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ABSTRACT *

The argument that the personality structures.obtained
from retrospective ratings reflect -semantic similarity structures has
been as provocative as a réd cape in the bull ring. High ‘congruence -
tetveen those two kinds of structures seems well established. -What is
less clear is how and why those structures differ from that for '

~ immediate judgments of the same behaviors. The time interval betweeh
perceiving the pertinent behavior and making a judgment about-it is
involved in such.differences. Another is the level of ‘abstraction
involved in the variables usually used. More fundameéntal than tais
ongoing controversy, however, is the fact that there. is no one
personality structure: personality structures change with the
variables studjed and even with the instruments used to measure any
one.set of variables. To get dependable, replicable findings, tae
observer's idiosyncratic contributions must be separated froam his
Jjudgments. This can be done by concentrating on simpleé, short
actions. Alternatively, how people make attributive judgments can be
studied as well as the evaluative judgments that people .must make
about others, in carrying out the activities of everyday living. . Kk
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1
‘we should see the severa] emp1r1ca1 f1nd1ngs re]ated tonthhs controversy as

0

v

The argument that the persona]ity structures obta1ned from»retrospect1ve

-ratings reflect semantmc s1m1}ar1ty structures has been as provocat1ve ai the

red capes f]ourished in the bu]] r1ng It has aroused strong fee]1ngs and

-

vigorous charges. Somet1mes these charges ‘have been wnth head down, a1med at .va'

goring the 1rr1tat1ng cape but losing perspeot1ve on the problems and 1ssues
involved. SR "f ' X\ o . |
. . ‘ . \‘ . 2. B

Chang1ng the,ana1ogy, sﬁme of that rEsearch and argument and some of

I v
v

the rebuttal research and- argument, have'drawn red.: herr1ng5macross’the°tra11

distracting us from where we should be go1ng 4 I want to suggest today that

‘«

- ] o3

red flags, warni us to watch our stepl/to s]ow our frant]&’act1v1ty' wh11e

!/ " hd

R

we examine the wh%]e s1tuat1on Jud1c1ous1y before proceed1ng

"1 am all for the re- ana]ys1s of o#d data and the comp11at1on of f1nd1ngs

C S
and rater structures have not been conb]ete]y sat1sfactory 1 would like. to

see more 1nvest1gat10ns designed togpjov1de clear-cut tests for the propo—‘

sitions about similarities between thé structures of semantic simi1arity

A}

judgments and of retrospect1ve persona11ty rat1ngs, and the contrast1ng struc-

tures for 1mmed1ate judgments on the same var1ab]es. The we1ght of the évi-

e

dence, however, seems clear to me:
[
o

bearing on an 1ssue--we do too little of that Yet those stud1es on semantic.

there are several bod1es of data y1e1d1ng

>



J retrospect1ve rat'ngs on.a. d1verse set of persona11ty tra1ts will show one iU

R

structure of re]at1o%shups a?d that Judgments of semant1c s1m11ar1ty betweeﬂ o .
'these same tra1t 1ab€53’w1]1 show essent1a11y the same. structure -What is

l

3"31ess we11 estab11shed ;s ‘the conc]us1on tﬁat data #rom Judgments made dur1ng

j'g or 1mmed1ate1y after the observed segment of‘behav1or will show a d1fferent

“!
’

A ) structure character1zed byx}ower degrees of re]at1onsh1p

e papers we' have already(heard‘Today, two bas1c faq;ﬁrs are 1n- »

. vo]ved in these matters One “is the t1me 1nterva1 between perce1v1ng -the
pertlpent behav1or and mak1ng a ludgmeﬁt about 1t Judgments based on’ what ‘
1s happen1ng or what\bgs,aust happened 1nuo]Vec a, d1fﬁerent process from that l”»f,

, 1n Judgments based on reco11ect1ons of percelued behavaor that ocqyrred hours. - ,

or days ear11er The second factor 1s the.]eve] of abstract13n of . the4var1- . I

3

(‘\
ables involved.  The emp1r1ca1 f1nd1ngs areruery 11ke]x)to be d1fferent for
'y
s1mp1e variables 1nvolv1ng 11tt1e 1nterprebat1om or 1nference and for more
'abstract broader var1abﬂqs that c]ear]y reqU|re‘muﬁh interpretat1on of be-

1 hav1or = We will come back to these 1ater (A thlrd factor is the duration of the
.behavior sample rated. Its importarce emerges in Mike Wish's paper ) v
For now, let us .look at the wori, "structure "It a]ways g1ves me troub]e.

It is a broad abstract term with severa] mean1ngs ' Resort1ng to a standard

L

d1ct1onary, I find as one mean1ng, and I quote ‘ "F1gurat1ve1y, the 1nterre-

o

- lation of parts as dominated by the genera1 character of the who]e as, the

v’

structure QI'IOC1ety " When we refer to the pattern of re]at1onsh1ps obta1ned . ‘l

. " ‘

"from rat1ngs of persona11ty var1ab1es as parsonality structure, we are mak1ng -

A

! a big 1nference. what 'we ‘.p]]y mean is that we think the observed re]at1on“haps 3

- L &
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’;";{ reflect some underlyiug structllh:in people, the structure of—the1r per-va ' °’ SN ¢
;f © sonalities. - R ; ST I | ,"y
L

In terms of the tit]e 0 this sympos1um, any obtavned persona11ty rat1ng

is a fact record1ng that' rater R attrfbuted tra1t T to subject 5. And (‘, .

€

: sim11ar1y; any obta1ned persona11ty structure/)s a fact; it 1s the set of . - iihf

obta1nep correlat1ons among ratings made* under some- spec1f1ab1e c

ditions .,

* m@%;'ACorrelat1ons among rat1ngs, and corre]at1ons betw@en rat1ngs anc other yari- ° ¢

- N

ab]es, are pr1mary data from wh1ch we draw/conc1us1ons abouqépersonality :
7 :

and 1ts structure But how dependab]e are they? There are many such sets _

- of obtalped correlations among rat1ngs, many such- structures\_ Theré fﬁ no -

"dne structure of persona11ty ' o - o ‘ T
* .
}

- F1rst, there are at least as many structureswaéaihere are taxonom1es of .

¥

v ﬁ N be used for rat1ngs of persona11ty and,will. yield a pattern of re]ationsh1ps/////;//

< “‘There W111 be certa1n semant1c s1m11ar1ties between that’ pattern and the/,

e
pattern from some one e]se‘s taxznom s byt. nowone Aa produced a 11st of

persona11ty concepts Each 11st of persona11t§ytra1ts or d1sp051t1ons can

f_ variables that persuas1ve1y “compel ir genera] acceptance as .the taxonomy

L4

~ for persona11ty y1e1d1ng the structure of persona11ty

« ~ Second, even; for any single taxohomy, thevé is no one def1n1t1ve structure

./Dg
4

Ihe obta1ned structure for\a taxonomy depends upon the measur1ng operatlons '_iZ e

-

used to co]]ect ‘the ratings. For examp]e, the re]at1onsh1p between a pa1r A N
) ¢D Hae - .
1 . of Murray's neepségkpends upon the }hStrﬂMGﬂt ed (F1ske 1973) A]thOugh . J}
/ ~ 7.L * ’
any one 1nstrumen tends to y1e1d the same pattern 1@ s1m11an samp]es of L

| yrn subJects, yet the raters; the rztees, and fhe context of the . rat1ngs can at\
t1mes affec% tbe pattern obta1n d. ’ T ~ :
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g wgn the present discussion, then ‘we mean by structure the set of rela-
%

tionships among variab]es--1n th1s case, rat1ngs 'S0, we need to go back and

A

. ‘ look at thbse ratings, which are typ1ca11y of traits or similar var1ab1es
Each ratiqg is a product of 1nteract1ons among rater, ratee, and rating task
%@ rating/task I mean“the label and definition g1ven for each concept to be

&
rated the 1QStruct1ons for mak1ng the rating, and the purpose of‘making the

-3 ‘
| rat1ng7 The rater. 1ntergcts with the ratee and a]so with the task. The 'j.

ratee and the task 1nteract Such }pteract1ons are of course very genera]
N\

1f not unﬁversa], in psy 1og1ca1 phenomena But, as Cronbach (1975) has

"s0 ab]y argued and demonstratedg 1nteract1ons in psycho]ogy are undependab]e

-and hard to rep11cate -And they are unstab]e over time. From h1s rev1ew,

[4

'<:3~t3Crpnbach concludes "that, 1n psychology, we may never oe ab]e to estab11<h '

genera] 1aws like those in estabﬂ1shed sc1ences . d '*~ <

-

o A rating is"a Judgment mags about a person oz.the\h§s4é of - hav1ng ob-
P 2.3

— :
served that person over some 1onger or s\Brter pep?od of t1me - A]] 00

* .

little rs known about how such 1ntegrat1ve cognitivg acts are carr1ed out.

_We do know that answer1ng an 1nyentory quest1on about oneséTf or others may
1

be done in severa] ways for examp]e, by reference to some generaT 1mpres-

sion’ about the subject, by recalling some recent vivid behav1or, and by
- ~
‘4chang1ng the question in some way (Kunce] 1973, 1977; Minor &«Flske, 1976).’¢¢

\Sim11ar processes probab]y occur 1n mak1ng a-typical: rat1ng

;lf ‘b",k‘ Let s Took more c]ose]y)at the process in the usua] procedure of rat1ng Qf‘
a person retrospect1ve1y 0] “s series of personality descr1ptors Suppose I ' 'V/
am asked to rate somedh on talkat1veness I retrieve v1sua1 images of that’

) person 1n one or more ‘situations and deoide how much of the«tame the person

'

‘was ta1k1ng, ang then code that 1mpresS1on into the response a]ternat1yes




’ . _‘,‘:\', s . ;
prov1ded on the nﬂping form. If the next ttulr1s d1shonesty (borrow1ng qn

\
examp]e from- Reed and Jackson, 1977), T try. to recaTT any tvme when I felt

the person deMonstrated d1shonesty I may recall some of the same situations
E retrieved in the earTier ratihgrof taTkatiyeness, but .I am search1ng my memory®*
for a QU1te\HHfferent kind of 1mpress1on
.‘ ; But now SUppose I come to dom1nance on the rat1ng list and retrieve some

images and isome recoTTect1ons of my 1mpress1ons about the person 1nf1uenc1ng

' 'J‘ others Then I have to rate assert1veness That term br1ngs up much the same

1mages and 1mpress1ons as .in the prior rating of domﬁnance The semantic.

sim11ar1ty between donnhance and assert1veness -and the overTap in the1r con- |

notat1ons leads me to base “both rat1ngs on much the same retr1eveﬁ mental s
N\~ tontent. I am using much the same ev1dence for both rat1ngsr ‘And of course

B - 4 ‘ A . e . 1.
the particdlar impressions just retrieved for rating dominance are espeoia]]y
. . . . &« ) g ,
TiEeTy to come back igto my mind-as I rate assertiveness The more sim Tar -
L (al .
(the mean1ngs of two persona11ty var1ab1es, the more s1mﬂ1ar the exper1ﬁ E

e i

T

\M;%k evidence that a rater w1TT use 1n rat1ng them Semant1c s1m11arhty of TabeTs

generates s1m1Tar1ty of 1mpress1ons used‘\h rat1ng. and perhapsieven s1m11ar1ty H

of 1nterpretat1ons of ¢hose recaTTed 1mpre$s1ons ‘Hence 1t\hs not surpr1s1ng R :
h - that the reTat1ve semaht1c s1m11ar1ty between var1ah]es is found to be re-i.

lated to. reTat1ve correspondence between attr1but#ons of . th:se varfghles ‘7 .‘x

1 have Just ton you what I th1nk goes on when I make‘gat1ngs But that \= .

y .-

process 1s a compTex one,’ and I ¢rust no one S 1ntroSpect1ve report, n thven
my own, to g1ve the- whole story The ev1dence gatﬁered by N1sbett and Wilson
(1977) and, by N1sbett and BelTows (1977) demonstrates to ‘me ﬁhat peopTe can't

-.m,.

teTT us exactTy what 1nf1uenced the1r Judgments

. 1 N .
k3 o~ ’

T 24’ - Persona11ty rat1ngs dependsmuch too much,gp the nater and the rater s

-

v

.
e

\*,

-

-
'

.
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cognitive schemas. Each rater's ratings has its own structure, 1‘;5 dwn pattern .
~'o'f re]ations'hip's We wou]d er to get the contr1but1on of the 1nd1v1dua1 rater
. out Of the picture The standard way of doing that 1s t use the mean of

several raters, but that is something er determ1n1ng the taste of stew by

[ J
o8

‘ averaging the flavors pf several stews. oo } . ‘-H/ (,4,\ ; S
© As7 another: analogy, rating personahty 1s 11J<e de ‘ g the aesthetic

Y

.";é

quath of a symphony or a: ‘pai 1ng It can only, b t Judges and y‘et
wh1ch’°3udges shou]d we use?) It is unwise and E\g@d‘i"nd, to talk ‘about the
e aesthet%\s qua.i 1ty of someth1ng when the jud vary with the Judges used,

o

L and a]so;mth thvn;'cade when the’ Judgments are made 2)
’ The, "fie d’ c?ﬁpe‘rsona]ity as i‘t has been studyei deals wr’th}he ways that

e study of such construa]s |
‘ 3

. ]s ‘a worit}whﬂe enterprise in itself, prov1dedﬁa/ One means can be found
\nc1ud1ng Jhe . construer i our iormu]atwns As mentioned earlier, a

A 3 f f ° p_,\ "

pl' son m:y ratw& involves %'S‘ter, 5. ratee and a task or reason for mak1ng

. e
% th ratmg . ﬁdh a“rating 1s ‘8 representat1on of the core of personahty, the

i peop},e Eonstrue other Teop]e and the1r beha\71or T

i

vt .. ﬁttrtbutmg of - character1st1cs to others And Just as in analyz1ng ratmgs,
o “s0 in exam1n1ng\,p{r‘sonahty we have to give exp1:c1t recogth1on to the /
o ; ‘_ persp\n who is. 1nterpret1ng perceptions and impressions- and mak'r'ng inferences
;L .‘abou% some other per!~:on ‘ ) AR '

Another profitable enterpr1se is the emp1r1ca1 study of the attri bﬁtwe

] process., Just what_does go on in making ratings? .In ever{cfayﬁhfe how are

attributions 'arrived"at" We knowﬁaﬂ too Tittle about these cruc1a1 phenomena

occurring aH the time in all ofg‘bs .
‘ ' Are]?d approach is t‘he study of evaluative Judgments tha)t peop]e make

about othe peop]e ‘1n carrymg out the activities in the everyday wor]d

Lé'

-

'u“-‘ :v._ m «“-.l‘. ) ) \7
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~ ‘Professors write letters X{jrecommendation. Supe&yisorsidecide whether an

k) employee is dojng the job well. Clinicians and others Judge the aqeqpacy of

a person“s adaptation to other .individuals and,to society. We can help make

_those evaluative judgments of good.‘quality, for .the benefit of the person.

judéed'and of the institutions in which that person participdtes. (These

‘approaches are discussed at considerable length in a Book I published a few .

months ago: Strategies for Personality Research.) : L
. “ . . - )
At thid point, let me quote a few sentences from Reed and Jackson (1977,

p 3) . .

L]

"Tra1ts, like constructs, are abstractions from observables.

"What people manifest are not tra1ts, but behavior...." and one more:

"To"say thatftraits exist in people is to confuse the conceptual system with
{ ' ~ .
the behavior they .are intended‘to describe." So let's go back to behavior.

Jo underStand th pehavf%r‘of peop]e around us, let us avoid the use of con-

™

ceptua11zat1pns abstracted from impreéssions about” behav1or Let us not re]}

4

on rat1ngs, ffose cognitive products resulting from comp]ex 1nterna1 processes

about ‘which we can know sa little. o - ' g

[ 4

To bu11d a science of behavior, we have to start w1€h observations that

;o

“are independent of the individual observer, that is, with observat1ons on wh1ch

observers can agree almost perfectly. These', are the kind of data used in the
well estab]ished sciences. Consider Don Campbell's statement (1961): "The
~. . 3 -

. . } . , .
greater the direct accessibi]ity of the stimu]i to sens receptors, the greater

the 1ntersubJect1ve verifiability of the observat1on" ‘(p. 340). Let us look at -

s1mp1e, short behaviors that observers can 1dent1fy with a minimum of inter-
pretat1on “and inference. These actions 1nc1ude. Is the person talking or not?
Is he smiling?. Is she looking at the other person? Is he gesturimg? These

v N
'Y .
N -

, 2 i P

YN



" are literally where the action is, in the 1nteract1ons so central to the

phenomena of personality. These judgments 1nvo]ve concepts, to be -sure, but
the concepts are at a very low ]e’e] of abstract1on They can be Judged as

they occut, at that moment or on a v1deotape And the accuracy of t
judgments can be checked by p]ay1ng the v1deotape\once again. \ffj

So let us ook at these actions to wh1éh other peop]e re- act almost in-
stantaneously.’ Dur1ng an interfaction between two peop]e, there are many
regularities in such action sequences (see the book that Duncan and‘I got

out last year, Face-to-Face Interactions). And in addition to the ‘common

features in interactions, there are the strategies that a participant can

" adopt--optional actions that affect the probabilities of subsequent actions

of the other person. ‘There is good reason to believe that the 1nd1v1dua1
flavor of human 1nteract1ons can be systemat1ca]]y p1nned down

. To sum up: the controversy over structures in rat1ngs andein judgments

of semantic similarity has brought out with increasing clarjty the facts that

'retrospective ratings do reflect the cognitive schemas ot’Laters and hence

that ratings do depend upon raters. It has also served to help us see that

obtained structures for séts of personality variables are a function of the

part1cu]ar var1ab1es and of the way the var1ab]es are appgsed There is no

one structure of psrsona11ty Any obtained structure is based on some array
of complex cognitive processes constru1ng impressions formed. from observing
one or more‘extendedlsegments,of.behav1or. (i; *
" We can-choose to study such|construaLs in the%r\own right or we can choose
to learn how ‘such construals are made. Alternatively, we can try to understand

the behavior of people as they interact with each other, ana]ysing'the complex

flow of ongoing behaving into action sequences observable on a monient-to-

moment basis. . _ : _ y

4
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