
AN EVALUATION OF MULTIPLE BEHAVIORAL CRITERIA AND MODERATOR VARIABLES 

FOR THE IMPROVEMENT OF CROSS-SITUATIONAL 

PREDICTION OF BEHAVIOR 

by 

ROGER DEAN ALLEN, B.S. 

A DISSERTATION 

IN 

PSYCHOLOGY 

Submitted to the Graduate Faculty 
of Texas Tech University in 
Partial Fulfillment of 
the Requirements for 

the Degree of 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 

Approved 

August, 1981 



y,ii 
r f 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

I would like to acknowledge the assistance I received from 

Dr. Richard McGlynn during his direction of this dissertation. I am 

also indebted to the other members of my committee. Dr. Robert Bell, 

Dr. Bill Locke, Dr. Douglas Chatfield, Dr. James Clopton and Dr. Donald 

Baucom, for their helpful comments. 

11 



CONTENTS 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ii 

LIST OF TABLES vii 

I. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE AND STATEMENT OF THE 

PROBLEM 1 

Introduction 1 

The Situationist Position 2 

The Interactionist Position 6 

The Bias of Methodology 14 

An Examination of Trait Concepts 22 

Recent Positive Attempts at Behavior Prediction . . 25 

Moderator Variables 25 

Multicriteria Approach 36 

Statement of the Problem and Outline of 

Research 40 

Self-Monitoring 40 

Neuroticism and Psychopathology 42 

Personality Factors 43 

Outline of Research 45 

II. STUDY I: METHODS AND RESULTS 47 

Overview 47 

Part I 47 

Part II 49 

Part III 51 

111 



III. STUDY II: METHODS AND RESULTS 54 

Overview 54 

Subjects 54 

Instruments 55 

Friendliness 55 

Dominance 57 

Energetic Activity 57 

Anxiety 58 

Depression 58 

Rigidity 59 

Extraversion and Neuroticism 60 

Self-Monitoring 60 

Self-Ratings 60 

Scale Combination 60 

Procedure 61 

Analysis of Results 63 

Correlation of Personality Scales With 

Multiple Act Criterion Measures 63 

The Evaluation of Self-Monitoring as a 
Moderator 69 

The Evaluation of Extraversion as a 
Moderator 71 

The Evaluation of Neuroticism as a 
Moderator 73 

The Evaluation of Self-Ratings of 
Variability as a Moderator 75 

The Evaluation of Ipsatized Variance 
as a Moderator 76 

An Examination of Multiple Versus Single 
Criteria 78 

IV 



Summary 80 

IV. STUDY III: METHODS AND RESULTS 81 

Overview 81 

Criterion Measures 82 

Ratings 82 

Debriefing on the Multiple Act 

Criterion Measure 83 

Observations 84 

Procedure 90 

Meeting I 90 

Meeting II 91 

Meeting III 91 

Meeting IV 92 

Analysis of Results 92 

Evaluation of the Multiple Act Criterion . . 94 

Evaluation of Self-Monitoring as a 
Moderator 97 

Evaluation of Individual Observational 

Variables 102 

V. DISCUSSION 109 

Overview 109 
The Efficacy of Personality Trait Measures 

for the Predication of Single and 
Multiple Behavioral Criteria 110 

Construction of the Multiple Act 
Criterion Measure 118 

Evaluation of Moderator Variables 123 

Evaluation of Neuroticism as a Moderator 
Variable 124 



Evaluation of Extraversion as a 
Moderator Variable 126 

Evaluation of Subjects' Self-Report of 
Consistency as a Moderator Variable . . . 126 

Evaluation of Ipsatized Variance as a 
Moderator Variable 130 

Evaluation of Self-Monitoring as a 
Moderator Variable ^-^^ 

General Status of the Moderator Approach 
to Cross-Situational Consistency in 
Behavior 137 

Summary and Conclusion 139 

LIST OF REFERENCES 147 

APPENDIX 154 

VI 



LIST OF TABLES 

1. MEANS, VARIANCES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR THE 
SIX SCALES OF THE MAC ^^ 

2. CORRELATIONS OF PERSONALITY SCALES WITH MULTIPLE 
ACT CRITERION MEASURES: TOTAL SAMPLE ^^ 

3. CORRELATIONS OF THE MODERATOR VARIABLES WITH THE 
PERSONALITY SCALES "̂̂  

4. EVALUATION OF SELF-MONITORING AS A MODERATOR: 
PEARSON PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATIONS "̂^ 

5. EVALUATION OF EXTRAVERSION AS A MODERATOR: PEARSON 
PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATIONS 72 

6. EVALUATION OF NEUROTICISM AS A MODERATOR: PEARSON 
PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATIONS 74 

7. EVALUATION OF SELF-RATINGS OF VARIABILITY AS A 
MODERATOR: PEARSON PRODUCT-MOMENT 

CORRELATIONS , 76 

3. EVALUATION OF SUBJECTS' IPSATIZED VARIANCE AS A 
MODERATOR: PEARSON PRODUCT-MOMENT 

CORRELATIONS 77 

9. CORRELATIONS OF PERSONALITY SCALES WITH MULTIPLE 
ACT CRITERION INDIVIDUAL ITEMS 79 

10. CORRELATIONS OF CRITERION VARIABLES WITH CPI 
DOMINANCE SCALE AND MAC DOMINANCE SCALE 95 

11. CORRELATIONS OF CRITERION VARIABLES WITH CPI 
DOMINANCE SCALE FOR HIGH AND LOW SELF-

MONITORING GROUPS 99 

12. SPEARMAN CORRELATIONS OF DISCUSSION GROUP VARIABLES 
WITH DISCUSSION MAC ITÊ IS 103 
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CHAPTER I 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE AND STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

Introduction 

A recent debate in the literature on experimental personality 

theory has centered around the adequacy of trait theory for the pre

diction of behavior. This issue was given a focal point by Mischel's 

(1968) contention that trait theory has not empirically proven its 

worth. Hence, he recommended that it would be more profitable to 

explore the situational determinants of behavior. Mischel's work 

inspired many replies from psychologists who continued to find value 

in the prediction of behavior from traits. This chapter will explore 

some of the ideas that have been advanced against the extreme situa

tionist view. 

The first section of this chapter presents the situationists' 

argument. Second, the interactionists' position is presented. This 

point of view has much to recommend it as an overall conceptual strate

gy. However, it does not serve as the major point of investigation. 

The third section focuses on some of the issues of conceptual and 

methodological importance that the situationist position sometimes 

ignores. Fourth, trait theory is reexamined in light of the situation

ist and interactionist arguments. The fifth section presents some recent 

attempts to improve the predictive accuracy of traits. These attempts 

involve the use of moderator variables and multiple behavioral criteria. 



The last section presents a strategy which combines a moderator 

variable approach with multiple behavioral criteria in hopes of im

proving the accuracy of predictions from traits. 

The Situationist Position 

Mischel's Personality and Assessment (1968) is an in^ortant 

undertaking in that he attempted to show that trait theories and 

psychodynamic theories have failed to demonstrate significant predic

tive worth. To the extent that he was successful in this attempt, 

trait/state theories are seriously conpromised. Although he addressed 

the issue of behavior change, the major thrust of his argument was 

limited to the utility of trait and psychodynamic theories for the 

cross-situational prediction of behavior. Later, Mischel presented 

a social behavioral model for the prediction of behavior that essen

tially attributed to situational variables the causation of behavior. 

Although many other issues were addressed along the way, such as the 

clinical utility of psychodynamic and trait approaches, Mischel's 

argument seemed to hang on his contention that noncognitive personality 

traits account for such a small portion of the cross-situation behav

ioral variance as to be insignificant for practical purposes. Mischel 

stated: 

Indeed, the phrase "personality coefficient" might be 
coined to describe the correlation between .20 and .30 
which is found persistently when virtually any person
ality dimension inferred from a questionnaire is related 
to almost any conceivable external criterion involving 
responses sampled in a different medium—that is, not by 
another questionnaire. Generally such correlations are 
too low to have value for most individual assessment pur
poses beyond gross screening decisions. Moreover, the 
obtained network of relationships often are too difuse 
to be coirprehensible theoretically. Finally, the 



correlations obtained among personality measures to some 
extent may sin̂ Jly reflect their common associations with 
intelligence and education. (1968, p. 78) 

How does Mischel arrive at such a conclusion? He began with 

a definition of traits as a descriptive term for stable individual 

differences in behavior, or as an abstraction used to account for 

behavioral consistencies. He pointed to Guilford (1959) and Alport 

(1937, 1966) as trait theorists who would agree with this conceptuali

zation of traits. Mischel did much the same with psychodynamic 

theories. He classed all psychodynamic theories together for the 

sake of argument and referred to these as "state" theories. This 

nominal convention will be adhered to throughout this dissertation, 

but it should be noted that the use of the term "state" has caused some 

confusion, particularly due to an alternate use of the term by other 

writers, to mean situationally specific states. An example of this 

use is Speilburger's State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (1972). 

Mischel agreed that there were theoretical differences between 

trait and state theorists but he pointed to the following similarities. 

They both: (1) use behavior as signs of mental structures, (2) assume 

that these structures have pervasive causal effects on behavior and 

(3) search for indicators of these mental structures. 

Mischel's distillation of state and trait theories is very defi

nitely a simplification. Some writers (e.g. Wachtel, 1973) have 

argued that Mischel's simplified presentation has not been an accurate 

presentation of trait and state theories. However, such arguments are 

tangential to Mischel's central thesis, and it is on his main argument 

that Mischel deserves to be addressed. His major argument was: 



Support for the value of trait-state theories would require 
demonstrating, first, that people do behave consistently 
across many diverse situations. (1968, p. 9) 

And after a review of the literature he concluded: 

. . . when diverse behaviors are sampled by different 
measures, the association, although often beyond chance, 
generally tends at best to be of very modest strength. 
(1968, p. 101) 

Bandura, perhaps the best known social behaviorist, reinforced 

Mischel's position with regard to the lack of explanatory power attribu

table to traits. Bandura stated: 

It is evident from informal observation of differential con
tingencies characteristically applied to social response 
systems that, fortunately for survival purposes, cultural 
practices are much too variable to produce generalized 
traits. . . . In the case of social response systems, 
most of which are characterized by high behavioral specificity, 
trait measurement is a disappointing pursuit. (1969, p. 14) 

In short, Mischel's position as of 1968, was that measures of 

noncognitive personality traits account for so little of the behavioral 

variance across situations that they were of no practical value for 

the prediction of behavior in diverse situations. Mischel did not 

assert that personality traits do not exist. His argument was largely 

one of pragmatics and size of effect. It was his conclusion that an 

understanding of behavior is better sought in the evoking and maintain

ing aspects of the present situation. He was not alone in this asser

tion. Bandura (1969) and Peterson (1968) have advanced similar posi

tions . 

When attempting to state an author's point of view it is diffi

cult to present in a few short pages the lengthy arguments contained in 

the original work. However, it is a fair assessment to state that these 

social behaviorists attribute little if any behavioral variance or 



stability across situations to dispositional factors. Their works 

are primarily devoted to presenting the situational causes of behavior 

and, particularly in Mischel's case, to refuting the efficacy of 

personality traits. 

Five years after his original treatise on the subject, Mischel 

(1973) appeared to have modified the situationist stance that he 

originally put forth. He stated that his 1968 treatise had been widely 

misunderstood and that he did not intend tp even imply that situations 

are the main determinants of behavior. Mischel stated: 

It would be wasteful to create pseudocontroversies that pit 
person against situation in order to see which is more 
important. The answer must always depend on the particular 
situations and persons sampled; presumably, studies could 
be designed to demonstrate any outcome. The interaction 
studies correctly demonstrated that the question of 
whether individual differences or situations are more 
important is a fruitless one that has no general answer. 
(1973, pp. 255-56) 

It appears that some general agreement about the basic predictors 

of behavior has been reached between the behaviorists and the trait 

theorists. The following section is a brief review of some of the 

methodological and theoretical arguments that have led to a rapproche

ment between the situationists and those finding value in a trait con

ception of behavior. At this point most psychologists currently working 

in this area see behavior as a function of both the person and the en

vironment. The following section will explore this interactionist 

perspective. However, as was stated in the introduction, the major 

focus on this dissertation is not person/situation interactions. Any 

thoroughgoing account of behavior that ignores either persons or situa

tions is necessarily incomplete, but this dissertation does not propose 



to present a complete theoretical account of behavior. Rather, the 

intent is to investigate only one area of improvement in trait theory. 

The explanation of interactionism is provided as a wider context into 

which trait theory should fit. 

The Interactionist Position 

The most telling critique of the situationists' attack on trait 

theory is the interactionist critique. The major thrust of this 

argument is that neither situational nor dispositional variables are 

as effective in the prediction of behavior as is the utilization of 

both types of variables in conjunction. That is, the interaction 

between the person and situation is a better predictor of behavior than 

is either of them taken alone. The fact tliat the lines were drawn 

between the situationists and the personality theorists should be 

an embarrassment for psychology. The nature versus nurture debate 

illustrates the futility of this type of either/or approach. It is 

more profitable to ask how two obviously important variables such as 

the person and the environment interact than to attempt to thoroughly 

discredit one or the other. This main effects approach has given rise 

to debates that pit one class of variables against another. The nature 

versus nurture debate in regard to the etiology of schizophrenia is a 

typical example of this approach. 

Data supporting a genetic coitponent in schizophrenia has been 

steadily building since Kallman (1946) published his twin data. How

ever, the history of this line of research has been essentially a 

running debate between the geneticists and those supporting an 



environmental etiology. Even after the publication of Meehl's (1962) 

interactionist model for schizophrenia there was no observable up

surge in research that atteirpted to investigate this supposed inter

action, although more recently such studies have begun to appear 

(e.g. Garmezy, 1971, 1974; and Mednick, 1973). This is not to sug

gest that the continued study of main effects is laniitportant, only that 

a more con^lete understanding must wait upon their incorporation into 

interactional designs. To set one type of variable against another in 

hopes that one will win out appears to ignore the interactionist 

perspective. It may be an attempt to make the world simpler than it 

is. 

Perhaps the debate between the trait theorists and the situa

tionists has been resolved. Cronbach (1957) called for such a resolu

tion and even pointed the way toward interactional research designs. 

In 1975 Cronbach saw this hybrid discipline as flourishing. Neverthe

less, a review of some of these issues and arguments will serve to 

en?>hasize some important points. 

Alker (1972) criticized Mischel for his failure to propose an 

interactionist research model. Alker contended that, although the 

amoiont of variance accounted for by personality variables may be low, 

the interaction between the person and the situation is better than 

either taken alone. Endler (1973) also called for an interactionist 

approach. He stated: 

Asking whether behavioral variance is due to either situa
tions or to persons, or how much variation is contributed 
by persons and how much by situations (an additive approach) 
is analogous to asking whether air or blood is more essen
tial to life or asking one to define the area of a 
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rectangle in terms of length o£ width. The more sensible 
question is, "How do individual differences and situations 
interact in evoking behavior?" (p. 289) 

Bowers (1973) reviewed 11 articles that were published after 

1959 that had partitioned the reported variance into person effects, 

situation effects, and person by situation interaction effects. 

Across these 11 studies the person accounted for an average of 12.71% 

of the variance while the situation accounted for an average of 10.17% 

of the variance. The person by situation interaction accounted for an 

average of 20.77% of the total variance. This data led Bowers to 

conclude. 

Obviously, and to some considerable extent, the person 
and the situation are codeterminers of behavior, and they 
need to be specified simultaneously if predictive accuracy 
is desired. (p. 322) 

However, Bowers failed to mention that the sum of person effects, 

situation effects, and interaction effects accounted for less than half 

of the variance, on the average, in the studies that he surveyed. 

That over half the variance remained in the residual terra suggests at 

least two possibilities. First, that there is something other than 

dispositional and situational factors at work which needs to be explored, 

And second, that the reported studies have done a poor job of measure

ment and description of both the person and the situation. These topics 

will be dealt with in the sections on moderators and multiple criteria. 

For the present discussion it is valuable to keep in mind that although 

a research perspective that evaluates both individual differences and 

situation effects is necessary, it may not be the complete answer. 



Sarason, Smith and Diener (1975) undertook a more complete review 

of the personality literature than did Bowers. They reported that in 

65.5% of the cases the situational main effects were significant as 

compared to 31% for individual differences and 59.9% for interactions. 

The mean proportion of the variance accounted for in the studies 

surveyed was 12.8% for situational main effects, 9.4% for personality 

main effects and 1.5% for demographic variables. The interaction 

effects accounted for an average of 4.7% of the total variance. 

From the reviews reported by Bowers (1973) and Sarason, et al. 

(1975), it can be seen that there is not a sufficiently large dif

ference between the variance accounted for by the person or the situa

tion to conclude that one or the other class of variables is truly 

the prepotent dimension. 

Sarason et al. (1975) went on to address the fact that their 

review reported smaller mean interaction terms than those reported 

by Bowers (1973) and Endler (1973). Sarason et al. attributed this 

to the fact that the two previous reviews were of studies that en^loyed 

the individual person as one variable in the design. This would place 

all possible individual difference effects into the person variable. 

This obviously allowed the Bowers and Endler studies to include all 

possible person by situation effects in their interaction terms. How

ever, the Sarason et al. review included only those studies using a 

measured personality trait. The use of a measured personality trait 

approach limits the reported variance to the interaction between the 

situation and the one specific personality variable under consideration. 
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Consequently, with the Sarason et al. approach relatively smaller 

person effects and interaction effects would be expected. 

Sarason et al. (1975) ended their discussion on an optimistic 

note when they cited the fact that studies which incorporate both 

situational and personality variables appear to be on the increase. 

They also reinforced the call for an interactionist perspective when 

they suggested that we study situational and dispositional variables 

concurrently rather than continuing to ask which is more powerful. 

Seachrest (1976) echoed this call for interactionist designs and was 

also optimistic about the initial increase in such research. 

It appears that there are no serious contenders remaining in an 

either/or debate of the relative efficacy of situational versus dis

positional variables. The situation in which the act occurs and 

individual differences in response tendencies both affect the resul

tant behaviors. It seems obvious that behavior is a function of both 

the person and the environment. However, the question of person and 

environment interactions is more coirplex than has been presented thus 

far. A distinction can be drawn between the interactionist model so 

far discussed and another use of the term interaction. This discussion 

is presented to avoid confusion of the issue, not to recommend either 

of the interactionist approaches as the only viable research strategy. 

The type of interactionism thus far discussed refers to a linear, 

additive type of interaction that follows directly from analysis of 

variance designs. This type of interactionism views behavior as an 

additive function of the person and the environment. Buss (1977) 
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pointed out that some recent contributors to the topic of inter

actionism have confused two types of interaction and have hence 

generated conceptual confusion. The type of interactions thus far 

discussed have specified unidirectional causality. That is, the 

person and the environment have acted together to determine the 

resultant behavior. The second type of interactionism sees the person 

and the environment acting in a circular, reciprocal manner to affect 

each other. This second type of interactionism sees the psychological 

environment as a f\inction of the person's perception of the environ

ment. Reciprocally, the person is a function of his previous envi

ronmental experiences. This type of person/environment interactionism 

would assert that it is not what happens to an individual that is 

important, it is what the individual thinks has happened that is 

iirportant. 

It can be seen that this type of interaction requires much more 

than an additive model of causality. The environment and the person 

are in a constant state of affecting each other. What must be unrav

eled is a feedback loop with no beginning and no end. 

This second type of interaction, which Buss referred to as a 

systems view, is not new to psychology. This is exactly what Meade 

(1934) meant when he discussed symbolic interactionism. A systems 

approach to interactions is what Skinner spoke of when he employed the 

concept of counter control. He stated: 

The relation between the controller and the controlled 
is reciprocal. . . . In a very real sense, then, the slave 
controls the slave driver, the child the parent, the patient 
the therapist, the citizen the government, the communicant 
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the priest, the employee the employer, and the student the 
teacher. (1972, p. 169) 

Bandura also was fully aware of the systems type of interaction 

between the person and the environment. In a section titled "Social 

Learning as a Reciprocal Influence Process" Bandura stated: 

Psychodynamic theories of personality typically depict 
the deviant actions of individuals as being impelled by power
ful internal forces that they not only are unable to control 
but whose existence they do not even recognize. On the other 
hand, behavioral formulations often characterize response 
patterns as depending on environmental contingencies. The 
environment is presented as more or less fixed property that 
impinges upon individuals and to which their behavior even
tually adapts. Neither view of man is particularly hearten
ing nor entirely accurate. 

Psychological functioning, in fact, involves a continu
ous reciprocal interaction between behavior and its control
ling conditions. Although actions are regulated by their 
consequences, the controlling environment is, in turn, often 
significantly altered by the behavior. (1969, pp. 45-46) 

However, as quoted earlier in this paper, Bandura did not value the 

explanatory ability of trait measurement nor, by extension, the addi

tive interactionist perspective. 

In his 1973 reconceptualization of the issues, Mischel admitted 

to the logic of the additive interactionist position. He acknowledged 

that literature reviews, such as those by Bowers (1973) and Sarason 

et al., (1975) demonstrated the superiority of interactions over either 

class of variables taken alone. However, he did not think that an 

additive interactionist model was the best place to look for a thorough 

understanding of human behavior. Mischel proposed a cognitive perspec

tive that was concerned with the individual's cognitive construction of 

the environment. Thus, Mischel seems to have opted for the systems 

type of interactionism. 
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In the final analysis, Bowers (1973) also took a systems inter

actionist perspective very similar to Mischel's. He proposed a bio-

cognitive perspective that is essentially the same as Mischel's (1973) 

position. Buss (1977) pointed out that Bowers confused the two types 

of interactionism and that Mischel only implicitly recognized the 

distinction. Nevertheless, by either accident or design, they both 

have arrived at a reciprocal interactionist point of view. 

In siimmary, the second type of interactionism, the systems 

approach, has much to recommend it. This approach proposes to evaluate 

the circular effect that environments and organisms have on each other. 

It also proposes to investigate the individual's cognitive construc

tion of the world. The first type of interactionism, the additive 

analysis of variance model, is also theoretically important—particu

larly for personality assessment and behavior prediction. Predictive 

adequacy, if it is to be maximized, must take into account both the 

person and the situation. However, recent research has suggested 

that further refinements of trait theory itself may be profitable. 

Although trait theory is seen as fitting under the wider scope of an 

interactionist model, it will be argued that a further exploration 

and refinement of trait approaches may profitably be undertaken alone. 

Therefore, the following sections will review dispositional constructs. 

This is not intended as an implicit repudiation of the importance of 

situations or interactions. Rather, it is an attempt to improve pre

diction from traits with the understanding that this will ultimately 

assist the interactionist perspective as well. It stands to reason 

that the more accurately predictions from traits can be specified. 
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the more accurate will be predictions based on trait/situation 

interactions. 

The Bias of Methodology 

The purpose of the present section is to evaluate, from a 

methodological point of view, the trait versus situation contro

versy. It will be argued that the way the problem has been investi

gated dictated the possible answers. Specifically, experimental 

designs with only manipulated independent variables allow only for 

the detection of situation effects and, to the extent that psychology 

favors such experimental designs, a review of the literature will 

result in an apparent preponderance of situation effects. 

In his 1968 review, Mischel was able to marshal a good amount 

of evidence for very modest correlations between personality traits 

and behavior. Mischel (1969) asserted that these low correlations 

were an accurate reflection of the state of nature, that is, that per- < 
I 

sonality traits did not in actuality account for more than a trivial I 

amount of behavioral variance (or stability) across situations. He 

proposed situational variables as a viable alternative. One alternate 

hypothesis that has been offered to explain the apparent superiority 

of situational effects is that the current experimental methodology 

that is favored by scientific American psychology is biased for the 

detection of situation effects and biased against the detection of 

consistency. 

Wachtel (1973) has referred to one aspect of this biasing 

phenomenon as the "Implacable Experimenter." He agreed with Mischel 
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(1968) that much of our behavior is bound to the stimuli in the cur

rent situation. But, Wachtel also noted that people often find 

themselves in the same interpersonal situations. He asked: 

. . . why for some people the situation is so rarely 
different. How do we understand the man who is con
stantly in the presence of overbearing women, or con
stantly immersed in his work, or constantly with weaker 
men who are cowed by him but offer little honest feed
back? (Wachtel, 1973, p. 331) 

Wachtel concluded that our situations are often ones of our 

own making. The social stimuli to which an individual responds are 

largely a function of other people reacting to that individual's 

behavior. However, in many experimental paradigms the experimenter 

does not alter his responses or instmctions dependent upon the sub

jects' responses. The usual case is that experimenters are trained 

to avoid responding differently to different subjects, almost without 

regard to the subjects' behavior. This effectively eliminates the 

freedom of the subject to structure the situation the way he or she 

does in real life which is a major source of individual differences. 

It is obvious that Wachtel was advocating a systems approach to 

interactions although he did not label it as such. The valuable point 

to be gained from Wachtel's discussion is that the methodology employed 

in a certain line of research can limit the available conclusions. It 

is obvious that if the independent variables are situational variables 

then only situational effects can be discovered. In addition, as 

Wachtel pointed out, rigidly constructed experimental situations can 

obscure a phenomenon that may be inportant. This is hardly a revolu

tionary idea. However, it is an idea that must be firmly held in mind 
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when viewing a theoretical position that has largely been investi

gated using one methodological approach. The danger is in looking at 

only one class of variables in one way and forgetting that only one 

type of answer can then be obtained. Some further exan^les may serve 

to clarify this point. 

The strength of the implacable experimenter is well illustrated 

when one considers recent research on aggression. The recent labora

tory research on aggression has addressed primarily the control 

situational variables have on aggressive responses. Researchers are 

not necessarily attempting to build the case for situation effects, 

but that is the result of their reliance on true experiments in which 

it is easy to measure subjects' reactions to specifically devised 

situations. It is much more difficult to allow the subject the free

dom to behave in a very typical manner. The result is that the 

effects of interactions and stable individual differences will probably 

not become apparent in investigations of this type. Person effects 

become lost in a within cell error term and are often not acknowledged. 

Some examples of this trend in aggression research are found in 

Baron (1974), Jaffe, Malamuth, Feingold and Feshbach (1974), Worchel 

(1974), and Zilman and Bryant (1974). 

On the other hand, Toch's (1969) field study of violent men 

indicated that most aggression was the product of the social inter

actions that occurred between the individuals involved. It was the 

sequence of increasingly confrontational statements that usually trig

gered the violent incidents that he studied. It was true that violence 

usually developed only in certain types of situations, but Toch also 
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discovered that it happened largely to violence prone individuals. 

These violence prone people were often in violence producing situa

tions because they were instrumental in creating these social situa

tions themselves. 

Conclusions such as those developed by Toch would be unlikely 

if aggression research were conducted only in true experimental designs 

Mediating events are difficult to discover when only cell means and 

variance are examined. The tendency to do this may have resulted from 

an over reliance on an input-output analysis as Bowers (1973) has indi

cated. 

Along a similar line. Bowers (1973) pointed out that the situa

tionist has confused S-R relationships with causality. Simply finding 

a reliable relationship is not necessarily the same as explaining the 

phenomenon in question. Bowers stated: 

In other words, causation derives from a theoretical under
standing of empirical relationships, whether these relation
ships be S-R or R-R in nature. This is a much different 
understanding of causality than the widespread view which 
simply assumes that antecedents cause consequences. 
(Bowers, 1973, p. 311) 

To some extent the assumption that reliable S-R or independent 

variable-dependent variable relationships are sufficient to explain 

events has led psychology into the acceptance of some explanations that 

are incomplete at best and sometimes misleading. In part the accep

tance of the antecedent-consequent relationship as equivalent to cau

sality can be attributed to behaviorism's rejection of mentalistic 

explanations. To the extent that this point of view brought to light 

the lack of empirical validation of many psychodynamic constructs it 
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was of value. However, it is also possible to shave too closely with 

Occam's razor. This has left the purely input-output analysis incom

plete and misleading. 

A good exaii5)le of this phenomenon began with the research of 

Levine (1957, 1958) and Levine and Broadhurst (1963) on the stressing 

of infant rats. Levine observed that stressing infant rats led to a 

variety of differences between these rats and control rats when they 

reached maturity. The stressed rats tended to be more resistant to 

stress as adults and also evidenced superiority on several physical 

dimensions. A direct causation hypothesis was entertained for several 

years. That is, it was proposed that stress in infancy has a directly 

beneficial effect. This point of view even found its way into intro

ductory textbooks (e.g. Lindzey, Hall & Thompson, 1975). 

This willingness to accept the independent variable of stress as 

the cause of the observed differences led to inadequate theorizing that 

was at least seriously considered for several years. Later, Bell, 

Nitschke, Gorry and Zachman (1971) demonstrated that the ultra sounds 

produced by the stressed infants possibly could be acting as a mediator. 

These ultra sounds altered the mothering patterns of the pups' mothers 

such that the stressed infants received additional care and nuturance. 

It is apparently this altered mothering that produces the beneficial 

effects of stress, not the direct action of stress itself. However, an 

unwillingness to look past the manipulated independent variable led to 

the advancement of an explanation that was inconplete at best. The 

early handling phenomena is a good example of a case in which a quick 
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willingness to attribute causality to the independent variable led to 

years of inaccurate thinking. 

The unwillingness to entertain the notion of presently lonob-

served intervening variables has acted to exclude mediating constructs 

from rigorously experimental analyses of behavior in the area of per

sonality research as well. It is precisely those intraorganismic 

behavioral dispositions that act as mediators between stimulus and 

response. The over-reliance on manipulated independent variables leads 

to an incomplete understanding. This argument is not meant to imply 

that the investigation of situational determinants of behavior is 

without value, only that it is limited in its applicability. No amount 

of information supporting situational variables should be taken as 

evidence against personality variables. 

To the above statements the situationist might well argue that 

if these intervening dispositional variables were sufficiently strong 

and did vary from person to person then they could be expected to dis

rupt an input-output, S-R analysis. They would then be indirectly ob

servable as large residual variance terms and a breakdown in the ex

pected S-R relationship. Bowers (1973) agreed that this may actually 

be the case. However, when experimental research is conducted and 

apparently different situations fail to produce a significant behavioral 

difference, Bowers asserted that this is not usually taken as evidence 

for the cross-situational consistency of behavior. Rather, the experi

menter is likely to conclude that the situations are not really dif

ferent and simply press on with more extreme manipulations. Intelli

gent researchers guided by meaningful theory should be expected to 
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seriously weigh such negative results. However, as Bowers pointed 

out, this is not always the case and it is not often that one reads 

a journal article in which the author points to a large residual 

error term as evidence for the incompleteness of the explanation that 

is advanced. 

The use of manipulated independent variables may have been too 

effective in personality research. The field's overreliance on situa

tional manipulation led Carlson (1971) to title her review of the 1968 

literature, "Where is the person in personality research?" In their 

review of the 1973 literature, Levenson, Gray and Ingram (1976) indica

ted that there was still a heavy reliance on studies which used only 

situational manipulations. The point is that situational manipula

tions will find only situation effects. 

The heavy use of experimental designs certainly makes sense 

from one point of view. Hendrick and Jones (1972) point out that 

experimental designs have an advantage over nonexperimental research 

primarily because experiments allow greater control over extraneous 

variables. 

The experiment's epistemological superiority has led to its over-

application in some areas of inquiry. An aggression causing situation 

can be produced, manipulated and used in a true experiment. The disposi

tion to behave aggressively, the personality trait of aggression, can

not be manipulated and implanted into an individual to then be employed 

in an experiment. Consequently situational variables are easier to 

investigate well, and this has led to their abundance in the literature. 

Experiments are better at establishing more reliable functional 
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relationships but they are inappropriate when the variables in question 

cannot be adequately manipulated. 

The extent to which personality psychology limits itself to 

situational manipulations, it limits itself to situational explanations 

as well. In addition, as the Bell et al. (1971) and Toch (1969) works 

illustrated, reliable independent variable/dependent variable relation

ships do not always offer thorough explanations of behavior. There may 

be more to the phenomenon than the experiment exposes. Sechrest (1976) 

was correct when he stated that subject variables such as depression 

can be induced and studied as experimental variables. However, the 

antecedent remains the depression inducing situation not the personality 

trait of depression. Such a design is not particularly useful for in

vestigating cross-situational consistencies in depressive behavior. 

In summary, what is being advocated is not the demise of experi

mental designs, simply a realization that the hypothesis to be investi

gated should dictate the choice of method. If the cross-situational 

consistency of personality traits is the question then correlational 

research is in order (cf. Cronbach, 1957) . 

It is realized that correlation does not imply causality. To 

say that John behaves aggressively because of his trait of aggressive

ness is nonsense. With this caution in mind, trait theory will be 

briefly examined to determine if there are constructs there worth 

saving. 
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;̂  ©• An Examination of Trait Concepts 

lit-state theories of personality, as defined by Mischel 

icompass a wide range of concepts. This section will discuss 

: these concepts. 

order for the concept of traits to be meaningful and useful 

.or prediction two constructs are necessary. First, traits 

jst a tendency of some sort. That is, the trait of aggres

siveness must imply a tendency to be aggressive. The greater the trait 

of aggressiveness, the greater must be the tendency to behave aggres

sively. Second, people must show individual differences in these 

tendencies. If a trait dimension existed on which there was no varia

tion from individual to individual then its usefulness for personality 

and behavior prediction would be minimal. If there were no individual 

variation on a trait dimension, that trait would simply be a charac

teristic of the species. 

The concept of tendency, as the central aspect of traits, is 

consistent with Alport's (1966) conceptualization. He also referenced 

McDougall (1937) and Walker (1964) as writers who agreed that tendency 

is the central concept of traits. The concept of individual variation 

was added in order to make traits useful in practice for behavior pre

diction. Other concepts that are often connected with trait theory are 

unnecessary for present purposes. For example, whether or not traits 

have a motivational component is unimportant for their value as pre

dictors, as long as the tendency aspect of the definition is retained. 

Mischel (1968) would probably agree with this use of the term 

trait. Mischel recognized individual differences and tendencies as 
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important constructs. He stated: 

Indeed probably the most striking and self-evident finding 
in personality psychology is the fact that different persons 
respond differently to the same objective stimulus and that 
no two persons are completely alike. The existence of enor
mous differences among persons is recognized by all psycholo
gists, regardless of theoretical orientation. Critical and 
controversial issues, however, are the consistency of par*-
ticular predispositions within any individual and the 
utility of searching for these generalized predispositional 
states in the person as the deteinnining sources of his 
responses to diverse situations (1968, pp. 8-9; emphasis 
added). 

The above quote indicates that Mischel would be unlikely to 

quarrel with the concept of traits as individual differences in ten

dencies (predispositions) to respond in a certain fashion. What he 

questioned was the ability of traits to predict behavior across situa

tions. Furthermore, Mischel also objects to the use of traits as 

explanatory constructs. He stated: 

To invoke trait names as explanatory entities, however, con
fuses constructions about behavior with causes of behavior. 
. . . These descriptions are not problematic as long as 
their bases are recalled—namely, he is construed as behav
ing anxiously, and no more. Nothing is explained, however, 
if the state wê  have attributed to the person from his 
behavior ("he has a trait or state of anxiety") is now in
voked as the cause of behavior from which it was inferred 
(1968, p. 42). 

Mischel is correct in his analysis. Traits inferred from behav

ior cannot then be used to explain the behavior. However, such traits 

can be considered individual differences in tendencies to respond in 

a specific manner. To that extent they can be useful predictors of 

behavior and, according to Mischel himself, their usefulness as predic

tors is the central issue. 
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It could be argued that traits as constructs are always incom

plete. If traits are simply inferred constructs conceiming specific 

behavioral tendencies then events that shaped these tendencies should 

be the central unit of study. To discover the source of these traits 

would return us to more objective, observable variables and avoid 

inferred mentalistic constructs. However, it is not often that a psy

chologist possesses complete genetic information on a subject as well 

as a complete environmental history. Even if these data were available, 

it would be difficult to analyze it in such a way as to predict 

behavioral tendencies. Regardless of the source of traits (genetic 

or environmental or both) and regardless of their inability to be used 

as causes of behavior, they can still be employed as useful predictors 

of behavior. 

To arguments such as those that have been presented thus far, 

Mischel (1973b) has responded that the issue is empirical, not concep

tual. It is the responsibility of trait theorists to demonstrate the 

value of traits. To simply bemoan their lot in life is not sufficient. 

As Bem (1972) stated: 

Thus the logic of Mischel's position does not lend itself to 
purely theoretical attack, for he does not have to carry the 
burden of proof. Unfair of him perhaps, but he's right. 
(1972, p. 19) 

The above arguments were not intended as excuses for trait 

theory's poor showing. They were intended as points to be kept in 

mind when evaluating the recent positive attempts to improve the predic

tions that can be made from personality traits. The following section 

deals with some of these more promising attempts. 
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Recent Positive Attempts at Behavior Prediction 

Moderator Variables 

Some writers, who have criticized those seeking the demise of 

personality variables, have pointed to the moderator variable approach 

as one possible line of investigation that may serve to increase the 

validity of predictions across situations. This approach is essen

tially founded on the notion that if sijbjects are divided on the basis 

of an additional variable the prediction will be reliable for a siibset 

of the sample when it was not for the group as a whole. The modera

tor variable approach is not new to psychology by any means. It is 

frequently applied, particularly using variables such as sex of sub

ject. Bem (1972) pointed out that this has been a tried and true 

technique of many researchers in the past; however, a moderator varia

ble approach becomes more than an analytic convention only when the 

salient moderator can be specified in advance. 

The reason that this rather old approach is worthy of new 

emphasis is because recent writers have proposed that cross-situational 

consistency may be improved by the use of a moderator. That is, there 

may be individuals who exhibit consistency across situations and individu

als who do not. The task is to identify those individuals. 

Campus (1974) has proposed that cross-situational consistency may 

itself be a dimension of personality. She investigated this hypothesis 

by having subjects tell stories to 16 TAT cards and then scored these 

stories for the needs expressed in each story based on Murray's (1938) 

system of needs. She reasoned that the 16 TAT cards could be viewed as 

16 different situations and hence, if subjects exhibited high scores on 
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certain needs across the 16 cards it could be concluded that they con

sistently exhibited the needs in question across different situations. 

Her study will be examined in light of Mischel's comments about this 

type of research. 

Mischel (1968) pointed out that much of the consistency exhib

ited between paper and pencil measures of personality traits can be 

attributed to the method of assessment, not the trait itself (cf. 

Campbell and Fiske, 1959). In order for true consistency to be shown 

it needs to be assessed using different methods. Because Campus used 

identical methods of assessing needs across the 16 cards, she has not 

addressed this issue. Furthermore, simply viewing 16 cards can hardly 

be considered 16 truly different situations. When determining what 

situations to use, trait theorists should show the same fairness to 

the situationists as they have been so vociferously demanding. Keep

ing these considerations in mind, it may still be of some use to note 

that the subjects in Campus' study did exhibit small but reliable 

variation on the dimension of consistency. Some subjects exhibited 

greater consistency than others in the needs they expressed across the 

16 cards. 

Alker (1972) proposed that psychopathology may be an effective 

moderator variable for dividing people into groups of those who do and 

those who do not exhibit consistency across situations. He explained 

that personality theories which predict consistency grew out of a 

clinical setting where the behavior observed was largely disturbed and 

hence consistent across situations. Alker thought that it may be 
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profitable to view personalities as purposively organized and pur-

posively disorganized (disturbed). He believed that the disorganized 

personalities were likely to exhibit consistency across situations 

while the organized personality would be more influenced by situa

tions and person situation interactions. 

Endler (1973) was not optimistic about the value of a modera

tor variable approach. He thought that there was no logical or a 

priori basis for identifying moderator variables, hence this line of 

research is often nothing more than a "hunting expedition." 

Alker (1972) and Bem (1972) both favor the use of moderator 

variables and point to the research on risk taking by Kogan and 

Wallach (1964) as an example of a study that successfully employed 

moderator variables. Wallach and Leggett (1972) point out that Alker 

and Bem have independently reviewed the Kogan and Wallach (1964) data 

and have arrived at different interpretations of the same data. 

Wallach and Leggett thought that these different interpretations 

pointed out a major problem with moderator variables. They stated 

that moderator variables are statistically complex and hence difficult 

to interpret. They also state that moderator variables are unstable 

and consequently difficult to replicate. 

The pessimism expressed by Endler, and by Wallach and Leggett 

is not a sufficient reason to abandon the strategy. Obviously modera

tor variables are not problem free, but there are several studies that 

do exhibit positive results using a moderator variable approach. The 

first of these requires a return to the article by Endler (1973) who 

cited data in an attempt to refute Alker's contention that disturbed 
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individuals are more consistent than normals. Endler noted that in 

two disturbed populations the percentage of the variance accounted 

for by the person on the S-R Inventory of Anxiousness (Endler, Hunt, 

and Rosenstein, 1962) was from 12.13% to 18.78%. He concluded that 

even in pathological populations the person did not account for a 

major source of behavioral variance as Alker predicted it should. 

He pointed to the interaction of person and situation as the superior 

predictor. However, Endler failed to mention that for normals in the 

same study the variance accounted for by the person was only from .93% 

to 4.20%. The pathological sample exhibited greater consistency than 

the normal sanple. This is exactly the relationship Alker predicted 

although the magnitude was small. Also in keeping with Alker's predic

tion, the situation main effects accounted for 17.88% to 28.71% of the 

variance for normals and only 5.25% to 5.78% for the disturbed group. 

It appears that Endler's data did support Alker's hypothesis of greater 

trait salience for disturbed populations and greater situation effects 

for normals. Alker's hypothesis also received theoretical support 

from Wachtel (1973) and mild empirical support from Bowers' (1973) 

review that was mentioned in a previous section. 

Bem and Allen (1974) took a different moderator variable approach 

to discovering those individuals that exhibit cross-situational consis

tency and those that do not. They contended that our attempts at person

ality description and behavior prediction have been nomothetic in the 

past and hence doomed to poor results. What they offered to replace 

this approach is an idiographic orientation that did not assume that 
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all individuals could be meaningfully assessed on all trait dimen

sions. They proposed that a given trait has predictive utility for 

only some people, not all. Therefore, if the people who behave con

sistently with respect to a certain trait dimension can be identified 

ahead of time that trait will, of course, predict better for the con

sistent group than for those individuals inconsistent on the dimension 

in question. Logically this is no different than the moderator vari

able approaches previously discussed, but Bem and Allen did differ 

on the moderator they employed: their moderator was simply a self-

report of consistency on the dimension in question. 

The first trait on which Bem and Allen (1974) reported is that 

of friendliness. Subjects responded to two questions about their 

friendliness. (1) "In general, how friendly and outgoing are you?" 

and (2) "How much do you vary from one situation to another in how 

friendly and outgoing you are?" Subjects were then divided into 

those who described themselves as having low variability across situa

tions and those describing high variability. This was done in such a 

way as to make variability group assignment independent of overall 

friendliness. Ratings of the subjects' friendliness were then obtained 

in six different situations: (1) self-report (2) mother's report 

(3) father's report (4) peer's report (5) group discussion and (6) spon

taneous friendliness. As hypothesized, those subjects who rated them

selves as low in variability were indeed less variable across the six 

situations than were those who rated themselves as highly variable. The 

mean correlation for the low variability group was .57 and the mean 

for the high variability group was .27. It appears that Bem and Allen 
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have developed an easy method of assessing an effective moderator of 

friendliness by simply asking people if they are consistent. 

Bem and Allen (1974) also reported an atteirpt to demonstrate 

the same effect using the trait of conscientiousness. This attempt 

was not successful. Apparently the subjects defined conscientious

ness differently than the investigators did. Consequently, when the 

subjects were asked if they were conscientious their responses did 

not correlate well with the measure of conscientiousness devised by 

the investigators. Bem and Allen used this fact to point out that 

the imposition of a researcher's nomothetic assumptions may not be 

successful because the subject may not define a trait in the same 

manner as the experimenter. 

Since simply asking was not successful with conscientiousness, 

Bem and Allen (1974) employed another measure of low and high varia

bility. They calculated each individual's variance on the 23 conscien

tiousness questions from the self-report measure that they had devised. 

They then divided this score by the individual's variance on all 86 

items of the measure. Subjects who were highly variable on this 

ipsatized measure of variability were then compared across a number of 

situations to those subjects who evidenced low variability. Results 

similar to the friendliness variable were then obtained. Those indi

viduals who were categorized as consistent had a mean correlation of 

.45 while those who were categorized as inconsistent had a mean corre

lation of .09. 

Bem and Allen recommend the ipsatized variance index as the more 

promising of the two since it could be employed with a variety of 
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currently used personality tests to identify those individuals who 

are likely to be consistent on a particular dimension across situa

tions. This appears to be a promising approach and warrants further 

investigation. However, Bem and Allen thought that the real promise 

was with an ideographic approach, a method which allows for the de

termination of the most important traits for each individual. They 

felt that the best predictions would result only when we attempted 

to predict on the basis of traits that are central for the individual 

in question. It is unreasonable to expect that any trait an investi

gator selects to study will be truly important for all subjects se

lected at random. This is an old idea following directly from 

Alport's (1937) concern for ideographic assessment and the concept 

of cardinal traits. 

Snyder (1973, 1974) identified another dimension that has 

proven to be a successful moderator of cross-situational consistency. 

He developed a 25 item true-false inventory of self-monitoring that 

has been demonstrated to identify those individuals who exhibit con

sistency in behavior across situations. Snyder saw two basic sources 

of information available to the actor placed in a social situation: 

situational cues and cues about internal states and dispositions 

(Snyder & Swann, 1976; Snyder & Tanke, 1976). To the extent that an 

individual relied primarily on situational cues, their behavior would 

be expected to be situation specific. Subjects who relied primarily 

on internal cues and did not rely heavily upon situational cues of 

social appropriateness would be expected to show greater consistency 
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from situation to situation. Snyder termed those individuals who 

attend heavily to situational cues high self-monitors. 

His choice of terms has led to some confusion. High self-

monitoring individuals monitor their behavior with regard to its 

social appropriateness for the present situation. High self-monitors 

do not attend particularly to their internal feelings and attitudes. 

They may be aware of these, but when deciding how to respond in a 

particular situation their primary source of information is in situa

tional cues. 

On the other hand, low self-monitoring individuals are rela

tively less aware of situational cues and more aware of their own 

internal promptings. Low self-monitors attend to their feelings and 
j 

attitudes. They do not monitor their behavior for its social appro- i 

priateness. Snyder's use of the term tends to give the opposite I 
i 

impression from what was intended. The reader should bear in mind 

that high self-monitors attend to situational cues while low self-

monitors attend to internal cues. In Snyder's conceptualization, 

high self-monitoring required that the individual have a concern for 

social appropriateness as well as the skills necessary to modify 

their behavior from situation to situation. 

High self-monitoring people have been shown to be (1) rated by 

peers as being concerned with the social appropriateness of their 

acts, (2) skilled at controlling their emotional expression in order 

to convey the desired impression, (3) able to communicate accurately 

an arbitrarily chosen emotion, (4) more accurate judges of emotion and 

(5) more likely to seek out social comparison information before 
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responding. Actors were found to be high self-monitors as a group 

while psychiatric patients were low self-monitors (Snyder, 1974). 

Snyder and Monson (1975) demonstrated that high self-monitoring sub

jects were more affected by the salient reference group in regard to 

expressing their opinions than were low self-monitoring subjects. 

As expected, high self-monitors' daily behavior was more situationally 

variable than low self monitors, according to self reports. Snyder 

and Swann (1976) reported that the correlation between an attitude 

measure and a behavioral measure of attitudes toward affirmative action 

policies was higher for the low self-monitors (£ = .42, p < .005) than 

for the high self-monitors (£ = .03, ns) . This is congruent with the • 
( 

expectation that high self-monitors would be more variable (less con- | 
« 

sistent) across situations than the low self-monitors. 
I 

Snyder and Tanke (1976) investigated the relationship between 9 

self-monitoring and attitude change. Subjects wrote counterattitudinal 

essays in a perceived choice condition. Low self-monitoring subjects 

were more likely to accept their counterattitudinal behavior as actu

ally representative of their true attitudes than were high self-

monitoring subjects. This was explained by the reasoning that low 

self-monitoring subjects justified their behavior in terms of their 

internal dispositions and therefore reported values consistent with 

their essay. High self-monitors attributed their essay writing to the 

situation and hence did not change their true attitudes to reflect 

their behavior. 

Jones and Baumeister (1976) investigated the reaction of sub

jects to people who the subjects thought were being ingratiating. In 
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keeping with previous research they discovered that high self-monitors 

were more sensitive to social context than low self-monitors. How

ever, high self-monitors also reported a very negative reaction to 

people who they though were being ingratiating on a video tape. This 

is interesting in that self-monitors readily acknowledged the ingra

tiating aspect of their own behavior. 

It appears from the above reported research that Snyder's Self-

Monitoring Scale is reasonably successful at moderating cross-

situational consistency, low self-monitors being more consistent in 

their behavior across situations and less aware of social cues. The 

relationship of self-monitoring to other scales is also of interest. . 

Snyder (1974) reported that the Self-Monitoring Scale has a slight | 
« 

negative relationship with the Marlowe-Crowne Scale of Social Desir-
I 

ability, r = -.1874 (Crowne & Marlowe, 1964); the Psychopathic iJ 
— i 

Deviate Scale of the MMPI, £ = -.25, (Ring & Wallston, 1968). The 

Self-Monitoring Scale was also found to be essentially unrelated to 

Machiavellianism, £ = -.0931, (Christie & Gels, 1970); achievement 

anxiety, £ = +.1437, (Alpert & Haber, 1960); and inner-other directed-

ness, £ = -.1944, (Kassarjian, 1962). Snyder (1974) concluded that 

self-monitoring is a relatively independent dimension. 

Snyder and Monson (1975) reported another interesting resiiLt 

with regard to predicting sensitivity to social cues. As was stated 

before, the low self-monitoring subjects were relatively insensitive 

to social cues. The same result was obtained when subjects were divided 

on the basis of neuroticism, i.e., high neuroticism subjects were 

relatively insensitive to the situational manipulation. Interestingly, 

1 



35 

the correlation between self-monitoring and the Neuroticism Scale 

of the Eysenck Personality Inventory was only .286. In addition, 

the division of subjects into high and low self-monitoring groups 

by high and low neuroticism groups was independent when tested with 

a Chi-square. It appears that both neuroticism and self-monitoring 

may be effective moderators of situational sensitivity even though 

they are relatively independent of each other. The neuroticism re

sults are not surprising when one considers the previous hypotheses 

along these lines suggested by Alker (1972), Wachtel (1973), and 

Bowers (1973). 

In summary, the above reviewed research has opened several sug

gestive possibilities in terms of self-monitoring and neuroticism as 

moderators. The theoretical justification has been that people differ 

in the extent to which they attend to internal states and situational 

cues. Individuals who are more sensitive to situational cues can be 

expected to exhibit behavior that is relatively variable from situa

tion to situation. Research has indicated that high self-monitors 

and people low in neuroticism tend to be more variable in their behav

ior across situations. On the other hand, individuals who are more 

sensitive to internal cues and dispositions can be expected to exhibit 

greater behavioral consistency across situations. These people have 

been identified as being high in neuroticism and low in self-monitoring, 

Bem and Allen (1974) suggested a related but different approach. In 

addition to seeing value in moderator variables, they also advocated 

an idiographic approach that seeks to find the trait labels that best 

characterize the consistencies in a given individual's personality. 
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They think that it is these traits that are central to the individual 

in question that will provide the best predictions. 

Although the procedures reviewed are interesting and promising 

they have not sufficiently answered Mischel's objection. Mischel 

(1968) has conceded that many personality traits have shown statisti

cally significant effects. What he takes issue with is the size of 

the effect. If effect size cannot be increased such traits are in

effective for practical purposes. Much of Snyder's research has not 

reported measures of strength of effect. Bem and Allen's best varia

ble accounted for 32% of the variance on the average in the consis

tent group. This is a considerably higher strength of effect than 

the 10% Mischel cited as the norm for personality variables. How

ever, there is still room for improvement. With this in mind another 

attempt at increasing predictability from traits will be explored in 

the following section. 

Multicriteria Approach 

Jaccard (1974) suggested that one possible reason for low cor

relations between trait measures and predicted behaviors may lie in 

the dependent measure rather than the independent measure. For 

years psychologists have blamed measurement problems with personality 

scales for the low reported correlations. Jaccard suggested that the 

measurement problem may lie with the dependent measure as well. 

Jaccard identified three types of consistency in behavior. The 

first occurs when the identical response occurs in two situations. 

The second occurs when overtly different responses occ\ir, but they are 

all on the same side of the trait dimension in question. The third 
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type of consistency occurs when responses fall on either side of a 

trait dimension but exhibit a consistent degree of the same trait 

overall across situations. This argument was borrowed directly from 

Fishbein and Ajzen (1974) who have applied it to the prediction of 

behavior from attitudes. Jaccard saw the argument fitting equally 

well with the prediction of behavior from personality traits. 

Jaccard contended that trait theorists often do not make clear 

the type of consistency they intend. A problem then arises when a 

theorist intends to find the third type of consistency discussed above 

but uses measures of the first or second type. That is, if a trait 

theorist expects that people identified as high on a particular dimen

sion should, on the average, exhibit more of certain types of behav

iors then he must be careful to test for the third type of consistency 

If the theorist tests for identical responses, or for only a few 

specific responses when many are available to the subject, then poor 

prediction will probably result. Most trait theorists do not expect 

perfect consistency (e.g. Alport, 1937). When only a relatively few 

behaviors are sampled in a few situations, relatively perfect consis

tency would be required for large correlations to be found. 

One method of overcoming the above problem is the use of 

multiple act criteria. An investigator should not expect perfect 

correlations when the occurence of a specific act is the dependent 

measure. Rather, Jaccard suggested, multiple acts should be measured 

that all reflect the action of the trait in question. For exanple, 

in a given situation there are a number of ways to act in a dominant 

fashion. To predict and measure only one of these is not likely to 



38 

detect consistencies that may exist. In addition, behavior should be 

suirveyed in several situations. Mischel (1968) has made it clear 

that situations do affect behavior, even for individuals high on a 

particular trait dimension. For example, the usually calm person 

may be anxious when faced with a laboratory full of electronic equip

ment and a scientist giving instructions. Such a situation may over

shadow any dispositions that do exist. That does not mean that the 

dispositions are unimportant, only more or less active in certain 

situations. Therefore , Jaccard argues, a variety of behaviors should 

be sampled in a variety of situations and their average taken as an 

index of the subject's behavior on the trait dimension in question. 

Using this approach, Jaccard (1974) reported correlations of 

.514, .578 and .636 between three personality scales of dominance 

and a multiple act criterion measure. However, mean correlations of 

.174, .195 and .202 were reported between these measures of dominance 

and any specific behaviors. Jaccard constructed a behavioral self-

report inventory to use as his dependent measure (see Study I). 

This instrument asked subjects if they had actually performed a vari

ety of dominant behaviors. The above reported correlations indicated 

that the sxibjects' average score on this behavior siurvey was predicted 

much more accurately than were the specific behaviors. 

A problem with Jaccard's procedure was that the dependent mea

sure was a self-report survey. The problem of shared method variance 

(Mischel, 1968; Campbell & Fiske, 1959) was probably minimized be

cause subjects were asked to report if they had actually performed 

the behaviors in question. Nevertheless, the possibility still exists 
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of the correlations being inflated because all measures were self-

report . 

McGowan and Gormly (1976) reported a study that corrected for 

this shortcoming. They reported a correlation of .70 between peer 

ratings of subjects and observed behavior in a naturalistic setting 

using multiple behavioral criteria. The correlation between the 

peer rated trait score and interview data (self-report data) was .65. 

This suggests that self-reports of specific behaviors may not serve 

to inflate correlations over actual observed behavior. The trait 

dimension that McGowan and Gormly investigated was energetic behavior 

but they suggested that their procedure may be equally useful for 

other traits as well. 

In summary, the research reviewed in the present section has 

suggested two possible approaches to the improvement of behavior pre

diction from traits. The first was the use of a moderator variable 

to divide subjects into groups of more consistent people and groups 

of less consistent people. The second was the use of multiple act 

criteria as dependent measiires. This resiiLted from a realization that 

traits are not intended to predict specific behaviors with complete 

accuracy. Traits are a behavioral tendency in a particular direction. 

Hence, for most traits, prediction is expected to be better on the 

average than for a specific act in a specific situation. The follow

ing section explores these ideas more fully, offers a theoretical 

reconceptualization of moderators, and outlines a study to investigate 

this theoretical presentation. 
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Statement of the Problem and Outline of Research 

The previous section reported on a variety of variables that 

have been used successfully as effective moderators of personality 

traits. These various moderators were: 1) self-report of consistency, 

2) ipsatized variance index, 3) neuroticism, 4) psychiatric patient 

status, and 5) self-monitoring. It appears that some theoretical 

coherence is badly needed. If this line of research continues to 

produce a different moderator for each trait then our overall under

standing will probably not be enhanced, only our actuarial predic

tions. Furthermore, if each trait has its own moderator then it may 

be profitable to view the moderator as simply a refinement of the 

trait dimension itself, not necessarily a way of dividing people into 

groups exhibiting consistency and groups exhibiting inconsistency. 

In hopes of discovering a thread of theoretical consistency, two of 

the previously reviewed moderator variables were briefly reexamined. 

Self-Monitoring 

Below is a list of behaviors, drawn from the previous section, 

on which low and high self-monitors differ. High self-monitors, as 

coirpared to low self-monitors, are: 

1. more concerned with the social appropriateness of their 
behavior 

2. more skilled at expressing arbitrarily chosen emotions 

3. more able to control their emotional expression in order 
to make an impression 

4. more accurate judges of emotion 

5. more likely to seek out social con^arison information 
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6. more affected by the reference group (situation) when 
expressing opinions 

7. less likely to show a high relationship between reported 
intentions and behavior 

These behaviors are, as Snyder (1973, 1974) suggested, reflec

tive of a concern for social appropriateness and an ability to modify 

behavior to meet social expectations. Furthermore, all of the behav

iors listed appear to be fairly well under conscious control, if the 

skills exist and if the motivation is present. That is, high self-

monitors appear able to engage in the conscious control of some behav

iors to convey the desired impression. It is reasonable to anticipate 

that if the social situation calls for being friendly, high self-

monitors can manipulate their friendliness better than low self-

monitors. This ability to manipulate their behavior can reasonably 

be expected to extend to most consciously controlled behaviors. That 

is, high self-monitors can be ejq̂ ected to appear friendly, talkative, 

helpful, concerned or conscientious as the situation demands. Because 

they can more easily manipulate these behaviors, high self-monitoring 

people appear relatively inconsistent across situations. That is, high 

self-monitoring people can be expected to show greater situation specifi

city on behavior dimensions that are under conscious control. Conversly, 

low self-monitoring people, because they lack either the skills or the 

desire, appear more consistent on those behavior dimensions that are 

often under conscious control. 

On the other hand, it was proposed that high self-monitors 

would be less likely to evidence greater control and hence greater cross-

situational variability on emotional, less easily controlled behavioral 
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indices. For exanple, it is one thing to act friendly or helpful when 

the social situation suggests it. It is quite another thing to be 

calm in a threatening situation simply because calmness would convey 

a better impression. High self-monitors may be able to adopt a 

behavior pattern that suggests that they are not as anxious as they 

actually are. However, it is unlikely that such an impression could 

be conveyed as successfully as helpfulness or other more cognitive and 

conscious, less affective behavioral dimensions. 

Therefore, it was proposed that self-monitoring would be an 

effective moderator for only some types of behaviors. Specifically, 

self-monitoring was expected to be an effective moderator of behaviors 

that are able to be consciously controlled, that is, behaviors that 

require only a reasonable amount of social presence and ability. To 

some extent, high self-monitors may also be able to control the behav

ioral manifestations of such traits as anxiety and depression. However, 

the conscious control of these behaviors is much more difficult and 

hence self-monitoring was expected to be a less successful moderator 

for these types of traits. 

Neuroticism and Psychopathology 

Alker (1972), Wachtel (1973), and Bowers (1973) have all theo

retically supported the hypothesis that psychopathology may be an 

effective moderator of cross-situational consistency. They have agreed 

that pathological individuals will evidence more consistency across 

situations than do normal individuals. Wachtel has stated: 

It is likely that the neurotic patients seen by psychoanalysts 
are considerably less able to alter their behavior appropriately 
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from situation to situation and person to person than a 
typical group of children or adults. That inability is 
a major reason why the former are in therapy (1973, 
p. 328). 

Some evidence exists for Wachtel's assertion that pathological 

populations exhibit greater behavioral consistency. As was previously 

stated. Bowers' (1973) review of the literature is consistent with 

this hypothesis. However, only one study was found in the literature 

that deliberately set out to test the efficacy of psychopathology as 

a moderator of consistent behavior. That study was conducted by 

Snyder and Monson (1975). They found that high neuroticism subjects 

were less influenced by the salient reference group, that is, they 

were more stable in the attitudes they expressed. Previously it was 

pointed out that a post hoc viewing of Endler's (1973) data also pro

vides evidence for greater consistency in anxiousness for a patholo

gical sample. 

In summary, the available data appears to suggest that patholo

gical groups may exhibit greater cross-situational consistency in 

behavior than normal samples. This idea is also consistent with 

psychodynamic theories of personality as Wachtel (1973) has pointed 

out. Therefore, psychopathology was also investigated as a possible 

moderator of cross-situational consistency. A further development of 

this idea must wait on a brief review of the factor analytic person

ality literature. 

Personality Factors 

Many cautions have been raised about the validity of the factors 

derived from factor analytic approaches to personality (e.g. Mischel, 
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1968; Peterson, 1965; Alport, 1966; Overall, 1964). It has been 

pointed out that frequently the same factors are not obtained from 

different samples, nor are these factors necessarily indicative of 

actual or useful personality dimensions. However, many of these 

criticisms apply more completely to studies in which a large number 

of factors are retained for rotation than when only a limited number 

of factors are rotated. When only two factors are retained for rota

tion similar dimensions are obtained across a diverse number of 

samples and instruments (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1968; Peterson, 1965; 

Nichols & Schnell, 1963). Usually these two factors have been inter

preted to represent introversion-extraversion and neuroticism-stability 

(or anxiety). Wiggins (1968) labeled these the "Big Two" of personality 

dimensions. 

With regard to the issue of moderators of cross-situational 

consistency, it stands to reason that these two major personality fac

tors are likely candidates, particularly considering the evidence 

already presented for neuroticism. Since many less encompassing traits 

are related to these major dimensions to a greater or lesser degree, 

it is hypothesized that these two major personality factors should 

moderate those variables to which they are related. For example, since 

friendliness is conceptually related to extraversion, those individuals 

high on extraversion would be expected to be more consistently friendly 

than those individuals low on extraversion. The same woiiLd hold for 

those traits related to neiiroticism. A person who reports feeling 

depressed is more likely to be consistently depressed if they are also 

neurotic. Those people who report feeling depressed but are low on 
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neuroticism, are more likely to be responding to less stable internal 

states since other neurotic features are not present in a sufficient 

amount to result in a high neuroticism score as well. 

With this rationale in mind, the following was proposed with 

regard to extraversion and neuroticism as moderators. It was hypo

thesized that those behavioral tendencies, or traits, that are concep

tually related to the overall dimension of neuroticism would be suc

cessfully moderated by neuroticism. On the other hand, those traits 

that are conceptually related to extraversion were expected to be 

successfully moderated by extraversion. It was expected that high 

neuroticism subjects would show greater consistency with regard to 

the neuroticism related traits and high extraversion subjects would 

show greater consistency with regard to extraversion related traits. 

Outline of Research 

This dissertation investigated four issues, 1) self-monitoring 

as a moderator, 2) extraversion as a moderator, 3) neuroticism as a 

moderator and 4) multiple act criteria. This was acconplished by per

forming three related studies, each succeeding study building on the 

results of the preceding study. 

The purpose of the first study was to develop a multiple act 

criterion measure that accurately reflected the subject population's 

conception of the traits in question. The second study was designed to 

investigate the effectiveness of the three moderator variables for 

determining groups of consistent and inconsistent people. The third 
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study was designed to investigate one moderator variable and one 

trait using more objective measures. 

For these studies, six traits were selected for investigation. 

Three traits, dominance, friendliness, and energetic activity, were 

selected because they were seen as fitting the criteria for both the 

extraversion and self-monitoring moderators. These three traits are 

all somewhat consciously controlled, that is, can be exhibited or not 

exhibited at will by many people. It was expected that low self-

monitoring people would be more consistent on these traits than high 

self-monitors. In addition, these three traits were also seen as 

relating to the major factor of extraversion. It was expected that a 

generally extraverted individual would be more consistently friendly, 

dominant and energetic than an introverted person. 

The other three traits selected were anxiety, depression, and 

rigidity (flexibility as an opposite). These traits were selected 

because of their conceptual relationship to neuroticism. It was ex

pected that high neuroticism subjects would be more consistent on 

these traits than low neuroticism subjects. 

Subjects' self-ratings of their variability and ipsatized 

variance scores were also evaluated as moderators. However, these 

variables were of secondary interest. 



CHAPTER II 

STUDY I: METHODS AND RESULTS 

Overview 

The purpose of Study I was to construct self-report inventories 

for the six traits to be investigated in Study II. These behavior 

inventories were designed to assess the degree to which subjects 

actually behave in a manner consistent with their scores on frequently 

used personality scales. 

There were three parts to Study I. The first data collection 

consisted of asking three groups of 25 undergraduate females to gen

erate lists of criterion behaviors that were characteristic of females 

who exhibit the traits in question. These subjects were all under

graduates enrolled in Introductory Psychology who participated in 

this experiment in order to receive ejcperiment credit points. The 

second data collection asked female volunteer subjects at a private 

college to rate the criterion behaviors from the first data collection 

as to the appropriateness of the behaviors for being included with 

the traits in question. The third data collection involved the admin

istration of the six behavior scales in order to determine their vari

ance. 

Part I 

In this experiment the subjects were provided with a sheet of 

paper with the following directions: 

Think of a female college student or friend who you 
consider to be . That is, someone who tends to be 

47 
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When you have decided on an appropriate per
son write down five specific behaviors that you think 
this person has performed that would be related to her 
being . 

Each of the three groups of 25 subjects received four pieces 

of paper with the above instructions. They each received a sheet 

asking for behaviors for two of the six traits plus behaviors for 

opposites of these same two traits. For the three groups, the 

traits and descriptions contained in the blanks were as follows: 

Group 1 

a. Nervous. That is, someone who tends to be frightened, 

restless, apprehensive and on edge. 

b. Calm. That is, someone who tends to be undisturbed, tran

quil, peaceful, and relaxed. 

c. Energetic. That is, someone who tends to be an enthusias

tic person, active and full of energy. 

d. Not energetic. That is, someone who tends to be passive 

and not full of energy. 

Group 2 

a. Depressed. That is someone who tends to be gloomy, sad 

and blue. 

b. Not depressed. That is, someone who tends to be happy and 

cheerful. 

c. Friendly. That is, someone who tends to be sociable. 

d. Unfriendly. That is, someone who tends to choose to be 

by themselves. 
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Group 3. 

a. Dominant. That is, someone who tends to be assertive, 

self reliant, controlling and shows good leadership. 

b. Nondominant. That is, someone who tends to be inhibited, 

unassuming and reliant on others. 

c. Rigid. That is, someone who tends to be methodical and 

always wants things to remain the same. 

d. Flexible. That is, someone who tends to be adaptable and 

adjusts to changes well. 

This procedure resulted in each subject generating five be

haviors for each trait and five behaviors for the opposite of each 

trait. Many of the items generated by the s\jbjects were not specific 

behaviors. More often subjects generated descriptions of the per

son's thoughts or feelings or reported their reactions to that person. 

These items were not used. Those items which were sufficiently be

havioral in nature were employed in the second part of this study. 

Part II 

For each of the six traits, the behavioral items which were 

generated and the items that were generated for the opposite of each 

trait were randomly distributed on a list. New groups of subjects 

were then provided with these lists and asked to indicate whether they 

considered each of the described behaviors to be characteristic of 

the trait, characteristic of the opposite of the trait, or neither. 

These instruments were distributed to female subjects at a pri

vate college. Access was gained to class time dxiring the first class 
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meeting of the semester. After the instructor had taken roll and in

troduced his course material the students were dismissed. At that 

point females were asked to remain for approximately 30 minutes if 

they were willing to volunteer their time to participate in this 

study. In this manner 28 subjects were voluntarily secured. Each 

subject was asked to rate the behaviors for all six traits. This 

required approximately 30 minutes. 

The subjects' responses were compiled so that each behavior 

was evaluated with regard to the intersubject agreement about that 

behavior accurately describing a characteristic of the personality 

trait in question. Behaviors were retained for the actual inventory 

if there was substantial agreement between subjects as to each behav

ior's applicability to a trait. There was some variance from trait 

to trait as to the amount of intersiobject agreement about behavioral 

items. Behaviors were excluded if they received three or more endorse

ments in the direction opposite to how they were perceived by the 

majority. Behaviors were also excluded if they received less than 15 

endorsements. If an item received less than 20 endorsements it was 

included only if it did not receive any endorsements as an opposite 

trait. 

One exception was made to the above decision rule. Three items 

were retained even though they did not meet the above criterion. These 

were items that have a significant amount of research and clinical 

data supporting them as actual behavioral correlates of a clinical 

syndrome. For exairple, the item "she wakes up early in the morning 

and cannot get back to sleep" was retained on the depression scale 
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even though it did not receive a consistent endorsement from the sub

jects as a characteristic of a depressed person. This was retained 

because early morning awakening is a frequently found and very well 

documented behavioral correlate of depression. It is reasonable to 

assume that, although this is an excellent behavioral correlate of 

depression, it may not be widely known to nonpsychologically trained 

individuals. 

In addition, a few items that received good endorsements were 

not included on the final inventory because good behavioral statements 

that were clear and unambiguous could not be written for the items. 

This procedure resulted in 16 items being retained for the traits 

of dominance, energetic activity and rigidity, 17 items being retained 

for the trait of nervousness and 18 items being retained for the 

traits of friendliness and depression. 

Part III 

Initially it was planned to combine these 101 items into an 

inventory that simply asked each subject to endorse whether or not 

they had performed each item within a specific time period. This pre

sented the problem of assigning an appropriate time period to each 

item. It was felt that if too recent a time period were required for 

an item then too few people would endorse it. If too long a time 

period were provided for each item then too many people would endorse 

it to obtain adequate discrimination between subjects. Therefore, a 

scale was employed that asked each subject to rate how long ago they 

had actually performed each of the items in question. The time 
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inteorvals provided were: "in the past week," "in the past month," 

"more than one month ago," and "never." The rationale for this pro

cedure was that the more frequently a subject engaged in a specific 

behavior the more likely they were to have done so recently. There

fore, responses were assigned a weight of one to four depending upon 

the recency of having engaged in a particular behavior. The weights 

were reversed for behaviors that had been judged as opposites of the 

traits. A copy of the multiple act criterion (MAC) is contained in 

Appendix G. 

The total inventory was then administered to 25 females at the 

same private college. It took between 20 and 30 minutes for the sub

jects to complete this inventory. Access was gained to four classes 

in which female volunteers were solicited. Twenty-five females from 

these four classes volunteered to take this inventory and remained 

after the rest of the class was dismissed. Inventories were handed 

out and the front page with the directions was read to the group. 

Subjects completed the MAC and left when they were finished. 

The mean, variance, and standard deviation were computed for 

each of the six traits. The purpose of this was to determine the 

variance on each of these scales. It was felt that sufficient vari

ance woiiLd need to be available on each scale to allow for a reasonable 

correlation between these behavioral surveys and the personality 

scales to be administered in Study II. The obtained means, variances, 

and standard deviations are contained in Table 1. These items were 

not selected because of their ability to differentiate, in a statistical 

sense, between those people high on a trait and those people low on a 
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trait. Rather, these items were selected because subjects felt they 

were the kinds of behaviors to be expected from people who exhibited 

a certain personality trait. It was hypothesized that personality 

traits should differentiate those people who behave in ways that are 

consistent with our conceptualizations of the traits in question. 

TABLE 1 

Means, Variances and Standard Deviations for the 
Six Scales of the MAC 

Traits Mean 

38.88 

37.92 

41.36 

40.28 

48.84 

41.44 

Variance 

22.52 

34.16 

51.33 

38.63 

38.23 

30.68 

Standard Deviation 

Flexibility 

Energetic Activity 

Nervousness 

Friendliness 

Depression 

Dominance 

4.75 

5.85 

7.16 

6.22 

6.19 

5.54 



CHAPTER III 

STUDY II: METHODS AND RESULTS 

Overview 

Study II was the initial assessment of the major hypotheses 

that 1) neuroticism and extraversion are effective moderator variables 

of cross-situational consistency for traits to which they are concep

tually related, 2) self-monitoring is an effective moderator for more 

consciously controlled traits, and 3) the use of multiple dependent 

measures will siibstantially improve the predictions from personality 

scales. 

Study II was a correlational study. The correlation between 

each trait, as measured by a personality test, and the individual's 

self-report on the milLtiple act criterion measure for that trait was 

determined. The same correlation was then recomputed for those individ

uals high and low on the appropriate moderator variable. To the ex

tent that the correlation was iirproved for a subgroup on the moderator 

variable, it was taken as evidence for the effectiveness of the modera

tor. 

Subjects 

Subjects were freshman and sophomore females at a two year, 

church affiliated, private college. A total of 133 female subjects were 

tested. Seventy-four subjects volunteered to participate in this study. 

In order to gain additional subjects, another 59 subjects were paid 
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$5.00 each to participate in the study because additional volunteers 

were not available. 

Instruments 

Subjects completed self-report personality scales for a variety 

of different traits. The six personality inventories that were select

ed as predictors of the six traits surveyed by the behavioral criterion 

were not selected primarily because of their predictive validity, al

though this was considered. A more important consideration was the 

fact that these scales are representative of personality scales fre

quently used by psychologists. Although the end toward which this 

research is ultimately aimed is better prediction, the current study 

was specifically investigating the effect of three moderator variables 

and multiple behavioral criteria on prediction. It was thought that 

a demonstration of the effectiveness of these strategies would be more 

compelling if they were shown to be effective for some scales currently 

in popular use. Following is a description of the psychometric instru

ments used. 

Friendliness 

Friendliness was predicted by Bem and Allen's (1974) Cross-

Situational Behavior Survey. This is an instrument that asks the sub

jects to rate, on a seven point Likert-type scale, how likely they 

are to engage in certain behaviors. An example of an item from the 

Friendliness Scale is "How likely are you to stay at home rather than 

go to a party?" The subjects then rate themselves from "0, not at all" 
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to "6, extremely." Only the 24 items from the Friendliness Scale were 

administered. The instructions for the Friendliness Scale and the 

items are contained in Appendix A. 

Bem and Allen's Friendliness Scale was chosen as a measure of 

friendliness primarily because it has been successfully used to pre

dict friendly behavior. When the subject's self-report of consis

tency was used as a moderator this prediction was improved. For high 

consistency subjects, a mean correlation of .57 was obtained across 

five measures of friendliness. For friendliness observed in the lab

oratory, the correlations were .52 and .61 in two different situations. 

In addition to having shown its validity for predicting behavior, the 

Bem and Allen scale was used primarily because the results of this 

study are then directly coii5)arable to their data which were derived 

from a moderator variable approach. 

Dominance 

Dominance was measured by the 46 items of the Dominance Scale 

of the California Psychological Inventory CCPI). The 46 true-false 

items are contained in Appendix B. 

Gough (1957) reported that dominance scores are significantly 

higher for high school males and females nominated as dominant by their 

principal. Dominance scores were also significantly higher for high 

school males and females nominated as outstanding leaders. The Domi

nance Scale correlated .48 with ratings of dominance for medical school 

applicants and .40 with ratings of dominance for military officers. 

Thus the CPI Dominance Scale seems to predict staff ratings of the same 
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trait as well as many currently used personality measures. Jaccard 

(1974) reported that the CPI Dominance Scale correlated .578 with his 

multiple act criterion previously discussed. 

The CPI Dominance Scale was chosen as the measure of dominance 

for this study because reasonable validity data existed and because the 

results were then directly comparable to those of Jaccard who used the 

same measure with a multiple act criterion. 

Energetic Activity 

Energetic activity (the tendency to be energetic) was measured 

by the Mania Scale of the MMPI. Only the 46 items from the Mania 

Scale were administered. These items are contained in Appendix C. 

The original criterion group for the development of the Mania 

Scale consisted of hypomanic psychiatric patients. It was not proposed 

that the trait of energetic activity in college students is the same 

thing as hypomania in psychiatric patients. When this scale is admin

istered to a group of normal subjects more moderate energetic tenden

cies seem to be measured. 

Hathaway and Meehl (1952), as reported by Dahlstrom, Welsh, and 

Dahlstrom (1972) investigated high Mania Scale normal males. These 

males were described as sociable, energetic, open, forward, talkative, 

individualistic, in^ulsive, enthusiastic, adventurous and curious. They 

describe high Mania Scale females as frank, courageous and idealistic. 

The high energy level of women in their group was described by such 

terms as talkative, enthusiastic and versatile. 
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Hovey (1953) described high Mania Scale females as having 

good leadership qualities, high initiative and as being efficient and 

responsible. They were at ease when with other people and self-

confident. 

The Mania Scale was chosen as a measure of energetic activity 

because it seems to identify those individuals in a normal population 

who are energetic and enthusiastic in their activities. In addition, 

it is characteristic of personality tests that are currently in use. 

Anxiety 

Anxiety was measured by the trait scale of Spielberger's State-

Trait Anxiety Inventory (Spielberger, Gorsuch & Lushene, 1970). This 

is a 20 item inventory measuring the trait of anxiety. Subjects are 

asked to respond to every item in terms of how they generally feel. 

For each item the subject checks one of the following: "Almost never," 

"Sometimes," "Often," or "Almost always." 

The State-Trait Anxiety Inventory appears to have become one of 

the more frequently used measures of anxiety since its publication in 

1970. This fact, plus the relatively small number of items and ease 

of administration, has led to its choice for this study. Adequate 

predictive validity was reported (Spielberger et al., 1970) as well 

as high correlations with other global anxiety measures. 

Depression 

Depression was measured by the Beck (1967) Depression Inventory. 

This is a 21 item inventory with four or five statements within each 

item. Subjects are to choose which one of the statements within each 
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group best describes how they are feeling. An example item is 

a. I do not feel sad. 
b. I feel blue or sad. 
c. I am blue or sad all the time and can't snap out of it. 
d. I am so sad or unhappy that it is quite painful. 
e. I am so sad or unhappy that I can't stand it. 

The scores on the inventory range from 0 to 63. The higher the 

score the more depressed the individual is. Beck, Rial and Rickles 

(1974) reported a correlation of .67 between the scale and clinicians' 

ratings of depression and Beck (1967) also reported adequate relia

bility and stability data. The items in the Beck Depression Inventory 

are contained in Appendix E. 

Rigidity 

Rigidity was measured by the Flexibility Scale of the California 

Psychological Inventory (Gough, 1957). This is a 22 item true-false 

scale. The items are reproduced in Appendix F. Gough reported valid

ity data for the Flexibility Scale that are very comparable to that 

reported for the Dominance Scale. Graduate students' scores on the 

Flexibility Scale correlated -.48 with staff ratings of rigidity. Medi

cal school seniors' scores correlated -.36 with staff ratings of rigi

dity. The Flexibility Scale also correlated -.58 with the California F 

Scale. The Flexibility Scale was scored in the reverse direction to 

eliminate the negative correlation with the rigidity self-report 

criterion measure. This was done to ease interpretation for the reader. 
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Extraversion and Neuroticism 

These two hypothesized moderator variables were measured by 

the Eysenck Personality Inventory (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1968). The 

choice of these variables was discussed in Chapter 1. 

Self-Monitoring 

The Self-Monitoring Scale was reviewed in the first chapter. 

The items in this scale are contained in Appendix H. 

Self-ratings 

Following from the procedure of Bem and Allen (1974), each sub

ject also rated herself on a seven point Likert-type scale for each 

of the personality traits being measured. Siibjects also rated their 

consistency on each of these dimensions. Bem and Allen have reported 

subjects' self-rated consistency to be an effective moderator. The 

items and format for self-ratings are contained in Appendix D. 

Scale Combination 

The six personality trait scales, the three moderator variable 

scales, the multiple act criterion, and the global self-rating ques

tions were all administered in one testing session. This is a total 

of 375 items. All of the scales that consist of true-false items, 

except for the Eysenck items, were combined and the items randomly 

distributed. The Likert-type scales were administered separately 

since they differ slightly in format. 

The reactivity of some of these measures would likely be a 

problem. For example, friendliness was measured in three separate 
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ways, by the Friendliness Scale, the global self-rating, and the 

multiple act criterion. Therefore, those measures that were likely 

to be most affected by other scales were administered first. The 

Likert-type items, since they were administered in a homogenous 

group designed to measure the same trait, were likely to be the most 

affected. They were administered first. The exception to this was 

the global self-rating items which were of secondary interest. They 

were therefore administered toward the end of the session. The large 

group of true-false items was administered after the Likert-type 

items. The Eysenck Personality Inventory was administered next. The 

multiple act criterion measiire was administered last since it included 

instructions not to endorse an item unless the subject could remember 

having performed a specific act. 

With the above considerations in mind, the following order of 

presentation was followed: 1) Friendliness Scale, 2) State-Trait 

Anxiety Inventory, 3) Beck Depression Inventory, 4) True-false items, 

5) Eysenck Personality Inventory, 6) Global self-ratings and 7) the 

multiple act criterion measure. The true-false items included the 

Dominance and Flexibility Scales of the CPI, the Mania Scale of the 

MMPI, and the Self-Monitoring Scale. 

Procedure 

The entire instrument was administered in one testing session 

in the order described in the previous section. When all subjects 

were assembled and ready to begin, each subject was provided a test 

booklet. They were asked to coitplete the cover sheet which contained 
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identifying infoirmation. Subjects were assiired that the cover sheets 

would be removed immediately after the testing session so that their 

responses could be identified only by number. After completing the 

cover sheet the directions were reviewed for each type of test item. 

The ejqserimenter remained available throughout the time the 

subjects were completing the instrument. At times si±)jects had ques

tions about items but no questions were answered with regard to the 

content of items. No subjects evidenced any confusion about direc

tions once the testing was begun. 

When a subject completed her test booklet the examiner checked 

for the presence of all information on the identifying face sheet 

and checked to be certain that each subject had answered every item. 

When an item was discovered that a subject had missed she was asked 

to sit down and complete that item. When the entire test booklet was 

conpleted subjects were thanked for their participation and allowed 

to leave. 

Subjects required between 60 and 90 minutes to complete the 

items. One foreign exchange student, whose primary language was not 

English, required over 90 minutes to complete the test. Due to 

assumed difficiiLties with the language and probably substantially 

different life experiences her results were not included in this 

analysis. 

There was considerable variability in group size. The largest 

group to whom tests were administered was 23. The smallest group size 

was four. 
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Analysis of Results 

Correlation of Personality Scales With Multiple Act 

Criterion Measures 

Table 2 contains the correlations between each of the six per

sonality scales administered and the subjects' scores on the multiple 

act criterion measures. It can be seen that two of the personality 

scales were rather poor predictors of the criterion measures. For 

four of the traits the correlations were fairly good. 

TABLE 2 

CORRELATIONS OF PERSONALITY SCALES WITH MULTIPLE ACT 
CRITERION MEASURES: TOTAL SAMPLE 

Pearson Product 
Personality Scales Moment Correlations 

Bem's Friendliness Scale 

CPI Dominance Scale 

MMPI Mania Scale 

Spielberger's Trait Anxiety Inventory 

Beck's Depression Inventory 

Rigidity Scale 

. 4 7 1 * * 

. 5 8 1 * * 

.203* 

.477** 

.619** 

.178* 

a Flexibility Scale of the CPI scored in an opposite direction so 
as to eliminate the negative correlation to ease interpretation 
for the reader 

* 
p < .05 

** 

p < .001 

n = 133 
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The following sections discuss the ability of each of the 

moderators to divide the sait̂ le into groups of more and less con

sistent individuals. To evaluate the effectiveness of each modera

tor the correlation between the low consistency group and the high 

consistency group was compared. If the difference in these two 

correlations was statistically reliable then it was concluded that 

the moderator was successful at dividing subjects into groups of more 

and less consistent individuals. 

With respect to improving actuarial predictions, it was hoped 

that the correlation for the highly consistent group would show a 

reliable increase over the entire sample. However, these two corre

lations could not be tested against each other since half of the 

meaningful covariance in the total group resides in the subsample. 

Consequently, the siabsample and the total sample will never approach 

the independence required for a test of the difference between two 

correlations. As a result, testing the predicted consistent against 

the predicted inconsistent subgroup is the best approach. The dif

ferences between these correlations have been tested by a procedure 

described by McNemar (1969) for testing the difference between two 

independent correlations. 

The total sample has been divided into subgroups of hypothesized 

consistent and inconsistent s\±»jects for each moderator. This divi

sion was made on the basis of a median split for each moderator. The 

subjects with the score nearest the median were not placed in either 

group. For a few of the divisions, the total sample exhibited the 
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largest correlation. For these traits it must be concluded that the 

moderator was ineffective. 

In the following tables, probability values are reported for 

all comparisons, not just those that were significant. This is because 

Study II is preliminary in nature and even tendencies toward signifi

cance were taken into consideration when plans were made for Study III. 

Before these moderator variables are accepted as useful, confirming 

studies with stricter criteria need to be coirpleted. Study III was 

one such study designed to evaluate one trait and one moderator. It 

should also be kept in mind that what is sought is a variable to act 

as a broad moderator to differentiate generally consistent from incon

sistent people. To find a variable that acts as a moderator of only 

one trait, although interesting, was not the basic goal of this re

search. 

Before evaluating these specific moderators, a general discus

sion of the logic of moderator variables is in order. The existence 

of a moderator of the relationship between two other variables implies 

that there are subjects for whom a relationship between these two 

variables is stronger and subjects for whom it is weaker (Cattell, 1970). 

For example, when extraversion is hypothesized to be a moderator of 

the correlation between the CPI Dominance Scale and the MAC dominance 

items, what is proposed is that a subject's extraversion score can 

be used to predict the strength of the relationships between the person

ality scale and the criterion measure. Nothing about the moderator's 

relationship to either the predictor or criterion alone is iii5)lied or 

relevant. A variable can be a valid moderator of the relationship 
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between a predictor and a criterion if it is uncorrelated with either 

of them. A variable can be an equally good moderator if it is per

fectly correlated with either the predictor or the criterion. This 

point may not be obvious and an example is provided. (If the modera

tor correlates perfectly with both the predictor and the criterion 

then the entire question of a moderator is a moot point since the re

lationship is already perfect.) 

Let us assume that, in our sample, extraversion has a perfect, 

positive correlation with the CPI Dominance Scale. If this is the 

case then a subject's extraversion score can be exchanged for their 

dominance score and vice versa with no loss of information. If it is 

still proposed that extraversion moderates the dominance correlation 

then it would be equally correct to say that the CPI Dominance Scale 

moderates the correlation of itself with the MAC dominance items. This 

is not as ridiculous as it sounds. This is the same as saying that the 

predictor/criterion relationship can be expected to be stronger for 

one part of the distribution than another. This would be an unusual 

finding but certainly not absurd. This could imply that the predictor 

was less valid at the lower end than the upper end of its distribution, 

or vice versa. 

From the above example it can be seen that the adequacy of a 

moderator is not dependent upon its relationship to either the predic

tor or the criterion. The moderator's relationship is to the relation

ship between the predictor and criterion but to neither alone. As a 

result of this discussion, it should be apparent that a scale (such as 

extraversion) may be a good moderator, based on a median split, but add 
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nothing to a multiple regression equation with no interaction term. 

This is because, with multiple regression, all of the predictor 

variables that are valuable for the equation must have some correla

tion with the criterion unless they are used as an interaction term. 

Table 3 contains the correlations of the moderators with the 

personality scales. These data are presented so that the interested 

reader can informally con̂ âre these correlations with the results for 

each moderator that are presented in the following tables. An examina

tion of these correlations indicates that, as expected, the adequacy 

of a moderator does not depend upon its relationship to the personality 

scales. These correlations may be of interest but they do not explain 

the success or failure of the moderators. 

TABLE 3 

CORRELATIONS OF THE MODERATOR VARIABLES WITH THE PERSONALITY SCALES 

Personality 
Traits 

Friendliness 

Dominance 

Mania 

Anxiety 

Depression 

Rigidity 

Self-
Monitoring 

.198* 

.178* 

.110 

-.011 

-.009 

-.433** 

Extra-
version 

.505** 

.323** 

.315** 

-.212** 

-.260** 

-.196* 

Neiiroti
cism 

-.381** 

-.452** 

.105 

.702** 

.572** 

.038 

Self-
Ratings 

-.258** 

-.037 

-.004 

.387** 

.415** 

.119 

Ipsatized 
Variance 

-.242** 

N/A 

N/A 

.279** 

.795** 

N/A 

£ < .05 

**p < .01 

n = 133 
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Dividing subjects into groups on the basis of a moderator 

variable, in search of improved prediction for one of the subgroups, 

is one method of using moderators. Ghiselli (1956) used this approach 

and pointed out that the split between groups can justifiably be at 

many points on the continuum, not necessarily just a median split. 

Using moderators to identify groups of s\±>jects with consistent and 

inconsistent responses may have a historical root. In the past, 

categorical variables such as sex or social class were frequently 

used as moderators. Since categorical variables naturally suggest 

dividing subjects into groups, moderators were traditionally treated 

in this manner. However, Saunders (1956) and Digman (1966) point out 

that when the moderator is a continuous variable, multiple regression 

can be employed with the moderator entered into the equation as an 

interactive (multiplicative) term. This employs the variance of the 

moderator over its entire range and does not artificially force the 

moderator into arbitrary groups. 

The above described regression procedure allows for better 

prediction, on the average, for all subjects. However, Saunders (1956) 

provided an example in which the use of the regression procedure was 

compared to the subgroups procedure. With the regression procedure, 

the prediction for the entire group was superior to the prediction for 

the average of the consistent and inconsistent subgroups. However, the 

regression procedure was inferior to the prediction for the consistent 

subgroup alone. Thus, the choice of the siibgroup prediction method 

versus the use of multiple regression depends on the purpose of the 

investigation. If the purpose is to inprove prediction for the entire 
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sample then regression is preferred. If the purpose is to identify 

groups of more consistent individuals in order to maximize prediction 

for a subgroup of subjects, then the group method is preferred. 

One additional problem remains with the multiple regression 

procedure. Digman (1966) points out that since multiple regression 

capitalizes on chance effects, the regression equation must be vali

dated on a new sample. Because only one sample was available, and 

because the purpose of this investigation was to locate the most 

consistent individuals, the subgroup method for treating the modera

tors was chosen. In addition, this method allows for more direct 

comparison with other research in this area which has used the sxjb-

group method (e.g. Bem & Allen, 1974). 

The Evaluation of Self-Monitoring as a Moderator 

It was hypothesized that self-monitoring would be an effective 

moderator, particularly for the more consciously controlled traits. 

It was anticipated that subjects low on the Self-Monitoring Scale 

would show greater consistency, especially on the traits of friendli

ness, dominance, and energetic activity. The effectiveness of the Self-

Monitoring Scale as a moderator for the traits of anxiety, depression, 

and rigidity was also reviewed but it was not expected that self-

monitoring would be as effective a moderator for these traits. The 

correlations for those subjects high and low on self-monitoring as well 

as the total group are contained in Table 4. It should be kept in mind 

that greater consistency was expected from the low self-monitoring 

group. 
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TABLE 4 

EVALUATION OF SELF-MONITORING AS A MODERATOR: 
PEARSON PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATIONS 

Total Low^ High^ 
Traits Sample Self-Monitoring Self-Monitoring 

Friendliness .471 .352 .457 (p < .25)^ 

Dominance .581 .618 (p < .20)^ .513 

Energetic Activity .203 .092 .351 (£ < .07)^ 

Anxiety .477 .569 (p < .04)̂ ^ .302 

Depression .619 .729 (p < .01)^ .461 

Rigidity .178 .267 (p < .15)^ .075 

n=133 n=52 n=68 

^Low self-monitoring subjects were those below the median, high self-
monitoring subjects were those above the median. Subjects who had 
the score nearest the median were excluded from the s\±>groups. 

^These values are the probability that this subgroup correlation 
differs from the other siibgroup correlation by chance alone. Actual 
probability values are reported because this study was exploratory 
in natiire. 

It can be seen from an examination of Table 4 that those subjects 

low on self-monitoring exhibited greater consistency between the per

sonality scales and the multiple act criterion than did the high self-

monitoring group on four of the six traits. This improvement was most 

noted on the less consciously controlled traits rather than on the more 

consciously controlled traits. Of the more consciously controlled 

traits there was an inprovement for dominance in the low self-monitoring 

group. This improvement was of a rather small magnitude and consequently 
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fairly unreliable (£ < .20) . There was also an iir̂ rovement for the 

trait of energetic activity but in the high self-monitoring group. 

This improvement was of moderate magnitude and approached statistical 

reliability (P_ < .07). For the trait of friendliness the greatest 

consistency was found for the total sample. When the two subgroups 

were con^ared the higher correlation was found for the high self-

monitoring group although the improvement was small and fairly un

reliable. It appears that self-monitoring evidenced no beneficial 

effect as a moderator for friendliness. 

All three of the less consciously controlled traits exhibited 

improvement in the low self-monitoring group. Depression showed the 

greatest in^rovement (£ < .01) followed by anxiety (£ < .04) and 

rigidity (P < .15). It appears that self-monitoring has evidenced 

substantial ability as a moderator variable of cross situational con

sistency. This effect was not universally evidenced but was present 

with four of the six traits. This suggests that self-monitoring holds 

some promise as the broad moderator of consistency that is sought. 

The Evaluation of Extraversion as a Moderator 

It was hypothesized that those subjects high on extraversion 

would show greater consistency for the traits conceptually related to 

extraversion; friendliness, dominance, and energetic activity. Because 

these traits are conceptually related to extraversion it was anticipated 

that extraverted subjects were more likely to be consistent in their 

degree of friendliness, dominance and energy. These results are presen

ted in Table 5. 
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TABLE 5 

EVALUATION OF EXTRAVERSION AS A MODERATOR 
PEARSON PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATIONS 

Traits 

Friendliness 

Dominance 

Energetic Activity 

Anxiety 

Depression 

Rigidity 

Total 
Sample 

.471 

.581 

.203 

.477 

.619 

.178 

n=133 

High^ 
Extravers ion 

.465 

.641 

.110 

.476 

.433 

.214 

n=63 

(p< .28)^ 

(p< .18)^ 

(£< .47)^ 

(p< .10)^ 

Low 
Extraversion 

.384 

.521 

.239 (p< .24)^ 

.468 

.719 (p< .01)^ 

-.042 

n=51 

Low extraversion subjects were those below the median, high extra-
version siobjects were those above the median. Subjects who had the 
score nearest the median were excluded from the siobgroups. 

These values are the probability that this subgroup correlation 
differs from the other subgroup correlation by chance alone. Actual 
probability values are reported because this study was exploratoiiy 
in nature. 

High extraversion siabjects evidenced greater consistency on the 

traits of dominance (£ < .18) and rigidity (£ < .10) when compared to 

the low extraversion si:ibjects. They also evidenced an improvement over 

the total sample. From Table 5 it can be seen that the magnitude of 

these increases was not great and hence their reliability is question

able. Low extraversion subjects evidenced greater consistency on the 

traits of energetic activity (£ < .24) and depression (£ < .01). The 

increase for energetic activity was also small and unreliable but the 

increase for depression was statistically significant. For the traits 
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of friendliness and anxiety the greatest correlation was found for 

the total san5)le. The high extraversion subgroup evidenced better 

consistency than the low extraversion subgroup but the inprovements 

were small and unreliable. The data indicate that extraversion has 

not evidenced general applicability as a moderator. It was useful 

for two traits but not in the initially hypothesized manner. 

The Evaluation of Neuroticism as a Moderator 

It was hypothesized that neuroticism would be an effective modera

tor for the traits to which it is related. Specifically, it was antici

pated that the high neuroticism siibgroup would show higher correlations 

for the traits of anxiety, depression and rigidity. For the traits of 

friendliness, dominance and energetic activity the high neuroticism 

subgroup was again expected to show the higher correlations, but this 

effect was not expected to be as pronounced. However, neuroticism did 

not exhibit the coherent trends that were hypothesized. Greater consis

tency was found for the low neuroticism subjects on friendliness 

(£ < .27) and rigidity (£ < .47) while greater consistency was found 

for the high neuroticism subjects on energetic activity (p < .19). For 

the traits of dominance and anxiety the total sample had the largest 

correlation. The high neuroticism subgroup evidenced better consis

tency than the low neuroticism subgroup but the improvement was small 

and unreliable. For the trait of depression, the largest correlation 

was again in the total sample. However, the high neuroticism subgroî ) 

evidenced greater consistency than the low neuroticism subgroup 

(£ < .01). This relationship is unclear and may bear further explora

tion in another study. 
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TABLE 6 

EVALUATION OF NEUROTICISM AS A MODERATOR 
PEARSON PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATIONS 

Traits 
Total 
Sample 

High 
Neuroticism 

Low^ 
Neuroticism 

Friendliness 

Dominance 

Energetic Activity 

Anxiety 

Depression 

Rigidity 

.471 

.581 

.203 

.477 

.619 

.178 

n=133 

406 

,498 (£ < .47) 

,301 (£ < .19) 

300 (£ < .40) 

,583 (£ < .01) 

,095 

n=69 

.502 (£ < .27) 

.490 

.148 

.261 

.079 

.192 (£ < .47) 

n=59 

Low neuroticism subjects were those below the median, high neuro
ticism subjects were those above the median. Subjects who had the 
score nearest the median were excluded from the subgroups. 

These values are the probability that this subgroup correlation 
differs from the other subgroup correlation by chance alone. Actual 
probability values are reported because this study was exploratory 
in nature. 

In general, the iirprovements that were detected were of rather 

small magnitude and consequently fairly unreliable. This is an in

teresting result in light of the fact that many researchers had great 

hope for this hypothesis, e.g. Alker (1972), Wachtel (1973), and Bower 

(1973). Neuroticism has also failed the test as a broad moderator of 

cross-situational consistency, 
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The Evaluation of Self-Ratings of Variability as a Moderator 

Bem and Allen (1974) reported greater consistency for those 

subjects who rated themselves as exhibiting little variability in 

their behavior on the trait of friendliness. Therefore, it was 

hypothesized that those subjects who rated themselves as exhibiting 

little variability, that is, as being relatively consistent from one 

situation to another, would exhibit higher correlations than those 

subjects who rated themselves as being highly variable. 

For the traits of friendliness (£ < .12) and energetic activity 

(£ < .15) low variability subjects exhibited greater consistency. For 

the traits of dominance (£ < .42) , depression (£ < .27) and rigidity 

(£ < .09), the high variability subjects evidenced greater consistency. 

For the trait of anxiety the total sample had the largest correlation. 

The high variability group evidenced only a slightly better correlation 

than the low variability group and this was unreliable (£ < .48). 

These results confijnn Bem and Allen's result with the trait of friend

liness but fail to justify their method in general. It would appear 

that the four traits for which the high variability group showed an 

improvement might suggest evidence for the opposite of what they pro

pose. However, the small magnitude of these iii5)rovements and their 

general unreliability strongly suggest that this is a spurious result. 

Bem and Allen also report a failure to replicate their result for the 

trait of conscientiousness. It must be concluded that subjects' self-

ratings of variability are not generally an adequate moderator. 
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TABLE 7 

EVALUATION OF SELF-RATINGS OF VARIABILITY AS A MODERATOR 
PEARSON PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATIONS 

Traits 

Friendliness 

Dominance 

Energetic Activity 

Anxiety 

Depression 

Rigidity 

Total 
Sample 

.471 
£=133 

.581 
n=133 

.203 
n=133 

.477 
n=133 

.619 
n=133 

.178 
n=133 

a Low 
Variabil 

.600 
n=42 

.580 
n=36 

.433 
n=31 

.423 
n=36 

.540 
n=42 

-.003 
n=34 

CP < 

(P < 

ity 

.12) 

.15) 

b 

b 

High^ 
Variability 

.406 
£=46 

.613 
£=46 

.217 
n=69 

.432 
n=70 

.623 
n=69 

.291 
n=53 

P̂ 

'P 

(P 

(P 

< .42)^ 

< .48)^ 

< .27)^ 

< .09)^ 

Low variability subjects were those below the median, high variabil
ity subjects were those above the median. Subjects who had the 
score nearest the median were excluded from the subgroups. Since 
the self-rating of variability was only done on a seven point scale, 
a siibstantial number of subjects were very near the median and were 
excluded. 

b 
These values are the probability that this subgroup correlation dif
fers from the other subgroup correlation by chance alone. Actual 
probability values are reported because this study was exploratory 
in nature. 

The Evaluation of Ipsatized Variance as a Moderator 

Bem and Allen (1974) also investigated a subject's ipsatized 

variance score as a moderator of cross-situational consistency. They 

defined this ipsatized variance score as each individual subject's 

variance in their responses on a Likert-type scale. For this study 

each subject's ipsatized variance was computed for the three traits that 
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used a Likert-type scale. These were the traits of friendliness, 

anxiety, and depression. The depression scale was not a Likert-type 

scale but did provide for more than two alternatives for each item and 

therefore a variance could be computed for this scale as well. Table 8 

contains the results of this analysis. 

TABLE 8 

EVALUATION OF SUBJECTS' IPSATIZED VARIANCE AS A MODERATOR 
PEARSON PRODUCT MOMENT CORRELATIONS 

Traits 

Friendliness 

Anxiety 

Depression 

Total 
Sample 

.471 
n=133 

.477 
n=133 

.619 
n=133 

a 
Low 

Variance 

.521 
n=66 

.539 
n=67 

.283 
ri=67 

(P < 

(£< 

.16) 

.16) 

High^ 
Variance 

.379 
n=66 

.399 
n=66 

.649 (p < .01)^ 
n=66 

^Low variance subjects were those below the median, high variance 
subjects were those above the median. Variance is a ratio score 
which has a much more continuous distribution than the other 
moderator variables. Consequently, for the trait of friendliness 
one s"ubject had a score exactly at the median and was excluded. 
For the other two traits all subjects could be divided into one 
of the two groups. 

These values are the probability that this subgroup correlation 
differs from the other subgroup correlation by chance alone. 
Actual probability values are reported because this study is 
exploratory in nature. 

It can be seen from an examination of Table 8 that subjects with a low 

ipsatized variance exhibited greater consistency on the trait of friend

liness (£ < .16) and anxiety (£ < .16) while the subjects with high 

ipsatized variance exhibited greater consistency for the trait of 
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depression (£ < .01). It appears that tliis moderator does not have 

the consistent effect Bem and Allen had hypothesized and it must also 

be rejected as a broad moderator of consistency. 

An Examination of Multiple Versus Single Criteria 

Jaccard (1974) demonstrated that personality scales predict an 

individual's behavior over a niimber of items much more effectively than 

they predict an individual's behavior on a specific behavior in a 

specific situation. This analysis is a reexamination of his conten

tion. Jaccard demonstrated this effect for the trait of dominance. 

This was reevaluated for all six of the traits used in this study. 

Table 9 contains the average correlation of the personality traits with 

each individual item on their respective multiple act criterion mea

sure. It also contains the largest correlation of any individual item 

on the multiple act criterion measure with the personality trait score. 

These were computed using Spearman's rank order correlation since the 

values for each individual item could only range from one to four. 

Spearman's rho was preferred for this measure since such a scale has 

not achieved the requirement for interval level data. 

An examination of Table 9 clearly shows that each trait measure 

evidenced substantially better correlations with the total multiple act 

criterion score than it did with the mean of each individual item. In 

all cases there was a substantial improvement when the subjects' re

sponses were summed to obtain their multiple act criterion score. On 

three of the six personality traits the largest correlation of individual 

items with the personality trait was larger than the total score, on 

three of them the largest correlation was smaller. This should be 
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taken as rather overwhelming evidence that for most personality traits 

better prediction can be had with miiLtiple criterion measures than with 

attempts to predict only one specific behavior. This is not surprising 

due to the fact that single observations are less reliable than the sum 

of multiple observations. The greater relationship between the person

ality scale and the multiple act criterion can be attributed, largely, 

to the greater reliability of this measure. 

TABLE 9 

CORRELATIONS OF PERSONALITY SCALES WITH MULTIPLE ACT CRITERION 
INDIVIDUAL ITEMS 

Traits 

Friendliness 

Dominance 

Energetic 
Activity 

Anxiety 

Depression 

Rigidity 

Total 
Multiple Act 

Criterion Scores 

.471** 

.581** 

.203* 

.477** 

.619** 

.178* 

b 
Mean 

Correlation of 
Individual Items 

.226* 

.207* 

.048 

.172* 

.173* 

.048 

Largest^ 
Correlation of 
Individual Items 

.525** 

.497** 

.272** 

.406** 

.347** 

.282** 

Pearson Product-moment Correlations 

Spearman's Rank Order Correlations 

*£ < .05 

**p < .001 

n=133 
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Summary 

Five moderator variables were evaluated in this study. Self-monitoring 

evidenced substantial potential as a broad moderator of consistency. 

With four of the six traits investigated the low self-monitoring group 

evidenced an improvement in consistency. The other four moderator 

variables did not receive substantial support. Some of these modera

tors were helpful for specific traits, but they did not demonstrate 

their worth generally. The superiority of multiple criteria over single 

criteria was clearly demonstrated. 



CHAPTER IV 

STUDY III: METHODS AND RESULTS 

Overview 

Study III had as its primary objective the validation of the 

multiple act criterion measure for one of the traits investigated in 

Study II. Validation of one of the multiple act criterion measures 

can be taken as evidence for the general validity of the procedure that 

was used to develop the multiple act criterion. This woiHd then add 

weight to the conclusions from Study II for the other personality 

traits as well. 

A secondary goal of Study III was to again evaluate the effec

tiveness of one of the moderator variables. Self-monitoring was chosen 

as the moderator to be investigated in Study III. This was because 

self-monitoring evidenced a more consistent effect than did the other 

moderator variables. Dominance was chosen as the trait to be investi

gated in Study III. Four traits evidenced a good correlation between 

the personality scale and the multiple act criterion. In order to 

validate the criterion measure an independent assessment of some of the 

items was performed. The dominance m\iltiple act criterion items lend 

themselves to actual behavioral observations more readily than do the 

other traits and this was the major factor in the selection of dominance. 

Jaccard (1974) has pointed out and demonstrated the iir̂ xDrtance 

of having multiple criterion measures when attempting to predict behav

ior from personality traits (see Chapter 1 for a discussion of this 

81 
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issue). Therefore, Study III included as many criterion measures as 

practical. Some of these were observations of actual behavior in dif

ferent types of situations. Others were ratings by people who knew 

the subject well. These ratings, although not observations by the ex

perimenter, were derived from the raters' observations of these sub

jects across different types of situations. Following are descrip

tions of the criterion measures that were employed in Study III. 

Criterion Measures 

Ratings 

For each subject, five people who knew her well were asked to 

rate the siibject's degree of dominance. They rated the sijbject on a 

seven point Likert-type scale and also completed a modified version of 

the multiple act criterion. The dominance items of the multiple act 

criterion were modified because it is unlikely that these raters knew 

a subject's recent history well enough to report accurately on the 

actual occurence of specific behaviors. Instead, the raters were asked 

to rate, again on a seven point scale, the likelihood of a subject per-

foinning each described behavior. 

Each subject was asked to give permission for the experimenter 

to contact her mother, father, roommate, another peer who knew her well, 

and the faculty member on campus who knew her best. Each of these indi

viduals were contacted by mail, the nature of the research briefly 

outlined for them in simple terms, and the instruments enclosed for them 

to complete and return by mail. 
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Debriefing on the Multiple Act Criterion Measure 

Subjects were instructed, when taking the multiple act criterion 

measure, to report behaviors that they had actually performed and to 

only report a behavior if they could recall a specific situation. How

ever, there is the possibility that subjects selectively recall things 

in order to maintain a consistent self-image or for other reasons. 

Subjects may also respond with a more general set when taking question

naires and the instruction to only report specific recalled behaviors 

could have been influenced by this set of generality. Therefore, after 

conpleting the miiltiple act criterion measure each subject was debriefed 

carefully about the items on the measure. This debriefing consisted of 

an interview with an experimenter which entailed questioning the subject 

about each of her responses on the multiple act criterion. For each 

item the subject was asked to describe the incident they were responding 

to for that item, the situation in which the incident took place, and 

how long ago it was. From their more detailed recollection, the experi

menter then formed a judgement as to the accuracy of the response given 

on the multiple act criterion by the subject. If, for example, the sub

ject was able to describe her behavior in an appropriate situation and 

convince the examiner of the date of that behavior, then the subject had 

that item retained for her on this modified version of the multiple act 

criterion. If, however, the subject was able to describe only a similar 

situation, or provide a less than adequate justification of her response, 

then this item was eliminated for the debriefing version of the multiple 

act criterion. It was planned that the retained items would then be 

weighted and scored to result in an additional measure of the subject's 
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dominant behavior. However, several problems developed when this tech

nique was actually employed. When this technique was piloted the 

debriefing interview occurred immediately after the initial adminis

tration of the multiple act criterion. During the actual data collec

tion, the interview took place approximately two weeks later. Many 

subjects found themselves unable to recall the specific incident which 

they had in mind when originally completing the multiple act criterion. 

Often siibjects were able to recall events that occurred in the inter

vening two weeks that met the criteria or to suggest several possibili

ties they may have been considering, but were often unable to recall 

with any certainty the event that prompted their initial response. Con

sequently, it was not possible, in the vast majority of cases, to really 

review the appropriateness of the subject's responses. 

This recall problem resulted in most of the items being deleted 

for many of the siibjects, which defeated the purpose of a multiple 

criterion approach. In addition, when only a few items remained for a 

subject this resulted in a disproportionate weight being attached to 

some items when compared to other subjects and other items. Because of 

these procedural and scoring problems, the debriefing measure was 

eliminated from the final analysis. 

Observations 

Five observations of subjects in contrived situations were used 

as another measure of the validity of the multiple act criterion mea

sure. Four of these situations were enactments of items from the 

multiple act criterion. The fifth was an additional item to measure 

dominance or submissiveness to an authority. 
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Discussion Group 

Three of the items on the multiple act criterion dealt with 

group discussion situations. Therefore, subjects were divided into 

groups and instructed to discuss a resolution and attempt to reach an 

agreement on the topic. Subjects were initially divided into groups 

based on their CPI dominance scores in an attempt to have as equal a 

mix as possible of dominant and nondominant persons. Originally six 

groups of five were planned. Due to some subjects not returning for 

the discussion group, and some returning at the wrong time, only five 

groups actually resulted. One group had seven members, one group had 

six members and three groups had five members. These groups were asked 

to discuss the following resolution. "Resolved: If resumption of the 

military draft is needed, women should also be subject to the draft." 

After being presented with this topic, subjects were told to dis

cuss the topic for 15 minutes and attempt to come to a group consensus. 

This discussion took place in a room with two raters present who rated 

each subject at the end of the discussion on a seven point Likert-type 

dominance scale. Each rater also used a time sampling method to record 

frequency of talking for each siibject. Every 30 seconds each rater re

corded which subject was talking. The raters' sample points were separat

ed by 15 seconds so that there were four independent observations each 

minute of who was talking. This process resulted in three measures of 

dominance for each s\ibject; two ratings and the pooled frequency count 

for talking. 
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for the discussion groups and the activity session occurred either 

immediately after or immediately before the discussion session. 

The subjects were provided with a standard set of art and craft 

supplies and instructed to make a poster. They were instructed to de

sign a poster to encourage students to participate in an unpopular cam

pus activity or to conform to an unpopular rule or regulation of the 

group's choosing. They were told to make their poster as persuasive 

as possible so as to achieve the best compliance from the campus popu

lation. They were given 20 minutes to complete their poster. 

During the construction of their poster they were again observed 

by two raters who time sampled for talking, as in the discussion group, 

and also rated each subject as was done for the discussion. 

During a pilot phase of the data collection the raters for 

the discussion and activity groups were trained to develop adequate 

interrater reliability. The raters for the discussion groups were a 

Ph.D. candidate in psychology and a psychiatric social worker. For the 

activity groups the raters were another psychiatric social worker and 

the author. All four were currently working together in a clinical 

setting and shared similar theoretical orientations. Training consisted 

of a discussion among the foxir raters about what types of behaviors 

should be considered dominant. Then, two discussion groups and two 

activity groups were run and rated for practice. After the group meet

ings, discussions took place among the raters to resolve any serious 

differences in ratings. After these four pilot groups were run the 

interrater correlations were computed. They exceeded the preset criterion 

of .80 and training was discontinued. During the actual data collection 

the discussion group raters correlated .867 (p < .001) and the activity 
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group raters correlated .861 (p < .001) on their seven point ratings 

of dominance. 

Waiting Room, Speaking 

One of the items on the multiple act criterion asked subjects 

about approaching strangers and speaking with them. In order to vali

date this item, subjects were placed in a waiting room with a stooge 

and the amount of time required for the subject to speak to the stooge 

was the criterion measure. 

This waiting room situation took place approximately one week 

after the two previously described group situations. Subjects were 

given appointments to return separately for an additional part of the 

experiment. When they arrived they were seated alone in an empty class

room and asked to wait about ten minutes while the experimenter pre

pared for the experiment. They were left in the waiting room for one 

minute and then a female stooge entered and sat down. Location of sub

ject and stooge were controlled as much as possible. The stooge sat 

quietly and thumbed through a magazine for five minutes or until the 

subject spoke. If the subject did not speak in five minutes the 

stooge put the magazine down and just sat for five more minutes. 

At that time an experimenter entered the room, took the stooge and 

informed the subject that another experimenter would be with her 

shortly. 

Waiting Room, Assertiveness 

Two of the items on the multiple act criterion concern comply

ing with a request made by another person. One item asked when the sub

ject was last talked into doing something she was unsure about. The 
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other asked when she last agreed to a request she felt was unreason

able. To evaluate these items, the subjects were faced with a request 

from a stranger that required some sacrifice from the subject. 

After the previously described waiting room situation took 

place and the subject was again sitting alone in the waiting room 

another female stooge entered followed shortly by an experimenter. 

This second stooge approached the subject and explained that she was 

schediiled for the experiment in 30 minutes but had arrived early and 

wanted to go first. No reason for this request was provided to the 

subject; only the unexplained request to go first was given. The 

stooge asked the subject if she could take the subject's place while 

the subject waited another 30 minutes. During this interaction an 

experimenter waited silently in the doorway. 

Responses from the subject that had the effect of declining the 

request were judged most dominant. If the subject agreed with the 

request then she was judged as nondominant in this situation. Two 

intermediate options also existed. If the subject turned to the 

experimenter, as an authority figure, and asked the experimenter to 

intervene, this was judged an intermediate response. If this occurred 

the experimenter told the subject that the choice was hers; it did 

not matter. The subject then agreed to the request or declined it. 

If she declined the request she was rated as intermediately dominant. 

If she agreed she was rated as intermediately nondominant. 

Once the subject had decided, the experiment continued. If 

the subject agreed to let the stooge be first the experimenter asked 

the stooge's name, consulted a list of names, and informed the stooge 
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that she was actually scheduled for another day and should return 

then because her task in the experiment was different than the task 

being performed that day. The stooge acted relieved and left while 

the subject proceeded with the experiment. If the subject insisted on 

going first the stooge's name was also requested and the same scene 

played out. 

Dominance With an Authority 

The following situation was constaructed to evaluate a subject's 

dominance in a situation with an authority figure. None of the mul

tiple act criterion measure items suggested this situation. It was 

constructed to evaluate a subject's dominance in a situation quite 

different from those situations on the multiple act criterion measure. 

After a subject had completed the two waiting room situations 

previously described, she was taken into a separate room with an experi

menter. She had been told in a previous session that completion of the 

experiment to this point entitled her to a payment of three dollars. 

Before proceeding further, the experimenter reached in his pocket and 

pulled out a one dollar bill and seven quarters and placed the money 

on a desk in front of the subject saying, "Here is your fee for parti

cipating in the experiment up to this point." The experimenter then 

proceeded to debrief the subject on the multiple act criterion measure 

that was given approximately two weeks previous to this. This procedure 

was described in a previous section. 

The measure of dominance in this situation was the length of 

time, to the nearest minute, that it took a subject to bring to the 
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experimenter's attention that she had been underpaid. If the subject 

had not brought this up by the end of the debriefing session, the 

experimenter brought this to the subject's attention and paid the 

full amount. 

Procedure 

The siibjects were 29 undergraduate females at the same church 

affiliated college used in Study II. The subjects were solicited 

through posters in the women's dormitories, as was done in Study II, 

and by asking for volunteers in classes. All subjects who volunteered 

met the first time in a large group. 

Meeting I 

During this interview the requirements of the experiment were 

explained to the subjects in general terms without revealing the 

specific hypotheses. Two experimenters were present and subjects 

were told that there were two unrelated experiments, one being con

ducted by each experimenter. This was done in an attempt to separate 

in the subject's minds the first meeting from the others. All subjects 

who agreed to participate were asked to complete the Dominance Scale 

from the CPI and the Self-Monitoring Scale. Both are true-false inven

tories and their items were randomly distributed and administered in one 

group. After this administration the subjects were administered the 
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dominance items of the multiple act criterion developed in Study I 

and some additional filler items. Following this, subjects were 

provided with a letter explaining their participation in this study 

and requesting their friend, roommate, parents and a faculty member 

to complete these ratings. Subjects were asked to copy this letter, 

in their own handwriting, five times, providing the name and addresses 

of the appropriate persons. Addresses, phone numbers and preferred 

appointment times were obtained from each subject and they were 

contacted within a few days when the groups had been formed for 

Meeting II. 

Meeting II 

This meeting took place one week after the initial group 

meeting. The discussion group and the activity group measurements 

were taken during this meeting in the manner that was previously 

described. Raters were blind to the subjects' dominance scores and 

each rater rated each subject only once. Two of the groups engaged 

in the discussion first and three of the groups did the activity 

first. At the conclusion of this meeting subjects were given individ

ual appointment times for Meeting III. 

Meeting III 

Meeting III was scheduled approximately one week after Meeting 

II. Subjects had individual appointment times for the waiting room 

situations which were run during this meeting. Following the waiting 

room situation was the situation in which the subject was short changed 

and debriefed on the multiple act criterion measure. All subjects 
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were paid $3.00 at this point and told that they would receive another 

$3.00 in the mail when responses were received from their parents, 

roommates, and peers. Subjects were instructed not to discuss the 

experiment with these raters until after they finished their ratings. 

At this time subjects were given a meeting time approximately two weeks 

away when they could have the experiment explained to them in total. 

Attendance at this meeting was voluntary. 

Meeting IV 

This was a debriefing meeting in which the entire experiment 

was explained to the three subjects who attended. The other subjects 

expressed no interest in the experiment. Subjects were offered a 

detailed written report of the experiment when the results were analyzed 

but none of the subjects expressed an interest in the report. 

Analysis of Results 

With many different types of measures such as these it is in

appropriate to combine them into a total criterion measure by summing 

a subject's scores across all measures. This would inappropriately 

weight measures with high numerical scores. This would also require 

the elimination of subjects for whom all data was not collected. There

fore, each subject's scores on each of the criterion measures were con

verted into z-scores and each subject's z-score on each measure summed 

and then divided by the number of measures available for that subject. 

Every effort was made to obtain all measures for all subjects. 

Twenty-nine subjects took the personality scales and MAC at the 

first meeting. Two subjects did not attend both of the laboratory 
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sessions. One subject was missing from each, leaving 28 observations 

for each of the laboratory situations. The return rate on the MAC 

items sent to the subjects' parents, friends, roommates and teachers 

was somewhat less than for the observational data but still acceptable. 

The return rate ranged from 93% for the subjects' friends to a 76% 

return rate from their fathers. Not all subjects that were included 

in the study had both parents living. If a parent was dead the subject 

sent that parent's form to another relative who most closely filled 

that role in her life. 

The nine observed variables which were ultimately included, 

and ten ratings returned by parents, etc. were combined in the above 

described manner. Of these 19 scores, the mean number obtained per 

subject was 16.9. The minimum number obtained for any one subject 

was nine. Because of this relatively good return rate no subjects were 

eliminated from the final analysis. There was one additional problem 

with two of the observational variables: the amount of time it took 

subjects to talk to the stooge in the waiting room and the amount of 

time it took subjects to mention they had been short changed. The base 

rate for each of these behaviors was fairly low. Fourteen of 29 sub

jects spoke in the waiting room and five of 29 mentioned being short 

changed. Therefore, most subjects had missing data points on these 

variables. Because so few subjects had valid data points these two 

measures were dropped from the composite z-score. The subject's behav

ior in these two situations was simply coded as a dichotomous present 

or absent without regard to the time interval. These time variables 

had positive correlations with the CPI Dominance Scale and as such 
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would probably have enhanced the composite correlation. It was felt 

that to not include these two variables would be a more conservative 

approach. It had also been established beforehand that variables 

would be excluded if data points were missing for over half the 

subjects. 

Evaluation of the Multiple Act Criterion 

Table 10 contains the correlations of the observational and rat

ing variables with the CPI Dominance Scale and the MAC dominance items. 

The CPI Dominance Scale and the MAC dominance items correlated .689 

(£ < .01). Correlations between a personality scale and a self-report 

behavioral inventory, have been criticized since shared method variance 

may serve to artifically increase the correlation. One of the major 

thrusts of Study III was to examine this problem by using multiple 

criteria that were not reported by the subjects but were generated 

through laboratory observations and ratings by friends and family. 

The correlation between the CPI Dominance Scale and the subjects' 

average z-score on all criterion items was .654 (£ < .01). This 

appears to be fairly strong evidence for the ability of the CPI Domin

ance Scale to predict behavior across a number of situations on the 

average. 

A further examination of Table 10 indicates that the CPI Domin

ance Scale predicted the average ratings by friends and family (£ = .645) 

better than it predicted the average laboratory observations (£ = .450) . 

The correlations between the CPI Dominance Scale and the individual 

observational variables indicates that three of the situations were 

poorly predicted by the CPI Dominance Scale. This can be, in part. 
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TABLE 10 

CORRELATIONS OF CRITERION VARIABLES WITH CPI DOMINANCE 
SCALE AND MAC DOMINANCE SCALE 

N CPI MAC 

Discussion Group 
Talking Frequency 28 .618** .470** 

Discussion Group 
Dominance Rating #1 28 .548** .538** 

Discussion Group 
Dominance Rating #2 28 .573** .607 

Activity Group 
Talking Frequency 28 .525** .551 

Activity Group 
Dominance Rating #1 28 .460** .540 

Activity Group 
Dominance Rating #2 28 

Waiting room talking 28 
b 

Waiting room time to talk 14 

Response to request 28 

Response to being 
short changed 28 

Time to respond , 
to being short changed 5 

Mother's responses 

to MAC items 23 

Mothers' ratings 23 

Fathers' responses 

to MAC items 22 

Fathers' ratings 22 

Roommates' responses 

to MAC items 24 

Roommates' ratings 24 

Friends' Responses 
to MAC items 27 

** 

** 

** 

,360* 

.159 

.132 

.202 

. 093 

. 658 

. 3 7 4 * 

.080 

. 4 3 5 * 

. 3 0 0 

. 6 6 6 * * 

. 5 2 7 * * 

. 4 0 0 * 

. 3 5 0 * 

. 5 1 7 * * 

. 3 4 1 * 

.114 

- . 2 4 2 

. 156 

. 4 3 0 

. 312 

- . 0 4 7 

. 4 4 5 * 

. 5 2 1 * * 

. 6 2 8 * * 

. 5 7 4 * * 

. 2 4 8 

. 2 6 1 Friends' Ratings 27 

Teachers' responses 
to MAC items 23 .382* .293 
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TABLE 10—Continued 

N CPI MAC 

Teachers' Ratings 

Average z-scores on 
Ratings and MAC items by 
mother, fathe r, roommate, 
friend and teacher 

Average correlation of 
ratings and MAC items by 
mother, father, roommate, 
friend and teacher 

Average z-score on 
laboratory behavioral 
observations 

Average correlation on 
laboratory behavioral 
observations 

Average z-score on 
all criterion items 

Average correlation on 
all criterion items 

Subjects' responses on 
MAC Dominance Scale 

23 .636** .487 ** 

29 

22 

29 

.645 ** .565 ** 

.415' 

.450** 

372̂  

.509 ** 

28 

29 

22 

29 

.328* 

.654** 

.374* 

.689** 

.386* 

.657** 

.379* 

*p < .05 that the observed value differs from zero by chance 

alone. 

**p < .01 that the observed value differs from zero by chance 

alone. 

a. These were categorical variables and therefore the corre
lations reported are nonparametric, Spearman correlations. 

b. These two time variables are different from all the other 
reported variables in that a high value indicates a non-
dominant rather than a dominant response. Therefore the 
signs of these correlations have been changed to make the 
interpretation of these variables consistent with the 
others. 
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attributed to the lower reliability of individual observations, 

the categorical nature of these poorly predicted items, and also to 

the possibility that some of the situations really had little to do 

with dominance. A more detailed exploration of individual items will 

be presented in a later section. 

It is also interesting to coir̂ jare the correlations between the 

subjects' average z-score and the CPI with the average of the individ

ual correlations and the CPI. As in Study II, the average z-score is 

superior to the average of the correlations as a result of the greater 

reliability of the composite score. Table 10 indicates that the cor

relation for the average z-score with the CPI is .654 while the 

average of the correlations is .374. 

In summary it appears that: 

a) the CPI Dominance Scale does predict behavior well across 

various situations on the average, 

b) the self-report MAC does not result in a substantially greater 

correlation than do criterion measures gathered in another manner and, 

c) the greater reliability of multiple criterion measures results 

in much better prediction than single measures in single situations. 

Evaluation of Self-Monitoring as a Moderator 

As in Study II, subjects were divided on the basis of their self-

monitoring score. It has been explained previously that low self-

monitoring subjects are hypothesized to be more consistent in their 

behavior across situations than are high self-moniotring subjects. 

Table 11 contains the correlations of the individual and coirposite 
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criterion measures with the CPI Dominance Scale for the entire sample 

and for subjects high and low on self-monitoring. Low self-monitoring 

subjects were those below the median and high self-monitoring subjects 

were those above the median. 

The most important correlations to be examined are in the last 

four rows of the table, the composite scores. The average z-score on 

the ratings by parents, roommate, friend and teacher increased from 

£ = .540 for the high self-monitoring group to £ = .706 for the low 

self-monitoring group. The probability that this improvement in the 

correlation occurred by chance alone is £ < .26 (McNemar, 1969). The 

low self-monitoring group also evidenced greater consistency than the 

total sample. The average z-score on the laboratory behavioral obser

vations increased its correlation with the CPI from £ = .274 for the 

high self-monitoring group to £ = .630 for the low self-monitoring 

group (£ < .14). The average z-score on all the criterion items in

creased its correlation with the CPI from £ = .480 to £ = .851 

(£ < .04) . This correlation between the CPI Dominance Scale and the 

average of the subjects' responses on these 19 criterion measures 

accounts for 72% of the behavioral variance. This is a substantial 

improvement over the 10% often cited by critiques of this research. 

The subjects' self reports on the MAC were also significantly 

better predicted by the CPI Dominance Scale for the low self-monitoring 

group. The correlation for the high self-monitoring group was £ = .648 

and for the low self-monitoring group £ = .904 (£ < .05). In general, 

it appears that the CPI Dominance Scale can account for a substantial 
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TABLE 11 

CORRELATIONS OF CRITERION VARIABLES WITH CPI DOMINANCE 
SCALE FOR HIGH AND LOW SELF MONITORING GROUPS 

Discussion Group 
Talking Frequency 

Discussion Grou 
Dominance Rating #1 

Discussion Group 
Dominance Rating #2 

Activity Group 
Talking Frequency 

Activity Group 
Dominance Rating #1 

Activity Group 
Dominance Rating #2 

Waiting Room Talking 

^a 
Response to Request 

Response to being 
short changed 

Mothers' Responses 
to MAC items 

Mothers' ratings 

Fathers' Responses 
to MAC items 

Fathers' Ratings 

Roommates' Responses 
to MAC Items 

Roommates' Ratings 

Friends' Responses 
to MAC Items 

Friends' Ratings 

Total 
Sas^le 

.618 
n=28 

.548 
n=28 

.573 
n=28 

.525 
n=28 

.460 
n=28 

.360 
n=28 

.159 
n=28 

-.202 
n=28 

-.093 
ji=28 

.374 
n=23 

.080 
n=23 

.435 
£=22 

.300 
£=22 

.666 
n=24 

.527 
ii=24 

.400 
ii=27 

.350 
n=27 

Low Self-
Monitoring 

.707 
n=12 

.501 
n=12 

.754 
n=12 

.377 
n=12 

.455 
£=12 

.436 
n=12 

.460 
£=12 

-.103 
n=12 

.358 
n=12 

.437 
n=10 

-.170 
il=10 

.694 
n=9 

.590 

£=9 

.832 
ii=10 

.531 
ii=10 

.125 
n=12 

.498 
n=12 

High Self-
Monitoring 

.542 
n=16 

.475 
n=16 

.352 
£=16 

.624 
£=16 

.410 
£=16 

.280 
£=16 

-.041 
£=16 

-.223 
£=16 

-.331 
£=16 

.339 
n=13 

.290 
n=13 

.381 
n=13 

.295 
£=13 

.469 
j[i=14 

.475 
ji=14 

.473 
j}=15 

.053 
n=15 



TABLE 11—Continued 

100 

Teache rs• Re sponse s 
to MAC Items 

Teachers' Ratings 

Average z-Score on 
Ratings and MAC Items by 
mother, father, roommate, 
friend and teacher 

Average z-Score on 
laboratory behavioral 
observations 

Average 2-Score on 
all Criterion Items 

Subjects' Responses on 
MAC Dominance Scale 

Total 
Sample 

.382 
£=23 

.636 
£=23 

.645 
£=29 

.450 
n=29 

.654 
n=29 

.689 
n=29 

Low Self-
Monitoring 

.353 
n=10 

.759 
£=10 

.706 
£=12 

.630 
£=12 

.851 
n=12 

.904 
n=12 

(P < 

(P < 

(P < 

(P < 

High Self-
Monitoring 

.26)^ 

.14)^ 

.04)^ 

.05)^ 

.286 
n=13 

.556 
ii=13 

.540 
nrll 

.21A 
n=17 

.480 
n=17 

.648 
£=17 

T̂hese were categorical variables and therefore the correlations 
reported are nonparametric. Spearman correlations. 

T̂hese values are the probability that the correlation for the low 
self-monitoring group is greater than the correlation for the high 
self-monitoring group (McNemar, 1969). 
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amount of the observed dominance exhibited by subjects measured in a 

variety of situations and in a variety of ways. It also appears that 

the prediction for the low self-monitoring subjects is more reliable 

than the prediction for the high self-monitoring subjects indicating 

the efficacy of self-monitoring as a moderator. Low self-monitoring 

subjects also evidenced an improvement over the total sample. 

There are several interesting conparisons to be made between 

Study II and Study III. In Study II the correlation between the CPI 

Dominance scale and the MAC dominance items for the total sample was 

£ = .581. In Study III this same correlation had increased to £ = .689. 

The probability is less than .17 that this difference can be attributed 

to chance alone. For the low self-monitoring groups the differences 

between Study II and Study III were more pronounced than for the total 

sample. In Study II the correlation between the CPI Dominance Scale and 

the MAC dominance items for the low self-monitoring group was £ = .618. 

In Study III this correlation had increased to £ = .904 (£ < .02) . 

In general, it appears that the relationship between the predictor 

and criterion was increased in Study III. In addition, the moderating 

effect of self-monitoring was also increased. The reason for this in

crease is uncertain but one possibility stands out. In Study II there 

were many test items for each subject to answer. Some subjects expressed 

some fatigue and frustration with the number of items. The MAC items 

were administered last to reduce item reactivity. It is possible that, 

due to fatigue and frustration, subjects in Study II hurried through 

their responses to the MAC items and this could account for the smaller 

correlations. 
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Evaluation of Individual Observational Variables 

The discussion group, the activity group, the waiting room situa

tion, and the response to the unreasonable request were situations 

that were constructed because they were suggested by items on the mul

tiple act criterion measure. It should be recalled that these items 

were generated by other subjects drawn from the same population as sub

jects in Study III. A closer examination of Table 9 indicates that the 

subject's behavior in the discussion groups and the activity groups 

were fairly well predicted by their scores on the CPI. However, the 

subjects' behavior in the waiting room situation and their response 

to the request from the stooge were very poorly predicted by the CPI 

Dominance Scale. This section will take a further look at these cri

terion variables individually. 

Three items on the multiple act criterion dominance scale asked 

subjects about their dominant behavior in some type of group discussions. 

MAC item 1 was, "when was the last time you felt at ease acting as a 

discussion leader." MAC item 15 was, "when was the last time you were 

in a group discussion and did not agree with what was being said but 

kept your opinions to yourself." MAC item 28 was, "when was the last 

time you were in a group discussion that you argued for your point of 

view even though most of the others did not agree with you." Table 12 

contains the correlation of these items with the three criterion variables 

from the discussion group situation. The subjects' responses on the MAC 

items all shared an overall positive correlation with their behavior in 

the actual discussion groups. Item 15 appears to have least well pre

dicted the subjects' behavior in the discussion groups with one 



TABLE 12 

SPEARMAN CORRELATIONS OF DISCUSSION GROUP 
VARIABLES WITH DISCUSSION MAC ITEMS 
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MAC 1 MAC 15 MAC 28 

Discussion Group Talking 
Frequency 

Discussion Group 
Dominance Rating #1 

Discussion Group 
Dominance Rating #2 

. 3 7 4 * * 
£ - 28 

. 2 4 4 * 
n = 28 

. 3 9 4 * * 
n = 28 

.240* 
£ = 28 

.180 
_n = 28 

.201 
n = 28 

. 4 1 6 * * * 
£ = 28 

. 3 6 6 * * 
IL = 28 

. 3 9 0 * * 
n = 28 

* £ .10 that the observed value differs from zero by chance 
alone 

** £ .05 that the observed value differs from zero by chance 
alone 

*** £ .01 that the observed value differs from zero by chance 
alone 

The signs of the correlations for these items were changed be
cause these items were scored in an opposite direction from 
the observational variables 

correlation as low as .180. Item 28 appears to have been the item with 

the best correspondence with observed dominant behavior with its high

est correlation being .416. Generally, it appears that there was a 

fair amount of consistency between the subject's self report of domi

nance in discussion group situations and the behavior that was actually 

observed in the discussion group. However, these correlations are not 

nearly as large as the correlations between the discussion group ob

servational variables and the total MAC score (see Table 10) . As be

fore, the smaller magnitude of these correlations can reasonably be 

attributed to the lesser reliability found with single observations. 

The obtained correlations, many of which were statistically reliable, 
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are still fairly small and account for only a small amount of the 

variance. It was correlations of this nature that lead to the original 

critiques of personality traits and their abilities to predict behavior. 

These correlations illustrate well one of the methodological problems 

of earlier research, specifically, the reduced reliability to be found 

when using only single criterion items. 

Two of the items on the multiple act criterion dominance scale 

were related to dominance in a group situation that was not a discussion. 

The activity group situation that was constructed was an attempt to 

evaluate the subjects' dominant behavior in a situation that can be 

related to these two items. MAC item 16 was, "when was the last time 

you organized a group activity." MAC item 26 was, "when was the last 

time you went along with a group decision even though it was not what 

you wanted to do." Table 13 contains the correlations of these individ

ual items with the observational variables used from the activity group 

situation. It appears that the subjects' responses on MAC item 16 are 

fairly closely related to their behavior in the activity group. Corre

lations for this item ranged from .568 to .375. However, item 26 had 

very little relationship with the subject's behavior in the activity 

group. Correlations for this item ranged from .005 to .090. This 

might be due to the fact that item 26 was behaviorally less closely 

related to the activity group situation than was item 16. Item 16 was 

more generally concerned with the subject taking the dominant role in 

some group activity whereas item 26 questioned their assertiveness when 

they did not agree with a collective decison made by the group. It 

could well be that the fairly innocuous decisions that needed to be made 
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m 

. 4 8 7 * * 
n = 28 

. 3 7 5 * 
n = 28 

. 5 6 8 * * 
n = 28 

. 0 6 1 
n. = 28 

. 0 0 5 
n = 28 

. 090 
n = 28 

the contrived activity group situation did not arouse strong enough 

feelings on the part of the subjects to really elicit a strong assert

ive response. 

TABLE 13 

SPEARMAN CORRELATIONS OF ACTIVITY GROUP 
VARIABLES WITH ACTIVITY MAC ITEMS 

MAC 16^ MAC 26 

Activity Group 
Talking Frequency 

Activity Group 
Dominance Rating #1 

Activity Group 
Dominance Rating #2 

£ < .05 that observed value differs from zero 
by chance alone. 

** 

£ < .01 that observed value differs from zero 
by chance' alone. 

a 
The signs of the correlations for this item were 
changed because this item was scored in an oppo
site direction from the obser-vational variables. 

Two of the items on the multiple act criterion dominance scale 

related to the subjects' responses to the request made by the stooge. 

MAC item 3 was, "when was the last time you were talked into doing some

thing you were unsure about." MAC item 4 was, "when was the last time 

a friend made a request of you that seemed excessive or unreasonable 

but you did not say no." The stooge's request for the subject to wait 

an additional thirty minutes and to allow the stooge to go first was 

viewed as a situation in which a subject was confronted with an 
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unreasonable request and this situation was seen as a test of their 

ability to be dominant and assertive and to refuse this request. 

Table 14 contains the correlations of these two items with the subjects' 

responses to the request situation. Item 3 approaches statistical 

reliability but with a negative correlation between the subjects' re

sponses to item 3 and their response in the request situation. It 

appears that subjects who answered item 3 in a dominant manner evi

denced a slight tendency to act in a nondominant manner when confronted 

with the stooge's request. However, this effect was not large and only 

approached statistical reliability. It appears that subjects' responses 

to item 4 were essentially unrelated to their behavior in the request 

situation. It is possible that these effects can be attributed to the 

previously discussed poor reliability of correlations between single 

items in research of this nature. These correlations also seriously 

raise the possibility that the request situation that was constructed 

did not actually tap the kinds of behaviors the subjects had in mind 

when answering the two related items on the multiple act criterion 

measure. This may certainly be the case with item 4 which concerned a 

request by a friend while the stooge was a stranger. Furthermore, a 

reexamination of Table 10 indicates that the subjects' responses to a 

request situation showed a negative correlation with the subjects' CPI 

dominance scores. It appears that the trait of dominance, as measured 

by the CPI has little if anything to do with responses in the request 

situation that was constructed. 

One item on the multiple act criterion measure was concerned with 

the subject approaching and talking with a stranger in a new situation. 
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TABLE 14 

SPEARMAN CORRELATIONS OF REQUEST VARIABLE 
WITH REQUEST MAC ITEMS 

MAC 3 MAC 4 

Response to Request - .268* - .074 
£ = 28 £ = 28 

£ < .10 that the observed value differs from zero by 
chance alone. 

From this item the waiting room situation in which the subject was ex

pected to approach and talk to the stooge was constructed. MAC item 13 

was "when was the last time you approached someone you had not been 

introduced to and spoke with them." Table 15 contains the correlation 

of this item with the subjects' response in the waiting room situation. 

Two variables were recorded in this situation, whether or not the sub

ject spoke at all with the stooge and the amount of time it took for 

the subject to speak with the stooge for those subjects who did actu

ally speak. Whether or not a subject spoke with the stooge was essen

tially unrelated to the subjects' responses to item 13 (£ = .005). 

However, for those subjects who did speak to the stooge, the amount of 

time that it took for them to make an overture to the stooge was related 

to their responses on item 13. Those subjects who indicated on item 13 

that they were fairly likely to approach and introduce themselves to 

someone required less time in the waiting room situation to do so 

(r = .381). It appears that subjects' responses to item 13 did not pre

dict whether or not a subject would speak to a stooge but did have some 

relationship to how quickly a subject would speak for the subjects who 

ultimately spoke. However, again this correlation was only of modest 
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size and only approached statistical significance. Again an examina

tion of Table 10 indicates very small correlations between talking to 

the stooge and the CPI Dominance Scale items. This again raises the 

distinct possibility that the situation that was constructed had fair

ly little to do with dominance as measured by the CPI. 

TABLE 15 

SPEARMAN CORRELATIONS OF WAITING ROOM 
VARIABLES WITH WIATING ROOM 

RELATED MAC ITEMS 

MAC 13 

a 
Waiting Room Talking .005 

£ = 28 
* 

Waiting Room Time To Talk .381 
n = 14 

£ < .10 that the observed value differs 
from zero by chance alone. 

^he sign of this correlation is change 
because the MAC item and the observational 
variable were scored in opposite directions 



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

Overview 

Two main issues have been investigated in this research. The 

first issue is the use of multiple criterion measures, both self-

reported and observed by others. The self-report MAC was developed 

in Study I, used in Study II for the evaluation of moderator variables, 

and validated by Study III. The results of this research indicate that 

personality scales are fairly successful at predicting average behavior 

across situations when multiple criteria are employed. Furthermore, 

self-report criterion measures agree fairly closely with more objec

tive criterion measures when the present methodology is used. The 

issues with respect to the development and evaluation of the MAC are 

discussed in the following sections. The evaluation of single versus 

multiple criteria will be discussed as will the validation of this 

self-report methodology. 

The second major issue of this research was investigated primari

ly in Study II. This was the evaluation of a number of moderator 

variables which had been suggested by previous research to moderate 

cross-situational consistency in behavior. Each of these moderators 

will be discussed in turn and self-monitoring will be explored more 

completely as it was also evaluated in Study III. It appears that, 

with the exception of self-monitoring, the moderator variables investi

gated have not shown their empirical worth. Some of them were 

109 
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valuable for improving predictions with some traits and may bear fur

ther investigation with respect to their relationship to those spe

cific traits. The overriding concern was an attempt to identify a 

variable that could be used to classify people into groups of broadly 

consistent and inconsistent individuals. For this task these variables 

have failed. Self-monitoring shows some continued promise in this re

gard but, as a more complete discussion of this issue will indicate, 

self-monitoring has a relationship to cross-situational consistency 

that is not completely straightforward. 

The Efficacy of Personality Trait Measures for the 
Prediction of Single and Multiple 

Behavioral Criteria 

One of the major questions that gave rise to the current line 

of research was the question of the ability of personality trait 

measures to predict behavior across situations. Mischel (1968) con

vincingly made the case that personality scales predicted specific 

behaviors in specific situations with consistently low correlations. 

His contention was not that personality traits, as measured by person

ality scales, did not exist. Rather, the argument was essentially one 

cf size of effect. Mischel's contention was that personality trait 

measures could account for so little of the cross-situation variance 

as to be of little value in practical situations. The persistent find

ing that personality trait measures could account for 10% or less of 

the behavioral variance suggested that en5)loying them would always 

be a disappointing pursuit. Most writers in the field have not argued 

with Mischel's basic finding. Instead, much attention has been turned 

to the situational determinants of behavior as well as the interaction 
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between situational and dispositional variables. The point has been 

conceded that personality traits often provide rather poor predica

tions of specific behaviors in specific situations. In actual prac

tice, however, personality scales are not often employed for such a 

specific purpose. Usually attempts to predict with a high degree of 

behavioral specificity are limited to research applications that do 

not parallel well the more applied applications which use personality 

trait measures. Fishbein and Ajzen (1974) and Jaccard (1974) point 

out that what we usually expect to predict with a personality or an 

attitude scale is an individual's behavior, on the average. For ex

ample, when a clinician uses a depression scale to classify the severity 

of an individual's depression he is unlikely to attempt to predict 

whether or not that individual will cry in the waiting room while await

ing their next appointment. That clinician is much more interested in 

whether or not the particular individual exhibits a substantial number 

of a wide range of depressive behaviors that can occur in a wide range 

of situations. We are more interested in labeling people as depressed 

if they tend to show this wide ranging depressive tendency. For prac

tical purposes we do not become particularly upset if an individual 

whom we have labeled as depressed smiles occasionally, or once in a 

while has a good appetite. It is their general behavior, on the 

average, that we are often attempting to predict with personality 

scales. 

The question still remains as to whether or not personality 

scales can predict behavior adequately on the average. Since the aver

age tendency takes into account a broad range of specific behaviors of 



112 

interest and a broad range of situations it is Jaccard's (1974) and 

Fishbein and Ajzen's (1974) contention that a wide range of criterion 

behaviors and situations should be explored. Mischel (1979) also 

agrees that one's purpose in using an assessment tool should dictate 

the criteria employed. He states "if the assessor's purpose is to 

summarize how the person is categorized on the whole by perceivers 

. . . it makes good sense to use broadly inclusive data and to aggre

gate and to pool extensively" (Mischel, 1979, p. 747). 

In Study II one of the major issues of interest was the efficacy 

of employing multiple criterion measures. It appears that for the 

traits of friendliness, dominance, anxiety and depression the use of 

multiple criterion measures elevated correlations appreciably beyond the 

.30 ceiling that is often cited. The results for the trait of dominance 

are very consistent with the results reported by Jaccard. There are no 

studies employing multiple criterion measures for the other three traits. 

However, it is apparent that these correlations are of sufficient magni

tude to conclude that the scales employed are reasonably effective at 

predicting people's behavior on the average in a number of different 

situations. It is obvious that these scales do not allow for perfect 

prediction but are of sufficient validity to provide some reasonable 

information about individuals on the average. 

Two of the traits were not particularly successful at predicting 

subjects' scores on the multiple act criterion. The trait of energetic 

activity, as measured by the MMPI Mania Scale, and the trait of rigidity, 

as measured by the CPI Flexibility Scale, were poor predictors of the 

subjects' behavioral self-report. A number of possible explanations 
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exist for these poor predictions including the possibility that the 

MMPI Mania Scale, which was originally devised to differentiate between 

normal and pathological populations, was fairly insensitive to differ

ences within a normal group. It is also possible that the subjects in 

Study I, when initially suggesting behaviors for energetic activity and 

flexibility had a fairly poor idea of what these traits involved and 

consequently did not suggest appropriate behavioral criteria. These are 

the most likely explanations; however, it would be intellectually 

dishonest if the situational explanation was not also considered. The 

possibility certainly exists that, with respect to rigidity and ener

getic activity, behavior is primarily under situational control. 

A study by McGowan and Gormly (1976), which was reviewed in the 

first chapter, presents data to suggest that energetic behavior exhib

its considerable consistency across situations. Rather than using a 

personality scale, they employed peer ratings to predict multiple ob

served behavioral criteria and obtained a correlation of .70. It 

appears that the situational explanation is not adequate for energetic 

activity but remains viable with respect to rigidity. 

As an additional demonstration of the superiority of multiple 

criteria, the correlation of personality scales with the average corre

lation of individual items on the MAC was computed. Psychometric theory 

would suggest that the composite measure would be more reliable than the 

average of individual measures. This was certainly the case. In all 

cases the pooled criterion score was superior to the average of the 

individual items. For three of the scales a few individual items were 

superior to the composite scores but the stability of these correlations 
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for individual items is questionable. This result is very consis

tent with the one reported by Jaccard (1974) and by Buss and Craik 

(1980) . It appears that many personality scales which do a relatively 

poor job of predicting specific behaviors in specific situations are 

still quite useful for describing a person's behavioral disposition 

on the average. Often this is all that is expected, and for many 

applications, all that is needed. 

Thus far, we have looked only at the ability of personality 

traits to predict self-reported behaviors. Certainly the possibility 

exists that these self-reports have been artificially inflated by sub

jects for any of a number of reasons. Study III was designed to evalu

ate the ability of one of these scales to predict actual observed 

behavior. More than being a demonstration for the effectiveness of 

one trait measure. Study III was undertaken as a general check on the 

validity of the self-report multiple act criterion methodology. It 

could well be that the results of research employing this method should 

be summarily dismissed because subjects' self-reports may have very 

little to do with their behavior. This is one of the more important 

questions in this research project because if this methodology is 

invalidated, the results of Study II are invalidated. 

Study III provided considerable support for the multiple act 

criterion methodology. Actual observed behavior, as well as ratings 

by those who knew the subjects well, were employed for the criterion 

measures. The Dominance Scale of the CPI was able to account for 43% 

of the measured behavioral vciriance which is a substantial improvement 

over the 10% that is usually found when attempting to predict specific 
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behaviors in specific situations. An equally important finding is 

that the correlation between the CPI Dominance Scale and the sub

jects' self-report on the multiple act criterion measure evidenced 

only a small increase over the correlation with actual observed and 

rated behavior. It appears that subjects' self-reports on the MAC 

are fairly accurate reflections of how the subjects actually behave. 

This result adds validity to the other conclusions from Study II which 

have not yet been fully discussed. Without this additional validation 

these conclusions are always subject to the criticism of shared method 

variance. Admittedly, this shared method variance may still be slight

ly increasing these correlations but not to such an extent as to seri

ously call into question the results from Study II. 

Epstein (1979) has also recently explored the issue of multiple 

versus single behavioral criteria. Jaccard (1974) had made the point 

that the poor correspondence between personality scales and single 

behaviors could be improved when summing across related behaviors in 

different situations. This is often attributed to idiosyncratic sub

ject differences and idiosyncratic situation effects. Epstein has 

stressed the unreliability of these behavioral predictions because of 

simple temporal instability of the behavior in question, even though 

the situation may be identical. That is, in identical situations a 

subject may behave differently on a day to day basis for a variety of 

reasons. 

Epstein conducted several investigations that demonstrated fairly 

low reliability coefficients from day to day for specific reported 

behaviors and emotional states when samples from only a few days were 
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included. However, higher reliability coefficients, mostly above .70, 

were reported between multiple repeated measures of these same emo

tional states and behaviors. Specifically, there was very high corre

spondence between subjects' behaviors on the even days of this study 

with their same behaviors on the odd days of the study. This is cer

tainly an expected result in light of general psychometric theory. 

The sum of repeated measures are obviously much more reliable than 

individual measures. With multiple measures error variance, from what

ever the source, tends to be reduced. Error variance cancels itself 

out from day to day whereas the true disposition of the subject, over 

the long run, becomes more predominant. Epstein's results indicate 

that substantial improvements in behavior predictions from personality 

scales can be achieved by summing the same behaviors across time, 

rather than, as in the present study's approach, summing related be

haviors across situations. It appears that the unreliability of 

individual observations is the real culprit. Repeated observations, 

either across time of the same behaviors or across situations of re

lated behaviors, is sufficient for substantially improving our ability 

to predict people's behavior on the average. This still does not allow 

for improved prediction of specific behaviors in specific situations 

on specific occasions but, for present purposes this is not the goal. 

Where do the results from the current study and those from relat

ed studies leave us on the question of cross-situational consistency 

in behavior? Mischel (1968) has marshaled a vast amount of evidence 

indicating the relatively low correlations that can be obtained between 

personality scales and individual behaviors in individual situations. 
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However, a substantial body of literature is now available to suggest 

that personality scales do an impressive job of predicting behavior on 

the average. Jaccard (1974), Epstein (1979), McGowan and Gormly 

(1976) , Buss and Craik (1980), and Weigel and Newman (1976) all provide 

iirpressive data for the cross-situational consistency in behavior that 

can be found when multiple behavioral criteria are employed. It is 

granted that this aggregated approach is a far cry from perfect predic

tion or perfect understanding of specific behaviors in specific situa

tions. There is a substantial amount of behavioral variance that re

mains unexplained and essentially unexplored when this multiple criteria 

approach is employed. Epstein refers to this as error variance but, 

from his discussion, he obviously understands that this error variance 

can be partitioned into many other effects which need exploration. 

Naturally, the situation and the interaction between the person and the 

situation are two immediate sources to explore as other researchers 

have been doing. In addition, some of this variance can also be as

signed to individual fluctuations in mood, idiosyncratic situational 

perceptions, and to the inexactness of our measurement devices. All 

of these areas are certainly fit subjects for research and are coming 

under increasing attention because of this recent debate. However, 

Study III and other related research has clearly shown that if we are 

interested in predicting how individuals will behave on the average, 

or how they will be perceived by others on the average, then person

ality scales can predict behavior with a degree of reliability that 

is a dramatic improvement over the .30 ceiling suggested by critics 

of personality scales. 
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Construction of the Multiple Act Criterion Measure 

The methodology used for the construction of the self-report 

multiple act criterion measures needs further exploration. The proce

dure used to construct the MACs for the six traits used in this study 

was derived from Jaccard (1974) with some modifications. One of the 

more potentially problematic modifications was the fact that the MACs 

used in this investigation had significantly fewer items than Jaccard 

employed. It was felt that a reduction in the number of items was 

needed because a number of other measures were being administered at 

the same time, particularly in Study II. If the number of items on the 

MAC was not reduced, then subjects would be faced with an unreasonable 

number of items to be completed in one testing session. One of the 

major difficulties that could have been encountered with a reduced num

ber of items is reduced reliability and intersubject variance, and 

consequently the reduced possibility of then finding adequate corre

lations between the personality scales and the multiple act criterion 

measures. Therefore, another method was introduced to attempt to 

compensate for this potential problem. 

It will be recalled that, rather than having subjects simply 

respond as to whether or not they had performed the act in question, 

they were asked how recently they had performed each act in order to 

permit weighting of responses, a larger spread, and greater differen

tiation between subjects. The logic of using a time interval was that 

the more frequently a subject engaged in a specific behavior the more 

likely she was to have done so recently. Therefore, a subject could 

earn a high score on an item if she had engaged in the behavior 
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recently and a low score if she had engaged in the behavior some time 

ago, or not at all. Of course, the scoring direction was reversed for 

behaviors that were considered to be the opposite of a trait. 

Use of a procedure such as this runs the risk of reducing the 

correspondence between a personality scale and the criterion measure 

since the additional variance introduced might be simply error vari

ance. However, the results obtained in Study II are nearly identical 

to the results Jaccard (1974) reported. Study II found a correlation 

between the CPI Dominance Scale and the dominance multiple act criterion 

of .581 while Jaccard obtained a correlation between his multiple act 

criterion and the CPI Dominance Scale of .578. The scoring scheme 

that was used yielded results very comparable to employing a greater 

number of items with dichotomous responses only. This method may open 

the way for the construction of reasonably valid self-report multiple 

act criterion measures with relatively few items. 

A recent report by Buss and Craik (1980) further explored the 

nature of self-report multiple act criterion measures. The investiga

tors were primarily concerned with the selection of items to be included 

on an MAC. Conveniently, they also chose to study the trait of domi

nance so their results are directly comparable to Jaccard's and the 

results available from this investigation. Buss and Craik were con

cerned with the fact that items nominated for inclusion on an MAC are 

not all equally good measures of the trait in question. Some acts may 

be more prototypically dominant than others. Their procedure was to 

generate 100 dominant acts, by a procedure similar to that employed in 

this study. They performed this twice, once for each sex. In a 
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second study these acts were then rated by undergraduate volunteers as 

well as expert judges, for their prototypicallty, i.e., how closely 

they fit the ideal of what a dominant act should be. They employed a 

yes/no dichotomous response situation as did Jaccard. Their results 

generally supported their contention that the most prototypical acts 

were better predicted by the CPI and Personality Research Form Domi

nance Scales. They divided their 100 items into groups of 25 with 

respect to their prototypicality ratings. The CPI Dominance Scale pre

dicted the 25 most prototypical acts with a correlation of .48 for 

males and .31 for females. Generally, somewhat lower correlations 

were found for the groups of less prototypically dominant acts. How

ever, it is interesting to note that their correlations for the most 

prototypically dominant acts were slightly smaller than those obtained 

in this study. It could well be that the procedure used in part two 

of the first study, where subjects were asked to rate whether or not 

the items that had been generated in part one were actually dominant 

or nondominant, served to eliminate those items that had been generated 

but were not really prototypically dominant. 

The reduced number of items and the revised scoring scheme used 

in this study compares favorably with Jaccard (1974) and Buss and Craik 

(1980). However, the possibility remains that the addition of four re

sponse possibilities on each item rather than the dichotomous yes or no 

was not really responsible for the adequate performance of the measure. 

It could be that multiple act criterion measures require only 15 to 

20 items. More than that number of items may not be necessary and this 

may account for the favorable comparison between the present results 

and those previously discussed. 
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In order to evaluate the possibility that the more complex scor

ing system did not inprove prediction, the items on all six subparts 

of the multiple act criterion measures were rescored and the data re

analyzed. It should be recalled that subjects were asked to indicate 

whether they had engaged in the described behavior within the past 

week, within the past month, more than a month ago or never. Responses 

were scored from 1 to 4 corresponding to the four possibilities or from 

4 to 1 on reversed items. During the rescoring procedure, all three 

of the responses that indicated the subject had performed the described 

behavior, regardless of how long ago, were given a score of one. The 

response indicating that the behavior had never been performed was given 

a score of zero. This effectively resulted in a scoring procedure such 

as Jaccard (1974) and Buss and Craik (1980) used. If the additional 

variance introduced by the more complex scoring procedure was entirely 

error variance, or if the error variance introduced and the meaningful 

variance introduced only cancelled each other out, then fairly identi

cal correlations between the personality scales and the multiple act 

criterion measures would be expected. If the more complex scoring 

procedure provided for the detection of more meaningful variance, then 

higher correlations between the personality scales and the complex 

scoring procedure would be found. Table 16 contains a coitparison of 

the two scoring procedures with the personality scale. 

It appears that this scoring procedure was of some value in that 

the more complex scoring procedure resulted in superior correlations 

in all cases. For some variables improvement was fairly small but for 

others fairly substantial. It appears that using a scoring procedure 
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TABLE 16 

CORRELATIONS OF PERSONALITY SCALES WITH MULTIPLE ACT CRITERION 
MEASURES: TWO SCORING METHODS FOR THE 

CRITERION MEASURES 

Personality Scales 

Bem's Friendliness Scale 

CPI Dominance Scale 

MMPI Mania Scale 

Spielberger's Trait 
Anxiety Scale 

Beck's Depression Scale 

Rigidity Scale 

Four Point 
Item Scoring 

.471*** 

.481*** 

.203** 

.477*** 

.619*** 

.178* 

Dichotomous 
Item Scoring 

.448*** 

.556*** 

.103 

.288*** 

.353*** 

.031 

Flexibility Scale of the CPI scored in an opposite direction so 
as to eliminate the negative correlation to ease interpretation 
for the reader. 

*£ < .05 

**£ < .01 

*** £ < .001 

n = 133 

which takes into account the recency of a behavior's performance can 

provide superior prediction over a dichotomous scoring procedure. The 

gains may not be substantial but, at least for some traits, seem to 

be worth the small amount of effort involved. Generally, it can be con

cluded that the method described in this investigation for the develop

ment of a multiple act criterion measure provides validity data that 

compares very favorably with similar studies and has the additional 
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advantage of requiring fewer items. The effectiveness of using a 

scoring procedure that takes into account the recency of a behavior's 

occurrance has also been demonstrated. 

Evaluation of Moderator Variables 

It will be recalled from Chapter I that many writers, in an 

attenpt to find reasons for the poor correlations that often occur 

between personality scales and observed behavior, proposed a modera

tor variable approach. Essentially, this consists of dividing sub

jects into subgroups with the expectation of greater prediction for 

one of the subgroups. Theoretical discussion of this point has cen

tered around the notion that some subjects may be generally more con

sistent across situations in their behavior. Numerous moderators have 

been suggested in hopes of finding improved consistency. Some of 

these moderators have included: 1) self-report of consistency, 

2) ipsatized variance index, 3) neuroticism, 4) psychiatric patient 

status, and 5) self-monitoring. A more recent study by Kenrick and 

Stringfield (1980) has also demonstrated the validity of using the ob

servability of the behavior in question as a moderator as well. As 

Wallach and Leggett (1972) have pointed out, the moderator variable 

approach has numerous problems, not the least of which is that modera

tor variable research is notoriously difficult to replicate. A variable 

that may have been a good moderator in one study may not replicate well 

when a second sample is drawn. Another reason that moderator variable 

research has been viewed suspiciously is because it lends itself easily 

to post hoc data analysis which is clearly outside the bounds of 
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reasonable scientific method. The tendency has been for each study 

to develop a different moderator variable for each trait. Such a re

sult does not serve to increase our theoretical understanding of cross-

situational consistency. Granted, different moderators for different 

traits may prove to be useful in an actuarial sense. But if each 

trait is to have its own moderator, then what is indicated may be 

sin?)ly a reconceptualization of how to measure that particular trait 

in light of the information provided by the moderator. It may be an 

error to see this moderator as truly dividing subjects into broad 

groups of consistent and inconsistent individuals. 

The focus of the present study was to look for some moderator 

variables that may be successful at dividing subjects into groups of 

consistent and inconsistent people across a wide variety of situations 

and traits. The moderator variables investigated in this study, ex

cept for extraversion, have received some theoretical and empirical 

support in other studies. Study II was designed to evaluate these 

moderators. 

Evaluation of Neuroticism as a Moderator Variable 

The support for neuroticism, and more broadly general psycho

pathology, as a moderator of cross-situational consistency has found 

theoretical and eirpirical support from a number of writers (e.g. Alker, 

1972; Wachtel, 1973; & Bowers, 1973). In general, the argument has 

been that neurotic individuals are less capable, or at least less likely, 

to make situational changes in their behavior. Rather, they are more 

strongly driven by inappropriate dispositional variables that tend to 
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keep behavior consistent, and often problematic, across situations. 

Snyder and Monson (1975) and Endler (1973) present data to suggest 

that, in fact, neurotic subjects do seem less influenced by situation

al variables and more consistent in their behavior. However, it re

mains to be shown that neuroticism is an effective moderator of cross-

situational consistency across a variety of behaviors and situations. 

The results from Study II were not supportive of neuroticism 

as an effective moderator. There was an improvement for the high 

neuroticism group over the total sample for only one trait, energetic 

activity. For this trait there was not a significant improvement 

when compared to the low neuroticism group. For two traits the results 

were the opposite of what was ejected, the less neurotic subjects were 

more consistent. For five traits the improvements were small and sta-

tiscally unreliable. There was only one improvement that was statis

tically reliable but this trait, depression, did not show an improve

ment over the total sample. It must be clearly stated that, contrary 

to a fair amount of hope that was held for this variable in the litera

ture, it was certainly not supported in the present study. It is con

ceivable that, since only a normal population of college students was 

used there was insufficient variability on the neuroticism factor for 

it to have a meaningful effect. Some writers have discussed the use 

of psychiatric patients in this regard rather than the more normal 

deviation to be found in a college population. However, at least within 

a normal population, the ability of neuroticism to moderate cross-

situational consistency must be seriously called into question. 
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Evaluation of Extraversion as a Moderator Variable 

Extraversion was not previously suggested in the literature as 

an effective moderator of cross-situational consistency. However it 

was hypothesized in Study II that high extraversion subjects would be 

more consistent in their expression of personality traits conceptually 

related to extraversion. It was anticipated that extraversion would 

successfully moderate the relationship between personality scales and 

the multiple act criterion measures for the traits of friendliness, 

dominance and energetic activity. A modest effect was found for the 

trait of dominance but it was not large enough to be reliable. For the 

trait of depression the results were the opposite of what was expected. 

For the remaining traits the results were not significant. 

In general it must be concluded that extraversion did not prove 

to be an effective moderator of cross-situational consistency in the 

manner that was anticipated. However, there may be some interactions 

worth pursuing with specific traits, especially depression. As to the 

more overriding question of extraversion's effectiveness as a moderator 

across a number of traits the answer must be an unequivocal no. 

Evaluation of Subjects' Self-Report of Consistency 

as a Moderator Variable 

Bem and Allen (1974) first reported on the use of subjects' 

self-report of consistency as a moderator variable of cross-situational 

consistency in behavior. Their method consisted primarily of asking 

subjects to rate their cross-situational consistency and dividing sub

jects into groups of low and high variability individuals. They then 

found an increase in the mean correlation across six criterion variables 
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for the low variability subjects when coitpared to the high variability 

subjects. It was this methodology and result that was used as a model 

for the current study. The purpose of including self-ratings of con

sistency as a moderator in Study II was to attempt to replicate Bem 

and Allen's result. 

The results from Study II tended to support Bem and Allen's 

findings for the trait of friendliness, which was the trait they em

ployed, although the difference between the correlations was not 

significant at the .05 level. The low variability subjects also evi

denced an in5>rovement when compared with the high variability group 

and the total sample on the trait of energetic activity but not on 

any of the other four traits. As a matter of fact, for several traits 

the trend was in the opposite direction and for the trait of rigidity 

the trend approached reliability. It appears that Bem and Allen's 

result was confirmed for the trait they used but the procedure in gen

eral was not supported. It is interesting to note that Bem and Allen 

attempted the same analysis for the trait of conscientiousness and were 

unable to replicate their own results for that trait. Bem and Allen 

attribute their failure with the trait of conscientiousness to their 

attempt to impose their conceptualization of what conscientiousness 

was on the subjects. They held that the subjects in their sample may 

have had a different understanding of what constituted conscientious

ness than the experimenters. Consequently the subjects' ratings con

cerning their consistency may have had little to do with the measures 

of conscentiousness devised by the e3q)erimenters. This explanation has 
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little relevance for the present study because other subjects drawn 

from the same population were used to develop the criterion measures. 

Kenrick and Stringfield (1980) also employed subjects' self-

ratings of consistency as a moderator of cross-situational consistency. 

They combined this with a more idiographic rather than nomothetic 

approach. They accomplished this by providing subjects with a list of 

traits and asked subjects to choose the traits on which they were most 

consistent and those on which they were least consistent. As hypothe

sized, subjects showed substantially higher correlations for traits on 

which they judged themselves to be consistent. This differs from 

Bem and Allen (1974) and the present study in that the split was not 

done between subjects, but rather within subjects by choosing the most 

consistent trait versus the least consistent trait. 

Kenrick and Stringfield (1980) went on to analyze their data 

further by looking at each individual trait and splitting between low 

and high consistency subjects on.each trait. This procedure failed to 

produce the dramatic results that they obtained when picking only the 

most and least consistent traits within subjects. With several of their 

traits the low consistency group exhibited the best consistency. Their 

trait by trait analysis more closely parallels the analysis done in 

the present study and the results are fairly comparable. It is interest

ing to note that friendliness, a trait investigated by Bem and Allen 

and in the current study was again fairly successful with respect to 

self-ratings of consistency. However, many traits were not successfully 

moderated by subjects' self-ratings. 
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It is interesting to note that the results have been fairly 

consistent with respect to the trait of friendliness. All three 

studies found that subjects' self-report of variability had some value 

for this trait. This result could be attributed to chance since both 

of the replicating studies (Kenrick and Stringfield and the present 

study) used multiple traits and some chance results might be expected; 

however, this is unlikely. It could also be that people are better at 

judging the consistency of their friendliness than they are at judging 

their consistency for some other traits. Friendliness is a trait 

with which the general population has substantial experience. It is 

often used in general conversation to describe others and consequently 

people probably have thought about themselves with respect to this 

dimension as well. Because it is a frequently used description in 

general conversation fairly good consensual validation may exist for 

this term. The success demonstrated for friendliness, as compared to 

other traits, may likely be due to the subjects' familiarity with this 

construct and the informal practice they have had in applying "friend

liness ratings" in general conversation. 

In summary, it appears that subjects may have some knowledge 

about their consistency across situations with respect to certain traits. 

However, from the present study and from Kenrick and Stringfield it 

is apparent that this is not a universally adequate moderator. Kenrick 

and Stringfield's approach of using only the most consistent trait for 

each subject versus that subject's least consistent trait provides some 

fairly inpressive results. Their data also indicate that this moderator 

does not provide positive results when a more nomothetic approach is 
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required. All three studies indicate that if the application requires 

a division of subjects into consistent and inconsistent groups with 

respect to a particular trait of interest the self-ratings of consis

tency may or may not be successful depending on the trait. Self-

ratings do not appear to be the widely applicable moderator that was 

sought. 

Evaluation of Ipsatized Variance as a Moderator Variable 

Bem and Allen (1974) also calculated a subject's ipsatized 

variance index on the conscientiousness scale. This index was essen

tially the subject's variance on the conscientiousness items divided 

by their variance on all of the items of the survey which evaluated 

four other traits as well. Subjects were matched on the basis of their 

conscientiousness scores and classified into low or high variability 

groups with respect to their ipsatized variance index. With this 

approach, they were able to find improvement in their correlations for 

the low variability group when compared to the high variability group. 

However, their results were not nearly as marked nor their correlation 

coefficients as high as they had achieved using self-rated consistency 

for friendliness. Conceptually speaking, Bem and Allen felt that this 

approach provided great utility as a moderator variable even though 

their data for conscientiousness using this approach was not terribly 

impressive. Therefore, this ipsatized variance index was evaluated in 

Study II for those traits for which it was possible, that is, friendli

ness, anxiety and depression. 

Another modification was necessary from the approach used by Bem 

and Allen. Their conscientiousness scale was only one scale on an 
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inventory with several other scales whose items were scored in a like 

manner. Consequently, their low variance subjects could be defined as 

subjects who had low variance on this scale compared to their variance 

on other scales. Therefore, a subject's assignment as low or high 

variance on the conscientiousness scale was relative to that subject's 

variance on other scales rather than to her relative variance when com

pared with other subjects. For example, a subject could be highly 

variable in her responses on the conscientiousness scale but less 

variable than she was in her responses on the other scales and be classi

fied as a low variance subject. Since the scales used in the present 

study were individual scales taken from a number of different inven

tories this approach could not be used. In the current study a subject 

was classified as low or high variance relative to the other subjects 

in the sample. In this sense the two studies are not directly compara

ble, but conceptually some similarity remains. 

The results of the current study are not supportive of ipsatized 

variance as an effective moderator. The low variance group showed 

greater consistency than the high variance group for two of the three 

traits investigated but these improvements were small and not reliable. 

For the trait of depression the results were in the opposite direction. 

High variability subjects indicated a significant inprovement when 

compared to the low variability groups. In general it appears that the 

ipsatized variance moderator was not supported using the approach em

ployed in this study. No other studies have employed this approach and 

consequently there is little support for the validity of ipsatized vari

ance as a broad moderator of cross-situational consistency in behavior. 
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Evaluation of Self-Monitoring as a Moderator Variable 

Of the moderator variables explored in this study self-

monitoring is the only personality trait and personality scale con

structed in a deliberate attempt to moderate cross-situational consis

tency in behavior. The theory behind the development of the Self-

Monitoring Scale (Snyder, 1973, 1974) was that when a subject ap

proaches a social situation there are two basic types of cues avail

able to influence the subject's behavior. One group of cues are those 

that reside within the subject. These include such things as values, 

attitudes, emotional states, and other things that could all be 

included under the concept of dispositional variables. Another set of 

variables are those that are currently active in the situation. To 

the extent that the individual relies primarily on these situational 

cues, one can ejcpect the behavior to be more or less situation specif

ic. If the subject is more reliant on internal cues then greater 

consistency across situations can be expected. Snyder hypothesized 

that high self-monitoring individuals monitor their behavior with 

regard to the situational cues, specifically cues as to social appro-

priatness for the present situation. High self-monitors are less 

inclined to attend to or have their behavior influenced by internal cues, 

Snyder developed a scale which he felt measured both people's desire to 

conform their behavior to values of social appropriateness and their 

ability to control their emotional expressions so as to act most appro

priately in social situations. Consequently, it was anticipated that 

low self-monitoring subjects would show greater correspondence between 

their scores on personality scales and their scores on the criterion 

measures. 
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In Study II low self-monitoring subjects evidenced greater con

sistency for four of the six personality traits. One of the person

ality traits evidenced greater consistency for the high self-monitoring 

group which was the opposite of what was expected. For the other per

sonality trait the total sample evidence the greatest correlation. It 

had been more specifically hypothesized that the more interpersonal 

traits of friendliness, dominance, and energetic activity would be most 

effectively moderated by self-monitoring whereas the traits with less 

of an interpersonal component would not be as influenced by the use of 

self-monitoring as a moderator variable. However, this effect was not 

observed. The traits of anxiety, depression and rigidity evidenced 

the greatest improvements in the low self-monitoring group. For the 

trait of dominance an iir̂ rovement was noted for the low self-monitoring 

group but it was not as great nor as reliable as was noted for the three 

previously mentioned variables. For the trait of energetic activity, 

greater consistency was observed in the high self-monitoring group. For 

friendliness the total sample had the largest correlation. 

Self-monitoring was also employed as the moderator in Study III 

where its affect on dominance was again investigated. Here the results 

were more reliable and impressive. For the average score on all cri

terion items the correlation was substantially improved in the low self-

monitoring group when compared to the high self-monitoring group. In 

the low self-monitoring group, the subjects' responses on the CPI Domi

nance Scale predicted their average dominant behavior and ratings by 

others very well. The CPI Dominance Scale accounted for 72% of the 
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variance across these fairly diverse situations and different 

raters. 

The results from Study III are strongly supportive of self-

monitoring as a moderator of cross-situational consistency in behav

ior. Study II indicates that self-monitoring has value for traits 

other than dominance, but indicates that it is not universally a 

good moderator for all traits. 

Briggs et al. (1980) have further investigated the construct of 

self-monitoring. They point out that the interitem correlation on the 

Self-Monitoring Scale is only .08. They interpret this as evidence 

that the Self-Monitoring Scale may not be really investigating a 

unitary construct at all. Rather, they feel that the Self-Monitoring 

Scale may actually be measuring several different constructs. It 

seems reasonable to assume that only one of these constructs may be 

important with respect to cross-situational consistency in behavior. 

They factor analyzed the scale and found three separate factors which 

they named acting, extraversion, and other-directedness. They con

cluded that there may be fairly poor agreement between the theoretical 

construct of self-monitoring and the scale that has been constructed 

to measure it. This is not terribly surprising given the fact that 

Snyder generated items primarily with respect to their face validity 

rather than to their predictive ability. It could well be that the 

Self-Monitoring Scale requires additional investigation to discover if 

one factor is primarily acting as the effective moderator. Results of 

the present study suggest that self-monitoring is of value as a modera

tor of cross-situational consistency as it currently stands but the 
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Briggs et al. (1980) study may indicate some problems with internal 

consistency. However, these may not prove to be serious since Snyder's 

(1973, 1974) concept of self-monitoring was not a unitary construct. 

Tunnell (1980) has also recently reported on self-monitoring 

and its relationship to consistency. He hypothesized that low self-

monitoring subjects, when compared to high self-monitoring subjects, 

would show greater consistency when their behavior was rated by 

acquaintances. This was evaluated by having ten acquaintances per 

subject rate the subjects' behavior on fourteen personality dimensions. 

Contrary to their hypothesis, there was no difference between low and 

high self-monitoring subjects. In the eyes of their acquaintances 

they all appeared to be about equally variable. This suggests that 

low self-monitors may not be as consistent as has been expected. To 

follow up on this possibility, Tunnell evaluated the discrepancies 

between subjects' self-ratings and the average ratings they received 

from the acquaintances. Here a substantial difference between the low 

and high self-monitoring subjects was discovered. The high self-

monitoring subjects evidenced a significantly larger discrepancy be

tween their self-ratings and acquaintance ratings. The high self-

monitoring subjects gave themselves more positive scores on the person

ality traits than their acquaintances gave them. Tunnell explains 

this by suggesting that high self-monitoring subjects are particularly 

high on evaluation apprehension. He interprets their behavior in his 

study as an attempt to enhcuice their self-presentations. Consequently, 

their enhanced self-presentations show poorer correspondence with their 

behavior as observed and rated by their acquaintances. 
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Tunnell's explanation is consistent with the result from Study 

III which shows poorer correspondence for the high self-monitoring 

group between the CPI dominance score and their average score on the 

ratings by others. This indicates poorer correspondence between self-

presentation (CPI Dominance Scale) and perceptions by others (average 

score on ratings by others). However, the same effect is also noted 

when the CPI Dominance Scale is compared with the subject's own self-

report on the multiple act criterion measure. Again, there is sub

stantial improvement for the low self-monitoring group over the high 

self-monitoring group. It seems reasonable that if high self-

monitoring subjects were trying to enhance their self-presentations 

this enhancement would occur on the self-report behavioral measure 

as well as on the personality scale. It is conceivable that the in

struction on the MAC to report behavior only if it has actually occurred 

may have eliminated this self-presentation bias. It was hoped that by 

asking subjects to report only actual performed behavior any self-

presentation effects would be minimized. However, for this instruction 

to be so totally effective as to coir̂ Jletely eliminate self-presentation 

bias in a group of subjects selected as having a substantial amount 

of self-presentation bias (high self-monitors) , is questionable. 

No matter what the resolution of the self-presentation issue, 

self-monitoring is showing its predictive worth as a moderator. If 

the self-presentation argument is ultimately confirmed, then self-

monitoring's value as a moderator will be limited to predicting behavior 

from self-report measures such as personality scales. If this is the 

case, self-monitoring may end \ip being sinply a validity scale such as 
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a lie scale that is employed on a number of psychological inventories. 

It appears that the Self-Monitoring Scale has provoked continued in

terest in the literature and will undoubtedly be investigated further. 

The nature of its demonstrated ability to moderate behavioral consis

tency obviously requires further research both with respect to the 

self-presentation issue and with respect to the makeup of the scale 

itself. 

General Status of the Moderator Approach to Cross-
Situational Consistency in Behavior 

The point was made in Chapter I that for a variable to be 

truly useful as a moderator of cross-situational consistency in behav

ior it must demonstrate its worth across a wide variety of traits. 

In the past, different studies have shown a tendency to generate 

different moderators, and this might best be conceived of as simply a 

refinement of the traits in question. This study concerned itself 

with a search for more global moderators that would assist in the 

identification of broadly consistent and inconsistent individuals. All 

of the moderator variables investigated in this study evidenced some 

effectiveness on some traits. However, with as many multiple compari

sons as were performed in this study it should be kept in mind that the 

experimentwise error rate is dramatically inflated. This was deliber

ately allowed to happen in Study II because of the exploratory nature of 

the study. 

Generally, it appears that self-monitoring was the only modera

tor that showed any general promise. Even this variable is not univer

sally successful as a moderator. It must be concluded that, while the 
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other moderator variables may be interesting and helpful in under

standing specific traits more fully, they do not indicate an ability 

to generally identify consistent and inconsistent individuals. As for 

self-monitoring, it shows some promise in this regard with respect to 

a number of traits but not for all personality dimensions in all situa

tions. Furthermore, the nature of this ability to differentiate con

sistent from inconsistent individuals is fairly complex and may in

volve such issues as self-presentation and its consistency as well as 

the factor analytic issues previously discussed. 

In the literature as a whole the moderator approach to improv

ing cross-situational consistency in behavior largely mirrors the 

results of the present research. Self-monitoring is the only variable 

that has been investigated widely and has consistently shown positive 

results. Other variables do not seem to have captured the imagination 

of most researchers as self-monitoring has done. On the other hand, 

some of these other variables may have been more extensively evaluated 

but have failed to appear in the literature because they have produced 

largely negative results as in the current study. The fact that posi

tive support for self-monitoring continues to build is certainly a 

heartening result. It appears that the Self-Monitoring Scale is 

evidencing some ability to perform precisely the task it was designed 

to perform, that is, to identify broadly consistent and inconsistent 

individuals. However, some caution is certainly indicated because self-

monitoring has not been universally applicable. It has not been as 

useful for some traits as for others. It appears that the major task 

that now confronts us is to learn more precisely just what self-
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monitoring is and how people develop this attribute. One strategy 

for attempting a fuller understanding of self-monitoring would be a 

more extensive investigation of what traits self-monitoring is able 

to successfully moderate. This may provide some insight into the 

nature of high and low self-monitors. 

Self-monitoring has evidenced an ability to overcome one of 

the major faults of moderator variables in general. This fault is the 

lack of replicability that is frequently found. Self-monitoring's 

effects were reproduced in Study III for the trait of dominance and 

the literature now contains numerous examples of self-monitoring being 

successfully employed in research of varying designs. The search for a 

successful moderator of cross-situational consistency in behavior 

appears to have coalesced around the variable of self-monitoring. 

Study II certainly supports this conclusion as does a general review of 

the research literature. It appears that the idea of a moderator of 

cross-situational consistency was certainly a fmitful one. The last 

ten years of research in this area seem to have ruled out most other 

likely candidates in favor of the self-monitoring variable. 

Summary and Conclusion 

Where does recent research, and the current study in particular, 

leave us with respect to the broad question that originally prompted 

this investigation? The existence of cross-situational consistency in 

behavior was never really a question. Only the most radical situa

tionists ever proposed that such consistency did not exist and they 

seemed to fairly quickly retreat from such an extreme position. The 
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question has largely been one of effect size. That is, can we account 

for more than a trivial amount of cross-situational behavior with dis

positional constructs? As is often the case, the answer first requires 

a refinement of the question. If we are concerned with predicting a 

specific behavior, in a specific situation, on a specific occasion, 

the answer must be no. Dispositional constructs, as we are currently 

able to measure them, only account for a relatively small proportion 

of this observed variance. However, if we are interested in predicting 

how individuals generally behave, on the average, and we are willing 

to accept some temporal and situational fluctuation, then we can con

clude that dispositional variables can account for a large percentage 

of the behavioral variance across situations. The current study reported 

that over 70% of the observed variance across a number of situations 

and raters could be accounted for by the CPI Dominance Scale for low 

self-monitoring individuals. Previously a number of researchers were 

cited who have been able to account for a large percentage of the cross-

situational variance in behavior when multiple criteria are employed. 

The answer to this question must depend upon the purpose that 

the researcher has in mind. If we are willing to settle for the pre

diction of average behavior and willing to put up with some tenporal 

and situational instability in these predictions then we can conclude 

that behavior predictions from traits are a viable undertaking. With 

respect to practical application, correlations in the neighborhood that 

are now being achieved by multiple criterion research are adequate. 

Personality scales that can account for upwards of 70% of the variance 
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in behavior certainly provide enough information to be useful for some 

applications. 

What about the precise prediction of behavior in specific situa

tions? The current study was not concerned with this issue nor is a 

resolution of this issue necessary for some practical application of 

personality scales. Nevertheless, this may be the more theoretically 

interesting question. If dispositional variables are accounting for 

only 10% of behavioral variation in specific situations then there is 

a substantial amount of behavior left unexplained. A coirplete under

standing of behavior must necessarily seek to explain this remaining 

variance. Since Mischel's treatise in 1968 research has begun in a 

number of promising directions to investigate this question. Much 

of this research and theoretical interest has centered on the inter

action between the person and the environment. 

Endler and Magnusson (1976) have outlined some of the basic 

theoretical constructs involved in interactional research and have 

served as a focal point for investigators undertaking interactional 

research designs. They pointed out that reciprocal models of person 

and situation interactions (the systems view) appear to best reflect 

the nature of reality. However, they have also acknowledged that we 

currently lack the technology and methodologies for adequately handling 

multicausality and reciprocal feedback in free response situations. 

Consequently, the research that they reviewed, and the methodologies 

they discussed in detail, were primarily interactionist methodologies 

more appropriate for the analysis of variance model of interaction. 

These are methodologies in which behavior is seen as determined by the 
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person, the situation, and the interaction between the person and the 

situation but with no capacity for describing or analyzing the recipro

cal feedback and reciprocal effects that occur between the situation 

and the person. Another procedural problem they identified with inter

actional research designs was the lack of a systematic way to describe 

situations. Here they seem to include both an overall scheme for de

scribing situations and also the problem of examining specific cues 

and elements within the situations to which subjects can attend. They 

outline some of the methodological and conceptual problems that must 

be confronted before meaningful interactional research can take place. 

Unfortunately, for many years now some of the problems with inter

actional research methodologies have been apparent but adequate solu

tions have been slow to materialize. 

Interactional research from a systems point of view, appears 

to have methodological problems which have not been adequately over

come. However, this has not stopped investigators from using the 

more familiar analysis of variance models of interaction. O'Donnell, 

Murrell, and Cook (1980) provide an exanple of interactional research 

that can be undertaken with current methodology. They investigated the 

behavior of preschool children in a day nursery and coded their behavior 

as it spontaneously occurred. They were again able to demonstrate, 

as reviewers have shown (e.g., Argyle & Little, 1972; Bower, 1973; 

Endler, 1973) that persons, settings, and their interaction all contrib

uted significantly to the observed behavior patterns. However, re

search of this nature is not particularly profound nor does it neces

sarily enhance our progress toward prediction of specific behaviors 
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in specific situations. To demonstrate after the fact that persons and 

situations are both important and that they interact does not neces

sarily allow us to predict what those behaviors will be before they 

occur. Greater prediction seems to require a method for categorizing 

and describing situations ahead of time just as we currently use per

sonality constructs to categorize and describe persons. Once we have 

adequate descriptors for types of situations then we are more likely 

to be able to combine those with our descriptors for types of persons 

and specify how those might interact to produce specific types of 

behavior. 

Recent research by Bem and Funder (1978) has taken a step toward 

describing attributes of situations with the same types of descriptors 

that are typically used for persons. They accomplish this by charac

terizing situations as sets of template-behavior pairs. The templates 

consist of personality descriptions of idealized types of persons that 

are expected to behave in a specified manner in the described setting. 

The probability that a specific person will behave in a specific way 

in a specific situation is a function of how closely the person descrip

tors match the situation descriptors. Bem and Funder have accomplished 

this description task by modifying and employing Q-Sorts. They have 

subjects provide Q-Sorts of ideal types of persons who would behave 

in specified ways in specified situations. This provides them with a 

situation description in language that parallels more typical person 

descriptions so that matches can be empirically determined. They have 

tested their theory in several different types of situations and 
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discovered that the closer the match between person and situation the 

more likely they are to display the predicted behaviors. 

Bem and Funder's approach to situational description and person-

situation interactions brings up an issue related to the moderator 

variable, self-monitoring. Self-monitoring raises the person by situa

tion interaction issue because it classifies individuals into groups 

of those who more or less allow themselves to be influenced by cues 

in the situation. Self-monitoring is not just another trait as some 

of the other hypothesized moderators were. Rather, it is a trait re

lated to the subjects' sensitivity to situations and consequently the 

person's interaction with those situations. It is the person who con

strues the situation, views the cues available, selects among relevant 

cues, decides upon their own goals in this situation and allows them

selves to be influenced by the situations. For Bem and Funder to 

achieve perfect matching between person and situation descriptors will 

still not lead to perfect prediction with low self-monitoring subjects 

who may be attending only minimally to the situation. The kinds of 

subject differences highlighted by the self-monitoring scale must be 

taken into account in this complex interaction between persons and 

situations. What is sometimes spoken of as a simple two-way interaction 

between persons and situations is, in reality, a much higher order 

interaction between multiple attributes of the situation and multiple 

attributes of the person 

Magnusson and Ekehammar (1978) demonstrate another aspect of 

this complexity. This is the fact that situation perception by the 

subjects is also an important variable. Their assumption was that 
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individuals' behavior is more similar across situations which are per

ceived as similar by the individual than they are across situations 

which are perceived as dissimilar by the individual. They were able 

to generate some modest support for this assumption using essentially 

a paper and pencil methodology with no actual observed behaviors. 

When Bem and Funder's scheme is analyzed in light of Magnusson and 

Ekehammar's contention, it becomes apparent that it is not simply an 

objective description of the situation that is at issue. The subject's 

perception of the situation must more or less agree with the vocabulary 

for describing situations that Bem and Funder have attempted to develop. 

Obviously these interactional issues are extremely complex. The 

goal of improving the prediction of specific behaviors in specific situa

tions on specific occasions is going to require the accurate description 

and measurement of many variables that typically are aclcnowledged but 

allowed to vary at random. These uncontrolled and unmeasured variables 

may account for the rather meager correlations that are often found. 

Certainly Bem and Funder's approach to situation description is an im

portant step toward conceptually relating types of persons with types 

of situations. The cognitive constructs involved in situation percep

tion by the subject, as pointed out by Magnusson and Ekehammar, are 

also an issue as is the role of self-monitoring, or more generally, 

the individual subject's inclination to weigh more or less heavily situa

tional cues. Obviously interactional research is necessary if we are 

to hope for more precise prediction in specific situations. Unfortunately 

the methodology involved is extremely complex. It is incumbent upon 

interactional researchers to do more than demonstrate that persons and 
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situations as well as their interactions are inportant. Unfortu

nately, the methodology required to move significantly beyond this 

demonstration is currently lacking. Bem and Funder's steps toward 

situation description may be the first important step toward this goal 

but many others are obviously required. 
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APPENDIX A: FRIENDLINESS SCALE 

We are studying the ways in which behavior varies from one 

situation to another. Therefore we would like you to indicate how 

you are likely to behave in a number of specific situations. An 

example might be, "How likely are you to stay up all night to write 

a term paper?" or "How hesitant are you about crossing the street 

against a red light?" 

We would like you to answer each question by writing a number 

from 0 to 6 in the appropriate blank on the separate answer sheet 

provided. Use the following scale: 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6_ 
NOT MODERATELY EXTREMELY 
AT 
ALL 

Thus, if you would never stay up all night to write a term 

paper, you would enter a "0" in the corresponding space on the answer 

sheet. If you are very, but not extremely hesitant about crossing 

against a red light, you would enter a "4" or "5" in the appropriate 

space. Use only whole numbers (integers). 

Please answer all questions as honestly as you can. Your 

answers will be kept confidential, and we are not interested in the 

reponses of particular individual persons in this research. It is 

primarily the questionnaire itself which is being "tested," not you. 
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1. How likely are you to phone casual acquaintances when passing through 
their city? 

5. How much do you try to put people at ease? 

6. How likely are you to stay at home rather than go to a party? 

11. How likely are you to chat with fellow students in a small class? 

16. How likely are you to choose to eat alone rather than with others? 

21. How likely are you to chat with fellow students in a large class? 

28. How difficult is it for you to ask a student whom you don't know very 
well to lend you his class notes? 

31. When in a store, how likely are you to strike up a conversation with 
a salesclerk? 

33. How likely are you to speak out in a large class? 

36. How likely are you to be quiet when you are with a small group of 
friends? 

41. How likely are you to make the first move in making a new friend? 

46. How likely are you to limit your friends to a select few? 

48. How quiet are you in seminars and small classes? 

51. How likely are you to take the responsibility for getting people 
in a group introduced? 

61. How likely are you to go out of your way to talk to someone new? 

66. How likely are you to choose to live alone rather than with other 
people? 

71. How likely are you to strike up a conversation with someone in a 
waiting room? 

76. How likely are you to choose a job dealing with objects or ideas over 
one dealing with people? 

81. How sociable are you at parties where there are many new people? 

83. How likely are you to contribute your views when in a group of 
strangers? 

86. How hard is it for you to make conversation with someone you've just 
met? 
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91. How likely are you to spend spare time chatting? 

96. How shy are you with new people? 

98. How likely are you to "go along" rather than make suggestions in 
a group of friends? 
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APPENDIX B: DOMINANCE SCALE OF THE CPI 

CPI 
ITEM 
NUMBER 

31. I doubt whether I would make a good leader. 

53. I think I would enjoy having authority over other people. 

57. I have sometimes stayed away from another person because I 
feared doing or saying something that I might regret afterwards. 

111. When in a group of people I have trouble thinking of the right 
things to talk about. 

113. School teachers complain a lot about their pay, but it seems to 
me that they get as much as they deserve. 

117. I don't blame anyone for trying to grab all he can get in this 
world. 

162. Every citizen should take the time to find out about national 
affairs, even if it means giving up some personal pleasure. 

167. I should like to belong to several clubs or lodges. 

177. I am certainly lacking in self-confidence. 

179. When I work on a committee I like to take charge of things. 

202. If given the chance I would make a good leader of people. 

207. Sometimes at elections I vote for men about whom I know very 
little. 

210. I very much like hunting. 

233. A person does not need to worry about other people if only he looks 
after himself. 

235. I can honestly say that I do not really mind paying my taxes 
because I feel that's one of the things I can do for what I get 
from the community. 

253. When prices are high you can't blame a person for getting all he 
can while the getting is good. 

258. In school I found it very hard to talk before the class. 
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267. I am a better talker than a listener. 

295. I would be willing to give money myself in order to right a 
wrong, even though I was not mixed up in it in the first place 

303 

304 

We should cut down on our use of oil, if necessary, so that 
there will be plenty left for the people fifty or a hundred 
years from now. 

When the community makes a decision, it is up to a person to 
help carry it out even if he had been against it. 

310. I would rather have people dislike me than look down on me. 

314. I must admit I try to see what others think before I take a 
stand. 

315. People should not have to pay taxes for the schools if they do 
not have children. 

319. In a group, I usually take the responsibility for getting people 
introduced. 

320. I would be willing to describe myself as a pretty "strong" person
ality. 

335. There are times when I act like a coward. 

346. I must admit I am a pretty fair talker. 

355. I have strong political opinions. 

359. I think I am usually a leader in my group. 

369. I seem to do things that I regret more often than other people do. 

370. Disobedience to any government is never justified. 

376. I enjoy planning things, and deciding what each person should do. 

379. I would rather not have very much responsibility for other people 

383. I usually have to stop and think before I act even in trifling 
matters. 

385. It is pretty easy for people to win arguments with me. 

390. I have not lived the right kind of life. 

403. I have a natural talent for influencing people. 
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412. I like to give orders and get things moving. 

418. I am embarrassed with people I do not know well. 

424. The one to whom I was most attached and whom I most admired as 
a child was a woman (mother, sister, aunt, or other woman). 

443. I'm not the type to be a political leader. 

448. People seem naturally to turn to me when decisions have to be made 

452. I dislike to have to talk in front of a group of people. 

456. I have more trouble concentrating than others seem to have. 
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APPENDIX C: MMPI MANIA SCALE 

MMPI 
ITEM 

NUMBER 

11. A person should try to understand his dreams and be guided by 
or take warning from them. 

59. I have often had to take orders from someone who did not know 
as much as I did. 

73. I am an important person. 

100. I have met problems so full of possibilities that I have been 
unable to make up my mind about them. 

167. It wouldn't make me nervous if any members of my family got 
into trouble with the law. 

181. When I get bored I like to stir up some excitement. 

222. It is not hard for me to ask help from ny friends even though 
I cannot return the favor. 

232. I have been inspired to a program of life based on duty which I 
have since carefully followed. 

240. I never worry about my looks. 

250. I don't blame anyone for trying to grab everything he can get in 
this world. 

277. At times I have been so entertained by the cleverness of a crook 
that I have hoped he would get by with it. 

298. If several people find themselves in trouble, the best thing for 
them to do is to agree upon a story and stick to it. 

228. At times I feel that I can make up my mind with unusually great 
ease. 

101. I believe women ought to have as much sexual freedom as men. 

166. I am afraid when I look down from a high place. 

120. My table manners are not quite as good at home as when I am out 
in company. 
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105. Sometimes when I am not feeling well I am cross. 

156. I have had periods in which I carried on activities without 
knowing later what I had been doing. 

134. At times my thoughts have raced ahead faster than I could speak 
them. 

148 It makes me impatient to have people ask my advice or otherwise 
interrupt me when I am working on something important. 

13 (290) . I work under a great deal of tension. 

289. I am always disgusted with the law when a criminal is freed 
through the arguments of a smart lawyer. 

238. I have periods of such great restlessness that I cannot sit long 
in a chair. 

127. I know who is responsible for most of my troubles. 

21 (308). At times I have very much wanted to leave home. 

226. Some of my family have habits that bother and annoy me very much. 

22 (326). At times I have fits of laughing and crying that I cannot control. 

157. I feel that I have often been punished without cause. 

268. Something exciting will almost always pull me out of it when I 
am feeling low. 

111. I have never done anything dangerous for the thrill of it. 

266. Once a week or oftener I become very excited. 

97. At times I have a strong urge to do something harmful or shocking. 

194. I have had attacks in which I could not control my movements or 
speech but in which I knew what was going on around me. 

212. My people treat me more like a child than a grown-up. 

251. I have had blank spells in which my activities were interrupted 
and I did not know what was going on around me. 

119. My speech is the same as always (not faster nor slower or slurring; 
no hoarseness). 

64. I sometimes keep on at a thing until others lose their patience 
with me. 
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233. I have at times stood in the way of people who were trying to do 
something, not because it amounted to much but because of the 
principle of the thing. 

263. I sweat very easily even on cool days. 

271. I do not blame a person for taking advantage of someone who lays 
himself open to it. 

279. I drink an unusually large amount of water every day. 

109. Some people are so bossy that I feel like doing the opposite of 
what they request, even though I know they are right. 

143. When I was a child, I belonged to a crowd or gang that tried to 
stick together through thick and thin. 

180. I find it hard to make talk when I meet new people. 

267. When in a group of people I have trouble thinking of the right 
things to talk about. 

171. It makes me uncomfortable to put on a stunt at a party even when 
others are doing the same sort of things. 
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APPENDIX D: SELF-RATINGS 

1. In general, how friendly are you? 

2. How much do you vary from one situation to another in how friendly 
you are? 

3. In general, how dominant are you? 

4. How much do you vary from one situation to another in how domin
ant you are? 

5. In general, how energetic are you? 

7. How much do you vary from one situation to another in how ener
getic you are? 

7. In general, how nervous are you? 

8. How much do you vary from one situation to another in how nervous 
you are? 

9. In general, how sad are you? 

10. How much do you vary from one situation to another in how sad you 
are? 

11. In general, how flexible are you? 

12. How much do you vary from one situation to another in how flexible 
you are? 
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APPENDIX E: BECK DEPRESSION INVENTORY 

Directions; This is a questionnaire. On the questionnaire are 
groups of statements. CAREFULLY read all self-statements in each 
set of statements. Then, pick out the one statement in each group 
which best describes the way you feel about yourself today, that 
is. Right Now. Blacken in the letter that corresponds to your 
choice on the answer sheet given to you. 

1) a. I do not feel sad 
b. I feel blue or sad 
c. I am blue or sad all the time and can't snap out of it 
d. I am so sad or unhappy that it is quite painful 
e. I am so sad or unhappy that I can't stand it 

2) a. I am not particularly pessimistic or discouraged about the 
future 

b. I feel discouraged about the future 
c. I feel I have nothing to look forward to 
d. I feel that I won't ever get over my troubles 
e. I feel that the future is hopeless and that things 

cannot improve 

3) a. I do not feel like a failure 
b. I feel I have failed more than the average person 
d. I feel I have accomplished very little that is worthwhile 

or that means anything 
d. As I look back on my life all I can see is a lot of failures 
e. I feel I am a complete failure as a person (parent, husband, 

wife) 

4) a. I am not particularly dissatisfied 
b. I feel bored most of the time 
c. I don't enjoy things the way I used to 
d. I don't get satisfaction out of anything anymore 
e. I am dissatisfied with everything 

5) a. I don't feel particularly guilty 
b. I feel bad or unworthy a good part of the time 
c. I feel quite guilty 
d. I feel bad or unworthy practically all the time now 
e. I feel as though I am very sad or worthless 

6) a. I don't feel I am being punished 
b. I have a feeling that something bad may happen to me 
c. I feel I am being punished or will be punished 
d. I feel I deserve to be punished 
e. I want to be punished 
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7) a. I don't feel disappointed in myself 
b. I am disappointed in myself 
c. I don't like myself 
d. I am disgusted with myself 
e. I hate myself 

8) a. I don't feel I am any worse than anybody else 
b. I am critical of nyself for my weaknesses or mistakes 
c. I blame myself for my faults 
d. I blame myself for everything bad that happens 

9) a. I don't have any thoughts of harming myself 
b. I have thoughts of harming myself but I would not carry them 

out 
c. I feel I would be better off dead 
d. I feel my family would be better off if I were dead 
e. I would kill myself if I could 

10) a. I don't cry any more than usual 
b. I cry more now than I used to 
c. I cry all the time now. I can't stop it 
d. I used to be able to cry but now I can't cry at all even 

though I want to 

11) a. I am no more irritated now than I ever am 
b. I get annoyed or irritated more easily than I used to 
c. I feel irritated all the time 
d. I don't get irritated at all at the things that used to 

irritate me 

12) a. I have not lost interest in other people 
b. I am less interested in other people now than I used to be 
c. I have lost most of my interest in other people and have 

little feeling for them 
d. I have lost all my interest in other people and don't care 

about them at all 

13) a. I make decisions about as well as ever 
b. I try to put off making decisions 
c. I have great difficulty in making decisions 
d. I can't make any decisions at all any more 

14) a. I don't feel I look any worse than I used to 
b. I am worried that I am looking old or unattractive 
c. I feel that there are permanent changes in my appearance 

and they make me look unattractive 
d. I feel that I am ugly or repulsive looking 

15) a. I can work about as well as before 
b. It takes extra effort to get started at doing something 
c. I don't work as well as I used to 
d. I have to push myself very hard to do anything 
e. I can't do any work at all 
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16) a. I can sleep as well as usual 
b. I wake up more tired in the morning than I used to 
c. I wake up 1-2 hours earlier than usual and find it hard to 

get back to sleep 
d. I wake up early every day and can't get more than 5 hours 

sleep 

17) a. I don't get any more tired than usual 
b. I get tired more easily than I used to 
c. I get tired from doing anything 
d. I get too tired to do anything 

18) a. My appetite is not worse than usual 
b. My appetite is not as good as it used to be 
c. My appetite is much worse now 
d. I have no appetite at all any more 

19) a. I haven't lost much weight, if any, lately 
b. I have lost more than 5 pounds 
c. I have lost more than 10 pounds 
d. I have lost more than 15 pounds 

20) a. I am no more concerned about my health than usual 
b. I am concerned about aches and pains or upset stomach 

or constipation 
c. I am so concerned with how I feel or what I feel that 

it's hard to think of much else 
d. I am conpletely absorbed in what I feel 

21) a. I have not noticed any recent change in my interest in sex 
b. I am less interested in sex than I used to be 
c. I am much less interested in sex now 
d. I have lost interest in sex completely 
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CPI 
ITEM 

NUMBER 

APPENDIX F: FLEXIBILITY SCALE OF THE CPI 

305. I often wish people would be more definite about things. 

326. It is annoying to listen to a lecturer who cannot seem to 
make up his mind as to what he really believes. 

328. I find that a well-ordered mode of life with regular hours is 
congenial to my temperament. 

329. It is hard for me to syitpathize with someone who is always 
doubting and unsure about things. 

331. I often start things I never finish. 

340. Our thinking would be a lot better off if we would just 
forget about words like "probably," "approximately," and 
"perhaps." 

347. I never make judgments about people until I am sure of the 
facts. 

354. A strong person will be able to make up his mind even on 
the most difficult questions. 

357. For most questions there is just one right answer, once 
a person is able to get all the facts. 

361. I like to have a place for everything and everything in its 
place. 

363. I don't like to work on a problem unless there is the possi
bility of coming out with a clear-cut and unambiguous answer. 

364. I bothers me when something unexpected interrnipts my daily 
routine. 

377. Most of the arguments or quarrels I get into are over matters 
of principle. 

380. I am known as a hard and steady worker. 

387. I don't like things to be uncertain and unpredictable. 

397. Once I have my mind made up I seldom change it. 

K3 ' If ?ri^l 
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400. I think I am stricter about right and wrong than most people. 

404. I am in favor of a very strict enforcement of all laws, no 
matter what the consequences. 

408. I always see to it that my work is carefully planned and 
organized. 

442. The trouble with many people is that they don't take things 
seriously enough. 

451. I set a high standard for myself and I feel others should do 
the same. 

458. People who seem unsure and uncertain about things make me feel 
uncomfortable. 
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APPENDIX G: MULTIPLE ACT CRITERION MEASURE 

Below are a list of behaviors that you may or may not have performed. 
Think of the most recent time that you actually did the behavior de
scribed. Make sure you are able to think of the actual behavior 
described and can recall a specific occasion. You will probably not 
be able to recall a specific occasion for all of the items. After 
you have recalled the most recent occasion of the behavior described, 
then circle the number that tells how long ago you actually performed 
this behavior. Use the following numbers and time intervals. 

1. In the past week. 
(You actually did the described behavior in the past seven 
days.) 

2. In the past month. 
(You actually did the described behavior in the past month 
but not in the past week.) 

3. More than one month ago. 
(You actually did the described behavior but it was over a 
month ago.) 

4. Never. 
(You cannot recall ever having done the described behavior.) 

Remember, if you cannot recall a specific occasion on which you per
formed the described behavior, then circle "Never." 

Following is an example marked to indicate that the described 
behavior was performed in the last month, but not within the last 
week. 

1. Past week 
CT^ Past month 
3. More than a month ago 
4. Never 

How long ago did you last call home 
or go home to see your parents? 
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More than a 
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Past month 
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Past month 
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Past month 
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Past week 
Past month 
More than a 
Never 

Past week 
Past month 
More than a 
Never 

month 

month 

month 

month 

month 

month 

month 

month 

month 

month 

ago 

ago 

ago 

ago 

ago 

ago 

ago 

ago 

ago 

ago 

When was the last time you regularly 
had a daily schedule (in addition to 
a class schedule) and stuck to it? 

How long ago did you last do exer
cises (calisthenics) when it was not 
in gym class? 

When was the last time you were 
startled and junped when someone 
walked up behind you? 

When was the last time you offered 
to help someone with chores they had 
to do? 

When was the last time you told a 
joke or funny stoiry? 

6. When was the last time you were in a 
group discussion and did not agree 
with what was being said, but kept 
your opinions to yourself? 

7. When was the last time you were in 
an argument about something and did 
not change your mind based on the 
argument? 

8. How long ago did you last go dancing? 

10, 

When was the last time you were fright 
tened by a common object or event, tha 
is, something you would expect to en
counter fairly often but you found 
frightening? 

When was the last time you welcomed 
a new person to a group and went out 
of your way to help them feel comfort
able? 
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Past week 
Past month 
More than a 
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More than a 
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Past week 
Past month 
More than a 
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Past week 
Past month 
More than a 
Never 

Past week 
Past month 
More than a 
Never 

Past week 
Past month 
More than a 
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Past week 
Past month 
More than a 
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month 

month 

month 

month 

month 

month 

month 

month 

month 

month 

ago 

ago 

ago 

ago 

ago 

ago 

ago 

ago 

ago 

ago 

11. When was the last time you really 
cried? 

12, 

13 

14 

15, 

16, 

17 

18, 

19, 

20 

When was the last time you enjoyed 
meeting new people and making new 
friends? 

How long ago did you last play a 
sport when it was not in gym class? 

When was the last time you became 
frightened by something and had to 
return home to feel safe? 

When was the last time you offered 
someone a ride even though it was out 
of your way? 

When was the last time you intro
duced yourself to a stranger? 

When was the last time you went 
along with a group decision though 
it was not what you wanted to do? 

When was the last time you chose to 
try a new restaurant rather than go 
to a familiar restaurant? 

How long ago did you last go jogging 
when it was not in gym class? 

When was the last time you bit your 
fingernails? 
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ago 
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ago 

ago 

ago 

ago 

ago 

ago 

21. When was the last time you found 

yourself sitting and worrying about 

something? 

22. When was the last time you dropped 

by a friend's room or house just to 

say hello? 

23. When was the last time you engaged 

in strong physical activity for the 

fun of it? 

24. When was the last time you held an 

elective office in a club or group? 

25 

26, 

27 

28 

29, 

30, 

When was the last time you sat with 

people you did not know well in the 

cafeteria in order to make new 

friends? 

When did you last take a long walk? 

When was the last time you found 

yourself perspiring heavily in an 

important situation? 

When was the last time you asked an 

acquaintcince to accompany you on a 

shopping trip or to a social 

function? 

When was the last time you stopped 

in just to say "hi" to friends? 

When was the last time you approached 

someone you had not been introduced 

to and spoke with them? 
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31, 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36, 

37 

38 

39 

40 

When was the last time you were 
regularly eating your meals at 
the same time each day? 

When was the last time you were with 
a group that you were the first to 
become tired and want to go home? 

When was the last time you afraid 
to be alone with a guy? 

When was the last time you sent a 
card or a gift to a friend just to 
cheer her up? 

When was the last time you had some
thing alcoholic to drink when you 
were alone? 

When was the last time you organized 
a group activity? 

When was the last time you got upset 
because someone you lived with was 
not very neat and orderly? 

When was the last time you turned 
off the alarm and went back to 
sleep rather than get up and do 
something you should do? 

When was the last time you found 
yourself pacing the floor? 

When was the last time someone 
sought you out to listen to prob
lems they were having? 
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41, 

42 

43 

44 

45, 

46 

47 

48 

49, 

50, 

When was the last time you were 
listening to sad music cuid you 
cried? 

When was the last time you were in 
a group discussion that you argued 
for your point of view even though 
most of the others did not agree 
with you? 

When was the last time you dis
cussed something important with 
someone and this changed your 
mind? 

When was the last time you drove 
a short distance rather than walk 
during the day? 

When was the last time you felt 
physically sick before a test be
cause you were worried? 

When was the last time you called 
a friend on the phone just to chat? 

When was the last time you had 
thoughts about killing yourself? 

When was the last time you told 
someone what you thought they should 
do even though they had not asked? 

When was the last time you changed 
your hair style? 

When was the last time you were out 
with a group of friends that the 
others were tired and ready to go 
home before you were ready to go? 
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51, 

52 

53 

54, 

55, 

56 

57 

58, 

59. 

60 

When was the last time you noticed 
you had something in your hand to 
idly play with? 

When was the last time you hugged 
a friend you had not seen in a 
while? 

When was the last time you made 
critical comments about yourself 
to another person such as "I'm no 
good?" 

When was the last time you went out 
on a date and expressed your opinion 
about how you would like to spend 
the evening? 

When was the last time you re
arranged your furniture? 

When was the last time you ran up 
a flight of stairs? 

When was the last time you woke 
up in the morning feeling rested 
and relaxed? 

When was the last time you inten
tionally complimented a friend in 
order to help them feel good? 

When was the last time you lost 
weight even though you weren't 
trying to? 

When was the last time you asked 
someone else to make one of your 
decisions for you? 
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64 
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66 

67 

68, 

69 

70 

177 

When was the last time you got up
set because your duties or routines 
were changed at work or school? 

When was the last time that some
one commented on how hard you had 
been working? 

When was the last time you were 
able to speak well in front of a 
group of people? 

When was the last time you visited 
a sick friend who couldn't get out? 

When was the last time you recall 
wishing you were dead? 

When was the last time you felt at 
east acting as a discussion leader? 

When was the last time you got up
set or complained because a profes
sor changed the date of a test? 

When was the last time someone 
commented on how good you seem to 
feel about yourself? 

When was the last time you found 
yourself stuttering in a tense situa
tion? 

When was the last time you showed 
a new person around campus? 
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71, 

72, 

73 

74 

75 

76. 

77 

78 

79 

80. 

When was the last time you 
noticed you were having trouble 
concentrating and thinking clearly? 

When was the last time you joined 
a new group or activity? 

When was the last time you got 
upset when someone changed their 
mind about what they were going 
to do? 

When was the last time you went 
out and found others to be with, in 
order to get something going and 
have something to do? 

When was the last time you were so 
upset that you stayed home instead 
of doing something that you should 
have done? 

When was the last time you helped 
a person study for a class in which 
they needed help? 

When was the last time you were 
waking up early in the morning, 
before your regular time, and having 
trouble getting back to sleep? 

When was the last time you were 
talked into doing something you 
were unsure about? 

When was the last time you got up
set when friends came by unexpected
ly? 

When was the last time you turned 
down an invitation to do something 
because you were too tired? 
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-87, 

88, 

89, 

90 

When was the last time you were 
so upset that you made a real 
scene or were hysterical? 

On campus, when was the last time 
you took a lost person to their 
destination rather than just 
pointing the way 

When was the last time you 
attended the functions of a group 
or club of which you were a member? 

When was the last time you acted 
as a leader (told others what to do) 
while playing a team sport? 

When was the last time you made 
a new friend? 

When was the last time you sat home 
alone on Friday or Saturday night? 

When was the last time you went out 
of your way to avoid an essentially 
harmless thing because it frightened 
you? 

When was the last time you intro
duced yourself to a stranger in a 
social situation? 

When was the last time you sat in 
your room alone on both Friday and 
Saturday night? 

When was the last time you had a 
job in which you supervised others? 
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1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

Past week 
Past month 
More than a 
Never 

Past week 
Past month 
More than a 
Never 

Past week 
Past month 
More than a 
Never 

Past week 
Past month 
More than a 
Never 

Past week 
Past month 
More than a 
Never 

Past week 
Past month 
More than a 
Never 

Past week 
Past month 
More than a 
Never 

Past week 
Past month 
More than a 
Never 

Past week 
Past month 
More than a 
Never 

Past week 
Past month 
More than a 
Never 

month 

month 

month 

month 

month 

month 

month 

month 

month 

month 

ago 

ago 

ago 

ago 

ago 

ago 

ago 

ago 

ago 

ago 

91. 

92. 

93 

94 

95 

96. 

97 

98 

99 

100 

When was the last time you 
changed your plans because some
one asked you to? 

When was the last time you noticed 
you had difficulty concentrating 
and thinking clearly? 

When was the last time you 
noticed your hands shaking because 
you were nervous? 

When was the last time you sent a 
card to a sick friend? 

When was the last time you were 
having trouble sleeping all night? 

When was the last time a friend 
made a request of you that seemed 
excessive or unreasonable but you 
did not say no? 

When was the last time you had a 
conversation with a salesclerk 
while you were shopping? 

When was the last time you were 
sleeping more than nine hours 
almost every day? 

When was the last time you assumed 
someone else's responsibilities 
or duties in order to help them 
out during a difficult time? 

When was the last time you had a 
conversation with a stranger in a 
waiting room? 
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1. Past week 
2. Past month 
3. More than a month ago 
4. Never 

101. When was the last time you stayed 
in your room all day, except for 
meals and classes? 
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APPENDIX H: SELF-MONITORING SCALE—25 items 

1. I find it hard to imitate the behavior of other people. 

2. My behavior is usually an expression of my true inner feelings, 
attitudes, and beliefs. 

3. At parties and social gatherings, I do not atteir̂ t to do or say 
things that others will like. 

4. I can only argue for ideas which I already believe. 

5. I can make impromptu speeches even on topics about which I have 
almost no information. 

6. I guess I put on a show to impress or entertain people. 

7. When I am uncertain how to act in a social situation, I look to 
the behavior of others for cues. 

8. I would probably make a good actor. 

9. I rarely need the advice of my friends to choose movies, books, 
or music. 

10. I sometimes appear to others to be experiencing deeper emotions than 
I actually am. 

1. I laugh more when I watch a comedy with others than when alone. 

12. In a group of people I am rarely the center of attention. 

13. In different situations and with different people, I often act 
like very different persons. 

14. I am not particularly good at making other people like me. 

15. Even if I am not enjoying myself, I often pretend to be having 
a good time. 

16. I'm not always the person I appear to be. 

17. I would not change my opinions (or the way I do things) in order 
to please someone else or win their favor. 

18. I have considered being an entertainer. 

19. In order to get along and be liked, I tend to be what people expect 
me to be rather than anything else. 
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20. I have never been good at games like charades or iii5>rovisational 
acting. 

21. I have trouble chcinging my behavior to suit different people and 
different situations. 

22. At a party I let others keep the jokes and stories going. 

23. I feel a bit awkward in company and do not show up quite so well 
as I should. 

24. I can look anyone in the eye and tell a lie with a straight face 
(if for a right end). 

25. I may deceive people by being friendly when I really dislike them. 




