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From trait-behavior relations to perceived motives: An evolving view of positivity and negativity effects in person perception
This article reviews a program of research on positivity and negativity effects in person perception. The focus is on studies in which perceivers receive information about the positive and negative behaviors of a target person (or group) and then make trait inferences. The research program was initially grounded in a theoretical approach based on trait-behavior relations (Reeder & Brewer, 1979) and then evolved toward a multiple inference model (MIM). According to MIM, perceivers make multiple inferences about the motives and traits of a target person (Reeder et al., 2004). The rationale underlying this theoretical development is discussed in some detail.
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When giving a talk on impression formation, I sometimes ask my audience to form a mental image of a very immoral person. I suggest they think of someone who has done horrendous things to others. In response, people bring to mind someone like Hitler or Attila the Hun. I then ask if they would be surprised to learn that this villain did something very positive - say, rescued a family from a burning house. The audience finds it mildly surprising, but their basic impression remains quite negative. I then ask them to imagine a very moral person and ask if they would be surprised to learn that the person sold narcotics to neighborhood children. This time the reaction is different. People tend to be shocked by the new information and believe that their impression of the person would be radically altered. This thought experiment demonstrates an important asymmetry in impression formation: When forming an impression of morality, immoral acts are given greater weight in the impression than are moral acts (Peeters, 1971; Peeters & Czapinski, 1990; Reeder & Brewer, 1979; Skowronski & Carlston, 1989; Wojciszke, Brycz, & Borkenau, 1993).
Some theorists view the asymmetry described above as part of a general negativity

effect, whereby negative information has greater impact on people than does positive information (Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Finkenauer, & Vohs, 2001; Ybarra, 2002). But there is an important exception to this general tendency that pertains to the impressions we form of a person's competence (or ability). Where impressions of competence are concerned, perceivers often place greater weight on competent behavior than on incompetent behavior. For example, when people are told about a person who (a) couldn't tie his own shoelaces and (b) taught psychology at the university, they view the person as at least somewhat intelligent (Skowronski & Carlston, 1987). In other words, there is another asymmetry such that (positive) competent behavior receives greater weight in the impression. This article focuses on asymmetries related to both morality and ability. Of greater importance, I will trace my own evolving theoretical perspective on these asymmetries, focusing on an initial conceptualization in terms of trait-behavior expectations (Reeder & Brewer, 1979) and then on a more recent approach that involves perceptions of motives (Reeder & Trafimow, 2005; Reeder, Vonk, Ronk, Ham, & Lawrence, 2004).
* Illinois State University, Department of Psychology
Send correspondence regarding this paper to: Glenn D. Reeder, Illinois State University, Department of Psychology, Campus Box 4620, Normal, IL 61790-4620 USA, electronic mail may be sent via Internet to gdreeder@ilstu.edu
192

Glenn D. Reeder
Trait-behavior expectations
When scientists are asked to explain the genesis of their guiding idea, the preferred explanation is one of sudden insight - such as dreaming about a serpent swallowing it's own tail - which lead Friedrich Kekule to his discovery of the structure of benzene (Horvitz, 2002). Unfortunately, the birth of the trait-behavior analysis fell short of this ideal. As described below, the idea originated out of a failure to replicate a rather hum-drum aspect of attribution theory. Kelley's (1973) discounting principle suggests that when perceivers view a target person's behavior that appears to be under the control of situational forces, they hesitate to draw a behavior-correspondent trait inference about the target. In an early experiment, Messick and Reeder (1972) found just that. Our research participants watched a videotape of a target person who acted in an introverted manner as he was being interviewed for a job. When the target person was described as highly motivated to attain employment and as being aware that the job required an introverted person, perceivers hesitated to attribute introversion to the target. In other words, they employed Kelley's discounting principle. But a follow-up study found less support for the discounting principle (Messick & Reeder, 1974). In this new study the target acted in an extroverted manner as he was being interviewed for a job. To our surprise, perceivers rated the target as relatively extroverted, regardless of the job requirements. In short, there was something about extroverted behavior that lead perceivers to ignore the discounting principle.
Attributions of ability
Messick and Reeder (1974) speculated that the dimension of introversion/extroversion may involve more than just preferences for solitude, as opposed to affiliation. Perceivers may also believe that extroverts are generally more socially skilled than introverts. In particular, extroverts might be perceived as having the ability to portray themselves in different ways, depending upon the demands of the situation. In other words, perceivers might think that an extrovert could easily portray herself as introverted, assuming the situation required that kind of behavior. But perceivers might think that introverts have a more limited behavioral repertoire, such that they would find it difficult to portray themselves as extroverted. Reeder, Messick, and Van Avermaet (1977) tested this idea directly by asking perceivers about the role-playing ability of persons with a variety of traits. As expected, their participants believed that extroverts would find it easy to portray themselves as introverted,

whereas they believed that introverts would have a more difficult time portraying themselves as extroverted (see also Devine, Hirt, & Gehrke, 1990). Moreover, this asymmetry in perceived role-playing ability generalized across other traits that appeared to have an ability component (e.g., an intelligent person was thought better able to role-play the part of an unintelligent person, than vice-versa; Reeder, Henderson, & Sullivan, 1982).
Based on these differences in perceived role-playing ability, Reeder et al. (1977) proposed that low ability behavior would be perceived differently, depending on the situational forces surrounding the behavior, whereas high ability behavior would lead perceivers to make a beha​vior correspondent trait inference about the target's level of ability (e.g., the target would be perceived as having high ability, regardless of situational forces). In short, we predicted that the discounting principle would hold for low ability behavior, but not for high ability behavior. This idea resonated with Heider's (1958) earlier suggestion that perceivers generally view success as more diagnostic of the person's ability (compared to a person's failures).
As a test of the idea described above, perce​ivers in the Reeder et al. (1977) research read a short vignette about a target person who was motivated to make a good impression on a young woman who he met at a dance. In the course of their conversation, the woman expressed an interest in either intellectual men or an interest in non-intellectual types. The target then responded either by providing a convincing display of intellectual prowess, or by claiming to be a "pretty basic sort of guy" with no intellectual interests. The results of the study indicated that when the target displayed non-intellectual behavior, he was perceived differently depending on the situational demands. For example, he was perceived as non-intellectual only when the young woman had expressed a preference for intellectual men (and not when she preferred non-intellectual men). In contrast, when the target demonstrated his intellectuality, he was perceived as intellectual, regardless of the situational pressures. It appears, then, that a demonstration of high ability carries a great deal of weight in the impression and situational forces surrounding that behavior play a lesser role.
Subsequent experiments revealed that this pattern of asymmetrical correspondence for low and high ability behavior held across a variety of ability dimensions (Gawronski, 2004; Reeder, 1979; Reeder & Fulks, 1980; Trafimow and Schneider, 1994; Vonk, 1998; but see Trafimow, 1997). For example, Reeder (1979) showed research parti​cipants a videotape of a target person who played a game of billiards with a business client. The client
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was described as either someone who would be impressed by the target's competent performance (situational demand for high ability) or as someone who would appreciate beating the target in the billiards game (situational demand for low ability). As expected, when the target performed poorly in the billiards game, perceivers inferred different levels of ability, depending on the situational demands. But when the target performed at a high level, he was perceived as having high ability, regardless of the situational demands. Perceivers were also more certain about their attributions of ability when the target performed at a high level, as opposed to a low level. Additional research indicated that this pattern of asymmetrical correspondence required that the target actually demonstrate his or her level of ability (Reeder & Fulks, 1980). When the target simply claimed to have high ability, without providing evidence of the ability, inferences about the target's ability tended to be less behavior-correspondent (i.e., varied significantly with the situational demands).
Attributions of morality
In a more general theoretical analysis, Reeder & Brewer (1979) proposed several patterns of trait-behavior relations and suggested that each might be applicable to a different type of trait. Their analysis of morality dimensions is particularly relevant. In line with the example presented at the beginning of this article, they suggested that people expect persons with an immoral disposition to display a wide range of behaviors relevant to morality, including both immoral and moral acts. For example, people are generally not surprised when an immoral person does a favor for a friend. In contrast, people expect persons with a moral disposition to display a more constricted pattern of behavior that includes moral acts, but not immoral acts. Thus, people may be shocked to learn that a (presumably) moral clergyman visited a prostitute (Reeder et al., 1982). The theoretical implication of these trait-behavior relations is that perceivers should see moral behavior as attributionally ambiguous (because both moral and immoral persons might engage in such behavior). Yet, perceivers should find immoral behavior to be less ambiguous (because only immoral persons do such things).
Reeder & Spores (1983) investigated these attributional implications. In one of their studies, perceivers learned that a target person and his date visited a pizza parlor. When an employee took their order and disappeared into the back of the restaurant, the couple noticed a large sign propped on the counter that read "GIVE TO THE ORPHANS OF AMERICA". The situational demands were then manipulated by having the

target person's date make one of two requests of the target person. In one case, she requested that he make a donation to the charity fund, whereas in the other case she requested that he steal the money already in the fund jar (so they could buy some liquor). The target then responded by either making a donation to the fund (demonstrating moral behavior) or by stealing the money (demonstrating immoral behavior). Perceivers were then asked to judge the morality of the target person. As predicted, the target that demonstrated moral behavior was perceived differently, depending on the situational demands. In particular, the target was seen as highly moral only when his date urged him to steal from the orphan's fund (and not when she urged him to make a donation). In contrast, the target who stole from the fund was rated as immoral, regardless of the situational demands expressed by his date. In line with trait-behavior expectations, then, perceivers responded as if they thought that only an immoral person would ever steal money from orphans (see also Vonk & Van Knippenberg, 1994, Trafimow & Trafimow, 1999).
The trait-behavior analysis versus general models of dispositional attribution
The trait-behavior analysis described above (Reeder & Brewer, 1979) differs from the dominant view of dispositional attribution. General models of dispositional inference describe the naive perceiver as seeking to identify the global, underlying causes of the target's behavior (Gilbert, 1998; Heider, 1958). As such, the perceiver considers whether aspects of the target person (a person cause) or the situation provide the best explanation for the behavior. Although perceivers might employ a variety of abstract causal schema to make this determination (Kelley, 1973), general models of dispositional inference focus on the discounting principle. Accordingly, perceivers view person causality and situational causality as being opposed to one another, such that if the perceiver attributes the target's behavior to a situational cause, the perceiver should hesitate to infer a behavior-corresponding trait. In other words, general models of dispositional inference imply that situationally constrained behavior should lead the perceiver to employ the discounting principle.
The analysis in terms of trait-behavior relations challenged the generality of the discounting principle. Rather than being a general principle, it appears that patterns of discounting depend on the content (or nature) of the trait to be inferred (Reeder, 1993; Reeder, Pryor, & Wojciszke, 1992). In the case of ability,
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discounting is less likely in the case of high ability behavior than low ability behavior. In the case of morality, however, discounting is less likely for immoral behavior than moral behavior. Such limitations on discounting are not simply a matter of negative behavior carrying greater weight in the attribution process because, on ability dimensions, it is the positive (high ability) end of the continuum that defies the simple logic of discounting.
In a further theoretical development, Reeder (1993) proposed that perceivers' assumptions about trait-behavior relations can be integrated into a process analysis of dispositional inference (Gilbert, Pelham, & Krull, 1988; Trope, 1998). Accordingly, perceivers first make relatively spontaneous identifications of behavior (e.g., "He sure is acting stupid") and then make cognitively demanding adjustments to their trait inferences in an effort to take situational forces into account ("Then again, his date said she likes guys who are non-intellectual"). The perceiver's assumptions about trait-behavior relations appears to guide the second, cognitively demanding, stage of the process (Reeder, 1997; Trope, 1998). The next section of this article extends the trait-behavior analysis to the area of impression formation.
Impression formation
Attribution research is concerned with the interplay between situational forces and inferences about the attributes of a target person. Given the complexity of this interaction, research in this tradition is typically restricted to observations involving a single behavior in a particular context (e.g., moral behavior in response to situational demands for either moral or immoral behavior). Research on impression formation , in contrast, focuses on the process by which perceivers integrate two or more behaviors to form a coherent impression of the target (Asch, 1946; Skowronski & Carlston, 1989). For example, perceivers may be asked to form an impression of a target that performed both a moral behavior (buying presents for poor children) and an immoral behavior (used guns on striking workers). Unlike attribution studies, research in this tradition typically ignores the situational forces surrounding the behaviors. The sections below describe this process of impression formation as it pertains to both individuals and groups.
Impressions of individuals. Like attribution research, studies of impression formation indicate that inferences about ability and morality follow distinctive patterns (Skowronski & Carlston, 1989). For instance, when perceivers integrate a target's low and high ability behaviors, they place greater weight on the (positive) high ability

behavior (Skowronski & Carlston, 1987; Vonk, 1995). Yet, the outcome of integrating positive and negative behaviors is reversed where inferences of morality are concerned (Skowronski & Carlston, 1987; Skowronski, 1992). In this case, (negative) immoral behavior receives the greatest weight. Consider a study by Reeder and Coovert (1986). In one condition, perceivers learned about a target who was initially described as performing three moral behaviors (e.g., talked a friend out of suicide; donated time to take blind children to the playground; rescued a family from a burning house). Not surprisingly, perceivers formed a highly positive initial impression (M = 8.59 on a nine point scale). Perceivers then learned about a final, immoral behavior (hit a child for no reason) and were asked to revise their impression. The impression underwent dramatic change, such that the target was now rated just short of the midpoint of the scale (M=4.99). In comparison, when the target was initially described by three immoral behaviors and then a final moral behavior, the impression underwent little change, and remained quite negative (shifting from M=1.68 to M=3.69). Additionally, the response time data suggested that perceivers were more surprised by the final behavior in the moral-immoral sequence (response time M=9.24 seconds) than in the immoral-moral sequence (response time M=8.05).
Impressions of groups. The evidence reviewed so far has dealt with impressions of individuals, rather than groups. How might impressions of groups differ? The most relevant difference is that perceivers expect less behavioral consistency from the members of a group than from an individual (Hamilton & Sherman, 1996; Skowronski, 2002). This assumption of minimal behavioral consistency in the group should be most evident if the group members are perceived as having little in common. According to Campbell (1958), such loosely organized groups are low in "entitivity" (Hamilton & Sherman, 1996). When the target of the impression is perceived as having low entitivity, the impression process is likely to differ from that described above for impressions of individuals. Reeder & Brewer's (1979) trait-behavior analysis, in fact, derives from expectations about consistency within an individual's behavior. When perceivers form an impression of group members, where each is described by different behavior, there is little reason to expect that trait-behavior relations would be relevant.
For instance, if Group Member 1 emits a moral behavior, there is no reason to expect behavioral consistency (moral behavior) on the part of Group Member 2. Indeed, a study by Coovert and Reeder (1990) found support for
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such differential assumptions about individuals and groups. In general, perceivers expected moral behavior to be more frequent than immoral behavior. But following an initial immoral behavior by an individual, perceivers thought it was at least moderately likely that the person's second behavior would be immoral. In contrast, perceivers held no such expectations about the consistency of behaviors coming from two different group members (e.g., if the first person's behavior was immoral, they still expected the second person's behavior to be moral). Coovert and Reeder (1990) also found that these differential trait-behavior expectations affect the process of impression formation. When perceivers formed an impression of an individual, they showed the usual negativity effect, placing greater weight on the person's immoral behavior than moral behavior. Yet, when they formed an impression of a group, they appeared to place equal weight on moral and immoral behavior.
Studies by Welbourne (1999) and Skowronski (2002) replicated these findings for impressions of morality and extended them to include impressions of ability. Accordingly, positivity effects emerged for impressions of an individual's level of ability, but this tendency was less apparent for impressions of a group. In other words, positivity effects (for ability) and negativity effects (for morality) disappear when perceivers form an impression of a loosely organized group. These tendencies fit nicely with the assumption that the trait-behavior analysis applies primarily to impressions formed of individuals. In summary, the trait-behavior approach has received substantial empirical support. Nevertheless, this review has necessarily been selective and I have not yet dealt with the limitations of this perspective. For example, several writers have suggested that affect (and associated approach-avoidance tendencies) plays an important role in impressions biases (Peeters & Czapinski, 1990; Trafimow, Bromgard, Finlay, & Ketelaar, 2005; Wojciszke et al., 1993). Yet, the trait-behavior approach overlooks this important contribution. Below I will consider several other potential limitations of the trait-behavior analysis.
Shortcomings of the trait-behavior analysis
In the paragraphs below, I will touch on four shortcomings of the trait-behavior analysis. These shortcomings include focusing on a single inference about a target person, relying on abstract schema, assuming reversible cognitive operations, and a tendency to treat different kinds of situational forces as if they are equivalent. Most of these limitations (like the neglect of

affect referred to above) are not unique to the trait-behavior approach, but rather apply to most current models of person perception. In addition, most of these limitations stem from a lack of consideration of the target person's motives for engaging in a behavior. After describing these limitations, I will outline a model of person perception that manages to overcome some of these limitations by incorporating perceived motives in the analysis.
Single inferences versus multiple, motive-based inferences
Like most models of person perception (Gilbert, 1998), the trait-behavior analysis focuses on a single trait within a target person. Although this limited focus is not explicitly stated, in practice, much of the research examines inferences about a single attribute, such as ability or morality. In real life, however, our impressions are more complex and multifaceted, taking into account multiple attributes within the target person. Our inferences about the goals and motives of the person tend to link these various attributes together (Read, 1987; Read & Miller, 1993; Reeder et al., 2004). For instance, consider an attractive young man who was warm and attentive during a long engagement to a wealthy widower. Immediately after the wedding, however, the newly rich young man became cold and heartless, which lead to a quick, but lucrative divorce settlement for him. We are likely to view the young man as having had an avaricious motive from the beginning, which explains the entire course of his behavior. On the basis of perceiving a selfish motive, we may also infer that the young man is immoral, but our inference of an immoral trait, alone, does not capture the essence of the impression. By focusing exclusively on an inference about morality (and ignoring our concerns about motive), the trait-behavior approach would miss some of the rich complexity of the impression. In sum, a more complete approach to person perception would acknowledge the multiple, motive-based inferences that perceivers make.
Abstract schema versus concrete models
Trait-behavior relations describe abstract knowledge structures that are held to generalize across a variety of circumstances (Reeder & Brewer, 1979). For example, the schema for morality dictates that persons with a moral trait are restricted from behaving in an immoral manner (e.g., telling lies, stealing, etc.). Is it reasonable to suppose that perceivers rely on such abstract assumptions when making inferences about specific individuals? At least some evidence suggests that the answer is "no". For example, it
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is easy to bring to mind specific circumstances where the schema seems inappropriate. Imagine a mother who stole a loaf of bread in order to feed her starving children. Would we follow the abstract schema and label the mother as immoral? It seems more likely that we would consider the specific situation and make allowances for the mother's (altruistic) motives. Indeed, research in person perception over the last 30 years has progressed from Kelley's highly abstract causal schemata (1973), to (somewhat less) abstract trait-behavior schemata (Reeder & Brewer, 1979) and, finally, to concrete conceptualizations in terms of situationally specific goals and trait inferences (Read & Miller, 1993; Reeder, et al. 2004; Van Overwalle, 2004). Thus, a second reason to question the trait-behavior analysis is that perceivers often think concretely, particularly when they consider the motives of a target person. A fruitful avenue for future research would be to examine the circumstances under which perceivers are most prone to think in concrete vs. abstract ways.
Reversible operations
The trait-behavior analysis assumes that perceivers hold expectations about particular types of behavior that are implied by particular types of traits (e.g., moral persons are expected to engage in only moral behavior). In turn, trait-behavior assumptions guide inferences from behavior to traits (e.g., Trevor acted immoral, therefore, he cannot be a moral person). But how reversible are these operations? Two lines of evidence are worth considering. First, it seems unlikely that perceivers consciously consider abstract trait-behavior relations and then consciously reason "backwards" to infer a trait from the behavior. Thus, although it is clear that perceivers make implicit assumptions about abstract trait-behavior relations (Reeder et al., 1982), and that such trait-behavior relations may predict trait inferences in studies of person perception (e.g., Reeder, Fletcher, & Furman, 1989), it is less clear what the underlying process is. Second, research that directly examined the reversibility of cognitive operations in person perception sometimes found a lack of reversibility (Anderson & Butzin, 1974; Surber, 1981). It is questionable, therefore, whether reversible operations are a likely description of the process of person perception.
Are all situations alike?
Like most other models of dispositional inference, the trait-behavior analysis gives little attention to distinguishing among different types of situational forces that surround behavior (Gilbert, 1998; Jones, 1990). Perhaps the most

important (but overlooked) distinction concerns situational forces that have an involuntary, as opposed to a voluntary effect on behavior. For example, a physical force such as a strong wind could prevent a soccer player from kicking the ball a long distance, and the effect of that force is unavoidable (i.e., there is nothing the soccer player can do to avoid the wind). In contrast, consider the effect of a psychological force, such as a monetary bribe to kick the ball a short distance. If the bribe influences the target's behavior, it is because the target intentionally withdrew effort at the kicking task. In studies by Reeder, Hesson-McInnis, Krohse, & Scialabba (2001), perceivers read about a soccer player who demonstrated high performance by making an impressive, long kick either in the presence of a strong wind or in the presence of a bribe (for a particular level of performance). In line with past studies, perceivers in the (psychologically oriented) bribe condition attributed a high level of ability to the target, regardless of the situational forces. In contrast, perceivers in the wind condition attributed greater ability to the target if the wind inhibited performance (blew directly in the target's face) as opposed to facilitated performance (blew at his back). In other words, a psychological situation (that influenced the targets motives) had no significant effect on ability attributions for high performance, whereas a physical situation (involving the involuntary impact of the wind) had a significant effect. In order to explain such findings, attribution models need to recognize that situations that involve psychological forces affect inferences about a target person's motives, whereas situations that involve physical forces (such as a strong wind) exert their impact independent of the target's motives. The tendency to infer motives is discussed more fully in the next section.
A multiple inference model of person perception
In the remainder of this article, I will outline a more recent perspective that addresses some of the limitations of earlier research. Rather than relying on trait-behavior relations as the main explanatory construct, this newer perspective focuses on the role of perceived motives in the process of person perception (Reeder et al., 2004; Reeder & Trafimow, 2005). Abstract trait-behavior relations play, at best, a supporting role. A focus on inferred motives recognizes the concrete nature of everyday thinking about other people. In this respect, the approach may draw us closer to the phenomenal experience of perceivers and, ultimately, to a better understanding of person perception.
Positivity and negativity effects in person perception
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In everyday life, making inferences about the goals and motives of others is a common occurrence - whether it involves inferring the motives of a politician or interpreting a smile from an attractive stranger (Idson & Mischel, 2001; Malle, 1999; Read & Miller, 1993; Thomas & Pondy, 1977). Yet social psychological research in this area has only recently begun in earnest. The pioneers of social perception such as Fritz Heider (1958), Gustav Ichheiser (1970) and Ned Jones (Jones & Davis, 1965) drew attention to perceived motives in their writings. Moreover, early attribution studies (Maselli & Altrocchi, 1969) indicated the importance of perceived motives in helping behavior (Pruitt, 1968), cooperation (Kelley & Stahelski, 1970), aggression (Epstein & Taylor, 1967), and conflict management (Thomas & Pondy, 1977). Yet formal attributional theorizing and subsequent empirical research (see Gilbert, 1998 for a review) focused almost entirely on causal attributions and inferences about traits (Malle, 2001, 2004; Morris, Menon, & Ames, 2001). The neglect of perceived motives and mental states was due to the assumption that perceivers were interested in the underlying, enduring causes of a target person's behavior (Heider, 1958; Jones & Davis, 1965). An inference about a trait, in this view, represents the gold standard of social perception. Yet it is now clear that much of social perception, including inferences about traits, relies to some extent on attributions about mental states such as motive and intentionality (Ames, Flynn, & Weber, 2004; Kammrath, Mendoza-Denton, & Mischel, 2005; Malle, 1999, 2004; Read, 1987; Read & Miller, 2005).
A multiple inference model (MIM) begins with the assumption that perceivers infer a variety of attributes about a person and integrate them in an effort to form a coherent impression (Reeder et al., 2004). In any given encounter with a target person, aspects of the situation and the target's behavior are likely to activate a limited set of constructs (Read & Miller, 1993, 2005). Automatic processes as well as more conscious processes lead the perceiver toward a coherent understanding of the behavior. In the process of reaching this understanding, the perceiver places special emphasis on understanding the target's goals and motives. Other attributes and traits may be inferred simultaneously, or with subsequent thought, as the perceiver strives for a consistent impression.
MIM is specifically designed to account for inferences about intentional behavior (Malle, 1999, 2004). In contrast, inferences about unintentional behavior may involve a more basic process whereby simple causal attributions to situational forces are subtracted

from dispositional attributions. For example, if a target person slips on ice, we might attribute the fall to the situation, rather than to the person (Gilbert, 1998). When the behavior is judged to be intentional, however, the perceiver attempts to infer the target's motive or reason for emitting the behavior (Malle, 1999; Reeder & Trafimow, 2005). In line with Heider's (1958) concept of equifinality, the perceiver searches for a motive that best explains the totality of the known facts about the target.
Along with inferring a motive, the perceiver may infer other traits that are consistent with the motive, allowing a unified impression to emerge (Asch, 1946). In the next two sections I will suggest that MIM has the potential to shed considerable light on our understanding of positivity and negativity effects in person perception.
MIM's account of positivity effects for inferences of ability
When perceivers infer a target's level of ability, they tend to overweight evidence of high performance (as opposed to evidence of low performance). In attribution research, this positivity effect occurs when perceivers attribute high ability to a target who performs well, even when there were strong situational forces surrounding the target's performance. That is, when they see high performance, perceivers seem to ignore the presence of some types of situational forces. In contrast, inferences about a target's low performance differ significantly across situational forces (Reeder et al., 1977; Reeder & Brewer, 1979).
MIM suggests that inferences about motive play an important role in producing this positivity effect (Reeder et al., 2001). In particular, when inferring ability, perceivers combine performance cues with assumptions about the target's motivation or effort (Heider, 1958). Heider proposed that perceivers view effort and ability as inversely related: For a given level of performance, perceivers infer less ability as effort increases. But how do perceivers go about inferring effort in typical attribution situations? Reeder et al. (2001) suggested that perceivers combine performance cues with situational cues to arrive at an inference of effort. For example, in Study 1 of their article, perceivers watched a videotape of a target person who performed at a high level in soccer (by making a long kick) or who performed at a low level (by kicking the ball only a few feet). In addition, situational forces facilitated either low performance (the target was offered a bribe to perform poorly) or situational forces facilitated high performance (the target was offered an incentive to perform
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well). As expected, when the target performed at a low level in the presence of a bribe, perceivers inferred a low level of effort. In turn, perceivers who inferred a low level of effort in this condition tended to infer a relatively high level of ability. In other words, perceivers apparently used their low effort attributions to discount an inference that the target had low ability.
A different pattern emerged in the high performance condition. As in previous research, perceivers who viewed high performance displayed no discounting (i.e., they attributed high ability regardless of the situation). Indeed, inferences about ability in this study are entirely consistent with Reeder & Brewer's (1979) trait-behavior analysis. But it is also apparent that inferences about effort played some role here. Perceivers who witnessed high performance inferred relatively high effort, regardless of the situation. Heider (1958) anticipated this finding, as well, by suggesting that perceivers tend to think of high performance as requiring both high ability and high effort.
The results of the study discussed above are made comprehensible by considering the multiple inferences that perceivers made about the target person. Perceivers made inferences about both effort and ability, integrating the two types of inferences in a manner predicted by prior theory. The findings also suggest that situational forces (such as a bribe) exert their impact on dispositional inference via inferences about the motivation (or effort) of the target. In fact, within the low performance condition, a series of multiple regression analyses indicated that the significant impact of the situation was mediated by inferences of effort (Kenny, Kashy, & Bolger, 1998).
The results just discussed imply that the positivity effect for ability inferences derives, in part, from inferences about motivation. In particular, the results suggest that the positivity effect is due to the different patterns of inferred effort in the low and high performance conditions. Notice, then, that the model implies that if these different patterns of effort attribution were equated for low and high performance, the positivity effect should be attenuated. In other words, if a situational force influenced effort attribution in the same direction and to the same extent in the low and high performance condition, the positivity effect should disappear. But what type of situational force might have such an effect in the soccer scenario described above? In an earlier section, I noted an important difference between psychological forces (such as a bribe) and physical forces (such as a strong wind). As described below, perceivers view physical forces as having a strong impact on both low and high performance.

At the most general level, MIM suggests that different types of situational forces imply the presence of different motives within a target person. In the context where a soccer player attempts to kick a soccer ball for distance, different situational forces should lead to different inferences about the target's level of motivation or effort. In a second study, Reeder et al. (2001) began with the assumption that a physical force (such as the wind) would affect inferences of effort in a different manner than a psychological force (such as a bribe). Their analysis revealed two important differences between physical forces and psychological forces. First, these two types of situational forces have opposite effects on inferences about effort. A performance inhibiting wind (that blew directly at the target as he kicked the soccer ball) tended to increase inferences about effort (compared to a performance facilitating wind), because the target would have to try harder to obtain the same level of performance. In contrast, a performance inhibiting bribe for low performance had the opposite effect on inferences of effort: Perceivers tended to infer that the target reduced his effort (i.e., didn't try) because of the bribe. In short, although perceivers assume that both a strong headwind and a bribe may reduce performance, these two types of situational forces have opposite effects on inferred effort.
A second (and more crucial) difference between the wind versus a bribe concerns their impact on attributed effort for low and high performance. Unlike the presence of a bribe, the effect of the wind on performance is unavoidable. Like a patch of ice that causes a person to fall, the wind has an unintentional impact on performance. Thus, the impact of the wind should be present at both low levels and high levels of performance. In each case, perceivers should reason that greater effort would have to be present if the wind inhibited performance. Consistent with this analysis, Reeder et al. (2001) found that the impact of the wind on inferences of effort was symmetrical for low and high performance.
Clearly, a physical force such as the wind has a very different impact on effort attribution than does a psychological force that involves a bribe. Recall that MIM explains the positivity effect for ability attribution as due to differential effort attribution. Given that the wind had a symmetrical impact on effort attribution across low and high performance, it follows that the positivity effect for ability attribution should be diminished. Indeed, the results supported this expectation. Where ability attributions are concerned, the effect of the wind was similar for low and high performance: At each level of performance, perceivers inferred greater ability
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to the extent that the wind inhibited performance. In summary, when situational forces were operationalized in the form of a wind, there was no evidence of a positivity effect for inferences of ability and this result is traceable to the pattern of effort attribution described earlier.
These findings support MIM's central contention that perceived motives are important in person perception. Other explanations of positivity effects, including the trait-behavior analysis, cannot explain why positivity effects are present when situational forces take the form of psychological pressures (e.g., a bribe), but are absent when situational forces take a physical form (e.g., the wind). By expanding the analysis to include inferences about motivation, MIM is able to make unique predictions. In addition, MIM focuses our attention on important differences among types of situational forces (e.g., psychological forces vs. physical forces).
MIM's account of negativity effects for inferences of morality
I noted earlier that a target person's immoral behavior tends to lead to behavior-correspondent inferences of low morality, regardless of the situational forces surrounding that behavior (Reeder & Spores, 1983). MIM offers a plausible interpretation of this negativity effect. The model assumes that perceivers infer the motive for a target's behavior and then reconcile that motive with other trait inferences about the target. In particular, perceivers seek evaluative consistency between the motive and the traits that are inferred (Heider, 1958; Reeder et al., 2004; Roese & Morris, 1999). For example, if the perceiver infers an altruistic motive, it is likely that the target will be seen as having high morality. But if the target infers a selfish or illegitimate motive for the behavior, the target will be perceived as less moral.
Consider how the model might be applied to the immoral behavior condition of the Reeder & Spores (1983) study, in which a target person stole money from a charity fund. When the target's date encouraged him to steal from the fund, perceivers probably viewed his immoral behavior as due to conformity or a self-presentation motive (i.e., he wanted to please his date). As a motive for committing immoral behavior, this motive is illegitimate and does little to excuse the target's bad behavior. Consequently, even though the situation appears to have facilitated the target's immoral behavior (in a causal sense, at least), the perceived motive for the behavior (conformity) remains consistent with a trait inference of low morality. Consequently, in the immoral behavior condition, inferences about morality were not discounted. But what about moral behavior?

When the target behaved consistent with his date's request (that he donate to the charity fund), perceivers probably inferred a conformity motive once again. In this case, however, the motive of conformity was probably perceived as inconsistent with a highly moral trait ("If he has to be told to do the right thing, he can't be very moral!"). The inconsistency between the conformity motive and an inference of high morality, then, lead perceivers to infer a relatively lower level of morality. Notice that the perception of the conformity motive led to discounting in the case of moral behavior, but not for immoral behavior. This pattern apparently produced the negativity effect. In short, inferences about motive (and the manner in which motives are reconciled with trait inferences), offer a reasonable explanation of the data.
If negativity effects for morality are due to the kinds of motives that perceivers infer, consider what might happen if a target person's immoral behavior could be attributed to relatively positive motives. MIM suggests that a positive motive should lead to a relatively positive inference about the target's morality. In other words, inferences of morality for bad behavior might be discounted (in a more positive direction) if the situation implied a positive motive for the behavior (Reeder, Kumar, Hesson-McInnis, & Trafimow, 2002; Reeder et al., 2004).
For instance, Reeder et al. (2002) presented perceivers with a story about a soccer player who committed an act of aggression by spiking another player (i.e., driving the spikes of his shoes into the person's leg). We assumed that aggressive behavior of this sort would be perceived as immoral. We also designed two scenarios, one of which manipulated factors related to instrumental aggression and the other manipulated factors related to reactive aggression. We predicted that evidence of a negativity effect would emerge in the instrumentality scenario, but not in the reactivity scenario. Within the instrumentality scenario, situational forces were manipulated by portraying the target's aggression as either benefiting his own team (he spiked the best player on the other team) or as hurting his team (he spiked his own team member). We assumed that perceivers would infer a selfish motive for the target's behavior (particularly when he spiked a member of the other team). Because a selfish motive is entirely consistent with an inference of low morality, we assumed that the target would be rated as immoral, regardless of the situational forces. The results confirmed this prediction, thereby supporting past evidence that trait inferences for immoral behavior are relatively unaffected by situational forces (Reeder & Spores, 1983).
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But in the reactivity scenario of the same study, we included a condition whereby perceivers might infer a somewhat more positive motive for the aggression. In the two conditions of this scenario, the aggressive behavior was portrayed as either reactive aggression (the target person spiked a person who had insulted him) or as unprovoked aggression (the target spiked a person who had befriended him). Relative to the other conditions of the study, we assumed that perceivers in the reactive aggression condition would infer less negative motives related to revenge and self-defense. Because these (relatively more legitimate) motives may be seen as inconsistent with a trait inference of low morality, we expected that inferences of morality would be relatively higher. Indeed, the target was attributed higher morality when the behavior appeared to be an instance of reactive (provoked) aggression, as opposed to unprovoked aggression. Likewise, the target in the reactive aggression condition was perceived as more moral than the target whose aggression appeared instrumental to winning the game. This latter comparison is particularly instructive because the situational forces encouraged the expression of aggression in the case of both reactive aggression and instrumental aggression. It appears, therefore, that immoral behavior does not always produce a negativity effect. Rather, immoral behavior - like moral behavior - may lead to different trait inferences, depending on the situational forces. By taking account of perceived motives, researchers can gain a better understanding of these differences.
Conclusion
This article reviewed evidence bearing on positivity and negativity effects in person perception. A variety of theoretical mechanisms have been proposed to account for the broad negativity effect apparent in many psychological domains (Baumeister et al., 2001; Ybarra, 2002). But in the area of person perception, these general models may encounter difficulties accounting for positivity effects for inferences about ability (Reeder et al., 1977; Skowronski & Carlston, 1987). The trait-behavior analysis (Reeder, 1993; Reeder & Brewer, 1979) and the multiple inference model (Reeder et al., 2004) were specifically designed to account for positivity and negativity effects in person perception tasks. Both approaches are able to account for most of the relevant data. Yet, by taking account of inferred motives, MIM is able to make some unique predictions. At the present time, however, the evidence in support of MIM derives exclusively from the attribution domain. It remains to be seen if the model has implications for other areas of person perception, such as impression formation.
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