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The present chapter introduces researchers to some of the classic work in personality 
measurement. We consider three fundamental issues in personality measurement: 
the nature of constructs, reliability, and validity. Throughout the chapter, our presen
tation will focus on techniques that hold promise of making future contributions 
to the enhancement of our basic, theoretical understanding of personaUty. Conse
quently, we will also generally favor approaches that begin with at least a rudimen
tary theory of the construct. No attempt will be made to address issues that arise 
solely in applied personaHty research. Our focus on fundamental issues also pre
cludes consideration of more advanced statistical models for testing and structure 
of personaUty measures (see Ozer & Reise, 1994; West & Finch, 1996, for reviews). 

I. THE NATURE OF PERSONALITY CONSTRUCTS: BASIC ISSUES 

To appropriately interpret psychometric evidence, it is important to understand 
the "theory" of the construct being investigated (Ozer & Reise, 1994). Here, we 
will simply introduce several questions that should be addressed in the theory of 
the construct that are relevant to the psychometric issues addressed later in this 
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chapter. More complete discussions of construct theory issues can be found in 
Cronbach and Meehl (1955), Loevinger (1957), Messick (1989), and Wiggins (1973). 

1. What is the expected degree of relationship among items that constitute 
the measure of the construct? Researchers often assume that items should have an 
adequate degree of intercorrelation (high internal consistency). For the trait and 
ability measures typically utilized by personality researchers, this assumption is 
nearly always reasonable. According to this conception, each item should be influ
enced to a degree by the underlying trait construct, giving rise to a pattern of 
positive intercorrelations so long as all items are oriented (worded) in the same 
direction. For example, the Beck Depression Inventory (Beck, Ward, Mendelson, 
Mock, & Erbaugh, 1961) includes items assessing negative mood, sleep disturbance, 
and lack of energy, which are expected to be positively related. 

Alternative conceptions exist that do not lead to expectations of positive 
relations among items, among which are the following examples: (a) The original 
conception of life events (Holmes & Rahe, 1967) treated life events such as death 
of a spouse and getting a mortgage as being virtually random occurrences; little if 
any relation among them would be expected (see BoUen & Lennox, 1991). The 
critical measure is the total amount of life stress associated with all of the life events 
that occur to each person in a specified time period, (b) Frederiksen and Ward 
(1978) proposed that the mean level of creativity on a series of intellectual tasks 
does not sharply differentiate highly creative from less creative people. Rather, it 
is the maximum level of creative work on the tasks (capability) that should be 
utilized, (c) Psychodynamic and motivational perspectives often assume a hydraulic 
model in which one mode of expression of a conflict or motive may be in competition 
with another mode. A measure of compulsive behaviors, for example, may find 
that items measuring avoidance of stepping on cracks in sidewalks and repetitive 
handwashing could even be negatively related. 

2. What is the structure of the construct? Personality researchers typically 
(and often implicitly) assume that a single dimension underlies each construct. The 
dimension may be assumed to be bipolar as in a mood scale that is anchored by 
"high degree of positive mood" and "high degree of negative mood" as its two 
ends. Alternatively, dimensions may be unipolar as in a mood scale that is anchored 
by "negative mood not present" and "high degree of negative mood." More complex 
dimensional structures of single constructs may be also proposed, most commonly 
hierarchical structures. For example, Costa and McCrae (1992) have proposed that 
each of the Big Five dimensions of personality has an underlying hierarchical 
structure. For example, extraversion is composed of lower order dimensions (facets) 
of warmth, gregariousness, assertiveness, activity, excitement seeking, and positive 
emotions. Finally, conceptions have been proposed in which types or latent classes 
are believed to underlie the measures. Gender is a straightforward example: There 
are two discrete types (male, female). Latent class conceptualizations of other 
personality variables (e.g., self-monitoring) have also recently been proposed (Gan-
gestad & Synder, 1985,1991). 
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3. What is the stability of the construct? Researchers studying traits and 
abilities have typically assumed that their constructs were stable over time. However, 
other researchers have studied state variables (e.g., mood) that would be expected 
to vary from day to day. Still other researchers have taken developmental perspec
tives in which some constructs are expected to be stable only within a specified 
period of development. 

4. What is the pattern of relationships of measures of the construct of interest 
with other measures of the same construct and with measures of other constructs? 
Cronbach and Meehl (1955) long ago proposed the model of a nomological net 
in which laws relate ''(a) observable properties of quantities to each other; or 
(b) theoretical constructs to observables; or (c) different theoretical constructs to 
each other." (p. 290). Although only the rudiments of a nomological net may be 
specifiable for a new construct, the nomological net should become increasingly 
well specified as research proceeds. Specification of such a net provides a blueprint 
for testing the construct theory. At the same time, researchers should ideally identify 
other constructs that can be proposed as competing interpretations. For example, 
investigators studying assertiveness may need to clearly distinguish their construct 
and its measures from aggression. 

These questions are introduced so that readers will recognize that evidence 
about internal consistency, structure, stability, and relations with other measures 
and other constructs must be evaluated in terms of the theory of the construct 
under investigation. High internal consistency and stability are typically desirable 
properties for traits; they are not desirable properties for measures of life stress in 
terms of the original Holmes and Rahe conception. Some conceptions of the struc
ture of self-esteem propose a single general underlying dimension, whereas other 
conceptions emphasize several related dimensions. The more clearly the construct 
theory can specify answers to each of the above questions, the easier it is for 
researchers to collect evidence that provides straightforward tests of the theory. 

II. RELIABILITY 

A. Classical Test Theory Perspective 

An important property of good measures is rehability. At its heart, reliability is a 
simple concept—it is an index of the reproducibility or dependability of measure
ments. Personality researchers have traditionally treated issues of reliability within 
the framework of classical test theory (Crocker & Algina, 1985; GuUiksen, 1950; 
Lord & Novick, 1968; Nunnally & Bernstein, 1993), which will be emphasized here. 
However, certain aspects of rehability and certain data structures that severely 
violate the assumptions of this framework, which we shortly describe, may best be 
treated using alternative approaches (see Feldt & Brennan, 1989, for a comprehen
sive overview). 
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Classical test theory begins by partitioning each observed measurement (X) 
into two components: "true score" (T) and measurement error (E). Each true score 
represents the mean of a very large number of measurements on a specific individual. 
In contrast, measurement error lumps together all of the transient influences that 
can affect test scores. Such influences are presumed to fluctuate randomly from 
measurement occasion to measurement occasion. Feldt and Brennan (1989; see 
also Stanley, 1971; Thorndike, 1951) have identified some of the potential general 
sources of these influences: 

1. Subject-related characteristics (e.g., health, concentration, recent life 
events) 

2. Characteristics of testing situation (e.g., noisiness of room) 
3. Examiner characteristics (e.g., examiner race, idiosyncrasies or subjectivity 

in ratings or observations) 
4. Characteristics of instruments (e.g., equipment problems, sampling of 

items) 

Classical test theory begins with the notion of parallel forms of a test (or 
measure). Parallel forms implies that the different versions of the test have the 
same mean, variance, and distributional characteristics, and correlate equally with 
each other as well as with external criteria in large samples (see Lord & Novick, 
1968). Under these assumptions, true score and measurement error can be treated 
as independent. This implies that the variance of the observed test scores will equal 
the sum of the variance of the true scores and the variance of the measurement 
error, a^-ai-^ai. Reliability (pxx) is then defined as the ratio of the variance 
of the true scores to the variance of the observed scores, pxx = orlo^* 

In practice, reliability is assessed in several different ways, each of which 
makes somewhat different assumptions; is prone to different biases; and has a 
different meaning. Two procedures, internal consistency and test-retest, are utilized 
most commonly in personality research. 

1. Internal consistency. Questions about the degree of relationship among 
items that constitute a measure are typically addressed using an index of internal 
consistency. The internal consistency of a measure can be evaluated by dividing 
each subject's test into two halves according to a specified procedure (e.g., odd 
versus even numbered items) and then correlating the score on the two halves. 
Cronbach's (1951) coefficient a is the most commonly used of these measures and 
is equal to the mean of the correlations between all possible split halves of the test. 
An equivalent statistic for dichotomous items is provided by Kuder-Richardson's 
(1937) Formula 20. Coefficient a provides a good estimate of reliability in terms 
of the sampling of items from the content area, often the major source of measure
ment error (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1993), and normally provides a good estimate 
of the reliability of an alternate form of a test. However, coefficient a does not 
take into consideration fluctuations in the subjects, situation, examiner, or in
struments that may occur between testing occasions. Feldt, Woodruff, and Salih 
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(1987) present statistical tests of coefficient a in one-sample and multiple-sample 
cases. 

Coefficient a also increases with increasing test length. The value of coefficient 
a for a longer test can be estimated using the Spearman-Brown prophecy formula 
(see Crocker & Algina, 1986). The formula is 

P̂P 1 + (A: - l )pxx 

where ppp is the estimated internal consistency of the projected (long) test, k is the 
ratio of the length of the long to the short test, and pxx is the reliability of the 
short test. For example, if an existing 10-item test has a coefficient a = .70 and a 
20-item test is proposed, the estimated internal consistency of the new test is .82. 
This estimate assumes that items for the projected long test would be sampled from 
the same content domain and have the same distributional properties as the existing 
10 items. Consequently, coefficient a is often regarded as an estimate of reliability 
for a test of a specified length.^ 

2. Test-retest Measures of test-retest reliability are typically used to address 
questions about the stability of personality constructs. In test-retest reliability, the 
Pearson correlation between subjects' scores on a measure at Time 1 and the scores 
of the same group of subjects on the same measure (identical items) at Time 2 is 
computed. This approach makes two strong assumptions: (a) subjects' levels on the 
ability or trait in question should not change between test administrations,^ and 
(b) subjects should have no useful memory for the items that could affect their 
responses on the second administration. Since stability of traits and abilities tends 
to decrease over time (Conley, 1984), relatively short intervals between test and 
retest are normally recommended. However, very short test-retest intervals can 
easily lead to overestimates of the reliability of the test with respect to day-to
day influences because of implicit pressures on the respondent to give consistent 
responses (see McClelland, 1980). 

It should be noted that these two forms of reliability focus on different ques
tions. Internal consistency addresses the sampling of the items and within-test 
fluctuations in subject characteristics (e.g., changes in concentration) (Nunnally & 
Bernstein, 1993). Test-retest measures address day-to-day variations in subject 
characteristics, the testing situation, and the examiner. Given that a constant set 
of items is utilized, the adequacy of sampling of items is not addressed. Personality 

^ Technically, coefficient a assumes that tests are at least tau equivalent (Lord & Novick, 1968), 
meaning that the factor loading for each item is identical. Consequently, coefficient a will underestimate 
the internal consistency of tests composed of items with unequal factor loadings (see BoUen, 1989). At 
the same time, coefficient a does not address fluctuations between testing occasions which can reduce 
the reliability of a test. 

^ Pearson correlations are not influenced by shifts in mean level, only by shifts in the relative 
ranking of the subjects in z-score terms from Time 1 to Time 2. When mean shifts are theoretically 
also considered to be sources of error, the intraclass correlation coefficient is more appropriate. 
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researchers normally focus on trait and ability measures which should ideally be 
high on both types of reliability. However, as noted earlier in The Nature of 
Personality Constructs (Section I), other patterns may be reasonable for certain 
constructs. A measure of angry mood would be expected to have high internal 
consistency, but low test-retest reliability. A measure of daily life events that have 
occurred during the past week might be expected to have low internal consistency 
(e.g., school events and relationship events will tend to be minimally related) and 
low test-retest reliability of the events that occur during non-overlapping time 
periods. Nonetheless, short-term retrospective recall of the events of a previous 
week should exhibit high reliability when compared with the original reports (Sand
ler & Guenther, 1985). Thus, the nature of reliability evidence sought for a measure 
should depend on the theoretical conception of the measure (Ozer & Reise, 1994). 

B. Generalizability Theory Perspective 

Classical test theory lumps together all influences that may produce measurement 
error. Generalizability theory (Cronbach, Gleser, Nanda, & Rajaratnam, 1972; 
Shavelson & Webb, 1991; Wiggins, 1973) is a general alternative to classical test 
theory that yields more refined measures of reliability and accommodates a wider 
variety of data structures. The theory also serves as an important heuristic tool for 
thinking about issues of reliability and generalizability. 

The application of generalizability theory begins by designing measurement 
studies in which facets that potentially influence the observed scores are deliberately 
varied. An observational study might collect measurements of aggressiveness on 
each child in the sample under each possible combination of the following facets: 
(a) observers, (b) days of the week, and (c) classroom topics (e.g.. Math, English). 
Drawing on extensions of analysis of variance models (Cronbach et al., 1972; Lind-
quist, 1953), the variance attributable to each of the facets and their two-way and 
three-way interactions can be estimated. It may turn out that some of the facets 
account for a trivial percentage of the variance and can be neglected, whereas 
others are very important and must be considered in any study. Intraclass correlation 
coefficients (analogous to reliability coefficients) can be calculated that, for example, 
describe the relationship between the observation of one or more of the observers 
and a universe of similar observers. These coefficients are useful in planning subse
quent studies. For example, if a follow-up study can collect data only three days 
per week or can only utilize two instead of four observers, the theory provides 
clear methods of estimating the level of expected reliability of the measurements 
under each measurement plan. Generalizability theory accommodates a wide variety 
of data structures that cannot be addressed in classical test theory without significant 
modification of the formulas. For example, the Attributional Style Questionnaire 
(Peterson et al., 1982) has subjects give three separate responses to each item, 
meaning that these responses are not independent. Generalizability theory permits 
straightforward calculation of appropriate reUabihty coefficients once the data col
lection design is known. 
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Generalizability theory has often been utilized by educational researchers, 
but only rarely by personality researchers in assessing the reliability of measures 
(see, e.g., Farrell, Mariotto, Conger, Curran, & Wallander, 1979). In part, this may 
reflect the discomfort that many psychologists appear to experience in mixing 
correlational and analysis of variance approaches (Cronbach, 1957). There are, in 
addition, appreciable difficulties in utilizing the approach. Among these are the 
complexities in understanding and specifying analysis of variance models with sev
eral random factors, the instability of the variance estimates with small sample 
sizes, and the possibility of obtaining negative estimates for some of the variance 
components (Jones & Appelbaum, 1989; Shavelson & Webb, 1991). Despite these 
difficulties, generalizability theory continues to hold considerable promise for re
searchers interested in carefully probing the dependability of their measures. In 
particular, the usefulness of generalizability theory has received special emphasis 
from researchers studying consensus and self-other agreement (Kenny, 1993). 

C. Importance of Reliability 

Researchers originally trained in experimental psychology or social psychology 
frequently underestimate the importance of reliability, often using one-item mea
sures or measures of unknown reUability in their research. In a simple correlational 
study, if the true scores of two measures have a .5 correlation and the reliability 
of each measure is .6, the obtained correlation can be expected to be 0.3. This 
means that degree of relationship is underestimated and that a much larger sample 
size will be needed to detect the relationship between the two variables than would 
be the case if they were measured with perfect reliability. Unreliability of the 
delivery of the treatment or in measurement of the dependent variable in a random
ized experiment also leads to underestimation of the magnitude of the treatment 
effect. In multiple regression analyses, the inclusion of one highly reliable predictor 
among a set of correlated predictor variables that are measured with less reliability 
can easily lead to overestimation of the importance of the more reliable predictor. 
In the analysis of multitrait-multimethod matrices to be discussed in a later section, 
differential reliability of the measures can lead to mistaken conclusions about 
convergent and discriminant vahdity. In short, unreliable measures have consider
able potential to bias all results to which they contribute. 

A perhaps less obvious example of this problem occurs when a single measure 
of behavior is collected and used as a "gold standard" criterion for a personality 
measure. For example, a self-report measure of aggressiveness might be correlated 
with the "gold standard" of the intensity of electric shocks ostensively delivered 
to a confederate as punishment for mistakes. In such studies, no information is 
typically provided about the reliability of the behavioral measure of aggressiveness 
across days, across confederates, or across types of punishment (e.g., electric shock 
versus aversive noise). If the two measures do not show the expected degree of 
correlation, this lack of information makes it impossible to define whether the 
source of the problem is a failure of the construct theory or lack of dependability 
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of the behavioral measure. Moskowitz and Schwarz (1982) and Gormly (1984) 
provide cogent examples of the use of different forms of aggregation to produce 
more reliable measures which then correlate with other measures of the same 
construct. Epstein (1983) and Rushton, Brainerd, and Pressley (1983) present more 
complete discussions of this issue. 

in. VALIDITY 

Once it is established that a measure has adequate reliability, the issue of validity 
arises. Closely following Messick (1989, p. 13), we define validity as the degree 
to which empirical evidence and theoretical rationales support the adequacy of 
interpretations based on test scores or other measures. This definition underscores 
the close relationship between construct theory and validity and highlights the 
field's increasing emphasis on construct validity (American Psychological Associa
tion, 1985; Angoff, 1988; Cronbach, 1989). Based on this definition, we next identify 
a few of the characteristics and complexities of validity. 

1. Validity is a property of the interpretation of a measure, not of the measure 
itself. T o illustrate, there is considerable body of evidence supporting the interpreta
tion of scores on the Stanford-Binet test as a measure of intelligence in young 
children. There is a paucity of evidence supporting the interpretation of these scores 
as a measure of creativity in children and relatively weaker evidence supporting 
the interpretation of these scores as intelligence in adult college students. 

2. Validity involves the interpretation of (a hypothesis about) the meaning 
of scores based on a measure. The better developed the theory of the hypothesized 
underlying construct and the specification of alternative underlying constructs, the 
easier it will be to collect clear empirical evidence for or against a particular 
interpretation of a test score. 

3. The validity of an interpretation is always based on the current preponder
ance of evidence and is subject to change. N e w evidence may arise to challenge an 
existing interpretation or a new alternative account of the existing evidence may 
be proposed. The validity of an interpretation of a measure is never established; it 
is only currently supported to the degree warranted by the empirical evidence. 

4. The validity of an interpretation has been difficult to present in the form 
of a convenient quantitative index. Perhaps because of this difficulty, researchers all 
too often report quantitative evidence of reliability (indices of internal consistency, 
test-retest correlations, or both), but fail to report evidence supporting the validity 
of their preferred interpretation of their measures. When validity evidence has been 
reported, researchers have traditionally relied on either a qualitative summary of 
the evidence provided by the body of available research or a listing of a selected 
string of correlations with other measures. At least for some validity questions, 
newer techniques including generalizability theory (Kane, 1982) and meta-analysis 
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(Hedges, 1988; Mabe & West, 1982; Schmidt, Hunter, Pearlman, & Hirsh, 1985) 
offer the promise of providing more comprehensive, quantitative estimates. 

Readers wishing more in-depth discussions of validity, its historical evolution 
as a concept, and its philosophy of science underpinnings should refer to Angoff 
(1988), Cronbach (1989), and Messick (1989). 

A. Forms of Validity Evidence 

As with any hypothesis, a variety of different forms of evidence may be sought 
with which to probe the validity of the interpretation of the measure. Several 
commonly utilized forms of validity evidence are briefly presented next. The impor
tance of each of the forms of evidence will vary depending on the nature of the 
validity question being addressed and the construct theory, issues we raised earlier 
in the chapter. 

i . Content 

Evidence about the validity of the content of a measure involves comparisons of 
the actual coverage of the items with the domain implied by the construct theory. 
This means that the clearest evidence about the adequacy of the content will be 
available when a well-specified theory specifies the domain and facets of the con
struct. Three potential problems with measures may arise. First, important facets 
of the construct may be underrepresented by having too few or no items. For 
example, Jackson, Ahmed, and Heapy (1976) originally proposed that six facets 
(competitiveness, concern for excellence, status with experts, status with peers, 
acquisitiveness, and achievement via independence) constitute need for achieve
ment. In terms of Jackson et al.'s conception, a measure that did not include items 
on status with peers would underrepresent the construct of need for achievement. 
Second, a facet or even a small portion of a facet may be represented by a large 
number of items relative to other facets. Severe oversampling of items can increase 
the perceived importance of an aspect of the construct, turning what is in reality 
a minor dimension into an apparent major one (sometimes termed a "bloated 
specific factor"). Third, additional dimensions not specified by the construct theory 
may be reliably measured. For example, if most of the items of a measure of need 
for achievement were worded in a socially desirable manner or if several of the 
items measured fear of failure, then the measure could be contaminated by these 
construct-irrelevant dimensions. 

The adequacy of the measure's coverage of the content of the construct is 
normally assessed in two ways. First, judges can review the items for completeness 
and evenness of coverage of the domain of the construct. Depending on the type 
of measure being developed, experts in the content area or representatives of the 
subject population or both may serve as judges. As a first step in providing evidence 
concerning the validity of the measure, the judges should reach consensus that 
adequate coverage of the domain of the construct has been achieved. Indeed, with 
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a construct theory that clearly specifies the domain and the facets of the construct, 
item writers working independently should ideally be able to produce highly related 
(and in the limit, interchangeable) measures of the construct. 

Second, psychometric investigations should indicate that the data are consis
tent with the structure hypothesized by the construct theory. For example, Snyder's 
(1974) self-monitoring scale, which was originally proposed to have a single underly
ing dimension (factor), was later found by Briggs, Cheek, and Buss (1980) to 
have three underlying dimensions. Jackson et al. (1976) found that data were not 
consistent with their hypothesis that need for achievement is a hierarchically orga
nized construct with six distinct facets (second-order factor model). Failures to 
confirm the structure of the hypothesized construct typically indicate that the mea
sure, the construct, or both need further revision. Data consistent with the hypothe
sized structure support the continued use of both the measure and the construct 
theory. 

Given the importance that has historically been placed on measures having 
only one underlying factor (dimension) and the frequency with which one factor 
structures have been proposed, it is useful to examine the issue of single factoredness 
in greater detail. Several cases exist in the literature in which a one-dimensional 
structure was hypothesized, but was not initially subjected to a strong empirical 
test. Rotter's (1966) internal-external (I-E) locus of control scale and Snyder's 
(1974) self-monitoring (S-M) scale, to cite two examples, have been criticized in 
the literature on the grounds that several largely independent factors actually under
lie the items (see, for example, Collins, 1974; Mirels, 1970, for I-E; Briggs & Cheek, 
1988; Briggs et al, 1980, for S-M). In these cases, one underlying dimension of the 
measure can be responsible for correlations with one set of criterion variables, 
whereas another underlying dimension is responsible for correlations with a second 
set of criterion variables. Worse still, it is theoretically possible for the two dimen
sions to correlate in opposite directions with a set of criterion variables, producing 
an overall 0 relationship. Zuckerman and Gerbasi (1977) provide a nice illustration 
of some of these problems, showing that many of the ambiguities in a portion of 
the I-E literature could be clarified by consideration of the multifactor structure 
of the measure. Neuberg, Judice, and West (in press) show how greater empirical and 
conceptual clarity can be brought to the literature on need for closure (Webster & 
Kruglanski, 1994) through careful consideration of the two largely independent 
dimensions that underlie this measure. Unidimensional measures are clearly pre
ferred unless a well-developed theory precisely details the relationships among the 
multiple dimensions (or classes) that compose the construct as well as their first-
order and interactive relationships with external criteria. Masculinity-femininity 
scales provide an important illustration of how a construct originally conceived 
of as unidimensional (Constantinople, 1973) has been reconceptualized as being 
composed of two separate dimensions (Bem, 1974; Spence & Helmreich, 1978). 
Carver (1989), Hull, Lehn, and Tedlie (1991), Messick (1989), and Jackson and 
Paunonen (1985) present general discussions of some of these issues; Sternberg 
and Weil (1980) offer an empirical illustration of how well-developed theory can 



CHAPTER 6 PERSONALITY MEASUREMENT 153 

guide tests of the construct's hypothesized structure and its relationship with exter
nal criteria. 

The desirability and ease of interpretation of unidimensional tests have long 
been recognized (e.g., Cronbach, 1951; Guilford, 1954; Loevinger, 1947,1948; Mc-
Nemar, 1946; see Walker, 1931, for an early mention). Numerous indices that 
purport to assess unidimensionality have been developed over the years (Hattie, 
1985). Nonetheless, the index most commonly utilized by personality researchers 
for this purpose is an inappropriate one, Cronbach's (1951) coefficient a, which, as 
discussed previously is a measure of internal consistency. Typically in practice, if 
a scale has a coefficient a of about .70 or better for a reasonable length test, it is 
taken as an adequate measure of the underlying dimension. A unidimensional scale 
will necessarily produce a high coefficient a. Unfortunately, scales having multiple 
underlying factors can also easily produce high levels of coefficient a. For example. 
Green, Lissitz, and Mulaik (1977) have shown in a simulation that a 10-item test 
in which scores were produced by five underlying factors can produce values of 
coefficient a greater than .80! Consequently, we recommend that investigators 
utilize more sensitive techniques to detect departures from unidimensionality. These 
techniques include confirmatory factor analysis (BoUen, 1989) for ratings, and item 
response theory (Hambleton, Swaminathan, & Rogers, 1991) for dichotomous items 
(see Ozer & Reise, 1994; West & Finch, 1995, for overviews). Coefficient a should 
be restricted to its intended use as a measure of internal consistency in line with 
Cronbach's (1951) original recommendations. 

2. External Criteria 

A second source of validity evidence comes from the degree to which the measure 
can predict external criteria that are theoretically expected to be related to the 
construct being measured. Loevinger (1957) has in particular emphasized the impor
tance of external criteria in validational efforts: "It seems reasonable to require 
that complete validation of any test include a demonstration of some non-zero 
relationship with a non-test variable" (p. 675). The criteria may occur simultaneously 
with the measurement of the construct or be expected to occur in the future. 
Potential criteria may come from a wide variety of different sources, such as behav
ioral samples in laboratory or naturalistic settings, ratings by knowledgeable infor
mants or clinicians, biographical data, physiological data, and other self-report 
measures of the same construct. The usefulness of each potential criterion source 
will depend on the nature of the construct and the type of measure being vaUdated 
(Moskowitz, 1986). 

As a simple illustration of the validation of a construct against external criteria, 
a measure of extraversion might be expected to discriminate current members of 
social clubs from nonmembers. Or, it might be expected to predict the likelihood 
that an individual would initiate future conversations with strangers. Or, it might 
be expected to predict that individuals scoring as extroverts on the measure would 
be rated as being extraverted by their spouses and their employers. Such types 
of evidence support the preferred interpretation of the measure as extraversion. 
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However, it is possible that other theoretically distinguishable characteristics (e.g., 
anxiety) may also be assessed by the measure that also predict the external criteria. 
In such cases, the measure will better predict the criterion (e.g., membership in 
social clubs) to the extent it reflects all of the factors (e.g., high extraversion and 
low anxiety) that influence the external criterion. Extended validation efforts in 
which the measure successfully predicts different external criteria in several separate 
studies make a much more convincing case for the interpretation, particularly if a 
strong nomological network is developed linking the construct to a diverse set of 
predicted outcomes (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955). Yet, even such programs of valida
tion still must be carefully scrutinized to determine whether other variables may 
form a common basis for group membership or the occurrence of the predicted 
behavior (Houts, Cook, & Shadish, 1986). 

3. Experimental Manipulations 
Experimental designs in which the subject's level on the construct is directly manipu
lated can also provide important validity information about measures of certain 
constructs. Measures of state variables such as negative mood should show significant 
change when subjects are exposed to an appropriate manipulation such as sad films 
or news stories. Predictions about trait variables such as depression are less clear 
and depend on the strength of the manipulation and the degree of overlap between 
the state and the trait constructs. Exposing subjects to a sad film is unlikely to result 
in significant changes on those facets of a measure of depression related to sleep 
disturbance and lack of energy. In contrast, psychotherapeutic interventions that 
are known to be effective should produce significant changes relative to an untreated 
control group on a new measure of depression. 

B. Convergent and Discriminant Validation 

Validation of a measure requires a twofold approach. First, as outlined in the 
previous sections, evidence bearing on predictions made by the construct theory 
needs to be collected. A measure of assertiveness might be validated through a 
variety of methods such as asking knowledgeable informants to rate each person 
on assertiveness, behavioral observations in a standard assertiveness test situation, 
or correlation with scores on another existing measure of assertiveness. This seeking 
of confirmatory evidence for the proposed interpretation of the measure has been 
termed convergent validation. Second, evidence is also needed showing that the 
measure under consideration differs from measures of other constructs. For exam
ple, it should be possible to empirically distinguish a new measure of assertiveness 
from existing measures of aggressiveness. This second approach, termed discrimi
nant validation, helps to justify the proposal of a new construct. 

Studies of convergent and discriminant validity need to be planned carefully 
as a number of biases can distort the results. Measures purporting to assess the 
same construct can be based on radically different definitions or theories of the 
construct. For example, correlations between different measures of self-esteem 
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range from high (.6 to .8) to low negative (- .2) (Briggs & Cheek, 1986). Different 
types of measures may reflect the same or different facets of the construct. Co
worker, spouse, and peer informants may reach a relatively high level of agreement 
concerning a target person's degree of extraversion, whereas they may reach no 
agreement concerning the individual's recent stressful Ufe events since each individ
ual observes only one domain of the person's life. The degree of discriminant 
validity will reflect the diversity of the sample of construct measures that are 
included. For example, Backteman and Magnusson (1981) found that teacher ratings 
strongly discriminated between aggressiveness and timidity, but provided a much 
weaker differentiation between aggressiveness, motor disturbance (fidgeting), lack 
of concentration, and lack of school motivation. Ideally, discriminant validity studies 
should provide a strong test of the new measure: Measures of those specific con
structs that represent the most plausible alternative interpretations of the new 
measure should always be included. 

Convergent and discriminant validity studies are most typically conducted at 
the level of tests (measures), but can also be conducted at the item level. Indeed, 
Jackson (1971) has advocated a test construction procedure in which measures of 
two or more constructs are developed simultaneously, with item selection based 
on both convergent and discriminant evidence. Powerful statistical techniques based 
on confirmatory factor analysis have been developed that permit strong tests of 
convergent and discriminant validity at either the item or the test level (see Bollen, 
1989; Finch & West, 1996). 

C. Multitrait-Multimethod Matrix 

Campbell and Fiske (1959; see also Marsh, 1989b) developed a stringent technique 
for probing the convergent and discriminant vaUdity of measures. They argue that 
systematic variance in test responses may be divided into trait-related and method-
related components. To the extent that two measures share the same method-
related components, their intercorrelation will be inflated. For example, if self-
report measures of sense of humor and driving ability both reflect individuals' 
tendencies to bias their reports in a positive direction, then the correlation obtained 
between these two measures would be seriously inflated. 

To address this problem, Campbell and Fiske (1959) proposed the strategy 
of the multitrait-multimethod (MTMM) matrbc. In this approach, several constructs 
(typically traits or abilities) are measured using multiple measurement techniques. 
For example, as part of a larger study by Gersten, Beals, West, and Sandler (1987), 
a large sample of children were assessed using three different methods (structured 
interviews with each child, child reports, and parent reports) to measure three 
different dimensions of symptoms (anxiety, depression, and conduct problems). In 
general, to the extent that different methods of measuring a single construct produce 
high correlations relative to those obtained using a single method of measuring 
different constructs, convergent and discriminant validity are demonstrated. 
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To illustrate the use of this technique more concretely, consider the three 
idealized examples shown in Table I, panels A, B, and C, which are based on 
hypothetical data. Three traits, neuroticism (N), extraversion (E), and openness to 
experience (O) are measured using two methods, self-reports (1) and spouse reports 
(2). We assume that all measures have equal reliabilities in examples lA and IB 
and introduce the complication of unequal reliabilities in example IC. 

TABLE I 

Illustration of Hypothetical Multitrait-Multimethod Matrices with Three Traits and Two Methods 

Traits 

Method 1̂  

Nl 

A. Convergent and discriminant 

Method 1 
Self-report 

Method 2 
Spouse-report 

B. Strong 

Method 1 
Self-report 

Method 2 
Spouse-report 

Nl Neuroticism 
El Extraversion 
Ol Openness 
N2 Neuroticism 
E2 Extraversion 
02 Openness 

methods effects 

Nl Neuroticism 
El Extraversion 
Ol Openness 
N2 Neuroticism 
E2 Extraversion 
02 Openness 

El Ol 

Method 2^ 

N2 E2 

validity with minimal methods effects 

(.9) 
4 
2 

.6 

.2 

.1 

(.8) 
.6 
.5 
.2 
.1 
.0 

(.9) 
.2 
.2 
.6 
.1 

(.8) 
.5 
.1 
3 
.0 

(.9) 
.1 
.1 
.4 

(.8) 
.0 
.0 
2 

C. Effects of unreliability and lack of discriminant validity (02) 

Method 1 
Self-report 

Method 2 
Spouse-report 

Nl 
El Extraversion 
Ol Openness 

N2 Neuroticism 
E2 Extraversion 
02 Openness 

(.4) 
3 
.1 

A 
.1 
.1 

(.9) 
2 

2 
.6 
.1 

(.9) 
.1 
.1 
.4 

(.9) 
4 
2 

(.8) 
.6 
.5 

(.9) 
4 
2 

02 

(.9) 
2 

(.8) 
.5 

(.9) 
.5 

(.9) 

(.8) 

(.9) 

Note: Reliabilities are printed on diagonal in parentheses. Validity coefficients are printed in boldface 
type. Correlations between different traits measured with the same method are printed in italics. 
Correlations between different traits measured with the different methods are printed in standard 
typeface. 
« Self-report. 
* Spouse report. 
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Following Campbell and Fiske (1959, pp. 82-83), four criteria are normally 
utilized in examining multitrait-multimethod matrices. 

1. The correlations of different methods of measuring the same trait (conver
gent validity coefficients) should be statistically significant and large enough in 
magnitude to justify further consideration. For example, in Table l A the values of 
rm;s2 (-6), rEi,E2 (-6), and roi,o2 (-4; values printed in bold) are all statistically 
significant and of reasonable magnitude. 

2. Each of the convergent validity coefficients should be higher than the 
correlations of different methods of measuring different traits located in the corre
sponding column and row. For example, in Table lA , rEi,E2 (-6) is larger than other 
values in the same column (rEi,N2 = -2; rEi,o2 = .1) and row (rE2,Ni = -2, rE2,oi = 
.1). This should hold true for all analogous comparisons within the different-trait, 
different-method block of correlations that appears in standard print in Table lA. 

3. Each of the convergent validity coefficients should be higher than the 
correlations of the same method of measuring different traits located in the corre
sponding column and row. For example, in Table lA , TNI N2 = 6 is larger than the 
value of rNi,Ei ( 4 ) and TNI.QI (.2) in the same column and the values of rN2,E2 (-4) 
and rN2,o2 (-2) in the same row. (Some thought may be required to locate these 
latter two values in the triangular form in which MTMM matrices are typically 
presented.) This relationship should hold true for all analogous comparisons within 
the different-trait, same-method triangles that are printed in italics in Table lA . 

Campbell and O'Connell (1982) have more recently noted that this third 
criterion may be overly stringent. Although sharing the same method may inflate 
correlations between different traits, the use of different methods to assess the 
same trait in the validity coefficients may produce nonshared variance that will 
tend to attenuate these correlations. Thus, minor failures to meet this criterion 
should be interpreted carefully rather than leading to an automatic conclusion of 
a lack of discriminant validity. 

4. Finally, the same general pattern of relationships should hold for each of 
the triangles in the different-trait, different-method block (standard print) and the 
different-trait, same-method block (italics). Such a finding suggests that the correla
tions between the true scores for each of the traits are independent of the method 
of measurement. 

Applying these criteria to Table lA , we see that they are all easily met. Hence, 
there is strong evidence for the convergent and discriminant validity of the three 
traits. In Table IB, we see an idealized example in which a strong method effect 
has been added to the MTMM matrix; this confounding leads to inflated correlations 
whenever two traits are measured by the same method and hence produces problems 
in meeting the third criterion. Thus, the E 1 - E 2 correlation (.3) in Table IB is 
lower than the E1~N1 (.6), the E l - O l (.5), the E 2 - N 2 (.6), or the E 2 - 0 2 (.5) 
correlations. This result combined with the relatively small values of the validity 
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coefficients suggests serious problems with the convergent and discriminant validity 
of the measures. 

Finally, in Table IC two alterations have been introduced into the MTMM 
matrix relative to Table lA. First, the reliability of the self-report measure of 
neuroticism (.4) is very low and substantially attenuates all of the correlations in 
the Nl column. Second, a higher correlation between spouse reports of extraversion 
and openness (rE2,o2 = .5) is reported. Applying the four Campbell and Fiske 
criteria to Table IC, we see that criteria 1 and 2 are passed but criteria 3 and 4 are 
not. The vaUdity correlation for neuroticism, rNi,N2 (-4), does not exceed rN2,E2 (-4). 
This is an artifact of the low reliability of Nl and would not be a problem if the 
correlation matrix were corrected for attenuation prior to analysis (Althauser & 
Heberlein, 1970; Jackson, 1969). On the other hand, the validity correlation for 
openness, roi,o2 (-4), is exceeded by ro2,E2 (.5), which is not an artifact of differential 
reliability. Note also that the pattern of correlations in the Method 2-Method 2 
different-trait triangle differs from the pattern of correlations in all of the other 
different-trait triangles. This pattern of results with respect to criteria 3 and 4 
suggests that openness fails to exhibit discriminant validity with respect to 
spouse reports. 

These examples clearly illustrate the utility of the Campbell-Fiske approach 
in probing issues of convergent and discriminant validity. However, the Campbell-
Fiske approach has several limitations of which investigators should be aware in 
interpreting their results. 

1. The Campbell-Fiske approach makes a strong assumption that the mea
sures have equal reliabilities and no restriction of range. As we saw in our analysis 
of Table IC, these problems can lead to artifactual failures to satisfy the four criteria 
unless the correlation matrix is corrected for these sources of attenuation. 

2. The cookbook nature of the Campbell-Fiske approach has unfortunately 
facilitated choices of methods and traits for inclusion in the MTMM on the basis 
of convenience rather than theory. Investigators need to use the construct theory 
of the traits as a guide in the choice of traits and methods to be included. Theoreti
cally, which traits is it important to discriminate between? 

3. The large number of nonindependent comparisons that are required for 
the statistical analysis of MTMM matrices leads to potential problems of quantifying 
and interpreting the results. Steiger (1980) and Meng, Rosenthal, and Rubin (1992) 
have proposed methods that may be adapted to the basic analysis of MTMM 
matrices. Confirmatory factor analysis approaches (Marsh & Grayson, 1995) provide 
direct tests of the fit of the data to MTMM models. 

4. The Campbell-Fiske criteria assume that trait and method factors are 
uncorrected, that trait and method factors do not interact, that method factors are 
uncorrected, and that all traits are influenced equally by the method factors. These 
assumptions may be violated in some applications, making the results difficult to 
interpret. Again, confirmatory factor analysis approaches have begun to provide 
some methods of dealing with these violated assumptions. 
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Despite these limitations, the Campbell and Fiske (1959) criteria provide an 
excellent, though stringent, strategy for the study of MTMM matrices. As Messick 
(1989) notes, the Campbell-Fiske approach "is a tough (often humbling) heuristic 
device that forces the investigator to confront simultaneously both convergent and 
discriminant evidence, or the lack thereof" (p. 47). Indeed, Fiske and Campbell 
(1992) have recently lamented that psychologists have made but little progress in 
improving the convergent and discriminant validity of their measures during the past 
35 years. Careful consideration of method effects can potentially lead to substantive 
interpretations that further inform our understanding of the trait constructs (Ozer, 
1989). More sophisticated analytical techniques for MTMM matrices are currently 
being developed; however, the Campbell-Fiske criteria provide an important and 
informative baseline from which the results of such analyses can be more easily 
interpreted (Marsh, 1989a). 

rv. CONCLUSION 

Two underlying themes have emerged in this chapter that are appearing with 
increasing frequency in modern writings on measurement. 

1. This chapter moves away from a cookbook approach and advocates strong 
theoretical guidance of all investigations. Even consideration of reliability should 
be guided by the construct theory. The definition, domain, and theoretical structure 
of the construct affect the sampling of items and even the types of measures that 
should be sought. The construct theory determines the types of criteria that should 
be sought in attempting to establish the validity of the measure. 

2. This chapter also emphasizes the importance of identifying and testing 
alternative hypotheses about the interpretation of constructs. Houts et al. (1986) 
emphasize the importance of examining one's own work and even entire research 
literatures for the possibility of common biases that may contribute to the results. 
Probing research literatures for common assumptions, asking what aspects of the 
construct theory have not been tested, and listening carefully to one's critics are 
methods of identifying such biases. For example, nearly all of the research on the 
Big Five Personality Traits has involved self-reports or the reports of knowledgeable 
others rather than observational measures (Digman, 1990). Similarly, the stringent 
tests provided by the inclusion of the most serious contending interpretations of a 
construct in convergent and discriminant validity studies (ideally utilizing multitrait-
multimethod matrices) offer promise in refining our understanding of these con
structs. Tests of competing models of personality structure offer the strongest evi
dence for or against a hypothesized structure. 

We believe that the increased emphasis on the theoretical bases of personality 
constructs advocated here will have a salutatory effect on personality measurement. 
A movement away from attempts to routinize approaches to measurement may 
help foster more careful planning and implementation of measurement designs. 
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Modern measurement techniques are reemphasizing the in terdependence of theo
retical, methodological, measurement , and statistical analysis choices. 
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Chip and Priscilla, a Yuppie couple from Chicago, have just moved to Dallas 
and are sampHng some of the trendier nightspots on Lower Greenville Avenue. 
As they push through the swinging doors of what appears to be a quaint little 
Western saloon right out of the TV series Gunsmoke, they are confronted by 
six huge bikers from the motorcycle gang Los Diablos, who turn on their barstools 
to glare at them. The bikers have an average height of more than six feet, an 
average weight of more than 250 pounds, an average beard growth of more than 
six days, and an average of more than two tattoos and three missing teeth. The 
fumes they emit smell flammable. Two of them stare with contempt at Chip, 
and one leers evilly at Priscilla. "This doesn't look like our kind of place," Chip 
says to Priscilla, as they prepare to beat a hasty retreat. 

Just as in this fictional example, real people in their everyday lives deliberately 
choose to enter some situations and to avoid others. The goal of this chapter is to 
review a rapidly growing body of data which suggests that these choices are deter
mined, at least in part, by the degree to which people perceive certain situations 
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as either "fitting" or failing to "fit" such aspects of their own personalities as their 
traits, their attitudes, and their self-conceptions. Because this chapter is intended 
primarily as a review of the available literature, the major theoretical perspectives 
that bear on this work are described only in their broadest outlines. For a more 
detailed discussion of these theoretical perspectives, the reader is referred to the 
original sources as well as to the theoretical integration by Snyder and Ickes 
(1985). 

I. WHAT DOES ^THOOSING SITUATIONS" MEAN? 

The idea that people actively choose to be in situations that best "fit" their personali
ties is hardly a novel concept. In fact, its relevance to the matter of behavioral 
consistency has long been recognized by personality theorists. For example, as early 
as 1937, G. W. AUport noted that individuals play an active role in seeking out 
environments that are congruent with their dispositions. Some decades later, Mischel 
(1969,1977) and Block (1968) argued that personality may be a function of situa
tional contingencies, and Magnusson (1981, 1988, 1990; see also Endler, 1988) 
asserted that an understanding of human behavior requires an understanding of 
the situations in which humans behave. Taking this argument full circle back to 
AUport (1937), Bowers (1973) stated that "people foster consistent social environ
ments which then reciprocate by fostering behavioral consistency" (p. 329), and 
Bandura (1982) noted that by constructing their environments, individuals achieve 
some regularity in their behavior. Recently, Snyder and Ickes (1985) have proposed 
that "one's choices of the settings in which to live one's life. . . may reflect features 
of one's conceptions of self, one's characteristic dispositions, one's attitudes and 
values, and other attributes of personality" (p. 915). Similarly, Caspi, Bem, and 
Elder (1989) have argued that "a person's selection and creation of environments 
is one of the most individuating and pervasive expressions of his or her personality" 
(p. 377). 

Common to most, if not all, of these statements is the assumption that, in 
the natural course of their lives, individuals can freely choose to be in certain sit
uations and to avoid others. These preferred environments provide opportunities 
for personal dispositions to be manifested and reinforced. Once individuals 
are in their chosen situations, their words and actions are genuine reflections of 
their personalities, and the fact that they display these behaviors in settings they 
have specifically chosen ensures a substantial degree of consistency in their behavior. 

The interest of personality psychologists in the relation between personality 
and situational choices is due, in no small measure, to their long-standing interest 
in understanding the processes that govern temporal stability and cross-situational 
consistency in behavior. As Snyder and Ickes (1985) have noted, personality psychol
ogists were guided first by a dispositional strategy that viewed traits and other 
relatively stable and enduring dispositions as responsible for behavioral consis-
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tency.̂  Later, in part as a reaction to critiques of the trait approach, especially that 
of Mischel (1968), the statistical or mechanistic version of an interactional strategy 
emerged. This approach viewed behavior as the product of the interaction between 
the person and the situation. Such interactions were assumed to be unidirectional 
such that personal and situational variables could influence, but not be influenced 
by, individuals' behavior (Cantor & Kihlstrom, 1980; Magnusson & Endler, 1977; 
Snyder & Ickes, 1985). 

The most recent phase of this endeavor has seen the emergence of a dynamic 
interactional strategy that views behavioral consistency as the product of the recipro
cal causal relation between personality and environment. It is assumed that people 
have a tendency to choose to enter and participate in those situations that they 
perceive to be most conducive to the behavioral expression of their own traits and 
dispositions. Because these situations are typically the ones in which reinforcement 
of the expressed behaviors is most likely to occur, the choice of situations is an 
important cause of the temporal stability in individuals' behavior. 

n. CONCEPTUAL AND METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES 

If the notion that peoples' personalities influence their choice of situations is not 
a new idea, why have personality psychologists only recently begun to study this 
phenomenon? Argyle, Furnham, and Graham (1981) have proposed one answer 
to this question. They have noted that, whereas personality theorists have been 
fairly successful in making conceptual distinctions among person concepts (traits), 
they have not yet undertaken the analogous (but potentially more difficult) task 
of developing an appropriate taxonomy of situations. Similar calls for appropriate 
conceptual work have been made by Runyan (1978), Duke and Nowicki (1982), 
and Endler (1983).2 

^ Throughout this chapter, we intend a traditional usage of the terms traits and dispositions, 
defining them as relatively stable internal structures that guide, and therefore partially determine, 
behavioral acts. This usage is consistent with Allport*s (1931, 1966) view of traits as "neurodynamic 
structures" whose reality can be presumed even if their precise forms and functions cannot yet be 
specified (see also Funder, 1991). Our use of the term cross-situational consistency is reserved for those 
topographically similar or dissimilar behaviors that appear to have the same general meaning across a 
wide range of situations to the actor who performs them, and can therefore be viewed as a patterned 
manifestation of an underlying trait or disposition (e.g., punctuality). Obviously, the term cross-situational 
consistency cannot be applied to cases in which the behaviors displayed in different situations have 
substantially different meanings for the actor, despite their topographical similarity (e.g., taking money 
from someone can variously be interpreted as "receiving one's wages," "getting a rebate," "taking a 
bribe," or "stealing"). 

^ Given the conceptual difficulties involved, we do not propose to solve the problem of defining 
situation here. We will simply note that situations can be conceptualized as (a) multidimensional fields 
of action in which (b) behavior is to some degree constrained by environmental press, and which 
(c) can be viewed from any of a number of different perspectives that are available to a given perceiver. 
These perspectives, discussed as "the forms of social awareness" by Wegner and Giuliano (1982), include 
tacit and focal self-awareness, tacit and focal other awareness, and tacit and focal group awareness. 
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The lack of relevant conceptual work is not the only problem, however. 
Another, and possibly more serious, problem is that most researchers are still 
committed to the assumptions of mechanistic interactionism and the conven
tions of traditional empirical methods such as the laboratory experiment. As 
Snyder and Ickes (1985, pp. 914-915) have pointed out, the assumptions un
derlying the experimental method are, in at least two respects, inconsistent with 
those underlying a dynamic interactional approach wherein the individuals' choice 
of situations is both a cause and a consequence of the disposition-based stabiUty 
in their behavior. The limitations imposed by this inconsistency are discussed 
below. 

A. Limitations of the Experimental Approach 

First, a key component for conducting a sound experiment is the direct experimental 
manipulation of independent variables which, in most psychological experiments, 
are aspects of the situation to which the subject is exposed. Great care is taken to 
ensure that the different levels of the independent (i.e., situational) variable are 
made sufficiently distinct from each other to guarantee effects on the behavior of 
the participants assigned to these different conditions. This, in fact, is the major 
strength of the experimental methodology: it provides maximal opportunities for 
researchers to witness the impact of situations on behavior. At the same time, 
however, controlling some aspects of the situation through manipulation of the 
independent variables tends to work against the goals of the personality researcher. 
Specifically, to the extent that the psychological "strength" of the experimen
tal situation constrains the subjects' behavior in a way that minimizes individual 
differences, the very phenomena which personality theorists seek to observe 
and understand become increasingly less evident (Ickes, 1982; Snyder & Ickes, 
1985). 

Second, another essential component for conducting a sound experiment is 
the random assignment of participants to the different treatment conditions. This 
step is necessary to control for individual differences across conditions so that a 
more valid causal conclusion can be made about the impact of the independent 
variable on the dependent variable. Despite its methodological importance, how
ever, randomly assigning participants to treatment conditions eliminates one major 
vehicle by which individuals' attributes are manifested. That is, by assigning partici
pants to specific treatment conditions, the experimenter denies them the opportunity 
to choose whether or not to be exposed to the assigned condition instead of to one 
of the remaining conditions, of whose nature and even existence they are frequently 
kept unaware. Further, once they are in a treatment condition, they can exert 
minimal influence on the situation and can only react to the manipulated indepen
dent variable(s). Thus, the experimental procedure effectively and intentionally 
minimizes the extent to which behavior in the experimental situation is a reflection 
of the individual's attributes. 
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The manipulation of variables and the random assignment of subjects to 
treatment conditions are, of course, the essential and defining features of the experi
mental method. They are precisely the features that make this method so well 
suited to testing casual hypotheses about the effects of manipulated independent 
variables on measured dependent variables. However, in real world settings, people 
are not typically denied the freedom to be where they want to be, when to be there, 
and with whom to be there. In real world settings, people are most often found 
in situations of their own choosing. Viewed from this perspective, conventional 
experimental paradigms can be seen as highly unusual and constraining situations 
that eliminate the usual opportunities by which people choose to be in certain set
tings. 

Practitioners of the situational strategy for studying personality differences 
are thus faced with an important dilemma (Snyder & Ickes, 1985). On the one 
hand, by experimentally controlling features of the situation and randomly assigning 
participants to the treatment conditions, investigators of the dynamic interactional 
approach are assured of attenuating, and possibly even eliminating, the personality 
processes that are presumably of greatest interest to them. On the other hand, 
because the same experimental procedures typically guarantee the internal validity 
of any findings obtained, researchers may be understandably reluctant to give 
them up. 

B. Alternative Research Methods 

The obvious challenge, then, is to identify and understand the consistencies in 
behavior that are expressed through the selection of situations without breaking 
the rules of conventional empirical investigation. Fortunately, through the efforts 
of a growing number of researchers, several novel methodologies have been devel
oped to achieve this goal. 

These methodologies all reflect the fundamental assumption of the dynamic 
interactional approach. As we have noted, dynamic interactionism is a reciprocal 
or transactional model which assumes that the situation is both a cause and a 
consequence of the person's behavior (Endler & Edwards, 1986). Given this assump
tion of bidirectional causality, it is possible either (a) to view some aspect of the 
situation as the independent (or predictor) variable and some aspect of the person 
as the dependent (or criterion) variable, or (b) to view some aspect of the person 
as the predictor variable and some aspect of the situation as the criterion variable. 
The first view is the traditional one embodied in most experimental research; the 
second view is one that is currently guiding much of the empirical research on how 
individuals' personalities affect their choice of situations. 

The methodologies most consistent with the second view can be grouped into 
three broad categories: (1) studies of actual situational choices in the real world, 
(2) studies of actual situational choices in the laboratory, and (3) studies of hypothet
ical situational choices (e.g., in response to survey or questionnaire items). After 
reviewing some representative studies in each of these three categories, we will 
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briefly note a number of other empirical methods that can be used by practitioners 
of the dynamic interactional strategy. 

/ . Studying Actual Situational Choices in the Real World 

In research consistent with the view that personality traits constrain people's every
day choices of situations, Furnham (1981) studied how individuals' activity prefer
ences vary as a function of their personality. He found that extraverts were more 
likely than introverts to report being in situations that invited competition, intimacy, 
and assertion. Similarly, Holland (1966,1985) has shown (in research to be described 
later in this chapter) that people's occupational preferences are also determined 
to a significant degree by their personality. 

In conceptually related research, the experience sampling method (Csikszent-
mihalyi & Figurski, 1982; Csikszentmihalyi & Kubey, 1981; Hormuth, 1986) or 
similar techniques (Wheeler, Reis, & Nezlek, 1983) have been used to study the 
naturally occurring selection of situations. For example, Emmons, Diener, and 
Larsen (1986) had people keep records of specific behaviors and moods in a number 
of situations they typically encountered in their own environments. One of their 
findings revealed that extraverts spent more time and felt more positive in situations 
that provided social, as opposed to solitary, recreation activities. In another study 
using the experience sampling method, Diener, Larsen, and Emmons (1984) found 
that people who had a high need for order chose to be in common or "typical" 
situations more often than in novel situations. 

It should be noted that this approach can also be used to identify situations that 
individuals choose to avoid. For example, Furnham (1981) reported that neurotics 
tended to avoid situations that were high in social stimulation and provided opportu
nities for extended social interaction. 

2. Studying Actual Situational Choices in the Laboratory 

It is not necessary, however, to abandon laboratory procedures when conducting 
research of this type. For example, in a laboratory study of self-monitoring processes, 
Snyder and Gangestad (1982) found that high self-monitors preferred situations 
that provided them with precise and unambiguous specifications of the type of 
person called for in the setting to ones that provided them with a minimally defined 
character. In contrast, low self-monitors preferred situations that permitted them 
to act in accordance with their own dispositions. 

Obviously, laboratory studies such as this are correlational rather than experi
mental, since the participants are free to choose the situation or "condition" they 
wish to enter rather than being randomly assigned to it. On the other hand, because 
the experimental convention of random assignment forces some participants to be 
in a situation that they would otherwise not choose to enter, all truly experimental 
situations can justifiably be described as "artificial" in the sense that they are 
determined by the experimenter instead of being chosen by the participants them
selves (Diener et al, 1984; Wachtel, 1973). 
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3. Studying Hypothetical Situational Choices 
As an alternative to presenting people with a choice between actual situations, 
some researchers have developed paper-and-pencil measures designed to assess 
variations in individuals' habitual choices of, or characteristic preferences for, hypo
thetical situations that are described in less immediate, more abstract terms. 

Because the situational strategist is interested in people's choices of situations 
as a function of their attributes, a valid assessment device would be one that 
measures the strength of situational preferences. Although most existing scales 
were not designed to measure such preferences (cf. Furnham, 1981; L. A. Pervin, 
1981), at least a few promising scales of this type have been developed. For example, 
Furnham (1982) has used the Social Situation Scale to study how situational prefer
ences vary as a function of psychoticism and social desirability. Crozier (1979) and 
Wolpe and Lang (1964) have used the Fear Survey Schedules to assess the degree 
to which people would be anxious or fearful in various situations (e.g., situations 
involving criticism or negative evaluation). In other research, W. H. Jones, Russell, 
and Cutrona (1985) have used the Shyness Situations Measure to identify the type 
of situations in which the dispositional^ shy are most likely to feel shy (e.g., eating 
in a restaurant or giving a speech). 

4. Other Methods for Studying Situational Choices 

Still another method for investigating the type of situations certain individuals 
choose is the template-matching technique proposed by D. J. Bem and Funder 
(1978; D. J. Bem, 1981). In one study applying this technique. Lord (1982) proposed 
that a person's behavior should be consistent across situations to the degree that 
there is similarity in the person's templates for the situations. Lord's (1982) study 
revealed that cross-situational consistency emerged when the perceived situational 
similarity was idiographic but not when it was nomothetic (i.e., consensual). These 
results not only demonstrated that the template-matching technique can be used 
to study individual differences in situation selection but provided further support 
for D. J. Bem and Allen's (1974) assertion that consistency in behavior is manifested 
at the idiographic level. 

Finally, there are a number of other empirical methods that can be used by 
the situational strategist. The researcher can obtain the subjects' verbal or written 
expressions about their level of comfort in and preference for a particular situation 
(Mehrabian, 1978). The researcher can also obtain cognitive representations of 
chosen situations to determine if there are characteristic schemas that people hold 
for the settings they are likely to spend time in (Price, 1981). And, to complement 
these self-report techniques, the researcher can obtain behavioral measures of 
situational preference (e.g., degree of exploration, the physical movement of avoid
ing or approaching tasks/persons in the available settings, and the length of stay). 

C. Some Unresolved Problems 

Although all of the methods described above can profitably be employed by 
situational strategists, some final words of caution are in order. First, as D. J. 
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Bern and Allen (1974) have noted, the English language presents us with a rich 
vocabulary for describing traits but an impoverished vocabulary for describing 
situations. Asking people to identify their choices of situations or to indicate 
on a questionnaire their likelihood of entering a particular situation presumes 
that they can semantically distinguish one situation from another. Researchers 
must be aware of this linguistic obstacle and find ways to overcome it. Second, 
and in a related vein, individuals (a) may not have much experience in discriminat
ing one situation from another, (b) may interpret descriptions of situations quite 
differently from the way the experimenter intends, (c) may view rating scales 
as not particularly relevant to their cognitive representations of situations, (d) may 
use a different frame of reference than that of the experimenter, (e) may view 
past situations as dissimilar to future situations, (f) may presume that they are 
responding to functionally equivalent situations when filling out a questionnaire, 
or (g) may view situations in fairly nonspecific and global terms (Argyle et al., 
1981; Furnham, 1982; Furnham & Jaspars, 1983; Lord, 1982; Runyan, 1978). 
These considerations can pose formidable, though not insurmountable, challenges 
to the study of situational preferences. 

m. ASSESSING THE DIMENSIONS OF SOCIAL SITUATIONS 

Few dynamic interactionists would question the assertion that people choose to 
enter and spend time in situations that allow and/or enable them to behave in a 
manner that reflects features of their personalities. Inherent in such an assertion, 
however, is the assumption that individuals can assess the behavioral opportunities 
provided by a given setting. In other words, people are aware of and can identify 
features of the situation that are particularly conducive to the behavioral expression 
of their personal attributes. Considerable evidence is available to suggest that 
individuals can indeed assess the appropriateness of specific behaviors for specific 
situations, and that they can also assess the constraints that certain situations place 
on certain behaviors (e.g., Argyle et al, 1981; Cantor, Mischel, & Schwartz, 1982a,b; 
Glick, 1985; Price, 1974; Price & Bouffard, 1974; Smith-Lovin, 1979; Snyder & 
Gangestad, 1982). Armed with this type of knowledge about situations, people 
ought to be able to determine the specific setting(s) that will permit and promote 
the expression of their own personalities. 

A number of theories have been proposed to specify the mechanisms that 
individuals use to aid them in choosing dispositionally relevant situations. For our 
present purposes, it is convenient to group these theories into three categories: 
(1) goal-based motivational theories (e.g., Argyle et al, 1981), (2) cognitive repre
sentational theories (e.g., Cantor et al., 1982a,b), and (3) the affect congruence 
model (Emmons, Diener, & Larsen, 1985). The reader should note, however, that 
there is a substantial degree of conceptual overlap among the three approaches, 
and that the assumptions and processes that are explicit in one approach may be 
implicit in the other two. 
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A. Goal-Based Motivational Theories 

Some of the theories proposed to specify the mechanisms underlying situational 
choice are variants of the goal-based motivational theory, which is premised on the 
notion that situations consist of relatively well-defined goal structures (Argyle, 1980; 
Argyle et al., 1981; Cantor, Norem, & Langston, 1991; Emmons & Diener, 1986a; 
Emmons et al, 1986; Furnham, 1981). Goal structures refer to the opportunities 
provided by the situation that may aid people in accomplishing their goals. People 
with specific needs or objectives are presumably aware that such goal structures 
exist, and are therefore motivated to actively seek out the specific situations that 
they believe will best facilitate the attainment of their goals. 

These goal-structure theories of situational choice have already received at 
least some empirical support. Gorta (1985), for example, presented subjects with 
verbal descriptions of situations and asked them the purposes that would lead them 
to be in each of those settings. She then described a set of particular goals to 
subjects, in each case asking them to respond by describing the situations they 
would most likely choose in order to achieve these specific objectives. The general 
finding of the study was that the specific goal that subjects had in mind highlighted 
particular aspects of the situation as important, which in turn affected their percep
tion of the situation as well as their preference for entering it. Although Gorta did 
not specifically investigate personality factors that might affect situational choice, 
her methodology provides one possible way of testing how situational choices are 
guided and channeled by personal attributes. 

In a study using the more compelling methodology of the time-samphng 
technique (e.g., Csikszentmihalyi & Figurski, 1982; Csikszentmihalyi & Kubey, 
1981), Emmons and Diener (1986b) found the relation between an individual's 
objectives and the goal structure of the situation to be stronger in those cases in 
which the individual had the opportunity to choose the situation rather than having 
it imposed on him or her. Consistent with Gorta's (1985) findings, the results of 
Emmons and Diener's (1986a; see also 1986b) study indicate that the choice of 
situation is linked to the goal(s) a person wishes to achieve and to the goal structure 
of the social setting(s) which he or she chooses to enter. 

B. Cognitive Representational Theories 

Other theories of situational choice focus on the cognitive representations that 
people have formed regarding the features of different situations. Theorists and 
researchers in the cognitive social learning tradition assume that people schemati
cally encode, store, and retrieve information about the specific aspects of a setting 
that are of particular interest to them (e.g., Cantor et al, 1982a; Lord, 1982; Mischel, 
1977). Given this assumption, a number of investigators have tried to identify 
dimensions of social settings that contribute to the type of inferences people make 
regarding the behavior that can be expressed in particular social situations (Wish, 
1975; Wish, Deutsch, & Kaplan, 1976; Wish & Kaplan, 1977). 
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For example, Wish et al. (1976) identified situational dimensions that people 
perceive as relevant to the conduct of certain kinds of social relationships. Specifi
cally, they found that the dimension of cooperative/friendly versus competitive/ 
hostile was a more salient aspect of the social situation for older than for younger 
subjects, for married than for single persons, and for politically right than for 
politically left individuals. With regard to another situational dimension, they found 
that inequality was important for subjects with unconventional religious beliefs 
whereas equality was identified as pertinent for Christians. 

In many cases, the most salient feature of a given setting is the type of person 
most likely to be found in that setting. The findings of some studies (e.g.. Cantor, 
1980; Cantor & Mischel, 1979) suggest that individuals share prototypic images of 
the person most likely to be found in a given setting. When the participants in 
these studies were asked to describe the characteristics of the "ideal" person in a 
particular setting, the results revealed that regardless of the level of situational 
abstraction (e.g., superordinate categories such as "social" or "stressful" situations 
versus less abstract categories such as "party" or "interview"), there was a consen
sual person-for-a-situation prototype for each category. 

Before leaving this topic, we should note that other advocates of the social 
learning approach place somewhat less emphasis on cognition and somewhat more 
emphasis on the notion that behavioral regularities are the conditioned (and condi
tional) products of situational reinforcements. An article by L. A. Pervin (1981) 
provides a useful discussion of this perspective. 

C. The Affect Congruence Model 

A final theory that attempts to account for the processes that individuals use to assess 
whether situations are conducive to the behavioral expression of their attributes is 
the affect congruence model proposed by Emmons et al. (1985). As they have 
noted, "affect experienced in the situation will partially determine future decisions 
to enter or avoid that situation . . . thus, to the extent that individuals experience 
affect which is compatible with their psychological predispositions, the probability 
of choosing that situation again in the future will be increased" (p. 695). 

Studies reported by Emmons and his colleagues provide some preliminary 
support for this theory. For example, Emmons and Diener (1986b) found that 
positive affect (satisfaction) was associated with goal attainment in both chosen 
and imposed situations, whereas negative affect was marginally related to the nonat-
tainment of goals in imposed situations only. In related studies, (a) extraverts 
reported experiencing more positive affect when studying in the library than when 
studying at home, (b) highly sociable persons reported feeling more positive when 
they were in chosen social recreational situations, and (c) neurotics tended to report 
negative affect in any situation they entered (Diener et al., 1984; Emmons & Diener, 
1986a; Emmons et al, 1985,1986). 
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D . Commonalities and Contrasts 

In general, the theories we have just reviewed suggest that individuals attempt 
to identify and selectively enter those situations that encourage and reinforce 
the expression of their own particular attributes. A common assumption of these 
theories is that the more the person's disposition "fits" the situation, the better 
the outcome the person can expect to obtain. A second common assumption 
is that specific motives underlie people's choices of dispositionally congruent situa
tions. 

The theories differ, however, in the specific motives they posit. In the goal-
based theories, for example, the person is presumably motivated to accomplish or 
attain a particular goal, such as satisfying the need for affiliation, esteem, or status. 
In the cognitive representational theories, the person is presumably motivated to 
understand dimensions of situations so that future choices of dispositionally relevant 
situations will be easier to make. Finally, in the affect congruence model, the person 
is presumably motivated to obtain some form of affective satisfaction as a conse
quence of having made an appropriate situational choice. 

These differences in the assumed motives for situational choice imply corre
sponding differences in the individual's perception of the situations that he or she 
encounters. The goal-based theories emphasize the individual's perception of the 
opportunity structures for goal attainment available in different situations (e.g., 
Argyle et al., 1981). In contrast, the cognitive representational theories emphasize 
the individual's perception of those abstract features and dimensions that signal 
the potential congruence/incongruence between the situation and the individual's 
own disposition(s). Finally, the affect congruence model emphasizes the individual's 
perception of the anticipated positive or negative affect to be derived from entering 
and taking part in the situation. 

IV. UNDERSTANDING INDIVIDUALS IN TERMS OF 

SITUATIONAL CHOICES 

If people can assess situations according to the opportunities available for the 
behavioral expression of their dispositions, do they in fact systematically choose to 
enter and spend time in such opportune settings? Our review of the literature 
reveals that there are several categories of studies which document the influence 
of individual dispositions on situational choices: 

1. The first and largest category includes studies that have investigated dif
ferences in situational choices as a function of specific personality traits such as 
sensation-seeking (e.g., Segal, 1973; Zuckerman, 1978), self-monitoring (e.g., Sny
der & Gangestad, 1982; Snyder & Kendzierski, 1982), introversion/extraversion 
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(e.g., Eysenck, 1974; Furnham, 1981), and shyness (e.g., A. K. Watson & Cheek, 
1986). 

2. A second category includes studies documenting instances in which people 
choose to enter those specific settings that help them sustain existing self-concepts, 
for example, studies of self-esteem maintenance (Berglas & Jones, 1978; Tesser, 
1988; Tesser & Moore, 1987) and self-verification (Swann, 1987; Swann & Read, 
1981; Swann, Stein-Seroussi, & Giesler, 1992; Swann, Wentzlaff, & Krull, 1992). 

3. A third category includes studies that document how situational choices 
can vary as a function of social attitudes (e.g., Kahle & Herman, 1979; Snyder & 
Kendzierski, 1982; Wilson & Nias, 1975). 

4. A fourth category includes studies designed to investigate the settings 
within which people choose to conduct particular types of relationships (e.g., Argyle, 
1980; Argyle & Furnham, 1982; Glick, 1985; JeUison ifc Ickes, 1974; Snyder, Gange-
stad, & Simpson, 1983; D. G. Winter, 1973). 

5. A fifth category includes studies that examine the personal origins of choices 
of leisure situations (e.g.. Bishop & Witt, 1970; Furnham, 1981), educational settings 
(e.g., Eddy & Sinnett, 1973; B. A. Pervin & Rubin, 1967; Stern, Stein, & Bloom, 
1956), and occupational situations (e.g., Atkinson, 1958; Holland, 1985; Rosenberg, 
1957; Vroom, 1964). 

6. In addition to the various categories of studies that have demonstrated the 
choice of dispositionally congruent situations, there is a smaller category of studies 
that have explored people's responses to dispositionally incongruent situations. 
These studies reveal, as expected, that people typically choose to avoid disposition-
ally incongruent situations (e.g., Furnham, 1981). They also reveal, however, that 
in those cases in which people enter dispositionally incongruent situations, they 
often attempt to alter the situations to make them more congruent with their own 
personalities (e.g., SruU & Karabenick, 1975; D. Watson & Baumal, 1967). In a 
theoretical treatment of this issue, Snyder and Ickes (1985) have proposed some 
conditions in which people deliberately choose to enter dispositionally incongruent 
situations in order to effect desired changes in themselves, in the situation, or in 
other people. 

7. Finally, to complement the relatively large category of studies that have 
examined the influence of dispositions on situational choice, there is a much smaller 
category of studies that have examined the reciprocal influence of situational choices 
and personality development. These studies suggest that the press of the different 
situations encountered throughout an individual's life can dramatically shape the 
behaviors that eventually become part of that individual's personality (e.g., Caspi, 
1987; Caspi & Bem, 1990; Caspi et al, 1989; Caspi & Herbener, 1990; Caspi, 
Herbener, & Ozer, 1992; Ickes & Turner, 1983; Runyan, 1978). 

In summary, there are several different Unes of evidence for the proposition 
that people choose to enter and spend time in situations that promote the expression 
of their own trait-relevant behavior. A more detailed look at this evidence is 
provided in the following sections. 
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A. Characteristic Dispositions and Situational Choices 

Many studies have investigated the relation between personality dispositions and 
situational preferences. In general, the results of these studies offer compelling 
evidence that people choose to enter and spend time in situations that will foster, 
promote, and encourage the behavioral manifestations of their own traits and dispo
sitions. 

For example, people with low arousal-seeking tendencies appear to prefer 
settings that are relatively low in complexity, and they are likely to avoid highly 
informative situations. People with high arousal-seeking tendencies, on the other 
hand, tend to seek out environments that are highly informative and relatively 
complex (Mehrabian, 1978; Mehrabian & Russell, 1973). According to the findings 
of several studies, individuals with an internal locus of control are more likely to 
choose test settings that require skill or ability than are individuals with an external 
locus of control (Kahle, 1980; Rotter, 1966; SruU & Karabenick, 1975; D. Watson & 
Baumal, 1967). In other research, extraverts have been found to seek out stimulating 
leisure situations (e.g., ones that involve physical pursuits) whereas introverts prefer 
more passive recreational situations (e.g., reading; Furnham, 1981). 

Fumham (1982) has reported that psychotics choose to interact in spontaneous 
and volatile situations as opposed to more formal and stable ones. With regard to 
the dispositionally shy, A. K. Watson and Cheek (1986; see also Russell, Cutrona, & 
Jones, 1986) have found that novelty is perhaps the most saUent factor eliciting 
shyness reactions in social settings (e.g., engaging in conversation with strangers). 
In another domain, Snyder and his colleagues have shown that low self-monitors 
are unwilling to enter into situations that are relatively incongruent with their 
personal beHefs and attitudes about certain issues, whereas high self-monitors may 
actively choose situations that cast them in different roles (Snyder, 1979; Snyder & 
Gangestad, 1982; Snyder & Kendzierski, 1982). 

Other studies provide further evidence of the congruence between a person's 
situational choices and his or her characteristic dispositions. MachiaveUians prefer 
face-to-face interactions, because encounters of this type enable them to optimally 
apply their tactics for exploiting others (Christie & Geis, 1970; Geis, 1978). In 
the context of therapy situations, field-dependent patients seem to be happiest in 
supportive therapies with well-defined structures, whereas field-independent pa
tients prefer to play a more active role in the content and progress of their therapy 
(Karp, Kissin, & Hustmyer, 1970). Related research has shown that field-dependent 
individuals are more likely than field-independent individuals to rely on other 
people for useful information in otherwise ambiguous settings (Gates, 1971; Good-
enough, 1978; Greene, 1973; Mausner & Graham, 1970; Nevill, 1974). 

Research on high sensation-seekers has provided extensive evidence of their 
preference for situations that are novel and intensely arousing. For example, relative 
to low sensation-seekers, high sensation-seekers are more likely to volunteer for 
unusual experiments (e.g., drug studies) and to report having experienced a greater 
variety of sexual activities (Zuckerman, 1974,1978). In studies conducted in business 
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environments, extraverts with an internal locus of control have been shown to 
actively participate in the interior design of their offices (McElroy, Morrow, & 
Ackerman, 1983; Osborn, 1988). Finally, people with a high need for approval seem 
to value highly those situations that provide them with cues that help to guide and 
organize their behavior (Millham & Jacobson, 1978). 

B. Self-Conceptions and Situational Choices 

Research investigations have focused on other categories of dispositions in addition 
to traits. These studies provide evidence that people choose situations for the sake 
of congruency with these other classes of dispositions as well. A number of these 
studies have shown, for example, that people also actively choose to enter and 
spend time in settings that preserve, sustain, or maintain their conceptions of self. 

The "self-handicapping" studies by E. E. Jones and Berglas (Berglas & Jones, 
1978) provide evidence that people who are concerned about threats to their self-
perceived competence will attempt to protect and to sustain their self-image by 
putting themselves in situations in which they can explain away their failures and 
take credit for their successes. On the other hand, if situations fail to protect and, 
instead, threaten their self-competent image, there is evidence that individuals will 
choose to leave these settings (ConoUey, Gerard, & Kline, 1978). 

In some situations, people strive to maintain or increase their self-evaluation 
by engaging in a comparison or a reflection process. According to Tesser and his 
colleagues (Tesser, 1984,1985,1988; Tesser & Campbell, 1980,1982,1983; Tesser & 
Moore, 1987; Tesser & Paulhus, 1983; Tesser & Smith, 1980), certain factors such 
as the relevance of another person's performance on a task, the perceived closeness 
of the other, and the other's actual performance determine the particular strategy 
one uses to preserve one's self-esteem. For example, in order to protect or regain 
their self-esteem, people may either increase their efforts on a task or distort the 
perception of their own performance relative to the performance of others (Tesser, 
Campbell, & Smith, 1984). 

In other cases, people will seek to validate their self-concepts by using cer
tain "congruency" (Backman, 1988; Secord & Backman, 1961, 1965) or **self-
verification" (Swann, 1987; Swann, Stein-Seroussi, & Giesler, 1992) strategies when 
interacting with those whom they encounter in the situations they have selected. 
Both Secord and Backman's congruency theory and Swann's self-verification ap
proach assert that people not only choose, but at times actively construct, certain 
features of their situations for the purpose of maintaining a stable self-image. For 
example, Swann and Read (1981, Study 1) found that people who saw themselves 
as likable spent more time reading an interaction partner's appraisal of them, 
particularly if the interaction partner viewed them as likable. In another study, 
Swann and Hill (1982) reported that self-conceived dominants who had been labeled 
as submissive by their interaction partners subsequently reacted with some vehe
mence toward their partners in order to reassert their dominant personalities. 
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Of course, not all people are highly motivated to use "congruency" or "self-
verification" strategies to help ensure that their self-conception can be sustained 
in the face of situational pressures that might threaten it. As Snyder and his col
leagues have repeatedly shown (for a review, see Snyder, 1987), some people are 
so sensitive and responsive to situational pressures that they strive for congruency 
by presenting themselves as being whatever kind of person the situation apparently 
demands. These high self-monitors seem to adopt different personalities to match 
the different situations they enter. In contrast, low self-monitors are more likely 
to selectively enter those situations that allow them to behave in a manner consistent 
with their typical self-conception (Snyder and Gangestad, 1982). For more detailed 
discussions of congruency theory and its relevance to the question of how situational 
choices vary as a function of personality, see Backman (1988) and Snyder and Ickes 
(1985, pp. 921-932). 

C. Social Attitudes and Situational Choices 

Another set of studies that examine people's situational choices have focused on 
the settings chosen for the specific purpose of behaviorally expressing one's atti
tudes. The underlying assumption is that people prefer to enter settings that provide 
them with opportunities to express and act upon their opinions and beliefs. For 
example, Kahle and Herman (1979) reported that people with favorable attitudes 
toward particular candidates for a political office actively seek out situations in 
which they will be exposed to messages favorable to their candidate. Similarly, low 
self-monitors have been found to gravitate toward settings that dispose them to 
behave in ways that will enhance the congruence between their attitudes and their 
behavior (Snyder & Kendzierski, 1982). 

As another example, several studies have shown that authoritarians tend to 
choose not to accept any information that may change their attitude toward a 
particular object (Dillehay, 1978; Katz, 1960; Katz, McClintock, & Sarnoff, 1957). 
Other research suggests that extraverts, being more permissive than introverts in 
their attitudes about social behavior, choose to engage in behaviors that involve 
more risks, such as having sexual intercourse more frequently, in more different 
ways, and with more different partners (Wilson & Nias, 1975; see also Gangestad & 
Simpson, 1990). Extraverts are also more likely to break institutional rules and 
wind up in prison more often than introverts (Eysenck, 1971). 

Other research indicates that smokers with an external locus of control 
tend to be more "chance oriented" than smokers with an internal locus of 
control. That is, believers in external control are more likely to continue such 
behavior despite warnings about the consequences of heavy smoking. In addition, 
they are more likely to be members of social fraternities and less likely to 
attend church than are nonsmokers or smokers with an internal locus of control 
(James, Woodruff, & Werner, 1965; Straits & Sechrest, 1963). In a similar vein, 
it has been reported that women with an external locus of control are less likely 
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to practice effective birth control than are those with an internal locus of control 
(Lundy, 1972). 

D. Social Relationships and Situational Choices 

A number of empirical studies have begun to explore how situational choices can 
vary as a function of one's relationship with others. In fact, the types of relationship 
that exist between people can have a profound impact on their choice of situations 
(cf. Duck & Gilmore, 1981). For example, Argyle and Furnham (1982) found that 
type of relationship could be used to predict the type of situation chosen. Marital 
relationships had the most powerful influence on choice of situations, with domestic, 
informal, intimate, and recreational settings being chosen most frequently. Friend
ships exerted the next most powerful influence on situational choices, with less 
domestic and more task-oriented situations selected for these relationships. On 
the other hand, the situations chosen for interacting with disliked colleagues 
were relatively short in duration, infrequent, and formal (e.g., morning coffee, 
meetings). 

Other studies have begun to address the question of how personality influences 
preferences for both situations and types of relationships. For example, Glick (1985) 
studied the conditions chosen by high and low self-monitors for initiating relation
ships. He found that low self-monitors chose potential dating partners on the basis 
of the partners* personality characteristics, whereas high self-monitors selected 
potential dating partners on the basis of their physical attractiveness. In addition, 
Glick's findings revealed some systematic differences in situational preferences for 
the particular type of partner chosen. Low self-monitors preferred to initiate the 
relationship with a partner who had desirable personality characteristics in a roman
tic situation; they avoided romantic situations if they were forced to interact with 
partners who had less-than-desirable characteristics. High self-monitors, by the 
same token, chose to interact with physically attractive partners in romantic settings 
and avoided such settings if the partner was physically unattractive. Further analysis 
revealed that romantic situations provide specific opportunities that can be strategi
cally employed to facilitate romantic relationships with one's preferred type of 
partner. For example, these situations involved less structured and longer interac
tions, took place at a different time of the day, and provided future opportunities 
to pursue the relationship. 

In a similar study, Snyder et al. (1983) found systematic differences between 
high and low self-monitors in the type of partner chosen for leisure activities. High 
self-monitors chose leisure partners according to their particular skills (i.e., being 
a "specialist") in the activity domain, whereas low self-monitors preferred activity 
partners who were nonspecialists but whom they particularly liked. In terms of 
the preferred situations in which to conduct such relationships, high self-monitors 
preferred to interact with a specific partner for particular activities only. Low self-
monitors, on the other hand, were less likely to differentiate their social worlds 
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this way, and instead chose to spend time with well-Uked partners regardless of the 
type of activity involved. 

E. Choice of Leisure, Educational, and Occupational Settings 

Finally, there is considerable evidence that people's dispositions can influence their 
choices of leisure activities, educational settings, and occupational situations. 

i. Dispositional Influences on Choice of Leisure Situations 

With regard to leisure activities, Furnham (1981) found that extraverts preferred 
a distinctively different pattern of recreational activities than did introverts. For 
example, extraverts preferred to engage in activities that were affiliative, stimulating, 
physical, and informal. Introverts, on the other hand, chose leisure activities that 
required a sense of order and planning. In a related study, Emmons et al. (1986) 
found that extraverts not only preferred social recreational settings but also reported 
more positive affect when they were in chosen social settings than in imposed 
nonsocial situations (e.g., reading). They also found that people with a high need 
for play experienced positive affect in chosen recreational situations and were less 
happy in imposed work settings. 

2. Dispositional Influences on Choice of 
Educational Situations 

With regard to educational settings, people with a strong power motivation are 
more Ukely to choose courses deaUng with the application of direct and legitimate 
power (e.g., science, law, or poHtics; D. G. Winter, 1973; D. G. Winter & Stewart, 
1978). Moreover, students with a high need for power are more often officers in 
university student organizations, dormitory counselors, student newspaper and radio 
workers, and members of faculty-student committees (D. G. Winter & Stewart, 
1978). In a related vein. Stem et al. (1956) have reported that people with an 
authoritarian disposition disproportionately choose to enter military academies. 

Other research suggests that extraverted, action-oriented students are particu
larly likely to spend time in those areas of the campus that encourage affiliation 
and social interaction (e.g., lobbies and parks; Eddy & Sinnett, 1973). And, as we 
have noted previously, field independents, who tend to value cognitive skills, prefer 
to enter and achieve success in academic and vocational areas, whereas field depen
dents, who do not particularly value such skills, prefer areas that deal with other 
people (Goodenough, 1978; Levy, 1969; Winter, Moore, Goodenough, & Cox, 1977). 

3. Dispositional Influences on Choice of 
Occupational Situations 

With regard to choices about occupational situations, people who believe it is 
important to be autonomous and independent on the job tend to select occupations 
that are characterized by relatively high levels of uncertainty and worker autonomy 
(Morse, 1975). In other examples, individuals high in people-orientation are particu-
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larly likely to choose such jobs as social work, medicine, and teaching; individuals 
with a high need for self-expression tend to prefer careers in architecture, journalism, 
and art; and individuals high in reward-orientation prefer to enter occupations that 
involve sales, finance, and management (Rosenberg, 1957). Finally, achievement-
oriented people are especially likely to choose companies that emphasize individual 
advancement over those emphasizing power and status (Andrews, 1967). 

In a recent book, Holland (1985) has proposed six personality types that are 
associated with distinctly different vocational interests. For instance, because the 
investigative type is task-oriented and prefers thinking rather than acting out prob
lems, this individual is more likely to choose a scientific occupation (e.g., design 
engineer). In contrast, the social type can be found in human services jobs because 
of this individual's trait of sociability. Whereas the enterprising type is dominating 
and adventurous and is therefore well-suited to business or sales positions, the 
conventional type is conforming and conservative and tends to gravitate toward 
occupations such as bookkeeping. The realistic type favors tackling concrete instead 
of abstract problems and is therefore found in mechanical occupations. Finally, the 
artistic type is sensitive to emotions and expressions of individuality and is more 
likely to be a playwright or a commercial artist. The results of a number of studies 
are reviewed as being consistent with Holland's theory (e.g., Benninger & Walsh, 
1980; Costa, McCrae, & Holland, 1984; Walsh, Horton, & Gaffey, 1977). 

F. Reactions to Dispositionally Incongnient Situations 

We have marshalled many empirical examples to illustrate the proposition that 
people are particularly likely to enter and to spend time in situations reflecting 
their self-conceptions, their attitudes, their personal tastes in leisure, educational, 
and occupational activities, and the types of relationships they have. We now 
consider the complementary issue of how people respond to dispositionally incon-
gruent situations. 

In general, reactions to dispositionally incongruent situations take one of three 
forms: (a) choosing deliberately to avoid dispositionally incongruent settings, (b) 
inadvertently entering such settings and then attempting to cope with the lack of 
congruity between the setting and one's own dispositions, and (c) choosing deliber
ately to enter such settings, to change either one's own dispositions or features of 
the setting itself. 

/• Avoiding Incongruent Situations 
First, and most obviously, people may choose not to enter and spend time in 
dispositionally incongruent settings. The act of deliberately avoiding certain settings 
and situations can at times be just as revealing and reflective of a person's disposi
tions and traits as the act of deliberately entering other settings and situations (cf. 
E. E. Jones & Davis, 1965; E. E. Jones & McGillis, 1976). For example, Furnham 
(1982) reported that people with high social desirability scores preferred to enter 
situations that are socially simple and informal but to avoid ones in which they 
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could become the focus of attention. Research by Efran and Boylin (1967) suggests 
that they also tend to avoid situations that are highly evaluative or that call for 
some degree of assertiveness (e.g., group discussions). 

For another example, people with an avoidant personality disorder are as
sumed to desire social contact but at the same time to fear rejection or humiliation. 
As a result, they choose not to expose themselves to social settings in which there 
is the potential for rejection and humiliation. If they are caught in such a setting, they 
act socially detached and withdrawn (Millon & Everly, 1985). Similarly, individuals 
diagnosed as having a schizoid personaHty disorder may be *'in" a situation physi
cally but avoid it psychologically by being unresponsive to the behavior of other 
people (e.g., by being interpersonally passive and bland; Millon & Everly, 1985). 
In educational settings, people high in trait anxiety tend to report a higher level of 
state anxiety about situations characterized by social and academic failure and, 
thus, tend to avoid such situations (Hodges & Felling, 1970). It has also been shown 
that neurotic extraverts are likely to withdraw from academic settings because of 
fear of failure whereas neurotic introverts are likely to withdraw for medical/ 
psychiatric reasons (Eysenck, 1974; Wankowski, 1973). Lastly, Cox, Endler, Swin-
son, and Norton (1992) have noted that individuals with panic disorders typically 
avoid situations that are agoraphobic in nature (e.g., walking alone in busy streets). 

2. Attempting to Cope with Incongruent Situations 

Despite the foresight that people frequently display in their choice of situations, 
they may at times still find themselves in situations that are incongruent with 
their own dispositions. Some research evidence suggests that, when inadvertently 
confronted by such situations, people will react negatively to the situation and/or 
try to change some aspect(s) of the situation in order to make it more congruent 
with their own dispositions. Both of these processes were evident in a study of 
interracial interactions reported by Ickes (1984). In this study, whites whose disposi
tion was either to seek out or to avoid interaction with blacks inadvertently found 
themselves in a situation that required them to wait for an indefinite period in the 
company of a black person. Relative to whites who preferred to seek out interaction 
with blacks, those who preferred to avoid interaction with blacks (a) reported 
heightened feelings of anxiety and concern about the interactions, and (b) tried to 
minimize their psychological involvement with their black partners by looking and 
smiling at them less. 

3. Choosing Incongruent Situations 

The last, and seemingly most paradoxical, reaction to dispositionally incongruent 
situations is to deliberately choose to enter and spend time in them. According to 
Snyder and Ickes (1985), this course of action may not actually be paradoxical at 
all. Instead, it may reflect people's desires to use the personality-shaping properties 
of such dispositionally incongruent settings either (a) to change themselves (e.g., 
to effect either a temporary or more permanent change in their own dispositions) 
or (b) to exert their influence so as to change the situation itself (e.g., convert a 
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vacant lot into a playground) or to change the behavior of other people in the 
situation (e.g., convert gang members into a basketball team). 

There is, unfortunately, a conspicuous dearth of empirical studies concerning 
these last ways of reacting to dispositionally incongruent situations. As a stimulus 
to the collection of relevant data, we have previously offered some theoretical 
speculations about the dynamics of these activities (Snyder & Ickes, 1985). Our 
intent was to explain, among other things, why we might find shy people in swinging 
singles' bars, snake phobics in reptile houses, paunchy sybarites in wilderness sur
vival courses, and sinners in the front rows of church. We noted that, in all of these 
cases, the situations these people choose to enter are incongruent with their current 
dispositions and attributes at the time that they enter them. We proposed, however, 
that these same situations may be quite congruent with the dispositions and attri
butes these people would Uke to possess at some time in the future. 

Our theoretical speculations also concerned the motives of the preacher in 
the house of ill repute, the temperance lady in the local tavern, the pacifist in the 
Pentagon, and the healthy individual caring for persons with AIDS (e.g., Omoto & 
Snyder, 1990). We proposed that a common motive for these individuals' behavior 
may be their desire to exert influence in and on the situation in order to change 
the setting itself or to change other people. People whose choice of incongruent 
situations is determined by this motive tend to cast themselves in the role of social 
reformer on a scale that may vary greatly in ambition and in degree of influence. 
Missionaries, proselytizers, social workers, reformers, revolutionaries, and radical 
activists provide relatively dramatic examples, but more mundane examples (e.g., 
the slum-reared gatecrasher of a high society social affair) can also be identified. 

G. The Role of Choosing Situations in 
Personality Development 

The reciprocal causal relationship between personality and situation obviously raises 
the important questions of (a) how personality traits assessed during childhood 
influence situational choices made in adolescence and adulthood, and (b) how 
situational influences at different points in the life cycle contribute to the develop
ment of personality. These questions have recently been addressed in research 
reported by Caspi, Elder, and Bem (e.g., Caspi, 1987; Caspi, et al., 1989, 1992; 
Caspi & Elder, 1988; Caspi, Elder, & Bem, 1987,1988; Caspi & Herbener, 1990; 
Elder & Caspi, 1988; Elder, Caspi, & Burton, 1988). 

These investigators have begun to document some of the processes that help 
promote life-course continuities in trait-relevant behavior. Using life records of 
particular individuals (L-data) to explore the effects of situational influences on 
personality across the life span, Caspi and his colleagues have compiled some 
impressive evidence for the stability and consistency in individuals' situational 
choices as a function of dispositions and traits. For example, they found that males 
who were dispositionally shy as children tended—as adolescents and later as 
adults—to be aloof, withdrawn, and lacking in social poise. These men were also 
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found to experience greater marital instability and less occupational stability, and 
appeared to have more difficulty making transitions to adult roles than the other 
males in their cohort. Dispositionally shy females, on the other hand, were found 
to follow or choose, in later adult life, a traditional, conventional, or domestic 
lifestyle of marriage and family. 

Other research in this tradition has further documented the reciprocal develop
mental influences of situational factors and personaUty traits. For example, Ickes and 
Turner (1983; cf. Ickes, 1983) found that college-age men who had the experience of 
being raised with one or more older sisters received more eye contact and greater 
liking from their female partners in an initial interaction than did men who had 
only younger sisters. Block, Block, and Keyes (1988) reported that young girls 
exposed early in life to a family environment that emphasized dependency, disorder, 
constant disappointment from parents, and less emphasis on propriety, convention, 
and religion, tended to develop personaHties (e.g., dysphoric, distancing, distrustful, 
and defensive) that were consistent with the type of situations they subsequently 
chose to be in (e.g., drug use). And Elder and Caspi (1988) reported that males 
who were assessed to have an above average tendency for losing control before 
the Great Depression of the 1930s developed explosive personalities after being 
exposed to this particular situational (i.e., societal) stress. Behavioral manifestations 
of their explosive personalities were subsequently evident in their marital and 
family relationships. 

Caspi and Elder (1988) have argued that the reciprocal relation between 
personality and situation is so strong and far reaching in its effects that unstable 
personaUties can be reproduced across generations through the maintenance of 
particular situational conditions such as unstable family relationships, marital ten
sion, and ineffective parenting. They reported that the styles of behavior expressed 
by grandparents can still be seen in the behavior patterns of the fourth generation 
of children. 

V. CONCLUSION 

It is practically a truism of contemporary psychology that behavior is a function of 
the person and of the situation. Beginning with Lewin's early assertion that "every 
psychological event depends upon the state of the person and at the same time on 
the environment, although their relative importance is different in different cases" 
(1936, p. 12), the task of defining the precise nature of the function that joins 
person and situation has been central to the theoretical and empirical missions of 
researchers in personality and social psychology. 

Although many approaches have been taken to defining the "person by situa
tion" function (for a review, see Snyder & Ickes, 1985), in this chapter we have 
chosen to focus on one approach to specify this function—the dynamic interactionist 
or "situational" strategy for the study of personaUty and social behavior. This 
approach concentrates on the reciprocal influences of individuals and situations. 
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examining especially the active role that individuals play in choosing to enter and 
spend time in particular social situations, as well as the consequent opportunity 
that chosen situations gain for guiding and directing the behavior of those who 
have placed themselves therein. 

That people actively gravitate toward some types of situations and deliberately 
avoid others, and that their choices of situations are reflections of features of their 
personal identities (including such dispositions as attitudes, traits, and conceptions 
of self), may constitute major sources of the regularities, stabilities, and consistencies 
in behavior that are typically regarded as the defining characteristics of personality. 
As evidence in support of these propositions, we have reviewed research findings 
from a variety of sources, including both laboratory and field studies of both actual 
and hypothetical behavior. This accumulated (and still rapidly growing) body of 
evidence is substantial, and it convincingly implicates a wide range of traits and 
dispositions, conceptions of self and identity, attitudes and beliefs, and other per
sonal attributes in the processes of choosing situations. In addition, researchers 
have begun to explore some of the mechanisms by which people choose situations, 
in particular the dimensions along which situations are perceived, categorized, and 
ultimately responded to. 

Although our chapter has concentrated on the choosing of situations, we wish 
to emphasize that such activities do not constitute the sum total of individuals* 
active structuring of the circumstances in which they operate. Space permitting, we 
could have surveyed the research literature indicating that, just as people choose 
their situations, they may also systematically choose their roles and their personal 
and social relationships. Moreover, they may make these choices in ways that allow 
them to take on roles and to participate in relationships that provide opportunities 
to act upon their attitudes, values, traits, dispositions, and conceptions of self. Space 
hmitations have also prevented us from dealing with the related phenomenon of 
people's attempts to influence and modify situations (either ones that they have 
previously chosen to enter or ones in which they find themselves through no choice 
of their own) in ways that make these situations more supportive of their personaU-
ties and identities (see Snyder, 1981; Snyder & Ickes, 1985). Together, through 
their choices of and influence upon situations, roles, and relationships, people may 
construct social worlds that are conducive to their own personaUties. 

As much has been accomplished in demonstrating that people do actively 
choose their situations, in probing the determinants of these choices, and in specify
ing their consequences, even more remains to be done. As we have indicated, 
comparatively little is known about people's choices of discrepant situations, that 
is, those instances in which people actively place themselves in situations that tend 
to dispose behaviors that run counter to their own current personal attributes. 
Because hypotheses about the nature, antecedents, and consequences of these 
choices are readily generated, we anticipate that such processes will become produc
tive areas of study for future research. 

We also expect that the psychology of development will prove highly amenable 
to inquiries guided by dynamic interactionist considerations of choosing situations. 
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Theoretical analyses have pointed to the importance of considering people's choices 
of situations and the constraining influences these chosen situations have on the 
course of development, either through facilitating certain developmental trajectories 
or by closing the doors on alternative developmental courses (cf. Block, 1971; 
Gangestad & Snyder, 1985). Moreover, using archival data from the Berkeley 
Guidance Study, Caspi et al. (1989) have examined the ways in which behavior 
patterns can be sustained across the life course by, among other mechanisms, 
individuals' entry into environments that reinforce and sustain interactional styles 
and behavioral dispositions. 

As this review has clearly demonstrated, the notion that individuals choose 
situations on the basis of their personality traits and other dispositions is a well-
estabUshed fact. As the field of personality reckons with this fact, two important 
outcomes are guaranteed. The first outcome is that the field will inevitably gravitate 
toward a dynamic interactional approach to the study of personality—one in which 
situations both influence and are influenced by the personalities of the individuals 
who are found in them. The second outcome is that the developing interest in 
studying these dynamic, causally reciprocal influences will increasingly take person
ality researchers out of their laboratories and into the real world situations in which 
individuals live their lives. 
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CHAPTER 8 

STAGES OF 
PERSONALITY DEVELOPMENT 

JANE LOEVINGER 

WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY 

One of the first and still greatest achievements of psychologists in the field of 
individual differences was Binet's breakthrough toward the measurement of intelli
gence. For Binet, in order to measure a child's intelligence, one held him or her 
up against the average adult as a standard, and determined how far he or she 
approached the adult in achievement. There have been many refinements, but 
intelligence is still measured by using the achieved adult status as the measure 
and standard. 

Piaget broke with that tradition. For him, the child's mistakes, which did not 
seem to interest Binet, were just what was interesting. When the child achieved 
adult status, Piaget lost interest. By studying the child's mode of thought via the 
evolution of errors, Piaget discerned stages in the development of intelligence: 
sensorimotor, preoperational, concrete operational, and formal operational. Piaget's 
methods and point of view, his search for the sense in the child's nonsense, have 
influenced much of contemporary psychology. 

L MEASUREMENT OF PERSONALITY 

Success in measuring intelligence, particularly in Binet-type tests, has led psycholo
gists to believe that they can also measure personality by similar techniques. In this 
they have gone astray. Personality is not like intelligence in its formal properties, 
and the differences all favor the measurability of intelligence and the resistance of 
personality to any easy measurement. 
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The disanalogies between personality and abilities (to broaden the discussion 
beyond the controversial topic of "intelligence*') are just those quaUties that render 
intelligence and other abilities relatively measurable. In the first place, abilities tend 
to increase with age, monotonically during the ages when their measurement is 
most studied, that is, during youth and early adult life. In the second place, all 
abilities tend to be positively correlated. That is, abilities may be correlated posi
tively or not at all, but one ability will rarely interfere with another one. Personality 
traits, on the other hand, may have any relation with one other: positive, negative, 
or curvilinear. 

Personality traits often, perhaps typically, increase with time up to some 
point, and then tend to decrease. This curvilinear relation with age has as its conse
quence possible curvilinear relations with other personality traits. Two personal
ity traits that are manifestations of the same underlying developmental continuum 
can have any correlation whatsoever, provided that they maximize at different 
stages (Loevinger, 1984). The ensuing complexities are great. Because the tools of 
the psychometrician are almost entirely based on linear hypotheses, psychometric 
or statistical solutions to the riddle of personality structure are quite ineffective, 
no matter how potent they are in the study of abilities. 

To be sure, there have been a number of effective studies of personality using 
strictly psychometric approaches, and even some modest but real predictions of 
particular outcomes. But for the above reasons, there are also limitations, particu
larly when one is seeking the fundamental structure of personality rather than 
specific predictions. 

n. PERSONALITY STAGES AND TYPES 

A totally different approach to the structure of personality is based on the idea of 
personality stages and types. The idea that there are types of people and stages in 
the development of personality is as old as recorded history and older than any 
attempts at measurement. For example, stages can be found in the Bhagavad Vita 
and types of people in the Iliad. However, many of the older typologies have been 
discredited by modern psychology. For one thing, they were interpreted as arguing 
for a discontinuity between types. All the evidence lies in the other direction, 
favoring continuous variation. 

For a type to be anything different from a trait, there must be some evidence 
that diverse, separable traits or aspects vary more or less together. Similarly, for 
stages, there must be various aspects that change more or less simultaneously. 
Synchronous development has come under criticism, even in relation to inteUigence 
(Fischer, 1980); even Piaget (1972) does not hold to an extreme claim. Indeed, 
Piaget (1932) never asserted that there are stages in the moral domain, which is 
about as close as he came to personality. 

For a type or stage theory to be plausible, there must be some logical or at 
least intelligible structure to the diverse elements constituting a type or stage. That 
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is the feature that theorists have delighted in demonstrating. Their arguments, 
however, are mainly theoretical. Without empirical evidence, other psychologists 
are not easily convinced of the force of their arguments. 

i n . KoHLBERG: STAGES OF MORAL JUDGMENT 

In relation to personality, stage theories in recent years have been dominated by 
a neo-Piagetian school whose leader was Lawrence Kohlberg (1969). His theory of 
stages of development of moral judgment is well known. The distinctive feature of 
his theory is that knowledge of the highest or end state is used to define previous 
states, a feature borrowed from Piaget's theory of intelligence. That is not the same, 
however, as Binet's definition of intelligence in terms of percentage of adult status 
achieved. Kohlberg, Uke Piaget, allows for a more dialectical course of evolution. 
The logical endpoint is necessary as the guiding principle of stage order. Many 
investigators studying related variables have followed this aspect of the Kohlbergian 
neo-Piagetian methodology. 

Kohlberg and many other developmental theorists have used story completion 
methods to study personality development. Typically they have used stories present
ing a moral dilemma. The stage assigned to a subject depends not primarily on the 
solution chosen for the dilemma but rather on the structure of the subject's reason
ing. This method has the advantage that the interviewer can press the subject to 
clarify his meaning when there is an ambiguous response. The disadvantage is that 
which attends all interview methods: it is time consuming and likely to be somewhat 
unreliable in both its administration and its scoring. When written forms of the 
interview are used, both the advantages and the disadvantages of the interview 
are foregone. 

IV. A STAGE-TYPE THEORY; EGO DEVELOPMENT 

In studying ego development as a broad aspect (or collection of aspects) of personal
ity, my colleagues and I have followed a different methodology. In the first place, 
I have argued that types represent the trace of stages (Loevinger, 1966). To that 
extent, I am following Binet in taking advantage of age changes as a partial criterion 
for personality development as a dimension of individual differences. 

Taking stages as a major clue or criterion allows the use of age as a guiding 
principle; this has the merit that age can be measured almost without error, some
thing that cannot be said for any general facet of personality. Thus the empirical 
approach begins by looking for average age changes. Then, by observing which 
changes occur together in some diverse sample, one has a clue as to what can 
reasonably be called personality types. 

Types can, in turn, be used to refine our conception of stages. For, after all, 
many kinds of development occur simultaneously, and some art is required to 
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discern what elements go together to define a stage. Height is not an element of 
ego development, even though both increase together in time. The two variables 
are separated logically, of course, and empirically by their lack of correlation within 
any age cohort taken by itself. Kohlberg and the neo-Piagetians also use age changes 
as their guide to stages, but they are less clear about studying individual differences 
with age held constant. 

Although Kohlberg and his fellow neo-Piagetians have used age changes, they 
have taken logical coherence as their ultimate criterion for stage structures. The 
study of ego development, by contrast, has been built around an empirical, partly 
psychometric approach, seeking the common thread in stages and types. This com
mon element defines ego development as something more than an age progression 
and something more than a one-dimensional trait of individual differences. The 
content of those stage types is best denoted by describing the stages. 

To study ego development, our major instrument has been the Sentence 
Completion Test (SCT) (Loevinger & Wessler, 1970; Loevinger, Wessler, & Red-
more, 1970). The SCT has proven to be well adapted to the task of refining the 
definition of the stages in accord with data from thousands of cases. 

The theory of ego development has been criticized because it does not present 
each stage as a logically coherent whole, it does not prescribe higher stages as 
better, and it "confuses" structure with content (Broughton & Zahaykevich, 1977; 
Kohlberg, 1981). These criticisms are approximately correct, factually; the question 
is whether these are strengths or weaknesses of the method. 

The root difference between the SCT method and the method of the neo-
Piagetians is the reliance of the SCT method on masses of data. Because the 
definition of stages is derived from data, it cannot also be guaranteed to be strictly 
logical, any more than people are strictly logical. Stages are characterized in terms 
of both structure and content of the subjects' responses, because both vary with 
ego level, sometimes structure and sometimes content of thought supplying the 
best clue as to level. Methods have been evolved for parlaying responses of subjects 
at high levels to reveal the next higher level. But this too is empirical and does not 
give us license to declare that the highest level is the "best." 

The psychological coherence of the resulting stage pictures is impressive and 
intuitively evident to most of those who have studied the material. This constitutes 
a kind of validation of the conception of ego development and of the SCT method. 

The stages of moral development delineated by Kohlberg (Colby & Kohlberg, 
1986) and the stages of ego development (Table I) are very similar at the lower 
stages; at the higher stages it is harder to draw exact parallels. The same comments 
hold for many other developmental stage theories propounded in recent years 
(Loevinger, 1976). 

V. STAGES OF EGO DEVELOPMENT 

The lowest stage or stages are inaccessible to those whose research is based on 
analysis of word usage and sentences. The foundations of ego development are lost 
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TABLE I 
Some Characteristics of Levels of Ego Development 

Characteristics 

Level Impulse control Interpersonal mode Conscious preoccupation 

Impulsive Impulsive 

Self-protective Opportunistic 

Conformist Respect for rules 

Self-aware Exceptions allowable 

Conscientious Self-evaluated standards, 
self-critical 

Individualistic Tolerant 

Autonomous Coping with conflict 

Egocentric, dependent 

Manipulative, wary 

Cooperative, loyal 

Helpful, self-aware 

Intense, responsible 

Mutual 

Interdependent 

Bodily feelings 

"Trouble," control 

Appearances, behavior 

Feelings, problems, adjustment 

Motives, traits, achievements 

Individuality, development, 
roles 

Self-fulfillment, psychological 
causation 

Note: Adapted from Loevinger (1976,1993c, & elsewhere). 

in the mists of infancy. The eariiest stage that can be measured is the Impulsive 
Stage. At this stage the small child has achieved awareness of self as a separate 
person. Impulses are a kind of verification of that separateness, but the child has 
at first no control of the impulses. The emotional range is narrow. In small children 
this stage is charming; when it persists into adolescence and adulthood, it is at best 
maladaptive and in some cases psychopathic. 

At the next stage the child is aware of impulses as such, enough to exert some 
control in order to protect himself or herself and to secure at least immediate 
advantage. This is the Self-Protective Stage. One must almost use a different vocabu
lary in describing its manifestations in childhood and in adult Ufe, though in principle 
the core is the same. In small children there is a natural dependence, egocentricity, 
and calculation of advantage for self. The small child's love of ritual is probably 
part of the early effort at self-control. In adolescents and adults one sees exploitation 
of other people, taking advantage, preoccupation with being taken advantage of, 
hostile humor, and related traits. W. C. Fields, or the characters he portrayed, is 
the perfect exemplar. The emotional range is limited and the conceptual range 
simple. Normally this stage is outgrown in childhood or adolescence. However, 
unUke the Impulsive Stage, a person who remains at the Self-Protective Stage can 
sometimes become a big success in adolescence and adult Hfe. 

The next stage is the Conformist Stage; probably no stage or type has been 
so often described as the Conformist. The Conformist has progressed to the point 
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of identifying self with the group, however wide that group may be: family in 
childhood, and later peer group, school, and so on. Thinking tends to be in terms 
of stereotypes. The emotional range is limited to standard cliches and banalities— 
happy, sad, mad, glad, and so on—but it is wider than in previous stages. 

The next level that has been thoroughly studied with the SCT is called the 
Self-Aware Stage. (Previously this was called a transitional level, Conscientious-
Conformist, but it appears to be a stable position). This is perhaps the level that 
has been least often described previously, though it is the modal stage in late 
adolescence and adult life, at least in urban United States (Holt, 1980). The person 
at this level has gone beyond the simplified rules and admonitions of the Conformist 
to see that there are allowable contingencies and exceptions, described in conven
tional and broad terms. Although still basically a conformist, the person at this 
level is aware that he or she does not always live up to the group's professed 
standards. There is a wider emotional and cognitive range. There is greater aware
ness of self as separate from the group, sometimes leading to a characteristic 
loneliness or self-consciousness. That does not mean, however, that persons at this 
level are any less adjusted than those of other levels. Every stage has its own 
strengths and weaknesses (which is why it is erroneous to refer to this continuum 
as "ego strength," as is sometimes done). 

At the next or Conscientious Stage, the person lives by his or her own ideals 
and standards, rather than merely seeking group approval. By this stage the person 
has acquired a richly differentiated inner life, with a wide vocabulary to express 
cognitively shaded emotions. Older adolescents and adults at earlier stages do not 
lack the vocabulary to understand such cognitively shaded emotions, but they are 
not as likely to use such terms spontaneously. By this stage, the person has long-
term goals and ideals. The elements of a mature conscience are present; in fact, 
the person may be oppressively conscientious. 

The level beyond the Conscientious Stage is termed the Individualistic Stage. 
At this level one begins to see an awareness of paradoxes and contradictions in 
life. Persons become aware of development as a process and of its place in their 
own life; they think in terms of psychological causation; they take a broad view of 
life as a whole. 

At the Autonomous Stage there is a further development of the characteristics 
that appear at the Individualistic level. Where the Self-Protective person uses hostile 
humor, the Autonomous person will often display a kind of existential humor, 
seeing the irony in life situations. Rather than seeing situations in terms of diametri
cally opposite choices of good and bad, there is awareness of the multifaceted 
complexity of situations and life choices. Above all, there is respect for other persons 
and their need for autonomy, even people such as one's own children for whom 
one has some responsibility. To that extent there is a lessening of the overburdened 
conscience of persons at the Conscientious Stage. At the same time, there is a 
growing tendency to see one's own life in context of wider social concerns. 

The theoretical highest stage, Integrated, is rarely seen in random samples 
from the general population. At this stage the characteristics of the Individualistic 
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and Autonomous Stages are more fully developed. In addition, there is some 
capacity to integrate the vital concerns of one's own life with those of the wider 
society. A good characterization of this stage is Maslow's (1954) description of the 
Self-Actualizing person. 

Assuming that the names of stages are merely markers on what is a continuous 
line of development—and there is no contrary evidence—one may ask how the 
lines between the stages are drawn. For ego development, the rule has been that 
when a new vocabulary is needed to describe the characteristics of the stage, a new 
stage has appeared. Because our stage descriptions are arrived at and perfected 
empirically, the descriptions are richest in the range where the most people are 
found, that is, at the level of the Conformist, the Self-Aware, and the Conscientious 
Stages. Paradoxically, the greatest interest is often in the earliest and the highest 
stages. The earliest stages are important because when they persist into adult life, 
they are maladaptive. The highest stages, despite their rarity, hold a fascination for 
many students in the field, perhaps because we all aspire to be such a person, or 
at least to see ourselves as such a person. 

Nothing would be more deceptive than to define the lowest stages and the 
highest stages and encourage the inference that the path from very low to very 
high is a straight line progression. We do have some access to the lowest stages by 
observing youngsters and by observing some persons who have trouble making it 
in society. The highest stages are more problematic, in part because, in principle, 
people (presumably including psychologists) can understand stages already passed 
through much more clearly than stages still beyond their own attainment (Rest, 
Turiel, & Kohlberg, 1969). It is only a slight exaggeration to say that one cannot 
understand fully the stages beyond one's own. 

Reviewing many expositions of stages of personality development (including 
moral development and related variables), I have the impression that every theorist 
projects onto his picture of the highest stage a kind of apologia per vita sua. 

To address this problem rather than to perpetuate it, the study of ego develop
ment by means of the SCT has used data to bootstrap the theory into its highest 
region. Although Kohlberg and other theorists undoubtedly used data informally 
to construct their theories, they did not have a formal technique for utilizing data 
in the refinement of the stage types. That has been the distinctive contribution of 
the ego development research method (Loevinger, 1993b, 1993c). 

VI. SOURCES OF ERROR 

Although the stages are empirically grounded, that does not make them infallible 
descriptions of personality development, for many reasons. The obvious reason is 
that personality is much too complex to yield all its secrets to any single method. 
Indeed, many psychologists and psychoanalysts believe that only clinical and depth-
psychological methods can yield important insights; our work, among others, 
proves otherwise. 
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The weakness of the method lies elsewhere, in confounding factors. The 
universe, including the universe of interpersonal relations, does not present itself 
to us as a set of orthogonal variables. In life ego development is intertwined with 
socioeconomic status, intelligence, and verbal ability. A relatively intelUgent person 
of relatively high socioeconomic status with good verbal ability will probably have 
a higher level of ego development than a person less blessed in those respects. One 
can find enough exceptional individuals, either higher or lower than one would 
expect on the basis of such demographic variables, to guarantee that the concept 
of ego development is not dispensible because of those correlations in nature. But 
the correlations do pose a problem, because what appears empirically to be a sign 
of ego level may in fact be a sign of another associated variable, such as intelligence, 
social class, or verbal fluency. There is no way to guarantee otherwise. Because 
such correlations are to be expected on the basis of the long history of psychological 
testing, they can be interpreted as validation of the developmental continuum. 
To a hard-boiled psychometrician, however, they are not signs of the success of 
convergent validity so much as the failure of discriminative validity (Campbell & 
Fiske, 1959). 

Granted that there are confounding variables that will always make the mea
surement of ego development subject to error, just as all other personality measure
ments are, there still is a substantive gain for psychological theory from this study, 
for no matter how long one stared at intelligence, social status, and verbosity data, 
one would never come up with the rich description of these stages of development 
of which only a small glimpse has been given here. This is the case for the study 
of ego development by the sentence completion method, particularly when viewed 
against psychometrically based criticism. 

V n . STAGES VERSUS FACTORS 

In recent years some proponents of trait theories have claimed the entire field of 
personality measurement as their purview, and, in particular, they have reduced 
personality to five factors: extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroti-
cism, and a fifth factor called, among other things, openness or intellect (Goldberg, 
1990; McCrae & Costa, 1990). 

There are many differences between the views of personality taken by the 
factor theorists and those taken by stage theorists in general, and ego development 
theorists in particular (Westenberg & Block, 1993). For example, stage theories 
are based on tracing development, whereas development is largely ignored by 
factor-trait theorists. Developmental theories allow for dialectical growth, some
thing hardly admissable in the linear logic of factor-traits. 

One of the most striking differences is that the factor-trait called conscientious-
ness confounds characteristics of the Conformist and the Conscientious stages. Most 
adults studied by psychologists, for example, college students, fall within this range. 
A distinction like that between the Conformist and the Conscientious person is 
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recognized by most stage theories. This difference, and the whole dimension of ego 
development to which it gives access, apparently is hidden from factor theory, at 
least in the current five-factor and related versions (Loevinger, 1993a). 

Traditional psychometric methods, based on objectively scored paper-and-
pencil (or computerized) tests, easily adaptable to factorial methods, will always 
play a large part in psychological approaches to personality. I do not claim that a 
consensus is emerging in favor of stage theories, nor do I predict that it ever will; 
nor do I wish it so. For, as Mill (1859) said, "He who knows only his own side of 
the case, knows little of that." Stage and type theories will remain a rich and 
indispensable source of insights into personality structure. 
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