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IR .-‘_Recall for adject:.ves :|.n the eelf reference task was’ ’.,‘ .

4; ) I:I._-_,‘-usupémar to. recall for adgect:.ve.el J.n the noncentrel but )

; A '. k 'l__not the central coneltruct-reference‘ task T-here -;;ae no

t ,.sa.gmf‘:.cant_dlfference between recaIl for ad;;ectives in|

: . "I.the centrall an:l noncen'l:.ral construct-refere.nce tasks. |

. i - \ lI'he second exper:l.ment was. 51m11ar- to the f:.rst

: I- except that the phonem:.c taak was excluded and recogn:.tlon

1 - E "-,I: rather .than free-recall waa measured to asseae memqry

: . ;'.""':"performance. Th.e construct and eelf-reference taeke pro- ‘

f "._'ﬂuced superJ.;or recogm.t:.on to the structural taSk. Recog-

E ": n.'l.t:l.on for the‘ self-—reference taek wae edperlor to. that for

;. > both the centra‘l andononcentral conetr'uct--reference tasks._ S .

‘. f ,-,I. There .was no e:.gn:l_ficant drfference J_n recognJ.t.'l.on 1‘evel

1 \ . "\'_between the -central and noncentral construct-reference

; L , : _‘ | 'I:he results of ‘the two e"xper:.ments converge& .to

. demonstrate that reference to-l.:erson'al constructe and-the .:

. ﬂ 'Belf' are efficient mnemon:.c strategles for proceaeung _

: personally and soc:.ally relevant J.nformatJ.on. - It was

g . ‘. demonstrated that the ‘self! is genErally ‘more - eff:.c:.ent

‘I ' than 5pec1f1c personal constructs J.n I;roceesmg relevant .

F _ J.nformatlon. . At the "same. tJ.me, reference to persdnal con— T

f'. : : .:‘ . structs wa,s almost as eggbct:l.ve as 'self‘-referende :.n '

i :;, fac:.l:l.tat:l.nq the encod:l.ng'of relevant J.nformat:l.on. C ey 8
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The term persﬁnelity hae been endowed with many

“hman, the term personallty may refer to what a pereon is

--{meanlngs by both the-psychologlst and,layman., For the'lay----“

lllke or the characterlstlcs of a person that make hlm/her'F-i"

;A

“différent from others. Webster 5 (1973) dlctlonary refers

A

f-to personality as “':. .-the complex of characterlstlcs

"-T,.L ;:. the totallty of an 1ndiv1dua1's behhvloral and

!

' ual s dlstxngulahlng character tralte, attltudes, or. f- ';f

"'~:habits' {P.. 855)._ Whlle there are many waya to descrlbe

'ﬁ';personality, the notlon of tralts has been popular in the

‘:ylayman s understandlng of pereonallty (Haatorf Schnelder,

‘Jemotlonal tendencxes .nQ'. the organizatlon of the. 1ndiv1d—3 -

Y Polefka, 1970) and there are about 1a ood trait or tIalt— )

'“"like terms 1n our language (Allport & Odbert, 1936)

In the formal psycholog1ca1 literature, the tOplC

'.h'_of personallty 13 regarded as the study of 1nd1v1dua1 dlf-'“ :

y astudy of personallty. These are the trait, a1tuationlst,i:

?ferencee._ Generally, there are: four approaches to the

) hinteractlonlst, and phenomenologlcal approachea. Each of
' Nthese approaches wlll be brlefly descrlbed and evrdence

',;supportlng or disconflrming each wrll be dlscuesed For;*"

- .

"'_purposes of thlﬂ the51s, a phenomenologlcal approach w1ll

I_'Q _ . ’ 'l..

|-nm uh\..nl-uu-u.——-——- R A s
e . .

-

‘-'lbe adoPted and research conducted wrthxn that framework.




. (1) The Trait Approach o

| trait Tay Have upon behav:l.or .

Reference tb etralts as the endurlng characterlstlcs' :

;of an indnudual Whlch enable the predlctlon of behav:.or

.'__has been fundamental to the study’ of personah.ty. ) Traits

[

have been v:.ewed as globa.l personallty dlspos:.t:.one (e. g., K

' B honesty, fr:.endlmess) which cauSe a person to behave con- '

' 'slstently acroas s:.tuat:.ona relevant to the gJ.ven tra.l.ts.

These traltE vary in the extent to whlch they J.nfluence

"-behavn.or. Allport ‘(-:t’937) , the father flgure of trait

1;)syc:l'u:nlot.:;v_,'4r d:.stlngu:.shed between c:ardlnal, central, and‘

. secondary tralts. A cardmal trait is h_'Lghly generallzed

a.nd J.nfluences a- peraon 8 behavior in ma.ny altuatlons.

Central tralts exert a w:.de 1nf1uence hut are somewhat lesa

generalized. Seccndary tra:l.te are narrow in their influ-

' ence on behavlor. Rather- than represent:l.ng three un:l.que

types of tra:Lts, th:.s d:.st:.nct:.on is mostly relevant to

the var:.ous degrees of aasoc;ation and’ mfluenc:e that a

‘Trait theorists view traits either nomotheticalij{

- or ‘J'.diograp'hical_ly. With the noniothetii:‘ approaoh, it .:i_.S‘
’ assuraed that traits are common to all peoﬁle, with indi- -
'vzduala‘ varymg J.n ‘the extent to which they poesesa a gwen -
trait, H:Lth:l.n trad:.t:.onal trait'approac:hes, tra:.ts are. ‘
,v1ewed in a nomothetlc manner. For example, C_harters and

Waples (1929}_aefined a number of traits thought to be

relevant to™the effectiveness of a- teacher. They discussed

, how-_the magnitude of each could be assessed in student =
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teachers and training could be provided to increase any
given trait. The ' counter to this nomothetic apprbac;h was
clear in'Anport's {1937). idiographic view of traits-.-"

Allport stressed that not all traits are common to all

1nd1v1duals and thus distiriguished between traits which are

-~ ]

‘unique to an J_.nd.l.v:.dual and comon traits Hhich are pos- .

sessed by many people to varﬁring 'degrees. 1Whi.le some’

psychologlsts have taken an interest in ‘particular tralts

and have focused on theJ.r d:.stribut:.on in groups of people

(e.g. . extrovers:.on-mtrovers:.on (Eysenckr—& ‘Eysenck, 19‘75)) .

- Allport (1937} preferred not to study common traits as ﬁey

| are appi:.ed to groups, but to study the md:w:.dual's unique '

- characterlstlcs.

Hh:.le various tra:Lt theonsts conceptualized traits
dlfferently and e.mployed d:.fferent methods for studying

them, they all assumed that traits were relatively endurmg

and influenced behavmr over a range of s:.tuat:n.ons. The

" term temporal stability 'r‘efers to the assumption that traits

: K\

are endurlng ‘over time and the term cross-—s:l.tuatlonal con-—
'51stency refers to the cons:.stency of behav:l.or across
s:.tuat:.ons. The present review wal Eocus upon the J_ssue-
of cross—s:.tuatlonal consmtency. The most direct way of
testing the cross- sltuatlonal consisatency hypothesis has

-been to observe the behavmr of J.ndlvz.duals with respect to

& gj.gen tra:.t in one s:.tuatlon and then in another. A

: correlatmn is calculated between the data for each situa- _

* tion with t}ie hfpothesis being that the relative rank order ‘
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_of individuals' behavioral ratings will be similar across = .

situations. For example, 1if 'f'red is friendlier ({i.e.,

I:sm:flles‘mor.e.a) than John in one situation {e.g., coffee

break), then he is -p'redicted to be friéndlier than. John in
anotﬁe’r s:.tuat.lon (e.g., at a party)

' Some of the. earliest research aimed at de.monstrat—

. Lo . : -
. 1ng the cross-sltuatmnal cons:.stency oﬁ traits came from

the work of - Hartshorne and Hay (1923 1929) and Hartshorne,

May, and Shuttlewarth (1930} The behavz.ors of B, 000

" children were dbserved in va_r:l,cius situations regarded &_8
' relevant to the trait of honesty. ‘Some of the behaviors

. looked for were: cheating on a take-home ex.aﬁ, c'heat;.inj

during a game, stealing money, and lying. The average .
correlation betwéen behavior in fhe various aicuations was

.23, Dudycha (1936) observed various behavlors though.t ‘to

be relevant tc the traJ.t of punctual:l.ty in BOQ students.

'I'he;e were some slgnlﬁicant correlations with the highest
being - .44, The average intercorrelation ‘wa's. .;'1.9.'

- While the 'cbser'ved .corr.e_la.tj-_ons‘between behavior
in'var‘ious situat.ions are frequcntl}} lew, they ére often
51gn1flcant1y greater ‘than that expected by chance. With

a large sample of subJects, an obtamed correlatlon of .30,

-whlle account g for only 9% cf the var:.ance in behav:l.or,

élay still be slgnificant at the .05 level.. slgnlflcant
correlatmns of this magnitude between obj'ectlve obse.rva-
tions of behauor across s:l.tuatmns prov:.de ev1dence for

the existence of traits.. L : S =

- N . . . ' .
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'.riﬁﬁif'- An argument frequently made 1n accountlng for low

oroﬂa-sltuational correlatlon coefflclents rs that there
"-are underlying dlsp051tions (genotypea], but the overt
"1iexpression of these (phenot%pes} 15 var;able.‘ Allport

(196&] stated “Traite areicortical, subcortrcal or .

lj ostural dprOBltlon hav1ng the capac1ty to gate or gulde -

A N
: 'lx,"3peC1f1c phasic reactlohe. It 15 only the phaaic aspect

l'that 15 visible, the tonlc 15 carrled somewhere in the

ffpr 3). In addition, Allport (1937? argued that a glven

_;tﬂalt 15 rarely appllcable to all lndiilduxls and thus 1t~k3

'151F13 not adequate to study traita by applyin a given tralt

; v -

' Ifrelatron coeffic1enta would be expected w1t1 studlea coﬁ;.

'ﬁ.dpcted 1n this manner.

-z Another argument made 1n defence of low cross-ft

n

,f:{31tuatlonal correlatlon coeff\sients 15 thab we ehould not

H”fexpect\hrgh correlatlone between erngle 1nstances of

'fiébehav1or and that adequate correlatlona may be obtained ;

Y

ifonly when the prrncrple of aggregatlon fh employed [Epstein B

'3jor!behav1oral events are stable'agd representatlve - they

=y

' ;“ﬂ}fof behavior are rébresented as the Bum or mean of multrple

"l:ﬁfﬁmeasurementa (p. 533)._'As the authors 901nted out, the

'Efprlnc1ple of aggregation ia;exglicft in claaeica1~-v'

-

Stlll mysterlous realm of neurodynamic structure ; qi{!ﬁ‘f_ifif’

--5ﬂconoept to a group of peop1e¢ Low oross-51tuatlona1 cor-;ﬂ”‘gﬂ

;‘._ .

-_"-_--.1979, 1980) Rushton, Jackson, and Pounonen (1991) atated. e

“The error 13 to believe that correlatrons between two 1tems;}‘-

;';veny rarely are.. Predlction usually occurs when dimenslona o
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- obJect:l.vely warranted (Epete:.n, 1979 B't-:m & Alle:n, 1974- - : : wf L
‘ - . Jones & Nlebett, 1971 Jones & Harr:l_s, 1967 Hlsohel 1968 -

' fKe»lley,. 1967~ Shweder, 1975} In pereon perceptlon ‘:‘ '

e g e e = e R
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S research, the concept of lay personal:.ty theory hae been ':.': - o
: _.employed to focus on how a person has preconcept.:.one of - |

-which tra:l.ts or behav:.ors go together (Schneider, 973] .

Liil e

I'-.._"""I'here J.a a tendency for people to elaborate on these pre- ot _
’ I': . I- F . , | ..,, I‘.:' "‘I‘-.I.Igo.- .,' ] .-'I-:-I
T T conceptions m erroneou&_ways LPass:.nr & Norman, 1955), i _--..1 g
Cew L e C o : woTa e

S -_-fperceivmg posltwe correlat:.ons wh:.ch do not really ex:.et

.".fldence in the ab:l.l:l.ty o predict evente. Follow:l.ng a

S (Chapman & Chapman, 1969 Newcomb, 1929) i There is a hJ.as
i: » "'.:"'- "-':';_tomrde 1n1t1al mpresmone and people ehou relatwely 'f_::
_'j"‘la.ttle accommodatron 'O objective J.nformata.on wh:.ch. is,:
“3 '_,:_' inconsietent w:l.t.h the:.r :.n:.t:l.al J.mpreeea.one._ Froru a.broader; .
? . .I- E_IPerspectlve, F:l.schoff and Slov:.c (1980) deso“ribed var:l.ous - ;"_.1 R
’ A : .:---'_ SR 'I'_l:l.nes of research on the' psychology ‘of - mult:Lcue ‘tln_scrrm:lr.na—-"-'" - ;
} ' N ."-.It:Lon tasks and the opportum.t:.ee that e.x:.st f‘orl overitl:cn— i : : .
: ’ - L.

. ‘ v 5
K . W

b4 Lo 'eeriee- of experiments :i.n which subjecte were extremely )

E , . :overconfid‘é'nt. :|.n thelr ab:.l:.ty (in one caee wrth an mpos- i

L

3 %vimﬁhw.#ﬁwtﬁﬁwfy‘rﬁiﬁ%g-;:
. - A . O N S PR
e T T

/ ‘."I"_-"'sJ.ble taek) ' the authors concluded. “q"- By

TE would .Seém. as-. though the very ablli_ty to -

" generate an appli.cable rule for, d:Lecriminat:Lon [ TR AT [N
carries with it a conviction- .that the rule-has : I
e S0 " 'some validity. . Becduse. it is ‘almoet always . o .00 on 0o e "
P .poss:.ble to generate some’ rule W ow e OVer- o T T e

©oT s | confidencé’ should be the rule. rather than the’ e A AT
L except:l.on., (p.« 799) - R el X

QI"' Lo

In Summary_', J.t hae been argued from a e:Ltuat:Lona.et

e

poe:.tiqn that personal:.ty tra:.te, J.f they ex:Lst, do not o
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"Qgi%i";becomes organlzed, Rogers (1951) snated-;
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t}. answer but was afrald of being viewed as a ehow-off._
H-elmliar polnt was well mede by Allport 6193?) Wlth

:';reference to Hartshorne and Hay s (1928) work, he,901nted
ST

;h‘to how a Chlld may 11e to aVOld hurtlng the feelxui?hof a

Y -

. -\- '

S T

b Carl Rogers (1951) developed a phenomenologlcal
.”ip:ftheory of personalltx and behavror.- AB a baslc pIOPOSLtlon,
:-éhe emphaslzed the phenomenal or experlential fleld of the
i,:”jjf.individual as the.focus of Btudy. ThlB lncludes all that
o whlch 15 belng experlenced by thé 1nd1v1dua1, regardless.of

oL e

| f"not respond d1rect1y to the obJective physical wDrLd but

t@;;rather to the phenomenal fleld or prlvate world 1n whlch

..!- \-

'”5fthe obJectlve world is experlenced Rogers (19513 argued S

; '1i:that behaulor is’ beet understood by focus;ng On the lnter_f'sn

i'-‘idﬁnal frame of reterence of the pereon and attemptlng to see

E ":~the world through hls/her eyee.“ He pggtulated the 'seif'""x
1ff%as the central theme of a person 8 internal frame of refef- 5';

M f“i:ﬁence., In elaboratlng onkhow the strueture of the ‘aelf‘ ;'

"ﬁ'hff-gﬁl;partlcularly as. a result of evaluaticnal interactlon'

'}i-ﬂ}3.'“-'fiwith others, :the structure- .0f ‘'self is 'formed = an

L .5_organzzed, fluld, bnt consistent conceptual pattern ,gf
'*f;i;”‘{r-_of perceptiong of - haracterlstics -and relatlonshlps

’ 'teacher and how 1n thre dase the,behaVLor would not be an i R
'ufadequate 1nd1cator of honeaty.” Thus, there are definlte R

¢ :3fl1mitatlons 1n restrlctlng our obeervatione to overt behav— ”

_: .

‘ ;hhther it is fully conecloue or symbollzed. A person does .

;IAS a result of 1nteractlon Wlth the envxronment, and '“ﬁ E

‘of the "I" or  "me", together with the: values attachedfnylj}ilﬁ*ﬁ

cto the concepts., (p. 498)

I SR L . "..‘
















such‘as ratingfthe meanipgfuiness of the word. The highi"

} levei of receli-produced-bf'the self-referenoe task-was X
. Iattributed to- the elaborateness of the - eelf'
. This - empha31s by Rogers (Tim as opposed to’ Carl}
. and his colleagues upon the 'self' has led to varlous
l,producthe.avenues-of researdh Rogers, Rogers, "and Ku1perh-
:(19?9} demonstrated that the ‘self’ functlons in ways
rslmllar to cognltlve schemata or prototypes, produc1ng a7
'false alarms effect; where new adjectlvee relevant to
. the 'self' were thought to be,prev1ously preaented.l Other_'-
worklhas focused upon unigue properties of thel'self' .
whlch dlstlngUlSh it from other prototype medels (Rogers,
Kurper, & Rogers, 1979)., _ _

- Fu.r'ther research has rdemonstrated how' the 'sellf' .
can be 1nvolved in the. processlng of lnformatlon about
'others (Kulper, 19811 Subjects recall of adjectlves oI .
whxch they bad rated .an unknown other was related to the
-fdegree to whlch ‘the adjectlve was related to the subject'
oun. self’. , o i. : - b o

@ While~the 1self' is involved in the prooessing of

. E]

;:lnformatlon perta1n1ng to others, thlB processing may

1nvolve rules that are dlfferent than those involved in
processlng 1nformatlon related to the ‘'self’. Kulper-and

Rogers (1979) observed that when subjects were instructed

‘o rate unfamiliar persons_on'trait dimensions, words with .

}‘1ong reaction times were recalled the best, The opposite _,'"

"pattern was . observed whien words had been referred to’ the

'self{.h'
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