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ABSTRACT .
‘The effects of amount of exposure to response/outcone

independence and teacher expressiveness on studeat ratings of the
jnstructor, achievement test performance, and attribution items were
studied. University stuadents completed an aptitude test that provided
contingent or noncontingent feedback and varied in length (short,
medium, or long). All subjects, including a control group who did not
complete the aptitude test, then viewed a videotaped lecture in a
simulated classroom. Following the lecture, students completed a
teacher evaluation, an achievement test, and an attribution
questionnaire. The results reveal that contingent students scored
higher than noncortingent students on the achievement test, and that
students viewing the high expressive lecture performed significantly
better than students in the low expressive condition. A priori
comparisions of the contingency by expressiveness interaction
indicated that the high expressive instructor attenuated the negative
effects oF noncontingency. After viewing the low expressive lecture,
noncontingent subjects had lower performance scores than contingent
subjects, but there were no achievement differences between the three
contingency conditions (control, contingent, noncontingent) when
subjects viewed the high expressive lecture. Instructoz
expressiveness had the largest impact on the post-lecture measures.
It accounted for the greatest amount of the achievement variance, and
was the only variable to influence student ratings and attributions.
It is concluded that exposure to contingent outcomes had a negative
effect on achievement: however, instructor expressiveness had a
larger overall effect on student performance. It is suggested that
teacher behaviors such as expressiveness may attenuate the effects of
exposure to noncontingency. 2 bibliography is imncluded.
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1lplassness suggzsts that ths

\1]

The pervasivenass of learaned h

modal maV be usaful Zor =2xamining s+uden:s performanc 1in 2

university,classroom, Tha purpos2 of this study was ©o in-

vastigate the effa2cts of amount of =2xposurs t3 raspons2/out-

come independenca and teachzr 2xpr2ssiven2ss on stulent rat-
inegs of +Lke insiTuctor, achievemen* tes:z parformance, and
attribution items. University studsnts wrota2 an aptitud2
test which provided continqen£ or noncontingant fa2sdback and
varied in length (short, =m2iium, oOT lona}., 111 subijec*s,
including a cont:ol.qrouo who 114 not writ2 tha aofitud:

test, then viewed a vidsotaoei lectnure in a simula*ed class-

TOOM, Following th2 lectur2, stud=2nts complet=d a t=sachar
evaluation, an achi=zv=mant %2st, and an attribution gu=as-
tionnaire. Th2 rasiults ravealed that contingent studeats

scored higher than nonconting=2at students on th2 achiavamant
tesz, and that studants viswiag the high 2xprsssivs lactur2
performsd significantly better'than studzsnts in tha low =2x-
;;essive condition., A priori comoarisons 92f the continga2ncy
by expressiver2ss iptszrastion indicated that %ths high =<x-
pressiva instructor attennated tha negative effacts of non-

contingercy. &f<ar viewing th2 1low axpressiva lecturs, non-

contingant subiects had low=z parformancs scor=s than
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contingysznt sapy=22ts, puT Ta=z2L<e

ences between zh2 thr2:2

continjyent, noncontingent)

prassive lectura2, Iastruczoz

impact oz *+ke posz lactars

greates= amount of tha achiz2
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only variabie *0

contingancy condit

The implications »>f +ais siuidy
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cver,
on stuian+ perfarcmanca,
siveness may a+ttanuat2 *h2 2
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ontceom=z3 had a nsgative
or axn:essiJ%ness had a largar overall effec‘

T23achar
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whan subijects viswzd th= high =2x-

=2

arassivansss had fthz largest

I+ accounted for tha

variance, and was th=2

nflusnca stul=nt ratings and attributions,

are that 2xposurs to noncon-

affect achizvamsnt, how-
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+3 of =2xp>surs %o noncontin-
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Learned Helplessness in t

Rasa2arch wi+h animals aad4 humans has shown +hat =Xpo-
sure to uncontrollabls =2vsats and/or noncontingent r2in-

forcem2nt can r2s1lz in inaporopriate genaralization to o%=h-

er situa+icns in which control 1o2s exist (2eT ey Maier %
geliqman, 19756; S=21ligman, 1975). subsequantly ths organisn
has problams lsarning *hat control is possibls, Ths t=rm

nlearnsd helplessness® r2f25s5 o thig inrzerfa2rance in la%er
learniag which rzasults from =2xperisnce wi+h nonconting=nt

reward {(respensa/outcom2 indapandance). Sincs *+he early an-

MU

imal ra2s=arch +th2 3COp 7f l2arnzsd hololessrness has bean

gensralized to humans %o =2xplain reactive dspression (S2lig-
man, 1975, +he ajiag proca2ss (Langer & Rodin, 1976y, =nvi-
rorm2ntal strass (Roiin, 1976), and hearct diseas= (Krintz,
Glass, & synder, 1374).

The purposs of +hs orasant =2xperimzant was to apply

w

l2arned helplassn2s to anothar S;tuation, the univacsity
classroom, and *o =2xamin2 the 2ff2cts of razsoonss/outcom2
indapeadance on s=ud2nts' classrcoom behaviors., Razantly a
numbasr of Tsvisad mod2ls of human learnei helplessnzss havs
appearsd in thz litaraturs (Abramson,S2ligman, & Teasdals,

1978; niller & No>rman, 1979; Roth, 19803 Wortman & Brahm,

1975) . The reformalations atza2mpt %o axplairn some of *h2
- 1 -
-
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knowleigirg tha* attribu:ions aai cartaia mod=zratiang vari-

™

ables affact -h2 ianflasncz d>f rasponse/outcoms ini=zoznisncs,

In h2r revis2d mod21, Roxh indantifi=d 2mount 2£ =xpPI-
sursa t5 norncontingant rzinforcama2ni as a pota2ntial modsrator
variable; In many o< *ha stulias which havs rsport:zd facil-
ita+tion effects afier aexoosure L0 noncoatingant o0OuUICTOMES3
rathzr +han <he usnal desbilitazion 2ffects ths2 subjects havs

had limited exposurs to th2 d2u*com23. Tha rasults of two

D

similar s=udies (Pittman & Pitiman, 193%; Ro+h & Kubal,

1975) ., in which amona*t ©I 2XposSuT2 W3aS manipulatad suagszs:

o3
[T
W
'3
QO
[Lh
ko)
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Q
)

that greater =xposSir2 to caspons2/sutcons indespa:

W

duces gra2ater par-formanca d2cr2mants o1 1 subs2gu=znt task.
When subjects rcac2ivad aoncon+tingant f=sdback on +hr=a or
mere cogni*ive problams, thay parformed mors poorly on 32

sibszquent probl=an solviny task than subjects recaiving con-

+ingent feedback or con%rsl sibj2G6ts who 1id not r=caive *=h2
ini*ial problzms. 7n +he othar hand, subjects rec2iviug

noncontingent fesdback on oaly on2 problem pacformed signif-
icantly better on subsegqu2nt tasks ~han conting=n%t or con-
+rcl sabijects. As a modarator variable, amount of =xposurs
may have a curvilinear influ=2nc2» After brief =xposurz to
noncontingent outcom2s, subs2qu2nt parformancs is incrsas=24,
but grzater amounts of =sxposur= nroiuces dscrzassd parform-

ance ralative +o2 cor*ingant and cpntrol groups.
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e D G e =k mem eemeeer e m e
variablas are pras2ani. m"ha classrccem repres2nts onz of
these 2nvirenmants in which to 2xplore thz =2£facts on stu-
dent parformanc2, 2anil introijuc2s %h=2 teachar as anoth2r po-

tential mod=srator variablsz. Th2 t=2acher 2ft=2n has soam= con-

trol ovar students' siccass and failure (i.2., th2 tzacher
dntermlnza how mush mat2riial will b2 cov2ce2d, d2cidss how

mich th2 examinations will covar, jecidas qaraling s%andaris,

tc.), thus the f2acher may bs an important classroom vari-

D

able which mediates the 2£ffscts of respoas2/dutcCom® noncol-=
tingency.

Within the classrcoom set:ting, thére are at l=2ast +thra2
sources which may inSluznc2 studant pericraanc2. Fizst,
s+udents will havz various histories of razsponsz/outcomsa
contingancies or nonconting2ancies 2stahlishz1 +through dif-
ferant classroom 2xp2rizanzzs which may affect th2:r pzrform-
anc2, sscond, th2 inscruct r has a numb=sr of t=2aching bz=hav-
isrs which can potanzially affact studant parformance; ani

three, th2 studsnts! histories of r2sponss: sutzoms r=lation-

' 4
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w

ships and the ta2achsvw bahaviors may have
on performance.

Al+thouqgh lzarn=2d hzlplassness researchsrs hava not in-
vestigated “he influ2ancz of noncontingeaciss o2n classrcodnm

behavisrs, Carol Dwack aail her associates have us2d thz 2ls-

ot

fy and ta2st l=2arnzd halplessness

e

mentary schoolroom to fd:2at
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vides some information 2bout stuilzn%s' casponss 20 failurs -
an outzome «concan+tualtiza2d1 as  an avarsiva =zvsnt and ofts:x

used to manipulata r=2soponse/outcom2s noncontinagz:ncias in hu-

(1]

man ressarch, Thay hava id2atifi=d +two typzs of childrczrn,
those who givae up aftar failur2 =2xo2rienc?s, and those who
persist, Chilirsr whoase parformancs la2tsrioratas under

-

ot

—

U

i a3 an iniication of lack of

o]
20
w

3 h=21i 0z2

failure interp

o]

~hair failur=2s Aars insur-

w
<
Ww
ot
o
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D

ability. They also beli:

n

mountable and will continus in =h2 futura, Thaese studants

appear +o perceiva tha ontcomzs 23 natontrollable, i.2., th2

)

dele+t=rious

1y
m
)

rgsponses apd out~omes ar2 noncontiagent. Th-
effects on problam-solviny pa2rformanca appear td b2 indzpan-
dant of +the child's profiziency 2t the task {Dian2r & Dw=ack,
1978: Dwack & Bush, 1376; Dw2ck & R2ppucci, 1973). That is,
the child has be=n 3ol2 £o salve th2 proolanms in =-h= past,
but fails on similar solvablz problems aftar tailure experi-
encss. In contrast, chilirsn who parsist aftsr failure =2x-
perisnzzs aﬁtribute their failur2 to lack of zffor* or moti-,
vation and perceiva thz 3>lution to *the problam to b2 withi

their contrel, Thasa children recoqniz2 that the r2spons2
and outcomes ar2 contingznt and t2nd to focus on strategies
to sovercome the failure rathar than +rying to idzntify caus-
es (Disrper & Dwzck, 1973). Tha ragearch by Dwack and her
associates suaqasts that different studesnts m2y havz diffar-

ent histories of c2spons2/outcoms contingancy rzlationships.
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student parformanc2 (2.9., ¥cKeachi=2 & Kullk, 1479) . 1TALs
problem is due, in part, %o me*hondoloaicial wsakn2ssas, ani
to the Lack of 2xperiments in which teacher ~haractaristics
were manipulated. Racently, som2 r2searchers invastigating
teaching effectivaness hava diractly manipulatzd instructor
expressivaness using physical movamant, voic=2 inflection,
evye coatact, etc. (P2rry, Abrami, & Leventhal, 1979; Wil-
liams & Ware 1976) . Thair —r2sul<s suggest *hat high eox-
pressiveness prodacas mor2 studsnt achisvamant than low 2x-
presSiQeness undar Adiffarant classroom conditions. Thus, -
certain teaching b=haviors, su;h as_éxprassiveness, affact
student performanz2,

Student; wi<h 1ifferant. histories of responsa/outcom2
ralationéhips may bes affactad diffarantly by the kinds of
b2havisrs teachars =xhibit in the classroom.: Somz pravious
research supporcts this 2nalysis. pweck, Davidsorn, N=21soOr,

and Enna (1978) r=por+ed thaz the contingsncy of *hz evalna-

tive faedback that teachers qava to childran and ths atcrib-

ution the teachasr imoli=2d whan Aelivaring tha fea2iback had a

ry

causal effect on childran's at+ributions about +heir perc-

formancse. Mors spacifically, when the t=2achar gave failnurs
feedba~k that was aidressel only to the correctness of th2
answers and did no% attribut2 th2 performance to lack of =2f-

fort, the childran ware morz apt to intarprzt the causza of
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performanrce (i.2., N21Tn3ss, Eollowinq insz-uctions) ten’ zd
ts> view their failur=s as Ju2 %o insufficienf a2fforex, Th2
type of =valuativa feadback ~hillran rz2csive through <h2
teachet-étude.t inta-action mav ianflusacsz “h: stuiants' onas-
ceptions >f *he2 con=rollability of *heir w2rformanc:z.

pzrry, Levsnthal, Apbrami, and Dickarns (Notz2 1) direcztly
examinzd +he relationship batw2en a teaching h2havior, =x-
pressivenass, 2ni s=uda2ns contingancy training, Thair r2-
sults provide som2 suppo:tvfor th2 hypothesis that cartain
+aacher variabhles may mod2rats the 2£ffacts of responsa/out-
come contingenciess, A ~lassroom sS2tting was simulat=d by
showiry stndents videotapad lacturas which varied systamati-
cally in instructa?r exprassivaness, Dutcomz contingancy was
manipulated by giving stulants =zither conting=nt or noncon-

.

tingent feedbgck on 1 40-itam analogies tesct, A control
group was inclui21 which 3id not rec2ive th2 analoglies %Zest,
After viewing the vidzotaped.lacture, all studants wrot: 'an
achievamant ta2st based on thellecture. contingency affectedl

student achisvema2nt, but the influ=2nce was iiff2rent undsrc

11l

the twn expressiva conditions. For the low exprassive in-
structsar there w272 no achiavem2nt diffecsncas petwzen the
+wo contingency grouns ani *he control qroup. How=sver, un-

der th2 high exprassivs instructor, non-ontingsnt stuijznts

/O
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i

acher bz2havior

such a3 expressivanass can interact with 3+*ul=snt rzinforcs-

In summary, <+h2 rasults of <thase studizs provils som2
empirical supporz £or “h2 2xist2ace of +*h= +hr=2 possibl2

2 when stuilying the =f-

n
11
[N
Ui

sources of influa ce which may
fects »f responsa/outzom2 indi2p2ndz2nce on stud2nt classroon

performance, This =xpariman:z was designed t> d2tarminas i€

varying amour%s 2f 2xoposur2 =9 response/outcom2 iadzpendenca

and ins=ructor 2xprassivanass woull affect univarsity stu-
dents' at:ributions and achizavzaaent in a simulated classroon
context.  S+udeonts 2¢xpos2d to noncoatingsnt su+<comes shonli

conting=r= out-

£

perform more poorly than s=1dan+3 receivin

comes, and tha 3Jr23aser th2 2xposur2 %o noncontingancy th2
poorer the pe-fcrmanc?. Tt was pra2dic+=21 that =he high =x-

pressivs inszructor will nroiuce gr2ater achi2vament in stu-

dents than the 1low axpr23siva instructor. Tnstroucktdr =2x-
pressivan2ss may modi=2ra%2 ~h= influesncz o>n stulent outcomss

‘of responss/outcnm2 noncoanting2ncy and/or langth of =2xposurs:

+0 rasponss/outcomn=2 noncon=ingancy.
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Subiects
The subjacts w2r2 285 mals and f2mals studznts, an-
rolled in *he introdustory psychology couzsz at the Univar-

si+v of Manitobha who voliantazar2d for *his axpariment withoust

i)

knowing 1its purnos=2,. 2~h s2niznt salect2d an experimsntal
time *+o which ~=2xpzrim=ntal tresatments wsr2 candomly as-
sigqred. A1l stuian+ts r=2czived cra2iit towacl a cdurssz Te-

guirsma2nt for r=2s=2acch participation,

r

-

ggggiggéggz task.  Th=2 coé%inqencv task was prasanted
to subjec*ts as 2an 2ptituis tast,. The task was composed of
three sections, sach s2-tinsn having a diffsr=nt type of
duesti3n1 Tha first s=2ctinsn contained varbal analoqieé
guestions, thz2 seconil s=2ction  was composa2d 2f ‘quantitativs
problens, &and sa2chtion thr22 contained s2ntance cdmpletion
problems. A1l “hrea *+ypas of qgquas+tions w2rs po2s2nted in 3
multiple-chcice formatz with four alternatives pa2r gquaestion,.
In previous lesarna2d halplessnéss res2arch a2mount of ex-

posure was manioulat2d by incr=2asing the numbar of problanms.

similarly, in *h2 pr2sent study amount of 3Xposure was vaci-
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4

ed by increasing the lenjgth of ths conéing=ancy task. 7ask

l12ngth was manipnulated by iaczeasi the2 aunbar of guestions

el
L

)

ia each section. Th2 shors vavsion of thas contingancy task

wn

was conposed of 25 quzstions, il.2., 17 wv=2rbal analogiss,

tativ

e

I

grant quastions, and 10 s2ntence compl2tions, The me-
diam l=ngth conting=2nsV task Had ~yice as many guastions per
section as the short =ask, i.23., 20 analoyias, 10 guantita-
tive questions.' 29 santanze compla2=ions, and thz long var-
sion of the con+iang=2acy task had thTfez tinzs as many ques-
tions as the shovT:, i.e., 32,. 15, and 32, s+ud=znts wsra
given 2 +ime limit of half€ a ainute paT question in <hs
analogies and sant2nc2 complation sactions, and one miaukt?
per itsam for the guantitaziva questions. Thus, th2 *ima
limits were fiva minu+2s par s2ction for thsz shor: contin-
gsncy task, (t5+al =im= = 15 minut2s)% 1) minu=es per sec-
tion for the medium (-o0%al tim2 = 37 minut2s) ani 15 minuyctas
for thz long task (%*o=al %#im2 = 45 aminutes).

The contiag2ncy tiasks were ilsntical for subjzcts in
+he contingen%t anai noaconting=2nt groups, how2var, =h2 con-

tingenzv of tha f=edback was manipulated with +©wo typ=ss of

answar shee:is davzlop2d by <th= tnstructis>nal F2search Labo-

h

ratary at <+hes Taiversiszy Of Manitoba. Tmmzdiate fea2dback

3

[}

about each al<e-nativa in thz2 form £ a "C" or an nynw for 2
corract or incoarc2ct ©2305n32 W3S prirt21 invisibly or th2
—e_

answer sheet with <+h2 us2 of a spirit ch2mical cacbon (EL

fect ive Learning, Iac.). Marking ova2r an al+2rnativa with 2
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Jdn the cohtinqent ANSW2T sheéts only =h=z <ozz2c% al-
tarnative for each gn2astion was mark2d wi=h a "C", anj th2
remaining alz=ctna-ives wara markad with 1n;"X". S«1dients
in *he continge2nt Jg-ouDs3 nncovared 2 "C" only whzn th2y hai
choszap thz corracti alzernativa, Th=2 ~c*+al numbar of c¢orcC=z

answers *hess s=udan=3 ta2ca2iva21 i2p2ndedi on thair abili+y &2

4

T th2 nambsr of

I

select *h2 ‘corract r23p01Ss. In CONtra:
correct answars tha*= stula2nzs ia %he roazs51tingens condi-

tisps raceived was oz342t2-minzd by which version of ths an-

There w=rs =wd ourndszs for Adavising *h2 arnswer sha2*s
in this marner. Firs® i+ wis an 1ttemb: t5> model and im-
prove upon *he manipnla=ion »f solubility on %hes discrimina-
tion tasks often us2d as th2 continagency prat-z2atmeant task

Hiroto & S=2ligman, 1975;

(i.e., Bzrson & Kann2lly, 1376;
Foth & Bootzin, 1974; T=2na2n & sll2r, 1977y.- Tha answ=arl

Sheets Were similar %2 th2 coamamon form of contingancy tasks.
During a seri=2s of =raining trials a suabjec* makes a3 re-

sponse and receivas iamziiata fe2dback for 2ach trial. Szc-

ond, this procedure was 31 mani~1la+ion »f respons= contin-

gency which could be »nras2nted in 2 aroup forma* and did not
have to be adminis=2z24 individuvally. 4 group maniopnlation
of response conting2ncy wis mor2 appropriate to thsz simulat-

ed classreom *han *ha typical proc=dure of individual pras-

entation.
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was designed to mzasure subj2Cts' atiributions about thair
performance on th2 conting2ncy task and to chzck tha =2ff2c-
tiveness of tha manipalations. S+tudants ware asked to sval-
uate their performanc2 on th2 task in terms of th=ir ability

5%, how much

w

far ths aptituds fost, tha difficul=y of thz t
luck wis 3involvad in answaring the guasticns, how ha- " thoy

tried (effort), how coatrollabls they £f=zlt th=z outcomes

wera, and how succassful th2y fealt. The first four attrib-
utions (abili*y, <tost difficulty, luck, =2ffort) are th2

measurss “raditionally us21 ia pravious l2arnaid halplzssn=ass
research, L guestion abjut the langth ©of the t>st was in-
cluded as a manipualation cha2ck along with thr=2 oth=2r fill-

er guestions,

Videotaped lactures. m4n color vide2ozap21 lecturss on
tha topic of s2xrsl2 stara2o+tyoing wers con3tructs] which

ivenzss (low,

D
ul
[7]]

W
'—J
’_J
<
’J
o}

differed systematic instruc+or EXprq

ijlar %o Perry, Abrami, & Levan-

=]

* high)., Using a oroca2iur2 si
thal (1979) and Parcy, Ab:ami,‘ Lavanthal, and check (1979)
expressivensss Wwis manipulatsd by varving th2 follo@inq
characteristics of th2 instructor: humor, physical movam2nt,

voice inflsction, anl =2y2 contace:, A profsssor from th2

[p]
(¢}
1%

psychology depar+mant da2livar2d the lecturss using prapa
notes which wers raorasa2ntativa of an actual - slassroom si*tu-
ation. ror each 2xprassivanass coniition, the profassor wis

1sing *hz fraquency

4]

asked *o role olav *h2 b2haviors - incr

€ . o .
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were you frus+trated during the l2

I3

for thz high exorassivenass condition, and minimizing ths
frequancy of th2 b2haviors for low =2xpPrassivaness, Thz in-
struczor contrnllai <ha laczurz content by jzlivering bo%k
lecturzs frcm +he sam2 32+ of no%=2s.

ture depvendant measur2s. A 3N-iczn multipla-choics

it
K
10

achicevamen+ test was us2l1 to Msasure ho%w miUch stuisnts

t
constrncted to =m-

wn

learnel frem thz lachare,. Th2 *a2st wa
phasiza Factual knowledg: aail comprehension with gu2stions
basedlan +he contan+t of tha la2c=ure. Tha s=udznts also
evaluated *he insicictor's +t2aching effzctivaDess on 3
19-item questionnaira, It was composed of twd 3calss: (a) a
single item assessing ovarall :eachiﬁq ahility simiiar to
+he itam employ=2d by 3ullivan ani Skanes {1974y, and (p) =z2n
18-item teacher ratiny quastionnaire (Pohlmann, 1975). Th2
student ratings measares w2r2 included as 2 manipulation
check »f +he exorassivanass variabla, A post-lecturz at-
tributisn gquestisnnairs was d2signed <to assess stuients!
feelings and involvam2nt 1uring th2 lectur2 andi whils wZit-
ing thz tesz. Th2 saven-itsm quastionnaire focusa2d on th:
lectur2 (i.e., w2r2 vou motivata2d %o at+2nd to the lecture;

+ure), students!' £221inds

Q

emant tast (i.e., how

=
e

a
=~

<

about their performancs2 on the act

compet2nt/incompetant did yon fz21; how cala/aroused did you

w

feel: how helpless/confidant did yon feel), ani +he achiav
ment tast (i.€., w33 it important to do well on the test;

wers you mo*ivated to do well on the test,

16
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Upon arriving at the 2xparimantal s2ssion, studants
were t51d that they war2 participating in a3 validation of a
new psychological t2st. Th2 puroos: of the instcuctions was
+o ensure +ha*+ stulanzs' vacformance on th2 test was impor-
tant t> them (Millsr % N¥orman, 1979; Roth & Kubal, 1975).
At this point students in th2 2xperimental c513itiodns walz
given a folder with the contingsncy task insiiz. Thay wara
asked to open tha folder anl o read the g2r2ral instruc-
tions concerning +he aptitule tesc. Tha instructions in-
cluded information about th2 kinds of quastions on the test
and ths time limits for =2ach saction. When =varyonz undzr-
stood the instructions the students were told %9 bagin the
test, At ths conclunsion of the conting2ncy t;sk, studznts
completad the conting2ncy attribution guestionnaire,

The second part »>f tha 2xperiment was the lecture pras-
entatian. Subjacts in tha control conditions who d4id not
wfite +h2 centing2ncy task bsgan the 2xperimant at this
point. All stuianté viawz2d4 one oSf thz +two vidsotaped lec-
tures, +hen complatad *tha studant ratings quastibnnaire.
achievemen® %*est, 2anil th: »Ist- lacture gusstionnaire. At
the coaclusion 5f +th2 expariment, the subjects wér2 fully

debriefed asS *o *h=2 %trusz natare of *he exparimant,

17 '
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Leng+h of contingsncy %ask (short, ma2dium, long), con-
+ingenzy cf the fazdback {zcontrnl, continjyzsant, noncontin-

gent), and exorassiveaness of the instructor (low, hiqgh) w=ar2

ul

combined to form a 3 x 3 x 2 factorial asiqn. Th=z jzp=n-
dent measuras in~lui:d 1 Dpost-contingency task quzstisn-

m2nT

{8

v

/]

naire, and thrss no3t-l=2c-ur2 questionnairss: an achi
test, a3 student ratiags qua2stionnairs, and an attribution

questisnnaire.
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Rasults

Manipulation check. The s+udants parczived th2 short
farm of +the contingency task to be significantly shorter
than the medium and long foﬁms, £{163) = 3,29, p < .05. As
yell, the medium l2ng=h task was ratad si;;ificantlv shorte-:
that the long t2s%, £(163) = 2.39, o < .05,

he six attribution m=2asurss w=2C=2 aina-

3

Major amalysas.

1yz=d using a 2(Contind2ncy) by 3(t25t length) multivariats

“analysis of variancs (MANOVA), All analysas weIe calculated

using version 6.2 of *h2 MULTIVARIANCE cComputsr progran

(Y

(Finn, 1978). ©Not2 that sxpra2ssivanass is nost includ=d as
factor here becauws2 3stud2nts had not viewed th?2 lsczurz at
this point, The means 2nd standard deviations of the six

Tansert Tapla 1 about her:2

2d in Tablz 1.

W]
t
t
]
'_J -
o
=
(t
e
(o]
1
0
=
[
[
(44
e
O
3
n
W]
)
Y]
o]
]
W
n
[
o]
T

Yy

"

Hzlmert contrasts war= uased %o analyzs tha tes< length
effect. This =yo2 of contrast compar2s 2ach group £2 ths
mean of the remaining grouos and is useful whsn there is an

inherent order in +hes l2vel of =he inispeni=nt variable
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ficulty w=re r2lat

grees 2L Ire<ann A1 TN2 AT LUT - « LWL LLaDeD e r W ket ity

ffact ware divid=ad into two singla

[{}]

tests >f the *2st leangth
deqre> of fresiom <coat=rasts for ease of interoratation
[ short-1/2 {medium+tlong), and (m2dium=-long) I

The results »f the MANOVA on +the six 2tnribution m3as-
ures ravealed a Significant tast langth x coating=zncy inter-
action for th2 msdium-long contrast, 7(6,182) = 3.18,

p < ,006, 1A discriminant function analysis was comput2d fer

the sitaificant int2raction, Th=s raw anjd standardiza=d 4is-

ct

criminant <coeffizisnis,ani structurs cozffizents ars pre-

Insert Tabla 2 about harz2

sented in Tabla 2. mha discrimiaant waights are Partial
cheffisients which raflect a variable's centribution to tha2
set of variablaes in ra2lation =o +h2 rest of th2 set, ieces
they are calculatsd with th2 =offacts of all other variabless
taken into account (Gabri=l, Wo%= 2). Th2 structuré coeffi-
cients are simple bivariata corr2lations bhstwesan +he2 dz2pen-
dent variables and tha2 discriminant function indicating th2
relationship of =2ach Qa:iabla to +he func=zion.

The standardizad coafficisnts and th2 structure coeffi-

ot

cients in Table 2 ravaal that =2ffor*, control, and tast Jif-

diffarances betwezn the four

[1%

d

ot

o th

w

grogaos {médium-contingent, m24dinm-noncontingasnt, long-corn-

-
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+

um-contincent and th2 long-noncontingent groups wers similar

n2iium-noncontin-

w

to.eacﬁ other, aal th2 attributions 2f *h
gent aad logq-cantinqen: gqroups ware similar. Studants ra-
ceiving contingant fe2dback on th2 maﬁiﬁm ~3gk and thosz I=-
ceiving nonconting2n+t faadback on the laqq task £f21t that
the. task was hard, ”:hat thay had +=ried hard, but dAid not
have ﬁuch certrol o;ar theilr pa;formanca. © On +th=2 othar
hand, contingant stuilan+ts who comoleted ths long task and
medium-noncenting2nt studants b2lieved *hat th= task was
easier, thaivﬁﬁav had no* tri:d as hard, +hat they had mor=2

control over tha2ir, performanc=.

Lecture- Measures

‘There were thre2 sats of variablas which Were measursil
after. the lectur=: ~ studan: ratings of the instructor;
achievamen* test scorz, and attributions abdut +ha lectura
and aéhievement tag=, Contrasl subj2cts wno wsrs 10t =2xposel
to tke contingencv task but who saw the l2cturs conditions
also rasoonded':o thess m2asIUCasS. #i+h the addition of th2

expriéssivensss variable and the control subjscts, tha design

bacams a contingsncy (con%rol, contingent, noncon*ingant) X

task l2ngth (shor%, m=2dium, long) X exorasssivan2ss (low,

high) batwesn groups fact2rial,
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instrustor on both rating s2iles. Th2 zxprsssivensss main
effect on thz2 ovarall ~ating was highly significan?%,

-

F(1,267) = 269,77, accounting for 49 p2rcent oI ths2 varie-
anca, The results sera similar for th2 Pohlmana scals,
2(1,267) = 65?.68, w2 = 70.

Achievement test. Thz results of thea con=zingancy X

tes- langzh x expr=2ssiv2n2ss ANOVA are PL san%sd in Tablz 12,

W

(i)

and th2 means and standard dzviations for thz zchisvamant

test are prasant21 in Tabla 4, Significan% main &ffacts oc-

[\
(o)
~
—
1}
1}
-
(92
-

and exprassivsn2ss, F (1, 51,95, o < ,0901, w2
students expos=sd o conting=ant fa2dback scor=d highsr 2n th2
achievzment tes:z =han noncontinjy2nt students. Th= o2rform-

ance HSf cortrol suabiects was not significantly different

from either contingsnt or noncontingant subjects (conting=nt

[t}

x = 2C.67, control x 19,30, and noncontinga2nt x = 18.37).

studernts viewing th2 high expressive instructor (x = 21.77)

" performned better on the %t2st +han students viawing th2 low

expressive instructor (x 17.73)
Bacause a significant conting2ncy X sxpraessivensss in-

taraction was prelicted, a priori plannzd comparisons wers2

B

oy
l(d R NY
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students (x = 16,29) scorad lowar on the achievemant tes
than contirgent studzats (x = 19.14) in £hz low =xpressiva
instru:tor conditioﬁ, £ (267) = 2;97, p < +001. Contrql subh-
%ects did not parform sidnificantly different from 2ithsr
noncontingent or czcontingent subjects, Nonz of *hs contin-
gency groups diffarad significantly at high =2xpressiveness.
The hijh expressive group (HE scnred higher than ths low

expressive group (LE) at th2 control coniition, %L(267) =

T

3.71, p < +C01, (HE = 21,41, L& = 17.66); he contings2nt
condition, t (267) = 3.23, p < .,001, (HE = 22.13, LE =
19.14): and +he nonconting2nt condition, £(267) = 5.51, p <
001 (HE = 21.63, LE = 16.29),

The ccntingaicy X =2st langth inzaraction was probed,
but siace no~specific a priori comparisoas had b2en hypoth-
esized, all meaningful pairwis= coﬁparisons wars calculateAd,
None of *he comvarisons rzachsd siqgnificance,

The :emaininﬁ significant =2ff2ct was thz ~ast lenqth x
expressivaness intsraciiosn, E(2,267) = 4.42, 1 < .91, ac-
countibnq for 2 parcan= of th2 total variincs, Comparisons

betwean means revealad significant ‘achiavement differencas

between low ani nigh exorassive <conditioas at =2ach >f zha



Post=lectur

i
1]

g;;igggigg§. Af+ter compla2%ting thz stu-
dent r2tings qu2sctionnaire and th2 achiavamzn® 2513, s3Tu-
dents resronded on a fiv2=-point scals %o sa2van attributio
questions, Tha attribu*tionsg were analyz21 by a MANDVA. and
all siynifican+* =2ffazts warevfollowed up with discciminant

functisn analvsas,

Th

A

multivariats exorassivaaasss main 2ffact was signif-

icant, (7,243) = 29,13, o < ,001, The results of ths dis-

irs3

Tnsert Table 5 about har2
criminant function analysis 3r2 pr2santed in Trabl= 5. From

th= magnitude of the standardized and structure coafficiants

D

it is svident that all +h2 attributions 2xcspot calm/arousai
and tes:t importance are contributing to the differsnce be-
tweel the low and hiqna 2xprassivaness condition, High 2x-
pressive students arz2 fzaliag moz2 motivatz2l to attand to
the lezture, fealing less frustrated during th2 l2cturs,

.mora competent, l2ss helplass, and mor?2 mo+ivated to 4o w=2ll

3
1D
0]
¢t
=
(o}
(]
s
o
ul

(]

on the achievemant *t2st than w in the 1low =x-

3 had a significant impact

=)
1}
7]

pressive condition, Exprassive
on *he students' attributions and <feeliaqgs about the2 lac-

ture,

O

ERIC
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PR S

"The present exparinent invastigatad th2 rasponscs/outcom=z

contingency issu2 wizhin a simulated univarsity classtocnm.

Three gen=aral conclusions can b2
One, the centingancy task was 2an
response/outcoma continga2ncy; two,

come independenc2 hail an e2ff=c

classroom performanca; and thras,

drawn from the resulcs.
affective manipulation of
exposur2 to respons2/ou%t-
on stuiznts! subseqdent

+he tz2acher b=havior of

expressivaness md>d2rites tha rasponse/outcons contingency

effacts on performancsa.

stadents! attriputions about their pszrformance WwsrCs

W

measur=d immediatsly aftar th2 contingency +ask *o detarmin2
+he effectiveness of tha manipulation. Th: a%tributions
wers significantlv affec=2zd by an interactiosn of contingency
Wwi+h *+ask lengzh. 3Sincz th2 contingency %Zask involvas a1 ma-
nipulation of contzol ovar rainforcamant, non:ontinqeht sdb?
jects §p9uld parceiva th2y have lass control ovar their per-

formance than contingant subj2cis. | This rz2la+tionshio was

varsad for

1Y

true—~fsr +he long contingsncy task, bu:t it was T
the mediium length task, suggesting that amount of exposur:2
+0 the corn+inganzy task has a modarating 2£ff=cht on students

attribations. . I+ . aopears that the medium-ccntingant sub-

jects' psrceptions about +h2 +ask had mor=2 »of an influencsz

21 -
25
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outcom=2s tO n

Q)

11

1

12

13

a2l v PR § 04 DLCUUTIL w? = - S I

i+

1ittle control, 1lit+le ability, 2and the th2 task is Aiffi-
cult, In other words thay ar2 *aking littls personal ras-
ponsiblity for +th=2ir performanca,

Response/Outcome Relationships and Studasnt Jutcomes
C

aptingsnCy and 2xprassiveiass both influancad studant

achiesvament, Th> fac= tha® noncontingent subjects scorad

th

o}

"1

lower than con:ing=2nt subjects orovides furthsrc support

h

=}

i

the adzquacy of th2 con=ing2ncy manioulation., Althougn,

influence of conting2aCy v13 parvasive enough to affect pal-

“
1

formanc2 or a subsaguant task, the effect was small. -Con~
tingenzy cnly’ aczczouatad for +wo percamt of tha total

achievament tes: variancsa, Thera was 10 contingsncy 2ffect

..
on ths student ratings or. attributions about lescture per-

formance. Tha impact o con*ingency on stulent outcoms

th

measurss abpears o b2 smll.

Expressivan=2ss had a qr=2ater influ=2nzz on *hs post lec-
turse mzasures, accountiang for th2 largest portion of ths to-
+al variance. Du2 +0 *h2z naturz2 of the i2p=nd2nt mesasures,
one would expect that the instructor would havsa the largest
impact on studsnt outcomnss. Tha achizvam2nt test was spe-

cific to *hz 1lesturz, and th2 attribution quastionnairsa
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TIAL: CUlLLLLIIMgTUCT e

As predict=1, instructor exprassivanzss molsrated the
effect of contingancy on stud=snt achizvema2nt bu- again, tha

effect size was small, Wh2n studeats wer2 expos=d to a high

?

ving noncontingant train-

o

expressive instructor afisr

(e

ace
ing, they did as well as th2 contingsnt fea2iback stuiencs.

That is, expesur2 to - r2sponsa/outcome indespeniencs did no:

adverssly affect achiavem2nt whan the axPr2ssivs instcructor
.
is invohlved. Oon =h2 othar hand, noncontina=2nt subjects

viewing *he low exprassive lactur2 scorsd sigaificantly low-
er than contingant sabj2sts in ths same lectur2 condition.
The low 2xpressive instrustor t=aching in 2 dull and boring

fashion may be compounding *%h2 sffects of asncontingency.

4]

when aska2d abou: th2 lectura, students obssrving the low 2x-

I

pressive lecturs said thzy felt more frustrat2d and less mo-
tivate? than thosz vizwing the high axpressiva lecture.

The évnamics of =—hs situation may b2 that ct2sponss/on%-
com= iadependence proluces a c2artain negative szt within th2

n==1 with a A4ull ani boring l=cture, th2

0]

student. When bres

student alr=ady in 2 n=2g9ative state becon=s frus+trat=24 ani

loszs 2rv motivatina to a++tend o tha2 lecture, ani <hus do=s

not do wsll on zh2 achiav2m=zat test. But, if +h=2 sZudent is
sxposeil to a more 2xptessiva  lacturer whils in th= nsgative

state, frustration is 192% =nmpouni=1 with a bad lzactur=2 ani

2 Iy
0
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adverse effect on achievam2nt,

Anoun+t of exposur= +£o noncontingent DJutcomes had a

rt
ct

=

12z

(O
=1
\1]

1 stud

W

ect o nt ac

small =€ at.  Ther2 was a signifi-

i 233 interaction, but this was

[o
<3
U]
~
o
1
U
u
<3
O
=)

-
>

cant test lenath

nt diff batw22n 12w =xprzssiva

Ww

1D
vy

C2NC

WD
vl

il

[b)]

\

+he result of achisav

ard high expor2ssivs conditions a+ shors, m=3ium, andi long

h> +t2nda2ncy was for increasinj lanjths of 2xpo-

-3

SXposur=s.

" sure *5 accentnat=2 th2 diffarences betwean l1ow and high =x-

pressiveness (i.2., =hs lacgast achiaven=at diffarence was
bztween low and high 2xpr2ssivenass at cth=2 long <e&st

length).

.

ewad within a context of a whol2 univarsi=y

'JA

It v
course, *the *to%tal amount 2f 2xposur2 that was manipulated in
this study was vary bzoizi, The desiqn was a singles exposur2

whick varied in *im2 duration (15 minutas to 45 minutes).

[}
w

Perhaps dreate Xposure %tO response/outcoms independencz

over rapeatsd s=ssions would have more of an impact on stu-
dant psrformanca. Thias, th2 amount of 2xvosurs manipulation

may Cespresent a consarvativa estimate of thz2 =2ffe

Q
ct

, wWith
qreater exposur=2 like that' fourd in tha classroom having
more pronounced effacis. Unlike othar investigations exam-
ining the influ2nce of amount of exposure, ‘anothar variablz

(instructor expra2ssiva2ness) was interrosed be-ween tha 2xpo-

28
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L

fects of the <2sc la2ngth MWMIN1pulizTion. inglLeLuL=, vz

no.effact on

1D

n

should no= concluie that imount of =2xposur2 ha

subsequznt performanc2, <catha2r th2 manipulaticn of exposur:

[{\]

used in the study was a consarva+tiva 2stimat

I

Implication

0]

Historiss of 2xpIsurz %0 rasponse/oltcom2 indzpandanca
may have a negativa 2ffact on stuisnts’ classroom psrform-
ance. Within the limitations of the laboratory sz+ting,

this =2xperimen* d=2monstrat21 that 2xposur2 to nonconting=ncy

He

decreased achievaman® psrformanc:, Studants 2xposed to non-
continjyert outecomas will liksly 4o more poorly in futura
classroom Situations than stuisnts not zxparisncing nohcon-
tingency. Within a classroom, howaver, =h2 2ffects of non-

contingency are no%* indzpa2nizsnt of +ha *eacher, Czrtain

teacher behaviors, such as =xpr233ivan2ss, may bz able 2

"attaonuate the nagativa =aifacts, Whan t=2achers lscture in a

highly expressive mana=zr, thay could incre2ase the perform-
an=2 of students with historizs of exposurs td respons2/out-
come independenca, Dwack (1975) has shown that the p=2rform-

1idr=n could be improvazd if€ thay wsr2

e

4

h

D

1pl=ass

(9]

arce of h

nt2 +their failure parformanc2 to lack of =af-

taught to attrib

fort rather than lack of 2bility. High =2xprassivz teichers
D0y
At o)
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have histories of respons2/outcom? d2penianc2, o a rz2la-

+ively brief amount of noncontingancy ani still foundi that

contingency influ2ncel achisvament. As =haz'rasuli of labo-
ratory manipulation, noncontingency has a significan*t but

small 2ffec+t on op2rfHrmance. Howevar, stul=nts who hava
histories of r=2sodnsa/outconm2 iniz2pand2nc2 oOvar the y2ars

»}

may be debilitatai +o a Jra2at2r 12"ICEeZ. Future T

i

carch

{0
[tH]
ul

hy
|

should focus on measaring stadants’ actual p2arceptions of
control within th2 classroom to idantify thos: stundznts with

his:~orizs of noncoatiagency.

it

Th results o

0

+h=z presant exoparimant miqhi suggast
that amount of exposure to aonconting=2ncy hzad >a negligibla
effect on classrooa performaﬂce. Howevar, #ithin th2 con-
text of a‘universitv term, the total exposursz in thes labo:a-
tory was brief. Repeatz1 2xposuces ovar tima might b2 a

more powerful manipulation ani would b2 mor=2 ~ypical of

classroom dyvnamics. Thar2 ar> =2thical problems with using
this procedure in a laboratory. Moare anl more exposures toO
response/outcom2 indepandancs coulil gen=raliz2 to situations

outsida of the laboratory. An alternative strateqgy would b=
+o use actual classes and m2asure the influenc=2 of students
perceptions of coantrol of classroom performanc2 OVSC tim=

and determine if the impact chang=2s.
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perry, R. P., L2vanthal, L., Abrami, P, C., & Dick-
2ans, W. Js Lzarned halplessna2ss in  zhe Collegg

L
classroom: Ara teacher characteristizs involved? Pa-

£
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pttribution M=asura2s

Task Difficulty 5,55 (1,97) 5.82 (2.61)
Ability 5.70 (2.23) 4,94 (2.16)
Luck 4435 (2.15) U.65 (2.16)
Effort 7.27 (1.99) 6.62 (2.71)
Control 7.00 (2.33) 5.41 (2,28)
Success 521 (2.23) 4,58 (2.75)
n=33 n=34

YEDTUM TASK LENGTH

CONTINGENT NONZONTINGENT
Task Difficulzy ‘ 5.85 (1,76) 5.80 {2,30)
Ability 5.59 (1.88) 5.74 (2.59)
Luck 3.65 (2.01) 5.16 (2.58)
Fffort 7.44 (1.89) 6.52 (2.69)
Control 518 (2.53) .36 {2.71)
success 5.03 (2.07) 4,68 (2.65)
n=34 n=231

LON3 TASK LENGTH

CONTINGENT NONCONTINSENT

Task Difficulty ' 5.64 (1.52) 6.79 (1.95)
Ability St82 (1.57) 5.51 (2.15)
Luck 4,00 (1.73) 4,68 (2.37)
Effort 6.18 (2.21) 7.71 {(2.09)
Control 7.18 (1.76) 6.21 (2.59)
success 4,756 (1.89) 4.79 (2.51)
n=33 n=28
‘a) Attributions w2r2 ratzl on a 1)-point scalz, with highar scoras
indicating greatar at+ribution
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Effort . 368 + 795 . 7131

Control -, 196 -.u67 -. 295
Task Difficulty . 208 LU26 . 372
Success . 118 «279 . 104
Luck -. 174 -.378 - 2041

M2an Centroids

MEDIUM LINGTH LONG LENGTH
CONTINGENT 2.1004 1.283
NONCON»I"INGENT 1.408 2,183




- e e aa = av e

)

Expressive (E) 1 1151.26  51.95 . 001 .15

Task Langth(TL) -2 <1.0 <1.0
C x E 2 33.929 1.53 o 22
C x TL 4 15.63 <1.0
E x TL 2 98,03 so42 - .01 .02
C x E x TL 4 5.26h <1.0
Error 267 22.16
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(5,92)
n=17

High Expressivasness 20.50
(3,96)
n=14

CONTROL

17.94
(4.97)
n=16

LoWw EXpressivanass

High Expressiven2ss 21,15
{3.09)
n=13

CONTROL

15.29
{4, 16)
n=17

LoW EXpressivansss

High Expressivan2ss 22.75
(5.05)
n=12

(5.,20C) (5.81)
n=17 n=18
21,29 21. 56
n=17 n=16
MEDTIUM TASK LENGTH
CONTINGENT NONCONTINGENT
20,53 15,88
(3.68) (4, u44)
n=17 n=16
21,94 20425
n=17 .n=16

LONG TA3SK LENGTH

CONTINGENT NDNCONTINGENT
17.25 16,49
n=16 n=15
23429 23.29
(3.24) {3.52)
n=17 n=14
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Mctv=-Lecturs
Frust-Lacture
Competent
Calm

Helplass
Test~Impt

Motv-Test

LIW EXPRESSIVENESS

. 175

M=2an

-3.89

HIGH EXPRESSIVENESS -.211

. 706

-.515

061

242

. 157

) 212
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21.0

20.0

18.0

ACHIE VEMENT

18.0

17.0

Contro! : Contir.pent Noncontingent

CONTINGENCY

rigure i Expressiveness x Convingency I-moraction on Achicvement
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