.
.
o . . - ] — =
£ . [ : £

T DOCUNENT RESUME > ' -
. ED 205 873 o ) CG 015 365 <« ’
AUTHOR xnderson, Craig A.: And Qthers . .o
TITLE Attributional Style of the Lonely and the
. . . \' Depressed. o - , ' ¢
* PUB DATE Apr 61 e ~ ] .
,.HOTE . 33p.: Paper presented at the Annual Convention of thes
. 7 PR . Southwestern Psychological Association’ (27th, ) .
. Houston, TX, April 16-16, 198M .
EDRS PRTCE , MP@I/PCO2 Plus Posthge.. . :
DESCRIPTORS =rttribafhifon Theory: Cognigive Style; *Depression
. ] (Psycho®ogy) : Environhental Influences; Individupal
! ‘Powers Locus of Coptrol: *Lonelfiness; *Motivation:
r . *performance Pactors; Pérsonality Iraits:
({syghdlogical Patterns .. - ’
IDENTIPIERS *attcibutional Style Assessaent Test - .
. ABSTRACT . R -
! Attribution theory suggests that attributional styles ” .

aay contribute to the ‘motivational and performance.deficits .
frequéntly obiserved in depressed and lonely populations. An
Attributional Style Assessaent Test (ASAT),was created.and
administered to college students, along with.the Beck Depression
nventory and the UCLA Loneliness Scale. Correlational analyses

revealed distinct*attributional style differenceb between,the more
lonely and less lonely people, especially when attributions, were
assessed for interpersonal failure situations. The more lonely people
attributed these failures more than less lonely people to their . .
unchangeable character defects (abilitieg and personality traits),

> and less to their changeable behavioral mistakes (effoltt and strategy
selection). Parallel Tesplts were obtained vhen deprdssdon was used
as the criterion variable. A second study using a nodified version of .
thé ASAT with other college .students replicated these findings.

Results appear to support the theory linking attributional style to ;
aotivational and performance deficits in lonely aad depre§sed
populations. (Author/HRB) < . . )
o, ‘ A
a-\. t '
‘ ‘ e - -
—— ¢ - -
o~ ) “ b [
-‘ /.‘w ./‘ - s
‘-‘- P
) ttt!tittttttttt!tltttt!‘l#**tt}tt!!ttllltt#*tlttltt&;ttt4tttltt#tttlﬁi’
*  Reproductions supplied by EOF3 arerthe hest that can be made *
* -. from the original document. *

AR AR R R R RRR R KRR KRR AR KRR RN R R RN KRR R AR IR AR KRR R RARE RN R

L
» x

1 . . o, . ‘



’ PR . SRR R
» . S . - . * N : ]
. § T . . . .
! M . » l‘. * ) Yoo " N ' ¢
. t\- * ‘. N . (. ] . .
Lf'\ * ' ¢ . 3 . ' ] .
Q ‘e 4 +oa * .a
2 S0 | , S
~« : .; .. = ‘
}JJ Attributional 9tyle of the Lomely and the Depressed
. 1 ; ed
" ‘ : ‘Craig A. Anderson .
‘ - Rice University : .
/ .. .
. Leonafd M. Horowitz and Rita deSalgs French .
. ‘ ) " stanford University
. . ¥ .
. .S . . v | o . |
‘ ”
e ) ) .
’ N ) .
o , ®,. ’
< ) P ' s ‘ '
. . M‘
- * [ ] . ,'.. .
S : - ) ’ :

us
0
N
n
o
o
¢
L

N
[ L)

Running head: Attpibutional $tbe,of the Lonely and the Depressed

a4 - ‘ '
v L]
* L]
.
! US. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION J" B
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION “ . .

EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION . -
: PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS

CENTER (ERICY y
)(rn- docyment has been reproduced #s MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED &Y
-~ . receved i tha DErOn of OrQAMZATON . '
aognating .

Muror changis Fire Desn made 10 1morave
- reproduction qualty

& Pomts o vrw o GDOVONS BUHST i thay GoCy ‘ 16 THE EDUCATIONAL AESOURCES

' rant 3O MOt HECIMETYy represent oticiet NIE
RMATION CENTER (ERICY
postd o poky 3 * .IF}F.O M R
. ., v , N * -
A3 .- .t in « N
[ e * i ' d /
n n L]

¢ "s, “ ".:_ By !; . s ’ .: -t .

ﬂ” » - -




> " . . * \

. e, ~ . .

/Attggbutional Style of ‘the Lonely and the Depressed

. ’ ( T 2

. .t 0 . - .

[ LY ¥

A person's mq:1vat1on at a tae& often depends to a great extent
[ @ s

upon personal success eﬁgectanC1es -- how well: the pbrSOn expecﬁe

-’

to do at, the task._ For instance, people who expect to do well at an
interpersonal persuasion task wou}i be more 11kely to volunteer to
. make péqué51ve telephone appeals for, worthy cause such as the
Red Cross. They would also try harder to be persuas1ve and persist
longer at making calls. As a conseqguence of thls ‘higher motlvat1on
these people would prohably be more successful as well

oOften, people with objectively S}mllar abilities and past his-
tories of .success anq failure have very different expectanc1es.
Different people.seem to perceive Yheir successes and failu::; quite
dif%é;ently, Some may, for instance,'attrioute initial fa}iures at
a telephone persuasioh tadk to their lack of ability. This attribu-
eion‘would imply more future failures for fhe-person,.leading to
lowered success expectancies’, lowered motivation, and poorer perfor-

mance. Others may attribute their initial failures to use of the

wrong persuaeive strategy. this attributien implies that improvement

*

-

.ig.possible in future caIls, and thus maintains high success expec-

-
¥

tancies, motivation, and performance.

Ve - 2 . . .
Maigh research has eX3pined the general relationship between a

t A

person's attribut{onal'style,i:;Eeptancies, level of motivation, and
\ ’ -~ '
.performance. Regsearch on achiecvement motivation, for instance, has
shown that people low.in achievement motivation tend to atfribute

their failures to a lack of ability, while pdople high ih achfevement

. . . ‘/ ] B ",
. Attbibutional/Style of the’Lonely and the Depressed

-

.motivation tend to attribute thefr failures-to'a lack of effort. _ql'

. ‘ .

f’(
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Researchers in the achievement domain have also showil that experimental

¢ 4 -

manipulat1on of attrzbufxons produdes correspondlng changes in moti-

L]

-

vation and performance.. (See Welner 1972 1974, 1979 for revxews

of much of this 1ljterature.) ' . -‘ . d &

L4

' More recently, a number of theorxsts have applied attrlbutronal

-models from t}e achlevement mofi::txon 11terature to the clinical
’

\
groblems of depressxon {c.f. Abramson, Se11gman & Teasdale, 1978,
Weiner, 1979; Weiner & Litman-Adize, 1978) and lonel1ne$s‘(Peplau,
Russell, & Heim, 1979). ; The basic premise of this_ work has been p

that a person sufferlng from such symptoims consxstently explains®

A

events in a self defeatzng fashion,. and th1s attrlbutxonal style

lowers the person’ s success expectanc1es, motivation, and performance,
s . * - 4

thus, sustarnxng the Symptom One goal of .theseé studies has been to

undepstand thig

l’ ‘ L)
cal intervenu§ons.

rocess in order to 1dént1fyjbotent1a11y useful clini-

if thxs_premise 4 valid, then certain implications

-
’

’ 4
should follow. JFir different levels Bf loneliness and depression '

>

should be, associated with differences in attrzbutzonal sthe Second,

changing a person's attributional style should produce correspondlng

changes in success expectanc1e5 motivation, and performance
The present studies were designed to address the first questzon -<
4 < .
the existernce of d1fferent,attr1but1ona1 styles as a function of

t (

level of depression and loneliness. The second question --" concerning
the experimental manipulation of these attributional styles -- is'
L ]
addressed by Anderson .(Note l) Before describing the present studiesg,
el

a brief review of past,research on the attrzbutional styles of de-

pressed and lone oups is in opder, . . V
e . = .

Pl S
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There have been no-bublished éhpirical reports on the reIationship
of attribution style to' longlzness HQWeyer, PEplau, Russell, and
Heim {1979) have proposed that ‘lonely people will make more 1nternal

and stable attributions for fatlure, and more extennal and unstable

1 L1 A . ~

attributiohs for success than non- loheLy people. ’

The attributional basis of depresslon has been 1nvest1gated

- more thoroughly, partlcﬁ}arly by reSearchers interested in the

i

"learned helplessness” explanatzon of deﬁress1on (Sellgﬂan, 1975

Hiroto, 1974 Klein, Fenc11 Morse, & Se11gman, 1976 Miller &° Se11gman

/‘-ﬁ

" 1975). Seligman, Abramson, Semmel, & Von Baeyer (1979) ‘created an
‘ attributional style guestionnaire obnszst1ng of lg‘szsuatzons.

Subjects were to 1mag1ne themselves 1n dszerent 81tuat1ons, write

down the one major cause of the outcome, and to rate that cause on

1nterna11ty, stab111ty, globalzllty, and importance. Using only items

that were raped as 1mportant to the subJect a score on each of the threg

- -

A Y

dimen91ons was1dbr1ved thefe seoges were then correlated with de-

pression‘as measured by the Beck Depression Inventory. For bad

outcomes (failures), depressed subjects reported causes that they

rated as more internal, stable, and gfdbal than pon-depressed subjects;

for good outcomes (sucbesses) depresSed subjects' attributions were

) »

more external and unstable but not more,spec1f1c thi thogse of non-

LI
~ - 'd

depressed subjects.

”

Other-}nvestdgagors have also examined the attribdtional style
of depressed, people. .Kuiper t}gfél measuréd attributions‘ﬁor success
or failure on a word-association task. Depressed subjects made more
internal attributions (ability and eff?rt) for féilureg than\did non-

depressed subjects, but there were no differences along the stahility

T en
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dimeﬁsion In a study by Rizley (1978), subJects enghged in a number
guessxng task, ‘and rated the 1mportepce of 4 attr1butxonal factors --
ab111ty, task difficukty, effort, and luck =- in produclng rhexr ' K
outcome, Depressed subjeckts rated internal cadses feffort and |
abilrty) to be more 1mportant ﬁetermlnants of failure hut less '
1mportant determznaqts of success. There were mo d1fferences
though, in ratings of'external causes (luck ‘and task difficulty),

stable causes (ability and task difficqlty) and unstable.causes

.(luck and effort). ' B

In another study’ (Janoff-Budman, 15979), depressedland nonde-

. i 5
pressed subjects imagined themselves in each of four scenapios

containing negative outcomes (e.g:, a car accident, a social rejee-
tion) ‘and rated how much of the blame was due to t;e skind of person
you are" (characterological blame), to Mwhat ypu did" (behavioral
blsme), to chance, ‘to other péopLe, and to the enviromment. De-

presseéd .subjects rated the charaterologlcal blame higher than did

i r

)nopdepressed subjects. .

. Finally, Klein, Fenc11 Morse, & Seligmar( (1976) reported a

_study which depressed and qonﬂepressed subjects rated the extent

) task,difflculty On an “1nternallty" index (difference between

o which thexb outcome on an anagram task was due to ability and

.ratlngs of ability and task dsziculty), the depréssed subjects

J
attrzbuted failurd more to internal ‘factors than, aid nondepressed

. subjects. There were no dignificant differendes in the success

condi{don._ 4 t }

. B

'Overall;;these studies do pripvide evidence of the existence of

a "debressive" attr%butiona[ style that theoreticdlly could lead to
- 'Y . . .

"
. . . . e

-
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{ o ' ‘ 6

. . .
.
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.the motlvational and performance def1c1ts frequently observed 1n
clinical populatlons There are hhowever several methodolog1ca1
issues that need clarlflcatlpn._4Most,of the studies have offered
sugjects attributional alternatives that are based on a dimensional

) \ -
model of attributions for achievement situations. These alternatives

4

were mot originally intended o explain ‘clinical phenomena and .
f »

may not span the domain of éeople's natural explanations for' inter-

4 persbnal outcomes, .they may not even be expressed in the attribu-
» ) -

tlonal 1anguage of most pepple That is, the dlmenS1ons ‘of inter-

nallty, stab111ty, controllablllty qnd’globaiity may be useful from

a theoretical poxnt of view, bhut befors,we can create approprlate
clinical interventions, we need to understand the mo c0mmoniyays

that people express their attributions, in everyday lrfe. By 1m—'

posing a theoretigal structure on subjects in the initial stages -

_of a research problem' the theoretician risks missingfother critical

’ attrlbut;onal factors '(cf. Falbo & Beck; .1979) .. .

-

In addltlon the theoretlcal dlmen91ons of attrlbutlons are

generally portrayed as qrthogonai to gach other, yet 1n_praeflce”
the, most eommonly used explanations may show a_COrrelation between
wnderlying dimensions. /If the underlying dimensiéns are not inde- .

L . ,e

pendent of each other there may be no‘theoretical advantéke to

using these labels instead of; the subjects' orlglpal atfibutional

vocabllary. ) ) ‘ v j

Finally, most previous studies have'fOEused on attributions for

.'j o \ 2 ~
- rnon-interpersonal ‘(usually cognitive) tasks such as solving anagrams

and arithmetig prohlems. (The Seligman et al., 1979, study was an
» » ) \Y : '

- > ” 2 ] -

XN e . . .

-
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r

"exception to this, trend.) When we try to generalize ip.llinicai

with people, forming and maintaining~friendships, being assertive
with athers *-- become especially important. Symptoms liké depres-

sion and loneliness dre, to a large extent, reducible to Qntérper-
) ~ -

sonal proceéses (Horowitz & French, 1979; Horowitz, French & Anderson,'

1981; Horowitz, Freﬁch; Lepid, and Weckler, 19815, thus emphasiging

. . . . LR
the need to examine attributional processes in,an interpersonal

-

(For more detailed, critiques of research in this area,

[}

see Anderson & Jennings, 1980; Falbo & BeEk, 1979; 'Wortman &

Dintzer, 1978.) ‘ ‘

‘L— -

For these reasons we decided to re-examine depressed and lonely .

people s attr1but10na1 style uslng categorles that were developed

L

empirically, These categories were formed from the spontaneous

We identified the

attrlbutlons that occurred naturallstlcally for a standard set of
‘ h ]

smtuations and eIa551fted them into 6. categorles' ylthout regard

to hypothetical underlylng dimensions. In that way, we qid not- ’fﬁ>

impose on the subgect dlmens1ons that may not be orthogonal nor

. categories that may be styllstlcally unnatural, nor alternatives

A

r
L]

that may overlook partlcular attrxbutlons that subJects normally’
’
. . i

make. Furthennore, we compared situations that are interpersonal
wfth 51tuat10n§'that are not interpersonal. o "
¢ Experiment 1 " <
" / s

‘Method ‘ : K

The Attribﬁtionél Stylk Assessment ‘Test, Twenty-two items

wrltten “that deecrlbed sitdﬁtlons famlllar/éo students. Half .

'
1]

¥
7 M - ~ -
.

however, 1ﬁterpersoné1 tasks -- like getting along -

-
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were interpersonaié the other half were noninterpersonal, and eactr
ot ¢ . ’J*l ¥ '_'. « .,
could be paired with an outcome"describing either a suctess’or a -

failure. An example of an 1nterpersona1 success is: 'You have .

\ -
Just attended a ‘party for new students and have made some new’

friends " Ap example of a nonint%rperSohal failure.is® "You have

'
. 7, . . * -
-

just failed the midterm test in a Fiass. . -
- Twefbe situations Were selected at random and bresented to?d
. group of .30 prétest sub ects 6 items were presented as.successés;
-6 as failures. The subJects' task was to 1magine themselves in F A ;
each situation, and to write:out the mos t likely cause for that .
outcome. Then these open-endedsresponses werd examined indpﬁendentiy
by three psychologists who identified, meaningful categories thet ~

included all the reported attributions ) ¢

/,'/ Six categories resulted: (1) the stratagy attribution expléined
LS _ - A . . : .
the outcome in terms of the person's'particui?r gpproach, tactic,

or method; (2) the ability attribution explained the outcome irt -

-
-

terms of the person s competence (or lack of competence), (3) the
) effort‘attribution éxplained the outcome in terms ofiuj>hard the
.person had tried; (4) “the persone}xty trait'attribdéion eXplained
the outcome in terms of some pervasive characteristic of the person
other than ability; (5) the mood attribution explained the outcome

- »

in terms of a tran31tory mood state; Eﬁ) the external circumstancés *°

attribution explained the outcome in terms of any remaining e;ternat
£

LN <

c1rcumstances beyond thke person s"contral.
Ten psychology unate students who were unfamiliaJ with the
pﬁroose of the study, were asked to elassify the original free
LN . . ) - . 3
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respdﬁses into the %ix eategoriek A~categony labeled "none 'of the
above"” wes added for causes'that did not séem to fit’ the six attri-

butibnal eategor1es. Less than 2% of the categojlzatlons fell into

this category; and they‘were qa;nly due to responses that were (
‘ir;elevant to'tde sifhatidd: ‘The six atteibﬁtioﬁal eategorieslﬁere )
therefore broad en;ugh o inbiude mest of,the\oriéidal free—reSpbnsé

attrlbutlons of the or1glna1 free -response attributions. It is

1nterest1ng t0 note that the¥ sltuatlons of the present study d1d not

‘seem to elicit Luck aEd ‘task difficulty as common attrlbutions (Cfﬂ
Weiner, 197?f Furthermore, Eyo dlfferent attrlbutlons, the ability,
and trait attrlbut1gns eould botg be descrlbed as stable and 1nterna1
they both emphaslze telatively endurlng, unchangeable eharacterlstlcs
of the person Two further attg;butlons, the-effort and_ tr g;
attrlbutigns, could both be described -as unstable and: 1nterna1 -

they both emphasize changeable, sltuatlonally specific varlatlons

in behavior The distinction between these two types of attribu-

~

tipns has also been noted by Janoff- Bulman (1979). . ~

» T ‘

\ 6;r ‘prediction of Ehe relatxonshlp betWeen attributional style

andhloneliness and depression can now be further spec1f1ed. . The

relatlvely low success ‘expectancies, moti atlon and performanee .
)
d of lonely and depressed people is seen as a result of an et:tmbu—‘k

S
tional style tHat most 11ke1y cons1sts of ‘making more chara?ter-

\

-
ological (Ability and’ Trait) and fewer behavioral (Strdtegy and

Effort) attributiong for their ﬁailhres than non-lonely and non-
// depressed people.
The next step was to insure ‘that the s;tuatlons were elearly

1nterpersona1 or clearly noninterpersohal. All 22 s;tuatlons 2 /

" . ' )
.

2
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. S oy
* were presented to 20 new subjects who rated eagh situation on a 9 point
scale” anchoreq at “not at’ all 1nterper§onal" (1) and"very 1nterpersonal“

(9)‘ The mean ratlngs of the noninterpersbnal situatiens ranged from

1 70 to 4 15, whlle the mean ratings of interpersonal s1tuat10ns

ranged from 6.20 to 8. 05. Each of the 1nterpersonal situations was
‘o~ R -
rated slgnlflcantly more 1nterEersonal than eath of the nonlnterpersonal

s1tuat10ns, all ts(lB) 4. ?0,—251/. .001l. We selected 5 1nterper90nal '

and 5 nonlnxerpersonal situatioﬁs from this pool to 1nclude in the .

questionnaire Each s1tuat10n wds xpressed both as a suc?ess and as

a fallure yielding a total of 20 items’-- 5 1nterpersona1 successes,

[ »

5 interpersonal failures, 5 noninterpersonal successes aaﬂ 5 noninter-,
4

- N *

. personal failures. Along with each item, we provided the six alterna-

/

tive reasons (or attributions) to explain thg outcome. Here is an S

example of an interpersopal failure item:
1 - .
"You have just attended a party for new students and failed to
- < "‘ - N w /.2‘
make any new friends.” -
L ¢ - . ) i

‘a.” 1 used the wrong strategy to meet|people.

b. I am qgtfgood“at‘meeting people af paﬁi}es.

e. I did ngt try d%ry hard to meet new people.
. .

s L] A 4 .
v. 4. I do not have the personality trhits necessary for

. ‘ N .
N . meeting new people. ~
] - rl

-
.

3 ' -
e. I was not in the right mood for meeting new people.

f. Other circumstances (people, situations, etc.) ,

- 1)

v produced this outcome. .

Subjects responding fo the questioegaire were asked to imagine
. ' ' !
themselves in Bach situation\and to consider each BOSsibleﬂfeason
L] .

1 .




1 ‘ >

.
. 1Y .
2 . . ] . . . *
.
- - -

1 , 3
Attributional* Style of the Eonely and the Depressed.

el ' « 0o ' ’.11

* . . . -

that might explain why the situation~had'turned out as it did. ¥

. Subgects were asked to circle the one reaspn that best explained,

‘s

» the outcome, *a force;l‘r cholc,e format. l . The fmal ,version of the

» 3 i

Attrlbutlonal Style Assessment Test can be obta1ned by wrltlng to

s

the senior author \ T
. s V" * .
A _ Prdcedure. The Attributlonal style Asgessment - Test.(ASAE), ‘

-

3,
the UCLA' Lone11ness Scale (Russell PEplau, & F°rguson, l978) and
ﬂk\\\tge Beck Depression Inventory (Beck 1967) were 1nc1uded in a s
questlbnnalre packet gaven to approxlmately 600 1ntroductory psSy-

‘ chology,student! at Stanford Pniversity. AbouerOO packets were

- returned and some of these were 1ncomp1ete Of these, 298 péople
o correctly completed both the- ASAT and the Loneliness Scale- 304 ‘
people correctly completed both the ASAT and the Beck Depresselon‘
;nvento,ry.2 . 3 ) + , . i -
o s ‘4 )' . "
Resvlts and Discussion - ' ’ )
“Each subgect S responses were scored to show the relative
* frequency of. eacn/type of attr1bht10n for edch of the four types

P

of s1tuat10ns. Tﬁe‘results are shown in Table 1. It is 1nterest1ng

to note that .effort was the 81th!hhost common attr1but10n Alsb

V/ the trait attributlon was chosen. rather 1nfrequent1y f\

Then, for each type of s1xuat10n, the number of times a person

chose a given attributional category was correlated with his or her
_score on the " loneliness scale. Thqse correlations are reported in

Table 2. Because of the large number of .correlation coefficients,
_we adopted a str1ngent-0r1ter1on of s1gn1?1cance, a =H.Ul:‘ Tabie‘ .

2 shows that the loneliness scores’ correlated significantly with

\ .
. V4
.
. . .




R 4 », ’
Mt - At%ributional Style of the ionel and the Depressed
N ‘ : ; 1 . y e y . preg
. L. @ - .t
¢ + . T - R 12
. , ‘ .' . 1 .
B e : ‘
T, + Insert Table Y and Table 2 about here <

[

+ the numher of ability attributions for failure situgtions, parti-

cularly for 1nterpersonal failures. .Similarly, for interpersonal
.\ L
failures the relative frequencg of trait attributions correlated

significantly ‘with ttie.-loheliness.scores. «Thus, the predicted

attributionalestyle of lonely people emerged for situations des-

cribing interpersonal failures. Lonely pedple more often attributed .

interpersonal failures to unchangeable personal characteristics --

.
* *

~a lack of ability or an inadequacy in smmeg'lt rsonality trait. Con-
versely, less, lonely people more often ‘attributed 1nterpersonal

failures t6 haV1ng us:HVrn &rong strategy or havxhg exerted in- . /

- LS
“sufficient effort - short temgha\ugra causes that a subject
a L

could choose to-modify on future occasions The _pattern was

simihar fgr non1nterpersona1 failures but uniformly dower. These

i <y Y

. results are consistent with the conception, of loneliness as primarily

- -

an interpersonal problem. . - # ) : -
. L )

M”Correlations‘for successful ’outcoies were npt particularly =

-

noteworthy,‘sxcept for the correlations involving the frequency

.

of the abtribution "other circumstances.zf People with higher .
loneliness scores moré often used this rather vﬁgue attribution

Apparentlyq for lonely people, successes ﬂre explained by yague

*

factors that are riot under the subject's control
5 b‘g\/

1 _ The corﬁélations between e frequency of an attrjauzion and *

-

‘
the scores of depression showed & similar pattern, ‘as reported .
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in, Table 3. Agaih,-the attgibutiorié‘i style correlated with the .
of depression primarily for s.itugtidns describing interpersonal

.
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. failur‘eu ' Highly depreé’sed subjects ascribed their interpersonal
failurq tora lack of ability @nd to an iradequacy inh some person- °
‘ality trait -- again, both” mchangeable personal characteristi‘es

Less depressed people tended to attribute interpersonal failures to
havmg used the wrong strategy or exerting insufficient effort --
both being changeable,\ behavioral mistakes. Also, as wlth the
loneliness v‘ar’ia'ble, the deg-ree_ of depression correlated sigxm,‘ifj.f'gntly

with the use of the vague "other circumstances” as an explanation

- .
1V

for interperscnal.successes.
It thus Seems that lone-l.y and nonlonely geople (as well as

'eople) differ in the;.r attributioyal

onal fa)ifl:ires. .The fmdmg that the

styfeiw‘ith resp_eet to' i
relationships are weaker “i."B 'nozfi;lterperSOria'i. Sltuat*jl’ls (or ndﬁ -
.present‘at -all‘_for 'successg) may heIp. explain-some ini:onsistericies_

in the studies r"“'éviewed earlier.’ These irrcons;stencq;es, for the

most part,,resulted from assessing attributions\ for noninterperspnal

tasks ar, for successful outcomes. The present results suggest
that interpersonal failure.is the most discrimma’ting type of
‘- 3 ' a

‘gituation. ) ) : |
\ N . » ™

“ Composgite meas‘ure As we hypothesized previously, several

attri’butional categories have direct implications for predicting a

person's motivational and perforn_lan'\ce levels. For example; suppose

R
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. ! = ‘\

» ) ¢ » ‘ ’

4,




Attributional Style .6f the Lonely and the Depressed
5 . . 1y

&

a person attributes a failure to relatively stable (unchangeable)

-

+  personal defects tlike a lack of ability).. The person would then

Bave no reason to try harder on future occasions or to experiment

.+ with other strategies Stable, or permanent defects of this type

v, could not be changed, so a person who selects such attributions

would be more apt to give up hope, resulting in lowgred expectancie;,
lowened motiyation, and1pooref‘perf6rmance. Thus, people who select
ability and trait attributdions to explain failures shoulé show an
impairment in motivation and pqrformance, while those who select
the effort and strategy attributions should show higher .levels of

-motjivation and performance. 0
&
We therefore dev1sed a Single measure that would descrfhe a

"~ .

subject s tendency to ascribe failures to effort and strategy, ‘

-

rather than to ability and trait. For each subjéct we calculated

a score based on the number of strategy plus effort attributions minus

Y -

the number of ability plus trait attributions. ' This index can he ~ )
r f ~ ]
taken as a measure of the subject's perception of the "apparent .

changeability" of oncde-failed situations; it is called the "change-:

abtlity index." N . , ?
 This index was calculated separately for each of the four types
* of situations en the ASAf: ,Fo; situations.of interpeprsonal failure,‘
the correlation between the changeabibitg inden and loneliness was
v N

-.4&0‘(p < .001); that between xhe‘changeabi1ity index and depression
was -.350 jg'< .001). For noninterpersonal failures, the correla-

_tions werd -.201 for loneliness and -.202 for depréssion; bot

ps < .001. The corresponding correlatiops for success situations

were uniformly weaker;and genprally non-significant.

( ’ . 15 v : ]
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Thus, the data suggest”%hat there is a negatéve attr1butzona1
3

style assoc1ated with the prohlems of 1one11ness and depression.
This style pr1parily operates w1th respect to 1nterpersona1 failures;

which the more lonely and depressed subjects attribute to a lack

‘.

of ab111ty or to a personalfty efect. Situations describhing suc- .

cesses did not"- y1e%p any systemat1c attributional style, although

there was a tendency for 1one1y and depressed people to credit, their

\

successes to the vague attr1but1on "Other circumstances." These
results suggest that studuésmaf lonely and depressed people should

examine 1nterp§rsona1 tasks aég.settlngs, rather than noninter- -
+
personal oqes like those‘involVLng anagrams or fayithmetic problems.

{See Andersoa & Jennings, -1980, and Jennings, Note 2, for a dis-
cussion of other probleMs in using s{mple noninterpersopal tasks
1n the study of attr1but1ons and mot1vat1on ) .

To further extend apd “validate the findings of this study, a

[

conceptual replication was copducted.

L

R . Baperiment 2 .

- L -~
. u

.. Bocording to the results of Experimént 1, depressed people

and lonely people mainly ascrlbe interperSonal fa11ures to factors
N

that we have called abilzty, trait, effort and strategy attributions.

L.
Furthermore, as, Table 1,showed trait at;ributions were re1at1ve1y

wicomnon, so the critical 1ist of attrlbutioﬂs can be reduucd to

-~ »

three. The Attributiongl Style Assessment Test was therefore sim-
pl;'.fied h& offering only three attrihut1ona1 alternatives, for each

situation~u In Bxperiment 2, we demonstrated that this simplifica-

tion. does not alter Etj/;elationship reported akove. , -
g ™ .f . . ] 1
L4 ’ L] ~ A
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Method -

The ASAT was modified iA two ways. .First, we added enough

new items to produce nine items for each type.of 51tuat10n (inter-

personal’ success, interpersonal failure, noninterpersonal success,
B - . - : ha |
noninterpersonal failure). Second, only three attributional choices
z / - 'u- -7 . .
wepe offered for each situation, namely, these for ability, effort,
4 .
r

and strategy alternatives. ’ A

»

The ASAT:was administeded, along with the UCLA Loneliness
o & ~
. Scale and the Beck.Depression Inventory, to approximately 200 students

in an introductory psychology class at Stanford University. Of the

-

dstude/nts who returned the ASAT, 121 completed thé Beck Depression

W Inventory and 117 also completed the UCLA Loneltmess Scale.
Results ' 4,

. For each subject we computed the relative frequency of each

_ type of attr1buxional/eh01ce for each type of situation. The re-

-sulting Q%Frelatzons between the relatiue frequency of each at-

‘s

trlbutional chuice, on the one hand, and the scores of loneliness
Pad &
and depression on rhe_other are shown in Table 4. The results in

; 6",

t. : . : .
*.Table 4 -are very simi}ar to. those 6f experiment 1. For situations

describing interpersonal failure, the attributional style was re-

« lated te the'subjece's degree of loneliness or depression. That

is; lonely people egd depressed peoplé made significantly more '

ahility attributions to account for their interpersonal failures. /)

-
.\

b
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“The 'shortened List of attributional alternatives did not aiter the
¢ . < '

' pattern of corgelations observed in Experiment 1.3

Discussion .,

L

A e
-~ t -

1nterpersona16fai1ures to.permanent Qefects in themselves. Such a:
self-conception is implied in discussions of helplessness (Abramson
et al., 1978), pe591m1sm (Beck 1967), and lowered self-efficacy
'jBandur&, 1977). The present study has ‘supported this hypothes1s.
The resulgé showed that depressed and lonely people ascribe inter-
3$ersona1 failures to relatlvely permang_;\(stable) defects in them-
N selveg, such asla fallure in. their.ability. Sd{née the trait at-
'
tribution occurred rather infrequently, a lack of ability was the
majaﬁ attri ut on used.by d‘pressed and lonely people ta-exp1a1n

- their failures_

?

-

" An attributional explanatfon of ddpression also implies that

peoplecrho ascribe 1nterpersoha1 faildggi to a ladk of ability

‘suffer frem a lawer level of motivation, hence, a lower level of

-

performante " This hypothesis implies that attr1but£ons can be

H
altered experlmentally S0 as to raise a depressed person s level

of motivation and perférmance It may be possible, for example,
to persuade depressed,subjects that .they can successfdlly exert
morr‘ effort or adopt beér strategies to over:omesprior inter-

. personel faiIUres. Anderson (Note 1) has reported one successful

test of this hypothesis, and_gxher experimen;e are planned:

d

;-

An attributional explanation of depreséion and loneliness cCon-
, .

7

tains at least two distinct hypotheses.. One is that depressed and lonely

peopleAliffer in‘the n ture of their attributiopal style, asqribing

5
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A question that merits additional qonsideration concerns why

the characterlst1c attr1but1ona1 style of depressed and lonely people

mainly occurrecf,for‘ intarpersonal s1tuat10ns It is po ble, for -

example, that depressed and lonely peopfe do'exh1bit gizwp/e skills
979)

examiney the ability of depressed‘and nondepressged peopfe on two

defrcits in interpersonal situations. Gotlib =and Asarn

tasks, an 1rnpersona1 task and £s.mterpersona1 task Feip study
. showed impaired performance on the interpersonal task but not on
the mtpersonal one. However, it is still not clear whether the de-
pressed subjects' 1mpa1rmqnt reflects a genuine skill deficit or .
a motivational one. A purely mot1vat1onal defic1t could probably

. \ ‘ .
be altered through persuasive communications, while a skill deficit

1

would require remedial traim:.ng. Buch issues wil‘i be explored

-»

in future researcﬁ. . . _J

. -~ v
Finally, we would like to comment on a broader methodhlogical

&

issue. In the present_studies we have sunned the use of prede-

termined attributienal factors, cate;&es, or dimensions, and

.
-
L] " Y

formalized scales or measures °£_ attributional style. It is our
position that researchers need to detemine exactly which attribu-
tions are relevant to their subject population for the particular:
type of situation under mvestigation These "naive attributions" o

. are Likely to be different in different situations and in different
bopulations. Once: pretesting has shown whmh attribu-tipns are( fre -
quently and spontanéously made, the inv&stigator can then adapt ~
his dr her theoretical system to the subjects perceptions of the

doma}n. ( Impo%iqg one's thbories from the outset, though, will

: o
L} -
' \ x’.

-
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often lead te &onfxrmatlon of a theqry that is, at best only partlally
correct at the same time, relxance on ong' s prior theorles ;eduees

the oppprtunity to makeanew discoveries. . -
. More to the poznt although we developed “two vers}ons of the
. . ]
ASAT in the_present studies,swe do not claim that the attributional

facdtons we discovered are the "best." ‘They were, however, the jmost
]

approprlate for our population of sthects and situaticns. YHopefully,

others Wlll find this approach to the study of atyributibns "to be

a useful one. <, . ) )
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1. In addit'i.on,'sizb_]ects were asked to rate

-

2.

3.

{how mych, lb.n the1r experience, 1t woqld' have contr:.buted toward

. - . . P .
( . -
- . L 4 .
MK P * -
» e +
- - . -
L)

-

' ., ]

each reason to show'

I
the f?teomb if 113 had happened to them. The r,atmgs were based

Y a - 7«-po:.nt= rating scage, wi’th 2 mdmatmg that{he reason\

A X Y ;
t'ed_t,l.ittle to th outdoﬁ'tef "7"’;1{{dlcag1ng that fthe

ontr:.buted mugch, to the ou;tcomeg Rgsu’lts froh t 5"’%

-~

of ;'Q _ese amportance ratm%s were very, s-imllap‘gto those reported *i"
, for the} ‘force\d chaice data) apd~ lead %o the same conoluiuons

-

Since th;g. forced cholce format y1e1ds (\{ery smﬁilar Jyesults, and

-~

is a more useful methodologmd. tool (it 1s eas:l.er for the st.ib-

JECt to tomplete, .and is more eas:.l.y smred onl.y \the data from

»

thig forced cho1ce2at are reported ‘ w \/ ,
- “ ] ,

The overall correlsdtion between UCLA Donehness Scale scores &

and Beck Depression Inventory scores, as expected, 'was fairly -

strong, r = . 588, P <“ .001, n = 297

In a paper on.the effects of -strategy attributions on success
¢

expectanc:.es folLow1ng initial fallure, Anderson & Jennmgs

(1980) alluded to a sq.ldy by Andegrson, French and Horow:.tz ‘-

showmg no sigzufmant correlation between effort attributions \

and I.onelmess, dipress1on, and shyness Those results were
_obtained m _the fipst study“of this series, but d1d“not repli-

cate in the two pfesent experzments We suspect that the

fairre to find dlfferencgs in effort attr1butions in that ini-

tial study was- due to sampling error combined w1th a relatively
\'smal.l. sample size of approximately 55. For this reason, the

" pesults of that study will not be further re[}orted.

~
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