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For years attribution research has been dominated by the ANOVA model of 

behavior which proposes that people construct their dispositional attributions of others by 

carefully comparing and weighing all situational information using mental computations 

similar to the processes used by researchers to analyze data.  A preliminary experiment 

successfully determined that participants were able to distinguish differences in 

variability assessed across persons (high vs. low consensus) and across situations (high 

vs. low distinctiveness).  Also, it was clear that the subjects could evaluate varying levels 

of situational constraint.  A primary experiment administered to participants immediately 

following the preliminary study determined that participants grossly under-utilized those 

same variables when making dispositional attributions.  Results gave evidence against the 

use of traditional ANOVA models and support for the use of the Behavior Averaging 

Principle of Attribution.
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INTRODUCTION 

 

            Early perspectives on the attribution process emphasized the usefulness of being 

able to make inferences about an individual‟s personality traits and other dispositions in 

order to be able to predict that person‟s behavior.  For example, the inference that a 

person could be described as an extravert presumably could be used to predict that he or 

she would exhibit extraverted behaviors in a variety of different situations and at various 

different times.  Likewise, the inference that a person could be described as an introvert 

presumably could be used to predict that he or she would demonstrate introverted 

behaviors in a variety of different situations and at various different times.  The ability to 

be able to predict a person‟s behavior based upon an assessment of their personality traits 

and other dispositional information has generally been assumed to be based upon the 

assumption that attributors must be able to discern when they are justified in using a 

single behavior or a series of behaviors exhibited by a target as a basis for inferring a 

disposition and when they are not justified in doing such.  The decision to attribute a 

disposition or not to attribute a disposition has been assumed to be based upon evaluating 

“why” the target may have exhibited that particular behavior or series of behaviors.  

This decision can be further elucidated by the examination of several long standing 

models of behavior.   
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The Radical Dispositionist Model of Behavior 

The first and one of the most extreme versions is known as the Radical 

Dispositionist Model of Behavior (See Figure 1).  Simply put, this model embraces the 

belief that disposition is the most influential in terms of behavior and therefore most 

deserving of study.  Through this view it is proposed that the situation a person finds  

themselves in doesn‟t matter because it is their disposition alone that will govern their 

behavior in any situation.  As demonstrated in Figure 1, even though Persons 1-5 behave 

differently from one another in every situation, each of their behaviors remains consistent 

across all five situations.  For example, Person 5 exhibited a very high sociability level of 

4 (extremely extraverted) in Situation 1.  Person 5‟s behavior then continued to remain 

the same (4) throughout Situations 2 through 5.  The same trend is seen for Persons 2 

through 5.  According to the Radical Dispositionist approach, the situation holds no 

significant value.  Therefore, Situation 1 could have been a great party and Situation 2 

could have been a funeral and the Radical Dispositionist Model would state that Person 5 

would still behave in exactly the same manner in both situations.  If one were asked to 

predict how Person 5 would act in an unknown Situation 6 without being able to observe 

how Person 5 acts in Situation 6, the answer according to the Radical Dispositionist 

approach would be a 4 (extremely extraverted).  This is the same level of sociability that 

they exhibited in all previous situations. However, if all past behavioral information 

about Person 5 was withheld, one utilizing the radical dispositionist approach would find 

it extremely difficult to predict the behavior of Person 5 in Situation 6.   
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Figure 1 – Radical Dispositionist Approach 
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There are two major assumptions that underlie the Radical Dispositionist Model 

of Behavior.  The first assumption is that there is high cross-situational consistency (low 

distinctiveness) in behavior within persons.  To illustrate this, Figure 1 shows Person 1 

exhibiting exactly the same extremely introverted behavior throughout all five situations.  

The second assumption is that there exists high cross-person variability (low consensus) 

within situations.  Again referring to Figure 1, it is shown that in Situation 1, Persons‟ 1 

through 5 behaviors are all distinct.  For example, Person 1 exhibited very introverted 

behavior, while Person 5 exhibited very extraverted behavior in Situation 1.   No two 

persons‟ behaviors are exactly the same in a given situation according to the dispositional 

model. 

           

The Radical Situationist Model of Behavior 

The Radical Dispositionist Model of Behavior is often contrasted with what is 

known as the Radical Situationist Model of Behavior (See Figure 2).  This approach is the 

polar opposite of the Radical Dispositionist Model of Behavior.  In short, this model 

argues that it is not the disposition but the situation that has the most significant influence 

on behavior and therefore the most deserving of study.  From this standpoint, dispositions 

don‟t exist and it is the situation alone that governs a person‟s behavior.  This approach is 

demonstrated in Figure 2.  It is shown that all Persons (1-5) in Situation 1 exhibited the 

same very low sociability level of -4 (extremely introverted).  In Situation 2, all Persons 

(1-5) again behaved exactly the same as each other, but this time they all behaved 

differently than they did in Situation 1 by exhibiting a moderately low sociability level of 

-2 (moderately introverted).  This trend is seen throughout the remaining 3 situations as  
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Figure 2 – Radical Situationist Approach 
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well.  The crux of the Radical Situationist Model of Behavior is that dispositions don‟t 

exist, therefore it doesn‟t matter who you put into a situation together.  You could place 

Adolph Hitler and Mohammad Gandhi in the same situation and according to this 

approach they should both behave exactly the same.  Therefore, if one were asked to 

predict how Person 5 would act in an unknown Situation 6 without being able to observe 

how Person 5 acts in Situation 6, the answer according to the Radical Situationist 

approach would be virtually impossible to contrive without additional behavioral 

information about Situation 6.  However, if one was given information regarding the 

behavior of others in Situation 6, such as Persons 1-4 all exhibited a sociability level of -4 

(highly introverted), then a radical situationist would predict that Person 5 would exhibit 

a sociability level of -4 (highly introverted) which matches the levels exhibited by all 

other persons in Situation 6.   

The underlying assumptions of the Radical Situationist Model are also the 

complete opposite of those of the Radical Dispositionist Model.  To illustrate, radical 

situationists would assume there is low cross-situational consistency (high 

distinctiveness) in behavior within persons.  This is illustrated in Figure 2 where it is 

shown that the behavior of Person 1 is ever changing throughout Situations 1 (acting 

extremely introverted) through 5 (acting extremely extraverted).  The other assumption of 

the situational model would be that there is low cross-person variability (high consensus) 

within situations.  Looking to Figure 2 once again, it is shown that in Situation 1, all 

Persons 1 through 5 acted in exactly the same extremely introverted manner.  The same 

trend is seen throughout Situations 2 through 5 as well.      
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   Although the Radical Situationist and the Radical Dispositionist Models of 

Behavior are extreme and are probably not ever really descriptive of actual behavior 

patterns, attribution theorists (e.g., Heider, 1958; Jones & Davis, 1965; Kelley, 1967, 

1973) have proposed that attributors try to decide which of the two models come closest 

to describing the behavior or the behavior patterns of the individuals which they observe.  

Since these two models of behavior have diametrically opposed assumptions, it is not 

surprising that attribution theorists have assumed an inverse relationship between 

situational attributions and dispositional attributions.  For example, if an attributor has 

evidence that a specific behavior or a series of behaviors was caused by situational 

forces, they are less likely to either offer dispositional causal explanations for the 

behavior(s) or to infer that the target can be described by some disposition such as an 

attitude, ability, or personality trait.  

 

Distinction between Causal Attributions and Dispositional Attributions 

         Traditionally, attribution theory has been described as, “a theory about how people 

make causal explanations, about how they answer questions beginning with “why?”.  It 

deals with the information they use in making casual inferences, and with what they do 

with this information to answer causal questions” (Kelley, 1973, p. 107).  Attribution 

theory “represents an attempt to determine the antecedents and consequences of some 

man‟s causal beliefs” (McArthur, 1972, p. 474).  Simply put, attribution theory attempts 

to answer the question of how people explain and understand the behavior of others.  For 

example, suppose you hear that a student who typically earns D‟s in most subjects 

receives an A in Math class.  You might wonder if the student is gifted in Math.  Did the 
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student cheat?  Was the class extremely easy?  What if someone pushes past you causing 

you to almost fall and doesn‟t stop to apologize?  Are they simply an overly aggressive 

person or are they on their way to an emergency?  Everyday our interactions with others 

leave us asking these questions.  Answering these questions gives meaning to the causes 

of social events (e.g., our own and others‟ behavior) that surround us.  In turn, it enables 

us to feel as if we can predict and control our environment (DiVitto & McArthur, 1978; 

McArthur, 1972; Wegner & Vallacher, 1977).  Sometimes we attribute the behaviors of 

others to the situations they are in, while other times we attribute the behaviors to the 

disposition of the person.     

Before delving into the world of attribution any further, one very important 

distinction must be made.  Thus far, the definitions of “attribution” cited above have used 

the term in connection with only one of two types of attribution: causal attribution.  For 

example, the focus of all the definitions given above rests solely on the cause(s) of 

attribution.  In reality, there are actually two different types of attribution and in order to 

continue our understanding, a clear differentiation must be made between the two.  The 

second form of attribution is dispositional attribution.  Dispositional attribution centers 

around the actual dispositions assigned to people regardless of why they may have been 

assigned.  While causal attribution focuses on “why” a particular person behaved the way 

that he or she did (e.g., Did a person exhibit the behavior because of some personal 

characteristic that can be used to describe him/her or because of the situation within 

which he/she was momentarily located?), a dispositional attribution focuses on “what” 

was the actual disposition attributed (e.g., What disposition was attributed to the person 

after observing the behavior?).  This difference is clearly explained by Hilton, Smith, and 
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Kim (1995) in their statement that “causal explanation involves giving an explanation for 

why a particular event occurred, whereas dispositional attribution involves learning about 

the characteristics of some entity” (p. 377).   

Even though there is a clear difference between causal and dispositional 

inference, a large majority of researchers in the attribution field have chosen to focus 

solely on causal attribution (Cheng, 1997; Cheng & Novick, 1992; Divitto & McArthur, 

1978; Edwards & Potter, 1993; Heerden, 1999; Hewstone & Jaspers, 1983, 1987; 

Johnson, 1989; Johnson, Boyd, & Magnani, 1994; Jones & Harris, 1967; Kanazawa, 

1992; Kelley, 1967, 1972a, 1972b, 1973; Kruglanski, Schwartz, Maides, & Hamel, 1978; 

McArthur, 1972; Nisbett, 1980; Novick, Fratianne, & Cheng, 1992; Ployhart, Ehrhart, & 

Hayes, 2005; Ross, 1977; Ross & Nisbett, 1991; Schuster, Ruble, & Weinhart, 1998; Van 

Overwalle & Heylighen, 1995).  Within this experimental social psychology tradition 

“explanations have been very specifically understood to be one thing: causal reports. . . . 

Concentrated on the individual‟s solution of „why‟ problems” (Antaki, 1988, p. 7).    

Focusing solely on causal attribution has tended to limit this portion of the literature in 

terms of the context in which it is studied.  Causal attribution studies are always 

referenced to only one specific situation.  In doing so, causal attribution researchers have 

severely restricted their ability to broaden and generalize their findings.  

Other portions of attribution literature have even gone so far as to ignore the 

attribution distinction all together, blurring the line between causal and dispositional 

attribution (Hastie & Pennington, 1989; McClure, 1998).  Even though the greater part of 

attribution literature is focused exclusively on causality, there is a slow to emerge pool of 

research that is making a conscious effort to make known the clear distinction between 
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causal and dispositional attribution (Hilton, 1990; Hilton & Slugoski, 1986; Hilton, 

Smith, & Kim, 1995; Krull, 2001; Krull & Anderson, 1997; Krull & Dill, 1996; Krull & 

Erickson, 1995; Semin & Marsman, 1994; Smith, Hilton, Kim, & Garonzik, 1992; Smith 

& Miller, 1983; Susskind, Maurer, Thakkar, Hamilton, & Sherman, 1999), as well as an 

even smaller group of research focused solely on dispositional attribution (Newman, 

1991; Newston, 1974; Trope, 1986; Van Overwalle, Drenth, & Marsman, 1999).  It is not 

clear as to when exactly the causal attribution trend started which resulted in the literary 

biases noted just earlier, but it can be speculated to have its roots in the era of one of 

attribution theory‟s more influential researchers: Harold Kelley.  

 

Kelley’s Principles of Discounting and Covariation 

Up until recent years, one causal attribution model in particular has dominated 

this field of study.  The theories of Harold Kelley (1967, 1972a, 1972b, 1973) have 

permeated the pool of attribution literature from the late 1960‟s to the present day.  

Kelley‟s (1967, 1972a, 1972b, 1973) causal attribution theory rests on the premise that 

we utilize and are guided by certain principles when making attributions about others‟ 

behaviors.  Our attribution processes will vary depending on which principle is being 

employed.  So, what are these principles and when do we use them?  According to Kelley 

(1967, 1972a, 1972b, 1973), the amount of observations and behavioral information we 

have available to us will govern our choice of principles.  When faced with only a single 

observation of behavior, Kelley (1972a, 1972b, 1973) suggests we utilize the process 

identified as the Discounting Principle.  However, if we have the luxury of having 
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multiple observations of behavior, we will utilize what is termed the Covariation 

Principle.   

Within a single day, most of us come in contact with a number of different 

people, many of whom we have never met before.  Yet we are still capable of drawing 

causal inferences about their behavior from just one encounter with them.  How is it that 

we can make casual attributions when we only have one observation of behavior?  

Obviously having only one observation means that we don‟t have enough data to run a 

complex mental analysis.  To answer this question Kelley (1972a, 1972b, 1973) proposes 

that we rely on the Discounting Principle.  This principle states, “the role of a given 

cause in producing a given effect is discounted if other plausible causes are also present” 

(Kelley, 1972b, p. 8).  This means that when faced with only one behavior observation 

and a number of possible causes, we will discount the role of each given cause in 

producing the behavior until we find the most plausible.    

The discounting principle proposes that observers first look to the situation for 

possible and plausible causes of a single behavior.  People will analyze the situational 

context in which the actor‟s behavior took place first and if they find sufficient probable 

cause for the behavior within the situation, they will then make a situational attribution 

for the behavior regardless of the actor‟s traits or disposition.  As long as an observer can 

find a plausible cause for an actor‟s behavior within the situational context, they will 

ignore the actor‟s disposition and go on to make a situational attribution.  However, if in 

analyzing the situational context, the observer finds no plausible explanations for the 

actor‟s behavior, the observer will then move onto dispositional causes.  If all situational 
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causes can be discounted, then a dispositional attribution will be made for the behavior 

(Kelley, 1972b).   

All-in-all, the discounting principle seems to be fairly cut and dry according to 

Kelley (1972b).  If there is a plausible situational cause for a behavior available, we will 

attribute the behavior to the situation rather than the disposition of the actor.  However, 

some researchers have discovered an anomaly within this discounting process (Jones & 

Harris, 1967; Ross, 1977; Snyder and Jones, 1974).  This irregularity in the attribution 

process is most often referred to as the Fundamental Attribution Error and more 

specifically describes the tendency of observers to fail to discount dispositional factors 

while ignoring situational factors, which leads to an over attribution of dispositions to 

actors (Ross, 1977).  In their 1967 study, Jones and Harris exposed certain situations 

when people fail to discount information as they should according to the discounting 

principle.  Participants were asked to judge the true attitude of a target person who wrote 

either a pro or con essay concerning Fidel Castro.  Participants were also told that the 

target person had written the essay either of their free will or as a required assignment.  

According to the discounting principle, in the condition where the target person wrote a 

pro-Castro essay because it was assigned, the participant should automatically discount 

disposition as the cause and go on to attribute the behavior to the target‟s situation.  

However, that is not what Jones and Harris (1967) discovered.  Participants in this 

particular condition of their study failed to discount dispositional information and 

actually judged the actor‟s true attitude as being pro-Castro even though they were well 

aware that the target had been assigned that position on the topic. When given this 

scenario in which there is obviously a very plausible situational reason for the actor‟s 
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behavior (e.g., the actor was assigned to write a pro-Castro essay) participants seemed to 

ignore the situational cause and opt to attribute the actor‟s behavior to their disposition 

rather than their situation.  Apparently, we may not always give sufficient weight to 

situational causes which, in turn, contributes to our over attributing acts to the 

dispositions of those around us (Snyder & Jones, 1974).  Replication of these findings by 

Snyder and Jones in 1974 gives further evidence of this interesting occurrence, leading 

one to believe that in many cases we may be simply taking behavior at face value and 

nothing more.   

So far we have only discussed our attribution processes for situations in which we 

have only one observation of behavior.  However, many people afford us with not only 

multiple observations of their behavior, but also an abundant amount of other various 

personal information.  In addition to the discounting principle, Kelly also devised a 

theory about how we make causal attributions when we have more than one behavioral 

observation termed the Covariation Principle.  It should be noted as a reminder at this 

time that Kelley‟s Covariation principle and all related studies focus solely on causal 

attribution (why specific behavior happened? What caused the behavior to occur?), 

failing to make the distinction between causal and dispositional attribution.  According to 

Kelley‟s principle (1967, 1972a, 1972b, 1973), we make attributions about other‟s 

behavior by comparing and analyzing different components of the social event: (1) the 

person, (2) the entity the person is interacting with or the situation the person is 

interacting in, and (3) time.  It is believed that information about variations of the 

behavior over persons (consensus information), over entities or situations (distinctiveness 
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information), as well as over time (consistency information) help us make causal 

attributions about the particular behavior. 

Kelley‟s theory of covariation can be better explained through example.  For this 

purpose the fore-mentioned scenario involving the student who scored an A in their Math 

class will be highlighted.  Again, according to Kelley (1967, 1972a, 1972b, 1973) there 

are three types of information that should be considered in order to attribute a behavior 

(e.g., earning an A in Math) to either the disposition of the person or a factor related to 

the situation.  The first is consensus information.  In this case, that would be whether or 

not the student‟s classmates also earned A‟s in the Math class.   If they did, then it would 

be classified as high consensus.  If only one student out of a class of 30 received an A, 

then the behavior would be classified as having low consensus.  Secondly, distinctiveness 

information should be considered.  Did the student receive A‟s in their English and 

Science classes as well?   If the student received D‟s in all of the other subjects then the 

act of receiving an A in Math would be classified as having high distinctiveness because 

it stands out from the other subject grades.  On the other hand, if the student did score A‟s 

in English and Science, then the act of scoring an A in Math would not be very distinctive 

and would therefore be classified as having low distinctiveness.   Finally, consistency 

information should be taken into account.   Has the student received A‟s in Math classes 

before?  If the student has always earned A‟s in Math in the past, then earning an A in 

their present Math class would be consistent with grades received in Math at different 

times and therefore be classified as having high consistency.   However, if the student has 

never received an A before in Math then the behavior would have low consistency.    
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Different patterns of covariation among the three types of information lead us to 

different conclusions about the cause of a particular behavior(s).  For instance, in our 

example, a pattern of low consensus, low distinctiveness, and high consistency would 

lead us to believe that it was something about the student‟s disposition that caused him or 

her to get an A in Math.  This is because low consensus means that not everyone in the 

Math class earned an A.  Low distinctiveness indicates that the student also earned A‟s in 

all their other subjects.  Lastly, high consistency tells us that the student has always 

earned A‟s in their Math classes.  In contrast, if the pattern for our example was high 

consensus, high distinctiveness, and high consistency a very different causal attribution 

would be made.  High consensus means everyone in the Math class received an A.  High 

distinctiveness indicates that the only subject the student received an A in was Math.  

High consistency again tells us that the student has earned A‟s in other Math classes 

taken at different times.  This information leads us to attribute the student‟s A to 

something related to that particular Math class (e.g., the teacher‟s lenient grading style) as 

opposed to the student‟s disposition.  As seen in these two examples, even though the 

level of consistency remains high in both combinations, the causal attributions drawn are 

very different.  This highlights the tendency of Kelley‟s Covariation Principle to 

emphasize the importance of distinctiveness and consensus information over consistency 

information when making causal attributions.  Consistency information only serves to 

polarize the tendency of low distinctiveness and low consensus information to lead one to 

a dispositional attribution as well as to polarize the tendency of high distinctiveness and 

high consensus information to lead one to a situational attribution.     
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Kelley (1972a, p. 151) has argued that “people often make casual attributions as if 

they were analyzing data patterns by means of analysis of variance”.  Kelley and others 

have regularly supported this analogy between our natural processes of attribution and the 

statistical method used in scientific settings to analyze data called Analysis of Variance 

(ANOVA) (DiVitto & McArthur, 1978; Försterling, 1989, 1992; Kelley, 1967, 1972a, 

1972b, 1973; McArthur 1972).  In this view, the layperson treats all the possible causes 

for behavior as independent variables and the behavior as the dependent variable (e.g., 

Person x Entity x Time framework).  “Effects are attributed to those causal factors with 

which they uniquely covary rather than to those which they are relatively independent” 

(Kelley, 1972a, p.151).  It is argued that the covariation between all the variables is 

quickly calculated in our heads.  The results of this sophisticated mental analysis lead us 

to our final causal attribution.  Does this model sound a bit far fetched?  Well, even 

Kelley (1973, p. 113) had to admit that it would be “foolish to suggest that anything like 

a large data matrix is filled out with effect observations before a causal inference is 

made”.  Kelley explains that the Analysis of Variance model of causal attribution should 

be viewed more simply as the context within which we interpret small and sometimes 

partial observations of behavior.  

 

The Attribution Process: Professional Psychologist vs. Layman 

Ever since Kelley popularized the Analysis of Variance model of causal 

attribution, it seems as though research in attribution theory has been governed by a man-

the-scientist analogy (Hilton & Slugoski, 1986).  The crux of Kelley‟s theories lies in this 

idea that the thought process of the average person or layman acts much like that of the 
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scientist computing complex analyses of data.  Regardless of how popular and tempting 

this man-the scientist analogy has become, it is far from being deemed a flawless parallel 

comparison.  Some researchers criticize this analogy for trying to make a connection 

between layman and attribution theorist when one doesn‟t actually exist (Antaki, 1988; 

Edwards & Potter, 1993; Wegner & Vallacher, 1977).  A chapter by Wegner and 

Vallacher (1977) brings to light some of the important differences between the layman 

and the experimental psychologist.  If the average person makes causal attributions using 

the same methods that experimental psychologists use to analyze data (e.g., ANOVA), 

then there should be a great deal of similarity between the conclusions drawn by both.  

This sounds likely except that according to Wegner and Vallacher (1977), the 

conclusions made by laypersons and psychologists do differ and for good reason.  

An experimental psychologist‟s approach to attribution has been said to resemble 

that of Kelley‟s Analysis of Variance model of causal attribution (Wegner & Vallacher, 

1977).  With all three forms of information made available to them (e.g., consensus, 

consistency, and distinctiveness information), the psychologist will statistically analyze 

the data in order to come up with a result-based attribution to either internal or external 

factors.  Experimental psychologists are particularly sensitive to the interaction between 

persons and the settings because this is typically the source of the most variability.  

Therefore, knowing how an individual acts in one situation doesn‟t help your ability to 

predict their behavior in different situations.  Due to this sensitivity to situations and 

interactions, the psychologist tends to be wary of attributing behavior to internal factors 

or traits (Wegner & Vallacher, 1977).  
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On the other hand, the average person attributes the behavior of others to traits all 

the time.  For example, you are walking in the mall and someone pushes pass you so 

abruptly that you have to catch yourself from falling.  As you regain your composure, 

you realize that the person didn‟t even bother to apologize for their recklessness.  Do you 

attribute the person‟s behavior to an external factor such as an urgent family emergency 

or do you attribute a trait such as “aggressiveness” to the person in order to explain away 

their behavior?  More often than not, we would make an internal attribution and assign a 

trait to the person.  Why does this occur so often?  One possible reason is that unlike the 

trained psychologist, the layperson tends to be less sensitive to “subtle situational factors 

that direct behavior” (Wegner & Vallacher, 1977).  More often than not, the average 

person isn‟t aware of all the situational factors surrounding others‟ behaviors.  This leads 

the layman to over-attribute traits to those around them.  Examples of over-attributing 

traits were discussed earlier in the works of Jones and Harris (1967) as well as Snyder 

and Jones (1974) in connection with the discounting principle.  However, over-attributing 

traits does serve a purpose in our daily lives.  Wegner and Vallacher (1977, p. 75) state 

that:  

Internal attributions are necessary [for the layperson] if we are to hold others 

             accountable for their actions.  The tendency to assign traits to others, and thereby 

             explain their behavior, reflects more than insensitivity to situational forces or a desire 

             for restitution and vengeance . . . . Internal attributions quite often allow the observer 

             to predict an actor‟s behavior in varied situations with greater confidence than do 

             external attributions (p. 75).   

 



 19 

From just this brief review, it is apparent that even though the man-the-scientist 

analogy is a popular and appealing idea, it is far from being a true reflection of attribution 

in real life.  There exists a divide between the mental workings of the trained 

experimental psychologist and the layman that cannot and should not be ignored.  It 

appears as though many experimental psychologists and attribution theorists in particular 

have ignored these differences and ascribed to laymen the kind of analysis (e.g., 

ANOVA) that they themselves use to understand the world (Antaki, 1988).  Regardless 

of how lamentable this theoretical practice is because of the many discrepancies attached 

to it, at least we now have some understanding as to how this analogy came about and 

why it has been perpetuated within the scientific community. 

Moving forward, if the man-the-scientist analogy cannot be viewed as a viable 

explanation of how the layperson makes attributions then what process do they use?   

Monson (2008) has suggested that the using the ANOVA as a model for explaining 

causal attributions could be a huge mistake.  Instead he has proposed that certain features 

of the ANOVA model make much more sense as a way of predicting dispositional 

attributions than causal attributions.  Calling his model “Stat-tribution” theory in order to 

avoid confusion with earlier ANOVA models of attribution, Monson emphasized the 

importance of re-examining the basics of Analysis of Variance as a statistical procedure.  

Monson suggested that researchers seldom ask why a specific subject responded 

the way that he or she did in a particular experimental condition.  Instead, they try to 

make a decision about whether the average behavior exhibited by subjects within one 

experimental condition is different from the average behavior exhibited by subjects 

within another experimental condition.  Although sample means are acknowledged to be 
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unbiased estimators of population means, researchers are aware that sample means may 

be different just by chance and bend over backwards to avoid concluding sample means 

are different when the population means are not.  Researchers attempt to minimize their 

Type I errors by calculating an F statistic which is calculated by taking the variance of 

the sample means and dividing it by another number (e.g., dividing the mean of the 

variances within the experimental conditions by the number of subjects within each 

condition).  This F will be maximized to the extent that there is greater variance in the 

sample means (e.g., high distinctiveness from the attribution perspective), to the extent 

that there is lower variance in the scores within conditions (e.g., both high consensus and 

high consistency from the attribution perspective contribute to this lower variance), and 

to the extent that the number of subjects within each condition is increased.  

As a consequence, it is not surprising that attribution theorists have proposed that 

high distinctiveness, high consensus, and high consistency are associated with situational 

attributions.  However, Monson (2008) believes that this notion of using the ANOVA 

procedure to come to the conclusion that low distinctiveness, low consensus, and high 

consistency should be associated with dispositional attributions is far less compelling.  

Monson proposed that the naïve psychologist does not share the assumption of 

professional psychologists that there should be an inverse relationship between situational 

attributions and dispositional attributions.  He suggests that attributors typically believe 

that the average of a sample of behaviors that an individual has exhibited can be used to 

infer what that person‟s long term disposition is regardless of whether that person has 

exhibited high cross-situational consistency in their behavior (e.g., low distinctiveness) or 

whether that person has exhibited low cross-situational consistency in behavior (e.g., high 
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distinctiveness).  In fact, the F for evaluating differences in person means (e.g., subject‟s 

means) in an ANOVA is not tested against an error term that involves variability across 

situations.  Furthermore, Monson proposes that the naïve psychologist has very different 

motivations in respect to avoiding Type I errors than do professional researchers.  He 

suggests that naïve psychologists are much more likely to infer that a person is “guilty of 

a trait until found innocent” rather than take a conservative approach and conclude that a 

person “is innocent of a trait until found guilty”.   

 

The Behavior Averaging Principle of Attribution 

 Monson (2008) proposes that the process of dispositional attribution is largely 

based on the principles of averaging.  This approach has been termed the Behavior 

Averaging Principle of Attribution (BAPA) and it is believed to be the governing force 

behind our attribution process.  Monson theorizes that when we are presented with a 

series of behavioral observations of a target person, we simply take the average of the 

behaviors which we then use as the foundation from which we attribute a disposition.   

We have already learned through Jones and Harris (1967) that when people are 

afforded only a single observation of behavior, they will more often than not take that 

behavior at “face value” and attribute a disposition based solely on that one behavior 

regardless of any possible situational causes of that behavior.  So, couldn‟t it then be 

possible that we also take multiple observations of behavior at “face value” as well?  By 

ignoring possible situational influences and simply computing the average of a person‟s 

behaviors, we are then in fact, taking that person‟s behaviors as a whole, at “face value”.  
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 As discussed early, the traditional Covariation Principle proposed that people 

base their dispositional attributions on the results of a complex mental analysis of all the 

information provided to them about the target person and the situation(s) they are in. 

According to this traditional theory, we as attributors do not ignore situational 

information, but instead carefully figure it into our mental computations.  However, 

investigation has discovered that people consistently under-utilize situational information 

(Jackson, Monson, Etheridge, and Beer, 1998).  Monson et al. (1998) provides evidence 

that people are, in fact, overlooking situational factors such as the degree of cross-

situational consistency.  It was found that people attributed dispositions to targets even 

when those targets‟ behaviors varied greatly across situations.  These findings give 

further support that we are ignoring situational information and simply taking behavior(s) 

at “face value” by using a basic averaging technique.  Therefore, refuting the traditional 

belief that we utilize all situational and variability information provided as variables in 

mental ANOVAs.   

Past research has also suggested that people cannot detect correlations that are 

below 0.6 (Nisbett, 1980; Nisbett & Ross, 1980). However, more recent research has 

determined that by using the behavior averaging approach people accurately identify the 

traits of targets even when the targets are exhibiting cross-situational correlations of less 

than .15 (Monson, & Janowsky, 2002; Monson & Pederson, 1988; Saigal, 2001; Saigal, 

Saigal & Monson, 2002).  So, it seems as though research has supported the idea that 

behavior averaging is a more basic mental computation which allows us to make 

dispositional attributions not only quickly and with ease, but with more accuracy than the 

complicated mental correlations believed to be used by traditional attribution theorists.   
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The Hybrid Interactionist Model of Behavior 

Monson originally proposed that attributors do not base their trait attributions on 

perceptions of situational variability or the ability to calculate correlations in their heads.  

From this proposal, Monson developed the model of behavior entitled the Hybrid 

Interactionist Model of Behavior (HIMB).  Although this interactionist perspective is just 

one of a number of possibilities, earlier psychologists had expressed optimism about 

interactionist approaches for predicting behavior.  Interactionism “denies the primacy of 

either traits or situations in the determination of behavior; instead it fully recognizes that 

whatever main effects do emerge will depend entirely upon the particular sample of 

settings and individuals under consideration” (Bowers, 1973, p. 327).  In other words, the 

interactionist approach promotes the notion that dispositional and situational factors are 

entirely interdependent, neither is more influential than the other and it is the interaction 

between the two that holds the most weight (Bowers, 1973; Emmons, Diener, & Larsen, 

1986).  In support, it has been shown that disposition accounts for approximately 10% of 

the variance found in the prediction of behavior.  Situation accounts for another 10% of 

the variance.  However, the interaction between disposition and situation accounts for 

20% of the variance.  Taken all together, 40% of the variance can be accounted for, 

leaving 60% of the variance unaccounted for in the prediction of behavior (Bowers, 

1973).   

  The basic features of Monson‟s Hybrid Interactionist Model of Behavior 

(Monson, 1982; Monson, Hesley, & Chernick, 1982; Monson & Pederson, 1988) are 

depicted in Figure 3 (Part I) and Figure 4 (Part II).  According to the HIMB, every 

situation is different and each allows us varying levels of freedom to express our true 
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disposition.  Therefore, it is important to distinguish between situations with high 

situational constraint and those with low situational constraint when trying to determine 

traits and predict behavior.  According to Monson, Hesley, and Chernick (1982) 

situations with high constraint cause everyone to act in one particular way regardless of 

whether the behavior is consistent or inconsistent with their individual dispositions.  For 

example, being in a library promotes introverted behavior just as being at a party 

promotes extraverted behavior.  When given circumstances where high situational 

constraint is at play, it is extremely difficult to distinguish between actual dispositions 

and forced behavior because all the behaviors are skewed in one particular direction.  On 

the other hand, Monson et al. (1982) also concluded that when trying to determine 

dispositions and predict future behavior, it is best to look to situations which contain very 

low situational constraint.  These types of neutral situations allow the person maximum 

freedom to express their true dispositions.  Low constraint situations grant us a more 

accurate look at a person‟s true disposition which in turns allows for greater predictive 

power when determining future behaviors. 
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Figure 3 − Hybrid Interactionist Model of Behavior Part I: Interactionist Perspective 

                       with No Self-Selection of Persons to Situations 
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Figure 4 − Hybrid Interactionist Model of Behavior Part II: Interactionist Perspective  

                      with Self-Selection of Persons to Situations 
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The importance of situational constraint can be visualized in Part I of the HIMB 

depicted in Figure 3.  It is shown that in situations with high constraint [e.g., Situation  

(-4) and Situation (+4)], all Persons1 through 5 acted exactly the same.  If given only the 

information that all persons acted extremely introverted in Situation (-4) and then all 

acted extremely extraverted in Situation (+4), it would be virtually impossible to 

determine individual dispositions and thereby be able to predict future behavior.  

However, if you look at situations with lower situational constraint [e.g., Situation (-2) 

and Situation (+2)] where there is only slight pressure to act a certain way, it becomes 

more salient that there are dispositional differences between all five people.  Then 

looking at Situation (0) which has the lowest situational constraint and could be 

considered a “neutral” situation, it becomes extremely clear that dispositional differences 

are present between Persons 1 through 5.  To reiterate, according to the Hybrid 

Interaction Model of Behavior (Part I), it is conditions like that of Situation (0) that are 

most telling of a person‟s disposition and therefore should be given the most attention 

when trying to predict future behaviors 

Going one step further, some researchers not only believe that the interaction 

between the disposition and the situation is important, but have discovered that people 

will actively place themselves or “self-select” into situations which are compatible with 

their dispositions (DeFries & Lochlin, 1977; Mischel, 1977; Scarr & McCartney, 1983).  

“People seek out environments they find compatible and stimulating.  We all select from 

the surrounding environment some aspects to which to respond, learn about, or ignore.  

Our selections are correlated with motivational, personality, and intellectual aspects of 

our genotypes” (Scarr & McCartney, 1983, p. 427).  
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 As evidenced thus far, it has been thought that it is a person‟s desire to maintain 

dispositional continuity that is the driving force behind self-selection into certain 

situations.  This idea that we self-select into situations that are compatible with our 

dispositions seems reasonable enough when circumstances afford us with a choice.  But 

as we all know, it is virtually impossible to voluntarily choose every situation we find 

ourselves in.  The reality is that we live in a society that often imposes certain constraints 

on our situational and behavioral choices.  We often find ourselves participating in 

situations and scenarios that if given the choice, we would opt out of.  For example, a 

student who is extremely introverted would most likely choose not to conduct an oral 

presentation because presenting themselves in front of an audience is an extremely 

extraverted behavior.  However, they may find themselves doing just that despite their 

introverted disposition because an oral presentation may be a mandatory requirement for 

them in order to complete a course.   

Part II of the Hybrid Interactionist Model of Behavior (See Figure 4) incorporates 

the concept of self-selection with the idea that situational constraint plays an active role 

in determining our current behaviors as well as the prediction of our future behaviors 

(Mischel, 1977).  The HIMB gives further support to the idea that when given the 

opportunity, we will self-select into situations that encourage behaviors consistent with 

our own dispositions and avoid those situations where we may have to act inconsistent 

with our dispositions.  For example, an extraverted person would most likely choose not 

to spend a lot of time in libraries.  A library is an example of a situation which strongly 

encourages introversion [See Figure 4, Situation (-4)].  In addition, an introvert would 

most likely elect not to spend a lot of time attending parties.  A party is an example of a 
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situation which strongly encourages extraversion [See Figure 4, Situation (+4)].  

However, an extraverted person would be likely to choose situations which strongly 

encourage extraversion (e.g., a party) or situations with weak situational pressures which 

allow them to act extraverted [See figure 4, Situation (0)].  Similarly, an introverted 

person would be likely to choose situations which strongly encourage introversion (e.g., a 

library) or situations with weak situational pressures which allow them to act introverted 

[See Figure 4, Situation (0)].    

When the data from Part I and Part II of the HIMB is combined, we see that of the 

total of eight situations which includes data from Person 5 (the extravert), very 

extraverted behaviors are exhibited six out of the eight situations or 75% of the time.  We 

also see that of the total of eight situations which includes data from Person 1 (the 

introvert), very introverted behaviors are exhibited six out of the eight situations or 75% 

of the time.  Thus, the average behavior of extraverts is considerably more extraverted 

than the average behavior of introverts despite the fact that they both exhibit considerable 

cross-situational variability in their behavior because they occasionally find themselves in 

situations which strongly encourage behaviors which are inconsistent with their 

dispositions.  Furthermore, when data is generated by this model which includes 

sufficient error to produce average cross-situational consistency correlations of 

approximately .15, subjects were able to detect the underlying true trait scores with a 

great deal of accuracy through a process which is very likely to be “behavior 

averaging”(e.g., Monson, 1982; Saigal, 2001, Saigal & Monson, 2002, Saigal, Monson, 

& Janowsky, 2002 ). 
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Re-evaluating the Role of Causal Attributions in the ANOVA Model of Attribution 
 

Traditional attribution theory (e.g., Heider, 1958; Jones & Davis, 1965; Kelley, 

1967, 1972a, 1972b, 1973) has assigned the assessment of causal reasoning for behavior 

a key role in the attribution process.  Causal reasoning assessment has been thought to 

play a crucial part in deciding when it is appropriate to attribute dispositions to an actor 

and when it is not appropriate to attribute dispositions to an actor.  When an observer has 

access to only a single observation of behavior, Kelley‟s discounting principle proposes 

that if the observer finds evidence that the behavior occurred in a highly constrained 

situation that might have caused the behavior, then they should decide not to attribute 

dispositions to the target person.  However, research has suggested that the observers 

often commit what is known as the “fundamental attribution error” when they attribute 

dispositions when they should not (Jones & Harris, 1967; Ross, 1977; Synder & Jones; 

1974). 

When observers have access to multiple behaviors, traditional attribution theory 

has assumed that dispositional attributions should not be made when attributors observe a 

target person exhibiting high cross-situational variability in their behavior (Jones & 

Nisbett, 1972).   This means that if the target‟s behavioral history appears to have been 

caused by the situational forces that they have encountered, then no dispositional 

attribution should be assigned.  However, research presented by Monson and his 

colleagues (Jackson, Monson, Etheridge, & Beer, 1998) has suggested that the 

“fundamental attribution error” can be extended beyond single behavioral observations to 

include multiple observations of behavior as well.  Monson et al. (1998) discovered that 
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attributors will still attribute dispositions when traditional approaches to attribution 

theory would suggest that they should not.   

How can these results be reconciled with the many studies mentioned earlier 

which appear to support Kelley‟s Covariation Principle (e.g., ANOVA model of 

attribution).  First of all, it should be reiterated that the vast majority of those studies were 

directed at investigating causal attributions for a single episode of behavior while being 

provided with additional information about “distinctiveness”, “consensus”, and 

“consistency”.  Presumably, this information could be used to determine whether that 

single episode of behavior was more likely to have been caused by the person‟s 

dispositions or by the situation in which the person is in.  Although Monson (2008) has 

made a strong case that it is dispositional attributions, not causal attributions, which are 

based upon the assessment of behavioral averages without giving consideration to 

behavioral variances.  It still could be argued that causal attributions for single instances 

of behavior could be used to decide which behaviors are included in the behavioral 

averages and which are not.  For example, since trait measures are much more likely to 

be correlated with behaviors occurring in situations where the situational pressures are 

relatively weak (low situational constraint) than in situations where the situational 

pressures are relatively strong (high situational constraint) (Monson, Hesley, & Chernick, 

1982).  It could be argued that it makes sense to only include behaviors from “weak” 

situations and not “strong” situations when calculating a behavioral average from which 

to base a dispositional attribution.  

Table 1 can be used to illustrate the differences in these approaches.  Looking to 

Person 1, it is shown that they exhibited the following behaviors: -4, +4, +4, and +4.   By  
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 Table 1– Example of Behaviors Exhibited in High-Constraint Situations Embedded with 

                 Behaviors Exhibited in Low-Constraint Situations 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Sit 1.* Sit. 2 Sit. 3 Sit. 4** 

Person 1 -4 +4 +4 +4 

Person 2 -4 +2 +2 +4 

Person 3 -4  0  0 +4 

Person 4               -4 -2 -2              +4 

Person 5               -4 -4 -4              +4 

 

  * Situation 1 displays a high level of situational constraint promoting Introversion. 

**Situation 4 displays a high level of situational constraint promoting Extraversion. 
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dividing the sum of all the behaviors by the number of situations Person 1 was in, you get 

a behavioral average for Person 1 of +2.  However, if Person 1‟s behavioral average is re-

calculated including only the situations with low consensus/low constraint (e.g., 

Situations 2 and 3) and excluding the situations with high consensus/ high constraint 

(e.g., Situations 1 and 4) the average is now +4.  Likewise, Person 5‟s behavioral average 

is -2 when calculated across all situations and -4 when calculated only for low consensus 

situations/low constraint situations.  The purpose of the present research is to investigate 

whether or not people typically take into account their causal judgments for why single 

behaviors were exhibited (e.g., situational constraint) when they calculate behavior 

averages upon which to base their dispositional attributions.  Or is it that they disregard 

this situational information in they same way that they apparently do when committing 

the fundamental attribution error in cases of single behavioral observation.  It may well 

be that subjects are fully capable of making causal attributions when asked for them 

specifically as traditional attribution theory suggests.   However, it may also be that when 

not asked for them, subjects will not choose to use them as aides in forming their 

dispositional attributions.     

Although it may make sense intuitively to weight behavioral averages by 

evaluating why people acted they way they did in each situation (e.g., causal 

attributions), it may not be worth the effort to do so.  The effort to keep track of all the 

information necessary to make such causal attributions may be neither possible nor worth 

the effort.  Research has suggested that people may limit effortful attempts to infer the 

dispositional characteristics of others to only those individuals who they are likely to 

encounter in the future and/or those who have the capability of administering rewards or 
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punishments (Berscheid, Graziano, Monson, & Dermer, 1976; Monson, Keel, Stephens, 

& Genung, 1982). 

Furthermore, Monson‟s Hybrid Interactionist Model of Behavior implies there are 

circumstances for which there are not simple answers to the „why‟ of causal attributions.  

In Part II of the HIMB, people are assumed to self-select into situations which are high in 

situational constraint as long as the situations promote the expression of their own 

dispositions.  Thus, the fact that extraverts choose to self-select into situations which 

strongly encourage extraversion (e.g., parties) makes it difficult to unmistakably 

determine why the person has acted extraverted in that situation.  Was it because the 

situation caused him or her to act extraverted or was it because his or her disposition 

encouraged the choice of that situation?  Wilson (1993) has argued for the adaptive 

nature of attributing dispositions to targets who have acted consistent with strong 

situational pressures in the case of a single observation of behavior (e.g., acting 

extraverted at a party).  The act of doing so has been interpreted as evidence of the 

fundamental attribution error.  However, Wilson (1993) suggested that if an attributor has 

only a single observation of behavior, then they should typically have no reason to 

assume that the person did not self-select into that situation on the basis of his or her 

dispositions.  Monson (2008) suggests the „why‟ question (causal attribution) will seldom 

be posed by anyone other than researchers except when the person has exhibited a 

behavior that is inconsistent with his or her normal behavioral tendencies (Hilton &  

Slugoski, 1986). 

In order to investigate the importance or the lack of importance of causal 

attributions in determining dispositional attributions, a two-part study (preliminary and 
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primary) was designed.  For the sake of simplification, all behaviors exhibited throughout 

both parts of this study were limited to varying degrees of Introversion or Extraversion.  

The purpose of the first study, or preliminary study was to make very salient some of the 

variables that traditional attribution theory believes we analyze in order to carry out our 

process of attribution.  Also, researchers wanted to demonstrate that the participants fully 

understood the dynamics of each of the variables.  This would be evidenced by their 

successful completion of corresponding rating tasks.    

First, situational information (e.g., within-situation variability, levels of 

situational constraint) was brought into focus for the participants by first asking them to 

examine a table which showed various situations and the behaviors that occurred within 

each of them.  After proper examination of the situational information provided, 

participants were asked to make two types of situational ratings:  rate the variability 

across persons within each situation (consensus) and rate the situation itself in terms of 

high and low constraint.  It is believed that participants would be able to accurately rate 

both the variability as well as the level of constraint of each situation.  Additionally, it 

was thought that the completion of these exercises would adequately raise the 

participants‟ awareness of the possible influence of situational factors so that causal 

attributions might influence dispositional attributions if there was any inclination to do so 

in the first place.   

The next portion of the preliminary study presented participants with the same 

exact table of information from before, except this time the focus was turned to the 

variability exhibited by the individual people across situations.  This, of course, is   

another one of the variables that traditional theory suggests we use during our attribution 
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process.  For this section, participants were asked to rate the variability across situations 

within persons (distinctiveness).  It was expected that participants would be able to 

accurately rate how variable each person was.  Additionally, it was thought that the 

completion of this exercise would adequately highlight for the participants, the fact that 

the behaviors of a person may vary to different degrees from one situation to another.   

It was expected that upon completion of the preliminary portion, participants will 

have been effectively made aware of the central variables (e.g., variability within 

situations, situational constraint, and person variability) thought to be utilized in the 

attribution process by traditional theory (e.g. ANOVA model of attribution).  This point 

is extremely crucial because as stated earlier, the belief of the current study is that even 

with the information fresh in their minds, participants will choose to ignore the variables 

related to causal attribution and go on to make comparatively accurate dispositional 

attributions based on behavior averaging.  In order to properly test this proposal, a two-

part primary study was developed.   

 

Major Hypotheses for Primary Study 

In Part I of the primary study subjects will be presented with examples of 

behavior from two categories: (1) predictable only situations (PredSit) and (2) predictable 

+ unpredictable situations (PredSit + UnpredSit).   In the first category, PredSit, subjects 

will receive data from five different situations in which there is no situational constraint.  

In each of these situations, everyone will act differently from each other (e.g., low 

consensus):  one person will act extremely extraverted, one person will act moderately 

extraverted, one person will act ambiverted, one person will act moderately introverted, 
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and one person will act extremely extraverted.  The average behavior in each PredSit 

condition will be ambiverted.  In addition, across the five PredSit conditions each of the 

five targets will exhibit the same behavior (e.g., low distinctiveness) that they did in 

every other PredSit condition. The low consensus and the low distinctiveness exhibited 

by these targets in these five PredSit conditions should result in dispositional attributions 

which correspond to their behavioral averages.  

In the second category, PredSit + UnpredSit, subjects will receive data from five 

predictable situations (PredSit) and from four unpredictable situations (UnpredSit).  In 

each of the UnpredSit conditions, all five persons will be exhibiting the same behavior.  

Therefore, the UnpredSit conditions are examples of situations with high constraint (high 

consensus).  There will be three subcategories of UnpredSit conditions: (1) the forced 

introversion condition where all four of the unpredictable situations are ones in which all 

five of the targets exhibit extremely introverted behaviors, (2) the forced extraversion 

condition where all four of the unpredictable situations are ones in which all five of the 

targets exhibit extremely extraverted behaviors, and (3) the mixed condition where two of 

the unpredictable situations are forced introversion conditions and two are forced 

extraversion conditions. 

If the subjects are making causal attributions according to traditional attribution 

perspectives, they could be expected to explain the behaviors in the four UnpreSit 

conditions with situational-based causal attributions and therefore ignore those behaviors 

when making dispositional attributions about the targets.  In other words, they should 

give heavy weighting to the behaviors in the five PredSit conditions and little or no 

weighting to the behaviors in the four UnpredSit conditions.  When subjects calculate a 
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behavior average upon which to describe the targets‟ dispositions they would be expected 

to only utilize the behaviors from the five PredSit conditions.  As a consequence, the 

discounting of the behaviors from conditions in which the behaviors appear to have been 

caused by situational factors should result in assigning dispositional attributions in the 

PredSit + UnpredSit conditions that should be very similar to the dispositional 

attributions assigned in the PredSit conditions. 

In contrast, the theory and research proposed by Monson and his colleagues 

implies that the subjects will not be sensitive to the situational causes in the four 

UnpredSit conditions and will assign dispositional attributions using a behavior average 

that is based upon the equal weighting of data from all nine episodes of behavior in the 

PredSit + UnpredSit conditions.  If this is the case, then the dispositional attributions 

offered in the PredSit conditions should be very different from those offered in the 

PredSit + UnpredSit conditions. 

In Part II of primary study, subjects will be presented with behaviors from only 

four UnpredSit conditions.  As described in Part I of the primary study, in each of the 

UnpredSit conditions there will be evidence of high situational constraint stemming from 

the fact that all five persons will be exhibiting the same behavior (high consensus).  

Again there will be three subcategories of UnpredSit conditions: (1) the forced 

introversion condition where all four of the unpredictable situations are ones in which all 

five of the targets exhibit extremely introverted behaviors, (2) the forced extraversion 

condition where all four of the unpredictable situations are ones in which all five of the 

targets exhibit extremely extraverted behaviors, and (3) the mixed condition where two of 
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the unpredictable situations are forced introversion conditions and two are forced 

extraversion conditions. 

If the traditional attribution approaches of Heider (1958), Jones and Davis (1965), 

and Kelley (1967, 1972a, 1972b, 1973) are correct, then the subjects‟ perceptions of the 

likely situational causes of all of the behaviors in the four UnpredSit conditions should 

lead them to discount all of behaviors as being relevant to the attribution of dispositional 

traits.  In contrast, the literature (Jackson, Monson, Etheridge, & Beer, 1998; Jones & 

Harris, 1967; Ross, 1977; Snyder & Jones, 1974) suggesting that attributors are prone to 

the fundamental attribution error would imply that the subjects will take behavior at “face 

value” and will use a behavior average to calculate a dispositional trait attribution for the 

targets despite the fact that there may be no justification for doing so according to 

traditional attribution theory.   
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METHODOLOGY: Preliminary Study 

 

Participants 

 One hundred and fourteen students were drawn from an undergraduate statistics 

class as well as an introductory psychology class at Florida Atlantic University.  The 

undergraduate students volunteered to participate in exchange for either extra credit for 

those enrolled in statistics or course credit toward satisfying a research requirement for 

those enrolled in introductory psychology.  Testing was done in small groups and 

subjects were able to complete the task in less than one hour.  This study was conducted 

following all the guidelines set forth by the American Psychological Association (APA) 

for the ethical treatment of human subjects.   

 

Materials and Procedure  

 After understanding and signing an informed consent document (See Appendix 

A), participants were given printed instructions for the current study (See Appendix B).  

Participants were asked to read through the instructions carefully.  Researchers answered 

participants‟ questions regarding clarification as so far as the answers did not reveal the 

underlying purpose of the study.  

The preliminary study asked participants to complete two questionnaires (See 

Appendix C).  Each sheet displayed a table of information. The tables on both sheets 
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contained the same exact information describing the behaviors of 10 people in 9 different 

situations. The behaviors in the tables were described in simple terms ranging from 

extremely introverted to extremely extraverted.  Even though the information contained in 

both tables were identical, participants were asked to answer different questions on each 

sheet.  For each type of question asked, a corresponding scale was provided below each 

table to aide the participants in their evaluations. 

The first of the two sheets asked participants to write down directly on the page 

their best guesses regarding how variable across persons they felt all the behaviors were 

in 8 of the 9 situations in which data was presented (Situations 1 through 4 constituted 

Replication 1 and Situations 6 through 9 constituted Replication 2; See Form X-1 in 

Appendix C). The corresponding scale was labeled the Variability Across Persons Within 

Situations Scale.  This scale ranged from 1 to 11, with 1 signifying extremely low 

variability and 11 signifying extremely high variability.   

 

Variability Rating Across Persons Within Situations 
 

(1) . . . . . .  . (2) . . . .  . . . (3) . . . . . . . (4) . . . . . . . (5) . . . . . . . (6) . . . . . . . (7) . . . . . . . (8) . . . . . . . (9) . . . . . . . (10) . . . . . . .(11)   

Extremely                                                                                Moderate                                                                                   Extremely 

    High                                                                                     Variability                                                                                       Low 

Variability                                                                                                                                                                                  Variability 

 

 

Next participants were asked to make their best guesses as to what kind of 

situation each of the 8 out of 9 situations in which data was presented were (Situations 1 

through 4 constituted Replication 1 and Situations 6 through 9 constituted Replication 2).  

Again, to aid in their evaluation, a second scale was provided, simply titled the Situation 

Rating Scale.  This was a Likert Scale ranging from -5 to +5 with -5 representing a 
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situation that strongly encourages introversion and +5 representing a situation that 

strongly encourages extraversion. 

 

 

 

Situation Rating Scale: 

 
(-5) . . . . . . (-4) . . . . . . (-3) . . . . . . (-2) . . . . . . (-1) . . . . . . (0) . . . . . . (+1) . . . . . . (+2) . . . . . . (+3) . . . . . . (+4) . . . . . .  (+5) 

    Strongly                     Moderately                     Weakly          ↓             Weakly                       Moderately                      Strongly 

  Encourages                  Encourages                  Encourages      ↓          Encourages                   Encourages                   Encourages 

  Introversion                Introversion                Introversion      ↓         Extraversion                 Extraversion                 Extraversion 

                                                                                                        ↓ 

                                                                                                Ambiverted 
                                                                     (encourages neither introversion nor extraversion) 

 

The second sheet of the preliminary questionnaire (See Form X-2 in Appendix C) 

asked participants to write down directly on the page their best guesses as to the 

variability of each person‟s behaviors across 8 of the 9 situations.  The corresponding 

scale was labeled Variability Across Situations Within Persons Rating Scale. This scale 

ranged from 1 to 11, with 1 signifying extremely low variability and 11 signifying very 

high variability. 

 

Variability Rating Across Situations Within Persons 
 

(1) . . . . . .  . (2) . . . .  . . . (3) . . . . . . . (4) . . . . . . . (5) . . . . . . . (6) . . . . . . . (7) . . . . . . . (8) . . . . . . . (9) . . . . . . . (10) . . . . . . (11) 

Extremely                                                                                 Moderate                                                                                  Extremely 

    High                                                                                      Variability                                                                                      Low 

Variability                                                                                                                                                                                  Variability 

 

Immediately following their completion of the preliminary questionnaires, participants 

were then asked to review the instructions for the primary study.  
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RESULTS: Preliminary Study 

 

Dependent Variable 1:  Cross-Person Variability Rating  

 A 2 (Replication: replication 1 vs. replication 2) x 4 (Situational Pressure: forced 

introversion vs. neutral 1 vs. neutral 2 vs. forced extraversion) Analysis of Variance 

(ANOVA) was conducted on the first dependent variable: Cross-Person Variability 

(consensus).  Table 2 summarizes the means that were compared in this ANOVA.  Table 

3 summarizes the results of this ANOVA.  The only large F reported in Table 3 was in 

connection to the main effect for situational pressure F (3, 168) = 43.60, p < .000.  The 

average rating for Cross-Person Variability was substantially lower for the forced 

introversion (M = 2.57) and forced extraversion (M = 3.21) conditions in comparison to 

either neutral conditions respectively (M „s = 7.61, 7.45).  Figure 5 depicts the differences 

in means for Cross-Person Variability ratings in each of the four situational pressure 

conditions.  Pairwise comparisons showed that the forced introversion and forced 

extraversion conditions were both significantly different from the neutral 1 and neutral 2 

conditions.  Pairwise comparisons also revealed that the forced introversion and forced 

extraversion conditions were not significantly different from each other.  An examination 

of the results clearly shows that subjects are capable of accurately detecting differences in 

Cross-Person Variability (e.g., consensus as defined by Kelley). 
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Table 2 − Overall Primary Means for Replication and Situational Pressure (Variability) 

                   

 

                                     

                                       SITUATIONAL PRESSURE 

 

 

 

REPLICATION 

 

                       

                                             Mean               2.57                 7.61                7.45                    3.21 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Forced 

Introversion 
Neutral 1 Neutral 2 

Forced 

Extraversion 

 

Mean 

Replication 

1 

 

2.70 7.42 7.51 3.02 5.16 

Replication     

2 

 

2.44 7.79 7.39 3.40 5.25 
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Table 3 − Results from ANOVA Conducted on Cross-Person Variability   

                                 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

   *significant results are highlighted in the table. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source 

 

SS 

 

df 
Mean 

Square 

 

F 

 

Sig. 

Partial 

Eta 

Squared 

Replication .97 1 .97 .23 ns .00 

Error (replication) 238.16 56 4.25    

Situational Pressure 2474.90 3 824.97 43.60 .000 .44 

Error (situational pressure) 3178.97 168 18.92    

Replication * Situational 

                  Pressure 
9.55 3 3.18 1.50 ns .03 

Error (rep. * sit. pressure) 355.83 168 2.12    
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Figure 5 − Graph of Means for Replication x Situational Pressure (Variability) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 47 

Dependent Variable 2:  Situational Rating 

 A 2 (Replication: replication 1 vs. replication 2) x 4 (Situational Pressure: forced 

introversion vs. neutral 1 vs. neutral 2 vs. forced extraversion) Analysis of Variance 

(ANOVA) was conducted on the second dependent variable (situational ratings).  Table 4 

summarizes the means that were compared in this ANOVA.  Table 5 summarizes the 

results of this ANOVA.  The only large F reported in Table 5 was in connection to the 

main effect for situational rating   F (3, 168) =284.66, p < .000.  The average rating for 

situation was substantially lower for the forced introversion (M = -4.10) and substantially 

higher for forced extraversion (M = 4.55) conditions in comparison to either neutral 

conditions respectively (M’s = .25, .04).  Figures 6 and 7 depict the differences in means 

for situation ratings in each of the four situational pressure conditions.  Pairwise 

comparisons showed that the forced introversion condition was significantly different 

than the neutral 1, neutral 2, and forced extraversion conditions.  Pairwise comparisons 

also revealed that the forced extraversion condition was significantly different from the 

neutral 1, neutral 2, and forced introversion conditions.  In examination of the results, it is 

clear that subjects are capable of accurately detecting differences in the extent to which 

situations encourage or discourage behaviors. 
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Table 4 − Overall Primary Means for Replication and Situational Pressure 

         

                                     

                                                                                                                                                                             

                                      SITUATIONAL PRESSURE  

 

 

 

REPLICATION 

 

                         

                                            Mean               -4.10                 .25                   .04                   4.55 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Forced 

Introversion 
Neutral 1 Neutral 2 

Forced 

Extraversion 

 

Mean 

Replication 

1 

 

-3.89 .18 .00 4.58 .22 

Replication     

2 

 

-4.30 .33 .09 4.53 .16 
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Table 5 − Results from ANOVA Conducted on Situation Ratings 

                                 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 *significant results are highlighted in the table. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source 

 

SS 

 

df 
Mean 

Square 

 

F 

 

Sig. 

Partial 

Eta 

Squared 

Replication .32 1 .32 .18 ns .00 

Error (replication) 97.43 56 1.74    

Situational Pressure 4267.25 3 1422.42 284.66 .000 .84 

Error (situational pressure) 839.50 168 5.00    

Replication * Situational 

                  Pressure 
5.33 3 1.78 1.21 ns .02 

Error (rep. * sit. pressure) 246.91 168 1.47    
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Figure 6 − Graph of Estimated Marginal Means based on Situational Pressure 
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Figure 7 − Graph of Means for Replication x Situational Pressure  
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Dependent Variable 3:  Cross-Situational Variability Rating 

A 2 (Cross-Situational Variability: low distinctiveness vs. high distinctiveness) x 

5 (Trait: very introverted vs. moderately introverted vs. ambiverted vs. moderately 

extraverted vs. very extraverted) Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted on the 

third dependent variable (cross-situational variability within persons ratings).  Table 6 

summarizes the means that were compared in this ANOVA.  Table 7 summarizes the 

results of this ANOVA.  The only large F reported in Table 7 was in connection with the 

main effect for variability F (1, 113) = 213.76, p < .000.  The average rating for person 

variability was substantially lower for the low distinctiveness condition (M = 2.37) and 

substantially higher for the high distinctiveness condition (M = 7.78).  Figure 8 depicts 

the differences in means for person variability ratings for each of the levels of trait.  The 

results clearly show that subjects are capable of accurately detecting differences in person 

variability. 
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Table 6 − Overall Primary Means for Variability and Trait Conditions 

                                  

 

 

                                                           VARIABILITY 

                                                      

 

 

   

              TRAIT 

 

 

 

                                          Mean                 2.37                     7.78 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Low 

Distinctiveness 

High 

Distinctiveness 

 

 

Mean 

Very 

Extraverted 

 

2.76 7.9 5.28 

Moderately 

Extraverted 

 

2.45 7.66 5.05 

 

Ambiverted 

 

2.18 7.78 4.98 

Moderately 

Introverted 

 

2.11 7.84 4.98 

Very 

Introverted 

 

2.36 7.83 5.09 
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Table 7 − Results from ANOVA Conducted on Person Variability 

                                    

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

      *significant results are highlighted in the table. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source 

 

SS 

 

df 

Mean 

Square 

 

F 

 

Sig. 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Variability 8326.81 1 8326.81 213.76 .000 .65 

Error (variability) 4401.89 113 38.96    

Trait 13.51 4 3.38 1.71 ns .02 

Error (trait) 893.89 452 1.98    

Variability * Trait 18.57 4 4.64 2.56 ns .02 

Error (var. * trait) 821.23 452 1.81    
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Figure 8 − Graph of Means for Variability x Trait 
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DISCUSSION: Preliminary Study 

The results of the preliminary study provide strong evidence that the stimulus 

material for this research was an adequate method for testing the major hypotheses of this 

investigation.  Furthermore, it demonstrated that subjects were capable of making the 

kinds of judgments that traditional attribution theorists have assumed are the 

underpinnings of their theories.  The subjects demonstrated an ability to distinguish 

differences in variability whether it is assessed across persons (high vs. low consensus) or 

across situations (high vs. low distinctiveness).  In addition, it was clear that the subjects 

could evaluate whether a particular situation encouraged or discouraged a particular 

category of behavior.  For the current study it was whether the situation was likely to 

have caused an act of extraversion or an act of introversion.  Finally, the subjects‟ ability 

to assess information in the manner that traditional attribution theorists believe is 

necessary to make attributions should have sensitized them to these categories of 

information so that they could have used them had they chose to do so. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 57 

METHODOLOGY: Primary Study 

 

Participants 

 Forty-two undergraduate students from Florida Atlantic University who had 

already participated in the preliminary study were randomly assigned to complete this 

version of the primary study.   

 

Materials and Procedure  

Participants began the primary study immediately following their completion of 

the preliminary study.  The primary questionnaire consisted of 3 different tables (Forms 

A-C) and 1 answer sheet (See Appendix D).  Each of the tables contained different 

information regarding the behaviors of 15 people in 9 situations.  In Form A (mixed), 

Persons 1-5 represented the PredSit + UnpredSit condition, Persons 6-10 represented the 

UnpredSit condition, and Persons 11-15 represented the PreSit condition.  In Form B 

(forced introversion), Persons 1-5 represented the UnpredSit condition, Persons 6-10 

represented the PreSit condition, and Persons 11-15 represented the PredSit + UnpredSit 

condition.  In Form C (forced extraversion), Persons 1-5 represent the PreSit condition, 

Persons 6-10 represent the PredSit + UnpredSit condition, and Persons 11-15 represented 

the UnpredSit condition (See Appendix D).     
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For each individual table, participants were asked to view the information 

provided and give their best guess as to what type of person they thought each of the 15 

people were.  Participants recorded their evaluations for all tables on a separate answer 

sheet.  Participants were asked to use the Person Rating Scale provided on the answer 

sheet when making their evaluations.  The scale used was a Likert Scale that ranged from 

-5 to +5, with -5 representing a person who is extremely introverted and +5 representing a 

person who is extremely extraverted. 

 

Person Rating Scale: 

 
(-5) . . . . . . (-4) . . . . . . (-3) . . . . . . (-2) . . . . . . (-1) . . . . . . (0) . . . . . . (+1) . . . . . . (+2) . . . . . . (+3) . . . . . . (+4) . . . . . .  (+5)  

  Extremely                   Moderately                      Slightly          ↓             Slightly                       Moderately                      Extremely     

 Introverted                  Introverted                   Introverted      ↓          Extraverted                   Extraverted                   Extraverted 

                                                                                                        ↓ 

                                                                                               Ambiverted 

(neither introverted nor extraverted) 

 

All participants received Tables A through C as a set, however, the order in which 

the tables were presented within the set was randomized for each participant.  Due to the 

realization that mental fatigue may occur during the course of this study, small breaks 

were offered to the participants throughout their participation.  Upon completion of both 

parts of this study, participants were debriefed (See Appendix E) and thanked for their 

contribution to the current research project. 
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RESULTS: Primary Study 

 

Primary Study Results Part I: 

 A 3 (Situation: introversion vs. mixed vs. extraversion) x 2 (Information: PredSit 

vs. PredSit + UnpreSit) x 5 (Trait: very introverted vs. moderately introverted vs. 

ambiverted vs. moderately extraverted vs. very extraverted) analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) was conducted on the major dependent variable (trait attributions).  Table 8 

summarizes the majority of the means that were compared in this analysis.  Table 9 

summarizes the results of the ANOVA.    

Four large F‟s are prominent in Table 9.  First there was a large main effect for 

the situation F (2, 82) = 114.66, p < .000.  There was a significant difference in average 

trait ratings between the introversion situations (M = -.70), mixed situations (M = .17), 

and extraversion situations (M = 1.11).  This indicates that raters were influenced when 

they observed behaviors exhibited in strong situations that either strongly encouraged 

introversion or that strongly encouraged extraversion.  Second there was a large main 

effect for level of trait F (4, 164) = 297.65, p < .000.  The average trait rating was 

substantially different between the various levels of trait:  very extraverted (M = 3.62); 

moderately extraverted (M = 2.47); ambiverted (M = .10); moderately introverted (M = -

1.93); and very introverted (M = -3.27).  Third there was a large interaction between 

situation and information F (2, 82) = 106.50, p < .000.  Table 10 summarizes the  
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Table 8 − Overall Primary Means for Situation, Information, and Trait Conditions 

                        for Part I of Primary Study 

                                

                     SITUATION 

 
                                            Forced                                                                               Forced 

                                     Introversion                         Neutral                          Extraversion 

    
    Mean                          -.70                                                 .17                                              1.11 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

TRAIT 

PredSit    
 

5 low 

consensus 

behaviors 

PredSit + 

UnpredSit  
 

5 low 

consensus 

behaviors + 4 

high 

consensus 

behaviors 

PredSit    
 

5 low 

consensus 

behaviors 

PredSit + 

UnpredSit  
 

5 low 

consensus 

behaviors + 4 

high 

consensus 

behaviors 

PredSit    
 

5 low 

consensus 

behaviors 

PredSit + 

UnpredSit  
 

5 low 

consensus 

behaviors + 4 

high 

consensus 

behaviors Mean 

Very 

Extraverted 

 
4.31 .71 4.24 3.05 4.60 4.79 

3.62 

Moderately 

Extraverted 

 
2.79 .45 2.74 2.21 2.88 3.76 

2.47 

 

Ambiverted 

 
-.14 -1.52 -.07 .19 .12 2.02 

.10 

Moderately 

Introverted 

 
-2.17 -3.05 -2.48 -1.98 -2.33 .43 

-1.93 

Very 

Introverted 

 
-4.33 -4.02 -3.74 -2.43 -4.62 -.50 

-3.27 
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Table 9 − Results of ANOVA for Part I of Primary Study 

 

 

  

 

Source 

 

SS 

 

df 

Mean 

Square 

 

F 

 

Sig. 

Partial 

Eta 

Squared 

Situation 689.76 2 344.88 114.66 .000 .74 

Error (situation) 246.64 82 3.01    

Information 7.62 1 7.62 1.94 ns .05 

Error (information) 161.31 41 3.93    

Trait 8425.38 4 2106.34 297.65 .000 .88 

Error (trait) 1160.56 164 7.08    

Situation * Information 661.86 2 330.93 106.50 .000 .72 

Error (sit. * info.) 254.81 82 3.11    

Situation * Trait  24.81 8 3.10 1.20 ns .03 

Error (sit. * trait) 846.46 328 2.58    

Information * Trait 442.01 4 110.50 36.05 .000 .47 

Error (info. * trait) 502.72 164 3.07    

Situation * Information 

* Trait 
20.60 8 2.58 1.10 ns .03 

Error (sit. * info.* trait) 767.07 328 2.34    

       

     *significant results are highlighted in the table. 
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Table 10 − Overall Primary Means for Situation and Information Conditions for Part I of  

                   Primary Study 

 

                                     

                                     SITUATION 

 

 

 

     

 

  INFORMATION 

                                                

                                                                  

                                                                                                           

 

 

 

                                                     Mean               -.70                   .17                  1.11 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Introversion Mixed Extraversion 

 

Mean 

 

 

PredSit 

 

5 low 

consensus 

behaviors 

 

 

.09 .14 .13 .12 

PredSit + 

UnpredSit 

 

5 low 

consensus 

behaviors + 

4 high 

consensus 

behaviors 

-1.49 .21 2.10 
        .28 
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differences in means for this interaction.  An examination of this table reveals that the 

interaction is produced by the fact that trait attributions are substantially lower in the 

PredSit + UnpredSit cell of the introversion condition (M = -1.49) than in the PredSit cell 

of the introversion condition (M = .09).  Additionally, trait attributions are substantially 

higher in the PredSit + UnpredSit cell of the extraversion condition (M = 2.10) than in the 

PredSit cell of the extraversion condition (M = .13).  These results definitely indicate that 

the subjects were using the behaviors in the highly constrained situations when 

calculating a behavior average.  The last large F seen in Table 9 is the interaction 

between information and trait F (4, 164) = 110.50, p < .000.   Table 11 summarizes the 

differences in means for this interaction.  Examination of this table reveals that there are 

greater differences between the cell means of the five different levels of trait within the 

PredSit conditions (M‟s = 4.38, 2.80, -.03, -2.33, -4.23) than there are between the cell 

means of the five different levels of trait within the PredSit + UnpredSit conditions (M‟s 

= 2.85, 2.14, .23, -1.53, -2.32).   The fact that these differences are greater in the PredSit 

conditions than they are in the PredSit + UnpredSit conditions provides strong evidence 

that subjects‟ trait attributions are being strongly influenced by the targets‟ behaviors in 

the highly constrained situations.   

       Figures 9, 10, and 11 all demonstrate that this effect holds up in the introverted, 

mixed, and extraverted conditions.  In each of the figures the differences in the 

attributions for the five different levels of traits are substantially greater in the PredSit 

conditions than they are in the PredSit + UnpredSit conditions.  These differences should 

have been the same if the raters had treated the behavior exhibited in the UnpredSit 

conditions as irrelevant in their dispositional attribution process.   
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Table 11 − Overall Primary Means for Information and Trait Conditions for Part I of 

                       Primary Study 

 

 

                                                             INFORMATION 

                                                      

 

 

   

                 

 

                   TRAIT 

 

 

 

 
                                             Mean                   .12                    .28      

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PredSit    
 

5 low 

consensus 

behaviors 

PredSit + 

UnpredSit  
 

5 low 

consensus 

behaviors + 4 

high 

consensus 

behaviors 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Mean 

Very 

Extraverted 

 

4.38 2.85 3.62 

Moderately 

Extraverted 

 

2.80 2.14 2.47 

 

Ambiverted 

 

-.03 .23 .10 

Moderately 

Introverted 

 

-2.33 -1.53 -1.93 

Very 

Introverted 

 

-4.23 -2.32 -3.27 
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Figure 9 − Graph of Means for Introversion Situation x Information x Trait 
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Figure 10 − Graph of Means for Mixed Situation x Information x Trait 
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Figure 11 − Graph of Means for Extraversion Situation x Information x Trait 
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Several additional comparisons could be made to better evaluate what kind of 

rules the subjects might have been using when they formed their dispositional 

attributions.  Monson (2008) has suggested that asking why a specific behavior was 

performed is an exception rather than a rule.  He proposed that attributors are likely to 

form their attributions without discerning behaviors that are exhibited in situations that 

are low in situational constraint from those behaviors that are exhibited in situations that 

are high in situational constraint.  In contrast, a more traditional attribution perspective 

might argue that behaviors performed under conditions of low situational constraint 

should be weighted very heavily, but that behaviors performed under conditions of high 

situational constraint should not be weighted at all.  Tables 12 and 13 provide the 

predicted attribution means if subjects were to use behavior averaging to form their trait 

attributions either by a process of giving 0.00 weight to behaviors in UnpredSit 

conditions and of giving 1.00 weight to behaviors in PredSit conditions (See Table 12) or 

by a process of giving 1.00 weight to behaviors in UnpredSit conditions and of giving 

1.00 weight to behaviors in PredSit conditions (See Table 13). 

         These predictions are now compared with the actual means reported in Part I of the 

primary study.  These actual means were previously displayed in Table 8, but now they 

are placed in bold print below the predictions from Tables 12 and 13.  Tables 14 and 15 

are presented to make these comparisons easy to see.  It is quite clear that the predictions 

are much closer to the actual attributions in Table 14 than in Table 15.  However, since 

there are so many means to compare, an additional process was used to assist in the 

comparisons.  A three way ANOVA was conducted on the predicted means found in 

Table 14 using the same error terms that were used with the actual data.  In addition, a  
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Table 12 − Expected Part I Primary Means for Situation, Information, and Trait 

                           Conditions if Behavior Averaging is used with Weighting Unconstrained 

                           Behaviors by 1.00 and with Weighting Constrained Behaviors by 0.00  

          

                

                                                                       SITUATION 

                                              Forced                                                                               Forced 

                                      Introversion                          Neutral                         Extraversion 

 

                                       

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

TRAIT 

PredSit    
 

5 low 

consensus 

behaviors 

PredSit + 

UnpredSit  
 

5 low 

consensus 

behaviors + 

4 high 

consensus 

behaviors 

PredSit    
 

5 low 

consensus 

behaviors 

PredSit + 

UnpredSit  
 

5 low 

consensus 

behaviors + 

4 high 

consensus 

behaviors 

PredSit    
 

5 low 

consensus 

behaviors 

PredSit + 

UnpredSit  
 

5 low 

consensus 

behaviors + 

4 high 

consensus 

behaviors 

 

Very 

Extraverted 

 

+5.00 +5.00 +5.00 +5.00 +5.00 +5.00  

Moderately 

Extraverted 

 

+3.00 +3.00 +3.00 +3.00 +3.00 +3.00  

 

Ambiverted 

 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00  

Moderately 

Introverted 

 

 -3.00  -3.00  -3.00  -3.00  -3.00  -3.00  

Very 

Introverted 

 

 -5.00  -5.00  -5.00  -5.00  -5.00  -5.00  
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Table 13 − Expected Part I Primary Means for Situation, Information, and Trait 

        Conditions if Behavior Averaging is used Without Weighting  

                                

 

                   SITUATION 

                                                Forced                                                                             Forced 

                                       Introversion                        Neutral                          Extraversion 

 

 

                                       

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

TRAIT 

PredSit    
 

5 low 

consensus 

behaviors 

PredSit + 

UnpredSit  
 

5 low 

consensus 

behaviors + 

4 high 

consensus 

behaviors 

PredSit    
 

5 low 

consensus 

behaviors 

PredSit + 

UnpredSit  
 

5 low 

consensus 

behaviors + 

4 high 

consensus 

behaviors 

PredSit    
 

5 low 

consensus 

behaviors 

PredSit + 

UnpredSit  
 

5 low 

consensus 

behaviors + 

4 high 

consensus 

behaviors  

Very 

Extraverted 

 

+5.00 +.56 +5.00 +2.78 +5.00 +5.00  

Moderately 

Extraverted 

 

+3.00 -.56 +3.00 +1.67 +3.00 +3.89  

 

Ambiverted 

 

0.00 -2.22 0.00 0.00 0.00 +2.22  

Moderately 

Introverted 

 

 -3.00 -3.89  -3.00 -1.67  -3.00 +.56  

Very 

Introverted 

 

 -5.00 -5.00  -5.00 -2.78  -5.00 -.56  
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Table 14 − Expected Part I Primary Means for Situation, Information, and Trait 

                           Conditions if Behavior Averaging is used with Weighting Unconstrained 

                           Behaviors by 1.00 and with Weighting Constrained Behaviors by 0.00 

                           Compared to Actual Means 

          

                

                                                                       SITUATION 

                                               Forced                                                                             Forced 

                                       Introversion                        Neutral                         Extraversion 

                                       

       *Expected means appear within each cell printed in italics with the actual means appearing 

         within the same cells printed in bold type. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

TRAIT 
 

 

PredSit    
 

5 low 

consensus 

behaviors 

PredSit + 

UnpredSit  
 

5 low 

consensus 

behaviors + 

4 high 

consensus 

behaviors 

PredSit    
 

5 low 

consensus 

behaviors 

PredSit + 

UnpredSit  
 

5 low 

consensus 

behaviors + 

4 high 

consensus 

behaviors 

PredSit    
 

5 low 

consensus 

behaviors 

PredSit + 

UnpredSit  
 

5 low 

consensus 

behaviors + 

4 high 

consensus 

behaviors 

 

Very 

Extraverted 

 

+5.00 

(+4.31) 

+5.00 

(+.71) 

+5.00 

(+4.24) 

+5.00 

(+3.05) 

+5.00 

(+4.60) 

+5.00 

(+4.79) 
 

Moderately 

Extraverted 

 

+3.00 

(+2.79) 

+3.00 

(+.45) 

+3.00 

(+2.74) 

+3.00 

(+2.21) 

+3.00 

(+2.88) 

+3.00 

(+3.76) 
 

 

Ambiverted 

 

0.00 

(-.14) 

0.00 

(-1.52) 

0.00 

(-.07) 

0.00 

(+.19) 

0.00 

(+.12) 

0.00 

(+2.02) 
 

Moderately 

Introverted 

 

 -3.00 

(-2.17) 

 -3.00 

(-3.05) 

 -3.00 

(-2.48) 

 -3.00 

(-1.98) 

 -3.00 

(-2.33) 

 -3.00 

(+.43) 
 

Very 

Introverted 

 

 -5.00 

(-4.33) 

 -5.00 

(-4.02) 

 -5.00 

(-3.74) 

 -5.00 

(-2.43) 

 -5.00 

(-4.62) 

 -5.00 

(-.50) 
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Table 15 − Expected Part I Primary Means for Situation, Information, and Trait 

                           Conditions if Behavior Averaging is used Without Weighting Compared 

                           with Actual Means  

 

                                

                     SITUATION 

                                               Forced                                                                              Forced 

                                       Introversion                         Neutral                         Extraversion 

 

        *Expected means appear within each cell printed in italics with the actual means appearing 

          within the same cells printed in bold type. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

TRAIT 

PredSit    
 

5 low 

consensus 

behaviors 

PredSit + 

UnpredSit  
 

5 low 

consensus 

behaviors + 

4 high 

consensus 

behaviors 

PredSit    
 

5 low 

consensus 

behaviors 

PredSit + 

UnpredSit  
 

5 low 

consensus 

behaviors + 

4 high 

consensus 

behaviors 

PredSit    
 

5 low 

consensus 

behaviors 

PredSit + 

UnpredSit  
 

5 low 

consensus 

behaviors + 

4 high 

consensus 

behaviors  

Very 

Extraverted 

 

+5.00 

(+4.31) 

+.56 

(+.71) 

+5.00 

(+4.24) 

+2.78 

(+3.05) 

+5.00 

(+4.60) 

+5.00 

(+4.79) 
 

Moderately 

Extraverted 

 

+3.00 

(+2.79) 

-.56 

(+.45) 

+3.00 

(+2.74) 

+1.67 

(+2.21) 

+3.00 

(+2.88) 

+3.89 

(+3.76) 
 

 

Ambiverted 

 

0.00 

(-.14) 

-2.22 

(-1.52) 

0.00 

(-.07) 

0.00 

(+.19) 

0.00 

(+.12) 

+2.22 

(+2.02) 
 

Moderately 

Introverted 

 

 -3.00 

(-2.17) 

-3.89 

(-3.05) 

 -3.00 

(-2.48) 

-1.67 

(-1.98) 

 -3.00 

(-2.33) 

+.56 

(+.43) 
 

Very 

Introverted 

 

 -5.00 

(-4.33) 

-5.00 

(-4.02) 

 -5.00 

(-3.74) 

-2.78 

(-2.43) 

 -5.00 

(-4.62) 

-.56 

(-.50) 
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three-way ANOVA was conducted on the predicted means found in Table 15 using the 

same error terms that were used with the actual data.  The resulting F‟s of these two 

ANOVA‟s coupled with the resulting F‟s of the original ANOVA are presented in Table 

16.  The similarity of the F‟s found in the predictions based on an assumption of „no 

weighting‟ of data is remarkably similar to the results found with the analysis of the 

original data.  Likewise, the comparison of the real data to predictions based upon 

„weighting‟ of data is equally remarkable in its dissimilarity.   

The subjects‟ ability to answer questions posed in the preliminary study suggests 

they might have made causal attributions similar to what would be expected by 

traditional attribution perspectives.  However, subjects apparently felt no urge to use that 

information when they tried to decide what traits the targets might possess.   The failure 

to pay attention to and utilize situational factors (e.g., factors that may have caused 

specific behaviors) appears to be just as likely to occur in examples where the covariation 

principle may apply (e.g., multiple observations of behavior) as in examples where the 

discounting principle may apply (e.g., single observation of behavior). 
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Table 16 − Actual and Expected F‟s for Part I of Primary Study 

 

 

  

Source 
F  

for Actual 

Data 

F 

 Un-Weighted 

Means 

Assumed 

F  

Weighted 

Means 

Assumed 

Situation 114.66 171.92 .00 

Information 1.94 .00 .00 

Trait 297.65 365.92 605.09 

Situation * Information 106.50 166.39 .00 

Situation * Trait 1.20 .00 .00 

Information * Trait 36.05 69.79 .00 

Situation * Information 

* Trait 
1.10 .00 .00 

 

                      *significant results are highlighted in the table. 
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Primary Study Results Part II: 

A 3 (Situation: forced introversion vs. neutral vs. forced extraversion) X 5 (Trait: 

very extraverted vs. moderately extraverted vs. ambiverted vs. moderately introverted vs. 

very introverted) analysis of variance (ANOVA).  Table 17 summarizes the means 

compared in this analysis.  Table 18 summarizes the results of the ANOVA.  The only 

large F reported in Table 18 was in connection to the main effect for situation F (2, 82) = 

873.03, p < .000.  The average trait rating was substantially different between the three 

types of situations: forced introversion (M = -4.55), neutral (M = .22), and forced 

extraversion (M = 4.47).  More importantly this shows evidence that raters did not ignore 

the behavioral information provided because it was all derived from high constraint 

situations as traditional attribution theory would suggest, but instead incorporated it into 

their behavior averages from which they then attributed corresponding dispositional traits 

to the targets.   

As in Part I of the primary study, Part II also included additional comparisons in 

order to better understand the process subjects are using when developing their 

dispositional attributions.   It has already been recognized in Part I that attributors are 

more likely to develop their dispositional attributions through a process that places equal 

weight on behaviors exhibited in all situations regardless of varying levels of situational 

constraint.  Part II of the primary study presented subjects with only behavioral 

information from high constraint situations.  Tables 19 and 20 show the predicted 

attribution means if subjects were to use behavior averaging to form their trait 

attributions by giving either a 0.00 weight to all the behaviors (See Table 19) because  

 

 



 76 

Table 17 − Overall Primary Means for Situation and Trait Conditions 

                                          for Part II of Primary Study 

                                

 

                                                        

                                                                                        SITUATION 

 

                                       

                              

 

 

 

 

 

 

                              TRAIT 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           Mean               -4.55               .22                 4.47 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4 Forced 

Introvert 

2 Forced 

Introvert  & 

2 Forced 

Extravert 

4 Forced  

Extravert 

Very 

Extraverted 

 

-4.55 .12 4.52 

Moderately 

Extraverted 

 

-4.74 .07 4.33 

 

Ambiverted 

 

-4.33 .31 4.52 

Moderately 

Introverted 

 

-4.48 .33 4.50 

Very 

Introverted 

 

-4.64 .29 4.50 
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Table 18 − Results of ANOVA for Part II of Primary Study 

 

 

  

 

Source 

 

SS 

 

df 

Mean 

Square 

 

F 

 

Sig. 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Situation 8559.49 2 4279.74 873.03 .000 .96 

Error (situation) 401.98 82 4.90    

Trait 5.63 4 1.41 1.91 ns .04 

Error (trait) 121.17 164 .74    

Situation * Trait  1.92 8 .24 .30 ns .01 

Error (sit. * trait) 259.28 328 .79    

      

     *significant results are highlighted in the table. 
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Table 19 − Expected Primary Means for Situation and Trait Conditions if 

                                Behavior Averaging is used with Weighting Unconstrained 

                                Behaviors by 1.00 and with Weighting Constrained Behaviors by   

                                0.00 

                                

 

                                                        

                                                                                  SITUATION 

 

                                       

 

 

 

                       TRAIT 

 

 

             

 

                                                     Mean              0.00               0.00                 0.00 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4 Forced 

Introvert 

2 Forced 

Introvert  & 

2 Forced 

Extravert 

4 Forced 

Extravert 

Very 

Extraverted 

 

0.00 0.00 .00 

Moderately 

Extraverted 

 

0.00 0.00 .00 

 

Ambiverted 

 

0.00 0.00 .00 

Moderately 

Introverted 

 

0.00 0.00 .00 

Very 

Introverted 

 

0.00 0.00 .00 
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Table 20 − Expected Primary Means for Situation and Trait Conditions if Behavior 

                        Averaging is used Without Weighting  

                                

                      

 

 

                              SITUATION 

 

 

 

 

 

                       TRAIT 

 

 

 

 

                                                     Mean             -5.00               0.00                 5.00 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4 Forced 

Introvert 

2 Forced 

Introvert  & 

2 Forced 

Extravert 

4 Forced 

Extravert 

Very 

Extraverted 

 

-5.00 0.00 5.00 

Moderately 

Extraverted 

 

-5.00 0.00 5.00 

 

Ambiverted 

 

-5.00 0.00 5.00 

Moderately 

Introverted 

 

-5.00 0.00 5.00 

Very 

Introverted 

 

-5.00 0.00 5.00 



 80 

only UnpredSit conditions were presented or by giving a 1.00 weight to all the behaviors 

regardless (See Table 20).  These predictions are now compared with the actual means 

reported in Part II of the primary study.  Tables 21 and 22 are presented to make these 

comparisons easy to see.  It is quite evident that the predictions are much closer to the 

actual means in Table 22 than in Table 21.   

Additionally, a two-way ANOVA was conducted on the predicted means found in 

Table 21 using the same error terms that were used with the actual data.  Another two-

way ANOVA was also conducted on the predicted means found in Table 22 using the 

same error terms that were used with the actual data.  The resulting F‟s of these two 

ANOVA‟s coupled with the resulting F‟s of the original ANOVA are presented in Table 

23.  As in Part I, the similarities of the Part II F‟s found in the predictions based on an 

assumption of „no weighting‟ of data is astonishingly similar to the results found with the 

analysis of the original data.  Likewise, the comparison of the actual data to the 

predictions based on an assumption of „weighting‟ data is equally astonishing in how 

dissimilar it is to the actual data. 

Again, the subjects‟ ability to answer the questions posed in the preliminary study 

suggests that they may have made causal attributions in Part II that were in line with the 

expectations of traditional attribution theory.  Meaning that subjects could have noticed 

the high levels of situational constraint in all the information provided and deemed it 

proper to make no dispositional attributions at all.   However, subjects did, in fact, make 

dispositional attributions based on the information provided to them.  Thereby giving 

strong evidence against the use of traditional processes of attribution and providing 
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equally strong support for the use of a more simplistic method such as the Behavior 

Averaging Principle of Attribution.   
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Table 21 − Expected Primary Means for Situation and Trait Conditions if Behavior  

     Averaging is used with Weighting Unconstrained Behaviors by 

                        1.00 and with Weighting Constrained Behaviors by 0.00 Compared with 

                        Actual Means 

 

                                

 

                                                        

                                                                                    SITUATION 

 

                                       

 

 

 

                         TRAIT 

 

 

             

 

                                                 *Expected means appear within each cell printed in italics with the actual 

                                                   means appearing within the same cells printed in bold type. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4 Forced 

Introvert 

2 Forced 

Introvert  & 

2 Forced 

Extravert 

4 Forced 

Extravert 

Very 

Extraverted 

 

0.00 

(-4.55) 

0.00 

(+.12) 

0.00 

(+4.52) 

Moderately 

Extraverted 

 

0.00 

(-4.74) 

0.00 

(+.07) 

0.00 

(+4.33) 

 

Ambiverted 

 

0.00 

(-4.33) 

0.00 

(+.31) 

0.00 

(+4.52) 

Moderately 

Introverted 

 

0.00 

(-4.48) 

0.00 

(+.33) 

0.00 

(+4.50) 

Very 

Introverted 

 

0.00 

(-4.64) 

0.00 

(+.29) 

0.00 

(+4.50) 
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Table 22 − Expected Primary Means for Situation and Trait Conditions if Behavior 

                        Averaging is used Without Weighting Compared with Actual Means 

                                

                      

                              SITUATION 

 

 

 

 

 

                        TRAIT 

 

 

 

 

                                              *Expected means appear within each cell printed in italics with the actual 

                                                means appearing within the same cells printed in bold type. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    
 

 

 

 

 

 

4 Forced 

Introvert 

2 Forced 

Introvert  & 

2 Forced 

Extravert 

4 Forced 

Extravert 

Very 

Extraverted 

 

-5.00 

(-4.55) 

0.00 

(+.12) 

+5.00 

(+4.52) 

Moderately 

Extraverted 

 

-5.00 

(-4.74) 

0.00 

(+.07) 

+5.00 

(+4.33) 

 

Ambiverted 

 

-5.00 

(-4.33) 

0.00 

(+.31) 

+5.00 

(+4.52) 

Moderately 

Introverted 

 

-5.00 

(-4.48) 

0.00 

(+.33) 

+5.00 

(+4.50) 

Very 

Introverted 

 

-5.00 

(-4.64) 

0.00 

(+.29) 

+5.00 

(+4.50) 
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Table 23 − Actual and Expected F‟s for Part II of Primary Study 

  

Source 
F  

for Actual 

Data 

F 

 Un-Weighted 

Means 

Assumed 

F 

Weighted 

Means 

Assumed 

Situation 873.03 1071.43 .00 

Trait 1.91 .00 .00 

Situation * Trait  
.30 

.00 .00 

 

                      *significant results are highlighted in the table. 
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DISCUSSION: Primary Study 

The results of Part I of the primary study showed that even after being made 

aware of the existence of variables such as situational pressure (constraint) and person 

variability in the preliminary study, participants still incorporated behavioral information 

that traditional theory believes they should have ignored.  To elaborate, participants were 

presented with a set of standard behavioral information which was incorporated with 

information from high constraint situations.   If participants were in fact, using traditional 

methods of attribution, then no mean differences in the trait ratings should have appeared 

between the standard behaviors (PredSit condition) and when the standard behaviors 

were incorporated with forced introverted or extraverted behaviors (PredSit + UnpredSit 

condition).  This should have occurred according to traditional theory because 

participants should have picked up on the behaviors stemming from high-constraint 

situations and excluded those behaviors from consideration.  However, results confirmed 

that participants‟ were not excluding, but instead integrating the information from high-

constraint situations.  This integration was reflected in the differences seen in trait means 

between the PredSit conditions and PreSit + UnPrediSit conditions.   

The results of Part II of the primary study showed that participants again were not 

ignoring the behavior information from high constraint situations.  This time, when given 

only behaviors from high constraint situations, participants still made dispositional 

attributions when traditional attribution theory would suggest that they should have made 
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no such attributions because no viable dispositional information was provided in order to 

do so.   
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GENERAL DISCUSSION 

 First and foremost, the combination of results from both the preliminary and 

primary studies provided supporting evidence for the overall hypothesis that participants 

would not use the methods outlined by traditional ANOVA models of attribution.  This 

technique has been long thought to be used to make trait attributions by traditional 

attribution theorists.  The results of the preliminary study told us that the participants 

were, in fact, capable of accurately detecting and reporting levels of situational 

variability, situational constraint, as well as person variability.  However, results from the 

primary study provide evidence against the use of any of these variables when making 

trait attributions. 

 Instead, the primary results gave support for the use of a far less complicated 

method of trait attribution.  More specifically, the Behavior Averaging Principle of 

Attribution.  This theory is based on the idea that people simply take the average of 

behaviors presented to them and make a corresponding trait attribution.  It may seem 

almost too simple, but the beauty of this theory lies in its simplicity.  We as humans are 

social beings and as such we will have countless numbers of interactions with others 

throughout our lifetimes.  We attribute traits constantly.  So much so, that we even 

attribute traits to people when we are given every reason not to (Jones & Harris, 1967; 

Snyder & Jones, 1974).  Given the excessive use of trait attribution, it only makes sense 

that we are not employing a complex mental analysis every time we make a trait 
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attribution.  Instead, a simple calculation of an average is an easy and quick method from 

which to base an attribution and can be performed by scientist and layperson alike.   

        How to do we settle these results with the years of research that supposedly 

supported the use of the traditional theory such as the Covariation Principle?  Almost all 

of those studies asked subjects to make causal attributions for a single behavior while 

being provided with consensus, distinctiveness, and consistency information.  Apparently 

subjects do a reasonable job of answering the „why‟ question when asked for it by 

professional researchers.  However, this research suggests that such abilities do not 

necessarily translate into their usage under normal circumstances nor do they translate 

into incorporating such causal attributions into dispositional attributions. 

 

Limitations 

 First, the current study‟s sample population was comprised of undergraduate 

students. Therefore, the results may not generalize to other populations (e.g., different 

age groups, socio-economic statuses).  Participants in the current study were asked to 

make trait attributions based on imaginary people in imaginary situations.  In reality, 

participants might respond differently to real-life accounts of behaviors.  The current 

research relied on the results from participants who were asked to rate the behaviors 

limited to varying degrees of introversion and extraversion.  A broader scope of 

behaviors may produce different results. 
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Future Research 

The field of attribution research is not new by any means and has been dominated 

for years by theories such as Kelley‟s Covariation Principle which propose the use of 

complex mental analysis.  The current study was developed in order to show that even 

when broken down into its simplest form, the Covariation Principle is not a viable 

method of trait attribution.  The current measure was designed to present behavioral 

information in an extremely simplified manner.  By excluding “noise” from the target 

behaviors it allowed for each of the variables in question (e.g., situational constraint, 

cross-person variability, cross-situation variability) to be readily perceived by the 

participants. Future research may want to expand on this measure by incorporating 

“noise” which would be more analogous to “real- world” experiences. 

Going one step further, future research may want to explore the use of the 

Behavior Averaging Principle of Attribution in a real-life setting.  A study could utilize 

live actors in a controlled setting to exhibit similar behaviors of those presented in the 

current study. Achieving similar results using such a method would give compelling 

evidence for the use of behavior averaging.  As just an added note, future research may 

also want to investigate a number of different variables such as gender, age, race, and 

culture and their unique relationship to the attribution process if any exist.                     

The evidence put forth by the current study has provided support for a different 

perspective on the attribution process.  It has opened a door for all those who have ever 

contemplated the imperfections of the attribution theories of the past.  It is from this 

foundation that future researchers will hopefully begin to move away from the limitations 
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of traditional attribution theory toward a more accurate theoretical interpretation of our 

attribution process. 
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APPENDIX A − Consent Form for Preliminary/Primary Study 

 

CONSENT FORM 

 
1) Title of Research Study: Implications of Casual Attributions for Trait Attributions 

 

2) Investigator: Dr. Tom Monson, Kori Hakala, Sabina Fernandez 

 

3) Purpose: The purpose of this study is to elucidate the dynamics and associated variables of attribution 

techniques and formation. 

 

4) Procedures:  

Participation in this study will require completion of several questionnaires. The task will require you to 

assess a number of behaviors in a variety of situations to generalize about personality characteristics as well 

as situational characteristics. The whole assignment should take no more than one hour to complete. 

 

5) Risks:  

The risks associated with participation in this study should be no worse than experiences associated with 

every day life. 

 

6) Benefits:  

Potential benefits that you may attain from participation in this research study include: a greater knowledge 

of relevant theory and measurement thereof; satisfaction of contributing to an increase in the understanding 

of impression formation and perhaps a greater knowledge of oneself pertaining to judgments of others.   

 

7) Data Collection and Storage:  

All of the results will be kept confidential and secure and only the people working with the study will see 

your data, unless required by law. Since data will be matched by means of an assigned pin there will be no 

way of associating responses to a particular individual in the final data set. 

 

8) Contact Information:  

For related problems or questions regarding your rights as a subject, the Office of Sponsored 

Research of Florida Atlantic University can be contacted at (561) 297-2310. For other questions 

about the study, you should call the principle investigator Tom Monson at (561) 297-3373 or at (561) 

297-2820. 

 

9) Consent Statement:  

I have read or had read to me the preceding information describing this study. All my questions have 

been answered to my satisfaction. I am 18 years of age or older and I freely consent to participate. I 

understand that I am free to withdraw from the study at any time without penalty. I have received a 

copy of this consent form. 

 

 

Signature of Subject: ________________________________Date:__________________ 

 

 

Signature of Investigator:  ____________________________Date:__________________ 
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APPENDIX B − Instructions for Preliminary/ Primary Study 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: There are two parts of this study: The 

Preliminary Questionnaire and the Primary Questionnaire 

 

Preliminary Questionnaire: You will be given two forms, 

each containing a table. Both tables will contain exactly 

the same information. However, for each form you will be 

asked to make different types of evaluations. The table of 

information given to you will describe how extraverted or 

introverted 10 individuals acted in each of 9 different 

situations.  The columns will contain information 

pertaining to each of the 9 different situations.  The rows 

will contain information pertaining to each of the 10 

different persons. For example, in the table labeled Form 

X-1, you will see that Persons 6 through 10 all acted 

extremely introverted in Situation 2, the very same people 

acted extremely extraverted in Situation 4.  On the other 

hand in Situation 1, you will see that Persons 1 through 5 

all acted differently. Persons 1 and 2 acted introverted, 

Persons 4 and 5 acted extraverted, and Person 3 acted 

ambiverted (neither introverted nor extraverted). Based 

upon the descriptions of how each of the 10 people acted in 

each of the 9 situations, you will be asked to make your 

best guesses regarding both the situations as well as the 

people involved in them. You are going to be asked to make 

3 different types of evaluations for the table of 

information given to you. 

To begin, you will first be asked to rate the 

variability across persons within situations for each of 

the 9 situations.  All that this means is that you are to 

make your best guess as to how variable the peoples’ 

behaviors are in each of the situations. You will be asked 

to use the Variability Across Persons Within Situations 

Rating Scale (see sample scale below) at the bottom of the 

table to help you decide what number rating from 1 to 11 

best describes the variability in behavior across the 

people in each of the 9 situations. You would place a 1 in 

the blank box on your answer sheet if you thought the 

situation showed extremely low variability across persons 

or an 11 in the blank box if you thought the situation 

showed extremely high variability within the situation. 
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Variability Rating Across Persons Within Situations 
 

(1) . . . . .  . (2) . . .  . . . (3)  . . . . . . (4) . . . . . . (5) . . . . . . (6) . . . . . . (7) . . . . . . (8) . . . . . . (9) . . . . . . (10) . . . . . . . (11) 

Extremely                                                                     Moderate                                                                      Extremely 

    Low                                                                          Variability                                                                          High 

Variability                                                                                                                                                          Variability 

 

 

Next, you will be asked to make your best guess as to 

what kind of situation you believe each of the 9 situations 

to be. For these evaluations you should use the Situation 

Rating Scale (see sample scale on the next page) at the 

bottom of each table to help you decide what number from -5 

to +5 best describes each of the 9 situations.  You would 

place a -5 in the blank box if you thought the situation 

represented a situation which strongly encourages 

introverted behaviors, a +5 in the blank box if you thought 

the situation represented a situation which strongly 

encourages extraverted behaviors, and a 0 in the blank box 

if you thought the situation represented an ambiverted 

situation (a situation encouraging neither introverted 

behaviors nor extraverted behaviors.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                              Situation rating Scale: 

 
(-5) . . . . . (-4) . . . . . (-3) . . . . . (-2) . . . . . (-1)  . . . . . (0) . . . . . . (+1) . . . . . . (+2) . . . . . . (+3) . . . . . . (+4) . . . . . .  (+5) 

Strongly             Moderately                 Weakly         ↓             Weakly                       Moderately                   Strongly 

Encourages        Encourages              Encourages     ↓          Encourages                   Encourages              Encourages 

Introversio        Introversion            Introversion     ↓         Extraversion                 Extraversion          Extraversion    

                                                                                       ↓ 

                                                                               Ambiverted 
                                                    (encourages neither introversion nor extraversion) 

 

Note: You are to fill in your answers for these two 

types of evaluations directly on the first form. Spaces are 

provided for both your variability across persons within 

situation ratings as well as your situation ratings and are 

located below each of the situation columns (see Form X-1). 

 

Thirdly, you are going to be asked to rate the 

variability across situations within persons for each of 

the 10 people.  All that this means is that you are to make 

your best guess as to how variable each person’s behavior 
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is across the 9 different situations. You will be asked to 

use the Variability Across Situations Within Persons Rating 

Scale (see sample scale below) at the bottom of the table 

to help you decide what number rating from 1 to 11 best 

describes the variability of behaviors across situations 

for each of the 10 people. You would place a 1 in the blank 

box on your answer sheet if you thought the person 

exhibited extremely low variability across situations or an 

11 in the blank box if you thought the person showed 

extremely high variability across persons. 

 

 

Variability Rating Across Situations Within Persons 
       

(1) . . . . .  . (2) . . .  . . . (3) . . . . . . . (4) . . . . . . (5) . . . . . . . (6) . . . . . . (7) . . . . . . (8)  . . . . . . (9) . . . . . . (10). . . . . . (11) 

Extremely                                                                       Moderate                                                                    Extremely 

    Low                                                                            Variability                                                                         High 

Variability                                                                                                                                                          Variability 

 

 

Note: You are to fill in your answers for this last 

evaluation directly on the second form. Spaces are provided 

for your variability across situations within persons 

ratings and are located to the right of each of the Person 

rows (see Form X-2). 

The table of information provided to you may not be 

complete. Most tables will contain incomplete information 

(see FORM X-1). Even though some information regarding 

certain persons or situations may be missing/unavailable on 

the table, you will still be asked to use the limited 

information provided to rate each situation or person using 

the various scales at the bottom of each table. However, if 

NO information is provided for a person or situation, 

simply leave the corresponding answer boxes for those 

particular situations or persons blank and move on to the 

next situation or person. 

 

Primary Questionnaire: You will be given a series of forms 

similar to the forms provided to you in the preliminary 

questionnaire. However, the tables on these new forms will 

each contain different information regarding the behaviors 

of 15 people in 9 different situations. You are going to be 

asked to make your best guess about what type of person 

each of the 15 people are.  To do this, you will be asked 

to use the Person Rating Scale (see sample scale below) at 

the bottom of each table to help you decide what number 

from -5 to +5 best describes each of the 15 people based on 

the description of how each of the 15 people acted in each 
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of the 9 different situations. You would place a -5 in the 

blank box if you thought the person represented a person 

who is extremely introverted, a +5 in the blank box if you 

thought the person represented a person who is extremely 

extraverted, and a 0 in the black box if you thought the 

person represented a person who is ambiverted (a person who 

is neither introverted nor extraverted).   

 

 

Person Rating Scale: 
 

(-5) . . . . . . (-4) . . . . . . (-3) . . . . . . (-2) . . . . . . (-1) . . . . . . (0) . . . . . . (1) . . . . . . (2) . . . . . . (3) . . . . . . (4) . . . . . .  (5) 

Extremely                Moderately                     Slightly          ↓           Slightly                   Moderately           Extremely 

Introverted               Introverted                  Introverted      ↓        Extraverted              Extraverted       Extraverted 

      ↓ 

     Ambiverted 

    (neither introverted nor extraverted) 

 

 

You will be given 1 answer sheet to record all of your 

person ratings. This sheet will provide columns of blank 

spaces for you to rate each of the 15 people. Each column 

corresponds to a specific form given to you. Forms and 

columns will be clearly labeled with the letters A through 

J. You will receive a randomized series of forms.  You are 

to complete your ratings of each table in the order with 

which the forms are given to you.  For example, if you were 

to receive a series of forms in the following order: C, F, 

A, and H. You would fill in your ratings in the 

corresponding columns on the answer sheet in the same exact 

order: C, F, A, and then H. Please be sure you DO NOT write 

your answers directly on the forms containing the tables, 

they are for reference purposes only in this part of the 

study. All ratings should be written clearly on the answer 

sheets provided. 

Again, as in the preliminary questionnaire, the tables 

of information provided to you may not always be complete. 

Most tables will contain incomplete information. Even 

though some information regarding certain persons or 

situations may be missing/unavailable on the table, you 

will still be asked to use the limited information provided 

to rate each situation or person using the various scales 

at the bottom of each table. However, if NO information is 

provided for a person or situation, simply leave the 

corresponding answer boxes for those particular situations 

or persons blank and move on to the next situation or 

person. 
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APPENDIX C − Preliminary Study Questionnaires 
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APPENDIX D − Primary Study Questionnaires 
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APPENDIX E − Debriefing Statement for Preliminary/ Primary Study 
 

DEBRIEFING STATEMENT 
 

     Few topics in personality and social psychology have generated as much 

research as has the investigation of what is called the "attribution process". 

The attribution process refers to the process by which we infer the existence 

or non-existence of personality traits and other dispositions.  One of the 

purposes of the current research is to compare the relative importance of two 

different types of information which may influence the attribution of traits: 

1) the average tendency of individuals to exhibit trait related behaviors; and 

2) the variability in the tendency of individuals to exhibit trait related 

behaviors. Although previous research has suggested the importance of the 

second type of information, it is hypothesized that this research will 

demonstrate the greater importance of the first type of information.  It is 

hypothesized that people do not think that consistency in behavior is a 

necessary criterion for the attribution of traits. Attributing the disposition 

of "extraversion" to another individual does not mean that he or she does not 

occasionally exhibit "introverted" behaviors.  However, it is expected that the 

average of a person's behaviors will have to be extraverted before he or she is 

attributed an extraverted disposition. 

 

      

In the second case, the attributor has access to multiple observations of 

behavior (e.g., information of how the actor has acted in other situations). In 

this circumstance it was also hypothesized that an observer would utilize 

information about how important the situation was in causing the actor's 

multiple behaviors.  If the actor's behavior did not seem to depend on the 

situation (e.g., the actor exhibited consistent behavior across situations), 

then it was assumed that the observer would attribute traits to the actor.  In 

contrast, if the actor's behavior did seem to depend on the situation (e.g., 

the actor's behavior across situations was variable), then it was assumed that 

the observer would not attribute traits to the actor.       

     

      

It is hope of this study to demonstrate that the trait attributions 

offered by naive psychologists for multiple observations are not related to 

their perceptions of situational variability.  Instead it is expected that 

trait attributions will be   much more sensitive to measures of central 

tendency in behavior than to measures of variability in behavior.  

 

 

We sincerely appreciate your participation in this study.  We would also 

request at this time that you do not discuss the purpose of this study with 

other potential participants.  In order for this project to be meaningful, it 

is critical that participants do not have preconceived notions of the 

underlying hypotheses prior to participation.  Should you wish to retain a copy 

of this debriefing statement, one will be made available to you. If for some 

reason you wish to withdrawal your data from this study, please contact Dr. 

Monson (561-297-3373) and we will immediately destroy it for you without 

penalty.  Anonymity will be ensured regardless.  

     

 

──────────────────────────                   

Print Name                               

 

──────────────────────────                 ──────────── 
Signature                                  Date 
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