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William E. DeuserUniversityofMissouri,ColumbiaConcurrentwiththepublicationofthereformulatedmodel(RM)oflearnedhelplessness(LH)anddepression(Abram-son,Seligman,&Teasdale,1978),Costello(1978)warned
about a bandwagon effect among depression researchers,whohadseeminglyadoptedtheLHapproachwithrelatively
little scrutiny of the theory or data (see also Rippere, 1977).
Although those original fears of a bandwagon effect weredirectedattheoriginalLHmodelratherthantheattributionalone,itisnowapparentthatthiswarningappliesequallytothenewversion,RM.Wecanthinkofnomajorareaofresearchinwhichthetheoryandthedatapurportedlysup-portingthetheoryareasunrelatedasinstudiesoftheLH
model of depression. Yet, studies that bear only a marginal
relation to the theory continue to be published, and claims in
those articles about how the data confirm the model continue
to be accepted almost without question.

When initially asked to comment on Chris Peterson's de-fenseoftheexplanatorystyleconcept,weweresomewhat
reluctant. Past attempts by our research group and by others
to refine and advance attributional models of depression and
related problems in living have had relatively little effect ontheresearchortheorizingintheLHanddepressionarea.
Colleagues have variously attributed this perseverance of the
field to the bandwagon phenomenon, or to the Zeitgeist.Also,wehaverecentlypublishedasmallerscaledefenseof
the broad notion that attributional style is both valid andvaluableasatheoreticalconstruct(Anderson,Jennings,&
Amoult, 1988), and the main points in that article overlap
considerably with Peterson's valid ones. Finally, our current
research is focused on quite different problems in social psy-
chology. Thus, preparation of this critique required a major
shift in thinking and literature reviewing. That shift hasprovedinteresting,however,andwehopeourreentryintotheareaprovesusefultoothers.WehopethattherecentreflectionsofPetersonandothers(Abramson,Metalsky,&
Alloy, 1989) signal a shift in the Zeitgeist toward a period of
greater reflection on and consolidation of all the empirical
findings in this domain. Certainly, our views have changed
on several issues in recent months.WeseebothstrengthsandweaknessesinRMasamodelofLHanddepression,andinPeterson'sarticle,withthegreater
part being strengths. The vast array of experimental datageneratedbytheLHparadigmandbyotherattributional
models of motivation and emotion (e.g., Weiner, 1986) and
the nonexperimental attributional research on depression and
related problems in living (e.g., Anderson et al., 1988;Sweeney,Anderson,&Bailey,1986)haveoverwhelmingly
demonstrated the importance of attributions in determining
people's reactions to life events. The fact that most of thestudiesdonottestthespecificpredictionsofRMdoesnotdetractfromtheimportanceofthegeneralattributionalper-
spective. Similarly, Peterson's article identifies severalimportantcategoriesofcriticismslevelednotonlyatRM,
but at the general attributional perspective.WedonothavethespacetoaddressallthemajorpointsraisedbyPeterson;neithercanwefullyelaborateonother

pointsneedingattentioninthisarea.Thus,wefirstlistpointsonwhichweareinsubstantialagreementwithPeterson.Then,wetackleinmoredetailthosethatneedfurtherthoughtandrefinement.Finally,webrieflymentionseveralsmaller
points of contention.

Points of Agreement

Historical or Cultural Limitations

It seems unlikely that any culture or historical period haseverexistedinwhichcausalexplanationwasnotamajorpart
of everyday life. The types of explanations generated cer-
tainly do vary over both historical and cultural variables. For
example, witchcraft as an explanation for unusual behavior
has varied from culture to culture and over time. However,wewouldexpecttheattributiondimensioneffectstobees-
sentially the same.

Consistency of Explanatory (or
AttributionaI) StyleDataontheAttributionalStyleAssessmentTest(ASAT;
Anderson et aI., 1988) and on other attributional style mea-sures(Feather,1983;Feather&Tiggemann,1984)agree
with Peterson's assessment of the Attributional Style Ques-
tionnaire (ASQ); all show modest but acceptable levels of
consistency. Improvements can be made by increasing thenumberofitems(e.g..Peterson&Villanova,1988)andby
selecting items that fit the target population. Attributions for

failure on a blind date are not as relevant for a population of
midcareer executives as for the typical college student.

Explanatory (or Attributional) Style and
Spontaneous AttributionsWeareconvincedthatattributionalstyledoespredispose
natural or spontaneous attributions. In addition to the kindsofevidencePetersonspecified,weacceptassupportingevi-
dence studies in which attributional style has the predicted
effects on behaviors and other nonattributional variables,
even when public attributions for the target event have not
been made (e.g., Anderson, 1983b), or when postexperimentpublicattributionsdon'texactlycorrespond.Therearetwo
reasons for this. First, public attributions for a particular
event are very susceptible to impression management con-
cerns. Second, there is no valid reason to assume that all
important attributional processing is available in con-
sciousness.LowCorrelations

For most theory testing in psychology, the particular mag-nitudeofacorrelation(ormoreappropriately,partialcorrela-
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COMMENTARIES 15tion)islargelyirrelevant.Ourmajorconcernisthatthe
competing measures (e.g., controllability and globality)showroughlythesamereliability,sothatonetheorydoesnot
"win" merely on the basis of statistical whim. For practical
applications, though, effect size is important. Peterson's
comments are on target.

Major Points of Disagreement

Controllability as a Major Dimension of
Attributional Style

Concerns about the failure to include or test the control-labilitydimensionofattributionsappearedinthesameissueasRM(Wortman&Dintzer,1978).Peterson'sdefenseofthe
failure to even consider controllability as a dimension misses
the points raised by Wortman and Dintzer and by later au-thors(e.g.,Anderson&Arnoult,1985a,1985b).Thehistor-
ical explanation, that the chosen dimensions were targeted atLH(ratherthandepression),isinformativebutlargelyirrele-vant.Ourguessisthatearlyresearchersregardedsituations
as controllable or uncontrollable, and thus thought that therewasnoneedtoassessthesubjects'perceptionsofcontrol-lability.Thisassumptionmayevenbetrueforthelaboratory
analogue if one restricts perceptions of controllability to the
just-failed task. However, virtually all theoretical writings onLHstateorimplythatperceptionsoffuturecontrollabilityarecrucialdeterminantsofLHand(byextension)depres-sioneffects.Weagree.Fromafuture-orientedperspective,
though, the situations used in the experimental studies aswellasthehypotheticalsituationsintheASQandotherstyle
measures are not uniformly seen by subjects as uncontrolla-ble;hence,neitheraretheperceivedcauses.Thus,wethink
it important to assess the perceived controllability of the
attributed cause of the experienced event, in a future-orientedfashion.WealsothinkthatRMcanaccommodatesucha
theoretical modification with little difficulty.ThisbringsustoPeterson'sseconddefense.Heclaims
that". . . perceptions of the uncontrollability of events...areusuallyinferredfromtheparticularcausalexplana-tionsthatapersonoffers.Abadeventbelievedtohaveaninternal,stable,andglobalcauseisarguablyonethatwillberegardedasuncontrollable..."Twopointsarerelevant
here. First, one must distinguish between perceived control-
lability of an event in the past and a person's perceived abilitytocontrolthemajorcauseofthateventinfuturesituations.Apersoncanperceivethatapasteventwasuncontrollable,but
still perceive the cause of the event and the future occurrenceoftheeventascontrollable.Onewaythiscanhappeniswhen
the initial event "teaches" the person something of value for
future task performances. For example, a person trying topersuadeastrangertodonatebloodmaylearn,ininitial
failure trials, that extensive discussions of pain are not per-suasive(Anderson,1983b).Theinitialfailuresmaybeper-
ceived as uncontrollable ("1 didn't know"), but the cause
(use of an inappropriate strategy) is more controllable
("Now that I do know, I'll try something else and do better").

Second, Peterson seems to be saying that the control-
lability dimension is subsumed by the other dimensions.
(Other writings in this domain have implied that locus and
stability define controllability perceptions.) In a later sectionofthearticle,Petersonarguesthat"[an]appropriatewayto
show that explanatory style is not a sensible construct is to

measure this variable explicitly and then to find. . . that it isconfoundedbysomeothervariable."Wemaintainthatthisis
exactly what has been done with the controllability dimen-
sion, both outside the attributional style context (e.g., An-
derson, 1983a, 1985) and in studies of attributional style(e.g.,Anderson&Arnoult,1985b).NotonlyweretheASQdimensionsconfoundedwithcontrollability,butintestspit-
ting them against each other, the controllability dimension

consistently added significant unique increments in the pre-
diction of depression, loneliness, and shyness. Thus, the
controllability dimension is not subsumed by the other
dimensions.

The final defense offered for failing to use a controllability
dimension involves a report of an unpublished study. Unfor-tunately,the(necessarily)briefdescriptionpreventsusfrom
being able to accurately evaluate it, but on the surface itseemsunreasonabletoignorealltherelevantpublishedstud-
ies on the perceived dimensionality of causes (see Weiner's,1986,review)infavorofthisone.Althoughtherearesome
problems with past dimensionality studies (see Anderson,1989),thosestudiesaswellasmyownresults(Anderson,1989)demonstratethatsometypeofcontrollabilitydimen-
sion is a major part of attributional perceptions. Mikulincer
and Caspy's (1986) phenomenological analysis of help-
lessness similarly points to the primacy of thoughts concern-
ing controllability.

Confounded VariablesConfoundeddimensions.Bynowitisobvioustomost
researchers in this area that various attributional dimensions
are not empirically orthogonal. Early statements to this effect
include those by Passer, Kelley, and Michela (1978) and
Anderson (1983a, 1985). The consequences of this lack of
independence have also been spelled out in these publica-
tions and by Weiner (1986). Peterson acknowledges this di-
mensional confounding, but does not elucidate its impor-
tance for testing theory. If a theory proposes that a particulardimensionisimportantinproducingsomeeffect,thenatest
of that theory requires that confounded effects of other di-
mensions be partialed out first. For instance, if globality is
proposed to be related to current depression levels (as it must
be, if the more specific prediction that globality influences
the range of depression is true), then it should correlate sig-
nificantly with depression even after the effects of stability,
locus (internality), and controllability have been partialed
out. That is, the simple zero-order correlation is irrelevant to
the test of the globality dimension. This is true even if the
confounded dimensions are predicted to relate to the criterion
in the same way. The target dimension (e.g., globality) is
included in the theory because of a theoretical belief that it
contributes something unique to the understanding and pre-
diction ofthe target problem (e.g., depression). If the dimen-
sion does not contribute a significant unique piece, then the
specific theoretical prediction has been disconfirmed.Asnotedearlier,moststudiesfailtoassessamajorattribu-
tional dimension (controllability), so unique and confounded
variance cannot be apportioned at all. Even those experimen-
tal studies that purport to manipulate attributions along only
one dimension cannot be seen as adequate tests unless they
provide evidence that the manipulated attributions differ only
on the target dimension, or statistical controls for con-
founded dimensions are used. For example, one might ma-



COMMENTARIES 2.Someattemptwasmadetocontrolfortheeffectsof
confounded dimensions either by partialing out con-
founded variance or by demonstrating that attribution
manipulations did not produce systematic dimension
changes on the wrong dimensions.3.Theglobalityeffectongeneralizationofhelplessnessdeficitswasthetargetoftheinvestigation.16

nipulate ability and effort attributions with the intent to test
the stability hypothesis. But ability and effort differ on both
stability and controllability. and perhaps on perceived locus.
Any obtained effect may be due to stability. controllability,
locus, or some combination.DoesthismeanthatallthehundredsofLHandattribution
studies that have failed to control for various dimensional
confounds are worthless? The answer depends on the partic-
ular question asked. If the question focuses on a specific
model, then the answer is yes; studies that fail to test the
unique contribution of a particular dimension also fail to test
that specific model. However, if the question is aimed at amoregenerallevel(e.g.,"Doattributionsplayanimportant
role?"), then the answer is no, the study is not worthless. In
our view. dimensionally confounded studies are quite valu-
able in demonstrating that attributions playa major role inLHandindepression,eventhoughtheydonotadequately
test the specific dimensions proposed.

IConfoundedcriteria.Thislineofreasoningpointstoarelatedproblemwithmostresearchinthisarea.RMspecifi-callypredictsthateachattributionaldimensionwillhave
certain specific effects. Stability of attributions (and attribu-tionalstyle)ispredictedtoinfluencethestabilityofLH
deficits (and depression); globality of attributions (and at-tributionalstyle)ispredictedtoinfluencetherangeofLH
deficits (and depression); locus of attributions (and attribu-
tional style) is predicted to influence self-esteem. The prob-lemisthatthecriterionvariablesarealsofrequentlycon-
founded. Global measures of depression tap into several of
the more specific criteria that supposedly relate specificallytoaparticularattributionaldimension.Withfewexceptions,neitherLHstudiesnordepressionstudiesinthisareahave
tested these specific predictions with appropriate regression
or partial-correlation techniques.Insum,theconfoundingofcriteriaandofdimensions,
measured and unmeasured (i.e., controllability), has resultedinfailuretotestRM.Althoughspaceandtimelimitationsprecludeanexhaustivereview,wehavelocatedafewstudies
that have attempted to disentangle these confounds. Fre-quently,theyhaveyieldedresultscontradictorytoRMand
have had practically no effect on the field as a whole. Some-timestheyhavebeeninterpretedassupportingRM,aresultweattributetothebandwagoneffect.Afewexamplesmay
clarify these points.

Attributions and ID8IIipulated fallures.

Our

initial

search uncovered five studies (Alloy, Peterson, Abramson,&Seligman,1984;Mikulincer,1986,Experiments1,2,&
3; Pasahow, 1980) meeting three criteria:I.Attributionswereassessedinthecontextofsomema-

nipulated failures.'Thisproblemexistsinourownstudiesinvolvingperformanceatinterper-
sonal tasks as a function of experimentally or naturalistically generatedattributions(e.g..Andersonetal..1988).Becausewehavenotmeasuredandcontrolledforallattributiondimensions.wecannotmakestrongdimen-sionalclaims.thoughwefavoracontrollabilityone.However.themainpointofourpastworkofthistype.andwesuspectofsimilarworkbymanyothers.wasthatattributionsandattributionalstylesareimportantdetermi-
nants of reactions to failures. For this purpose the "confounded dimensions"
problem is largely irrelevant.

Four of the five studies found no relation between perceived
attributional globality and performance deficits in the subse-
quent test task. Although none of the studies measured con-
trollability attributional style, Mikulincer's did assess future
control expectancies and found that these mediated the gen-
eralization of performance deficits in all three experiments.Attributionsandproblemsinliving.Welocatedfourstudies(Anderson&Amoult,1985b;Eaves&Rush,1984;Persons&Rao,1985;Tennen&Herzberger,1987)meeting

two criteria:

I. Attributions were linked to problems in living (i.e.,

depression, loneliness, or shyness).2.Someattemptwasmadetounconfoundattributiondi-
mensions, or to unconfound criterion variables rele-

vant to RM.

Both the Eaves and Rush (1984) and the Tennen and
Herzberger (1987) studies provided tests of hypotheses link-
ing specific dimensions to specific criteria. Eaves and Rush
showed that stability of attributional style for negative events
is associated with duration of depression episode, supportingRM.However,theauthorsalsoreportedthatlocusand
globality were significantly related to duration of depression,
contradicting the model. Tennen and Herzberger showed that
locus attributional style was linked to depression even after
self-esteem was partialed out. The model, of course, spec-
ifies that locus is relevant only to self-esteem deficits.

Only one study included controllability attributional style(Anderson&Amoult,1985a,1985b).Criterionvariables
included depression, loneliness, and shyness. The main find-
ings of relevance here were:I.Eachdimensionbyitselfwassignificantlyrelatedto

the various problems in living.

2. The attributional style dimensions were moderately
intercorrelated.

3. Globality contributed little unique variance to the pre-
diction of these problems in living.4.Controllabilitywasthemostimportantattributionaldi-
mension as a unique predictor.PersonsandRao(1985)similarlydemonstratedhowzero-

order correlations can disappear or even reverse direction
when confounded attribution dimensions are statistically
controlled.Wealsofoundtwostudiesofattributionalstyleandde-
pression that reported complete correlation matrices (on sta-
bility, locus, and globality) so that even though no statisticalunconfoundingwasreportedinthearticleswewereabletodosoourselves(Feather,1983;Peterson&Villanova,1988).
For Feather's data, none of the attributional style-depressionrelationswassignificantafterconfoundedvariancewasre-
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moved. For the Peterson and Villanova (1988) data, only the
globality-depression relation remained significant.

In short, the confounding problems are not mere tech-
nicalities; they seriously compromise the value of studies as
tests of specific models. Without measures of controllability
attributional style, and without adequate controls for con-founding,allthesestudiesbecometestsofgeneralattribu-
tional models, rather than tests of specific theories.GlobalityinLHVersusDepressionModelsWedistinguishbetweensingle-eventattributionsandat-
tributional style in our analysis of globality; our thesis (sup-
ported by our data) is that globality is irrelevant as a style
dimension. Conceptually, the value of the globality dimen-
sion lies in its ability to specify when maladaptive attribu-
tions should produce depressive effects across different types
of situations. For example, attributing a failure at Task I to
some uncontrollable cause that also happens to be global
should increase the likelihood of motivational and perfor-
mance deficits at Task 2. The more types of situations that are
relevant to the initial attribution, or alternatively, the more
global the initial attribution, the broader the range of Task 2sthatwillyielddeficits.Sofar,weareincompleteagreement

with

RM.Considerwhatitmeans,however,tomeasureattributionalstyle.Tohaveamaladaptiveattributionalstyle.onemust
make maladaptive attributions across a range of situations.
For example, one must make uncontrollable attributions for
failure across several quite different situations. Globality is
inherently a part of the measure of style. The wider the range
of situations sampled, the more the concept of globality is
captured in the style measure.Whythendothezero-ordercorrelationsbetweenglobality
and depression sometimes work? The main reason is because
the globality dimension is confounded with other dimensions
that are truly causal in producing depression deficits. Partial-
ing out the effects of the other" active" dimensions results in
globality attributional style being superfluous. It's value is
already captured by the style measure. One implication of
this analysis is that globality attributional style is likely to
add unique increments to the prediction of depression to the
extent that style is measured narrowly. The extreme case, of
course, is when only one situation is considered, which iswhathappensinlaboratorystudiesofLo.Here,globalityofamaladaptiveattributionmaybeimportantinpredictingthe
generalization of effects even after partialing out other di-
mensional effects (e.g., locus).

Interactions of Attribution DimensionsHowdoattributionalstyledimensionscombineincreatingLHanddepressionreactions?Examinationofvariousthe-oreticalstatementsdoesnotyieldaclearanswer.Allwould
agree that consistently attributing failures to major character
flaws (internal, stable, uncontrollable, global) is less adap-
tive than attributing failures to factors that the person thinksheorshecancontrolinthefuture.Buthowdotheeffectsof
attribution dimensions combine? Is there a unique patternthatisparticularlymaladaptive?Ordotheeffectssimply
combine additively? The procedure of summing dimensions,asisfrequentlydonewiththeASQ,implicitlyassumes(a)anadditivemodel(b)inwhichthedimensionsareequally

weighted. However, one could as easily derive an interac-
tional (or synergistic) model from the several theoretical
positions (cf. Carver, 1989). Our view is that the dimensionsmustcombineinteractivelytosomeextent.Thereisnothing
inherently depressing about attributing an initial failure atsometasktosomeinternalcause.Itdependsonotherfea-
tures of the cause. such as its controllability or stability.Indeed.Abramsonetal.(1989)recentlyimpliedsimilarat-
tributional dimension interactions in the context of their dis-cussionofhowinternalattributionsforfailurewillinfluence
self-esteem only when the attribution is also global and sta-ble.Ourrecentworkprovidesexplicitrationalesforseveral
types of interactions and empirical evidence in support ofthesesuggestions(Anderson&Riger,inpress).WebelievethattheRMmustaddresstheseinteractionissues.

Other Points of DisagreementThereareseveralotherpointsonwhichwedisagreewithPetersonorwhichwethinkdeserveclarification.Although
these are of less import than those in the previous section,
they warrant careful attention.

Longitudinal Versus Cross-Sectional DataPetersonandmanyotherscholarshavesuggestedthat
cross-sectional studies of the attribution-depression relation
are less valuable than other designs, particularly longitudi-nal.Althoughweagree,wewouldalsoliketopointoutthat
the increment in value for longitudinal designs is not as great
as commonly believed. It depends on the theoretical ques-
tions being tested. The vulnerability model does make some
specific longitudinal predictions about who should get moreandwhoshouldgetlessdepressedovertime.Butitalsomakesahostofcross-sectionalpredictions.Currentattribu-
tional style should predict current level of depression, with
particular dimensions predicting particular aspects of depres-
sion, because of the long-term operation of the vulnerability.
Thus, in testing questions regarding key attributional dimen-
sions (e.g., What are the key dimensions?) or their specific
links to certain criteria, cross-sectional data are entirely
appropriate.

Independence of Attributional Styles forGoodandBadEvents
Peterson claims that attributional styles for good and bad

events are basically independent. This claim is based on onepublishedstudy(Peterson&Seligman,1984)withafairly
small sample size. In our studies, attributional styles for
good and bad events are significantly correlated for each
dimension. Data from our most recent study, which used a
version of the ASAT,arepresentedinTable1(Anderson&
Riger, in press). The sample size is more than 650, and each
correlation is significant beyond the .0001 level. For exam-
ple, the correlation between locus attributional style for inter-
personal successes with locus attributional style for interper-sonalfailureswas.36.WesuspectthatusersoftheASQ
would find similar correlations in large-sample studies, al-thoughdifferencesbetweentheASATandtheASQmayalso
be involved.



SituationTypeLocus StabUity Globality ControUability

Success-Interpersonal/

Failure-Interpersonal .36 .26 .42 .45

Success- Noninterpersonal /

Failure- Noninterpersonal .37 .30 .58 .52

Success-Interpersonal/

Failure-Noninterpersonal .31 .31 .37 .43

Success- Noninterpersonal/

Failure-Interpersonal .29 .33 .46 .36
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Table 1.
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Correlations Between Attributional Style for

Success and Failure. by Situation Type and At-
tribution Dimension

Note: From Anderson and Riger (in press).RoleofAttributionalStyleforGoodVersus
Bad Events in DepressionNoonehasclearlyaddressedtheroleofattributionalstyleforgoodevents.SomearticlesonRMstatethatthereisa
maladaptive attributional style for good events that is essen-
tially the opposite of the maladaptive style for bad events.HowthisfitsinwithRMisneverspecified,however.(This
ambivalence is acknowledged in Peterson's target article.)OurreadingoftheoriginaltheoreticalstatementssuggeststhatifLH(anddepression)resultsfromperceptionsoflack
of control, then the model must predict that perceptions of
lack of control for success should relate to depression in thesamewayasperceptionsoflackofcontrolforfailurerelateto
depression. Unfortunately, the model is unclear as to what
attributional patterns predict perceptions of uncontrollability
of success. Certainly, external attributions are (on average)
seen as less controllable. But locus is supposed to be relatedonlytoself-esteem.Stabilitymayalsoberelatedtopercep-tionsofcontrollability,butsomeunstablecausesareseenas
controllable (effort) whereas others are less controllable
(mood). Obviously, changes in the good-events model arenecessary,andwearepleasedtoseetheflexibilityshownby
Peterson and others in thinking about this problem. One
simple solution would be to include in the model control-
lability as an attribution dimension.Oneotheraspectofthegood-eventsproblemwarrantscomment.StudiesusingtheASQhavegenerallyfound
somewhat weaker relations between good events and depres-
sion than between bade~1USanddepression (e.g., Sweeney
et al., 1986). Our studief using the dimensional version oftheASAThavefoundthe:good-eventrelationstobeequalto
or slightly stronger than the bad-event relations. DifferencesbetweentheASATandASQsituationsmaybeinvolved.TheASQgoodeventsmaynotbeassensitive,forexample.Alternatively,theASATbadeventsmayberelativelyless
effective.

ChauvinismFinally,weobjecttothechargethatthosewhourgecon-
sideration of dimensions other than those originally proposed
are being chauvinistic. Science is a collegial enterprise, with
the overriding goal of developing as accurate and useful awayofunderstandingtheworldaspossible.Whendatacon-tradictatheory,itisthetheorythatmustgiveway.Asa

colleague keeps reminding us. facts are friendly. In the pre-sentcase,wewouldagreethattheempiricalarguments(i.e.,whatarethefacts?)arefarfromover.Butmanyofthe
"facts" lead us to call, as have others, for a closer look at theassumptionsofRMandthedatapurportedlysupportingit.Webelievethemostproductiveapproachwouldbetomodifythemodeltoaccommodatethecontrollabilitydata,butwewouldbesatisfiedwithappropriateempiricaltests.Evenifweareempiricallycontradicted,suchtestsandrelatedthe-oreticaldiscussionswillimprovethefield'sunderstandingof
the role of attributions in motivational and affective prob-lems.Wehopethatthisexchangewillfostersuchadvances.

NotesWethankP.PaulHeppnerforhiscommentsonadraftof
this commentary.CraigA.Anderson,DepartmentofPsychology,210McAlesterHall,UniversityofMissouri,Columbia,MO
652 It.
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