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The relationship between learned helplessness (Seligman, 

1975) and dependence on the judgment of others, as measured 

by an Asch-type conformity task, was investigated. Relevant 

constructs were reviewed: helplessness, locus of control, 

depression, self-esteem, dependency, and Campbell's (1961) 

epistemological weighting hypothesis. It was reasoned that 

experience with uncontrollable outcomes would not only result 

in learned helplessness, but also subjects' confidence in 

their own ability to control outcomes would be undermined so 

that they would rely heavily on the judgments of others as 

opposed to their own. 

The subjects were 51 college students assigned to condi-

tions on the basis of their order of appearance in the labora-

tory. Each subject was first given a pretreatment administra-

tion of a letter/number coding task which served as a control 

of initial ability at coding. The subject then served in one 

of three training conditions: (a) controllable noise—sub-

ject could terminate an aversive tone by pushing a button 

four times; (b) uncontrollable noise--subject was yoked to 

a controllable-noise subject and received the same sequence, 



duration, and intensity of aversive tone but could not con-

trol it since the button was deactivited; or (c) no-training 

—subject did not receive the button-pressing task. 

The subject was then given a task which involved count-

ing a series of rapid clicks as a dependent measure of 

conformity. The subject was led to believe that he/she was 

verbally giving his count after hearing three other subjects 

give their estimates. However, he/she actually heard a tape 

recording of experimental confederates giving prearranged 

erroneous counts. 

Finally, an anagrams test and then three parallel forms 

of a letter/number coding task were given to serve as mea-

sures of helplessness. 

Analysis of variance of the click-count measures and 

comparison of pairs of means by the Newman-Keuls method was 

performed. Contrary to the hypothesis, the experience of 

uncontrollability resulted in suppression of conformity 

responses. 

Multivariate analysis of covariance was applied to the 

coding and anagrams measures, with the pretreatment coding 

task scores used as covariate. Contrary to the hypothesis, 

no helplessness effects were found. 

Anxiety, psychological reactance, frustration, anger, 

or some combination of these resulting in a facilitation of 

performance was offered as a possible explanation for the 

unexpected results. Most plausible was that subjects' 



resulting performance deficits may have represented loss of 

initiative to control social reinforcers. It this is so, 

the deficits seen in helplessness experiments should be 

greater when test tasks involving social reinforcers are 

utilized. Further research is needed to clarify the inter-

relationship of helplessness, depression, and conformity/ 

anticonformity. 
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LEARNED HELPLESSNESS AND DEPENDENCE ON 

THE JUDGMENT OF OTHERS 

The purpose of this investigation was to determine 

whether the learned helplessness phenomenon (Seligman, 1975; 

Maier & Seligman, 1976) included a tendency for helpless 

individuals to rely more heavily on the judgment of others 

as compared to their own. 

Seligman (1975) defined helplessness as the psychologi-

cal state which developed when one experienced events that 

were uncontrollable. These events represented stimuli 

impinging on the organism which he could do nothing about— 

they were independent of his behavior, and no voluntary 

response could alter procedurally the occurrence of the 

event. According to Seligman, this state consisted of three 

components or consequences: (a) motivational—a decrease in 

initiation of responses to control events; (b) cognitive— 

an inability to perceive the relationship between one's 

behavior and outcome, so that one had difficulty learning 

when his responses had actually succeeded in controlling an 

outcome; (c) emotional—emotional imbalance followed by 

depression. 

The initial studies of the learned helplessness phenom-

enon were conducted with dogs (Overmier, 196 8; Overmier & 

Seligman, 1967; Seligman & Groves, 1970; Seligman & Maier, 



1967; Seligman, Maier, & Geer, 1968). The first of three 

experiments by Overmier and Seligman (196 7) was representa-

tive. Their procedure was to confine a dog in a Pavlovian 

hammock and administer a predetermined random sequence of 

64 electric shocks, each of 5 seconds duration and 6 milli-

amperes intensity—not preceded by any signal. Then 24 hours 

later, the dog was given 10 trials of signaled escape-

avoidance training in a two-way shuttle box in which shock 

was terminated whenever the dog jumped over a barrier from 

one chamber into another. A light-dimming signal began 10 

seconds before each shock and terminated if the dog shuttled. 

If he did not shuttle within 10 seconds after light dimming, 

a 4.5 milliampere shock then began and continued for 60 sec-

onds or until the dog shuttled. 

Seligman (1975) reported that these early studies made 

approximately 100 of about 150 dogs helpless. The dogs not 

given prior inescapable shock (who learned to shuttle when 

given shock in the escape/avoidance task) typically ran 

about frantically until they accidentally jumped the barrier 

and terminated shock. The time to escape was usually shorter 

for the next few trials. The dogs who received uncontrolla-

ble shock, on the other hand, characteristically struggled 

about at first when shocked—but soon tended to lie down, 

whine, and take the shock on each trial. Approximately a 

third of these did so even after having successfully shut-

tled during the first several trials. 



With the exception of Seligman and Maier (1967), the 

studies with dogs did not use yoking procedures. Many later 

studies on learned helplessness (Hiroto & Seligman, 1975; 

Maier, 19 70; Maier, Albin, & Testa, 19 73; Maier, Anderson, 

& Lieberman, 1972; Seligman & Beagley, 1975) used what 

Seligman (19 75) termed the "triadic" design (p. 25). Sub-

jects that received uncontrollable outcomes were found to 

be deficient in escape in comparison to subjects that 

received controllable outcomes or no experimental treatment. 

In the triadic design, one group was presented with an out-

come which was controllable or contingent upon behavior. A 

second group was yoked to the first. Each subject in the 

second group received the same sequence, duration, and inten-

sity of the outcome stimulus as the subject to which it was 

yoked—but no response the subject made would alter any 

aspect of the outcome. The yoking in this procedure was to 

assure isolation of the controllability variable so that 

helplessness could be attributed to this rather than to the 

parameters of the outcome event (e.g., an electric shock). 

A third group received no pretreatment. 

Numerous studies have demonstrated the learned helpless-

ness phenomenon in human subjects (Benson & Kennelly, 19 76; 

Fosco & Geer, 1971; Glass & Singer, 19 72; Hiroto, 19 74; 

Hiroto & Seligman, 19 76; Klein, Fencil-Morse, & Seligman, 

1976; Klein & Seligman, 1976; Krantz, Glass, & Snyder, 1974; 

Miller & Seligman, 1975, 1976; Racinskas, 1971; Rodin, 1976; 



Roth & Kubal, 1975; Thornton & Jacobs, 19 71; Thornton & 

Powell, 1974; Williams & Moffat, 1974). In an attempt to 

delineate the degree of generality of helplessness, Hiroto 

and Seligman (1974) performed five experiments and found 

that uncontrollable loud noises during an instrumental button-

pressing task produced helpless on discrimination problem-

solving tasks and vice versa. 

Other examples of successful transfer were: rats 

trained with pole-climbing escape and tested with swimming 

(Braud, Wepman, & Russo, 1969); trained with shock and 

tested by escape from appetitive frustration (Rosellini & 

Seligman, 19 75); trained with free food pellets and tested 

by bar-pressing for food (Seligman, Meyer, & Testa, 1971, 

as cited by Seligman, 1975); trained with a task requiring 

a passive response and tested by a task requiring an active 

response (Maier, 19 70); and trained with chain-pulling for 

food and tested for nose-pressing for shock escape (Goodkin, 

1976). Seligman (1975) noted that helplessness following 

uncontrollability has been found in cats, mice, rats, birds, 

cockroaches, and primates. 

It has appeared that helplessness rested on an "expec-

tation" of lack of control. Glass and Singer (19 72) told 

one of their three groups of subjects that they could termi-

nate aversive sound by pushing a button, but that it was 

preferred that they not. None of these subjects pushed the 

button, but they performed on the test task as well as a 



group that controlled sound. Both these groups were superior 

to a group who had no control. 

Pertinent to expectations of lack of control has been 

the internal-external literature (Rotter, 1966). External 

locus of control or externality, as opposed to internality, 

has indicated the extent to which an individual expected 

that reinforcement was independent of his own responding 

and that what happened to him was not under his control but 

under the control of external factors. Similar to the 

results of helplessness studies, numerous authors have found 

externals deficient in instrumental responding on various 

tasks (Davis & Phares, 196 7; Cromwell, Rosenthal, Shakow, & 

Zahn, 1961; Goldberg, 19 70; Gore & Rotter, 196 3; Strickland, 

1965) . 

Using the triadic design, Hiroto (1974) found externals 

were significantly more helpless than internals, regardless 

of controllability treatment condition, and subjects led to 

believe the training task was a test of chance performed 

more poorly than subjects who had been led to believe the 

training task was a test of skill. Hiroto suggested that 

the concept of controllability of outcomes was basic to 

both helplessness theory and locus of control theory, but 

that in helplessness experiments, uncontrollability referred 

to the experimenter actually arranging the events as uncon-

trollable—in the internal-external studies, externality 

referred to the subject's self-report as to the extent that 



he perceived actual events as not under his control. It may 

have been that self-report tests of internal-external locus 

of control measured externality to the extent one had repeat-

edly experienced uncontrollable outcomes. Yates, Kennelly, 

and Cox (19 75) found that external college students remembered 

their parents as more noncontingently punishing than internal 

college students remembered them. 

Learned helplessness has been offered as a laboratory 

model of depression (Seligman, 1975). As with helpless indi-

viduals, depressed individuals have been found to be slow 

and deficient in instrumental responding on numerous tasks 

(Beck, 1967; Ekman & Friesen, 1974; Friedman, 1964; Grinker, 

Miller, Sabshin, Nunn, & Nunnally, 1961; Hall & Stride, 1954; 

Hinchliffe, Lancashire, & Roberts, 19 71; Huston & Senf, 1952; 

Lewinsohn, 19 74; Libert & Lewinsohn, 19 73; Mantis & Rees, 

1966; Payne, 1961; Shapiro & Nelson, 1955; Walton, White, 

Black, & Young, 1959). 

Miller and Seligman (19 75) found that inescapable aver-

sive noises and depression both produced poorer performance 

on anagrams. Depressed subjects who received no noise behaved 

as nondepressed subjects who received inescapable noise. 

Also, the greater the depression, the poorer anagram per-

formance. Depressed subjects who received inescapable noise 

did not perform worse than depressed subjects who received 

no noise. The depressed group who received escapable noise 

did better on anagram solution than depressed subjects who 



heard no noise. Escapable noise had no effect on nondepressed 

subjects' performance. 

Helplessness and depression both have been found to 

reduce expectancy changes resulting from successes and fail-

ures as compared to comparable controls (Klein, 19 75; Miller 

& Seligman, 1973; Miller, Seligman, & Kurlander, 1975). 

This was further supported for the most part by Miller and 

Seligman (1976). 

Numerous investigators (Beck, 1970; Bibring, 1953; 

Lichtenberg, 1957; Melges & Bowlby, 1969) have postulated 

that depression was an expectation of failure coupled with 

the belief that one's personal inabilities could be blamed 

for the failure. Klein et al. (1976) found that depressed 

subjects performed worse on an anagrams test task after 

exposure to unsolvable discrimination problems unless they 

had been given external attribution of failure instructions 

which effectively prevented self-blame for the failures. 

Also, the depressed group with external attribution instruc-

tions did better than the combined depression groups with 

internal attribution of failure instructions which empha-

sized that failures were due to their personal inabilities. 

To summarize, the evidence presented so far has sug-

gested that helplessness, external locus of control, and 

depression all rested on the individuals' expectation that 

they could not control outcomes in situations where the 

responsibility for control was theirs. Further support of 
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the interrelationship of these constructs has come from 

research showing externality to be correlated with depres-

sion (Abramowitz, 1969; Emmelkamp & Cohen-Kettenis, 1975; 

Goss & Morosko, 1970; Hamrick, 19 76; Laughlin, 19 73; Naditch, 

Gargan, & Michael, 19 75). 

Several areas of research have indirectly suggested 

helplessness would be accompanied by an increased tendency 

to conform to the opinions of others. First, reliance on 

the judgments of others was an instance of psychological 

dependency (Berkowitz, 195 7; Blake & Mouton, 1961; Jakubczak 

& Walters, 1959) and dependency has been found embedded in 

the depressive syndrome (D'Afflitti, 1975; Gibson, Cohen, & 

Cohen, 1959; Keller, Wigdor, & Lundell, 1973; Paykel & 

Weissman, 1973; Paykel, Weissman, Prusoff, & Tonks, 1971). 

Secondly, some research suggested that externals were 

more easily influenced to conform to the opinion of others 

than were internals. Odell (1959) found a positive relation-

ship between external locus of control and conformity, as 

measured by Baron's (1953) questionnaire, the Independence 

of Judgement Scale. 

Rotter (1966) posited that internals would be more 

resistant to influence and manipulation from the environment 

if they were aware of such influence and that externals, 

expecting control from the environment anyway, would be more 

easily influenced by the environment. Strickland (1970) 

found external subjects more influenced by the experimenter 



on a verbal-conditioning task when the subjects were aware 

of response-reinforcement contingencies. Subtle influence 

involved the experimenter saying, "Umm-hum" each time the 

subject chose a verb from among four words to pair with a 

stimulus word. Getter (1966) also found externals showed 

greater performance gain in response to experimenter influ-

ence on a verbal-conditioning task. He additionally found 

that acquisition rates rose during extinction trials for 

those internals who were aware of contingencies. Baron (1969) 

and Lichenstein and Craine (1969), however, found no differ-

ences between internals and externals on verbal-conditioning 

tasks. 

Gore (1962) presented TAT cards to subjects and in the 

overt influence condition commented as to which card she 

though elicited the longest stories. In the covert influ-

ence condition, she simply looked at the card and smiled 

prior to handing it to the subject. Length of story was 

the dependent measure of influencability. Internals were 

significantly more resistant to influence than externals or 

controls in the covert condition. Oziel (19 72) also found 

internals to resist indirect but not direct influence. 

Externals complied under both direct and indirect influence. 

They complied increasingly in the standard, indirect, and 

direct conditions. Similar results were obtained by Hjelle 

(1970). 



10 

Most of these studies (Getter, 1966; Gore, 1962; 

Hjelle, 1970; Oziel, 1972; Strickland, 1970) indicated that 

externals were more easily influenced than internals and 

that under subtle influence conditions, internals resisted 

influence. One study (Biondo & MacDonald, 1971) found that 

internals moved away from the position argued in a high-

influence condition, but not in a low-influence (subtle) 

condition. This was inconsistent with the previously men-

tioned studies. The fact that externals conformed under 

both levels of influence was consistent. Persuasive content 

involved presenting alternate grading systems under which 

the subjects' school performance would be assessed. 

Fitz (19 70) hypothesized that since externals were more 

socially oriented and dependent on social reinforcement, they 

would show greater differences in learning performance as a 

function of varying external social reinforcement. Results 

were opposite to that hypothesized. Internals, not externals, 

had fewer errors under control conditions than under praise 

or censure. Fitz concluded that praise and censure func-

tioned as a distraction for internals. However, these 

results appeared to be consistent with the idea that inter-

nals resisted subtle influence, although it was not obvious 

that influence here could be refered to as subtle or indi-

rect. Unfortunately, Fitz did not report a comparison of 

the absolute level of performance of externals and inter-

nals . 



11 

Ritchie and Phares (1969) presented an argument similar 

to that of Rotter (1966), but they indicated that externals 

were not more influencable in all situations. They reasoned 

that perhaps externals perceived reinforcement in both overt 

and covert influence situations as under the control of 

others. Maybe they perceived low power or status sources 

as controlling their reinforcements less, and were not as 

likely to accept influence from them. Internals, since they 

expected to control reinforcers themselves, might have tended 

to accept influence equally from high and low prestige sources, 

but to a lesser extent than externals who received messages 

from high prestige sources. The direction of opinion change 

in their subjects supported all hypotheses. 

Crowne and Liverant (196 3) found that externals conformed 

to experimental confederate judgments significantly more than 

internals in attempting to choose the larger of two groups of 

dots presented tachistoscopically. One group was required to 

bet on their judgments, and a tendency (p < .10) was found 

for externals to be less confident in their judgments than 

internals. These authors pointed to Rotter's (1954) Social 

Learning Theory which characterized the conformer as one who 

had low expectancy of success, so that conformity was a pro-

tective measure designed to avoid failure. This theory 

based conformity on the individual's lack of confidence in 

his own ability. 
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MacDonald (19 73) reported six studies on the development 

of an Asch-type conformity scale with acceptable internal 

consistency and test-retest reliability. Conformity scores 

were found to relate to a factor of external locus of control. 

A third link between helplessness and conformity has 

been by way of the construct of self-esteem. Lack of confi-

dence in one's ability to control outcomes would appear to 

be closely related to poor self-esteem, as low self-esteem 

represents one's belief in his own ineffectiveness, incompe-

tence, and powerlessness. Lefcourt (1966) , in reviewing the 

locus of control literature, described externals as lacking 

self-confidence and having inferiority feelings. As sug-

gested earlier, externals tended to conform to the opinion 

of others. Also, lowered self-esteem has long been consid-

ered an integral part of depression (Bibring, 1953; Rado, 

1928), and helplessness has been offered as a laboratory 

model of depression (Seligman, 1975). Depressed individuals 

have given unrealistically low appraisals of their own abil-

ity (Colbert & Harrow, 196 8, Friedman, 1964; Loeb, Beck, & 

Diggory, 1971). 

In the same way they led to immediate effects on help-

lessness (depression), uncontrollable outcomes led to immed-

iate effects on self-esteem (Blum, 1973; Flippo, 1972). 

The prediction that uncontrollable outcomes would lead to 

conformity should be strengthened by findings indicating 

that low self-esteem increased influencability toward con-

formity. 



13 

Numerous authors (Janis, 1954; Janis & Field, 1959; 

Janis & Rife, 1959; Lesser & Abelson, 1959; Linton & Graham, 

1959) have reported an inverse monotonic relationship between 

self-reported self-esteem and conformity, or persuasibility. 

Conformity in these studies was defined as the tendency to 

alter opinions in the direction of persuasive communications. 

Singh and Prasad (1973) found a significant correlation 

between conforming tendencies as measured by the Human Rela-

tions Inventory (Bernberg, 1954) and self-reported self-

esteem. DeCharms and Rosenbaum (1960) found a negative 

relationship between self-esteem and "matching," meaning 

when one made a response similar to that of others, but when 

the response would not occur independently of observation of 

others' behavior (Dollard & Miller, 1944). Gelfand (1962) 

found an inverse relationship between self-esteem and con-

formity, using matching behavior on a picture preference 

task as the dependent measure of conformity. 

The relationship between self-esteem and conformity 

was not always negative and monotonic, but self-esteem inter-

acted with degree of threat in persuasive communications. 

Cohen (1959) presented evidence that his high self-esteem 

subjects used avoidance defenses which enabled them to 

exclude from cognition threatening stimuli, whereas low 

self-esteem individuals utilized expressive mechanisms. 

These latter mechanisms left the individual more sensitive 

to threatening stimuli as he tried to distort them. This 
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has received support from Coopersmith (1959) and Stotland, 

Thorley, Thomas, Cohen, and Zander (1957). Silverman (1964) 

found that the experience of failure in the performance of 

a need-related behavior increased conformity for low self-

esteem individuals. Conformity induction involved simply 

presenting faked average responses on items of a 7-point 

rating scale of attitudes. No persuasive arguments were 

involved. Nisbett and Gordon (1967) achieved similar results. 

Levanthal and Perloe (1962) carried application of 

Cohen's hypothesis even further with regard to conformity. 

They found that high self-esteem subjects changed their 

opinion about army life in response to optimistic communica-

tions more than did low self-esteem subjects and rejected 

pessimistic (threatening) communications. Low self-esteem 

subjects showed exactly the opposite pattern. 

The complexity of communications also interacted with 

self-esteem to produce different effects on conformity. In 

studies that showed a simple monotonic inverse relationship 

between self-esteem and conformity (Janis, 1954; Janis & 

Field, 1959; Janis & Rife, 1959; Lesser & Abelson, 1959; 

Linton & Graham, 1959), conformity induction involved non-

threatening, clear and simple messages. Gollob and Dittes 

(196 5) found the monotonic inverse relationship. Low self-

esteem was associated with increased persuasibility when 

advocated opinion was nonthreatening and communicators' 

position was simple. Low self-esteem decreased persuasibility, 
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however, when the communicator's message was a threatening 

discussion of the likelihood of the subject's developing 

cancer. Perhaps those with low self-esteem defended against 

anything which increased their insecurity—but if no threat 

was involved, agreeing with others enhanced their needed 

self-esteem. Low self-esteem was associated with decreased 

persuasibility when the communication was complex and diffi-

cult to understand. In this case, these authors suggested 

that threat interfered with understanding in low self-esteem 

individuals, and that they could not agree with that which 

they did not understand. Relevant studies have shown that 

anxiety facilitated performance on simple tasks and inter-

fered with performance on complex tasks (Child, 1954; 

Montague, 1953; Sarason, Davidson, Lighthall, Waite, & 

Reubush, 1960; Taylor & Spence, 1952). 

McGuire (cited in Nisbet & Gordon, 1967) believed a 

multiplicative two-factor model accounted for nonmonotonic 

relationships between personality variables such as self-

esteem and susceptibility to social influence. He contended 

that opinion change was the outcome of (a) attention and 

comprehension of the persuasive message and (b) yielding to 

what was comprehended. He suggested self-esteem was related 

to comprehension and to yielding in opposite directions, 

thus potentiating nonmonotonic relationships. Self-esteem 

was positively related to the amount of attention to and 

accurate comprehension of the persuasive message. However, 
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self-esteem was negatively related to yielding to the judg-

ment of others. Therefore, the optimal level of self-esteem 

for producing conformity varied, depending where the compre-

hension and yielding gradients cross in different induction 

procedures. The more difficult the comprehension required 

to receive a message, the higher the level of self-esteem 

required for maximum yielding. The more difficult (due to 

lack of evidence of implausibility, or whatever) yielding 

was, the lower would be the level of self-esteem for maximum 

yielding. Nisbet and Gordon (1967) found a nonmonotonic neg-

ative relationship between self-esteem and influencibility 

when conformity induction was easy to comprehend, but highly 

plausible. A slight positive relationship was found when 

the induction was difficult to comprehend, but highly plaus-

ible. Silverman, Ford, and Morganti (1966) found that for 

females, self-esteem and persuasibility were negatively 

related when conformity induction involved simple arguments 

--and curvilinearly related when the arguments were complex 

with positive slope changing to negative at the higher levels 

of self-esteem. The relationship tended to be negative under 

both argument conditions for males. These authors interpreted 

their results as supporting McGuire's deductions. 

A study by Gelfand (1962) showed both the complexity 

variable and the threat variable to interact with self-

esteem in determining persuasibility. He found minimal 

responsiveness of low self-esteem subjects on a verbal 
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conditioning task. This result appeared to be consistent 

with the reasoning of McGuire (1966), but inconsistent with 

that of Cohen. Failure feedback should be threatening and, 

according to Cohen, should facilitate performance of low 

self-esteem subjects. Perhaps the factor of complexity out-

weighed the effects of threat. This was inconsistent with 

the fact that low self-esteem subjects, following failure 

feedback, increased persuasibility on a simple preference 

task. Gelfand suggested anxiety should facilitate perform-

ance on simple tasks. 

The high persuasibility of Gelfand's subjects who were 

exposed to experiences inconsistent with their customary 

self-evaluation (high esteem—failure feedback and low esteem 

success feedback) did not appear explanable by the ideas of 

either Cohen or McGuire. 

The preponderance of evidence strongly suggested that 

low self-esteem subjects yielded to the influence of others 

more than high self-esteem subjects did. Self-esteem 

appeared to interact with the degree of threat, complexity 

of induction message, and plausibility of the message in a 

not completely consistent fashion in determining conformity. 

This was probably due to the loose and varied manner of 

defining such things as threat and complexity. 

The conformity behavior of depressives was obviously 

relevant to the contention of dependence on the judgment of 

others in helplessness, but provided only quite weak support 
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for the contention. Evidence indicated that the basic pat-

tern of the manic-depressive was a depressive one (Arieti, 

1959; Cohen, Baker, Cohen, Fromm-Reichman, & Weigert, 1954). 

This suggested the appropriateness of looking at conformity 

behavior in the manic-depressive individual. Becker and 

Altrocchi (196 8) indicated that conformity has had a promi-

nent, controversial, and inconsistent role in formulations 

of manic-depressive character. 

Some clinical observations of manic-depressives, primar-

ily during depressive states, indicated them to be unusually 

dependent on the acceptance of others and strongly inclined 

to conform to group behavior and values (Cohen et al., 1954; 

Gibson et al., 1959; Titus & Hollander, 1957). These authors 

did not utilize experimental conformity-inducing procedures. 

They observed submission to authority, conventional values, 

achievement strivings, placating behavior, and dependence on 

others for guidance. Arieti (1959) suggested depressives 

relied more heavily on others' interpretations of the envir-

onment than on their own. Rado (1928) asserted that depres-

sives were more influenced by depersonalized authority than 

nondepressed individuals. Attitude and personality scales 

administered to manic-depressives (Becker, 1960), remitted 

manic-depressives (Speilberger, Parker, & Becker, 1963), 

and normals possessing cyclothymic tendencies (Becker & 

Nichols, 1964) have supported these clinical observations. 
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The studies did not experimentally induce conformity, but 

inferred it from self-report paper-and-pencil measures. 

English (1949) and Bonine (cited in Marsella, 1968) 

emphasized nonconformity in manic-depressives. English 

found that depressives derogated others' opinions (as well 

as their own) and stubbornly resisted new ideas in order to 

defend against a lack of felt autonomy. He also commented 

that they feared to disagree and prefered submissiveness as 

safer, implying that conformity may be situation related. 

Bonine contended that depressives had an aversion to the 

influence of others and would resist any call for compliance 

in the absence of social support. 

Marsella (196 8) compared the performances of manic-

depressives, paranoid schizophrenics, and normals on tasks 

of perceptual judgment and attitude change in which confeder-

ate pressure to conform was operative. All groups conformed. 

Manic-depressives and normals conformed more than schizo-

phrenics but did not differ from each other. 

Becker and Altrocchi (196 8) had subjects rate the extent 

of their agreement or disagreement with authoritarian state-

ments after hearing three experimental confederates give 

their ratings. Contrary to expectancy, remitted manic-

depressives were generally less conforming than controls. 

Specifically, both groups conformed slightly on items where 

confederates disagreed moderately with the statements. Con-

trols conformed considerably and depressives remained neutral 
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on items where confederates disagreed extremely. Controls 

remained relatively neutral and depressives moved consider-

ably away from conformity where confederates agreed extremely. 

The authors stated that under high social pressure only, 

depressives became rigidly constricted and/or negativistic 

due to resentment toward authority. 

Wallace (1969) assessed both movement toward and away 

from confederate judgment in his study on conformity. The 

results showed a slight increase in proportion of conformity 

responses, and a highly significant increase in anticonform-

ity responses as a function of level of depression among 

college students. Similar results were obtained using self-

esteem as a predictor. 

Miranda (19 71) investigated conformity in undergraduate 

students by varying the level of depression, self-esteem, 

social support, and perceived confederate competence. He 

found a significant interaction between level of self-esteem 

and confederate competence. High self-esteem subjects were 

significantly more conforming under conditions of high con-

federate competence, regardless of social support. Low self-

esteem subjects tended to conform more under conditions of 

social support regardless of the constructive nature of the 

influencing source. No effects were found for depression. 

Miranda advised that independence or autonomy might be better 

conceptualized as the ability to be discriminating with 

respect to external messages as opposed to the capacity to 

oppose such influence. 
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Katkin, Sasmor, and Tan (1966) compared subjects1 

changes on an opinion scale administered before and after 

hearing confederates give extreme opinions. They found 

significantly more conformity in hospitalized depressives 

than in matched controls. Interestingly, when they assessed 

conformity by several self-report measures, results were 

either nonsignificant or in a direction opposite to those 

found in the conformity situation. 

Janis (1953) measured subjects' opinions before and 

after exposure to persuasive communications. A personality 

questionnaire indicated significantly more depressive affect 

in those subjects highly influenced by persuasive communica-

tion than in those less influenced. Highly influenced sub-

jects described themselves as rarely feeling like resisting 

the demands of others, rarely criticizing others, lacking in 

oppositional feelings toward "bossy" people, and lacking in 

resentment when deceived by others. 

Robinson (1941) obtained opinion-^change scores after 

exposing subjects to group discussion on a controversial 

issue. Students who shifted their opinions the most were 

found to have higher depression scores on a temperament 

scale than those who shifted least. 

Lulow (1971) found depressed college students complied 

significantly more in terms of agreeing to perform an unpleas-

ant task than nondepressed students. However, under condi-

tions of being blamed for a breakdown in experimental 
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apparatus, depressed subjects complied significantly less 

than nondepressed subjects. 

Paykel et al. (19 71) administered an interview scale to 

depressives and nondepressed normals. Factor analysis and 

varimax rotation yielded six orthogonal factors which sig-

nificantly distinguished depressed subjects from nondepressed 

subjects. One of the factors was interpreted as submissive 

dependency. 

These studies, taken together, very weakly suggested 

depressives tended to conform to the opinion of others more 

than nondepressives. However, this was probably situation 

specific, and no firm consistencies about the parameters 

involved could be deduced at this time. Variables implicated 

were the forcefulness of influence attempts, the amount of 

social support, and whether conformity was observed by 

researchers or reported by subjects. 

Conformity research provided a paradigm for assessing 

dependence on the judgment of others. Asch (1952) provided 

the prototype for many subsequent studies in conformity. In 

one series of experiments, Asch placed a naive experimental 

subject among six stooges or confederates and presented them 

with 18 pairs of cards. Each pair consisted of three num-

bered lines, one the same length as the standard and two 

that differed. It was preplanned that five stooges were to 

give incorrect unanimous judgments as to which of the three 

lines matched the standard in length, and the naive subject 
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responded sixth with his choice, followed by the last stooge 

agreeing with the first five. Asch found that the naive sub-

jects yielded to the majority judgment and made significantly 

more errors than naive subjects judging alone. Asch also 

found that three stooges were as effective as fifteen in 

inducing conformity. 

An extremely popular modification of the Asch situation 

was the Crutchfield technique (Crutchfield, 1955) which elim-

inated experimental stooges and allowed numerous naive sub-

jects to be tested at once. This was done by not allowing 

subjects to see each other and presenting them all with the 

same fake judgments of experimental stooges—judgments which 

subjects thought were the responses of each other. Each 

subject in this situation believed he was the last to respond. 

Another modification of the Asch situation was to simulate 

a group atmosphere by presenting experimental stooges' 

responses to subjects by use of tape recording (Blake & 

Brehm, 1954; Blake & McConnell, 1953; Olmstead & Blake, 1955). 

Over the years, two major explanations of why conformity 

occurs arose (Allen, 1965; Campbell, 1961; Deutsch & Gerard, 

19 72; Insko & Schopler, 19 72; Nemeth, 19 74; Schacter, 1951; 

Schulman, 196 7; Thibaut & Strickland, 1956; Worchel & Cooper, 

19 76), and it was generally believed that both were present 

in differing degrees in all conformity. Normative social 

influence, as termed by Deutsch and Gerard (1955) , was exper-

ienced by an individual when he was motivated to yield to 
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group judgment in order to avoid anticipated rejection. 

Worchel and Cooper (1976) pointed out that the consensus among 

psychologists was that normative social influence was most 

likely to produce public compliance without the accompanying 

private acceptance. Informational social influence, on the 

other hand, was felt by one who was attempting to arrive at 

an accurate estimate of reality by considering the judgments 

of others. Campbell (1961) stated, "In many instances, cer-

tainly, so-called conformity behavior is an intelligent part 

of a rational search for valid knowledge about a fallibly 

and indirectly known world rather than merely an interest in 

being like persons whether or not they are correct" (p. 10 8). 

This was supported by research showing less conformity when 

the validity of the majority was discredited (Alexander, 

Zucker, & Brody, 1970; Allen & Levine, 1971; Samelson, 1957). 

Informational influence was thought to be maximized when the 

anonymity of the experimental subject was protected (Argyle, 

1975; Deutsch & Gerard, 1972; Nemeth, 1974; Raven, 1959; 

Sherif, 1961) and when the experimental task to be judged 

was vague (Campbell, 1961; Worchel & Cooper, 1976). 

The fifth basis for expecting that helplessness may 

lead to the reliance on the judgment of others came from 

the epistemological weighting hypothesis of Campbell (1961) 

who described six modes of acquiring behavioral dispositions: 

(a) blind trial-and-error learning or locomotor exploration; 

(b) perception, the observation and study of a problem 
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without observing others or making pertinent overt behaviors; 

(c) perceptual observation of the outcome of another person's 

trial-and-error exploration; (d) perceptual observation of 

another person's responses without observing the outcome; 

(e) following linguistic instructions about the characteris-

tics of objects to be acted upon; and (f) linguistic instruc-

tions about responses to be made. 

In conformity research, the subject was faced with a 

discrepancy between his own judgment, the first and second 

modes (personal), and the judgment of others, the third 

through sixth modes (social). He had to weigh the personal 

and social modes to achieve a composite, Campbell (1961) 

stated, "any strengthening of an individual dispositional 

source will lead to decreased conformity, whereas strength-

ening of a social source will lead to increased conformity" 

(p. 114) . A similar analysis was made by Hollander (1958), 

Mausner (1955) , and Zetterberg (1957). From this reasoning, 

it seemed that anything which weakens the validity of the 

personal mode should result in relatively heavier weighting 

of the social mode. 

If helplessness represented a state in which one's 

confidence in his own personal ability to control outcomes 

had been undermined, this could result in heavier weighting 

of the social modes and therefore more dependence on the 

judgment of others (conformity). The validity of Campbell's 

theory was supported by the finding that those who see 
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themselves as more intelligent and generally competent con-

form less (Beloff, 1958; Crutchfield, 1955; Helson, Blake, & 

Mouton, 1958; Tuddenham, 1959)—and by the finding that 

showing subjects their performance was not as good as others 

increased their conformity (Crutchfield, 1955; DiVesta, 1959; 

Mausner & Bloch, 1957; Rosenberg, 1961; Weiner, 1958). 

The present study questioned whether individuals whose 

confidence in their own ability to control had been under-

mined would tend to rely relatively more on the judgments 

of others as opposed to their own. The following hypotheses 

were tested. 

1. Subjects trained with uncontrollability would yield 

to the judgment of others significantly more than subjects 

trained with controllability or with no training. 

2. Subjects trained with uncontrollability would be 

significantly more helpless than subjects trained with con-

trollability or with no training. 

Method 

Subjects 

Subjects were 51 undergraduate students (19 males and 

32 females) who volunteered to participate in research for 

extra course credit. 

Overview 

Pretreatment involved administration of a letter/number 

coding task. Measures from this administration served as a 

control of initial ability at coding. 



27 

Subjects served in one of three training conditions: 

(a) controllable-noise—subject could terminate an aversive 

tone by pushing a button four times; (b) uncontrollable-

noise--each subject was yoked to a controllable-noise subject 

and received the same sequence, duration, and intensity of 

aversive tone but could not control it since the button was 

deactivated; or (c) a no-training control condition in which 

the subject did not receive the button-pressing task with 

aversive noise. 

A task which involved counting a series of rapid clicks, 

as a dependent measure of conformity, was given next. The 

subject was led to believe that he/she was verbally giving 

his count after hearing three other subjects give their esti-

mates. However, actually, he/she heard a tape recording of 

experimental confederates giving prearranged erroneous 

counts. 

An anagrams test and then three parallel forms of a 

letter/number coding task served as measures of helplessness. 

Apparatus and Materials 

Training task. The training-task apparatus was a ver-

sion of a button-pressing task used by Klein and Seligman 

(1976), Hiroto (1974), Hiroto and Seligman (1975), and Miller 

and Seligman (1975, 1976). The apparatus consisted of a red 

spring-loaded button centered along the edge nearest the 

subject on the top surface of a 2 X 3h inch (5.08 X 8.89 cm) 

metal base. In the upper right corner of the top surface of 
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the base was mounted a green light with the word "correct" 

printed below it and on the upper left end of the top surface 

of the base was a red light with the word "wrong" printed 

below it. A 4,000 hz., 110-db aversive tone was produced by 

a Beltone audiogenerator (Model 12c) and delivered through 

sets of Koss D/GLQ stereo headphones to the subject and the 

experimenter. The subject was provided with a button, which 

when pressed four times, triggered a 12—volt battery-operated 

switch which terminated but could not instigate the aversive 

tone. The experimenter had two buttons, one to instigate 

the tone and one to deactivate the subject's button so the 

subject could not terminate the tone. The experimenter also 

had a three-position switch with which to activate the green 

or red light on the subject's button-press base. Sony ECM-18 

electric condenser microphones were provided to both the 

experimenter and the subject. 

Conformity test task. The test of conformity was a 

click-counting task presented over the subject's and experi-

menter's headphones by an AKAI GXC-30D stereo cassette tape 

recorder possessing a Dolby system. The clicks had been 

recorded on tape from a presettable-rate pulse generator 

constructed specifically for this research. Pulses from 

this generator were routed through a predeterminable decade 

counter which could be adjusted to allow a certain number 

of pulses to pass through for amplification on any one trial. 

The tape presented both the clicks and the fake counts of 
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three experimental confederates—two males and one female. 

The tape recording, aversive tone, output from the subject's 

microphone to the experimenter's headphones, and output from 

the experimenter's microphone to the subject's headphones 

were all routed through a Realistic QTA-790 four-channel 

stereo amplifier. Sound was heard through both right and 

left phones of the earphones, without stereo effect. 

Helplessness test task. Two tests for helplessness 

were used. One was four parallel forms of a letter/number 

coding task now being used with initial success in helpless-

ness studies (Kennelly, 1977). Each task consisted of 10 

practice items, and 115 test items, each composed of a single 

letter. The letters B, F, H, K, L, and 0 were used in 12 

items; letters C, E , and J in 13 items; and the letter P 

in 14 items. No letter appeared consecutively in adjacent 

items. Each item required that a number 1-10 be chosen from 

a coding key at the top of the test protocol and to be writ-

ten in an empty square beneath that test item's letter. On 

all parallel forms, the order of occurrence of the letters 

across the 125 items was the same, but the coding key was 

different for each form—that is, the number to be matched 

with a certain letter was different on each test form. 

The other test of helplessness was a series of 20 5-

letter anagrams used by Benson and Kennelly (19 76) and sim-

ilar to those used by Hiroto and Seligman (19 75). All 

anagrams had the same pattern to their letters, which was 
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3-4-2-5-1. For example, BLOEN becomes NOBLE and BOARL 

becomes LABOR when their letters are arranged 1-2-3-4-5. 

Each anagram was presented in 1/4 inch (.6 35 cm) letters on 

a 5 X 8 inch (12.7 X 20.32 cm) unlined index card contained 

in a three-ring binder. 

Rooms and equipment placement. Placed on a table in 

the subject's room were the button-pressing apparatus, the 

subject's microphone, earphones, and a card which read "Your 

code letter is D." Wires leading from this room (through 

the hall and under the door to the experimenter's room) could 

be seen by the subject—as well as additional identical dummy 

wires leading from the experimenter's room to a third room, 

and continuing to a fourth room. The experimenter's room 

contained the pulse generator, presettable decade counter, 

battery, tape recorder, audiogenerator, control panel for 

controlling the aversive tone and lights, the stereo ampli-

fier, microphone, and headphones. A Century Mark IV cassette 

tape player was located in an adjacent room to provide simu-

lation of the presence of another subject. 

Procedure 

Subjects were assigned to conditions on the basis of 

their order of appearance in the laboratory. Conditions 

were run according to a randomized block running roster, 

subject to one constraint. Of every three subjects, one 

was run in each of three noise conditions—controllable, 

uncontrollable, and no-training. The one constraint on this 
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procedure was that the subject assigned to the controllable-

noise group was run prior to the subject assigned to the 

uncontrollable-noise group in every triad of subjects. This 

constraint on randomness was allowed in order that the 

controllable-noise and uncontrollable-noise groups could be 

yoked with regard to the duration and time of onset and off-

set of the aversive loud noises. 

Upon arrival at the designated location, the subject 

was seated and he/she was told that the experimenter must 

leave to finish this phase of the experiment with another 

subject before returning. The experimenter stepped into an 

adjacent cubicle, read instructions for thepre treatment 

letter/number coding task so the experimental subject could 

hear them, allowing time for the simulated subject to respond. 

The experimenter then returned to the experimental subject 

and administered the letter/number coding task, with the 

same instructions as given to the simulated subject (see 

Appendix A). 

The stopwatch was started when the experimenter said 

"begin" and the subject was stopped at the end of 105 sec-

onds. The experimenter then simulated making special adjust-

ments to the subject's headphone volume controls. The 

subject was told to please leave the headphones in place 

and that he/she would soon hear further instructions through 

them. The subject was told that the experimenter must leave 

one moment to make sure "the other experimenter has finished 
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with his two subjects." The experimenter then left the room 

and turned on the cassette tape player which provided 120 

seconds of subtle noise such as foot-shuffling, throat-clearing, 

and pencil-rolling—during which the experimenter stepped into 

the hall for 90 seconds of this time, shutting the door loudly 

behind him. Previous pilot investigation in this procedure 

revealed that the earphones adequately muffled sound so the 

credibility of the simulation was not in question. 

The experimenter then returned to his control room, 

turned on the equipment, and read the following instructions 

for the training phase through his microphone to the sub-

ject's headphones: 

All right, we are about to begin. Now this study 

investigates aspects of ability and performance in 

response to auditory stimuli; that is, it studies 

one's reaction to sound. The results will be used 

in developing a program to train aviators to tune 

radio frequencies identified by morse code. It is 

important that all of your remain silent until 

requested to speak. 

The instructions for the controllable-noise and the 

uncontrollable-noise groups were continued with a modification 

and combination of instructions from Miller and Seligman (1975) 

and Hiroto (19 74). These instructions were omitted for the 

no-training control group: 
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Listen to these instructions carefully. I'm not 

allowed to give you any additional information or 

answer any questions at this time. From time to 

time a tone will come on for a while. This tone 

has been judged as moderately unpleasant and you 

will not like it, but it is in no way intolerable 

or the least bit damaging to your eardrums. Here 

is a 3-second sample. (The tone sounds for 3 sec-

onds.) From now on, when the tone comes on there 

is something each of you can do to stop the tone 

in your particular earphones. The amount of un-

pleasantness you receive is dependent on your 

behavior. You have two lights located on the base 

in front of you. If the left-hand red light comes 

on when the noise stops, you have not stopped the 

noise yourself, but rather, it has been stopped 

automatically according to a predetermined sched-

ule. If the right-hand green light comes on when 

the noise stops, then you have just made the cor-

rect response and you yourself have stopped the 

noise before it was stopped automatically. Taking 

the earphones off or dismantling the apparatus in 

any way are not acceptable ways of stopping the 

tone. Now get ready and let's begin. (Aversive 

tone sounds.) 
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The aversive tone was presented for 50 trials. On trials 

11 through 50 for the controllable noise group, pressing the 

button four times prior to 5 seconds of noise terminated the 

tone immediately, and the experimenter turned the green light 

on for 5 seconds. If the subject did not press the button 

four times prior to 5 seconds of tone, the tone was terminated 

by the experimenter at the end of 5 seconds, and the red light 

was turned on for 5 seconds. For the uncontrollable-noise 

subject, the override switch was activated and the subject's 

button was rendered useless so he/she could not terminate 

the tone. The uncontrollable-noise subject was yoked to the 

controllable-noise subject so that the latter, in effect, 

controlled the duration of tone presentation for both of 

them. The yoking procedure was carried out by the experi-

menter recording the duration of tone presentation on each 

trial for the controllable-noise subject, and then presenting 

the same tone durations on the same trials for the next 

corresponding yoked subject of the uncontrollable-noise 

group. Whenever the noise was terminated, the red light 

was always switched on for the uncontrollable-noise subject. 

During a pilot study, it was discovered that several 

subjects never attained the criterion of four button-presses 

prior to 5 seconds of noise. Therefore, a standardized 

shaping procedure was initiated for trials 1—10 whereby the 

noise was terminated contingent upon the subject pressing 

the button once for one trial, then upon his pressing it 
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twice for one trial, then three times, then four. Addition-

ally, the noise was on for 7 seconds on any trial on which 

the subject failed to terminate it. All other procedures 

and conditions were the same as on trials 11-50. 

Following the training phase, conformity testing instruc-

tions continued for all subjects, except that the first two 

following sentences were omitted for the no-training control 

group: 

All right, thank you. I will now give instruc-

tions for the next phase of the experiment. I 

cannot answer questions at this time. Shortly, 

you will hear a series of rather rapid clicks. 

You are asked to silently count the clicks. The 

clicks will be presented at a fast rate requiring 

that you count in multiples of ten, like this. 

The experimenter rhythmically and quickly counted 1-10, 

immediately counted 1-10 again, and then 1-4. The instruc-

tions continued: 

That's two tens and four, to which you would 

report a count of twenty-four. Silently count 

the clicks yourself and then each of you will 

be asked in turn, according to your code letter 

to give your estimation of how many clicks you 

heard. When your code letter is called, please 

simply state a number into the microphone in 

front of you. This will be done a number of 
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times, so after you have given your count be 

prepared to count another group of clicks a few 

seconds after this. Now get ready. Here comes 

the first group of clicks. 

The recorder containing the tape of clicks and confeder-

ate judgments was turned on here, and the subject heard the 

following: 

(Twenty-five clicks presented.) "Subject A" 

. . . "Twenty-two." "Subject B" . . , "Twenty-

two." "Subject C" . . ."Twenty-two." "Subject 

D" . . . (8-second pause). 

The pause was for the experimental subject to give his/her 

count, which was recorded before the tape presented the next 

group of clicks at the end of 8 seconds. This procedure was 

repeated throughout all trials. 

The clicks to be counted were presented at a rate of 

six clicks per second, which was found in a pilot study to 

produce maximum doubt on the part of the subject as to 

whether or not his count was accurate. This was to make the 

task vague so as to maximize informational social influence 

as suggested by Campbell (1961) and Worschel and Cooper (1976) 

The pilot study revealed a range of miscount error of 0 to 6 

on any one trial at counting, with the mean miscount being 

2.55 numbers away from the true count when subjects counted 

in multiples of 10, which almost all quickly elected to do. 

Then, 18 trials of click-counting were presented, one trial 
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each for the veridical count numbers 21-38. Count values 

lower than this were avoided as it was believed that these 

easier counts might destroy the credibility of the erroneous 

majority confederate judgments, and extremely high counts 

were avoided since it was believed that the judgment error 

of the experimental subject might become so great as to 

obscure any effect of social influence. The three experi-

mental confederates gave majority counts centering around a 

modal point which was always less than the veridical count 

by 3 numbers for veridical counts 21-26, by 5 numbers for 

veridical counts 27-32, and by 7 numbers for veridical counts 

33-38. 

Previous studies using click-counting as a conformity 

measure (Blake & Brehm, 1954; Blake & McConnell, 1953; 

Olmstead & Blake, 1955) had experimental confederates give 

unanimously accurate counts on a number of trials to maintain 

credibility. Unlike these studies (which used a slow enough 

rate of click presentation so no errors were expected under 

absence of conformity induction) a deviation of three counts 

below veridical for the present study (average expected 

count error 2.55) served as a means of maintaining credibil-

ity. The possibility of experimental subjects hearing a 

majority confederate count higher than their own actual 

count was minimized by having confederate counts be slightly 

below the veridical on critical trials rather than agreeing 

with the veridical. In this way, a consistent direction 
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could be maintained for the compliance-inducing effects of 

the conformity task. Those counts where the confederates 

erred by only three numbers were designated noncritical items 

and did not figure into statistical computation. 

Table 1 presents the trials, veridical numbers, majority 

errors, and method of confederate presentation. Noncritical 

count numbers were assigned to the first trial and spaced 

throughout the remaining trials in a semirandom manner in 

order to maintain credibility. The first three trials were 

assigned counting numbers so confederates gave count errors 

three, five, and seven (in that order) for the first three 

consecutive trials. The remaining count numbers were ran-

domly assigned to the remaining trials, other than the first 

three, and those trials where noncritical items were assigned. 

So the confederates did not appear unrealistically consistent 

on such a vague task, it was arranged that they deviated 

slightly from each other in a nonconsistent manner on many 

trials. However, their counts still clustered together and 

were just far enough below the veridical counts that a sub-

ject should have received a majority judgment less than 

that of his own. 

Following the conformity phase of the experiment, the 

subject was instructed to remain seated and leave the head-

set on until someone came to administer the last phase of 

the experiment. The experimenter then went to the subject's 

room and in a quiet voice, as if trying to keep other 
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Table 1 

Conformity Task and Confederate Judgment 

Trial Veridical 
Number 

Majority 
Error 

Confederate 
Judgments 

1 25 3* 2 2 , 2 2 , 22 

2 29 5 2 4 , 24 , 25 

3 38 7 31 , 30 , 31 

4 23 3* 2 0 , 2 0 , 19 

5 35 7 28 , 2 9 , 28 

6 30 5 25 , 2 5 , 25 

7 36 7 2 8 , 2 9 , 29 

8 28 5 2 3 , 23 , 22 

9 21 3* 18 , 1 8 , 18 

10 33 7 2 6 , 2 7 , 26 

11 37 7 2 9 , 30 , 30 

12 31 5 2 6 , 2 6 , 26 

13 24 3* 2 2 , 2 1 , 21 

14 34 7 2 7 , 28 , 27 

15 22 3 1 9 , 19 , 18 

16 32 5 2 7 , 28 , 27 

17 27 5 2 1 , 22 , 22 

18 26 3* 23 , 23 , 24 

*Noncritical items, 
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subjects from hearing, gave the instructions for helpless-

ness testing by the anagrams. These represented a slight 

modification of Hiroto and Seligman's (19 75) instructions 

(see Appendix B). 

If he/she did not solve an anagram within 90 seconds, 

the subject was told that he/she had 10 seconds to make a 

word. If the anagram was not solved within 100 seconds, the 

solution time was recorded as 100 seconds and the subject 

was presented with the next anagram. When the subject made 

a word other than the one from which the anagram was con-

structed, the time for this response was recorded and the 

stopwatch was left running. The subject was told that he/she 

was correct but that there was another word which should be 

looked for. This item was ended in the same manner as all 

others. This procedure was done in order to give the sub-

ject continued opportunity to discover the pattern of the 

anagrams. 

Following administration of the anagrams, three post-

treatment administrations of the letter/number coding task 

were given (Appendix C). Subjects were then debriefed, 

thanked, and dismissed. 

Results 

The means and standard deviations for the subjects' 

counts across critical items of the click-counting task are 

presented in Table 2. These means serve as dependent mea-

sures of conformity. Analysis of variance of the click-count 
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measure produces a significant effect, F = 11.56, p < .0001. 

Individual comparisons of pairs of means by the Newman-Keuls 

method indicate that the uncontrollable group is significantly 

different from both the no-training and controllable-noise 

groups (both p's < .01). Since all experimental confederates 

deviated with counts below the veridical, then the lower the 

subject's mean count, the more the conformity. The no-

training and controllable-noise groups conform significantly 

more than the uncontrollable-noise group. The uncontrollable-

noise group (with a mean click count of 2 8.28) appears to 

conform very little, if at all, as the mean of the veridical 

clicks for critical items was 29.5. It appears that the 

experience of uncontrollability results in a suppression of 

conformity responses. 

Table 2 

Means and Standard Deviations on Click-Count Task 

Group Mean SD 

Controllable-Noise 

Uncontrollable-Noise 

No-training 

25. 85 

28.28 

26.09 

1. 83 

1.66 

1.33 

On the anagrams, three dependent measures of helpless-

ness are analyzed: (a) trials to criterion for anagram 

solution, the criterion being three consecutive solutions 
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in less than 15 seconds each, after which no failure to solve 

occurred; (b) number of failures to solve an anagram within 

100 seconds; (c) mean response latency for the 20 anagrams. 

The number of items completed within the time limit on each 

of the three posttreatment coding tasks are the dependent 

measures of helplessness derived from the coding taska. 

Means and standard deviations for these six dependent 

measures and the pretreatment coding task are given in Table 

3. Multivariate analysis of covariance using the pretreat-

ment coding task scores as covariate yields a nonsignificant 

F (p < .98) for the effects of treatments. Thus, no help-

lessness effects are found. 

Discussion 

The performance of the uncontrollable-noise subjects is 

superior to that of the controllable and no—training groups 

on the click-counting task. Uncontrollable-noise subjects' 

counts are closer to the veridical, and less conforming to 

the erroneous counts of the experimental confederates. Thus, 

the first hypothesis is not confirmed. 

One possible explanation of these results is that there 

is some kind of facilitation of counting ability in terms of 

increased motivation toward accuracy or paying more attention 

to the task. In Campbell's (1960) terms, this represents a 

strengthening of the personal mode of acquiring behavior dis-

positions so the subject need not rely as heavily on the 

social mode in arriving at a personally satisfying response 
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Table 3 

Means and Standard Deviations for the Helplessness 
Measures and the Pretreatment Coding 

Measure Controllable- Uncontrollable- m . . 
Noise Noise No-Training 

Coding 

X 59.29 54.29 57.65 
Pretreatment 

SD 6.05 7.46 6.05 

X 60.41 55. 47 58.59 
Coding 1 

SD 7.91 5.00 5.93 

X 59.94 56.47 59.65 
Coding 2 

SD 7. 79 6.64 6.95 

X 59.71 55.47 58.76 
Coding 3 

SD 7.65 7.13 5.13 

Anagrams 

Failure to X 4.47 4. 88 4.23 

Solve SD 3.95 4. 36 3. 85 

X 31. 81 35.03 32.27 
Latency 

SD 24. 71 22. 78 22.28 

Trials to X 13. 76 14.47 13. 88 

Criterion SD 7.99 7.18 7. 33 
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to the task. This would appear most relevant to the informa-

tional aspects of social influence as opposed to the normative. 

Treating personal modes of response acquisition on the click-

counting task as one would a test for helplessness effects 

renders relevant the fact that several studies attempting to 

demonstrate helplessness instead produce an actual facilita-

tion of performance in subjects receiving uncontrollable 

events (Roth & Bootzin, 1974; Shaban & Weling, reported in 

Glass & Singer, 1972; Thornton & Jacobs, 1971). Roth and 

Bootzin (19 74) suggest the possibility of a curvilinear rela-

tionship between uncontrollable stimulation and helplessness, 

commenting that "perhaps an initial reaction to feelings of 

no control is to behave somewhat assertively in an attempt 

to gain control, whereas repeated experience with no control 

leads to passive apathetic behavior" (p. 261). Seligman 

(1975) suggests an initial state of anxiety which sustains 

an increased struggle to control which occurs at the onset 

of uncontrollability, followed by later depression and help-

lessness . 

Roth and Kubal (19 75) test Roth and Bootzin's (19 74) 

hypothesis by varying amount of experience with uncontrolla-

ble events. They find both facilitation and helplessness, 

and interpret the results as supporting the hypothesized 

curvilinear relationship. Klinger (1975) also hypothesizes 

the curvilinear relationship. He presents evidence of an 

incentive-disengagement cycle where the organism's first 
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reactions to uncontrollability are invigoration and aggres-

sion, followed by depression and passivity. 

The curvilinear relationship appears to be consistent 

with evidence suggesting that moderate amounts of physiolog-

ical arousal facilitate performance on problem-solving tasks, 

while excessive arousal results in performance decrements 

(Broadhurst, 1959; Hebb, 1955, 1956; Selye, 1956). One might 

expect physiological arousal to accompany helplessness-

inducing tasks which involve aversive stimulation. 

Numerous studies (Child, 1954; Montague, 19 53; Sarason 

et al., 1960; Taylor & Spence, 1952) show that anxiety facil-

itates performance on simple tasks and interferes with per-

formance on complex tasks. Counting clicks might appear to 

be a simple task, at least in comparison to the more complex 

tasks of anagrams or discrimination problems. 

A theory which predicts facilitation following uncontrol-

lable experience is that of Psychological Reactance Theory 

(Brehm, 1966). This posits that when an individual's auton-

omy is threatened by restriction of his freedom, he will 

behave in an oppositional manner to reassert personal behav-

ioral freedom that has been threatened by some influence 

attempts. When an individual is pressured to hold a certain 

opinion, reactance moves that individual to an opposite 

opinion (Heilman, 1976; Heller, Pallak, & Picek, 1973; 

Sensenig & Brehm, 1958; Stone, 1973; Wicklund & Brehm, 1968; 

Worchel & Brehm, 19 70), Wortman and Brehm (19 75) point out 
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with regard to the helplessness literature that experience 

with uncontrollability is freedom-restricting and can lead 

to psychological reactance. Application of this theory to 

the present study would imply that subjects are manifesting 

reactance by making their own independent assessment of click 

stimulation and refusing to conform to the majority opinion 

of others. 

No reactance or helplessness is demonstrated on the 

coding and anagrams dependent measures in the present study. 

There is evidence that allowing a subject prior opportunity 

to demonstrate his personal freedom will mitigate the need 

for reactance during a subsequent threat to his freedom 

(Heilman & Garner, 19 75; Helman & Toffler, 19 76; Snyder & 

Wicklund, 19 76). To apply reactance theory to the present 

study, one could argue that the subjects' refusal to conform 

on the click-counting task provides ample demonstration of 

autonomy so as to mitigate any need for reactance on the 

tests of helplessness. Along these lines, Stone (1973) 

first got reactance, then later conformity, in his experi-

ment. 

Alternatively, the insertion of the conformity test 

task between the helplessness-inducing task and the test 

task for helplessness may well prevent the demonstration of 

any subsequent helplessness effects of the button-pressing 

task. Helplessness effects are sometimes difficult to 

obtain and the effects are transient (Kennelly, 1978), a 

fortunate fact for ethical reasons. 
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The studies mentioned, as a whole, suggest the possibil-

ity of a period of facilitation (due to anxiety or reactance) 

followed by helplessness or sometimes conformity, as in the 

case of studies of persuasive communication. Relevant to 

the applicstion of reactance to the present study is the 

point where reactance shifts to helplessless. Perhaps the 

greatest objection to applying psychological reactance to 

the present study is the fact that in other studies helpless-

ness has been produced by the button-pressing task on 30, 

45, and 50 trials (Hiroto, 19 74; Hiroto & Seligman, 19 75; 

Klein & Seligman, 1976; Miller & Seligman, 1976). This sug-

gests that the number of button-pressing trials in the pres-

ent experiment should be sufficient for a subject to pass 

through any possible phase of reactance and into a state of 

helplessness. This is assuming, of course, that the presen-

tation of the conformity task prior to helplessness testing 

does not confound any real helplessness effects. 

The construct of anger perhaps deserves consideration. 

Subjects receiving uncontrollable events report feeling more 

hostile (Krantz et al., 1974; Miller, 1974), more hostile 

and unfriendly (Roth & Kubal, 19 75), and more frustrated 

(Hiroto & Seligman, 1974; Roth & Bootzin, 1974) than sub-

jects not receiving uncontrollable events. Roth and Bootzin 

(1974) point out that their subjects might be said to have 

behaved aggressively, and invoke the frustration-aggression 

hypothesis as one way to account for the facilitation effects. 
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Miller and Seligman (19 75) suggest that the reversal of a 

depression effect by inescapable noise in two of their eight 

subjects might be due to their becoming angry at exposure to 

inescapable noise. Other investigators attempting to pro-

duce depression find anger to occur simultaneously (Atkinson 

& Polivy, 1976; Hale & Strickland, 1976; Izard, 1972; 

Strickland et al., 1975). Wortman and Brehm (1975) state, 

"Reactance Theory leads to the prediction that individuals 

will react to loss of control by becoming hostile and aggres-

sive toward the agents that are restricting their freedom" 

(p. 307). Worchel (1974) has made essentially the same 

statement. Wortman and Brehm (19 75) suggest that some per-

formance decrements taken to represent helplessness could 

just as easily represent psychological reactance where sub-

jects are behaving hostilely or negatively. These consider-

ations raise the question as to whether refusal to conform 

in the present study could have represented an angry gesture. 

Berkowitz (1969) has reviewed pertinent literature and 

concludes that there is ample evidence to support Miller and 

Dollard's (1941) frustration-aggression hypothesis. Studies 

on this hypothesis demonstrate aggression results from pro-

cedures similar to those of helplessness-inductions. Fre-

quently, experimenters induce frustration by telling 

individuals they can or should be able to perform a certain 

act, and then thwarting their attempts when they try (Davitz, 

195 2; Horowitz, 195 8; Kregarman & Worchel, 1961; Worchel, 
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1974). Kregarman and Worchel (1961) and Worchel (1974) 

demonstrate that unexpected frustration results in more 

aggression than does expected frustration. 

Anger might be manifested in a period of facilitation 

prior to giving up and becoming helpless. Psychoanalytic 

theory traditionally views depression as resulting from 

ambivalence surrounding the handling of hostility (Abraham, 

1911; Alexander, 1948; Freud, 1917; Rosenfel, 1959). This 

ambivalence may be reflected in the contradictory findings 

with regard to aggression in depressives. Some studies show 

higher levels of aggressive responding by hospitalized 

depressives (Butler, 19 71; Wessman, Ricks, & Tyl, 1960) and 

nonhospitalized depressives (Deykin, Jacobson, Klerman, & 

Solomon, 1966; Weissman, Paykel, Siegel, & Klerman, 1971) 

than by nondepressives. Other studies indicate an inverse 

relationship between outward display of aggression and 

depression (Bulatao, 1961; Frey, 19 76; Lucchese, 19 74; Miller 

& McManus, 19 76). This would appear consistent with articles 

described in the review section of the present study which 

point to inconsistencies with regard to conformity in depres-

sives . 

The discussion thus far implies that uncontrollable 

stimulation may give rise to an initial period of facilita-

tion due to anxiety, psychological reactance, frustration, 

anger, or some combination of these. These possibilities 

are considered since the performance of the uncontrollable 
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group is superior—they do not conform, and no behavioral 

deficit or facilitation is demonstrated by the anagrams or 

coding tasks. However, as previously mentioned, the button-

pressing task is typically effective in producing helpless-

ness . 

It might, then, be assumed that the present uncontrolla-

ble-noise subjects' performances on the conformity test task 

is indeed accompanied by helplessness. It is assumed, for 

the sake of this aspect of the discussion, that helplessness 

is not demonstrated on the helplessness tasks, simply due to 

the fact that the helplessness testing was preceded by con-

formity testing. The conformity task may have attenuated 

the helplessness effects prior to testing the subjects for 

helplessness on the anagrams and coding tasks. If this is 

so, it is possible that the uncontrollable-noise subjects 

might be helpless during the conformity task, and that help-

less individuals are simply not responsive to or concerned 

with conformity to the opinions of others. In this particu-

lar case, this should result in more accurate click-counting 

which would represent a weakening of the social modes 

(Campbell, 1961) as opposed to the personal modes and would 

also appear consonant with the basic tenets of helplessness 

theory. 

It is believed that much conformity is motivated by a 

desire to avoid rejection and attain various rewards from 

the group (Allen, 1965; Campbell, 1961; Deutsch & Gerard, 
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19 72; Insko & Schopler, 19 72; Nemeth, 19 74; Schacter, 1951; 

Schulman, 196 7; Thibaut & Strickland, 1956; Worchel & Cooper, 

19 76). Schacter (1951) and Emerson (1954) demonstrate exper-

imentally that positive consequences are accorded group 

members following their responses that match the behavior of 

fellow members, and rejection or punishment follows deviation. 

Much conformity is maintained by present contingencies of 

social reinforcement or a history of such. 

Investigators hypothesize that uncontrollable experi-

ence leads to the expectation that reinforcement and 

responding are independent of each other (Seligman, 19 75; 

Seligman, Maier, & Solomon, 1971). Uncontrollable outcomes 

and depression lead to the perception of reinforcement in 

skill tasks as more response independent than do controllable 

outcomes and nondepression (Klein, 19 75; Klein & Seligman, 

1976; Miller, 1974; Miller & Seligman, 1973, 1976). Subjects 

receiving uncontrollable stimulation may lose their motiva-

tion to initiate responses to control social reinforcers. 

They may expect conformity behavior and reinforcement to be 

independent. This is not consistent with the view of 

depressed individuals as being socially withdrawn, isolated, 

disinterested, and uncommunicative (Akiskal & McKinney, 19 75; 

Beck, 1967; Grinker et al., 1961; Seligman, 1974, 1975). 

Although not emphasized by learned helplessness theory, the 

importance of social reinforcers is attested to by the fact 

that a majority of behavioral theories of depression 
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attribute depression to loss of social reinforcers (Hersen, 

Eisler, Alford, & Agras, 19 73; Lewinsohn & Graf, 19 73; 

Lewinsohn, Weinstein, & Alper, 1970; Lewinsohn, Weinstein, 

& Shaw, 1969; Liberman & Raskin, 19 71; McLean, Ogston, & 

Grauer, 1973; Shipley & Fazio, 1973; Wolpe, 1972). 

Subjects' resulting performance deficits may represent 

loss of initiative to control social reinforcers. If this 

is so, the deficits seen in helplessness experiments should 

be greater when test tasks involving social reinforcers are 

utilized. Further research is needed to clarify the inter-

relationship of helplessness, depression, and conformity/ 

anticonformity. 
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Appendix A 

Instructions for Letter/Number Coding Task 

This is a letter/number coding task. The 

material for this task is on this form. Look at 

these boxes (the experimenter points to the key). 

Notice that each has a letter in the upper part 

and a number in the lower part. Every letter has 

a different number. Now look here where the upper 

boxes have letters but the squares beneath have no 

numbers (the experimenter points to samples). You 

are to put in each of these squares the number 

that should go there, like this (the experimenter 

points to the key and then the samples). Here is 

a K, so you would put in this number. Here is an 

E, so you would put in this number. Here is a J, 

so you would put in this number. 

The experimenter wrote in the first three numbers as 

demonstration. Then he provided the subject with a pencil 

and had him/her complete the seven remaining items of the 

sample. The experimenter pointed to the line separating 

the samples from the test proper and said: 

Now you do it for these letters as far as this line. 

When the subject finished this, he/she was told: 

Now, when I tell you to begin, start here and fill 

in as many of the squares as you can without skip-

ping any. Ready, begin. 
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Appendix B 

Instructions for Anagrams Test Task 

These represent a slight modification of Hiroto and 

Seligman's (19 75) instructions. 

I'd like you to solve some anagrams. As you may 

know, anagrams are words with the letters mixed 

up. The problem for you is to unscramble the 

letters so they form a word. As soon as you have 

found the word, tell me what it is. Now there 

could be a pattern or principle by which to solve 

the anagrams, but that's up to you to figure out. 

I can't answer any questions now, nor can I com-

ment when you tell me the word. Ready? Here's 

the first one. (The experimenter turned to the 

first anagram and began the stopwatch.) 
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Appendix C 

Instructions for Posttreatment 
Letter/Number Coding Task 

Now I would like you to try another letter/number 

coding task. (The experimenter presented the sub-

ject with another protocol.) You can start here. 

(The first item following the practice items.) 

Ready, begin. 

The subject was then given another parallel form of the cod-

ing task with the instructions: 

I think you can do better on this task. I'd like 

you to try another letter/number coding task. 

Ready, begin. 

Then the subject was presented with another parallel form 

of the coding task with the instructions: 

I think you can do even better than that, I'd 

like you to try one more letter/number coding 

task. Ready, begin. 



56 

References 

Abraham, K. Notes on the psychoanalytic investigation and 

treatment of manic-depressive insanity and allied condi-

tions (1911) . In Selected papers of Karl Abraham. New 

York: Basic Books, 1954. 

Abramowitz, S. I. Locus of control and self-reported 

depression among college students. Psychological Reports, 

1969, 25, 149-150. 

Akiskal, H. S., & McKinney, W. T. Overview of recent research 

in depression: Integration of ten conceptual models into 

a comprehensive clinical frame. Archives of General Psy-

chiatry, 1975, 32 (3), 285-305. 

Alexander, C. N., Zucker, L. G., & Brody, C. L. Experimental 

expectancies and autokinetic experiences: Consistency 

theories and judgemental convergence. Sociometry, 19 70, 

_33, 108-122. 

Alexander, F. Fundamentals of psychoanalysis. New York: 

Norton, 1948. 

Allen, V. L. Situational factors in conformity. In L. 

Berkewitz (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychol-

ogy (Vol. 2). New York: Academic Press, 1965, 133-170. 

Allen, V. L., & Levine, J. M. Social support and conformity: 

The role of independent assessment of reality. Journal 

of Experimental Social Psychology, 1971, 1_, 48-58. 

Argyle, M. Social pressures in public and private situations. 

Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 1957, 5£, 172-

175. 



57 

Arieti, S. Manic-depressive psychosis. In S. Arieti (Ed.), 

American handbook of psychiatry. New York: Basic Books, 

1959, 419-445. 

Asch, S. E. Social psychology. Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: 

Prentice-Hall, 1957. 

Atkinson, C., & Polivy, J. Effects of delay, attack, and 

retaliation on state depression and hostility. Journal 

of Abnormal Psychology, 1976, 8^(6), 570-576. 

Baron, R. A. The effects of intertrial activity and locus 

of control orientation on verbal operant conditioning. 

Psychonomic Science, 1969, 15, 69-71, 

Barron, F. Some personality correlates of independence of 

judgements. Journal of Personality, 1953, 2JL, 287-297. 

Beck, A. T. Depression: Clinical, experimental, and theo-

retical aspects. New York: Hoeber, 1967. 

Beck, A. T. Cognitive therapy: Nature and relation to 

behavior therapy. Behavior Therapy, 1970, 1_, 184-200. 

Becker, J. Achievement related characteristics of manic-

depressives. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 

1960, 60 (3), 334-339. 

Becker, J., & Altrocchi, J. Peer conformity and achievement 

in female manic-depressives. Journal of Abnormal Psychol-

ogy, 1968, 73(6), 585-589. 

Becker, J., & Nichols, C. H. Communality of manic-depressive 

and "mild" cyclothymic characteristics. Journal of Abnor-

mal and Social Psychology, 1964, 69, 531-538. 



58 

Beloff, H. Two forms of social conformity: Acquiescence 

and conventionality. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psy-

chology, 1958, 56, 99-103. 

Benson, J. S., & Kennelly, K. J. Learned helplessness: The 

results of uncontrollable reinforcements or uncontrollable 

aversive stimuli. Journal of Personality and Social Psy-

chology, 1976, 34(1), 138-145. 

Benson, J. S., Kennelly, K. J., & Foelker, G. Locus of 

control and learned helplessness: A re-examination. 

Manuscript submitted for publication, 1976. 

Berkowitz, L. Effects of perceived dependency relationships 

upon conformity to group expectations. Journal of Abnor-

mal and Social Psychology, 1957, f55, 350-354. 

Berkowitz, L. Roots of aggression. New York: Atherton, 

1969. 

Bernberg, R. E. Personality correlates of social conformity. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 1954, 3J3, 148-149. 

Bibring, E. The mechanism of depression. In P. Greenacre 

(Ed.), Affective disorders. New York: International 

Universities Press, 1953, 13-48. 

Biondo, J., & MacDonald, A. P. Internal-external locus of 

control and response to influence attempts. Journal of 

Personality, 1971, 39̂ (3), 407-419. 

Blake, R. R., & Brehm, J. W. The use of tape recording to 

simulate a group atmosphere. Journal of Abnormal Social 

Psychology, 1954, 49, 311-313. 



59 

Blake, R. R., & McConnell, J. V. A methodological study of 

tape-recorded synthetic group atmospheres. American Psy-

chologist/ 1953, 395. 

Blake, R. R., & Mouton, J. S. Conformity, resistance, and 

conversion. In I. A. Berg & B. M. Bass (Eds.), Conformity 

and deviation. New York: Harper and Brothers, 1961, 1-37. 

Blum, P. E. Personality correlates of adolescents showing 

conformity/anticonformity on visual judgments. Disserta-

tion Abstracts International, 1973, 23(11-B), 5506. 

Braud, W., Wepman, B., & Russo, D. Task and species general-

ity of the "helplessness phenomenon." Psychonomic Science, 

1969, 16, 154-155. 

Brehm, J. W. A theory of psychological reactance. New York: 

Academic Press, 1966. 

Broadhurst, P. L. The interaction of task difficulty and 

motivation: The Yerkes-Dodson Law revived. Acta Psycho-

logica, 1959, _16, 321-338. 

Bulatao, J. C. The direction of aggression in clinically 

depressed women. Dissertation Abstracts International, 

1961, 22 (4) , 1249-1250. 

Butler, R. S. The relationship of depression to aggressive 

response intensity and state-trait anxiety. Unpublished 

doctoral dissertation, University of Alabama, 1971. 

Campbell, D. T. Conformity in psychology's theories of 

acquired behavioral dispositions. In I. A. Berg & B. M. 

Bass (Eds.), Conformity and deviation. New York: Harper 

& Row, 1961. 



60 

Child, I. L. Personality. Annual Review of Psychology, 1954, 

5, 149-170. 

Cohen, A. R. Some implications of self-esteem for social 

influence. In C. I. Hovland & I. L. Janis (Eds.), Person-

ality and persuasibility. New Haven: Yale University 

Press, 1959. 

Cohen, M. B., Baker, G., Cohen, R. A., Fromm-Reichman, F,, 

& Weigart, E. V. An intensive study of twelve cases of 

manic-depressive psychosis. Psychiatry, 1954, 1J7, 103-

137. 

Colbert, J., & Harrow, M. Psychomotor retardation in 

depressive syndromes. Journal of Nervous and Mental 

Disease, 1968, 145, 405-419. 

Coopersmith, S. A. A method of determining types of self-

esteem. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 1959, 

59, 87-94. 

Cromwell, R. L., Rosenthal, D., Shakow, D., & Zahn, T. P. 

Reaction time, locus of control, choice behavior, and 

description of parental behavior in schizophrenic and 

normal subjects. Journal of Personality, 1961, 7£, 363-

380. 

Crowne, D. P., & Liverant, S. Conformity under varying con-

ditions of personal commitment. Journal of Abnormal and 

Social Psychology, 1963, 66J6) , 547-555. 

Crutchfield, R. S. Conformity and character. American 

Psychologist, 1955, 10, 191-198. 



61 

D'Afflitti, J. P. Dimensions of a depressive character 

structure: Dependency, self-evaluation, and response to 

success and failure. Dissertation Abstracts International, 

1974, 34(11-B), 5673-5674. 

Davis, W. L., & Phares, E. J. Internal-external control as 

a determinate of information seeking in a social influence 

situation. Journal of Personality, 1967, 3J5, 547-561. 

Davitz, J. R. The effects of previous training on post-

frustration behavior. Journal of Abnormal and Social 

Psychology, 1952, £7, 309-315. 

DeCharms, R., & Rosenbaum, M. E. Status variables and match-

ing behavior. Journal of Personality, 1960, 2_8, 492-502. 

Deutsch, M., & Gerard, H. A study of normative and informa-

tional influence upon individual judgment. Journal of 

Abnormal and Social Psychology, 1955, 51, 629-636. 

Deutsch, M., & Gerard, H. A study of normative and informa-

tional social influences upon individual judgment. In A. 

M. Snadowsky (Ed.), Social psychology research. New York: 

The Free Press, 19 72. 

Deykin, E. Y., Jacobson, S., Klerman, G,, & Solomon, M. The 

empty nest: Psychological aspects of conflict between 

depressed women and their grown children. American Jour-

nal of Psychiatry, 1966, 122, 1422-1426. 

Divesta, F. J. Effects of confidence and motivation on sus-

ceptibility to informational social influence. Journal 

of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 1959, 59, 204-209. 



62 

Ekman, P. M., & Friesen, W. V. Nonverbal behavior in psycho-

pathology. In R. J. Friedman and M. M. Katz (Eds.), The 

psychology of depression: Contemporary theory and research. 

Washington: Halsted Press Division, Wiley, 1974. 

Emerson, R. M. Deviation and rejection: An experimental 

replication. American Sociology Review, 1954, 19_, 688-

693. 

Emmelkamp, P. M. G. , & Cohen-Kettenis, P. T. Relationship 

of locus of control of phobic anxiety and depression. 

Psychological Reports, 1975, _36, 390. 

English, 0. S. Observation of trends in manic-depressive 

psychosis. Psychiatry, 1949, 12, 125-134. 

Fitz, R. J. The differential effects of praise and censure 

on serial learning as dependent on locus of control and 

field dependency. Dissertation Abstracts International, 

1971, 21C7-B), 4310-4311. 

Flippo, J. R. Effects of ambiguity and failure on self-

esteem of depressed, nondepressed, and quasi-psychiatric 

control subjects. Dissertation Abstracts International, 

1972, 33(5-B), 2343. 

Fosco, E., & Geer, J. H. Effects of gaining control over 

aversive stimuli after differing amounts of no control. 

Psychological Reports, 1971, .29, 1153-1154. 

Freud, S. Mourning and melancholia (1917). In Collected 

Papers of Sigmund Freud. London: Hogarth, 1950, 4, 152-

170. 



63 

Frey, W. F. Generalization between areas of assertiveness: 

Assertion training and depression. Dissertation Abstracts 

International, 1976, 3(5 (11-B) , 5789-5790. 

Friedman, A. S. Minimal effects of severe depression on cog-

nitive functioning. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psy-

chology, 1964, 69, 237-243. 

Gelfand, D. M. The influence of self-esteem on the rate of 

verbal conditioning and social matching behavior. Journal 

of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 1962, 6J5, 259-265. 

Getter, H. A. A personality determinant of verbal condition-

ing. Journal of Personality, 1966, 3£, 397-405. 

Gibson, R. W., Cohen, M. B., & Cohen, R. A. On the dynamics 

of the manic-depressive personality. American Journal of 

Psychiatry, 1959, 115, 1101-1107. 

Glass, D. C., & Singer, J. E. Urban stress: Experiments on 

noise and social stressors. New York: Academic Press, 

1972. 

Goldberg, E. M. Internal versus external control of rein-

forcement ; A review of the literature. Unpublished 

manuscript, Northwestern University, 1970. 

Gollob, H. F., & Dittes, J. E. Different effects of manipu-

lated self-esteem on persuasibility depending on the 

threat and complexity of the communication. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 1965, 2_, 195-201. 

Goodkin, F, Rats learn the relationship between responding 

and environmental events: An expansion of the learned 



64 

helplessness hypothesis. Learning and Motivation, 1976, 

7, 382-393. 

Gore, P. M. Individual differences in the prediction of 

subject compliance to experimental bias. Unpublished 

doctoral dissertation, Ohio State University, 1962. 

Gore, P. M., & Rotter, J. B. A personality correlate of 

social action. Journal of Personality, 1963, 31, 58-64. 

Goss, A., & Morosko, T. E. Relation between a dimension of 

internal-external control and the MMPI with an alcoholic 

population. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 

197°, 34(2)/ 189-192. 

Grinker, R., Miller, J., Sabshin, M., Nunn, R., & Nunnally, 

J. The phenomenon of depression. New York: Hoeber, 1961. 

Hale, W. D., & Strickland, B. R. Induction of mood states 

and their effect on cognitive and social behaviors. Jour-

nal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 1976, £4, 155. 

Hall, K. R. L., & Stride, E. Some factors affecting reaction 

times to auditory stimuli in mental patients. Journal of 

Mental Science, 1954, 100, 467-477. 

Hamrick, N. D. Learned helplessness and internal-external 

locus of control in the elderly. Unpublished doctoral 

dissertation, North Texas State University, 1976. 

Hebb, D. O. Drives and the C.N.S. (Conceptual Nervous Sys-

tem). Psychological Review, 1955, 6_2, 243-254. 

Hebb, D. 0. A textbook of psychology. Philadelphia: 

Saunders, 1966. 



65 

Heilman, M. E. Oppositional behavior as a function of 

influence attempt intensity and retaliation threat. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1976 , _33(5) , 

574-578. 

Heilman, M. E., & Garner, K. Counteracting the boomerang: 

The effects of choice on compliance to threat and prom-

ises. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1975, 

31, 911-917. 

Heilman, M. E., & Toffler, B. L. Reacting to reactance: An 

interpersonal interpretation of the need for freedom. 

Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 19 76, 12 (6) , 

519-529. 

Heller, J. F., Pallak, M. S., & Picke, J. M. The interactive 

effects of intent and threat on boomerang attitude change. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 19 73, 26, 

273-279. 

Helson, H., Blake, R. R., & Mouton, J. S. Petition-signing 

as adjustment to situation and personal factors. Journal 

of Social Psychology, 1958, £8, 3-10. 

Herson, M. Eisler, R. M., Alford, G. S., & Agras, W. S. 

Effects of token economy on neurotic depression: An 

experimental analysis. Behavior Therapy, 1973, 4_, 393-

397. 



66 

Hinchliffe, M. K., Lancashire, M., & Roberts, F. J. Depres-

sion: Defense mechanisms in speech. British Journal of 

Psychiatry, 1971, 113, 471-472. 

Hiroto, D. S. Locus of control and learned helplessness. 

Journal of Experimental Psychology, 1974, 102(2), 187-193. 

Hiroto, D. S., & Seligman, M. E. P. Generality of learned 

helplessness in man. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 1975, 31_(2) , 311-327. 

Hjelle, L. A. Internal-external control as a determinant of 

academic achievement. Psychological Reports, 19 70, 26, 

326. 

Hollander, E. P. Conformity, status, and idiosyncratic credit. 

Psychological Review, 1958, £5, 117-127. 

Horwitz, M. The veridicality of liking and disliking. In 

R. Tagiuri and L. Petrullo (Eds.), Person perception and 

interpersonal behaviors. Stanford, Calif.: Stanford 

University Press, 1958, 191-210. 

Huston, P. E., & Senf, R. Psychopathology of schizophrenia 

and depression, I. Effect of amytal and amphetamine sul-

fate on level and maintenance of attention. American 

Journal of Psychiatry, 1952, 109, 131-138. 

Insko, C. A., & Schopler, J. Experimental social psychology 

(Chap. 17). New York: Academic Press, 1972. 

Izard, C. Patterns of emotions: A new analysis of anxiety 

and depression. New York: Academic Press, 1972. 



67 

Jakubczak, L. F. , & Walters,, R. H. Suggestibility as depen-

dency behavior. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 

1959, 59, 102-107. 

Janis, I. L. Personality and susceptibility to persuasion. 

In C. I. Hovland, I. L. Janis, & H. H. Kelley (Eds.), 

Communication and persuasion. New Haven: Yale University 

Press, 1953. 

Janis, I. L. The personality correlates of susceptibility 

to persuasion. Journal of Personality, 1954, 22̂ , 504-513. 

Janis, I. L., & Field, P. B. Sex differences and personality 

factors related to persuasibility. In C. I. Hovland & 

I. L. Janis (Eds.), Personality and persuasibility. New 

Haven: Yale University Press, 1959, 55-68. 

Janis, I. L., & Rife, D. Self-esteem and persuasibility. In 

C. I. Hovland & L. L. Janis (Eds.), Personality and persua-

sibility . New Haven: Yale University Press, 1959. 

Katkin, E. S., Sasmor, D. B., & Tan, R. Conformity and 

achievement-related characteristics of depressed patients. 

Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 1966, 7^, 407-413. 

Keller, R. A., Wigdor, B. T., & Lundell, F. W. Adjustment 

of welfare recipients and applicants: Investigation of 

some relevant factors. Canadian Psychiatric Association 

Journal, 1973, 18(6), 511. 

Kennelly, K. J. Personal communication, April, 1978. 

Klein, D. D. Reversal of performance deficits and perception 

of response-reinforcement independence associated with 



68 

learned helplessness and depression. Unpublished doctoral 

dissertation, University of Pennsylvania, 1975. 

Klein, D. C., Fencil-Morse, E., & Seligman, M. E. P. Learned 

helplessness, depression, and attribution of failure. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1976, 3^(5), 

508-516. 

Klein, D. C., & Seligman, M. E. P. Reversal of performance 

deficits and perceptual deficits in learned helplessness 

and depression. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 1976, 

85 (1), 11-26. 

Klinger, E. Consequences of commitment to and disengagement 

from incentives. Psychological Review, 1975, £52, 1-25. 

Krantz, D. S., Glass, D. D., & Snyder, M. L, Helplessness, 

stress level, and the coronary prone behavior pattern. 

Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 1974, _10, 284-

300. 

Kregarman, J. J., & Worchel, P. Arbitariness of frustration 

and aggression. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 

1961, 63, 183-187. 

Laughlin, T., J. Cognitive distortion and locus of control in 

depressive psychiatric patients. Dissertation Abstracts 

International, 1973, 33(8-B). 

Lefcourt, H. M. Internal versus external control of rein-

forcement: A review. Psychological Bulletin, 1966, 65, 

206-220. 



69 

Lessor, G. W., & Abelson, R. P. Personality correlates of 

persuasibility in children. In C. I. Hovland & I. L. 

Janis (Eds.), Personality and persuasibility. New Haven: 

Yale University Press, 1959, 187-206. 

Leventhal, H., & Perloe, S. I. A relation between self-

esteem and persuasibility. Journal of Abnormal and Social 

Psychology, 1962, 6_4, 385-388. 

Lewinsohn, P. A. A behavioral approach to depression. In 

R. J. Friedamn & M. N. Katz (Eds.), The psychology of 

depression. Washington: Winston-Wiley, 1974. 

Lewinsohn, P. M., & Graf, M. Pleasant activities and depres-

sion. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 1973, 

41, 261-268. 

Lewinsohn, P. M., Weinstein, M. S., & Shaw, D. Depression: 

A clinical-research approach. In R. D. Rubin & C. M. 

Frank (Eds.), Advances in behavior therapy. New York: 

Academic Press, 1969, 231-240. 

Lewinsohn, P. M., Weinstein, M. S., & Alper, T. A. A behav-

ioral approach to the group treatment of depressed persons; 

A methodological contribution. Journal of Clinical Psy-

chology, 1970, 26, 525-532. 

Liberman, R. P., & Raskin, D. E. Depression: A behavior 

formulation. Archives of General Psychiatry, 19 71, 24, 

515-523. 

Libet, J., & Lewinsohn, P. M. The concepts of social skill 

with special reference to the behavior of depressed 



70 

persons. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 

1973, 40, 304-312. 

Lichtenberg, P. A. A definition and analysis of depression. 

Archives of Neurology and Psychiatry, 1957, Tl_, 519-527. 

Lichenstein, E., & Craine, W. H. The importance of subject 

evaluation of reinforcement in verbal conditioning. Jour-

nal of Experimental Research in Personality, 1969, 3, 214-

220. 

Linton, H., & Graham, E. Personality correlates of persuasi-

bility. In C. I. Hovland & I. L. Janis (Eds,), Personality 

and persuasibility. New Haven: Yale University Press, 

1959, 69-101. 

Loeb, A., Beck, A. T., & Diggory, J. Differential effects 

of success and failure on depressed and nondepressed 

patients. Journal of Nervous and Mental Disease, 1971, 

152, 106-114. 

Lucchese, G. A. Depression and verbal conditioning: An 

investigation of the effects of a dependency response set. 

Dissertation Abstracts International, 1974, 25.d~B) > 515. 

Lulow, J. M. Self-blame and compliance in depression. 

Dissertation Abstracts International, 1971, _31(7-B) , 4341. 

MacDonald, A. P. An Asch-type conformity scale with control 

for acquiescence response set, plus some findings concern-

ing internal-external locus of control. Catalogue of 

Selected Documents in Psychology, 1973, _3, 127. 



71 

Maier, S. F. Failure to escape traumatic electric shock: 

Incompatible skeletal-motor responses or learned helpless-

ness? Learning and Motivation, 1970, 1, 157-169. 

Maier, S. F., & Seligman, M. E. P. Learned helplessness: 

Theory and evidence. Journal of Experimental Psychology, 

1976, 105(1), 3-46. 

Maier, S. F., Albin, R. W., & Testa, T. J. Failure to learn 

to escape in rats previously exposed to inescapable shock 

depends on the nature of the escape response. Journal of 

Comparative and Physiological Psychology, 1973, £6, 581-

592. 

Maier, S. F., Anderson, C., & Lieberman, B. A. Influence of 

control of shocks on subsequent shock-elicited aggression. 

Journal of Comparative and Physiological Psychology, 19 72, 

81, 94-100. 

Mantis, I., & Rees, L. Reaction times and somatic reactivity 

in depressed patients. Journal of Psychosomatic Research, 

1966, 9, 375-382. 

Marsella, A. J. Conformity and psychopathology: A compara-

tive study of conforming behaviors and related variables 

in manic-depressive, paranoid schizophrenic, and normal 

populations. Dissertation Abstracts International, 1968, 

29(10-B), 3917-3918. 

Mausner, B. Studies in social interaction, I. A conceptual 

scheme. Journal of Social Psychology, 1955, 41, 259-270. 



72 

Mausner, B., & Bloch, B. L. A study of the additivity of 

variables affecting social interaction. Journal of Abnor-

mal Social Psychology, 1957, !54, 250-256. 

McGuire, W. J, Personality and susceptibility to social 

influence. In E. F. Borgatta & W. W. Lambert (Eds.), 

Handbook of personality theory and research, 1976, in 

press. 

McLean, P. D., Ogston, K., & Grauer, L. A. A behavioral 

appraoch to the treatment of depression. Journal of 

Behavior Therapy and Experimental Psychiatry, 1973, 4, 

323-330. 

Melges, F. T., & Bowlby, J. Types of hopelessness in psycho-

logical process. Archives of General Psychiatry, 1969, 

20, 690-699. 

Miller, H. L., & McManus, B. Effects of depression and target 

status on aggressive responding. Psychological Reports, 

1976, 38, 75-81. 

Miller, N. E., & Dollard, J. Social learning and imitation. 

New Haven: Yale University Press, 1941. 

Miller, W. R. Learned helplessness in depressed and non-

depressed students. Dissertation Abstracts International, 

1974, 35(Pt. 4), 1921. 

Miller, W. R., & Seligman, M. E. P. Depression and the per-

ception of reinforcement. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 

1973, 82, 62-73. 



73 

Miller, W. R., & Seligman, M. E. P. Depression and learned 

helplessness in man. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 1975, 

84 (3) , 228-238. 

Miller, W. R., & Seligman, M. E. P. Learned helplessness, 

depression, and the perception of reinforcement, Behavior 

Research and Therapy, 1976, _14, 7-17. 

Miller, W. R., Seligman, M. E. P., & Kurlander, H. Learned 

helplessness, depression, and anxiety. Journal of Nervous 

and Mental Disease, 1975, 161(5), 347-357. 

Miranda, M. R. Situational factors effecting resistance to 

influence in depressed. Dissertation Abstracts Interna-

tional , 1972, _32_(8-B), 4864-4865. 

Montague, B. K. The role of anxiety in serial rote learning. 

Journal of Experimental Psychology, 1953, 4i5, 91-96. 

Naditch, M. P., Gargan, M. A., & Michael, L. B. Denial, 

anxiety, locus of control and the discrepancy between 

aspirations and achievement as components of depression. 

Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 1975, *34(1) , 1-9. 

Nemeth, C. Social psychology, classic, and contemporary 

integrations. Chicago: Rand McNally College Publishing 

Company, 1974. 

Nisbett, R. E., & Gordon, A. Self-esteem and susceptibility 

to social influence. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 1967, _5, 268-276. 

Odell, M. E. Personality correlates of independence and 

conformity. Unpublished master's thesis, Ohio State 

University, 1959. 



74 

Olmstead, J. A., & Blake, R. R. The use of simulated groups 

to produce modification in judgement. Journal of Personal-

ity, 1955, 23, 335-345. 

Overmier, J. B. Interference with avoidance behavior: 

Failure to avoid traumatic shock. Journal of Experimental 

Psychology, 1968, 7_8' 340-343. 

Oziel, L. J. The relationship between perceived locus of 

control, resistance to demands for compliance, and crea-

tivity. Dissertation Abstracts International, 1972(Sept.), 

33(Pt. 3B), 1272-1273. 

Paykel, E. S., & Weissman, M. M. Social adjustemnt and depres-

sion. Archives of General Psychiatry, 1973, 2%_, 659-663. 

Paykel, E. S., Weissman, M. M., Prusoff, B., & Tonks, C. M. 

Dimensions of social adjustment in depressed women. Jour-

nal of Nervous Mental Disease, 1971, 152, 158-172. 

Payne, R. W. Cognitive abnormalities. In H. J. Eysenck 

(Ed.), Handbook of abnormal psychology. New York: Basic 

Books, 1961. 

Racinskas, J. R. Maladaptive consequencies of loss or lack 

of control over aversive events. Unpublished doctoral 

dissertation, Waterloo University, Canada, 1971. 

Rado, S. The problem of melancholia. International Journal 

of Psychoanalysis, 1928, 9̂ , 420-438. 

Raven, B. H. Social influence on opinions and the communica-

tion of related content. Journal of Abnormal and Social 

Psychology, 1959, 58, 119-128. 



75 

Ritchie, E., & Phares, E. J. Attitude change as a function 

of internal-external control and communication status. 

Journal of Personality, 1969, 37.' 429-443. 

Robinson, K. F. An experimental study of the effects of 

group discussion upon the social attitudes of college 

students. Speech Monographs, 1941, 8̂ , 34-57, 

Rodin, J. Density, perceived choice and response to control-

lable and uncontrollable outcomes. Journal of Experimental 

Social Psychology, 1976, 12, 564-578. 

Rosellini, R., & Seligman, M. E. P. Learned helplessness 

and escape from frustration. Journal of Experimental 

Psychology; Animal Behavior Processes, 1975, 1, 149-158. 

Rosenberg, L. A. Group size, prior experience, and conform-

ity. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 1961, 

63(2), 436-437. 

Rosenfeld, H. An investigation in the psychoanalytic theory 

of depression. International Journal of Psychoanalysis, 

1959, 40, 105-129. 

Roth, S., & Bootzin, R. R. The effects of experimentally 

induced expectancies of external control: An investiga-

tion of learned helplessness. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 1974, 29̂ , 253-264. 

Roth, S., & Kubal, L. Effects of noncontingent reinforcement 

on tasks of differing importance: Facilitation and learned 

helplessness. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 

1975, 32(4), 680-691. 



76 

Rotter, J. B. Social learning and clinical psychology. 

Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-Hall, 1954. 

Rotter, J. B. Generalized expectancies for internal vs. 

external control of reinforcement. Psychological Mono-

graphs , 1966, 80(Whole No, 1). 

Samelson, F. Conforming behavior under two conditions of 

conflict in the cognitive field. Journal of Abnormal 

Social Psychology, 1957, S5, 181-187. 

Sarason, S. B., Davidson, K. S., Lighthall, F. F., Waite, 

A. R., & Ruebush, B. K. Anxiety in elementary school 

children. New York: Wiley, 1960. 

Schacter, S. Deviation, rejection, and communication. Jour-

nal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 1951, £6, 190-207. 

Schulman, G. I. Asch conformity studies: Conformity to the 

experimenter and/or the group? Sociometry, 1967, _30, 26-

40. 

Seligman, M. E. P. Depression and learned helplessness. In 

R. J. Friedman & M. M. Katz (Eds.), The psychology of 

depression: Contemporary theory and research. Washington: 

Winston-Wiley, 1974, 83-113. 

Seligman, M. E. P. Helplessness: On depression, development, 

and death. San Francisco: W. H. Freeman and Company, 

1975. 

Seligman, M, E. P., & Beagley, G. Learned helplessness in 

the rat. Journal of Comparative and Physiologica1 Psychol-

ogy, 1975, 88, 541-543. 



77 

Seligman, M. E. P., & Groves, D. Non-transient learned help-

lessness. Psychonomic Science, 1970, 19̂ , 191-192. 

Seligman, M. E. P., & Maier, S. F. Failure to escape trauma-

tic shock. Journal of Experimental Psychology, 1967, 74, 

1-9. 

Seligman, M. E. P., Maier, S. F., & Geer, J. The alleviation 

of learned helplessness in the dog. Journal of Abnormal 

and Social Psychology, 1968, 7_3, 256-262. 

Seligman, M. E. P., Maier, S. F., & Solomon, R. L. Unpredict-

able and uncontrollable aversive events. In F. R. Brush 

(Eds.), Aversive conditioning and learning. New York: 

Academic Press, 1971, 347-400. 

Seligman, M. E. P., Meyer, B., & Testa, T. Appetitive help-

lessness: Noncontingent reinforcement retards instru-

mental learning. Unpublished manuscript, University of 

Pennsylvania, 1971. 

Selye, H. The stress of life. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1956. 

Sensenig, J., & Brehm, J. W. Attitude change from an implied 

threat to attitudinal freedom. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 1968, £, 324-339. 

Shapiro, M. B., & Helson, E. H. An investigation of the 

nature of cognitive impairment in cooperative psychiatric 

patients. British Journal of Medical Psychology, 1955, 

2_8, 239-256. 

Sherif, M. Conformity-deviation, norms, and group relations. 

In I. A. Berg & B. M. Bass (Eds.), Conformity and devia-

tion. New York: Harper, 1961, 159-198. 



78 

Shipley, C. R., & Fazio, A. F. Pilot study of a treatment 

for psychological depression. Journal of Abnormal Psy-

chology, 1973, 82, 372-376. 

Silverman, I. Self-esteem and differential responsiveness 

to success and failure. Journal of Abnormal and Social 

Psychology, 1964, 69_, 115-119. 

Silverman, I., Ford,J,, & Morganti, J. B. Interrelated 

effects of social desirability, sex, self-esteem, and 

complexity of arguement on persuasibility. Journal of 

Personality, 1966, 34_, 555-568. 

Singh, U. P., & Tapehwar, P. Self-esteem, social esteem, 

and conformity behavior. Psychologia, 1973, 16̂ , 61-6 8. 

Snyder, M. L., & Wicklund, R. A. Prior exercise of freedom 

and reactance. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 

1976, 12(2), 120-130. 

Spielberger, C. D., Parker, J. B., & Becker, J. Conformity 

and achievement in remitted manic-depressive patients. 

Journal of Nervous and Mental Disease, 1963, 137, 162-172. 

Stone, W. F. Patterns of conformity in couples varying in 

intimacy. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 

1973, 27, 413-418. 

Stotland, E,, Thorley, S,, Cohen, A. R., & Zander, A. The 

effects of group expectations and self-esteem on self-

evaluation. Journal of Abnormal Social Psychology, 1957, 

54, 55-63. 



79 

Strickland, B. R. The prediction of social action from a 

dimension of internal-external control. Journal of Social 

Psychology, 1965, £6, 353-358. 

Strickland, B. R. Individual differences in verbal condition-

ing, extinction, and awareness. Journal of Personality, 

1970, 38, 364-378. 

Strickland, B. R., Hale, W. D., & Anderson, L. K. Effect of 

induced mood states on activity and self—reported affect. 

Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 1975, 43, 

584. 

Taylor, J. A., & Spence, K. W. The relationship of anxiety 

level to performance in serial learning. Journal of Exper-

imental Psychology, 1952, £4, 61-64. 

Thibaut, J. W., & Strickland, L. Psychological set and social 

conformity. Journal of Personality, 1956, 25>, 115-129. 

Thornton, J. W., & Jacobs, P. D. Learned helplessness in 

human subjects. Journal of Experimental Psychology, 1971, 

87, 369-372. 

Thornton, J, W., & Powel, G. D. Immunization to and allevia-

tion of learned helplessness in man. American Journal of 

Psychology, 1974, 87̂ (3), 351-367. 

Titus, H. E., & Hollander, E. P. The California F Scale in 

psychological research: 1950-1955. Psychological Bulle-

tin, 1957, 54, 47-65. 

Tuddenham, R. D. Correlates of yielding to a distorted group 

norm, Journal of Personality, 1959, 2_7, 272-284. 



80 

Wallace, J. E. Depressive affect and its relation to inde-

pendence, conformity, and anticonformity, Dissertation 

Abstracts International, 1969, 30>(6-B) , 2919-2920. 

Walton, D., White, J. G., Black, D. I., & Young, A. J, The 

modified word-learning validation study. British Journal 

of Medical Psychology, 1959, J2, 213-220. 

Weissman, M. M., Paykel, E. S., Siegel, R., & Klerman, G. L. 

The social role performance of depressed women: Compari-

sons with a normal group. American Journal of Orthopsy-

chiatry , 1971, 4JL, 390-405. 

Wessman, A. E., Ricks, D. F., & Tyl, M. M. Characteristics 

and concomitants of mood fluctuation in college women. 

Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 1960, 6_0, 117-

126. 

Wicklund, R. A. Freedom and reactance. Potomac, Maryland: 

Lawrence Erlbaum, 1974. 

Wicklund, R. A., & Brehm, J. W. Attitude change as a function 

of felt competence and threat to attitudinal freedom. 

Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 1968, _4, 64-75. 

Wiener, M. Certainty of judgment as a variable in conformity 

behavior. Journal of Social Psychology, 1958, £8, 257-263. 

Williams, R. L., & Moffat, G. H. Escapable/inescapable pre-

training and subsequent avoidance performance in human 

subjects. Bulletin of the Psychonomic Society, 1975, _4(2~B) , 

144-146. 



81 

Wolpe, J. Neurotic depression: Experimental analog, clinical 

syndrome, and treatment. American Journal of Psychotherapy, 

1972, 25, 362-368. 

Worchel, S. The effect of three types of arbitrary thwarting 

on the instigation to aggression. Journal of Personality, 

1974, 42, 300-318. 

Worchel, S., & Brehm, J. W. Effect of threats to attitudinal 

freedom as a function of agreement with the communicator. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1970, 14, 

18-22. 

Worchel, S., & Cooper, J. Understanding social psychology. 

Homewood, 111.: The Dorsey Press, 1976. 

Wortman, C. B., & Brehm, J. W. Responses to uncontrollable 

outcomes: An integration of Reactance Theory and the 

learned helplessness model. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), 

Advances in experimental social psychology. New York: 

Academic Press, 1975. 

Yates, R., Kennelly, K. J., & Cox, S. H. Perceived contin-

gency of parental reinforcements, parent-child relations, 

and locus of control. Psychological Reports, 19 75, 36, 

139-146. 

Zetterberg, H, L. Compliant actions. Acta Sociologica, 1957, 

2, 179-201. 


