingent. (PC).

Positive - 32
Noncohtingenﬁ‘(PN)
Control 32

——— -

160

Mean

250.53

385.25

214 .31

355.41

206.62

«Do

[%2]

283.39
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200.24

366.51

170.44

62



Group
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Table 2

Anagram Performance - Number Missed
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Negative

Contingent (NC)

Negative

Nencentingent (NN)

Pcsitive

Contingent (PC)

Positive

Noncontingent (PN)

Control

32

32

32

32

32

160

Mean

1.42
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Table 3

Aragram Performance - Trials to Critericn
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N Mean S.D.
Group 1  Negative 32 14.72 6.81
Contingent (NC)
Group 2 Negative 32 17.78 3.93
Neoncentingent - (NN)
~ Group 2 Positive 32 12.€¢€ 6.40
Ccntingent (PC)
Group 4  Positive | 32 16.61 5462
Nencentingent (PN)
Group 5 Control 32 13.¢1 7.07

160




Bar graphs representing these results are shown in Fig-

ures 1 to 9, as follows:

Figtre 1

. Figqure 2
Figure 3
Figure 4
Figure 5
Figure 6
'Figure-7

Figure 8

jects

Figtre 9

jects

Total Latency, total sample

Total Latency, negative and control subijects

Total Latency, positive and control subjeéts

Mumber

Number

Number

Trials

Trials

Trials

Missed, total sample

Missed, negative and ccntrol subjects
Missed, positive and control subjects
tc Criterion, total samrple

to Criterion, negative and control sub-

to Criterion, positive and control sub-
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The differences among the groups were evaluated with a
cne-way analysis of variance. Fcr two of the three depen-
dent measures the overall Fs were significant (p=.0272 for
Total lLatency and p=.005 for Trials to Criterion). The F
ratio for Number Missed aprroached statisticel significance
(p=.1327) . Overall Fs were not important in this study,
however, since the research required the use of preplanned
non-orthogonal comparisons; a priori contrasts were used to
test specific differences. The results of these comparisons

are shcwn in Tables 4, 5, 6, and 7.

Table 4 presents comparisons on all three dependent mea-
sures tetween noncontingent and control grcups on anagram
perforrance, the learned helplessness effect. The first of
the +trio of comparisons (corresponding to hypothesis A1)
lcoks at total noncontingent versus control qroups. The
next two comparisons (hypotheses A2 and A3) break down the
total noncontingent group into negative and pcsitive groups
respectively. Table 5 compares the two néncontinent groups
(positive and negative) on all three dependent measures (hy-
pothesis RU). The learned industriousness -- or facilita-
tion -- comparisons (contingent vs. contrcl groups, hy-
potheses BS - R7) are presented in Table 6. The comparisons
presented in Table 7, contingent versus noncecntingent
groups, are not concerned with eithér helplessness or faci-
1itaticﬁ, but are included for the sake cf completeness.

These comparisons test hypotheses A8 to ER10.
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Table 4

t-lests Comparing Noncontingent and Contrcl Groups
Performance on Anagrams, Learned llelplessness

o - - Y W g S - e G e o G T —— A e b = A e e et G = —

Hypothesis I Hypothesis I Hypothesis
Al I A2 I A3
I I
NN Con- I NN vs, Con- 1 PN vs. Con-
& vs. trol I trcl I trol
PN I I
I I
N=64 N=32 I MN=32 N=32 I N=32 N=32
________________________________ I____...,_......_._._..._.I........._....._............_. -——
t Value -3.11 I -2+77 I -2.08
TOTAL I I
D.Fa 3t 92.0 I 471 I 43.8
LATENCY I I
PI’Ob. .002 I 0008 I .OQB
________________________________ I__............——-_——_l..___............__....._
t Value -2.044 I -1.5%0 I -1.92
NUMEER T I
D.Fa = 87.8 I 51.4 I 43.0
MISSED I I
Prob. 017 T «062 I .062
________________________________ I.__...._-_........._........_I...._..-._....__...._..
t Value "2.65 I "2-51 I "1-98
TRIALS I I
10 D.EFa. = 155 I 155 I 155
CRITERION I I
Prob. .009 I .01 I .05
________________________________ I ..__.__...__-.-........_I_..._._.-..__..____..._

% Usinc Cochran's C to test homogeneity of variance, it

was found that, for Total Latency and Number Missed, the
group variances were sufficiently different tc reqguire the
use of separate variance estimates. The deorees cf freedcm
for these measures were therefore fracticnal, as shcwne.
Ccchran's C shcwed sufficient homcgeneity c¢f variance on the
Trials to Criterion measure to justify a pcoled variance
estimate and 155 degrces of freedom.
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As far as learned helplessness 1is concerned, the results
shown in Table 4 indicate "that anagram perfcrmance was sig-
nificantly worse for the noncontingent grcugs than for the
control groups on all three dependent measures for the total
noncontingent group (hypothesis 21). For bcth the negative
noncontingent (hypothesis A2) and the positive ncncontingent
(hypothesis A3) groups, performance was worse on two of the
three reasures as compared with thé controi crcup. The dif-
ference between the groups just misses significance con Num-
ber Missed (p=.062 in both cases). Thus, learned helpless-
ness has been demonstrated fcr positive noncontingent
subjects as well as for the negative noncontingent group, as
in previous research (e}g. Hirotc and Seliaran, 1975), and
for the total noncontingent population as well (ccmbining

positive and negative noncontingent groups).
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Table 5

t-Tests Comparing Positive and Negative Ncncortingent
Groups Performance on Anagrans

e  Ghy e e mr e e e s e S S e M e e e A e e e e T L SAd e G A e S A B e A o= A A - - e — - —

Hypothesis
A4

PN vs. NN

N=32 N=32

t Value ~0 .35
TOTRL

DeFao 3 61.0
LATENCY

' Prob. . 731

t Value «377
NUMRBER

D.F, 3 56.8
MISSED

Prob. «707

t Value -0.64
TRIALS
TO DeFo = 155
CRITERICN

Prob. <524

- . o — o~ — B —— o~ ————

** Usinc Cochran's C to test homogeneity cf variance, it

was found that, for Total Latency and Mumber Missed, the
group variances were sufficiently different to require the
use of separate variance estimates. The degrees cf freedcnm
for these measures were therefore fracticneal, as shcwn.
Ccchran's C showed sufficient homcgeneity cf veariance on the
Trials to Criterion measure to justify a pcoled variance
estimate and 155 cdegrees of freedcm.
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With respect to the +two noncontingent grcups, it was
found, as predicted in hypothesis AU, and as shown in Table
5, thet performance decrement was as great fcr the positive
noncontingent as for the negative nonccntingent qgroup, again
confirring that debilitation following a helplessness mani-
pulaticn results from the noncontingency c¢f the situaticn,

and not from its aversive punishment context.

R priori contrasts were further used to test for learned
industriousness and for the contingent/nchcentingent differ-
ences . These further contrasts are not independent cf the
previous contrasts; therefore, statistically, they are not
as rigcrous as the first ones. However, such a small number
of additional comparisons was involved that the trustworthi-
ness of the results is not likely to have Leen seriously af-

fected.
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Table 6

t-Tests Comparing Ccntingent and Contrcl Grougs
Performance on RAnagrams, Learned Industricusness

- G T —— S St - i — o ——— —— fo - ——— — ——— ——— —— - ——— m- a——— - ——

Hypothesis I Hypothesis 1 Hypothesis
A5 I R6 I A7
I I
NC Con- I NC vs. Con- I PC vs. Con- .
& vs. trol 1 trcl I trol
PC I I
I I
N=6u N=32 I N=32 N=32 I N=32 N=32
________________________________ I-_..-..._—-..._——__I___....._._.....~.__...._...
t Value -0.60 I -.75 I -.16
TOTAL I I
D.E. = - 80.5 I 50.8 I 60.5
LATENCY I I
Prob., + 55 1 U506 1 869
________________________________ I.._..._....._......_...-_.-I.-___._.._..._......_..
t Value -0.71 I -.98 I -.09
MUMEER 1 I
D.F. = 76.0 I 52.9 I 61.9
MISSED I I
Prob. 479 I «329 I +929
________________________________ ‘I...__._..__...~..__..._-I-__..._._..___._..__..
t Value .09 I -.60 I .76
TRIALS I I
TO DeFe 155 I 158 I 155
CRITERICN I I
Prokb. 924 I »552 I 048
________________________________ I__.........._...._.__.-..._I....._.__..._.__...._.._.~

.

2 Using Cochran's C to test homogeneity cf variance, it

was fovnd that, for Total Latency and Number Missed, the
group variances were sufficiently different tc require the
use of separate variance estimates. .The deqrees of freedom
for these measures were therefore fracticnal, as shcwn.
Cochran's C showed sufficient homogeneity cf variance on the
Trials to Criterion measure to justify a pccled variance
estimate and 155 degrees of freedcm.
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As rredicted in hypotheses AS, BR6, and A7, and shown in
Table 6, learned industriocusness, or the facilitation effect
postulated by some researchers (¢e.g. Eisenterger et al.,
1977) 1is not evident in these results. In S cut of 6 cases,
in fact (comparing the means of positive ccntingent with
centrol and negative contingent with contrél cn each of
three rneasures, Tables 1-3), anagram performance was slight-
ly worse for ccntingent subjects than for ccntrol subjects,

althouch not at a level of statistical significance.

What we are saying here concerning 1learned industrious-
ness (and previously, concerning the twc noncentingent
groups, hypcthesis A4) is that there are nc differences bet-
ween srecific experimental groups. He are thus "acceptingV
the null hypothesis. Normally, there are two methods of
legitinately cdoing this. Cne is to use a statistical power
analysis (e.g. Cohen, 1969). The other involves an inforal
inspection ¢of the data; which, in this case, wculd@ show that
the power of this experiment was high. We made nine predic-
tions in which we rejected the null hypothesis with respect
to learned helplessness (see Table 4). Cf the 9, seven vere
highly significant, and the remaining two were marginally
significant (p=.062). WHe would never have cctten these re-
sults if the poﬁer of the experiment wereAlow. We thus feel
justified in "accepting" the null hypothesis when we find no

differences between experimental groups.
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Table 7 indicates that of the nine tests comparing
noncontingent and contingent groups, four were highly signi-
ficant (b(.OS), and four more were close tc significant
(p<+10), indicating generally worse performance for nonccn-
tingent than ccntingent groups, as was predicted (hypotheses

A8 to P10).
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Table 7

t-Jests Comparing Contingent and Noncontingent Crougps
Performance on Anagrams

- e . — - — > —— " yn - ———— ——— . ——— — e = - —— . T S o - ——

Hypothesis I Hypothesis I Hypothesis
A8 I A9 I K10
I I
NN ' NC I NN vse NC I PN vs. PC
& vs. & I I
PN PC I I
I I
I I
N=6Y4 N=6#4 I N=32 N=32I N=32 N=32
________________________________ I.__..-...___._...._..I......_._......__.__._._...__
t Value "2.60 I _1077 I "'1091
TOTAL I I
DeFo 3 108.1 I 61.0 I 46.0
LATENCY I I
Prob. .01 R L0801 I 062
________________________________ I_.._...__........_._._..I..-.....-.._............__
t Value -1.91 I -0.81 I -1.85
NUMBER I 1
D.Fo o 99.3 1 61.9 I uﬂ.l
MISSED I I .
Frob. .059 I 2422 I .071
________________________________ I_..____......_._.._....I._____._._...._....._
t Value "3-36 I ~2.02 I -2 I ¥ 3
IRIALS I I
T0 D.Fe * 155 I 155 I 155
CRITERION I I
Frob. .001 I L0845 I .007
________________________________ I_........__...._........_...I__-__......._..__._._

¥ Usinc Cochran's C to test homogeneity of variance, it

was forvnd that, for Total Latency and Number Missed, the
group variances were sufficiently different tc reguire the
use of separate variance estimates. The degrees of freedcm
for these measures were therefore fracticnal, as showne.
Cochran's C sheowed sufficient homcgeneity of variance on the
Trials to Criterion measure to justify a pccled variance
estimate and 155 degrees of freedom.
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The work of ARbramson et al. (1978) and cf Miller and Ncr-
man (1$79) suggested that people whose attributions are in-
ternal, stable and general are most debilitated on test
tasks. Bccordingly, it was predicted (hypothesis All) that
noncontingent subjects who allocate responsitility for their
outcomes mainly to their own atkility would perform mcre

poorly on the anagrams taske.

In crder to see whether or' not this prediction was bocrne
out, 7Tesponses to question 3 on the gquestionnaire, which
asked subjects to 2llocate responsibility fcr their target-
shoot rerformance, were analyzed. Noncontingent subjects
were divided into two groups: thcse who made ability attri-
butions of 50% cor more, and those who made &bility attribu-
tions cf under S50%. Scores on the three derendent measures
were ccmpared using t-tests to ~determine whether the grcups
dif fered significantly. These results are presented in Tae-

ble 8}
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Table 8
Anagram Performance of Noncontingent Subjects
Making High Versus Low Attributions tc Ability

. W G P e M e G - G W B et W S e MRS e M A e Sh e Mt = = —— o ——

- — - - —— A - S - - e - W o S b - — W e e T S - S . —— S g A G- - ——— ———— —

Attributions :
tc N Mean SWDe t Value D.F. Prob.
Ability - ———— ———— e ———— m—eeo
HIGE 9 444 ,0 401.82
.61 9.9 +558
1LOW 55 358.27 334.62
NUMBER MISSED
Attribuvtions
to N Mean S.D. t Value D.F. Prob.
Ebility - —_——— ———— mmeme—- m———— e
HIGH 9 2.0 2.55
<43 11.06 .673
Lou 55 1.6 2.66

- an e ————e - — ——— ——— — — G —— ——— - T s S i - . - ——— i Ene T — G G - Gne M — o —

- G . S S SR Vi S — - e P T ——. - —— S e o ——— " ——— - e e ——— ————— - G - S — - —

Attributions
to N Mean S.D. t Value D.F. Prob.
Bbility - ——— e e e e
HIGH 9 18.56 2.19

1.46 25.83 «157

- - S s —— —— T - = T e s - G S - . G A —— — — e —————— —— A — . o T — e -
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Cf the 64 ncncontingent subjects, 9 made aktility attribu-
tions cf 50% or greater, and 55 made ability attributions cf
less than 50%4. The results shown in Table 8§ indicate that
althouch there were differences in performance in the pred-
icted direction, theée differences were not sianificant.
Only the difference on the Trials to Criteridn measure
(18.56_vs. 17.09) approaches significance (p=.157). ‘aking
higher attributions to one's own ability than to anything
else did not have an impact on anagram performance for these

subjects.

Ebramson et al. (1978) suggested that the specificity/
generality dimension of attributions has an influence on a
person’s expectations for future perfocrmance. Based on this
notion, it was predicted (hypothesis Al1l2) that among noncon-
tingent subjects, being generally Ynervous cn tests of any

kind" would increase the learned helplessness effect.

In crder to look at this relationship, the noncentingent
sample was divided into those who were “hich nervousY on
guesticn 4 cof the questionnaire (6-7 on a scale of 1-7) and

those who were Ylow nervous' (1-3 on the nervcusness scale).

Pilcting had suggested it might be productive tc lock at
males and females separately on this measure. A total of 15
noncontingent subjects, 9 males and 6 females, were low on

nervousness. Twelve noncontingent people (4 nales and & fe-
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males) were at the "high nervous" end of the scale. Their

scores on the three anagram measures are presented in Table

9.

En gnalysis of variance, summarized in Taktle 10, was made

for these data.

Bs Table 10 indicates, no main effects were found for
either nervousness or seX on any c¢f the three dependent mea-
sures. However, a significant interaction effect was found,
in which perférmance was better fcr males low in nervousress
and fermales high in nervousness than for males high and fe-
males low on the nervousness scale. This interaction effect
can be seen in the scores for all three dependent measufes,
but only for Tctal Latency does it reach statistical signi-
ficance (p=.029). Hypothesis Al2 was thus fcund tc be true

for male subjects only, not for females.
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Table 9
Anagram Performance of High Nervcus and lLcw lervous
Male and Female Noncontingent Sul jects

R i e T R

________________________ I__-___-__________
MALES I FEMALES
N Mean S.D. IN Mean S.D.
........................ I____-___-__________
HIGE I
4 410.25 291.62 I B8 223.0 149.74
NERVQUS I
_____________________________________ I__________-_,__-__-_
LOW I
9 274 .67 187.77 I 6 ney .83 257.74
NERVCLUS 1
_____________________________________ I_ﬁ______-_-__________
I
I
NUMBER MISSED I
________________________ I_--_n_-_____-___-
MRLES I FEMALES
N Mean S5.D. InN Mean S5.C.
________________________ I“______-__________-__
HIGH 1
4 2.25 2.22 I 8 0.75 « 89
NERVOUS I
_____________________________________ I_...._... o e o - n —————
LOW 1
9 1.11 1.54 I 6 2.0 2,10
NERVCUS I
_____________________________________ I___________—_______~___
I
1
I
TRIALS TO CRITERION 1
________________________ I___-___—_________
MALES I FEMALES
N Mean S.D. I N Mean S.D.
________________________ I__-____--_-_--_____
HIGH I
4 18.25 2.36 I8 16.0 7.43
NERVCUS I
_____________________________________ I__g_________-nﬁp_-__
10U I
9 17.44 5.36 I 6 2C.0 0
NERVOLUS I
_____________________________________ I_____,__-___-____-_-_



Tahle 10

Summary of Analysis of Variance on Anagrem Performance of
Noncontingent Subjects, by Nervousness and by Sex

o et ey - Gme - G - —— —— Y —— — g ——— W G o= Ae Gma an v e ST - . S - — - o - — S T - i - — e - G

F Prot.
MAIN
EFFECTS
Nervousness «986 « 331
Sex «237 «631
INTERACTION 5.422 «029
NUMBER MISSED
F Prok.
MAIN
EFFECTS »
Nervousness +078 .783
Sex .038 . 846
"INTERACTIION 3.289 .083
TRIALS TO CRITERICN
F Prob.
MAIN
EFFECTS
Nervousness «773 . 388
Sex «059 «810

INTERACTION 1.285 . 269

— ——— — ———— A —— ——— " e = . = e e S A e e S e ——— — - o e A SR s
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Although some researchers (e.g. Miller and Norman, 1979)
have pcsited a relationship between how importent a particu-
lar outcome is perceived to be and the development of
learned helplessness, our prelirinary pilct work had not
turned up evidence of such a relationship. Hypothesis Al3
reflected our expectation of no such relaticnship. To ex-
plore this question, subjects were asked (ch question 5 of
the questionnaife) to indicate how important, on a scale of
1 to 7, 1t 1is to do well on tasks such as they were doing

that day in the 1lab.

To look at the relationship ketween responses on this
guesticn and anagranm performance, the entire nonccntingent
sample was broken down into those for whom it was %very im-

pcrtant” and those for whom it was not very irrortant.

Bgain, the data were analyzed separately for males and
females. A total of 18 ncncontingent subjects (10 males and
8 femzles) checkeé off Ylow impor tance”. Seventeen nonccn-
tingent subjects (9 male, B female) were cn the high end of
the scele. Their scores on the three anaqram measures are

presented in Table 11.

It can be seen that there was a tendency tcward an inter-
action effect, with males high and females lc% in importance

doing ketter on all three dependent measures. Fnalyses oOf
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variance, however, indicated these relaticnships were not
statistically significant. Impcrtance of the task had no
significant influence con learned helplessness, as predicted

in hypcthesis A13.
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Table 11
Aragram Performance of High Importance and Low Impcrtance
Male and Female Noncontingent Subjects

- — Gt s G - W —— —— —— - o o e A A e - S o~ ———— = 4m e - = e = ane

_________________________ I_..___.........._....._..._...._._.‘
MALES I FEMELES
N Mean S.D. I N Mean S.D.
_________________________ I_._.____.._.__......_.___.._.........._
HIGE I
9 302.22 350.65 I 8 413,12 364.87
IMPOETIANCE I
______________________________________ I_____________-_-_-____
LouW I
10 478.2 486.57 1 8 3u40.50 277.66
IMPORTIANCE I .
—————————————————————————————————————— I———---—-—-----------~-_
I
I
NUMBER MISSED I
_________________________ I.__.__._.__....____.._..._._____
MALES I FEMRLES
N Mean S.D. I N Mean S.Do
_________________________ I_.__..._.__._._..._._._-..-..._.___
HIGH I
9 1.44 3.36 I 8 2.0 2.98
IMPORTIANCE I
______________________________________ I_._..._._.__.__.._...__...._._._..._...._..
1oW 1
10 2.8 3.94 I 8 1.0 1.41
IMPORTIENCE I
______________________________________ I.__...___._.......-_........____..._....._
I
I
TEIALS TO CRITERION I
_________________________ I_--_...._.._.__.__._._____
MRLES I FEMRLES
N Mean S.D. I N © Mean S.D.
_________________________ I.......____.__._._._.....____.__—
HIGH hi
9 15.89 6.15 I 8 19.0 2.83
IMPORTIANCE I
______________________________________ I......_....--.—_...__.-—_..——--~
LOoW T
10 17.40 4,22 I & 17.87 .36
IMPORTIANCE I
______________________________________ I_...._.._.__...-—.__.__._._.__-.-—-—_
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Cuestion 1 of the questionnaire was analyzed in orcder to
explore the ways in which the experimental groups differed
in their subjective experience of helplessnesse. This gues-
tion had asked "During the target-shoot, to what extent did

ycu believe you could be successful?V

The scale of respbnses ranged frem a low of 1
("defiritely nct®) +to a high of 7 (Ydefinitely yes"). It
had been predicted (hypothesis B1l) that the neéative nonccn-
tingent group would manifest greater feelings of helpléss—
ness @as expressed by lower scores on Question 1. Mean

scores on this qguestion are presented by group in Table 12.

Table 12

Mean Scores on Question 1 for the Four Experimental CGroups

. i B - i S - —— — —— —_— o Ve — G M R e e e = S e B Wee W e w G e wan g fmm T - Sn

Group N Mean S.C.
Group 1 - N 32 3.97  1.28
Group 2 - NN 32 4.09 1.03
Group 3 - PC 32 4.u7 1.16

PN 32 4,37 1.26

(2]

=)

(e}

c

o

P~
|
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It is clear frcm Table 12 that the negative noncontingent
group (Group 2) did not feel more helpless than other
groups, as measured by mean score on Question 1 of the ques-

tionnaire.

To look at these data another way, the frequencies with
which each group checked off the low points (1-3) and the
hich pcints (6-7) on the successfulness scale were compared,
and are presented in Table 13. A total of 28 suhijects (16
contincent, 12 noncontingent) felt unsuécessful; 18 subijects
{7 contingent, 11 noncontingent) felt guite  successful.
(IThe remaining 82 subjects were in the middle ranges of

feelinc successful.)

Using a chi square technique, it was again found that the
negative noncontingent group (Group 2) didé nct céiffer from
the otker groups, nor did the two contingent grcups differ
from thke two noncontingent ones. Herver, ‘a comparison of
the corbined negative groups (Groups 1 and 2) with the ccm-
bined positive groups (CGroups 3 and 4) yielded a chli square
of 3.286, which, for 1 degree of freedom, approaches signi-
ficance (with 1 df, a chi square of 3.84 is significant at
the .0f level). Thus, there is a suggesticn that positive

subjects, irrespective of contingency or ncnccntingency, ray
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Table 13

Number of Subjects Experiencing low and Hiagh Levels
of Success on Target-Shoot

o . B - - - — i e A - G o e - e G S n S o et e G e G0e . A v G G o T

Group 1 Group 2 Croup 3 Group 4

MNC NN PC PN
LOW
10 7 6 5
(not successful)
HIGH
2 i} 5 7
(successful)

e v e A A S A o S P P My $ - S m e i e S G an A T e e G e e G e e te G e T e A e S e S e e S -

have tended to feel somewhat more successful than negative

subjects.

To test hypcthesis B2 regarding subjects' awareness of
noncontingency, two measures were used: (L) Question 2 of
the guestionnaire; and. (2) attribution to "experimenter con-

trolY cn Question 3.

Cuestion 2 of the questionnaire asked sulbjects to recol-
lect the extent tc which they believed, as they were doing
the task, that hitting the target could or cculdn't be done.
Scores ranged from a low of 1 (Ydefinitely nct“) to a high
of 7 (“definitely yes"). Mean scores on Cuestion 2 for the

four experimental groups are presented in Tatle 14.
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Table 1t

Mean Scores on Question 2 for the Four Experimental CGroups

S S G e e . — = —— — s - M - G A = e W W o s et T e S T e M W e e e WS Gme me et Gmn GAe e thn A ——

Group N Mean S.Ce
Growp 1 - NC 32 4.28  1.51
Group 2 - NN 32 4.43 i.58
Group 3 - PC 32 4.06 1.58
Grcup 4 - PN 32 .12 1.68

A one-way analysis of variance of these data indicated no
significant differences between the groups. Consideration
cf the fregquencies with which subjects in the experimental
conditions checked off 1low and high pcints on the scale
likewise yielded nothing approachinu significance, either by

group, by contingency/noncontingency, or pcsitive/negative.

Rttribution to experimenter control was an additional
(rost hoc) attempt to get at subjects' awareness of nonccn-
tingency. The mean percentage attributed tc experimenter
control by subjects asked to acccunt for their target-shcot

performance is shown in Table 15.
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Table 15

Mean Percentage Attributed to Experimenter Ccntrol by Group

T S o i e s B G G Yo e M Gt W S e M W - B S e Gha s P = S A P mas e W B S - W T A = ————— e W= - e - —

Group N Mean SeD.
Greup 1 - NC 32 14.56  18.43
Group 2 - NN 32 19.78 24,22
Group 3 - PC 32 21.31 27.71
Group 4 - PN 32 17.22 19.63

As shown in Table 15, the negative ncncentingent group
did not attribute more responsibility for their target-shcot
perforrance to experimenter control than did the other

groups.

The freguencies with which subjects in the four experi-
mental groups checked off various percentages attributable .
tc experimenter control were also analyzed. 7The subject po-
pulaticn was divided into those who attributed 0% to experi-
menter control (Ylow" in experimenter contrcl) and those who
attributed 50% or more to experimenter centrecl (Yhigh" in

experinenter control). This breakdown is shown in Table 16.

Chi square analysis showed no significant cdifferences in
these frequencies, either by grougp, by contingen-

cy/noncontingency, or by positive/negative.
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Table 16

Number of Subjects Making Low and High Attributions
to Experimenter Control

e T g wm M S G Em G e R D G S S P P Gk G M e M G M G S G AN S S G M W) G SN G TES EDY G BE M e GRY W mas S T e

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 1t

NC NN PC PN
LOW (0% 9 6 5 5
HIGH (50%+) 1 4 6 2

G T e G = G Gwe NS b S M G G e Y TS e Y Par T TS G e e me G P A AU N W CEE M A G S SE el W M G et fet FEA A M W W A -

These twc sets df results together (Questicn 2 and attri-
bution to experimenter control) 1lead to the ccnclusion that
awarencess of noncontingency did not differ according to ex-
perimental conéition. Hypothesis B2 waginot suppor£ed.
These cdata are also evidence that our manipulation was suc-
cessful -- i.e., that subjects received no feedback cther
than the tone regarding their success in the target-shoct,
and thts could not detect the noncontingency. Cnly 6 non-
contincent subjects (fewer than 1in the ccntingent groupl)

attributed their outcomes to experimenter control.

Attributions and RAffective Responses

It was expected (hypotheses C1 and C2) that ccntingent
subjects and positive noncontingent subjects weould make pro-

portiorately more internal attributions (i.e. ability, ef-
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fort) for their outcomes than external attributions (task
difficuvlty, luck, experimenter control), ccmpared to nega-
tive ncncontingent subjects. Negative noncentingent sub-
jects were predicted to attribute a proporticnately greater
percentage of responsibility for their target-shoot perfcr-
mance to external factors than to ability cr effort, com-
paredlto contingent and positive noncontincent subjects (hy-
pothesis C3). Table 17 presents the mean percent
attribution by each experimental group to each of the five

attributional catecories. Fiqure 10 presents these data

graphically.
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The attributions made to each category Lty the four exper-
imental groups were analyzed by 5 one-way analyses of vari-
ance. No significant differences among grcups were rev-

ealed.

While it is true that contingent and pcsitive noncontin-
gent subjects generally made more internal attributicns than
external (as predicted by hypotheses C1 and C2), the nega-
tive ncncontingent subjects did so as well, which was not

—e

predicted (see hypothesis C3).

Discriminant analysis of the data yielcded no significant
attributional patterns which differentiated the experimental
groups. That is to say, subjects did not dikferentially at-
tribute their target-shoot performance &according tc whether

they were contingent or noncontingent, punished or rewarded.

With respect to affective responses, it was predicted
that negative noncontingent subjects woulé ke mcre anxious,
depressed,. and hostile by the end of the experiment than
would cther subjects (hypothesis CU). These subjective mcod
states were assessed by means of the Multiple Rffect Rdjec-
tive ClLeck List (MAACL) administered twice during the exper-
irent. Half the experimental subjects filled out the MAACL
before the target-shoot, the other half after the target-
shoot . All subjects did the MAECL fcr the second time at

the end of the experiment.
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Analysis of variance techniques had shown that there were

no differences on these final affect scores according to
whether the first MAACL administration had been Lefore or
after the target-shoot. All final affect scores are there-

fore ccnsidered together.

Scores cn the final MBBRCL administration are presented in
Tables 18, 19, and 20, separately for anxiety, depressicn
and hostility. Piloting had indicated that MARACL scores
might usefully be analyzed separately for males and females.
BRccordingly, Tables 18, 19, and 20 are broken down by sex as

well as by experimental condition.
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Table 18
Mean Anxiety Scores on the MAACL at the End c¢f the Experiment

- . . ———— i — o — ——— " Seb e = Bl G B G M S M e e T W . - - = - - - ———

({higher scores indicate more anxiety)

- ——— 1 o 408 s Bt i = - — O - ——— ———— — ——— —— - - ——— = Y- ——t s - e e A A - —
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(1) Necative Ccntingent

Total 32 8.87 3.20
Male 16 8.25 3.40
Female 16 9.50 2.97

A ————— . (am e S P T - . g — —— e T e e e U M A S = — . A S - S e e - - . ———— - —— — —

(2) Necative Noncontingent

Total 32 6.84 3.41
Male 16 €.62 3.65
Female 16 7.GC6 3.26

- s G - -y e A - e s e S Twe St e S T e A W e = b S St e A e e G e e Ve G G G e W W S N e - . S e

(3) Positive Cecntingent

Total 32 6.72 3.31

Male 16 6.87 2.94
Female 16 6.56 3.74

- v . — S —— W i e e A i e e A e A e W W e - e e e - WA e T e v T e - e o B e B ——  —

(4) Pesitive Noncontingent

Total 32 728 3.78
Male 16 7-56 4.15
Female 16 7.00 3.48

- —— A M e —t S A —— -t -~ e v - = e - —— - M G- = — G n e - - —— o

{5) Control

Total 32 8.09 3.56
Male 16 9,00 3.54
Female 16 7.19 3.45

—— o — - o S = — Y ——— —_—— — " o Ve . Sam = g — dmm e - . W _ G o G - G St - - — e —

Bs can be seen on Table 18, the mean sccre cn anxiety for
the tctal negative noncontingent (Group 2) sukjects was not
higher than for other subjects. With respect to anxiety,

hypothesis CU was not confirmed.
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Other group differences on Table 18 were tested as well.
The NN (Group 2) mean of 6.84 was significently lower than
the NC (Group 1) mean score of 8.87 (p=.017). And for ma-
les, there was also a difference between negative noncontin-
gent ard contrcl groups (NN male mean = 6.62, ccntrol male
méan = 9.00, p=.063). These differences were in the édirec-

tion dpposite from what had been predicted.

& priori contrast tests showed that for females there was
a marginally significant difference in anxiety Letween the
positive and the negative groups taken togecther: an anxiety
nmean of 8.28 for the two negative vs. 6.78 fcr the two posi-
tive groups (p=.08). In addition, the NC (Crcup 1) female
mean of 9.50 was significently higher than the NK (Group 2)
mean of 7.06 (p=.045). The Duncan test showed the mean dif-
ference between the two contingent groups (9.50 for CGroup 1

and 6.56 for Group 3) was significant at the .05 level.

Hith respect to the depression scores as reasured by the
MBAACL et the end of the experiment, a look at Table 19 re-
veals that, contrary to the hypothesis, the négative rchcen-
tingent group was not left feelinq'more depressed than other
groups. An analysis of variance 1indicated that there were
no significant differences on total mean depressiocn scores .

for the five groups.
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Table 19

Mean Depression Scores on the MBRACL at the Ené of the Experiment
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(1) Necative Ccntingent

Total 32 15.59 5.43
Male 16 15,27 6.49
Female 16 15.81 4,32
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(2) Necative Noncontingent

Total 32 13.75 4,81
Male 16 12.69 596
Female 16 ilt.81 3.15
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(3) Pocsitive Contingent

Total 32 13.69 £.,09
Male 16 i5.62 5«55
Female 16 11..75 6.15
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(¢) Positive Noncontingent

T_otal 32 14.59 5.84
Male 156 1. 06 6.69
Female 16 14.12 5.03
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{5) Control

Total 32 14.93 it.57
Male 16 i5.56 4.03
Female 16 14.3% 5.11
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R priori contrast -tests showed that, for meles, aqain
contrary tc expectation (hypothesis Ck), the depression

score for Group 2 (12.69) verges cn beina sicnificantly lcw-
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er than the @average for the c¢ther experirental grcups

(p=.117) .

& priori contrast tests for females showed that, as with
anxiety, the two negative groups had hicher depression
scores than the two positive qroups (15.31 vs. 12.94,
p=.05U). Again, as with anxiety, the LCuncan test showed
that fcr females the mean difference between Croup 1 (15.81)
and Grcup 3 (11f75) was significant at the .CS level; i.e.,
among contingent females, the positive qrcup was less de-

pressed than the necative.

Table 20 does not reveal higher hostility sccres for the
negative noncontingent subjects than for cthers. Anzlysis
of variance did not indicete. any sianificant differernces

among experimental groupse.
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Table 20

Mcan Hcstility Scores on the MRACL at the End cf the Fxperiment
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(1) Necative Ccntingent :

Total 32 £.97 3.20
Male 16 9,31 3.72
Female 16 .62 2.66
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(2) Negcative Noncontinaent

Total - 32 7.75 3.33
Male 16 7.12 .44
Female 16 8.37 3.20
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(3) Positive Contingent

Total 32 £.00 . 3.95
Male 16 £.19 4,53
Female 16 7.81 3.041
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(4) Positive Ncncontingent

Total 32 g.12 3.63
Male 156 £.19 §.u8
Female 16 8.06 2.69
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{5) Ccntrol

Total 32 T.78 3.51
Mele 16 g.54 3.97
Female 16 6.2 Ze.60
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The hostility scores, considered separately by sex, do
nct reveal any sicnificant differences either, althouch the

patterns of scores are similar to those seen fcr anxiety and
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depressione. The difference between neaative noncontingent
females and control females approaches significance (p=.095)

with ncncontingent females more hostile than ccntrols.

Clearly, hypothesis CU4 has not been confirmed; the nega-
tive ncncontingent subjects are nct left more anxious, de-
pressed, or hostile than other subjects, as determined by
scores on the MAACL taken at the end of the experimental

procedctre.

Hypcthesis C5 predicted unspecified differences between
negative noncontingent and positive noncontincent subjects
with respect to attributions and/cr affective responses. As
we have seen, no such differences showed dp on the MBACL.
OCnly the two negative dgroups together differed from the two
pcsitive groups, for the female sample, c¢n both anxiety
(p=+.08) and depression (p=.054). The differences bhetween

the twc noncontingent groups were not significant.

Unspe?ified differences in attributions tetweeen the two
noncontingent groups were part of the specuvlations of hy-
pothesis CS as well. This was mildly true ir that negative
noncontingent subJects were somewhat more like the contin-
gent ir their attributional patterns than were the positive
noncontingent (see Table 17). In qenefal, hypcthecis C5 was

not ccrfirned.



110

Worse performance on all three dependent measures for to-

tal ncncontingent than for control group (Hypothesis R1l).

Worce performance on two of the three dependent measures
for negative ncncontingent vs. control groups (A2) and posi-
tive ncncontingent vs. ccntrel groups (A3). Learned help-

lessness has thus been clearly cdemnonstrated.

No rerformance difference between positive nconcontincent

and necative noncontingent groups (A4).

No performance differences between tctal contingent and
centrol groups (AS), between negative contincent and control
croups (A6), or between positive contingent and control
groups (A7) . In other words, no evidence of learned indus-

triousress was found.

Horse performance for total noncontincent than total ccn-
tingent groups on all three dependent measures (R8). For
negative noncontingent vs. contingent (A9) &nd pcsitive non-
ccentincent vs. contingent (A10), perfcrnance was signifi-
cantly worse on the Trials to Criterion measure, and mardi-

nally worse on the two other dependent measures.

Contrary to the hypothesis, among nonccntingent subjects

worse rerformance was not found for those whc rade ability

attributions than for those who dié rnot (A11).
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Hith respect to the prediction of worse performance for
noncontingent subjects acknowledging generalized test ner-
vousness, this result was found for males cnly, significant-
ly on one dependent measure, marginally on the other two

(212) .

Impcrtance of the task had no significant influence on

task performance for noncontingent subjects (AR13).

B. feelings_cf Helplessness

Neither greater feelings of helplessness nor greater
awareness of noncontingency were found amcng negative ncn-
contincent subjects than among cther subjects (Hypotheses

B1, B2).

Contingent subjects (Hypothesis Cl) and pcsitive noncon-
tingent subjects (C2) were precdicted to make proportionately
areater attributions to ability a&and effort than to 1luck,
task difficulty and experimenter control. The converse was
predicted for negative noncontingent peorle (C3). These
predictions were not borne out, Bowever, as all subjects
made mcre internal than external attrituticns. No attribu-

tional patterns differentiated the experimental groups.

There was noc creater amount cf anxiety, derressicn ¢y
hostility fcund among negative noncontirgent subjects than

among the other subjects (Cu).
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There were no clear differences found Fketween the two
noncontingent groups with respect to attritutions or ero-

tional responses (C5).



DISCUSSICN

The behavioral results of this experiment are ccnsistent
with ottcomes predicted by the learned helplessness formula-
tion (e.g. Seligman, 1975). The noncontingency of the situ-
'ation, the lack of relationship between respcnse and feed-
back, was responsible for the subsequent performance
deficit. Aversiveness was not necessary; the debilitetion
was as great in the positive ccndition, where subjects re-
ceived noncontingent reward, as 1in the ncgative condition,

where subjects received noncontingent punishrent.

This result contradicts Miller and Norman (1979) who, in
their summary of learned helplessness research, conclude
that‘"noncontingent reinforcement is not 2 ... suificient
condition for the development of learned helplessnessY (p.
98) . They imply that aversiveness is necessary as well, an

unwarrented conclusion in light of these results.

Miller and Norman present two studies as evidence that
Ynoncontingent positive reinforcementY does nct produce the
effect. The experiments citéd are Fenscn énd Kennelly
(1976) and lMiller ané Gold (unpublished). Ecth these stu-

dies used the standard Levine (1971) ccncept-fecrmation
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trainirg task. BAs discussed earlier, this is protlematical,
partly because cf the definition of “positive", partly be-
cause conflicting sources of feedback availakle to subjects
may have caused disbelief or confusion, or wcrse. It may be
that Levine-type concept task cards are intrinsically aver-
sive, engendering frustration under any circumstances. Just
having to look at them was debilitating fcr Hircto and Sel-
igmant's (1975) control group in the cognitive/ cognitive
portion of their experiment. &nd Griffith's (1977) criginal
ccentrol group, forced to flip repetitively throuch the ccn-
cept-tesk cards, suffered greater anaarem test decrement

than either noncontingent group!

In any event, the results of the present research refute
Miller and Morman's insistence that aversiveness must be

present in the eticlogy of learned helplessnesse.

The findings also refute the notion, suquested by Bu-
chvwald, Coyne, &and Cole (1978), that dehilitation in the
usual learned helplessness paradiam can be explained as re-
sultinc from experiencing failure in the pretreatment phase,
without invcking noncontingency as an explanaticn. In the
rresent experiment, failure was nct differential fcr contin-
gent vs. noncentingent subjects. Nonccntingent subijects
felt nc less successful than contingent ones (eaccordina to

self-report). It is true that pcsitive subiects (both ccen-
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tingent and noncontingent) tendéd to feel sorewhat more suc-
cessful than negative (punishment) subjects, as measured by
guesticn 1 on the questionnaire. However, there was no sig-
nificant difference 1in anagram performance, no behavioral
decrement, for negative vs. positive subjects, as the Bu-

chwald et al. position would reguire.

The results also demonstrate clearly that learneé help-
lessness can occur across modalities. This ray be the first
experirent in which cognitive test task debilitation (on the
anagrars) has followed instrumental helplessness pretreat-
ment under conditions of positive (non-aversive) feedback.
Miller and Norman t1979), surmarizing some cf the litera-
ture, conclude that in order for cross-situaticnal generali-
zation to take place two conditions are necessary: (1) pre-

nd (2)

a3

treatment noncontingency must be prolocneoed,
instruction must be designed to induce an attribution of
task performance to ability. Both of those ccnditions seem

to have been met by the procedures used in thris experirent.

Cne of the most dramatic results of this research has to
do with the subjective experience of helplessness. It hac
been predicted that the negative noncontincent group would
acknowledge greater feelings of helplessness as well as

greater awareness of noncontingency than-all cther subjects.
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The present research turned up not the slichtest tendency in
this direction. Sheldon Cohen (1978) had vciced the fear
that without an awareness of noncontingency subjects would
be “functionally contingent" and would not manifest the be-
havioral decrerent. Clearly, he was mistaken with respect

to the subjects in this experiment.

Researchers investigating aspects of non-aversive nbnccn-
tingency have consistently found that their noncontingent
subjects reported more uncontrollability (Fcth and Bootzin, .
i974; Eenson and Kennelly, 1976; Cohen et al., 197635 Hircto
and Seligman, 1976) or more helplesgness (Reth and Kubal,
1975; Griffith, 1977) than other subjects. The prccedurcs
used in the present research were designed tc te deliberate-

ly ambiguous, and to make noncontingency difficult or impcs-

sible to perceive. In this research, fecedktack came from
cnly ore source ~- the apparatus (tone or no-tcne). ¥Withcut
conflicting feedback from any other source, sul jects were

not aware of nonccntingency between behavicr and (positive

or negetive) feedback.

Based on attributional notions (e.g. Kelley, 1967) and on
the author's cognitivist proclivities, it was hypothesized
that tre negative noncontingent subjects, raking external-
attribuvtions for negative outcomes, would be npore receptive

to the noncontingency, and thus sorehow rore 1likely tc be



117
aware cf it than the positive noncontingent crcup. The ra-
nipulation worked so well, however, that nc awareness of
noncontingency or greater feelings of helplessness was found
for any group. Cnly 6 subjects . out of 64 noncontingent
(fewer than contingent) suspected the experimenter was con-
trolling things; probably tﬁis figure represents an average

Vsuspiciousness quotientv.

The predictions linking mental pheriorera with behavioral
helplessness were not confirmed. Rttributicns for cutcores
were largely tc ability and effort, undifferentiated by ex-
perimental condition, consistent with what wculd be expected
among a college population trying to perfcrm well on a
straightforward labcratory task. With respect to affect,
the necative ncncontingent group did not end up with greater
arounts of anxiety, depression, c¢r hostility than did other

subjects, as had bheen predicted.

Other experiments involving response/outccme independence
have produced greater amounts of negative affect for nonccn-
tingent subjects (e.g. Roth and Kubal, 19753 Gatchel et_
al., 1975; Hortman et al., 1976; Griffith, 1977), as well as
differential attributions (e.g. EBenson ané Kennelly, 197¢).
In all these eXgeriments, however, response/ outcome inde-—

pendence was apparent to subjects. It seers likely that
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this &wareness is necessary in order fcr the cognitive
anéd/or emotional concomitants of helplessness to be rani-
fest. Thus, because there was no awareness cf ncncontingen-
cy and no helplessness experienced by ncncentingent sub-
jects, the lack of results 1linking cognitive variables with
helplessness makes sense. Here pefhaps Cchen (1978) is
right, but only with respect to mental phencmena: in the ab-
sence c¢f awareness of noncontingency, no cocnitive and/oer
enoticnal effects of the helplessness pretreatment were pre-

sent.

Traditicnal learned helplessness theoreticians have gen-
erally explained the phenomenon 1in terms c¢f attributions,
motivations, and other cognitive processes (€.g. Seligmai,
1975; Maier and Seligman, 1976; Abramson et al., 1978).
This viewpoint posits behavioral effects as resulting from
ccgniticns; without awareness of noncontingency, it follcws
directly from this position that there shculd te no help-

lessness effect.

R11 hypotheses regarding cognitive variabtles vwere based
on this cognitivist assumption that helplessness dérives
from trese subjective mental cvents. Hyrcthesese F1 to C5
were desianed to see what kinds of mental phehomena (help-
lessness feelings, aftributions, emoticns) @are correlated
with helpless behavior, and whether the ccgnitions are

different for positive vs. negative outcome subjects.
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If the traditional cognitivist view of the learned help-
lessness phenorenon were correct, the success cf this re-
search in eliminating awareness of noncontinqency would have
wiped cut the possibility of producing a helplessness effect
(in addition to eliminating the cognition/ helplessness re-
lationship). But there is a strong helplessness effect
here, a behavioral deficit withcut associated cognitions.
These results are inconsistent with the traditicral view of

the leerned helplessness phenomencn. Fow can this be?

One possibility is that the measures used tc assess at-
tributions and affect were not sensitive encugh tc cetect
the trve relationship between helplessnessvand rental phe-
nomena. However, the measures used here have been used be-
fore in learned helplessness resecarch. IMany investigatcrs
have used questions similar to questiorns 1 and 2 of the
questicnnaire tc assess the subjective exrerience c¢f help-
lessness (e.g. Hiroto and Seligman, 1975; Criffith, 1977).
The attribution measure is standard in much research (e.g.
Benson and Kennelly, 1976), as is the HAACL,‘ measuring af-
fect (e.g. CGatchel et al., 1975). Many of these investiga-
tions used smaller samples than that usecd in the present re-
search, and all of them turned up some meaningful results

differentiating the experimental qgroups.
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Ancther fact to consider is that the cocnitive measures
here were sensitive enocugh to show scome differences that are
logical (e.g. negative females more anxicus than positive
females) although unrelated to helplessness. So it does not
seem likely that the finding of no relaticnship retween be-

havioral helplessness and the cognitive variables can be at-

tributed to insensitivity of the cognitive measures.

There is ancther way to look at these data. The behavic-
rist pcint cf view posits no recessary relaticnship between
cognitive variables and changes in behavior such as thcse
prcduced by reinforcement (e.g. Dixon & Oakes, 1%€5; Thaver
& Cakes, 1967; Oazkes, 1967). Skinner's (1974) positicn is
that éll hehavior is strictly a functicn c¢f environmental
variatles (such as past reinforcerent histcry, stimulus gen-
eraiization, etc.). Introspective observaticns are epiphe-
nor.ena, “collateral products of (environmental) histories™
(re 17), which may or may not co along with the observed be-
havior, depending on the conditions of the experiment. They
are not the cause of the behavior. BRBehavicr is & product of

learned environmental contingencies, and ncthing mcre.

If the subject in the learned helplessness raradiqr has
other sources cf feedback in the noncontingent task, he or
she may make appropriate attributions and experience ccqni-

tive events aprpropriate to the experience ¢f ncnceontinaency.
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Such mey well have been the case in those experiments in
which subjects trying to soclve discriminaticn problems were
being civen noncontingent feedback at oddés with their exper-
ience c¢f the task (e.g. Benson and Kennelly, 197¢; CGriffith,
1977) « These subjects very likely adduced “imrplicit causel
theories" (Nisbett and Wilson, 1977) to explair what was
happening to them. The human brain is only toc ready to ad-
duce "cood" reasons. for its behavior, after the fact. Coag-
nitions, rationales, occur so gquickly that they seem reaso-
néble precursers of action. The evidence compellingly
presented by Nisbhett and HWilson, however, suggests that ccg-
nitions may truly be by-products, or concomitants, of ac-
tion, rather than causes. The results presented here sup-

port this likelihood.

If there is no other source of feedback sc that sukjects
can't te aware of noncontingency, as 1in the rpresent re-
search, then they won't make those attributions and they
won't have those cognitive experiences., But they may still
exhibit learned helplessness, behavioral deficit, as ncncon-
tingent subjects did here, and as Griffith'§ noncontingent
success subjects did as well. Griffith's sutjects were try-
ing to solve concept formation problems in the noncontingent
task, ogenerating hypotheses about what the correct stinulusg
dirensions vere. Bejng given randor feedback must have

caused them to formulate more and more complicated hypothes-
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es; the invariable "“correct" at the end of each problem very
likely confirmed that their more complicated hypctheses were
correct. Suspiciousness would not then have been aroused in
these subjects, and it is quite 1likely that they did not
-take ir any extraneous feedback cr becore aware of honcon-
tingency. The 1learned helplessness effect was then seen,
but without any subjective feelings cf helplessness. With-

out cocnitive processing, what could be the mrechanism by

which this comes about?

Mackintosh.(1973) discusses tehavioral helplessness as
arising frem learning to 1ignore stimuli that .signal no
change in reinforcement. This "learned irrelevance" can cet
in the way of subsequently learning to fcrﬁ an associafion
between a stimulus and a reinforcement. Cakes (1980)  has
deriveé this learned irrelevance phenomencn from S-5 condi-
tioninc principles: when a subject experiences zero correla-
tion between two classes of stimuli -- such as, for example,
responce- produced stimulation from his or her cwn behavior
and the occurrence or ncn-occurrence of reinfcrcement -- la-
ter learning is hindered when the situaticn changes so that
there is now a non-zero correlaticn between thcse classes OI
stimuli. This effect results frcm “autcmatic" ccnditicning
mediated by nevrological procecsses. Thus, 1in the present
research, the experience of noncorntingency prcduceé zero

correlation between response and (positive cr negative) cut-
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comes. Conditioning to this zero correlation retaerded later
learning, when in the second task the ccrrelation between

response and feedback was non-zerc.

The fact that this helplessness effect can ke demonstrat-
ed with rats, dogs, orrpigeons (2.9. Seligman, 1975) is évi-
dence that producing it does not require “awareness" or oth-
er cogritions. Why should there not be a sirilar effect
with human subjects? He would expect colleqe students to
learn as well as rats or pigeons that two stimuli are unccr-
related -- even when we Keep them fron vcocnizing" about the
noncontingency by hiding it from them. 7The zero correlation

is still there.

So we seem to have evidence that learned helplessness in
humans can be demonstrated without the ccgynitive phenomena
that mcst theorists have assumed is the causal basis of it.
The sucgestion is that other researchers (e.g. Hiroto and
Seligman, 197¢; Griffith's (1977) nonconpiﬁqent failure
.group) have obtained the “helplessness" result because their
subjects had an extraneoué source of feedback cn the nonccn-
tingent task,- which may have produced effects such as anta-
gonism or frustration. wWhy shculd I try?% seexrs 1like a
perfectly raticnal response to the realizaticn that the dice

are lozded, and that one has no contrcl over events. This
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can have a variety of possilkle effects on later performance.
Those effects, however, do not fit the definition of learned
helplessness (which is performance decrement kased on prior
experience of independence of behevior and ocutcomes). Per-
haps what is shown in those experiments 1s a sensible Yin-
tentional passivity" or "strategic withdrawel". We would
argue, therefore, that such irrelevant effects must be eli-
minated or controlled for in order for true 1learned help-
lessness to be demonstrated. This has Lkeen accerplished in
the present research. This experiment, andé pcssibly that of
Gampel (1976), may be the only actual dermcnstraticns of a

genuine learned helplessness effect with human sukjects.



APPENDIX

QUESTICNNAIRE

e i - - —— —————

1. During the target-shoot, to what extent did you believe
you could be successful?

1 2 3 . 4y 5 6 7
Definitely ‘ Moderately - Definitely
Not or Yes

Sometimes

2. During the target-shcot, to what extent did you believe
hitting the bullseve could or couldn't Le dcne?

1 2 3 u 5 ’ 6 7
Definitely Moderately Definitely
Not or ' Yes

Sometimes

3. During the experiment, you were tryinc to hit the bullseye
as cften as possible. To what extent dc ycu feel that
each of the factors listed belcw was responsible for
determining your degree of success or failure? FPlease
give your estimates in percentages of the tctel
responsibility attributable to each factor-

Your own ability ——_——__
Difficulty level of the task _____ %
Your own effort - _____ %
Chance or 1luck %

EXperimenter contrcl ————t

Total= 100%

- 125 -
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4. Comrared to most people you kncw, how nervcus are you
generally on tests of any kind?

1 2 3 ] 5 6 7

Not loderately Very
at or Nervous
All Somet imes

5. How important is it to you to do well in laboratory
tasks of the type we've been dcing here tcéay?

1 2 3 i 5 6 7
Not lHoderately ' Very
at or Impertant

All Sometimes



MAACL
1 Oactive
{0 adventurous
(0 affectionate
Jafraid
O agitated
[OJagrecable
(Jaggressive
[0 alive
[Jalone
[J amiable
{J amused
12 [Jangry
13 D annoyed
14 [Jawful
15 [ bashful
16 (Jbitter
17 [} blue
18 [J bored
19 [Jcalm
20 [J cautious
21 [ cheerful
22 Jeclean
23 [J complaining
24 [} contented
25 [Jcontrary
26 [Jcool
27 (O cooperative
28 [Jeritical
29 [Jcross
30 [Jeruel
31 [Jdaring
32 [Jdesperate
33 [Jdestroyed
34 [Jdevoted
35 [Jdisagreeable
36 [Jdiscontented
37 Odiscouraged
38 (Qdisgusted
39 [displeased
40- Jencrgetic
41 [Jenraged
42 [Jenthusiastic
43 [} fearful
44 [Nfine
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[
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45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54

57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65

. 66

67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
7%
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88

(3 tit

O forlorn
O frank
Ofree

(3 friendly
[J) frightencd
CJ furious
Oeay

[ gende
(Jelad

O gloomy

[ good

[ good-natured
Ogrim

[J happy

{0 healthy
[ hopeless
‘[ hostile

[J impatient
[ incensed
[} indignant
[ inspired
{Jinterested
Oirritated
[Jjealous -
O joyful

O kindly

{1 lonely
[Jlost
[Dloving
Olow

[ lucky

{} mad

[0 mean

DO meek
[Jmesrry

I mild

O miscrable
[Onervous
O olliging
[Joffended
O outraged
Cipanicky
[Jpatient

89 [ peaceful
90 [ pleasced
91 [ pleasant
92 7 polite
93 [J powertu)
94 ] quict
95 ] reckless
96 ] rejected
97 I} rough
98 [} sad
99 [ safe
100 T satisficd
101 [} secure
[ shaky
103 [J shy
[0 soothed
5 [ steady
106 {7} stubborn
107 [ stormy.
108 [ strong -
109 [} suffering
110 T sullen
111 [ sunk
]12. 1] Sympathctic
113 [] tame
114 [ tender
115 [ tensc
116 ] terrible
117 7 terrified
118 [} thoughtful
119 [ timid
120 [] tormentad
121 [ understanding
122 [ unbappy
123 [J wsociable
124 [J upset
125 [J vexed
126 [] warm
127 [J whole
128 [J wild
29 [ willful
130 [J wilted
131 [J worrying
132 [ youny
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