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To determine the relationship among learned helpless-

ness, locus of control, and academic achievement, data from

86 sixth graders were gathered and intercorrelated. Con-

tingency of teacher-administered rewards and punishments

as perceived by school children, and helpless behavior of

students as judged by their teachers were measured. The

Children's Nowicki-Strickland Locus of Control Scale was

used to measure locus of control orientation.

A positive relationship between academic achievement

and locus of control was found. The contingency of reward

scale was found to be predictive of academic achievement

and helpless behavior. Virtually no significant relation-

ships were found between any of the other variables and the

contingency of punishment scale. Helpless behavior was

found to be predictive of low academic success and an ex-

ternal locus of control.
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LEARNED HELPLESSNESS, LOCUS OF CONTROL

AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT

Basic to the learned helplessness hypothesis is the

suggestion that organisms, when they are unable to exert

any control over a reinforcement, learn that responding

and reinforcement are independent. According to Seligman

and Maier (1967), this independence of events results in

an interference with subsequent responding which they

labeled "learned helplessness." To explain the phenomenon

Seligman et al. propose that two dimensions are involved

in this learning process: The first dimension is the

probability of reinforcement if a particular response is

made, and the second dimension is the probability of

reinforcement if the particular response is not made.

They suggest that organisms react to both probabilities

conjointly. If one probability is greater than the other,

the response (or the absence of the response) will control

the reinforcement. For the animals in the learned helpless-

ness studies who were initially subjected to inescapable

shock, their responses and the off-set of shock were

independent. It was because they lacked control over the
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shock which was administered to them in the first situa-

tion on a non-contingent basis that they were later, during

an escape/avoidance situation, unable to learn that the

shock was contingent. Rather than avoiding or escaping the

shock, they lay down and behaved in a passive, helpless

manner, as though they had given up.

Analogous to the learned helplessness hypothesis is

Rotter's (1966) construct of internal-external locus of

control of reinforcement, which refers to the degree to

which a person perceives that reinforcements are a conse-

quence of his own behavior or independent of it. If a

person tends to see reinforcements as causally related to

his responses, regardless of the actual contingency, he is

said to have a belief in "internal" control. If, on the

other hand, he perceives his successes and failures as

resulting from actions of others or from luck or chance,

that is, if he perceives an independence of his behavior

and what happens, he is said to have a belief in "external"

control.

The similarity between the learned helplessness con-

cept and Rotter's concept of external control of rein-

forcement has been noted in studies by Seligman and his

associates (Seligman and Maier, 1967; Seligman, Maier and



3

Geer, 1968; and Miller and Seligman, 1973) and others.

Hiroto (1974) noted that the concept of control, in particu-

lar, was central to both ideas. In his study he replicated

learned helplessness in man and showed that externals, like

those subjects exposed to inescapable aversive stimulation,

had greater difficulty in learning an escape/avoidance

response than internals. Yates, Kennelly, and Cox (1975)

further explored the analogy by devising a questionnaire to

determine perceived contingencies of parental rewards and

punishments and by relating them to the subjects'-loci of

control. They found that male subjects with an internal

orientation are less likely to see their parents as non-

contingently punishing and are also more likely to see

their fathers as contingently punishing than more external

subjects. Female subjects with an internal orientation

also saw their fathers as more contingently punishing than

those with an external locus of control. Kennelly and

Kinley (1975), in the process of determining the relation-

ship between academic achievement and locus of control,

measured the perceived contingency of teacher-administered

rewards and punishments. Consistent with research discussed

below, they found that a student's internality is positively

related to academic achievement. In addition,
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they determined that the perception of a teacher as contin-

gently punishing is also related to a student's internal

locus of control. In both studies dealing with perceived

contingency of reinforcements, relationships were present

between locus of control and perceived contingency of

punishments, but not between locus of control and perceived

contingency of rewards.

Crandall, Katkovsky, and Preston (1962) were the first

to make use of the locus of control variable with school

children. They chose, as one of several predictor variables

for academic achievement, the children's conviction that

they, rather than other persons, were the major cause of

the reinforcements they received--praise or criticism,

success or failure. As part of their study they developed

the Intellectual Achievement Responsibility Questionnaire in

order to measure locus of control among children in a school

setting. They correlated grades and achievement scores with

the questionnaire scores and found a positive relationship

between academic achievement and internality. Similarly,

McGhee and Crandall (1968) gathered report card grades and

achievement test results of students in grades three through

six, eight, and twelve, and compared them to the locus of

control scores measured with the Intellectual Achievement
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Responsibility Questionnaire. They also found that children

who were more internal received better report card grades

and higher achievement test scores. Messer (1972), who

classified fourth grade pupils into internals and externals

according to the same locus of control measure, compared

those ratings to grades and achievement test scores. Again

academic performance was greater among internals. In 1973

Nowicki and Strickland published a new scale to measure a

child's locus of control outside the school setting. When

they correlated the scores from this new scale with achieve-

ment scores, the results were consistent with previous

studies further establishing the clear relation between

locus of control and academic performance.

In general, it is the purpose of this study to assess

the relationships among measures of 1) academic achievement,

2) locus of control, 3) perceived contingencies of teacher-

administered rewards and punishments and 4) helpless class-

room behavior.

In the process of intercorrelating these four classes

of variables, the study will provide a replication of studies

done in which an internal locus of control has been found

to be related to high academic achievement and an external

locus to low academic achievement.
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In order to apply the concept of learned helplessness

to this study, two instruments were devised: 1) a ques-

tionnaire to measure a pupil's perceived contingency (or

non-contingency) of rewards and punishments as administered

by teachers, and 2) a rating sheet presented to the teachers

to assess helpless versus competent classroom behavior of

the pupils. On the one hand, the study will establish the

extent to which the perceived contingencies are correlated

with academic achievement and locus of control. It will be

of interest to see whether the type of reinforcement (i.e.,

reward or punishment) has a bearing on the relationships

with the other variables. On the other hand, the study will

determine to what extent helpless classroom behavior is re-

lated to the student's locus of control, academic achieve-

ment and perceived contingency of teacher reinforcements.

Method

Subj ects

The subjects were 86 sixth graders, 43 girls and 43

boys, middle-class and predominantly white from four class-

rooms of a public elementary school in a small city. The

teachers who participated in the study were white. Three

were women and one was a man.
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Instruments

1) Measures of academic achievement which were used

were averages of fall semester report card grades for aca-

demic subjects based on the following values: A = 4, B = 3,

C = 2, D = 1, and the scores on the Iowa Test of Basic

Skills (reading, math and composite sections) administered

by the school system in the spring of the previous year.

2) To measure locus of control orientation the

Children's Nowicki-Strickland Locus of Control Scale was

administered to each of the four classes. It is a 40-item

paper and pencil measure with a yes-no forced choice format

scored in the external direction.

3) A 40-item Teacher Contingency Scale was devised to

measure students' perception of teachers' delivery of rewards

and punishments. Half the items describe a contingency be-

tween children's behavior and teachers' reinforcement and

half a non-contingent situation. Four categories of percep-

tions were measured: teachers as contingently punishing,

contingently rewarding, non-contingently punishing, and non-

contingently rewarding. There were ten items for each

category and these were presented in a random order. The

contingent items indicate a greater probability of punish-

ment (or reward) for undesirable (or desirable) behavior
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than for the absence of that behavior. The following are

examples of items involving contingent punishment and con-

tingent reward, respectively:

When kids hand in messy papers, teachers frown,
but teachers never frown when papers are neat.

Whenever kids behave well, teachers are usually
happy, but teachers are rarely happy when kids
misbehave.

The non-contingent items indicate an equal or nearly equal

probability of punishment (or reward) whether the undesir-

able (or desirable) behavior was present or absent. The

following are examples of items involving non-contingent

punishment and non-contingent reward, respectively:

When kids don't finish their work, teachers get
aggravated, but teachers sometimes get aggra-
vated even if all the work is done.

Whenever kids are polite, teachers are happy,
but teachers are sometimes happy even when kids
are impolite.

The students responded to each item by choosing one of five

alternative answers. Answers for the contingent items were

scored as follows: very true = 5, mostly true = 4, not

true or false = 3, mostly false = 2, and very false = 1.

In order that the total scoring be in terms of contingency

rather than non-contingency of reinforcement, the non-con-

tingent items were scored with reflected values
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(very true = 1, mostly true = 2, not true or false = 3,

mostly false 4, and very false = 5). Adding the contingent

and non-contingent totals of the same reinforcer (punishment

or reward) resulted in two separate scores--one for the

contingency of punishment and one for the contingency of

reward.

4) Helpless behavior of each pupil was rated by

his/her teacher according to six bipolar traits associated

with helplessness.

(1) Helpless. . . . . Competent

(2) Dependent on teacher. . . . . Self-sufficient,
independent

(3) Easily upset, overwhelmed by teasing of other
children, yields easily to persuasion.

. . . Well-poised, tough, sticks up for
own rights when threatened

(4) Lets others do for him/her. . . . . Does for
self, self-starter, initiator

(5) Lacking in self-confidence, easily dis-
couraged. . . . . Confident (perhaps

over-confident)

(6) Apathetic. . . . . Enthusiastic

The second, third, and fifth traits were selected from

R. B. Cattell's list (1957), and the remainder were drawn

up especially for this study. Each trait was presented as

a seven point dimension with the helpless description at
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one end and the opposite description at the other end.

Teachers rated their students according to each trait by

circling the number which best represented the degree of

the trait that each student seemed to possess: 1 = extreme

(in the non-helpless direction), 2 = moderate, 3 = slight,

4 = middle value, 5 = slight in the helpless direction,

6 = moderate and 7 = extreme. The order of presentation of

each description with its opposite was randomized, so that

the descriptions associated with helplessness did not con-

sistently appear at the right of the rating sheet. In in-

stances in which a helpless description appeared at the

left (and an extreme rating of helpless behavior was equal

to one), and the numbers 1, 2, or 3 were circled to repre-

sent it, the values were changed to 7, 6, or 5, respectively,

so that a high score in each of the six traits would repre-

sent a high degree of helplessness. These rating values

were transformed to standard scores before being correlated

with each other and the other variables to remove the

effects of the different rating "styles" of the teachers.

For example, some teachers use only the middle values

(3, 4, or 5) to rate their students while others use the

entire range (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, or 7). By using standard
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scores, the student's relative status with regard to a

trait among his peers is not affected by this rating

style of his teacher.

Procedure

The Teacher Contingency Scale was administered first

followed by the Children's Nowicki-Strickland Locus of

Control Scale which was administered during the same

session. Copies of each questionnaire were distributed

after directions were given, so the students could read

along as the items were read aloud. Rating sheets to

measure helpless behavior in school were given to the

teachers who completed them in their free time.

Results and Discussion

The means and the standard deviations of all the

variables are presented in Table 1 according to sex. The

internal consistency reliabilities for the subscales of the

Teacher Contingency Scale were computed by means of the

coefficient alpha formula and are as follows: r = .82

for contingency of punishment, and r = .71 for contingency

of reward. The correlations between the contingency of

punishment subscale and the contingency of reward subscale
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Table 1

Means and Standard Deviations of Variables

Boys Girls
Variable

Mean SD Mean SD

Locus of Control 13.74 4.96 15.86 3.62

Reading 65.82 27.68 56.62 31.84

Math 65.41 33.02 63.73 27.71

Composite 66.15 30.46 61.89 30.66

Grades 2.81 1.03 3.14 .89

Contingency of Punishment 63.70 10.90 67.14 13.84

Contingency of Reward 70.00 9.86 71.14 9.57

Helpless 3.14 2.03 3.06 1.84

Dependent 3.06 1.96 3.04 2.04

Easily Upset 2.69 1.66 3.00 1.47

Lets Others Do for Him/Her 2.90 1.88 3.37 1.88

Lacking in Self-confidence 3.26 1.76 3.37 1.85

Apathetic 2.98 1.63 2.96 1.79

Total 18.04 9.74 18.80 9.18
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are not significant. For boys the correlation is .18,

for girls it is .13, and for the combined data it is .16.

The intercorrelations of the teacher ratings of the

six helpless traits and the helpless total are presented

in Table 2. Each variable is positively related to each of

the others with a .01 level of significance suggesting that

the teachers' ratingsaare all measuring essentially the same

thing.

Table 2

Intercorrelations Among Helpless Traits and Total for
Combined Data

Trait 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Helpless

2. Dependent

3. Easily Upset

4. Lets Others Do for
Him/Her

5. Lacking in Self-
confidence

6. Apathetic

7. Total

.88* .*55*

.63*

.74*

.72*

. 51*

.67*

.66*

.46*

.66*

.56* .81*

.77*

*2 K .01, two-tailed test

.69*

.68*

.35*

. 60*

.92*

.92*

.69*

.86*
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Tables 3 through 5 present the intercorrelations be-

tween academic performance (achievement test scores and

grade averages) and the following three sets of data:

1) locus of control scores, 2) Teacher Contingency Scale

scores (contingency of punishment and contingency of

reward subscales), and 3) the helpless behavior ratings.

The first set of intercorrelations reveals that for both

sexes the locus of control scores are significantly

related to grades. Interestingly' for boys but not for girls

the locus of control scores are also significantly related

to achievement test scores.

The relationship between internality, achievement test

scores, and grades is only partially consistent with the

findings of McGhee and Crandall (1968) and those of Messer

(1972) who found the locus of control measure a better pre-

dictor of grades than achievement scores. Such a pattern

was found only for girls in the present study. McGhee and

Crandall suggest that the difference in predictive power for

the two achievement measures is due to motivational factors

which are often part of the direct criteria for teachers'

grades. Initiative, effort and participation are frequently

evaluated along with academic performance as a basis for



15

Table 3

Intercorrelations of Locus of Control, Contingency
of Punishment and Reward, and Helpless Traits

with Academic Achievement for Boys

Variable Reading Math Composite Grades

Locus of Control

Contingency of
Punishment

Contingency of Reward

Helpless

Dependent

Easily Upset

Lets Others Do for

Him/Her

Lacking in Self-
confidence

Apathetic

Total

-. 54**

.03

.38**

-. 74**

-63**

-. 35*

-. 55**

-. 65**

.05

.30

-. 71**

-. 54**

-. 37*

-. 56**

-. 61**

.Q9

.36*

-. 76**

-62**

-. 35*

--. 58**

-. 44** -. 54** -. 53**

-.29

-. 62**

-.21

-. 6l**

**. < .01, two-tailed test

-. 57**

.14

.42**

-76**

-74**

-54**

--. 72**

-32*

--. 65**

-. e47**

w-.7 7* *

*k< * 05
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Table 4

Intercorrelations of Locus of Control, Contingency
of Punishment and Reward, and Helpless Traits

with Academic Achievement for Girls

Variable Reading Math Composite Grades

Locus of Control

Contingency of
Punishment

Contingency of Reward

Helpless

Dependent

Easily Upset

Lets Others Do for
Him/Her

Lacking in Self-
confidence

Apathetic

Total

-. 06

-. 12

.37*

-. 54**

-. 56**

-. 25

-. 57**

-. 18

.26

.36*

-71**

-. 64**

-. 27

-. 68**

-. 16

-.15

.39*

-. 4**

-. 64**

-.20

-. 63**

-. 44**

-. 10

.43**

-67**

-. 66**

-. 11

-. 53**

-. 48** -. 52** -. 55** -. 52**

-. 53**

-. 58**

-. 65**

--. 65**

-. 62**

-. 64**

**r< .01, two-tailed test

-. 63**

-.w*70**

*p < . 05
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Table 5

Intercorrelations of Locus of Control, Contingency of
Punishment and Reward, and Helpless Traits with

Academic Achievement for Combined Data

Variable Reading Math Composite Grades

Locus of Control

Contingency of
Punishment

Contingency of Reward

Helpless

Dependent

Easily Upset

Lets Others Do for

Him/Her

Lacking in Self-
confidence

Apathetic

Total

--. 35**

-. 08

.36**

-. 63**

-. 58**

-. 57**

-. 47**

-. 11

.33**

-. 70**

-. 58**

-. 33**

-. il**

-. 43**

.05

.37**

-74**

-. ~62**

-. 28*

-.. 61**

-. 53** -. 54** -.57**

-. 42**

-.. 6 **

.41** -. 46**

.64** -. 65**

** < .01, two-tailed test

-. 46**

.04

. 42**

-. 70**

-. 35**

--. 59**

-. 53**

-. 70**

*J < .05
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report card grades, whereas they are only indirectly

measured on achievement tests.

The present study shows clear differences according to

sex in the correlations between the locus of control measure

and achievement test scores which were not evident in the

findings of McGhee and Crandall and of Messer. While boys'

internality is related to achievement test scores and grades,

girls' internality is related to grades only. The data of

Nowicki and Strickland (1973) show similar sex differences.

Their results show only two significant correlations for the

girls (at a significance level of .10) versus six for the

boys. In a later study involving high school seniors and

using a version of the Children's Nowicki-Strickland Locus

of Control Scale modified for adults, Nowicki and Segal

(1974) found results like those of the present study. An

internal locus of control for males was related to higher

achievement test scores and higher grade point averages,

but for girls locus of control was related to grade point

averages only. They suggest that grades are affected by

the confounding of social classroom behavior and that a

higher grade point average is not a result of girls'

learning more, but is because they are aware of social

behaviors that lead to higher grades. The fact that
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McGhee and Crandall and Messer used one scale, the Intel-

lectual Achievement Responsibility Questionnaire, and the

data of Nowicki and his associates and the present data

are based on another scale, may account for the different

findings. The present results suggest that for girls locus

of control as measured by the Nowicki-Strickland scale is

more predictive of grades than of achievement scores.

In the second set of data significant relationships

between academic achievement and the Teacher Contingency

Scale were found for the contingency of reward subscale

for both sexes. These results indicate that the perception

of a teacher as contingently rewarding is predictive of

academic achievement. There were no significant correla-

tions involving the contingency of punishment subscale.

These findings contrast with those of Kennelly and Kinley

(1975), in that the relationships in their study involve

contingency of punishment exclusively.

In the third set of correlations academic performance

was found to be related significantly to the teacher ratings

of students according to six helpless traits and totals

for those ratings. In each case a significant relationship

was present for all four measures of academic performance

for the combined data as presented in Table 5. The results
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shown in Tables 3 through 5 suggest that helpless behavior

in a school setting is predictive of low academic success

for both boys and girls, just as non-helpless classroom

behavior is predictive of high academic success. Since re-

port card grades and helplessness ratings were assigned by

the same teacher, the possibility of confounding should

be taken into account with regard to these relationships.

However, the achievement test scores and the helplessness

trait ratings were independently obtained and are not con-

founded.

The most obvious difference between the results for

girls and the results for boys occurs in the correlations

between achievement (especially grades) and the helpless

variable "easily upset." This trait is not significantly

related to any of the measures of achievement for girls

but is for boys in all four cases. The difference may be

accounted for by cultural factors. Being easily upset is

less acceptable for boys than for girls and may be taken

more seriously by teachers as a predictive behavior for

boys. Some girls may appear upset as part of a feminine

mode of behavior.

When the six helpless traits and helpless total are

correlated with the locus of control scale, the results
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reveal differences between the sexes as shown in Tables

6 and 7. The relationships are significant and positive in

all cases for the boys and significant in only three out

of seven cases for the girls. On the basis of this data

an external locus of control orientation is more predictive

of helpless behavior in school for boys than for girls.

The relationship in general bears out the findings of

Table 6

Intercorrelations of Locus of Control, Contingency
of Punishment and Reward with Helpless Traits

for Boys

Variable H D EU LO LS A T

Locus of Control .51** .36* .39** .45** .45** .41** .50**

Contingency of -. 20 -. 23 -. 06 -. 04 -.03 -. 16 -. 14
Punishment

Contingency of -. 48** -.45** -.28 -. 33* -. 32* -.15 -. 40**
Reward

Note. Column abbreviations stand for the following:
Helpless, Dependent, Easily Upset, Lets Others Do for Him/Her,
Lacking in Self-confidence, Apathetic, and Total.

* ( .05 **2 < .01, two-tailed test.
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Table 7

Intercorrelations of Locus of Control, Contingency
of Punishment and Reward with Helpless Traits

for Girls

Variable H D EU LO LS A T

Locus of Control .35* .36* -. 08 .18 .ll .35* .28

Contingency of .02 .ll .31* .16 .24 .05 .17
Punishment

Contingency of -. 35* -. 30* -. 08 -. 18 -. 14 -. 19 -. 27
Reward

Note. Column abbreviations stand for the following:
Helpless, Dependent, Easily Upset, Lets Others Do for Him/Her,
Lacking in Self-confidence , Apathetic, an. Total.

*2 < .05, two-tailed test

Hiroto (1974), who found subjects with an external locus

of control significantly more helpless than those with an

internal locus of control.

Correlating the helpless traits with the Teacher Con-

tingency Scale resulted in significant relationships pri-

marily with the contingency of reward subscale (see Tables

6 and 7). The only significant correlation between a

helpless trait and the contingency of punishment subscale
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was positive and was found for the girls. It suggests that

perceived contingency of teacher-administered punishments

may be predictive of a girl's being rated as easily :upset.

Since this trait was pointed to earlier as one not fitting

the pattern of the other traits, it is suggested that it is

not as much an indicator of helpless behavior as the other

five traits are. Sex differences with regard to the

contingency of reward subscale appeared in the greater

number of significant relationships present for boys

(five out of seven) than for the girls (two out of seven).

The results suggest that how a teacher is perceived (i.e.,

whether as contingently or non-contingently rewarding) may

be more predictive of boys' helpless behavior than it is

of girls'.

When the Children's Nowicki-Strickland Locus of Control

Scale and the Teacher Contingency Scale results are corre-

lated, a single significant relationship emerges. It again

involves the contingency of reward subscale and is found

in the data for boys (r = -.35, _K .05). These findings

contrast with those of Yates et al. (1975) who found rela-

tionships present between the locus of control measure and

perceived contingency of punishment but not of reward.

There were no significant correlations for the girls. The
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present results also suggest that perceived contingency of

teacher-administered rewards is a better predictor of the

academic performance of girls than is locus of control,

since in four out of four correlations, the relationships

between contingency of reward and both types of achievement

measures were significant, while locus of control was sig-

nificantly related only to grades.

The contingency of reward subscale related to the

three other sets of variables in this study (achievement,

locus of control, and helpless behavior), but there were

virtually no significant relationships between the contin-

gency of punishment subscale and the other variables. The

difference of these results from preceding studies invites

a comparison with and an evaluation of the instruments used

to measure perceived contingency of reinforcements. The

major difference between the instruments used by Yates et

al. (1975) and Kennelly and Kinley (1975) and this study's

Teacher Contingency Scale concerns the extent to which the

subject's perceptions of authority-administered (from

teacher ox parent) reinforcement are given a generalized

focus. The two former scales focused on a particular

parent (the child's mother or father) or a particular

teacher (the child's current teacher), whereas the Teacher
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Contingency Scale was written based on situations involving

all teachers and all children. The scale used for this

study asks pupils to judge the contingencies of rewards and

punishments from teachers in general delivered to pupils

in general. In an effort to make the scale broader to in-

clude more than the present teacher's behavior, the format

described above was used.

The modification from the specific to the general may

have affected the results in two ways: 1) by a difference

in a subject's perception of teachers in general over

against the present teacher, and 2) his/her differential

assessment of how children in general are treated over

against how the subject in particular is treated.

First of all, the pupil's impression of teachers in

general may be based on many factors: his/her present and

past teachers, teachers seen on television and read about

in books--all contributing to an idealized picture of a

teacher. This idealized picture may in part account for

a perception of teachers primarily in terms of reward.

Secondly, a pupil's view of how authority figures

treat children in general may be quite different from how

he/she sees these same authority figures treat him/her in

particular. A child could very well see a teacher (teachers)
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or a parent (parents) treating all children predominantly

in terms of one kind of reinforcement (reward) and as

treating him/her individually in another way (in terms of

punishment). Clearly different information has been

gathered with the Teacher Contingency Scale. Careful com-

parison of the scales in a later study would help to deter-

mine more precisely how they differ.

In summary, the relationships between locus of control

of reinforcement and academic performance present in this

study confirms previous findings and supports the validity

of the relatively new children's scale of Nowicki and Strick-

land. Internality was found to be predictive of grades for

both boys and girls, and it was also predictive of achieve-

ment test scores for boys. Further investigation of the sex

differences, especially in regard to the two locus of con-

trol measures, would be of interest.

The relationships between the Teacher Contingency

Scale and the other variables (achievement, locus of control

and helplessness) were present almost in every case with

the contingency of reward subscale. For girls the Teacher

Contingency Scale is a better predictor of overall academic

performance than is the locus of control measure: the con-

tingency of reward subscale was predictive of academic
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success as measured by both grades and achievement test

scores, whereas the locus of control measure only predicted

grades. The major difference found between this study and

the previous ones regards the type of contingency which re-

lated to the other variables--contingency of reward in the

present study, and contingency of punishment in the others.

This difference in results may be accounted for by varia-

tion in instruments.

Of great interest is the strong and consistent rela-

tionship found between the teacher ratings of helpless be-

havior in the classroom and 1) locus of control and 2) aca-

demic performance. The former relationship points up again

the analogy between learned helplessness and locus of control

and does so in a new way. Rather than creating helplessness

among subjects in an experimental setting, this study appro-

priated helpless behavior already evident in children as seen

by their teachers. The latter relationship suggests that

helpless behavior in school is predictive of low academic

performance. Because the implications of this relationship

are important both psychologically and educationally, it is

necessary that research continue so that the antecedents of

helpless behavior can clearly be known.
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Appendix

Teacher Contingency Scale

1. Whenever kids are polite teachers are happy, but
teachers are sometimes happy even when kids are
impolite. (NR)

2. When kids are noisy in class teachers scold them, but
teachers don't scold them if they're quiet. (CP)

3. Whenever kids behave well teachers are usually happy,
but teachers are rarely happy when kids misbehave. (CR)

4. When kids don't finish their work teachers get aggra-
vated, but teachers sometimes get aggravated even if
all the work is done. (NP)

5. Whenever kids don't try hard teachers seem disappointed,
but teachers often seem disappointed even when kids
do try hard. (NP)

6. When kids hand in messy papers teachers frown, but
teachers never frown when papers are neat. (CP)

7. When kids improve their work teachers give them better
grades, but teachers often give them better grades even
if the work doesn't improve. (NR)

8. If kids don't listen to directions teachers get im-
patient, but teachers may get impatient even when kids
do listen to directions. (NP)

9. If kids try hard teachers are enthusiastic, but teachers
are rarely enthusiastic if kids don't try hard. (CR)

Note. The abbreviations at the end of the items stand
for the following: (CP) is contingent punishment, (CR) is
contingent reward, (NP) is non-contingent punishment, and
(NR) is non-contingent reward.
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10. When kids giggle a lot and act silly teachers get
impatient, but they never seem impatient when kids
aren't acting silly. (CP)

11. When kids answer a question right teachers look im-
pressed, but teachers sometimes look impressed even
when kids don't answer a question right. (NR)

12. When kids don't pay attention teachers get annoyed,
but teachers seldom get annoyed when kids are paying
attention. (CP)

13. When kids forget to do their homework teachers look
disappointed, but they sometimes look disappointed
when kids remember to do their homework. (NP)

14. If kids finish their work on time teachers are satis-
fied, but teachers are rarely satisfied if kids don't
finish on time. (CR)

15. Whenever kids are polite teachers are happy, but
teachers are not happy when kids are impolite. (CR)

16. When kids hand in messy papers teachers frown, but
teachers sometimes frown even when papers are neat.
(NP)

17. When kids are noisy in class teachers scold them,
but teachers sometimes scold them even if they're
quiet. (NP)

18. If kids are well-behaved teachers often compliment
them, but teachers often compliment kids even when
they're not well-behaved. (NR)

19. When kids are quiet during class it pleases teachers,
but teachers are never pleased when kids are noisy.
(CR)

20. Whenever kids push in line teachers get annoyed, but
teachers get annoyed when kids aren't pushing. (NP)

21. When kids do good work the teachers praise them, but
teachers sometimes praise kids even when the work
isn't good. (NR)
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22. When kids get into arguments with each other teachers
usually scold them, but teachers never scold kids
when they're not arguing. (CP)

23. When kids improve their work teachers give them better
grades, but teachers don't give better grades when
their work doesn't improve. (CR)

24. When kids are quiet during class it pleases teachers,
but frequently teachers are pleased even when kids
are noisy. (NR)

25. If kids are well-behaved teachers often compliment
them, but teachers rarely compliment kids when
they're not well-behaved. (CR)

26. When kids don't finish their work teachers get aggra-
vated, but teachers don't get aggravated if all the
work is done. (CP)

27. Whenever kids behave well, teachers are usually happy,
but teachers are sometimes happy even when kids mis-
behave. (NR)

28. When kids do well on a test teachers get enthusiastic,
but teachers get enthusiastic even when kids don't do
well on a test. (NR)

29. When kids get into arguments with each other teachers
usually scold them, but teachers sometimes scold kids
when they're not arguing. (NP)

30. When kids say nice things to teachers, teachers smile,
but they sometimes smile even when kids don't say nice
things to them. (NR)

31. When kids do well on a test teachers get enthusiastic,
but teachers are rarely enthusiastic when kids do
poorly. (CR)

32. When kids forget to do their homework, teachers look
disappointed, but they don't look disappointed when
kids remember to do their homework. (CP)
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33. When kids don't pay attention teachers sometimes
get annoyed, but they sometimes get annoyed even when
kids are paying attention. (NP)

34. When kids answer a question right teachers look im-
pressed, but teachers never look impressed when kids
answer a question wrong. (CR)

35. When kids giggle a lot and act silly teachers get im-
patient, but they sometimes get impatient even when
kids aren't acting silly. (NP)

36. If kids try hard teachers are enthusiastic, but
teachers are often enthusiastic even if kids don't
try hard. (NR)

37. If kids don't listen to directions teachers get im-
patient, but teachers hardly ever get impatient when
kids do listen. (CP)

38. When kids do good work teachers praise them, but
teachers rarely praise kids when the work isn't good.
(CR)

39. Whenever kids push in line teachers get annoyed, but
teachers rarely get annoyed when kids aren't pushing.
(CP)

40. Whenever kids don't try hard teachers seem disappointed,
but teachers rarely seem disappointed when kids do
try hard. (CP)
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