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) ABSTRACT

An attempt was made to find'out if Miller' and Seligman's (1973)
learned helplessness findings aﬁong nonclinically depressed college
students could be gepefali:ed to clinicaliy depressed psychiatric \_
patiénts. There were fou; g;oubs of 20 susjects e;ch: endégenous‘
depressives, reactive depressives, nondepressed psychiatric controlspv
and ‘nondepressed normal controls. The skill and chance tasks, experi-
mental précedures, and dependent measures were the samé as those in
Miller and Seligman's study. Im the present .study, the depressed
subjects did not shqw less skill-versus-chance expectanc&.changes
than the nondepressed. Neither'did the react;ve depressives differ
from the endogenous deprggsives. There was also no cofrelation
betwéen the sevérity of depreésion and the amount of expectancy
changes. In sum, the present study did not find any of the expectancy
changes predicted by'théhlegrned helplessness.model of depression.

In pﬁrticular, the absence of response-independence among the
Teactive depressives casts doubt on Seligman's claim thét learned
helplessness is most appliciPle to reactive depression. .

~

The §ymptoms, notably the lack of hostility and lowefiz respénse
initiation, that Jére claimed by Seligman to be common to both lea;ned
helplessness and depression were found in the‘presgnt study.nogbto be
characteristic of reactive depression. Thus, the validity of
learned hélpﬁéggness as a model of reactive depression can further
be questioneh. | | Y

A
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_ Data were also collected on locus of control, depression, and

. —
other personality variables. The results of the present study suggest

that while there is a tend®hcy for endogenous depressives to differ
quantitatively from reactive depressives, the two groups also have
qualitative diéferences. AiéAough 30 clear cbnclusién can be made
regarding the nosological distinction of endogenoﬁs and rqaq;ive
depressions, it is most plausible that whilg there is a general
severity factor of depression, there are also relativel& distinct
depresSioh:groups like endogenous aga\?tactive depressions.

’

FinalLy;x?xamination of the Eysenck Personality Questionnaire

)
-

Jht;.fevealed an interaction between Extraversion and Neuroticism.
In depfessed patients, who scored high on Neuroticism and low on
Extraversion (i.e., high Introversion), the two dimensions of Extra-
version and Neuroticism ceased to be orthogonalf while Psychoticism
remained inéependent. This finding is consistent with Exsenck's

previous findings.

a
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The Learned Helpiessness Mode}l of Depression

Seligman (1972, 1974, 1975) proposed that the"lgarned helpless-

ness phenomenon found in animal studies may serve as a model of

reactive dépression in man. This hypothesisrwas originated—by his
earlier research on the relationship between tear conditioning and
instrumenﬁgl learning. Thus, it is necessary to examine first
animal studies on learned'helplessness, then their extensiqn studies
using human subjecﬁs,'and finally investigations relating learned

-

helplessness to depression.

Animal Studies on Learned Helplessness

Seligman and his collaborators in two paradigmatic studies
(dvermier & Seligman, 1967; Seligmah & Maier, 1567) coined the term
”leagned helplessness' to describe the interfering effects of
inescapable shock on subsequent escape and avoidance reséonding.
However, they were not the first ones to study this proactive inter-
ference in animals. In 1949, Brown and Jacobs studied the role of
feay in the motivation and acquisition of responses. Dinsmoor and
Camj&gll (1956a, b) reported the results of their studies on unsig—
nallegAexposure to inescapable shqck. In 1960, Carlson‘and Black

examined traumatic avoidance learning in dogs. In 1963, Behrend and

Bitterman using goldfish as subjects, investigated the Sidman



avoidance response. In the same vear, using rats as subjects, BMllin
and Mogenson (1963) studied the effects of éear conditioning on '
avoidance learning. Later, the efféct of pretraining on the acqui@;-
tion and ext;;xion of the éQoidance reflex in cats was reporsed by
lielinski and Soltysik (1964). Thus,, prior to 1967, the interference
phenomenon of exposure-to_inescapable shacks had already been investi-
gated ih several species using various procedures.

What makes Seligman's 1967 studies different from earlier ones
is that he Aemonstrated the interference phenomenon in a variety of
shock conditions, rendergd two existing explanations of the phenomenon
questionable, and interpreted the results on the basis of his learned
helplessness hypothesis. The first paradigmatic experiment tpvermier

\

& Seligman, 1967) involved the exposure of dogs in Pavlovian hammock
to inescapable electric shock and the.subsequent test for interference
of their exposure with instrumental escape-avoidance responding in a
two-wéy shuttle box. It was found that the interference phenomenon
did not appear to be dependent on various sﬁéck parameters. The
interference effect seemed to be a general, reliably-producéd'
phenomenon. Further, two explanations of the interference phenomengﬁ
were discredited. , First, interference still occurred.and was
iunaffected by the employment of a higher level of shock during the
instrumental avoidance training phase, thus casting doubt on the

validity of the adaptation hypothesis. The latter claimed that

subjects had adapted to shock during the presentatidn of inescapable



' ‘€. f:f . .
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¢
shocks and later failed ‘to perform escape-avoidance responses because

of insufficient mot}vatfbn.% Se;ond, a doubt was cast on the explana-
tion of iﬁterference'asteﬁng‘due to learni;g of\incompatible instru-
mental motor resﬁonses by fiéding'thét interferegye occurred in spite
of the prevention of instrumeqtal motor resppnse;\by curarization
during exposure to inescapaplé shdéks.A‘Finally,,the behavioral
difference of the inescapably-shocked and the unshocked dogs was
obvious. An unshocked dog typically barkea, ran, and jumped until it

escaped. A shocked dog, on the other hand, soon stopped the initial

running and howling and reverted to sitting or lving, and quietly

whining until the shock was terminated. On succeeding trials, the

'dog seemed to give up and passively accepted as much shock as the

. :
experimenter chose to give. Even ogccasional successful escapes early

in training did not help such a dog to learn. Thus, in addition to
their failure to learn tha£ barrier-jumping could produce shock-
termination, the ""helpless'" behavior exhibited by shocked dogs led
Seligman to1;os$u1§te the '"learned helplessness" hypothesis of the
interference phenomenén.

The second paradigmati;kgiperiment (Seligman § Maier, 1967)- -
exam%g;i.how the state of “helpiessness" was learned'by animals. It
wasvsa.iested that the degree of control over shock during the stage
when the anfmals were in the harness might be an important determinant

of the in®grference effect. In addition to the no-shock group, an

inescapéggé hock group was ydkéd to an escapable-shock group. The



inescapable-shock dogs could not terminate shock in the hérness even
if they pressed the panels with their heads. The results showed that
only the inescapably-shocked group exhibited subsequent failure to
escﬁpe noxious shock in the shuttle box. Further, prior experience
with escapable shock in the shuttle boi‘was found to mitigate the
effects of inescapable shock in the harness on subsequent escape-
avoidance behavior. The authors interpreted the results as supporting
their ledkned helplessness hypothesis: dogs '"failed to escape shock
in the shuttle box following inescapable shock in the harness because
they had learned that shock termination was independent of responding"
(Seligman § Maier, 1967, p. 1).

Seligman, Maier, and Solomon (1971) defined more formally the
meaning of response independence in terms of ''uncontrollability' in
the training space. They used a two-dimensional model to represent
the parameters of instrumental training, one dimension representing
the conditional probability of a reinforcer following a response,.and
the other representing the conditional probability of a reinforcer
occuring in the absence of that response. It was assumed that a
subject is sensitive to variations along both dimensions conjointly.
"Controllability" exists dhen the two abdve-mentioned condition<1
prdbabilities are not equal, that is, a subject cén respond or not
respond to change the reinforcer outcome. 'Uncontrollability' exists
when the conditional probabilities are equal, that is, whether a

subject responds or not cannot change the reinforcer outcome. In both



" ’ .
cases, learning is involved; a subject learns that its response
controls the reinforcer or that its response does not control the
reinforcer. The latter is a special condition in instrumental
training that provides the learning basis for the conditioﬂnof
""learned helplessness'.

Seligman et al. (1971) further reviewed the animal literature on
uncontrollable aversive events. In almost all cases such aversive or
traumatic events were electric shocks. The basic experimental manipu-
lation was first exposing a naive subject to inescapable and unaveid-
#ble shock and then putting it in a situation where escape and/or
avoidgnce was possible. Experiments of this tvpe dirfered in the
§etti of the inescapable shock, the time interval begween the shock
and sequent traiging, the topography of the escape/avoidance
responses, and the species of subjects. But the most important
variable seemed to be the type of instrumental escapé/avoidance
training procedure used‘folléwing exposure to uncontrollable shock.
In other words, how uncontrollable shocks affect the subsequent
acquisition of responses that control shock depends on the kind of
response a subject must make in order to control shock. Four kinds
of escape/aQoidance responding were identified: (a) two-way shuttle-
box, (b) manipulandum, (c) one-way shuttlebox, and (d) passivé avoid-
ance. The first three kinds are all active avoidance test situations
’ in which a subject makes some designated response to escape or avoid;

while the last kind is passive in which a subject is required to



refrain from making some Jdesignated response.” The two-wav shuttlebox
was used in the twoparadigmatic studies of Overmier and Seligman
(1967) and Seligman and Maier (1567). Shocks could occur‘in either
compartment, so there was no place that was always safe, but the

. .
response of shuttling or jumping over the dividing hurdle always led
to safety. Manipulandum escape/avoidance was employed, for example,
by Dinsmoor and Campbell (1956a, b). A subject had to move some part
of its environment (e.g., bar-pressing, wheel-turning) to escape or
avoid. The one-way shut;lebox was used, for example, by De Toledo
and Black (1967). The "start" side of the box was alwavs dangerous,
and shuttling to the other compartment could terminate the shock.
Finally, passive avoidance procedures were employeg.gy, for example,
Anderson, Cole, and MeVaugh (1968). Typically, the response punished
by shock was maintained by reward, e.g., pressing a bar to get food;
and shock could be avoided by not making the response; e.g., not
pressing the bérg' Seligman et al.'s (1971) review found ghat in both
two-way shuttlebox and manipulandum escape/avoidance situations the
acquisition of the operant was rétarded by prior experience of uncon-
trollable shock. For one-way shuttlebox, escape/avoidance situation
the acquisition of operént was retarded only if the shocks were
given in the “to-be-safe goalbox, but slightly facilitated or not
affectea if the shocks were administered in the to-be-dangerous start’

box or in a different apparatus. Finally, passive avoidance learning

seemed td be facilitated by prior uncontrollable shock.
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Seligman et ahizfl971) then presented arguments to support the

adequacy of their 'léarned helplessness' hypothesis to account for

research findings. Basically, the hypothesis postulates that the
learning of the response-independence of shock reduces the incentive
for initiating active instrumental responses in a situation where
shock is response-dependent. The "helplessness' expectation is

generalized to other shock situations. In addition, having learned

""to’ be helpless' interferes with subsequent learning of '"mot to be

.helpless'. The authors described how the .learned helplessness

>,

hypothesis could account for an impaired learning in #he two-way

shuttiebox, one-way shuttlebox, manipulandum and passive avoidance

-

situations:

Uncontrollable shocks reduce the incentive for
attempting a¢tive instrumental responses. Manipu-
landum and two-way shuttlebox escape/avoidance require
active instrumental responses and so should be retarded.
Passive avoidance required the suppression of such
responding and so could be facilitated,.... In one-way
ravoidance training, shocks only occur in one compartment
of the apparatus; one side is dangerous and the other
safe. In order to learn one-way avoidance, S must
merely acquire conditioned fear of one compartment of
the apparatus but not of the other. COnce this stimulus
conditioning has occurred, S's problem is solved: it
does not have to learn to flee from a dangerous to a
safe when both are in view. According to this inter-
pretation, one-way avoidance learning is not response
learning. It is place learning. Running from a dan-
gerous place to a safe place may be an innate response,
the helplessness hypothesis deduces the absence
of interference.... if active instrumental acts are
not involved, no effect should be found. (pp. 369-370)

Seligman et al. (1971) further pointed out that besides explaining

the obtained effects of preshock, three types of predictions generated
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by the learned helplessness hypothesis were confirmed. First, by
means of a yoked design, they demonstrated that it was the lack of
contyollability over the aversive stimulus, not the stimulus itself,
that caused interfgrence. The Seligman and Maier (1967) study review-
ed earlier is such a study. The inescapable-shock group, yvoked to and
therefore received the same shocks as the escapable-shock group,
showed interference. The escapable-shock and the q?ive control groups
both exhibited no deficit in escape/avoidance performance. Another
study (Maier, 1970) demonstrated even more clearly thét the competing
motor response fear-freezing hypothesis is untenable. After training
dogs to passively escape shocks, i.e., by not méving their ﬁeads in
the harness to terminate shocks, Maier found that these dogs behaved
similarly to the naive control group, while the yoked inescapable-
shock group showed deficit. Since remaining passive and still is
antagonistic to barrier jumping, the fear-freezing hypothesis would
predict that the passive escape group would show subsequent i ..tru-
mental le::ning deficit. Oﬁ fherother hand, the learned helplessness

hypothesis would predict the absence of learningndeficit, because it

< -

is not the type of motor responses but the response-dependencergik T
controllability of shocks that matters.

Second, the learned helplessness hypothesis predicts that
immunization procedures would prevent inescapable-shock subjects from
subsequent deficit in escape/avoidanée learning. Seligman and Maier

(1967) gave some dogs escape/aveidance training before administering



¥

uncontrollablerinescapable shocks, and found that such Jdogs were not

affected by the interfering effects of uncontrollable shocks.
Supporting evidences cpuld further be classified into two categories:
(a) subjects partially trained, and therefore do not have good control

over shocks sometimes showed the interference effects of inescapable

- shocks, (e.g., Arterson § Nakamura, 1964; Hearst & Whelan, 1963); ame

ot

(b) the performance of subjects well-trained in an escape/avoidance
response w:;e enhanced by exposure to inescapable shocks in the sahe
training situation (e.g., Baum, 1965; Kelleher, Riddle, § Cook, 1963;
Sidman, Hernstein, § Conrad, 1957; WaI;er & Waller, 1963). " ,
Third, the learned helplessness hypothegis predicts that therapy
procedures would reverse the interference effects of inescapable
shocks. Seligman, Maier, and Geer (1968) successfully alleviated

8 N T
learned helplessness in dogs. The subjects were fo iBIyupullgq from

one side of the shuttle box to the other to terminat} the shock.
After 20 to 50 exposures to such escape/avoidance conyingency, the
A8
“ A
subjects started to respond spontaneously and jumped the barrier

successfully, .
o

In their most recent review, Maier and Seligman C1976) described

-

helplessness in terms of the following deficits:

a) The motivation to respond in the face of later
aversive events seems to wane. b) Moreover, even!
if the subject does respond and the response succeeds

in producing relief, the subject often has difficulty
learning that the response worked. c¢) Finally,
emotional balance may be distributed; depression and
anxiety, measured in a variety of ways, may predominate.

(r.7)
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However, available empirical data typically did not ditferentiaté ’T
. : , o s e
. VL .

hetween these aspects of deficit. Thus this review will tngi th?ﬁ? .
as aAspects of an unitary Learned helplessness syndrome. % ‘ FEN

Whet faced with uncontrollability, several animal spécie§ 
inc¥Ming dogs, cats, goldfish, rats and mice, exhibited learned help-
lessness. Data for dogs were all from the studies of Seligman and
his collabgrators. These included the (wo paradigmatic studies

- \
(Overmier & Seligman, 1967, Seligman & Maier, 1967), and three other
feports (Overmier, 1968; Seligman & Groves, 19&0; Seligman, Maier, &
Geer.'l9p8). The learned h;lplessness efrect was obtained quité readi-
:y, whether the inescaﬁable shock was or was not signalledy whether
prefshocked and tested in hammock or shuttle box, ;nd whegherhwwithin 9
1imffs, shock parameters were varied. However, not all doé éﬂbjects
which received inescapable preshock.showed motivational dﬁficits
(about 33% of the shocked subie;fs did not), and not all naive non-
shocked subjects were normal efficient responders Yabout 5% failed to
“learn without expoéure to tnescapable preshock). It is likely, as 3\.;,
Maier and geligman believe, that the natural experience of the dog .Q;
subjects before they arriVed.at the laboratory may affect their be-
havior in the experiments; some inescapably shocked subjects may have
already been immunized against helplessness, while so-called naive
subjects may have already acquired.helplessness. .

Debilitation of response initiation in cats as a conseguence of

uncontrollable outcomes were reported in studies like Masserman (1971),
'



Seward and Humphrev (1967}, Thomas and Balter (Maier §& seligman, 19700,
and Zielinski and Solrysi* {1964). Ri\should be noted, however, that
most ot these studies were not designed specifically to test the
learned helplessness hypothesis, and therefore did not employ the so-
calied triadic voked-unyoked design to show that it was controllability
of shock delivered during pretreatment and not shock per se that caused
interference in escape/avoidance learning. Only the Thomas and Balter
study appeared to use a hammock and a shuttle box similar to Seligman's
dog studies. Moreover, some ot the studies quoted bv Maier and
“Seligman (1970) as supporting evidences for learned helplessness in-
volve a signal preceding the inescapable shock. As Levis (1976)
pointed out: ‘

[f a signal is permitted to be introduced into the
context of a learned helplessness paradigm, then

this reviewer has difficulty discriminating proced-

L

urally between a learned helplessness procedure and a
classical conditioning fear procedure where the rein-
forcement is also programmed independent of the subject's
responding.... the classical fear conditioning pro-
cedure is frequently followed by an increment in instru-
mental responding rather than a decrement. That is to

say, when provided an opportunity, the animal learns
to leave the apparatus in which inescapable shocks were

previouslw_ (p. 52)
Thus, if the learned helplessness paradigm is to remain procedurally
distinct, and inferences drawn from studies involving.inescapable |
shock are to be clear, then experiments procedurally similar to
classical fear conditioning should not be includeq in the apparently
volumous literature supporting learned helplessness. For example,

the Seward and Humphrey (1967) and the Zielinski and Soltysik (1964)
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" studies both examined avoidance learning as a function of pretraining
in cats. The former study found that their classically conditioned
group (buzzes paired with inescapable shocks) reached avoidance

)
learning criterion in fewer trials than the instrumentally conditioned
group (shock terminated by pawing a wheel), whereas the latter study
found the opposite. Both studies were cited by Maier and Seligman
(1976) as examples of learned helplessness caused by inescapable
shock. Therefore, experimen£s not designed to stud the controll-
ability of shock and especially those using a classical fear condi-
tioning procedure are merely loosely related to, and at best margin-
ally supportive of the learned helplessness hypothesis. Thi; criti-
cism is applicable not only to the studies using cats as subjects
but also to studies using other species cited by Maier and Seligman -
in their 1676 review.

For goldfish, deficit was ehown by Padilla, Padilla, Ketterer,‘
and Giacolone (1970) using an aquatic shuttle box. Maier and Seligm;?
also referred to other goldfish data collected by Behrend and
Bitterman (1267), Bintz (1971), Frumkin and Brookshire (1969), and
Padilla (1973). Of these, the most relevan£ seer tc be the study of
Padilla (1973), which compared prior or interpolated unsignalled
inescapable shocks with prior or interpolated CS-omission escape
training. Response initiation deficit was found in exposures to both
prior and interpolated unsignalled inescapable shocks, but only in

prior CS-omission escape training. The author concluded that these



data extended thephenomena of learned helplessness to the case where
inescapable shocks are placed between two escape-avoidance learning
blocks, and that the CS-omission given ﬁrior to escape-avoidance
training produced a behavioral condition similar to that of learned
helplessness. However, the interpolation of inescapable shocks
between two escape-avoidance ldarning sessions is quite similar to
the immuni:atiog procedure used in Seligman and Maier's (1967) dog
study. If so conceived, then the failure of "immunization" provided
in Padilla's study is in conflict with the success found in Seligman
and Maier's study. Although such a conflict may be resolved by the
-difference in‘intersession interval (fiv; minutes versus 24 hours) apd
in location of inescapable‘shock (same apparatus for goldfish; harness
for shock and shuttle box for learﬁing for dog), the claim_b} Padilla
for his findings as exemplifying learned helplessness is.rather weak.
For rats, rélatively earlier studies typically foun% litéle or
no learned helpléssness effect (Anderson, Cole, § McVaugh,>1968; de
Toledo § Black, 1967; Mullin & Mogensen, 1963; Weiss, Krieckhaus, §
Conte, 1968). Having received inescapable shocks, a rat did not fail
to learn escape/avoidance, but was merely slower to acquire -the escape/
avoidance responses. More recent.studies (Maier, Albin, § Testé,
1973; Maier § Testa, 1975; Seligman § Beagley, 1975; Seligman,
Rosellini, & Kozak, 1975) found that only when rats were required'to

carry out more difficult responses to escape or avoid would escape/

 avoidance learning failures occur. Fog instance, a rat had to run
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across the shuttle box and back (FR-2 shuttling)Ainstead of just
running to the other end of the shuttle gox (FRQI shuttling); or it
had to press a bar three times to terminate shock (FR-3 bar pressing)
instegd of préSsing just twice or once (FR-2 or FR-1 bar pressing).

In other words, in two-way shuttle box or jump-up escape, rats exposed

to inescapable shock would fail to learn to escape if the escape Tres-

!
|

ponse was one that was acquired'more gradually. As Maier, Albin, and
Testa (1973) pointed oug, before their experiment, the only two pub-
lished reports of a large interference effect in rats were Dinsmoor &
Campbell's (1956a) study using a 1ever-p¥ess escape response, and
Looney and Cohen's (1972) study using a ju&p—up escape, and both
escape responses involved a learning curve in naive rats.

However, unlike the dog expe;imenfs which gave inescapable
'shocks in a harness and tested for escape-avoidance léarning in a
shuttle box, these two studies with rat§:administered both treatﬁent

- and testiﬁg in the same apparatus.‘:Tﬂus there remained the possibil-
ity that interfereﬁce found in régs might not be transituational.'
Maier, Albin, and Testa's (1973) experiments clarified the earlier
mixed findings not only by showing the important relation between the
type of escape-avoidance response and the magnitude of iearning

| interference, but also by showinglthe transsituational character of

-

such an interference. Additional research with rats bysSeligman and

v

Beagley (1975)>confirmed the necessity to find a response sensitive
» - :

enough to measure/fhe decremental effects of inescapable shock on

. |
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later escape. The dog-like learned helplessness effect was demonstrat-
ed when FR-3 bar-pressing was required. Mere jump-up, FR-1, and FR-2
press conditions were not able to differentiate the inescapable shock
and the no shock groups. Of importance is the inclusion of a yokegd
inesca;ably shocked group to show, as in the dog expsriments, that.it
is Eontrollability, not shock itself, éhat brings about the helpless
effect. Most earlier studies, including the Ldoney and Coﬁen‘(1972)
study ‘which found interference, did not have the yoked control group,
and were therefore ambiguous. In sum, it appears that the helpless-
ness interference effect is not found in reflex and high-probability
responses, but instead in clearly voluntary or instrumental responses.
In a series of experihents; Seligman, Rosellini, and Kozak (1975)
iﬁvestigated the time course, immunization, and reversibilify aspects
of learned helplessness in rats. Failure to escape followiﬁg ex-
poéure to inescapable shock did not dissipate at various time inter-
valsoup to one week. This was éimilar tb cage-reared dogs (Seligman

§ Groves, 1970), but different from non-cage-reared dogs (Overmier,
1968; Overmier §& Seligman; 1567). Apparently, both cagé-reared dogs
and rats were relatively deprived of natural escabe experience, agd
consequently were more vulnerable to nondissipating learned helpless- .
ness. Non—cage-rgéred dogs of unknown prelabdfatory history might

have been immunized because of their experience in escape from

natural aversive events. In a second experiment, Seligman et al.

)
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. + .
attempted to immunize rats against learned helplessness by providing

training to escape from shock by a‘jumping response before exposing
them to inescapable shock and testing them in a bar press escape
situation. Despite the difference between the original and the sub-
sequent escape responses, immunized rats did not become helpless.

Such a reéult parallels the immunization findings in dogs (Sanjgman

& Maier, 1967). Further in a third experiment, Seligman et al.

successfully reversed the helpless behavior of rats by forcibly
exposing them to the response-shock-termination contingency. This
result parallels the alleviation of helplessness in the dog (Seligman,
Maier, Geef, 1968). In conclusion, there are a number of agreements
between the findings in the rat and in the dog, the two species in

which various aspects of learned helplessness have most thoroughly

been investigated:

(a) - Like dogs, rats receiving inescapable shock fail

to escape later on. (b) Dike dogs, rats receiving
inescapable shock sometimes respond successfully during
escapable shock but revert to passively taking the
shock. (c¢) Like dogs, yoked rats receiving identical
escapable shocks do not become helpless.... (d) Like
cage-reared dogs, cage-reared rats show failure to
escape that does not dissipate in time; (e) Like dogs,
rats receiving prior escapable shock are immunized against
becoming helpless when faced with inescapable shock; and
(f) Like dogs, rats given forced exposure to the
response-shock-termination contingency learn to escape
'on their own. (Seligman, Rosellini, § Kozak, 1975,

pp. 546-547)

In addition, for rats, there are some developmental data regard-

ing the retention and immunization of learned helplessness. Hannum,
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Rosellini, and Seligman (1976) found that helplessness 1eafneq by
weanlings was fetained and interfered with adaptive instrumental
responding in adulthood, and that immunization in the form of exper-
ience with escapable shock given in.the weanling stage protected
against the deficits produced by inescapable shock received in
adulthood. These longitudinal studies were consistent with the

time course and immuﬁi:ation.findings for adﬁlt réts in Seligman,

o

Roséllini, and.Kozak's.(1975) study.

/

Summary of animal studies. The induction of learned helpless-

ness has been demonstrated quite consistently in animal studies.
The species examined included ddgs,'cats, goldfish, and ‘rats.o
Studies on dogs and rats were éspecially thorough becau§é they
involved the immunization.and reversal as well as the induction
of learned helplessness. = Some longitudihal developmental data were
also obtained for rats. As presented iﬂ the reviews of the proponl
ents (Maier & Seligman, 1976; Seligman, Maier, é Soloman; 1971) and

their critic (Levis, 1976), the bulk of data appears to support the

cognitive explanation of the learned helplessnéss phenomenon. °



)

Human Studies on Learned Helplessness

\

\ Since learned helplessness is a cognitive hypothesis well-

supported in animal studies, it is a logical step to see if it is
applicable to human beings. Since 1971, there have been more than
20 studies which attempfed to exteﬁd the léli‘id helplessness phenom- .
enon to human subjects. Earlier studies invoivéd primarily ‘the
induction apd generalization of learned helplessness; while more re-
cent studies examined the immunization and reversal aspects of the
phenomenon;” Table 1 Summarizes, in chronological and alphabetical
order, the design and results of human studies on learned ﬁelplesS—
ness. In this table, the type, number, and classification of subjects
will first‘be outlined, together with a npte.of whether the‘”yoked“‘
design was used. Seconq, the nature of the'task employed to induce
learqu heiplessness will be described. Third, the nature and depen-
dent meésufés of the test task will be presented. Finally, a summary
statement regarding the’éegfge of support for learned helplessmess
will be given. | |

Basicaily, the logic of the experiments adobted from the animal
studies was consistent and the emphésis was on the induction of
learned helplessness.‘vSome e*periments examined'the immunization and
reversal of iearned helplegsness. Success in immunization or reversal
impliéd>success in iﬁduction, but not vice versa. To decide whether
an experimenf sugported}therlearned helplessness hypothesis, some

4

overall evaluation of an experiment must be made concerning the degree

s

of success in laboratory induction. Since there were differing degrees

S
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of details reported, some subsectivity was involved in making
intra- and inter-experiment. comparisons. Several areas of the
exéeriments were examined. First, the number of dependent measures
that yielded statistical significant or nonsignificant findings were
: aécértained, with due‘consideration for the interdependence of cer-

 tain measures aﬁd their relative importance. Se;ond, attempt was
made to find out if there was possiﬁle confounding]of variables that
might weaken the significance of results. Third; the direction oé
prediction was examined (e.g., facilitative effects and.curvilinear
relationships were not predicted by learned helplessness). Fourth,
the other variables included in the experimental design were assessed
with regard to their contribution to the resultiné heiplessness
’effec;, (e.g., external locus of control, task complexity, amount

.

of pretreatment, and setting of pretreatment). ‘ : .
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- The 23 studies summarized in Table 1‘inc1uded 37 experiments.
Except for one (Dweck § Reppucci, 1973) which used fifth-grade stu-
dents; all experiments employed éollege students as subjects. The
common design in animal studies of yoking the inescapable group to
the escapable group was found in half of the experiments. For the
induction of learned helplessness, 50% of the experiments involved
insoluble problems in the induction task, 26% inescapable aversive
noise, 21% inéscapable aversive shock, and 1 experiment used inescap-
able social stress. Unlike the almost exclusive use of the inescapa-
bility of shock in animal séudies, the tendency in human studies was
to use the cognitive analogue of the insoluble probléms to induce
learned helplessness. Similarly, the human analogue of the
instrumental two-way shuttle box so common in animal studies wag found
in’oﬁly 16% of the test tasks. Cognitive test tasks were found in the
remaining 84%: 37% used simpler problems like choiceJ;eaction time,
color-naming, and proofreéding; and 47% used ‘more complicated problems
like verbal reasoning, concept formatjon, anagrams, and_pefceptual
orgaﬁization. As for dependent measures, about 43% were a direct
measure of time, such as response latency, or time spent to completé
‘a problem. The qther 57% involved untimed measure, such as number of
errors Or successes, and number of trials to criterion, and measures
that might be indi:éctly a function of time, e.g., defining a failure
as a trial with a latency of 100 seconds or ;he criterion of success

as three consecutive solutions in less than 15 seconds each.



Finally, the results of the S$tudies weré classified into three
categories regarding their support for the learned helplessqszf
hypothesis: 41% of the experiments gave supporﬁ for the hypothesis,
43% partial support, and 16% no support.- - I

Jin summary, the support for laboratory induction of the learned
helplessness phénomenon in humans is lesser than that found in animal
studies. But the support is still convincing, if one considers the

variation of subject samples, induction tasks, test tasks, and

dependent measures employed.




Studies Attempting to Relate Learned Helplessness with Depression

Seligman (1972, 1974, 1975) proposed that learned helplessness
in animals and man may serve as a model of reactive depression. He
suggested five. lines of similarity: symptoms, etiology, physiological
coﬁcomitants, cure, and pre#ention. of these; Symptoms and etiafggk
dave rqceived‘most attention in speculation and research. The
sy%ptoms common to learned heiblessness and deprgssion Selggman
pointed out are listed in Table 2. Further, in terms of etiology,
Seligman suggested that learning that responding and reinforceﬁgﬁf\«

P

are independent found in learned helplessness is similar to the

Y

belief of depressed patlents that striving to obtain reinforcement is
;utlle. Thus; both symptomatlcally and etlologlcally, the percéption
of reinforcement as response independent is of primary importance.
Depression, therefore, is seen as a specific cogﬂitivg distortion of
tée perception of the ability of one's own respons‘ﬁ change the
é&?irdnment.‘ If learned helplessness is a valid model of depression,
then depressives should tend to view reinforcement as response inde-
pendent. | .
Miller and Seliéman (1973) conducted an experiment to examine
the crucial relationship between depression and the perception of
reinforcement. Using skill determined (response dependent) and chance
deteim;ned (response independent) tasks originally used by Rotter
(Rotter;\%ivefant, § Crdwﬁe, 1961), Miller and Seligman attempted to

test the hfppthesized differential perception of reinforcement. by the



Table 2

Symptoms Common to Learned Helplessness and Depreésion '(

Learned helplessness B . Depression 3
Difficulty learning that Negative cognitive set
responses produce relief -
Passivity Passivity
Lack of aggression Introjested hostility
Weight loss, appetite loss, - Weight loss, appetite loss, .
social and sexual deficits social and sexual defieits
i
Daisipates in time Time coutrse
N
o
A
]
: :
.
. L
~ 0




A
L

7]
C

depressed and the nondepressed. The two main predictions were:

1. In skill tasks, depress;d subjects should perceive reinforce-
ment 3s more response independent than dgﬁﬁepressed subjects, and the
deprgfsed should, therefore, show less change in expectancy following
reinforcement in the skill task thdn.the nondepressed. ) -

2. In chance task, both depressed and nondepressed subjects
should petéZive reinforcement as response independent, and they
should not differ on change in expectancy following reinforcement.
The additional predictions were: :

1. Nondepressed‘subjecfs shoula tend to perceive accurately the
relationship between reinforcement and respondihél and should, there-
fore, show more change in expectancy following reinforcement in the
skill task than in the chance task. |

2. Depressed subjects should have less difference in expectancy
éhénge between skill and chance tasks than nondepressed subjects.

3.. In ski}l task, the 3ntensity of depression should be nega-
tiJely correlated with the amount of expectancy change.

4. In chance task, the intensity of depression should be uncor-

1
related yith the amount of expectancy change. \

Further, Rotter's (1966) concept of external and intgrnal locus
of control was incorporated into the étudy. There seems to be =
similarity‘between the learned helplessness concept of response

independence and Rotter's concept of external control. Thus, if ‘the

high-external subjects tend to perceive reinforcement as determined

) ) ' ) t
/
. -
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more by ;xterﬁal factors than themselves, they should show less
expectancy change in both skill and chance tasks than the high-
internal subjects.

Changes in vertalized expectancies for success following rein-
forcement in skill and chance tasks were examined in 32 college
students in four groups -- depressed high—eiternal, depressed.low-
external, nondepressed high-external, and nondepressed low-external.
According to the authors, the predictions were confirmed: nondepressed
subjects showed greater expectancy c*anges than depressed subjects in
skill task, while the changes of the depressed and nondepressed su@f,sf
jects were similar in chance task. Externality had no significant
effect on expectancy changes in both types of task. Seligman inter;

w :
preted the results as indicating that depression entails a'sﬁecific cog-
nitive distortion of the perceived consequences of skilled actions, apd
suggested tbat a significant behavioral manifestation of depression is
learned helplessness -- the expectancy that responding and reinforce-
ment are independent.

As a paradigmatic study (Miller §& Seligman;'1973) examined a set
of predictions ;egarding the similarity of behavioral symptoms of
depression and learned helplessness. Since fﬁen, mor than 15 studies

L] .
have attempted to relate learned helplessness with acl .ession. Table

3a summarizes, in ghronologlcal and alphabetlgal order, the design and

results of those studies using nonclinically depressed subjects; and

Tabie 3b summarizes similarlv those studies using clinically depressed -
) ) P

-
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subjects. In both cases, the paradigm was similar. In studies using
nonclimically depressed*éubjects; laboratory induced learned helpless-
ness'wasvoften compared Qithinatural ”leafned helples§ness” hypothe-
sized to be present” inm"depressed subjects qg tests ®f reépq:se-outcome
independence. In studies using clinically depressed subjects, the *
emphasis was on the comparison between the depressed and thé-non—
depressed on tests;ofhrgéponse—outcome independence. The assumption

_ o b 4 .
was the same in both types of studies: subjects not exposgd to
induced learned help}essness and nongepfesséd subjeéts are considered
to have responses dependent on the outcome; whereas subjects expdﬁed

to induced learned helplessness and depressed subjects are considered

to have responses independent of the outcome. -

T
S
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The 16 studies summarized in Tables 3a and 3b 1ncludq& 19 experi-

ments. College students were included as SUbJeCt groups in about 70%

of these experiments; whereas patients were included in the remaining
30%.‘ Since mildly depressed '"'normal university students were the.
subjects of most experiménts, the Beck Depressidn Inventory (BDI)
(Beck, Ward, Mendelson, Mock, & Erbaugh, 1961) was fery often the only
criterion to determine depression. Following Miller and Seligman's
(1973) cut-off criterion, almost all studies using college students
adopted a‘BDI store of 9 @r greater as an ;qdication'of dgpression,
and a BDI score of 8 or less as nondepression. In thoée'ekperiments
which includsd patient groups, ghe BDI csiterion varied greatly.
Smolen (1978) used a BDI score of 10 or more for depreésion, and 9
or;less for nondepression. Abfamson, Garber, Edwards, and Selig&an
(1978) used a BDI.score gé2%4 Oor more for depre551on and 13 or less
for nondepression. O'Leaf? Donovan, Krueger, and’ﬂysewskl (1978)

set up three levels of depression: a BDI scd%e of l4 or more for‘

hlgh depfe551on 9 to 13 for moderate depre551on, and 8 or less for
>

[
';1ow depression. Prlce, Tryon, and Raps (1978) also establlshed three

categorles of depre551on severlty, using the BDI Short Form to gener-

Pl

i

ate BDI score equ1valents 23 or more for high depression, 11 EgiZZ
for modérate depression, and 0 to 10 for low depression. Beck! s
original study of the BDI (1967) found a mean score of 10.9 (SD 8.1)
for his nongcpre531on group, and a mean of 18.7 (SD 10.2) for»his
m11d depression group when the;e'figures are compared with the

. ~ :
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depression criteria used in the learned helplessness patient studies
: /

mentioned above, the depression cut-off scores a;% generally lower

than that found in Beck's original study.

As for psychiatric diagnosis, only Abramson et al. (1978) speci-

fied their criteria and used psychiatric diagnosis in.the classifica-
tion of patients. O'Leary et al.'s (1978) subiects Qgre>ali alco-
holics. . Price et al.v(l978) used a group of mixed psychiatric patients
as subjects with no consideration fof psychiatric diagnosis of depres-
sion. Smolen C1978) called his groups depreésed;‘nondepressed,
schizophrenic, and nonschi!bphrenic; but he did not specify his
diagnosti; criteria, and péychiat;ic diagnosis was not coﬁsidered when
he assigne@“ﬁ%ﬁ?}&quéts to groups. Thys, except f&r the Abramson et
al. (1978) ggﬁd;, the péiient%studies examined only the depth of

L o

depression in psychiatric patients, but not psychiatric Hdepression as
such. Since the Abramson et al. (1978) study was conducted by
Seligman and his collaborators, no independent study is available

which relates learned helplessness with depression as a psychiatric

diagnostic category.

»

The age, I1Q, and education of subjects“were generally ndt reported
in the stldies reviewed. Comparabiiity on these variables is deéirable,
bécause close to one half of the exferiméhis employed problem solving
as the test task. Of the féw that did réport ;hese viriab1e§§ most

of them did not check for comparability between groups. Miller,

Seligman, -and Kurlander (1975) reported only on IQ: the Wechsler
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Adult Intelligénce Scale Vocabulary subtest scqres of the nqndepregsed-
anxious group was highér than the nondepressed-nonanxious group.
O'Leary, Donovan, Cysewski, and Chaney (1977) réported the age and
education of their subjecté without Ereﬁkdown by groups or test for
pomparability. Abramson eﬁ al, (1973) reported comparable age, IQ, ‘ X
and éqﬁéétion level across groups. McNitt and Thornton (1978) re-
portedvén age only, but without breakdown. O'Leary et al. (1978)
reported their subjects' age and education without breakdowh(}nto

- -groups or test for comparability. Priqgjyt al. (1978)‘did n‘otv'~

comparé statistically the group age and edycation level, and fouhd

IQ as measured by Jastak Vocabulafy Test was not comparable across
groups. Smolen (1978) reported that Quick Test IQ, age and educa-

tion were comparable for his subject groups. In sum, only the

Abf;mson et al. (1978) and the Smolen (1978) studies had adequatei
report;ng on fheir subjects' age, IQ, aﬁd education, and found them

to be comparable. In most studies, thereféib: a reader is unable to ¢
ascertain the effects of these demographic-§ariables on test task '
performance. For céllege students, one may assume that there is

!/ . [

cgﬂéiderable homogeneity in age and education lével, but their' é
va;;ations in intelligence would likely influence their performancé:
on tést‘tasks of a cognitive type.  For other subject populations,
heterogeneity in ‘age, intelligence, and education ;re to be expected,
and hence musf be reported and the degree of éomparability between
groups specified.

¢

‘l;’v
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In the experiments reviewed, induced learned helplessness and

depresgion (supposedly natural learned helplessness) were examined.

tem

"In 53¥ of the experiments, both induced learned helplessness and

~

depression were‘included for comparison. In 42%, only depression
was included, and in one experiment, only induced learned helpless-
ness was included. Except in one case (Willis & Blaney, Experiment
2), which used noncontingent feedbgck in a problem solving task to
induce learned helplessness, all induction of learned helplessness
involved inescapable unsignalled aversive noise.

As for test tasks, 50% followed the paradigm of Miller and
Seligman (1973) in the use of skill—versusgzhance tasks, and the
accompanying expectancy ratings as dependent mea.ures, Thirtg-six
percent used problem solving tasks, primarily anagram problems; and?
one experiment used an instrumental task, the two-way human shuttlé
box. The dependent measures were trials to criterion, number of

]
failures, and response latency. Two other experiments were correla-

. T\tional studies, and did not involve differential perﬁeémance on a

test task. - ¢

When the experiments were evaluated for their degree of support

for the learned helplessness theory of depression, 53% offered no

support, 42% partial support, and one- experiment full support. If

only the experiments using the skill-versus-chance task paradigm were

i
examined (n = 10), 70% gave no'Supporp, 20% partial support, and 10%

full support. The factors considered for such an evaluation were

Sy
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similar to those mentioned above for human studies on learned help-
lessness.

When the present study was first conceived, none of the studies
using batients was published. Now; i£ can be seen that the available
patient studies conducted by researchers other than Seligman's
collaborators have not investigated depression as a diagnostic cate-
gory. The patients were mixed psychiatric inpatients or alcoholics
with depressive symptoms. Only the Abramson et al.*(1978) study con-
siders depression as a psyehiatric syndrome, and this study gives only
partial support to the learned helplessness hypothesis. ' The Miller
aﬁd Seligmah (1973) study using nonclinically depressed college
students as subjects is still probably the most often cited expesi- o
ment by Seligman and his colla?orators to support the~leérned helpz -

, RN
lessness theory of depréssion. The present study wouldlgherefOfe

provide an independent attempt.to verify Seligman's learned helpless-

ness model of -depression.

B e
. e

ra



Extensions and Modifications in ghe Present Study

The present study attemp;<%{ to extend that of Miller and ’
Seligman (1973) . While the apparatus, procedure, dependent meaSures,
and methods of data analyses of their study were retained, - the
following extensions and modifications were added.

Clinically depressed subjects. The subjects of Miller and

Seligman's study were college students who scored in the lower,
clinically nondepressed range of the Beck Depression Inventory,
BDI (Beck, Ward, Mendelson, Mock, & Erbaugh, 1961). Subjecis with

a BDI score of 9 or more were assigned to the depressed group; and

¢ ’ ,
those with 8 or less to the ~oncepressed. The study included

‘“bsychiatric patients in the depressedfgroup (a score of 18 or .
more as a measure of depression severity, plus. other diagnostic
criteria to be detailed ldter). This wodld test more directly the . *
appllcablllty,?f the learned helplessness phenomenon to the clinical
populatien. The non&epresséd 1ncluded both psychiatric patient and
\nommal controls. A more clear cut separatlon between the depressed
*and the nondepreSSed groups was achieved by assigning subjects with
a BDI score of 9 ar less (plus other diagnostic eriferia) to the
‘nondepressed groups. Subjects with a BDI score from,ld to™17 were

excluded.

Reactive versus endogenous depression. Since Miller and Selig-

man used the depressed in a normal nonclinical population as subjects,

the reactive*endOgenous dichotomy was not applicable in their study.

~

. -
LI 4 e C- ‘. ‘
. - - g “«

+
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The present study compared the reactive depressivif with the endo-
genous ‘depressives, because Seligman (1975) considered the reactive-
endogenous dichotomy as the most useful and best-confirmed fypology
of depression, and suggested that reactive depression is the pr;mary

\ .
focus of the‘gearned helplessness model of depression. In fact, a

considerable number of-studies have given some support to such a-
dichotomy (Carney, Roth, & Garside, 1965; Cropley & Weckowicz, 1966;

‘

_Hamilton § White, 1959; Horden, 1965; Kiloh & Garside, 1963; Mendels
& Cochrane, 1968; Rosenthal § Gudeman; 1967; Rosenthal § Klermaﬁ,/
1966; Weckowicz, Muir, § Cropley, 1967; Weckowicz, Yonge, Cropley,

& Muir, 1971). Further; the reactive-cindogenous distinction is based
primarily on etiology. The former is hypothesized %0 be caused
predominantly by extefnél experiential faétérs, while the latter by
genetic and/or some internal physiologic;l factors &Mendels, 1970;
Mendeis § Cééhrane, 1968) . Thus, from the, etiological point of view,
if the learned helplessness ph&nomenon is to be examined among the
depressives, the separation of the subjects into the reactive and
the»endogenous is very important. ;ﬁe present study therefore |
included the foilowing four groups: (a) reactive depgessives, (b)
endogenous depressives, (c) nondepfessedvpsychiatgxg patients, and
(d) nondepressed normals.

Passivity and psychomotor retardation. Seligman (1975) sees ,

a parallel between learned helplessness and depression in passivit

- i *
or what he calls "lowered initiation of voluntary responses''. This

'

2w
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fowered response init?ation is documented by experimental studies of
psychomotor‘retardation in depression,(Friédman, 1964 ; Martin § Rees,

1966; Seligman, Kiéini & Miller, 1974; Shapiro § Nelson, 1955;
Weckowicz, Nutter, Cruise, & Yonge, 1372; Weckowicz, Tam, Mason §&
Bav, 1978).‘ The present study, therefore 1nc1udéd various psycho-
motor measures to examine tﬁe possible differential performance of

the reactive and the endogenous depressives, and their relation to

expectancy measures. Psychomotor measures such as digit symbol

. ’
-

- -t .
substitution, tapping speedfwteaction time, and figure reversal rate

N
were used.

Lack ofaggression.. Seligman (1975) sees the lack of aggression

in Jdepression as due to learned helplessness. In contrast to psycho-
analysts, he does not attribute this lack to the depressed patient's

turning aggression against himself/herself. Instead of saying that

the depressed subjectqbecomes angry when'a love object is lost, and

turns this freed anger ihward on himself/herself, Sgligﬁan considers
the absence of overt hostility toward others to Be,the result of
learned helplessness--""it is useless to be ﬁostile and aggressive."
The present study‘included a self-reported measurenof hos%ility, in
order to exagine whether thete is a lack of aggressioqqpn"learned
helplessness as predicted from Seligman's theory.

Internal-external locus of control. Since Miller and Seligman
=

X R . L
- found that externality had no effect on. expectarcy changeg; the’

. : Re
present study did not- use externality as an independent variable,

but included the Rotter I-E score as a measure of externality and
. | ‘ '
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saw how it related to expectancy measures and the reactive-endogenous

dichotomy in a clinical population.

Mood change. The present study investigated tu: change of mood

*

during the skill/chance/psychomotor task experimental session.
Several forms of a depression adjective checklist wére administered

at strategic moments to find odf if there were q&fferential mood
X

changes across groups and across tasks.

- S‘

Self-rating of performance. At the end’ of the experimental

session, the subjects were, in the present study, asked to rate

themselves on their performance and their aspired-to performance
C

(how they would like to perform). This generated an additional

- . . AT
index of the possible group difference in &heir "helplessness"
attitude. !

Depre551on and personallty varlables ‘The present study’
B ~ e
admlnlstered to the subjects, out51de the experlmental session

5

proper, a number of depression and personaﬁgty inventories to collect

, . :
data relevant to the reactive-endogenous‘ﬂlmension and learned
» »
helplessness. This- served as arfu;ther ch@ck on the validity of

(A. Lot

dlagn051s, and gave addltionaf infbtmatlon about the relataonshlp

between learned helplessness Mp‘t‘he‘r ‘?ersonallty variables. - The
depression and personalx;y vaflables included: "“,

1. The severlty of depre551on as medsured by self- ratlng and
! . . : ’
other- ratlng scales. : K

2. The reactive-endogenous distinction.

-
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Eysenck's extraversion, neuroticism, and psyvchoticism.

Catell's depression pathological personality factors.
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Hvpotheses
e . W
- N o The following hypotheses were formulated to«be verified in the
. ‘., L9 > |
. ¥
Lo ancy Changes in Skill and Chance Tasks
wp -
\ ’:‘.-‘ p If the learned helplessness model is. appllcable to clmlcal >
[ ,&V .
R B> A depression. the following three sets of ‘hypotheses contlrmed X -t
. s ‘tf*’:’tq-*,,
in \Illler and Sellaman & (195"3) study on no‘ncllnlcal depression’ shog\gld
. ' N 4y
. be su_ppor{ed in the presen aoudy: AN
e ST N R o
* ; ‘,la.'”’ In the sk111 task th@“deﬁﬁq‘sséd »groups Should show smaller‘ )
S . S
o . expectancv E‘hanges than the nondepz‘é sodﬂp;\y&&p‘ o
V : Tl
' by In th‘e chance&k the deptgssed g'roups and the nondepres-
. - sed groups ,should.ot d&ffer in expecti:ncv han,ges ) '
g_a:" \Iondepresgfd grou’ps1 shoyld showﬁﬁ@re expectancy changes in
o h. the sklll task than m t'ehance task; whlle depressed groups shobld
L ’ - a 5 --’:'7 &l Oy 2 K .
- "show 51m11ar expect‘ancv o ges in both%klm and 'chance tasks.
&*;Q ’ . .\‘ﬂo . B 7 ' ¢
ﬁp_. The differ expectancy changes between the skill task?
. ’ ’.}‘ L
. ' ~,
,@’ ’ and the chance task should be less .for t@!} depressei groups than for
- hd ! . - .
. the nondepresse/d groups - . '
Eé_. In- the skill task, “the Beck depression Inventory score v
) should be negatively correlated with the expectancy change scores./
. )
(In other words, the more depressed a subJect 15, the. greater should
N t
- -be*i;s/.hér tendency to perce’ive reinfor,cemént as respondmg-
'i'nde'endent. . | )
P ) = .
) ‘:‘a" 7 gy
SR N
b} ‘“ - . " -
&
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A . . . .
r’l . Ay . ’ e
'%b In*the chance task, the Beqk Depression Inventory scores,
’ % .
and the e(pegtancv change sco?e> >hou1d be ungorrelated s

Slnce Seligman suggested that learned helplessness is most
1 4

g _
applicablo to reactivc depfession, and since there is no apparent
. :%. &
reagon to Aptlglpate a dlfferentlal performance bet{qecn the, non- -

depressed p’Chl‘a‘tI‘lC grOUp and the’ nondepressed normal group, the

R .
- - - = T

follmwl’g;g hvpotheses y@.""tested 1
i R‘ln

4-&‘ In the Sklll
show smal:ler-bxpecta

gactlve deprEssmn group shoulds

an the endogenous depressmn group

EY

Ayl )
Jb ‘,In the chance task L’he reattlve and %e endoynous depres-

/.

&
4‘@ "."smn groups should‘.ot cp.ffer in e\(pegtancv chal’ﬁges
‘.

¥ N
> 7 dc. In both the sk111 *and charse task the nondepreésed .
T ) m &
ps;oc}ug&trlc and normal groups should not dlffer in e(pectarfcv chanoes
" &"N - B} .
Psv%homﬁtor and: Perceptual Speed Tasks e T ed e S T
‘ Smcg Sellg’m&n suggested 'ghat "lower% 1n1t13t1q&volimté’r>; ’
| | % T T
resp,onses is found in 4 pressmn and learned helplessness,

~ ~

-

¢
‘md smcg‘emstmg 11terature suggests the presence. of psy,chomotor

b 4
'!retard}atlon pr1mar1ly in endogenous depressmn (Costg}lo 1970), thg~

followmg hypotheses were tested. @ ,Lw

/

Sa. In psy,chomotor and perceptual speed tasks, the depressed
~groups should show greater retardation than' the ndndearessed gtoups.-

_S_o‘_lz In psychomotor and perceptual speed tasks, t?fe-'endogenbus"
. 5 - e | .
depredsion group s/hould show more retardation than the reactive

-~ =]

depression group. '

. h e

L Y

S
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' | ‘ 3 = ' "!g ‘l

5¢. Psychﬁmotor;perceptual retardation should be positively

correlated with the 1nten51ty of" depre551on (The more depressed a
: o 9 , -
subject is, the mor.e.,p Pcdbrically retardq‘&.he/ghe is.) - .

Expectancy Changes and

Psychomotor Retardation

*'. A discrepancy will occur if%one attempts to relate expectancy

. changes with psychomotor retardation. Seligman associated learned

i

helplessness with reactive depression, but also considered psycho-

métor'retardation as a major symptom‘of learned helplessness. How-
L /

“'ever psychomotor rq;ardatlon ;has been repor%ed mainly 1n endogenods*

depr9551ves. To resolve thls dlscrepdhcy, the followrng two alteﬂiﬁﬁ
' e R

s

native hypotheses gwere gpt’ﬁﬁrw 'dj' e
; [ 4 bt

- »

6a. Reactive'debréssioh is'étiolcgﬁcally relatejplo learned '

~X

helplessness, whlchlfffects ;:1n1y “the eipectancy’change in skill B
. taslp and only to a iesser extent psychomotor retardatlon‘measure§f~. iﬂ;,
Endoéenous,dcpression on the qther haﬁd is re;aced tq‘a different’~t'-»“'V
‘etioloéy which gives rise to pgizho;ctg; fet;rdation.' Howevcr, - '
since this c?ndltlon is ?ot associated with leaiggf helplessyess,.the
expectancy change is not affected. )

‘ o’6_b The mcasuresv of expectancy ch;.ng-e a{nd psychomot'or retarda- ’
;ioﬁ are correlated apd are related‘to the 'severity of'depfession. -
.According to thls hypothesis; learn‘d helﬂlessness 1s‘a§5001ated with

.
genera\\cepress1on and manlfests 1tse1f by both é lack of expectancy
change in skill tasks and psychomotor retardatlon :h; Mgg&
.o L B
. oo L N v



Hostility
Because Seligm?n suggested a lack of hostility as a resulr of
learned helplessness; the following hypotheses were tested. n-
: o 7a. The depressed groups spould show less hostility than the
nondepressed groups.

: CRRE
‘7b. The read%lve depressipn group (being subJect more to helpL e

.v 3
, gi?‘ lessness learning) should shdy less hostility thah the endogenous

depression group. ¢ ' g
*: , , 3

-

Internal and External Locus of Control

:I .
Although Miller and Seligman (1973) found that externality hadw

B ".f":' o - .
=4 | no effect on expectaq".ohanges, phe following hypotheses were formu
k‘ﬂgﬁr : lated for the p&ke Uf“cross -validation. 4

. V‘ 0; P &‘ “ . | “ . ’ . % "
‘., Al ., » i » v T 1 v e
S - - IV
» Sa Depressed groupghshouﬁi show hlgher exte’nalrt '
A./\ « . , .‘ - .
depressed groups. : _.r*; | 1 ‘." .,
8. The reactive depre551on group (belng subject more to heﬁp—

lessness learning) shéuid show hlgher externallty than the endogenous

%&p . depre551on group . e . .
) - gé. Externalltv showld  be negatlvely correlated with expectancy
. changes . v T v f / \
® . . R - Vd
, Mood Change . bt . .
+ - . \" . . 3

2If a\subjeCt is depressed his/her ﬁood will also be depressedﬂ
©4
/ Further» since the reactive depre551ves are more Téactive to their
S . ‘e
Wy M" Q" RTREL S PN '&emu
‘ ': enV1ronment they will likely show the greatest amount of mood ,

A

ar
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change or perhaps a progressively more depressed mood as the testing
continues. The following hypothéses were tested.
- X

Sa. The depressed groups should show more depressed mood.- th%

Q .

C e
- A

the nondepr&ed groups " o . H

9b. The reactive depression group should show greater mood

' ’ ) @ P
change than the endogenous depressmn gT N & ) ‘&‘ . ‘ [
, 1‘ Y S ;
Self-Rating of Performahce ot g ) .
2 .rf v pex
" Because Seligman cons;dered negatlve COgﬂlthe’ §et as a maﬁ
«o I L &
uLtom of depressmnﬁ depre*Sged .subjecg w111 11ke1y have ‘a more \
selfedeprecat\orv5e§‘aiuat10n o-f hls/her ab111t1es Accordlngly, the ‘ A
. o
follow?g hypn"thesm was tested. ’
ce L 1be % aepressed groups sﬁould give a lower self -rating of
B -~ \— N '. u c '”4 .

' groups. .*

[

Rating Dep,ression,Scal'e (Zur}g 1965), the Levine-Pilowsky Depgﬁéion

th.e_ii?égfi " rrg and asp;red«t& perfotnYﬁnce than the nond.epressed
' L N f-‘ \ R Vo 3 -
',' ' o J " 1 .

- e

Depression and Personality Variables

Since the depth of depression is an independent variable in the
! L)

presenf .study, .the vfoilowi'hg hypotlieses, were pyt forward: g, w
o c . R kAT
11. 'The scores of the Beck Depression Inventory should corre- )

late with other depression measures, hamely, the scores of the
. R - . [ . i
H&n@ilton Depression Rating Scale (HamiIton, 1960) ,Q)zhe'Zung Self-
. - L . ' N .
Questionnaire Depression Score 3(Pilowsky & Bou‘lton,-, 1970- Pilowsky,
Levme, & Boulton, 1969), the anesota \lultiphasz.c Pepﬂmallty . N

Inventory D. Scale (fI$My & M’ﬁl(mley, -1967), and the Clinical ‘ o,

)
7
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Analysis Questionnaire D1; D2, D3, D4, D5, D6, and D7 Scales

(Delhees & Cattell, 19757

&Wlener anc Harman (Dahlstrom, Welsh, & Dahlstrom, 1972) d1V1ded

the D Scale of the Mlnnesota Multiphas:.c Personality Inventory“ into

3 —
. ‘.l

two smbscales, Degre,_sslgn @bvmus (0-0), and Depression-Subtle (D- S)

They found that ﬁh general tﬁ\ose* sﬂb;ects who showed more severe

v A'ZR | ) & B

forms of psychcpathology tendgd to endarse more D-0 items than D-S

f“ A."ltemsf whl?_e‘subjects wgthomliglir form,s) of! m@adjustment endflfsed
R { more:[? s 1tems than 2D -0, items. En,;:log'enous udepresslon appeai .«torbe '
: .a ‘more sev&ré form E)f patl“rolog;' tHan reactlve d;};resswn The ’
Fo&lowf‘ng%é;éo;heses ﬁere t:sted R )
R _2_)‘ Thg *k-eactwe depures'sﬁru\ g:rou;.)‘.' srﬁould scoi*e‘.highﬁr on the S
MMPI D-S subscale.a;d lower:' on the Diol'.suvbscale than the endogenous ’
? . 1
S deﬁ’ress;on.g‘roup :;‘;‘. o C ] ' | R

Another \NPI scale developed by Rosen (1952 1962) is th'e
doorsrpr Depre§S1va Reactlon (DY) Scal; A hfg?i Dr Score vj?% clamed to be
associated with reactlve depression. The followmgl fredlctlon was b
made_: » ' w, |

- 13, The reactive depression group should score higher on the

Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory Dr Scale th‘éq{ ;ké _ \
- X ) ——— . / \

. ) “* endogenous depression group. o / i L \
o~ o . : :
- WeckowitszdvTam (Note '3) designed an explorato’ry instrument -

i /‘ .

Called Patlent Descrlptlon Form to differentiate re(actlve deprssSren

1 . ’
. from endogenous depressmn This questionnaire wag\based on the ¢

~

. v . L \ . \ 5 s
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consenQus across factor-analytic studies by Meadels and
Cochrane (1968). A Iow¢§core is associated with reactive depression.

The following hypothesis was thtrefore tested.

: : 5. '
14, TQF reactive depreﬁi‘gn group ‘should score lower on the
. . " . < :

»

Patient Description Form than the endogenous depression group.
As shown in the Eysenck Personality Questionnaire Eysenck and

Eysenck (1975% clalmpd that there are three basic personalltyaﬁlqen—
A .
sions: Ps . Jc1sm, Extraver510n, and Neuroticism. Since endogenous
‘\" “
depression appears to be similar to psychotic depressioh, and reactive
%3 . T

depression appears to be‘gimilar to neurotic depres§ion the two

ess1ves may score dlfferently on the Psychot}C1sm Scale

grqups of d
: W

agd thes« ; 'C1sm Scale. Vo ‘difference in Extraver§10n is~ expected

u =
"

ypothesis was tested T e
> o ) : R

 1%. The reactlve depre551on group should score on the Eysenck

o . - i h

’ . ‘ . v Mr
Personality Questionnaire lower on Psychoticism and higher on ™. ™~ ¢

~

Veurot1c1sm than the endooenous depression groub,,and both groups
B

should score similarly on Extraver51on

ﬁ?“f ;.5?;,' . .
- e L]
. .
AT ’
% . ®
) . - ] *
-
. ) y
; . ¢
3
»
foa
w
- - |
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CHAPTER TI

METHOD

Subjects
There were a total\‘e. 80 subjects. The 40 depressives (20

reactive, and 20 endogen us) and “O of the 40 nondepressives were
psychiatric patlents consecutively admltted td the hniver51t) of

Alberta'Hospital during a period of 18 months. The 5d§50ndepressed

-

' w
normals were paid volunteers who responded to notices of recruitment

placed in the University of Alberta Hospital and Campus area. The

diagnostic crit"ia for ‘subject selection are listed in Table 4. A

subject had to/concurrently,fulfill the criteria of all three methods ¥
. )
of classification for a particular gmpup before he/she was included

in that group. Informed conseht‘to!rafticipate in research was an
integral part of the subject’ selection procedure.

The psychiatric diagnosis using the Canadian adaﬁfatidh of the
. )'
ICDA-8 and DSM~II (Statistics Canada, 1974) was made by the psychia-

trist in charge of thewpctlent. Independently, the patient was diagnosed

and admlnlstered it a psychlatrlc interviey by ™ . T.E. Weckowicz the
& Y

two" self-report 1nvento;1es. The Beck Depre551qﬁ Inventorx was the . 4

same classificationvinstrument'used in tﬁé study by Miller and

. . . y
Sellgman. The Levine-Pilowsky Depression ?ugstlonnalre was an

¢ - .

;1nstrument developed by numerlcal taxonomy to maximally discriminate

* 2
the reactive depre551ves, the endogenous depre551ves, and the non-

deprcsséd psychlatric patlents. Attempts were made to equate the
. . [ . "

w 75 Y 1
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* Diagnostic Criteria for Subject Selection

A
) T
Method of a .. _
classification® - Group Criterion
PsYchlatr;C , .Eg ; Uhipo}ar depressive dé:grder
diagnosis
NDP Neurotic or.character disorder,
. with no ¢linical depression
NDN No psychiatric disorder, past
oT present .
. ‘ . . 3
Beck ' gg? % Score » 18 ° )
Depression : ' o '
Inventory - ,& ' DA P.: 3 Score = 9
- - KV . . P
’ Ld . - - v
Levine-Pilowsky# , . ARQ ‘Reactive (nongendogenous)
Depression’ : ' ' classification _ |
questioﬂnaire - ED _ EndogeneusIgnon—reactlve)
classification
1 ' -
NDP ) . - .
NDN ) Nondepression c1a551f1c§}10n

——}

aRD = Reactive- DepreSs?res, QD& En&égenous Depressivee, NDP =

Nondepressed Psychiatric Patlents

Lol L

NDN = Nondepressed Norwils

' ~
Patients with electroconvu151ve therapy in the-® past 12 months,
schlzophrenla, or organ1c1ty were exclud!d
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subjects for sex, age, education, and intelligence, as medsured by

;
3

the Clarke-WAIS Vocabulary Tegt (Paitich & Crawford, Note 1).
The three patient QTOUps were found not to differ in intelli-
gence and education. However, as indicated in Table 5 in which the

> ' demographic variables are presented, 2 comparable group of normal
controls was not ‘obtained. The Nondepressed Normal (NDN) group was

the most educated and intelligent. ‘Some statistical ‘emntrol would

therefore be incorporated inte certain data analyses to remedy the .
* - .

J
+ " ~

situation. U ; : .

N 13 . -

The sex Lomp051t10n of thevgi!?pé was gomparable ’x (2) =5, 4
'

) p > -05. In the ED group, there*&’!e 5 malea and 15 females; in the
\ ' * RD group, 6 Ma and 14 fema o p, 10 males and 10
oy ‘ . v 2 )

females; andjin the}NDN orOup,g7 ales. Age Sf_the-

t

groups was also comparable, F(3 76) .05; no d¥Fference

.

2 ‘ was SHOWn by. orthogonal contrasts and multiQiS‘:angggteStS- The age

. o e ' 1
« Further, the Beck Depresslon Invegtory scores .of the groups were

3

distributed 48 designed. No difference was found-within the two

e

range of, the four groups was from 18 towears. : .

“ 8

debreSsed gfdups and'withinjﬁh two n?ndepressed groups (see Table 5).

4
. _ | , e,
‘ Other depression measures also tonfirmed the depression-versus-non-
] “ . ' .
déprq§sion diagnostic classification. (See "Resultsf section for f
‘ 4« S ' ' e
.. details.) ‘ _ v . o : ¢
R ’ . .," '~‘" : LS PO ' o
It was not,possiblé to contrel medication: most depressives - _ v

werd receiving tricyclic drugf; and nondepressed patients minde *
| - §

tranquilizers.
“ . . ¥ . R - g
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Apparatus and Mataerials
Questionnaire§ and forms., Of the follow1ng 12 questionnaires,

only the Beck, the Levine- Pllowsky, and the Clarke-WAIS were used
for subject selection. The others were for checking the validity‘of
diagnosis, and correlational analyses. L

~

1.@. Beck Depression Inventory; BDI (Beck et al. , 1961)~

2, Lev1ne Plfd!%ky Depression Questlonnalre, LPD (Pilowsky, NOte 2;

". Prdowsky et al 1969) (Appendix A) oo
3. Clan&e WAIS Vocabulary Test, CWVT (Paltlch & Crawford, Note 1)
(Appenﬁlﬁ B}’ b ~' R "}f‘v . ,,L,,//“//
[ 1 - - ¥

4. Hamllton Depre551on RatlngAScale, ﬂBRS (Hamllton 1960)

5. Zung-Self Ratlng Depre551on Scale,_ZqDS (Zung, 1965) { o

.6, - Patlent Descrlptlon Form PDF (Weckowlc’ G Tém,vNote 3

»

R (Appendlx C)

. f*N , >
B4

3?71‘ Rotter Ingennal -External Locus of Gontrol Scale IfEJ(Rotter,__

,»,4

1966) A

-

f@, Buss-Durkee Host111ty Inventory, BDHI (Buss & Durkee, 1957)“
+9, _'Depress1on AdJectlve Check Llsts, DACL (Lubln, 1967) '
¥ ,

_10. Mlﬁnesota Multlpha51c Personallty Invéltory, hmPI (Hathaway §

McKlnley;V1967)

‘11. Clinical Analysis Questionnaire, CAQ (Delhees§ Cattell, 1975)

12. -Eysenck Personality Questionhaire, EPQ (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1975)
There %%re also three forms for recordlng demographlc data of

the subjects, for the patlents' consent to part1c1pate in research

o 2

-

e

[P
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- and for self:r;ting oﬁ;perforﬁance. A copy of these forms is in-
r . , " . )
cluded in the appendix section (App;ndices D, E, and F).
1. Subject Information Form : .
2.  University of Alberta Hospital Consent to Participate in a
’ .

Study, Form UH-171 (Non- Surglcal) é‘ a

3. ngf Ratlng of Performance Form‘ ' ' :
. ‘ . ’
Skill task. The abparatus was a modification of Sky's (1950)

apparatus descrlbed by Rotter et-al. (1961), and used in ﬁ}ller

andﬁ$e11gmanbs (1973) study The appnratus‘COnSisted.of-a'movable_

%gglatfbrm contalned w1th1n§a vertical plywood frame. A three-metre ' 5
long nylon strlng, whlch.the sub;ect pulled in order ‘to raise the *_“
@ % d
- platform, was attached to the top of the platform and pas;ed through a

a pulley. " The platform could be moved by pulling on the free end of 3&“'
a’q ) ‘\

the strlng'at a dlstance of about 2 metres’ from Ege front of tﬁe ,w_ @} )

" apparatus., The exper1menter could covertly co@trol SUCcess and {Q*i

failure by manlpulatang an electromagnet 1nsért‘d’1nto a 2 cm hole ' '
in the back of ‘the p}ntform "A 1.3 em steel'bear1ng was held in. .
place on the top of the platform by the elecgromagnet When the

c1rcu1t was broken by the experlmenter s depfess1ng the s%leqt SWltCh

under the table the ﬂearlng would fall off the platform/s sllghfly

BN

T

slantlng surface Otherwlse, the bearlﬁg would be hel%,1n place whpn

the platform was pulled up. . The electrzcal c1rcu1t was connected by

/

attachlng small str1p5 of sprlng brass ‘on both 51des of the plhtform

LI

-and keeplng them in contact with brass strlps 11n1ng the 1nterlor f e
- he v , g ‘
* ’ l.“_ ’ v #
18N .



track of the frame at the rear of the apparatus. Electrical power

v

Chance task. The apparatus was a Kodak ‘carousel projector
N .

was supplied‘jy a hidden six-veélt mdtorcvcle battery. ' * @
equipped with-a slide tray that contained an X slide, an O slide, and
a blank slide. The blank slide was positioned between the X and @

slides, and was projected onto the screen between trials. The equ{i- .

a

menter could covertly control whether an X or an O slide would be \f
presented on each trial by moving the tray eith&r forward or back-
ward. .

«  Psychomotor and percpgtual speed tasks.

1. Digit symbol substitution. The Figure Substitution Test,

Test No. 7 from the Babcock ¥est of Mental Efficiency (Babcock, 1965)

was used.

2. Tapping speed. A standard two-place tapping s?eed apparatus

h 4

(Marietta Apparatus Company, Ohio, U.S.A., Model 24.5, Low Current
Impulse Counter), in conjunction with a series of timers (Western
Bio-Research, Alberta, Models DT101 and DT203) was used.

3. Reaction time. A reaction time apparatus with three light

signals and three press keys at the response panel (Marietta Appara-
tus Company, Ohio, U.S.A., Model 14.1) was used.

4., Figure reversal. Two figures, the Necker cggg and the vase-

face, were used. The reversal of the Necker cube was presented first
- A\ . .
in a viewing box, and then on a card. The box was a 90 x 25 x 25 cm

black wooden box with a viewing hole in the front and a Necker cuhe
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-

\ . <
drawing on a pigce of glass at 7C ¢m from the viewing hole. The

- R, I SN W . A
glass drawing was illuminated by a 15-watgﬁm the rear end of

the box. The card form was an 18 x 20 cm blacl ur{'e)drawing of the
cube on a white 20 x 25 cmicard. The v'e-fac'e figure was presented
»

in the card form only, a 24.5 x 19.5 cm black and white drawing on a
) » . w
20 x 25 cm card. Recording was done by connectingd a récording key

& . K .
controlled by the subjects to an electric event re_cordelr..

. , . L
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Frocedure = - L o
Overview, Potenti*xbjects were referred by their psychia- " .

trists-in-chargg to Dr. TJF. Weckowicz tor a psychiatric interview.
When diagnostic cCOonsensus &as reached, an infbrmed written consent

to participate in research pas obtained. Dr. Weckowicz then filled -
in the Subject Infofmétion Form, and in a preliminary session, admin-
istered the BDI, LPD,‘ahd HDRS. Normal potential subjects were seen
directly by Dr. Weckowic: and‘screened for psychiatric invorsfment,

but only the BbI and LPD were‘giVen. Subjects fulfilling the selec-
ticen cfiteria were -seen’‘as soon as possible by an experimenter who i
did not know the diagnosis of tﬁe subjects. In this testing session, _
the CWVT, ZSDS, I%%,)BDHI, CAQ, and EPQ were administer;d. Mean-
while, the,psychi;trist-in-chargeAfiiled in the PDF for his patient;
and a clinical pﬁychologist independeﬁtly administered the MMPI. As
soon as possible, a subject was further seen by an experimente§~who

. {
did not know the diagnosis of the subject in a laboratory sessicn.

\ o

" The DACL was administered in this session on four occasions: in the -

beginning of the session, ifter,the chance task, after: the skill
task5 and after the psychomotor speed tasks. The chance and skill

tasks were given in countepbalanced order: half of the subjects had

the chance-skill task order, and the other half the skill-chance
. order. Upon completion of the psychomotor speed tasks, the session

was concluded with the subject's self-rating of performance, debrief-

ing, and the payment for research participation.
- . 3
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The administration and scoring of the published quespionna{fe§,

[P N —

M

- inventories, and ;atinghécalgsggpre exactly thgﬁgame as specified by
. , ®

the test conmstructors. The nonpublished instruments are descfibed

in the appendix section. The following sections are a description

of the prdcedures.involved in the skill task, chance task, and psycho-

.

motor speed'tésks.

Skill task. The procedures were the same as.those used in

Miller and Seligman's-(}973) study. The subject was led to a position

-

about I metres from the skill task apparatus. A white line was marked _

on the floor, and the subject was asked to stand behind the ILFe.

The instructions were as follows:
This task is designed to see how well you can succeed in
raising the platform (indicate) without letting the ball
fall off and also to see how accurate you are in esti-
mating your success. The object of the task is for you
to try by pulling this string (indicage) to raise the
ball (indicate) on the platform as high as possible
before the ball drops off. You will be given 10 trials.
The apparatus is built with a slight tilt forward so
that the ball is more likely to fall off the platform
the higher it is raised. Of cours®, if you raise the
platform very quickly, the ball cannot drop off because
of its momentum. Therefore the platform must be raised
slowly. Now, in order to be successful, you must raise
the platform and the ball to the level marked with the
white lines (indicate). . ’

The experimenter then demonstrated the raising of the platform with-

out the steel ball. He then said, 'Are there any questions?" 1If
there were, he answered them in the context of the above instruc-

*
tions. If not, he continued to give the instrGctions for esti@atingl

the probability of success and for the payment schedule as follows:

I
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Before each trial, I would like vou to estimate how
certain you are thadt you can raise the platform to the
level marked by the white lines without letting the

ball fall off. You'are to estimate your degree of.
certainty of success on a scale going from- 0 to 10. -
For example, if you feel fairly certain that you will .

"succeed, you may rate yourself with a high fumber such )
as a 9 or 10. If you feel moderately sure that you will
succeed, you may rate yourself with a number near the -
centre of the scale, such as. a 4, 5, or 6. ' If you feel
pretty sure that youw will not be successful, you may rate
yourself with a low qumber, such as a 0 or 1. You may .
use any number on the scale from 0 to 10 inclusive. It
is important that you select your estimates carefully
and that they correspord clgsely w1§h how certain you
really are. ﬂxey should be accufate descnptmn of
the degree to which you really feel"that vou will or
will not succeed.

"In order to make this task and the next task.mcre
interesting, I am going to pay you for good, performance.
You begin the experlmgnt with two dollars to vour credit.
For each trial 4n Wwhith you are Successful, I will add
10 cents to your total. For each trial on which you are
unsuccessful, I will subtract 10 cents from vour total.
Thus, if your performance is good, you may end the
experiment with as much as four dollars. If your
performance is poor, yol may end the experiment with
no money at- all. The méney you have left at the end of
both tasks 'is your earnigg from these two tasks
Are there any quest1ons?

(If not) Now, before we begin, make an estimate on the

0 to 10 scale as to what you think your likelihood is of
succeeding on the first trial. .

' (Before the secbnd trfal) How would you rate vourself ‘
for the next trlal’ (And so forth.) A -

Béfore each ;F?éi the experimeniter recofded the subject's verbalized

. & .
expectancy , i'n tascormg sheet showh in ‘the, appendlx section. The
S

subject held the free end of the nylon string, and the exp:ﬁ
put the steel bearing on-the platform. For reinforced triils , The

bearlng was released by pressing the silent su1tch with the thzgh

" after the platform reached the maximum, i.e., higher than the white

ey



Tines and a5 Close to the top as possible. For nonrelsforce trials,

)

the silent sw1tch was pressed 1mmed1atelv after the sub;ect egan to

K raiso the plattorm%j1 .e., lower than the white lines ahd as c18#1 to

[

the bottom as possible. Attempt was made to avoid pressxng the switch

always near the same pbsition; some mier variations were created 50

- that the subject would feel ehat things were happening naturally.

Chance task. The procedures were the same a‘\those used by

Miller and Seligman .(1973). When the subjectAwas:comfortaBIy seated

before the slide screen, the instructions were given as follows:.

-
-

This task is de51gned to see. how well you can do at tell ng
me beforehand which of two kinds of slides will apﬁear .
next on the screen and aiso to see how accurate you are -
in estimating your success. In this projector we have a
number of slides marked with either ag X or an C.  These
slides are divided into groups of five. -Each set of five
slides was shuffled before being placed in the projector.
There are not necessarily #he same number of X's and O's
in each set. Before we begin, I will select at random
one of these sets, of five slides and. position it for
pro;ectlon You are to tell me whether the flrfz slide & - ¢
in the group will be an X or an 0. After you have told "
me, I will project the slfde onto the screen, and you’

will then know whether you were right or wrong. Then, a&?

- the next slide in the group will be in position and ° ¢
again you will tell me whether it will be an<X or an,0.
In this way, we will go through all five sl1des of thka
group.. Each set of five slidés will constitute one LY
trial. We will continue until we have goneithrough®0
trials. T will also be keeping score and will let: you

" know how well, you did at the end of each trjal. Now, k2
in order to be successful on a trial, you must .get at
least 4 slides right. In other words, 4 or S slides
‘right, out of the 5 slides in a set will mean that . :
have succeeded. Any number of slides below 4 will méan .
that’ you have not succeeded. Are there any questions?

4

[

B

If not, the experi'mente‘r gave the instructions for esj:imatiﬁg the

B

-

7
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probability of success and for the payment schedule as mentioned L
. . 3 ..
abpve for the skill task. In this context, one of the sentences was. >
changed to: - ‘ .

‘Before each trial, I would like vou to estimate how
certain, you are that vou can correctly predict 4 or
S slidés out of 5. S }

Oféfourse, when the chance task was preseﬁted after the skill task,

the instructions for estimated expectancy and payment was shortened.

¢

When the subject understood the nature of the task, the experimenter

-manipulated the sl}¢és by a remote control switch. On reinforced
/ \

trials, the s}ide similar to the subject'; predicticn was shown. On
nonreinforced trials, the slide opposite to the‘suﬁject's preédiction
was préjected.

For both tasks, a 50% reinforcement schedule was used. Trials
1 and {O were always reinforced $& that the same dependent measures
used by Rotter et al. (1961) éﬁd \iller and Seligman (1973) could be

. : .

used. The sequence of reinforcement and nonreinforcement on Trials
2 to 9, and tﬂe within-trial number and order of slides to be
;einforced,were randomized and predetermined before the laboratory

seésion.: . < 4,

Psychomotgs and perceptual speed tasks. After the subjeét was
péid the money he had earned in the skill and the chance taﬁks, he
was given a five-minute xest'pe:iod. Then the psychomotor speed
tasks were given. The procedﬁres were with some small changes,

*

similar to those employed in Weckowicz, Nutter, Cruise, § Yonge
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£1972) and in weckéwicz, Tam, Mason, G‘'Fav (1678).
. For digit syﬁbol substitution, the instructions were:
- - Look at these figures and ‘the numbers in ecach of them:

(Point to the-top line of figures with numbers an them.)
You are to put in each of these (point to first line)
the number in the figure like it up here (point to keyv
again). {Illustrate further bv showing which numbers
go in the first two figures of line cne. Point to each
figure in turn.) See, in this ore goes a "two,"
and in this one goes a ''one." (Point to the third
figure in line one) What goes in here? (Show right ndmber
if subject is unable to make correct response or does not
nake a response. (Follow the same procedure for the
fourth figure, and starting from the fifth figure) Now-
£ill all these the same way; take them in order like this
(indicate each of five lines in order from subiect's
left to right). You may look up here all vou need <o
(point to key). Don't skip any. (If subject makes an
error in first line, tell him/her o look at <op and be
sure to yget them .right.) .

L 3

v 4

Timing with a stcpwatch went centinuously, and time was recorded at -’

the end of each line completed. The score was the number of seccnds.

required to complete each of the five lines. For left-handed sub-

jects who-wrote in a manner that wculd cover the keyv up, a second

worksheet was provided with only the key exposing.

-

- &1
For tapping speed, the instructions were:

(After the timers were turned on) This is a simple
device which is intended to find out how quickly you
can tap back and forth with this pen on these two
plates (demonstrate). Let your forearm rest on the
table in a comfortable position, hold the plates with
the other hand, hold the tapper in an upright position,
and lean slightly forward (demonstrate). Make the
tapping movement mostly from the wrist, rather than
from the elbow (demonstrate). Remember to tap as

- rapidly as possible. , You'll have three trials with

rest between trials. At the signal '"Ready,'" place your
arm in a position to tap, and at the sPgnal "Go,'" start
tapping and continue until the signal '"Stop."



The more completely vou relax between trials, the
faster vou can tap. FReadv--GCo!

. .
Trere were three trials each of 30 seconds, with Z0-second rests

between trials. The subjéct was warﬁed to get ready toward the end
of each rest. The number of taps was recorded by an autom;tic
counter, and the timers autématically timed toth the grials énd the
rests. The score was éhe‘number of taps for each of the fhree

trials.

For reaction time, there were three levels differing in the

amount of information to be'prccessed by the subject. For Level One,
-
the instructions were:

(After the subject understood that he/ske was to use '
his/her dominant and preferred hand for pressing kevs.)- e
This is a test to see how fast you can react. Put ycur <
finger or fingers on the left kev, but do not press it.
The light above the key will be on, and as soon as it
is on, press the key. Do it as fast as possible. You

. will hear a click just before the light comes on and
that will warn you to get ready. [o vou understand the
instructions? (A practice trial was given, and if thé
subject reacted to the click instead of the light) Just
relax until you hear the click. Wait for the click, and
then start getting réady. 3

The reset switch click was used as the warning signal which preceded
the flashing of the light by two seconds. There were six trials after
the practice trial. The reaction times were recorded to the nearest

.01 second. For Level Two, the instructions were:

From now on, one of these three lights may come on, and
I want you to press the key under the light that comes
on. Do it as quickly as possible. -Again yoU will hear
a click just before the light comes on, and thet will
warn you to get ready. Start with one hand above but
clear of all the keys. It is not necessary to guess
which light is coming on. Ready? ‘L B

e

BN

.
4
7



the nearest .0l second.

were as follows: ' :

———— e e ﬁf‘:,

The stimulus and responpse i

- . P . L ‘
flashed and which lever Koy wﬁS';;rec:&we,vkcre reset hefore ecach
- o

. . ~ L . .
trial in a predetermipned order.” There werg six trials, with time

recorded to the nearest .01 second.’ For Lével Three, the instruic-

»
T1ons were:

Now we will Jo anotner reaction time task. As vOou see,
there are three lights that flash, one at a time --
letft, middle, and right. Before, I asked vou to press
the kev Jdirectly below the light that flashed. This
time, when the left light 1s on, vou will"have to press
the hey at the cxtreme right (show the light-lever code
card and put 1t in front of the subject; and Jemonstrate .
When the right light rlashes, press the kev 1in the
< middle :dJemonstratei. When the middie light is on,
press the keyv on the extreme l!gf: (Jdemonstrate).
Remember: Left light--right kdv, right ldght--l2f+ kev,
and middle light--left kev. Adain, vou wil! hear a
click just berfore the light com&s on, and that will warn
vou to get ready. Start with one hand abovebut clear
of all the keyvs. When the light is on, press the
correct key as quickly as possible. Do vou understand”
(If the subject Jid not'understand, repeat the instruc-
tions.) If vou make a mistake, just correct vourself

as quickly as vou can. ou m3y have a few seconds to
look over the diagram. (Wait a while) Okav, now we'll
try it. :

The stimulus and response dials were set in a predetermined

- order before each trial. Again, there were six trials, recorded “to

8

=

Figure reversals consisted of two forms, the viewing box and the

) . ,
card. For the Necker cube reversal (viewing box), the instructions

{When the subject was comfortably seated, he/she was

. “shown an 18 x 20 cm black line drawing of the Necker
cube on a white 20 x 25 cm card. The subject was given
some pre-stimulation about the nature of the reversal--
as minimal and standardized as possible, but the

-

)
e “‘“.‘*&;m'—lﬁ.q. PR

e ¥



L 2N
' a m
X .
. ﬂ'\‘ A
3 b Il
— o~ o
LA
~N .
cxperimenter had to be sure that the subject knew
~hat the reversal was.) what do you see in this ¥

picture?  (Hold card vertically) (Regardless of

the subject's reply; This is a cube or a box. .t

has three dimenSions: length, width, and height.
iindicate the dimensions by moving a finger along

the length, width, and height of the cube in its
"normal" position.) Like a trfmsparent glass cube

or a hollow box-like frame, you can see both the®

front (indicate) and the bach (:ndicate), the top /
{indicate) and the bottom iindicate), and the sides
(lndicate) all at the same time. s :

Look at the cube tor a2 while. ~ (Pause; Do vou see

the cube appear to vou in two different ways?

‘Regardless ot the subject's response) The cube at
one moment has the black dot closest §& vou, like a%
cargo box being placed on the ground, d vou are
looking at it from above and can see its top surtace,
‘Show the subject a transparency of this "normai”
perspective and place it on the card to consolidate
the subject's understandings) At another moment, the
black dot is farthest from vou; the cube is like a cargo
box being lifted up to the air, and sou are looking at ,
it from below, and ¢an see its bottom surface. Show
the subject a transparency of this '"reversed' perspec-
tive and place it on the card to consolidate nils under-
standing.! This flugtuation of perspective is called
“reversal”. It is called ®normal” when the dot is
closest to vou and the cube is like resting on the

.

~

' ground; and it is called "reversed" when the dot is

farthest from vou and the cube is like up in the air.
Now, I would like you to practise using this recording
key. Look at this picture. When the cube is ''normal’

do not¥press thedkey; but as soon as it appears to y63<”\
in the ''reversed" position, press the key.and hold it
until it shifts back to the ''mormal" position.

(Practise {or two fluctuations.) Now, let's adjust

the height of the chair so that vour eyes are on the same
level as the hole of the viewing box. (Adjust chair
height, and place the recording key close to the
subject's dominant hand.) When I turn on the light

in the viewing box, you'll see a similar cube. Start
looking at the cube in its "hormal" position. When

it shifts to the '"reversed" position, press the key . -

and hold it. When the cube comes back to its ''normal”

position, release the key. Relfaix yourself .and let any

changes oome naturally. Keep on pressing or releasing
' /

A
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" ™ the iey with the changes ‘of the cu be.untll I say, ' w.
"Stop'. Are there any questions?
(If not, cover the subject's head with the opaque
clotit of the viewing box.) Ready--go! (Turn on '
I the box light and the event recorder simultaneously. ®
After three minutes, say, "Stop," and turn off the
' I'ight and the recorder simultaneously.)

.Jlhe event recorder record was analysed later on, The scores in the .
forms of frequgncy and duration of rébbrsa’bvper ten-second interval
: . . , , L%

were. entered in a form shown i the appendix section. These are the

same for all figure revkrsal tasks.  For the vase-face reversal

fcard) task,‘the instrugtions were as follows:

' (In a well-lit rofm, the subject,sioMiﬁst ‘a wail ‘ Q

150 cm away from/fa white 20 x 25 cm card with a Vase-
face figure megdurjng 24.5 x 19.5 cm. The: card was
- placed against a black background on the subject's eye
level; and the recording kay was the side of the
subject's dominant hand.) ,,‘Bfl -
o What do you see in this pxcture’ .
& r B (If the subject mentioned only the vase or the faces)
What else do you see in this picture? '
(Regardless of the subject's answer) At one moment,
ydu. see the white vase, or the bottle in the middle
- of the picture (indicate). At another moment, _.you‘see
. two black faces looking at each other (indicate;. This
| is also called a fluctuation or a reversal.
Are there any questions?
) " (If not) I want you to close your eyes for a while. )
» .. .When [ say, '%cadv--Open,” -open-your eyes-and 100k e
at the vase first. As soon as you se¢ the picture
chahges to the faces, press the key and hold it. =
Release the key when the picture changes back to
the _vase. Keep yourself relaxed and let the changes
come naturally.
Remember: Start with the vase; press the key when
the picture becomes the races, and release the key
when the picture becomes the. vase again. Kgep on
. pressing or relea51ng the key with the picture ' N
T & changes until I say, "Stop.”" Are there any questions?
(If not) Close your eyes. Ready. Open!
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follows - - &
o Y . e ’ i *
¢ 75 ‘ s‘"l
" (Standing in the sale pﬁoe ds in the vuo-fage“ta& . 4" §
‘ This is the cubc-yﬁ'sdw a while ago. Tt s ghe' \
Y e that fluctuates: .at-ofe moment, it is in thie néhul" .
"' ’ o posifion, and at &nother.moment, it is'in Lhe ”rever{dd" R
' jposition, .""
. I want you to. close your eyas tor a-while,: Vlben I W., ;_&i
W "Ready--bpen"' open,«a#bn‘r eyés fand look at the cube’ in © -~ .
’ its "normal” position. firstl, Xs soon as yol see the . SE
L cube change €0 its ''reversed™ position,, prass the 113 o R
R and hold it. Release tiie key when the cubgvrotur'hs to ¥ .
its "normal" position. Keep relaked, look at the fube .
Y passively and let any changes cone naturtny ~~~~~ Remepper: o .
o Start with the "noml" pos"itxon Are th e. anv questxoas{ L e
& (If not) c;me your eyes'. L : »W "q:-
s a*’a N
v Self-rating of perfomtnce_ e subject LTy
& ‘ ¢ tof‘ (shown in the appendix suctmn) along a seven-po‘int sca}e.'ﬁomw"’ "
E , very poor to very good to show ‘\ow weLl he/she rfomd on the N -
' i 4 1 ;,',
tasks compared to other people of hxs/her age.ax)d backé’ro,und N R 1D,
D v o o r,-,\ Lo 'hﬂ SR f‘ 7 W
¢
Fmal-ly, the pa%pnt sugject was paxd 52 and the normal volun- ,
v ' -
’ teer $12 for h1s/her part1cipat1on in the study.
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Dependent ‘easures

4

Questionnaires and forms. The following measures were

b

obtained.

1. Clarke-WAIS Vocabulary Test: Estimated Wechsler Adult Inteili-

gence Scale full 'scale IQ equivalent, generated from 40 vocabu-

lary item scores.

2. Hamilton Depression Rating Scale: Sum of Il item ratings to

“yield a Total Score, which‘ranges trom O to 60.

3. lung Self-Rating Deprgssion Scale: Sum of 20 item ratings to
vield a Total Score, which range; from 0 t> 30.

1. Patient Déssription Form: Sum of lo item ratings to vield a
Total Score, which ranges from 0 to 29.

S. Rotter Internal-External Locus‘of Control Scale: 3Sum of 29

. item rat;ngs to.vield an Externaiity Score, which ranges from
0 to 25. .

6. Buss-Durkee Hostility Inventory: Ratings of 75 items to yield
a Total Hostiiity Score {range 0 to 66) and a Guilt Score
(range 0 to 9). |

7. Depreséion Adjective Check Lists: Each of gorms A, B, C, and
D g%ygs ratings of ‘32 adjectives, yielding a ?ptal Sco;e which
ranges from 8 to 32.

8. Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory: T-Scores of g’ﬂa

D-0, T-S, and Dr scales.
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e

Clinical Analysis Questionnaire: "Scores on the scales ot DI,

QE.’ _IE’ &1_7 _%) D_(;)_, &nd _D_Z-

10. Eysenck Personality Questionhaire: Ratings on 90 items to yield
the four scores of Psychoticism (P), Extraversion (E), ﬁeuroti—
cism (N), and Lie (L).

11. Self-Rating of‘Performance Form: (a) Present Performéncé Ratings
(range from 0 to T); and (b) Aspired-to Pertormance Rating

‘ (range from 0 to 7).

Skill and chance tasks. The three basic expectancy change

-

dependent measures were the same as those in Miller and Seligman's

(1973) study. >They were: {a) Change from Trial i to Trial 2 (TiT2),
“ (b) After Task Expectancy (Any, and (c) Total Expectancy Change 1in

Expected Directicn (TCE). Measure a was a measure of the expectancy

change following reinforcement on Trial 1, which was always rein-

forced. Measure b was the expectancy after Trial 10; it was a
measure of the cumulative effects of previous reirnforcements and
nonreiﬁforcéments over all trials on the subject's expectancy.
Measure c was obtained by‘summing the absolute value of the differ-
ence in expectancies between one trial and the next for all trials

in which the subject increased his/hér,expectancy“follswing rein-
forceﬁent or decreased his/her expectancy following nonreinforcement.
It was a measure of the appropriate shifts in expectancy.' The fourth

meaéﬁfe, Total Expectancy.Change in Oppbsite Direction (TCO), was

not used by Miller and Seligman (1973), but used by Rotter, Liverant,
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and Crowne (1961), and recommended by Costello (IOTS). It was ob-
tained by summing the absolute values of the difference in expectan-
cies between one trial and theAnexftfor ali trials in which the

subject decreased his/her expectanty following reinforcement or

increased his/her expectancy following nonreinforcement. It was a

measure of inappropriate shifts in expectancy, and should be of

greater interest than TCE 1if depressed subjects were indeed learned- —

\
-

helpless.

Qwing to the unequal initial expectancies found between groups

a

(see "Results' section for details), the expectancy ratings of’all
trials in both tasks had to be adjusted or corrected tor this

inequaiity. A multiple regression was carried out (see '"Results'
section for details). The adjusted expectancy rating on Trial 2 was

»

actually a difference score between Trial 1 and Trial 2. Consequent-

ly, the dependent measure T1T2 became simply the adjusted rating on
Trial 2.

Psychomotor and perceptual speed-tasks. The dependent measures

[}

of the various tasks were as follows:

1. Digit Symbol Substitution: Time spent in seconds, to complete

“each of the five lines, and the mean time spent.

<

<. Tapping Speed: Number of tappings per trial, and the mean

number of tappings.

w

Reaction Time: Time in seconds for each trial, and the mean

time.
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Figure Reversal (Necker Cube, VaSé-Face): Numpef of reversals,

. duration of the normal phase, and<duration of the reversed
- - . - ' . - P - P - . - P S

phase: per 10-second interval and per minute; and the mean for

.three minutes.
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cemmon e RESUETS - e ;__ven e

Overview of Data Analyses

Validity of -Diagnostic Procedure

X One-way‘analyseé of variance, orthogonal comparisons, and
. ] ] . .
multiple range tests were applied to the BDI, HPRS, LFD, <SDS, and

DACL to see if the‘depressives‘andgnpndep}essives weére correctly

classified. In particular, the' PDF was examined to see if the

-

endegenous depressives and reactive depressives scordd differently.
- L}

Expectancy Changes in Skill and Chance Tasks

8 First of all, in Qrder to determine if there were differences
between groups on initiai expectancy, a Groﬁp‘x Orde} X Task analy4.
-sis of variance.was conducted + Second, since there were a. Group .
effect and a Group X Task interaction in .the above ANOVA a multlple
regresg;on.was performed to adJust all expectancy ratlngs for
unequel initial expectancies; Thlrd for the four dependent measures,
a seri s of analyses for variance (4 Groups X2 tasks), one-way
banalyseé\of variance using skill task scores, chance task scores,
and sklli—mlnus chance dlfference scores, and analyses of covariance
u51ng age and/or 1nte111gence as covarlates was carrled out Fourth,
vorthogonal comparisons\were done: ‘Depfessed versus Nondepressed;
Eﬁdogeﬁous Depression ve;ghs Reactive Depressien, and Nondepressed

Psychiatric Patients versus Nondepressed Normals. This gayé more

refined information about the relationships between groups not,

© 98
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provided by tbe analyses of variance. Fifth, the Tukev-HSD multiple

It
between the group means. Finally, the Pearson product-moment corre-

lation coefficients between the Beck Depression Inventory and.the

expectancy measures were calculated.

Esychomotor and Perceptua%iSpeed Tasks
One-way multivariate analyses of varlance on five psychomotor and

$1X perceptual speed test varlables were carried out to examine the
! ' ¢

overall performance of the four groups on these speed t&ks. Then a
i

series of analyses of variance, orthogonal comparisong, and multiple

4

range tests were carried out to test Hypotheses 5a, 5b, and 5c.. The /,

»

design for the Digit Symbol Substitution scores was a4 4 x 5 mixed

factorlal w1rh the 4 groups as the between subject factor and the 5
lines as the repeated measure factor The design for the Tapping Speedv
tasﬁ was a 4 x 3 mixed factorial with the 4 groups as the between-
subJect and the 3 trials as the repeated -measure factor. The design

for the Reaction Time task was a 4 x 3 x 6 mixed factorial with the 4
groups as the between-group factor dnd the 3 levels of comﬁiexity and

. - ok

the 6 trials as the repeated-measure facgors. Figure reversal vari-

.

ables were analysed by one-way analyses.of variance only because the

initial MANOVA results were nonsignificant. “

- Hostility, Locus of Control, Mood Change, Self- Ratlng of Performance

and Other Personality Variables

For’ most of the variables, one- way analyses of variance, to-

gether with orthogonal comparlsons and multiple range tests’,

*

range test was'applied to find out more SDelelL relatLQnships_”__M,M,__m

<4
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i \
L

served to test the hypotheses, Scme two-way analyses of variance

r

Wefe “also émprvyed““e”g~——thE“0RCt“mobd change’measures weTe

analysed¢ﬁith a 4 Groups X 4 DACL Measures anayys1s of variance.
) Pea;son,product-moment correlation ;oefficients were caiculated
for selected variables relevant to Hypotheses 7 to 15. For instdnce,
the BDI scores were c;rrelated with the demographic variables, other
.depression and personalify measures, self-rated performance, and
psycﬁomqtog speed measures. The demographic variables, such as age
:and intelligence, were also correlated with various dependent
measures.

Di<crimiﬁaﬁt aﬁal;Qes were carried out on selected variables to
obtain the maximum discrimination among all four groups and among
the two depre551on groups.- *

Factor analyses (principai factoring with iterations) with
orthogonal and/or obllque rotated factors were performed on selected

rn -

vagiables. “The normal control group was 1nc1uded or excluded from

s to see if there was major difference between*the~two

onfirmatory factor analyses using a target matrix
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Results of Data Analysis

~ The alpha error level of .05 was adopted.

Validity of Diagnostic Procedure

The validity of the diagnostic procedure was supported by the
scores on ancillary depression measures not used for subject assign-
nent. The means, standard deviations, and the results of anélyses

of variance, orthogonal comparisons, and Tukey multiple range tests

1

‘are presente& in Table 6. The HDRS was given only to the three

patient groups, which wére'ﬁigﬂificantly different from one another,
F(2, 575 = 95.23, p < .0001. Tﬁe LPD totai depression sccre, which
was not used for subject'?lassification, showed significant'gfoup £-
differences, F(3, 73) = 96.23, p < .0001. The ISDS yieléed signifi--
cant differences between tﬁe depressed and the nondepressed.g;oups,
f(S, 76) = 70.63, p < .OOOl,v When the four forms of the DACL were

combined, the total depressiVe mood score also gave significant

.difference between the depressed and the nondepressed, E(S, 76)_=ﬂ
21.19, p < .OOOl,ifIn all measures, the Endogenous Depressive growp

- was more depressed than the Reactive Depregsive ,group; and in two

measures; HDRS and LPD, the two groups means_were-fbund to be !?gni-
ficantly different by'orthogondl cqmparisons;and the Tukey multiplé
range test. How;ver, such a différente between the ED and.the‘Rﬁ
groups was not present iﬁ the BDI, the instrument used for subject
selgction andiassignment. The PDF, which was‘given only to the

patient groups, yieldéd-a significant between-grcup difference,

F(2, 57) = 7.61, p < .01, and a's@gnificdnt reactive-versus- -,

o .
oo ”
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endogenou;\}ontrast, t(32) = 2.95, p < .0l. The ED group had a *
significantly higher endogenicity score than the RD group, but ’”Q’

according to Tukey multiple range test, the RD group did*not differ

from the NDP group. The PDF, results seemed to support the validity

N

of. the endogenous-reactive diagnostic dichotomy.

Expectancy Chg%ges in Skill ard Qhanée Tasks (Hypotheses 1 to 4)

Initial expectarcy in skill and chance tasks. The means and

standard deviations of the skill and chance tasks initial expectancy

g

—— LI

ratings are presented in Table

. In-order fq as§@ss whether the fogf groups.were similar in
their initial éxpeﬁtancy ratings, a three-way Group X Order X Task
repeated-measure analysis qf variance was carried ouf. As_sﬂﬁwn in

\?\”Table 8, the Group effect, F(3, 72) = 3.43, p ¢..05, and the Group X
Tésk iﬁteraction,‘i(s, 72) = 3.11, p < .Og, were significant. The
Group gffect'was due primarily to the higher expectancy ratings of
the Nondepressed’Psychia:ric group than those of the othér/@roups.
The interaction was aue largely to higher ratings Qf.the Endogenous
Depression and Nondepressed Normal groups on the ¢hance task than.

i .
the skill task, and the reJerse in the,Reactive Depressipn'and

Nondepressed Psychiatric grodp. Since "the gfoups were Nnot comparable

on their initial expectancy ratings, it was necessary to correct the

; LY

raw scores for the initial rating differences before the dependent
, i - .
measures were examined. The corrected (adj@sted) scores were

obtained. by regressing each post—trial.equktancyvdf‘the skill and
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Tdble 7 - -

s - —Megns—and—-Standard Deviations—of - S e T

the Skill and Chance Tasks Initial Expectancies

Group . Skill task .Chance task:
t S 5D M 0
ED 3.90 2.22 4.70 - " 2.11
RD .35 1.98 3.70 2.15 .
NDP T s.89 2.39 5.15 2.50
NDN 3.50 1.91 4.10 1.74
J *
4
1
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. Table 8
— cded Groups ¥ 2-Orders X -2 Tasks- Analvsis-of —— -
#eriance of the .Initial Expectancy Ratings .
& W,
Source SS df p_lg E
\ ! .
- o . % “‘"’
' Groups 68.82 3 vo22.04 3,43
Orders 3.91 1 3.91 .58
Groups X Opders 59.92 3 19.97 2,99
Subjects within o
groups . 481.45 .7' _ 6.65
Betweefl subjects 614.09 79 - 7
2 A
Tasks 01 1 .01 .00
Groups X Pasks 16.11 3 5.37 2.62
Orders X Tasks .51 g .51 .25
) Groups X Orders X - ' '
Taska , 1.22 '3 41 .20
Tasks-X Subjects . ~n
. within,erouns - 147.65 e 2.05
. Within subjects | . 168.5%0 80

*p < .05,

h’i -
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chanc® tasks on the initial expectancies of both tasks. It was a

multiple regregsion with the initial sk¥l1 and cqgnce expectancies
as two_independent variables (Nie, Hull, Jemkins, Steinbrenner,. &

Bent, 1975); The constants and,cooffiéients fo dlcbfpo#t-trin;

b

-y

expectancy score used in this iigression procedure’are'prgéente& in
. ’ . : o 2

Table 9. .
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Table 9

Constantﬁfand Coetficients for Corrected

After-Trial Expectancies in Skiil and Chance Tasks

v

Task

Trial Constant Coefficient for Coefficient for
skill task . chance task
initial expectancy initial expectancy

Skill

Chance

1 4.41 .64 -.12
2 4.59 .68 -.23
3 4.80 .40 ’ .04
~ 4 S 4.69 * .38 .03
5 4.51 .37 .06
6 3.99 .36 : .15
7 5.91 .38 . .18
8 3.03 .46 .29
9 3.85. .29 .51
10 5.34 : .14 .23
1 1.86 .03 .74
2 1.56 .10 - .66
5 - 1.30 . -.03 . .83
4 1.29 .07 ¢ 70
5 1.12 .11 .70
6 .58 .06 .86
7 1.16 .03 .76
8 .68 ©.o1 .81
.47 -.12 .96

10 1.68 = =15 .86

Note. Regression equations are in the following forms:

L, = 4.4 + 64X+ (-.12Y))

-

' = - - -
X2 X2 .64X1 ( .lZYl)

f‘ ' where Xl is the initial expectancy for skill task;

Y1 is the initial expectancy for chance~sask;

"~ .
X, is the regression score for "Expectancy after Trial 1';
F4

‘X,' is the corrected score for "Expectancy after Trial 1'".
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Expectancy dependent measures. The adjusted scdreg of the four

expectancy dependent measures were analysed by.4 Groups X 2 Tasks

(randomized block design, repeated measures, fixed-effect model)

v
s

analyses of variances, as summariced in Table 10,

For Expectancy Change from Trial 1 to Trial 2 (T1T2), the

! o

scores used for analysis were not the difference scores obtained by

subtracting Trial 1 expectancies from Trial 2 expectancies. Instead)

—

1

the corrected expectancy scores after Trial 1 were used, because
regression procedures had made them, in fact, difference scores.
ANOVA indicated that the Group effect,'Eﬁs,'74) = 7%, E:& .05, and
the Group X Task interaction, F(3, 74) = ;65, p> .Oé: were not
significant. Only the Task effect: F(1, 74) = 163.35, p < .01, was
significant. )

For the measure After Task Expectancy (ATE), ANOVA showed that

bofh the Group effect, F(3, 74) = 2.35, and the Group X Task inter-
action, F(3, 74) = 2.54, were marginall; significant (p < .10); and
that the Task effect was ﬁighly significant, F(1, 74) = 252.14,

p < .0L. | |

For Total Expectancy Change in Expected Direction (TCE), ANOVA

indicated that the Group effect, F(3, 74) = 2.56, p < .10,~was-
marginally significant; that the Group X Task interaction, F(3, 74)
= .53, p > .05, was nohsignificant; and that the Task effect,

F(1, 74)

16.87, p < .01, was significant. .

4

]
For the measure Total Expectancy Change in Opposite Direction

<

-
: \

3]



Table 10

4 Groups § 2-Tasks Analyses of Variance of

Expectancy Measurds Using Corrected Ratings

110

<
Source SS gﬁ MS F
Expectancy chaﬁge from Trial 1 to Trial 2 (T1T2)
: |
‘ ; |

. Groups ' 5.37 3 © o 1.79 79
Subjects within groups 72,12 76 2.27
Between subjects o 177.49. 79
Tgsks . 258.70 1 258.70 163r35**
Groups X. Tasks T . 3.06 3 - 1.02 165"
Tasks X Subjects within 120.36 =6 1.58
groups - R
Within subjects . 382.12 80
After task expectancy (ATE)

. /'

Groups . 40.99 3 13.66 2.35% «
Subjects within groups 441 .68 76 5.81
Between subjects 482.68 79
Tasks . 536.22 1 536.22  252.14**
Groups X Tasks 16.22 3 5.41 2.54t
Tasks X Subjects within ‘ 161.63 76 | 213
groups AR |

* Within subjects 714.07. 80 -
Tota} expectancy change in exPecg%d diréction (TCE)
Groups S 275.10 3 91.70 256"
Subjects within groups 2,719.59 76 35.78
Between subjects 2,994,569 79 ‘ i
Tasks | . 2556 1 255,56 16.87**
Groups X Tasks 24{14 3 8.05 .53~
Tasks X Supjects within O '
groups | 1,151/.14 76 15.15
Within subjects 1,430.84 80
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Table 10 (Coffinued)

Source “'  e ’ SS df : MS F )
’ S
Total expectancy change, in opposite direction (TCO)

" Groups - . 109.88 3 36.64 . 1.97
Subjects within groups 1,416.87 76 .~ 18.64 :
Between subjects 1,526.75 79 .

Tasks- \ : 32.16 © 107 .32.16 5.33*
Groups X Tasks : ©5.14 <3 - 1.71 .28
Tasks X Subjects withi \458.81 26 6.04
groups
} Within subjects 496.10 80
Trend (p < .10). L
*p < .0S. .

**p < .01.

pr




(TCO), ANOVA showed that both the Group effect, F(3, 74} ='1.97 and
P - e e R R = e Ve - ‘ S P N . -

the Group X Task interaction,, F(3, 74) = .28, werc nonsignificant,

(> -0S); and that the Task effect, F(1, 4) = 5,33, p < .05, was

significant. _ , . . * . Y y

The overall findings of this part of the experiment may be

a

summarized as follows:
1. Only the Task effect was cdnsistently highly sigrificant,
indicating success in presenting the tasks as skill and chance

tasks., '

o

2 fﬁe Grpup effect and tﬁ§‘Group X.Task ;nte;action meré
either.nonﬁignificant or showed oﬁly a trend. This interaction,
which was of speéi;l interest-tq%determ;ne the hypotﬁesized differ-

> ~ential expectancy offdepressed and nondepressed subjécts; was not

supportivehof the hypotheses. . o

“In addition, the séme type of ANOVA was applied to the acn-
corrected expectanéy scores and yieiéei very similar results (See

Table l}). One-way ANOVA for each skill and chance expectanéy

vériab&é using'corfectéd'or noncorrecfed~rating§ confifmed the

‘génépal absence of group diffgrences except for the chan;e fgsx ATE

_mea§ure;' (See Tablé 12 for group means, standard deviatiors, and

\ : D . »

“ﬁﬁQVA F values.)

TQ further assess the hypothesized between-task differential
expéctancy ratings between thé depressed and tﬁe'nondepressedv s

: P : s ' 2
y g ! - > . : . . -~
.groups, one-way analyses of -variance were carried out using "skill

task minus chance task'" difference corrected scores. .Table 13

[}
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. : _ . .
' ' Table 12 i
“Me‘é.rn“sm, Standard Dé.\lf-i.atviohs, ahd»Results omyses of
X - Variance of the Skill-and Chance Task Expectancy
_Measufes Using Non‘correctéd and Corrected Ratings ‘
. Measurs (Group MO “sD  anova F?
Noncorrected ratings
Skill task: : o .
-TIT2 ED - 2.40 1.60 1.54¢
S RD 2:30 1.87 ..
NDP 1.70 1.84
N 2.95 2.04
ATE CED T 61s 239 251
) RD - 6.30 5.01 -
S NDP 1 7.85 2.30
. NDN - 7.50 -~ 1.73
TCE ED. 11.60, . - - .32
"RD 11.75 - 7.94 )
NDP' 7.38 - 6.63
NDN . 12.10 = 7.06
. : .
Chahcfe tésk: v o » , .
CTIT2 ED 1.10 - N -
I RD . © .85 1.00 . .«
_INDP. .90 .. 1.62.
NDN . - 1.00 ~1.08
SATE - ED 4.65 2.01 3.13% '
. ° RD 4,10 12,29
NDP 6.10 .°2.95
NDN _4.30 -1.69 ‘ .
TCE _ED 9.05 5.30 . 1.50-
' RD T6.75 5.98 .
‘NDP 5.55 5.50
NDN . 6.50 4.85 s
/.
A )
. .* ;
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~ Table 12 (Continued) : .,
Measure Group M sb "~ ANOVA F@
Corrected ratings
svM1 task: | ;
TIT2 . . ED 4,25 - 1.52 29
' RD 4.29 1.97
 NDP 4.40 1.30
NDN 4.69 4 1.69
. ATE © ED "4.54 2.42 2.12°
‘ - RD 4.86 2.66
NDP 5.87 2.34 .
NDN 6.08 1.72
TCE ED 9.2 5.63 2.07
- RD 9,43 6.14
'NDP 5.65 " 1.97
NDN . 9.24 6.00
TCO ED 3.16 4:12 1.86
RD 2.89 2.92
NDP 1.70 3.78
NDN 2.24 2.65
. “j:. .
Chance task: : o
TIT2 . ED - 2.02 .80 1.76
RD 1.39 1.00
NDP _ 2.08 - 1.42
NDN 1.97 . .98
 ATE ED - ‘1.22 1.67 2.98*
. _RD. 1.59 .27
* NDP. & ©2.58 2,23
NDN S 1.32 r.o1
TCE ~ °  ED 7.07 . 4.87 1.77
o . RD’ . 6.57 - 5.20
- NDP . 4.16° 3015
- NDN. '5.67 3.61
TCO | ED 4.57 4.27 1.28 S
f . RD 3.50 2.42 .
NDP 5.22 ' 4.62 *
NDN. 3.29 . 2.56




)

o e
", -
117
Table 15 . 5 2
N hl . . \ .j
One-way Analvses of Variance of“ExpectanQy'yea§Ures
Using "Skill Task Minus Chance Task" Difference
Corrected Ratiﬁgs '
. Source SS - df MS. F
Expectancy change from Trial 1 to Trial 2 (T1T2)
Between groups ~6.12 3 2.04 .64
Within groups _ - 240.73 76 5.17
Total L ~346.85 79
After task expectancy (ATE)-
Between groups 32.43 3 10.81 2.47¢
Within groups, 323.23 76 ~ 4.25
Total 355.66 79
Total expectancy change in expected direction (TCE‘
Between groups . 48.29 3 ¥ 16.10 .53
Within groups 2;302.21 76 . 30.29
Total _ ‘ 2,350.50 79 B
fbtél.expectancy change in opposite direction (TCQ) 
Between groups . - - 10.28 3 3.43° 28
Within groups . - © - 917.57 76 . 12.07 ‘
Total e ‘ 927.85 79 S~
t - "
“Trend (p < .10). .
. -
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summarizes the results: Only on ATE was the between group effect
marginally signiff;ant F(3, 74)‘= 2.47, p <;.10. All other
measures failed to yield significant between ~-group differences.

Since the Nondepressed Normal éroup had a" higher level of
intelllgence than the other three grpups,-analysesbof covariance
rANCOVA) wefe conducted to eee»if sdch an inequality contributed .to
" variations in the dependent measures The results are summarized in
Table 14. -Just’ llke ANOVA- flndlngs, none of the Group X Task
interactions was 51gn1f1cant, and all Task effects were hlghlv
51gn1f1cant jTherefqre,.the inequality of 1nte111gence between
groups did not seemveo change the‘basic findings. |

Mofeover,‘orthogonal comparisoris"(df ="76, two-tailed and Tukey-

HSD multiple range. tests were used to provide more refined analyses

.

of the "skill task minuslehancektask" difference corrected expect-
ancy ecores, as ;eperfed.in Table 15. Only ATE showed a éignifi-
eant.value,Ef76) = 2.26,.3 < .05, between ehe Nondepressédvpsyehiat-
Cric group and the NQndepreseed Normal greup. All others were non-

significant. Further, no 51gn1f1cant1y dlfferent subsets were

1dent1f1ed by the nultlple range test for all four measures.

As shown in Table 16, one—way ANOVA, orthogonal compar;sons;'
and Tukey tests applied to noncorrected ''skill minus chance"

difference scores gave very similar results to those applied to -

-

corrected scores.

-

Since the initial expectancy measure ANOVA revealed that the
. . ) ' . {



" . Table 14

.4 Groups X 2 Tasks Analyses of Covariance of the

Expectancy Measures Using Intelligence
(CWIQ) as Covariate

119

N

Measure Source SS df NS E
T1T2 ‘Constant 14.91 1 14.91 6.52*
' Groups 3.55 37118 52
Intelligence .54 1 #.54 .24
Residual 171.57 TS .0 2.29 :
Tasks . 258.70 1 258.70 163.35%
Groups X Tasks 3.06 3 1.02 .64
_Residual 120.36 76 1.58
ATE Constant . 10,4977 1 1049 1.80 4
Groups - 4.2 73 11.42 1.96 -
Intelligence 3.6 T 1% 3,64 . .62
Residual 438.05 75¢ 5.84
Tasks o 536.23  1.536.23 252.16%*
Groups X Tasks 16,22 3 . 5.41 2.54
Residual 161.62 76 - 2.13 :
TCE Constant " 144,13 1 144.13  5.98%
' Groups 264.28 3 -.88.09 2.43
Intelligence- - 2.49 1 2.49 .07
A Residual ‘ 2,717.13 75 36.23
1 » : : '
, Tasks 255.56 1 255.56  16.87**
Groups X Tasks 24.14 -~ 3 - 8.05- .53
Residual 1,151.11 76  15.13
TCO Constanty 191.20- ° . 1 191.20 -10.66**
: ‘ . Groups 111.76 3 37.25 2.08
Intelligence " 71.80 I 71.80 4.00*
Residual ' 1,345.09 758 17.94
. Tasks . 32.16 . 1] 32.16  5.33*
: Groups X Tasks ~5.14 3 1.71 .28
* Residual 458.78 . 76 6.04
*'R <. .0S. oo
** p < .01,



° +~ 'R-\;. - '_“";‘:"' T T ‘Té‘b]e“ '1"5“ o A_‘ T T T
Means, Standard Deviations, afid Statistica
 of Corrected "Skill Task Minus ance Task"

'

Difference Expectancy Ratings®

y
T

Measure - Group M 3D Orthogonal - Tukey-HSD
’ comparison .~ Jultiple range
Contrgst® t9 testC
e
TiT2™ ED . 2.23 1.47 1 - 12 RO » NDN > NDP> ED
' RD 2.91 1.97 - 2 1.20 T C

“NDP S 2.32 1.61 3 .69

NDN 2,71, 2.01 ’ .
ATE " ED 3.35  2.09 1 1.59 NDN > ED > NDP » RD
' RD 3.26 2.1 2 -.10 . ‘

- NDP 3.29 1.99 3 2.26*

NDN 4.7 2.05 '
TCE " ED 2.19  43.66 1 .01 NDN » RD > ED » NDP

RD 2.86 7.55 2 .39 . T

NDP 1.49  4.37 3 1.20

NDN 3.58  4.84 o S
TCO . ED,.. . -1i.41 35.49 1 .29 NDP >»RD > NDN » ED

RO '-0.61 3.94 2 .73 T

-~ NDP -0.52  .5.15 3 - .49 b
NDN ° -1.05 " 5.04 '

|

#1 = (ED & RD) vs. (NDP & NDN); 2 = ED vs. RD; 3 = NDP vs, NDN-

b.Two-tailed test with‘gf; = 76, or less if corrected for lack of’,

homogeneity of variance.
,FHomogenegixs ‘subsets are underlined.

*p < 05,

-




Table 16
Statistical Results of Noncorrectod'”Ski;l Task
Minus Chance Task" Difference Expectancy Ratings

[%

Yo

Measure ANOVA EF . Orthogﬁggl Comparison . Tukey-HSD )

Contrast t° multiple range testd
T1T2 1.41 1 %7 . .35 NDN >RD > ED »NDP
| 2 -.74
o 3. -1.89*
ATE . 2.02 1 -1.19 ~ NDN >RD >NDP » ED
‘ 2 -.94 . ’
3 -1.94% .
TCE 1.6 1" .05  NDN >RD > ED » NDP
| L2 -1.12 :
o | 3 ... -Lolx
2 ) "
aéi =3, 76, - | h
by = (ED & RD) vs. (NDP § NON); 2 = ED vs. RD; 3 = NDP vs. NDN.

“Two- talled test with df = 76, or less if corrected for lack of’

homogeneity of variance.
dHomogeneous-subsets are underlined.

i*g < .10

- -
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o

. inequality of initial expectancy across groups was due to the scores

of the Nondepressed Psychiatric group, a 3 Groups by 2 Tasks ANOVA

using noncorrected expectancy scores, with the NDP group excluded
was carried out. The results, as presented in Table 17, showed. that
o even with the nondepressed group removed intentionally, only the
Task effect was significant in the measures TlTé, ATE,. and TCE.
In addition,“oné;way ANOVA, orthogonal camparisons, and multiple

range tests applied to noncorrected scores with the NDP graup

-excluded (Table 18) also produced the same .overall result pattern.

In addition, correlational analfSes were conducted to examine the

v

L 7, measures. Cgrrelation coefficiemts were calculatedlto exaﬁine the
relationship batween the Beck DepressiSn Inventory and the axpectancy
«  measures. As bresentgd in Table 19, the only .significant carrelation
_.d@ ‘ coﬁéiatent Qith the predigtion of learned helplessness was the skill
o 8, \tasktATE measa;e using corretted ratings, r(79) = -.29, p < .01.
ﬁ;* All other correlatipns were Sgther nonsignificant or opposite to the
pﬁgdlcted dlregtlon. For instaﬁce, the correlation with skill task

~bﬁ¥&E measure using corrected ratings was significant but p051t1ve,

£§79),= .19, p < .05; while the predicted correlation was negative'
T all skill task measures: Also, there were two signifiéant

correlations in chance task measures, ATE and TCE; while no correla-
tion was'pnedicted for chancettask measures. Further, examina-
tion of the coefficlents calculated separately for the depre551on

.groups and the nondepression groups revealed no pattern or trend.

&

et e
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Table 18

Statistical Results for 3 Groups (NDP Excluded)
Using Noncorrected "Skill Task Minus Chance Task"

Difference Expectancy Ratings

- S /
Measure = ANOVA Ea\h Orthogonal comparisons ~ Tukey=HSD
‘ Contrast® t¢ . multiple rang .;estd
TIT2 .8 . v =13 mm>RD>ED.)‘
. . . 2 . .80 [ . .
ATE  3.02 1 - -1.01 NDN >RD » ED
A 2 ' 2.24* ————'-—
TCE 1,12 - 1 - -1.12  NDN »RD'>ED
S 2 ‘ .99

a,. - -
df = 2,1 7.

®1 = ED*vs. RD; 2 = (ED & RD) vs. NDN:

“Two-tailed test with df =57, or less if corrected for lack:

of homogeneity of variance.
d ' s . .
“Homogeneous subsets are underlined.

<*R <'.10.V

0
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Table 19 o "
"~ Correlation Between Beck Depression Inventory Scores E =
and Corrected/ancorrecfed Expectancy Ratings . ;
3
Expectancy Depression §. Depression Nondepression - ‘E
.measure nohdepression. groups , groups ¢
- groups o | | :
(n = 80) : - {n = 40) - (n = 40) . S g, :
Corrected rafings
Skill task s ' : o : . : ' ' o
TIT2 = - -.12 - .08 Co-.19 e : T
ATE - .29 L= 16 - ©.01 ‘ S
TCE . 19* 2200 . -.11 3
- TCO -.02 .00 .46** )
‘ » ° 4
Chance task . ' . R |
TiT2 o -.16 08 - - c-.08 : o T
ATE -.22% . =230 R A -1
TCE L24% S 16 o -.10
TCO =07 ' -.19 .05 C
" Noncorrected ratings v .
3 ) L .
Skill task- o . t ,
T1T23 .00 ‘ .07 -.24
ATE I K Ll . -.20 .. .04
TCE ° .16 .14 B - .00 °
"Chance task ‘ - o - S
TiT2% = -.03 S - -.03
- ATE - r.25% .. -.29* -.18 .
&ICE. :21% . .19 . .04 . o /
- Note. Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients using
bne-tailed’tests} ) . : . ' o ' . «
aPaftial correlation with initial expectancy held constant. '
*p < .05. T
 **p < .0L.
. : )
o
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‘The resu;ts;>thereforei did not" support Hypotheses 3a and 3b.

marx.' Although the same set of data was analysed‘by
{

dlfferent procedures, the overall pattern of Tesults remalned un-.

changed. The same conclusion was reached from the follow1ng

procedureS' .
1. Use of corrected or. noncorrected scores i
é; Use of "sk111 task minus ¢hance task” dlfference scores.
3. Use ofANCOVAto deal w1th the inequality of 1nte111gence

level between groups created by the Vondepressed Normal group
A

Er Analyses of the scores ‘of only three groups w1th the Non-

3

depressed Psychlatrlc group (\DP) excluded
5. Comparlsons of groups on the add1t10nal dependent measure,

Total ExPectancy Change in Cpposite Dlrectlon (TCO).

[} /
6. Use of orthogonal compar1sons and multlple rfnge tests to-

R

examine the relatlonshlps between groups
7. Correlatlonal analyses a1m1ng at the assessméht of- the
relationship between Beck Depre551on Inventory,and'the expectancy‘

measures. All these analyses indicated that hypotheses 1 to 4
’eoncerningfexpectancy,changes_in'skill and chance tasks were not
supported by the data.

PR
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Psychomot01 ‘and Pe1ceptual Speed Tasks (Hypotheses 5a,--5by and 5¢)-.

Psychomotor speed tasks A multlvarlate ana1v51s of var1ance

(MANOVA) 1nc1ud1ng all -the flve psychomotor speed tests show

there was an overall group dlfference, Rao's: Approxrmate F test

 using Wilk's Lambda, F(is, 199.2) = 2.36, p < .005. <

Table 20" presents “the means, standard dev1at10ns, ANOVA F

orthogonal comparlson T values, and Tukey-HSD multlple range
/

51gn1f1cant subset structures of. the psychomotor varlables One-way

values,

K

ANOVA results shoued that 51gn1f1cant group dlfferences ex1sted for’

D1g1t Svmbol (DS), Tapp1ng Speed (TS),;and Complex Reactlon Tlme,

Level 2 (CRTZ), and that marg1na11y151gn1f1cant dlfferences between '

groups were fOund in Slmple Reactlon ‘Time C@RT), and Complex

i (2

Reactlon Tlme, Level I (CRTl) Orthogonal comparlsons and multlple

: range tests revealed that the slgn1f1cant group dlfference obtalned

in DS was not the result of a depr2551on-versus-nondepre551on
drfference, but that of the unexpected slow performance of the Non-

depressed Psychlatrlc group ' Otherwrse,,the trend was qulte clear

~The basxc factor was the varylng level of depre551on and the

Endogenous Depress1on group was consrstently slower in all tasks

-than the‘React1ve*ﬁepressron group.

Ow1ng to the deV1at10n of the DS test results from thése of

’ the other psychomotor tests, a 4 Groups X 5 Lines ANOVA (Table 21)

was carrled out followed by trend analyses of the five DS llnes

(Table 22). The ANOVA revealed a hlghly 51gn1f1cant L1ne effect

Q

ed that .
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Table 21

4 Groups by 5 Digit Symbol Lines

Analysis of Variance

Source v - o . S5  . §£ .'ﬂ§ . F
Groups S 5,315.24 3 1,771.7 's. 05+
Subjects within groups = 26,675.56 76 350.99 :
"Between groups 31,990.56 79
Lines I -~ 8,220.63 4 2,055.16 . 60.88*%
Groups X Lines - : ‘2,290.16. - 12 . 190.85 5.65**
Lines X Subjects within 10,262.38 - 304 33.76
grouos . o ST
Within subjects - -+ 20,773.25 - 320
*p < .0l . - o ' : ' g )
J**p < .00001. .
. O . ’ . - "
v
o b :
-
4
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Trenq Anaiyses for the 5 Digit Symbof Lines' !
‘ ‘ o | .
Source ‘ ' : ss df MS F
iLineS'--'Linéar ) o .6,560.85 1 6,560.85 194.35**
‘-~ Quadratic 1,035.65 1 1,035.65 30.68*
Lines X Subjects within 10,262.38 304 33.76

Note. The meéans of the 5 lines were:

' Lihe 1: 8.30

Line 2 17.14

Line 3: 17.43. .,

"Line 4: 20.23

Line 5: 21.08
*p.< .01 )
*+p ¢ .001 .
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”Eﬁ4; 304) = QQ'88L“B,<,'OOQQI and Group X L1ne 1nteract10n,_
- F(12, 304) = 5.65, p < .00001. The Line effect shou)ed both the lin-
ear and the quadratic trends. Their 51gn1f1cance levels “were
F(1, 304) = 194 .35, R_?t.OOl, an@ F(1, 304)‘= 30.68&'2 < .01;
respectively. Diegramatic rePresentatien of the Line means for the
- Groups (Figure'l)ﬁakes it clear that the significaﬁt.grodp-trend
interaqtion was produceé by the scores of the Nondepressed PsyehiaQ
“tric ‘group. There was a gradual decrease in psychomotor speed as
conflrmed by the tests, in all the groups. Unetpectedly, in the
" NDP group, the rate of the speed decrease was greater " It should be
noted that because of the structure of the DS test used (Line 1
shorter then,the;other lines, thu; requiring less tiﬁe to éghplete),)
the Line effecf was somewhat inflated But the relative standing of
the groups and the general trend of performance were st111 there,
] Further information about the other psychomctor varlables was -‘:4¢
obtalned b‘\honductlng a 4 Groups X 3 Trials ANCVA for Tapping Speed -
(T8), and a-4-Groups X 3 Reaction Times (RT) Levels X 6 Trials ANGVA.
The TS ANOVA (Table 23) yielded a significant Trial effect, F(2, 152)
= 27. 92 E.‘ ,00001, but a non51gn1f1cant Group Y Tr1a1 inter- ' "
actlon F(6, 152) = 63, P > .05, Thus, all groups varled 51m11ar1y
in tapping speed‘acrOSS all trials. ‘The RT ANOVA'(Table 241 yielded

Significance in all main effeéts- Group effect F(S 76) ~3.22,

-

p. < .05; React1on Time Complexlty Level effect, F(Z 152) = 36.95,

P < .00001; Trial effect, F(5, 380) = 7.62, p <..0001; and the

following significant interactions:. Group X Level interaction,
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11,086.26
1,664.04

e . .. mable2s
. _ - 4 Groppé by 3 Tapping Speed Trials
- e _ ‘Analysis of Variance '
v Source ' -~ 8§ - Af
’ . T . h : P .
" Groups . < 33,258.77 3
éva' Subjects within groups  126,467.00 76,
T Between subjects. .. . . 1159,723.00 79

Trials - ' . 4,703.75
Groups X Trials- .. - _316.25

o Trials X Subjects Within ;5 gg3 oo

_groups , ,
Within subjects " : . . 17,821.00

> LA ly?

2 .

6
152

7. 160, -

2,351.88
'52.71
84.23

L

*p « .001. ..

. **p < .000QL..
. N ,

,

- B
' = .
- 7 -

-
;

-



- - Table- 24— - Lo

4 Groups by -3 Reaction Tlme Levels by 6 Tr1als

Analy51s of Variance

f
|

Source §S daf i .F
Groups 850,968 3o f 56 00  3.22% -
Subjects within groups 6,686,035 76 4.13 .
Between subjects 7,537,003 79 '
Reaction Tige Levels 2,845,980 # 00" ', 36.95%%**
Groups X Lévels 707,716 6 .63 3.06%*
Levels X Subjects within _
groups : .5,853,720 152 88 511.;1
Within subjects 15,523,000 1,360 N .
Trials . 205,795 5 1 S159.00°  7.62%%+
. Groups X Trials .29,968 15 A .87 .37
Trials X Subjects within 2,053,306 380 ; 43 o
. groups _ e _
- Levels X Trials A 265,959 10 .90 5.80%*%+
. Groups X Levels X Trials 76,273 30 1'2,542.43 .55
" Levels X Trials X Subjedts T : ’
within groups 3,484,288 760 % .59
*p < .05. f ]
**E ¢ .0L. » ‘
| ***p < .0001. »
‘****pT< .00001. - .
7. ’ %’
T '*’ )
-‘{.,
: &
: r
. 2
»
Y &

9
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’ & -~ X . ' ' ) .{«’ .
F(10, 760) = 5.805 p- <..00001. These results indicated thay the
N . o . '
groups, differedﬂin ,their tapping speed, that there was a cowylexity
level effect and that the speed agross trials was d1fferenv,

-Further these suggested depres§ed patlents, espec1a11y the vhdo«»

‘genous depressives, 'showed more psychomotor retardation in muYe

B . 8 {
complex redction time tasks than.4n simpler ones.

Figure reversal percéptual speed tasks Another MANOVA ihvolv-

’1ng all the perceptual speed flgure reversal -tests did not pr%ﬁuce a.
\51gn1f1cant overall group dlfference, Rao [ Approx1mate F teal using
Wllk S Lambda F(18 164.5) = 1. 25 ‘R ¥ .05. Individual onertyy
ANDVA applled to the dependent measures employed also failed £a

C A

. provide any 51gn1£1cant dlfferences or trends (Table 25).

LN

Correlatlonal analyses. Pearibn product -moment correlav}ﬂne
coefficients were calculated te. examlne the relatlonshlp betw/en the
BDI and the psychomotor and perceptual speed variables (Tablq 26).

They showed that only Tapping Speed was correlated p051t1ve1y V1th

_ the depth of depre551on T(79) = - 26 p < .01. (The coefflqvvnt is

" negative because a low TS score means low psychomotor speed.) No

-

correlatlon ex1sted for other varlables, using all 80 subjecty, only
the depre551on groups, or only the nondepreSsron groups.

Summarx Hypothesis 5a was~part1a11y supported Correlk%lonal
analyses 1nd1cated that ‘the 1ntens1ty of depre551on measured fHY the
BQ}'was only related to Tapping Speed. Hypotheses Sb and 5c¢ wAte
pertrally supported. 'Four of the five psychomotor speed meaSwi

suggested that the depressed subjects were slower than. the AN

L

" ’ ' 4
< 3 -
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Table 25 ' ;

Means, Standard Deviatians, and Analyses of Variance

\ of Figure Reversal Measures
- ' /
Measure?  Group M, SD - ANOVA F
NCBR . ED 39.00 13.41° .37
RD 35.33 16.95 (df=3, 68)
NDP 38.89 15.61 ' \
‘ - NDN © 42.95 33.%76
NCBD ED . 67.22 132,99 1.81
RD 70.25 19.93 (df=3, 68) .
NDP. 69.50 14.26
NDN 55.31 22.75 .
VECR ©ED ~ T64.65 35.65 . 23w
RD 58.35 28.89 (df=3, 68)
NDP 57.47 28.46
NDN 56.90 30.65
- VFCD ED 68.34 - 25.93 % 1.81
RD 89.02 . 25.49 (df=3, 69)
© NDP . 84.30 28.31
. NDN 84.45 30.80
NCCR "~ ED 48.25 ' 20.69 .90 -
: RD 38.37 18.13 © L (df=3, 70)
NDP } 42.95 - 14.94
NDN 42.10 17.62
NCCD ‘eb 71.78 21.52 1.71
"~ RD 73.33 20.32 (df=3, 70)
NDP 74.75 20.72 -
NDN — 61.34 . 20.09 i

4

; ]
aNCBR'= Necker Cube (Box) Rate; NCBD = Necker Cube (Box)
Duration; VFCR = Vase-Face (Card) Rate; VFCD = Vase-Face (Card).
Duration; NCCR = Nacker .Cube (Card) Rate; NCCD = Necker Cube, (Card)
Duration. ~ . . T o

N n

apt
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Cdrre}ation-Be;yeen‘Beck Depression Inventory Scores

and Psychomotor/Pgréeptual Speed Measures

0

» .
p < .05. v
“p<.ol.

[

- Measure Depression § " Depression Nondepression
Nondepression groups groups
groups :

(n < 80) ~ (n £ 40) (n £ 40)
DS 17 / .01 L35
TS . -.26*%* : .16 -.11
SRT .15 -.16 .19
CRT1 .18 - -.04- .23
CRT2 - .18 -.11 - .10
Necker Cube (Box) :
Rate -.10 , .03 12
Duration, .14 ‘ .08 - -.11
Vase-Face (Card) .
Rate .03 -.13 <.02
Duration = -.10 - -.09 10 -
Necker Cube (Card)
Rate .05 C.16 . .03
Duration 10 - -.02 . ~ =.03. .
rs : :jla:-
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néndepressed.‘ All five of them showed that fﬁe»endogenous depres-
sives were more retarded than the reactive depressives, although'
significantly so only on Tapping Speed. Perceptual’speed measures

did not yield any trend or pattern as predicted:
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2Exp¢ctaqu Chénggs énd Pszﬁhﬁmofor Retardation (Hypotﬁeses 6a‘and'§b)
| The: results of éxﬁé&éancy.chan;es~ﬁave sthp that‘endogéﬁogs |
depressives and reactive depressives do not differ in thsi‘ruscqre_s.
“on -the skill task._ The rééults'of the anéiyéis of psyChbmotor speed -
meésures‘haVE shown that endogenous:depressives are alwa}é.morg re-k
térded'thah reactive depressives;‘althoﬁgh sfatiétically significanﬁ.
so only on one measure. -Finally, corfelat%onal éhaiysés indica;éd-
.‘ that thé_severity of dep:essiqn¢qorre1§téd with‘only‘one psychomoﬁof
speed meashré,'éhd fo some degree with the skill and chance ek?ect-
ancy éhanges, but in a way.coﬁtrary.to,thét'predictqd‘by the lea;ned
"helpiessness tﬁeory. Tﬁus; a chqice betweén"the alterﬁapive‘hypo-
: theses gg;ahd 6b cannot be mage bécause of the.geﬁéral absence of
sighifitént depression—versus;nondepression diffefenfiai ékﬁect ncf{A

- changes. It appears that there is no basis to clalm that reactijve

depre551on is prlmarlly characterlzed by response -outcome indepeh-

",dence and endogenous depre551on by psychomotor retardatlon Neither
.can one claim that both of these symptoms.are“common to the severit

of general depression. -

Mpen T
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i:AHoStllitz (Hypotheses 7a and~7b)

<MD

The means, standard deV1at10ns, analy51s of variance F values,

orthogonal comparlson t values,_and Tukey-HSD mu1t1ple range test

results of the Buss Durkee HOStllltY and Guilt scores! are presented .

in Table 27 On the HOStlllty Score, the!e was a 51gn1f1cant group
.effect F(3 76) 7.73, p <. 0001 Orthogonal comparlsons and’
m&ltlple Tange tests 1nd1cated that the depressed groups were more
vhost11e than the nondepressed groups, t(76) 4, 48 p< .OO : and
that the reactlve depressrves did not differ from the endogenous :

depfessaves, t(76) - 48 p_> OS On the Gullt Score,-the group”

_.effect was hlghly 51gn1f1cant, F(3 76) JlO 16, ’p;< 0001' " The

ddepressed groups expressed more gullt than the nondepressed groups,

= orthogonal comparlson t(76) S, 46 p;< 001 The results regardlng

host111ty were contrary to ‘the pred1ctlon of‘the learned helpless-
'ness theory, depressed subJects d1d not show less hostlllty than the

nondepressed Although not 51gn1ficant1y so, reactrve depre551ves

Jscored in the more hostlle d1rectlon than the endogenous depress1ves.

This is also opp051te to the predlctlon Thus, both Hypotheses 7a "
and %"Vere not supported The h1gher level of guilt expressed by ‘

the depreSsed groups than the nondepressed is conslstent w1th the

+ . /

symptomatology of depre551on.

-

o
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. External Locus of‘Control'(Hypotheses 8a, 8b, and 8¢) = S

The means, standard deviations analy51s of varlance F valuesﬂ
orthogonal comparlson t values and Tukey HSD multrple range test
. results of the Rotter I E Externallty score are glven in Table 28.
-.'The ANOVA lndlcated a 51gn1f1cant dlfference between the group.means,'
.F(S 76) 5.17 E <. .01 Orthogonal comparlson of the depressed~
versus- nondepressed group means was s1gn1f1cant t(76) _ 3,' e

p < 001 Hypothe51s 8c was therefore conflrmed However, the

dlfference between the Endogenous Depr9351ve subJects and the Reactlve

Depre551ve,§gpjects was not 51gn1f1cant drthogonal comparlson t(76)
= -, 78, P> 05 Hypothe51s 8b was therefore not supported .
Pearson correlation coeff1c1ents between the I-E Externallty
score and the expectancy measures are shown in Table 29 The sk111
;task ATE measure correlated 51gn1f1cantly in the predlcted dlrectlon
w1th I-E scores, for all 8% subJects r(79) = -.30, R <_.01,;and'£or
40»depressed subjects only; r(39)'=';.45’ p-< ,014_ Bnt at the same
'tlme, the sklll task TCEgTeasure correlated 31gn1f1cantly 1n the
i opp051te dlrectlon w1th I-E scores, for all 80 subJects, r(79) .25,
p $..0S, and forr40 depressed-subJects, r(39) 37 E.‘ 01 The

v~sk111 task T1T2 and TCO measures had no correlatlon with I- E scores,

In the ‘chance task correlatlons were non51gn1f1cant except the ATE

measure,-for 80 subJects, r(79) = - 26 B < 01 and for . 40 depressed

sﬁbjects, r(39) = -.33, E.‘ .05. ypothesls 8a predicted that the

o

more external a sub}ect was, the f%gs expectancy change he/sHe would

AL
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: ' Table 29
Correlation between Rotter Externality Scores
and Expectancy Change Measures. (Corrected Ratings)
‘ b : . .
Measure Depressign §& Depression Nondepression
' nondepression groups groups R
o _groups ' o
- ';(3 = 80) (n = 40) / (n = 40)
Skill task: :
T1T2 Co-l 1 - =06 . -.12
ATE . S = 30* L= 42* -.01
TCE .25% . L 3T7H* .06
TCO - -.03 -.02 ' .02
Chance task: - ) -
T1T2 -.06 : -.16 W11
- ATE ¢ =L 206%* ~.33* -.14
TCE .07 . -.05 o .04
TCO o L =13 " ‘ -.10 o -.15
*RY< .05.
**p < .0I1.
. N . : X . ) . ‘
’ o A’ . o | . '
* -

_‘-\x
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Have, especially in the skill.task. The overall pattern 6f correla-
Y ,

L]

_tlons obtalned dld not - suppért thlS hypoth351s.

Idgﬁs¢ﬁ| wihhe reactlve depressmves and the endogenOus depres—
~*;?Si° fer in- thelr externallty, and externality d1d not
- -
correiate #g D expectpncy changes in a manner consistent with the
predictions of .the Yearned helplessness theory
J
. N .
. .
%
’ . ‘ .
; 4
» E /.
‘ {
' . ‘—# N N
) o O A
- e - * ’ -
£

;pugh depressed subJects were more externaﬁ in their

.
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Mood Change (Hypotheses 9a and 9b)

Table 6 (p.loz)‘presents the means, standard deviations, ., >

analy51s of varlanCe E values orthogonal comparlson t values, and

*
Tukey-HSD multiple range results of the four DACL mood - measures It

J
is clear that the grOups were dlfferent in thelr depr3351ve mood

F(S 76) 17.91, 19.09, 15 49 9.15, all E.S <. ,0001, for the four -

occasions reSpectively Further, Such group dlfferences were the '

~result of the hlgher scores of the depressed groups as compared w1th

'the nohdepressed groups, orthogonal comparlson t(76) 7.19, 7. 20

6. 47 5 02, all R s < .001, for the four. occa51ons respectlvely

However the endogenous reactlve contrasts were not 51gn1f1cant

: orthogonal comparlson t(76) =.1. 12 l 64,1. 70 1 38, all R s > .0s,

for four occasions respectively.

The 4 Groups X 4 DACL Measures ANOVA (Table 30) conflrmed the

dlfference between groups found, E(3, 76) = 21. 19, p < 00001 It

.also ylelded 51gn1f1cant DACL Occa51on effect, F(3, 228) 4.92,

P < .01l. This effect was prlmaplly caused by the increase of
depressive mood on the.last meaSure occasion. ’The lack of Group X

DACL Occasion interaction, F(9, 228) = .85, 'p > .05, means that the
N
groups did not differ in their mood change across measure occa51ons.

Hypothesas 9a was therefore Supported the depressed subJects
S

showed more depre551Ve mood than the nondepressed subJects/ But

Hypothe51s 9b was no, ported the reactive depre551ves d1d not

'l

show more mood ‘Change than the endogenous. In fact both depressed

groups did not show more mood.change than the nondepressed groups

oy
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Table 30
4 Groups X 4 DACL Occasions
. © " Analysis of Variance- NE T e
— Source sS ) _<_i_:§ B MS E |
Groups 5,661.57 3. 1,887.19  21.19** ‘
Subjects within groups 6,769.79 = 76 go.08 -~
Between subjects’ 0 12,431.39 79 P _
pac. 183.74 . 3  ° 61.25°. © 4.92* ‘ _
Groups X"DACL . 95,67 9 - 10.63 - .85 .
DACL X Subjects within , o = S m A ip
groups. ' 2;837.64 228 12.45 ; Y BN
Within subjects -0 .3,117.00 240 ‘
. ' . ' .
- *p ¢ .OL.
v ¢ 00001,
- . [
& .
- &
Aok ' L] ) :
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varxance f;values,~orthogonal compar;soh~§;va1ues, and Tukey-HSD

Amultiple range test results:of the self-ratings of»perfdrmance. 'On‘

O

both rating of present performance and rating of aspired-to perform-

iﬁce,'the deptessed iated thémselves lowerzthan the nondepressed,

, F(3 76) 2 7, 61, 2_< 001 and E(3, 76) = 3 87 p < .05, respect1vely.

‘ Hypothe51s 10 was therefore conf;rmed

Moreover, the réactive depressives did not ‘differ frDM‘the

endogenous depressxves, nor did the nondeprassed patients d1ffer from

the normal controls R
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Personality Varlables (Hypotheses ..11 to 15)

Comebpte dﬁ'ta we.;e Mot obtained for some personallty tests.  The.

)
ane ta *Jlg)'i'l’sﬁ%?ersonallty In\?tory (MMPI) scores were

/faz.li lé fl)&h 33 sub_)ects only: 16 ED, 12 RD, and 5 NDP subjects.

1

Wlﬂ'cal Analysis Questlonnalre (CAQ) score.s were avallable for
. ,n‘ ’

&.,39 63 s,ub}eqts only: 13 ED 14 RD, 18 NDP, and" 18 NDN subJects The

:

N ug, rence one can drpw from these fwo tests, partlcularly from the

’MMPI data, is limited. 4‘ LT .
S T
Tib,e statistical - analyses of the HDRS, LPD, and ZSDS were repOrted

earlier in the "Va11d1ty of Dlagnostlc Procedures" sectian ‘J’hey all

dlscnmlnated between the dep'ressed and the nondepressed gTOUpS. The
. 4 b ]
' means, ,st,andard dev1at10ns, analy51s of variance F values, orthogonal
B ) - -
comparlson t values, "and Tukey -HSD multiple range test results for
v

- the relevant scales of the MMPI and the CAQ are presented in Tables

32 and 33, : ¢ o

-t‘_ i v. i
Hypothesis 11. The MMPIJB\'.s;:ale (see ’&ble 32) d1d not show any
.

between- gzbup d1fference,F(2 Sp) 2.19, R a QS Slnce the NDP group

.

‘ had only f1v€§sub3ects w1th data avallable, it w1ll not be mcluded in

- the_following dlscussn.oz ' Basxug on the data avallable from 80% of the"

? 5, :

" ED subJects and 60% of the RD. subJects" one can say at least numen-

cally the mean T-scores of these two depressed groups were above the

usual T = 70 mt off p01nt for possible psychopathology HoweKer i

"ortgogona‘f, cqﬁpansen 1nd1ca.ted that both groups were not!dlfferegt gw
\] t- .
from each Qt!!&' t(30) 81 R > .0S. The small number of "¢ N

R} "v .

A
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nondepressed subjects on whom MMPI data was obtained did not permit

a depressed versus-nondepressed comparison. = . oy r. L

The CAQ one-way: ANOVA (see Tﬂle 33) showed that highly signi-
. . e , .

ficant between -group dlfferences en‘Sted for all D scales (p_ < 0001), i
K

’ »

except. f,'Or}«-Dq_.":_, ’hlch was margmal (_p_ < .10).

h E

the: NDP and the NDN subJects, except for D3, whlch was agaln
marglnally 51gn1f1ca.nt Tukey HSD ‘results confirmed these f1nd1ngs
'I'he endogenous depresswes and the reactlv'e dgessn.ves did not
differ from each bther. Similarly, 'the nondépi@o'sd patients did not
" differ from the normal controls. Numerically, the means of these
four groups malntalned a very con51stent order: the" ED group always
~had the hlghest mean score, followed by RD then NDP, and finally
NDN.. Briefly, high scores on the CAQ D scales may be descrlbed as
follows: Dl means hlgh hypochondr1a51s, D2 su1c:.dal disgust, D4 high _( ) *
anxious depressmn, DS low energy depress;on, Dé hlgh gullt and K
resentment knd D7 h1gh bored w1thdrawa]. For D3, the RD group had

‘ the lowest score, wh1ch ‘means low brooding discontent . or having little

need for exc1tement:‘ Il'nc;ept for D3, depressed _sx&bjects_ scored high

on the D scales of CAQ. o .

/
- k

The correlatlons between the BDI and ‘the other depressmn and . ,4’(;
personallty varlables are presented in Table 34. 'I_‘he;'correlatmns
Py ;

- betw@he.BDL and the HDRS, LPD, and ZSDS were a]r.i'“ ’g'n;f:mgnt, o .
e .. . ‘ 4 . ) '
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Table 34

- Correlation Between-Beck»Depression Inventory Scores "~

F“~;f; .and Other Depression Measures
t . §\
Measure . ‘ Depression § | Depression Nondepsession -
‘Nondepression groups - = groups ..
: . groups . "t ST - .
. ‘ (n = 80) (n &40Q) (n £ 40) o ’
» v . —t T a2 ~ (
' Hamilton S L82%Ax - 3gw RS -l
. Levine-Pilowsky .90*#** . . KHSQ*J‘ g J3a4x
whs s s s
© 'MMPI-D DR - L L SRS -.15
CAQ-D1 - CoLg2wRk J40* ASFE -
’ CAQ-D2 . .85wxx TSt zge e
"CAQ-D3 -27% -.13 . -.25 I
P cageDe T 7pees .21 T C
CAQ-DS - .g2wx+ Coagm T e
CAQDET - garsr L 7ges L 4ga
. cAQ-D7 63%Hr C .23 .04
- : f2'<:.05;“
+ ! **p< 01, *
R *hAn < C. 001. - ’
" SR A
- .
| & ’ : : ' oA
e ' L ' L
RS S N .
/ ~ " -
;'. .. "".-.a
."t—‘ e .
- 4 Sl
A ’ ;.—J
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. ¢ _ '
'»tespeetiye;y: »5(59)j; 782,_2_{ 1091;‘£f785.=>.90{ P < .QO};;apd ”7
x(79) ;?.Qlyﬁﬁft .001. ‘The correlations were lower but still signifi-

‘cant when only the depreesedvsubjects were considered: for HDRS,

£(39) = .39, p < .01; for LPD, r(39) = .59, p < .001; and for zsps.;

o -

.75, p < .00L. N O E

’ The correlatlon coeff1c1ent between the BDI and the MMPI D scale

H]

_1‘_(39)~
was 51gn1f1cant for all subJects, r(32) = .42, R < .01, but nonsig-
’ nlfzcant 1f only depressed subJects were con51dered

The correlatlon coeff1c1ents between the BDI and the CAQ D

))’-

scales (except D3) were all hlghly 51gn1f1cant -for all 63 subjects,

r(62) ranged from‘ 63 to 85 all Ejs < 001 For D3 the correla-

‘tion was 1ower but 51gn1f1cant, r(62) = -.27, RJ:;”‘S; the more

depressedv~9he less need for exc1tement “If Just.the depressed sub—»
Jects were con51dered then only the coeff1c1ents for Dl D2, DS
and D6 were 51gn1f1cant but somewhat lower r(26) ranged. from .40 to
70. E.;a;ged from < .05 to < .001. Slmllar results were found if
just the nondepreSSed sUbjects wefe.cbhsidered.‘ For 213 D2, D4, D5,
and D6, r(35) ranged from. .38 to 49 , p ranged from < .05 to<.001,
Iﬁ”summary, Hypothesis 11 was supported;by available data. The
Adepth of depre551on measured by the Beck Depre551on Inventory cor-

related’hlghly .and consistently with.that measured by other tests

notably the Hamxﬁﬁon Levine- Pllowsky, and Zung scales, and most of

RN
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'_'thé D scales of CAQ. The degree of_correlafion decreased moderately
when only the depressed squects were considered, probably because of
" the narrower range of scores among these subjects.

Hypothesis 12. The Reactive Depressioﬁ g{fup did not score

higher on the MMPI D-S subscale and lower on the MMPI Qfg_subscalé
éhan tge Endogénous Depréssion group (sée Table 36). Although \
ﬁumerically ?he'means of these two groups were‘iﬁ‘éhe predicted;

.'  direction, both the orthogonal comparison and’the Tukey range test A
showed that the group means were not different from e#ch other, '
For D-§, drthogonaliéomparison t was —ﬂ08,‘2_> .05; for.B;QR ortho-
gonal comparisén-g was l.Zé; p > .0S. 'Hypothesis 12 w;; thefefdré

) . ' .
not supported. = : x

P othesis '13. The- Reactlve Depression group did not score
%‘&_——‘ L

hlgR%f on the MMPI Dr scale than the Endogenous Depre551on group (see
_ Table 35). Again, t@g RD group mean was numerically higher than that

of the ED grouf,_but statistical te§t§ indicated a laék of_signifi;

cance, orthogonal compafison t=-.82, p> .05. Hypothe;;s-li;was

therefore not'supported.

Q;Hypothesis 14. The statistical‘analyses‘of‘the Patient Deécrip—

.tion Fofm‘(PDF)(were repbrted earlier in the. ''Validity of Diagnbstic
.ﬁlProcedﬁfes" sectibn (see pages 101 to 104, . The Reactive beﬁression '

group scored lower on the PDF than the Endogenous Depre551onqgroup,v

orthogonal qompaglspn.£(32) = 2.95, p < .0l. Hypothe31s 14 wgs

therefore supported.

ca

—

/
|
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'depressed subJects. For. Extraverdfon, ortﬁogonal cogs

) - .
4 o 160

.
4

Hypothesis 15. .The_EPQAresUlts.(TaBleA36).shbwed that marginal

between-group difference occurred on Psychoticism, and significant

PRI

between-graup differences. on Extraversion and Neuroticism. Orthogonal -

. &
comparisons pointed out that such between-group differences were due

to the lower Extravefsion (i.e., higher Introverﬁlon) scores and

’hlgher Neur0t1c1sm scores of the depressed subjects than the non-

-4, 2]‘ E.< .001; for Neuroticism, orthogonal comparl

B < .001. There was no trend or pattern w1th 51gn1ficance on

, Psychbticism and Lie scales. ThglReactlve Depre551on.group did not

. S
g . . . i
 ¥core lower on Psychoticism and hlgher on Ne§%0t1c1sm than the

&
Endogenous Depre551§h grou@ Howgger both groups scored 51m11ar1y

on E*traver51on, ordhogonal comparlson t 5H.36 2_7 .05. Thus,

Hyponhe51s 15 was only partlally supported.

L b
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Correlatiohal Analyses— - -,

~ Severity of depression. ,The Beck Depression Inventory, which

4

was used as a measure of the severity of depression and for subject ,

~assignmenf, was correlated with demographic variables, depression

" variables not di'scuss;d/_before‘, ﬁéﬁu‘ality \}afiables,‘ and self-

. ratings of performance. As shown by Table 37, the BDI had low:

v

negative. correlation with education and 1q, respect1veiy, £(79)

-+25, p < .05, and r(79) -.32, p < .01. ThlS was 11ke1y due to

- the hlgher educatlon and 1nte111gence level of the nondepmssed

w - &,
normal. subJects.- 'However, correlation with age was not 51gn1f1c‘ant

ol Fbr the MMPI scalés, the p051t1ve correlatlon between the BDI

and the Depressmn—Obvmus (D 0) scale r(32) .63, p <.001, and

the negative correlat;en.wnh the Depresslon—Subti_e* (D-S) "s‘cale,
r(32) = -.44, p < .01, seeméd-to agree with Wiener and Harman's

suggestlon (cf Hypothe51s 12 P 73) that subJects hav1ng more

>

severe forms of psyéhopathology tended to score hlgh on ﬂ 0, ﬂule

those with mllder forms . ef malad;ustment tended to score h1gh on -’

b-s. 'Such a pattern appeared to remam when»elther only*the .

de;;ressed groups or only the nondepressed groups were considered, al-
{

though some of the correlation cpeff1c1ents wer,e nons1gn1f1cant.
Finally, therd was na correlatlon between the BDI and the Dr scale.

There was a low positive éorrelatlon betweén t#e BDI and the

Patlent Descr1pt10n Form (PDF),. r(SQ) .23, p_ < .05. ,Butgue corre- '

A\

latlon became nons1gn1f1cant when only the q%ssed subjects or

i

e -.~ :
_' . -

: . ~ ’
i . P * \ .
> JRE— 3 - /

4
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Table 37 ‘
S e S U — -
Correlat1on of Beck Depre551on Invgntory Scoreé Wlth
Q_Demographxc Depressxon, Per$§na11ty, and L __< .
Self-Rat1ng of Performance Measures 'ﬁ T C .
~ 4 g
Measure . Deprgssion'&-~ " Depression Nondepression.
: L nondepression groups groups
groups : -
N é £ 80) (n & 40) (n 4 40)
— ' —H— ~
‘Age .12 S -.05 - . -.07 .
Education / -.25* Ce S .08 T ey -, 22 ) .
IQ - . 320w : 10 - Ay 4028, -
> e '

MMPI-DO
"MMPI-DS -
MMPE~DR
PDF
DACL-1
DACL-2 -
DACL-3:
DACL-4

.T' ) 31 ;4§§

LGN
-, 44**

67*** ‘
65w,
L68%nw
LS3nw

.;404 ..
'w".29 )

-.2% L — ;

: 1-":7‘."‘. R i - . r

) 3§* s ;'r? ‘}17 o . l . -

o ’ T 32 ’

T ' .532we
27

NS

a-jtotter7 v
I (Hostillty)
I (Gullt)

. 40%ew
;55w
N-YAA

-EPQ-E _ . -~ - 46%* N X <8 ' . |
EPQ-N - v L T2re e g T L4gers 3 i
. EPQ-L | ’ T 10 ! . v "':1 v H 00 v ™. 23 "'i'*‘ [ ‘ - . - . . "’{,
’ ) ‘ - v‘f, “y . o ! ; ~ “‘}.: . : . i- .
Self—Rating ‘ » kel o L L -
. (Present). - 54t L me360 L L 25 a
(ASplred -to) -, J1nx o 06 1 A ¥ 4 06 g _ ‘
- . - - B P
*pP < 05 v o : _ o “‘._
**n ¢ .01. . . '
B ] < 001, ' - ,
- ’. : > L .- “" S
’ T ‘.
K S ) . ' %’; ) ]
« i’ ' - - .
. ¢ ] .4' - ,»#5 )
- ob i : . P . 7 “L’
- o i ...3‘
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only "the nondepress'e'd subj ects were analysed. Thus one cennot%ﬁ;aim
’ i LN . )

that hlgh endogen1c1ty and hlgh depressmn are related

(4

m}? correlatlons b\etween the BDI and the leep.res's'i-v'e mood '

neasures were all moderately hlgh for ‘all 80 subJects, r(79) ranged

level r(39) ranged from .27 1o .53, and p_'&from < .05 to < ':bdl.

from 53 to 68 all R s < 001 aWhen Just the 40 depressed squects

- were exammed the correlatlon dropped to a low but Stlll 51gn1f1(:ant

' ‘ L

A moderately low c‘orreLatzon between the. ﬂI dnd the vRotter
Exterhallty scores was f;und r(79) 40c p_ ? 001,:. The. temdmcy |
was. that the more depressed a sub;ec{ was, the mo: a
per?:elved loqus of csntroL was: S'uch av f:l’ldlng was® Rened‘somew};t:

o LW, b iy RS

‘ by the fact that correlatlon ¢oeff:.e1ents -for onl& the depressmn

5 . 5’1 .

groups or only the 'non "rg,ssmn groups were non51gn1f1ca.nt

'I'he relatlonshp between depressubn (BDI scores) and ﬁo t111ty _
(BDHI scores) was qmte cle%r 4 moderatel'ugh correlatlon was

found ' for 80 subJects r(79) SS! 2_ < 001 for 40 depressed : .

! svvects r(39) = .44, p_ < 01 and for 40 nondepressed subJects

r(39) = .42, p < .01. The more depressed a subJect was the more \

* .
host111ty he/she expressed A s‘1m11ar leyel of relatlonshlp ex1sted )

-

between depress:.on and gu11t (BDHI scores) \gh nonsmnlflcantly

’ »so. amo_ng "the -depressed‘subJects: for“80 subJec"ts', r(7'9) = ,57,

P < 001 “for 40 depressed sub;ects, r(39) 25 p_ > 0§ and for.‘

40 nondepressgd subJects ' 3‘_(39) = 40,7 p_ < 01 ~ The more depressed a .

..

subJect'was, ,the mOre gu11t he/she tend.ed to express. =

'xrer'ﬁai his/hep

ev)-
]




Tt “ﬁ; afity Ques!ionnalre (EPQ) scales were as follows: Psychotlcism (P),
g e

s : e

t
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Jant correlatlons between the BDI and the Eysenck Person-

’

25 E. < OS and for 40 depresswes, r(39)

L

ND
E < 001‘ and N*‘I‘OthlSﬂmN), fQ subjects, x‘~(79)

R

. g |
T Gfor 40 deﬁessivesi, r(39) 34" Rr'ﬂv;'v :

‘}E‘l’ -

#w subjects, r(79}
A = R < ~f05 Extraversion- (E), fpr 80 SUbJthS‘ 1‘(79) = . 46 'r'.

B -

72, p €. 001,\

r(39) 49{/2 < Yth The more depfessed;a pag;,%@aas the hlgher X

'_? , e ~dy .
' were hls/her't sc;)res ‘O Psychou m-and Neurot‘f?:lsm ‘but the lower ~
. o .

‘ .

hls/her scores on Extraversmn% ’ZJ. e., hxgheﬁ”oh‘int‘o,vusmn)

B ").f. S .
3 ';‘ ' “There wag o correlatlon wj&gth the Lie (L) ‘scale @& SR
" .--?&;. The degree “of depressmn Ji' .'ted to the. self ratmgs oil per- o
PO - R - B PR
T ' formance as foIlows.: _Moderaij%l 4 geh negatlve tor:t‘.elatmﬁ between
:%_o__- F) . . ! : . a - .
. *“‘d the BDI and\sé'lf-tatmg off perfoi'mance, r(79) = - 54 4
KJ “ . '.
- P_ < 001 and moderately low neg 1ve correlatlrbetween ‘he BDI
’ S ‘and self—ratlng of aspfred- perﬁormance, r(79) = -.,31 p < .01. o
e
The more depressed a subJect was, the lower ra‘tmg he/she gave
. hlmself/herself about hls/her perforn;ance -.
N ' 1 ) .- .v.
y S ':\. 2 I .
a N \ - " 1 N
4 . . _: “..-,'- ‘
a' | h ;;.):' -
-~ . . . xf-l ) 12
. N .' e . '& .‘ “' . ». -Vv‘w‘v,' - v ‘ -
”;)“ - . ’-' ) !‘.)/\ e A ' . . » ¢
4 - . Io.. ., N
\ ‘,—c | ."‘ - Y K
) I‘l »";’? "‘_{. L .. {

-

aacff "RM 40 non&elﬁ'esswes, “,_‘; f
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"1" Eod Uyhile the Teverse was* t‘f‘ue for the% her measures ?hus., the old.er

Vo sy A

.

: V""“':“"j st111 dlffered from one- a.not

s . £ - : : .
e 'cél‘;ontro)tj,ed As shgwn in Table 39 there we e_ 51gn1f1cant T8

- r
N > .‘ { » = ' Q.#‘
| 166 )
o 1. g‘ v "M‘*. Co .
. A'ge.p: Age w,a's correlated with se‘lected'variabies‘f%’able‘&). *
' ’ .l » '3 l

Near- zero;correlailo'n ensted between age and expectancy change

PR -

“measures,, ﬂne flguregvers ras\lres, and tf\e self-ratings of - ¢
4 i .

performancxe'ﬁ‘}doderately low correl.atlons were found. for all’ psfycho-

a motor speed Vanab)‘és

b7

o

o Y
*us1ng age as a covarlate was copdz‘xgted to\determlne 1f th'.,gr gps ,

" (pp. 128 to 130 Table 20) ;. 1t ‘can _be’ seen that when the ‘age. effec

ed

- was « controlled the pargmal s1gn1f1cance for SRT and CRTl dlsappear-

: s ﬂﬂ:reased sllghtly to a
\

e press,lon groups were con51dered -~

: n. e

Jt $wld be" ﬁolm;ed ou; that the correlatlﬁn witj} Tanpmg jpeed was ¥

negatWe, because sa low*TS s&re lpeant psychbmotor r‘&ga}da iofl,

- : “’0 “.'*

the sﬂbJec.ts%w?ere, the more psychomotOr ,rﬁ“}c;atlon they exhlblted v .

Og @ o » T ey | e o ¢ a
Gonsequently* ‘an analysisvof covarlanée for psy:%xomotor var1 'S ﬁ .t
e T Ny

' _._' ‘-u'

of age was statlstl-

T
Group g,ffet’ts, for US,: F(;‘o, 75) = 5. 34, P_ <, 01;‘and

5 59, p_ <. 0.1 "Both. SRT and CRTl had no 51gn1f1ca;xt oup -.effeet; ‘

P< . 0; When compared with the ANOVA results preseuted egr}w

-

and the group dlfference for CRT2 became margmally 51gnlf1cant

-

Thus 1t appears that psychomotor sPeed was affected both by‘ :
. : : w
depressmn and age. & e '
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Correlation bétween Age andySelected Variables

)
Variable,
L

-Depression §:' . - —-
nondepression groups

. groups

wehe Ty (n

. ..’,_.» o ;

Depression

e 80) . (n%40) -

"Nondepression

groups

An & 40) .

Skilk task:

“TIT2
ATE"

.- TCE
TCO.

C@hnce task: -

¥ . ATE
* o TCE '

.

+

DS

’f'\TS

"J*CRTI‘

TiT2

.:TCG’

2,07

. b' ;ﬁ :‘ ) .
-.12 * ST
.

g, ‘I‘ -
'.‘ﬁf‘iﬁ& °

05

.02
!r " .'?'.-

ALt e g

02, 0 Tl 02T
=14 F w22

~4

07 e Tt 2

o

4y

.02
T

.07
R -«12 *

e

- 02 N
t 13
. 04“‘

-

,&CRT2 S

’

».

. ..‘ «
L2}
« 7

"NCBR' !
"NCBD [ " .
¢ VFCR(. I :

VF@D

,NccR .

" NCCD bl

TL32%% 2w

.25* o - .49¥*x

L27* ; 97 v ”q, /: .

.30** 37>

35%x T 3ge

11 -.1
03 T .01
.20 _ .06
.06 C .08
12 -.19

.09 , .30

-.03-
.10
.04
.24

’ 37*

ﬁib 05

: 33
213
-.04

-.11

¢
. v !
‘e
‘v . L}
s
A
Al
] s
! RO .
. Y A
; &
" .
L
-

Sexf-Rat1ng of»

Perforwancb

%01 Vo N 04

. . pPresent . " o rv" ) < '
“Aspired-§L . =.29* , =22, , =-.28 e
- - ’/, e — —— =
Note. Two~ta11ed ftsts, 7 Sy . o T fﬂ!&é
‘ *p < .08. L.f ‘ /- R « a0 EeET
. “‘**E“"'"% r.. 2t s #h ",- - Rt ..‘ . “ 3 el
ook | " . _ . : PRI KR
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Table 39

Ky
. .
. Analyses oﬁ Covanance for the Psychomotor Speed Measures
, _ e y U;mg Age as a Covar1ate ~
: B R . S : 3 S, 2
R ﬁ Rasure  Source - SS , df M o 'E "

& - DS .Covariate - . 1¥900.33° 1 ' 15,900.33. 10, 057'* -
S Group -  25,358.46 - 3 8,452.82". 5. 344
Residual - 118,692.50 =75 °  1.582.57 . ) ._
1 159,951.31 79 . 2,024.70 . . s

TS~ Covariate , 30087.98 ' 1  30,987.98  6.35%
,  Group , $03.19 W3- . 27,301.08. 5.59%*
. Residualy, 666.,274 88 75 - 14,883.66

W g RS
N . ; | v‘.

¥ ... Covariate . 36,,75 " 36, 755. 05 -
T ' p Group .25, 62 ’ ' 8,54125. N
o = Rgsidual 449,594, 19 5 . 5,994.5% _ o
s ' - . Total - 511,973.00 79 e, o - T,

. v o - - . N
- 'Y P O S R

CRTI . Cévariate °, 595,756.63 1 *4595,756.63 B.16%*
© - Growp - . 360,567.25 5 120,189.06 1.65%
Residual ,5,475}14.00 75 %  73,001,50 . - -
Total’, 6,431 38.00 79 . 81, 410 56

¥ k12 CoMtiate 9,443,498.00 - i_d 9,443,498.00 > ' 11.28%%1
o * Ja  Group  5,412,895¢00 3. 1,804,208.00"  2.16t

.« 7. Residual «62,791,072.00 ' 75~ _ %837,214.00° .
. . Total - - 7,647,472.00v 79 v S

“Trend (p-<..10). . . N - @

Y *pe 05, SRR . ST
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. ™ . T .
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3 TTark-WA . 2t ﬂ* Sog
Intell:.g(ence. The Clark-WAIS IQ was correlated wi lected ' LR

p - ™ | - T e ol
. . - 2 TR, o . L A . ) ‘ . o ‘ol \1"(

variables ('Pable 40) .There was no correlatlon betwe%n IQ and theﬂ BN
»

. ) [}
expectancy change measures and the fmgure reve! Varlables ‘. » SN

a Moderately, hlgh correlatlons viere 'xfound between IQ: and szychomoto?"' “

4

speed measures, and self«raw‘g of performance The"fugher the IQ"’ N
S e L

:él\e less%sychomoto,r reta'rhatlon a subjeo\% showed The hlgher the
L

-

1Q, the hlg}u!r a sul}Jec‘t rawed hls/her present and appu‘ed to '- ‘:‘}

. il

perfor;mance . An ana,lys‘.ls of covananc& (T&ble 41) was earried Qout ‘

PN . to see 1f'ﬂqg ts of psychchnotor spee@easures were dlff'erent

IR when IQ was stamstlcally con#led' Slgnlflcefht Group effects were -

' obtalned for U'S F(S 75) = 4.4_7,_ p < .01; fgr.TS, E(S.," 75) ",,.5;26,

. P.,< .01, and -foerRTZ, F(3, 75) '='-2.'69,' P < ;‘05. : There was no. (
significa.nthroup effect for SRT; while CBIJ\yie'lde_d 'maréinal s.igni.-_

ice, F(3, 75) = 2.44, p < .10. When comp.ared with ANOVA results &= -

fic
.PY; sented earlier- (pp 128 to 1& Table 20), the ‘only change of

sults when IQ was controlledt was the dlsappearance of the margmal A

4 . - t

s;,gmflcance ‘for SRT Thus,, a lack of contrél- for 1Q d1 not seem. Q
‘ -

. affect the dlfference-in the psythoxs‘tor_' speed exhlb,;ted by the o (

v Lo “ o e . A

e, RS X R

e P 4\11 a‘nalysls bf vco»’ar:.q* t’l;able 43) Was also carned out to see’

sty s ,

1f the - results of self-ra‘nngs of performance were d1fferent when IQ

“was Stgustlcally controlled S1gn1f.1cant Group effect was -obtamed )
K.

Qn&for self-ra%mg of present performance, F(3, 75) = 4 70 p_ < .01

'I'hus, it ap’pears that ‘the self—ratlng ’bf asplred-to performance was’

) o PR
somewhat affected by the inequality of’ IQ between groups R

M . - . . .
AT <. v . & R N ) 7 » . .
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SRS e Table“ 5 R

. : Analyses of~Covariance for PsychomOtor ,Speed Measures . .

A K ‘ . Using Clarke WAIS IQ as a Covarlate

- - - - R T A"_::.,.- . ] Y ' 4}
ot “- , g N TS

-

L
]
o

=%

Measure - -~ Source ¥ -

- " — . L —

ss - df MS

.4' VRN ; . N i . T - : :
# 0 'bs o covar¥lfe 14,604.62 , 1 - 14,604.62°  8.88%% - .
: : Group® 22,041.91 - . 3 7,347.30 4.47%% o

Residual  123,304.75 75 1,644.06 - .- |
_ .Total ~© - 159,951.31 79 B -
. _"‘._4 —- s R — ;
TS Covarlate - 60,823.82 - 1 60,823.82 13! 2(}***
. . . & Groupg¥ = 72,675.50 3 24,225.16, oy ,ﬂr W
: * 345,666.75 - 75 4,-608.895;% k )
X 79, 166. 06 . 79 o ';“-V:- . & .
o [ — — "

57,571,127 ¢ w1 57,571.12- 710, 16*{ NAR
. Group 00 429,363.60 3 9,787.‘36;“ L1730
- e .+ Residual - .425,038.31 75 5,667.18 . & .

e # - Total - . 511,973. 00 - 79 o T e

"

] ¢, CRTL ~ ' Covariate 814,967.69 1 814,967,809  11.94*%

) . GYoup~'  498,427.38 3 166,142.44 7 2.44%t

. R Restduai '5,118,043.00 75 68,240.56

< ‘ L -Total " 6,431,438.00 79

CRT2  Covariate v12,238, 2% 12,238,299.00  15.54%**

- Group .  #,3$9,223.00" 2,119,741.00  2.69* ~
Residugl ~ 59,0%9,952:80%, 75 ~ 787.352.69 N
fotal = 77,647 472 00" 79 982,879.38 . .

ke Trend (p < . 10)4, . g , - . ) e
“° *p-< .05, _ ‘ Ly ?( :
: **’R"< 01 IR . . . R

(7 N

. - . . . . . 4 o -
LMD < 001'. T, L o KN
JRREE . - . N ' = . . )
. .. v . , . M \ . .
o . ‘
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Analyses of—Covarrance for Selif- Ratmgs of

172,

’L‘

N Performance Using Clarke-WAIS IQ as'a Covanate rﬁ

- v
Source , SS, df MS F
. " — ‘ — - .
- . Self-Rating of Present Performance
. Covariate Zso 1 '9.80 21.95**
- Group 6.29 "3 2.10 . 8  4.70%
Residual 3347 ¢ 75 ¥ s’
.,4 o . " - ‘
To;al, 49.55 . 79 ' &
‘Self-Rating of Aspfred—to_ Pefformance
Covariate 14.01 1 1 14.01 20.76**
Group 2.87 3 .96 s1.42
Residual ' 16.88 e 2 . 75 .68 -
Total - 67497 5> 79
| {
-
p.<.0? v
** p <.001
, \ _— "/_
- o &
. R
iy .
. S . : — o
R O JR
Ll . ,‘. 5;” ...' » ,»

1‘
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Discriminant Analys@s

.In order to obtain the maximum diaghosticLdiﬁferentiationcamdﬁg
‘the ED, RD, NDP and NDN groups, d Stépwise discr{minant aﬁalysiS‘als
carriedfout The four groups were orlglnally defxﬁei ‘on the h951s of

the Beck Dépre551on Inventory, the Levine- PllOWSkY questlonnalre,

and psychlatrlc dlagn051s The following measures were used as

A 1ndependbnt variables V): (1)~ Age, (2) Rotter I-E, CS) Buss Durked

Buss-~ Dur

’:uil;, (S) EPQ Psychot1c1sm

Total Hostility, ’

4 -
(6) ,E§Q~Extraver_ EPQ ‘_ot1c1sm (8) Skill T&;k .
. e . .‘ ) . 6 Y .
Expectancy after fivag xlal (9) -Chance Task Expectaqpy after final
- . L2 v ' .
tr1a1 (10) Digit Symbol (11) Tapggng Speed, (12) Slmple Reactlon
Time, (13) Complex Reactlon T;me,'Level L,.and (14) Complex Reaction
T;me, Level 2. | 2
The followmg discriminant functlons were. obtamed R o
R T o %
Functlon l z "‘ . : -
' ‘ . _ <
- . - - ~
4 =T 07516 -..02345v, + .0294012 +...01_633_Y4.‘ .ososéy_s * 01835V,
.13091V7 i 11132V 120078!9 + .00235]&0 +"00315!11 - OOOZOV13
. \ ' L T -
Funct ¥ o ."; . :
‘ .gn‘ﬁson 2: o . L Y N gf

.09389\/7 - 03570!8 08399_\{9 01622V P 0047SV - 00181V13 . ‘u;.
Functxon 3: L T S L . " o L
.. S e T o '
' 35 = 72.7Q7§Q 7'501191!1 ?»”97;60!3 - ;07964!4‘+‘.L7§fQ!5 - .03947!6 +
.02394V7 + ;OSQSQ!su 0452729 00365Vi0'+ -DO626Vll < 00134V 13

This dlscrlmlnant analysis c1a551f1ed correctly 60 out of“80 s.bJects



, TN 2
d ' o ; R
' - The correct prediction ("hit rate") was 75%. The details of cross- :
@ TN - " oA T o
c1a551f1cat10n are presented m Tqble 43. - el
" In addltlon, a’ stepmse dlscﬂmmaqt; analy51s was ca&led out
. { v -
LA using only two groups. EndogenomBeprqs;wes and Reactive Depres-
N Y . J - v-v

51ves using the 14 Var‘lables as 1n the Wevmus dlscrlménant analysis

v

with an added lSth V&rlable PDF (P f'D.escription Form). Four ',
. ‘ ok e .
- var1ab1es were found *to be dlscrlmmlta: -EP,Q-Extravgrs:..on (!6),

" . EPQ- Neuro€1c1sm (V7)
' o i Form (vls) The followmg dlSCIllﬂlﬂ@.n .
d = -.90147 + 05489y .0774ov7 ogseevls | ?’
“w. - This dlscrlmlnant functlon correctly clissified 27 depressed Patlents
.o 5 :
: ou‘t!"of 40. The correct pred1ct1on ("h1t rate" 6? S%
. “ AP ]
-, tails of cross- c1a551f1cat10n are presedted ¥n’ Table 44, " ‘
. " ) . N ‘e ) . ‘ 'x’{
- A' . r . . . [N I
o, I - :
& L, e - L
! o ' ' ' o f
k4 ' :
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B Table 43
w . .The Hit Rate of the Discriminant Analysis
- oo T e ‘Usin‘g‘ "4 Groups afid 13 Variables [ 777

P : . » . . . '
i . N . v : .

.2
.

Classification . .1 . Diseriminant,analysis classification °

oo .~ 7 4 croww  ED' | RD-  NDF. .NDN

. D 1 gt S PSR NN
\ . . . N . v . . .".. ) ?,
A pnori . - " RD & 3 '.',..14. , 2. R S o /
1a551f1cat1qn _ ‘ T o o C e ‘ o
- L NDP o Th0 Wl g5y T
.. . R . oA oW . . . -

"« ‘ NbN R 0, - l' . . N
A S R S

C A gt
Q
“
+

g&

-]
T
_\#"

Note. ED = Endogenous depressed .

< RD = Reactive deprBssed. . RO “ \
: ‘ S D NDP = Nondeprﬁ.’sssed psychlatnc o A |
. o g . N = Non T d’ e ! . A o |
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;Table‘44

A

The Hit Rate of_the_Discriminant Analysis
Using 2 Depressed Groups and.15 Variables

’ e S " .
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L A - N .
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classifiication ‘ e C
‘ : ‘ - ,. N . y .
h s ot .~_’ RD ., L 4 o ST .7’ SR 13 ,
- e » , : : - ,
G/ T R Y
+ Not £D..= Endogenous depressed : S o
. RD*= Rbact1ve depressed , ¥
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B v ¢ 3 :
. Factor Analyse,,s ; ‘ . . o "
. - | ) ¢ v o
g In order——the—the—bassc dmens%ons—orr whn:h—the-' subjects A
e g ] e e
A\gfered a prinéipal Factoring- wn:h iteration of 20 variables was
S » . carried out us:mg varimax rotatmn to slmple structure to. bbtaln ,
o . 'p;‘:'_'-, .
orthog%nnj. ﬂctors the 20 varlabJ.es 1nc1ud¢ ware -the five
. psychor or’ speed varrables, IQ, gge,,the three personality factors R
,'. . \/ ° . . )
Lo ,.of EPQ, the Beck: and Zung depresslon scalas, the Buss Durkee ' Lo e
AR " p ’
‘“Host:.hty score, the RotKr Externali'ty score, the sklll task exp’c- :
- tancy measures of ATE ‘I‘1T2 and ﬁ and the chance task expecta:‘icy \
[] @ ] -t “ ’ -, ‘-
9 measures of ATE, TYTZ and TCE 1 The factor matnx bbtair@d is pre- % E.‘w
e : N « Coe , ""
T . sented in Table 45. Prve orthogonal factors were extrgcted !ccounr:r “ﬁ
poiy . ’ TN a -t AL '
e y ing for 66 4%_Qf the var;lance&. l‘If ar var:.a.blf had a. ltmdtm value of .
.' 3 or greater for a fac?or, _1'e&was consxdereql loaded on t‘hat pa.rt:xcu-«j '
. / - S - : . J'" o
f"’ ,/ . lar factbr The factqrs and “the’ var:.ables loaded on ihen q’:{re R
! PR N . “w _ S e
' . *descnbed as follows' R o T e e
. . » d’ : '.' - . oL ". .r-_l_ - s
- - \ . . v o
Hd actor l ~. Iappmg Spe'ezi S::E:le Reactzon. Ta.me, j omple:f, / ' .
. ':Reactzon Tlme--Level 1, Complex l}eactmn Tune--Lével 2 | iglt B o .' '_;
‘ Symbol,. Clarke WAIS IQ, and Age./ This may be cal’led a/ 'P;ychomor.or |
SRIEY Speed" ;factor Prev1ous correlatlonal analys/es had :ﬂready sl;own :',_ —
T the. IQ amd Ag; were correlated rwith th,e psyczmnotor speed mea.sures, IR
— but ANCOVA al'ready de.cated that pgychgmot&' speéd resul‘ts were R
. allyy inf y wo- Variible In fact, both Age AR
i S and‘* IQ had 1 Wer 1oad1ng values than gl} 'tho'speed measures""" e ; B
L . factor 2: EPQ P:xtraversmn "EPQ Neurouc:.sni Beck / l .5:)}.
\ A’I : .. T L ‘ SR e o " . N g A 17“,:
'f Lo ~ C .\ (e o
Lo v R S Caitat
\u ~ [ a . B
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« Depression, Zung Depfession, Buss-Durkee Hostility, Rotter Externalij- ‘1? «

Y -

ty, and Clarke-WAIS IQ. Th#s may be called a "General Depression"

factor. The cluster of variables loadéqﬂ%'ﬁr} this factor B .
involved high depression, neurgticism,‘noqti1ir>, and externality,
but low extraversion (i.e., high intrdversion).
» ‘ .
5. Factor 3:- Skill Task T1T2 and- TCE, and Chance Task TIT2 : . Aﬁu;
 and TCE. This may be called’an "Expectancy Change" factor.

’ 4. Fgctor 4:’ Skill Task ATE, Chance Task ATE;”and Rotter ;?
Externality. fhis‘may be another "Expectancy Changeﬁéxterﬁafity”.!. o

-

factor. These two expbctancy measures were the oniy two that showed

-~ @
* some significant group difference, but they seemed to reléte to low
externélity rather than high externality,. '
5. Factor 5: EPQ Psychoticism, Buss-Durkee Hdstiliiy, and¥Age.
This may tentatively be called a "Psychoticism'" factor, fthyschk’s
sense. Aggressivengss and hostility have been the main contributors ' : >
to P and apparently these were associated with younger age.
Rao's ca@onical factoring was then applied ?o the same 20

\ .
variables to find a factor solution in which the correlation between

L N

the set of hypothesized facébrs_and the set éf data variables is
maxiﬁized. .This method of factoring assumes that the given correla- ;‘
: i
T tion matrix is based on a sample of cgges, and asks what the most
‘likely popglation parametefs‘would be. It seeks a minimum”numbef oé
factors to account for the observed correlation matrix, and provides

a significance test for the number of factors. Table 4€ presents

e . N
s L R s '
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'(Psychoticism) became the oblique Factor 4. Factor 3

181

the varimax‘ﬁotated factor matrix and significance test results. The

factor loading pattern was almost identical to that obtained by the
initial principal faltoring. Fivigfactors were effracted as the
. &,

. CN
most parsimoriiouws fit between the data and the hypqthesized factors.

Further exploration was conducted by a principal factoring of

the same 20 vafiables, but nonorthogonal factors were obtained by

oblimin oblique rotations to simple structure. The terminal factor

pattern matrix is shqwn in Table 47. Again, five factors were

3

extracted. The major change was that the orthogonal Factor 1
(Psychomotor Speed) became the oblique Fac;or 2, and vice vers;, the
orthogonal Factor 2 (Gemeral Depression) became the oblique Factor i.
Similarly, the o;thogghal‘Factor 4 (Expectancy Change-Externality)

became the obléﬂue Factor 5, and vice versa, the orthqgonal Factor S5

-

remained the

.

same in both factor solutions. Individual. vd#iable loéding pattern

on various factol.'has also almost identical in both factor solutions.
&

In addition,'principal factorings of 22 variables (the above 20

plus Patient Description Form endogenicity score and the Levine-

Pilowsky ED vs. RD score), involving only the 60 patient subjects, and

using varimax rotation and oblimin oblique rotation. The terminal

rotated factor matrices are presented in Tables 48 and 49. Orthogonal

Factor 1 was primarily psychomotor speed, age and IQ (comparable to

the oblique Factor 2). Orthogonal Factor 2 involved extraversion,

Py

neuroticism, depression, externality, and two expectancy change

-

[y W~ . | ) “ ‘ . .
. "\ - L c - .
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variables (ro;ghly_comparable to oblique Factor 5, except thgt it
di& nét have loadings of Jdepression variables). Orthogonal Factor 3
had highest loading on Beck, lung, and Levine-Pilowsky ED vs. Rb
%Sores (comparable to oblique Facfor'l)‘ Orthégonal.ractor 4 con-
s;sted'of neuroticism, hostility, and almost all e}ﬁéctancy change

~~
variables .(comparable to oblique Factor 4). Orthogonal Factor 5

involved psychotiXcism, hostility, PDF éndogenicity, and age (compar-

‘ able to oblique Factor 3). In sum, orthogonal Factor 1 may‘be called

-

"Psychomotor Speed," Factor 2.'Psychopatholo ,'" Factor 3'''De ression,'"
) P P gY p

Fgctor 4.”ExpectanquChange,” and Factor 5 "Psychoticism.'" The
oblique solution aiffered from the orthogonal solution basically only
in the position of the factors. Compared with the factor matrix
obtained from all 80 subjects, this 60-subject:ﬁélysis was different
primarily in the emergence of a more distinct "severity of depression"
factor. Thls, of course, was not surprising because two-thirds or

h\S

the sample were d£pre551ves As for the two new varlables included,

"th\ LPD ED vs. RD score belonged to the Beck-Zung depre551on severity

d -

cluster; whereas the PDF endogenicity measure was associated with
psychoticism and hostility. The latter association may mean the

dissociation of endogenous depression from neuroticism, but one should

y -

bear in mind that the factor solution obtaihed was from a rather small

sample of subjects and extra caution should be exercised in making
Al
Vs

1nferences from the results of the present study.

Flnally, therelations of 14 variables to the Eysenck orthogonal

® N
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;lksonality dimensions of Psychoticism, Extraversion, and Seuroticism

were explored. First, a principal factoring without iteraffon'involv
ing the three EPQ v;riables was‘carried out to obtain a matrix of
three unrotated factors. Second, an identityAtarget matrix was set
up to represent thé three orthogonal Eysenck personality factors,
Third, an orthogonal procrustes rotation was appliedmto the unrotated

EPQ factor matrix to conform as nearly as 1t would to the target

) matrix. A transformation matrix was produced in this rotation pro-

cedure. Fourth, a principal factoring without iteration involving 14
variables (the same 20 variables used above including the EPQ vari-.

ables, but excluding the six eéxpectancy measures) was conducted to ¢

- obtain an unrotated three-factor matrix. Fifth, the transformiglon

matrleébtalned in Step 3 was applied to the unrotated three- -factor

matrix obtained in Step 4 to yield a rotated three-factor matrix for
. . R

the 14 variables; as presented in Table 50. If there was orthogonality

.~ between the three Eysenck factors, the P, E, and N variables should

~r

load highly on Factors I, IT, and III respectively. However, Eﬂaﬁd

+ N both .loaded highly on Factor I, althoug P did load independently
¢

on Factor iII. As for the other variables, Beck, Zung, Hostility
and Externality (the ”psychopatholpgy-dépression" variables) all
loaded together with E, and N on ‘Factor I. The psychomotér speed
variables, age, and IQ formed the second factor; while age and
hostility‘loaded with P on Factor III. It is obvious that Extra-

version and Neuroticism belonged to the "psychopathology' cluster and

;”,
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S Rotatxo,?*t%toeratrlx

» » &
Using a-Targé*RMatr1x¢B&sed on .
Eysenck s Threewsfthoganal Personalxty Factors
Involving 14 Variables and 80 qubJects
\
V]
-Variable I II III
TS -0.26461" 0.68635- ° -0.07588
SRT -0.02668 -0.78993 « 0.31249
CRT1 0.02067 -0.83863 0.35382
CRT2 0.03183 -0.86673 0.26646
DS 0.00901 -0.65593 0.32463
_CWIQ -0.30675 0.46995 -0.21921
Age -0.04050 -0.62798 -0.43054.
“Beck 0.88139 -0.17697 0,01458
Zung 0.85569 -0.21154 0.06184
BD HOStlllty - 0.70488 0.13172 - 0.44240
Rotter 0.58585 -0.03343 0.00145
EPQ-P 0.27352 *0.17908 0.83678
EPQ-E -0.65540 -0.02222 0.22281 .
EPQ-N 0.88031 -0.07588 -0.01505
Note. Target matrix wa§$ P: 001
: 7 Ey 010
N: 100
N
e
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were not orthogonal to each other. This ab%ence qof orthogonality

will be taken up iwhe ""Discussion" section.

& T

&
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CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION . - - - -

' U
’ . ’
The. primary focus of the discussion will be on the learned help-

lessness. meaSUres of skill ahd chance\task expectancy changes to‘ ®

determlne to what degree the learned helplessness theory of depression

is supported. Secondarfily, the 1mplication of tho psycﬁc‘:tor speed .

findings will be discusded. F1nallY. the .results of the personallty

ed. - c . ' | ;- ‘£'“

Skill and "thance Tasks -

variables will be anal

: Expectancy Changes .

The main purpose of the presentﬂ;}idy has been to see 1f the
findings of Miller and Seligman (1973)»;egarding the expectancy change’

of nonciinically depressed subjects‘on skill and chance tasks could be

M >

generalized\to'dlinically depresseﬁ subjects. The results obtained in

' the present study clearly indicated that depressed patients did not

. & .
- behave in the same manner as depressed college students., Despxte the
» L s

use of 1dent1ca1 tasks, experimental procedpres, and dependent
measures in both studies, the expectancy change data collected in the
present stddy fadlea to support the findings of Miller and Seligman.
According to Miller and Seligman (19#3), if depressed subjects
are learned-helpless, they should eee.things as m;}e response- .
Independent'than nondepressed subjects. In the laboratory:Situation,

the difference in expectancy change between skill and chance tasks ‘

should be less for the depressed g:;gps than for the nondepressed

1
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groups. The cfucial 1ntergction for testxng the hypoth s 10 thae

~of Depressxon Groups X Tasks Miler d Sellgman (1¢“ de%d ths4

interaction s¥gni ficant for the. dependent measures g!‘&fter Task .
¥ ! - "" o

Eipectancy (NTE) and Total Expl&tancy Change ih the ﬁxpected Dlrectaom

[

(TCE) but marglnalhosagniﬁieﬁnt ﬁbn ‘the measure of Trlal 1 to ™ al

s

Z Expecrancy Change (TITZ) In thgypresent study, only the ATE
~ measure was margznally s1gn1ficant Exam1nat1on of the orthoyonal
comparison and multlple range test results reveaied that the seurce , ‘

. of th1$ marginal 51gu1f1cance was fha*dlfference between the ﬁﬁn—ww o

. depressfd psych1atr1c .patients and the normals, and had nothlng»to -'jﬂ'w.
- -

v " f,-,— .e e

do. with the depres{rpn -versus- nondepress1on ‘contrast. The present

) ks s S
study used an add1t10na1 dependent measure of Total Expecaancy dﬁange

in the OppOSLte Dlreétion (TCO), not used by M111er andagellgman
3«0.
(1973),.but used, by Rotter, leefanq, and Crowne (19613, and recoh- 3'

mended by Co&tello (1978) Th1s 1s a measure of 1nappropr1ate~shxfts. e
vLE v'}“'.,':
If depress;ves show more response qugzme 1ndependence than ]he n%n- e

2
e

) depressed they should exh1bit more i ppropr1ate shxfts expectancy

=A .positive find1ng relatzng to thls ‘measure actually glves more sup-
port to the hypothe51s than the TCE measure of apgrograate sn1fts,

and the part1al change measures of T1T2 and ATE The present study/\

R
did not flnd 8. 51gn1flcant Depress1on Groups X Tasks xnteractlon for o

R ] ‘
. .-_,_ )

., . Lo . .
’ Ve e
TCO* . . "‘. . . - m'
L N

- According to, W11ter and Sellgman (1973), another 1mportant method

w-w

to demonStrate the d1fferent1a1 ezpectancy of the depressea and non- ‘

~ 3
-

‘depressed subjects was to examine the correlatlon between the Beck

a . . .
. 4 . . -y
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Depression Inventory scores and expectancy change measures. If
depressed subjects aréllearned-helpless, the more depressed they are,
the less should be their expectancy change in skill task; while
depression and chance task expectancy are uncorrelated. Miller and
Seligman (197%} tfound this négative,correlation significant in the
measures T1T2 and ATE, but not in TCE. There was no significant

L 4 .
correlation in the chince task. The present study found a significant

negative correlation for ATE, but a significant positive correlation
for TCE. “Both T1T2 and TCO correlations were nonsignificant. (For

TCO, the predicted correlation should be positive; because the more

d
\(\

depressed a person is, .the more inappropriate shifts he/she will

«

exh1b1t.) However 51m11ar significant correlations for ATE and TCE

were also found in the chance task.

Therefore, the two, basic 1nd1ces of learned helplessness in
depressed subJects used by Miller and Seligman (1973) Ythe Depressxon

Groups X Tasks interaction, and the correlation between the Beck

~ Depression Inventery scores and expectancy measures:, were found in

= ~ ”
"the present study to indicate an absencq\of learned helplessness

i

hypothe51zed by Wlller and Sellgman
T
One major difference between the results of Miller and‘Seligman

(1973) and the present study was the presence of group differences on
initial expectancy found in the present study. An absence of group

dlfferences in the 1n1tlal expectancy ratings is 1mportant because of

Mlller and Sellgman s method of scoring and calculation of expectancy
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change medsures. In fact, if the groups are not equivalent on this
pretask ekpectancy raﬁings, they are not on the same baseline; although
' using the séme l1-point rating scale, they may show diffefént
g effects. In all previous studies, whether the subjects were
ollege students (Klein § Seligﬂan, 1976;*ExPeriment Z; Miller et al.,
1975; Miller § Seligman, 1976: McNitt & Thorgagn, 1978; Willis §
Flaney, 1978, Experiments 1 § 2), or psychiatric patient; (Abramson \
et al., 1978; O'Leary et al., 1978; Smolen, 1978), the between group
initial expectancies were always found not to differ. Thus, the
significant dlfterence found in the present study was somewhat sur-
gl.51ng and created a problem in data analysis. The Nondepressed
Psxghiatric group was found to give higher initial ratings than the
other gfoups, contributing to a significant Group effect. The'same
group together with the Reactive Depression group gave higher initial
expéctancies on the skill task than on the chance task, and vice versa
fo; the other two groups, thus producing a Group X Task interactioﬁ.
One probable reason for the sigﬁificant differenge is the inclusion of
the NDP group in the present study, while such af:atignt control group
was not found in earlier studies. The subjects of this group may
likely be atypical, in the sense that they were patients with psycho-
neurotic or character disorders, yet they had to be within the non-;
depressed normal rénge (BDI £ 9) to Be included as subjects. I+ is

somewhat unlikely for a person being hospitaiized for mental disorder

to be without some degree of depression, and more particularly, to be
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just as nondepressed as a normal contrql subject. The fact that con-
siderable diffiéulty was encountered in finding suitable subjects to
fill the NDP group gives credibility to such a sﬁeculation.

Cdﬁsequently, the expectancy ratings on both tasks had to be
statisficall} adjusted for the lack of equality of the initial task
ratings. The method used has its limitations too. The multiple
regression employed is most effective.if there is a homogeneity of
individual group regression coefficients. This  condition, however,
is difficult to heet wben”there are”Sigqificant differences between
the group means.

Nevertheless, the set of expectancy data has been analysed by
different procedures using both the statisticélly adjusted and the
original unadjusted ratings, and has been founé to give very similar
irésulti; Notably, when ﬁhe Nondepressed Psychiatric group was ex-
cluded from the analyses using the unadjusted scores, the overall
pattern of results remained unchanged. Thus, while the différence
of between-group initial expectancy did require some statistical
transformatlons the data collected provide no ground at all to
support the prediction of response- -dutcome 1ndepeqpence in the
depre551ves The present study is, in conclusion, 1ncon51s§ent with
Miller ‘and Seligman's (1973) study. *

When _compared wlth other patient studies using the skill- éhance
task paradlgm, the findings of the present study are consistent with

those of O'Legry et al. (1978) and Smolen (1978),. and inconsistent
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-with that of Abramson et al., (1978). As mentioned earlier,\the

eary et als'andﬁSmoten'studies investigated the severity o dep;es-
ion rather than the psychiatric category of depression. The former .
study -used alcoholics, and latter mixed psvcﬁlatrle patients. Eﬁ\)
ther, Smolen employed card-sorting and peg-sorting tasks with skil

or chance instructionsf These might not be comparable to Miller and
Seligman's (1973)'tasksi Therefefe his negative results could not

be considered as a failure to replicate the Miller and Seligman find- \\\ '
ings. The present study inVestigateﬁ depression as a.psychitaric
category with emphasis on the differentiation of a reactive depression
group, because Seligman repeatedly pointed out learned helplessness
as most applicable to the reactive depressives. Mgreover, the eask:

“ employed were idengicak to Miller and Seligman's (1973) study.” The
Abramson et ;1. (1978) studyvinvestigated depression as a nosologi-

cal category and attempted4to show. that learned helplessness was
spec1f1Cato depre551on by the inclusion of schlgophrenlc groups ?he
BDI cut-off score for depression was 14 or more; this is lower thén
that of 18 or more in the presené study. Further, the expectancy
dependent measures of T1T2, ATé and TCO were nbﬁ'used. bnly the TCE
ﬁeasure was included. According to‘their breakdown of the total change
measure, only ene half of it (decrease following failure) yielded
significane results. Thus, at_best,ithey.coula.enly elaim.perfiai
support of the learned helplessness theory.of depression (p- 105).

The present stﬁdy is similar to Abramson et al.'s (1978) study in

investigating depression as a psychiatric category, and in using the
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same skill and chante tasks. Although it did nog include other
psychopathologital groups for comparison, it.focussed on reactive

depression (which is of crucial irterest to Seligﬁén's learned help-

lessness theory 6f'debreséion)wf;£her fhan dép;eséion iﬁ geherai. It
also empldyed dependent measures othe£ than the TCE. The present study,L
the;efore, provides an independent “attempt to test Seliéﬁan's hypothe-
sis. It is inconsistent with Ab;amson et al.'§ study as far as the o
TCE measure is concerned. éin;;:the other three depenAént‘measurés;
especially the TCO meésure; yere~not~q§edfby‘Abramson et él., i; is

impossible to speculate as to how the two studies would compare on

these measures.

o
o
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Psychomotor Retardation

/ Although not investigated by Miller and Seligman (1973), Seligman
(l974, 1975) repeatedly stressed a parallel between learned helpless-
ness and Hepression in the symptom of passivity, retardation, or what

2

he sometimes called '"lowered response initiation." As mentioned in-:
the introductory chapter, psychomotor retardation in de;re551on has
“been well documented and owing to its frequent association with
endogenous depre551on (Costello 1970), Ehe inclusion of psychomotor
speed measures should provlde a good chance to test indirectly
Sellgman s 'learned helplessness theorv of reactive depre551on

The results of the present study indicated that except for Tapplng

Speed (TS), and Complex React1on Time, Level-Z'(CRTZ), the other three

psychomotor speed measures showed at best marginal 51gn1f1cance between

- the depressed and the nondepressed groups when the effects of age and/

or IQ were controlled The Ehdogenous Depre551on group was con51stent—
2

ly slower thanythe Reactive Depre551on group in al1 ‘measures - although
'significantly so only on TS. Again, except for TS, the Seyerity of
depression did not correlate with the‘degree of reta!dation. Further,
.trend analyses 'did not show any progre551ve retardatlon in either the
endogenous or reactive group. On the whole, the psychomotor data d1d
not yieId’amstrong'depression-versus-nondepre551on and an endogenous-'
versus-reactive differentiatlon) _This; together with:the 1ack_of
significance found inﬁexpectancy‘data, made it difficultito test

.effecfively the hypothesis that reactive depression is characterized

——r
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primarily by the perception of response-outcome independence, and
endogenous depression by psychomotor retardation; and the alterna-
tive hypothesis that-learned helplessness is a{general factor under-
lying both reactlve and endogenous depression.
. . o .

In conclu51on, while endogenous depressives tended to consist-
ently show more psychomotor retardation than the reactive,; the
reactive depressives did not show more response-outcome independence

~ than the endogenous. The data do not provide an unambiguous support

for the learned helplessness hypothesis of reactive depression.
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Hostility - . |
‘ Altnough Miller and Seligman (1973) did not include "hostility"
as a ‘variable to be investigated, Seiigman'( 974;>1975) repeatedly
pointed out the lack of agﬁiessiqn 4s a common symptom of botn
. learned helplessness and depression. He reasoned that for an indiv-
idual who learned to be helpless, it is useless to be hostile. In
a4 sense, this may be seen as a generalized perception of response-
outcome independence. A depressive does not express hostility
because it makes no dlfference whether he/she is hostile or not
The results, of the present study showed that the depressed
groups were more hostile th%g the nondepressed The reactlveg
depressives, though not significantly, scored in the more hostile
’d1rect10n than the endogenouq depressives. Both findings were con-
trary to the predictions derived from Sellgman[s description of )
Iearned helplessness. In partlcular, react1ve depre551ves, who should *
be the least hostlle according to the learned helplessness theory,
scored the highest in hostility. Thls‘ggsts doubt on Sellgman s f\'

v ‘ b
.claim that learned helplessness is most applicable to reactive

depression. ' j \)
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External Locus of Control

Miller and Seligman (1973) included "externality" as an indepenj
dént variablpiand found that it was not related to expectancy change
in chance and skill tasks. They hypoéhesized that externals tended
to peréeive reinforcement as response independent, bu;ltheir data, did
not support their prediction. Of course, the externality effect they
' hypothesized was quite similar to that of learned hélpiessness, as
noted by Seligman et al. (1968) and Hiroto (1974) in their animal
and human studies of iggrned helplessness respectively. Miller and
Seligmén;s (1973) eiplanation of their negative finding was that
‘Rotter I-E mlght be an 1nva11d measure of externality; and they
consequently qu‘loned the construct validity of the I-E scale.

The present study did not include externality.as an 1ndependent
variable. Its I-E results showed that the depressed was more external
. than the nondepressed, as shown by grthogonalvcomparison and correla-
tional analysis. Reactive depréssives,'wh are suppo;eQ to have been
more subject to helplessness learning,” did not Show h;gher externality
than the endogénous depressives. Moreover high ex®ernality did not
associate with low expectancy changes, especially in tﬂ skill task.
The hlgher externality found in the dgpressed groups than the non-
depressed groups might be regarded as 4 weak support for the le
heiplessness hypothesis. But the lack of difference between the

reactive and the endogenous groups and t€ lack of correlation

between externality and expectancy change caonsistent with the

-



200

pfédiction of the(response-outcome independence cast great doubt on
whatever weak support was found. Of course, one can also interpret:
the lack of ‘correlation between the externality scores’ and the expec
ancy change measures in.the‘light of the questionable validity of th
I-E scaip as suggested!by.Miller and Seligﬁan (1973). In addition,
the finding of Lamont (1972) thaf the external items of the I-E

were perceived as more dysphoric than the internal items might atcouw
for the higher externality scores of the depressives. Eaifhermore,
the higher Guilt scores on the BDHI and the lower seif-ratings of
their presenf and aspired-to performance found in the depressed

groups are perhaps suggestive of low self-esteem and hence an intern:

al ‘rather than an ext;g;al locus of control.

&
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The Reactive-Endogenous Distinction of Depression

- _ The present study was not designed to examine the reactive-
endogenous nOSOIOgical distinction df depression, "but t;é personal-
ity and depression data collected to ;nvestigate the relationship
between reaﬁtive depréssion an@ learned helplessness permit some
inferences to g% drawn.

First, while both depressed-groups were significantly more
depressed than the nondepressed, fhe Endogenous Depression'group
consistently scored modérately higher thanﬂthe Reactive Debression
gfoup on the severityf of depression in both the subject classifica-
tion instrument, the BDI, and all the\ancillary depression measure-
ments, the HDRS, LPD,’ZSDS,'MMPi-Q, an&\DAQEL.aithough significantly
so only on the HDRS and the LPD depression SCé;esﬂ This guggests
the possibility.that.depression is a spectrum disease, with quogen-
ous depression being a more severe form and reactive depression‘a
milder one of basically the same no;ological entity.

Second, on the psychomotor speed measures, the. ED group ;gain
.consistently tended to show more retardation than the RD group,
although significantly so only on the TS measure. At the same
time, both depression groups tended to show lower psychomﬁtor speed
than the nondepresseé groups, p;rticularly the normal controls, on
all five measﬁres, although significantly so just on the TS and

CRTZ. This also suggests.a difference in severity rather than

qualitatively different independent disorders.
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"Third, od the CAQ D scales, the'depressioh-versus—nondepression
contrast was significant, bu;'rhereiﬁés a lack ofEdisrinerion Eéé@ééﬁ
the ED and RD. Similarly, the MMPI D-0, D-S, and Dr scales, which
were hypothesized to differentiste the ED and RD subjects, failed to
yield sdgnificant differences. Such a lack of differentiation between
ED.and RD casts some doubt on the nosological distinctien or on‘tde
validity of the scales.

'Fourth, on the EPQ, high Neuroticism4and low Extraversion scores
were obtained by eoth depression groups. . The ED ‘and RD sdbjects did
not differ on all of P, E, and N. In particular, the RD group'did

not score higher on Neuroticism and lower on Psychoticism than the

ED. group. This lack of differentiation‘also casts some doubt on the

ED-RD distinggion. °

HoweveriiEhe PDF whlch was designed to show the qualitiative

. difference betweeq the ED and the RD subjects offers some support

for the nosologlcal dlstlnctlon The ED and RD subjects signifi-

.cantly d1ffered from each other on the PDF §g§{) while the RD did

not d1ffer from the Nondepressed Psychiatric patients. Further,

.the BDI measure of severity. correlated significantly with the PDF

scores If both depressed and nondepressed patient groups were 1nc1uded

Abut the correlatlon became non51gn1f1cant if only the depressed

groups were con51dered " This may suggest a lack of difference in sev-

erity between the ED and RD as far as the PDF is cdﬁcerned. ’
The stepwise disgriminang analysis indicated that éi& EPQ-E,

EPQ-N, PDF, and TS discriminated between the ED and RD groups.-.But



. < 203
the “hit ra;e was fairly low (67%), classifying correctly only 27 "

depfessiveS‘o‘i of 40. | _ ; Cow L

- . B -

The overall pattern of results does not allow a choice among -
' the alternative quantitative, qualitative, or two-factor hypotheses
of depression. However, the most plausible seems’ to be that of a

general factor of depression severity with qualitatively different
dapressian groups. ’
. ) o
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Exsenck s Orthoggpal Personallty Dlmensions . ' .

Fdctor . analyses indicated the emergence of four main clusters of-

Lol

variables in the present study: (a) ”Psychomot@r Speed " (b) “General

Depfcssioh " (¢) "Expectancy Change." and’ (d) "Psychot1c1§m e The;e ot

v

clugters rema1ned quite con51stcnt whether principal factor1ng or

¥

.

Rao's canomcal factormg was conducted, whether orth%onal o: ole.que
rotation was carried out, and whether a11 four groups or Justgth]f
Batiegﬁ-grdups were used Factors (a) and (b) accounted for more .
‘Variance chan factors (c) and (d) The separation of psychoggtor"

* PR

Speed, psychot1c1sm, and depression-as separate factors suggests a
relatlve ;n&ependence of psychomotor retardatlon from :Le severity of
depre551on and to a lesser extent, the existence of the Psychot1c1sm
dlmens1on relatlvely independen:rof'theagenerai depression factory
The P dimension has beenhéssociated, in particular,'with hostilicy,
‘a main contributor to P. This finding_{s'in agreement with Eysénck's;
description of the Psychoticism dimension of personality. According‘ o
to him, an individual high on P is antisocial ahd hostile. Such an
individual is not psychotlc in the clinxcal sense, but is more |
vulnerable in a situation of stress to schlzophrenlc or car;;01d

)
psychotic breakdowns (Eysenck § Eysenck, 1975).
’ The confirmatory facﬁbr analysis involving gltérget matrix co
. M $
_represent Eysenck's orthogonal dimensioné shawed that only P was

orthogonal, while E and N ceased to show orthogonality. Thevdepres-

sed groups scored high on N, and low on E, fallingﬁiﬁgggthe .

o

* 1&.;’;1

L
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"dysthymia" quadrant of Eysenck (1961). This disappearance of ortho-
gonality has very occasionally been mentioned by Eyvsenck, but never -
emphasized. Discussing the deductions from his postulated relation
between the level of stimulation and hedonic tones in extraverts and
introverts, Eysenck (1963) pointed out:

Neuroticism and extraversion-introversion were considered

quite separate and independent (orthogonal). It was

however discovered that while this independence was

indeed found to hold in normal populations, it ceased to

apply in neurotic populations, or even in normal sub- ’

groups having high scores on neuroticism. (p. 12)
Such an interaction between E and N at high levels of N was also
found in Eysenck and Claridge's (1962) investigation of the position
of hysterics and dysthymics in a two-dimensional space of peésonality
-traits.\ In the EPQ Manual (Eysenck § Eysenck, 1975), the

. L4
correlation between E and N in abnormal samples was acknowledged,

althoﬁgh significance tesfing‘was not provided. For example, in

. male endogenous dépréssives, r was -.37, and in female endogenous de-
préssives,iz was -.13. In other samples, r ranged from ;OO in female
prisoners to ~.51-in female psychotics. 1In the present study, the
cpnfifmatory‘factor analysis cleariy showed that E and N belonged to

N\
the s4me‘faqtor because of their correlation, while P remained ortho- .

gohglg;;bnce.again, the "Psychomotor Speed" factor emerged as ‘

Fattbt*gl, independént of Factor I "General Depression' and Factor

~

IIT "Bsychoticism."
¢ ,:

.
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Conclusions
“  The following conclusions can be drawn from the present study:

-

I. Contrary to the findings of Miller and Seligman (1973)
involving nonclinié;lly depressed college students, the present.study
did not find, among clinicallycgfpressed psychiatric inpatients, any
of the effects predicted by the iearned helplessness model. In par-
ticular, none of the learnea helplessness s:ill-versus—chdnce expect-
ancy change differences emerged in the reactive depression group.

The absence of response-outcome independence in this group casts doubt
on Seligman's claim that the Iearned helplessness model is in particu-
lar applicable.to reacfive depression.

2. The symptoms, notably the lack of hostility and lowered res-
ponse Initiation, that were claimed by Seligman to be common to both
learned helplessness a;d depression were found in the present study

o : ' .
not to be characteristic of reactive depression. Thus, the applic-
iability of learned helﬁlessness as a model of reactive depression can
bg questioned.

3. The results inbthe present study suggest that ~hile there is
a tendency for endogenous depressives to differ quantitatively from
reactive depressives, the two groups also have qualitative differenqes.
Although no clear conclusion‘can be made regarding the nosological
distinc;ion of endogenous and‘feactive depressions, it is most
plausible that while there is a.general severity faétor:of depression,
there arevalso relatively distinct depression groups like endogenous

‘a

and reactive depressions. , -

’
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4; The Eysenck personality dimensions of Extraversion and
Neuroticism are not orthogonal in depressed patients. 15 the present
study, such patients scored high on Neuroticism and low on Extra-
version.  When Neuroticism is high, it interacts w{th Extravefsion
and ceases to be orthogonal to E. This finding is consistent with
Eysenck's findings. Psychoticism cremains orthogonal, although
Extraversion and Neuroticism are correlated.

Although the present study casts considerable doub; on Seligman's
" learned helplessness model of reactive depression, its conclusions
are limited. Further investigationvis required to confirm.ﬁhe find-
ing§ of the present study. In particular, the following aspectsi
should be considered:

1. The inclusion of some attributional variables is needéd:
Learned helplessness is+a cognitive theory implying a perteptiopfof
response-outcome independence. It is conceivable that the processes
vinvolved in this phenomenon are much more complicated than thbs¢ in
animal subjects. Seligman (Abfamson, Seligman, § Teasdale, 1978)
has recentiy reformulated his learned helplessness hypothesis bf
including some concepts of the attribution theofy. The present study,
_ for'instanée, has not dealt wi£h the stability aspect of the per-
ceived cause-effect relationship. ,thhough the conéistency of the
task effect found may serve as some indirect evidence of perceived

stability perception, a more direct control of the stability factor

and other important causal attribution elements is desirable.

Y

~
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2. A more direct_attempt is réquired to probe.and isolate the
cognitive deficis;posfulated by learned helplessness (Coétello,
1978)f‘ More direct measures of the responée-outcome inaependence
percelved by the subJect an% ;f'contlngenc1es operating in the
experimental 51tuat10ns should be devised to make sure that the hypo-
thesized deficit has indeed been elici}ed. The present ;Eudy? simi-

lar to that of Miller and Seligman, is'inédequaze.in this aspect.

3. Studies should be carried out-on”bther psychopathological

groups to test whether learned helplessness is specific to depression.

Abramson, Garber and others (1978) did include schizophrenics in
their study. But an independent conflrmatlon of thelrnflndlngs is
necessary. It is also desirable to include in a future study a
noncllnlcally depressed group of college students, because many -
previous studies, including the paradlgmatlc M111er and Seligman

(1973) study, used subjects from thlS populatlon

LR A e
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The LPD is a 57-item forced-choice questionnaire designed to
classify psychiatric patients into 3 classes; Class A or 1 (Reactive
depression), Class B or 2 (Endogenous depression), and Class C or 3
(Nondepression).

ADMINISTRATION

. The subject is asked to answer the questions as quickly as possi-
ble by putting a circle round the "YES" or the "NOV following each
questipn.

SCORING !

For each subject, a ''decision tree" classification method is
applied. The 1 versus 2 comparison is applied first to decide whether
a subject is a reactive or endogenous"depressive. If the subject
belongs to Class 1, then the 1 versus 3 comparison,is performed to see
if the subject is not a nondepressive (i.e.; not in Class 3). If ‘the
subject belongs to Class 2, then the 2 versus 3 comparison is performed
to see if the subject is not a nondepressive (i.e., not in Class 3).
The 3-digit system (discriminant, functions) was used for scoring.
However, the 2-digit system (simplified weightings) was also used to
see how the two systems are comparable. A score for depth of depres-
sion was also Calculated for comparison with the Beck Depression
Inventory score.

ey
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L.P.D. QUESTIONNAIRE

NAME (in full) ....... 3 R PR R “ve...... DATE ...... R =

(MR., MRS., MISS) ‘ | ~ :

AGE ........ A . RELIGION ................. OCCUPATION e "

MARRIED. SINGLE. WIDOWED. DIVOREED OR SEPARATED. .................
(Please tick where appropriate.) g \

How long have you been i11? ............. e i i i e i i,

' INSTRUCTIONS: Please answer these questions as quickly as possible.
. Put a circle round your answer. v

1. Are you more irritable . towards other people? .. .. .. .. Yes No

2. Have you lost interest in watching television? ., .. .. Yes No
3. Do you have difficulty in falling asleep without

tablets? .. ... .. e ve vi eeve oo Yes  No

Do you feel depressed all day long? .. .... .. ...... . Yes No

Do you feel slowed up in your thinking? .. ... .. .- .. Yes. No

Have you any serious money worries? ........ . ...... Yes No
Have you had any recent family worries? ce «s o .o Yes No
Have you lost someone you love in the past year? .... Yes - No
Do you feel you are a bad person? .. .. .. - ++ e v .o .. Yes No
Have you moved house in the past year?.. .. .......... Yes No
11. Do you avoid COMPANY? .\ ot vt vt vt e e e e e e e L Yes No
12. Is it more difficult to Concentrate on your work? .. .. Yes °No
13. Have you any housing worries? , 2 e s et e v e v oy Yes  No-
14. Do you wish you were able to cry” s+ «* 4e ve wa .o .. .. Yes No
15.. Do you have a restless and disturbed sleep without
tablets? .. ....% . . “ v ev e weor Yes  No
16. Do you feel most depressed in the evenings? .. .. ..., Yes No
"17. Are there times when you do not feel depressed? .. .. .. Yes' No
'18. Do you have less interest in reading newspapers? .... Yes No
19. Do you think you will get better? .. .. ... .... .. .. ... Yes No
20. Do you feel that pedple are sometimes talking about A
You? oooi i e e e L T e er ce ee ve wr wuee oo .. Yes  No
2l. Is it easy to fall asleep without tablets? .. .. .. .. .. Yes No
22. Is your appetite normal? ., .. .. “e et en et et ti e we e .. Yes  No
.23, H%ve you less interest in sex? .. *tee evVet vv et vs o .. Yes No
24. Do you feel you are a burden to others? ..., .. ie va,.» Yes No
25. 1Is life worth living? .. .. . . ... e« es s .. Yes No
26. Do you cry a lot? .. .. .. .. . et e e eiii wv ve .. .. Yes  No
27. Are you unable to CTY? e e e Yes No ~"
28. Have you become constipated? ., ...... .......... «« <« Yes No
29, Do you feel happier in thg mornings? .. ..., .. .. «+ .. Yes No
30. Do you suffer from a dry mouth? ., .. .. % se «e ve .o ., Yes No

bt -
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31. Have you less feeling for those close to yeu? ... Y¥s  No
32. Do you.feel you are letting other people down? .. .,.. Yes No
33. Have you lost your appetite?.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . Yes No
34. Have you had trouble at work in the past year? .. .... Yes No
. 35. Do you wish you were dead? .. .. .. o ereses e ge v . Yes  No
36. Do you waken much earlier.than your usual time
‘ Withotit tabletS? ... .ivv i ve vr or e vr er s el .. Yes No
37. Are you as good a person as most of your friends? .. .. Yes No
38. Do you feel less depressed when you are with company? Yes - No -
39. Do you think your illness is a punishment that you .
deserve? .. .. .. .. v re ee ae se s se ss st wi v n. .o .. Yes  No
40. Do you have less interest in things you usually.
41.. Can you sleep normally without tablets? ..., ...... . Yes No .
42. Do you waken at your usual time without tablets? .. .. Yes No
43. Do you think there is something seriously wrong ‘
with your body? .. .. .. .. .. .. “e s ve 4s te me se e e e. +. Yes No
44. 'Is your depression the same all day long? .. ........ Yes No
45. Do you find difficulty in relaxing? ..., .. ....... .. .o-Yes No
46. Do you feel life is not worth living?.. .. .. ........ Yes No
47. Have you lost weight? .. .. .. .. ... . .. . evee o .. Yes No
48. Do you feel most depressed in the mornings? .. .. .. .. Yes No
49. Have yo verheard people, talking about you? .. .. .... Yes No
50. Do you ¥eel this illnejs/aas been brought upon you i }
' by yourself? ... .. ./ et e e e e v .. Yes - No
51. Do you feel slowed up in doing things? .. .. .. ..... .. ..° Yes No
52. Does the future look hopeful? .. .. ................ Yes No
53. Do you feel happier in the evenings?-.. .. .. «« «« Yes ~ No

... Yes No

54. Have you thought recently about ending your life? .. .. Yes,ﬂ: T

55." Do you feel time passing morj;?}owiy?'.... et ee ee ws .. Yes R,
56. Are you doing your work as w as you used to?.. .. .. Yes . No
57. Can you be easily cheered UP? ce et ve it vt s eeeh v we .. Yes T No
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THE_UNIVERSITY OF ADELAIDE
- DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHIATRY

 LPD QUESTIONNAIRE

SCORING SHEET FOR DEPRESSION SCORE |
' QUESTIONNATRE , 0 RESPONSE SCORED

ITEM NUMBER . g . AS DEPRESSED
1 Yes
.2 ' . , Yes
4 ' ‘ ~ CE N Yes
5 S B . _ A ' . Yes
10 . \ o ' . - Yes-
12 - . o ' “Yes
- 17 : T : No
18 A : ) Yes
22 . T : No
24 - - 1 : Yes .
30 S D ' " Yes
35 ’ " ' - Yes
.40 - » L : - Yes
44 o | . Yes
46 ‘ , . . Yes
51 . s : ' Yes
55 ‘ o ’ . o Yes
56 - : ' T : " No
' 57 ' ' _ : -~ No

Each of the above responses is scored '1', 'so that the
possible range of scores is from 0 - 19 ... a 20 point
Tange.. This mdy be expressed as 1 to 20 if preferred,
adding a constant of 1 to thetota%i\ S
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Re. Scoring Sheets for LPD Questionnaire

-Scoring sheéts are presented at two levels of accuracy. The -
original- scoring ‘sheets, using three digits may be preferred when
" discriminating between two or more subjects whose res are tied, or
when decisions are. borderline. 'The simplified sin digit system
has been found to produce highly comparable results.. A check on the
comparability of the two systems in the decisions concerning a number
of borderline subjects yielded the following results:

Classes Compared Scores on Three Scores on One . Classifications
n o Digit System Digit System 3.digit 1 digit
1 versus 2 +5.24 - 6.39- ¢ +11 - 13 2 2
. o +8.46 - 7.17 +17 - 15 1 1
+7.55 - 6,69 - +16 - 14 1 1
+6.04 - 5.26 +13 - 10 1 1
S +5.99 - 6,21 . . +13 - 14 2 2
+5.79 - 4,62 - +13 - 9 1 1
+4.40 - 5,25 C+10, - 11 2 2 .
+5.33 - 5.67. 17 .11 2 1+ o
+5.95 - 4.60 +12 - 9 1 1
) +5.10 - 4.45 . #11 -9 b 1
l.wersus 3 - +6.92. - 7,25 +15 - 14 = 1*
- +6.35 - 8.76 - +13 -18 3 3
+6.07 - 8.68 % 413 .17 3 3
- +7.69 = 8,58 - +15 0 - 17 3 3
+7.72 --9.16 +16. - 18 3 3
+7.67 - 5.60 +16 - 13 1 1
+6.45 --9.07 +14 - 21 '3 3
- 2Zversus 3 . 49,51 - 9,79 +19 . - 19 tie 3 no class
' -~ +9.54 - 8,77 +18 -'18 tie 2 ' no class.
+11.08 -10.89 S 422 <22 tie 2 no class
+9.77 - 8.04 -+19 - 16 2 2
+9.13 - 9:89 +18. -'20 '3 3
+10.51 -11.18 C#21 - 22 3 3.
+9.17 - 8.12 -+18° - 16 2 2
+13.35 -14.10 . +26 - 28 3 3
3 3

+10.03 -10.61 - +20 - 21

(*Difference in Classification) -

Thus the single'digit system would seem to provide a reasonable alter-
native for EPe three digit system except in extremely fine judgements.
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METHOD FOR ESTIMATING PROBABILITY OF MEMBERSHIP IN A GROUP
Class 1 versus 2 1= + 2= . &

" DIRECTIONS FOR SCORING
- For each questionnaire item circle the weighting for the subject's

response 'in the appropriate colum.

ITEM NUMBER SUBJECT'S RESPONSE : WEIGHTINGS
. Yes . I No
2 -1 + 2
6 + 4 -1
13— + 2 -1
45 0 + 3
47 -2 + 2
51 0 o+ 3

Weightings below apply tQ the total number of appropriate resppnses.
€.g., if a subject circled "Yes' for item 20 and "Yes" for item 49,
the number of appropriate Tesponses would be 2, therefore the
weighting would be +1, : y ' :

Or if a subject circled "No'" for item 20 and "Yes" for item 49, the
number of appropriate Tesponses would be 1, therefore the weighting
would be 0, ‘ T : .

|

ITEM NUMBER AND RESI:’0N$E WEIGHTINGS - ‘
S Total number of appropriat?t?ponses
0 1 ' 2 3 4
30 . 21
No Yes : -3 42 +4
15 + 41 ' 8
No Yes 4 2 +7
20 W 49 S
Yes Yes -2 0 - +1
22 + 33 | o S
Yes ‘ No -4 -1 +1 +1
36 + 42 : .
. No . Yes -4 41 +6
4 + 26 4+ 27 . 4
Yes No- " Yes +1 0 +1 _ -2
16 + 29 + 48 + 33 ‘.
Yes Yes No' No 0 -2 -1 +1 +1
- Age . | 15-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-6S 66+
Weighting: *7 0 . -1 2 -5 -3

'TOTAL_OF ALL CIRCLED WEIGHT INGS:

(If the total is positive the classification is group 1,//if it is -
negative the classification is group 2.) -
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METHOD.FOR EPTIMATING PROBABILITY OF MEMBERSHiP IN A GROUP

\v/ Class 1 versus 3 1
DIRECTIONS FOR SCORING . .

+

-4

D& -

" For each questionnaire item circle the wveighting for theisubject's

response in the appropriate column.

WEIGHTINGS

ITEM ER SUBJECT'S RESPONSE:
Yes No
4 + 2 -1
5 + L -2
9 4+ 3 -1
18 + 2 2
19 -1 3
24 + 3 -3
31 + 2 -1
35 + 6 -1
37 -1 3
40 + 2 3
43 + 2 -1
44 + 2 -1
52 -2 +3
54 + 3 -2
55 + 2 -1
57 =2 2
A \
Weightings below apply to the total number of appropriate responses.
e.g., if a subject circled "Yes% for item 25 and '"No" for $em 46, the
numb weighting

would be -1, . , S

Or if a subject g

-of approprlate responses /would be 2, therefore the

‘cled "No" for item 25 and '"'Yes" for 1tem 46, the

number of appropf¥iate responses would be 0, therefore the welghtlng

would be +6. ‘
. yadl -
ITEM NUMBER AND RESPONSE —____WEIGHTINGS
_Total number of aﬁefipriate responses
0 1 . 4
20 + 49 R
Yes Yes -~ 3 +1 + 2
25 + 46 -
Yes No + 6 0 -1
16 + 29 "+ 48 + 53 . '
Yes Yes No No 0! -2 -1 + 3 +1
Age 15-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 .  56-65 66+
Weighting - #1 +1 -1 +1 -3 -1
TOTAL OF ALL CIRCLED WEIGHTINGS:
(If the total is positive the classification is group 1, if it is

negative the classification is group 3.)
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Class 2 veisus 3>
DIRECTIONS FOR SCORING

2= + Iz -

l &

MfTHOD FOR ESTIMATING PROBABILITY OF MEMBERSHIP IN A GROUP

For each questionnaire item circle the weighting for the subject's
response in the appropriate column.

ITEM NUMBER SUBJECT 'S RESPONSE WEIGHTINGS
2 + 3 -2
4 + 3 -2
5 T+ 1 -3

12 + 1 -4
24 + 3 ﬁ4'
35 + 6 -1
40 + 2 - 4
44 + 3 -2
45 L+ 1 - 4
51 + 1 - 4
52 ~ 2 + 2
SS +3 -3
56 ~ 3 + .1
57 -~ 2 + 2

Neightings below apply to the

o

)

total number of appropriate responses.
e.g., if a subject circled "No" for item 3 and "Yes" for item 21, the

number of appropriate responses would be 2, therefore the weighting
‘would be - 4, ‘ _ . o
Or if a subject circled "No" for item 3 and "No" for item 21, the
number of appropriate responses would be 1, therefore the weighting’
would be - 1, ' ' :
ITEM NUMBER AND RESPONSE WEIGHTINGS
TOTAL NUMBER OF APPROPRIATE RESPONSE
0 1 2 3
'3 + 21 :
No Yes +2 -1 -4
15 4 41
No Yes i +2 -1 -7
2 o+ 33
Yes No +3 +1 -2
25+ 46 )
Yes No. +6 0 -1
36  » 42 : ’
No Yey“\\\ +3 0 -7
4+ 26 & 2
Yes ° No Yes +1 -1 -1 +3
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DISCRIMINANT FUNCTIONS

Class 1 versus 2 l=4+;2=-
Item Number , Yes . No
2 ' «0.70 +0.88
6 ‘+1.8 : -0.40
13 +0.89\ -0.35
45 -0.12 +1.36;
47 -0.76 +0.76
51 -0.19 +1.36
3 0+ 21 0 1 . 2 *
No Yes -1.50 +0.95 +2.12
15 + 41 0 1 2
No Yes -1.81 +0.86 +3.47
20 + 49 0 1 2
Yes Yes ~0.95 +0.21 +0.49
22+ 33 0 1 2
Yes No -Q.68 +0.41 " +0:63
36 + 42 0 1. 2
No Yes -1.95 +0.5 +3.02
14 + 26 + 27 0. 1 2 3
Yes No  Yes ' |+0.25 -0.06 +0.65 -0.93
16 + 29 + 48 + 53| o0 1 2 3 4
Yes Yes = No © No| -0.12. -1.06 -0.40 +0.65 +0.65
. Age 15-25 26-35.  36-45 46-55 56-65 66+
© +0.81°  +0.01  -0.30 +0.93 2.25 -1.37
SCORE:

7




-

_ 230
DISCRIMINANT FUNCTIONS
Class 1 versus 3 | 1=f;3=\
Item Number Yes No
4 +1.09 -0.66
5 +0.50 -0.93
9 +1.41 -0.36
18 +0.82 -0.93
19 -0.56 +1.28
24 +1.32 . -1.39
31 ¢ +]1.16 " -0.54
35 +3.02 -0.44
37 -0.57 +1.60
40 +0.92 -1.51
43 +1.21 -0.37
a4 +1.15 -0.33
52 o -1.18 +1.30
54 +1.39 -0.78
55 +1.01 -0.69
57 -0.80 +1.01
20 + 49 0 1 2
Yes : Yes ~1.45 +0.62 +1.14
25 + 46 0 1 2
Yes No +2,.78 +0.01 -0.43
16 + 20 + 48 + 53 | o 1 2 3 4
Yes Yes No No. ~0.23 -0.99 -0.54 +1.27 +0.50
Age " 15-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-65 66+
+0.32 +0.30_ -0.63 +0.25 -1.25 -0.44
SCORE:
)
. ?Q ~
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- ) _ s )
. DISCRIMINANT FUNCTIONS
Classes 2 versus 3 2=4+; 3= - \
, ?
¥, o
Item Number Yes Na \
2 “+1.47 -1.15 ,
4 C#1.27 -0.98 | v
5 +0.67 -1.43 A
12 | +0.62 - ‘~1.89 .
24 / +1.42 -1,94
35 +3.10 1 -0.49 . )
40 . +1.00 -2.17 o
44 ) 4171 « - ' -0.90
45 " +0.35 oy T=2.14 |
51 - 40.49 S o-2,00 .
52 -0.97 . S 41,22
55 +1.27 T 21,32 i
56 . -1.52 .o 4061 W
57 - .12 41,17 "
3 0« 21 0 1 2 -
< No Yes +1.04 -0465 - -2.02 .
15+ 41 I o 1 2 |
No -+ Yes. +1.16 = -0.30 -3.44
22 & - 33 o 1 2. -
" Yes No +1.40 +0.58 ~1.04
25 o+ - 46 * o 1 2 )
Yes . Ne - . +2.99 +0.05 -0.59
36 o+ 42 0 1’ 2
No Yes .*+1.55 +0.14 -3.45
14 + 26 % .27 0o 1 2 3
Yes No Yes +0.35 -0.37 -0.52°  +1.68
S— ' '
SCORE: ’ l
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- Clarke-WAIS Yocabulary Test

\ ©
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The Clarke-WASS Vocabulary Test (CWVT) is an unpublished scale develop-

ed by D. Paitich and G. Crawford of the Clarke Institute of Psychiatry,

Toronto, Ontario.
It converts the 40-word individually administered Wechsler Adult

Intelligence Scale (WAIS) Vocabulary subtest to a multiple-choice
version. Four responseé alternatives were selected, including the
correct one for each ‘vocabulary item. While it provides the conven-
ience of self-administration and objective scoring, it correlates
highly (r = .92) with the original WAIS test and by heans of

- regression analysis, it permits the extensive WAIS norms to be used in
“the, interpretation of the results.

.~

e
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CAPER
Daniel Paitich, Ph.D.

Clarke Institute of Psychiatry
) 250 College Street, Toronto, Ontario

CLARKE-WAIS VOCABULARY

INSTRUCT IONS

Here is a list of words. The first word on each line is in
capital letters. Look at the word in capital letters “then choose

one of the words on the -same line marked A, B, C, D which means the

same or most nearly the same as the word in capital letters. Choose

- only one word on each line. If you don't know please guess.

DO NOT MARK IN THIS, BOOKLET. USE
ANSWER SHEET PROVIDED.

Example:

1. sKyC A. heaven ' B. up. C. blue D/ close

2. DOG A, animal - B. horse C. swim 1 D. tail.,

/



1..\
. SHIP:

Nelle - JEN I, W7 I SR

BED:

PENNY:

. WINTER:

REPAIR:

. . BREAKFAST:

FABRIC:
SLICE:

.- ASSEMBLE:
. CONCEAL:

. ENORMOUS:
. HASTEN:

. SENTENCE:
. REGULATE:
. COMMENCE:
. PONDER:

. CAVERN:

. DESIGNATE:
. DOMESTIC:
. CONSUME:

. TERMINATE:
. OBSTRUCT:
. REMORSE:
. SANCTUARY:
. MATCHLESS:
. RELUCTANT:
. CALAMITY:
. TRANQUIL:
. FORTITUDE:
. EDIFICE:

. COMPASSION
. TANGIBLE:
. PERIMETER:
. AUDACIOUS:
.- OMINOUS:

. TIRADE:

. ENCUMBER:
. PLAGIARIZE

IMPALE:

. TRAVESTY:

A.
A.
A.
A.
A.
A,
A.
A.
A
A.
A.
A,
A,
A.
A.
A.
A.
A.
A.
A.
A.
A,
A
A.
A.
A
A.
A,
A,
A.
A
A.
A.
A.
A,
A.
A.

CLARK-WAIS VOCABULARY

A. cot
A.
A.

travel
coin
climate
replace

morning . .*

cloth
cut v
factory
animal
big

slow
statement
command
begin
fret
house
ascertain
animal
buy

end
impair
code
haven
single
hesitant
chaos
flower
zeal
facade
weak
palpable
boundary
loud
weird
tantrum
hold
copy
hurt
1n3ust1ce

B
B
B
B
B.
B. serlous
B.
B.
B
B
B

B. rest

B. boat

B. girl

B. warm -
B. fix

B. table
B. elastic
B. golf

B. gather
B. close

‘B. many

B. hurry

B. time

- B, ti 1&3

B ech -
B. think
B. ravine
B. elect

B. cultivated

B. use up
B. decide
B. geometry
B. sin

B. guilt

B. careless
B. disaster
B. lucid

‘B./ integrity

. bridge

- pity:

- possible

. distance
poised

har gue
burden
. lie
. -torture
. Jjourney

B. incomparable C

. seed D. bury
. carry D. object
lane D. round
season D. continent
match D. work
- hurry -~ D. meal
brick D. cover
bread D. separate
pieces D. people
stamp ‘D. hide
huge D. terrific
. tidy D. late
phrase D. line
. coffee D. control
terminate D. concur
. bear D.. pause
cave D. mouth
. assign D. dessert
couple D.. *tame
take D. destroy
discard - Du limit
. hinder - D. teach
repentance D. anger
study | D. church
different D. better
C. unsure D. shy
C. death D. surprise
C. Sprene D. drug
C. prepared D. stamina
statue D. building
love D. dramatic
. asset. D. intermingle
geometry D, ancient
unbelievable D, daring
awesome D. foreboding
. uncontrolled D. bomb
. awkward . D. vegetable
. plague - D. annoy
transfix D.-whiten
. mockery D. immoral

-»car:r:é)r)carxrxrir)r:

—~
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR SCORING THE CLARKE-WAIS VOCABULARY TEST
(BASED ON THE WAIS VOCABULARY) '

~

1.. Calculate the number of words right on Clarke-WAIS Vocabulary.
Multiply by 2. This is the Clarke-WAIS Score. e

2. Subtract 7 from the Clarke-WAIS Score. This is the Pre&icted
Raw Score. The exact equation is: predicted raw score =+.0148
(Clarke-WAIS Score) - 6.696. ' ’ :

3. Locate tables in WAIS manual (1955), pages 101-110. Establish
' Subject's age, find appropriate table, and enter with Predicted
Raw Score to find Vocabulary Scaled Score. Enter this scaled
score in paragraph 4 below to find centile equivalents and
I.Q. equivalents. ‘

4

715

Scaled Approximate z-score ‘Percentile 1I.Q. - Description.
Score  based on x = 10, SD = 3" ~ Equivalent
17 2.33 99 " 135 ~Verﬁ Superior
16 2.00 98 31 Very Superior
1.67 95 - - 125 Superior
.14 1.33 .. 91 120 + -Sypenior
13- : 1.00 ' - 84 “ 115 '///Hfigh Normal
12 .67 o 75 110 High Average
© 11 : .33 , 63 ~ 105 ~ verage
10 ~ 0.00 50 . 100/ /Average
-9 .33 - . 37 ,95  Average
8 .67 ‘ 25 90 "Low Average
7 1.00 _ 16 85 Dull Norma
6 1.33 9 - 80 . Dull Normal-
5 . 1.67 - 5 75 Borderline
4 . 2.00 | 2 - . 68 Defective
3 2.33 1 62 Defective
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C

21.

AND . ANSWER KEY

WORD LIST ANSWER SHEET

CLARKE -WAIS VOCABULARY

C

A_A_A,AAA.A_

al ala’a na
U U U U

‘m M ml;a s

29.
30
31
32.
33

a ola aan
.o Uvou o

@ m m & m

9
10.
k1.
12
13,

- 14,

34,
35.

15.
16.
19.
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The psychiatrist and/or resident in charge of the patient was asked
to fill in the Patient Description Form, a 16-item forced-choice '
questionnaire designed to help differentiating reactive depressives -
from endogenous depressives. . Fourteen items were derived from a
review by Mendels (1968) on the nosology of depression: the -
]'éndogénou54reactiye concept, The consensus across factor-analytic
Studies indicated perfect agreement of 8 variables (5 with mean
loadings in the .40 to .60 range -- a weight of 3 was given to such
‘items; 3 with mean loadings in the .30 to .40 range -~ a weight of 2
was given to such items), and fair agreement of 6 variables (a weight
of 1 was given to such! items). Two other items: "family history of
depression and/or mania" and "depression worse in the morning' were
added to the list by the authors mainly because they felt such
variables would likely provide useful information for the differen-
tiation between endogenous and reactive depressives -- a ‘weight.of 1
was given to.these items. This instrument is an exploratory one; and
since no validation studies have been done, the different weights
given to items are fairly arbitrary. ‘ .

The rating psychiatrist did not know the weight of each item. The
range of score is from 0 to 29. A score.of 15 or more is suggestive
of endogenous depression. However, the kind of items being endorsed
should also be examined. ‘ o
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PATIENT DESCRIPTION FORM (PDF)

NAME -

STATION . DATE

e

. PSYCHIATRIST-IN-CHARGE or RESIDENT

Please describe the patient by marking an X beside the "Yes" or the
-'No" following each statement. o ;

&

DOBDBE DOODEDE 00R

Previous episoded®of depression and/or mania absent Yes a
Having middle‘-of-the-night insomn3¥/., . P (-1 No
Having early morning awakening ., ,. .. .. «+ et e wo .. Yes [I]No
,Showing,personality features suggestive of hysteria .
or inadequacy ... .. .. . . . . . . et oo Yes [No
Deeply depressed ..... . .0 ... .. .. . " .« .. Yes 3] No
Showing self-pity.. .. .. .... .. e 4 eo meve we ve we .. Yes [INo
Depresgion worst in the morning ceeeeen veie o Yes [I]No
Lacking in reactivi Y to environmental changes .. ., Yes [3]No
Loss of weight ,, .. .. .. Tt e e ee bt et et ve v ae .e .. Yes No
. Suicidal thoughts, threats, or attempts .. .. .. ..., Yes No
. _Absence of a family history of depression and/or : '
MARIA o0 we e e e e e v oo .. Yes [INo
12, Somatic symptoms absent .. .. e e e e e ve oo Yes LINo-
15. Retarded.. ....... .. ., .. o " oo¢e e+« o, Yes -[ZINo
~ 14. Precipitating stress present .. .. ... oo Yes [INo
- 15, Expressing guilt and/or self-reproach .. .. .. .. .. .« Yes [1]No

16. Showing a loss of interest in life .. .. .. .. vy =e o0 Yes- No

A BN

X}
se oo

= QN o
oL, .

t

: [
- DIAGNOSIS

Note. The weights given to the items are placed in the boxes that
should be marked to obtain the assigned scores.
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~ SUBJECT - - /

INFORMATION =/

 STAYTON G- . .
S : ’ \{‘ - ':1 .-\";.'lf - - ‘~.t ‘ . )
..~ DATE OF BIRTH ~"S - ., N\
» Y (o : . . 7

“

"MARITAL STATUS

EDUCATION

OCCUPATION (If “hdusewife",-husﬁandﬂs) g

PSYCHIATRZClHISTORY

 MEDICATION DOSAGE L.

1.

2.

3.
4.

BECK SCORE

—
“HAMILTON SCORE ___ . :
" DIAGNOSIS - "
PSYCHIATRIST- IN-CHARGE -
RESIDENT o _
COMMENTS " ‘.»;iqufﬁﬁ"‘ - o
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Consent to

Appendix E '

Participate in Research Form

™



\ .
“ o =soo . UNIVERSITY OF ‘ALBERTA HOSPITAL ~~  ~ -
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN A STUDY

. PATIENT - DATE _TIME. 9 o
1. I agree to barticipate in an investigation and in relatier to

this hereby authorize Dr. . and/or -such
gjiiﬁtants as may be selected by him,.to perform thi following

profedure(s): : o .

- * " . .

«

2, Dr. L has’gxplained the purpose of this
study and T understand this, the risks involved and the nature
of the procedure(s) outlined in ‘Paragraph 1. (Where pertinent a-
'typed shéeet detdiling this should be prepared by the Investigator
and attached to this form). ' ’ ,

3. T acknowledge that no guarantees have been made to me. as to the
Tesults of the treatment. o

<

- . . RN
. A

WNitness ‘ ;' ! ‘ Signature of .Patient .

e

If thé patient is unable to'sigg‘or is under 18 years of age, complete
the following: ' ' T

"‘The patient is a minor ( __years of age). o

L . or. - R . o IR o

The patient is unable to sign because ' g -
BV ' L g ' :

As-the closesigsﬁlative or legal guardian I hereby sign on his/her

behalf: ' _ e

A

Witness ” Signature & Relationship

"1?,UH:171 (NonZSurgical) -
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Self-Rating of Performance Forms .
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NAME s DATE

EXPERIMENTAL SESSION _ " ' W

:
:‘_ "

. .
~ . Q_. !

How well did you perfbrm on these tasks cempared to other people your

age and backgroundo? Put . in the appropriate box.

\
x %ﬁ-{‘
.1‘

V'ERY : BELow ~ ABOVE VERY ﬁ

. INFERIOR INFERM" AVERAGE AVERAGE AVERAGE SUPERIOR SUPERIOR

1 2 3 4 s e .7 T .

‘ ; } . . v e -
. i ‘r .
. ‘ s N
.

-t
- oy '
e i
i . .
. » A ‘o‘{s
V-
< w
1

.
]
r - 'f -
o
! L4 I - . "‘ ¢
Y. Nl f
o Lo . 4
: 4 " " oA 13"
';i; g " , . .
D5 N N Ld )
VRN RIS ! * f"}ﬁg /
' ‘;‘ T ‘;', K S
e Ui , ~
N . T 2 o ok 8 2
g 4 * 7 v A 3 )
$p ST . ' . @
E. : - ‘e /{' @ ¢
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EXPERIMENTAL SESSION
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" How well w ‘{:o‘*'pe;form on thes?tasks compared to othe
peop/lﬁ,/df yqut; ag}&,and 4background?; Circle one number.
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SKILL TASK , S
h o ‘ s ' ] . Before-trial .
- +. .Trial \;:559_17. - Expectancy (0 -to -10) S
. S . 1 : : . i ) ‘ - J .
@ # 2 ‘ ‘~ ‘ © = — 4‘ \ o ." ‘,
’ .3 . . ,} ] 3
.".. ~‘.'. i (;‘ ‘ N
S .
6
." 7 o .
8 7
9.
. 10* i
After task expectancy =- . # ) '

Trial 2 expectahcy minus Tfial 1 expectépcy =

Total amount of expectancy cﬁange
. in expected direction? =

-

o : R . ‘
Total amount of expectaggy change in oppesite direction? =
S ‘ ' '
*Reinforced trial.

-

Summlng the absolute value of the d1fference in expectanc1es between
one trial and the next for ‘all trlals.
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CHANCE:TASK . ' = .

| S :
Before-Trial 4 . ) e
Trial Expectancy (0 to 10)  Slide. Guess (0 or X) .y

1* : ,, | » 1%
| . e T -
: | , | L. o TR
| | 4% , .
| . s* . .
2 1
i} : 2 |
Ty ~ 3 ,
] N e
5 ) . ' .
3 ) P ' .
"o 2 .
| 3
> | 4 P’ 1’“

S
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ST ""%efore-Trial‘> .
Trial Expectancy (0 to 10) Slide’ Guess (0 or X)
6. N z—-l . . ""
2
-3
4
i s —
7 . : g 1 /
L 2 I
B . ! 3 .
' 4
. - 5
'8 . 1
s ~ . . 2 . N
1 & 3. -
SR SV g
\ | s : . '“A .
.9 ) , | 1 T
. H o
“ .- t : i ; 2 A
.1 2 ‘
< . . s 3 ) -
. / § _ : '
T 4.
. ’ . s \
10* ; 1%
. 2%
e, . v 3* }
; | : 4
- . : y .i.l "} ‘ g%
 After task‘expectandy =
Trial 2 expectancf minuﬁ'l‘nal 1 expectancy = =
Total amount of expectancy changea i
'in expected direction = _ o . N
in opposite direction = ’ | ‘ "

*Reinforced trial or slide.

Summlng the absolute value of the difference in expectanc1es
between one trial and the next f&{ all trials. EE

.
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Procedures:to obtain a random 50% reinforcement schedule for the

trlals -and the slides within trial in the chance task and the 5k111

CHANCE frAsx

ere are 10. trials, each with 5 slides, i.e., there are .50

slides. 50% reinforcement schedule demands that there be 5 réinforced
trials and 25 reinforced slides.. Since Trials 1 and 10 are. ptedeter-
mined to be positively relnforced trials, the following random ‘
selection procedures apply only to Trials 2°to 9. The overaIl pattern

of reinforcement should look like thie i

No. of trials

2 . L))

L @:' . fq% IR )Success
CoUE L 3 ""n""*,"' s e ,, . 4) .
3 S 2 O ‘
| _ . , : YFailure
2 ' 0)

*.Two sets of numbered balls (or Chlps) are required.
Set A: 8 balls numbered 2 to 9 to répresent Trials 2 to 9.
Set B: S balls numbered 1 to 5 to represent Slldes 1 to s.

No. of slldes per tr1a1 to be relnforced

‘{l) Draw 3 balls from Set A to determine the 3 trlals to be- relnforced

(2) Draw 1 ball from Set B to- determine- the 1 sllde that is not to be
reinforced for each ‘of the 3 trials chosen by step (1) above.

‘ (3) . Draw 3. balls from' the rema1n1ng 5 balls of Set A to determlne _the
. 3 trials with only 1 sllde to be reinforced.

’(4) Remember: Replace the ball drawn in Step (2). Then draw 1 ball
from Set B to determine the .1 sllde to be relnforced for each.of the
- 3 trials chosen by Step (3) o .;!%*

(S) The remaining 2 balls in Set A represent the 2 trials with 0

slide to be reinforced.

The above. procedures should be carried out before Exper1menta1
- Session II and eac¢h trial or slide to be reinforced should be marked
with an aster;s i*N“in the  scoring sheet for easy recognltion when
® -the task is presente&“ to’ th/e ,

subJect

-

SKILL TASK

Simply draw 3 balls from Set A to represent which 3 of Trlals 2
- to 9 are to be reinforced. Mark: the trials with * on the scorlng

shedt before the experimental . session. ”
L3

[

‘n .
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SPEED TASKS
DIGIT SYMBOL SUBSTITUTION (Score in seconds) -
Line 1.
2. : - .
3. - \ "\f'
4. ‘ A
5. . ’ e =
. -
TAPPING SPEED (Score in number of tappings) f
Tz:ial 1. ,
2. K
3. X=
REACTION TIME .(Score in seconds) ) o N
Simp le: Trial 1. , -4, ‘ | .
) a N 4 ' . . x
- V,{i . 6._ B 'x-= .
e ) . . ’ : oy <
- ('x‘_ ' * Dial ‘Setting %
v—-EP——CO ;ex: Trial o - Irial otimulus Response
(Level 1) 2 oo . L —~1
, . —p—— 1 3 .3
' i 3 ' . : 2 1 1
4 3 2 2
5. P 3 3
6. s 1 1
S M X=
B - Dial Setting -
Complex: Trial 1. Trial L N
—— . - —— Stimulus “  Response
. (Level 2) 2., . : ,
: o ; 1 2 1
3. 2 3 2
- 4. 3 1 3 e
T 4 2 . 1 4
R S 1 k SRR
6. f 3. 2
_ X=
‘. ,
. §=
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" NECKER CUBE REVERSAL (Viewing Box)
Trial Number of ._Duration: (seconds)
Minute | * 10-second reversals Phase I (Normal)| Phase ‘I )
terval : (Reversed)
Q' R re
e 1
-2
1 3 .
4 .
5 .
6 g
X §
. 2 c
I - - -
2 .3 " -
| TR = 2
5 .
.6
. A B Y +
1 |
. 2 . ,ﬁ :
3 3 ~.
) 4
5
i g 6 - & v
v] — / - 4: o



VASE-FACE REVERSAL (Card)

IR
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Trial

10-second
interval

R
Minute ‘¢

Number of
_reversals

Duraﬁ?on_(seconds) 3

[Ny
Y

Phase I (Vase).

Phase II (Face)

N

w2
U D N

Y.

X
1
< 2 i .
- A
N \ ) ) Jll. . 7 S »
2 C \ o 3 3-.‘?‘-'1;‘ | )ﬁ _-‘
. - 4 L ! " 4
1a
5 , r -
‘6 : . - ! ;‘ “ ‘11': }
S 5
» -x-. I v ’ *
. 1
3 .3 -
: 4 ‘ ’ !;
. . 6 :
. " ]
X A . }
: = R i, -
. ~ L TREW v % = ——
f : g . )
. N - . 7 :'
. . . . o -
) + ‘4 o il
&) \:’v“ et . ,
N U .
A B et R
. .';" V ' -t:_ ?p“ ,‘.;é';. ' —
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NECKER CUBE REVERSAL (Card)

258 °

1 Trial

Minute

10-5econd
interval ’

Number of |
reversals

AN

* Duration (s

seconds)

Phase T (Normal)

Phase I1I
(Reverséﬁ)

1
2

3
4
5
6

.

>

~

MKl o At
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u S
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