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Trait Interrelations in Implicit Personality

Theories and Questionnaire Data

Lawrence J. Stricker '  Paul I. Jacobs
Educational Testing Service ‘ Yeshiva University
and Nathan Kogan

New School for Social Research .
Abs tract

This study's aim was to ésses_s the validity of naive sﬁbjects' implicit
‘personality theories, the correspondence among the tﬁeories ,‘ and the influ-
ence of social desirability on them. High school girls classified the items
from the MMPI Psyéhopathic Deviate scale into clusters represeht’ing d‘iffe’rent-
traits. These clusters agreed closely with the factors obtained in previous
factor analyses of self-reports to these items and were highly similar for
individual subj'ects.. Desirability was substantially related to the clusters .
but generally did not mediate their correspondence with the factors or each
other. These results indicate that the lay theories possessed validity as

well as communality, and that desirability had a distinct but limited

involvement with the theories.




Trait Interrelations in Implicit FPersonality

. . . 1
Theories and Questionnaire Data

It has been recognized for many years that people have their own lay
theories about the relations among pgrsonality characteristics and they use
these theories in attempting to understand the beha;lior of others. ' Evidence
of this phenomenon was uncovered as eariy.as.1907 (Wells, 1907). Tﬁesé
"implicit theories of pe.r.sonality" (Bruner & Tagiuri, 1954) were initial.iy
considered.solely as a source of error inter.feri‘ng with accurate a;)praiéals
of others (Rugg, 1922; Thoindike, 1920) , but the theories have subsgquently
come to be viewed as representing a key pfoces# in ;ocial perceptién that is
of considerable intrinsic interest (Brunér & Tagiuri, 1954; Cronbach, 1955; ,"
Gage & C;'onbach, 1955). The relevant research, ‘much of which has been reviewed
elsewhei'e (Koltuv, 1962), has entailed two distinct but complementary approaches
(Cronbach, 1955; Lay, 1970; Rosenber-g & Sedlak, in press):‘ ratings of other
people'sl traits (e‘.g. ,» X is geﬁerous—-stingy) and inferences about trait
r‘elationéhips (e.g.,’ if a person is friendly, hé is likely to be happy--sad).
Both kinds of data yield 'infonnaﬁion about the trait‘ interrelations perceived
by thé judges. This work has established that the theories are often relatively
similar fo’ inc.lividual” judges‘ (e.g., Koltuv, 1962; Pedersen, 1965!); are |
typically unrelated to the judges' cognitive or personality characteristics,
with the notable exception of authoritarianism (e.g., Jones, 1954; Steiner,
1954); reflect a limited number of dimensions (e.g., Hays, 1958; Osgood, 1962);
@d frequently involve a social desirability or evaluation component (e.g.,
Osgood, 1962; Steiner, 1954). ‘

In comparison with the extensive body of data that is now available about

most of these issues, little is known about the validity of the theories:
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the extent to which the trail;_ interrelations presumed by these theories
correspond to empirically determined trait interrelations. The most direct
evidence on this point bcom'es from a multidimepsional scaling study (Lay &
Jackson, 1969) that found a high degree of similarity between trait infer-
ence diménsions and self-report fuctors.. Subject§ scaled the probability
of co-occurrence of pérsonality items from each scale of the Personality
Reséarch Form (PRF; {ackson, 1967)! Three dimensions were identified. The
projections for each dimension correlated substantial'ly, wil;h loadings for
a different factof identified in a factor analysis of the PRF scéles, the
inventory having been adminis tered with standard seif-report instructions

to a'notherﬁsample of subjects. Additional analyses indicated that this

£

»corresponf."fenvce be‘tween the dimensions _and‘factors was not due to the effects
of desirability, for the latter was minimally involved with either kind of
variable. The items' social desiraﬁility scale values only correlated
significanltly with tﬁe projections on'one_dimension, and an item ‘from the
PRF Desi;ébility scale had relatively low projections on all dimlens ibr}s. ,
In addition, the PRF Desirability scale did not have salient loadings on
any of the factors.

The focus of the present study, like the Lay and Jackson investigation,
was on evaluating the validity of implicit personality theories from the
correspondence between the interrelationships of personality traits perceived
by naive judges and observed in self—repor.:t data. More specifically, the
major aim was to determine the correspondence between the clusters that

subjects identified in personality items and the factors obtained in factor

analyses of self-reports to these items. Unlike the Lay and Jackson study,




-3-

the present one was designed to use the same stimulus material for tge
judgments and self-reports as well as aﬁalyze the data for each subject
seﬁarately so that optimal conditionsiwould exist for observing the corre-
spondence between the two responses. Additionally, the presént investigation
was intended to employ the feSults of several factor ana;yses in order to
broaden the generalizability of the findings obtained, vdne secondary
purpose of the study was to assess the tongruence among subjet;s' theories
on thg basis 6f ﬁhe similarity in their clusters of itemé; Another purpose
was to explore the influence of desirabiiity on the theories by examining
the relationship of desirability to the clusters as well'as its mediating
effect on the correspondence of the clusters with the self-report factors

and each other.

Method

Subjects

The subjects were 18 girls. They wefe high schooi seniors from two
similar neighboring ;6wns, nine from each cbmmunity.‘ In order to ensure.’
that the subjects could carry out the exﬁerimental task and were relatively
naive about personality questionnaires, the girlis, who were paid volunteers,
were selected to meet two requirements: they had taken the Preliminary
Scholastic Aptiﬁude Test (College Entrance Examination Board, 1969, 1970),
an ability test'éoutinely administered in their schools to college bound
juniors, and obtained verbal and mathematics scores that were at the 50th

percentile or higher according to national norms; and they reported that they

[

had never taken a personality test.




Judging Task

The source of the items for the judging task was the Psychopathic Deviate
(Pd) scale of the Minnesota Multiphasic:Personélity Inventory (MMPI; Hathaway
& McKinley, 1951); this scale was cho#en becausé of its well established
factor structure éqd complexity. It is one of ;he few personality scales
whose items have been examined in-more tﬁan one published factor analysis
(Astin, 1959; Comrey, 1953). In addition, the scale is factorially complex
(Astin found 5 factors and Comrey extracted 13)_and has a large ﬁumber of
items (50), roughly balanced in the‘number keyed "ﬁrue" and "false" (24
and 26, respectively) and in the number that are "sﬁbtle" and "obvious" in
their diagnostic significance (22 énd 28, respectively; Wiener, 1948).
| The experimental procedures were similar to those used in a previous
study.(Todd & Rappoéort, 1964). They were adminisﬁered in group sessions,
nine subjects at a ses#ion. Each subject was given a deck of cards on which
the items had been printed (the.itemg were arranged in the order of their
MMPI booklet numbe:s)_and these printed instructions: |
Here ére soﬁe examples of statements that a person might maké
in describing himself or expressing an opinion: "I make excuses for
my friends when they do something wrong," "Psychological navels
are interesting to read," and "I enjoy going out on dates.' Your
task will be to classify statements of this kind into groups.
Each statement will be on a card. Go through them and §ort
into groups the statements that belong together because they refer
to the same characteristic or its djrect opposite (if there is one).

For example, "I am intelligent" and "I am stupid” would belong

together in one group, and "I am beautiful," "I am average looking,"

- . 6
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and "I am ﬁnaﬁfractive" would belong together in another group.

You may have as few or as many groups as you wish, and you may

have as few or as many statements in a group as you wish.
If a statement seems to belong in more thaﬁ one group, ask

me for as magy duplicatc' of the statement as you need, and then

put the original card. and these duplicates into the proper groups.

If a statément does not seem to belong in aﬁy of the groups, you

" may put it into a "miscellaneous” group.
You will ha&erplenty’of ﬁime,.but work steadily.

After all the subjects read these directions,vthey were given an oppor-
tunify to ask questions and then started work. Duplicate cards were given.
to those requesting them. When a subject finished the first part of the’
task, she was given the following written instructions: |

Now, if you have a miscellaneous group, write "miséellanéous"

on each of the cards in that group.

'Theﬁ go over the statements in each of the groups (except the
"misceilaneous" group, if you have one). If some statements in a
group refer to a certéin characteristic and others refer to its
direct opposite, writev"opposite" on the cards of the statements
referring to its opposite. You may find that there are none, a
few, or many "opposite' statements in each group.

If you now wish to change your original sorting of the state-
ments, you may do so.

Any questions were answered individually and the subject then began work.

When everyone finished the second part of the task, the material was collected.




Factor Analyses

Three factor analyses of the Pd items were émployed: the previous

ones by Astin (1959) and Cbmrey (1958), as well as an'unpuﬁlished s tudy
by Stricker, Jacobs, and Kogan. The three analyses differed in a number
of respects. In the Astin (1959) study, the subjects were 250 male
narcotics addicts, all with raw scores below 16 on the MMPI F scale.
Tetrachoric correlations among 49 items--one was excluded because of its
extreme response frequency--were anal}zedbby the multiple group method.
Five factoré were determined.from the size of the residuals and rotated
obliquely by the single plane procedure (Thurstone, 1947).

_ In the Coﬁfey (1957, 1958) investigation, 360 msle and female subjects ' 1
were used--167 hospi;ai patients, some Qith psychiatric diagnoses; 80 in- |
dividuals segking psychological heip who were not hospitaiized; and 103
" normal subjects; predominéntly college students. Phi coefficients among the
50 items were analyzed by L. - complete centroid method. Thirteen factors
were identified on the basis Qf the size of the unrotated loadings and
rotated orthogonally by the Varimax procedure (Kaiser; 1958).

In the Stricker et al. factor analysis, the subjects were 559 women

in the entering freshman class at a selective state university in the East.
Tetrachoric correlations among 46 items--4 were omitted because of extreme
response frequencies--were analyzed by the principal axis method. Sixteen
factors were chosen on the basis of an examination of the latent roots,
unrotated loadings, and communalities for various numbers of factors. The

16 were rotated obliquely by the Promax procedure (Hendrickson, 1964).2




- Statistical Analysis

"Basic analyses. The basic statistical analyses involved two kinds of

comparisons: the subjects' clusters (i.e., the item groups identified in

the judging task) with the factors and the subjects' clusters with each

other. In‘analyzing the correspondence between the subjects' clusters aﬁd

the factors, each pf the subjects' regular clusters--miscellaneous clusters

were excluded from all analyses—--were compared with eaéh factor in the three
factor analyses. These comparisons included-four factors (Factors IX, X, XI,
XIII) that Cémrey (1958) considered as uninterpretéble, but a fifth uniﬁter—
pretable Comrey factor (Factor VII) was omitted because it bad no appreciable
loadings (3_].30]). In thése analyses, the Astin factor loadings weré refleéted . |

so that, in effect, each item was keyed ''true,"

in order to make the Astin fac-
tors directly comparable to the Cqmrey and Stricker et al. factors which followed
this keying convention. Since the Astin_and Strickgr et al. analyses were not
based on all 50 items, the omitted items were also rémoved from the subjécts'
cl&steré when they were compared with the Astin and Stricker et al. factors.
In appfaising the relationship of the subjeacts' clusters with each other, each
subject's regular clusters were compared with those of every other subject..

In making thése comparisons, a trichotomous classification was used for
the clusters and factors. For each cluster, the Pd items were classified as
present in ‘the cluster and not identified by the subject as "opposite," not

present, or present and identified as "opposite."

Similarly, for each factor,.
the items were classified as positively loading the factor (> +.30), not
loading it (< |.30|), or negatively loading it (> -.30). The significance

of the agreement between the trichotomous classifications for a cluster and

a factor or between the classifications for a pair of clusters was assessed

3
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by an unweighted Kappa coefficient (Cohen, 1960, 1968; Fleiss, Cohen, &
Everitt, 1969), an index of agreement for nominal scales. It should be
noted that a subject's designation of items as "opposite" was arbitrary,

for it would have been’equally appropriate for her to choose either pole

of the variable that mada up a clnster (e.g., it would navebbeen just as
‘meaningful, in a cluster composed of extroversion-introversion items, to

indicate that either the extroversipn or introversion items were’the opposite

of the others). Since this designation affected the relationship nf a ciustar
. nith’a factor or another cluster, agreement was computed on the basis of the

subject's ofiginal_trichotomous classification and a reversed one produced

by reclassifying tne original "opposite" items as "not opposite" and the ' | .

original "not opposite" ones as "opposite." The classification-;original or
'rev&rsad--resulting'in the greater agreement was tested for significanca.

‘The comparisbns»required tne computation of a large numner of significance

tests, nany;of,which were not independént. Accordingly, a Monte Carlo proceduré

was enmloYed to provide a baséline against which the significant matches that

were obtained could be evaiuated. For this purpose, a random counterpaft of

each subject nas devised. A counterpart had the same number of ciusters--

"regular and miscellaneous--as tne subject and, within each'cluster,‘ﬁhe'same

number of original and duplicate items as well as items identified as "opposite."

"Within these constraints, the particular items for the counterpart's clusters

were randomly selected. Paralleling the analyses of the subjects' clusters,

each of the counterparts' clusters were compared with each factor and each

other, using the same methods employed with the subjects' data.

Desirability analyses. 1In order to evaluate the influence of desirability

on the subjects' clusters, the relationship of desirability to the clusters

o . PRLY
ERIC gAY
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was détermintd. The related issue of the.effects of desirability on ihe
comparisons of the cluséers with thé fac;ors and each other was éssessed‘
by makihg these comparisons se¢parately for clusters and factors associated
with desirabiliti and those irndependent of it. For these purposes, the
connection of desirability with the clus;ers was appraised by computing
productémomenﬁ cprrelations between tﬁé items'.sociél desirability scale
values (Mgssick & Jaékson, 1961) énd their trichotomous classifications on
each Subjecﬁ's regular cluster, assigning scores of 1 to‘items classified
. asbpresent and not identified as “oppbsiﬁe,“ 0 to items classified as not
present, and -1 to igems classified as preéent‘and identified a§ "opposite."
Similarly; the relationship between desirability and the factors was evaluyted
by computing the correlations between the items' scale values and their
classifications on éach factor, assigning scores of'1l to items with positive
loadings, O to items with no loadings, and -1 to items with negative loa&ings.
Subjects"clus;ers and factors that correlated‘significantly (p < .05,
tw0—taii)3 with the scale values and those that did not correiita ;ith‘the 
scale values were analyzed separa;ely in appraisals exactly paralléling the
basic'onéﬁ. The comparisons of clusters with factors were made for two sets
of clusters and factors: those that correlated with the scale values aﬁd
those that did not. Similarly, the comparisons of clusters with each other
were made for two sets of clusters: those that correlated with the scale
values and those that did not. In the corresponding analyses of the counter-
part's clusters, a cluster was treated the same as the subject's cluster:
on which it was based: the counterpart's cluster was considered as correlated
with the scale values if the subject's cluster was correlated with them, and

considered as uncorrelated if the subject's cluster was also uncorrelated.

11
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Results

Composition of Subjects' Clusters and Factors

Table 1 reports for each subject the number of her regular clusters;
the number of these clusters unrelated and related to social desirability;
the median and rangé of the number of items in these clusters; the number of
duplicate items used; and the number of items placed in a miscellaneous cluster,
if one was employed. The subjects had a total of 178 regular clusters, ranging

from 4 to 15 per subject, the median being 10.5. Sixty-four of these clusters

correlated significantly (p < .05, two-tail) with the items' social desir-
ability scale values. The number of correlated clusters ranged from 1 to 6
per subject, the median being 4; the number of uncorrelated clusters per
subject ranged from 1 to 11, with a median of 7.5. The overall median number
of items in the regular clusters was 4. Seven subjects used duplicate items;
the median number of duplicates was 3 for these subjects. Fifteen subjects
employed a miscellaneous cluster; their median number of miscellaneous items

was 3.

Insert Table 1 about here

The 5 Astin factors were loaded (> [.30|) by 8 to 19 items, with a median
of 10. Eighteen items had loadings on two or more factors. The 12 Comrey
factors were loaded by 1 to 15 items; the median was 2.5. Nine items had
loadings on more than one factor. The 16 Stricker et al. factors were loaded
by 1 to 9 items, the lmedian being 2. Five items had loadings on two or more
factors. The items' social desirability scale values correlated significantly

(p < .05, two-tail) with 4 Astin, 4 Comrey, and 2 Stricker et al. factors.

12
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!

Correspondence between Subjects' Clusters and Factors

The agreement between the subjects' clusters and the factors, as deter-

mined by significant (p < .01, two-tail) positive Kappas, can be summarized
for each factor analysis in two ways: the percentage of the factors that
were matched by each subject's uand her counterpart's clusters, and the
percentage of each subject's and her counterpart's clusters that were matched

by the factors. These two kinds of analyses provide different information

because a cluster could match more than one factor and a factor could match

two or more clusters. Since these percentages are based upon differing
Ed .

numbers of significance tests for each subject in each kind of analysis of

a particular factor analysis, only the corresponding percentages for a
subject and her counterpart in the same analysis of a specific factor
analysis can be legitimately compared. These statistics appear in Table 2
for the Astin factor analysis, Table 3 for the Comrey study, and Table 4

for the Stricker et al. investigation.

Insert Tables 2 to 4 about here

Astin factors. The overall cerrespondence between the subjects' clusters

and the Astin factors was substantial. Subanalyses indicated, though, that
this agreement was limited to the clusters and factors that correlated with
desirability.

In the overall analysis of the factors matched by clusters, 14 of the 18
subjects matched more factors than their counterparts (p < .05, two-tail sign
test).a The subjects matched a median of 60.0% of the factors and the

counterparts matched 10.0%4. Among the clusters and factors unrelated to
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desirability, 5 subjects matched more factors (p > .05). The median was 0.0%
for both groups. For the clusters and factors associated with desirability,
11 subjects matched more factors (p < .05). The medians were 25.0% and 0.0%.
Similar results were obtained in the evaluation of the clusters matched
by factors. Overall, relative to their counterparts, 15 subjects had more
clusters matched by factors (p < .01). The median percentage of clusters
mat ched was 32.0% for the subjects and 8.0% for the counterparts. In the
clusters and factors uncorrelated with desirability, 6 subjects had more
clusters matched (p > .05). The median was 0.0% for both groups. Among
the clusters and factors related to desirability, 11 subjects had more
clusters matched (p < .05). The medians were 25.0% and 0.0%.

Comrey factors. Consistent with the Astin analysis, the subjects'

clusters and the Comrey factors were highly related in the overall analysis.
Unlike the Astin results, however, this agreement existed for the clusters
and factors that were indep=ndent of desirability as well as for those that
were linked with it.

In the appraisal of the factors matched by clusters, overall, all 18
subjects matched more factors than their counterparts (p < .01). The median
sub ject matched 75.0% of the factors and the median counterpart matched 45.8%.
Within the clusters and factors unrelated to desirability, 13 subjects matched
more factors (p < .01). The medians for the two groups were 50.0% and 37.5%.
For the clusters and factors correlated with desirability, 15 subjects matched
more factors (p < .01} The medians were 50.0%Z and 0.0%.

Similarly, in the overall analysis of the clusters matched by factors,

15 subjects had more clusters matched by factors than their counterparts

141
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(p < .01). The median percentage of clusters matched was 75.0% for the
subjects and 50.0% for the counterparts. Among the clusters and factors
unconnected with desirability, 12 subjects had more clusters matched

1 (p < .01). The medians were 57.2% and 35.4%, respectively, for “the subjects

and counterparts. For the clusters and factors associated with desirability,
15 subjects had more clusters matched (p < .0l1). The medians were 50.0% and

0.0%.

Stricker et al. factors. In line with both the Astin and Comrey results,

the subjects' clusters and the Stricker et al. factors corresponded closely
\

1n the overall analyses. This agreement occurred for both appraisals of the
clusters and factors that were associated with desirabilitv and one of the ’
two analyses of the clusters and factors that were independent of desirability.

In the overall assessment of the factors matched by clusters, 15 of the
18 subjects exceeded their counterparts in factors matched (p < .0l). The
‘subject's.' median percentage of factors matched was 75.0% and the counterparts'
median was 53.1%. Within the clusters and factors unrelated to desirability,
10 subjects matched more factors (p < .05). The subjects' median was 50.0%
and the counterparts' median was 39.3%. For the clusters and factors correlated
with desirability, 10 subjects matched more factors (p < .05). The respective
medians were 50.0% and 0.0%.

The overall findings in the appraisal of the clusters matched by factors
resembled the results of the preceding analysis, but the present subanalyses
did not consistently indicate agreement between the clusters and factors.

Overall, compared to their counterparts, 14 subjects had more clusters matched

by the factors (p < .01). The median percentage of clusters matched was 86.3%

o 15
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for the subjects; the counterparts' median was 70.7%. Among the clusters
and factors unconnected witi1 desirability, 8 subjects had more clusters
matched (p > .05). The subjects' median was 76.4% and the counterparts'
was 66.7%. For the clusters and factors r;alated to desirability, 11
subjects had more clusters matched (p < .0l). The medians were 33.37 and

0.0%.

Correspondence among Subjects' Clusters

The agreement among the subjects' clusters, as indicated by significant
(p < .01, two-tail) positive Kappas, can be summarized for each pair of subjects
and their counterparts in two ways: the percentage of Subject X's clusters
that matched Subject Y's clusters, and the corresponding percentage of
Counterpart X's clusters that matched Counterpart Y's clusters; and the
percentage of Subject Y's clusters that matched Subject X's clusters, and
the corresponding percentage of Counterpart Y's clusters that matched
Counterpart X's clusters. These two analyses yield dif ferent information
because a cluster of Subject X could match more than one of Subject Y's
clusters, and one of Subject Y's clusters could match two or more of the
clusters of Subject X; the same relationships also hold for Counterpart X
and Counterpart Y. Since these percentages depend upon differing numbers
of significance tests for each pair of subjects in each kind of analysis,
only the corresponding percentages for pairs of subjects and pairs of
counterparts in the same analysis can be directly compared. For simplicity

of presentation, the percentages for the two agreement analyses have been

merged so that each pair of subjects is represented by two percentages, as
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are each pair of counterparts. Consequently, the overall appraisal as well
as the subanalyses of clusters differing in their relationship with desir-
ability are each based on 306 percentages for the 153 possible pairs of
subjects and the same number of percentages for the 153 counterpart pair:s.5
The subjects' clusters were highly interrelated in the overall assess-
ment as well as in the subanalyses of the clusters independent of desirability
and those associated with it. Overall, the subjects matched morz clusters
than their counterparts in 287 of the 306 comparisons of agreement. The
median percentage of clusters matched was 80.0% for the subjects and 32.0%
for the counterparts.  Among the clusters unrelated to desirability, the
subjects matzhed more clusters in 214 comparisons. The medians were 50.0%
for the subjects and 25.0% for the counterparts. For the clusters correlated
with desirability, the subjects matched more clusters in 235 comparisons.

The medians were 63.3% and 0.07%.
Discussion

Correspondence of Subjects' Clusters with Factors and Each Other

The striking congruence between the subjects' clusters and the factors
in all the factor analyses, frequently persisting even when the influence
of desirability was eliminated, indicates that the subjects' implicit
personality theories were valid and suggests that this finding has some
generality. This outcome independently confirms the results of the Lay
and Jackson (1969) study, which used markedly different experimental tasks
and analytic procedures. The relationship in these investigations between
trait judgments and self-reports seems especially remarkable in view of the

many sources of distortion in self-report measures. At the same time, though,

17
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the logical possibility also exists that self-report responses on personality
scales are affected, at least in part, by subjects' lay theories,'and, hence,
the observed correspondence between trait judgment anq self-report variables
is due, to some unknown degree, to the influence of the theories on both
kinds of variables. Although no data exist to support this view of self-
report responses, this conjecture underscores the value of broadening the
scope of future research on implicit personality theories to include other
validity criteria besides self-report devices, such as objective performance
measures of personality (Cattell, 1957) and behavior in experimental situations.
The validity of the lay theories implies that they may contribute to
accurate assessments of the personality of others, rather than being a source
of error in these evaluations, as was originally assumed (Lay, 1970; Lay &
Jackson, 1969). In line with previéus speculations about these theories
(Lay & Jackson, 1969; Passini & Norman, ;966), insofar as the theories are
valid, people can predict the unobserved personality traits of others from

those characteristics that are observable. Judgments of others are most

likely to be based on these theories when the traits that must be evaluated

cannot be readily observed, such as when comparative strangers are assessed.
And it is the use of these theories that makes the structure of trait ratings
of little known ratees similar to that of individuals who are better known

to the raters (Koltuv, 1962; Mulaik, 1964 ; Norman, 1963; Norman & Goldberg,
1966 ; Passini & Norman, 1966; Tupes & Christél, 1961). 1In view of the relative
precision of these theories, thé correctness of the predictions about the
unobserved traits depends upon the accuracy with which the observed char-

acteristics are assessed. The difficulty of adequately evaluating the

s
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characteristics of strangers inevitably has an adverse effect on the pre-
dictions for these individuals, but the ratings based on these predictions,
though less valid than the ratings of acquaintances, still retain some
validity (Norman & Goldberg, 1966; Passini & Norman, 1966).

The substantial correspondence among the subjects' clusters in this
study is consistent with the results of previous investigations which
generally found that individuals had similar implicit personality theories.
The lay theories' communality and validity suggest that the theories are
based on people's common exposure to information about the joint occurrence
of personality traits, rather than reflecting individuals' idiosyncratic inmner
states (Campsell & 0'Connell, 1967; Hays, 1958; Koltuv, 1962; Lay & Jackson,
1969; Passini & Norman, 1966; Peabody, 1967). This knowledge of trait
relationships may stem from people's own observations of themselves and
others as well as such indirect sources as stories and folklore (Sarbin,
Taft, & Bailey, 1960; Vernon, 1964). The roots of these theories in reality
may explain the general lack of past success in uncovering their cognitive

and personality determinants.

Role of Desirability

It is noteworthy that desirability played a distinct but limited role in
this study. Despite this variable's substantial relationship with the subjects'
clusters——a result that is consistent with most of the previous findings
about the presence of a desirability component in trait ratings and trait
inferences--it did not adequately account for the congruence of the clusters
with the factors or each other. These results agree with Lay and Jackson's

(1969) findings that desirability, though moderately involved with the trait

19
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inference dimensions, was not responsible for the similarity between the

dimensions and factors.

Desirability may have had somewhat more influence on the correspondence
between the subjects' clusters and the factors than on the agreement among
the clusters because desirability was more closely associated with the
factors than the clusters. In particular, among the clusters and factors
that correlated significantly with this variable, desirability accounted for
substantially more variance on the factors. The median correlation (ignoring
the signs of the individual correlations) with desirability was .42 for the
factors and .32 for the clusters; the corresponding medians for the factors
and clusters that were independent of desirability were .ll and .15, respec-
tively. Consequently, in the analysis of the clusters and factors that were
related to desirability, the clusters would agree more closely with the
factors than the other clusters because the clusters had more desirability
variance in common with the factors than each other.

The association between desirability and the subjects' clusters is
open to two conflicting interpretations because description and evaluation
are confounded in trait ratings and trait inferences (e.g., judging that a
person is kind simultaneously indicates that he is helpful and that he
possesses a desirable personality characteristic--Peabody, 1967). One inter-
pretation is that the items in a cluster constitute a substantive trait
dimension that is inherently evaluative (e.g., the items reflect the trait
of anxiety and this characteristic is viewed as undesirable), the items being
placed in the cluster on the basis of their perceived co-occurrence. This

stand has been advanced in previous studies which found that trait inference

Q ;Z()
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dimensions, though associated with evaluation, appeared to represent clearly
defined traits (Lay & Jackson, 1969; Walters & Jackson, 1966).A The other
interpretation is that the items represent variations in evaluative connota- .
tions and the items are put in a cluster because of these connotations.

This position stems from two sets of findings: evaluation has been identified
as the major dimension of connotative meaning (Osgood, Suci, & Tannenbaum,
1957); and judgments of similarity in meaning had an intercorrelation or
factor structure resembling the structure for trait ratings (D'Andrade, 1965;
Koltuv, 1962: Mulaik, 1964), suggesting that trait ratings--and, perhaps,
trait inferences--are based on similarity in meaning of the traits, rather
than on their perceived co;occurrence. This view of the judgment of similarity
results is open to question, though, because of the possibility that such
judgments reflect knowledge of the traits' co-occurrence (D'Andrade, 1965;

Lay & Jackson, 1969; Mulaik, 1964). Although the present findings do not
bear directly on this controversy, the circumscribed effects observed for
desirability implies, at the very least, that similarity of meaning is not a

key determinant of trait inferences.
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Footnotes

lThis study was supported by the National Institute of Child Health and
Human Development under kesearch Grant 1 POl HDO1762. Portions cf this in-
vestigation were piesented at the meetings of the American Psychological
Association, Miami, Florida, September 1970.. Thanks are due Janet Cuca .and
Edward C. ﬁystrom for locating and abstracting thé studies reviewed in this
article, Henrietta Gallagher for supervising the statistical analyses, and

Leonard S. Cahen and Walter Emmerich for their critical reviews of a draft

of this article.

Tables containing the item intercorrelations. the unrotated and rotated
loadings, the correlations amoné the factors, and the transformation matrix
are availablg from the first author. Thanks are due Jean L. Burton and
Kenneth W. Haun for furnishing the MMPI answer shee.ts‘, and Albert E. Beaton,
Michael W. Browne, Fred L. Damarin, and Samuel Messick for their.advice about
the factor analysis.

3A correlation of .27 was significant for the subjects' clusters and

the Comrey factors; the corresponding correlation was .28 for the Astin and

Stricker et al. factors.

The sign test is baéed on two variables: the number of pairs in which .
the subject had a larger agreement percentage “Flhan her counterpart and the
total number of pairs in which the percentages for the si:bject and the counter- . )
part wére different. In order to simplify the presentation of results, only

the number of pairs in which the subject exceeded her count:erpért is reported

in the text, together with the appropriate probability for the sign test.
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The total number of pairs in which the subject and counterpart differed can

be obtained from Tables 2 to 4; this number may be less than 18 because oime

or more pairs of subjects and counterparts had the same agreement percentage.
5Tables containing the statistics for the analyses of the total clusters,

the clusters unrelated to desirability, and those associated with it are

available from the first author.
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Table 1

Composition of Subjects' Clusters

Number of Regular Clusters

Number of Items

in Regular Clusters

Number of Number of
Unrelated Related : Duplicate  Miscellaneous
Subject Total to Soc. Des. to Soc. Des. Median Range Items Items
1 8 L 4 7.5 2- 8 0 '3
2 1 7 4 3.0 "2-8 1 4
3 L3 10 L 2.0 2-5 0 L
L 9 8 1 5.0 2-11 3 4
5 L 3 1 6.5 b33 0 0
6 b - 2 10.0 6-15 0 9
7 12 8 | 4 k.0 2- 7 1 3
8 12 9 3 3.5 2-11 7 b
9 5 1 4 9.0 b2 0 1
10 7 3 4 5.0 5=-11 0 0
n 1 8 3 3.0 2- 8 0 2
12 10 6 4 b5 3-9 3 3
13 12 9 3 3.0 2-9 0 2
L 10 L 6 5.0 2- 7 1 3
15 13 8 5 h.0 2- 7 0 3
16 p1t 10 4 3.0 2-10 5 4
17 7 5 b 7.0 5=13 0 0
18 15 11 4 2.0 2-5 0 10
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Table 2

Agreement Between Subjects' Clusters and Astin Factors

Factors and Clusters Factors and Clusters
Totnl Factors and Clusters Unrclated to Soc. Des. Related to Soc. Des.
Counter- - Differ- Counter- Dirfes- Counter- Ditfeg-
Subject Subject part ence Subject part ence Subject part ence

Percentage of Factors Matching Clustewvs

1 60.0 0.0 60.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 25.0 0.0 25.0
2 €0.0 0.0 60.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 25.0
3 80.0 80.0 0.0 100.0  100.0 0.0 25.0 50.0 «25.0
Y 20.0 4o0.0 -20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 -25.0
5 0.0 20.0 -20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
6 4o0.0 0.0 ho.0 0.0 0.0 . 0.0 50.0 0.0 50.0
1 60.0 20.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 50.0 25.0 25.0
8 80.0 20.0 60.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
' 9 20.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 25.0
10 40.0 20.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 - 50.0 25.0 25.0
n 60.0 0.0 60.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 25.0 0.0 25.0
12 40.0 60.0 -20.0 0.0  100.0 -100.0 0.0 .0 0.0
13 80.0 40.0 40.0 100.0  100.0 0.0 25.0 25.0 0.0
1 60.0 0.0 60.0 X 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 50.0
15 80.0 20,0 °  60.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 25.0
16 '60.0 0.0 60.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 25.0 0.0 25.0
17 60.0 0.0 60.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 23.0
s , 18 " 100.0 60.0 40.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 50.0  50.0 0.0
e Percentage of Clusters Matching Factors
1 31.5 0.0 31.5 25.0 0.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 25.0
2 7.5 0.0 7.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 25.0
3 35.7 8.6 71 0.0  10.0 0.0 2.0  50.0 -25.0
Y 1.1 22.2 -1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  100.0 -100.0
5 0.0 2.0  -25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.¢
6 50.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 o.é 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0
' 7 25.0 8.3 16.7 12,5 0.0 12.5 50.0 25.0 25.0
’ 8 33.3 8.3 - 25,0 1.1 0.0 n.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
9 20.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 25.0
,: 10 42.9 4.3 28.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 75.0 25.0 50.0
i u 271.3 0.0 7.3 . 125 0.0 12.5 33.3 0.0 33.3
; 12 2.0 300 -10.0 0.0 167 16,7 0.0 0.0 0.0 ‘
¢ 13 33.3  25.0 8.3 1n1 1.l 0.0 3.3 333 0.0
f b1 40.0 0.0 4o0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 50.0
15 30.8 7.7 23.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 20.0
16 8.6 0.0 28.6 10.0 0.0 10.0 - 25.0 0.0 25.0 :
17 h2.9 0.0 2.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 25.0 \
18 46.7 20.0 26.7 9.1 0.0 9.1 50.0 50.0 0.0

Spifferencc 1s the Subject's percentoge less the Counterpart's percentage.
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Table 3

Agreement Between Subjects' Clusters and Comrey Factors

Factors and Clusters Factors and Clusters
Total Factors and Clusters Unreclated to Soc. Des. Related to Soc. Des.
Counter- Diffep- Counter- Dbiffeg- Counter-~ Diﬂ‘e:-
Subject Subject part ence Subject part ence Subject part ence

Percentage of Factors Matching Clusters

1 66.7 50.0 16.7 37.5 50.0 -12.5 15.0 25.0 50.0
2 85.3 58.3 25.0 62.5 50.0 12.5 50.0 25.0 25.0
3 85.3% 58.3% 25.0 5.0 62.5 12.5 5.0 0.0 15.0
4 5.0 25.0 50.0 5.0 37.5 31.5 25.0 0.0 25.0
5 25.0 8.3 16.7 12.5 12.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
6 33.3 0.0 33.3 25.0 0.0 25.% 0.0 0.0 0.0
7 66.7 h1.7 25.0 62.5 37.5 25.0 50.0 25.0 25.0
8 5.0 33.3 h1.7 50.0 12.5 51.5 50.0 25.0 25.0
9 - 58.3 8.3 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 25.0 50.0
10 50.0 16.7 33.3 12.5 12.5 - 0.0 50.0 0.0 50.0
n 15.0 58.3 16.7 15.0 62.5 12.5 25.0 25.0 0.0
12 75.0 50.0 25.0 50.0 12.5 37.5 50.0 25.0 25.0
15 83.5 58.3 25.0 5.0 62.5 12.5 50.0 0.0 50.0
pL 58.3 u1.7 16.6 25.0 12.5 12.5 15.0 0.0 75.0
15 75.0 50.0 25.0 50.0 57.5 12,5 50.0 25.0 25.0
16 91.7 58.3 33.4 15.0 62.5 12.5 15.0 - 0.0 75.0
17 58.3 16.7 41.6 37.5 12.5 25.0 50.0 0.0 50.0
18 83.3 5.0 8.3 62.5 62.5 0.0 . 50.0 0.0 50.0
Percentage of Clusters Matching Factors
1 87.5 5.0 12.5 5.0 15.0 0.0 15.0 25.0 50.0
2 100.0 54.5 5.5 85.7 k2.9 42.8 50.0  25.0 25.0
3 .4 ST.1 .3 60.0 k0.0 20.0 15.0 0.0 75.0
) 88.9 3.3 55.6 62,5 31.5 25.0 100.0 0.0 100.0
5 50.0 ©  25.0 25.0 33.3 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
6 75.0 0.0 75.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
. 1 " 66.7 50.0 16.7 50.0 37.5 12.5 50.0 25.0 25.0
8 5.0 25.0 50.0 LU 11.1 33.3 66.7 35.3 33.4
9 100.0 20.0 80.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 75.0 25.0 50.0
10 T1.k 28.6 42.8 33.3 33.3 0.0 50.0 0.0 50.0
1n 12,1 721 0.0 62.5  62.5 0.0 33.3 333 0.0 {
12 80.0 50,0 30.0 50.0 16.7 33.3 50.0 25.9 25.0 ‘
13 15.0 5.0 0.0 66.7 55.6 1.1 66.7 0.0 66.7
LY 70.0 50.0 20.0 50.0 25.0 . 25.0 50.0 0.0 50.0
15 5.8 h6.2 7.6 3.5  25.0 12.5 40,0  20.0 20.0 '
16 85.7 6.3 2.4 80.0 50.0 50.0 50,0 0.0 50.0
17 85.7 8.6 57.1 66.7  33.3 354 50.0 0.0 50.0 ' :
18 60.0 66.7 -6.7 ‘54.5 Sk.5 0.0 50.0 0.0 50.0 :
Q 8pifference is the Subject's percentage less the Counterpart's percentage. ) f

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table &

Agrecment Between Subjects' Clusters and Stricker, Jacobs, and Kogan Factors

Factors and Clusters Factors and Clusters
Total Factors and Clusters .Unrelated to Soc. Des. flelated to Soc. Des.
Counter- Diffep- Counter- Diffes- Counter- Di!‘!‘ex-
Subject Subject part ence Subject part ence Subject part ence

Percentage of Factors Matching Clusters
68.8 50.0 18.:: . b2 35.7 1.2 100.0 0.

1 0 100.0
2 812 8.8 12.4 57.1 57.1 0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0
3 15.0 15.0 0.0 57.1 8.6 -21.5 50.0 0.0 50.0
b 56.2 56.2 0.0 ‘ 50.0 k2.9 1.1 50.0 0.0 .. 50.0
5 3.2 25.0 6.2 k.3 28.6 -1h,3 0.0 0.0 0.0
6 18.8 6.2 12.6 7.1 7.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1 95.8 68.8 25.0 92.9 35.7 57.2 50.0 50.0 0.0
8 75.0 62.5 12.5 50.0 h2.94 1.1 50.0 100.0 -50.0
9 43.8 31.2 12.6 7.1 7.1 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0
10 - %6.2 1.2 25.0 21.4 4.7 1.1 50.0 0.0 50.0
1 81.2 62.5 8.7 6h.3 50.0 1.3 50.0 50.0 0.0
12 93.8 43.8 50.0 50.0 8.6 2L.% 50.0 0.0 50.0
13 93.8 50.0 43.8 1.4 42,9 8.5 50.0 0.0 50.0
1Y 87.5 435.8 43.7 28.6 1.3 1.3 100.0 0.0 100.0
15 5.0 5.0 0.0 k2.9 42.9 0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0
16 81.5. 56.2 31.5 1.4 57.1 1.3 50.0 0.0 50.0
17 3.8 25.0 18.8 Ww.3 a3 0.0 50.0 0.0 50.0
18 75.0 €3.8 6.2 64,3 6.3 0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0
Percentage of Clusters Matching Factors
:; 1 87.5 87.5 0.0 v 100.0  100.0 0.0 . 50.0 0.0 50.0
2 90.9 81.8 9.1 85.7 85.7 0.0 25.0 25.0 0.0
3 85.7 1.4 1.3 80.0 90.0 -10.0 50.0 0.0 50.0
( b 88.9 66.° 22.2 15.0 50.0 25.0 100.0 0.0 100.0
5 ‘75.0  25.0 50.0 33.3 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
6 50.0 25.0 25.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
’ T 91.7 75.0  16.7 100.0 62.5 31.5 50.0 25.0 25.0
8 9.7 58.3 334 7.8 66.7 1.1 33.3 3.3 0.0
9 100.0 80.0 20.0 100.0  100.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 50.0
10 85.7 PN .3 33.3 66.7 -33.4 2%.0 0.0 25.0
( n 81.8  81.8 0.0 75.0  62.5 12.5 33.3 33.3 0.0
k 12 90.0  50.0 10.0 83.3 333 50.0 25.0 0.0 25.0
‘ 13 9.7 66.7 25.0 T7.8 66.7 n.l 33.3 0.0 33.3
L 100.0 70.0 30.0 15.0 50.0 25.0 3.3 ‘ 0.0 33.3
: 15 6.9 846  -T.7 5.0 8.5  -12.5 2.0  20.0 0.0
16 85.7 50.0 35.7 8o.0 60.0 20.0 25.0 0.0 25.0
' 17 85.7 57.1 8.6 66.7 66.7 0.0 50.0 0.0 50.0
18 66.7 73.5 -6.6 63.6 72.7 9.1 25.0 25.0 0.0
Bpifference is the Subject's percentage less the Counterpart's percentage.
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