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Although researchers recognize the importance of perceived control for aca-
demic development, they have not examined how it interacts with the teacher
to affect the overall quality of instruction. Following an incentive (low, high)
manipulation, college students received response-outcome contingency
training involving contingent, noncontingent, or no feedback and responded
to an attribution questionnaire. All students then observed a lecture present-
ed by a low- or high-expressive instructor and completed a postlecture
achievement test and an attribution questionnaire. Noncontingent students
perceived less control and also manifested a helplessness attribution profile
after the contingency manipulation. Postlecture results indicated that the
high- compared to the low-expressive instructor increased achievement and
internal locus in contingent but not noncontingent students for low-incentive
conditions only.

The concept of control has received in-
creased attention from educational re-
searchers regarding its impact in the class-
room. They have attempted to identify
those factors that influence a student's sense
of control and to explain how this may affect
the student's educational development.
Several orientations that focus directly on
the relationship between perceived control
and educational outcomes have evolved.
For example, using a social learning frame-
work, Crandall, Katkovsky, and Crandall
(1965) postulated that children who take
responsibility for educational outcomes are
more likely to succeed academically. At-
tribution theorists provide a different or-
ientation by focusing on students' explana-
tions for their successes and failures.
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Weiner (1979) argues that the explanation
or causal attribution influences emotional
arousal and expectations, which combine to
affect achievement, self-esteem, and moti-
vation in future academically related situa-
tions. Perceived control increases when the
student makes attributions to factors that
are internal and intentional (e.g., effort) and
decreases when a student makes attributions
to factors that are external and unintentional
(e.g., luck).

Although the teacher plays an important
role in the classroom, researchers have not
systematically examined students' perceived
control in relation to teacher characteristics.
One set of characteristics that is critical for
student academic development is that of
teaching behaviors exhibited during in-
struction. These behaviors may cause stu-
dents to respond differently depending on
their perceived control over academic out-
comes. Students lacking control may feel
even more out of control with a disorganized
teacher, whereas students having control
may work harder with the same teacher to
organize their notes and to ask more ques-
tions or may switch to another teacher.
Moreover, an organized teacher may foster
feelings of control in students lacking con-
trol, leading them to outperform their
counterparts who have a disorganized
teacher.
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Perceived Control in the College
Classroom

Learned helplessness theory appears to
offer a useful approach for studying per-
ceived control in a college setting because (a)
it defines a set of classroom conditions that
may affect a student's perceptions of con-
trol,1 and (b) it provides a method for ma-
nipulating perceived control. According to
Seligman (1975) and others (e.g., Miller &
Norman, 1979; Roth, 1980), helplessness
occurs when an organism learns that the es-
cape from aversive stimulation and/or the
occurrence of reinforcement are independent
of its behavior, a relationship referred to as
response-outcome noncontingency. The
organism develops expectations that its re-
sponse will not affect these outcomes, which
in turn interfere with learning new re-
sponse-outcome relationships that are
contingent or controllable. College students
who perceive that their behaviors affect
classroom outcomes may develop expecta-
tions that they can influence classroom
events. They may become more motivated
and assertive and be more likely to exhibit
responses that facilitate achievement, such
as note taking, studying, questioning, en-
rolling in a study methods course, or chang-
ing instructors. However, students who
perceive that their behaviors do not affect
classroom outcomes may be less likely to
exhibit achievement-producing behaviors.
Thus, they may be more prone to boredom,
apathy, failure, absenteeism, or drop out.

Learned helplessness research has focused
primarily on elementary classrooms with
little attention to how specific instructional
variables are involved (Garber & Seligman,
1980). For example, Dweck and her asso-
ciates (e.g., Dweck & Bush, 1976; Dweck &
Licht, 1980) studied helplessness based on
children's causal attributions for academic
failure. She found that the effect of failure
oh students' subsequent performance de-
pends on whether students attribute their
failure to ability or effort. Mastery children
attributed their failure to lack of effort, and
on subsequent tasks their effort increased,
their concentration intensified, their per-
formance improved, and their problem-
solving strategies became more sophisticat-
ed. Helpless children attributed their fail-

ure to lack of ability, and on subsequent
tasks their effort decreased, their concen-
tration weakened, their performance dete-
riorated, and their problem-solving strate-
gies became more diffuse. Only children
who interpreted their failures as due to un-
controllable factors manifested the cognitive
and motivational deficits associated with
helplessness.

Dweck's findings may not generalize to the
college classroom, in which the instructional
format varies significantly from the ele-
mentary classroom. The predominance of
lecturing as the form of instruction, coupled
with an increased emphasis on the student
as responsible for his/her own educational
development, introduces additional com-
plexities for understanding perceived control
at the college level. For example, the lecture
format may lower perceived control in some
students because it limits teacher-student
interaction, resulting in less personal contact
and fewer opportunities for information
exchange. For others, the greater respon-
sibility for academic development in college
classrooms may enhance perceived control.
Furthermore, the college populations may
have a greater proportion of students per-
ceiving more control in the classroom due to
developmental changes and to attrition of
those who were not successful at earlier
stages in the education system. Finally,
Dweck did not manipulate response-out-
come contingencies directly, and conse-
quently, the effects of manipulated re-
sponse-outcome contingency training have
not been well documented even in the ele-
mentary classroom. These and other factors
restrict the generalizability of elementary

1 Brophy's (1981) recent review of teacher praise
suggests that teacher praise is often used incorrectly in
the classroom and is dependent on a complex combi-
nation of teacher, student, and classroom variables.
Only 11% of correct responses appear to be reinforced,
with the criterion for success shifting periodically.
Some teachers praise incorrect responses, and others
have difficulty in learning to use praise contingently as
part of behavior modification programs. Some chil-
dren, however, can be trained to recruit reinforcers by
exhibiting the appropriate behaviors. It would appear
from this literature that response-outcome relation-
ships vary significantly between students from non-
contingent to contingent and that this may also hold for
various classroom outcomes other than teacher
praise.
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classroom results and underscore the need
to consider the college classroom directly.

Perceived control and instructional
variables. Perceived control may affect the
quality of instruction in the college class-
room depending on how control interacts
with different teaching variables. According
to Abramson, Garber, and Seligman (1980),
perceived lack of control following exposure
to response-outcome noncontingency
training produces expectations that can lead
to cognitive, motivational, and emotional
deficits. The expectations inhibit the
learning of subsequent response-outcome
relationships that are contingent and that
permit the subject to control the outcome.
In the classroom, expectations of uncon-
trollability may interfere with academic
development even when conditions favor
optimal performance because the student (a)
believes that he/she cannot learn the mate-
rial, (b) is generally unmotivated to learn,
and/or (c) has lower self-esteem. Conse-
quently, teaching behaviors designed to en-
hance student achievement may not be
equally effective for students who differ in
perceived control. Noncontingent-trained
students may not benefit from an effective
teacher, because perceived lack of control
over academic outcomes interferes with the
learning process.

Although the specific behaviors that
constitute college classroom instruction have
not been systematically investigated in
relation to perceived control, Feldman,
Saletsky, Sullivan, and Theiss (1983) did
examine one aspect of this issue from an
expectancy perspective. They divided
students into internals and externals and
induced expectations before a 10-min vid-
eotape lecture that the teacher would be ei-
ther competent or incompetent. Postlecture
measures included an attitudes toward self
and teacher questionnaire and a nine-item
achievement test. Results did not indicate
that externals, who theoretically lack con-
trol, were less susceptible to teacher com-
petence than internals. However, this may
be due to several reasons, including the fact
that teacher competence and perceived
control were not manipulated. Teacher
competence was a student expectation
variable and not an instructional variable
that had been shown to affect student

achievement, motivation, or attitudes. Also,
internals and externals were classified ac-
cording to a median split, and no direct as-
sessment of perceived control was made be-
tween groups.

Selecting the appropriate teaching be-
havior to study control in the college class-
room requires the behavior to be important
for instruction and to have a clearly dem-
onstrated, educationally relevant impact on
students. Effective teaching behaviors have
been identified by asking college students to
describe their ideal teacher or to specify
those characteristics that are important for
good teaching (e.g., Peldman, 1976). Doyle
(1983) and others (Costin, Greenough, &
Menges, 1971; Frey, 1978; Kulik &
McKeachie, 1975) have used factor analyses
of student ratings to identify the dimensions
of teaching effectiveness. Some researchers
have observed teacher behaviors and student
behaviors to determine whether correlations
exist between the two sets of behaviors (e.g.,
Murray, 1983). These different approaches
have identified a number of factors that
appear to be associated with effective
teaching: skill, knowledge, warmth, en-
thusiasm, rapport, organization, and so on.
For the most part, however, the research
consists of correlational studies that do not
permit causal inferences about the impact of
these teaching behaviors on students.

Instructor expressiveness is one teaching
behavior that has been investigated under
both field and laboratory settings. Many
standard teaching effectiveness question-
naires currently used throughout North
America include an item or dimension re-
ferring to expressiveness, enthusiasm,
charisma, or dynamism (e.g., Hildebrand &
Wilson, 1970; McKeachie, Lin, & Mann,
1971).2 Recently, instructor expressiveness
has been intensively studied in the labora-
tory as a major factor in "Educational Se-
duction" (Abrami, Leventhal, & Perry, 1982;
Perry, Abrami, & Leventhal, 1979), which is

2 Although it is frequently referred to by a number
of labels such as enthusiasm, charisma, dynamism,
personality, and so on, in student ratings question-
naires, expressiveness appears to have a basic core of
underlying behavioral characteristics: physical move-
ment, voice intonation, eye contact, and humor (Perry,
Abrami, & Leventhal, 1979).
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based on the premise that an entertaining,
charismatic instructor can receive favorable
student ratings though he/she may present
insufficient lecture content. This research
was conducted under controlled experi-
mental conditions involving the random
assignment of subjects, the systematic ma-
nipulation of teaching behaviors, and the
precise measurement of student achieve-
ment and student ratings of instruction.

The research suggests that instructor ex-
pressiveness has important implications for
achievement in the college classroom.
Abrami et al.'s (1982) meta-analysis of ex-
isting research indicated that expressiveness
had what Cohen (1977) refers to as a me-
dium-size effect on student achievement. It
accounted for 4.6% of the overall variance on
achievement, and in four studies, for ap-
proximately 9% of the variance. Even when
expressiveness did not account for any
variance as a main effect, there is evidence
that it affected achievement in certain ex-
perimental conditions (e.g., Perry, Abrami,
& Leventhal, 1979, low incentive). Ex-
pressiveness appears, therefore, to be a
useful teaching behavior for studying per-
ceived control in the college classroom. It
directly affects student achievement, is re-
garded as important for effective teaching,
and occurs frequently with the lecture
method.

Perceived Control and Instructor
Expressiveness

The effect of perceived control on the
quality of instruction in the college class-
room was assessed using a Perceived Control
X Instructor Expressiveness interaction.
Perceived control was manipulated using a
response-outcome contingency training
procedure (aptitude test) that was designed
to represent college classroom conditions
that may affect students' perceived control
over academic outcomes. According to
helplessness theory, noncontingent-trained
students should be less receptive to in-
structor expressiveness as an effective in-
structional variable because perceived un-
controllability interferes with cognitive,
motivational, and/or emotional processes
contributing to learning. Consequently,
noncontingent-trained students should not

learn any more from a high-expressive in-
structor than a low-expressive instructor.
Conversely, contingent-trained students
should be affected by the expressiveness
variable, possibly because they recognize the
instrumental value of the high-expressive
instructor in controlling academic outcomes.
Testing this interaction would involve
comparing the low- and high-expressiveness
effects on student achievement for noncon-
tingent- and contingent-trained students
separately.

The Perceived Control X Instructor Ex-
pressiveness interaction was investigated
using a two-phase experimental sequence.
Students received one of four response-
outcome contingency training sessions
(contingent, noncontingent, no feedback, no
training) followed by a half-hour lecture
presentation from either a low- or high-
expressive instructor. It was predicted that
the achievement-enhancing effect of the
high-expressive instructor would not be
found for the noncontingent-trained stu-
dents. Conversely, if perceived control over
educational outcomes fosters academic
performance, then contingent-trained stu-
dents should perform better with the high-
expressive instructor than the low-expressive
instructor. The achievement-enhancing
effect of the high-expressive instructor was
predicted in the no-training group because
it received no contingency exposure and was
comparable to lecture conditions used in
previous "Educational Seduction" studies,
It was unclear whether instructor expres-
siveness would produce achievement effects
with the no-feedback students, because
previous research has not included this
condition as a contingency manipulation in
a classroom setting. These predictions were
tested by comparing the effect of the low-
versus the high-expressive instructor on
student achievement for each contingency
training condition.

In studying the college classroom, Perry,
Abrami, and Leventhal (1979) argued that
laboratory simulations often fail to take into
account differences in incentives impinging
on students in the field setting. Their re-
sults suggested that high expressiveness may
not facilitate student achievement in all in-
centive conditions. Low-incentive students
did better for the high- than the low-ex-
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pressive instructor, but high-incentive stu-
dents performed equally well for both low-
and high-expressive instructors. By ma-
nipulating incentive (low, high) in the
present experiment, the Contingency
Training X Instructor Expressiveness in-
teraction can be examined under different
classroom incentive conditions. Based on
Perry, Abrami, and Leventhal's (1979) re-
sults, expressiveness effects for the no-
training students should occur in the low-
incentive conditions and disappear in high-
incentive conditions. It is unclear, however,
whether expressiveness would affect the
other three contingency training groups in
a similar manner.

Following Weiner (1979) and Frieze
(1980), causal attributions were examined
because of their significance for achievement
in academic settings. The selection of at-
tribution items was based on Weiner's (1979)
achievement-motivation model with em-
phasis on the internality (internal, external)
and stability (stable, unstable) dimensions.
Specific causal attributions related to these
dimensions can be used to assess how stu-
dents perceive their academic performance.
For example, ability is an internal and stable
cause, whereas luck is an external and un-
stable cause. Weiner (1979) and others (e.g.,
Frieze, 1980) argue that numerous causal
attributions may occur in classroom settings;
however, four measures appear to be used
consistently by attribution and learned
helplessness researchers: ability, effort, task
difficulty, and luck. These four measures
were grouped together to form a profile de-
scribing student causal attributions in the
four contingency training conditions.

Researchers have not considered the effect
of instructor expressiveness on student
causal attributions, although its achievement
effects have been well documented (Abrami
et al., 1982). According to attribution
theory, academic success can affect causal
attributions, and consequently postlecture
attributions should vary between the low-
and high-expressiveness conditions along
with the achievement results. The in-
creased achievement produced by the high-
expressive instructor should lead to different
attributions than those accompanying the
poor achievement caused by the low-ex-
pressive instructor. Based on the previous

discussion, it is likely that expressiveness
effects on causal attributions would parallel
achievement outcomes in the four contin-
gency training conditions. That is, ex-
pressiveness should affect causal attribu-
tions in the contingent and no-training
conditions but not in the noncontingent
condition.

Method

Subjects

The subjects were 296 male and female volunteer
introductory psychology students at the University of
Manitoba. Subjects signed up for a session, and ex-
perimental conditions were randomly assigned to ses-
sions. All students received credit toward a course re-
quirement for research participation.

Materials

Contingency task. A 50-item aptitude test was used
to manipulate response-outcome contingency. It
consisted of verbal analogies, sentence completion, and
quantitative questions similar to those found on the
Miller's Analogies Test and the Graduate Record Exam.
The length of the aptitude test was based on research
by Dickens, Perry, and Turcotte (1981), who compared
the effect of short (25 items), medium (50 items), and
long (75 items) test lengths on achievement attributions.
Results indicated that for all test lengths, noncontingent
students viewed themselves as having less mastery and
control over their aptitude test performance than con-
tingent and no-feedback students. The medium test
length was selected because it represented the optimum
amount of subject participation time when combined
with other experimental procedures (total = 1 hr 45
min).

Multiple-choice answer sheets were designed with
four alternatives for each of the 50 items. Each alter-
native provided feedback indicating whether the stu-
dent's choice was correct (C) or incorrect (X). The
answers became visible when a special yellow ink
marker was used to select the chosen alternative. When
the subject marked the alternative, he/she received
immediate feedback as to whether the response was
correct or incorrect. Two versions of the answer sheet
provided either contingent or noncontingent feedback.
The contingent answer sheet contained response al-
ternatives labeled accurately; that is, a correct alter-
native was labeled C and an incorrect alternative was
labeled X. For each item a C could only be obtained by
selecting the correct alternative. The noncontingent
answer sheet contained 13 items for which all four re-
sponse alternatives were designated C. The 13 items
having four C alternatives were randomly selected from
the 50 items. Consequently, for the 13 correct items,
selecting any of the four alternatives resulted in a C
answer. Similarly, for the 37 incorrect items, selecting
any alternative resulted in an X answer.

The noncontingent feedback procedure is based on
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previous research by Perry and Dickens (1981), who
manipulated the amount (25%, 50%, 75%) and pattern
(early, late, random) of noncontingent failure on the
aptitude test.3 The present feedback procedure

"adopted the high (75%) amount because it increased
perceived uncontrollability and reduced internal locus
and the random feedback pattern because it most
closely approximates the contingent feedback pattern.
A standard IBM answer sheet was used for the no-
feedback condition. Subjects recorded their answers
using a regular pencil and received no feedback re-
garding the accuracy of their choice. This manipulation
was designed to represent testing conditions that may
be found in some college classrooms.

Videotapes. Two 25-min color videotape lectures
that differed systematically in instructor expressiveness
(low, high) were used. A psychology professor made a
presentation from actual lecture notes on a topic (sex
role stereotypes) that was not discussed in the subjects'
courses. Expressiveness was defined in terms of
physical movement, voice inflection, eye contact, and
humor; decreased and increased frequencies of these
behaviors represented the low- and high-expressiveness
conditions, respectively. Lecture content referred to
the number of teaching points presented during the
videotape presentation, with the low-content lecture
having one half of the points of the high-content lecture.
Content was equated across expressiveness conditions
by selecting the high-content videotapes only from
previous research by Perry, Abrami, Leventhal, and
Check (1979, Study 2).

Dependent measures. The dependent variables
consisted of six contingency task measures and six lec-
ture measures. For the contingency task, two items
were used to assess the contingency manipulation.
Students were asked to rate how much control they had
over their aptitude performance (1 = no control, 10 =
total control) and how successful they were on the ap-
titude test (1 = unsuccessful, 10 = successful). An at-
tribution profile was constructed involving four attri-
bution items: ability, effort, test difficulty, and luck.
Students rated the extent to which each factor deter-
mined their aptitude performance (1 = not at all, 10 =
entirely). The six lecture measures included an
achievement test and an attribution profile consisting
of four items related to the postlecture achievement test
and one item referring to emotional arousal. The test
involved 30 multiple-choice questions based on the
lecture content and was designed to assess both reten-
tion and conceptual understanding. The achievement
test attribution profile included the same four attri-
butions used for the contingency task (ability, effort,
test difficulty, and luck). Students rated the extent to
which each factor determined their postlecture
achievement test performance (1 = not at all, 10 = en-
tirely) . Finally, a 10-point bipolar scale assessed how
the student felt about his/her performance on the
achievement test (1 = helpless, 10 = confident).

Procedure

The experimental procedures consisted of a two-stage
sequence: response-outcome contingency training and
classroom lecture simulation. Before the contingency
task all subjects were informed that the experiment

involved teaching processes and that they would take
an aptitude test and view a videotaped lecture. They
were also told that following the lecture they would
evaluate the lecture and take a test on it.

The subjects (excluding no-training subjects) were
assigned to one of three contingency training conditions:
contingent, noncontingent, and no feedback. They
were tested in groups of 15 to 20 and were seated alter-
nately with a seat between each. The contingent and
noncontingent subjects were instructed on how to use
their ink markers and the invisible answer sheets. The
no-feedback subjects received instructions on the use
of the IBM answer sheets. All subjects then received
their contingency training by completing the aptitude
tests using the invisible answer sheets or IBM answer
sheets. Following the aptitude test, they completed the
contingency task attribution questionnaire.

Student incentive was manipulated using a procedure
developed by Perry, Abrami, and Leventhal (1979).
High-incentive students were told that a performance
of 65% or greater on the postlecture achievement test
would result in their receiving three additional experi-
mental credits. For some students the additional
credits could complete their experimental participation
requirement for the year and increase the final grade in
their psychology course. This information was re-
peated three times: at the beginning of the experiment,
before the videotape lecture, and before the achieve-
ment test. Low-incentive students received no infor-
mation regarding additional experimental credits.
Following debriefing at the end of the experiment, all
subjects received five credits regardless of their incen-
tive condition or their performance.

During the lecture phase all subjects watched a vid-
eotaped lecture presented on an Advent 1000A Video-
beam Color Projection Unit, which projects a 2.2-m
(7-ft) diagonal color image. Four no-training control
groups which did not receive any contingency training
were added in this phase to participate in the classroom
simulation: low incentive/low expressive, low incen-
tive/high expressive, high incentive/low expressive, high
Incentive/high expressive. For the two high-incentive
groups, the incentive manipulation was introduced
twice: before the videotape lecture and before the
achievement test. All students were provided with
writing materials to take notes during the lecture. After
the lecture the subjects completed the classroom sim-
ulation measures in the following order: student

3 Amount but not pattern produced sizable effects on
perceived control (to2 = 0.17) and perceived success (uP
= 0.26) and on ability (w2 = 0.20) and effort («2 = 0.24)
attributions. High-noncontingent failure (75%)
subjects perceived less control and success .than me-
dium-failure (50%) subjects, who in turn perceived less
control and success than low-failure (25%) subjects.
Similarly, high-failure subjects considered ability and
effort to contribute less to their aptitude performance
than medium-failure subjects, who in turn judged these
factors to contribute less to their performance than
low-failure subjects. Consequently, increased amounts
of noncontingent failure, feedback produced greater
uncontrollability and less internal locus regarding ap-
titude test performance.
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achievement test, the four attribution items, and the
helplessness item. The subjects were debriefed to
eliminate any misperceptions and to ensure that their
participation constituted a learning experience.
Abramson et al. (1980) describe in attribution terms
how debriefing eliminates any residual helplessness
effects.

Results

Experimental Design

The experiment consisted of two separate
phases: contingency task and lecture. The
contingency task phase involved a Contin-
gency Training (contingent, noncontingent,
no feedback) X Incentive (low, high) facto-
rial design with six dependent measures re-
lated to the aptitude test. The manipula-
tion checks, perceived control and perceived
success, were tested separately using 3 X 2
univariate analyses, and the four causal at-
tributions (ability, effort, test difficulty, and
luck) were treated as a unit and tested with
a 3 X 2 multivariate analysis.

The lecture phase consisted of a Contin-
gency Training (contingent, noncontingent,
no feedback, no training) X Incentive (low,
high) X Instructor Expressiveness (low,
high) factorial design having six dependent
measures. The achievement test was based
on the lecture, and the four attributions and
the helplessness item referred to the
achievement test. The achievement test
and the helplessness item were considered
separately using 4 X 2 X 2 univariate analy-
ses, and the four attributions were again
treated as a unit and tested with a 4 X 2 X 2
multivariate analysis. Note that the ex-
pressiveness variable and the no-training
contingency group were included only in the
classroom lecture analyses, because these
manipulations were introduced only at that
point in the experimental procedure.

Subject suspiciousness may develop from
at least two manipulations in this experi-
ment: instructor expressiveness and con-
tingency training. Previous "Educational
Seduction" research (Abrami, Dickens,
Perry, & Leventhal, 1980; Perry, Abrami, &
Leventhal, 1979) included a suspiciousness
questionnaire on the teaching manipulations
but found little evidence for suspiciousness.
Consequently, it was not used in this exper-
iment. Subject suspiciousness regarding the

contingency manipulation was assessed
using the invisible answer sheets. Subjects
who were suspicious about the manipulation
and who marked more than one alternative
were readily identified because their re-
sponses could not be erased. Subject sus-
piciousness was also assessed during the
debriefing sessions when the experimenter
engaged in question-and-answer ex-
changes.

Contingency Task

Perceived control. The contingency
manipulation was designed to influence
students' attributions of control over their
performance on the task. If the manipula-
tion were effective, student perceptions of
control should vary due to contingency
condition and should be independent of ac-
tual task success (i.e., reinforcement), which
may vary within and between contingency
groups. A perceived success measure was
included to assess any confounding between
contingency and reinforcement. If differ-
ences in reinforcement between the non-
contingent and contingent groups were in-
fluencing the students, then the contingency
manipulation should affect their perceptions
of success on the task.

The perceived control and success mea-
sures were analyzed separately using a
Contingency (contingent, noncontingent, no
feedback) X Incentive (low, high) analysis of
variance (ANOVA). For perceived control,
contingency had a significant effect, F(2,
215) = 30.01, p < .001, and accounted for a
sizable amount of the variance, o>2 = 0.21.
Compared to noncontingent students, con-
tingent students, £(213) = 10.27, p < .001,
and no-feedback students, £(213) = 10.01, p
< .001, perceived that they had greater
control over their contingency task perfor-
mance. Neither the incentive variable nor
the Contingency X Incentive interaction was
significant. For the success measure, no
significant effects occurred. See Table 1 for
the contingency training means and stan-
dard deviations.

Attribution profile. Multivariate and
discriminant function analyses were used to
assess the effects of contingency training and
incentive on students' attributions of their
aptitude performance using four items:



PERCEIVED CONTROL AND INSTRUCTOR EXPRESSIVENESS 973

Table 1
Means and Standard Deviations for Contingency Task Attributions

Contingent Noncontingent No feedback

Attribution

Control8

M
SD

Success11

M
SD

Ability0

M
SD

Effort0

M
SD

Difficulty0

M
SD

Luck0

M
SD
re

Low
incentive

6.21
2.11

4.97
2.40

5.88
2.17

5.91
2.16

5.97
2.12

4.03
2.34

32

High
incentive

6.19
2.38

5.68
2.44

5.94
2.65

6.30
2.46

6.96
2.26

3.60
2.42

47

Low
incentive

2.81
2.10

4.75
3.34

3.06
2.11

3.97
2.61

4.94
3.14

4.59
3.29

32

High
incentive

2.06
1.87

3.97
3.48

2.59
2.19

2.94
2.37

4.97
3.59

3.06
2.74

32

Low
incentive

6.43
2.05

5.10
2.26

6.30
2.30

6.95
2.53

7.55
1.75

3.88
2.40

40

High
incentive

5.81
2.33

4.86
2.23

5.86
2.42

6.25
2.31

7.69
1.77

4.56
1.98

36

a How much control did you have over your performance on the aptitude test? (1 = no control, 10 = total control).
b How successful were you on the aptitude test? (1 = unsuccessful, 10 = successful). ° How much did con-
tribute to your performance on the aptitude test? (1 = not at all a factor, 10 = entirely a factor).

ability, effort, test difficulty, and luck. A
Contingency Training (contingent, non-
contingent, no feedback) X Incentive (low,
high) multivariate analysis of variance
(MANOVA) indicated a significant contin-
gency effect, F(8,420) = 12.80, p < .0001, but
no incentive main effect or Contingency X
Incentive interaction. The univariate
variance accounted for by ability in the
contingency effect was co2 = 0.27; by effort,
o>2 = 0.23; by test difficulty, co2 = 0.15; and by
luck, co2 = 0.0 (see Table 1).

A discriminant function analysis was
performed to provide greater clarification of
the causal attributions. Although there
were two functions, Function 1 accounted for
most of the variance (93.4%), and conse-
quently the discussion will be restricted to
it. The structure correlations and z weights
(in parentheses) for each causal attribution
were: .871 (.609) for ability, .813 (.408) for
effort, .659 (.221) for test difficulty, and .252
(.175) for luck. The function suggests an
internal attribution locus orientation that is
represented by high structure correlation
loadings on the internal attribution factors,

student ability and effort, coupled with some
emphasis on the difficulty of the contingency
task. The group centroids produced by this
function for each contingency group were:
M = 3.40 for contingent, M = 2.11 for non-
contingent, and M = 3.67 for no feedback.
They indicate that the contingent and no-
feedback students have a more internal locus
orientation than the noncontingent students.
That is, the noncontingent students consider
their contingency task performance to be
due less to their ability and effort than do the
contingent and no-feedback students and
place less emphasis on the difficulty of the
contingency task in accounting for their
performance.

Simulated College Classroom

The lecture phase involved a Contingency
Training (contingent, noncontingent, no
feedback, no training) X Student Incentive
(low, high) X Instructor Expressiveness (low,
high) factorial design assessing student
achievement, causal attributions, and help-
lessness. The four attributions and help-
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lessness item referred specifically to the
student's performance on the achievement
test. The results are described sequentially
below for the dependent variables.

Student achievement. The student
achievement means and standard deviations
for the classroom simulation conditions are
presented in Table 2. A 4 (contingency
training) X 2 (student incentive) X 2 (in-
structor expressiveness) ANQVA indicated
that main effects occurred for: contingency
training, F(3, 290) = 6.78, p < .001; incen-
tive, F(l, 290) = 11.30, p < .001; and ex-
pressiveness, F(l, 290) = 23.49, p < .001.
These main effects were qualified by: a
Contingency Training X Incentive interac-
tion, F(3, 290) = 3.24, p < .05; an Incentive
X Expressiveness interaction, F(l, 290) =
4.37, p < .05; and a Contingency Training X
Incentive X Expressiveness interaction, F(3,
290) = 3.97, p < .01. Subsequent analyses
were restricted to the third-order interac-
tion, because it qualified the two second-
order interactions.

Figure 1 describes the Contingency X In-
centive X Expressiveness interaction for

student achievement. The achievement-
enhancing effect of instructor expressiveness
was tested for each contingency group in
both incentive conditions, resulting in eight
low- versus high-expressiveness compari-
sons. One-tailed Bonferroni t testa (Kirk,
1968) were computed for the eight compar-
isons with a critical t value of 2.50 (p = .05).
For the low-incentive classroom conditions,
the high-expressive instructor, compared to
the low-expressive instructor, significantly
increased student achievement for contin-
gent (t = 4.28) and no-training (t = 2.65)
students but did not increase achievement
for noncontingent (t - 2.04) and no-feed-
back (t < 1) students. For the high-incen-
tive classroom conditions, the high-expres-
sive instructor, compared to the low-ex-
pressive instructor, increased achievement
for the no-feedback students (t - 2.67) but
did not increase achievement for the con-
tingent (t < 1), noncontingent (t = 1.14), and
no-training (t < 1) students.

These results show that instructor ex-
pressiveness affects student achievement
differently depending on contingency

Table 2
Means and Standard Deviations for the Six Classroom Simulation Dependent Variables

Low expressiveness High expressiveness

Variable NC NF NT NC NF NT

Low incentive

Achievement"
M
SD
n

Ability11

M
SD

Effortb

M
SD

Difficulty1"
M
SD

Luckb

M
SD
n

Helpless/confident
M
SD

15.06
3.94

16

4.06
2.21

5.00
2.78

5.00
2.61

5.31
3.11

16

5.67
3.50

15

15.80
5.88

15

5.00
2.70

6.53
2.42

5.20
1.82

4.13
3.00

15

5.50
3.21

12

21.11
3.40

19

6.47
2.94

6.58
2.46

6.42
2.48

3.32
2.16

19

6.83
2.75

18

18.44
5.56

23

5.17
2.23

4.87
2.38

5.30
2.23

4.78
2.61

23

5.26
2.54

23

21.47
2.70

17

6.53
1.97

7.12
1.83

6.06
2.33

2.53
2.00

17

8.00
1.66

17

18.94
4.83

17

7.88
1.79

7.31
1.85

5.44
2.28

3.13
2.42

16

6.63
2.92

16

21.81
3.74

21

6.00
2.27

4.90
1.97

6.20
2.17

2.60
1.23

20

6.15
2.52

20

21.60
3.47

30

5.59
1.78

6.59
1.88

6.45
1.82

2.90
1.66

29

7.93
1.53

29
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Table 2 (continued)

Low expressiveness High expressiveness

Variable C NC NF NT C NC NF NT

High incentive

Achievement*
M
SD
n

Abilityb

M
SD

Effort*
M
SD

Difficulty"
M
SD

Luckb

M
SD
n

Helpless/confident
M
SD
n

20.78
~ 5.57

23

7.45
2.18

7.50
1.79

6.50
2.02

2.91
2.97

22

7.14
1.40

22

18.94
4.48

16

6.73
1.19

7.07
2.38

5.33
2.26

4.27
2.31

15

6.33
2.44

15

18.61
4.27

18

5.28
2.27

5.83
2.26

6.50
2.38

4.11
2.27

18

5.78
2.49

18

22.88
3.76

17

6.77
1.99

6.59
1.70

5,71
1.83

3.29
1.83

17

7.53
1.28

17

20.79
4.67

24

6.26
2.05

6.61
2.29

6.57
2.23

3.43
2.27

23

7.18
2.04

23

20.65
3.16

17

7.41
1.84

7.06
1.95

5.94
2.14

3.12
1.58

17

7.38
2.47

17

22.44
4.48

18

6.67
2.40

7.83
2.26

6.22
2.10

3.78
2.29

18

7.59
1.42

18

23.09
3.13

22

6.70
1.53

6.90
1.83

6.20
2.19

2.80
1.61

20

7.20
1.67

20

Note. C = contingent, NF = no feedback, NC = noncontingent, NT = no training.
" Differences between achievement res and attribution ns are due to some subjects not completing their attribution
questionnaires.
b How much did contribute to your performance on the achievement test? (1 = not at all, 10 = entirely).

training and classroom incentive conditions, effects were tested for each contingency
First, instructor expressiveness improves group in both incentive conditions using
achievement for contingent and no-training one-tailed Bonferroni t tests with a critical
students in the low-incentive classroom value of 2.50. For the low-incentive class-
condition but does not improve achievement rooms, the high-expressive instructor re-
in the high-incentive condition. Second, duced helplessness for the contingent (t =
expressiveness has no effect on noncontin- 2.90) and the no-training (t = 4.22) students,
gent students in either incentive condition. For the high-incentive classrooms, no ex-
Finally, expressiveness has opposite effects pressiveness effects were found. Similar to
on no-feedback students in that achievement the achievement results, expressiveness ef-
did not irflprove in the low-incentive condi- fects were found only in the low-incentive
tion but did in the high-incentive condi- classrooms for the contingent and no-
tion, training students and were not evident for

Helpless/confident. The helpless/con- the noncontingent students,
fident means and standard deviations are Attribution profile. The means and
presented in Table 2. A 4 (contingency standard deviations for the causal attribu-
training) X 2 (student incentive) X 2 (in- tions (ability, effort, test difficulty, and luck)
structor expressiveness) ANOVA indicated an are presented in Table 2. A Contingency
expressiveness main effect, F(l, 280) = Training (contingent, noncontingent, no
14.24, p < .001, and a Contingency Training feedback, no training) X Student Incentive
X Incentive X Expressiveness interaction, (low, high) X Instructor Expressiveness (low,
F(3, 280) = 5.67, p < .001. Expressiveness high) MANOVA indicated significant effects
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24

23

22

21

STUDENT 20
ACHIEVEMENT

19

18

17

16

15

Legend

• Contingent

O Noncontingant
A No Feedback

O No Training

(Z2.88IC

(Z0.79)
20.63)

(15.06)1 J_
Low High

Expressive Expressive
Low Incentive

Low High
Expressive Expressive

High Incentive

Figure 1. Student achievement means for the contingency training by student incentive by instructor
expressiveness interaction.

for: instructor expressiveness, F(4, 286) =
6.23, p < .001; student incentive, F(4, 286)
= 3.32, p < .01; Expressiveness X Incentive,
F(4, 286) = 2.44, p < .05; and Contingency
X Incentive X Expressiveness, F(12,756.98)
= 2.97, p < .001. A discriminant function
analysis was performed for the Contingency
X Incentive X Expressiveness multivariate
interaction. The significant function ac-
counted for 78.07% of the variance and is
characterized by high, positive loadings on
the two internal dimensions, ability and ef-
fort, and by a moderate, negative loading on
an external dimension (i.e., luck; see Table
3). Similar to the attribution profile fol-
lowing the contingency task, this attribution
profile also suggests an internal locus or-
ientation.

The contingency group centroids were
examined to determine the effect of in-
structor expressiveness on internal locus; the
higher the centroids, the greater the internal
locus orientation (see Table 4). Simulta-
neous test procedures (STP) used to follow
up significant multivariate effects have been

shown to be very conservative with respect
to Type I error rate (Hummel & Sligo, 1971;
Stevens, 1973). This is because the proce-
dure is analogous to the univariate ScheffS
procedure and allows theoretically for an
infinite number of comparisons to be made
(Stevens, 1973). Because this procedure is
so conservative and hence affords little
power in detecting differences, the multivar-
iate STP procedure was not used to deter-

Table 3
Discriminant Function Analyses of the
Contingency Training by Student Incentive by
Instructor Expressiveness Interaction for
Student Attributions Following the Lecture:
Discriminant Analysis

Attribution
profile

Ability
Effort
Test

difficulty
Luck

Raw
weights

.2483

.3218

-.1350
-.1285

2

weights

.530

.675

-.294
-.281

Structure
r

.76

.79

.11
-.35
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Table 4
Discriminant Function Analyses of the
Contingency Training by Student Incentive by
Instructor Expressiveness Interaction for
Student Attributions Following the Lecture:
Group Centroids

Low incentive High incentive

Training LE HE LE HE

Contingent 1.26 2.77 3.01 2.35
Noncontingent 2.11 3.17 2.68 2.91
No feedback 2.43 2.22 1.78 2.85
No training 1.52 2.26 2.61 2.69

Note. LE = low expressive, HE = high expressive.

mine differences among the group centroids
in the discriminant function analysis.

A significant discriminant function indi-
cates that there are significant differences
among the groups; however, it does not in-
dicate where the differences are. Usually
when the number of groups is small, as in the
postcontingency discriminant function
analysis, significant group differences can be
determined by eyeballing the centroids.
But when the number of means is large
and/or the design is complex, as in the case
of the triple interaction, detecting which
groups are significantly different is difficult
with the eyeballing technique. Because the
STP procedure is too conservative, a con-
servative estimate of a significant difference
procedure was devised based on the actual
range of centroids. This approach seemed
reasonable because the significant discrim-
inant function analysis indicated that there
were significant differences present. How-
ever, to maintain statistical rigor and to
simplify data reporting, a Bonferroni-type
procedure was devised, based on discussions
by Bird (1975) and Timm (1975). The
procedure is a t statistic that compares the
two centroids of interest using a pooled es-
timate of the variance of the centroids:

, _
t ~~

- M(L2)

T7- +

where LI and Z/2 = centroids, NI and NZ -
group sample size, and §p = estimate of
pooled within-subjects variance.

The contingency group centroids were
compared for the low- and high-expressive
instructors in each incentive condition using
Bonferroni t tests with a critical value of
2.52, df = 289, p < .05. In the low-incentive
conditions, differences between the low- and
high-expressive instructors for each con-
tingency group were as follows: contingent,
M = 1.51, t = 4.34; noncontingent, M = 1.06,
t = 2.95; no feedback, M = -0.21, t < 1; and
no training, M = 0.74, t = 2.65. In the
high-incentive conditions, contingency
group centroid differences were: M =
-0.66, t = -2.21, for contingent; M = 0.23,
t < 1, for noncontingent; M = 1.07, t = 3.21,
for no feedback; and M = 0.08, t < 1, for no
training. These results indicate that in-
structor expressiveness increased internal
locus in low-incentive conditions for con-
tingent, noncontingent, and no-training
students but did not increase it for no-feed-
back students, whereas in high-incentive
conditions expressiveness increased internal
locus for no-feedback students only.

Discussion

Perceived control appears to be especially
important for the college classroom because
student control over and responsibility for
academic achievement are accentuated at
the postsecondary level. The present ex-
periment extends previous research on per-
ceived control in educational settings by (a)
using a simulated college classroom, (b)
manipulating response-outcome con-
tingencies, and (c) introducing a classroom
teaching behavior. Instructor expressive-
ness was used as the teaching behavior be-
cause research shows that it is an important
component in effective teaching and that it
produces consistent and reliable effects on
student ratings and achievement. Ex-
pressiveness appears particularly important
for college classrooms because it is often a
salient teaching behavior in the lecture
method. It is recognized, of course, that
teaching behaviors other than expressiveness
are important and that they can be included
in this approach.

The results showed that perceived control
can be manipulated effectively using the
contingency training task, which appears to
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be representative of classroom events (ap-
titude tests) in the field. They also indi-
cated that contingency training interacts
with instructor expressiveness to affect
students' achievement, competency, and
causal attributions. These results are con-
sistent with learned helplessness theory and
broaden the research to include the quality
of instruction in college classroom settings.

Contingency Task

The contingency task used here was in-
tended to meet two general criteria: class-
room representativeness and manipulation
effectiveness. Although previous research
has shown some helplessness tasks to be ef-
fective in manipulating perceived control,
their generalizability to educational settings
is often limited. Classroom representa-
tiveness was enhanced by developing a
multiple-choice, group-administered ability
test that resembles some cognitive tests used
in college classroom settings. It departs
from many contingency tasks that are indi-
vidually administered and have little simi-
larity to achievement tests in actual class-
rooms. The contingency manipulation also
met several criteria described by Roth (1980)
as necessary for an effective contingency
task.

Manipulation effectiveness was assessed
using the perceived control and success
measures and a causal attribution profile.
The contingency manipulation produced a
very large effect on students' attributions of
control without affecting their attributions
of success. The noncontingent students
perceived less control than contingent and
no-feedback students, but this was not due
to perceived lack of success, because all
groups felt equally successful. Some re-
searchers (e.g., Miller & Norman, 1979) have
argued that discrimination tasks employing
random reinforcement as a noncontingent
outcome may confound the amount and
pattern of reinforcement with the contin-
gency manipulation when the noncontingent
group is not yoked to the contingent group.
If differences in reinforcement between
contingency groups in the present experi-
ment were influencing student perceptions,
then perceived success would have been af-
fected. The results suggest that the con-

tingency task effect on perceived control was
due to response-outcome contingency dif-
ferences rather than amount of reinforce-
ment.

The attribution profile involved an in-
ternal locus orientation in which ability and
effort were the most important dimensions,
followed by test difficulty. Consistent with
helplessness theory (e.g., Abramson et al.,
1980), exposure to noncontingent outcomes
produced perceptions of uncontrollability
and reduced the internal locus of causal at-
tributions. Noncontingent students rated
ability and effort as contributing less to their
performance than did their contingent
counterparts. If effort is considered a stable
rather than an unstable factor (and there is
some suggestion that this can occur; Ab-
ramson et al., 1980; Weiner, 1983) and/or if
greater weighting is given to the ability factor
(because the contingency task was described
as an aptitude test), then the noncontingent
students would develop a helplessness or-
ientation because they lack two important
factors that are necessary for academic suc-
cess. Consequently, these attributions can
create expectations for uncontrollability that
generalize to other academically related
settings.

Thus, the group-administered aptitude
test format appears to be more representa-
tive of college classroom settings and is an
effective method for manipulating contin-
gency relationships. A brief exposure to
contingency training using the aptitude test
had immediate effects on students' per-
ceived control and causal attributions.
Noncontingent students perceived less
control and placed less emphasis on internal
attributions than their contingent and no-
feedback counterparts. These results are
consistent with Abramson et al's (1980)
description of personal helplessness; that is,
the person believes he/she lacks the critical
attributes necessary to produce the desired
outcomes.

Simulated College Classroom

The postlecture results provided clarifi-
cation of how perceived control interacts
with instructor expressiveness in different
incentive conditions. The Contingency
Training X Incentive X Expressiveness in-
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teraction was significant for student
achievement, student helplessness/compe-
tence, and causal attributions and produced
consistent effects across all dependent
variables. In low-incentive conditions, a
high-expressive compared to a low-expres-
sive instructor enhanced student achieve-
ment, internal locus, and confidence for
contingent and no-training students, but not
for no-feedback students. For noncontin-
gent students, high expressiveness increased
their internal locus but did not increase their
achievement or confidence. In the high-
incentive conditions, the high-expressive
instructor increased student achievement
and internal locus for only no-feedback
students.

These results indicate that exposure to
noncontingent outcomes can impair some
aspects of a student's .academic develop-
ment. Noncontingent training appears to
reduce the student's ability to benefit from
instructional variables during the classroom
simulation. Although they developed a
more internal locus with the high-expressive
instructor, the noncontingent students did
not show the increased achievement and
confidence that their contingent and no-
training counterparts did. An examination
of Figure 1 reveals that noncontingent stu-
dents performed best in the high-incen-
tive/high-expressiveness condition, which
combined the optimal achievement-en-
hancing properties of two instructional
variables. It is possible that several in-
structional variables are necessary to over-
come the debilitating effects of noncontin-
gent training. Post hoc comparisons be-
tween the low-incentive/low-expressive and
high-incentive/high-expressive conditions
indicate significant achievement gains for
contingent (t = 4.13), noncontingent (t =
3.18), and no-training (t = 3.63) students (ps
< .01) but not for no-feedback students (t
< 1). Taken together, these results suggest
that noncontingent training has debilitating
effects on students, because it interferes with
the effectiveness of some instructional
variables. Improvements may be possible
with the proper combination of instructional
variables such as expressiveness and incen-
tive.

These results also suggest some modifi-
cation to the instructor expressiveness re-

search (Abrami et al, 1982). First, the
present results extend the expressiveness
effects from student ratings and student
achievement to include student causal at-
tributions. For contingent and no-training
students, the high-expressive instructor in-
creased not only achievement but also in-
ternal locus and confidence. Second, the
expressiveness effect was weak in the low-
incentive condition for noncontingent stu-
dents, who increased only their internal locus
orientation, and was absent for no-feedback
students, who demonstrated no change on
any dependent measure. In this respect it
may be that repeated exposure to the high-
expressive instructor may eventually facili-
tate achievement in noncontingent students
if, according to attribution theory, the in-
creased internality subsequently produces
the necessary expectancy, motivational, and
affective changes. Consequently, the ex-
pressiveness effect requires some qualifica-
tion depending on student characteristics.
Finally, the expressiveness effect was
moderated by incentive conditions. No fa-
cilitation effect was found for the contingent,
noncontingent, and no-training groups in the
high-incentive classroom. However, an ex-
amination of the achievement results in
Figure 1 suggests that although expressive-
ness did not affect the performance of these
groups in the high incentive conditions, the
groups nevertheless attained high achieve-
ment levels. This would suggest that in-
creased incentive may produce a ceiling ef-
fect which serves to mask the facilitating
effect of the expressiveness variable. Thus,
instructor expressiveness appears to be a
useful instructional variable, but only for
certain students and only under some in-
centive conditions.

Finally, some caution should be exercised
when interpreting the present results. First,
videotape research has several potential
weaknesses that may limit the generaliza-
bility of results from the laboratory to the
field setting (Abrami et al., 1980; Perry,
Abrami, & Leventhal, 1979). Generaliz-
ability may be appropriate, however, for
courses using videotape instruction, such as
distance education or multisection classes,
and for courses having brief instructor con-
tacts, such as multi-instructor classes, in-
services, and so on. Second, contingency
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training was short and is not representative
of longer exposures or repeated exposure
over years. Consequently, any effects ob-
tained under these brief exposure conditions
may constitute a conservative estimate of
contingency training effects having greater
duration. Third, the subject population
consisted of college students, who may be
more resistant to noncontingent outcomes
than elementary or secondary school stu-
dents due to the highly selective nature of
the educational system. Fourth, other
teaching behaviors than expressiveness may
interact with contingency training. Further
research is needed to identify relevant
teaching behaviors and to determine
whether they have comparable effects.
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