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INTRODUCTION

The psychology of personality is primarily concerned with

human individuality. At first sight this statement seems to
lead to a clearly defined field of research, namely that of
the differences among individuals.

Everybody knows fram his or her own experience and from
observation of others, that people differ from each other.
Nobody "is likely to be a carbon copy of another person"
(Bannister & Fransella; 1971). Charting those differences
seems to be an obvious object of personality.

However, it does make a difference, whether one is talking
about one's own individuality or that of other people; whether
one defines individuality in terms of behaviors or experiences;
whether one sees individuality as something inside the person
or as the way in which the person deals with his or her environ-

ment. In other words, one may ask oneself to what extent or in
what respect the individual has to be regarded as individual.
This question is very important theoretically, because it
touches the foundations not only of personality psychology,

but also of psychology as a whole. Apart from this, it has
countless practical repercussions on various fields such as
psychological help and guidance, education, jurisdiction,
labour and organisation, in short all fields, in which assessing,
classifying, selecting, placing and treatment of individuals
take place.

The purpose of the present study is theoretical. It seeks
to contribute to the explication and demarcation of the concept
'individuality' and its relevance for human personality.
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It is easy to predict precisely the outcome
of the meeting of one known chemical with another

known chemical in an immaculate test tube. But

where is the chemist who can predict what will
happen to a known chemical if it meets an unknown
chemical in an unknown vessel? ...How, then, can
a psychologist foretell with any degree of accuracy
the outcome of future meetings of one barely known
personality with hundreds of other undesignated
personalities in distant, undesignated cities,

villages, fields and jungles that are seething
with one knows not what potential harms and benefits?
(OSS Assessment Staff. Assessment of men. New York:
Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1948, p. 8).

Not one is altogether noble, nor altogether
trustworthy, nor altogether consistent, and not
one is altogether vile.
(H.G. Wells, 1961).

3

1.1 BASIC MODELS OF PERSONALITY

Within the psychology of personality at least four basic models
can be distinguished: the trait psychological, the psychodynamic,
the situationist and the interactionist model (cf. Endler &

Magnusson, 19768). The first two approaches agree in that they
both assume internal personal characteristics, such as traits,
motives, defences, dispositions etc.,

to be the main determinants

of behavior. Ekehammar (1974) discusses the two models under
the label "personologism" and characterizes such a theoretical
position in the

general formula B = f (P), in which

B

stands for

behavior and P for person. In the situationist model, on the
other hand, the importance of internal personal characteristics
in minimalized and situational factors (S) are considered to
be primary

(e.g., Kanfer

&

Saslow,

1965; Mischel, 1968;

Goldfried & D'Zurilla, 1969). Behavior within the situationist
model, is mainly seen as a function of the situation or parts
of it: B = f(S).
Mischel, Jeffery and Patterson (1974) denote the B = f(P)
model and the B = f(S) model as the trait model and the

behavioral model. They·characterize the difference between
the two models as follows: "...advocates of trait theory seek
to discover underlying, generalized dispositions that
characterize persons relatively stably over time and across
many situations, and search for behaviors that may serve as
'signs' of such dispositions. Behaviorally oriented psychologists,
on the other hand, focus on behavior directly, treating it as

a sample from a wider repertoire rather than as a sign of
generalized inner attributes. unlike trait psychologists,
behavioral psychologists see behavior as highly dependent on
the situation in which it occurs and therefore do not assume

broad generalization across diverse situations" (p. 231). With
regard to situationism it can be said that "analysis of the

mode of connection of cause and effect is limited by the
tendency either to ignore organismic factors, or to regard
them as subsidiary ... to the primary impact of the external

4

stimulus" (Harr& & Secord, 1972, p. 27) . The trait theory

starts from the assumption that within the person there are
dispositions which cause the individual to bring all sorts of
diverse situations together under one heading, so that the
behavior across those situations shows a high degree of
consistency. The trait theory emphasizes the generalizations
individuals make, as well as the resulting stability and
relative generality of behavior. The social behaviorist, on
the other hand, focuses on "...an assessment of what individuals

do - behaviorally and cognitively - in relation to the
psychological conditions in which they do it" (Mischel, 1973,

p. 265). The social learning theory analyses the specific
effects of environmental conditions on cognitions and behaviors

of individuals. "What people do in any situation may be altered
radically even by seemingly minor variations in prior experiences
or slight modifications in stimulus attributes or in the specific
characteristics of the evoking situation" (Mischel, 1969,
p. 1016). The social learning theory takes as its starting-point
the many subtle discriminations persons make, and the resultant
flexibility and relative specificness of behavior. For a thorough

analysis of the psychological assumptions on which situationism
is based, we may refer to Bowers (1973).
Finally, the fourth model, interactionism, can be regarded
as the synthesis of personologism and situationism. This means
"...that neither the person per se nor the situation per se is

emphasized, but the interaction of these two factors is regarded
as the main source of behavioral variation..." (Ekehammar, 1974,
p. 1026). Lewin's (1935) classical formula B = f(P,S) can be
applied to interactionism: the person and the environment
together determine the behavior (Buss, 1977; Howard, 1979).

This position can be worked out in two ways. The first way
leads to a mechanistic form of interactionism (see Overton &
Reese, 1973; Magnusson & Endler, 1977), in which an additive,

linear relationship is assumed between situational and personal
factors - both seen as independent variables. But the most recent
views tend towards a more dynamic model which describes
a continuously ongoing bidirectional interaction process.

5

The basic elements of the dynamic Person X Situation
interaction model are described by Endler and Magnusson (1974,
1976b) as follows:

1. Actual behavior is a function of a continuous process of
multidirectional interaction or feedback between the
individual and the situations he or she encounters.

2. The individual is an intentional, active agent in this
interaction process.

3. On the person side of the interaction, cognitive and
motivational factors are essential determinants of behavior.
4. On the situation side, the psychological meaning of situations
for the individual is the important determining factor.
According to Endler, the term 'interaction'

refers to " . . . the

mutual interdependence of persons-situations and behavior so
that the persons-situations influence behavior and vice versa"
(1975, p. 18). Such a position contrasts sharply with the views

held by those who follow the classical personological approach
(cf., e.g., Alker, 1972; Wachtel, 1973).
1.2 THE PERSON-SITUATION CONTROVERSY

After the first round in the debate about the relative value
of the various models, which took place in the thirties (e.g.,
Allport, 1937; Hartshorne & May, 1928, 1929; Hartshorne & May
& Shuttleworth, 1930; Newcomb, 1929; and Stagner, 1937), now,
after a relatively long interval, the second round is being
'fought' (e.g., Alker, 1972; Averill, 1973; Block, 1977; Buxbaum,
1978; Endler & Magnusson, 1976f, 19762; Epstein, 1977, 1979,
1980; Fiske, 1974; Hettema, 1967; Hogan, Desoto & Solano, 1977;

Jaccard, 1974; Lantermann, 1980; Magnusson & Endler, 1977;
Mischel, 1968, 1969, 1973; Peterson, 1968; Vale & Vale, 1969;

Vernon, 1964; and Wachtel, 1973). At the centre of this

controversy lies the question whether behavior is primarily
determined by characteristics of the person or by characteristics
of the situation.

In view of the ever-increasing number of publications, it
can be said that the person - situation controversy is a 'hot
topic' within personality theory (cf. Carlson, 1975). The, at

6

times heated, debate is mainly focused on questions concerning
the relative contributions of person and situation variables
to the entire behavioral variance, concerning the existence or
non-existence of behavioral consistency across situations, the

predictive power of traditional trait scores and situation
variables, and concerning the question whether traits must be
seen as explanatory or as merely descriptive notions. Important
in the whole discussion is a critical evaluation of the
traditional trait model. One objection against trait psychology

heard in particular in this discussion is that traits do not
refer to real, existing consistencies in behavior, but merely
reflect the conceptual categories of those who assess behavior.
Before going further into the criticism situationists and

interactionists level at the trait approach, we will first
briefly discuss the classical trait model.
1.3 TRAIT PSYCHOLOGY AND PERSONALITY THEORY
The trait concept has always played a dominant part in the

study of personality; in fact the thinking in terms of traits
and characteristics is still the most prominent approach.
Allport' s statement that:

"In everyday life,

no one,

not even a

psychologist, doubts that underlying the conduct of a mature
person there are characteristic dispositions or traits" (1937,
p. 339) has not lost much of its popularity. Undoubtedly, the
great appeal of trait psychology can be attributed partly to
its - at first sight disarming - simplicity (Levy, 1970) and
to the fact that it has been based on the so-called 'naive'
psychology (cf. Heider, 1958). If, in everyday life,

people describe each other or themselves, they spontaneously
reach for terms denoting characteristics such as anxious,

dependent, conformist, negligent, lazy, taciturn,...etc. In
this context Stagner (1977) points to the existence of a great
number of trait labels in the English language: 17,953 according
to Allport & Odbert (1936); 18,125 according to Goldberg (1974).
Stagner suggests that "communication is favored by a trait

vocabulary, and that a situation-specific approach renders

communication impossible" (p. 203). The trait concept is so
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firmly anchored in our language (and in our way of thinking)
that it is almost impossible to think of somebody without

characteristic traits coming to mind at the same time
(Monte, 1977).

In a way any person can be seen as a trait theorist if,
using trait labels, he or she evokes ideas about his or her

own qualities or other people's characteristics (Mischel, 1976).
Trait psychology can be seen as a refinement and extension of
the common sense approach to personality.
The following quotation from Nancy Hirschberg (1978)
illustrates the way in which personality traits are described

by trait psychologists: "Personality traits are broad, enduring,

relatively stable characteristics used to assess and explain
behavior. Traits account for the fact that, under similar
circumstances, one person behaves differently from another.

It is part of the nature of traits that although they can
change, they cannot change too much or too quickly. Their
stability suggests that the behavior they describe will be
relatively consistent from situation to similar situation;
their breadth implies that similar behavior will be manifested

in different situations" (p. 45). Such a 'neutral' description

of traits will meet with little resistance from most trait

psychologists. However, this does not mean that there is one
single trait theory.
In discussing the most important trait theories we will

deal, first, with the work of Gordon W. Allport and, secondly,

the factor-theoretical approach to personality, in particular
the voluminous work of Raymond B. Cattell.
1.3.1 The views of Gordon W. Allport
The classical personality theory based on the trait concept

has been formulated by Allport (1931, 1937, 1958, 1961, 1966).
In Allport's view a psychology of personality cannot but start
from the existence, inside the organism, of tendencies or:

"...mental structures that account for the consistency of

behavior" (1937, p. 289). According to Allport a trait is
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"...a broad system of similar action tendencies existing in
the person we are studying" (1961, p. 337)
Allport defines
.

a

trait as "...a generalized and focalized neuropsychic system
(peculiar to the individual), with the capacity to render many
stimuli functionally equivalent and to initiate and guide

consistent (equivalent) forms of adaptive and expressive

behavior" (1937, p. 295) .

By

referring

to

'neuropsychic'

systems

Allport leaves no doubt about the status of traits. Traits are
no products of the observer, but really exist inside the
observed or assessed subject. Allport's view can therefore be
called biophysical: traits are located somewhere within the
nervous system particularly the brain.
Traits cannot be observed directly, but have to be deduced
from correlations observed between behaviors in different
situations. These correlations are attributed to functional

equivalence and consistency of behavior. The repeated occurrence
of behaviors of similar meaning to the individual (equivalence
of reactions) following a large number of stimuli which also
correspond as far as meaning is concerned (equivalence of
stimuli), are convincing demonstrations of the existence of a
certain trait.

"Many situations may arouse a generalized trait

(or concept) and many forms of behavior may be equivalent in
giving expression to the trait (or concept)" (Allport, 1937,

pp. 322-323). Figure 1.1 is an example of a trait as 'unifier'
of stimuli and behaviors.

In Allport's view traits are "dynamic, or at least

determinative" (1931). Traits control the stimulus input and
cause a multitude of stimuli, events and situations to be

brought under one heading. On the output side traits guide the
behavior.
If a certain typical reaction of the individual manifests
itself only in regard to one single object or one single
situation, then, by its very nature, it is impossible to decide

on the existence of a general disposition or trait. Traits are
much more general than such habits and also more variable as
far as expression is concerned.
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Figure 1.1

The generality of a trait according to G.W. Allport

Situations

Behavior

To be on a visit

Stand at the end of
the queue

A reception

,

A party

Trait:

A group-discussion

Shyness

An interview

In a shop at the
counter

Speak softly
Say little
Avoid looking at a
person
1

I

Decline an invitation I

Avoid taking the
initiative

Allport distinguishes between common traits and personal
dispositions. A common trait is "...a category for classifying
functionally equivalent forms of behavior in a general population

of people. Though influenced by nominal and artifactual
considerations, a common trait to some extent reflects veridical
and comparable dispositions in many personalities who, because

of a common human nature and common culture, develop similar

modes of adjusting to their environments, though to varying
degrees" (Allport, 1961 , p. 349). Allport believes that there
are some 4,000 to 5,000 permanent distinct psychological common
traits. Together with Odbert, Allport started with the construction
of a lexicon of trait labels. (For a critical discussion of
Allport and Odbert's monograph (1936), see Bromley (1977)).
Consequently, Allport recognizes that personality has many

aspects, on which persons belonging to the same culture can be
compared. However, according to his view, common traits are at most
approximations. They have a more nominal character and are less
real than personal dispositions. Real traits are always strictly
individual. Personal dispositions mediate, within each person,

in a unique way between various stimuli and the individual's
characteristically uniform responses to them. If researchers

force individual persons into uniform trait categories, there
is a danger that common traits will, to a certain extent,
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reflect method-artifacts. Allport is convinced that no two
persons are exactly the same with respect to any trait whatso-

ever. For example, persons are not 'dependent' to the same degre
nor do they show 'dependence behavior' with regard to the same
set of situations. Moreover, persons differ with regard to the
specific contents of trait indicators (Allport, 1937, p. 297).
For these reasons Allport propagates an idiographic approach
of personality: "Since (personality) is a universal phenomenon

science must study it; but it cannot study it correctly unless
it looks into the individuality of patterning:" (Allport, 1961,

p. 9). Accordingly, he regards the single-case study (N = 1) as
the most adequate diagnostic method (e.g., Allport, 1942, 1965).

In Allport's view science should focus directly on the individua
personality and should preferably avoid proceeding in an
indirect way by comparing persons in terms of common traits
(Allport, 1961, p. 369). In short, although Allport does not
altogether reject the use of common traits - for without common
traits it would be impossible to make interindividual comparison
one has to conclude that in his view common traits only come

second. In the person-situation controversy Allport's basic
position is clear: not stimuli but traits are the most important
determinants of behavior. But this does not mean that situations

play no part at all. Allport - certainly in later formulations
of the theory - takes the line that every theory which sees
personality as stable, fixed and completely invariable, starts
from the wrong assumptions. Neither can personality be seen as

independent of the situation (Allport, 1961, p. 176). What a
person actually does is the result of at least four conditions:
(a) stable personality characteristics;
(b) the defences the person uses and the degree of self-disclosu:
the person is prepared to show;

(c) the way in which the actual situation is perceived and the

relevance the situation has for the individual; and
(d) the 'demand characteristics' of the situation (Allport, 1961
p. 180). But situation perception and doing what the situation
'demands' depend on the individual's system of characteristics:

Situations can modify behavior, but only within the limits

drawn by the
situations I
permitted by
In Allport's

traits of an individual. "Even in new and unexpected
can act only within a range of personal variability
my abilities and traits" (Allport, 1961, p. 180).
view, then, traits are not active to the same

extent under all circumstances.

"Rather we should think of

traits as ranges of possible behavior, to be activated at
varying points within this range according to the demands of
the situation" (Allport, 1961, p. 181). Again: "...no trait
theory can be sound unless it allows for, and accounts for,
the variability of a person's conduct. Pressures from the

surrounding environment, the companions he is with, and the
countercurrents in the person himself may delay, augment,

distort, or inhibit completely the conduct that we would
normally expect to issue from a person' s traits" (Allport,

1961, p. 333) .
Behaviors inconsistent with a certain trait cannot simply
be taken as proof that the trait does not exist (Allport, 1931).

For not everybody shows the same degree of integration with
regard to a certain trait. And it is also possible that
contrary integrations exist within one and the same individual.

A person can be both punctual and careless, masculine and
feminine etc., although usually one of the two tendencies will
predominate. Besides, every person shows behaviors which are
unrelated to existing traits, but which are products of the

stimulus or the attitudes of the moment. Even the coolest man

will lose his usual composure if his house is on fire. But to
say that not all of a person's acts reflect some higher
integration is not to say that no such higher integration exists
(Allport, 1931).

With regard to the effects of the actual situation on a
person's behavior Allport assumes moreover that highly
structured situations have a greater influence
on behavior than less structured ones. He takes the line that

the person-situation relationship is a reciprocal one. On the

one hand, the situation determines - at least partly - which
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behavior will be manifested; on the other hand, the individual
actively looks for those situations which are consistent with
his personality.

Whatever part situations may play, Allport assumes that
scientific evidence for the existence of personal dispositions

can frequently be given, because a high degree of consistency
in the behavior can always be demonstrated, after intensively
studying the individual.
Regarding common traits Allport says:

"In the case of

common traits it is also necessary to demonstrate that a whole
population of people are reasonably consistent with themselves

over time and in a range of situations. But what degree of
consistency shall we demand? There is no strict answer.
Statistically speaking, the higher the reliability measures,
the better the evidence for a trait. If we use the traditional

correlational measures (for repeat reliability, or for internal
consistency), most psychologists would scarcely trust correlations

of less than .80 - When we consider the inherent variability of
behavior, the effects of the immediate situation and errors of
measurement, it is small wonder that to achieve this minimum

measure a scale often has to be revised several times (which
as we have said, makes the whole procedure somewhat artificial)"
(Allport, 1961, p. 343).
1.3.2 Factor-analytic trait models
Three theorists are usually held to be the most

important representatives of this school: H.J. Eysenck,

J.P. Guilford and R.B. Cattell. Comrey (1970) and Grygier
(1961) should also be regarded as belonging to this tradition.
The factor-analytic personality analysis is focused on
explaining - as economically as possible, in a structural model
of personality - the interrelations established between large
numbers of variables.

A factor theory sees personality as a point in a Edimensional space, in which n is the number of dimensions
(common factors) necessary for explaining the correlations
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between trait indicators. According to Guilford, factor theory
and factor-analytic methods are "...ideally suited for the
purpose of discovering psychologically meaningful and useful
dimensions in the personality sphere" (1959, p. 94).

Factor-analytic research provides the factors which are
thought to be responsible for the established response response correlations.
Essential to this approach is the fact that by factor
analysis the dimensions of personality are determined in an

objective way. This goes for the number of factors as well as
for the contents of these factors. The question whether

different behaviors of the person "...aus denselben Ursachen
und Bedingungen ekljrbar sind oder nicht, wird damit dem Risiko
der spekulativen Deutung enthoben und systematisch prufbar"
1)
. This quotation indicates an important
(Pawlik, 1977, p. 619)

difference between the 'Cattell-Guilford-Eysenck' approach and

Allport's approach described above. A second important difference
regards the following: like Allport, factor theorists start
from the assumption that every personality is unique. Guilford,
e.g., defines personality as "a person's unique pattern of
traits" (1959, p. 8). This uniqueness, however, should not

be interpreted in favour of an idiographic analysis of
individuals. On the contrary, Guilford, e.g., relegates the
idiographic approach to the field of the practising psychologist:
"The impersonal view and the nomothetic approach belong to basic
science; the personal view and the idiographic approach belong
to technology. In every science, the individual case is properly

regarded as merely an opportunity for making another observation.
The single case belongs to history not to science. Without

replications, we have no science. In approaching a final goal,
science aims at generalizations that apply to classes of
phenomena not at descriptions of particular events" (1959,
p. 24). Cattell holds a similar view (1977, pp. 176-177).
1)

...can or cannot be explained on the ground of the same
reasons and conditions, will in this way be freed from the
risks of speculative interpretation and can thus be examined
systematically.

14

In the next section we will take a closer look at Cattell's
theory. For the related theories of Guilford and Eysenck we

refer to the very good summaries in Cartwright (1974, the
Chapters 17 and 25). Comparisons between the factor structures
found by Guilford, Eysenck and Cattell are included in Cattell
& Kline (1977), Eysenck (1972, 1977) and Guilford (1975).

1.3.3 The views of R.B. Cattell

Traits are, in Cattell's view, to be regarded as "...a
correlation cluster (surface trait) or unique, invariant factor
(source trait) in behavior manifestations, as correlated over

time or over people" (1977, p. 167). Cattell is convinced that
more than 30%, and in most fields even more than 60% of the
variance in behavior, can be attributed to a relatively small
number of trait structures (1977, p. 167).

At the basis of Cattell's research efforts lies the
formulation of the so-called Language Personality Sphere.

Cattell's idea is that language is the most practical source
for gathering information about the totality of personal traits,
because "...over the years especially in languages with highly

developed literatures, it is highly likely that every discernible
aspect of behavior has been verbalized" (Cattell & Kline, 1977,
p. 30).

As starting-point Cattell took, from the pool of nearly
18,000 adjectives of which Allport & Odbert (1938) made an
inventory, those trait labels that do not serve an evaluative
purpose. The reason for this initial selection is that "terms
that are evaluative and censorious have little relevance to
the study of the structure of personality, however useful they

may be in studying the social impact of one individual upon
others" (Allport, 1961, p. 355). The 4,500 selected trait labels
refer, according to Cattell, to the relatively permanent
characteristics of people. These 4,500 descriptive words are
the 'jargon' by means of which comparisons can be made between
people. The set of 4,500 trait labels was reduced to 171 (:)
by eliminating synonyms. Next, rating studies were done with
the aid of these 171 trait labels, ...intercorrelations were
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figured out, ...and 36 clusters of correlations were isolated
(surface traits). Ten other surface traits were added to these,

a few from a study of the relevant literature in psychiatry
and some that appeared in experiments over the years (cf.
Cattell & Kline, 1977). The 46 surface traits - denoted by
Cattell as the Standard Reduced Personality Sphere - are
supposed to describe personality more or less exhaustively.

A complete survey of the 46 variables can be found in Cattell
(1957, pp. 813-817).
The 'Standard Reduced Personality Sphere' provided
categories which were used in a large number of rating studies.
The correlations obtained were subjected to factor analyses

in order to examine the relationships between the more specific
surface traits and the more general and fundamental source

traits. Essential in this respect is Cattell's conception of
strata in the organisation of personality. In Cattell's theory
strata denote the various levels of generality and abstractness

of traits. On the lowest, most concrete level, we find the
surface traits mentioned above. The higher levels contain the
First-, Second-, and Third-Stratum source traits. The

establishment of such a hie+archically built personality
structure is made possible by using oblique factor analyses

and by successively carrying out analyses of a higher order
(see, e.g., Cattell, 1978, pp. 126-128).
In his research Cattell used three types of data:
1. L-data: life data from actual records of the person's

behavior, such as school records and ratings by people who
know the person in real life settings.
2. Q-data: data from self-rating questionnaires containing the

person's own statements about his behavior.
3. OT-data (or T-data): information from objective tests

gathered in laboratory tasks other than those using paperand-pencil questionnaires.
"It has been Cattell's view that if multivariate, factoranalytic research is indeed able to determine the basic structures
of personality, then the same factors should be obtained from
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L-data, Q-data, and T-data" (Pervin, 1975, p. 330). In other

words, Cattell assumes an a priori "principle of indifference
of indicator" (Cattell & Birkett, 1980, p. 229), which argues
that unitary personality structures should emerge equally
clear in the 'dress' of different media and modes of observation.
Cattell's strategy therefore was to find source traits in
L-data, and next, to ascertain whether, by means of

questionnaires and objective tests, the same dimensions of
personality could be obtained (cf. Cattell, 1959). Within the
area of Life Record data rating studies at first yielded 12
factors, a number which, after a series of supplementary

investigations, was extended to 15. Descriptions of these
L-data factors can be found in various places, among others,

in Cattell (1957), Cattell & Kline (1977, pp. 112 ff.) and in
Hammond (1977, pp. 59 ff.).
Central in the work at Q-data level is the construction

of the Sixteen PF (Cattell, Eber &Tatsuoka, 1970). In the
construction of this questionnaire the dimensions discovered at
L-data level were used as a guide-line for the formulation of
the test-items. Twelve of the 16 factors of the 16PF show
considerable resemblance to the earlier discovered L-data
factors. Detailed descriptions of Q-data factors can be found
in Cattell (1973) and Cattell et al. (1970), Cattell & Kline
(1977), and Wilde (1977, pp. 105-106).
The results of L-data and Q-data investigations led

Cattell and his fellow-workers to develop a gigantic (i.e.,
more than 500) amount of objective tests (see Cattell &

Warburton's compendium and taxonomy of objective tests, 1967).
The essence of an objective test is that the individual tested
responds with actual behavior to some miniature life situation.

His response is measured in ways of which he is unaware so
that faking (though not sabotage) is ruled out (cf. Cattell
& Kline, 1977). (Objective tests are not to be confused with
merely objectively scorable tests).
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Examples of objective tests in the sense of Cattell's are:

amplitudo of voice under normal (as compared to delayed) feedback
conditions, basal metabolic rate, line-length judgement, speed
of design copying, etc... In the construction of these "laboratory

behavioral measurements" (cf. Ishikawa, 1977, p. 105) it was
once again attempted to reflect as correctly as possible the
dimensions discovered in L- and Q-data.

All in all 21 factors (and six second-stratum factors) were
identified by means of objective test batteries. For descriptions
of the OT-factors, see Cattell & Warburton (1967) or Cattell &
Kline (1977).

Concerning possible correlations between L- and Q-factors
and OT-factors it can be ascertained that there is no question
of reproducing, by means of objective tests, the factors
discovered in rating and self-description research (see, among
others, Pervin, 1975). Cattell & Kline say in this respect that
"little attempt was made to relate them to L- or Q-factors,

mainly because the task of establishing these factors, of
developing tests to support their identity was more than large
enough" (1977, p. 133). Figure 1.2 shows the correlations between
Q- and OT-data, as established up to now.
Figure 1.2

The relationship between Cattell's Q- and OT-factors
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The above Figure shows that the source traits found

in OT-data show an extremely complex relationship with the data
from questionnaires. A recent survey of the personality structure

as emerging from OT-data, states that only 4 or 5 factors of
the 21 OT-dimensions show a more or less clear connection with
patterns as discovered by other means (cf. Ishikawa, 1977,
p. 116). In a recent article Cattell & Birkett (1980) indicated:

"Six instances where factors independently stabilized in Q-

and T-data researches are apparently measuring the same unitary
trait, the match in Q-data being at the second order in that
medium" (p. 235). The degree of certainty in match differs,
however, over a fair range at the present time.

Apart from factors identified as 'ego-strength' and
'extraversion', more than half of the OT-dimensions found
in the sphere of temperament are "established unitary traits
in search of a theory" (Cattell & Kline, 1977, p. 157). It can
be said that there is still little real clarity about the exact
status of most of the first-stratum OT-factors, which of course

makes identifying factors of a higher order a completely
speculative affair.
Other research efforts have resulted in the charting of

abilities source traits and dynamic (motivational) source
traits (Cattell, 1971; Cattell & Child, 1975). All these factors
are seen by Cattell as "veridical", in the sense that these
traits are regarded as permanent psychic or neurologic structures
·(Cattell, 1946, 1965) . Nevertheless, one has to observe that the

relationship between traits (measured in L- and Q-areas) and

behavior (established in the miniature situations of objective
tests) has been established anything but convincingly as yet.
In Cattell's theory attention is paid to the relationship

between traits (L, Q, OT) and actual behavior in natural settings,
in the form of the so-called specification equation. In its

most simple version Cattell's behavioral specification looks
like this:

a

hij

=b

T li +...+ b.
h]q T,
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-
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in which the T's are vectors of personality dimensions. The T's
denote the degree to which persons possess the discovered traits:
T's are trait scores. The b's are the weights, obtained as

factor-loadings by which these trait scores have to be weighted
in order to be able to predict behavior a (= response j of
person i in situation h). The b's form a vector which defines
the relevance of the characteristics in the setting in question.

Cattell assumes in principle that these regression weights are
the same for all individuals (Cattell, 1977, p. 23).
In a discussion of Cattell's trait theory Hettema (1979)

rightly points out that "...Cattell assumes particular traits

to possess fixed predictive validities with respect to behavior
in a given situation. In other words, individuality is demonstrated

merely in trait values (scores) but not in the way traits are
applied in a given situation. The point is demonstrated clearly
in the specification equation, in which trait scores are
represented as individual parameters but trait regression
weights are represented as general parameters" (p. 162). Hettema
concludes: "Obviously, with respect to the latter issue Cattell's

position is at variance with interactionism because it is too
deterministic" (1979, . 162) .
1.3.4 Trait theory and trait measurement model

Not every trait theorist, of course, defines traits the way
Cattell does: not every researcher who develops a test to
measure, for example, consistency in interpersonal behavior,
formulates beforehand a camplete theory about human dispositions.

Hogan, DeSoto and Solano denote the large group of researchers
who investigate individual differences in terms of traits, with
the (unfortunate) term: "the 'empirical tradition' of personality

research" (1977, p. 256). Examples of research which
considered as belonging to the latter tradition, can
in the work of Gough on the California Psychological
(1969), and in Holland in, among others, the work of
(1974).

have to be
be found
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Luteyn
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Magnusson has pointed out the difference between, on the
one hand, a theory about personality and, on the other hand,
the measurement model that goes with it. A psychological theory
is a consistent set of related assumptions used for describing,

explaining and predicting the actual behavior of people. The
measurement model, on the other hand, concerns the supposed
relationship between "responses (reaction indicators), which
are usually expressed by the data that we collect, and the

mediating variables or constructs of the personality theory"
(Magnusson & Endler, 1977, pp. 12-13).
In the trait measurement model the following two assumptions
are made:

1. Each individual has a true score on a quantifiable dimension
for every personality trait, and
2. there is a monotonous, linear relationship between the latent

positions of individuals on such a personality dimension and
their positions on some reaction scale or other, which serves
as an indicator for this trait (see Magnusson, 1974f).
The above implies that, with respect to a certain type of

behavior, stable rank orders of individuals across situations
and trait indicators are supposed to exist. The assumption of
a linear relationship between positions on the latent continuum

and positions on dimensions of actual behavior underlies the

use of factor analysis for identifying the basic personality
traits. Magnusson & Endler (1977) call this cross-situational
stability of rank orders of individuals "a central issue for
empirical personality research within the trait measurement model"

(p. 13). It is important to lay down emphatically that the trait

measurement model does not imply that situations have no effect
at all on the eventual behavior persons manifest. Within the

measurement model it is possible for situations and stimulus
configurations to have a general effect on, e.g., the intensity
of the behavior. In terms of analysis of variance this means
that the existence of main effects Situations (Conditions,

Treatments) is not incompatible with the starting-points of the
trait measurement model.

"The view that there are traits
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consisting of relatively broad, stable, behavioral dispositions

does not require the assumption that situations do not affect
behavior. Behavior can vary significantly with situations, and
there can still be an underlying consistent thread in behavior

averaged over situations. Thus, demonstrations that behavior
varies with situations or even that it varies more with
situations than with individuals cannot be taken as evidence
against the existence of traits" (Epstein, 1979, p. 1102). The
occurrence of significant main effects of situations is
compatible with the traditional trait measurement model. How-

ever, this does not hold for the occurrence of interactions
(in a statistical sense) between individuals and situations.
Magnusson ( 1977) concludes: "Thus, according to this model,
there is no interaction...in data for a group of individuals

across different situations with respect to a particular kind
of behavioral reaction (e.g., anxious behavior)" (p. 14).

Accordingly, in the trait measurement model, intra-individual
variations in measurements of a certain trait across situations
are regarded as errors of measurement and not as useful
information about the individual functioning of certain persons.
That is why test constructors of this tradition eventually only

keep those items from initial itempools which are almost each
other's replica. In such a procedure representativity is
sacrificed in order to achieve as much homogeneity as possible
(cf. Hettema, 1967).
As has already been pointed out, the version of Cattell's

prediction model (specification equation), which was described
on p. 18 , rules out such interactions between persons and
situations, and although Allport leaves some room for other
views in saying that persons need not necessarily show a certain
trait in respect of the same set of situations, it is evident
that the frequent occurrence of substantial interactions detracts
from the breadth of the postulated personality trait. It is
clear that the possible occurrence of such interactions has
implications for the stability of rank orders of individuals,
i.e., the "relative consistency across similar situations"

i
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(Magnusson, 1977, p. 9) . The existence or non-existence of

these interactions, therefore, plays an important part as

regards the reality and relevance of traits. Are traits
"relevant"

(Stagner, 1976) and "alive and well"

(Epstein,

1977) or is it an illusion that the diversity of individual

behavioral variations can be reduced to a limited set of
underlying forces, characteristic of the person, such as traits,
dispositions, factors or dimensions (cf. Shweder, 1975)7

1.4 THE CRITICISM OF THE TRAIT MODEL

As Hirschberg (1978) shows, the criticism leveled at the trait
model, is partly conceptual, partly empirical. The first type
of criticism is directed against the causal status attributed
to traits, e.g., in the theories of Allport and Cattell. The
essence of this criticism is that trait constructs only give

pseudo-explanations, if the labeling of certain behavioral
phenomena serves at the same time as an explanation of the same
phenomena. Bandura (1969) makes this clear with the help of an
example:

"For example, persons who exhibit withdrawal, delusional

and hallucinatory behavior, inappropriate emotional responses,
and behavioral deficits, will be labeled schizophrenic. The
presence of these deviant behaviors is then attributed to an

underlying schizophrenia, an explanation that is completely
circular and contains no information whatsoever about causal
determinants. An adequate causal explanation must specify
clearly the independent variables that produce and maintain the
observed schizophrenic behavior. In a similar manner, traits,

complexes, and dynamics, which represent the descriptive
constructs of the assessor, often are made active entities
within the client that supposedly cause his behavior" (pp. 1516). Mischel (1968) shares this view.

In some of the more modern approaches, accordingly, traits

are no longer regarded as explanatory but as descriptive concepts
(Stagner, 1977; Hogan et al., 1977). In such a purely descriptive
approach a trait is seen as an abstraction of overt behavior, as

a 'summary-label' for manifested behaviors and not as the cause
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for these behaviors (Shweder, 1975). In Mischel's (1973) view,

too, traits are "...constructs which are inferred or abstracted
from behavior" (p. 262; my italics). Mischel starts from the
assumption that, when persons observe the diverse behaviors of

themselves and others, they integrate and categorize the stream
of incoming information by means of cognitive categorization
schemes or trait concepts. He goes on to say that such abstract
categories, when handled by psychologists, have only a limited
usefulness. True enough, they are suitable for making global
characterizations of persons, but they cannot be used for
predicting more or less specific behavior in specific situations.
Moreover, Hirschberg (1978) rightly points out that such a
"summary"-view does not, of course, hold for traits, which
- either because of fear for possible consequences, or because

there is hardly ever an opportunity - are not manifested in

actual behavior. As regards the view that trait labels only
serve as categories of observed behavior, Hirschberg says:
"This view of traits would be false if there were examples of
traits for which past manifestations need not have occurred
and it would be circular if there were no way to explain what

•

constitutes having the trait other than to say that someone
has the trait who does the sort of thing a person with that
trait is apt to do" (1978, p. 47). So, a 'summary-label'

approach of traits does not necessarily rule out every form of
circular reasoning. Mischel holds that as long as constructs of
behaviors are only used for describing these behaviors (e.g.,
This person behaves anxiously), there will be no danger of

becoming entangled in tautologies. The danger only arises if
these constructs come to serve as explanatory entities. This
may occur less easily in a 'summary-view' on personality traits,

but is certainly the case in a dispositional view (cf. Hirschberg,
1978; Alston, 1970, 1975; Averill, 1973). According to Mischel
k

(1968) this is one of the big problems that have been confronting
the trait-theoretical approach since the flourishing-time of the

psychology of human faculties. True, a statement such as "Person
A solves these extremely difficult puzzles correctly, because he
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is

intelligent" seems to have some explanatory

value because

it rules out other possible explanations such as chance,
cribbing, etc. (cf. Hirschberg, 1978). On the other hand,

Averill's view with respect to examples such as the above "...dispositional qualities can be and often are, invoked as

valid explanations for events, depending upon the question being
asked and the background knowledge of the inquirer" (1973,
p. 280) - is only relevant for the naive attribution of causality
in everyday life, and does not say anything about the scientific
value of trait concepts. This does not mean that questions such

as "How do people describe each other and themselves, and who
chooses which trait labels under which circumstances?" might
not be interesting objects of scientific research. After all,
these labels and their use play an important part in all sorts

of decisions people take in everyday life. Interesting in this
context is the following remark of D.W. Fiske (1977): "Making
attributions about other people, labeling them, is epiphenomenal
in the sense that it is a secondary kind of adapting, less
essential than our moment-to-moment behavioral activity. Our
labeling of those with whom we are interacting does not determine
our action at a given moment. Instead, it helps in expressing
our feelings, in communicating with other people, and in trying
to reach some understanding of them" (p. 649).
Another criticism, likewise conceptual in character,

regards the fact that a number of critics of the trait model
are of the opinion that traits, seen as the cognitive schemes

or constructs of the assessor, do not contain independent
information about the actual behavior of persons. Thus, Jones
& Nisbett (1971) take the line that traits reflect the

evaluations and value-judgements of assessors: "Traits exist
more in the eye of the beholder than in the psyche of the actor"
(p. 11). This position is mainly based on the work of D'Andrade
(1965, 1974) and Shweder (1975, 1977f, 19772)· These authors
point out that most of the classifications of individual variatio s
are schemes of response patterns obtained with the help of

questionnaires or checklists. The patterns of correlations
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between variables obtained in this way can, in most of the

cases, be replicated "...by asking a small number of respondents
to judge the conceptual similarity or dissimilarity of the
variables on the rating form, inventory, or questionnaire"
(Shweder & D'Andrade, 1979, p. 1075). According to Shweder,
raters, psychologists, and testees substitute, without being aware

of it, "...a theory of conceptual likeness for descriptions of
behavioral co-occurrences. Items alike in concept are inferred
to be behaviorally characteristic of the same person even when,
as is typically the case, conceptual relationships among items

do not correspond to the actual behavioral relationship among
items... (As a result) these conceptually biased judgments
create an 'illusion' of underlying behavioral consistency which,
although not apparent in actual behavior, deceptively validates
the 'individual difference conceptualization of personality'"
(1975, pp. 455-456). In other words, it appears that factors
derived from co-variations of responses to standard "memorybased" personality tests (cf. Shweder & D'Andrade, 1980), can

also be identified if testees are told to judge the similarity
in meaning of the items (e.g., Mulaik, 1964; Ebbesen & Allen,
1977; and the afore-mentioned studies of D'Andrade and Shweder).
Passini & Norman (1966) discovered that the same very stable
structure of 5 factors 2) (extraversion, agreeableness,

conscientiousness, emotional stability and culture) found when
assessors assess acquaintances (e.g., Norman, 1961, 1963; Tupes
& Cristal, 1958, 1961) is also obtained when complete strangers
are assessed. Passini & Norman (1966) take the line that

assessors use empirically valid implicit theories about
personality and that conceptual likeness ratings accurately

reflect inter-correlations between behaviors. Shweder and
D'Andrade call this position "the accurate reflection hypothesis"
(p. 1076). Shweder & D'Andrade (1980) have contrasted this

position with the "systematic distortion hypothesis". This hypothesis
states that "...under difficult memory conditions judges on
personality inventories, rating forms and questionnaire interviews
2)

Hallworth (1966) shows that the factors obtained in this way
correspond to the well-known semantic differential dimensions.
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infer what 'must' have happened from their general beliefs
about what the world is like and/or find it easier to retrieve

conceptually related memory items. The hypothesis further states
that our general beliefs about what the world is like in the
area of personality (i.e., our implicit personality theories)
tend to be inaccurate with respect to how behaviors covary,
confusing 'what is like what' with 'what goes with what', and,
therefore interbehavior correlations derived from memory-based

assessment procedures cannot be considered valid evidence for
the objective existence of proposed personality traits, factors

or syndromes". So Shweder & D'Andrade (1980) are of the
opinion that similarity of meanings is unjustly equated to
probability of behavioral covariance.
The question whether preference is to be given to the

accurate reflection hypothesis or to the systematic distortion

hypothesis, can only be answered via empirical research. Against
this background, D'Andrade (1973, 1974) and Shweder (1975, 19778)

have analyzed the raw data of others a second time. This concerned
investigations in which observation - as well as assessment data
had been collected. Again and again they discovered that the
correlations between the various rating categories showed many
similarities with the correlation patterns obtained by means

of judgments of similarities of meaning. Whereas only little
correlation could be proven to exist with the intercorrelations
of the various observation categories. On the ground of this

sort of results, Shweder and D'Andrade conclude that "cultural

belief systems" are inaccurate. "Cultural constructs are not

empirical

generalizations"

(Shweder, 1977b, p. 938). On the

other hand, Block, Weiss and Thorne argue that, in many cases,
acquired cultural constructs really do reflect reality.
"Individuals frequently independently generate convergent terms

to express their recognition about the people they encounter.
To the extent that language is an efficient means of communicating

calibrated understandings, individuals will or can come to agree
in their usage of terms to describe or integrate or summarize
the implication of the behavior of other people" (Block et al.,
1979, p. 1071). Norman & Goldberg express a similar view
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in their article "Raters, ratees and randomness in personality
structure" (1966).

Block et al. further point out that an abundance of studies
has shown that within the area of rating studies there is
substantial stability across time as regards the attributing
of trait labels (e.g., Block, 1971). At the same time they
point to the fact that it frequently appears possible to

distinguish between certain criterion groups by means of

personality tests. Their claim that such relationships cannot
be explained from the 'conceptual similarity'-point of view,
is just. That does not alter the fact that assessors make

mistakes. The point is that these mistakes are no random
inaccuracies, but reflect a systematic bias. Shweder is convinced
that "if one were to eliminate error and systematic bias from
personality data one would 'not discover neat traits, factors

and dimensions but rather a complex of context-dependent truths,
or alternatively said, that which is accurate in personality

ratings would not support a global trait approach to individual
differences in conduct" (Shweder, 1978).
By way of conclusion one may say that it is difficult to
ascertain whether the factors found in assessment studies reflect
the conceptual dimensions of assessors or the attributes of
those assessed. Presumably, both elements are reflected to a

certain extent and it is well-nigh impossible to keep them
apart (cf. Mischel, 1976). There seems to be enough evidence to
support the allegation that the systematic bias in ratings
is quite considerable. In most of the studies in which
high interrater reliabilities are reported (see, e.g., Block,
1971) the stereotype-component in the ratings has neither been

measured directly, nor have the agreement scores been corrected
for it. We can state, as Cronbach (1955) and Gage
(1952) did, that a considerable part of the agreement between

assessors points to agreement as regards one or more
stereotypes.

Bourne (1977) tried, in a recent detailed study, to
determine the degree of agreement among assessors as regards
their global perceptions of the individual personality. In this
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experiment "change/stereoptype-corrected agreement scores" were

determined to this purpose. Assessors were asked to describe a
number of persons known to them by means of each of the following

procedures: free-descriptive characterization, free-response
listing of traits, a standard adjective checklist, and a
standard set of rating scales. Within each of these tasks the

agreement among raters was determined in terms of the number
of similar attributions in the descriptions of one and the same
target-person given by pairs of assessors (i.e., the number of

correspondences between A's and B's descriptions of C). Bourne
calls this consensus among assessors "overall agreement". A

composite index of the chance and stereoptype-associated
components of agreement was obtained by counting the co-occurring
attributions between the same two raters' descriptions of two
different persons. Agreement among assessors as regards two
different targets (i.e., the agreement between A's description
of C and B's description of D)

was supposed to be the reflection

of the convergence in ratings not specifically valid for a
certain assessed person only. Bourne equates person-specific
agreement to overall agreement minus the chance/stereotypic
agreement. This means that person-specific agreement as regards
a certain individual is defined as the degree to which two

assessors show more overlap in their descriptions of the person
in question than in their descriptions of two different persons.
The test results indicated that the overall agreement among
assessors increased as the assessing procedure became less
structured. However, agreement by chance and on group stereotypes

also increased. When chance and stereotype-associated agreement

were substracted from overall agreement, the residual personspecific agreement averaged only 5.3%. No significant increase
in person-specific agreement was found between the freedescriptive and standard tasks. Accordingly, Bourne (1977)
concludes: "...the present findings support the notion that

global, trait-descriptive judgments of an individual's personality
- whether formulated freely or in terms of marks on standard
checklists or rating scales - are largely dependent upon the

particular perspective of the individual observer who produces
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them. At this level of analysis, individual personality fails

to emerge as an objective entity, though our attributing activity
in everyday transactions proceeds as if it were" (p. 871) .

Bourne's study should be seen as an endorsement of the position
taken by D'Andrade, Shweder, Mischel, and Jones & Nisbett,
that all sorts of artefacts occur in the assessment of personality
due to the influence of conceptual schemata. Of course, this
standpoint does not imply that dispositions or individual
differences do not exist at all. "...it may not be possible to

assign the residence of dispositions exclusively either to the
actor or to the perceiver; we may have to settle for a continuous
interaction between observed and observer, for a reality that
is constructed and cognitively created but not fictitious. In

such a construction process, semantic networks are likely to
figure heavily (e.g., D'Andrade, 1970, 19 73a,b, Shweder, 1975),
and 'prototypes' or 'schemata' may be generated that permit a
wide range of distortions and transformations in specific
instances and still yield consistent agreement among observers
about the underlying gist"

(Mischel, 1977, p. 334) . Not so much

deciding whether such things as traits exist is the problem,
but rather discovering to what degree such traits generalize
(cf. Shweder, 1978). As long ago as 1943, Ichheiser pointed to
a tendency to overestimate personal factors and underestimate
situational factors in interpreting personality: "We tend to

overlook all the data that do not fit the fixed image of the
other's personality" (Ichheiser, 1943, p. 150).

An abundance of recent research shows that persons overrate
the consistency (across situations) and the stability (across
time) of other people's behavior. Epstein (1979) drew up an
inventory of the explanations given for this phenomenon. Several
possible explanations have been suggested:
(1) the conviction that the behavior of other persons is

predictable and follows certain rules makes persons feel
more comfortable; "...people like their world to be consistent
and sufficiently familiar. It seems disturbing when the

world becomes too complex, too unpredictable, or too
unexplainable. Inconsistencies in their environment appear
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to motivate people from all cultures to search for

explanations and simplifications of the events around them
even if the explanations turn out to be contrived and
inaccurate. Consistency, so it seems, is not just the

hobgoblin of little minds: everyone seems to be motivated
to attain it under some conditions" (Streufert & Streufert
1978, p. 131).
(2) it is easier to classify behaviors in terms of persons tha
in terms of situations 3);
(3) the part implicit personality theories play;

(4) the occurrence of primacy effects see, for instance,
Hayden & Mischel, 1976);
(5) founding assessments on non-representative samples of
(

situations. An example of this is the teacher who only see
a certain child in school situations and who thinks "the
local terror" a classical example of social adaptation. In

several studies it is shown that individuals tend to interpret
small samples of observations as if they were highly

representative (Kahneman & Tversky, 1973; Tversky &
Kahneman, 1979; Hamill, Wilson & Nisbett, 1980).
(6) the tendency of assessors to equate behaviors which evoke
similar emotional reactions in them.

This complexity of factors causes "...people (to) go rapidly
beyond the observation of some consistency which does exist in
behavior to the attribution of greater perceived consistencies
which they construct" (Mischel, 1973, p. 263). Epstein (1979)

points out that the existence of such a bias does not necessar
imply, that consistency and stability in behavior do not exist
at all: "In fact, the assumption that under most circumstances
there is stability in personality can account for a bias to
assume there is stability even when there is not, the same

factors that contribute to the perception of stability could
3) It is tempting to suppose that the fact that there is a

1

multitude of terms available for talking about persons (see
p.6-7), but only a small vocabulary for denoting situations,
leads to a bias towards attributing behavior more to persona
characteristics than to situations (see also, Epstein, 1979)
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also contribute to its actual stability" (p. 1103). As noted

by Pervin: "the suggestion has...been made, however, that the
actual behavior observed makes little difference in the judgments

we make and that our implicit theories create an illusion of
underlying individual behavioral consistency that does not exist
in actual behavior. It is one thing to suggest that our cognitive

constructions influence what we perceive and at times serve to
distort our judgments or bias ratings made on personality

inventories and questionnaires. For this suggestion the data
seems convincing. It is quite another matter, however, to suggest
that actual behavior makes little difference in such judgments"
(1978, pp. 19-20). Whether and to what extent the constructing

of consistent impressions of oneself and others implies a
distortion of what is going on in reality, is not so much a
theoretical problem as one which can only be thrashed out by

means of empirical research. Such research efforts will be dealt
with extensively in the next section.

1.4.1 Consistency versus situational specificity and the
predictive value of traits
The trait measurement model, as was stated in section 1.3.4
(p. 20), supposes, with regard to a certain type of behavior,
stable rank orders of individuals across situations. In other

words, this measurement model starts from the assumption that
there is a transsituational consistency with respect to a
relatively wide range of situations. The meaning of this can
be further demonstrated in the following examples. Figure 1.3
shows different types of relationships between behaviors (trait
indicators) and situations.
The two upper diagrams in Figure 1.3 indicate situationbehavior relationships according to the classical trait model.
Clearly the difference between these two diagrams consists of
the presence or absence of a main effect of the situations X

and Y. Figure 1.3-alpha represents the most rigorous form of a
personality theory on the model B = f(P). It reflects the type

of consistency Magnusson & Endler (1977) call "absolute
consistency". Characteristic of this type of consistency is
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Figure 1.3
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that an individual manifests a certain type of behavior to the

same degree in different situations. Indirect indications for
high absolute consistency are low between-situation variance
and high intercorrelation between measures of the same variable
for a sample of individuals across different situations

simultaneously. Argyle & Little (1972) describe this perspective
on the person-situation relationship as "personality as constant
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patterns of behavior" (p. 2).

Figure 1.3-beta reflects a form of "relative consistency".
(cf. Magnusson & Endler, 1977, p. 7), in which the rank order

of individuals remains the same, whereas in absolute terms a
certain person reacts very differently to different situations.

Cattell's specification equation (see p. 18) is an elaboration
of this model. Other classical trait theorists, too, take this

scheme as their starting-point. In a way, also Lewin's formula
B = I(P,S) applies to this model. On p. 4 we attributed, after
Ekehammar (1974), the relationship B = f(P,S) to the interactionist

stream in personality theory, and we characterized the pure trait
model in B = f(P). This is common usage (see, e.g., Buss, 1977).
In that case the formula B = f(P,S) does not, in terms of the
analysis of variance (ANOVA) model, refer to main effects of

environment and person variables only, but also to interactions

between these basic components (independent variables) of
behavior (dependent variable).

Figure 1.3-gamma specifies behavior as a function of the
environment. Buss

(1977)

calls this "the 'pure'

situationist

position". This model reflects the perspective of a strictly

experimental approach in which individual variation "...is cast
into that outer darkness known as 'error variance'" (Cronbach,
1957).

Finally, Figure 1.3-delta reflects a certain type of
interactionism. In this model the term 'interaction' is used

in the sense of statistical interaction (cf. "mechanistic

interaction" - Magnusson & Endler, 1977, pp. 18-19), as defined
in the linear ANOVA-model, in which interactions do not necessarily

refer

to

"reciprocal

relationships" between environment - and

personality variables (cf. Overton & Reese, 1973).

Critical investigations of the value and usefulness of the
trait model have mainly concentrated on the issue whether Figure
1.3-beta or Figure 1.3-delta represents the actual state of affairs

most accurately. The critical question is whether, besides the

main effects for P(ersons) and S(ituations), real interactions
also occur.
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This type of research is usually called "variance

components approach" (e.g., Olweus, 1977f). Most of the
investigations were done with the help of questionnaires,
constructed in accordance with the stimulus-response format
(Endler, Hunt & Rosenstein, 1962; Endler & Hunt, 1966, 1968f,

and 1969; and Endler, 1973). This S-R format has been used in
the study of anxiety (e.g., Endler et al., 1962; Ekehammar,

Magnusson & Ricklander, 1974; Endler & Okada, 1975), hostility
(Endler & Hunt, 19682; Van Heck & Van der Leeuw, 1975), choice
behavior (Sandell, 1968), interpersonal behavior (Knutson &

Golding, 1974), leisure activities (Bishop & Witt, 1970),

affective responses (Zuckerman, 1977), dominance (Dworkin &
Kihlstrom, 1978) and friendliness (Van Heck & Dijkstra, in

preparation). By means of this type of questionnaires, data can
be collected on the behavior of individuals, sifted according
to different reaction variables (trait indicators), in a series

of situations. Each individual reports the intensity of every
response variable for every situation. This makes it possible
to sift the total variance in the reported behavior according
to main sources of variance (situations, responses, and persons)

and interactions among them. Then the relative contributions to
the total variance can be compared by means of procedures
described by, e.g., Cornfield & Tukey (1956) and Cronbach,

Gleser, Nanda & Rajaratnam (1972). Of course, the same variance
components model also applies if, instead of S-R questionnaire
data, observations of behavior in natural settings are collected.
The results as shown in Table 1.1 illustrate the sort of approach

as well as the sort of result.
This Table contains the percentages of accounted variance

for main effects and interactions, found in investigations with
the help of an S-R anxiousness questionnaire, as reported in
Endler (1973).
In another study (Endler & Hunt, 19682), the following

percentages were found by means of a S-R hostility questionnaire:
10%, 5% and 11% for respectively the main effects of Persons, and
Situations, and for the Person X Situation interaction.
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Table 1.1

Variance components and percentages for each component

of reported responses to situations in the S-R Inventory
of General Trait Anxiousness from normal and abnormal
samples combined (N = 308)

Variance
component

Source

Person

(P)

Situation

(S)

Percent

.19

9.66

.32

16.11

.07

3.64

PxS

.36

18.14

Px R

.18

9.06

Sx R

.09

4.35

Residual

.78

39.04

1.99

100.00

Response variable

Total variation
(components sum)

(R)

Bowers (1973), Mischel (1973), Ekehammar (1974) and
Sarason, Smith & Diener (1975) have reviewed research of the
type described above. Bowers, for instance, summarized the
results of eleven studies (Raush, Dittman & Taylor, 1959;
Raush, Farbman & Llewellyn, 1960; Moos, 1968, 1969, 1970;

Endler & Hunt, 1966, 19682, 19698; Nelsen, Grinder & Mutterer,
1969; Argyle & Little, 1972; and Endler, 1973). His survey shows
that Person X Situation interactions on the average account for
more of the variance than the main effects Persons and Situations:

20.77%, 12.71% and 10.17% respectively. Such results "seriously
question the trait position of cross-situational consistency"
(Endler & Magnusson, 1974, p. 11).

More differentiated conclusions were drawn by Sarason et
al. (1975) who campleted the most recent and the most detailed
survey in this area. They determined the relative importance

of experimentally manipulated as compared with individual
difference variables, as well as the interaction between these
two classes of variables. In this survey relative importance

was defined in two different ways: statistical significance and
proportions accounted variance in accordance with the omega-

36

squared-procedure as described in Hays (1965, p. 382). An

analysis of 53 studies, all published in the Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology or the Journal of Personality
in 1971, showed that: situational main effects were significant

in 65.5% of the cases, compared with 31% for individual differew
variables and 59.9% for interactions. Another comparison was
based on 138 ANOVA's represented in 102 studies in the Journal

of Personality and Social Psychology (1972), the Journal of
Personality (1972), and the Journal of Consulting and Clinical

Psychology (1971, 1972). The main conclusions are that individua
differences, both by themselves and in interaction with other

variables, on the average account for only small sections of
the total variance, while at the same time there is little
difference between the average percentages of the variance
accounted for by personality and situational variables.
Interactions account for less of the variance than each of the

main effects. The average percentages of the variance accounted
for by Situations (S) and individual differences (P) were 10.3%
and 8.7% respectively, while the P X S interaction accounted
for an average of 4.6%. It was concluded that "...35% of
situational main effects accounted for more than 10% of the
variance, compared with 29% for personality indexes; 19% of
the situational variable effects accounted for more than 20%
of the variance, compared with 14% of the personality main
effects. Low percentages of variance were accounted for by all
variables investigated: situational, personality, demographic,
and interactions among these variables" (Sarason et al., 1975,

p. 199). Sarason et al. distinguished between studies in which
a Personality X Situation design is used, and investigations
in which a so-called Person X situation design is used. The
typical Personality X situation design is a factorial one in

which groups differing on some individual difference variable
are randomly assigned to different experimental conditions. In
such an investigation the personality main effect reflects the
relative potency of a certain individual difference variable.
The typical Person X situation design, on the other hand, is a
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factorial design

in which individual

persons are

included as

variables. When comparing, on the one hand, the percentages of
P X S interaction as reported by Endler & Hunt (1966), Bowers
(1973) and Ekehammar, Magnusson & Ricklander (1974) and, on
the other hand, the percentages as calculated by Sarason et al.,
one has to take into account that the former included individual

persons as variables in their design and that, consequently, the
P X S interactions are composed of "...all possible Personality
X Situation interactions for the particular situations of interest"
(Sarason et al., 1975, p. 204). This contrasts with the survey

of Sarason et al., which is based on studies in which a Personality

X Situation design is used. Nevertheless we agree with Sarason
et al., in saying that "...though situational variables do indeed
account for a slightly higher proportion of variance, their

margin of superiority is by no means striking enough for them
Sarason and
to be considered prepotent by comparison" (p. 204)
.

his colleagues explain the surprisingly low percentages - particularly as regards the P X S interaction-term -b y stating
that the typical personality research is focused on relatively
subtle psychological phenomena (1975, p. 203) of relatively
little theoretical significance.

In their own words:

"It seems

reasonable to assume that the more theoretically relevant a

personality or demographic variable is to the situation to be
manipulated and/or the behavior to be studied, the more variance
will be accounted for by the Person X Situation interaction"

(1975, pp. 203-204).

Apart from this

so-called "variance approach" (cf.

Magnusson, 1976) for demonstrating relative consistency, there
are also studies available in which the problem is tackled via
a correlational approach. Magnusson (1976, p. 258) regards the
latter as the most direct and strongest test of the relative
consistency hypothesis: "The stability of rank orders is studied
via some measure of correlation for data fram different situations.
The coefficients give a direct, objective estimation of the

relative consistency studied. If the relative consistency
hypothesis is valid, the correlations should approach 1.0, but
for errors of measurement". Thus, the finding of a very high
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first factor after factor-analyzing such a correlation matrix
can be regarded as supporting the relative consistency hypothesis.
Different independent variables (among others 'honesty' and
'anxiety'), different types of situations (actual as well as

hypothetical), and different methods of data collection
(tests, questionnaires, ratings, observations of behavior) have

been used in this type of research.
A classical example of this approach are the studies in
the nature of character of Hartshorne & May (1928). By means

of self-reports and observations they obtained data concerning
the quality 'honesty' from a large number of children in a
number of diverse settings (among others, at home, in class,
in Sunday school, etc.). While on the one hand the children
showed considerable consistency as regards opinions on all
sorts of diverse moral issues, it appeared on the other hand,
that their moral behavior showed more inconsistency as the
situation was changed more. As others have observed (e.g.,
Mischel, 1971) this does not necessarily mean that behavior is

characterized by complete capriciousness. However, such test
results do indicate the existence of a certain situationspecificness of behavior.

In the researchers' own words:

"It

may be contended of course that as a matter of fact we rarely
reach a zero correlation, no matter how different may be our
techniques, and that this implies some such common factor in
the individual as might properly be called a trait. We would
not wish to quarrel over the use of a term and are quite ready
to recognize the existence of some common factors which tend

to make individuals differ from one another on any one test or
on any group of tests. Our contention, however, is that this
common factor is not an inner entity operating independently
of the situations in which the individuals are placed but is

a function of the situation in the sense that an individual

behaves similarly in different situations in proportion as
these situations are alike, have been experienced as common

occasions for honest or dishonest behavior, and are comprehended
as opportunities for deception or honesty" (Hartshorne & May,
1928, p. 385).
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Burton's re-analysis (1963) of the original Hartshorne &

May data, and particularly their interpretation of these results
lays bare a difficulty in this type of correlational testing
of the relative consistency hypothesis. The point is simply
this: What percentage of the variance does such a first main
factor have to account for to justify the conclusion that there

is consistency of behavior? 40%, 50%..., 80%? The crucial
question in this context therefore is: How high is high? In
the light of this difficulty it is not surprising that advocates

as well as opponents of the trait measurement model like to

quote the percentage of 42.8 found by Burton (1963, p. 487) to
support their respective views. Burton himself concluded that
"the strong emphasis on lack of relation between tests is

removed. Our analyses indicate that one may conclude there is
an underlying trait of honesty which a person brings with him
to a resistance to temptation situation. However, the results
strongly agree with Harthorne & May's rejection of an 'all or
none'

formulation regarding a person'

character" (p. 492) . A

later, detailed replication of the Hartshorne & May investigation
(Nelsen, Grinder & Mutterer, 1969) shows essentially the same
results: about 35 - 43% of the total variance in the matrix is
accounted for by the first component. Nelsen et al. conclude:

"The findings in this study...hold certain implications for
both theory and experimental design of research...Most impor-

tantly, the findings support the Endler & Hunt (1966) contention
that neither persons nor situations alone account for major
behavioral variance. Thus future theory and research...must
take into account interactions as well as main effects" (p. 278).

Mischel concludes that such research findings do not give enough
evidence for the existence of some intrapsychic moral instance
or other (e.g., 'conscience', 'superego'), or a trait 'honesty'.
Similar conclusions based on surveys of correlational research

are drawn by Mischel (1968) regarding, e.g., attitudes towards
authority figures, sex-identification patterns, aggression,

dependence, rigidity, tolerance of ambiguous information,
cognitive avoidance, and conditionability. Mischel claims that

a reasonably detailed summary of existing research (see Mischel,
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1968) shows that correlations ("personality coefficients")

between behavior (indicator for trait 'X') in one situation
and behavior (also an indicator for trait 'X') in another
situation are usually less than .30. "A correlation of .30
leaves us understanding less than 10% of the relevant variance.
And even correlations of that magnitude are not very common

and have come to be considered good in research on the consistency of any non-cognitive dimension of personality" (Mischel,
1969, p. 1012). Mischel states in this context: "(There is)

impressive evidence that on virtually all of our dispositional
measures of personality substantial changes occur in the characteristics of the individual longitudinally over time and,
even more dramatically, across seemingly similar settings

cross-sectionally" (Mischel, 1969, p. 1012). Although it is
obvious that at the moment no definite judgement can be given,
the following quotation from Magnusson (1976) gives what is

probably the best description of the present state of affairs.
Magnusson states, after a critical analysis of empirical research
(e.g., Magnusson, Heffler & Nyman, 1968; Magnusson & Heffler,
1969; Magnusson, Gerz&n & Nyman, 1968; Endler & Okada, 1974):

"The empirical studies using the correlational approach show
the invalidity of the relative consistency hypothesis as a

generally valid hypothesis about behavior. Together with the
demonstration of significant person by situation interactions
in studies using the variance approach, they clearly demonstrate
the inadequacy of the trait measurement model as a general model
for personality research" (p. 263).
It is not surprising, then, that the empirical usefulness

of trait scores obtained from so-called 'omnibus'-questionnaires,
has often proved to be disappointing (see, e.g., Vernon, 1964;
Hettema, 1967; Peterson, 1968; and Mischel, 1968). Mischel

collected, in Personality and Assessment (1968), a large number

of validation studies, which showed predictions founded on base

rates, direct self-reports, self-predictions, and especially
indices of relevant past behavior to be superior to predictions
based on traditional (psychometric) personality tests.

41

Mischel's conclusion that traits - especially the non-cognitive
ones - hardly ever function as adequate predictors of behavior
in laboratories or outside, has not remained unchallenged.
Several authors (e.g., Block, 1977; Epstein, 1979; and Stagner,
1976) criticized and 'corrected' Mischel on this score. Block
(1977), for instance, argues that Mischel's conclusions are
based on an incomplete, selective and undetailed presentation

of the existing research publications. Stagner (1976) mentions
a series of studies (e.g., Stricker, Messick & Jackson, 1970)
- without pretending to be exhaustive, though - "in which trait
measures prove to be as effective as, or more effective than,
the specific situational pressure as a determinant of behavior"
Ip. 119). Although the results of the studies quoted by Stagner

may be a warning against too rigorous anti-trait views, they
cannot remove the conclusion that the correlation between trait
impressions and specific behavior-in-situations is an extremely
obscure one. Even those who support the trait approach through

thick and thin, have to admit this. Block, for instance, after

detailed discussions of research findings which undermine, in
his view, the standpoints advocated by Mischel and others,
summarizes the state of affairs thus:

"1. Well-done R data studies demonstrate undeniable and

impressive personality consistency and continuity residing
within the individuals being studied.
2. S data studies using carefully constructed personality

inventories also show indisputable and appreciable personality coherence and stability within the individuals studied.
3. There are strong relationships between the dispositional

qualities of individuals as studied via R data and as
evaluated using S data.

4. The evidence for personality consistency as derived from
studies using T data is extremely erratic, sometimes
positive but often not.
5. As a corollary of the inconsistency manifested by T data,

it follows that the relationship between T data, on the
one hand, and either R data or S data, on the other hand,
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must also be

uneven" (1977, p. 45)4)

With respect to the areas of R and S data several recent studies
can be mentioned which underline Block's opinion. For instance
Costa, McCrae & Arenberg (1980) report high stability coefficier
for temperamental traits measured by the Guilford-Zimmerman

Temperament Survey at 6- and 12-year intervals, and Leon,
Gillum, Gillum & Gouze (1979) report considerable stability of
MMPI test results over a 30-year period.
In two recent studies substantial longitudinal stability

of ratings of personality are obtained. Olweus (1977&) reports
high stability over time for ratings of aggression and peer
acceptance, with a correlation of about .65 (uncorrected for

attenuation) for a period of three years from the age of 13 to 1

age of 16. Backteman & Magnusson (1978) also point to a considerable stability across a period of three years in ratings 01

personality traits, performed by independent raters who had
known the subjects for three years. Especially Block's items 4.
and 5. are relevant in this context and seem, together with
other evidence available, to justify the conclusion that the

degree of coherence and continuity of personality varies
strongly with the "modes of measuring personality" (cf. Fiske,
1971, p. 86): viz. self-descriptions by means of questionnaires

self-ratings, biographical questionnaires and attitude scales;

ratings by other people; and the observation of behaviors,
including registrating psychophysiological responses, in
situational tests or natural settings.

While on the one hand, there is the view that the specificity on a behavioral level found in research, reflects the
"discriminative facility" of persons (Mischel, 1968, 1973, 1977
4)

Block's classification into R, S and T data is much the same
as Cattell's classification into R, Q and OT (or T) data (see
e.g., Cattell, 1957, 1973): S data refer to an individual's
reactions as reported by himself; R data are derived from an
observer's evaluation of the individual, typically expressed
in personality ratings; T data are obtained, when an individu,
responses are performed in an actual situation and recorded b'
an observer (cf. Olweus, 1980).
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on the other hand, there is Block's view that the inconsistencies
found in actual behavior are the results of "sloppy empiricism"

(Block, 1977, p. 41). Against Mischel's view that the absence
of impressive transsituational consistency in the T-data area

reflects the flexibility and adaptability of individual func-

tioning, there is Block's view that the disappointing evidence
for consistency within the T-data area mainly reflects the

triviality of the objective behavioral measures used and the
artificiality of the research settings chosen. "...if personality

research is poorly executed then personality is likely to appear
inconsistent. If it is the case that personality research
frequently is operationalized poorly and that appropriate

hypotheses often are tested in insensitive ways, what can be
concluded regarding the usefulness of the trait and psychodynamic
approaches from the variety of weak and certainly erratic relationships generated over the years? Rather little, I suggest"
(Block, 1977, p. 41).

Undoubtedly, a number of studies of the adequacy of the
trait model can hardly stand the test of methodological criticism.
(For instance, Block' s discussion (1977) of the Burwen &

Campbell study (1957) - one of the investigations quoted by
Mischel - leaves little doubt in this respect.) But neither

can it be questioned that Block and other authors, when attributing inconsistencies of behavior almost exclusively to method-

ological imperfections, unjustly leave out a growing number of
- as far as design and measuring procedures are concerned -

very adequate investigations in this field (see, e.g., Endler
& Magnusson, 19762; Magnusson & Endler, 1977).

Although it seems then, that the representatives of the
so-called interactional stream in personality theory will be
put in the right, further research is obviously needed to
reach a more definite conclusion. Research will have to be
focussed particularly on the T-data area for the existing

studies are: "...unevenly distributed over the possible combinations of response variables studied, methods of data collection
used, and situations varied. Important combinations still need

to be investigated. Especially wanted are studies using more
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objective methods"

(Magnusson, 1976, p. 263)

.

Taking into

account this need for further research and given the topicality
and the theoretical and practical importance of the controversy
stated, it is useful to follow Block's suggestion: "...perhaps
the best response to the view that empirical findings do not
square with conceptual expectations is to attempt to show where
and when they do and where and why they do not" (1977, p. 44;
my italics)

.

Magnusson

&

Endler voiced similar views: "One of

the important tasks for empirical personality research, within

an interactional model of psychology, is the investigation of
the kind of mediating variables and the kind of reaction variablf
for which the relative consistency hypothesis may be valid and
the type of data for which it is not valid" (1977, p. 15).
1.5 PURPOSE OF THE PRESENT RESEARCH
As it has become clear that for the moment no definite conclusior

can be drawn regarding the relative consistency of behavior in
a more general sense, an attempt will be made to indicate the
limits of this position more clearly by way of research.
Therefore the general aim of the present research can be
expressed in this way: to what extent can the relative consist-

ency hypothesis be maintained under a number of diverse conditions? This general aim will be further developed below for four
types of conditions, viz. response modes, reaction variables,
persons and situations.

(1) For which types of data collection is the relative consist-

ency hypothesis valid, and for which types of data collectior
is it not valid? Formulated differently, the question is:
To what extent does the confirmation or rejection

of the relative consistency hypothesis depend on the use of
diverse "modes"

(cf. Fiske, 1971) ? The term "modes" denotes

classes of procedures for the measuring of personality.
Fiske distinguishes six different modes: viz. self-descriptic

current experiencing, capabilities, prior behavior, observation of behavior and psychophysiology. Answering the above
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question implies deciding for or against the mode-specificity
of traits, and has direct implications for, e.g., Cattell's
assumption that the same traits can be identified in the
L-, Q- and OT-data areas. De Bonis (1977), among others,
pointed out the theoretical importance of the above problem:

"If empirical studies of interactions between persons and

situations are required..., they must be carried out by
considering several response modes. For it is important to
note that consistency across time or situations may be found
in respect to one level of behavior, but not to another"
(p. 207).

(2) To what extent is relative consistency dependent on the
type of reaction variable being measured? Magnusson &
Endler (1977) distinguish four types of reaction variables,
viz.: a. overt behavior,

b. covert reactions (feelings, etc.),

c. physiological reactions and
d. test behavior, such as role playing, and other
responses to artificial situations.
Magnusson & Endler (1977) argue that it is important to

distinguish between, on the one hand, these reaction
variables, and, on the other hand, methods of data collection
(Fiske's modes). They observe that it is often a question
of "a confounding between the reaction variables and the
methods used for data collection" (p. 6) . In this way

autonomous reactions and overt behaviors can be studied via

self-descriptions, but also via ratings or observations of
behavior. Magnusson & Endler say: "...different results are

obtained for different kinds of reaction variables, as are
different results for similar and dissimilar situations.

However, we need much more research, investigating absolute
and relative consistency across similar and dissimilar
situations, both within a cross-situational and in a
longitudinal research strategy, in order to arrive at a
better understanding of the person by situation interaction
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issue" (1977, p. 10). Part of the present thesis is a
study of the relationship between relative consistency
and types of reaction variables within the mode selfdescriptions.

(3) For which persons is the relative consistency hypothesis

valid and for which persons is it not valid? In Alker's
view (1972), the behavior of people can be explained in

terms of traits, even if the behavior varies widely from
situation to situation. Alker argues that the amount of
situation specificity of behavior should be regarded as a

personality variable. By taking up such a position, Alker
says in fact that conclusions as drawn by Mischel (1968,
1969, 1971), Endler & Hunt (1966), and Endler & Magnusson
(1976f) are only valid for a certain subgroup from the total
population. "Mischel does not qualify his thesis concerning

situational specificity in terms of any other individual
difference variable"

(Alker,

1972, p.

4). Or, in Campus'

words (1974): "Thus, it is posited that the correlations
between different measures of the same construct are higher
for consistent than for inconsistent individuals" (p. 593).

Vaughan (1964), too, has already pointed out that not all
subjects are equally consistent in their behavior.
Alker's argument is roughly this: there are two types

of people: persons with and persons without traits. In
response to the Alker article, Bem (19723) says: "In
particular, Alker believes that the 'moderating variable'
strategy utilized by Kogan & Wallach (1964) might
contain the seeds of a more promising approach for detecting
(constructing?) personality differences which display transsituational generality. Alker is, I believe, correct" (p. 17
However, Bem adds the restriction that such an approach has

little significance ("...an empty analytic or linguistic

convention", 19722, p. 21), if it cannot be predicted
which moderators are active.

a prio
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(4) For which situations or types of situations is the relative

consistency hypothesis valid and for which situations or
types of situations is it not valid? Although usually
personality variables are introduced as moderator variables,
it is obvious that situation variables, can have that
function as well (cf. Bem, 1972a).
To illustrate this Bem (1972a) refers to a well-known

study by Cristie & Geis (1970). These two authors found
that testees scoring high on a Machiavellianism-scale only

fooled their opponents with low Mach-scores, if the situation

was characterized by direct contact, room for improvisations
and the presence of distracting, emotion-arousing elements.
These three attributes of the situation, therefore, moderate
the relationship between the trait (Machiavellianism) and
behavior (outwitting their partners). Pleas for searching
such subclusters of situations have been made by Moos (1968,
1973) and Golding (1975).

It will be clear that the questions formulated above are

not disconnected ones. That is what Golding is alluding to when

he says: "In order to assert an interactionist viewpoint, one

must be able to find partitions of the person, situation, and
mode of response universes for which Person X Situation, Person
X Mode of responses, Situation X Mode of responses, and Person
X Situation X Mode of response interactions are trivial or nonexistent" (1972, p. 286). Note that the "modes of response"
Golding is talking about, refer to various trait indicators,
and not to the measuring procedures Fiske calls "modes".

Eventually, a model will have to be formulated specifying the
interactions between the various classes of modes, persons,
situations, and ways of behavior. Such a model would also have
to specify whether the above questions should be answered in
the same way when different traits or types of traits are being

studied. Such problems can only be solved by way of considerable
research efforts.

In the present studies, the relative consistency problem

has been studied with respect to a single trait concept namely
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anxiety. This 'trait' has been chosen for reasons of importance
as well as feasability. In the first place anxiety has been

chosen, because of the fact that the phenomenon 'anxiety', no

matter haw differently it may be defined, plays an important
part in almost every personality theory. Anxiety is probably
the most fundamental emotion of human existence (Endler,
Magnusson, Ekehammar & Okada, 1976). "Virtually every theorist

in personality and psychopathology has found it necessary to
incorporate anxiety, in one form or another, in formulations

with regard to the acquisition, stability, and change of human
behavior...Further, anxiety has occupied this central position
for 50 years" (McReynolds, 1976, p.281). Anxiety is often
considered as a universal phenomenon of modern civilization,
and various authors have depicted our times as the 'age of
anxiety' (e.g., Horney, 1937; May, 1950; Goodstein & Lanyon,
1979).

In the second place, anxiety has been chosen, because of
the fact that anxiety and particularly its measurement, plays

an important part within interactionism, as can be seen from
the formulation of an "interaction model of anxiety" (Endler,
19752), the work of Zuckerman (e.g., 1979), and the construction
of the S-R Inventory of Anxiousness (Endler, Hunt & Rosenstein,
1962), the Inventory of Reactions to Situations (Ricklander,
1970; Magnusson & Ricklander, 1971; Ekehammar, Magnusson &
Ricklander, 1974) and the S-R Inventory of General Trait
Anxiousness (Endler & Okada, 1974, 1975). Another important

reason for choosing anxiety has been the fact that, apart from
measurements of anxiety via self-descriptions, other procedures
(observations, psychophysiological registrations) have been used
in the many research publications available (see Borkovec,

Weerts & Bernstein, 1977). A final reason why anxiety has been
chosen lies in the fact that anxiety may essentially occur in
any situation. Argyle (1976): "...the modes of response which
can be used in situations differ, so that this method (i.e.,
P X S variance studies, GvH) is restricted to aspects of

behavior, like anxiety, an amount of gaze or talk, which can
occur in any situation" (p. 151).
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1.6 HYPOTHESES AND RESEARCH PROPOSITIONS

Relative consistency is higher within the mode self-description
than within the mode observation of overt behavior and the mode
psychophysiology.
There is no difference in relative consistency when comparing

the mode observation of overt behavior and the mode psychophysiology.

Background:

Every researcher of personality, whatever basic model he may
use, knows that individuals assume the existence of meaningfully

organized behavioral patterns in themselves and in others. "No
one seriously questions that lives have continuity and that we
perceive ourselves and others as relatively stable individuals
who have substantial identity and stability over time, even when
our specific actions change across situations" (Mischel, 1979,
p. 742).

In section 1.4 (p. 29) it has been pointed out that
· research suggests that people tend to perceive more consistency
than actually exists. And although it may be assumed that this

cognitive constructing of consistencies does not happen completely
at random and independent of 'reality', the connection with the
actual phenomena often appears to be only slight (cf. Mischel,
1969). A complexity of factors has been brought forward as an

explanation of the fact that the subjective consistency is,
in many cases, a clear overrating of the real degree of consistency. The most important factors probably are the tendency to

maintain a consistent self-concept (cf. Lecky, 1945; Festinger,
1957; Aronson & Carlsmith, 1962), and the occurrence of what
Mischel (1979). calls "cognitive economics". This term refers

to the fact that people are forced to reduce and simplify, in
one way or another, the stream of information they have at their

disposal, in order "to allow efficient processing and to avoid
an otherwise overwhelming overload"

(Mischel, 1979, p. 741) .

In order to be able to process the mass of information efficiently,
the person has to develop techniques for coding, storing and
retrieving this information, and has to resort to "methods for
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summarizing, analyzing, and interpreting his data, that is
rules, formulas, or schemata that permit him to extract
meaning and form inferences" (Ross, 1977, p.

174). Hettema

(19722) pointed out that this use of schemata promotes the

observing of person constancy. The overrating of real consistency can partly be attributed to errors and biases in the

assumptions and procedures the person uses in this processing
of information. Ross (1977), in the article quoted above,
excellently discusses the "intuitive psychologist" and his

shortcomings. As the main shortcoming Ross points out the
general tendency "to overestimate the importance of personal
or dispositional factors relative to environmental influences"
(1977, p. 184). Ross calls this tendency "fundamental attrib-

ution error". He assumes that this bias plays a more important
part in assessments of other people than in self-assessments
(cf. Jones & Nisbett, 1971; Kelley, 1971), but at the same
time he demonstrates on the basis of research findings (particular

Festinger & Carlsmith, 1959) that this bias plays a rather
considerable part in self-assessments, as well.
As far as the S-data area is concerned, the first hypothesis

is in agreement with Block's thesis (see p. 41) that a correct
evaluation of the recent correlational research publications

suggests that self-observations of behaviors, feelings and

personality characteristics unmistakably show coherence and
stability of personality, provided that carefully constructed
personality questionnaires are used.
Illustrative in this context is a recent study concerning

anxiety (Mellstrom, Zuckerman & Cicala, 1978). The consistency
indices (correlations and generalizability coefficients) found
in this investigation suggest that the levels of anxiety of

persons, measured via self-descriptions on, among others, statescales

(the STAI of Spielberger, Gorsuch

&

Lushene,

1970; and

Zuckerman's ZIPERS, 1977), can, to a certain extent, be gener-

alized across situations. Thus,

a

correlation of .51 (2 < .01)

was found between reported anxiety (ZIPERS) during a testsituation (a difficult memory task, presented in the instruc-
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tions as an indicator of someone's intelligence) and state-

scores for a social situation in which subjects had to talk
about themselves for a few minutes. For the ZIPERS-data a

generalizability coefficient of .31 was found. In another
study (Zuckerman & Mellstrom, 1977) a generalizability
coefficient of .36 was found. Zuckerman & Mellstrom conclude:
"The generalizability coefficients,...., indicate that individual consistency across situations was prominent...in actual
situations in both studies" (1977, p. 198).

As regards the modes observation of behavior and psychophysiological measurements one can on theoretical grounds
expect them to lead to less consistency than the self-description
mode. For in both modes the cognitive frame which furthers

consistency, is lacking. As regards the balance between the
two modes, research publications do not as yet lead one to
suppose that transsituational consistency will either be higher

or lower within the mode observation of behavior than within
the mode psychophysiological measurements. Magnusson (1976),
e.g., reports a moderate relative consistency for objectively
measured behavior (viz. speaking time measured over six different
situations; see also Magnusson & Heffler, 1969). Research into
relative consistency of psychophysiological variables, e.g.,
the excretion of adrenalin and noradrenalin (Johansson,

Frankenhaeuser & Magnusson, 1973; Magnusson, Dundr & Zetterblom,

1975), and pulse rate (Endler & Magnusson, 1975), also shows a
moderate relative consistency and a strong situational dependence
as well.

The hypothesis as formulated with regard to T-data does
not tally with Block' s opinion (see p. 43) regarding transsituational consistency within that data-area. The hypothesis
rather reflects Mischel's conviction that "human are capable

of great differentiation in their behavior, and...show extra-

ordinary adaptiveness and discrimination as they cope with a
continuously changing environment" (Mischel, 1977, pp. 334-335).
It is this ability to discriminate, that makes it almost

impossible to find impressive consistencies of behavior across
situations in T-data studies (see also Mischel, 1977).
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An inspection of studies in which the variance components

approach has been used, shows the effect of method of data
collection upon relative consistency to be erratic and therefore hard to evaluate. Bowers (1973) tentatively concludes, on
the basis of a number of comparisons between P X S variance
studies, that in self-report measurements the person effect
often accounts for more of the total variance than the setting
effect, whereas this is not the case in observations of behavic
"In no category was there a clear advantage of setting over

person effects" (Bowers, 1973, p. 322). Argyle (1976), referrir
to the Bowers' article, is less cautious than the latter. Argy]
concludes, rather rashly,

that there is a tendency for situatic

variance to be higher than person-variance in observation studj
This was actually the case in four of the seven observation
studies discussed by Bowers.

A number of comments, however, should be made here. On
the ground of such research results, i.e., a low percentage of
the variance accounted for by the main effect Persons, and a

relatively higher percentage by the main effect Situations, it
has often been concluded that the relative consistency hypothes
is not valid. Bowers' remark, for instance, illustrates this:
"...neither trait nor the situationist predictions are borne

out. Far too little of the total variance (X = 12.71%) is due
co the person to justify a thoroughgoing trait position. On
the other hand, the percentage of variance due to situations
is also meager (X = 10.71%)" (1973, p. 321). In section 1.3.4 I
already noted that this argument is based on a misconception,
as has been shown by, among others, Golding (1975), Magnusson
(1976), Epstein (1977) and Olweus (1977a). Magnasson emphasizel
that the size of the situation-effect proves nothing about the

validity of the relative consistency hypothesis. "This can be
illustrated by reference to a two dimensional matrix of data
(person x situation) for a certain variable. Adding any constat

to the numbers in a particular cclumn or multiplying these
numbers by any factor will change the relative amount of varial
due to situations without affecting the rank orders of individz

53

(Magnusson, 1976, p. 260). Because variance components studies

deal with relative proportions of variance, it appears to be
impossible to indicate how much of the variance the effect
Persons will have to account for, for the relative consistency

hypothesis to be maintained. Therefore Golding (1975) rejects
the traditional use of omega-squared ratios (cf. Hays, 1963)
and instead advocates the use of generalizability coefficients
(cf. Cronbach et al., 1972): "Thus, while omega-squared ratios
do technically index the percentage total variation, they do
not index the theoretically desired property of consistency"
(p. 281) , and "Omega-squared ratios for persons index the

percentage of total variation accounted for by variance due to
individual differences (universe score variance), while generalizability coefficients for persons index the percentage of
observed score variation accounted for by variance due to

individual differences" (p. 281). Golding's view implies that
the variance sources Situations, Reaction variables, and
Situations X Reaction variables are considered to be irrelevant
to the testing of the relative consistency hypothesis. His reanalysis of the S-R questionnaire data from Endler & Hunt (1966)

and from Endler (1973) shows generalizability coefficients for
self-report data to range from modest to quite substantial.

The fact, however, that hardly any studies with observations

of behavior have been carried out within the variance components

approach, and the fact that the studies available have little
or nothing in common as far as contents are concerned (reported
anxiety versus observed dishonesty) means that even drawing

tentative conclusions is too risky, the more so as the above

estimates of generalizability coefficients also vary in function
5)
of the total amount of observations, or the number of scores
One has to conclude that the existing variance components
studies do not provide a sound basis for conclusions concerning
the effects of different procedures of data-collection on relative
5)

After a correction-unit sample case (cf. Golding, 1975) - via
applying an inversion of the Spearman-Brown formula (Cronbach
et al., 1972) - the generalizability coefficients were 16 and
.11 for the Endler & Hunt-data (1966), and .01 for the data of
Endler (1973).
.
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consistency.
Since this issue is considered to be of utmost importance

with respect to the consistency-question in general, this thesis
will try to contribute on this point.

We will investigate exploratively whether within the selfdescription mode (S-R questionnaire), the occurrence of transsituational consistency is dependent on whether terms expressing
feelings, or terms referring to overt motor behaviors or psychophysiological reactions are used as reaction variables.
Background:
Borkovec et al. (1977) distinguish three response components
in the assessment of anxiety: overt motor behaviors (e.g.,

trembling, or stammering), subjective feelings of fear and
tension, and indices for physiological activation, such as
electrodermal responses, heart rate, blood pressure, blood

volume, respiration, muscular tensions, eyepupil reactions,
etc. (see also Paul, 1969).

Although overt motor behavior can obviously be measured
via observations, and physiological activation via electrodes,

polygraphs etc., the "anxiety response channels" distinguished
(cf. Borkovec et al., 1977) can also be dealt with in one and
the same mode, namely self-description. This is in fact the
case in the S-R questionnaire (Endler et al., 1962), as appears
from the following response variables: heart beats faster , get

an 'uneasy feeling', emotions disrupt action, feel exhilarated
and thrilled, want to avoid situation, perspire, need to urinate
frequently, enjoy the challenge, mouth gets dry, become im-

mobilized, get full feeling in stomach, seeks experiences like
this, have to loose bowels, and experience nausea. Ekehammar,

Magnusson & Ricklander (1974) based the selection of response
variables for their version of the S-R Anxiety Questionnaire

mainly on the work of Fenz and Epstein (1965). These authors
distinguish items denoting symptoms of:
(a) autonomous arousal;
(b) muscular tension (e.g., hands begin to shake); and
(c) feelings of fear and insecurity.
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There are no studies available, in which the degree to

which the various types of reaction variables produce different
consistency coefficients has been studied by means of S-R
questionnaires. Magnusson & Endler (1977) do suggest - without,

however, mentioning the relevant sources - that a low relative
consistency across dissimilar situations has to be expected
regarding covert behavior (feelings, etc.).

Research by means of S-R questionnaires has mainly focused
on studying two prominent traits, viz. anxiety and hostility.

A knowledge of the effect of the type of reaction variable on
the relative consistency seems to be important particularly
for future research focused on the construction of S-R questionnaires for measuring traits other than anxiety and hostility.
If such research tries via a comparison of the proportions of

the variance accounted for by main effects and interactions,
to determine the trait-character of other personality variables,

standardization with respect to the type of reaction variable
is an important requisite.

Subjects, characterized by a high need for social approval,
show a higher transsituational consistency than subjects with
a low need for social approval.
Background:
Alker (1972) claims that the moderator variable strategy

(Saunders, 1955, 1956) is a very useful approach for discovering
subgroups in the population for whom the assumptions of the
traditional trait model have validity, or rather usefulness.

This strategy is based on the phenomenon "differential predictability" (cf. Frederiksen & Melville, 1954).
Differential predictability refers to those cases in which

a correlation between a predictor B and a criterion f proves to
vary in function of a classification on a third variable C.
This last variable 2 then, is a moderator variable. Alker suggests

a research strategy in which situation-specificity vs. consistency

across situations is seen as a dependent variable. Alker's view
implies that consistent and inconsistent individuals differ in
terms of a number of personality characteristics.
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In research in the moderator variable tradition the crucial

question obviously is: "Which persons can you expect to manifest
consistency across situations, tasks, etc.?" (Bem (19728) says
in this context: "The important point to note here is that such
questions reverse the usual assumption of consistency as given
and inconsistency as problematic. Instead, we implicitly adopt
Mischel's position that inconsistency is the norm and that it
is the phenomenon of consistency which must be explained (or
constructed)" (p. 21).
Bem (19728) suggests that persons will show more consistenc
in their behavior as they set greater store by keeping up their

'image'. Therefore he suggests to form subgroups on the ground

of scores on the Need-for-Approval-Scale (M-C SD; Crowne &
Marlowe, 1960, 1964), in order to check if they differ in crosssituational consistency.

Crowne & Marlowe argue on the strength of research findings
that their scale measures "defensiveness and protection of

self-esteem" (1964, p. 206). Subjects scoring high on the M-C
SD are supposed to have a greater need for social acceptance,
to be bent on getting "dependency gratification", and to be

trying to get acknowledgement and status "by engaging in

approval-seeking behaviors in particular situations through
positive self-presentation and denial of inadequacies"
(Strickland, 1977, p. 317) . Bem (1972a) suggests that individual

with a high need for social approval (high Napp) may be expected
to give socially desirable answers in all situations in which
interpersonal evaluation occurs. For instance, research shows
that high Napp subjects say they thought monotonous and dreary
tasks enjoyable and interesting, only to please the researchers
(Marlowe & Crowne, 1961). High Napp persons show more conforming
behavior than low Napp subjects in Asch-like research settings
(e.g., Strickland & Crowne, 1962). High Napp persons, too , are

more susceptible to the so-called Greenspoon-effect
6)

6)

(Crowne

In research on verbal conditioning, Greenspoon (1955) found
that verbal behavior (use of plural nouns) could be significantly influenced by the experimenter respondi.ng with 'uh-huh'
or 'mmm-hum:' to specific verbal responses.
'
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& Strickland, 1961). Much research has been done into the

relationships between need-for-approval, defensiveness and
self-esteem. Strickland (1977) summarizes the results of such
research as follows:

"The finding of both objective and projective

testing suggests that high Napp subjects take pains to present
themselves as psychologically healthy and that they guard against
self-disclosure and self-revelation by giving conventional and
popular responses" (p. 338).
Bem (1972f) motivates his assumption concerning a possible
correlation between Napp scores and transsituational consistency

thus: "In particular, because the defensive individual appears
to monitor his behavior in order to maintain a particular self-

presentation, he may be unwilling or motivationally unable to
alter his behavior to take advantage of shifting situational
contingencies beyond social approval. Accordingly, he will
display cross-situational consistency" (p. 22).
Campus (1973) studied the convergence between various
measurements of transsituational consistency, but she did not

succeed in confirming Bem's hypothesis (19728). She reports a
non-significant correlation of .23 (with 30 subjects) between
MC-SD scores and individual consistency indices calculated on
data from S-R anxiety questionnaires. These consistency indices
were obtained by carrying out a two-way analysis of variance

for each subject, after which consistency was expressed in "the
proportion of the total variance accounted for by mean responses"
7)
. Campus (1973) suggests that the relationships between
(p. 129)
consistency and other aspects of personality are probably considerably more complex than Bem supposes.
It is hard to ascertain to what extent the small number
of testees and the method of calculating the degree of consistency

determined the research results reported by Campus. The present
7)
4 / SS response variables 1
Campus' consistency index: Eta =
SS total

A high eta for a particular subject signifies a relatively
large amount of variability among the mean response scores
taken across situations and a relatively small degree of
variability within the situational measures for each response
variable. Therefore, consistency of response profiles is rather
directly indexed by the size of eta.
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study, at least as far as this specific problem is concerned,
can be regarded as a new attempt to obtain evidence for Bem's

hypothesis. Kogan & Wallach (1964) and Moos (1968) have also
suggested defensiveness as an important moderator variable,
arguing that highly defensive persons should show less situational specificity than persons lower on defensiveness.
The background described above obviously leads to the

assumption that the predicted relationship only occurs in the

case of reaction variables under the functional control of the

subject. This means that the above hypothesis is supposed to
be valid for the cells in Table 1.2 marked by an asterisk.
Table 1.2

Predicted relationships between approval motive and

transsituational consistency for various combinatic
of reaction variables and methods of data collectic

Reaction
variables

Methods of data collection
Behavioral
Self-descripobservation
tion mode
mode

Overt behavior
Covert reactions

*

(feelings)

*

Psychophysiological
reactions

*

(modes)

Psychophysiolc
mode

*

* = subjects with a high need for social approval are supposed
to display higher transsituational consistency than subjec
with a law need for it.

Subjects scoring high on traditional neuroticism scales displa
a higher transsituational consistency than subjects with 103
neuroticism scores.
Background:
Alker (1972) suggests that the idea we usually get from the

results of variance components research (about 5% of the varia
accounted for by the two main effects Persons and Situations;
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a little over 15% for the main effect of Response variables,
5% for the interaction between Situations and Response variables;

and approximately 12% for each of the other two simple interactions, added to a residual term of well over 40%; cf. Endler,
1966), is distorted by typical forms of sample bias. Alker (1972)
sees "normals" and "abnormals" as two distinct populations. He

indicates that the often high percentages for the various
interaction terms and the often 'disappointing' percentages for the Persons effect are caused by the fact that the

research population is usually formed by "normal" students of
psychology. He assumes that this group of subjects functions
more in accordance with an interactionist model than groups of

hospitalized or seriously deranged individuals. Alker notes
that the latter group of persons has served as a model for the

classical psychodynamic theories of Freud, Erikson et al., all
conceived in the context of clinics and consulting rooms, whereas the former group strongly influenced the theorizing of exper-

imental social psychologists. According to Alker, a large part
of the controversy between personologists and situationists/

interactionists consequently can be reduced to the fact that
these groups of researchers traditionally focused on quite

different groups of testees. Because the bulk of the research
into the situation-specificity of behavior has been done on
student populations, Alker thinks it can rightly be said that
this has been to the advantage of social behaviorist views a
la Mischel to the disadvantage of all sorts of psychodynamic

views. "..., personality coefficients are obviously severely
limited by the restriction of range. ...virtually no studies
employ heterogeneous populations deliberately selected to yield

a proper estimate of the magnitude of effect resulting from
personality variables. Such restrictions may affect the size
of personality effects as compared with situation effects"
(Alker, 1972, p. 5). Alker assumes that the populations

traditionally studied by personologists and situationists/

interactionists, differ on a number of essential personality

variables. Such an approach, therefore, starts from the assumption
that underlying psychological processes are responsible for
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individual differences in responsiveness regarding situational
factors.

In particular Alker mentions in this context "anxiety",

to be measured by means of traditional anxiety or neuroticism
questionnaires such as the Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale (MAS),
the Cattell Institute for Personality and Ability Testing (IPAT)

Anxiety Scale, the Spielberger A-Trait Scale of the State-Trait
Anxiety Inventory,

the Eysenck Neuroticism Scale, and "defensive-

ness" to be measured by means of the Marlowe-Crowne Social
Desirability Scale (M-C SD).
Alker's view shows affinity with the position, taken up

in the already classical article by Bem & Allen (1974). This
affinity lies in the fact that, apart from Alker, Bem & Allen,
too, start from the assumption that only some people manifest
behavioral consistency. The difference between the two views

lies in the fact that Bem & Allen do not link this difference
in consistency with certain individual difference measures as
anxiety or defensiveness. Bem & Allen assume that not all traits

are relevant for all persons. Some individuals will be consistent
on some traits, but no one will display considerable consistency

regarding all traits. Such a standpoint is diametrically opposed
to the (nomothetic) assumption that all persons can be described

by means of

the total set

of

common traits

discovered in researck

Such an assumption is essential to the theories of e.g., Eysenck
and Cattell. With such views Bem & Allen associate themselves
strongly with the Allportian thinking in terms of personal
dispositions (e.g., Allport, 1937). Allport's idiographic view,
namely, does not only assume that different traits are organized
in their own unique way within individuals, but also that
individuals differ in terms of which traits are of real meaning
to the personal functioning. "The traditional verdict of in-

consistency is in no way an inference about individuals; it is
a statement about a disagreement between an investigator and
a group of individuals and/or a disagreement among the individua.
within the group. This fallacy is a direct consequence of the
traditional nomothetic assumptions about individual differences"
(Bem & Allen, 1974, p. 510). Therefore Bem & Allen suggest to
identify beforehand those individuals who are consistent with
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respect to a certain trait, for instance, 'friendliness' or
'conscientiousness'. Consequently, the hypothesis investigated
by Bem

&

Allen is:

"

Individuals who identify themselves as

consistent on a particular trait dimension will in fact be more
consistent cross-situationally than those who identify themselves
as highly variable" (Bem

&

Allen, 1974, p. 512) . The research

findings support this hypothesis only partly. On the one hand,
subjects who described themselves as highly situation-specific

with respect to friendliness, showed less consistent kindness
behavior over a large number of measurements (ratings by parents
and persons of their own age, as well as direct observations
during a group discussion and a period of waiting) than persons
who attributed a constant level of friendliness to themselves.

However, for the trait 'conscientiousness' no such clear results
were obtained. Therefore Bem & Allen's results should be inter-

preted with some caution (cf. Fiske, 1978). The effectivity of
consistency self-ratings as moderating variables has been shown
in some other studies (Feij & Gazendam, 1980; Kenrick & Stringfield,
1980), but it should be noted that categorization of subjects into
low- and high-consistency groupings does not produce evidence
for Bem & Allen's hypothesis for all of the traits considered
individually. In fact, in several cases reverse relationships
have been reported (Kenrick & Stringfield, 1980).
Alker - as has already been said - starts from the assump-

tion that consistent persons can be differentiated from less
consistent persons by means of a number of personality dimensions.
Alker (1972, 1977) takes his arguments mainly from two studies

by Moos (1968, 1969) and from a number of studies reported by
Endler (1973). Moos (1968) reports research in a mental hospital,

where 22 patients and 10 members of staff - on a Setting-Response
Inventory

- assessed
(SRI) derived from the Semantic Differential

9 situations on 33 adjectives (e.g., trusting-suspicious; out-

going-shy; friendly-hostile, etc.). Regarding the effects
Persons, Situations and Persons X Situations the variance was

distributed in: 30%, 1.7% and 17% respectively for the subgroup
patients, and 6.8%, 12.6% and 25.4% for the group members of
staff. Now these results do not necessarily refer to the effect
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of psychiatric disorders on the consistency of behavior. Argyle
(1976), discussing the same research, rightly points out, that
the differences found may very well be accounted for in terms

of differences in role or status. Other studies, however, seem
to support Alker's interpretation of these research findings.

Moos (1969), for instance, noted that the percentage situation-

variance within a group of patients was significantly higher
in the period just before dismissal (as a result of recovery)
from the hospital than in the period just after admission.
This finding might indicate that the degree of disorder is the

crucial factor. However, in the case of this study, too, one

cannot decide simply on a relation between situation-specificity
and personality characteristics such as neuroticism and psychiatrit
disorder. An alternative explanation, at least equally plausible,
can be given if the changes in the direction of situation-

specificity are attributed to a greater acquaintance and
familiarity with the various settings within the mental hospital,
developed after months. Argyle (1976) points out, for instance,
that after some time, patients know better which demands various
situations within a hospital make. The studies reported by
Endler (1973) are less ambiguous. Estimates of variance components on S-R anxiety questionnaires, collected from groups of
normal people and groups of neurotics, yielded the following
estimates regarding the size of the Person variance and the
Situation variance: compared to normal subjects, a sample of

neurotic testees showed a Person effect three to twelve times

as large, whereas a Situation effect three to five times as

small was obtained. For three samples of normal subjects the
Person X Situations interaction was 16.9%, 17.8% and 20.4%, as

against 22.1% for the neurotic sample. A calculation of the
generalizability coefficients, done by Golding (1975) yielded

similar results: "Regardless of moderate discrepancies in
obtained values and major discrepancies in theoretical rationale,
the omega-squared and generalizability approaches converge on
a similar conclusion given the current data" (p. 284).
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A study by Snyder and Monson (1975) showed high neuroticism
subjects to be relatively less susceptible to situational manipulations than low neuroticism subjects. In the context of selfpresentation the social conforming behavior of neurotic subjects

was discovered to change only slightly or not at all in function
of "...which peer reference groups was made salient by the
discussion context to which they had been assigned" (Snyder &

Monson, 1975, p. 641). High neuroticism subjects were virtually
unaffected by situational variation in cues to social appropriateness of self-presentation. Snyder & Monson suggest that
". . .neurotics have specifically learned to ignore situational

cues or to overgeneralize similarities" (1975, p. 641).
Also, Wallach & Thomas (1963), in a study of "graphic

expansiveness", showed that manipulation of the environment
factors had no effect on, in particular, the more neurotic
subjects.

As a contrast to these studies, all pointing in the

direction of a positive relationship between consistency and
neuroticism, there are a number of studies in which a negative
relationship has been discovered.
Martin (1969) studied consistency of self-descriptions

under various "role sets" (e.g., at home; with friends) with
neurotic and normal adolescents and adults. The self-descriptions were carried out by means of the Q-Sort technique,
developed by Butler & Haigh (1954). Subjects described themselves via items such as "I am a submissive person", "I am a

hard worker", "I really am disturbed", "I am afraid on a fullfledged disagreement with a person", etc. Martin found that
neurotic adolescents were significantly less consistent than
normal ones, whereas with adult testees no difference was found

between the two groups. Martin concludes: "The results support
the position that neurotic adolescents tend to describe themaselves less consistently over situations than do adolescents
or neurotics in general. The finding of such an interaction

suggested that generalizations from previous work relating
neurosis to self-concept flux are unwarranted, at least when
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describing neurotic adult males" (Martin, 1969, p. 175).
Martin's study, at least partly, corroborates previous research
findings (Brownfain, 1952; Block, 1961) indicating that emo-

tionally disordered persons display a greater variability in
their self-concepts than normal subjects.
Campus

(1974) reports a low, but significant negative

correlation between anxiety, measured by Cattell 's IPAT Anxiety
Scale, and consistency of self-descriptions in terms of Murray's
(1938) syi,tem of needs.

To summarize we may say that there is little unanimity
to be found in the existing research publications. There are

countless differences among the various studies, concerning
both the way in which the degree of emotional disorder is
determined and the ways in which stability and consistency are
determined. The response variables used include Q-sort items,

adjectives scales, as well as descriptions of overt behavior
and physiological reactions; at the same time the most diverse

ways of situation-denotations have been used. All this, added
to the fact that some studies restrict themselves to indicators
of a single trait, whereas other investigations deal with a
wide range of characteristics, makes it almost impossible to
compare the various studies.
The hypothesis on p. 58 is in·agreement with the views

of Alker (1972), and Wachtel (1973). In this context, the
following quotation from the latter author is illustrative:
"In a sense, the defining property of neurotic behavior is its
rigidity, its inflexibility in the face of changed conditions.
...It is likely that the neurotic patients seen by psycho-

analysts are considerably less able to alter their behavior
appropriately from situation to situation and person to person
than a typical group of children or adults" (Wachtel, 1973,
pp. 327-328).

As regards the mode self-description, the present study
can be regarded partly as a replication of previous work by
Endler (1973). The hypothesis on p. 58 will also be tested

within the mode observation of behavior and the mode psychophysiological measurements.
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Sensitizers and repressors display a higher transsituational
consistency than normal subjects.
Background:

Repression-sensitization (R-S) is a personality dimension,

originally used as an explanation for individual differences
found in "new look" perception research (e.g., Bruner & Postman,
1947) into vigilance and defence phenomena. "Theoretically,

R-S represents an approach-avoidance continuum of defensive
style" (Chabot, 1973, p. 122).
Repression-sensitization is usually measured by means of
Byrne's R-S scale (original R-S Scale, Byrne, 1961; revised

version, Byrne, Barry & Nelson, 1963). High scores on this
scale point to sensitization, low scores to repression. The

dimension 'repression-sensitization' comprises a continuum of
behaviors "ranging from avoiding the anxiety-arousing stimuli

to approaching them more readily and being extra vigilant or
supersensitized to them. The former end of the continuum included

behaviors similar to the defensive mechanisms that psychoanalysts
called denial and repression; the latter pattern - vigilance

or sensitization to anxiety-provoking cues - seemed more like
the intellectual ruminations subsumed under such mechanisms as
intellectualization and obsessive worrying" (Mischel, 1976,

p. 427). So repressors differ from sensitizers in the characteristic ways of reacting to threatening anxiety-provoking cues.

Repressors are supposed to deny the threatening nature of
certain situations or, if this is impossible or not strictly
necessary, to reduce the threatening aspects. The typical
repressor "...fails to verbalize feelings of anxiety, and
avoids thinking about the consequences of the threat" (Bell

& Byrne, 1978, p. 449). The typical sensitizer, on the other
hand, "...is acutely attuned to the presence of threatening

stimuli, freely verbalizes feelings of anxiety and fear, and
tries to control the danger by dwelling on its potential
consequences" (Bell & Byrne, 1978, p. 449). Repressors will
therefore tend to deny the existence of feelings of anxiety,

while sensitizers will openly acknowledge them. Lefcourt (1966),
for instance, concludes that repreesors see the acknowledgement of
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certain forms of emotionality as a sign of instability, while

sensitizers regard such an acknowledgement as lack of fear of
self-disclosure.

Although the repression-sensitization dimension is very
popular, it still is not clear what exactly the R-S Scale does
measure, in spite of a large amount of research (cf. Loeb, 1974)
It is certain, however, that the scale correlates very
highly with Taylor's (1953) Manifest Anxietv Scale (MAS). Thus,

correlations were reported of
Reineck, 1967; Abbott, 1972),
rather considerable number of
(Sullivan & Roberts, 1969).
Correlations between R-S

.87 (Golin, Herron, Lakota &
.91 (Joy, 1963) and .76 after a
overlapping items had been removed

scores and Marlowe-Crowne SD

Scale scores are between -.20 and -.49, and suggest some corre-

lation between repression-sensitization and a tendency to give
socially desirable answers (Cosentino & Kahn, 1967; Feder,
1967; Millimet, 1970; Weinberger, Schwartz & Davidson, 1979).

Bell & Byrne summarize a large series of investigations
into correlations between repression-sensitization and other
personality dimensions as follows:

"Relative to sensitizers,

repressing individuals are found to be better adjusted, to

express more positive self-concepts that are closer to their
ideals, and to be more self-actualizing, open-minded, internalizing and cognitively simple" (p. 459) . All these correlation

were established within the mode self-description. Within this

mode it cannot, of course, be ascertained whether the R-S Scale
scores point to adaptive mechanisms as actually used by individuals, or whether they only refer to a reservedness of repressors
when verbalizing private problems (cf. Bell & Byrne, 1978).
Weinberger et al. (1979) talk of "compelling evidence"
that Byrne's Repression-Sensitization (R-S) Scale measures the

same dimension as Eysenck's neuroticism scale (1959) does, or
the first factor of the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality
Inventory (MMPI, see Millimet, 1970), or the anxiety questionnaires of Taylor (1953), Cattell & Scheier (]959), and
Spielberger et al. (1970).
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Weinberger et al. (1979) conclude on the strength of a
mass of empirical research that "a considerable number of
persons labeled low-anxious on trait anxiety scales should be
relabeled repressors. This conclusion fits in Wallach & Leggett's
view that low manifest anxiety scores sometimes reflect repression:
"...low manifest anxiety scores - because they correlate inversely
with defensiveness measures and indicate an unwillingness to

admit the occurrence of socially undesirable symptoms - may be
more indicative of defensiveness than of an absence of anxiety"
(1972, p. 313).

Weinberger and his associates take the position that
it is possible to distinguish truly low-anxious persons from
persons reporting a low level of anxiety while their overt
motor behavior and psychophysiological reacting prove otherwise.
They suggest in particular that the Marlowe-Crowne Social
Desirability Scale (Crowne & Marlowe, 1964) is very useful for

distinguishing persons with a really low anxiety level from
repressors.
Weinberger et al. (1979) differentiate between four different
coping styles: They suggest the following classification and
terminology, based on Marlowe-Crowne and Manifest Anxiety scores:

LOW

MAS

HIGH MAS

LOW

MARLOWE -

LOW-ANXIOUS

HIGH-ANXIOUS

CROWNE

HIGH
MARLOWE

CROWNE

REPRESSOR

DEFENSIVE HIGHANXIOUS
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Weinberger et al. (1979) report research findings which
prove the usefulness of the above classification of coping
styles. They compared truly low-anxious subjects to repressors
and to a group of moderately high-anxious persons. During a

phrase association test, the reactions for all groups were
registered on a number of psychophysiological parameters (hear
rate, spontaneous skin-resistance reactions, and tension of

frontal muscles). Significant differences on these three psych

physiological measures and clear differences noted on three
behavioral measures (reaction time, content avoidance, and
verbal interference) all proved that repressors, in spite of

a reported lower trait anxiety, experience more stress than
subjects with little anxiety. Weinberger et al. conclude:
"These data document the need to distinguish between repressor

and truly low-anxious persons in research concerned

with relations between self-reported anxiety and behavioral
and physiological responses to stress" (1979, p. 369).
The view of Weinberger et al. (1979) implies that persons
scoring low on the Byrne-scale can only be regarded as repress

if they score high on the defensiveness me*sure of Crowne
& Marlowe as well. The present thesis will adopt this view.
In a hypothesis formulated above (see p. 55) we said to

expect subjects, characterized by a high need for social
approval, to display a higher transsituational consistency thE
subjects with low Napp. This hypothesis can now be
refined in the sense that the existence of a correlation betw€
M-C SD scores and consistency is assumed to be dependent on tt

level of anxiety of individuals. Thus it is quite conceivable
that the non-significant correlation between need for social
approval and consistency reported by Carrpus (see p. 57) was

caused by high-anxious subjects.
The hypotheses, as formulated on p. 55, and p. 58, can
now be re-formulated thus:

Relative consistency is higher for high-anxious subjects
than for low-anxious subjects.

Relative consistency is higher for repressors than for
low-anxious subjects.
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Relative consistency is higher for defensive high-anxious
subjects than for low-anxious subjects.

Relative consistency is higher for cognitively simple than for
cognitively complex subjects
Background:
The concept "cognitive complexity-simplicity" (Bieri, 1955)

is derived straight from the theoretical framework of Kelly's
personal constructs theory (Kelly, 1955). The cognitive

complexity-dimension is perhaps the structural aspect of
individuals' cognitive systems most looked into within this
theoretical framework (see, e.g., Bannister & Mair, 1968), and
is one of the most popular areas of interest in studies of

cognitive style (Goldstein & Blackman, 1978; Wardell & Royce,
1978; and Jones & Butler, 1980).
In Bieri (1961), cognitive complexity-simplicity refers

to the degree of differentiation in the cognitive system. This
system is usually described as being the organized whole of
cognitive schemes individuals use in social perception. "A
system of constructs which differentiate highly among persons
is considered to be cognitively complex. A construct system

which provides poor differentiation among persons is considered
simple in structure" (Bieri, 1955, p. 263). In more recent work
Bieri defined cognitive complexity as "the tendency to construe
social behavior in a multidimensional way, such that a more
cognitively complex individual has available a more versatile
system for perceiving the behavior of others than does a less
cognitively complex person"

(Bieri, 1966, p. 14) .

Accordingly, most studies of cognitive complexity-simplicity
focus on various aspects of interpersonal or social behavior.

As Chetwynd (1977) indicates, a number of research workers have
refined Bieri's original description and extended the definitioh
of cognitive complexity in some cases. Thus Crockett (1965)
states that a cognitive system can be regarded as relatively
complex, if:
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"a. it contains a relatively large number of elements, and

b. the elements are integrated hierarchically by relatively
extensive bonds of relationship" (p. 49).
Vannoy indicates that, in spite of the fact that various autho.
attach slightly different meanings to the concept 'cognitive
complexity ' ,

it can be said in general " . . . that some persons

are prone to employ few dimensions when they perceive and
evaluate stimuli, or are inclined to make only very gross dis-

criminations among dimensions of meaning. Other persons are
believed to employ many dimensions and/or to make fine discriminations along the dimensions they employ" (1965, p. 385).

Same critics of the traditional trait measurement model
pointed out the importance of studying personal constructs
within interactionist models of personality (e.g., Bem & Allen
1974; Mischel, 1968, 1973).
In his social learning reconceptualization of personality

Mischel (1973) invites theorizing about personality in terms

of personality variables based on theoretical developments in
the field of social learning theories and cognitive psychology
In this context Mischel emphasizes, apart from cognitive skill:
and abilities on the behavioral level, individual patterns of
expectation, preferences and aversions regarding stimuli and
classes of stimuli, self-regulating systems and plans, the
importance of "encoding strategies and personal constructs"
(1973, p. 267). The following quotation illustrates Mischel's
perspective on personality: "The proposed approach to personal

psychology emphasizes the interdependence of behavior and conditions, mediated by the constructions of cognitive activities

of the person who generates them, and recognizes the human
tendency to invent constructs and to adhere to them as well as
to generate subtly discriminative behaviors across settings

and over time. It emphasizes the crucial role of situations
(conditions) but views them as informational inputs whose
behavioral impact depends on how they are processed by the

person" (1973, p. 279). The hypothesis formulated regarding
the relationship between the level of complexity of the cognit
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system on the one hand, and situation-specificity on the other,

starts from the assumption that persons using few dimensions to categorize or, if necessary, construe stimulus situations, have broad equivalence classes of stimulus meanings at

their disposal. On the other hand, persons using many different

dimensions may be expected, within the framework of the personal
constructs theory, to develop a more intricate system of situation classifications. These expectations are formulated assuming
that differences in behavior and in its constancy may reflect

how individuals categorize certain situations. People differ
"...in how they encode, group and label events and in how they
construe themselves and others" (Mischel, 1977, p. 346), and

these psychological constructs are supposed to play an important
part in interactions between the person and his or her environment (cf. Magnusson & Endler, 1977).
"Theorien kognitiver Stile konnen somit sinnvoll in ein

interaktionales Modell integriert werden. Ihre explicite Einbeziehung kann zu einer besseren differentiellen Vorhersage
und Erkldrung transsituativer Konsistenz oder Inkonsistenz
einer oder mehrerer Personen in umschriebenen Situationen beitragen"

(Lantermann, 1980, p. 73)8).

It is assumed that cognitively complex subjects will not

only display a greater sensitivity to situations within the
mode self-description, but that complexity will also allow a
greater situation-specificity with respect to overt behavior
and psychophysiological responses. This last assumption is
in close agreement with the fundamental postulate formulated

by Kelly, that a person's processes are channelized psychologically
by the ways in which events are being anticipated (Kelly, 1955,
p. 46).

8) „ (Therefore) theories on cognitive styles can be integrated

in an interaction model. This explicit incorporation can
contribute to a better differential prediction and explanation
of transsituational consistency or inconsistency of one or
more persons in defined situations" (translation GvH).
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Within the mode self-description, relative consistency is
higher, in new situations, than in less new, more familiar
ones. It will be examined exploratively which part familiarity/
unfamiliarity with the situation plays with regard to consistency of overt behaviors and psychophysiological responses.
Background:
We assume that persons, when asked to describe - within the

mode self-description - their own feelings and behaviors in
situations which are new or relatively unfamiliar to them, will
tend to a certain degree to give a description of their own
functioning which will be general and stereotype. It may be
assumed that this will occur more often if hypothetical situa-

tions (as in S-R questionnaires) are presented instead of real
ones. When such unfamiliar situations are concerned, the person
is in uncertainty as to how to interpret the situation in
question. What sort of situation is this? Which situation I am
familiar with, does this new situation resemble? How should I
categorize this situation? These are questions the subjects
will have to answer for themselves, before they can report
which feelings and which responses they will probably manifest.
When more familiar situations are concerned, on the other hand,
the subjects have a large amount of information at their dis-

posal regarding their own acting in these situations. Such
familiar situations have no more secrets, so to speak.
Generally, persons know which meaning these familiar,
and therefore hardly ambiguous situations have and which effects
these situations have on their emotional and cognitive functionj

With respect to these circumstances subjects also know in which
ways they preferably react.
Subjects are expected to report more Person X Situation
interactions, if the situations they are confronted with are
more familiar.
It is tempting to draw a parallel with research studying
the variability of behavior across situations in self-ratings

and ratings of others. Such research tests the hypothesis that
individuals think their own behavior to be less consistent
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across situations and more situation-specific than that of
other people. Jones & Nisbett (1971) formulated this hypothesis
thus: " . . . there is a pervasive tendency for actors to attribute
their actions to situational requirements, whereas observers
tend to attribute the same actions to stable personal disposi-

tions" (p. 2). Three studies, reported in Nisbett, Caputo, Legant
( Marecek (1973) underline Jones & Nisbett's thesis. A first
study proved that assessors tend to suppose others to behave
in future in a similar way as during the experiment on ground
of some disposition or other, whereas they do not endorse this

assumption at all with regard to their own future behavior. A
second study proved that persons tend to explain their own
behavior (choosing a subject of study and choosing a girl-friend)
on the ground of the characteristics of the objects of choice,

whereas the same persons attribute the choices of their best
friends to the dispositional qualities of those friends. A
third study showed that people think that they themselves possess
less characteristics or traits than other people.
In order to investigate the same problem, Van Heck & Van
der Leeuw (1975) constructed a hostility questionnaire in
accordance with the S-R format. Each testee filled in the S-R

questionnaire twice: once to describe his or her own behavior
in a number of situations, and a second time to describe the
behavior of his or her best friend in the same situations. For
the two sets of data (self and other) separate analyses of

variance (with Persons and Situation as facets) were carried
out for eight response variables. Afterwards variance components
were calculated. The percentages of total variance, accounted
for by the main effect of Persons were higher for the assessments

of the other than for the self-assessments. The percentages of
total variance, accounted for by the main effect of Situations
and the Person X Situation interactions were lower for the
assessments of the other than for the self-assessments. "The

combination of low variance due to persons and high variance
due to situations and interactions is in accordance with both
an interactionist and a situationist model of behavior"
(Magnusson, 1976, p. 261). Van Heck & Van der Leeuw (1975) concluded
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that the research findings support Mischel's (1973) thesis that,

when assessing other people, individuals act more like trait
theorists and, when describing their own behavior, act more
like social behaviorists.

A number of explanations have been suggested for differ-

ences between self-ratings and ratings of others. Jones &
Nisbett (1971) suggest that it is mainly a matter of difference

in

perspective: according to them, the actor

is mainly

interestec

in situational cues, whereas the observer sees the actor's
behavior as a figure stimulus against the background of the
situation. Bem (19722) attributes differences between selfperception and interpersonal perception to, among other things,
an "intimate versus stranger distinction". "Here it is our
knowledge of our past behavior which guides our attributions,

whereas others typically lack such historical information"
(Bem, 1972b, p. 41).
Nisbett, Caputo, Legant & Marecek (1973) found that persons,

who had known the subject to be assessed for quite a time, were
less willing to give dispositional explanations for the behavior
of the person assessed.

" . . . greater familiarity with the stimulus

person results in responding to the stimulus person in the same
way as to the

self"

(Nisbett et al., 1973, p. 163).

Although the testees in studies of the self-other issue

were given a completely different task than the testees in the
present research, the following supposition nevertheless arises:
Testees who have to describe their behavior regarding a number
of very different situations on a S-R questionnaire, will, in
more familiar situations, act more like social behaviorists because they have plenty of information from their personal
history at their disposal (and perhaps also - although this is
rather speculative - because they can more easily use the actor ' 5

perspective with respect to those more familiar situations) whereas in less familiar situations they will act more like
trait theorists.
In the above the effect of familiarity/unfamiliarity with
the situation on consistency has been discussed within the
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area of self-descriptions. It is not clear, however, which part
the familiarity aspect plays within other modes, in particular
the mode observations of behavior and the mode psychophysiological

measurements. The afore-mentioned research by Moos (1969) does
not provide a solid base for predictions in those areas: firstly
because a very specific group was examined, but mainly because
the effect of familiarity with certain settings was contaminated

with the possible effect of changes in the psychiatrid condition
of the individuals examined. Raush, Farbman & Llewellyn (1960)
reported similar results as Moos. In this latter study, however,
time in the environment was also confounded with psychological
improvement. The findings of a study by O'Donell Schuster, Murrell
& Cook (1980) are not consistent with those of Moos or Raush et
al. Within a nursery school environment it was found that

children who had been at the school more than one year showed
more consistent behavior across different settings than 'newcomers'. A plausible explanation in this particular context,

offered by the authors, seems to be that the first group of
subjects had learned that the school's rules and demands were

loosely enforced and that they need not adhere closely to the
different task and behavior demands of the various settings.
In the present study the relationship between degree of

experience with situations and transsituational consistency
will be studied exploratively within the mode observations of
behavior and the mode psychophysiological measurements.

The hypotheses and propositions that have been developed in
the preceding paragraphs will be summarized below. In doing so
a different order, going from more specific to more general,
will be employed.

Within the context of anxiety the following hypotheses
and propositions will be studied:
(a) Relative consistency as a function of the type of reaction
variable.

1. With regard to the mode self-description the proposition

will be studied that the transsituational consistency
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reported by subjects depends on the type of reaction
variable, viz. feelings, overt motor behaviors or psychophysiological responses (see p. 54).
(b) Relative consistency as a function of the situation.

2. Within the mode self-description, relative consistency

is higher in new situations, than in less new, more
familiar ones.
It will be examined exploratively which part familiarity/

unfamiliarity with certain situations plays with regard
to consistency of overt behaviors and psychophysiological
responses (see p. 72) .

(c) Relative consistency as a function of the person.
3. Relative consistency is higher for high-anxious than for
low-anxious subjects (see p. 68).
4. Relative consistency is higher for repressors than for

low-anxious subjects (see p. 68).
5. Relative consistency is higher for defensive high-anxious
than for low-anxious subjects (see p. 69).

6. Relative consistency is higher for cognitively simple
than for cognitively complex subjects (see p. 69).
(d) Relative consistency as a function of modes.
7. Relative consistency is higher within the mode self-

description than within the mode observation of overt
behavior and the mode psychophysiological measurements
(see p. 49).

There is no difference in relative consistency when
comparing the mode observation of overt behavior and the
mode psychophysiological measurements (see p. 49).

No further hypotheses were made about interaction effects (e.g.,

between person characteristics and degree of familiarity of
situations, etc.), although effects in addition to those
hypothesized will be statistically analyzed and reported as
well.
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"There is no single major source of behavioral

variance, at least so far as the trait of
anxiousness is concerned. Human behavior is
complex.

In order to describe it, one must

take into account not only the main sources

of variance (subjects, situations, and modes

of response) but also the various simple
interactions (subjects with situations,
subjects with modes of response) and, where
feasible, the triple interaction (subjects
with situations with modes of response).
Behavior is a function of all these factors
in combination." (Endler & Hunt, 1966).
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2. THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE S-R INVENTORY OF ANXIOUSNESS
2.1 INTRODUCTION

The hypotheses as described in the previous chapter, can be

classified according to the modes or methods of data collection
to which they refer. E.g., hypothesis 1 is confined to the
effect of various kinds of reaction variables within the self-

description mode. The hypotheses 2 through 6 refer to the
effects of situation- and person variables within the selfdescription mode, but also within the observation of behavior

mode and the psychophysiology mode. Finally, hypothesis 7
touches upon a comparison between these three different modes
with respect to relative consistency.

In order to test these hypotheses two separate studies
were carried out. These studies will be described under the

headings 'study II' and "study III" in the Chapters III and IV,
respectively.

Study II has a bearing on the self-description mode and
was designed in order to be able to investigate the hypotheses
1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6. Study III relates to all three modes
(self-description, observation of behavior, and psychophysiology).
This latter study was done to test the hypotheses 2 through 7.

Preparatory to starting study II another study had to be
done first. This particular study (study I) was necessary for
the construction and development of a psychometric measure to

be used within the self-description mode. Study I will be
reported in this Chapter II. The aim of this study was the
construction of an S-R inventory.
The S-R format approach, which was developed by Endler,

Hunt & Rosenstein (1962) for their construction of the S-R
Inventory of Anxiousness, brings situations and response
variables together at the item level. According to this format
all possible pairs of the selected situations and response

variables are represented. In this way S-R format inventories
afford an opportunity for the individual to give self-descrip-

tions in terms of the kinds of reactions he or she will show
presumably in each of a number of situations.
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The original version of the S-R Inventory of Anxiousness
(Endler et al., 1962) contained 11 situations and 14 reaction
variables. Consequently the total number of items was 154.
Subjects were asked to indicate the intensity of their reactions

in each situation on a five-step Likert-type scale ranging from
"none" to "very much". The format gives a page to each of the

situations and the response variables are listed below the
situations as follows:
"You are yust starting off on a long automobile trip"
1. Heart beats faster

1

2

3

45
much faster

not at all

2. Get an uneasy feeling

1

2

3

45

none

3. Emotions disrupt action
1 2 3

very strongly

45

not at all

very disruptive

4. ... 14. (See Endler et al., 1962).

In order to be able to investigate the previously

formulated research-questions and hypotheses (study II) the
construction of the inventory has to meet a number of requirements. These requirements relate to the choice of the situations,

the choice of the reaction variables, and the choice of the
niodel of analysis for data treatment.

In separate sections attent

will be paid to each of these choices.
2.2 THE SELECTION OF SITUATIONS

With respect to the verbalized situations in the inventory the
following requirements can be given beforehand:
(a) The selected situations have to represent as much different
kinds or types of 'anxiety-situations' as possible. For,
the question as to how far traits generalize can only be

answered adequately when there is a broad sampling from

all possible situations individuals are confronted with in
their daily-lives. This view corresponds with Brunswik's
(1956) plea for the use of representative designs in
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psychological research. Pervin (1977), who also propagates

broad sampling of situational settings for person-situation
interaction studies, reflects this view of Brunswik as
follows: "For Brunswik the sampling of situations could be
considered more critical than the sampling of persons,
permitting thereby the study of the adaptive functioning
of an individual across a variety of settings" (p. 373).

In order to answer this requirement a number of socalled situational domains will be distinguished. Subse-

quently, situations will be selected from these different
areas.

(b) For each selected situation a parallel situation with a

similar psychological meaning must be chosen. This requirement is closely bound up with the possibility to test the
hypotheses formulated and originates from the model of
data analysis that ultimately was chosen (see section 2.4).
(c) Subjects must have a relatively high degree of familiarity
with half of the situations that will be selected for the

S-R inventory. On the other hand, the remaining half of the
situations must have a relatively small degree of familiarity.
This is required in order to be able to test hypothesis 2.

For, this hypothesis refers to the effect of the degree of
familiarity with the situation upon the consistency of
behavior.

A systematic combination of (a), (b), and (c) results in
a scheme for the selection of situations. This scheme is presented
in Figure 2.1.
2.2.1 Domains of situations

Many authors (e.g., Bowers, 1973) have emphasized the importance
of the choice of situational conditions or tasks for the ultimate
interpretation of the results of the study of person-situation
interactions. In this context Takala (1977) states: "Sampling
of situations seems to be one of the most difficult problems
for a study of the relative contribution of person and situation

to the total variance of behavior" (p. 116). With respect to
the self-description mode he suggests that it is possible
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Figure 2.1

Scheme for the selection of situations in the S-R
Inventory of Anxiousness

Situational
domains

Groups of
situations

Parallel
situations
sl

Sl
S

Degree of familiarity

high degree of
familiarity

1

Domain I

S
2

S

2

S

S

S

3

Domain II

S

S

S

4

S
S

S

5

S

low degree of
familiarity

2

3

high degree of
familiarity

3

4

low degree of
familiarity

4

5

high degree of
familiarity

5

Domain III
S

S

6

S

S
S

7

S

6

'

low degree of
familiarity

6

7

'

high degree of
familiarity

7

Domain IV
S
S

8

S

8

8

low degree of
familiarity
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"...to cover a reasonably large proportion of different situations by the items of self-reports" (p. 116) . This has been

pursued in the present study.
In the first instance a reasonably extensive pool of so-

called 'anxiety situations' was compiled. Many different
objects, situations and events have been described as fearevoking: darkness, heights, snakes and other creatures, strange
objects, sudden noises, enclosed and open places, injury and
pain, etc. (cf. Russell, 1979). Of course, in principle every
situation can have anxiety-evoking qualities. For, it is
impossible to name situations in which nobody experiences

tension, distress or strain. However, because of the fact that

for practical reasons an S-R inventory can only contain a
relatively small number of situations, those situations or
events were selected that were supposed to evoke anxiety or
manifestations of anxiousness in a large number of people. An
important starting-point for the collection of such situations
was the pursuit of representation of different "situational
domains" (cf. Ekehammar et al., 1974).
The existing literature provides some indications regarding
the situational domains that can be distinguished within this

context. For instance, Endler et al. (1962) have studied questions
regarding the factor structure of their S-R Inventory of

Anxiousness. In particular they have focused on the question
whether the situation-scales (e.g., car trip, new date, speech
before large group, etc.) are multidimensional, or constitute
a continuum on a single dimension. Endler et al. (1962) followed
the procedure to calculate a separate score for each situation-

scale and for each subject by summing across 14 reaction
variables. The intercorrelations between the situation-scales
were factor-analyzed: the principal components analysis produced
three factors. These factors were interpreted as: (a) "inter-

personal situations", containing a threat of the interpersonal
status; (b) "inanimate threat situations" in which the natural

environment is perceived as dangerous and threatening; and
(c) "miscellaneous situations". This last group of situations
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forms an uninterpretable factor because no common aspect is

detectable. In order to obtain a clearer picture, the present
author carried out a cluster analysis on the matrix of correlations reported by Endler et al. (1962, p. 21). This analysis
showed a first cluster of five interpersonal situations (speech

before large group; interview for important job; competitive
context; new date; counseling bureau for personal problems),
a second cluster of "inanimate threat situations"

(ledge high

on mountain side; alone in woods at night; sail boat on rough
sea;

final exam in important course), and a small group (car
trip; psychological experiment) that was too ambiguous to be

labeled adequately. Spitznagel (1968) indicates also that
further analyses on the original Endler et al.-data have not
clarified the character of this third type of situations.
Global support for the classification found by Endler et al.
(1962) was produced in a factor-analytic investigation of the

Stressful Situations Questionnaire (SSQ) by Hodges & Felling
(1970). These authors report a first factor, containing items
that have something to do with physical danger; a second factor
with high loadings of items that describe 'public speaking';
a third factor with items reflecting failure in social settings

and unsuccessful attempts on learning tasks; and a fourth facto

with items that depict various forms of dating-behavior. The
first factor of Hodges & Felling is similar to Endler et al.'s
"
inanimate threat factor". The remaining three "ego-involving"factors show a strong resemblance with the "interpersonal
anxiety"-factor. Similar results have been found via factor

analyses of other self-report anxiety measures by Russell (1967
Rubin, Katkin & Weiss (1968), Scherer & Nakamura (1968), Wilson
& Priest (1968), Rubin, Lawlis, Tasto & Namenek (1969), Bernste
& Allen (1969), Braun & Reynolds (1969), Bates (1971), Landy &
Gaupp (1971), Lawlis (1971), Miller, Barrett, Hampe & Noble
(1972), and Becker, Schneider & Schumann (1975). These empirica
fairly good in an c priori classification suggested

results fit

by Ekehammar et al. (19741
(a) interpersonal relations (with
adults and peers respectively), (b) danger situations (inanimat
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threat), and (c) situations involving performance and fear of
failure (ego threat). Taking this a priori grouping as their

point of departure, Ekehammar et al. (1974) have selected items
(situations). All possible pairs of items were presented.
Subjects rated these pairs in terms of perceived similarity.
Subsequently, the matrix of similarity estimates was analyzed
using a procedure suggested by Ekman (1954, 1970). With this
method the similarities are regarded as correlation coefficients

and the dimensionality is revealed by a factor analysis of the
similarity matrix (see for a description in more detail, p. 90 ) .
This particular analysis produced four factors, that were
"Ego threat", (b) "Threat of pain", (c) "Inanimate
threat", and (d) "Threat of punishment". These four fairly
labeled:

(a)

homogeneous groups of situations were represented by Ekehammar
et al. (1974) in an S-R inventory. Factor analysis A la Endler
et al. (1962) showed a picture that was essentially similar.
"For situations, the same two factors were found in the
similarity analysis and the final analysis ( "Threat of punishment" and " Inanimate threat"), whereas the other two factors

in

the similarity

analysis

("Ego threat" and "Threat of pain")

were reduced to one factor ("Anticipation fear") in the final
analysis. Some single items had changed factors in the final
analysis but, on the whole, the factor analysis of the similarity
matrix gave the same picture as the factor analysis of the
intercorrelation matrix, with different samples of subjects in
the two studies" (Ekehammar et al., 1974, p. 12).
This study of Ekehammar et al. (1974) can be considered

one of the most elaborate investigations of situational domains
within the context of human stress. For this reason the classification of situations in "Ego threat", "Threat of pain",
"Inanimate threat", and "Threat of punishment" was taken as a

starting-point in the present study. These factor labels gave

a lead for reference reading. Thirty items were chosen from
studies of Endler et al. (1962), Endler & Hunt (1969k), Hodges
& Felling (1970), Colman & Halstead (1973), Ekehammar et al.
(1974), and Becker, Schneider & Schumann (1975). Six items

were added by the present author on the basis of the literature

86

on anxiety and stress (e.g., McGrath, 1970; Mellstrom, Zuckerman
& Cicala, 1978). Finally, this collection of items was completed
via ten descriptions of situations that were gathered in a pilot
study. Subjects in this little study were 15 undergraduates who
were fulfilling a psychology course requirement. These subjects
were asked to write down as much situations as possible in which

they knew that they were anxious. The text of the instruction
that was given, is presented in Appendix 1 (p. 350). The total
set of the 46 situations collected is presented in Table 2.1.
Table 2.1

Number

The initial set of items (situations)

Situation

1

Addressing a large group of people

2

Condoling relatives at a funeral
Telling your fianc& (e) or partner that you will
terminate the relationship

3

4
5
6
7
8

Meeting a big dog on the street
Walking alone in the woods at night
Undress yourself in the presence of a doctor
Entering an oral examination
The conductor asks your ticket, and you notice that
you have lost it

9

Waiting for someone who should have been there for
hours

10

In a shop at the cash-desk you notice that you have
not enough money in your purse

11

Giving blood at a blood bank
Participating in a quiz on television

12
13
14
15

16
17

18
19

In a shop full of customers asking for a contraceptive
Being alone at home at night

Being instructed to take a rat out of a cage
Being in a very big public building, not knowing where
a particular department, you must visit, is located
Telling a joke and nobody laughs
Arriving too late at an important meeting
Making a telephone-call with an official authority,
i for instance, at a ministry
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(Continuation of Table 2.1).

Number

Situation

20

Perform badly in front of an audience at a task, that
is rather easy according to those spectators

21

You just discover that you are sitting in the wrong
train

22

Having an injection
You cannot get the hang of a particular problem. So
it must be explained to you several times

23
24
25

26

27

28

29
30

31

32
33
34

Going in an elevator to the upper floor of a high
building
Entering a room full of people you never met before
You entertain a person at diner in a restaurant, and
half-way you discover that you have left your purse
at home
Returning something you have bought to a shop
Being lost in an unfamiliar city
Participating in a psychological experiment in which
electric shocks are given

Being accosted in the street by a total stranger who
asks you to show the way
Discussing your personal problems with someone who
is much older than you
Going to tell a librarian that you have lost a book
Being caught while cheating during an examination or
test
Sitting in the dentist's chair

35

Being the laughing-stock at a party

36

You talked scandal of a particular person, and it

came round to the person concerned. Now this person

asks you for an explanation

37
38
39

40

41
42

43

Being kept under constant surveillance during work
Being stopped by a policeman because the lights of
your car are not working
Going to be interviewed for a job

Being a passenger in a car which goes very fast
Breaking something while being on a visit
Crossing a busy road
Sitting in a plane just before take-off
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(Continuation of Table 2.1).
Number
44

45

46

Situation
Witnessing a serious car accident just before your
eyes
Being interviewed within the context of an investigation about your own sexual experiences
Watching pornographic movies or photographs

2.2.2 Similarity of meaning

In order to make possible the construction of an S-R inventory
composed of pairs of similar situations (see p. 81), it is
necessary to determine the degree of similarity for pairs of
situations. Thus, pairs of situations with a similar meaning

must be searched within the set of 46 situations. It was tried
to find such pairs via empirical procedures. For that purpose
a choice had to be made with respect to the selection of a
method for gathering estimates of similarity.
Pairs of items can be presented to subjects in several
ways. An important distinction can be made between "conditional"
and "pairwise" formats

(Girard

&

Cliff, 1973) . All possible

pairs of items which can be formed with N items can be set out
in a N x N matrix. The conditional format prescribes to present
subjects this matrix row after row. Since all pairs within a

particular row have one and the same item as a member, this
item ought to be presented only once (for instance, at the top
of a page in a test-booklet). Having presented this item, the
other items are given one at a time. Then, the instruction is

given to compare each item with the item that was presented
first. "This format is conducive to an 'anchoring' of one
stimulus (the use of one stimulus as a comparison stimulus),

with a fairly rapid sequential comparison of the other stimuli
in the set with the original" (Girard & Cliff, 1973, p. 72) .
On the other hand, in the pairwise format the order of presentation of the N x N pairs is totally randomized. This means,
that each time the complete pair of items has to be presented.

This implies that the subject has to make a completely new
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comparison every time. In a study of Girard & Cliff (1973) no
significant difference was found between the two ways of presentation.
Therefore, it was decided to use the conditional format in the

present study, since this procedure is far more easy for subjects.

Moreover, in order not to make the number of similarity estimates
extremely high, it was decided to present only half of the
matrix (viz. the part above the diagonal). In case of 46
situations this implies a total of 1035 separate estimates of
similarity.

It can be argued that this procedure involves a problem,

since not all situations function as a comparison stimulus an

equal number of times. However, the 'gain' in terms of possibly
more accurate perceived similarities in case of the presentation
of the total matrix, involving 2070 (:) comparisons, will probably

be nullified completely, due to the effects of boredom or
tiredness. Besides, the possible 'gain' is presumably not very
impressive. Girard & Cliff (1973) have published a comparison
between the two formats. They conclude: "The conditional format
seems to give results that are less consistent when the structure
from one half of the matrix is compared to that for the other.

This may be a consequence of a tendency toward greater asymmetry
in the judgments obtained in the conditional format. The tendency
is at most mild, however" (p. 86).
2.2.2.1 Subjects

Subjects were 48 undergraduates who were fulfilling a psychology
course requirement. Subjects were between the ages of 18 and
23 years. The sample contained more males (N = 36) than females
(N = 12). Subjects received no money for their participation.

2.2.2.2 Procedure

Subjects were asked to imagine the personal meaning of the
situation (viz. the comparison stimulus) at the top of the
page of the test-booklet. Then, they were asked to check as to

how far this meaning is similar or dissimilar in their personal
opinion to the meanings of the other situations on that same
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page. The degree of similarity or dissimilarity had to be
indicated on a numerical 5-point scale, ranging from "not at
all similar" (zero) to "identical" (four). See for the literal
text of the instruction given Appendix 2 (p. 351) .
2.2.2.3 Method of analysis
The dimensional analysis of the estimates of similarity was
carried out according to a form of similarity analysis, indicat,

by Sjoberg (1975) with the term "content model". The major
contributions to the development of this technique are produced

by G. Ekman (e.g., 1954, 1955, 1965, and 1970). Sjoberg summari:
the essence of the procedure proposed by Ekman as follows: "It

was suggested that similarity judgments among pairs of stimuli

be averaged over groups of subjects and subjected to a straight·

forward factor analysis. In other words, average similarities
were treated as if they were correlation coefficients after

having been transformed to the interval 0-l o r originally
rated by the subjects on a O-1 scale" (1975, p. 191). The
theoretical and empirical backgrounds of the content models
are discussed in detail in SjBberg (1975) and Gregson (1975).

Ekman' s (1954) vector model was employed succesfully in Magnusm

(1971, 19742), Ekehammar & Magnusson (1973), and Magnusson &

Ekehammar (1973, 1975f). In all these studies stimuli were shor
descriptions of situations. Similarity of stimuli was considere
to be the cosinus of the angle between stimulus vectors (cf.
Ekehammar, 1972).
Although there exists some doubt concerning the theoretica

and empirical basis of the content models (cf. Sjoberg, 1975),
it can be said that the Ekman method has proven to be a simple

and useful method with respect to the type of stimuli used in
investigations of the perception of situations. (See further
Appendix 3. This Appendix contains a comparison of the results
of three different analyses of the situation perception data
of study I: Ekman's dimensional content method, Smallest Space
Analysis, and McQuitty's similarity analysis.)
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2.2.2.4 Results
Before the analysis of the similarity ratings was started,

individual ratings were transformed linearly to a scale ranging
from "0"

(no similarity at all) to "1"

(identical situations) .

This transformation comes down to dividing all individual

scores by 4. These transformed scores were used to calculate
mean similarities between situations across all subjects. The

matrix of similarity ratings thus obtained for group data is
presented in Table 2.2.
This matrix was factor-analyzed by a principal components
analysis. Subsequently the factor matrix was rotated according
to the varimax procedure. The eigenvalue criterion (eigenvalues
exceeding 1.0; cf. Kaiser & Dickman, 1959) produced four factors.
Those factors explained 44.4% of the total variance. Table 2.3
comprises the factor matrix after rotation.

Situations with loadings of .45 or above (also -.45 or
below) were selected and used for interpretation of the factors.
In T able 2.4 the situations have been arranged in terms of

factor loadings. Of the 46 situations studied 35 situations
have loadings exceeding .45 on one of the four factors.

Mean similarities between situations

Table 2.2
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Table 2.3

Situations
1

2
3
4
5

6
7

8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37

38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46

Sum of
squares

Percentage

Rotated factor matrix
Factor
-.73
-.39
-.46
-.05
-.14
-.34
-.72
-.24
-.23
-.16
-.11
-.74
-.42
-.03
-.15
-.15
-.31
-.51
-.61
-.63
-.11
-.05
-.47
-.00
-.51
-.23
-.16
-.09
-.17
-.11
-.42
-.24
-.45
-.20
-.50
-.45
-.62
-.17
-.75
-.09
-.38
-.03
-.08
-.21
-.49
-.14

I

Factor II
-.07
.12
.01
.41
.47
.25
.04
.08
.20
.11
.20
.10
.32
.59
.33
.70
.29
.11
.28
.01
.37
.23
.15
.66
.28
.07
.33
.73
.18
.65
.35
.09

-.08
.16
.04
.04
.13
.29
.12
.45
.06
.54
.48
.08
.25
.38

Factor III
-.26
-.20
-.19
-.26
-.19
-.06
-.10
-.79
-.16
-.80
-.02
-.09
-.24
-.08
-.14
-.21
-.41
-.33
-.05
-.45
-.58
-.11
-.31
-.11
-.23
-.83
-.48
-.22
-.13
-.78
-.01
-.74
-.55
-.16
-.36
-.32
-.34
-.44
-.05
-.06
-.57
-.05
-.06
-.13
-.02

Factor IV
-.11
-.16
-.12
-.32
-.19

-.36
-.15
-.10
-.12
-.10
-.75
-.10
-.11
-.11
-.48
.04

-.08
-.05
-.04
-.01
-.04
-.82
-.02
-.19

.01

-.08
-.10
-.09
-.00
-.67
-.10
-.15
-.13
-.19
-.71
-.08
-.10
-.12
-.19
-.07
-.34
-.09
-.32
-.34
-.34
-.17
-.12

6.59

4.86

5.44

3.56

14.3%

10.6%

11.8%

7.7%

h

2

.62
.23
.26
.34
.32
.31
.55
.70
.13
.69
.62
.57
.35
.37
.38
.55
.36
.38
.45
.60
.49
.73
.34
.48
.40
.76
.38
.60
.53
.45
.33
.63
.55
.59
.39
.31
.53
.34
.59
.33
.48
.39
.35
.18
.33
.18
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Table 2.4

Situations arranged in terms of factor loadings

Situations

Factors
I

II

III

IV

39. Going to be interviewed
for a job

-.75

.12

-.05

-.07

12. Participating in a quiz
on television
1. Adressing a large group
of people
7. Entering an oral examination

-.74

.10

-.09

-.10

-.73

-.07

-.26

-.11

-.72

.04

-.10

-.15

20. Perform badly in front of an
audience at a task, that is
rather easy according to those
spectators

-.63

.01

-.45

-.01

37. Being kept under constant
surveillance during work

-.62

.13

-.34

-.12

-.61

.28

-.05

-.04

-.51

.28

-.23

-.08

-.51

.11

-.33

-.05

-.51

.04

-.36

-.08

-.49

.24

-.02

-.17

-.47

.15

-.31

-.01

-.46

.01

-.19

-.12

28. Being lost in an unfamiliar city -.09
16. Being in a very big public
building, not knawing where a
-.15
particular department, you must
visit, is located

.73

-.22

-.00

.70

-.21

.04

.66

-.11

-.19

19. Making a telephone-call with
an official authority, for
instance, at a ministery
25. Entering a room full of people
you never met before
18. Arriving too late at an important meeting

35. Being the laughing-stock at a
party
45. Being interviewed within the
context of an investigation
about your own sexual
experiences
23. You cannot get the hang of a
particular problem. So it must
be explained to you several
times
3. Telling your fianc&(e) or
partner that you will terminate
the relationship

24. Going in an elevator to the
upper floor of a high building

-.00
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(Continuation of Table 2.4).

Situations

Factors
I

30. Being accosted in the street by
a total stranger who asks you to -.11
show the way
14. Alone at home at night
-.03

II

III

IV

.65

-.08

-.10

.59

-.08

-.11

42. Crossing a busy road

-.03

.54

-.05

-.32

43. Sitting in a plane just before
take-off

-.08

.48

-.06

-.34

5. Alone in the woods at night
40. Being a passenger in a car
which goes very fast

-.14

.47

-.19

-.19

-.09

.45

-.06

-.34

26. You entertain a person at diner
in a restaurant, and half-way
you discover that you have left
your purse at home

-.23

.07

-.83

-.10

10. In a shop at the cash-desk you
notice that you have not enough
money in your purse

-.16

.11

-.80

-.10

8. The conductor asks your ticket,
and you notice that you have
lost it

-.24

.08

-.79

-.10

-.24

.09

-.74

-.13

-.11

.37

-.58

-.04

-.38

-.06

-.57

-.09

-.45

-.08

-.55

-.19

-.16

.33

-.48

-.09

22. Having an injection

-.05

.23

-.11

-.82

11. Giving blood at a blood-bank
34. Sitting in the dentist's chair

-.11

.20

-.02

-.75

-.20

.16

-.16

-.71

29. Participating in a psychological
experiment in which electric
-.17
shocks are given

.18

-.13

-.67

15. Being instructed to take a rat
out of a cage

.33

-.14

-.48

32. Going to tell a librarian that
you have lost a book
21. You just discover that you are
sitting in the wrong train

41. Breaking something while being
on a visit
33. Being caught while cheating
during an examination or test
27. Returning something you have
bought to a shop

-.15

96

Factor I: The situations with high loadings on this first facto

have in common that achievement is required, whereas failure in

other person's eyes is to be feared. Without any exception the
situations contain a downright injury of interpersonal status.
All situations comprise Ego threat. None of the situations
within this factor have a loading exceeding .45 on any of the
other three factors.
Factor II: The second factor is easily interpretable as well.
Situations do not contain social threat but threat stemming frc

natural environments instead: the strange city, the large publi

building, the elevator, and so on. This factor corresponds with
the Inanimate threat-factor as defined a priori. The loadings

of the situations in this factor on the other factors are very
low: no loading on any other dimension exceeds .34 for these
situations.
In this factor eight situations are included with
loadings of .45 or above. The highest loading of one of these
situations on any other factor is -.45 (situation 33). The
common characteristic of these situations is that they all
P'actor III:

involve some kind of stupidity, not acting according to certair
rules, or committing a downright offense. The factor comprises
all items taken to represent Threat of punishment and will be
labeled accordingly.

Factor IV: Five situations have factor loadings above .45 on
this fourth factor. These situations are characterized by
physically disagreeable stimulation, like an injection, bloodtransfusion, dental treatment, electric shocks and the like.
The factor is interpreted as Threat of pain. Loadings on other
factors of the pertinent situations range from -.02 to .33.
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2.2.3 Situational familiarity

To obtain information concerning the degree of familiarity or
unfamiliarity of the 46 situations from the original itempool,
the same 48 subjects who had provided similarity ratings, were
asked to indicate how familiar they were with each of the
situations. In the test-booklet the term "familiarity" was used

on purpose to indicate that insight in their personal functioning
in those situations was primarily asked for. The term "acquainted
with" is more ambiguous and was consequently avoided. For the
literal text of the instruction see Appendix 4 (p. 365) .

Familiarity ratings had to be given on a 5-point scale, ranging
from "0" (not at all familiar with this situation) to "4"

(completely familiar with this situation). For each situation
the mean familiarity score was calculated and this score was

transformed to a scale from 0 to 1 by dividing each of the mean
scores by 4. The results are brought together in Table 2.5.
Table 2.5

Situation

Mean familiarity scores of situations
Mean

Situation

Mean

Situation
32

Mean
.38

1

.41

17

.55

2

.39

18

.55

3

.46

19

.55

34

.78

4

.75

20

.52

35

.57

5

.48

21

.61

36

.32

6

.62

22

.77

37

.71

33

.37

7

.67

23

.53

38

.69

8

.43

24

.89

39

.51

9

.55

25

.73

40

.80

10

.54

26

.34

41

.55

11

.41

27

.63

42

.88

12

.21

28

.70

43

.46

13

.48

29

.52

44

.49

14

.87

30

.81

45

.48

15

.44

31

.63

46

.54

16

.70
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2.2.4 The situations

For the final decision which situation descriptions will be
included in the S-R Inventory of Anxiousness the requirements
formulated earlier were further defined as follows (see also

Figure 2.1): (a) A situation will only be included if, within
the total itempool one 'parallel-situation' is available with
a meaning corresponding to that situation. This requirement
implies that only pairs of situations are selected for which
rated similarity is maximal. (b) Two 'parallel' situations have
to belong to the same factor. (c) From each factor an equal
number of situations are to be selected. (d) One half of the
situations to be included in the questionnaire must be very
familiar for the subjects. The other half of the situations to
be included must be of low familiarity. This requirement comes
down to maximizing the familiarity discrepancy between one half
of the questionnaire and the other. (e) In the selection of pairs
of situations care has to be taken that both situations have
either a high or a low degree of familiarity. (f) From each
factor an equal number of situations with high and with low

familiarity have to be selected. (g) Familiar situations are
not allowed to be more (or less) similar than unfamiliar
situations.
On the basis of these requirements the situations 7 , 39,
and 29 were
1, 12, 24, 40, 16, 28, 10, 21, 26, 32, 22, 34, 11,
selected. Table 2.6 contains the descriptions of each of these
situations selected for the S-R Inventory of Anxiousness. In
as the
that Table the mean similarity scores are given as well
mean familiarity scores.
ions
For the determination of familiar and unfamiliar situat
no absolute criterion (as, for instance, above .50 is familiar
and below .50 is unfamiliar) has been maintained. The strategy
chosen was meant to maximize the discrepancy of the degree of
each
familiarity between any two pairs of situations within
factor. For the situations finally selected the level of
similarity is as follows. The eight low familiarity situations
similarity
may be pairwise compared to form 28 pairs; the mean
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over those comparisons is .28. For the eight high familiarity
situations the mean similarity over 28 comparisons is .25.
2.3 THE SELECTION OF REACTION VARIABLES

With respect to the choice of reaction variables some requirements must be formulated as well. Those requirements are as
follows. (a) It should principally be possible to give each
of the reactions in each of the situations of the S-R questionnaire. The impossibility or even the implausibility of particular

combinations of S and R has to be avoided. If particular responses
would be possible only in one or very few situations, the results
of the investigation would show a high degree of inconsistency.
Such inconsistency would in that case not reflect real behavioral
inconsistency but merely the choice of reaction variables.
(b) The S-R questionnaire has to include feelings, overt

behaviors as well as psychophysiological reactions. This requirement is necessary for the testing of hypothesis 1 concerning the
effect of the type of reaction variable.
2.3.1 Plausibility

To fulfil the plausibility requirement, for each possible
reaction variable it was ascertained on rational grounds that a

reaction was not only possible but also plausible in each of
the situations selected. If not, the reaction variable was
rejected as a 'candidate' for the questionnaire.

2.3.2 Type of reaction variable

For the selection of several types of reaction variables recourse
was taken to the literature. Ekehammar, Magnusson & Ricklander
(1974) constituted three a priori categories of anxiety reactions,
viz. (a) autonomous arousal, with reaction variables as, among
others, "headaches", "heart beats faster", "get in a sweat";
(b) muscular tensions, including "short of breath", "hard time
swallowing" and analogous items,

and (c)

anxiety feelings,

"feelings of panic", "nervous", "feelings of insecurity".

as

Table 2.6

Mean similarity and mean familiarity of the situations selected for the S-R
Inventory of Anxiousness
Item
no

H

.

S

1

7

Mean
similarity

Situations

Entering an oral examination

5 -___.--_-_____________--__-------------------39
Going to be interviewdd for a job

90 1 - -S
S

2 S

2

2

1

- -S - - -1 2
S

3

24

Addressing a large group of people
Participating in a quiz on television
Going in an elevator to the upper
floor of a high building
---------

-----------------

H S 3

H
w
0

S'

3

40

Being a passenger in a car which goes
very fast

16

Being in a very big public building,
not knowing where a particular
department, y-ou_gpst_991-t,__ks_1-0-sa-t-ed-

.64

Mean
familiarity
.590

Famil- Degree of
familiarity
score
iarity
.67
.---

high

.51
66

.310

---141---

low

.21
.89
.41

.845

--------- high
.80

4
0

m

S

4

4

S

S5

-__

„ 4
H

.700

4 ---5-------------------- S
28
Being lost in an unfamiliar city
4

S 5

H

.70

.69

10
__

21

P-U-r-se------------

You just discover that you are sitting
in the wrong train

low

.70

In a shop at the cash-desk you notice
that you have not enough money in your
-----------------

-----

.54
.49

.575

--------.

.61

high

=
o
0

(Continuation of Table 2.6).

8

m

S6

4

S

6
24

S.7

8

S

You entertain a person at diner in a
restaurant, and half-way you discover
that you have left your purse at home
---------- --

.34

26

.62

.360

32 lost
Goinga tobook
teli a -1-i-b-ra-riA-thA-you- -h-a-v-e-

-- L_ _-23__ li-a-y-i-ng _an_inlecti-2-n--__-_-_
S7
34 Sitting in the dentist's chair

-__-__

---

low

38
-.58

.775

--1-77

high

.78

41

0

2 s

S
. - -8

11

8
S

8

29

Giving blood at a blood bank
Participating in a psychological
experiment in which electric shocks
are given

.41

.465

----------

.52

low

s
w
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The dimensionality of these reaction variables was studied

with the aid of factor analysis of S-R questionnaire data. Two
factors were found: one factor "psychic anxiety" containing
the items from the a priori category "anxiety

feelings", and

a factor "somatic anxiety" containing reaction variables
associated with "muscular tensions" as well as reaction variabl

reflecting "autonomous arousal". A third factor was reported
containing only two items with high loadings ("pains in the
neck" and "sensations of tingling"). This factor does not seem
very interesting, especially since those reactions were seldoml
used by the subjects.
This dichotomy of psychic and somatic anxiety is reflected

in many recent conceptions of anxiety. Thus, Borkovec et al.
(1977) indicate that scientific psychologists have more recentl
come to view anxiety as a shorthand term that refers to a

complex and variable pattern of behavior characterized by
subjective feelings of apprehension and tension accompanied by

or associated with physiological activation. The same view has

been put forward by Paul (1969). We have taken the distinction
of psychic and somatic anxiety as our point of departure.
Furthermore, and unlike Endler et al. (1962), and Ekehammar
et al. (1974) overt expressive behaviors (cf. Ruesch, 1953)
used in experimental studies of emotions to represent anxiety,
were included as well. Those studies were especially concerned

with gestures (e.g., Sainsbury, 1955), body postures (e.g.,
Bull & Gidro-Frank, 1950; Ekman, 1964) and facial expressions
(e.g., Ekman, 1964; Ekman, Friesen & Ellsworth, 1972). To add
overt expressive behaviors reflects a view recently formulated
by Izard as follows: "An increasing number of theorists and
investigators in the field of emotion are recognizing that
emotion is a complex concept consisting of different components

or aspects, each of which may require different methods of
measurement. There is rather general agreement that emotions

have a neurophysiological, an expressive, and an experiential
or phenomenological component" (1979, p. 3).
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2.3.3 The reaction variables
On the basis of a survey of the literature, 18 reaction variables

were selected, distributed equally over the three types of
reaction variables, and each of the variables satisfying the
plausibility criterion.
The following psychophysiological variables were selected:

(1) "start sweating"; (2) "breathing goes faster"; (3) "heart

beats faster"; (4) "getting warm"; (5) "feel choked"; and
(6) "stomach gets upset". These reaction variables all correspond with test-items formulated by Fenz (1967) and Fenz &
Epstein (1965) to measure anxiety (for instance "getting warm"
corresponds with "suddenly feel hot all over, without apparent
cause"; and "start sweating" with

"I break out in a sweat,

which is not the result of heat or physical exertion").
" feeling
The following anxiety feelings were selected: (1)
restless"; (2) "not feeling at ease"; (3) "feeling uncertain";
(4)

"become confused";

(5)

"being tense";

(6)

"being nervous".

Spielberger, et al. (1970) and also Fenz (1967) have used
analogous descriptions of experiential anxiety as test-items.
The following overt expressive behaviors were selected:
(1) "fumbling or scratching with the fingers on the face, the
hair, or the clothes"; (2) "scratching fingers or hands with
nails"; (3) "looking in front fixedly"; (4) "showing little
expression in the face"; (5) "casting down the eyelids"; and
(6) "looking down to the floor". These behaviors are chosen on
the basis of (a) reference reading and (b) the data obtained
in the pilot study mentioned before (cf. section 2.2.1). In
the pilot study the subjects were not only asked to enumerate
situations in which they were anxious, but, in addition, to
describe in detail their reactions in these situations. (For
the instruction see Appendix 1.)
The first two expressive reaction variables refer to types

of nervous mannerisms. Such hand-to-body movements, called
"manipulators" by Friesen, Ekman & Wallbott (1979) , are
frequently mentioned in the literature as indicators of anxiety
eye
(see, e.g., McReynolds, 1965, and Mehrabian, 1969). Poor
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"
as represented in the items
looking in front fixedly",
"casting down eyelids" and "looking down to the floor" has

contact,

frequently been mentioned by the pilot study subjects. In the
literature on anxiety and stress poor eye contact has been
described by, e.g., Borkovec et al. (1977) and Lamb (1978).
The item "showing little expression on the face" was
borrowed from the work of Lamb (1978). This author reports

that the behavior "face deadpan" discriminated between subjects

with high and low speech A-trait, speech A-state, and STAI
A-state scores.
2.4 THE CHOICE OF THE MODEL OF DATA ANALYSIS

In the S-R questionnaire selected situations as well as selected
reaction variables are presented to subjects with the request

to indicate with respect to themselves to what extent the
pertinent behavior will occur in each of the situations. Thus,
for each subject a matrix may be obtained, in which scores are
classified according to situations as well as reaction variables.

For the analysis of data of this kind several models are
available to determine the relative effects of several sources
of variation.
For the analysis of S-R questionnaire data ANOVA-procedures

have traditionally been used to determine the relative contributions of different sources of variance (e.g., Endler & Hunt,
1966, 19688, 19682; Endler, 1966; Ekehammar, Magnusson &
Ricklander, 1974). A direct comparison of mean squares in terms
of their relative magnitude, as in Endler, Hunt & Rosenstein's
monograph (1962) is, however, not the appropriate procedure to
estimate the relative contributions. The relative size of mean
squares does not provide adequate information on the relative

proportions of the variance accounted fot. The reason for this
is, that the sum of all mean squares exceeds the total variance,
because single components may contribute to several mean squares.
Therefore, it is necessary to decompose mean squares into
variance components (Lindquist, 1953; Cornfield & Tukey, 1956;

Gleser, Cronbach & Rajaratnam, 1965; Endler, 1966; and Cronbach,
Gleser, Nanda & Rajaratnam, 1972).
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2.4.1 Variance components
The concept

of "variance

components" is used as it has been

defined earlier in the context of the so-called "compartiment

model" (Cornfield & Tukey, 1956). Verberk (1970) referring to
the work of Cornfield & Tukey has defined variance components
as follows: The variance component of an effect (a main effect
or an interaction effect) is the quasi-mean of the sum of
squares of all single effect-terms of the same name in the
population model (p. 97, p. 99). To compute variance components
an ordinary three-facet analysis of variance has to be carried
out first. Facets are Persons, Situations, and Reaction
variables. This ANOVA results in the well-known columns of sums

of squares, degrees of freedom and mean squares. Each study
done with random samples from the three universa (Persons,
Situations, and Reaction variables) produces mean squares for
the various effects. A new study carried out the same way also

produces such mean squares. The mean of mean squares for a
particular effect across all possible studies using the same
design with respect to the same universe and the same population,
is the expected mean square (EMS) for that effect. If one
particular study is conceived as a random sample from all
possible studies the mean square obtained may be conceived as
(cf. Cronbach et al. , 1972) .
The "expected" mean squares can be shown to be weighted sums

an "unbiased" estimate of the EMS

of the pertinent variance components (Cornfield & Tukey, 1956).
2.4.2 Random vs. mixed models
Virtually all studies with S-R questionnaires have used an

all-random model with one observation per cell (see Design VII

in Cronbach et al., 1972). In this random effects model, the
assumption is made that the levels for each of the three facets
(Persons, Situations and Reaction variables) have been randomly

sampled from larger populations (cf. Endler, 1966). In this
model the expected mean squares as weighted sums of variance
components are defined as:
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In these formulas p stands for Persons, i for Situations, and
j for Reaction variables. The term r indicates the residual

variance, i.e., a combination of the Persons x Situations x
Reaction variables interaction and the error term. The triple
interaction cannot be separated from the error term if for
each subject only one score is available for each S-R item.
The letters n, k, and m respectively refer to the number of

subjects, the number of situations, and the number of reaction
variables. The formulas given above may be transformed to give
estimates of the variance components in terms of mean squares:

c

2

P

02

= (MS P - MS Pi

-

MS

Pj

+M S r)

/

km

= (MSi - MSpi - MSij + MSr) / nm

2

1] + MS r) 1 nk
= (MS.] - MS p]. - MS..

a
2

a

pi
2

= (MS

pi

- MSr) / m

aPj = (MSPJ. - MSr) 1 k

107

2

aij

= (MS..
1] - MSr) / n

a2

=MS

r

r

(cf. Case I; Endler, 1966)

These equations may be solved for each variance component and,

subsequently, the proportions of the variance accounted for by
each separate component may be computed.
The schedule of analysis as given here is the model Endler
& Hunt (1966, 1968f) have used in their studies. The data given
as an example in Table 1.1 on page 35 have been obtained with
the aid of this model. In the study of Ekehammar et al. (1974)
referred to earlier, this model has been used as well. However,

one may wonder, whether - given this type of data - this random
model is the most appropriate model. A mixed-effects model in
which Persons are conceived as a random facet, but Situations
and Reaction variables are conceived as f ixed facets, seems to

be more appropriate at first sight, since it is hard to maintain
that situations and reaction variables are random samples taken
from all situations possible and all anxiety reactions possible.
Also possible, and perhaps even more appropriate is a mixed
model with Persons and Situations considered as random facets

whereas Reaction variables are treated as a fixed facet. The
consequence, however, of using a mixed model is, that the
assumption has to be made that the triple interaction effect

equals zero. (Another possibility is to assume the error term
to be equal to zero. Such an assumption, however, is very
unrealistic; see also Endler, 1966).

While using the all-random model, the assumption of the
triple interaction effect to be zero, does not have to be made.
This may be considered to be an advantage. On the other hand,
the all-random model formulas given above reveal that it is
impossible to decide what relative contributions are made to
the

residual component ( <) by

error.

the triple interaction and the
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2.4.3 Estimation of the error component

To assume the triple interaction to be equal to zero may be a
nice solution statistically speaking, but is clearly less

desirable from a psychological point of view, since this higherorder interaction has a well-defined psychological meaning. It
states that in a specific situation, a particular person mani-

fests a particular way of acting (cf. Endler, 1966). Furthermorf
it has been shown in two studies (Endler & Hunt, 19682, and
Silverstein & Fisher, 1968) that this triple interaction explair
about 5% of the total variance. In research with German versions
of the S-R Inventory of Anxiousness Angleitner, Bierhoff &
Rudinger (1975) found relatively high triple interaction effects

In these studies the triple interaction could be separated from
the error component via a second administration of the S-R

questionnaire. To administer the same S-R questionnaire twice
does however call forth a number of problems. Apart from the
fact that repeated measures with the same subjects may lead to
undesirable "carry-over" effects with unequal covariances, it
is very well possible that mounting resistance from the side
of the subjects would raise the final error of measurement to
an unacceptable level. Yet, Silverstein & Fisher (1968), as

well as Endler & Hunt (1968h) have decided in favour of this
less than optimal solution on the consideration that a somewhat
coarse approach is better than no solution at all. Silverstein
& Fisher, however, admit that scores obtained in the second

administration may to a large extent reflect negativism and
boredom rather than anxiety.
Therefore, Endler (1966) has in this context proposed the
alternative approach: "...to have replications with different
sample groups, and to use different forms of the inventory
(each of which contains different situations and different
modes of response)" (p. 568). According to Endler an approach

like that would make it possible to obtain a unique solution
for each variance component without assuming the triple interaction to be zero. This procedure would justify the use of the

random-effects model as well (cf. Endler, 1966). Although
Endler's suggestion seems worthwhile, it has not as yet been
adopted by other investigators.
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In the present study a procedure has been used that was

to some extent analogous to the one suggested by Endler. An
attempt was made to constitute an S-R Inventory of Anxiousness

that was constructed to include for each situation s. a situation
J

s , the meaning of which was maximally similar to the situation
s..
No attempt was made, however, to do the same with respect
J
to reaction variables. The decision to follow Endler only halfway
was based on a number of considerations, mainly reflecting the
wish to refrain from unnecessary complex analyses of variance,

and the intention to avoid error sources of variance accounting
for very large proportions of the total variance. With the

procedure employed in the present studies it is possible to
obtain independent estimates of the triple interaction (Persons
x Groups of situations x Reaction variables; see section 3.3.3.1
on pp. 130ff.) and of the error variance. Golding indicates that
introduction of such a distinction is crucially important for
the interpretation of data derived from Person x Situation

studies (1975, p. 285). The possibilities and intricacies of
this approach will be discussed in full detail in Chapter III.
In section 3.3.3.1 the pros and cons of mixed and random models

will be reconsidered within the context of the present researchquestions.
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3. STUDY II: RELATIVE CONSISTENCY AND THE SELF-DESCRIPTION MODE
3.1 INTRODUCTION
The purpose of this study, it will be recalled, is to test

within the self-description mode the effects of various personand situation variables and also different types of reaction
variables with respect to relative consistency (hypotheses 1,
2, 3, 4, 5 and 6, pp. 75-76).
To test these hypotheses the S-R questionnaire, with
special provisions to test for the effects of situation- and

reaction variables, and a number of personality tests were
administered. The dependent variable in this study was the

relative consistency in reported anxiety for a number of
different conditions.
3.2 METHOD
3.2.1 Subjects

A total of 178 subjects participated in this study. Most of
them were students of the Academy of Arts at Tilburg (N = 111)
Fifty-three subjects were undergraduate psychology students
from the introductory psychology course at Tilburg University.

Fourteen subjects were recruited from a school for social work
(Dutch: Sociale Academie) at Eindhoven.
The results of this study are based on analyses of 168
subjects (87 female and 81 male). Data of ten subjects were
not analyzed because of incompleteness. Some of them skipped
pages in their test-booklets; and some did not show up for the

second session. The mean age of the 168 subjects who comprised
the final sample was 20.1 years (SD = 2.1). All subjects
participated after voluntary application. The undergraduates

participated in partial fulfillment of an introductory psychol
course requirement. The other students were paid a small amoun
of money for their participation.
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3.2.2 Personality measures

3.2.2.1 Cognitive complexity/simplicity
To provide measures for cognitive complexity-simplicity it was

decided to make use of the repertory grid technique of Kelly
(1955) . In cognitive complexity research a number of studies
have been conducted to determine the extent of functional

equivalence of personal (elicited) constructs as opposed to
provided ones. Caine & Smail (1967), for instance, found that
persons have a more differentiated view of their social
environment when using their own constructs and a less
differentiated view when using constructs supplied by the
experimenters. However, this finding was not confirmed in
several other studies (Carr, 1965; Kieferle & Sechrest, 1961;
Kuusinen & Nystedt, 19753, 19752; Metcalfe, 1974; and Tripodi

& Bieri, 1963), whereas Jaspars (1966) reported a difference
the opposite direction. In a study by the present author

in

(Van Heck, 1981), in which data were gathered with respect to
three domains of stimuli (familiar persons, stressful situations,

and overt anxiety responses), it was found that subjects did
not have more differentiated views of familiar persons and
stressful situations when using their own constructs as compared

with supplied ones. With respect to the domain of responses

provided constructs led to more differentiated views than own
constructs. It was concluded that for most assessment purposes
the less laborious method of preselected verbal labels is as

useful as the Kellyan approach of eliciting constructs. Therefore, the much simpler method of supplied construct labels was
chosen.

In the present study the rating form of the repertory
grid (Bannister & Mair, 1968) was used. Subjects rated the

elements on six-step Likert-type scales defined by both poles
of the provided constructs.
A problem in cognitive complexity research is the question

of domain specificity (e.g., Crockett, 1965; Goldstein &
Blackman, 1978). Therefore, three different cognitive complexity
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tests were developed. These three tests differed with respect
to sets of stimuli as well as to the constructs presented.

Sets of stimuli and provided constructs were obtained from
three different areas: familiar persons, stressful situations,
and anxiety reactions.

3.2.2.1.1 Repertory Grid Familiar Persons
The elements were 14 role titles. These roles (1 - self, 2 -

mother, 3 - father, 4 - spouse or friend of opposite sex,
5 - friend of same sex, 6 - ex-pal, 7 - rejecting person,
8 - pitied person, 9 - threatening person, 10 - attractive

person, 11 - rejected teacher, 12 - successful person, 13 interesting person, 14 - intelligent person) were presented
on a separate Role Title List (see, e.g., Bonarius, 1980,
p. 114). The subjects were asked to write down the names of
acquaintances who fitted into the role definitions on this list.
This list was used by the subjects while filling in the

Repertory Grid Familiar Persons. The following supplied construct
labels were used: 1. Cheerful-ill humored, 2. nice-nasty,
3. bad-good, 4. interesting-dull, 5. cold-warm, 6. sensitiveinsensitive, 7. dependent-independent, 8. strong-weak, 9. careless-careful, 10. solitary-sociable, 11. active-passive,
12. irresolute-resolute, 13. outgoing-shy, 14. calm-excitable.
These scales originated from several sources: (a) The original
text on the Semantic Differential (Osgood, Suci & Tannenbaum,
1957); (b) a study of Ware (cited in Miron & Osgood, 1966);
and a group version of the Rep Test developed by Bieri (Bieri,
Atkins, Briar, Leaman, Miller & Tripodi, 1966). In the test
booklet the 14 role titles were presented on separate pages.
The same order of role titles was used for all subjects. The
14 construct labels were presented below the role titles. For

each role title a different random order of construct labels
was used. The full text of the instruction is given in Appendix
5 (p. 366).
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3.2.2.1.2 Repertory Grid Stressful Situations
The set of elements contained 16 situations
: 1 - being introduced to a group of people you never saw
before, 2 - being
interviewed about your own sexual experience
s, 3 - you encounter
a big strange dog on the street, 4 you are just starting off
on an airplane trip, 5 - watching a medic
al operation on television, 6 - waiting for someone who shoul
d have been there for
hours, 7 - being the centre of interest,
8 - passing a very
bad traffic accident, 9 - being alone at
home at night, 10 taking a dead mouse out of a trap, 11 - talki
ng with someone
you don't know very well, 12 - being caugh
t while cheating
during an examination or test, 13 - expre
ss one's sympathy
towards the relatives at a funeral, 14 breaking something
valuable while being on a visite, 15 - undre
ss yourself in
the presence of a doctor, 16 - being kept
under constant
surveillance during work. Most of these
situations came from
the item-pool that was formed for the const
ruction of the S-R
Inventory of Anxiousness (see study I).
Situations chosen for
the S-R Inventory were not selected for
the Repertory Grid.
The provided construct labels were: 1. usual
-unusual, 2. difficult-easy, 3. ambiguous-clear, 4. restricted
-unrestricted,
5. simple-complex, 6. familiar-unfamiliar, 7.
pleasant-unpleasant,
8. interesting-dull, 9. predictable-unpredic
table, 10. serioushumorous, 11. unexciting-exciting, 12. inter
esting-uninteresting,
13, unimportant-important, 14. formal-inf
ormal, 15. safedangerous, 16. emotional-unemotional.
Scales were derived from a lexicon of envir
onmental
descriptors (Kasmar, 1970), a study on perce
ption of social
episodes (Forgas, 1976), Ware's study refer
red to in Miron &
Osgood (1966) and the work of Osgood et
al. (1957).
Again, the situations were presented accor
ding to a fixed
order. The order of construct labels was
randomized in the same
way as was done with respect to the Reper
tory Grid Familiar
Persons. The full text of the instructio
n is presented in
Appendix 6 (p. 368).
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3.2.2.1.3 Repertory Grid Anxious Reactions
The test contained 14 reactions as elements: 1 - being depressed,

2 - hands sweating, 3 - making restless hand movements, 4 feelings of panic, 5 - getting headaches, 6 - stammering, 7 -

being excited, 8 - heart beating faster, 9 - biting nails,
10 - feelings of inhibition, 11 - hands trembling, 12 - blushing,
13 - smiling, 14 - becoming nervous. These responses were

selected after reference reading of the literature on anxiety
and stress. The construct labels were: 1. maladjusted-well
integrated, 2. weak-strong, 3. active-passive, 4. staticdynamic, 5. mature-childish, 6. intentional-unintentional,
7. good-bad, 8. agitated-calm, 9 . emotional-unemotional, 10.
apathetic-lively, 11. incomprehensible-comprehensible, 12.
masculine-feminine, 13. normal-abnormal, 14. usual-unusual.
Most of the scales were Semantic Differential Scales (Osgood

et al., 1957; Osgood, 1964). Some scales were derived from the
Implicit Personality Theory Rating Scale developed by Davitz
(Jasper, 1974; Maguire, 1974).

The responses were presented in a fixed order, the construct
labels in a random order per response. The full text of the
instruction is given in Appendix 7 (p. 370 ) .

3.2.2.2 Neuroticism

To measure neurotic anxiety use was made of an existing test,
the Amsterdamse Biografische Vragenlijst (ABV). The ABV developed

b: Wilde (1970) is an adaptation of the Maudsley Personality
.rvent'-r- 'E:senck, 1956,

12,59:

Jensen,

19581.

The inventory

contains 107 items which were selected in order to measure
tcur aimensions. cre subtest is a measure of neuroticism
containina izems which refer to manifestations or neurotic
lability iN-Scale), and another subtest measures somatic-neurotic
comp.aints INS-Scale,

.

Besides these two

(intercorrelated) scales

the ABV contains subtests for the measurement

of ss,cial

extra-

version (E-Scale) and test taking attitude (T-Scale). This last
dimension reflects nwo attitudes with respect to test items:
a self-defensive attitude, reflecting denial of social undesir-
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able contents, and self-criticism, reflecting a more than
average tendency to consider socially unacceptable contents
appropriate for describing the own personality (cf. De Zeeuw,
1971). With respect to the ABV-E Scale it is argued that this
scale actually appears to be only a measure of sociability.

Impulsivity conceived as another main component of extraversion
appears not to be measured by this particular scale (Feij,
1978) .

The ABV is constructed and standardized on a Dutch sample

of nearly 2000 persons, stratified with respect to sexe and
age (13 - 78 years). Despite of the fact that the number of
items is quite modest, average test - retest reliability coefficients (10 - 21 days) are high (.82, . 86, .90, and .80
for the N-, the NS-, the E-, and the T-Scale, respectively)
according to a study on 176 subjects (cf. De Zeeuw, 1971).
3.2.2.3 Repression-Sensitization
Use was made of the revised version of the Repression-Sensiti-

zation (R-S) Scale (Byrne, Barry & Nelson, 1963). This scale
consists of 156 questions taken from six scales of the MMPI.
A total of 26 buffer items were added (see for a description

of this scale Chapter I, p. 65). For the present study items
were derived from the Dutch/Flemish version of the MMPI (Nuttin

& Beuten, 1969). The full text of the instruction is given in
Appendix 8 (p. 372).

3.2.2.4 Social desirability

Use was made of an adapted version of the Marlowe-Crowne Social
Desirability Scale (M-C SD) by Hermans (1967). This Dutch
version differs somewhat from the original American questionnaire.

Not only the number of items differs (30 instead of 33), but
also the response format. Instead of the original true-false
alternatives multiple choice questions and continuous (horizontal
or vertical) rating scales with a length of 70 mm. were employed.
This was done in order to obtain more differentiation in response

possibilities (see also Hermans, 1967). The full text of the
instruction is presented in Appendix 9 (p. 373).
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3.2.2.5 Verbal intelligence
The subtest 'Woordenschat' of the 'Verbale Aanle
g Testserie'
(VAT '69; Drenth & Van Wieringen, 1969) was admin
istered as an
additional measure for verbal intelligence. This
subtest is a
test of the well-known 'vocabulary'-type (see,
for instance,
the WAIS; Wechsler, 1955). In the VAT '69-test the
correct
linguistic meaning of a given word must be search
ed out of
five alternatives. The vocabulary-subtest contains
64 items.
The VAT '69 is not a translation or adaptation of
an already
existing test for the English language, but an origi
nal test
constructed for the Dutch speaking population. For
the subtest
'Woordenschat' a K.R. 20 of .87 (N = 106), and a
split-half
reliability of .82 (N = 100) have been reported
(Drenth & Van
Wieringen, 1969). This vocabulary-test was administer
ed in the
present study in order to be able to investigate
whether
cognitive camplexity/simplicity is independent of
(aspects of)
intelligence. Most of the available studies on this
subject
reveal an independency of the two personality dimen
sions
(Bieri, 1955; Leventhal, 1957; Sechrest & Jackson,
1961;
Wicker, 1969; Kuusinen & Nystedt, 1972; Stand
ing, 1973). Jaspar
(1966) also found no significant relationship betwee
n cognitive
complexity and the OTIS Intelligence Test for a
group of Dutch
subjects (r = -·10, N = 30). Vannoy (1965), howeve
r, found a
positive relationship between scores on a modified
Rep Test
and the verbal scores on the Cooperative School
and College
Ability Test.

3.2.3 S-R Inventory and related measures

3.2.3.1 The S-R Inventory of Anxiousness
The construction of this inventory is described in
the previous
chapter. For each booklet the order of situations was
randomizec
For each situation a separate random order of the
reaction
variables was established; that is,
responses were presented in
a distinct order for each situation, but this order
was the
same for each subject. The full text of the instruction
is
presented in Appendix 10 (p. 376).
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3.2.3.2 Familiarity of situations
The average familiarity-scores presented in Chapter II (Table
2.5), it will be recalled, have played an important part

in the selection of situation descriptions for the S-R Inventory
of Anxiousness. In order to be able to check, whether these
scores correspond with the familiarity scores of the subjects
participating in the present study, all subjects were asked

to indicate the degree of familiarity of the 16 situations of
the S-R inventory. Degree of familiarity was reported on fivdpoint scales ranging from "Not at all familiar" (zero) to
"Completely familiar" (four) . The instruction that was given

was the same as in study I (see Appendix 4, p. 365).
3.2.3.3 Similarity ratings of situations

With respect to the 16 situations of the S-R Inventory of
Anxiousness perceived similarity was determined for all the
120 pairs of situations, using the procedure and instructions
described in study I (p. 88, and Appendix 2, p. 351).
3.2.4 Procedure
The subjects were tested in groups of approximately 10 to 12

persons. The tests and questionnaires were administered in two
sessions. The time interval between the two sessions was one

week. During the first session the S-R Inventory of Anxiousness
was administered as well as three tests of cognitive complexity/
simplicity. The order of presentation was the same for all
subjects: the S-R inventory was presented first, followed by
the Repertory Grid Familiar Persons, the Repertory Grid Stress-

ful Situations, and, finally, the Repertory Grid Anxious
Reactions. During the second session the S-R Inventory of
Anxiousness was administered a second time. Subsequently, the

remaining measures were presented. The subjects were given unlimited time to work on all the tests.
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3.3 RESULTS

First of all the results of some preliminary analyses will be
reported.

3.3.1 Preliminary analyses with respect to the S-R Inventory
3.3.1.1 Dimensionality of situations

In T'able 3.1

the matrix of mean similarity ratings

of

situations

is presented.
With reference to Ekman's vector model, this similarity

matrix was factor-analyzed by the method of principal components.
The obtained factor matrix comprising four factors was rotated
to the varimax criterion. The rotated factor matrix is presented

in Table 3.2. In this Table situations with high loadings on
the same factor are presented together. The four factors
accounted for 65.3% of the total variance.
A comparison of Table 3.2 with Table 2.4 (Chapter II,
p. 94 ) shows a nearly perfect correspondence between the two

factor patterns. The factors in Table 3.2 can be accordingly
labeled as: Ego threat (factor I); Inanimate threat (factor II);
Threat of punishment (factor III); and Threat of pain (factor
IV). It can be concluded that the factor pattern used as a

base to select the situations for the S-R Inventory of Anxious-

ness, holds for the subjects of study II as well. In other

words, the classification of situations identified in study I
seems to have a high degree of generality, at least for the
subjects (recruited from student populations) that participated
in study I and study II.
3.3.1.2 Similarity of situations

A second preliminary analysis was done in order to check
whether the subjects of study II did in fact perceive the pairs
of similar situations in the S-R Inventory of Anxiousness as
similar. Table 3.3 contains the similarity ratings averaged
across the 168 subjects for the eight pairs of situations.

Table 3.3 reveals that the similarities obtained here are
comparable with those in study I.

Table 3.1

Mean similarity estimates among situations (plus standard deviations)

Situation

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

*

18

31

26

59

12

23

*

38

23

21

18

2

8

9

10

11

59

14

07

19

12

19

22

23

23

23

17

11

12

13

14

15

16

26

16

58

18

23

26

26

25

75

56

23
16

33

37

40

3

29

32

*

18

32

09

28

13

10

4

24

29

25

*

27

28

31

50

17

74

29

18
53

30

22

22

5

28

26

28

28

*

12

56

18

07

24

27
33

14

69

19

23

23

19

21

17

6

22

29

19

33

22

*

16

57

32

37

15
72

7

30

26

28

29

29

25

2

19

12

25

18

25

20

56

22

22

8

21

31

20

35

23

35

27

*

26

51

55

44

21

19

22

19

9
10

18
24

34
29

22
23

31

17

38

26

36

*

23

36

24

43

12

21 19

30

25

35

26

34

32

*

38

59

20

26

19

19

11

20

32

21

33

22

30

24

34

37

35

*

34

26

18

21

17

12
13

25
24

29

23

34

26

31

26

34

31

30

33

*

19

31

22

19

33

27

26

25

32

28

30

38

30

33

28

*

16

24

22

29

24

21

26

23

30

26

*

19

24

30

25

*

54

30

29

32

*

14

25

25

28

28

28

26

15

22

31

30

28

25

30

28

27

30

25

29

29

16

27

32

31

29

28

27

29

27

31

26

28

27

Note: Decimal point omitted. Mean similarity estimates are presented above the diagonal
and standard deviations below the diagonal. The numbers in the first column refer
to the following situations: 1. Speech, 2. Injection, 3. Psychological experiment
with electric shocks, 4. Restaurant, 5. Examination, 6. Get lost in a big city,
7. TV-quiz, 8. Sitting in the wrong train, 9. In a lift, 10. Supermarket, 11. Places
of public resort, 12. Library, 13. Fast running car, 14. Applying for a job,
15. The blood bank, 16. The dentist.

».

w

N
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Table 3.2

Rotated factor matrix of the similarity ratings for
situations. Factors with eigenvalues greater than
unity (N = 168)

Situations
Entering an oral examination

Factors
III

IV

2
h

-.03

-.13

.12

.72

-.09

-.16

.13

.71

-.04

-.08

.12

.68

.78

-.12

-.13

.11

.65

.06

-.74

-.38

.03

.69

.05

-.72

-.39

.01

.67

.02

-.70

-.04

.18

.52

.16

-.60

.06

.27

.46

.15

-.14

-.85

.11

.77

.21

-.02

-.83

.14

.76

.21

-.15

-.71

.14

.59

.06

-.47

-.64

.07

.63

-.16

.85

.77

I

II

.83
.81

Going to be interviewed for a job
Addressing a large group of people .81
Participating in a quiz on
television

Being in a very big public
building, not knowing where a
particular department, you must
visit, is located
Being lost in an unfamiliar city

Going in an elevator to the upper
floor of a high building
Being a passenger in a car which
goes very fast
In a shop at the cash-desk you
notice that you have not enough
money in your purse
You entertain a person at diner
in a restaurant, and half-way
you discover that you have left
your purse at home
Going to tell a librarian that
you have lost a book
You just discover that you are
sitting in the wrong train
Having an injection
Giving blood at a blood bank
Sitting in the dentist's chair

.06

-.13

.05

-.14

-.13

.85

.75

.15

-.10

-.10

.76

.61

Participating in a psychological
experiment in which electric
shocks are given

.36

-.03

-.04

.56

.44
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Jble 3.3

Mean similarity and mean familiarity of the
situations of the S-R Inventory of Anxiousness
Mean
similarity

'ype of situation

Situations

go threat/

Entering an oral examination
Going to be interviewed for

.69

.48

(.64)

(.59)

.59

.21

Participating in a quiz on
television

(.66)

(.31)

Going in an elevator to the
upper floor of a high
building

.43

.73

(.41)

(.84)

.72

.52

(.69)

(.70)

.51

.33

(.49)

(.57)

.53

.16

(.62)

(.36)

amiliar

a job
go threat/
ess familiar

Addressing a large group of
people

-'-

Mean
familiarity

--

nanimate threat/
amiliar

Being a passenger in a car
which goes very fast

-0------0--------------

ianimate threat/

Being in a very big public
building, not knowing where
a particular department, you
must visit, is located
Being lost in an unfamiliar

ess familiar

city

-

reat of punishnt/familiar

--------------------

-

In a shop at the cash-desk
you notice that you have not
enough money in your purse

You just discover that you
are sitting in the wrong
train
-------------

---------------

reat of punishnt/less familiar

reat of pain/
niliar

------- ------

You entertain a person at
diner in a restaurant, and
half-way you discover that
you have left your purse
at home
Going to tell a librarian
that you have lost a book
---------------

Having an injection
.56
.75
Sitting in the dentist's
(.58)
(.77)
chair
reat of pain/
Giving blood at a blood bank
.37
.13
:s familiar
Participating in a psychological experiment in which
(.48)
(.46)
electric shocks are given
:e: The corresponding values
found in study I are presen
ted
within parentheses.
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3.3.1.3 Familiarity of situations
A third preliminary analysis was directed at the degree of

familiarity of the 16 situations of the S-R Inventory of
Anxiousness. This inventory, it will be recalled, contains an
equal number of familiar and less familiar situations. The
selection of these situations was based on the mean ratings of
familiarity obtained from 48 undergraduate psychology students

who participated in study I (see Table 2.5, p. 97).
The question is whether these estimated degrees of familiarity are also valid for the group of 168 subjects of the
present study. Degree of familiarity of the 16 situations of
the S-R inventory was determined with exactl, the same method
as was employed in study I (see p. 97).

An inspection of Table 3.3 reveals the following. The
subjects of study II generally reported lower familiarity
scores for the selected situations than the subjects of study
I. As was stated earlier, however, for the development of the
S-R inventory no absolute criteria with respect to familiarity
of situations are required. Instead a strategy was chosen that

was directed at maximizing the difference in degree of familiarity between the two pairs of situations within one and the
same factor (situational domain). Table 3.3 shows larger
differences between familiar and unfamiliar situations for the
subjects of study II in case of inanimate threat- and threat
of pain-situations, roughly the same difference for egothreatening situations and only a slightly smaller difference
in case of situations characterized by threats of punishment.
So it may be concluded that the S-R Inventory of Anxiousness
is well suited to test hypothesis 2 concerning the effect of
(un)familiarity (Chapter I, p. 76).

3.3.2 Preliminary analyses with respect to the predictors
A number of hypotheses were formulated regarding relative
consistency as a function of the person. Specific predictions
were made for cognitively complex and simple subjects, as well

as for repressors, high-anxious, low-anxious and defensive
high-anxious subjects (see Chapter I, p. 76).
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To derive scores for cognitive complexity/simplicity each
individual grid was subjected to factor analysis. (As 168 Ss

completed three grids each a total number of 504 separate
principal components analyses had to be done.)

The percentage of variance accounted for by the first
factor was taken as the index of cognitive complexity within
a particular grid: the smaller the percentage,

the more complex

a subject is (e.g., Bonarius, 1965; Jaspars, 1966; Jones, 1954;
Kuusinen & Nystedt, 1975.a, 1975b).

Scores of the coping style variables were obtained as
follows. The items of the MC-SD were scored in the socially

desirable direction so that the higher scores are indicative
of a need for social approval. Raw scores on single items were
dichotomized on the basis of median splits. Total scores ranged
from 0 to 30.
The other psychometric instruments were scored according
to standard procedures as given in the manuals ef the tests.

Correlations were computed between the various personality
measures. These correlations are presented in Table 3.4.

An inspection of Table 3.4 reveals rather low correlationi
between the various cognitive complexity/simplicity tests,

indicating low generality of cognitive complexity across the

areas studied (familiar persons, stressful situations, and
anxious reactions).

Substantive generalizability of cognitive complexity
across different stimulus domains has been reported by Bieri

& Blacker (1956), Sechrest & Jackson (1961), Allard & Carlson
(1963), Bodden (1970), and Epting (1972). On the other hand,

the notion of the generality of cognitive complexity has been
disputed by Caracena & King (1952), Wicker (1969), and Shwery
(1974) . In discussing the aenerality of cognitive complexity
across areas of content, Crockett has stated, "Not many invesii
gations of this problem appear to have been undertaken, and

results of those investigations that have been made are by no
means conclusive" (1965, p. 55). Sixteen years later, Crockett'=
Statement still reflects pretty well the present state of affairs

Table 3.4

Product moment correlations of personality measures

Measures

Neuroticism

(N)

Somatic-neurotic complaints
Social extraversion (E)
Test taking attitude (T)

(NS)

Cognitive complexity
(familiar persons) (CC )

CC

R-S MC-SD

N

NS

*

.54

-.37

-.07

-.15

-.04

-.05

.82

-.15

*

-.25

-.08

-.10

-.13

-.20

.69

.07

*

-.07

.13

.02

.03

-.46

.24

.09

.00

.01

-.04

.24

*

.17

.12

-.13

.14

*

.10

-.10

.06

*

-.16

.02

*

-.15

E

T

CC P
CCsr

*

P

Cognitive complexity
ID

e

(stressful situations)

(CCs)

Cognitive complexity
(anxious reactions)

(CCr)

Repression-sensitization (RS)
Need for social approval (MC-SD)

Note: N = 168

*
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(see also Shwery, 1974; and Goldstein & Blackman, 1978).

Not presented in Table 3.4 is the correlation between
vocabulary scores and scores on the three cognitive complexity
tests. These correlations were -.17, -.02, and -.03 for CC ,
P

Ccs' and CCr respectively. Only the first correlation coefficient is significant at the 5 percent level of significance
(N = 168; two-tailed test). Therefore, it can be concluded that

some dependency exists between an aspect of verbal intelligence
and cognitive complexity with respect to familiar persons. If
stressful situations or anxious reactions define the stimulus

damains, however, no relationship is found. It should be kept
in mind that the obtained significant correlation is rather
low. Therefore, the conclusion seems warranted that, on the

whole, cognitive complexity cannot be explained on the basis
of (verbal) intelligence.
Let us return to Table 3.4. A further inspection reveals
the very high correlation between the ABV-N Scale and the

Repression-Sensitization Scale. This is in accordance with
earlier findings (e.g., Feij, 1978) and provides support for
the view of Sarason & Smith that the Repression-Sensitization
Scale "...correlates too highly with measures of constructs
which are supposed to be different from R-S" (1971, p. 401).
These authors indicate that the R-S Scale correlates highly

with manifest anxiety (even when overlapping items are omitted),
as well as with neuroticism.

The correlation matrix of Table 3.4 was factor-analyzed

by a principal components analysis. The three factor solution
explained 58% of the variance. The factor matrix after varimax
rotation is presented in Table 3.5.
The interpretation of the obtained factors provided no
difficulties. Factor I could be labeled 'neuroticism', factor
II 'need for social approval and defensiveness', and factor
III 'cognitive complexity versus simplicity'. The emergence of
the latter may be surprising in view of the low intercorrelations

mentioned. Yet, the convergent validity of the three complexity
measures seems high enough to constitute a separate factor
accounting for 14.4% of the total test variance.

'

I
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Table 3.5

Principal camponent analysis (varimax rotation).
Personality nmasures

Personality
measures

Repression/sensitization
Neuroticism

Factors

I
(RS)

(N)

Somatic-neurotic complaints
Social extraversion (E)

--

Need for social approval (MC-SD)

Test taking attitude

2
h

-

.02

.14

.89

.87

-

.08

.03

.77

.20

.28

.69

.23

.10

.43

.61

------------------------

-

-

(T)

III

.93

.76

(NS)

II

.82

.14

.01

.63

.02

.06

-

.03

.69

.06

.39

---------

Cognitive complexity (CCs)
Cognitive complexity (CCr)
Cognitive complexity (CCP

-

)

Sum of squares
% of variance

.09

.08

-

.69

.48

.12

-

.63

.42

.37

-

.55

.44

-

2.6

1.3

1.3

29.0

14.6

14.4

For each subject factorsco-es for factors I, II, and III
were obtained. These :actorscores were used as a base to form
eight groups with distibct factorscore patterns, (In the
description of these groups the term 'high factorsjores refers
'

to scores within the upper three deciles, and the term

' lc-·'

factorscores' to scores within the lowest three deciles.)
Group 1 - Subjects with high factorscores on all three fac:ors.
These subject:s ray be ch :racterlzed as cognitivelz

complex /defensive high-anxious subjecus (CC-DHA) .
Group 2

- Subjects with high factorscores cn factor I and facto,
III, and low factorscores on the sscond factor. These
subjects can be characterized as cognitively complex''
high-anxious subjects (CC-HA).

Group 3 - Subjects with low fac:crscores on factor I and high
factorscores on factor II and factor III. These
subjects can be characterized as cognitively complexj
repressors (CC-R).
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Group 4 - Subjects with low factorscores on factor I and
factor II and high factorscores on the third
factor. These subjects may be characterized as
cognitively complex/low-anxious subjects (CC-LA).
Group 5 - Subjects with high factorscores on factor I and
factor II, and low factorscores on factor III.
These subjects can be characterized as cognitively
Groip 6

-

simple/defensive high-anxious subjects (CS-DHA)
Subjects with high factorscores on factor I and

low factorscores on the remaining two factors.
These subjects can be characterized as cognitivelv
simple/high-anxious subjects (CS-HA).

Group 7 - Subjects with lew factorscores on factor I and
factor III, and high factorncores on factor II.
These subjects can be labeled cognitively simple/
repressors (CS-R).
Group 8 - Subjects with low factorscores on all the three
factors. These subjects can be characterized as

cognitively simple/low-anxious subjects (CS-LA).
The number of subjects for each group was 17. Those

subjects were selected who were the best representatives
of these groups. For instance, the subjects of group 1
(CC-DHA) were chosen according to the scheme presented in
Table

3.6. First and foremost,

subjects

falling in

category

I were selected, then category II-subjects, and so on.
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Table 3.6

Scheme for the selection of subjects (Group 1)

Order of
selection

Factor

I

Factor II

Factor III

Category I

10

10

10

Category II

10

10

10
9

9
10

9

10

10

10

9

9

9

10

9

9

9

10

10
10
8

10
8
10

8
10
10

9
10
10
9
8
9

9
9
8
10
10
8

9
8
9
8
9
10

8

9

10

9

9

8

9

8

9

8

9

9

9

8

8

8
8

9
8

8
9

8

8

8

Category III

Category IV

Category V

Category VI

Category VII

Note: The numbers refer to deciles.

3.3.3 The main analysis: Relative consistency as a function of
person, situation and reaction variables
3.3.3.1 Variance components
All the data resulting from the preliminary analyses were

organized according to a three-dimensional structure. This
structure, or data-box, is presented in Figure 3.1. The three
dimensions of that structure represent person-, situation- and

reaction variables. The data-box contains 96 cells. Each cell
is defined by a particular group of subjects, a particular type
of reaction variable, a certain degree of familiarity of situations

and by the fact whether the data were collected during the first
or second session.
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Figure 3.1

Data-box, reflecting the data structure of study II

111111 I*

IllilllJ.

Familiar
situations

Less

familiar

situations

11

C C - OHA

11
11
11
11
11
Il

CC -HA
CC - R

CC - LA
CS -DHA
CS -HA

CS - A

CS -LA

FOPFOP
- -I-<3%---i.'ll<
f

irst

&

F= feelings

second

administration

0=o v e r t

behaviors

P- Psychoph
.

reactions

Note: Taken the eight groups of subjects together N = 136.
Therefore, the data of 32 subjects are excluded from
most of the analyses.
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For each of those 96 cells analyses of variance were
carried out. These analyses of variance can be designated as
(s :S)x P x R analyses (cf. the notation of Millman & Glass,
1967) , with concrete descriptions of situations (e.g., "Address

a large group of people", etc.) nested within Groups of

situations, and Groups of situations (4 levels) completely
crossed with Persons (17 levels) and Reaction variables (6
levels).

These (s :S)x P x R analyses of variance were carried
out according to computational procedures given by Winer frr a
three-facet experiment with repeated observations (Winer, 1970,
p. 319 ff.).

From the Venn diagram presented in Figure 3.2 it can be
read that estimates can be calculated for the following
components: Grcups of situati.ons AS); Situations within Groups
of situations isS) ; Persons (P) ; Persoils x Grcups of situatj.ons
(PS); Persons x Situations within Groups cf situations (PsS):
Reaction variables (R); Groups of situations x Reaction variabl

(SR) ;

Situations within Groups of situations x Reaction variabl

MER); Persons x Reaction variables (PR); Persons x Groups of
situations x Reaction variables (PSR); and an error component
(E).

Figure 3.2

Components in the scores of the S-R Inventory of

Anxiousness. A schematic representation of the
(s:S)x P x R design

--.
I -

-.

ps /.

P

'.

(pss

SS 1,
2

res.

jS

PSR'\s sSR-- '
PR

SR

R

CK- ---.
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Estimated components of variance were computed using a
random effects model. Computation of these components of
variance was conducted following the procedures described by

Cornfield & Tukey (1956) and Winer (1970, p. 336). Details of
the computational procedures are presented in Table 3.7.
The decision tc work with an all random model has been explained
earlier (cf. 2.4.2). Some additional comr-ents may be made here.

It seems reasonable to conceive of the universe of anxiety-

inducing situations as very large. On the other hand, the
number of kinds of responses indicative of anxiousness presumably
is more limited. Therefore, a mixed effects model with Persons
and Groups of situations random and Reaction variables fixed

seems tc be the most appropriate model (see e.g., Cronbach et
al., 1972, p. 179). However, a close inspection of Table 3.7
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reveals that a E and : PsSR are confounded. If one is not
prepared to make the assumption that the PsSR-interaction is

zero, as a consequence Dc (that is, 1 - 91
or, in other 'words'
C

1 minus the number of reaction variables in the present study

divided by the number of reaction variables in the universe of
anxiety indicators) cannot equal zero. In that case, it is
impossible to treat reaction variables as a fixed facet (see
also the discussion of mixed and random effect models in
Chapter II,pp. 105ff.). That leaves the choice between (a) a
mixed effects model with S fixed and P and R random, or, (b)
an all. random model. This choice brings us face to face with
the problem of defining the universe from which we are sampling.

Because of the fact that the universe that is most of
interest in the present study is not restricted to the small

number of groups of situations that constitutes the situational
part of our S-R Inventory, alternative (b), the all random model,

was chosen. An additional advantage of this choice is that it
makes the present study compatible with earlier well-known
person versus situation studies (e.g., Endler & Hunt, 1966;
Ekehammar et al., 1974).
Some words about the mixed model must be said, however.
.:.is mixed model has rather far-reaching implications. A possible

Table 3.7

Formulas for estimating components of variance
E(MS)

Effect
S

0 2+D D 0c 2PsSR + dDbDca SR + bDca2SR + dbDca R + cDbo sS+ dcDba R + bcc'S + dbc
b
E

ss

CE + DbDco sSR + bDcD SR + cDbc ss + bcais

P

02E + D C02PsSR + dDaDca SR + daDcci R + ca sS + dcDaa S + dacc

PS

02 + D C02PSSR + Ca S
E

PsS

ci + Dca ssR + Ca sS

R

E
+ Dba sSR + dDaDba SR + daDba R + ba SR+ dbDac R + dabc
c-

.r

rn

SR

02 + Dbo sSR + dDba SR + ba2SR + dba R

sSR

02 + Dba sSR + bazSR

PR

c,i + C BSR + dDac SR + dac R

PSR

02 + 02
E
PSSR + da SR

-4

res.

02 + aPsSR

Note: a = number of Groups of situations; b = number of persons; c = number of reaction
variables; d = number of situations embedded within Groups of situations.

b
c
Db = 8,
and Dc = E.
Each of the D's is either 0 or 1, depending upon whether the corresponding factor is
fixed or random, respectively.

Da=l-

2,
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consequence is that the universe is regarded as a stratified
universe in which situations are classified a priori to content.
In that case, the strata are the types of situations (Ego-

threat, threat of pain, threat of punishment, and inanimate
threat) that were identified via factor-analytic procedures
(see Chapter II, p. 96). In the mixed model these strata are
assumed to be fixed, but, naturally, sampling within strata

can still be regarded as random. It is obvious, that various
effects, e.g., the PS and PsS interactions, acquire a different

meaning dependent on the model that is chosen. In case of a
mixed effects model PS reflects the interaction between persons
and types of situations, and the magnitude of PS and PsS
interactions informs us whether individuals organize their

behavior in terms of those general classes (types) of situations
or not. Thus, also the mixed model seems to provide interesting

possibilities to obtain a more profound insight into the
consistency problem.
Appendix 11 (p. 380

)

contains the estimates

of variance

components and percentages of total variance for each of the
96 cells of the data-box of Figure 3.1. It should be noted
that all comparisons in terms of omega-squared ratio's between
those 96 sets of components of variance can only be descriptive

because of the fact that the sampling distribution of variance
components is unknown (cf. Mariotto & Paul, 1975).
The results of the 96 analyses are summarized in Table

3.8. Table 3.8 contains the mean percentages of variance
accounted for, based on the 96 ANOVA's. These mean percentages
are presented mainly for illustrative purposes. Also, this allows
for comparisons to be made between the present study and earlier
findings with S-R Inventories for the measurement of Anxiety
(see, e.g., reviews by Bowers, 1973; Endler, 1973; and Sarason,
Smith & Diener, 1975). Bowers (1973), in reviewing the results
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of eleven studies, stated that, as

F rson x situatic
interactions accounted for 20.8%, persons for 12.7%, and
situations for 10.2% of the total variance.

Table 3.8

an average,

Mean percentages of variance based on 96 sets of
estimated variance components (see Appendix 11)
First administration
of the S-R Inventory

Second administration
of the S-R Inventory

S

5.59

5.10

SS

6.35

5.42

13.00

17.02

5.33

7.68

PsS

16.58

14.51

R

Source

P
PS

12.09

12.23

SR

1.62

.94

sSR

1.12

1.06

PR

9.03

10.19

PSR

3.09

3.50

26.22

22.38

Residual

An inspection of Table 3.3 reveals the following.
(a) There is not much difference between the first and the
second presentation of the S-R inventory, apart from a larger

P-effect in case of the second administration. (b) There is a
strong resemblance with the average percentages reported by
Bowers (1973): 13% (first administration) and 17.02% (second
administration) for the Person effect in the present study is

in line with the 12.7% as reported by Bowers. Other comparisons
show the following picture: 11.94% and 10.52% (respectively
first and second administration; S and sS combined) versus

10.2% (Bowers), and 21.91% or 22.19% (two occasions; PS and PsS
combined) versus 20.8% (Bowers).
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These results seem to justify the following conclusions.

Although the interpretation of results remains hazardous in this
type of research - while proportions of variance due to persons,

situations, and interactions are dependent on the specific character
of the samples of persons, situations, and reaction variables (see

Mischel, 1973; Epstein, 1977; Olweus, 1976; Buxbaum, 1979; and
Magnusson, 1980) - the percentages mentioned seem to reflect
pretty well the results that can be expected when large groups
of subjects (recruited from student populations without selection
in terms of relevant personality variables) describe their
reactions in a heterogeneous set of anxiety-inducing situations
via a mixture of feelings, internal bodily reactions and overt
expressive behaviors.
3.3.3.2 Generalizability analysis

3.3.3.2.1 Generalizability theory

As was stated earlier (p. 53) it has been argued (e.g.,
Golding, 1975) that coefficients of generalizability (Cronbach,
Gleser, Nanda & Rajaratnam, 1972), and not omega-squared ratio's,
are the indices that carry the inferential weight desired by
investigators who want to examine the limits of the classical

trait position by asking to what extent the relative consistency
hypothesis is tenable under various conditions. For the trait
position calls for an index of the extent to which one can

generalize an ordering of persons across a universe of situations
(cf. Golding, 1975). This index is given by generalizability
theory.

Generalizability theory, as developed by Cronbach and
several co-workers (e.g., Gleser, Crcnbach & Rajaratnam, 1965·

Cronbach et al., 1972) can be considered as a liberalization
of the classical, ret· er limited specific-true-score conception

of reliability theory. "The classical concept of reliability
is based on a notion that every test or observation has a single
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specific true score, belongs to only one family of parallel

tests, and may be expressed in terms of a single reliability
coefficient" (Wiggins, 1973, p. 284).
Cronbach's approach, by treating reliability within a
much broader context, provides a more precise and intuitively
satisfying conception of the nature of reliability (cf. Wiggins
1973). Within this context, an interest in the reliability of

a given measure is based on a desire to generalize from the
observation involved to some other class of observations. In

other words, the question of 'reliability' resolves into a
question of accuracy of generalization, or generalizability
(Cronbach et al., 1972, p. 15). Generalizability theory differs
from traditional measurement theory and the classical conceptic
of reliability (that is, the ratio of 'true score' variance to
observed score variance), because of the fact that several
universes of generalizability are possible. Thus, the main goal
of generalizability theory is the identification of various
influences on the dependability or generality of scores.
Generalizability theory is based on an individual differences

or correlational paradigm (cf. Jones, 1977) and highlights the
fact that any single score represents a sample of many scores
which could be obtained by the investigator.

Essentially generalizability coefficients are a general
form of an intraclass correlation. They reflect the degree of

generalizability from one set of observations to a universe of
similar observations. For example, in working with S-R formatinventories a generalizability coefficient can be calculated
to describe the relationship of a subject's self-description

with respect to the S-R Inventory situations to a universe of
self-reports of that subject in similar situations. What
constitutes "similar" is, as Farrell, Mariotto, Conger, Curran
& Wallander (1979) noted, dependent on the interests of the
particular investigator involved (see also, Cronbach, Rajaratni

& Gleser, 1963).
Coefficients of generalizability for a three facet design

(p = persons, s = situations, r = reaction variables) are of
the form
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C2

32
Pp

9

=
a2

p

+

a2

ps'

hl

s

+

02

/0

+

02

6n

r
pr

psr,

s

r

02, 02 . and 02
refer to estimated variance components,
P
Pr.
psr,E
while n indicates the number of situations sampled, and n the
s
r
number of reaction variables sampled.

3.3.3.2.2 The universe of generalization

u in the formula above indicates the particular universe of
interest. Generalizing to v implies that the overall score will
P

be interpreted as a measure of general anxiousness. In that case
an attempt is made to generalize over anxiety-inducing situations
as well as over responses indicative of anxiety. If, in addition,
v
is the aim of generalization, W
can be taken as the universe
Pr
Pr
score and generalization is over situations only. In that case the

variance component for the Person x Reaction variables inter-

action is added to the Person component in the universe score
variance (cf. Cronbach et al., 1972, p. 182). The resulting
coefficient 32p pr estimates the degree of consistency over
situations for individuals, each of whom may have a different
hierarchy of reaction variables. Thus the rank orders of
individuals may differ for various kinds of reaction variables
within a specific situation.
In order to do full justice to the trait position at large,
it was decided to analyze the data separately for both options.
Arguments for this procedure may be derived from developments
in trait theory. In the earlier days, Allport, in propagating
the individual character of traits, already stated that "strictly

speaking, no two persons ever have precisely the same trait.

Though each of two men may be aggressive (or esthetic), the

style and range of the aggression (or estheticism) in each case
is noticeably different" (Allport, 1937, p. 297). In Allport's
view, unique hereditary endowment, different developmental

histories and never-repeated external influences may cause
different behavioral hierarchies to be established.
In factorial studies of trait aspects it is often found
that there are independent forms of those traits, indicating

that individuals have their own individual styles of expressing
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traits. "One can be aggressive either physically or verbally;
one can be sociable by engaging someone in conversation, issuing
invitations to a party, showing up for communal lunches, and
so on" (Alston, 1975, p. 36). Substantial Person x Reaction
variable interactions are not compatible with the assumptions
underlying the classical trait measurement model. Therefore,

such results are made compatible by narrowing down the conceptualization of traits. In other words, trait theory accomodates

to such outcomes by creating mini-traits. A different opinion
is formulated by Alston (1975) . This author proposes a different

conceptualization of traits as can be read in the following
quotation.
"Again it would be a veritable chameleon who would use

equally often all the various modes of seeking dominance. This
is not to say that some sub-categories may not be highly
correlated. ...However, I do believe that considerations of
the above sort strongly support the thesis that for any Rcategory (R = reaction variables; GvH) likely to be of interest
to a psychologist, there will be some sub-categories that are
not highly correlated with each other. . . .Clearly a lack of

high correlation between sub-classes of R can do nothing to
show an inapplicability of the concept, for no such correlation
is required by a T-concept (T = trait; GvH). It does not 'purport
to encapsulate information about more spezific response types;
it is irrelevant to its applicability how those rrore specific

types are distributed. So long as Jones' frequency of dependency
behavior is fairly stable over different sets of situations he
can be unambiguously be credited with a certain degree cf the
trait of dependency, whether or not he seeks succourance in
some ways much more than others. It may well be intaresting to
determine the pattern of the.se Fub-types, but that is a furthc'

question: it cannot affect th, truth cf the mo-2 general tra,
attribution" (1975, pp. 36-37) . Thus it may be corcluds-: that

endorsement of Person x Reaction variables interaction is quite
compatible with cerLain trait positions.
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Summarizins, generalizability coifficients of the form 82

Vp

are the appropriate coefficients for testing the relative
consistency hypothesis within the

framework of

the

classical

trait measurement model. Generalizability zcefficients of the
form 82 permit testing of relative corsiszency within the
Dpr

framework of more 'modern' trait conceptions (cf. Alston, 1975).

Perhaps this distinction between classical and modern trait

approaches reflects an unsophisticated, unreflecting and stereotyped use versus a more sophisticated, reflecting and less
stereotyped use of this particular measurement model (cf.
Magnusson, 1980) .
Generalizability coefficients of both types were computed

for each set of the estimated variance components in Appendix
11.

3.3.3.2.3 Full and unit sample coefficients of generalizability
A further differentiation is obtained by presenting

generalizability coefficierts under both full and unit sample
conditions. Estimates of generalizability coefficients are
dependent on sample size, i.e., tlie number of observations.
Full sample conditions refer to the actual number of observations

used in this study. Unit sampling conditions produce

generalizability coefficients for the smallest sample possible
(cf. Golding, 1975; Mariotto & Paul, 1975). Unit sample
generalizability coefficients allow for direct comparisons to be
made across samples and, even more important across different
studies. In the present study unit sample coefficients were
calculated for a sample of one reaction variable and one group
of situations, containing two concrete descriptions of situations,
per person.
In summary then, the S-R questionnaire data were

analyzed

in four different ways, as depizted in the scheme presented in
Figure 3.3.
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Figure 3.3

Scheme for analyzing the data of study II

Universe

score variance /

Model
u //

I:

full

Model III:
0

P

+P

full

pr 1

sampling
Model II:
/ unit

»p '

Model IV:
P

P

+U

pr I

/ unit
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3.3.3.2.4 Generalizability: formulas and outcomes
Table 3.9 contains the generalizability coefficients

analyzed according to model I. For the calculation of these
coefficients the following formula was used.
02

p

=
82
Pp

1
2
1 2
+ 48ares.
+ acpss
2
+124'PSR
+1 2PS + 1-2
a2
6-PR
P
4 a

Table 3.9

Groups

Generalizability coefficients 82pp (model I)

Familiar situations
psychoph.
overt
feelings
beh.

r.

of

persons OCC

Less familiar situations
overt
feelings psychoph.
I.
beh.

OCC

1212121212

76

58

84

78

65

74
46
53
44

75
35
53
69

63

51

63

89

00

69

CC-DHA

36

55

62

75

62

66

77

80

84

CC-HA

66

71

75

77

77

72

81

88

85

CC-R

75

81

66

80

66
53

74
57

86
60

88
82

81
75

61

57

75
67

70

91
81
69

52

37

84

CC-LA

42

75

63

74

CS-DHA

75

54

78

80

CS-HA

CS-R

CS-LA

.31

41

46

55

49

71

69
47

69

64

72

67

71

61

80

60

74

69

83

18

46

81

82

72

12

84
88

Note: decimal points omitted.
occ. 1, occ. 2 refer to the first and second administration
of the S-R Inventory of Anxiousness.

Table 3.10 presents the coefficients indicative of
generalizability to the individual's universe score v (cf.
model II of Figure 3.3). Coefficients are computed according
to the following formula.
2

0p
82

Up

=

2. 2
2 + 2
+ 1«2
+ la 2
ap + GPS + aPR
aPSR
2"PsS
2 res.
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Table 3.10

Generalizability coefficients 82p

Familiar situations
overt
feelings psychoph.
r.
beh.

Groups
of
persons

(model II)

Less familiar situations
feelings

psychoph.
r.

overt
beh.

OCC

OCC

12

1

2

1

2

1

13

18

34

2

1

2

42

46

43

24

14

31
29

12

CC-DHA

09

18

21

32

CC-HA
CC-R

25

33

34

38

27

24

41

54

44

31

39

23

38

19

38

53
65

36
26

10

30

36

27

34

09

06

19

29
41

11

33

18
34

51
18

54

CC-LA
CS-DHA

27
13

15

13

28

36

28

29

11

13

CS-HA

08

11

13

18

10

21

13

25

16

CS-R
CS-LA

31

26

32

26

18

15

42

10

46

23
22

10
12

22
15

23

34

26

43

02

10

43

44

29

51

00

24

Note: decimal points omitted.
occ. 1, occ. 2 refer to the first and second administration
of the S-R Inventory of Anxiousness.

Table 3.11 presents the model III-generalizability co-

efficients. Generalizability coefficients were calculated
according to the following formula.
82

02 + <12
-PR
P

=

l.'Pr aj + - '1' s + a R + 1'1' SR + ta ss + - g .es.

Table 3.12 presents the generalizability roefficients of

model IV. The following formula was used.
06 + 02PR

appr =

02 + a2
P

PS

+ 02PR +

02

PSR

+

1 ri

2

2-Ps S

+

lr, 2

2-res.
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Table 3.11

Generalizability coefficients 62
(model III)
upr

Familiar situations
overt
feelings psychoph.
r.
beh.

Groups
of

persons

OCC

OCC

121212

CC-DHA

44

58

65

75

CC-HA

61

70

81

90

CC-It

72

79

68

84

CC-LA

Less familiar situations
overt
feelings psychoph.
beh.
r.

70

12

12

12

75

74

79

79

85

86

89

87

90

84

86

82

87

80

91

81

69

79

82

65

77

89

83

38

72

66

75

74

85

58

72

74

83

80

85

6.' -Url,'3

79

55

80

75

8C

80

68

71

77

80

80

76

CS-YA

30

60

76

83

62

67

45

63

CS -R

68

64

68

81

76

73

79

37

83
81

87
61

72
85

76
59

66

75

76

79

71

86

81

83

78

89

78

90

...

( . 'S- -

.....

T.A

lota.

decimal

points omitted

Cce. 1, oce. 2 13 for to the first and second administration
of i-'11, 5-2 Inventu-y St Anxiousness.

" .hle
3.12
------.--

Generalizability coefficients 82
v pr

Familiar situations
Groups
of

persons

CC-DHA
CC-HA

feelings
OCC

psychoph.

overt
beh.

r.

(model IV)

Less familiar situations
overt
psychoph.
feelings
r.
beh.

OCC

121212121212
17

26

36

51

32

43

36

43

67

55

41

49

28

36

49

53

52

68

49

58

62

68

60

67

CC-R

39

49

32

46

35

57

56

60

SC

72

53

63

CC-LA

13

39

42

58

32

43

25

39

89

59

42

55

CS-DHA
CS-HA

38

23

51

50

50

42

34

38

49

44

46

37

10

13

29

34

44

51

17

30

39

44

55

62

CS-R

35

31

44

40

34

51

48

13

59

27

51

28

CS-LA

33

43

38

60

44

49

52

56

48

68

46

66

Note: decimal points omitted.
occ. 1, occ. 2 refer to the first and second administration
of the S-R Inventory of Anxiousness.
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3.3.3.3 The final analyses
At this point the data were considered appropriate to
perform the final analyses.
In order to test our hypotheses the generalizability coand
efficients presented in Table 3.9, Table 3.10, Table 3.11,
ive
Table 3.12 were successively treated as 'scores' indicat
es of
of the degree of relative consistency. Four 4-way analys
variance (Cognitive complexity-simplicity x Coping styles x
variables)
Degree of familiarity of situations x Type of reaction
coefficients. In this
were perforped on these generalizability

design the first facet has two levels (complex and non-complex
(defensive
subjects), the second facet Coping styles four levels
the
ious),
low-anx
and
ors,
repress
xious,
high-anxious, high-an
third facet has two levels (familiar, unfamiliar) and the last
facet has three levels (feelings, psychophysiological reactions,
for each
and overt expressive behaviors). There are two scores
cell of the ANOVA-design corresponding with the two occasions
that the S-R Inventory of Anxiousness was presented.
The results of the ANOVA of the full sample coefficients
of Table 3.9 are given in Table 3.13.
Four-way analyses of variance were also performed for
the data presented in Table 3.10, 3.11 and 3.12. The results
of these analyses of variance are given in Table 3.14 (model
II-coefficients), Table 3.15 (model III-coefficients), and
Table 3.16 (model IV-coefficients).
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Table 3.13

Analysis of variance for model I-generalizability
coefficients

Source of
variation

df

Cognitive complexity (A)
Coping styles (B)
Familiarity of situations (C)
Type of reaction variables (D)
AB

MS

F

1
3

.241

15.997

.038

2.551

1
2
3

.087

***

5.775 *

.170

11.311

***

.083

5.499

***

AC

1

.036

2.366

AD

2

.008

0.505

BC
BD

3
6

.006

0.412

.061

4.054 **

CD

2

.047

3.121 (*)

ABC
ABD

3

.018

1.185

6

.017

1.129

BCD
ACD
ABCD

2

.002

0.154

6
6

.007

0.438

.004

0.266

48

.015

Residual

using a PDP
Note: This analysis of variance was performed
1145-conversion by M. Berger (Tilburg University, 1979)
of an analysis of variance program written by
T. Kwaaitaal & E. Roskam (Nijmegen University, 1969).
All the other analyses of variance presented in this
dissertation are carried out using this program.
*

2<·05

**

2<.01

***

2<·001
p = .05

(*)

1:3

Analysis of variance for model II-generalizability

Table 3.14

coefricients

Source of
variation

.-C
- -

Cognitive complexity
Coping styles

1

(A)

3

(B)

of situations (C)

Familiarity

Type of reaction varieblcs

1

..0

F

.100

:r..5.14 ***

.022

3.095 *

.125 17.692 ***
2

.235

33.599 **4

AB

3

.090

12.904 -**

AC

1

.045

6.403 (•)

.0003

0.042

.0008

0.119

.013

1.876

(r'

AD

BC
BD

3
6

CD

2

ABC

.921
·liE

2.1 9 3

.cu o

..1,0

.:rl

2.-31

3

.001

0.192

48

.007

ABD

5

BCD

ACD

'

ABCD
Residual

*

Vate:

2..05

I.

*..

.

'.1

2<·01
2< .0 0 1

.

t

. Oil
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Table 3.15

Analysis of variance for model III-generalizability
coefficients

Source of
variation

df

MS

Cognitive complexity (A)

1

.030

3

.002

Familiarity of situations (C)

1

.097

10.841 **

Type of reaction variables (D)

Coping styles (B)

F
3.328

0.205

2

.154

17.230 ***

AB

3

.067

7.495 ***

AC

1

.029

3.250

AD

2

.007

0.725

BC
BD
CD

3
6
2

.003

0.357

ABC
ABD

3
6

.014

1.513

BCD

2

.002

0.242

ACD

6

.002

0.259

ABCD
Residual

6

.001

0.090

48

.009

Note:

*

2<.05
2<.01

I.*

p<.001

.015

1.645

.005

0.525

.010

1.095
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Table 3.16

Analysis of variance for model IV-generalizability
coefficients

Source of
variation

df

MS

F

Cognitive complexity (A)
Coping styles (B)
Familiarity of situations (C)

1
3

.071

7.261

.008

0.828

1

.190

19.253

***

Type of reaction variables (D)

2
3

.197

20.003

***

.092.

9.395

***

1
2

.036

3.624 (*)

.006

0.653

BC

3

.004

0.370

BD

6

.026

2.652

AB
AC
AD

CD

2

.006

0.637

ABC

3

.016

1.678

ABD
BCD

6
2

.010

1.057

.001

0.117

ACD

6

.002

0.239

ABCD
Residual

6

.002

0.184

48

.010

Note:

*

2<.05

**

2<.01

*** 2<·001
(*)

2 - .06

**

+
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3.3.4 Conclusions

es to
In view of the high degree of complexity of the analys
will be
test the hypotheses, the conclusions of this study
the
drawn in separate sections for the person variables,
bles.
situation variable, and the reaction varia

3.3.4. 1 Type of reaction variable and relative consistency

With regard to the self-description mode the proposition was
tested whether the transsituational consistency reported by
subjects depends on the type of response variable, viz. feelings,
psychophysiological responses or overt motor behaviors.
Before giving attention to the generalizability analyses
a more traditional way of presenting results is given in Table
3.17. Table 3.17 contains the results of three analyses of

variance of the S-R inventory data. For each type of reaction
variable a separate ANOVA (cf. the design presented on p. 134)
was carried out. For these analyses the scores of all subjects
(N = 168) were used. Only the data of the first session has
been analyzed this way. Scores for all eight groups of situations
(familiar and less familiar situations taken together) were
included in the same analyses.

Table 3.17

Percentages of total variance for three types of
reaction variables
Feelings

Psychophysiol.
results

Overt
behavior

S

16.2%

5.4%

2.1%

SS

10.2

7.5

.1

14.0

18.5

8.8

5.9

3.7

2.7

21.7

20.9

6.0

21.4

source

p

PS

PsS
R

6.8

6.7

SR

1.1

.6

2.2

sSR

1.0

1.1

1.8

PR

2.7

9.9

15.2

PSR

1.2

1.5

4.7

18.5

24.3

35.1

Residual

]52

Examination of Table 3.17 .ndicates that or 3,-_f-ratings

wI feelings substantive percentages of variarce are attributed
to Sittiations (S and sg aff,Jits; , Der:ons, a 1·.I the nerson x
SiC.:atj..',n

i:ic·_cactic:,

,FS

..Lid

»2 2

affocts), wita :hc Sum Of

Lliese 5,01:1 732 :.:.'.·c·-,1.1,.tin·: 7.: n_·arl'i ', 0: cf the ts'cal variance.
:·6: sel f-ratin--s ,: Fil ·s,tophysic.lizi 2:1 re i.:tiors, substantial
percentages of variance wer, ar.tributc.1 cnce more to Situations

Pe.rsons and the Person :-,v z., Lu,1,_·ion as w.1.1 as the Person by

Reaction variabld:- 1.,teractio:..3, fitn the sum of thEse sources
accounting for Esl of the total variance. For self-ratings of
1-'21 2 L.liaviors j totally different p:itt.ern emerged. For this
category of anxiety indicators rain effacts of Persons and

hitiations arid th.2 1.4-<..1.ar'-itur. b:.t,luen Persons and Sir.uaLicins
. iken togetner :icco,ntu'i icr oniy a fi. th c f cha total varianca

The highest percentagrs of variance were attributel to the wain

offect of Reaction varial·lcs and the PR-interaction, suugesting
that Luojects differed considerably in rank-ordering across the
different overt. behavior. ind.ir..Live of .inxiousness.

fLE resulti Lf --tic 3.1-' ···.10:J.·: r ·1.hat

the outcomes ,-,. .3 -1

Invcntory of Anxi.1.12.:.esr st:,idies arc st -cngly dependent 07 tb'.i

particular rs..6:1·on

Ja-:j.aties

selected 't.o measurs anxiety.

..'c

instance, t.2-:-e -. 1''3dsoz 1-0 believe tnat the main of:e,st cf
Persons will ac:cunt toi- a l...·gar proportion of the. totnl
'driance when feelings or psychophysiological reacticii:. a.-c

cuncerned rather t:ian.

1

.Fert Lenariors. There is also some reaso

cc believe that Perscn x Situai ioil interaction effects will be
iess impressive when anxi ·usness iz measured predominantly by
way of self-reports rcgardi i.5 ·,v.rc Lehaviors le.g , gestures,
automanipulative mannerisms, gaze direction, and the like). The

same conclusions can

be drawn after thorough inspection of the

pertinent estimated variance components presented in Appendix 1
Nevertheless, the percentages of Table 3.17 are difficult

co interpret with respect to the question of relative consisten
First of all, the magnitude of the main effect of Reaction

variables for the overt behavior category makes interpretation
of these percentages very difficult (cf. Cartwright, 1975).
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Moreover, the longer one looks at Table 3.17, the more one
tends to agree with Olweus' view that it is virtually impossible
to carry out adequate tests of trait-, situationist-, or modern
interactionist positions by means of these columns of percentages.
The major reason for this rather pessimistic appraisal is the

fact that several different outcomes are compatible with all
three or at least two of the positions (cf. Olweus, 19768).

Let us return to generalizability analyses based on the coefficients reported in Table 3.9, Table 3.10, Table 3.11, and
Table 3.12. In all the generalizability analyses the main effect
of Type of reaction variables was highly significant (see Tables
3.13, 3.14, 3.15, and 3.16). For the model I-case, the main
effect of Types of raaction variables was highly significant,

f = 11.31, df = 2/48, E<·001. The generalizability coefficients
were significantly higher for psychophysiological reactions
(mean = .74) than for overt behaviors (mean = .59), and also
higher for feelings (mean = .67) than for overt behaviors.

Feelings and psychophysiological reactions did not differ
significantly. Table 3.18 contains the outcomes of Scheff&
tests for the facet Types of reaction variables. For the model
II-case an overall f = 33.60 (df = 2/48, E<.001) was found.

Under these conditions generalizability coefficients were
significantly higher for psychophysiological reactions (mean
= .33) than for overt behaviors (mean = .17), and also for
feelings (mean = .30) than for overt behaviors. Probability
levels are presented in Table 3.18.

Considering Person x Reaction variable interactions as

universe score variance, and consequently generalizing only
across situations, does change this pattern of relationships.
The analysis on model III-data reveals a significant main
effect, overall F = 17.23, df = 2/48, 2<.001. Mean generalizability
-

-

coefficients were .66, .79, and .78 for feelings, psychophysiological
reactions, and overt behaviors, respectively. Scheff& tests for
hoc compG.:i )nE (Table 3.18) indicate significant differences
between feelings and psychophysiological reactions, and between
feelings and ov=rt brhaviors. For the model IV-oaoe the overall
post

f was 20.00 (df = 2/48, 2<.00:).

Mean generalizability coefficients
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were .35, .49, and .49 for feelings, psychophysiological
reactions, and overt behaviors, respectively. Table 3.18 gives
significant £'s for feelings versus overt behaviors, and for
feelings versus psychophysiological reactions.
Tab le 3.

Post hoc tests for the facet Type of reaction

18

variables

Generalizing across situations and reaction variables:
Model

Combination
of levels

MS

Model II

I

F

--

12

.033

2.20

13

.053

3.51

23

123

MS

F

1.22

.009
*

.134

.170

11.26

**

.211

.170

11.31 **

.236

19.14 **
30.04 **
33.60 **

Generalizing across situations:

Model IV

Model III

Combination
of levels

MS

F

MS

F

12

.116

13.02

**

.156

15.80 **

13

.115

12.82

**

.139

14.16

23

.000

.00

.000

123

.154

17.23 **

.197

. 05 **

20.00 **

Note: 1 = feelings; 2 = psychophysiological reactions;
3 = overt behaviors
*

2<.05

**

2<·001
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It appears, that the endorsement of P x R interactions as
universe score variance produces different relationships. Most

striking is the fact that overt behaviors no longer show the
lowest generalizability coefficients. Overt behaviors, as well
as, to a lesser extent, psychophysiological reactions seem to
'gain' more from putting the PR-component into the numerator
of generalizability coefficients than feelings. With regard to
this latter category of reaction variables there appears to be

no large difference between the classical trait measurement
model and a more lenient version of the trait position. For

psychophysiological reactions and overt behaviors, however, the
shift is quite remarkable.

Data suggest a significant Coping style x Type of reaction
variable interaction. When generalizing is across situations
and reaction variables model I-conditions produced an overall
K = 4.05, df = 6/48, 2·= .003. When generalizing is only across
situations E = 2.65, df = 6/48, 2 = ·026 for model IV-conditions.
In Figure 3.4 graphical representations of these interactions

are presented. No significant interactions, however, were found
in case of model II-, and model III-coefficients of generalizability.

Although the interactions are rather complex, some conclusions
can be drawn. In the case of model I-generalizability coefficients
it is obvious that differences in relative consistency for

various groups with different coping styles can be attributed
predominantly to the use of overt behaviors as anxiety indicators.
When overt behaviors are the responses in the S-R Inventory,
then, low-anxious subjects are less consistent than repressors,
defensive high-anxious and high-anxious subjects. Analysis of
the model II-coefficients reveals the same pattern, although it
must be admitted that the obtained E only reaches the .10 level.

Figure 3.4 confirms the finding mentioned before, that the
incremental effect upon the generalizability coefficients of
including P x R-interactions as universe score variance is much
stronger for overt behaviors and psychophysiological reactions
than for feelings. For model IV-coefficients the picture is less

clear. Most prominent is the Coping style x Types of reaction
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variables interaction for high-anxious and low-anxious groups
For these two groups it was found that generalizability acros:
situations is higher for low-anxious persons when feelings or
psychophysiological reactions are used, but higher for highanx ious persons when overt behaviors are used to describe
anxiousness.
Figure 3.4

Coping style x Type of reaction variable interact:
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The total picture becomes even more complex in view of a rather
unexpected interaction between degree of familiarity of
situations and type of reaction variables. This interaction is
presented in Figure 3.5.
Figure 3.5

-

Degree of familiarity of situations x Type of
reaction variables interaction
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When generalizing is across situations and reaction variak

E = 3.12, df = 2/48, 2 = .05 for model I-coefficients, and
F = 3.08, df = 2/48, 2 = .05 for model II-coefficients. When
generalizing is only across situations E = 0.53 (df = 2/48) is
not significant for model III-coefficients, and K = .64,
df = 2/48, n.s. in case of model IV-coefficients.

Figure 3.5 indicates a differential effect of degree of
familiarity upon relative consistency in case of generalizatior
over situations and response variables. Less familiar situatioI
seem to elicit more consistency than familiar situations.

Figure 3.5 shows, however, that this is not the case when
subjects are asked to describe themselves in terms of overt
behaviors. As can be easily read from Figure 3.5: familiarity

with situations affects the rank-ordering of individuals only
when descriptions of feelings or internal bodily reactions are
asked. The effect of familiarity is strongest when subjects
are asked to rate themselves in terms of feelings. No interact:
was found, however, in case of model III- or model IV-coefficic
of generalizability.

3.3.4.2 Degree of familiarity of situations and relative
consistency

It was predicted that within the self-description mode relative
consistency is higher in unfamiliar situations, than in less

novel, more familiar ones. This hypothesis is confirmed strongl
(see Table 3.13, Table 3.14, Table 3.15, and Table 3.16).
In the case of model I-coefficients, generalizability coefficients were higher for unfamiliar situations (mean = .70)
than for more familiar ones (mean = .64). I = 5.78, df = 1/48,
2 = .02. In the case of model II-coefficients generalizability

coefficients were also higher for relatively unfamiliar situati
(mean = .30) than for situations that are better known (mean =
.23). F = 17.98, df = 1/48, 2 = .0003).

When generalizing is only across situations, data show
the same relationships: the mean of the model III-generalizabil
coefficients is .71 (familiar situations) vs. .78 (unfamiliar
situations) in the full sample case (E = 10.84, df = 1/48,
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) = .002). Means of .40 and .49 for familiar and unfamiliar
;ituations respectively were found under model IV-conditions

2 = 19.25, df = 1/48, 2 = ·0002).

The results of this study, then, show that within the
telf-description mode subjects are rank-ordered more similar
mross relatively unfamiliar situations than across more familiar
ituations.

Thus, hypothesis 2, concerning the effect of situational
amiliarity upon relative consistency, is confirmed by the
lata.
A further inspection of the various ANOVA Tables (3.13,
.14, 3.15, and 3.16) reveals an interesting interaction between

egree of complexity of cognitive structure and degree of
amiliarity of situations. Figure 3.6 contains graphical
epresentations of this particular interaction-effect.
The same pattern was found in each of the four analyses:
hat is, the differential effect of cognitive complexity/

implicity upon relative consistency is stronger in unfamiliar
ituations. Only under model II-conditions, when generalizing
s across situations and reaction variables, however, the

magical' 24.05 barrier was reached. In no case significant
nteraction effects between degree of familiarity of situations
nd coping styles were found Call K's<1).
However, there appears to be a significant interaction

etween degree of familiarity of situations and type of reaction
ariables. This interaction effect was presented in section
3.4.1.
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Interaction between cognitive complexity and

Figure 3.6

degree of familiarity of situations
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3.3.4.3 Coping styles and relative consistency

Three hypotheses were formulated with respect to relative
consistency as a function of coping styles. In short, it was

predicted that truly low-anxious subjects will report greater
variability across situational events than defensive highanxious subjects, high-anxious subjects, and personel with a
repressive style. In other words, relative consistency is
expected to be smaller for low-anxious individuals than for
subjects coping otherwise.

From the ANOVA tables on preceding pages, viz. Table 3.13,
Table 3.14, Table 3.15, and Table 3.16, it can be read that
the main effect of coping style reached significance only in
case of model II-coefficients of generalizability, g = 3.093,
df = 3/48, 2<·05. In the corresponding model I, generalizability

coefficients were lowest (mean = . 82) for low-anxious subjecti,
and highest for repressors (mean = . 72) , with high- anxious and
defensive high-anxious subjects somewhere in between (mean = .66
and .67, respectively). These differences, however, were not
significant: E = 2.55, df = 3/48, 2<·07. For the model II-case
the F-statistic revealed significant differences. Mean generalizability coefficients were .26 (defensive high-anxious), .26
(high-anxious), .31 (repressors), and .24 (low-anxious). Complete

data analysis usually requires more than a single overall K test
or a limited number of tests on independent planned comparisons
(cf. Lindman, 1974). Therefore, Scheff& tests for post hoc
comparisons were carried out on these unit sample data. The
results of these post hoc tests are given in Table 3.19.

162

Table 3.19

Combination
of levels

Post hoc tests on differences between coping styles.
Model II-coefficients of generalizability.

MS
--

F

12

.0002

0.023

13

.0107

1.522

14

.0015

0.214

23

.0082

1.171

24

.0026

0.378

34

.0202

2.878

123

.0127

1.811

124

.0029

0.410

134

.0216

3.076

234

.0207

2.951

*(2 = .041)

1234

.0217

3.093

*(2 =

Probability

*

(2

= . ·0 4 5)

* (2 = .036)

.035)

Note: 1 = defensive high-anxious; 2 = high-anxious;
3 = repressors; 4 = low-anxious.

Examination of Table 3.19 indicates that with respect to
model II-generalizability coefficients only repressors differ
significantly from low-anxious subjects. In other words,
generalization based on a single group of situations-reaction
variable combination is better for repressors than for low-

anxious subjects. When generalizability is based on the model
I-coefficients of generalizability, however, the difference
between repressors and low-anxious subjects fails to reach
significance (Table 3.13). Moreover, when generalizing is
restricted to situations the differences disappear (Table 3.15
and Table 3.16). Examination of Table 3.15 and Table 3.16
indicates non-significant f's of .205 (df = 3/48, 2 = ·89) and
.828 (df = 3/48, 2 = .51) for full sample and unit sample

conditions, respectively. When Person x Reaction variable
interactions are treated as universe score variance mean

model III-coefficients are .75 and .76, and mean model IVcoefficients .45 and .46 for repressors and low-anxious subjects
respectively.
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It must be concluded, then, that defensive high-anxious
id high-anxious subjects do not show higher relative consistency
ian low-anxious subjects. Furthermore, it can be concluded that
apressors differ from low-anxious subjects. This difference is
i line with our expectations. It must be kept in mind, however,

iat this difference between repressors and low-anxious subjects

not very impressive due to the fact that it is only manifest
ten generalizing is based upon analyses using a restricted
;

unber of scores

(model II-coefficients) .

All in all, the conclusion must be, that the hypotheses
agarding the effect of coping styles upon relative consistency
-e only partly confirmed by the results of this study.

Finally, rather complex interactions between coping style
d type of reaction variables, viz. feelings, psychophysiological
sponses, and overt behaviors, were found. These interactions

'e presented already in section 3.3.4.1.

3.4.4 Cognitive complexity/simplicity and relative consistency
i the present study it was predicted that cognitively simple
ibjects are more consistent than cognitively complex subjects
;ee p. 76 )·
The obtained results, however, point into the opposite

.rection. Inspection of Table 3.13 reveals a significant main
'fect of cognitive complexity/simplicity. But contrary to

cpectation, it was found that in case of model I-generalizability
)efficients relative consistency is highest for cognitively
>mplex subjects. Generalizability coef ficients were higher
Ir groups of complex subjects (mean = . 72) than for groups of
>n-complex subjects (mean = .62), F = 15.997, df = 1/48, 2<·001.

le same result was obtained with the corresponding model II-

:neralizability coefficients (Table 3.14). The difference
:tween the complex groups (mean = . 30) and the non-complex

oups (mean = . 23 ) was significant, E

=

15.504, df = 1/48,

.001.

When generalizing was only across situations no difference
,tween groups of cognitively complex and cognitively simple subjects
.s found in case of the model III-coefficients. Although again
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in complex groups (mean = .76) slightly higher generalizability
coefficients were obtained than in the cognitively simple groups
(mean = .73), there is not enough evidence to warrant the
conclusion that mean differences exist among these groups:
f = 3.328, df = 1/48, 2< ·07.
In the corresponding model IV-analysis a mean of .47 was

obtained for camplex groups and a mean of .42 for non-complex
groups, f = 7.261, df = 1/48, 2< ·01. Thus, when model IVcoefficient were analyzed significant mean differences were
found between groups of complex and non-complex subjects.
Thus, the conclusion must be drawn that hypothesis 6
concerning the effect of cognitive complexity/simplicity is

not confirmed by the results.

Inspection of the interactions of the facet Complexity/

simplicity with other facets reveals the following: triple
interactions and the even more complex ABCD interaction are

not significant. Significance was reached, however, for the
Cognitive complexity x Coping styles interaction: F's of 5.499,
12.904, 7.495, and 9.395 for respectively model I-, model II-,

model III-, and model IV-coefficients were all significant at
the 2<.001 level. Figure 3.7 gives graphical representations
of this interaction. There is no difference between complex
and non-complex defensive high-anxious subjects. Neither is
there a difference between complex and non-complex low-anxious
subjects. Non-complex high-anxious subjects and non-complex

repressors, however, report more variability across situations
than cognitively complex subjects with coping styles characteriz
by truly high-anxiousness or tendencies of repression.
In what ways, then, do cognitively complex high-anxious
subjects differ from cognitively simple high-anxious ones, and,
what constitutes the difference between complex and non-complex

repressors? A partial answer can be given based upon an
inspection of the estimates of variance components and percentag

of total variance presented in Appendix 11 (p. 380). Disregardir
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Figure 3.7
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the impact of the degree of familiarity of situations, and the

effects of type of reaction variables (see Table 3.20), it can

be said that on the average S-R inventory data of complex highanxious subjects compared with non-complex high-anxious subjects
show a much higher Person effect and simultaneously a considerably
smaller Person by Situation interaction effect (PS and PsS effects
combined) . Data also suggest a tendency for non-complex high-

anxious subject to show a larger amount of Situation by Reaction

variables interaction (SR and sSR effects taken together) than
complex high-anxious subjects. The other effects, e.g., main
effects of situations, or interactions of the type PR, did not
reflect such eye-catching contrasts.

With respect to the main effect Persons and Person by
Situation interactions a similar pattern is found for complex
and non-complex repressors. However, the differences are less
clear. Moreover, differences between those two groups of

repressors are pronounced only for the data collected during
the second session.
As can be read from Figure 3.7 generalizability coefficients
are much the same for complex and non-complex defensive highanxious subjects. Table 3.20 gives essentially the same

information: there are no clearcut distinctions in terms of
percentages of total variance for the various sources between
these two groups of DHA-subjects. A further inspection of the

mean percentages of Table 3.20 for the two groups of low-anxious
subjects reveals a somewhat higher Person effect and a smaller
amount of PS and PsS interactions for cognitively simple sub jects.

This last finding seems to confirm - at least for the low-anxious

group - our predictions regarding the relationship between level
of cognitive complexity and functioning according to a trait
model. However, complex and non-complex subjects did not differ

from each other in terms of generalizability coefficients. The

largest difference is found when generalization is restricted
to situations and based on model IV-generalizability coefficients.
However, this difference is not significant: 1 = 1.793, df = 10,
2<.13.
In the Discussion section these rather puzzling results

will be entered into details.
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table 3.20

Source of
variation
P

SS

S,

R

Mean percentages of total variance for the effects
in a Situations x Persons x Reaction variables matrix
CC-DHA

PsS

PS,

SSR

SR,

PSR

residual

S,

12.9

(15.0)

19.1

(23.5)

5.3

11.0

(11.4)

12.3

(11.4)

13.7

(11.3)

18.6

(13.9)

7.6)

8.5

( 7.7)

8.5

(10.9)

13.1

(11.8)

22.4

(21.7)

21.4

(27.3)

19.5

(19.5)

24.6

(25.4)

7.8

(10.1)

10.9

(10.0)

9.1

(12.3)

10.2

(10.5)

2.9

3.4

(

1.7)

2.5

(

1.5)

3.1

( 1.8)

3.7

4.7

2.6

(

4.0)

3.4

(

2.4)

3.4

( 3.9)

30.8

24.9

28.0

(22.9)

24.3

(18.9)

21.7

(22.0)

CS-R

CC-LA

16.7

(11.5)

7.4

8.6)

10.2

(

9.1)

10.5

(

11.2

(11.6)

14.3

(13.5)

16.6

psS

22.6

(20.0)

23.9

(31.0)

18.2

7.0

(

8.9)

8.0

(

6.8)

sSR

2.2

(

1.8)

1.7

(

(

PR
SR,

CC-R
(26.4)

R
PS,

(

(10.8)

2.9

17.9
SS

CS-HA

(16.8)

Source of
variation
P

CC-HA

14.2

7.2

PR

CS-DHA

9.0

(

PSR

3.6

(

2.2)

2.6

residual

26.6

(20.7)

22.6

CS-LA

(13.6)

10.6

(18.6)

6.7)

10.2

(11.9)

(16.0)

17.4

(18.7)

(14.6)

22.6

(18.5)

9.1

(12.5)

10.1

(10.4)

1.2)

2.5

(

2.7)

3.5

( 2.5)

6.9)

4.0

(

1.9)

1.6

( 2.0)

(20.1)

31.7

(31.9)

24.0

(17.6)

Note: Results for the second session are presented within
parentheses.
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3.4 DISCUSSION
As has been stated earlier it is a task for personality research
to investigate systematically under which conditions and to
what degree the relative consistency hypothesis is valid (see
for a recent plea Magnusson's article 'Personality in an interactional paradigm of research', 1980). In the present study
this was done for the domain of self-descriptions by means of
an S-R Inventory of Anxiousness. It is clear from the results
of this study that the degree of relative consistency depends
on several factors: (a) the kinds of situations selected
(familiar versus less familiar ones), (b) the kind of reaction

variables (feelings, psychophysiological reactions, overt
behaviors) investigated, and (c) the kinds of subjects sampled
main effects,
(cognitive complexity, coping styles). Besides
several complex interactions between these factors have been
brought to light.
Some important results emerged from the analyses reported

here, the nature of which may be summarized briefly.

higher for
1. The data indicated that relative consistency is
selffor
than
self-reported psychophysiological reactions
that
reported overt behaviors. In addition, it was found
of feelings
relative consistency is higher for self-reports
between feeling:
than for reported overt behaviors. A comparison
rence. These
and psychophysiological reactions showed no diffe
conceived
relationships were found only if Person effects were
conclusive
as universe score variance. Thus, these results are
rement
measu
trait
primarily in the context of the classical
ophysiologi
model. They suggest that questionnaire data on psych
that model than
reactions and feelings are more compatible with
according to
data on overt behaviors. It will be recalled that
profil
the classical trait measurement model, cross-situational
shape being
can differ only with respect to level, the same
analysis of
assumed for different individuals. In terms of
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variance this implies that the total variance in a Persons x
Situations x Reaction variables matrix for a particular trait
can be explained by main effects without any interaction,
apart of course from error (cf. Magnusson, 1980). However, as
soon as P x R interactions are treated as universe score variance
as well, the picture changes totally. Within this framework of

a less stereotyped conceptualization of traits, self-description
in terms of feelings produced the poorest generalizability. In
that respect, no difference was found between overt behaviors
and psychophysiological reactions.

2. It was found that relative consistency is smaller when the

S-R inventory contains situations that are characterized by a
relatively high degree of familiarity. If the situations

presented are more like the ones encountered frequently in
daily life, subjects report more variability of reactions. On
the other hand, when the representativity of the situations is
poor, then, relative consistency as a result will be higher.

However, it was found, that this will only be the case when
subjects have to describe themselves via ratings on scales
reflecting feelings or emotions (e.g., "being tense",
"being nervous", etc.) or on scales reflecting internal bodily

reactions (e.g., "heart beating faster", etc.). When selfdescriptions in terms of overt behaviors are required, like

nervous mannerisms, and poor eye contact, relative consistency
is approximately equal for familiar and unfamiliar situations.
These results confirm our expectations - at least for
indicators of anxiety most commonly used in questionnaires, viz.
feelings and internal bodily reactions (cf. De Bonis, 1973,
1974).
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Why this effect is absent when subjects report overt
behaviors is hard to explain. One reason can be a certain lack
of information, even in case of familiar situations, with respect
to what one actually does in the particular situational settings.
This will be especially so when overt behaviors are not molar
instrumental acts, but reactions like avoidance of gaze contact

and molecular psychomotor indications of tension. Perhaps, the
dimension 'familiar-unfamiliar' is not only applicable to the
domain of situations, but also to the domain of reactions.
3. In the present study predictions were made concerning the
effects of defensive high-anxious, high-anxious, repressive
and low-anxious styles of coping with threatening situations.
It was expected that for low-anxious subjects relative consistency
would be lower than for subjects coping otherwise. These

predictions were partly based on the ideas of Alker (1972) and
Bem (1912f). For generalization across situations
and reaction variables, the expected squared correlations between
universe scores and self-reported anxiousness based on average
scores (four groups of situations and six reaction variables)

were in line with these expectations, although it must be
admitted that the overall F for these model I-coefficients
failed to reach the .05 level of significance (in
fact, 2<.07
was obtained). On close inspection, however, the influence of
coping style upon relative consistency appears to depend on
the type of reaction variable used in the S-R inventory.
Low-anxious subjects showed less relative consistency than
subjects coping otherwise when anxiousness was described in
terms of overt behavior. Thus it can be said, that for this
category of indicators the results fully confirmed our hypotheses.

For generalization across situations and reaction variables, the
expected squared correlations between the universe score and
self-reported anxiousness based on only one of the four groups
of situations and one randomly sampled reaction variable were

higher for repressors than for low-anxious subjects. This effect
is strongest when self-descriptions in terms of overt behaviors
are required. The expected relationships did not hold for other
coping styles.
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If one would permit each individual to have his own

hierarchy of reaction variables, then, as a consequence of
this more liberal conceptualization of the relative consistency

doctrine, the data show not the slightest trace of a main
effect of coping styles.
So it can be concluded that persons with different styles
of coping differ also with respect to the consistency-variability
issue. However, the present study makes clear that this is not
the law of the Medes and Persians. Campus (1973) confronted

with a failure to confirm Bem's (1972f) hypothesis concerning
substantial correlation between defensiveness and transsituational
consistency, mentions that the relationship between personality
dimensions and consistency is full of puzzling parts. The
present study makes clear that type of reaction variables and
type of generalizability coefficient play a crucial role. Thus,
the moderating effects of defensiveness and neurotic anxiety

are far more complex than Alker (1972), Bem (19728), and others
have suggested. The recommendation that consistent persons can

be differentiated easily from less consistent persons by means
of these two personality dimensions, therefore, simplifies
matters to the point of distortion.

4. It was hypothesized, it will be recalled, that cognitively
simple subjects, compared with more complex subjects should
show higher relative consistency. The results, however, point
to the reverse relationship. Surprisingly, the present results
indicate relative consistency to be higher for high-complex than

for low-complex subjects. Thus, it appears that a relatively
high degree of differentiation of "the system of cognitive

dimensions for construing behavior" (Bieri, 1955) produces more
stable rank-ordering of individuals across situations. This is
rather astonishing, because "inasmuch as constructs represent
differential perceptions or discriminations of the environment"
(Bieri, 1955, p. 263) , a large degree of differentiation among

constructs would be expected to enhance specificity of behavioral
patterns (see, for instance, Seiler, 1973).
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The fact, that "...in an interactional frame of reference
the idiographic uniqueness of cross-situational patterns of

behavior is explained by the individual's unique pattern of
perception and interpretation of situations" (Magnusson, 1980,
p. 26) points to the importance of structures for mental content

or mental organizational systems. Within an interactional approac
to the study of personality it is thought that these systems
determine " . . . the way in which available situational and stored
content is used in predictions, expectations, strategies and
plans about the external world, thus playing a crucial role for
actual behavior" (Magnusson, 1980, p. 26). In that light it is
reasonable to assume that the degree of differentiation of the

mental organizational system and as a consequence a stronger
tendency towards processing and construing the world multidimensionally have substantial impact upon the way an individual

adapts to the external world. It is important, therefore, to
try to account for the unexpected findings in the present study.

One crucial aspects that must be kept in mind, is the fact that
this study is about self-descriptions, not about actual behavior
in natural settings. What has been demonstrated is that written
self-presentations of cognitively complex subjects are more
consistent than written self-presentations of less complex
subjects.

A plausible explanation for the obtained results may be
derived from conceptions about the way in which high-complex
and low-camplex subjects operate when confronted with inconsisten
information about their own functioning within diverse situationa
settings.

The last 15 years cognitive complexity has been recognized

to be an important factor in impression-formation research. A
number of studies on the effects of contradictory information
and the ways cognitively complex and cognitively simple subjects

integrate inconsistent stimuli has been carried out (e.g., an
unpublished dissertation by Nidorf, 1961, cited by Crockett,
1965; Leventhal & Singer, 1964; Mayo & Crockett, 1964;

Rosenkrantz & Crockett, 1965; Nidorf & Crockett, 1965; Petronko
& Perin,

1970; and Press, Crockett & Delia, 1975). All these
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studies are related to judgments of others and not to selfratings. Nevertheless, the results of these studies do have

direct relevance for the present issue, if one is prepared to
assume a partial identity between self- and interpersonal
perception (cf. Bem's self-perception theory, 19722). In these
studies it was generally found that complex persons are more
capable of incorporating disparate information into a final
ambivalent impression. It has been demonstrated repeatedly

that high-complex subjects are better able to form single

impressions accounting for the inconsistent behaviors of other
persons as campared with low-complex persons. For instance,

Nidorf and Crockett (1965) conducted a study in which subjects
were presented with conflicting information (six stimulus traits)
said to be characteristic of a particular young college graduate.

Subjects were asked to give written impressions of this person.
Subsequently, these impressions were coded into one of four
categories: (a) 'Integration-superordination'

(characterized

by attempts to deal with conflicting traits by utilizing a
concept or trait which subordinates and explains the conflict
and,

in doing so, yields a consistent impression of the person) ;

(b) 'Integration-successive superordination' (in this mode of

impression formation, conflicting traits are dealt with, but
the subjects do not subordinate them to a single concept);
(c)

'Unintegrated-onesided emphasis'

(characterized by an

inclusion of either positive or negative traits with no attempts
to deal with traits in conflict; and (d) 'Unintegrated-aggregation'
(descriptions in which subjects list both positive and negative
traits with no attempt to reconcile and to integrate them).
The results of the Nidorf & Crockett study indicated that

subjects with a high degree of cognitive complexity integrate
conflicting information into a unified impression, while

subjects low in complexity form univalent or unintegrated
impressions. To explain the effects of cognitive complexitysimplicity upon impression formation, Bieri (1968) suggests
that high-complex subjects have more structure in their cognitive

systems than low-complex subjects. As a consequence high-complex
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subjects should be better able to incorporate inconsistent
information into their cognitive systems. petronko and Perin (197
characterize low-complex subjects as follows: "Their approach
seems to be one of rejecting the notion that one person is being

described and replace it with the idea that two people are
actually being discussed" (p. 156)

.

Mischel has stated that

the perception of personal consistency requires an active
imposition of order: "a jump beyond the information given to
construct the essential underlying gist of meaning from the

host of behavioral fragments we observe " (1977, p. 334) .
In the context of the present study, it may be argued that
cognitively complex subjects are better able to integrate these
behavioral fragments into a unified impression of the self, and
that it is this unified impression that is reported with respect
to the various situations of the S-R Inventory of Anxiousness.

This seems to be a plausible explanation for the finding that
complex subjects compared with less complex subjects in most
cases show larger Person effects and smaller Situation effects,
and also smaller Person x Situation interaction effects. Of
course, it remains to be seen whether these differences between
self-presentations of complex and less complex individuals can
be observed in actual behavior in real life settings as well.
Perhaps, highly complex subjects are better able to attribute
substantial identity and continuity to themselves, even when
their specific actions show large variations, and low-complex
subjects are less able to perceive a substantive identity, even
when their specific actions show less variations. Additional

empirical evidence is clearly needed to answer these questions.
On the basis of the data gathered thus far, further insights into the effect of cognitive complexity/simplicity may
be based on the inspection of two interactions, i.e., Complexity

x Coping styles, and Complexity x Degree of situational
familiarity. These interactions indicate that the effects of
degree of complexity upon relative consistency are restricted
to particular coping styles. It was found that only repressors
and high-anxious subjects with relatively complex mental
organizations describe themselves as more consistent than
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cognitively simple subjects using those coping styles. Level of
complexity had no differential effect in low-anxious and
defensive high-anxious subjects.
Furthermore, cognitively complex subjects seem to be more

influenced by the degree of familiarity of situations than
cognitively simple subjects. More precisely, differences in
relative consistency between high-complex and low-complex persons
were larger in unfamiliar situations than in more familiar
situations. It will be recalled, however, that this interaction
was significant only if generalizing was across situations and

reaction variables, and if generalizing was based on a unit
sample (model II).

To avoid misunderstanding one aspect of cognitive structures
requires some additional comments. In the present study cognitive
complexity/simplicity scores were obtained by horizontal, or
construct-row, analyses of grids. Through these analyses estimates
were obtained reflecting the degree of functional equivalence of
constructs. In another context, Flynn (1959) has introduced the
term "construct constellatoriness" to indicate the relative

stereotypy in an individual's perception of the external world.

Constellatoriness, however, is assessed by a vertical analysis

of grids to estimate the degree of functional equivalence of
grid elements. "An extremely constellatory individual would
group most people into only one or two generalized figures,
e.g., 'authority figures' or 'mother figures'" (Bavelas, Chan
& Guthrie, 1976, p. 24). Low constellatory subjects, on the
other hand, use more categories. This measure derived from Rep
grids seems to be an important new aspect within the present
context in addition to complexity/simplicity. However, AdamsWebber (1970, 1979) has demonstrated that 'horizontal' and
'vertical' indices derived from the same grids tend to be highly

correlated. This finding has received support from studies of
Kapp (1970) and Bavelas et al. (1976). Thus, it seems warranted
to interpret our cognitive complexity/simplicity scores in much
the same way as scores for construct constellatoriness.
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"Psychologists need to study actual
behavior in situations, and experiment
with individual differences in different

situations so that we can see the
interaction in operation"

1977, p. 130).

(Sundberg,
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4. STUDY III: RELATIVE CONSISTENCY IN SELF-DESCRIPTIONS,

OBSERVATIONS OF BEHAVIOR, AND THE PSYCHOPHYSIOLOGY MODE
4.1 INTRODUCTION

The purpose of study III was to test the effects of various
person- and situation variables with respect to relative
consistency within observations of behavior, and psycho-

physiological measures (hypotheses 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6), as well
as the differential effect of each of three modes, i.e. self-

descriptions, observations of behavior, and psychophysiological
measures, upon relative consistency (hypothesis 7).
To test these hypotheses subjects were confronted with
actual situations, carefully selected to represent anxietyprovoking conditions. The eight experimental situations

contained either some sort of ego threat or threat of pain.
The other conditions as distinguished in Chapter II, viz.

threat of punishment and inanimate threat, are far more
difficult to simulate within the context of a laboratory

setting, and were consequently omitted. Based on familiarity

ratings of previous studies the experimental situations were
chosen to vary in terms of degree of familiarity.
4.2 METHOD
4.2.1 Subjects
A total of 30 students served as subjects. Participation was

voluntary. Twenty-nine subjects were enrolled in undergraduate
psychology courses at the University of Tilburg; one subject
studied German language at the Moller Institute in Tilburg.
The university students received experimental credits for

participation; the student from the Moller Institute received
a $ 5 reward. The results to be reported are based on the data

of only 28 subjects. The data of two subjects had to be deleted
from the analyses; one due to equipment malfunction, the other
because he appeared to be informed in full detail about the
experimental procedures by one of the other subjects. Eighteen
subjects were males and ten were females. Mean age was 24.6 years.
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4.2.2 Experimental conditions (situations)
The eight threatening situations were:

1)

1. Public speaking. Each subject was asked by the senior
experimenter to give a four minute address in front of a TV-

camera on the following topics: (1) What were your personal
reasons for choosing the study of psychology (German language)?
(2) Why at the University of Tilburg (the Moller Institute)?;

and (3) How do you feel right now about the choice you have
madet The experimenter explained that the Department of

Psychology had planned a film to be used next year for
introductory purposes. Subjects were told, that eventually
some fragments of the video-recording would be used in this
film. After starting the video-recorder the experimenter asked

the subject to begin. During the speech the experimenter stayed
in the experimental room.

2. Oral examination. The male examiner (played by an advanced

psychology graduate student) introduced himself to the subject
and installed a little tape-recorder. He explained that the
subject was going to listen to a tape-recording of a lecture
on a scientific topic. Afterwards the subject would be

interrogated and tested on this topic. During the lecture (nine
minutes) the examiner stayed in the experimental room, seated
opposite to the subject.
The lecture was taken from an encyclopedic reference work
and treated tlie history of liorti botanici. In this essay a

rather technical exposition was given of the various types of

botanic gardens and the role they play in systematic scientific
investigations.

(This particular treatise was. rhosen because

it was assumed that none of the subjects was an expert on this
topic.)

1)

The author wishes to thank Roderick Benoist, Ilse Dahlhaus,
Jos van der Heyden, Jac Rosenboom, Ad Vingerhoets,

Karien

Wasser, and Toussaint Willems for the convincingness of their
respective roles.
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Immediately after the lecture the examiner posed his
questions: "Give a definition of a botanic garden?" ; "What are
the recent developments in botany?"; "What is the function of

so-called 'gene-pools'?"; etc. Depending on the subject's answer,
the examiner reacted with "That' s correct" or "That's not
correct". In the latter case the examiner rephrased the question.
During the exam the examiner made some notes. The interrogation

lasted four minutes.

3. Accusation. The senior experimenter told the subject that
he was going to present a sorting-test, a subtest of the
Groninger Intelligentie Test (GIT; Snijders & Verhage, 1962).

Subsequently, the experimenter spread out the test materials
(eight figures on small cards) and read the instruction. Then
he asked whether the subject had any questions. When the subject
was ready to start, the experimenter searched his pockets (in

vain) for a pen, smiled apologeticaly, and left the room. After
30 seconds he returned and collected the testmaterials, put
them back into the envelope, and spread out a new series of

eight cards. Somewhat annoyed he explained that, while glancing
through the one-way window, he had gotten the strong impression
that the subject looked for the correct answer in the test-

manual lying on the table. If the subject denied, the experimenter
would say: "I know what I have seen. Of course, you have not
seen it all, but perhaps enough to produce a flattering score".
After a short pause the experimenter added: "Maybe I'm wrong,
but nevertheless I prefer to use this second series of cards".
Then the sorting task was administered.

4. Injection. The senior experimenter entered the experimental
room, followed by a female, wearing the professional outfit of
a doctor's assistant. She greeted the subject only superficially,
and did not introduce herself. The senior experimenter, making
a comment on the light, helped the nurse by moving a small
table containing medical equipment nearer to the lamp-light,

and within the sight of the subject. Subsequently, he installed
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a portable pursuit-rotor apparatus and a timer in front of the

subject. The senior experimenter told the subject to listen
carefully to the explanations and instructions to be given via
an intercom-system. Then he left the room. The nurse continued
to make her preparations. One minute after the experimenter
had left the room the following instruction was given: "The

apparatus at your side is called a 'pursuit-rotor'. The purpose
of this equipment is to measure motor skills, that is how fast
your reactions are, and how handy and skillful you are with

your hands. Your task will be to keep the tip of the metal
stylus exactly above the target as it travels its circular
pathway. The target is a small point on the surface of the
turntable which rotates at a constant speed. You are not allowe
to touch the turntable. Moreover, we want to study how suscepti
you are for a drug increasing the level of concentration and
alertness. An injection will be given to guarantee that the
drug has immediate effects. The injection is not dangerous at
all, and affects your alertness only temporarily. There are
absolutely no side-effects". During the instruction and also

during a period of one minute following the instruction the
nurse continued to prepare the drug, a hypodermic syringe, etc.
Thereafter, the nurse called for the senior experimenter. She

took him apart and explained in a half-whisper that she had
serious doubts concerning the temperature of the drug. Speaking
very softly the experimenter and the nurse conferred with each
other for nearly 30 seconds. Then the experimenter turned to
the subject and explained that there were some difficulties
with the medical equipment. He cancelled the measurement of

rotary pursuit performance, while stating that this part of
the experiment could be done some other time.

5. Unsuccessful jokes. The male assistent, an advanced psycholc
student, unknown to the subject, introduced this task as follm

"In this part of the experiment I ask something from you that
is rather unusual in psychological studies. In most psychologic
investigations subjects are interrogated concerning their feel:
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typical reactions, or personality characteristics. The following
task is totally different. I ask you to tell me the best jokes
or most funny anecdotes you know. I must admit that I find this
task a very amusing one. During the preparations of the
experiment, when we had some try-outs, this task kept me
laughing. Tell me what aroused your laughter recently."
When subjects told their jokes, however, the assistant
never laughed. When a subject finished a particular story the
assistant, while making some notes, replied with a complete
poker-face: "So,

the theme of the joke is...., and the funny

element is the fact that.... Please continue."
Subjects were encouraged to tell their funny stories
during four minutes.

6. Interview about sexual experiences. All subjects were
interviewed by a person of the opposite sex. Two advanced
psychology students, both unknown to the subjects, did the
interviews. Upon arrival in the experimental room the interviewer
d
took place in the empty chair, opened a small suit-case, produce
some brochures and a book on sexual issues, a pen, and a notethat correct?"
book, and said: "My name is..., and yours is... Is

Subsequently, the interviewer explained in a resolute and
experienced manner that he (or she) was going to ask some
questions about the personal sexual experiences of the subject,
requiring a high degree of self-disclosure from the latter. Then
the interviewer continued to ask the following questions:
(1) Every person has his own personal views regarding physical
attraction. What are in your opinion the physical characteristics
of an attractive woman?; (2) What are the characteristics of an
attractive male?. (This order of the first two questions was
used for male subjects. For female subjects the order was reversed);
(3) With which aspects of your own body are you most satisfied?;
(4) Which aspects of your own body do you dislike?; (5) Would
you ever visit a nudist place? And if so, what would your
feelings be like? Tell me something about your initial reactions?;
;
(6) How much experience do you have regarding sexual relationships?
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(7) With whom do you discuss your own sexual experiences?; and
(8) What is in your opinion an impertinent question within
this context? In other words, is there a question you would
have refused to answer?
The interviewer wrote down all the answers. When a subject

gave no answer, the question was repeated. The total duration
of the interview was four minutes.

.C

Previous studies showing that subjects become more anxious
when confronted with this type of questions were done by e.g.,

Sigusch, Schmidt, Rienfeld & Wiedemann-Sutor (1970), and by
Jurich & Jurich (1974).
7. 'Unsolvable' word-completion task. Upon arrival in the

experimental room, an assistant (a male psychology graduate
student) asked the subject to solve some puzzles. The instructio
was given on audio-tape:

"During the next minutes you will be

asked to solve some problems involving incomplete words. Two
words will be presented at a time. From these two words the
same three consecutive letters are missing. In other words, in

these two words the same combination of characters has been
omitted. Here is an example: Suppose the first word is ON...,
and the other word ...HEID. If you substitute the letters VRY,

you get ONVRY and VRYHEID, so the solution is VRY. Listen
carefully, and be very concentrated, because every problem is

presented only once. The problems are rather difficult as you
are not allowed to use paper and pencil. In earlier studies we

have used this incomplete words-test, and we found that high
school students here in Tilburg on the average solved four out
of eight problems. We have also found that psychology students
had an average score of 5 out of 8, thus outperforming students
in economics and law, who only solved half of the problems on

the average. For each problem you are given exactly one minute,
immediately after the presentation of the two incomplete words.
Here comes the first pair of incomplete words.......". The
assistant took notes as soon as the subject gave a solution.

He also took notes whenever the subject was thinking aloud.
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Appendix 12

(p.

398) contains the eight pairs of (Dutch)

words presented. The items were selected from a larger pool of
similar problems, tried out on a small group of students. Based
on the results of this try-out, we could be pretty certain that
none of the subjects would manage to solve four or five of the

problems. As a matter of fact our 'best' subject gave three
correct solutions. Most of the subjects succeeded only once to
give the missing letters in time.

This type of situation, involving time limits, the
communication of false norms, and the presentation of tasks
that are rather unsolvable, is often used in research on anxiety
and stress in order to induce failure stress (see, e.g., Hackman,
1970).

8. Threat of shock. Threat of shock was induced within the
context of a test for verbal intelligence (the GIT-Vocabulary

test; Snijders & Verhage, 1962). The test was administered by
a male psychology student. After explaining the purpose of the
test, the first half of the test was presented. Then the
assistant introduced an additional condition: test performance

while awaiting an electric shock of unknown intensity. Via the
intercom-system a female assistant, was called in. A controlledcurrent stimulator and a small programming unit was placed near
the subject's chair, and an electrode for electrical stimulation
was placed on the subject' s right arm.

Furthermore, a clock was placed in front of the subject.

As soon as the female assistant got back in the adjacent room,
the instruction was given via an audio-tape recorder: "You have

completed the first part of the vocabulary test. Now we want
to investigate how the expectance of an electric shock
affects your performance. The shork will be a mild one

and is completely harmless. Within the next four minutes you
will receive the shock; maybe at the very beginning, maybe at
the end of the 4 minute-period, or perhaps somewhere in between.

The exact time depends upon a random scheme generated by the
programming unit. Please continue with the vocabulary-test".
Subsequently, the assistant set the clock in motion and
continued with the presentation of the test-items.
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In fact no shocks were given. Shock threat has been used
ng anxiet
quite effectively in a great number of studies regardi
(e.g., Hare, 1966; Hodges & Spielberger, 1966; Breznitz, 1967;
Hodges, 1968; Monat, Averill & Lazarus, 1972; and Scarpetti,
1973).

The order of presentation of the situations was varied
according to a scheme (situations 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8
for the first three subjects; 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 1 for a
second group of three subjects, and so on) which did not 'favo:
a particular task in case of eventual diminuation in reactivit:

or habituation effects in psychophysiological measures (see, e
Epstein, 1971).
Tests for trend (cf. Winer, 1970), using the data of the
first 24 subjects - to ensure that each of the situations was
administered an equal number of times in each of the orders revealed no order effect whatsoever for heart rate and forehea

temperature data. However, in case of SCL the test for linear
trend revealed that the F-ratio (1, 161) = 4.66 exceeded the
critical value for a .05-level test. Using the .01 level of
significance no statistically significant linear trend was
found. The main implication of this existence of variation due
to order is that the person x situation interaction effect wil
be somewhat overestimated within the psychophysiology mode.
4.2.3 Situ ation familiarity

After each experimental situation the subject was asked to
a 5-poi
indicate the degree of familiarity of the situation on

ranged from "Not at all familiar" (zero) to
instruction that was given
"Completely familiar" (four) . The
3€
was the same as in study I and study II (see Appendix 4, p.

scale.

This

scale

4.2.4 Personality measures
To obtain information on coping styles and cognitive complexit
damsf
simplicity the subjects were asked to complete the Amster
Biografische Vragenlijst (ABV; Wilde, 1970), the Repression-

Sensitization Scale (R-S Scale; Byrne et al., 1963), the Marlc
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Crowne Social Desirability Scale (M-C SD, Hermans' version 1967),
and a Repertory Grid Stressful Situations.

Full details of the personality measures are described in
the previous Chapter (p. 113 and further).
The Repertory Grid Stressful Situations differed somewhat

from the version used in study II. This new version was constructed
because of the fact that some situations of the study II version

were used as experimental tasks . in the present study. The set
of elements for this new version of the Grid contained 14
situations: 1. get lost in a strange city, 2. being introduced
to a group of people you never saw before, 3. a conductor asks
your ticket and you suddenly notice that you have lost it,

4. being alone at home at night, 5. sitting in the dentist's

chair, 6. participating in a TV-quiz, 7. waiting for someone
who should have been there for hours, 8. undress yourself in
the presence of a doctor, 9. being kept under constant surveillance
during work, 10. giving blood at a blood bank, 11. being interviewed within the context of an application, 12. at a party

other people make a butt of you, 13. breaking something valuable
while being on a visit, 14. talking with someone you don't know
very well.
The provided construct labels were: 1. usual-unusual,

2. difficult-easy, 3. restricted-unrestricted, 4. simple-complex,

5. familiar-unfamiliar, 6. pleasant-unpleasant, 7. predictableunpredictable, 8. unexciting-exciting, 9. serious-humorous,
10. enchaining-dull, 11. interesting-uninteresting, 12. safedangerous, 13. emotional-unemotional, 14. unimportant-important.

For each subject the construct x construct intercorrelation
matrix was computed and subjected to principal components
analysis. The more variance attributable to the first factor,
the more unidimensional or less differentiated the subject's
construct system. See further section 3.3.2.
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4.2.5 The dependent variable: Anxiety within different modes

4.2.5.1 Behavioral observation
In the present study nonverbal behavior was studied as
"the primary means of expressing or communicating emotion"

(Ekman & Friesen, 1968, p. 180).

For the assessment of anxiety several direct and indirect
observational measures have been used as signs of overt anxiety.

These measures include nonverbal behaviors, e.g., pacing,
swaying, foot shuffling, trembling, extraneous arm movements,
hand tremors, facial tension, quivering voice, speech blocking

or stammering (cf. Paul, 1966), degree of postural relaxation
(cf. Jurich & Jurich, 1974), the disruptive effects of overarousal on verbal behavior (e.g., Kasl & Mahl, 1965; Siegman
& Pope, 1972), the overall effectiveness, adequacy, or
appropriateness of performances (e.g., Allen, 1972; see also
the various studies cited in Martin, 1961), and various
escape-avoidance reactions (see Borkovec et al., 1977).
For the direct observation and measurement of behavior in
the present study nine categories of expressive behavior were
selected, covering head and facial features, hand movements,

and body-positions. The categories were selected on the basis
of relevant findings of studies directed at anxiety measurements.
From these studies only those categories were taken that could

be recorded on video tape and within which the role of inference
in coding could be restricted to a minimal amount.
Two studies have been of particular interest: a study by
Jurich & Jurich (1974) regarding the intercorrelations among
14 nonverbal expressions of anxiety, and a study by Waxer (1977)

in which nonverbal cues for anxiety were studied. In the Jurich
& Jurich-study the following 14 measures of anxiety were
employed: finger sweat print, a global rating of subjects by
clinical observers, subject's self-rating, immediacy (cf.
Wiener & Mehrabian, 1968) , tone, rate of speech, posture
relaxation, the number of posture shifts, the number of times

subject's hands touched the head, speech errors, filled pauses,
articulation errors, editorial errors, and percentage of eye
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contact. More recently Waxer (1977) has done a study to determine

nonverbal cues identifying anxiety. In this study raters looked
at video tapes of interviews with patients at a psychiatric
hospital, and rated the patients on a number of nonverbal cues
derived from different areas. The cue areas were forehead,

eyebrows, eyelids, eyes, angle of head, mouth, hands, arm

position, shoulder position, and torso position. Waxer found
significant relationships between the results of the cue ratings
and responses on the A-State Scale of Spielberger's STAI. The
results of these two studies, and some studies on nonverbal
communication of affects (Ekman & Friesen, 1968; Harper, Wiens
& Matarazzo, 1978) constituted the basis for deriving behavioral
indicators of anxiousness.
The following nine categories of expressive behavior were
selected:

1. Tension mouth region. Indicators for this category are:
(a) mouth corners back. The corners of the mouth are drawn

back, without being raised as in smile; (b) lick lips. The
tongue is passed over the lips; (c) bite lips. One lip is drawn
into the mouth and held between the teeth; and (d) lips in.
The lips are drawn slightly in, and pressed together. These
indicators of tension in the mouth region have been identified
by Grant (1968).

2. Look= 2 n· This category, referring to various acts of looking

down at feet, lap or floor (cf. Grant, 1968), was included
because highly anxious individuals have often been found to
show minimal eye-contact (Exline, Thibaut, Hickey & Gumpert,
1970; Jurich & Jurich, 1974).
3. Restless eve movements. The score was a combination of the

categories (a) fluttering, the up and down movements of upper
eyelids, and (b) opening and closing occurring at high rates,
derived from a study of Leventhal & Sharp (1965) in which facial
features of "comfort" and "distress" have been reported.
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4. Automanipulation movements. These are of two kinds: self

manipulators and object manipulators. "Self manipulators are

movements which occur against or on the body. The hand may move
to the face to rub or squeeze the cheek. One finger may scratch
the palm of the same hand to which it belongs. Whenever they
occur on the body, the hand may engage in various actions, such
as scratches, picks,

squeezes, or wringing"

(Friesen, Ekman &

Wallbott, 1979, p. 100). These self manipulators are the same
as McGrew' s ,1972) category of "fingering", involving scratching,
rubbing, pinching, or otherwise handling the mouth, ears, or
hair. See also Rosenfeld (1966), Mehrabian (1969, 1972), and
Takala (1975). Object manipulators refer to similar actions, but

involve rubbing, playing, manipulating a nonanimate obj ect,
such as a part of a chaic, a piece of clothing, a ring, a handkerchief, etc. (cf. Friesen et al., 1979). Self manipulators
and object manipulators were considered in combination, because
earlier research has revealed no important interpretational
differences to exist between these two patterns (McGrew, 1972).
Ekman & Friesen (1972) suggest that this sort of hand motion
". . .increases with psychological discomfort or anxiety"

(p. 363) .

5. Restless movements of fingers, or clenched fist. Hands or
fists are (tightly) clenched, or hands are clasping anything
(tightly), or hands are in motion, such as drumming fingers
(cf. Mehrabian, 1972).

6. Tension of gross movements. A combination of (a) stereotyped

movements of the head, viz. cyclical up and down-movements and
cyclical sideways movements of the head (cf. Mehrabian, 1972),
(b) rocking movements of the trunk (cf. Mehrabian, 1972), and
(c) sudden change of position (cf. Takala, 1975).
7. G-esticu1Btion· Movements of hands or fingers, apart from

self-manipulatory and object-manipulatory movements. This
category includes side-to-side, forward-back, and up-and-down
movements (Mehrabian, 1969). Only cyclical movements were scored.
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Such gratuitous hand movements as observable signs of anxiety
or distress were suggested by Raskin (1962).

8. Tense=laughing. This particular behavior is self-explanatory.

It was shown that tense laughter can be coded reliably; Takala

(1975) ,

for

instance, reported a coding reliability of .73.

9. Posture. Harper et al. ( 1978) suggest that measures of

posture, postural relaxation, and posture shifts seem to provide
a relatively reliable and objective measure of anxiety. In the
above mentioned study of Jurich & Jurich (1974) postural relaxation
did correlate highly with sweat print (E = .58, N = 40) and
the observers' global rating of anxiety (E = ·69), percentage
of no eye-contact (i = .64), speech errors (E = ·57), and

editorial errors, like omissions, sentence changes, and
incompletions (I = .62). Postural relaxation was also significantly
correlated with immediacy, tone of voice, rate of speech, posture
shifts, hand-to-hand movements, and filled pauses ("ahs").
Scoring criteria for postural relaxation have been summarized
by Mehrabian (1969). Postural relaxation is defined and measured
in terms of arm asymmetry, sideways lean, leg asymmetry, hand

relaxation, neck relaxation, and reclining angle, which is the
converse of forward lean. In experiments arm asymmetry has been
found to have the highest loading on a relaxation factor
(Mehrabian & Williams, 1969; Mehrabian & Friar, 1969). Therefore,

within the context of the present study arm asymmetry was chosen
as indicator of posture relaxation. Mehrabian (1969) distinguishes
four different positions: (a) Symmetrical position of the arms;

for example, hands clasped at the midsection, arms folded
symmetrically, or both hanging straight down or akimbo while
standing. (b) Slight asymmetry in the position of the arms; for
example, both hands resting on the lap, but one is from 1 to 5
in. more forward than the other, or one hand clasps the other
at the wrist. (c) Moderate asymmetry in the position of the arms;
for example, one hand holds an elbow or the upper arm whereas
the other hand is free, one arm hanging loosely and the other
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hanging by a finger which is stuck in a pocket. (d) Extreme
asymmetry in the position of the arms; for example, one arm
in lap and the other hooked over the back of the chair, one
hand stuck in a pocket and the other resting on knee or hanging
loosely, or only one arm akimbo.
In the present study the symmetrical position of the arms,
and slight asymmetries in the position of the arms were scored

'absence of relaxation'. Moderate and extreme asymmetry were
scored as 'presence of relaxation'.

4.2.5.2 Psychophysiological measures
4.2.5.2.1 Choice of measures.

According to Borkovec et al. (1977) cardiovascular responses,
especially heart rate, blood pressure, blood volume, and skin

temperature, as well as electrodermal activity belong to the
physiological response systems most frequently monitored in
the assessment of anxiety.
The parameters mentioned have dominated the field, partly

because several authors have hypothesized fearful subjects to
show a basically adrenaline response pattern and angry subjects
a noradrenaline type of response (Ax, 1953; Funkenstein, 1956;
Elmadjian, Hope & Lamson, 1957; and Silverman & Cohen, 1960).

Martin (1961) summarizes a number of studies regarding the
physiological reactions accompanying injections of adrenaline
(epinephrine) and noradrenalin (norepinephrine). He concludes:
"In general it is found that epinephrine leads to increased
palmar conductance, systolic blood pressure, heart rate, cardiac

output, forehead temperature, central nervous system stimulation
blood sugar level, and decreased diastolic blood pressure,
peripheral resistance, hand temperature, and salivary output.
Norepinephrine leads to increased systolic and diastolic blood
pressure and peripheral resistance, no change or a slight

decrease in heart rate and cardiac output, and only slight
increases in central nervous system stimulation and blood sugar
level"

(pp. 237-238) .
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Of the measures mentioned, heart rate has perhaps been
the most prominent in empirical research (e.g., Paul, 1966;

Lazarus, 1967; Grossberg & Wilson, 1968; Lang, Melamed & Hart,
1970; Orloff, 1971; Van Egeren, Feather & Hein, 1971; Koriat,

Melkman, Averill & Lazarus, 1972; Borkovec, Stone, O'Brien &
Kaloupek, 1974; Obrist, 1976; and Notarius & Levenson, 1979).
Anxiety is usually associated with an increase in heart rate
(cf. Kelly, 1980). This latter author, for instance, mentions
that Neil Armstrong, the astronaut, had a heart rate of 110

at the time of lift-off, and a heart rate of 156 beats per
minute just before the first lunar landing. Increased heart
rate has also been found in subjects before addressing an audience
(Sommerville, Taggart & Carruthers, 1971), while driving in
busy city traffic (Taggart, Gibbons & Sommerville, 1969), and
during dental treatment (Levi, 1971). After a review of relevant
1,terature, Borkovec et al. conclude that "...heart rate is

fa.ily reliable found to be high, and sometimes extremely high,

when subjects are directly presented with stimuli that from
other considerations are known to provoke anxiety" (1977, p.

395) and "These results taken together lead to the conclusion
that heart rate acceleration is an integral part of the imageryinduced anxiety response ensemble" (1977, p. 398) . In addition,

the skin's electrical properties have often been chosen as a
convenient measure: of the physiology of the anxiety state

(McReynolds, 1968; the work of Lazarus, e.g., Weinstein, Averill,

Opton & Lazarus, 1968· Lader & Marks, 1971; Kilpatrick, 1972;

Prokasy & Raskin, 1973; and Katkin, 1975). Skin temperature
(see, e.g., Lane, 1977) has received relatively modest attention
in anxiety research. perhaps because of recording difficulties.
In the present S ady heart rate (HR) , skin conductance

level (SCL)

and foreheac. temperature (FT)

were selected as

psychophysiological measuies. An important reason to include
these three measures was ar pttempt to represent as close as
possible some reaction variab. s that were selected in the S-R
Inventory of Anxiousness of studi' TI (viz. "heart beats faster",
"getting warm", and "get in a sweat " . SCL was considered a more
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appropriate biological measure, than, for instance, skin
resistance, because "...there seems little doubt that skin
conductance bears a linear relationship to sweat gland activity
whereas skin resistance is not a biologically valid unit"
(Lader, 1975, pp. 352-353).

4.2.5.2.2 Equipment and physiological recording procedures

Heart rate, palmar skin conductance and forehead temperature
were recorded with a Beckman Type R Dynograph

(Beckman Instruments)

Signals were fed into a Beckman Type 9857 Cardiotachometer
Coupler which expressed the output in beats per minute, a
Beckman Type 9844 Skin Conductance Coupler which measures skin
conductance directly, and a Type 9853H Voltage/Pulse/Pressure
Coupler. Physiological activity was recorded at a chart speed
of 1 mm/sec.
HR was measured using three Hellige silver/silver chloride
electrodes

(diameter = 15 mm.) . The electrodes were mounted in

plastic cups and filled with Grass EC2 electrode cream and
attached with adhesive collars. Prior to the application of
electrodes the skin was cleaned with 95% ethanol. Two active
ECG electrodes and the ground were placed on the chest in a
triangular arrangement.
SCL was monitored from Beckman silver/silver chloride skin

electrodes, 5/8 in. in diameter. After cleaning the skin surface
with acetone, electrodes were attached to the distal phalanges
of the index and middle fingers of the subject's nonpreferred
hand. 0.5% KCL in agar-agar

(cf. Lykken

&

Venables, 1971) was

used as a contact medium.
A Hellige skin-temperature thermistor

(diameter = 9.5 mm. )

was used to measure skin temperature. This thermistor was taped
on the midforehead.

All experimental events were recorded on a separate channel
of the polygraph to insure accurate measurements.
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4.2.5.3 Self-observation

For a direct test of the effects of modes upon relative
consistency (hypothesis 7) a self-report measure was included
in this study. The subjects rated their own level of anxiety

with the aid of an Anxiety State Questionnaire. This selfreport measure of Anxiety State was composed of 15 items. The
items were the following adjectives: 1. calm, 2. secure,
3. tense, 4. regretful, 5. at ease, 6. worried, 7. rested,
8. anxious, 9. comfortable, 10. rattled, 11. nervous,
12. jittery, 13. relaxed, 14. content, and 15. upset. These

adjectives were derived from the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory
(Spielberger et al., 1970). It may be noted, that not the
whole A-State Scale of the Spielberger questionnaire was used,
and that items were reformulated into adjectives instead of
complete sentences.
The Anxiety State Questionnaire was administered immediately

following each experimental task (situation). Subjects were
asked to rate the intensity of their anxiety responses using a
four-point scale ranging from "not at all" to "very much so",
according to the following instruction: "Below you see a number

of adjectives people use in self-descriptions. Read each
adjective carefully and indicate how you felt during the previous
task. There are no 'right' or 'wrong' answers. You are asked

not to spend time pondering. Give the first, natural answer
as it comes to you" .

Different random orders of the 15 adjectives were employed
for the eight experimental tasks.
Items no. 1, 2, 5, 7, 9, 13 and 14 were scored in the

reverse direction to indicate the presence of anxiety.
4.2.6 Procedure

When the subjects arrived individually at the laboratory, they
were told by the senior experimenter that they were about to
participate in a study involving the completion of a number of

paper-and-pencil tests and questionnaires, and the participation
on several tasks during which psychophysiological reactions were
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to be measured. Half of the subjects first filled in the

personality measures, and the other half were confronted first
with the experimental tasks. After agreeing to participate (no
one refused) the subjects were escorted to the testing room
(room A), or to the experimental room (room B). In room A
2)
. She
subjects were run by an undergraduate female assistant

assured subjects that participants' test results would remain
anonymous. Instructions were given not to put names on the
various ai·swer sheets.

Subjects were asked to mark their test-

booklets with an 'identification'-number. The subjects were
then given several booklets containing the ABV, the R-S Scale,
the M-C SD Scale, and the Repertory Grid Stressful Situations.

These tests were presented in a random order to the subjects.

Upon completion Df the tests the experimenter turned to
the subject and escorted the subject into the experimental
room (room B). In Figure 4.1 a schematic representation of this

room is given. Most of the physiological recording equipment
and the video-recorder were housed in a room adjacent to the
experimental room (room C).

In room B the subject was left with a female postgraduate
assistant 3) who told once more that the subject was to take

part in a study involving psychophysiological measurements. The
assistant attempted to induce an air of conviviality, and
presented scme explanation in order to make the mechanical
equipment appear non-threatening.

Subsequently, the ECG- and SCL-electrodes and the skin
.emperature thermistor were attached by the

female

-issistant.

Following these procedures, the subject was seated in a

lounge

Niair. Each subject was given the following standard instructior

'Please make yourself comfortable and try to relax for the next
ew minutes. This will allow the paste to make good contact witt

he skin". After this short instruction the female assistant
:eturned to the control room (room C).

-'The author wishes to thank Marleen van Eijndhoven and Dinke
Lenshoek for their skillful assistance.
3;The author wishes to thank Margo van der Molen for her
·refessional assistance.

197

Figure 4.1

Schematic representation of the experimental room
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The subject remained seated in a relaxed, relatively
immobile position for several minutes. This period was used to

make recordings of baseline conductance, and resting level for
heart rate and forehead temperature. It lasted until the level
of skin conductance, heart rate, and skin temperature had
reached a fairly constant value. In no case did this phase
continue for less than ten minutes, or more than 25 minutes.

As soon as all psychophysiological measures were apparently
stable, the first experimental task was presented.

When this task was finished, the senior experimenter entered
the experimental room and administered the Anxiety-State Test
and the one-item questionnaire measuring the familiarity of the

previous experimental task. After completion of these tests the
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experimenter asked the subject to relax. Then he left the roD
This second rest period lasted in principle four minutes. In ,

few cases this period was somewhat longer in order to obtain ,

more stable value for a particular physiological measure. In
most cases four minutes was appropriate. This is in accordano
with evidence stemming from a study by Blaylock (1972) in whi,

it was found that rest periods of less than three minutes, as

for instance in Campos & Johnson's experiments (1967), makes

SC changes uninterpretable, because of the fact that results
are undoubtedly confounded by the effects of preceding tasks.
Then the second experimental situation was presented,

followed by the administration of the two tests, and a new
rest period of approximately four minutes, etc.

At the end of the experiment the subject was extensively
debriefed. Each subject was then asked to refrain from discus:
the experiment with fellow students until sufficient time had
passed to complete the experiment.
The experimental sessions were always between 2.00 P.M.
and 6.00 P.M. A fan was used to keep the room temperature as
constant as possible. Room temperature never varied more than
30 centigrade.

4.2.7 Psychophysiological recordings

Heart rate, palmar skin conductance and forehead temperature
were continuously recorded throughout all experimental situat:
Recordings were also made during the whole initial rest perioc
during the 4-minute periods of rest between the experimental

situations, and also during the administration of the Anxiety-

State Questionnaire and the Familiarity of Situations-Test.

4.2.8 Video-recordings of overt expressive behaviors

For seven experimental tasks a period of four minutes was
registrated on video-tape. For the 'unsolvable'-word-completi(
situation the observable behavior was registrated for a longe]
period: approximately 10 minutes.
In the public speaking-situation the first four minutes c
the speech were filmed. For the oral examination-situation
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registration was started immediately after the examiner's first
question. The video-recording of the accusation-situation was
started when the senior experimenter actually critized the
subject for cribbing. The recording of the injection-situation
started 15 seconds after the entrance of the nurse in the

experimental room, and continued for four minutes without
interruption. In the unsuccesful jokes-situation subjects were
filmed for a period of exactly four minutes immediately following
the instructions of the experimental assistant. The interview

regarding personal sexual experiences was filmed starting with
the first question of the interviewer. In the 'unsolvable'-

word-completion-situation recordings were made of the presentations
of the eight problems and the one-minute periods during which
subjects tried to find the right answers. Threat of shock was
filmed after the assistant set the clock in motion.
4.2.9 Data quantification and data scoring
4.2.9.1 Psychophysiological measures

Polygraph records were scored manually by the senior experimenter.
For each experimental situation ten 12-sec segments of the data

were analyzed. Figure 4.2 depicts the position of these periods
for the eight experimental situations.
These periods were chosen in such a way that the initial
responses of subjects immediately following the restperiod were
excluded. Inspection of the data indicated that these responses
primarily reflected anticipation and orienting reflex reactions
(see, e.g., Van Olst, 1971) determined by novelty, change or
surprise (for instance, the click of the door, the entrance
of a new assistant, etc.). The periods to be analyzed, were
assumed to reflect most clearly 'the character' of the situation.

For the initial rest period, the eight experimental
situations, and the seven intervening rest periods average SCL,
HR, and FT were calculated. FT (degrees centigrade) and SCL (umhos)

were analyzed on a sec-by-sec basis. For each subject and each
experimental situation the average FT and the average SCL were
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Figure 4.2

Periods in which overt behaviors and psychophysiological measures were scored
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based on the 120 data points as read from the polygraph record.
The same procedure was followed regarding the 30 data points
of each rest period.

HR was measured from the output of the cardiotachometer.
Some investigators (e.g. , Martin, 1972; Kok,

1973)

determine

mean HR by adjusting a straight edge parallel to a horizontal
line of the chart in such a way that half of the tracing falls
above the top edge of the straight edge. Subsequently, that

line is read from the chart as the average HR in a particular
period. Some experimenting with this scoring procedure, however,
lead to the conclusion that quickness and easiness bears no
proportion to the unreliability of this practice. Therefore,
the laborious time-consuming method of reading all 120 data

points for experimental tasks and all 30 cardiotachogram-pulses
for rest periods was chosen in order to obtain HR (see, e.g.,
McCanne & Hathaway, 1979).

Benjamin (1963,1967) has pointed out that the problem of
measuring a 'true' physiological response to experimental
stimulation is especially complex due to Wilder's (1956) Law
of Initial Values (LIV). This law states that the magnitude
of responses to experimental stimulation is related to the

prestimulus level: the higher the prestimulus level, the smaller
the tendency to rise following exciting stimuli, and the
greater the tendency to drop after inhibiting stimuli. Because
of the fact that different initial levels are a characteristic
feature of any study of human beings, "...the elucidation of
Wilder's law merits considerable attention" (Oken & Heath, 1963,
P. 3).

Oken & Heath (1963, p. 4) have also raised the question
as to what criterion should be used to warrant the conclusion
that the LIV does apply. They propose the following simple
suggestion "...that the correlation between the prestimulus and
change scores achieve significance at the conventional level
(2<·05)".

A preliminary analysis of the HR, SCL, and FT data revealed,
that for the present study this was the case for HR and SCL, but
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not for FT . Calculation of Pearson correlations over all subjec

between raw gain scores for experimental situations and rest
levels in immediately preceding rest periods produced significi
coefficients for HR (E = -·36, 2<.00001) and SCL (E = -·13,
2<·05). A non-significant correlation, however, was obtained

,

for FT (r = -·08, n.s., 2 = ·11).
Table 4.1 presents the correlations over subjects between
rest levels and raw gain scores separately for the eight
experimental situations.

Table 4.1

Pearson correlations between rest levels and raw ga,

scores for heart rate (HR), skin conductance level
(SCL), and forehead temperature (FT) data
HR

SCL

FT

Rest 1/Sit

1

-.51 **

-.00

-.07

Rest 2/Sit

2

-.53 22

-.44 2%

-.36 *
-.22

-.36 *

Rest 3/Sit
Rest 4/Sit

3

-.38 *

-.13

4

-.39 *

-.05

Rest 5/Sit

5

-.37 1

.20

.20

Rest 6/Sit

6

-.53 **

.14

.14

Rest 7/Sit

7

-.15

-.50 **

-.04

-.53 **

-.06

-.07

Rest 8/Sit

8

* 2<.05
Note: N = 28
22 2<.01
The numbers of situations correspond with the numbers of
situations on p.

Table 4.1 points clearly to the fact that LIV is the most
prominent for HR-data.
Within subjects correlations between rest levels and gain
scores revealed that following Oken & Heath's criterion the
LIV does apply to 39% of the subjects for HR-data, 32% of the

subjects for SCL-data, and 36% of the subjects for FT-data.

An inspection of the results presented above reveals, tha
a correction for base levels is not as 'necessary' for FT as
it appears to be for the HR and SCL-data. Nevertheless it was
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found desirable to construct scores totally free of initial

level for all subjects and for all psychophysiological parameters
(cf. Cleary, 1974).
Therefore, it was decided to calculate residualized scores
(cf. Cronbach & Furby, 1970), for HR-, SCL-, as well as FT-scores.

It will be recalled, that for each subject there was one raw
gain score for each of the eight experimental situations and
corresponding rest levels. Therefore, for a particular psycho-

physiological index (HR, SCL, or FT) the total data-pool for
all subjects consisted of 224 pairs of a raw gain score and a
preceding rest level. For each physiological index a separate
regression analysis was carried out on this data-pool of 224
pairs of scores. Residualized gain scores were defined as the
difference between the raw gain scores and the gain scores

predicted by linear regression from the corresponding restperiod
scores. It should be noted that this procedure eliminates only
a general trend, while the individual specific changes are left.
4.2.9.2 Overt expressive behavior measures
The same ten 12-sec segments of each experimental situation,
analyzed for psychophysiological reactions, were used to obtain

scores for the nine behavioral observation categories as well.
Each score was obtained by two independent observers. Three

different 'outside' observers were involved 4) . Observer A and

observer B watched the video tapes of 17 subjects. The data of
the remaining 11 subjects were coded by observer A and observer
C. To insure the quality of data collected, i.e., observer
accuracy, the senior experimenter first explained distinctions

among the various categories of expressive behavior. During the
first stage of training the observers studied the coding manual
intensively. They received several hours of practice using the
video tape of the subject that was excluded from the analyses
due to equipment malfunction (see p. 179).
4)I wish to thank Lona Goudswaard, Fons van de Vijver, and
Peter Flohr for doing the observations, and for sustaining
the motivation to make a good job of it.
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Each of the 28 video tapes was treated as follows: The
two observers watched a 12-sec segment of the tape and recorded

whether a particular behavior, e.g., automanipulation, was
present or not. Each segment was projected twice. After the

first presentation the observers scored five categories (tensior
mouth region; look down; restless eye movements; automanipulatic
movements; and restless movements of fingers, or clenched fist).
After the second presentation they scored the remaining four

categories (tension of gross movements; gesticulation; tense
laughing; and posture). Eventually, upon request of one of the
observers a particular segment was shown a third or even a
fourth time. Data were recorded on code sheets. In each period
of 12 seconds the occurrence ('one') or nonoccurrence ('zero')

of a certain behavior was scored. The recording technique used
is of the "interval recording"-type (cf. Alevizos & Berck, 1974)
and produces estimates of the 'frequency' of the responses
belonging to the nine categories of overt expressive behavior.
Scores of a particular subject for a particular behavioral inde>
in a particular experimental situation range from '0' (absent
in all ten 12-sec segments) to '10' (present in all ten 12-sec

segments). The interval recording procedure does not provide
information concerning true frequency, rate, or duration;

'frequency' actually means the number of time intervals for a
particular situation that included any amount of time spent in
that behavior (cf. Altmann, 1974).

4.2.9.3 Interobserver reliability
A large number of methods has been used for measuring the

association between observers (Tinsley & Weiss, 1975; Landis
& Koch, 19756, 19752). More recently an increasing number of
studies have used generalizability coefficients (cf. Cronbach
et al., 1972) instead of more traditional coefficients like
interobserver agreement percentages (see, for instance, Hettema,

1972; McGaw, Wardrop & Bunda, 1972; Rowley, 1976; and Wieder
& Weiss, 1980). "Although measures of interobserver agreement
and reliability have important uses in observational research,
it should be clear that it is the generalizability coefficient
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that is potentially the most useful source of information about
the quality of such data" (Mitchell, 1979, p. 384). To obtain
generalizability coefficients separate analyses of variance
according to a two-way mixed model design (Subjects x Observers)
were carried out for each combination of an experimental situation
and a category of overt behavior for each pair of observers
(A & B, or A & C). In these analyses subjects were considered
as a random facet, and observers as a fixed facet. This implies

that the three observers who participated in the present study
were the only judges of interest 5) . Subsequently, reliability

indices were calculated using the intraclass correlation formula
(ICC 3,1) given by Shrout & Fleiss (1979, p. 423). These

correlation estimates (presented in Table 4.2) reveal high

interobserver reliabilities, reflecting interchangeability of
observers. These outcomes are fully in line with Fiske's (1978f)
finding that empirical data show high levels of interobserver
agreement with respect to individual acts like gazes, smiles,
gestures, and interruptions.

In order to simplify the further analyses, and in order
to obtain scores that are even more reliable (cf. Horowitz,
Inouye & Siegelman, 1979) the data of the judges' recordings
were averaged.

5)

Calculations revealed, that considering observers as random
effects, and consequently estimating interobserver reliabiljty
via the appropriate formula of the intraclass correlation,
given by Rajaratnam (1960), produced no essential changes ,-f
the outcomes as presented in Table 4.2.
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Table 4.2

The assessment of observer reliability: intraclass
correlations

Raters A and C (N = 11):

Situations

+

Re;ction2var.

4

5

6
1.0

7

8

.99

.98

1.00

9

1

.77

.90

.96

.97

.92

2

1.00

.67

.55

.73

.94

.81

.58

.95

.86

3

.91

.98

.61

.98

.93

1.00

.61

.99

.99

4

.90

.92

.89

.94

.97

1.00

1.00

.93

.95

.95

5

.94

.97

.76

.84

.67

.74

.93

.90

6

.86

.68

.92

.97

.93

.77

1.00

.91

.98

7

.82

.84

.84

.99

.94

1.00

1.00

.42

1.00

.66

.88

.92

.65

.65

.98

.99

4

5

6

.96

.96

1.00

.88

.90

1.00

.90

.95

.95

.73

.91

.98

8

.93

.98

Raters A and B (N = 17):

Situations

+
1

Reaction var. +
2
3
1
.78

.94

.94

2

.85

.88

.97

.86

.93

1.00

3

.88

.75

.96

.83

.86

.93

7

8

9

.94

.89

.95

.95

1.00

.77

.92

.97

1.00

5

.89

.75

.96

.77

.42

1.00

.94

.95

.99

6

.79

.86

.95

.96

.97

.90

.94

.88

1.00

1.00

.96

1.00

.96

.97

.98

4

7

.84

.96

.98

.95

.93

1.00

8

.90

.70

.65

.72

.84

.85

Note: Situations: 1 = public speaking; 2 = oral examination;
3 = accusation; 4 = injection; 5 = unsuccesful jokes;
6 = interview about sexual experiences; 7 = 'unsolvable'
word-completion task; 8 = threat of shock.
Reaction variables (overt behavior): 1 = tension mouth
region; 2 = look down; 3 = restless eye movements;
4 = automanipulation movements; 5 = restless movements
of fingers, or clenched fist; 6 = tension of gross
movements; 7 = gesticulation; 8 = tense laughing;
9 = posture.
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4.3 RESULTS

4.3.1 Relative consistency as a function of the situation
Hypothesis 2 states, that within the mode of self-description
relative consistency is higher for a set of less familiar
situations than for more familiar situations. In study II (see
the previous chapter) this hypothesis was confirmed for self-

report measures reflecting feelings, emotions or somatic
reactions, but not for self-reports of overt behavior.
In study III it was examined exploratively which part
familiarity/unfamiliarity with certain situations plays with
regard to consistency of overt behaviors and psychophysiological
responses. Table 4.3 contains the degree of (un) familiarity of
the eight experimental situations for the 28 subjects of the
present study.

Table 4.3

Average degree of familiarity of the eight
experimental situations

Situation

Situation

Public speaking
Oral examination
Accusation

.34

Injection

.34

.35
.51

Unsuccesful jokes
Interview sexual
experiences
'Insolvable' wordcompletion
Threat of shock

.28
.24
.20

.31

Note: Ratings were given on 5-point scales, with 'zero' (not at
all familiar) and 'four' (totally familiar) representing
the extremes. For each situation the average familiarity
score (N = 28) was calculated. These means were divided
by 4 in order to obtain a scale ranging from '0' tot '1'.

t

In the following analyses the situations in the left
column of Table 4.3 were treated as familiar situations, while
the situations in the right column were treated as less familiar
ones.

4
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4.3.1.1 The influence of degree of familiarity of situations

upon relative consistency within the observation mode
For the two groups of situations that differed in degree of
familiarity separate three-way 28x4x9 analyses of variance with
Persons, Situations, and Reaction variables as facets were
carried out. Mean squares and the estimates o f variance component
for the random effects model are presented in Table 4.4.
Table 4.4

Estimates of variance components for groups of
familiar and less familiar situations. Observationdata.

Source of
variance

Degrees
of

freedom

Mean
square

Estimate of
variance
component

Familiar
situations:
0.00 *

27

9.84

3

132.06

0.42

8

411.82

3.37

RE

81

3.59

RE

216

11.09

1.65

sr

24

27.43

0.82

648

4.51

4.51

27

11.22

3

113.48

U.49

8

492.87

3.86

81

4.27

0.02

216

11.7-

1.93

24

53.39

1.76

648

4.05

4.05

Subjects E
Situations s
Reaction variables r

Residual

0.00 X

Less familiar
situations:
Subjects 2
Situations s

Reaction variables r

RE
2/
sr

Residual

0.00 *
.'

Note: * Because variances must be non-negative, zero's have been
substituted for the negative estimates (cf. Cronbach et al
1972, p. 57). Hill's (1970) solution (and also Tiao & Tan,
1965; Novick, Jackson & Thayer, 1971) to estimate variance
components from a Bayesian point of view is, to this point
restricted to certain designs, and cannot be employed here
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The estimates of variance components in Table 4.4 were used
to determine generalizability coefficients. In study II

generalizability coefficients of different types were computed.

A first differentiation was obtained by presenting 82
and
32
coefficients. Generalizability coefficients of the first
Upr

form are the appropriate coefficients for testing the relative

consistency hypothesis within the framework of the classical
trait measurement model. Coefficients of the latter type estimate
the degree of consistency over situations for individuals each

of whom may have a different hierarchy of reaction variables. A
further differentiation was obtained by presenting generalizability
coefficients under both full and unit sample conditions (see
Figure 3.3, in which full and unit sample 82
coefficients
Wp

were labeled model I- and model II-coef ficients, and full and
unit sample 82
coefficients model III- and model IV-coefficients,
Upr

respectively). Generalizability coefficients for each of these
fcur models were calculated using the estimates of variance
zomponents of Table 4.4.
The model I- and model II-coefficients were .00 for
familiar as well as less familiar situations. These results

indicate that relative consistency as conceived of in the

classical trait measurement model is totally absent in the
obtained observation data.

Model III-coefficients were .60 versus .66, and model IVcoefficients were .27 versus .32 for familiar and less familiar
situations, respectively. This finding is in line with the
results of study II.

4.3.1.2 The influence of degree of familiarity of situations

upon relative consistency within the mode of psychopliysiology
For each psych.:physiological parameter (SCL, HR, and FT) two

separate two-way analyses of variance were carried out. Facets
were Persons (28 levels) and Situations (4 levels). Estimated
rmcc:ents of variance were calculated using a random effects
model. The appropriate formulas are given in Vaughan & Corballis
(1969, p. 206).
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These estimates of variance components are presented in
Table 4.5.

Table 4.5

Estimates of variance components for groups of
familiar and less familiar situations. Psychophysiological data.
Mean
square

Estimate of
variance
component

27

2.80

.31

3
81

1.18
1.55

1.55

27

3.78

.55

3

22.72

.76

Residual

81

1.58

1.58

HR/familiar situations:
Persons

27

78.87

9.66

Situations
Residual

3
81

1695.18

59.11

40.23

40.23

HR/less familiar situations:
Persons

27

96.93

16.51

3

437.60

14.53

Residual

81

30.88

30.88

FT/familiar situations:
Persons

27

.04

.00 *

Situations
Residual

3
81

.37

.01

FT/less familiar situations:
Persons

27

.12

.02

Situ ations

3

. 53

.02

Residual

81

.05

.05

Source of
variance

Degrees
of
freedom

SCL/familiar situations:
Persons

Situations
Residual

.00 *

scE-fiess- f-dihi iiar -situa-t-i-En-sT
Persons

Situations

Situations

.06
-

------

Note: * Zero substituted for a negative estimate.

.06
--------
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These estimates of variance components were used to determine
generalizability coefficients (generalizing to u across
P
situations). These coefficients are presented in Table 4.6.
Table 4.6

Full sample and unit sample generalizability
coefficients for SCL, HR, and FT for groups of
familiar and less familiar situations
Full sample

SCL

Unit sample

.17

.44

.26

.58

.49

HR

.19
.68

FT

.35

.00

.00

62

.29

Note: Coefficients for familiar situations are presented above
the diagonal, and those for less familiar situations
below the diagonal.

From Table 4.6 it follows that generalization over situations
is better in less familiar situations. This result was found
for all three psychophysiological parameters, under full sample
as well as unit sample conditions. In other words, in the

psychophysiology mode relative consistency is lowest for
situations with a closer correspondence to the situational
settings subjects encounter more frequently in their daily
lives.

4.3.2

Relative consistency as a function of the person

4.3.2.1 Relative consistency and coping styles
The N-Scale (ABV), NS-Scale (ABV), and Byrne's RepressionSensitization Scale showed substantial correlations (EN.NS = ,51;
EN·Rs = ·76; INS.RS = .53; all correlations were significant
at 2<.01).
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Therefore, these tests were combined to form a composite

neuroticism measure by summing subjects' standard scores on
each test. Using a median split method, the scores for 28
subjects were divided into 'high' and 'low' neuroticism scores.

On the basis of the raw scores from the Marlowe-Crowne SD Scale,

each subject was assigned to either a 'high' defensiveness or
a 'low' defensiveness category using again a median split.

Classification of all subjects according to both variables
simultane usly produced the scheme of coping styles proposed

by Weinberger et al. (1979). Equal cell sizes (N = 7) were

obtained for the four cells of this 2 x 2 table differentiating
four coping styles (see also p. 67 ).
Table 4.7 presents the mean sccres on the two ABV-scales,
R-S Scale and the defensiveness test for the obtained groups

of defensive high-anxious, high-anxious, repressing and lowanxious subjects (respectively DHA, HA, REP, and LA subjects).
Table 4.7

Coping styles and mean scores on scales for
neuroticism, somatic-neurotic complaints, repressionsensitization, and defensiveness

Coping style N-Scale (ABV)

Personalitv measures
NS-Scale (ABV)
R-S Scale

DHA

71.9

21.4

42.6

HA

80.0

25.4

48.4

REP

11.7

16.7

26.4

16.6

47.6

14.3

27.0

8.4

lefensive high-anxious'

the

12.9

LA

The average of the N-Scale scores of the
'

M-C SD SCE

9

th

'ro::p

labeled

corresponded witl- a :,-0 re falling withl:

(Table of Norms for men) or

8

th

decile (Table of Norms

-or women) of the norm tables :-or the Dutch population (Wilde,
J 70, pp. ]58-162). Such scores can be qualified as "higher
'

Than moderate" (cf. Wilde, 1970, p. 157). The average N-Scale
the other three groups corresponded with decile 9

scores for

i.,1, decile 5-3 (REP), a,·i decile 5-0 'LA). The

average score

5 the REP and I,A groups =31: be qualifiid. according to Wilde
f

'70, p. 157: as "moderate" 57)res.
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Average NS-scores corresponded with decile 7-8 (DHA),
decile 9 (HA), decile 6-7 (REP), and decile 3-4 (LA).

No appropriate norms are available for the R-S Scale, and
the M-C SD Scale.
4.3.2.1.1 Relative consistency, coping styles and observation
data
For each coping style a separate analysis of variance was done.

Each ANOVA was a 7 (Persons) x 8 (experimental Situations) x 9
(Reaction variables) analysis. Components of variance were
estimated via a random effects model. The estimates of variance

components and their corresponding percentages of the total
variance are presented in Table 4.8.
The estimates of variance components (Table 4.8) were used
to determine generalizability coefficients. These coefficients
are presented in Table 4.9.
rwo things can be learned from the results o f Table 4.9.

First of all, it is obvious that observations obtained on
different reaction variables for the eight experimental situacions
are noc generalizable over different conditions of these two

facets. Most coefficients were 'zero', and the only non-zero
coefficient obtained shows a rather modest degree of generalizability.
In other vords, generalization across situations along with
generalization across reaction variables is not possible for

most of the persons. This finding seems to qualify optimistic
prospects of predicting most of the people much of the time
(see, for instance, Kenrick & Stringfield, 1980) as illusory.
At least, this is true when the traditional trait measurement

model, involving generalizing to p
CI':ployed.

(model I and model II), is

Furchermore, the model I-analyses showed that relative
considerably lower for low-anxious subjects thar

consistency is

for high-anxious subjects. This finding means that hYFothesis
I ;Chapter I, p. 76) is confirmed within the observation mode.
The predicted hiaher relative consistency for repressors and
defensive high-anxious subjects than for low-anxj.cus sitjacts
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Table 4.8

Estimates of variance components for different copi

styles. All random model. Observation data.
Source of
variance

Degrees
of

freedom

Mean
square

Estimate
of variance

Percent:

components

Low-anxious subjects:
Subjects 2

6

12.21

.00

Situations s

7

30.42

.29

2.39

Reaction variables r

8

290.31

4.74

39.08

25

42

5.55

.15

1.24

RE

48

18.55

1.79

14.76

*

.00 i

56

10.76

.93

7.67

336

4.23

4.23

34.87

Subjects 2

6

34.48

.26

2.50

Situations 5
Reaction variables r

7
8

23.82

.18

1.73

205.84

3.24

31.18

42

2.55

48

16.05

1.50

sr

Residual

High-anxious subjects:

2
EE
sr

Residual
Defensive high-anxious
subjects:
Subjects 2

Situations s
Reaction variables r

.00 *

.00

14.44

56

12.32

1.18

11.36

336

4.03

4.03

38.79

6
7
8

9.57

.00 *

.00

23.70

.17

1.53

231.99

3.62

32.50

RE

42

4.07

.01

.09

EE
sr
Residual

48

20.59

2.08

18.67

56

12.90

1.27

11.40

336

3.99

3.99

35.82

6

19.63

.00 *

Situations s

7

38.88

.39

3.34

Reaction variables E

8

202.22

3.01

25.79

Repressors:
Subjects 2

2*
Er
sr

Residual

.00

42

3.60

48

23.60

2.39

20.48

56

14.27

1.40

12.00

336

4.48

4.48

38.39

.00 *

Note: * Zero substituted for a negative estimate.

.00
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Table 4.9

Generalizability coefficients for LA-, HA-, DHA-,
and REP-subjects. Observational data.

Coping
style

Model
I

Model

Model

II

III

Model
IV

.00

.00

.77

.29

LA

HA

.54

.04

.78

.30

DHA

.00

.00

.81

.34

REP

.00

.00

.81

.35

(hypotheses 4 and 5, respectively, Chapter I, p. 76), however,
was not found.

It should be noted, that subjects labeled' defensive highanxious' or 'repressors' are characterized by relatively high
scores on defensiveness (M-C SD Scale). Subjects labeled 'highanxious', on the other hand, are characterized by relatively
low scores on the defensiveness scale. Therefore, the conclusion
can be drawn that consistency is available only for those
subjects simultaneously scoring low on a defensiveness moderator
and high on an anxiety moderator. In a way, this finding
contradicts the suppositions of Bem (19728) and Alker (1972).
"To Bem, consistencies should be greatest for those simultaneously

scoring high on a defensiveness moderator and low on a test

anxiety moderator. They are maximally defensive - their high
defensiveness belies their claim of low test anxiety - and hence
they are trying to maintain what they view as a socially desirable
image of a particular sort. To Alker, consistencies should be
greatest for those simultaneously scoring high on both the
defensiveness and the test anxiety moderators, rather than high
on the first and low on the second" (Wallach & Leggett, 1972,
P. 312).

Let us look now at the two remaining columns of Table 4.9.
The reader who has spent some time studying the estimates of

variance

components

of

Table 4.8

should have noted the relatively

large proportion of variance attributed to Person x Reaction

variables interaction, indicating that subjects are rank-ordered
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quite differently across trait indicators. Therefore, it should

not be surprising that generalizability improves enormously
when subjects are 'allowed' to have their own individual styles
of expressing the trait, and as a consequence the variance

component for Person x Reaction variables interaction is added
to the Person camponent in the universe score variance.
It can be

concluded,

that generalizability

is fairly ijigh

when the only option is generalization across situations. Moreover, with respect to hypotheses 3, 4 and 5 (Chapter I, p. 76)
no differences with respect to consistency were found for
different coping styles. Thus, our hypotheses were not confirmed
for a measurement model featuring generalization to apr.

4.3.2.1.2 Relative consistency, coping styles and psycho-

physiological data

analyses for each of

the three physiologic
responses separately, as well as for th3 three reaction variables

This section summarizes

combined.
For each psychophysiological parameter (SCL, aR and FT)

two-way analyses of variance were conducted separately for the
four coping styles. Facets were Persons (7 levels) and Situatiors
(8 levels). A random effects model was used to generate the
estimates of variance components presented in Table 4.10. Thes.-

estimated variance components were used to calculate the full
sample and unit sample generalizability coefficients

(cf. Vaughan

& Corballis, i969, p. 206) given in Table 4.11.

Inspection of Table 4.11 makes clear that hypotheses 3,
4 and 5 (greater consistencies for subjects with a HA-, DHA-,

or a REP-coping style than for LA-subjects) were not confirmed.
On the contrary, with only one exception the generalizability

coefficients of LA-subjects exceeded the corresponding
coefficients for HA-, DHA-, and REP-subjects. For instance:
the analyses on heart rate data for LA-subjects revealed a
unit sample coefficient nearly twice as high as was found for
subjects coping otherwise. The resilts for FT are even more

ctriking.
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Table 4.10

Estimates of variance components for four coping
styles. Psychophysiological data.

Source of
variance

Degrees
of
freedom

Low-anxious subjects/SCL:
Persons

Mean
square

6

5.72

Estimate
of variance
components

Percentage

22.71

.52

7

3.16

.23

10.04

42

1.54

1.54

67.25

Low-anxious subjects/HR:
Persons

6

312.15

34.9

34.76

Situations

7

258.46

32.2

32.07

42

33.32

33.3

33.17

6

.16

.02

7

.71

.004

42
Residual
High-anxious subjects/SCL:

.04

.04

Persons

6

.63

.00

Situations

7

8.23

.90

31.69

42
Residual
High-anxious subjects/HR:

1.94

1.94

68.31

Situations
Residual

Residual
Low-anxious subjects/FT:
Persons

Situations

31.25
6.25

62.50
*

.00

6

135.93

12.0

10.39

Situations
7
42
Residual
High-anxious subjects/FT:

484.10

63.4

54.90

40.08

40.08

34.71

16.67

Persons

Persons
Situations
Residual
Defensive high-anxious
subjects/SCL:
Persons

Situations
Residual

6
7

.08

.01

.10

.01

16.67

42

.04

.04

66.67

6

7.63

.31

36.49

7

2.95

.26

-1.2 1

42

1.15

1.15

51.80
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(Continuation of Table 4.10).

Source of
variation

Defensive high-anxious
subjects/HR:
Persons
Situations
Residual

Defensive high-anxious
subjects/FT:
Persons
Situations
Residual
Repressors/SCL:
Persons

Situations
Residual

Degrees
of
freedom

Mean
square

Estimate
of variance

Percent,

components

6

95.23

9.0

20.64

7

100.89

11.1

25.46

42

23.46

23.5

53.90

6

.09

.001

.75

7

.42

.050

37.31

42

.08

.083

61.94

6

4.77

.41

21.25

7

1.78

.04

2.22

42

1.48

1.48

76.53

Repressors/HR:
Persons

6

116.58

10.99

14.57

Situations

7

279.12

35.78

47.42

42

28.68

28.68

38.01

6

.04

.00125

7

.03

.00

.00

42

.03

.03

96.00

Residual
Repressors/FT:
Persons

Situations
Residual

Note: * Zero substituted for a negative estimate.

4.00
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Iable 4.11

Full sample and unit sample generalizability
coefficients for SCL, HR, and FT for different

coping styles (LA, HA, DHA, and REP)
Psychophysiological
parameters

SCL

Coping styles
HA
DHA

LA

.73

FT

.85

.00

.25

REP

.00

.69
.41

.22

:,9
/- .51/ -71
.23/ -76
.28/ -25
.28

.80 / .55 - .09 / .23 -

.33 - .14 - .01 - .04
Note: Full sample coefficients are presented above the diagonals.
Unit sample coefficients are presented below the diagonals.

To allow for a direct comparison to be made at the descriptive
level between the different modes, different Persons x Situations
x Psychophysiological reaction variables (3 levels) analyses of
variance were conducted separately for the four coping style
groups. For each group standardized response scores were
calculated for each psychophysiological variable. Clearly the
form of standardization influences the ultimate results (cf.

Sersen, Clausen & Lidsky, 1978). For instance, standardizing for
each situation separately will result in the absence of

Situation x Reaction variable interactions. Therefore, Foerster

& Walschburger (1980) suggest standardization across subjects and
situations. This procedure, also recommended by Knobloch &
Knobloch (1979), has been followed in the present study in
order to constitute standardized residual gain scores for SCL,

HR, and FT. The scores thus obtained are very closely related

to Lacey's (1956) autonomic lability (AL) scores (see also
Johnson & Lubin, 1972; Kok, 1973). These standardized scores
Rere entered into the 7 x 8 x 3 analyses of variance, and

:ubsequently components of variance analyses for a random
affects model were computed. The results of these analyses are
presented in Table 4.12.
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Table 4.12

Estimates of variance components for four coping
Styles. Psychophysiological data.

Source of
variance

Degrees
of
freedom

Estimate

Mean
square

of variance

4.80

.12

11.3

3.58

.12

11.3

Percentag€

component

Low-anxious subjects:

Persons 2
Situations s
Reaction variables r

6
7
2

-

/22

42

.60

.01

.9

2E

.18

17.0

12

2.00

sr

14

.95

.05

4.7

Residual

84

.58

.58

54.7

6
7
2

1.71

.04

3.9

7.07

.27

26.0

/62

42

.64

.01

1.0

2E

1.0

High-anxious subjects:

Persons 2
Situations s
Reaction variables r

----

12

.71

.01

sr

14

1.33

.10

9.6

Residual
Defensive high-anxious
subjects:

84

.61

.61

58.7

6
7
2

2.89

.03

2.8

5.56

.21

Persons 2
Situations s
Reaction variables r

----

19.8

----

2*

42

.79

.10

9.4

RE

12

1.90

.18

17.0

sr

14

.83

.05

4.7

Residual

84

.49

.49

46.2

6
7
2

1.78

.00 *

2.69

.05

42

.79

.03

2.9

RE

12

1.85

.15

14.3

sr

14

1.57

.13

12.4

84

.69

.69

65.7

Repressors:

Persons 2
Situations s
Reaction variables r
/22

Residual
Note: *

Zero substituted for a negative estimate.

.0
4.8
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These estimated variance components were used to calculate

the full sample and unit sample generalizability coefficients
given in Table 4.13.
Table 4.13

Generalizability coefficients for different coping
styles. Psychophysiological data.

Coping style

LA

' e§Ex-I

Model II

Model III

Model IV

.80

.58

.34

.13

HA

.39

.57

.08

.06

DHA

.74

.24

.26

.04

REP

.63

.00

.17

00

The conclusion based on the latter analyses is essentially
the same as was given after the inspection of Table 4.11 (p. 219).
These new coefficients make clear that hypotheses 3, 4, and 5,
stating greater consistencies for HA- DHA-, and REP-subjects,
were not confirmed within the psychophysiology mode. On the

contrary, the highest generalizability was obtained for the
group of truly low-anxious subjects (LA).
4.3.2.2 Relative consistency and cognitive complexity/simplicity

A median split of the complexity-simplicity scores (cf. Johnson
& Centers, 1973; Schneier, 1979) was used to obtain two equalsized subsamples which differed in relative degree of cognitive
complexity. Mean scores were 42.3 and 54.4 for groups of complex
and simple subjects, respectively

(t

ind. = 6.25, 13, 2<·01).

4.3.2.2.1 Relative consistency, cognitive complexity and observation
data

Two analyses of variance were done separately for the cognitively
complex and the cognitively simple group (Table 4.14). Each ANOVA
was a 14 (Persons) by 8 (Situations) by 9 (Reaction variables)
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analysis. Estimated components of variance were calculated

using a random effects model. These variance components and
the corresponding percentages of the total variance are
presented in Table 4.14.

Table 4.14

Estimates of variance components for cognitively
complex and cognitively simple subjects. Observation
data.

Source of
variance

Degrees
of

freedom

Mean
square

Estimate
of variance
component

Percentage

Cognitively complex
subjects:

Persons 2
Situations s
Reaction variables r

13
7
8

12.50

.00

.0

66.16

.35

3.1

445.22

3.66

32.2

/62

91

4.16

EE

104

18.17

sr

Residual

.00 *

.0

1.72

15.1

56

21.59

1.23

10.8

728

4.42

4.42

38.8

13
7

23.12

.02

.2

44.89

.21

1.9

8

442.20

3.62

32.5

91

3.57

Cognitively simple
subjects:

Persons 2
Situations s
Reaction variables E
22
2E

104

sr

56

728

Residual

.00 *

.0

21.50

2.18

19.6

18.96

1.07

9.6

4.04

4.04

36.3

Note: * Zero's have been substituted for negative estimates.

Based on the estimated variance components of Table 4.14

coefficients of generalizability were calculated. These
coefficients are presented in Table 4.15.
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Table 4.15

Generalizability coefficients for two groups which
differ in relative degree of cognitive complexity.
Observation data.

Groups

Model
I

Cognitively complex

.00

Model

Model

Model

II

III

IV

.00

.76

.28

----

Cognitively simple

.06

.00

.81

.35

Again (see section 4.3.2.1.1) it is clear that within the
area of observations generalization to W is absent or very
poor. Of course, the full sample coefficient for relatively
simple subjects (.06) is higher than the corresponding
coefficient for the more complex subjects (.00). Therefore, it

can be concluded that hypothesis 6 (Chapter I, p. 76) has some

validity within the observation mode. However, this finding is
overshadowed by the fact, that even for the more consistent
subjects (viz. those with relatively simple cognitive structures)

scores obtained on different response variables for eight
situations hardly generalize to observations when different
conditions of these two facets are sampled.
When the RE variance component is added to the 2 component
in the universe score variance (that is, generalization to U )
Pr
substantial coefficients of generalizability were found.
Thus, within the observation mode generalization over

situations and reaction variables is not possible, while

generalization over situations only, involving the incorporation
of individual response specificity (P x R interactions) in the

measurement model, seems to provide generalizability coefficients
of considerable magnitude.
With respect to the latter universe of generalization (ppr)
higher consistencies were found for cognitively simple than for
cognitively complex subjects. This finding confirmed our hypothesis.
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and
4.3.2.2.2 Relative consistency, cognitive complexity
psychophysiological data
and FT) two-way
For each psychophysiological parameter (SCL, HR
for the two
analyses of variance were conducted separately
tive complexity.
groups which differ in relative degree of cogni
(8 levels). A
Facets were Persons (14 levels) and Situations
ates of
random effects model was used to generate the estim
estimated
variance components presented in Table 4.16. These
full sample and
variance components were used to calculate the
& Corballis,
unit sample generalizability coefficients (cf. Vaughan
are presented
1969, p. 206). The generalizability coefficients
in Table 4.17.

Table 4.16

y
Estimates of variance components for cognitivel
complex and cognitively simple subjects. Psycho-

physiological data.
Degrees

Estimate

Mean
square

of variance

13

4.82

.46

24.5

7

4.84

.26

13.8

91

1.16

1.16

61.7

Cognitively complex
subjects/HR:
Persons
Situations

13

183.83

18.08

22.1

7

383.38

24.59

30.0

Residual

91

39.17

39.17

47.9

Cognitively complex
subjects/FT:
Persons

13

.11

.01

14.3

7

.19

.01

14.3

91

.05

.05

71.4

Source of
variance

Cognitively complex
subjects/SCL:
Persons
Situations
Residual

Situations
Residual

of

freedom

Percentage

component
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(Continuation of Table 4.16).
Degrees

Source of
variance

Estimate

Mean
square

of variance

13

5.45

.42

7

6.12

.29

10.5

74.4

of

freedom

Percentage

component

Cognitively simgle

subjects/SCL:
Persons

Situations

15.2

Residual

91

2.06

2.06

Cognitively simple
subjects/HR:
Persons
Situations

13

115.34

10.91

13.4

7

618.49

42.17

52.0

Residual

91

28.05

28.05

34.6

Cognitively simple
subjects/FT:
Persons

13

.07

.003

7

.26

.01

15.9

91

.05

.05

79.4

Situations
Residual

Table 4.17

4.8

Full sample and unit sample generalizability
coefficients for two groups which differ in relative
degree of cognitive complexity. Psychophysiological
data.

Psychophysiological
measure
SCL

Cognitively
complex subjects

Cognitively
simple subjects

.76

.62
.17

.28

HR

. 79

. 76
.28

.32

FT

.32

.56

.14

.06

Note: Full sample coefficients are presented above the diagonals.
Unit sample coefficients are presented below the diagonals.
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For data collected within the psychophysiological mode the

hypothesis of larger relative consistency for cognitively simple
subjects received no empirical support. On the contrary, for
all three psychophysiological parameters higher generalizability

coefficients were found for subjects belonging to the more
complex group.
Furthermore, two Persons x Situations x Psychophysiological

reaction variables (3 levels) analyses of variance were conducted
separately for the two groups which differed in relative degree

of cognitive complexity. Standardized residual gain scores for
SCL, HR and FT

(see section 4.3.2.1.2) were used. These z-scores

were entered into 14 by 8 by 3 analyses of variance, and
subsequently components of variance were derived according to
a randam effects model. The results of these analyses are
presented in Table 4.18.
Table 4.18

Source of
variance

Estimates

of variance

components

for

cognitively

compl

and cognit4vely simple subjects. Analyses of standardize
residual gain scores for SCL, HR and FT
Estimate
Degrees
Mean
of
of variance
Percentage
freedom square
component

Cognitively complex subjects:
.06

5.8

.13

12.6

Persons 2
Situations s
Reaction variables r

13
7
2

3.33

2

91

.78

.07

6.8

2E

26

1.69

.14

13.6

sr

14

1.53

.07

6.8

182

.56

.56

54.4

Cognitively simple subjects:
13
Persons 2

2.10

.03

2.9

7
2

10.29

.20

19.1

91

.67

.02

1.9

26

1.23

.08

7.6

14

1.98

.10

9.5

182

.62

.62

59.1

Residual

Situations f
Reaction variables r
/22

RE
sr

Residual

7.37

----
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The estimated variance components were used to calculate
the generalizability coefficients presented in Table 4.19.
Table 4.19

Generalizability coefficients for two groups which
differ in relative degree of cognitive complexity.
Psychophysiological data of Table 4.18.

Groups

Model
I

Model

Model

Model

II

III

IV

Cognitively complex

.43

.07

.72

.24

Cognitively simple

.35

.04

.58

.15

Thus, once more, the hypothesis of higher relative

consistency of cognitively simple subjects received no empirical
support. Instead it was found that relative consistency was
higher for the group of relatively more complex subjects.

4.3.3 Relative consistency as a function of the modes employed
In Chapter I (p. 76) the following hypothesis was formulated:

Relative consistency is higher within the mode self-description
than within the mode observation of overt behaviors and the

mode psychophysiological measurements. Furthermore, no difference
in relative consistency was expected between the mode observation
of overt behaviors and the mode psychophysiological measurements.
In order to test this hypothesis the following analyses were
carried out.

4.3.3.1 Self-report data

For the analysis within this mode the data obtained with the
Anxiety State Questionnaire were used. A 28 (Persons) x 8
(Situations) x 15 (Reaction variables) analysis of variance was

performed, along with a components of variance analysis for a
random effects model. The results of the camponents procedure
are presented in Table 4.20.
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Table 4.20

Estimates of variance components for self-observation
data. All random model.

Degrees
of
freedom

Source of
variance

Percentag

component
8.75

.07

7

18.40

.04

5.00

14

62.70

.27

33.75

1.91

.11

13.75

378

.80

.07

8.75

98

.73

.02

2.50

2646

.22

.22

27.50

27

Reaction variables
12*

189

EE
sr

Residual

Estimate
of variance

10.55

Persons 2
Situations s
r

Mean
square

The components, accounting for most of the variance, were
the main effect Reaction variables, the Person x Situation
interaction, and the residual term, containing the Person x
Situation x Reaction variables interaction plus the error varianc
The obtained pattern shows a remarkable correspondence with

previous outcomes of S-R anxiety inventory studies (e.g., Endler
& Hunt, 1966).
The estimated variance components were used to calculate

generalizability coefficients according to model I, II, III and
IV. These coefficients were .78 (model I), 15 (model II), .77
(model III) and .30 (model IV).

4.3.3.2 Observation data
A 28 (Persons) x 8 (Situations) x 9 (Reaction variables) analysis

of variance was performed, along with a components of variance

analysis for a random-effects model. The results of the component
procedure are presented in Table 4.21.
Most striking was the finding that the main effect Persons
and the Person x Situation interaction, which accounted for

nearly a quarter of the total variance of the self-report data,
did not contribute to the variance in the observation data.

Furthermore, it was found that the Person x Reaction variables
interaction and the Situation x Reaction variables interaction

229

Table 4.21

Estimates of variance components for observation
data. All random mode16).
Degrees
of
freedom

Source of
variance
Persons 2
Situations

Mean
square

Estimate
of variance

Percentage

component
*

27

17.79

.00

7

107.57

.17

8

886.33

3.72

Ef

189

3.85

.00

2E

216

19.22

1.88

16.88

56

37.16

1.18

10.59

1512

4.19

4.19

37.61

s

Reaction variables

sr
Residual

r

.00

1.53

33.39
*

.00

Note: * Zero's substituted for negative estimates.

accounted for large proportions of the total variance. A
comparison of the patterns of relationship for self-report data
and observation data (Table 4.20 and Table 4.21) showed that
these two types of interaction, viz. RE and sr, were far more
prominent in the latter type of data.
The estimated variance components were used to generate
the full sample and unit sample generalizability coefficients.
For generalization across situations and reaction variables,
6)

Some authors (e.g., Nelder, 1954) have stated that negative
estimates of variance components can best be interpreted as
warnings that the random-effects model may be invalid. The
negative estimates of the component 2 can be avoided in a
mixed model (Persons and Situations random, Reaction variables
fixed). However, generalizability coefficients for this mixed
model do not differ much from the corresponding coefficients
in the random-effects model. For instance, the mixed model
unit sample coefficients for generalization to up were .15
(self-reports), .03 (observations), and .10 (psychophysiological
measures), and the mixed model unit sample coefficients for
generalization to up, were .30 (self-reports), .33 (observations),
and .23 (psychophysiological measures).
A comparison between these mixed model coefficients and
the coefficients obtained via the estimates of variance
components of Table 4.20, Table 4.21 and Table 4.22 reveals
a very close resemblance.
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that is, for generalization to

w

P

these coefficients were .00

(model I) and .00 (model II). For generalization to

w

the
Pr

generalizability coefficients were .78 (model III) and .31
(model IV).

4.3.3.3 Psychophysiological data
For each reaction variable standardized response scores were

calculated in order to make possible inter- and intraindividual

comparisons with respect to scores on the three psychophysiologic
measures (cf. Knobloch & Knobloch, 1979). Standardized residual
gain scores for SCL, HR and FT were calculated following
procedures described in section 4.3.2.1.2. These E-scores were

entered into a 28 (Persons) by 8 (Situations) by 3 (Reaction
variables) analysis of variance, and, subsequently, a components
of variance analysis for a random-effects model was conducted.
The results of these analyses are presented in Table 4.22.
Table 4.22

Estimates of variance components for psychophysiologi
data. All random model.
Degrees
of
freedom

Source of
variance
Persons 2
Situations

s

Reaction variables r

Mean
square

Estimate
of variance
component

Percent:

27

2.73

.05

4.76

7

16.68

.16

15.24

2

2*
RE

189

.72

.05

4.76

54

1.42

.11

10.48

sr

14

3.23

.10

9.52

378

.58

.58

55.24

Residual

The components analysis of the standardized scores showed,

that the components accounting for most of the variance were
the main effect Situations and the residual term, which consist
of the Person x Situation x Reaction variables interaction, plus

error. Because of the fact that triple interaction and error are
confounded, no conclusions can be formulated regarding the relatj
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importance of this interaction indicating so-called "Motivational
,7)

Response Specificity'
(MRS, cf. Ax, 1964). Furthermore, it
was found that S x R and P x R interactions contributed

considerably to the total variance. These two interaction terms
refer to stimulus response specificity and individual response

fpecificity, respectively. These concepts have been studied in
a great number of psychophysiological studies. Stimulus response
specificity reflects a tendency for different stimuli (situations)
to produce unique patterns of autonomic responses, while
individual response stereotypy refers to a tendency of the
person to display an idiosyncratic response pattern to all

stimuli or situations (Sternbach, 1966). Stereotypy and the
occurrence of specificity of responses to emotion-provoking
situations have been reported by many investigators (e.g., Lacey,
Bateman & Van Lehn, 1953; Engel, 1960; Averill, 1969; Knobloch

& Knobloch, 1979). The estimated variance components were used
to calculate full sample and unit sample generalizability
coefficients. The model I- and model II-coefficients were .43
and .06, respectively. The model III- and model IV-coefficients
were .67 and .20.

Summarizing, a comparison of the three modes revealed the
following: (a) For generalization to U higher generalizability
P
was obtained for self-report data, than for observation and

psychophysiology data. This finding confirmed our prediction
of higher relative consistency within the mode self-description.

With respect to the part of the hypothesis referring to the absence
of differences in relative consistency between the observation

mode and the mode of psychophysiological measures, it was found
that observation data were less generalizable than psycho7)

The MRS-principle suggests that "die Wahrnehmung und Bewertung
eines Stressors und damit seine aktivierende Wirkung von
Individuum zu Individuum, aber auch intraindividuell von
Situation zu Situation verschieden sind" (Fahrenberg, 1969,
p. 103). (The MRS-principle suggests that the perception and
evaluation of a stressor and consequently the activating effect
are different for different individuals, and also different
intraindividually for different situations. Translation GvH.)
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lower
Pr
generalizability was found for psychophysiological data than

physiological data. (b) For generalization to

v

for self-reports and observations. Therefore, within this latter
model our hypothesis was not confirmed.
4.4 DISCUSSION

What do the results reported thus far, have to tell us concerning
the problem of individual behavior consistency? Due to the
detailed level of analysis maintained throughout the presentation
of the data some main trends run the risk of being obscured
altogether. Yet those trends manifest themselves clearly, as

soon as one looks upon the results obtained thus far from a

more abstract point of view. In this final section the results
will be summarized in a way that brings out the fu 11 impact of

the data with respect to the major problem of this thesis.

4.4.1 The effect of situation familiarity

In study III the effect of familiarity/unfamiliarity with
certain situations with regard to consistency of overt behaviors
and psychophysiological responses was examined. With respect
to both types of data higher relative consistency was found in

relatively unfamiliar situations. Differences between

generalizability coefficients for the two sets of situations
were - notably in case of psychophysiological data - unexpectedly
large, especially in view of a rather modest difference between
mean familiarity of these two groups of situations.
As these findings are consistent with our results obtained
earlier (study II) with respect to self-reported anxiety, the

general conclusion can be drawn that relative consistency of

behavior is larger in samples of situations with considerable
degrees of novelty. This tendency was found for different datacollection methods. So, the data suggest that it is easier to
find support for the trait measurement model via studies of

persons in situations with little representativeness of their
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daily lives, than via studies of persons in situations
8)
corresponding closely with daily-life conditions
4.4.2 The effect of personality variables
In this chapter it was tried within different modes to relate
relative consistency to personality characteristics, viz.,
coping styles and cognitive complexity-simplicity.
With respect to the effect of different coping styles upon
relative consistency, the following results were obtained.

At the level of actual expressive responses lower relative
consistency was found for low-anxious subjects than for highanxious subjects. This was found only under certain conditions
of generalization (u P as the universe of generalization). Under
as the universe of
different conditions of generalization (w
Pr

generalization) no differences with respect to consistency were
found between subjects coping in a low-anxious, a high-anxious,
a defensive high-anxious, or a repressing way. Therefore, within
the area of observations it can be stated that the present study

provides only limited support for the hypothesis put forth by
Bem (1972f) that consistency is related to anxiety and a
defensive need for approval. At the level of psychophysiological
responses higher relative consistency was found for low-anxious
subjects than for subjects coping otherwise. There was only one

exception to this general pattern: defensive high-anxious subjects
showed greater relative consistency than low-anxious subjects
with respect to the SC measure.
With regard to cognitive complexity-simplicity a very
complex pattern of relationships emerged. For subjects with
more simple cognitive structures somewhat higher relative
consistency was found in observations, but not in psycho-

physiological data. Within the latter mode the reverse relationship was found: subjects with more complex cognitive structures

produced higher relative consistency compared with cognitively
8 Pervin (1977) in discussing the need for representative designs
in Person x Situation studies points to an analogy with the
person perception literature, where responses of subjects have
been found to vary according to whether the persons judged are
known to them and whether the traits used are familiar to them
(see, for instance, Koltuv, 1962).

234

simple subjects. It will be recalled, that in the previous
chapter, relative consistency was highest for cognitively coi

subjects. This latter finding was explained in terms of a
greater ability of cognitively complex subjects to integrate
inconsistent behavioral fragments into a more unified impres:
of the self.
Analysis of the psychophysiological data seems to confi:
the finding of study II. We are thus left with the problem tl

only within the mode of behavior observation our hypothesis
was confirmed, whereas in self-reports as well as in the mod,

of psychophysiology essentially the opposite was found. How <
these results be reconciled?

Within the study of personality the relationships betwe,

overt emotional expression, physiological reaction patterns
and the subjective experience of emotion are far from clear
(e.g., Tourangeau & Ellsworth, 1979; Notarius & Levenson, 19'
Buck, 1980). In recent theories of emotion the facial feedbat
hypothesis, mainly derived from the work of Tomkins (1962) al
Izard (1977), occupies a very Frominent place. A between-sub:

version of this hypothesis holds "that individual difference:
the feedback fram emotional expression are related to indivh
differences in other emotional indices: that for a given emo·

stimulus, Person A who freely expresses his or her feelings r

have a greater response on other indices of emotion than wil
a different Person B who shows little expression" (Buck, 1981
p. 813). Thus the facial feedback hypothesis implies a posit:

relationship between certain expressive behaviors and other
indices of emotion, viz. physiological responses. "A nonexpressive person should be lower than an expressive person c

all indices of emotion - behavioral, self-report, and

physiological - when both are confronted by a given affectiv,
stimulus" (Buck, 1980, p. 814). This view therefore implies

rather stable rank-orderings of subjects across different ma
Evidence for the facial feedback hypothesis can be found in
studies by Laird (1974) and Lanzetta, Cartwright-Smith & Kle
(1976).
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Several studies on the relationship between facial/gestural
expressiveness and physiological responding, however, suggest
that nonexpressive persons tend to have larger skin conductance
responses to emotional stimuli than do expressive persons (e.g.,
Lanzetta & Kleck, 1970; Miller, 1974; Buck, 1977; Buck, Miller

& Caul, 1974; Buck, Savin, Miller & Caul, 1969, 1972). Whether
the results of these latter studies are better explained by a
9)
of human emotions or by a view in terms of
hydraulic view
10)
efforts
is of no concern here. Important is that in modern
theorizing on human emotions either a 'one-to-one' or an

opposite relationship between different indices of emotion is

postulated. All these models cannot explain, however, the fact
that the stability of rank-orderings in expressive behaviors
is greater for cognitively simple subjects, and greater
for cognitively complex subjects with respect to subjective
reports and psychophysiological responses. Notarius & Levenson (1979)
speculated that cognitive processes that function to shape an
emotional response out of an environmental stressor may play
crucial roles. Unfortunately, they did not work out these ideas
about cognitive factors. Therefore, it must be stated that far

more elaborate theories of emotion are strongly needed to
account for the various intricate relation6hips between cognitive
(and perhaps motivational) personality factors, various indices
of emotion, and relevant aspects of the environments. Buck (1979)
in discussing "externalizing" and "internalizing" responses to
emotion, states: "No study has yet answered the important question

of why the inhibition of the overt emotional display is associated
with increased physiological responding. In fact, one could argue
that the direction of causality goes the other way - that
increased physiological arousability might facilitate the
inhibition of overt responding...Alternatively, one could argue
9)„

According to the hydraulic view, verbal, facial, and
physiological responses are alternative channels for releasing
the emotional energy evoked by a stimulus; if one channel is
blocked, the response through the others should increase in
intensity" (Tourangeau & Ellsworth, 1979, p. 1520) .

10)

Tourangeau & Ellsworth (1979) say that it seems plausible
"that the concentration required to repress the outward
expression of an emotion has an effect on physiological response"
(p. 1530).
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that there is no direct causal relationship between overt and

electrodermal responding, that they are related to a third
variable" (p. 49).

Data suggest (Table 4.20 and Table 4.21, after a correctior

for the proportion of variance accounted for by the main effect
Reaction variables), that in the psychophysiology mode 2. RE
and RE sources of variance are more important for cognitively
complex than for cognitively simple subjects. For the observati(
mode the reverse relationships were found. Stated otherwise, it
seems that the autonomic responses of cognitively simple subjeci
are more under the control of immediate situational demands thaI
the autonomic responses of cognitivelv complex subjects, wherea:
the expressive behaviors of cognitively complex subjects are mo]

under the control of contextual demands than the expressive
reactions of cognitively simple subjects.

A general conclusion concerning the relationship between
relative consistency and certain personality characteristics
is that it seems possible to form subgroups of subjects on 6

priori grounds which do differ with respect to consistency. It
appears, however, that the exact nature of that relationship

is strongly dependent upon modes. This finding has some importe
implications for the study of personality. The prediction of
some of the people some of the time not only requires
theoretically based procedures for the selection of those
persons who possess a certain trait 'X', but also requires

knowledge concerning the type of study in which trait-like
functioning is to be expected for particular subgroups of
individuals. Therefore, it can be stated, that "some of the
time" has a far more complex meaning than was assumed initially

by Bem & Allen (1974). The present study certainly makes doubtf
the view, formulated by, e.g., Alker, that consistency versus

variability can be usefully construed as a dimension of
personality with substantial degree of generality (see Alker,
1972). To warrant such a view, one should be able to measure
this tendency towards consistency (or variability) reliably
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across different modes. Relevant in this context is a study
by Schneider·man (1980) . In that study a personality dimension

of consistency-variability was studied using self-reports and
behavioral observations. Although consistency in self-reports
appeared to have some relation to consistency in objectively
measurable expressive behaviors (eye contact, talking time,
total time of lessons), it was found also that forty-five

percent of the correlations between behaviorally derived
intraindividual cross-situation variabilities did not achieve
conventional levels of significance.

4.4.3 The effect of different modes

For generalization to p higher generalizability was obtained
for self-report data, than for observation data and psychophysiological data. This finding was completely in line with
predictions formulated beforehand. It means that a person's
self-concept is far more consistent than his actual pattern of
reactions, either in terms of physiology or (especially) in
terms of overt expressive behavior.
to

U

However, this conclusion does not hold for generalization
. For this latter generalization option somewhat lower

Pr

generalizability was found for psychophysiological data, whereas
for self-report data and observation data generalizability

was roughly equal. These findings reflect the different weights
of the various sources of variance for the three modes studied.
An indication of the relative influences of these sources on
the generalizability of self-observations, observations, and

psychophysiological measures is provided by the variance
components estimates in the Tables 4.20, 4.21 and 4.22.

To be able to make a rough comparison at the descriptive
level with the outcomes within the domain of psychophysiological
registrations the main effect of Reaction variables may be
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excluded 11) . The Person effect and the Person x Situation
interaction taken together explained only a modest proportion
of the relevant variance in the psychophysiological data. With

respect to the observation data these combined effects played
- given the restrictions of the all random model - no role

whatsoever. Add to these outcomes the finding that within
these two modes relatively large proportions of variance were
attributed to Person x Reaction variables interactions and to
the residual term, and it is not surprising that our hypothesis
is confirmed only when the traditional trait measurement model

involving generalization to w P is employed.
The finding that pr interaction explains a quarter of the
relevant variance in observation data indicates that subjects

are rank-ordered quite differently across the categories of
observation that were used in the present study. As a consequence
generalization across these various sorts of expressive behavior

is more or less doomed to fail. Though less dramatically, the
same is true for the psychophysiological data.
In sum, investigators preferring a trait measurement model
calling for generalizing across different reaction variables
in addition to generalizing across different situational contexts,
do wise to use self-reports since they will be far superior to

other data collection methods. As will be clear, "superior"
11)

various authors have questioned the inclusion of this source
of variance as a source contributing to the total variance
anyway. For instance, Cartwright (1975) suggests that
significant effects for the main effect of Reaction variables
can at most suggest that respondents have a common order of
preference upon the reaction variables. Cartwright states
further: "The order might be biologically based and interesting
in its own right. Yet it seems questionable whether variance
due to such a component should enter the total against which
the proportion of variance due to individual differences is
evaluated" (1975, p. 410). It is Cartwright's view that the
main effect of Reaction variables reflects species characteristi
in part. Other authors have also taken the position that
variance contributed by the facet of reaction variables
inflates the total amount of variance with only little
justification (e.g., Argyle, 1976).

239

refers to higher generalizability coefficients. It must be kept
in mind that this does not mean that self-reports are better
predictors of actual behavior or actual autonomic responses.
Generalization as treated here is entirely within modes. The

relatively larger percentage of variance accounted for by the
Person x Situations interaction in contrast to the Person x
Reaction variables interaction indicates that the generalizability

of self-report scores can be more readily increased by the
addition of more situations, rather than an increase in the

number of reaction variables, if the option is to generalize
over situations and reaction variables. For the other modes the
opposite is true: generalizability of observation scores and
psychophysiological measures is more readily increased by the
addition of more observation categories, or the inclusion of
more autonamic variables than via an addition of more situations,
when the option is to generalize to v P.
Investigators preferring a measurement model which requires

generalization across situations only, may use self-reports as
well as observations. Thus, it can be seen that the effect of
the various modes upon relative consistency largely depends on
the content to be given to the concept 'relative consistency',
and, ultimately, on the choice of measurement model.
summarizing, it can be said, that the present research makes
very clear that the way of defining the universe of generalization

has a dramatic effect upon the degree of relative consistency
obtained. Taking v as the universe of generalization has as a
P
consequence that high degrees of generalizability are only to be
found within the mode of self-descriptions. In that case moderate

generalizability is found with respect to psychophysiological
measures, and extremely low generalizability with respect to
observed expressive behaviors. On the other hand, taking w Pr as
the universe leads to substantial degrees of generalizability
for all modes.
These results provide strong arguments for a reconceptualization

of the trait measurement model. A trait measurement model that is

useful not only in self-report studies, but also in studies using
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observations or physiological measures has to incorporate
individual response specificities.
Fiske (1978) has suggested that a science of personality

must be based on measurements requiring only a minimum of human
judgment and inference, lest we develop a science of people's

judgments about behavior rather than a science of behavior per
se. I strongly agree. Therefore, when choosing for a strategy of
personality research as proposed by Fiske

( 1978) , the classical

trait measurement model has to be abandoned in favour of a model
that emphasizes different hierarchies of reaction variables as
an aspect of human individuality.

To conclude this chapter, a few warnings seem to be in
order. It should be noted, then, that the present research

investigated only one concept: 'anxiety'. It remains to be seen
whether the relationships that were discovered have also validity
for other concepts, viz. extraversion, sensation seeking,

hostility, or anger, etc. Future research must clarify the
generality of the findings reported here.
It should also be noted that within the present research

the observation mode did not cover the whole domain of overt

behavioral manifestations of anxiety. This study was directed
only at a particular type of anxiety behavior, viz. facial express
expressive movements, gestures and postures. This means, that
instrumental behavior, for instance, externally directed activitic
having to do with avoidance or withdrawal, or purposeful behaviors
directed at transformation of the environment (cf. Hettema, 1979),

was not an object of this study. Neither were other measurable
manifestations of anxiety, such as performance decrements (e.g.,
Sarason, 1972) and speech disturbances (e.g., Mahl, 1956; Kasl
& Mahl, 1965).
The empirical research reported here has been restricted to

mechanistic interactions, in contrast to a dynamic personsituation approach (Overton & Reese, 1973)6 With respect to such
mechanistic interactions, Magnusson states "The approach via

variance components analysis of variance will continue to be
useful in personality research but one must bear in mind that
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it reflects a mechanistic model of man and is not appropriate
for studying the dynamic interaction process within the interactional model of behavior" (1980, p. 23) . Thus, studies of

mechanistic interactions are rather insensitive for reciprocal
relationships between persons and situations, and shed virtually
no light on the process by which people continuously influence
the situations of their lives (e.g., Patterson & Cobb, 1973;
Raush, Barry, Hertel & Swain, 1974).
A somewhat related issue is the following: In real life

different people actively select different settings for themselves. Among the situations in our life some are undoubtedly
forced on us ("required situations", cf. Magnusson, 1980, p. 23)
but many of the situations we encounter are chosen by ourselves.

"The result of this process of selection of situations that one
encounters is that each individual appears in a restricted set

of situations and these types of situations are a function of
and have relevance for the person concerned" (Magnusson, 1980,
p. 23; see also Eddy & Sinnett, 1973). "How do we understand the

man who is constantly in the presence of overbearing woman, or
constantly immersed in his work, or constantly with weaker men
who are cowed by him but offer little honest feedback" (Wachtel,
1973, p. 331). The answers to these questions undoubtedly has
to be searched in part in the process of selection of situations.

Magnusson (1980) points to this selection as a possible explanation
for the general impression that individual's behaviors are rather
consistent across situations (see also, Mischel, 1973; Spielberger
1977).

In the present study subjects could not make their own
choices of situations. Instead they were exposed to a set of

required situations. It is possible that this particular fact
is responsible for an underestimation of the degree of consistency
that does actually exist in the everyday behavior of our subjects.
However, the question whether or not the present study has actuall'
overpstimated variability cannot be answered.
For the future it will certainly be fruitful to conduct

empirical studies in which the continuouslv ongoing process ot
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bidirectional interaction between the individual and his
environment will be investigated. This dynamic person-situation
interaction can be studied at two levels of analysis (cf.
Magnusson, 1976; Magnusson & Endler, 1977), namely withinsituation interaction, and between- (acress-)

situations inter-

action. The first level of analysis assumes a flow of situational
cues available for interpretation by the individual during the
process going on within a situation. "The situational cues
change continuously, partly as a function of the behavior of
the individual himself. At any moment the individual selects,
interprets, and treats the situational information and transforms

it into behavior, which in the next stage of the process becomes
an important part of the situational information for the
individual. Simultaneousiy, this affects the behavior of others
and thereby contributes to producing changes in the situation.
In the process of within-situation interaction, therefore, the
situation influences an individual's behavior in terms of

situational cues, but an act of an individual is at the same
cue
time a cue for others and may form an important situational
for the person himself" (Magnusson, 1980, p. 24). The second
level of analysis refers to the kind of interaction process that
occurs when an individual appears in a number of different
situations. This second type of studies involves the contributions

individuals make to the situations they encounter, as well as
the selections they make of all possible situations.
An interesting suggestion for future research would be to
study the ways individuals contribute to the situations, and to
situations (see,
allow subjects some choice in their exposure to
for instance, Monson & Snyder, 1977; Kenrick & Stringfield, 1980).
Some of the difficulties of studies of mechanistic interaction
can be met in studies designed along these lines.
This plea for studies of dynamic interactions is not meant

to imply that the mechanistic approach has to be abandoned
altogether. The latter approach has proven to be very useful.
One important merit of studies of mechanistic interaction using
a variance approach is that they demonstrate the existence of
strong interactions for different kinds of variables, "thereby

243

paving the way for the formulation of models to complement the
trait measurement model"

(Magnusson,

1980, p. 23) . The present

research regarding the adequacies and inadequacies of the
traditional trait measurement model as a general model for

personality research is primarily meant to contribute to the
field of personality through considering a great number of
factors influencing relative consistency.
One final point deserves attention: In our research very
much care was taken to make the experimental tasks or situations
as 'real' as possible. Nevertheless, it remains possible that
the fact that all eight tasks were presented in the same room
within the context of one particular psychological investigation,
has influenced the obtained estimates of consistency and

variability. The fact that situations were embedded within a
cammon larger context may have had a stabilizing effect upon
the rank-orders of individuals.
These considerations can best be understood as a plea for
the study of individuals in natural settings. For the context
that is most of interest in the systematic study of personality

is the context of daily life. "The future of personality

measurement will be brighter if we can move beyond our favorite
pencil-and-paper and laboratory measures to include direct
observation as well as unobtrusive nonreactive measures to study
lives where they are really lived and not merely where the
researcher finds it convenient to look at them. In such studies,

striking individual differences in preferred situations - in
the contexts, environments, and activities different people
prefer and select - are sure to be found" (Mischel, 1978, p. 7) .
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"The game of science, however, is

much more exciting than just trying
to frame researchable questions. The
challenge is to find the problem and
to formulate the basic question that

will open up new ways of construing
and approaching the phenomena of
interest"
(Fiske, 1978, p. 181)
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5. CONCLUSIONS REGARDING PERSONALITY THEORY AND PERSONALITY
MEASUREMENT
5.1 INTRODUCTION

In the first chapter the general aim of the present research
was expressed as follows: to investigate systematically under
which conditions and to what degree the relative consistency
hypothesis is valid.
A large number of factors have been shown to be effective
conditions influencing relative consistency. In this final
chapter some more general conclusions will be drawn on the

basis of the relationships found.
5.2 SITUATIONAL MODERATORS

Our investigations have revealed that relative consistency
depends on the type of situations in which the person is
studied. Situations of different levels of familiarity were
used, and it was found that degree of familiarity considerably
influences the degree of relative consistency obtained. Traitlike functioning is more likely to be found in novel situations

than in situations subjects have encountered more frequently
in their daily lives. Recently various authors (e.g., Pervin,
1977; Geis, 1978) have emphasized the importance of "the
requirement of normalcy, naturalness, 'closeness to life'
(LebensnAhe), or, with a more methodological slant, that of
'situational representativeness'" (Brunswik, 1952). Pervin
(1977) suggests that unless situations are representative in
this sense, results of personality studies can have but limited

ecological generalizability. One of the consequences of taking
Brunswik's requirement seriously , however, is a greater emphasis
upon studies of persons not only in less artificial environments,
but also in more familiar situationsl).
1)

Of course, this is not meant to say, that the investigation
of the effects of stimulus configurations with a high degree
of novelty upon cognitive and emotional functioning of
individuals (cf. Berlyne, 1960; Streufert & Streufert, 1978)
is not worthwhile.
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The present research demonstrates that such studies will
presumably show more trait-free behavioral patterns than studies
lacking a representative design.

5.3 PERSONALITY CHARACTERISTICS AS MODERATORS
The present studies have revealed that relative consistency
partly depends on the persons investigated. Consistency was
found to be meaningfully related to some personality variables,

viz. cognitive complexity-simplicity and coping styles.
Interesting relationships emerged. Some of the relationships

obtained have ccnfirmed our expectations, while other relationships (for instance, the moderator x mode interactions) were
rather surprising, and urged for future extensions to be made
at a theoretical level of the concepts involved.

The present studies showed that the differences in relative

consistency for the various subgroups were rather small,
especially in the case of coping styles. To illustrate this
point, let us look once more at the unit sample generalizability
) of study III. These coefficients
Pr
for LA, HA, DHA and REP subjects were .29, .30, .34, .35
(observations); and .34, .08, .26, .17 (psychophysiological

coefficients (Universe =

u

data), respectively.
These differences are not very impressive; no spectacular
swing to a purely trait-like position for some subgroup could
be detected. Understandably, such results cause some mixed
feelings, especially with those who believe in the moderator

variable strategy. They do reveal that demonstrations of the
utility of the moderator variable-interaction strategy as yet
lie predominantly in the future. Similar words were used by
Mischel in 1973. Nevertheless, the conclusion that complexity

of cognitive structure and styles of coping do have small effect

upon consistency as well as the conclusion that the relation

between these moderatc rs and consistency is a very complex one,
both seem warranted ar d worthy of future empirical and theoreti<

research.
is

If tl#f. 2.·re:ient research makes one thing clear, however, it
that the Viestion of wl:ac ·.ind of people will display trait-
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like consistency is far more complicated than has been originally

suggested by Alker (1972) and Bem (19728). It appears that this
question can only be answered adequately with counter-questions
of the sort "With respect to what type of reaction variables?",
or "For which method of data collection?", or "In what type of
situations?". In general statistical terms, the moderating effects

of cognitive complexity and coping styles appeared as interactions
between personality variables on the one hand and appropriate
situational and procedural variables on the other hand, rather
than as main effects.

Recent studies aiming at the identification of situationally
Lonsistent subjects have almost invariably neglected these
complexities. Thus, for instance, Lippa (1976) found support
for the prediction of Snyder & Monson (1975) that subjects with
2)
would
high scores on the Snyder (1974) Self-Monitoring Scale

be more variable in their expressive behavior than low selfmonitoring individuals. However, this prediction was not confirmed
in a study by Schneidermann (1980). Moreover, Tunnell (1980)
reported a study in which low and high scoring individuals on
Snyder's Self-Monitoring Scale (SM) were compared with respect
to variability in personality descriptions provided by different

persons (e.g., parent, sibling, roommate, teacher). No differences
in the variability of such acquaintance ratings were found between
low and high SM subjects. In the context of sex-role appropriateness
of behavior Richert (1978) studied various cognitive variables as

predictors of variability of behavior. In this study subjects
interacting with an accomplice in two experimental situations
were observed. Sex-role appropriateness was found not to be

related in any consistent way with variability. This particular
result, however, contradicted findings reported by Garske (1977).
2)

The Self-Monitoring Scale (Snyder, 1974) is a set of 25 truefalse items that describe: (a) concern with social appropriateness
of one's self-presentation; (b) attention to social comparison
information as cues to situationally appropriate expressive
self-presentation; (c) the ability to control and modify one's
self-presentation and expressive behavior; (d) the use of this
ability in particular situations; and (e) the extent to which
one's expressive behavior and self-presentation are tailored
and molded to fit particular social situations. For a detailed
description of self-monitoring processes see Snyder (1979).
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These studies clearly illustrate one of the problems of
psychological research: the difficulty of obtaining reproducabl
findings (cf. Lykken, 1968; Cronbach, 1975; Greenwald, 1976;

Fiske, 1978; and Epstein, 1980). "It is becoming increasingly
evident that we are rapidly approaching a crisis in research
associated with extremely inefficient procedures for establishi
reliable generalizations. Not only are experimental f indings
often difficult to replicate when there are the slightest
alterations in conditions, but even attempts at exact replicatj
frequently fail" (Epstein, 1980, p. 790). With respect to the

search for moderators of consistency, Wallach & Leggett (1972)
reported a pessimistic view based upon failures to duplicate
earlier findings in any clear way. Wallach & Leggett (1972)
have attributed the unstability of moderator effects to at leas
two causes: (a) at the theoretical level not infrequently

contradictory construct-level interpretations are made as to
how moderators should act; (b) furthermore, moderator effects
are statistically complex as they are highly sensitive to
sampling differences in replication attempts. Schmidt & Hunter
(1978) have suggested that many moderators proposed in the fie
of personnel psychology are probably illusory, having been cre
solely by belief in the law of small numbers. Large sample
research may show,

according to these authors, that moderators

that appear plausible and important a priori are nonexistent
or trivial in magnitude.
In a somewhat broader, though related context Fiske (1978
formulated three serious problems with respect to the replicat
of earlier findings:

"the qualitative heterogeneity of the

population of actors, stimuli, and conditions; the difficulty
encountered in identifying the pertinent characteristics of
each population; and the consequent difficulties encountered
in sampling representatively and in determining the degree and
types of bias" (pp. 184-185).
The total picture gradually emerging from the results
mentioned above as well as from studies described earlier in
et
Chapter I (e.g., Argyle & Little, 1972; Moos, 1969; Raush
al., 1960; Campus, 1973, 1974; Endler, 1973; Snyder & Monson,
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1975) is a very confusing one, full of uncertainties and contra-

dictions, due to inadequately solving the problems formulated
by Fiske (1978) and the difficulties mentioned by Wallach &
Leggett (1972).

A major drawback of virtually all person-situation interaction studies is the fact that the kinds of situational contexts
in which the moderating variables are supposed to be effective
are not specified other than in very global terms, viz. 'social
situations', 'high self-monitoring situations' and the like.
Moreover, there is a lack of theorizing about other possible
constraints (for instance, modes employed) of the generality
of intraindividual consistency.
Thus, while closely examining the interactions in research

on the effects of traits and situations, the number of moderator
variables required to adequately predict behavior becomes
formidable (cf. Mischel, 1973). Cronbach (1975) expressed a
similar view in stating "Once we attend to interactions we
enter a hall of mirrors that extends to infinity. However far

we carry our analysis - to third order or fifth order or any
other - untested interactions of a still higher order can be
envisioned" (Cronbach, 1975, p. 119).
Olweus (1980) has warned in a similar vein that "such

approaches may not be a quick, easy road to reliable, meaningful
knowledge" (p. 383). On the other hand it has been stated that
"although trait-state conceptualizations have become increasingly

complex over the last few years, it could very well be argued
in view of the complexity of human functioning that this is a
necessary, and indeed inevitable, development" (Eysenck &
Eysenck, 1980, p. 195).
Far from offering explicit directives for the identification

of personality variables with moderator effects, the present
study has pointed out some important conditions that should be

kept in mind. According to our findings, the effectiveness of
moderators with respect to consistency and variability depends
on: (a) the modes used (viz. self-descriptions, observations,
registrations of actual psychophysiological reactions), (b) the
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type of reaction variables used within the self-description
mode (viz. feelings, overt expressive behaviors, or internal
bodily reactions), (c) certain characteristics of situational
conditions (i.e., the degree of familiarity), and (d) the universE

of generalization chosen, or, stated otherwise, the way the
(trait) measurement model is defined by the investigator.
To integrate these conditions within a single theoretical
framework is by no means simple. Yet, one could argue, that

modern personality theory has to provide knowledge of salient
and relevant personal characteristics for the identification of

personal moderating influences. Stated more precisely: personalit
theory must specify when and how these personal factors will
influence consistency of human functioning. A psychological

construct will only perform successfully as a moderating
variable when it reliably and validly taps those processes by
which information about persons are actively translated into
patterns of human functioning (cf. Snyder, 1979).
Given the findings of our investigations essentially two

ways to proceed on the consistency issue seem to present themselves. The first way is to continue working with classical
moderator variables of a trait-like character and to indicate

precisely under what circumstances these moderators are supposed
to be effective. The second way would be to represent the relevan

conditions within the context of a personality model, meant to
explain behavioral (in)consistency. Previous attempts to do
this can be found in the work of, e.g., Mischel (1973) and Markus

(1977). The first author has proposed to distinguish between five
categories of variables within the personality, each being
connected somehow with situation- and response variables.
Competencies, strategies, expectations, evaluations and plans
refer to cognitive representations of environmental facts or

events, obtained on the basis of (social) learning processes
(cf. Mischel, 1973).
More recently Markus (1977) has proposed an information
processing approach to conceptualize personality. She started
from the assumption that an individual attempts to organize,
summarize, or explain his own behavior in particular domains,
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resulting in so-called self-schemata. This latter concept refers
to "cognitive generalizations about the self, derived from
past experience, that organize and guide the processing of the

self-related information contained in an individual's social

experience" (p. 63). Self-schemata can be viewed as a reflection
of the invariances the individual has discovered in his own
behavior. Based on the results of a number of studies Markus
(1977) suggested that those individuals who have schemata about
themselves on a particular behavioral dimension are those most

likely to exhibit cross-situational consistency on that dimension.
The affinity between Markus' views and the Bem & Allen (1974)
approach is pretty obvious.
Bem & Allen have suggested some individuals to be cross-

situationally consistent with regard to a particular trait,
while other persons' behavior is determined by other conditions,
rather than the trait under investigation. Stated otherwise,

different individuals are expected to show different degrees

of consistency on different traits. Therefore, a particular
trait has only relevance for a limited set of persons. Bem &

Allen's (1974) study has demonstrated that by selecting persons
who indicate cross-situational consistency on 'friendliness',
substantial correlations between self-ratings, parent ratings,
peer ratings, and some behavioral measures could be obtained.
This approach, however, is not without problems. First of all,

the identification of situationally consistent subjects via
self-report measures is somewhat problematic. Turner & Gilliam (1979,
have shown that different formats produce different groupings of

consistent and variable subjects. But even more crucial is the

question whether individual consistency scores generalize across
modes.

On this question some light can be cast on the basis of

an additional analysis of the data of study III. Within each

mode separate indices of consistency were calculated for each
individual. Three two-way analyses of variance were carried out
for each subject: an 8 (situations) by 15 (reaction variables)
analysis for the self-report data, an 8 (situations) by 9
(reaction variables) analysis for the observation data, and an
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8 (situations) by 3 (reaction variables) analysis in case of
the psychophysiology mode. For each ANOVA estimated components
3)
model
(cf.
of variance were calculated using a random effects
Vaughan & Corballis, 1969). Based on these variance components
two coefficients of generalizability were calculated: 82US and
82 . The first coefficient refers to generalizability over
vr

response variables, while the latter coefficient
generalizability across situations. (82wr is very
Campus' index described in Chapter I.) These two
as individual consistency scores. Thus, for each

refers to
similar to
82's were used
subject six

indices of consistency were calculated: two for each mode. The
intercorrelations between indices of consistency are presented
in Table 5.1.
Table 5.1

Product-moment correlations between individual
consistency scores obtained in different modes

Generalization across
response variables (82

Generalization across
situations (8211 )
r

)

11 s

(1)

Self-description
data............(1)
Observation
data............(2)
Psychophysiological
data............(3)

•

(2)

-.28
•

(1)

(3)

-.03

(1)

-.15

(2)

•

(3)

(2)

-.03

0

(3)

.37 *

.24

e

Note: N = 28
* p<.05

The first conclusion to be drawn from Table 5.1 is that
individual consistency scores reflecting generalization across
response variables (i.e., trait indicators) do not generalize
across modes. In case of consistency scores reflecting
generalizability across situations a significant correlation
3)

Within modes indices of consistency derived via a mixed effects
model (situations random, and reaction variables fixed)
correlated extremely high with the indices obtained via the
random effects model. Therefore, only the indices stemming
from the latter model will be presented.
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was found only between the modes of self-descriptions and of
psychophysiological measures. Individual 32pr 's for observation
data, however, did not correlate with consistency scores in
the two other domains. So, on the whole, individual consistency
scores appear to be mode-specific. This finding seriously
questions the fruitfulness of the Bem & Allen approach, at
least with respect to 'anxiety'.
It is of interest in this connection to note that in a
study by Kenrick & Stringfield (1980) intercorrelations (averaged
across self-parent, self-peer, and parent-peer correlations)

obtained for high-consistency subjects were lower than those
obtained for subjects who judged themselves less consistent on
the ....emotional/easily upset - calm/stable dimension. It would
seem, then, that Bem & Allen were just lucky in choosing
'friendliness' as touchstone for their views.
The more general conclusion to be drawn seems, that, whether
one intends to work with classical moderator variables of a
trait-like character, or wishes to work within the context of

a personality model accounting for behavioral (in)consistency,
in both cases one has to solve problems having to do with modespecificity. Thus, the preceding sections have revealed what is
perhaps the most difficult problem to reconcile in personality
measurement: the issue of different modes.
We will spent a separate section to deal with that issue
in more detail.

5.4 MODES AND MEASUREMENT MODELS
One of the most sensational findings of the present studies was
the vital part played by the different modes of data collection.
The effect of modes will be discussed here in connection

with the allied problem of the choice of a measurement model.
Especially Endler (1976, 1977) and Magnusson (1976) have

emphasized the distinction between personality theories and
measurement models (see Chapter I, p. 20). "A personality theory
concerns individual functioning and is expressed in psychological
terms. It describes and explains how actual reactions are
determined, using a consistent set of hypothetical mediating
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variables. Different personality theories use different sets of

mediating variables and stress different kinds of such variables"
(Magnusson, 1976, p. 254). A measurement model, however, refers
to "...the assumed relation between the response indicators (as

expressed in the data we use in research and application) and
the hypothetical constructs in the personality theory. It is
used, among other things, for operationalizing the variables
under investigation in empirical personality research" (Magnusson,
1976, p. 254).

Study II and study III were carried out with the aid of
two different measurement models: (a) a model that involves
stable rank orders of individuals across situations with respect
to particular behaviors (e.g., anxious behavior). This model
represents "the trait measurement model" (italics added) in

Magnusson & Endler (1976). Within this model high generalizability
across situations and across trait indicators is seen as evidence
for the existence of a particular trait (e.g., anxiety); (b) a
model involving stable rank-orders across situations for
individuals, who may have different hierarchies of trait
indicators. For this model the universe of generalization is v

pro

(see Chapter III, p. 139). The coefficient of generalizability p
"...stellt einen Index dar filr das Ausmass, mit dem Reaktions-

upl

pattern oder Reaktions-Hierarchien einer Person uber die SituationE

hinweg stabil bleiben, wobei jede Person eine andere ReaktionsHierarchie aufweisen kann. Transsituative Konsistenz wird demnach
operationalisiert als transsituational stabile IntensitJtsHierarchie „4) (Lantermann, 1980, p. 55).

Whenever the first model was employed in the present studies
trait-like functioning was found only in self-descriptions.
Generalization across situations and trait indicators is very

low or non-existent within the observation mode and the psychophysiological measures mode. Within the context of the present
studies individual differences in expressive behaviors and
4)4

" . . . represents an index of the degree of stability across

situations of the reaction-pattern of hierarchy of reactions
a particular individual, each of whom may have a different
hierarchy of reactions. Thus, transsituational consistency
is operationalized as the cross-situational stable hierarchy
of intensity").
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psychophysiological responses were considerably less consistent
and less unified than the self-report findings of study II would
suggest. This outcome seems to underline Shweder's (19772) view
that "personality traits are symbols of interpretive categories
that link together items of behavior...by conceptual relationships that have little to do with frequency and co-occurrence
likelihoods. These conceptual affiliations (e.g., connections

based on resemblance) dominate our understandings of what goes
with what in the world of experience" (p. 640).

Traits operationalized by way of this particular measurement
model do seem to exist mainly in the head of the perceiver.
Koretzky, Kohn & Jeger (1978) have stated that consistency of
self-ratings "...may tell us only about the consistency of an

individual's perception of himself or herself - which may or
may not result in behavioral consistency" (p. 1055). The present
data seem to favor the latter option.

Within the context of the dispute on the trait approach
to personality some authors have wondered what defects traits
are claimed to have (e.g., Alston, 1975).
I think that the present studies allow for a very clearcut
answer. The intention to generalize to u , "...that is, to
P

interpret the overall score as a measure of general anxiousness"
(Cronbach et al., 1972, p. 181), appears to be responsible for
the main defect.

The way of defining the universe of generalization by
investigators working within the trait tradition appears to be

suited only for self-descriptions. Within this mode subjects
'armed' with scripts (Abelson, 1976), self-schemata (Markus,
1977), implicit personality theories (Schneider, 1973), prototypicality rules and fuzzy categories for persons (Cantor &
Mischel, 1977, 1979), and 'magical thinking' (Shweder, 1977£)
seem to 'help' investigators in proving the soundness of the

traditional trait measurement model. This 'help', however, is
not maintained when other types of data are collected.
On the other hand, fairly high generalizability coefficients
were obtained for all types of data, i.e., modes, as soon as

the alternative measurement model with
generalization was employed.

u

Pr

as the universe of
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Therefore, investigators seem to have little choice: the

adoption of a measurement model defining 'traits' in terms of
stable response-profiles across situational contexts is imperative
as soon as actual behavior and actual internal bodily reactions
are used to study human individuality. Sound generalizations
seem to be possible only if investigators study the individual
response hierarchies, while giving up the option of indifference
of indicator.
A liberalization as meant here has been proposed already

by Alston (1975) at the level of personality theory. Time has
come to update the measurement model as well.
In this connection an important question is whether scores

on single response variables obtained in the context of different
modes are connected. To explain this issue in more detail we
return to Alston (1975). Consistency studies, according to Alston
(1975, pp. 34-35), can usefully be divided into three types:
(a) Studies investigating the correlation between measures of
the same trait. This would be exemplified by a study showing

the presence or absence of high correlations between measures
of anxiety, viz. self-report questionnaire ratings, direct
observation of behavior, and psychophysiological measures.
(b) Studies investigating the relationships between different
subclasses of reaction variables for a given trait. This

approach can be illustrated by the well-known study of Sears
(1963) on dependency behavior, in which (low) correlations were
obtained between observations of 'negative attention seeking',

'positive attention seeking', 'the seeking of reassurance',
'touching and holding', and 'being near'. (c) Studies investigatin,
the relationships between behavior in different subclasses of
situations.
The present studies on anxiety primarily belong to the

latter type. To obtain additional information on the first type
of consistency the data of study III were analyzed according to
a different model.
For each subject the total situation by reaction variables

matrix of 216 cells (8 x 27) was collapsed over (eight) situations
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giving a mean score for each reaction variable. Included were
27 reaction variables, i.e., nine categories of overt expressive

behavior, the 15 items of the Anxiety State Questionnaire, and
the three psychophysiological measures (HR, SCL and FT). Productmoment correlation coefficients were computed between the various
measures. The correlations between these indicators of anxiety,
categorized according to different modes, are presented in
Table 5.2.
At first sight, this pattern of correlations can hardly
be taken to constitute a surface trait in the Cattellian sense.
Product-moment correlation coefficients between the overt

expressive behaviors (observation mode) were moderate to low
(ranging from r = .45 to r = -.48). Fifteen of the 36 correlation
coefficients were negative.
Product-moment correlation coefficients between expressive
-

-

behaviors and the Anxiety State Questionnaire scales (selfobservation mode) were very low. Coefficients ranged from E = ·50
to E = -.44. The highest intercorrelation was between restless
eye and the state item regretful.
The average correlation of tension mouth with self-report
scales was .11. Average correlations between the other expressive

behaviors and self-report scales were: .28 (look down), .12
(restless eye), -.05 (auto-manipulation), -.05 (restless fingers),
-.00 (tension gross movements), .14 (gesticulation), .12 (tense

laughing), and -.24 (posture). The total pattern of relationships
between observations and self-descriptions seems to warrant the
conclusion that there is almost no relationship between overt
expressions of anxiety and self-descriptions of anxiety feelings.
The intercorrelations between the self-description scale 'anxious'

and the nine categories of overt expressions speak volumes. (In
this context, it may be recalled, that according to Mischel (1968)
correlations between objectively measured behavior and scores
on personality inventories are almost invariably below .30.
Table 5.2 reveals that only 20 coefficients of the 135 correlations

between observation and self-observation scores reached this
'magical' boundary.) Thus, there is good reason to conclude
that self-reports of inner experiences have no connection with
actual behavioral acts.
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Product-moment correlation coefficients between expressive
oehaviors and psychophysiological reactions were very low as
well. Coefficients ranged from E = .35 tot E = -·40. Nearly

nalf of the coefficients were negative. The highest intercorrelation was found between tension of gross movements and
heart rate (E = ·35).
Correlation coefficients between Anxiety State Questionnaire

scales were moderate to high. The coefficients ranged from
= .02 to r = .84 with an average correlation of .45.

Product-moment correlation coefficients between selfreports and autonomic measures of anxiety were all low.

Correlations ranged from r = .29 to r = -.31, the highest
correlation being between comfortable and skin conductance level.
Twenty-seven of the 45 coefficients were negative. All 45
coefficients were non-significant (2>. 05) . This failure to

obtain relationships between self-report measures and autonomic
indexes is not new; in fact, such failures have been reported
frequently (e.g., Martin, 1961; Katkin, 1965, 1966; Karst &
Most, 1973).

Finally, it was found that the intercorrelations between
Eart rate, skin conductance level, and forehead temperature
were moderate to low, with a significant highest correlation
of I = .45 between SCL and FT. This lack of very high correlations

between various indicators of anxiety has been reported previously
by Birbaumer (1977).
Similar results were obtained when correlations between
the 27 indicators of anxiety were calculated for each situation

separately. These patterns of correlations are presented in
Appendix 13.
The main conclusion is that relationships across modes

between measures of the same concept are nearly absent. So it
seems that 'anxiety' cannot be investigated independently of
the different measurement procedures, used to measure this

construct (cf. Fiske, 1973, 1976). Moreover, the fact, that
findings such as those reported above are very frequently
obtained, seems to warrant the conclusion that the reported

findings reflect more the state of nature than the noise of
measurement (cf. Mischel, 1969).
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5.5 MODES AS MIRRORS OF INDIVIDUALITY
Our investigations have demonstrated that relative consistency

depends on a large number of factors: personality characterist
type of situations, type of reaction variables, and also type
of data.

Such findings can rather easily give rise to the cynical
recognition that empirical support for any of the various basi

models of personality can be enforced by a 'sensible' choice
of subjects, situations, type of reaction variables, and type
of data collection methods, as well as by an 'optimal' definit
of the universe of generalization. One can easily design a
study in which high relative consistency would be found. For
instance, the present studies clarify that the investigator

who wishes to promote the notion of a general anxiety trait ca
'create' substantial evidence most likely when he acts on the
following guidelines: Avoid observations of actual expressive
behavior, and stay far from the measurement of actual psychophysiological reactions. Instead, collect self-descriptions,
preferably with respect to hypothetical situations. Be sure,
that subjects have only limited experience with the selected
situations. Avoid the description of anxiety in terms of overt

behavior, but ask for feelings and internal bodily states.
Recruit subjects from populations known to be characterized bi
relatively high cognitive complexity and a preference for

repression as a way of coping with threatening stimulation.
Take v as the universe of generalization. In reporting your
P

study call the new anti-introspectionist view important, but
stress the Nisbett & Wilson (1977) argument concerning the
incorrectness of self-reports to be overstated, meanwhile

pointing to some occasions where verbal self-reports have
appeared to be accurate.
On the other hand, the investigator who plans a vigorous

attack at the trait approach can most 'fruitfully' operate
along the following lines: Claim "...that the accuracy of
subjective reports is so poor as to suggest that any introspective access that may exist is not sufficient to produce
generally correct or reliable reports" (Nisbett & Wilson, 197'
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p. 233). Therefore, make use of observations of actual expressive
behavior involving a minimum of subjective inference. Study
subjects from populations known to be characterized by relatively
low cognitive complexity and a high anxious style of coping.
Select situations that have a very close correspondence with

conditions frequently met in the daily-life of the recruited
subjects. Take u as the universe of generalization.
P
Of course, the present studies were not designed to create
the first of a series of cookbooks for investigators who want
to study personality in a rather 'hostile' (cf. Kelly, 1955)

way. Maier's law of research (in Bloch, 1977) states, "if the
facts don't conform to the theory, they must be disposed of".
Through deliberate choices of subjects, experimental situations,
reaction variables, and ways of gathering data, etc. researchers

may be invoking Maier's law (see also, Cotton, 1980). Naturally,
this method of research is absurd.
Yet, on the other hand, this type of reasoning with regard

to manipulating the determinants of relative consistency may

well provide the key to future developments in personality theory
and research. Rather than to maximize the evidence for a
classical trait position (or the opposite of that position) one
might proceed and systematically investigate which mode provides
information favouring which personality theory. Apart from
pointing out the range of convenience of each theory, such an

approach may ultimately pave the way for integrative theory
construction in which several aspects of personality are

scrutinized simultaneously. Different modes are conceived then
as different 'mirrors of individuality', each providing its own

contribution to our knowledge of personality as an integrated
whole.

Before proceeding on this line, a word of caution is
appropriate here. As Mischel (1973) has stressed, it would be
wasteful to create pseudo-controversies that pit person against
situation in order to see which is more important: "...studies
could be designed to demonstrate almost any outcome" (Mischel,
1973, p. 256; see also Moos' comments, cited in Mischel's article
regarding the limits of this type of studies). In a sense,
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Mischel (1973) is right, I think, that the question of whether
individual differences or situations are more important is a
fruitless one that has no general answer. Also Sarason (1977
points to a crucial factor in person-situation research: the

range of individual difference measures and the levels of
experimentally manipulated variables in Dispositional x Situati
experimental designs.

"One would generally expect an individual

difference variable to account for more variance if very differ
groups, such as schizophrenics and normals, were compared than
if normal groups differing in locus of control were studied.
One is not likely to win a distinguished scientist award by
accounting for 98% of the variance while demonstrating that
clinical acrophobics experience more anxiety atop the Eifel

Tower than do paratroopers. Similarly, the results of comparing
the problem-solving performance of groups who have taken either
knockout doses of Valium or a hefty amount of amphetamine is
unlikely to overly impress us" (Sarason, 1977, p. 265).
These examples point to rather 'heavy guns' compared with
the more subtle ways of influencing the outcomes of research
which were demonstrated in the present studies. Of course,
Sarason is right in stating that those particular samplings 0situations and persons force particular findings.
However, just because he (and also Mischel) is right,
there is urgent need for systematic study of features of

experimental design favouring or harming particular theoretical
oositions.
Such a systematic study has to focus on the specific meani

of modes with respect to the various conceptualizations of
personality. Recently, Hettema (1979, 1981) has pointed to the
importance of such endeavours. Within this context, Hettema
(1979) calls the assumption that different methods of data
collection should lead to the same knowledge about the individi
unrealistic,

since "...it is based on too narrow a conception c

personality as an object of knowledge" (p. 180). A major probb
according to Hettema (1979) is, how to decide which mode shoub
be used in the context of which theory. "This question may wel
be one of the most important questions to be asked by contempo:
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personality investigators"

(Hettema, 1979, p. 181) . A partial

answer to this question was given in a recent study (Hettema,
1981), in which it was investigated which of two modes, viz.

ratings and self-descriptions, is best suited to represent the
requirements of the trait measurement model. In that study data
borrowed from 81 Dutch studies directed at the construction of
personality measures were analyzed with respect to this question.
The trait character of rating and self-rating scales was
determined using internal consistency and convergent validity
of the measures as criteria. It was concluded that traits are
mode-specific, and that rating scales agree better with the
trait measurement model as compared to self-rating scales (1981,
p. 248) . Hettema suggests that ratings reoresent perceived behaviora_
consistency in terms of the exoectations of judges reflecting a

general striving toward clarity and predictability of the social
environment, whereas self-ratings mirror the individual intentions
of self-raters in terms of intended behavioral consistency
reflecting a striving to create continuity in the individual's
life. According to Hettema (1981) this implies that differences
between modes reflect the different positions of the assessor.
Stated otherwise, mode-specificity reflects different perspectives
on personality. Therefore, a change of perspective produces
other information and consequently new interpretations.

An important aspect of variance components studies
(e.g., Argyle

&

Little, 1972; Endler & Hunt, 1966, 19682, 19692;

Endler, Hunt & Rosenstein, 1962; Moos, 1968, 1969; and also the
present studies) may be re-emphasized here: variance components
analyses and G-type generalizability analyses (cf. Cronbach et
al., 1972) of Person x Situation x Reaction variables x Modes
data matrices are hypothesis-testing as well as hypothesiscreating tools. Such studies can help to find new ways of
construing and approaching the phenomena of human individuality,
"...paving the way for the formulation of models to complement
the trait measurement model" (Magnusson, 1980, p. 23) .
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The question to be answered in the remainder of this

chapter is: in what ways have the present studies contributed
to this latter issue? Obviously the answer has to be looked
for in the variance components obtained in the course of these
studies.

Most of the variance components have direct relevance for
psychological individuality, though perhaps not within the
framework of every personality theory.
It can be said that individuality has been given different
meanings within the context of different theories. So, individu
has been described in terms of temperamental and dynamic traits
styles of conceptualization, unique overall structures of perso
constructs, information processing, values, attitudes, interest
potentialities, abilities, strategies, choices and decisions,
the patterning of activity, or unique ways of adapting to the
environment (see, e.g., Tyler, 1978). Hettema (1979) points to
different conceptions of individuality in personality theory.

He makes a distinction between nomothetic individuality, in

which general relations between general elements of personality
are postulated, and individuality is restricted to individual
scores on these elements as in Cattell's trait theory; uniquene

reflecting individuation of personality elements as well as
relations between these elements (cf., for instance, Allport's
views); and idiosyncrasy implying general elements but individu
relations between these elements, as reflected in Freud's
personality conception.
It is clear that personality theorists not only emphasize

different aspects of personality for describing individual
differences, but also conceive of individuality in a different
way. Presumably, those conceptions will have their counterparts
in particular variance components to be obtained from Person
x Situation studies.
Let us look once more at the results of the variance
self-descriptions
components analyses for the three modes, viz.

behavioral observations, and psychophysiological measures,
e
obtained in study III (Chapter IV). In Figure 5.1 these outcom
are presented by means of Venn diagrams. In these diagrams the
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Schematic representation of omega-squared ratio's
for different modes

Figure 5.1
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areas of the various camponents correspond with the percentages

of variance accounted for. How do the various components of
variance relate to different conceptions of personality? Olweus
(1976) has pointed to the difficulty of adequate characterization
of theoretical positions in terms of statements about the

expected (relative) contribution to total variance due to

particular sources of variance, e.g., a /02ot. Olweus' article
concerns omega-squared ratio's. In this rather critical article
the view is expressed that several different outcomes are
compatible with most of the basic models of personality. This
argument advanced by Olweus, however, does not apply to
generalizability coefficients. The question: What generalizability

coefficients are to be expected for the different theoretical
positions? is not intrinsically unanswerable.
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Several generalizability coefficients involving different
universes of generalization can be calculated for a Persons
x Situations x Reaction variables matrix of anxiety scores.
These coefficients are presented in Table 5.3.
Table 5.3

Generalizability coefficients involving different
universes of generalization for a P x S x R matrix
of scores

Universe score
variance

Formula for unit sample coefficients
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First of all, generalization can be to u . In Chapter III
P
it has been stated, that generalizing to u implies the overall
P
score to be interpreted as a measure of general anxiousness.
Generalizing to

U

P

involves a wish to generalize across situations

and response variables. This desire reflects the assumption of
indifference of (trait)indicators as well as large crosssituational generality. Therefore, 32 is the appropriate
pp

coefficient for investigators working within the CattellGuilford-Eysenck tradition.
Generalization can also be to W . Such generalizability
PS
coefficients grant the existence of Person x Situation inter-

actions (in anxiety) and attempt to generalize over reaction

variables only (cf. Golding, 1975). That approach has been
proposed within the modern interactionist tradition. Investigators
concerned with situation-specific anxiety have generalized over
trait indicators, taking v
as their universe score (cf.
PS

Cronbach et al., 1972, p. 182).

Magnusson & Stattin's (1978) study of the uniqueness and
stability of individual cross-situational patterns of behavior
is an example. In this study an S-R anxiety inventory (IRS-2;
see Magnusson & Ekehammar, 1975h) was administered and the scores
were collapsed over trait indicators, to give a mean reaction
score for each of 12 hypothetical situations. Individual crosssituational profiles were then calculated. A subsequent analysis

of these profiles yielded four situation clusters, each containing
three situations. Those clusters were identified as: Threat
of punishment, Threat of pain, Inanimate threat, and Ego threat.
Thus, an individual cross-situational pattern of behavior can be
conceived as a profile of scores for different types of stressors.
The results showed "...that the cross-situational profile which

is stable across time for a particular individual is also to
some extent a personal characteristic" (Magnusson & Stattin, 1978,
(P. 8).

Magnusson & Endler (1977) have discussed different
conceptualizations of consistency. In their opinion the most
fundamental meaning of the term 'consistency' for an interactionist approach to behavior should be "coherence". "It refers
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to behavior that is inherently lawful and hence predictable

without being stable in either absolute or relative terms...We
are referring to patterns of behavior that may vary across
situations of various kinds but in which the behavior is

coherent and lawful all the same...Coherence means that the
individual's pattern of stable and changing behavior across
situations of different kinds is characteristic for him or her

and may be interpreted in a meaningful way within the interactional modrl..." (Magnusson & Endler, 1977, p. 7). This
proposition is illustrated in Figure 5.2.
Figure 5.2

Self-reported state anxiety profiles for four
individuals (A, B, C and D) across six different
situations (cf. Magnusson & Endler, 12-7. 9
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Figure 5.2 depicts Person y Sitjat.
the main effect for Persons. The profiles presented in Figure
.

5.2 reveal individual differences with regard to mean level of
state anxiety reactions across situations of different kinds,

indicating stable differences in anxiety reaction disposition
(trait) Furthermore, Figure 5.2 illustrates "...that individuals
.

with the same mean level of state anxiety across situations
differ in a systematic predictable way in their pattern of
state anxiety reaction :cross different k .nds of situations

(Magnusson

&

Endler, 1577, « 10
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The coherence of behavior, in the sense described above,
is one of the basic derivations of the interactionistic model
of behavior according to Magnusson & Endler (1977).
It may be noted, that this particular model reflects the

growing attention for the description and classification of
situations. Magnusson states, that "An individual's behavior
becomes understandable, when his cross-situational pattern of

reactions can be related to his interpretation of the different
situations, on which the profiles are based" (1976, p. 267).
Thus, classes of functionally equivalent situations and
the individual's "dispositions to behave in this kind of
situations" (Magnusson, 1976, p. 267; italics added) form the

basic elements of this interaction model. No attention whatsoever
is given to individual's characteristic hierarchies of reaction
variables, i.e., preferences for certain trait indicators. Instead,

mean reaction scores, obtained via collapsing across all trait
indicators, are calculated for each combination of a particular
person and a particular category of situations (e.g., situations
with physical danger threat, situations with Ego threat, or
situations that are neutral with regard to anxiety).
is the appropriate coefficient
It may be concluded that pz
Ups

for the interactional model formulated by Magnusson & Endler
(1977) .

Generalization to

p

Coefficients of the type

has been discussed in previous chapters.
Pr
p2
Upr are appropriate for investigators

who give full attention to the individual's preference for
certain anxiety indicators, assuming transsituational consistency
of such response hierarchies see, e.g., Lantermann & Laveaux,
1978). This generalization option is connected with the trait
(

positions proposed by Allport and Alston. Ojpr-Coefficients have
been treated thus far as referring to a more lenient trait model.
Because of the fact that a particular interaction, viz. P x R,
is considered to be universe score variance, it can be argued
implies an interwith some ground that generalizing to u
Pr
actionistic model of personality as well, albeit not the form

of interactionism propagated vehemently in two recent readers
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on interactional psychology (Endler & Magnusson, 1975;

Magnusson & Endler, 1977). This uncertainty regarding
appropriate labeling presumably means that the gap between a
trait position, incorporating individuation of certain personality

elements, and particular forms of interactionism is not that wide
altogether.
Thus far we have discussed coefficients of generalizability
that could be connected with two basic models of personality:
the trait model and the interactionist model.

In Chapter I another model, namely the situationist model,
was mentioned. In this model situational variance is the major
focus. Situationism tends to employ experimental techniques,
suggests that an individual's behavior should change from

situation to situation, and considers individual differences
in behavior within the same situation as an embarassment - to

be conceptualized as the result of past experience or simply
as error variance (cf. Cronbach, 1957; Bowers, 1973).
Situationism can be equated with the experimental approach
described by Cronbach (1957) as one of the two disciplines of
scientific psychology. The extreme form of the experimental

approach is described by Cronbach as follows: "Individual
differences have been an annoyance rather than a challenge to

the experimenter. His goal is to control behavior, and variation
within treatments is proof that he has not succeeded. Individual

variation is cast into that outer darkness known as 'error
variance'. For reasons both statistical and philosophical,
error variance is to be reduced by any possible device" (1957,
p. 674).
Within the rather broad context of situationism, three

distinct coefficients of generalizability can be discerned.
First of all, u S can be taken as the universe of generalization.
This involves an intention to generalize across persons as well

as response variables. This intention reflects the most rigorous
form of the experimental approach. The only goal seems to be
"...to get those embarassing di f ferential variables out o f sight"

(Cronbach, 1957, p. 674). It seems that users of this model

entirely dispense with the concept of personality.
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Much more relevant for the study of personality is the
less rigorous experimental approach in which personality is

seen mainly as an organization of resources with which the
individual confronts and adjusts to the environment. "The

experimentalist thus concentrates on the effects of situational

variables on human behavior and treats personality as a set
of behaviors that characterize the person's responses to given
situations at given times" (Geen, 1976, p. 2). Argyle & Little
(1972) discuss the latter approach under the heading "personality
as a series o f unrelated S-R links ": "This approach dispenses

with trait concepts entirely. A person consists of a large
number of response patterns attached to particular situations.
This approach is favoured by some learning theorists and

behaviour therapists. The latter will not ask whether a patient
has a high score on the trait of 'neuroticism', but rather what
are the particular situations which cause the patient anxiety

or produce other undesirable responses" (p. 5). This approach
can be depicted as follows (Figure 5.3).
Figure 5.3

Anxiety profiles for four situations (A, B, C and
D) across six different persons
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Figure 5.3 depicts Person x Situation interactions and a
substantial main effect of situations. Much of the research

presented in Russell Geen's book 'Personality, the skein of
behavior' (1976), covering such diverse topics as stress,
mechanisms of defense, emotion, anxiety, conflict, aggression,

extraversion-introversion, and locus of control, is conducted
according to this model (see also Argyle w Little, 1972). It
seems reasonable to assume that investigators working within
this fr-meworl: will heve the opinion that the ratio of universe
score variance, containing the S and PS component, and observed
score variance, containing S, PS, SR, and residual effects,
reflects the appropriate coefficient of generalizability. Most
of the (social) learning theorists studying psychological

individuality apply this model. Mischel's position of interactionism formulated in a 1973 article entitled 'Toward a
cognitive social learning reconceptualization of personality'
and Staats' behavioral interaction conception of social
behaviorism (1971, 1980) can be given as examples of the approach.
A different situationist approach is followed by those

investigators who consider S and SR components to constitute the
universe score variance. Within the context of anxiety, this approac

would imply that situational variance is considered crucial,
but also interactions between situations and response variables.
The latter component reflects the belief that anxiety will be
manifested differently in various situations due to norms, rules,
demand characteristics, and the like. Argyle (1977), in attaching
great importance to rules specifying situational demand

characteristics, to a certain degree belongs to this traa.'200
But probably the best example of this ippr© i h :s Bfrker's
work 61965, 1968) on behave:r sett:...rs. in Barkei's vie.9 t'13
correct and

permitz .2·.i behaviers ....'.z ji-, c.n sit.ationa2 .settj ·it: r

are largely fixed: 24 arior settings ..i:c eLe er more
standing patterns of behavicr. :hese patterns are not tne
behavior of individuals:, but of people en masse (cf. Moos, 1175, .
Barker's work deals almost exclusively v,·it h overt behaviors-.
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In psychophysiology theoretical notions have been developed
concerning stimulus response specificity (see Chapter IV). This
conception would belong to this latter type of situationist
approach as well.

Summarizing, it can be said that the various coefficients

of generalizability presented in Table 5.3 can be given a
definite psychological meaning within different theoretical
positions.

The calculation rules given in Table 5.3 produce unit
sample coefficients. These unit sample coefficients represent
the generalizability of scores based on a single score. Analogous
to the Spearman-Brown prophecy formula, estimates of variance

components can be used to determine the generalizability of a
score based on any number of observations (cf. Farrell et al.,
1979). Although investigators would rarely generalize

on the basis of one rating or score, calculating unit sample
coefficients provides a basis for comparing the coefficients
obtained in different modes within the present study. In Table
5.4 these unit sample coefficients are presented for the data
05 study III.
Whecher 0

2

0 2 + J 2 , or 0 2 + 0 2 constitute the numerator
P
Pr
of a variance-ratio, the denominators are the same. Also, when
0 S2, 0 S2 + 0 2 , or 0 2s + 0 sr
2
form the numerator, the den ominators
PS
are identical in all three cases. Therefore, it is possible to
calculate directly the gain obtained through 'amending' the
most rigorous formr of the correlational W
as universe) and
P
discipline.
Table 5.5 contains
experimental (As as tiniverls)
those gains. The values presented in Table 5.5 reflect the
ps

p'

2

increment of generalizability due to adding some components
to the universe score variance. The term 'incremental

generalizability' seems appropriate to describe these improvements
of generalizability caused by redefinitions of the universe
score variance. These incremental generalizability coefficients

can give important clues about the (relative) value of including
the various interactions (P x S, P x R, or S x R).
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Table 5.4

Unit sample coefficients of generalizability for
different modes

Numerator of coefficient
02 + a2
02 + 02
ps
P
p
P
Pr

Mode

.

02

Self-descriptions
Behavioral
observations

Psychophysiological
measures

.15

.38

.30

.00

.00

.31

.06

.13

.20

Numerator of coefficient
92 + a2
02 + 02
02
s
s
s
sr
ps

Mode
Self-descriptions
Behavioral
observations

.10

.39

.15

.03

.03

.24

Psychophysiological
measures

.18

.24

.29

Furthermore, they can bring to light relationships betwe
theoretical positions with respect to individuality on the one

hand, and modes of data collection on the other. The incremen
generalizability values are presented in Table 5.5.
What can be learned from Table 5.5? First of all, it can

be concluded that the traditional trait position only fares
well within the self-description mode (see also Chapter IV).

But even in that case individual situational specificity refl
in the P x S interaction component of variance appears to be

more important. Within the self-description mode Magnusson's
interactional model seems to be the best model. This conclusi
underlines Magnusson's views. Magnusson states that the resul

of the Magnusson & Stattin-study (1978) mentioned earlier and
the results of other Person x Situation studies (e.g., those

reviewed in Bowers, 1973) seem to justify the following two
conclusions: "1. The interaction variance reflecting the stab

unique cross-situational profiles is large enough to motivate
further consideration in psychological theory and research, a
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Table 5.5

2

Unit sample coefficients of generalizability (p
2
UP
and p
; the first column) and incremental
Us

generalizability for different modes

Numerator of coefficient
2

Self-descriptions
Behavioral
observations

.15

.23

.15

.00

.00

.31

.06

.07

.14

Psychophysiological
measures

PS

a

2

a

P

a

2

Mode

Pr

Numerator of coefficient
2

Self-descriptions
Behavioral
observations

.10

.29

.05

.03

.00

.21

.18

.06

.11

ps

a

2

as

Psychophysiological
measures

a

2

Mode

sr

well as for the description and classification of individuals
in terms of actual behavior. 2. Individuals are best described
by a combination of two parameters: (a) measures reflecting
the stable rank order positions of individuals for relevant

variables, i.e., the traditional measure for description of
individuals in the trait measurement model, and (b) measures
reflecting the unique cross-situational profiles for relevant
variables"

(Magnusson, 1980, p. 22) . Magnusson suggests that

this approach will prove to be fruitful in the study of
personality, irrespective of mode employed. It must be noted,
that his conclusions were mainly based on studies in which selfreported emotional experiences and rater judgments were collected.
Table 5.5 reveals that this particular interaction model is by

far less effective in the psychophysiology mode and simply the
wrong choice in case of behavioral observations.
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The approach as suggested by Magnusson is used by Endler
(19752) in his interactional model of anxiety as well. The presE
study casts serious doubts on the fruitfulness of this

model outside the domain of self-reports favoured by Endler.

With respect to self-descriptions two other things are worth
mentioning. In the first place, it appears that generalizing
to

does not
outperform generalizing to pS,ps . Generalizabi
of the stable rank-order positions of situations across Fersons
u

p,ps

combined with measures of the unique cross-situational profiles

of individuals is as good as generalizability of the stable
rank-orders of individuals across situations, combined with
measures cf unique P x S interactions.

Moreover, the fact that within the self-description mode
individuals are described best in terms of profiles reflecting
hoth general individual differences and specific individual
cross-situational patterns, points to the need for empirically
derived taxonomies of situations. To obtain appropriate informat
about the individually unique cross-situational patterns situati
and situation factors must be chosen on the basis of systematic
knowledge about situations. Such knowledge can be effectively

employed, especially in self-description research.
Behavioral observations and psychcphysiological measures
show a totally different picture. Both modes appear to favour
an approach in whicn intividails are described in terms of
ln,_, i'.1:2:al : e=:1.., r'se s:Decific: ry, i.e. : i-;'ALOraTCh:(i

·2rr.13 Of .1.Adivi,iCE:15

c·,f reaction ··:ariabl.32. 'lit:. re':c·«·17-

2- :ne Is.CS:rl'Si,1.47 moda situational

parameters turned out

', oe efrective as we:.L, in terms of (a) the stable rank-crder
positic-ts of situatiins, c«_pleted with (b) specific effects of
situations to produce unique patterns of autonomous responses.

With respect to the psychophysiology mode it can be said that
the most rigorous form of situationism, involving gener lizing
to v , is more effective within this particular mode than 1 1
S

any oth3r mode.

For the behavioral observation mode P x R interactions
seem to carry most of the weight. Therefore, this mede favou:6
to some extent the ideas put forward bj', for instance, Als.on.
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Phe fact, however, that the main effect of Persons does not
zarry weight in the balance makes specific linkage to one of
the theoretical positions mentioned above hazardous. Do our
ibservation data fit best in a learning theoretical model
explaining the unique hierarchies of responses, and is the fact
that situational variance played a negligible role predominantly

the reflection of similarity of situations with respect to

eliciting expressive behaviors? Or, do the data reflect a trait

position in which the 'indifference of indicator'-assumption
nas been abandoned? The absence of P variance seems to favour
the first option.
This conclusion may be further supported by the fact that
S x R interactions considerably contribute to generalizability,
indicating effective specific situational demand characceristics.
A final point to be made with respect to the ooservation
investigators of anxiety studying expressive
behaviors within the observation mode clearly need a taxonomy

node is that,

of anxiety reactions. Idicsyncratic patterns „ C lehavier can

.:nly be studied adequate ly .f

tne

whole gamut if ,-c:s:ble anxiety

manifestations is observed.

Suumarizi ng, 26 can Le stated that neither of the three
Tiodes seems particularly fit to represent current -trait theory.

Within each of the modes, specific interactions were emphasized
i,istead. For self-ratings P x S interaction was most prcr, 2 : s:: . t.
for observations and p..r hophysiological measures -, 9 4 1-,1-3,-

Action came Lo the Fore.
76 --fu. y-r 3-1 ,_st' f _224 1. '.• i du a l i ty,

i n ma 1 '_. :-: 2.. : „ E l. )..clec . ,

t.

- Li

:il.1t -2.'.1.-c-·-.'-·.r_.· .j··,3, suited best to renresent .inic:acr.·.2··Iii

1-L.-.'·_I

-·.

- .___

. ...

t .,- 0,·.:I.-'. 02 2.12Ii--it -3

1

the other two modes main.iv
individuality.

It

r=r".-Ec·:it

should 2.: r.oic 1, hov,·6·':·r

that the litter t-,·,c modes reflect considerable influnnco of
.:inialional Paramazers as well. In the case of psychophysiology

general anxiety-provoxing
c],2.racLeI of the situation, whereas in the case of observations
ii..ir iii-u_. ·,·.-... n:11.-tly due to the

the specific demand characteristics of the situation were most
effective.
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The present studies have brought to light a number of
interesting findings scattered all over the book, but perhaps
the most important ones are those, having to do with the effect
of modes.
Within the field of personality different sets of phenomer

viz. verbalized perceptions, self descriptions and attributiont
observations of ongoing activity; and autonomic responses, havc
been studied all along. It is Fiske's (19782, 1979) conviction
that "...the topic of personality can best be approached by

identifying several disciplines, each concerned with a specific
set of phenomena" (1978k, p. 35). This implies a plea for sepa
"sciences of personality" (Fiske, 1974) , different "personolog;

(Fiske, 1977) , or "strategies" (Fiske, 1978b) in
human individuality.

the study of

" Instead of
muddling along as we have bee

doing, we can recognize several personologies, each focused on
a particular kind of problem or type of observation. We can
study the attributions that people make about people...
Alternatively, we can study how people cognize and attribute.
More generally, we can determine how people process the

information they receive, how they construe people and behavio,
and so on, as Mischel has advocated. Finally, we can study acti
as they occur in the sequence of other acts" (Fiske, 1978b,
p. 41).
Perhaps this is the direction

in which

discipline of personality"

1978b)

(Fiske,

the

"undisciplined

is moving. The domai

of personality may simply be too large and heterogeneous to be
studied using only a single paradigm; maybe the separate
existence of several disciplines of personality is inevitable.

Undoubtedly, the development of different sciences for the

phenomena of human individuality, will produce greater consens
within each sub-area on concepts and their definition, on the

broad outlines of theories for particular topics, and on resea
methods (cf. Fiske, 1979). In such partitioning of the world
of psychological phenomena, however, lurks the danger that the
development of separate personologies inhibits their interacti
and cross-fertilization. Therefore, failures to obtain relatio
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ships between different domains of data should give rise to
reflection on the functional role of the different sets of

phenomena as well. What is clearly needed eventually is not a
partitioning of the field, but the establishment of theorybased links between the concepts of individuality on the one
hand, and methods of data collection (modes) on the other.
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SUMMARY

Within the psychology of personality human individuality is
conceptualized in many different ways. Models of individuality
have been formulated emphasizing persons, situations, or the
interaction of these two facets as the main source of behavioral
variation.

Chapter I contains a discussion of the person-situation
controversy within the context

of basic models of

nersonality.

Special attention is paid to classical trait theorv 'ncluding
the distinction between trait theory and trait measurement

model. Within this context, the views of Allport and Cattell
are reviewed in some detail.
The trait notion has been criticized widely in recent
years. The major criticism of trait concepts is that there is
little evidence for the assumption of relative consistency,
involving stable rank-orders of individuals across situations
and trait indicators. The aim of the present studies was to
scrutinize the limits of the trait model, i.e., to study

relative consistency as a function of (a) the type of reaction
variable, (b) the situation, (c) the person, and (d) modes, i.e.,

classes of procedures for the measurement of personality. The

personality trait chosen to be investigated was 'anxiety'. Based
on detailed analyses of the effects of the different conditions

mentioned, a profile of the anxiety trait is developed in the
remaining chapters.
Chapter II deals with the construction and develooment of
a psychometric measure within the self-description mode, i.e.,
an inventory of anxiety according to the S-R format. This

inventory was composed of pairs of similar situations to make
possible estimates of Person x Situations x Reaction variables

interactions. In addition, half of the situations selected were
familiar for the subject, the other half less familiar. Moreover, care was taken to represent different situational domains,
and to include different types of reaction variables, viz.

feelings, psychophysiological reactions, and overt expressive
behaviors.
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In Chapter III a study is described in which the effects of

various person and situation variables, as well as types of
reaction variables were tested with respect to relative

consistency within the self-description mode. In this study the
S-R Inventory was administered as well as a number of personality

measures. To test the relative consistency hypothesis under
various conditions coefficients were derived from generalizability
theory. It was predicted that within the self-description mode
relative consistency is higher in unfamiliar situations than in

more familiar ones. This hypothesis was confirmed strongly for
self-ratings reflecting feelings or internal bodily reactions.
With respect to self-descriptions in terms of overt expressive
behaviors relative consistency was found to be approximately
equal for familiar and unfamiliar situations. The hypothesis
that cognitively simple subjects compared with more complex
subjects should show higher relative consistency was not
confirmed. In fact, the reverse relationship was found. A

tentative explanation of this finding was offered in terms of
a greater ability of cognitively complex subjects to integrate
inconsistent behavioral fragments into a unified impression of
the self. Predictions were also made concerning the effects of
defensive high-anxious, high-anxious, repressive and low-anxious

styles of coping with threatening situations. It was expected
that relative consistency would be lower for low-anxious subjects
than for subjects coping otherwise. This hypothesis was only

partly confirmed by the results of this study. The data indicated
that relative consistency is higher for self-reported psychophysiological reactions than for self-reported overt behaviors.
In addition, relative consistency was found to be higher for

self-reports of feelings than for reported overt behaviors. A
comparison between feelings and psychophysiological reactions
showed no difference. It was concluded that relative consistency

within the self-description mode depends on: (a) the kinds of
situations selected, (b) the kinds of reaction variables
investigated, and (c) the kinds of subjects sampled. Besides

main effects, some complex interactions between these facets
were found.
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In Chapter IV another study is reported. In this study

subjects were confronted with actual anxiety-provoking situations
It was designed to test the effects of various person and
situation variables with respect to relative consistency within
observations of behavior and psychophysiological measures.
Moreover
the differential effect of each of three modes
(self-descriptions, observations of behavior, and psycho-

physiological measures) upon relative consistency was investigate
Effects of familiarity/unfamiliarity with situations were studied
with regard to overt behaviors and psychophysiological responses.

As these effects were quite consistent with the results obtained

with self-reported anxiety (the S-R inventory), the general
conclusion was drawn that relative consistency is higher in
samples of situations with considerable degrees of novelty. At
the level of actual expressive responses higher relative
consistency was found for high-anxious as compared with lowanxious subjects. This relationship was reversed, however, as

soon as psychophysiological responses were used to represent
anxiety. In the latter case higher relative consistency was
found for low-anxious subjects than for subjects coping otherwise

With regard to cognitive complexity/simplicity an equally
complex pattern of relationships emerged. For subjects with

more simple cognitive structures somewhat higher relative
consistency was found in observations, but not in psycho-

physiological data. Within the latter mode the reverse relationsh
was found. It was concluded that the autonomic responses of
cognitively simple subjects are more under the control of
immediate situational demands than the autonomic resnonses of
cognitively complex subjects, whereas the expressive behaviors
of cognitively complex subjects are more under the control of
contextual demands than the expressive reactions of coanitively

simple subjects.
Taken together, the findings with respect to relative

consistency as a function of personality variables led to the
general conclusion, that this relationshin is strongly deDendent
upon the particulnr mcde in which anxiety is measured. The issue

of mode-specificity was fur+r-r z'.·.-2 -ir. :; a - 1.-':.. .0 r:, Ccr.Cllic:10.-
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that generalizability is higher for self-report data than for

observation data and psychophysiological data, in case of
generalization across situations as well as reaction variables.

This finding is completely in line with predictions formulated
beforehand. Generalization across situations only, however,
implying the incorporation of individual response specificities
in the measurement model, showed generalizability for self-reports

and observation data to be of about equal magnitude. Thus, it
was concluded that the way of defining the universe of generalizatio:
has a dramatic effect upon the degree of consistency obtained.

In Chapter V the implications of the results obtained in
the present studies are further elaborated with respect to
personality theory and personality measurement.

First of all the finding that trait-like functioning is
more likely to be found in unfamiliar situations is discussed

within the context of recent pleas for situational representativenes
of psychological investigations. In this context, our results
can only be interpreted to suspect that personality traits are
to be found chiefly in studies concerned with highly remote and
artificial situations, whereas studies emphasizing a representative
design will largely produce behavioral patterns lacking trait
features altogether.

With respect to the moderating role of personality
characteristics styles of coping and complexity of cognitive
structure appeared to have small effects upon ccnsistency, but
the relation between these personality characteristics and
consistency is very complex. It is argued, that personality
theory at the moment often fails to specify when and how these

moderators will perform successfully. To shed more light on this
issue, additional analyses were carried out to obtain individual
consistency scores. It was found, however, that these scores do
not generalize across modes. This finding questions the fruitfulness of the Bem and Allen-approach.
The remainder of Chapter V deals almost exclusively with

modes of data collection. First of all, a measurement model
emphasizing stable response profiles across situational contexts
is proposed for studies of actual behavior and actual psycho-
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physiological reactions. Sound generalizations within studies
involving such data seem to be possible only, if investigators
take into account individual response hierarchies, while giving
up the option of indifference of trait indicators. Such an

approach implies a liberalization of the classical trait
measurement model. The importance of modes if further illustrated
via analyses of the relationships between the various indicators
of anxiety. The main conclusion is that relationships across modet

are nearlk absent.
In a final section called "Modes as mirrors of individuality'

a strategy is outlined based on the assumption that different
modes provide information with respect to different personality
theories. Such an aporoach, it is argued, may ultimately pave the

way for integrative theory construction in which several aspects

of personality are scrutinized simultaneously. The options of
different types of personality theory with respect to individualif

are discussed and those options are 'translated' in expected
generalizability coefficients involving different universes of

generalization. In that way, various coefficients of generalizabi.

are given a definite psychological meaning with respect to differ<
theoretical positions.
The present studies revealed that the traditional trait

position fares reasonably well within the self-description mode.
However, individual situational specificity appears to be even
more important. It was concluded, that Magnusson's interactional

model seems to be the best model within the self-description
mode. Furthermore, it was found that the observation mode and
the psychophysiological mode favor an approach in which individua:
are described in terms of individual response specificity.
Summarizing, it can be stated that neither of the three modes
seems particularly fit to represent current trait theory. Within

each of the modes, specific interactions were emphasized instead.

As mirrors of individuality self-reports are suited best to
represent interactional individuality, whereas the other two
modes mainly represent response-preferential individuality.
The book finishes with a plea for the establishment of
theory-based links between the concepts of individuality and
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modes. The discovery of these links depends strongly on future
research efforts. One of the questions that need to be answered
concerns the generality of the present results. Do these findings
obtained with respect to 'anxiety' generalize to other traits?
What are the profiles of 'extraversion', 'aggression', 'irritability',
etc.? The strategy chosen in the present studies offers a means
of exploring these questions.
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SAMENVATTING
In de persoonlijkheidsleer wordt op verschillende manieren inhoad gegeven aan het begrip 'individualiteit'. De verschillende

modellen voor individualiteit wijzen personen, situaties of de
interactie tussen deze twee facetten aan als de belangrijkste
bron van variaties in het gedrag.
In Hoofdstuk I wordt de persoon-situatie controverse be-

sproken in de. context van verschillende persoonlijkheidsmodellen.

Bijzondere aandacht wordt geschonken aan klassieke trek-theoriedn
en aan het onderscheid tussen trek-theorie en trek-meetmodel.
In dit kader wordt uitvoerig ingegaan op de theoretische noties
van Allport en Cattell.
De trek-theorie en het trek-meetmodel zijn de laatste jaren

sterk bekritiseerd. De belangrijkste kritiek is dat er (te) weinig
empirische evidentie is voor de veronderstelde relative consistentie, d.i. stabiele rang-volgorden van individuen over situaties
en trek-indicatoren. Doel van de hier gerapporteerde studies is
het bestuderen van de grenzen van het trek-model.

In concreto

betekent dit dat relatieve consistentie bestudeerd is als een
functie van (a) het type reactie-variabelen, (b) de situatie,
(c) de Ferscoi:, en (d) klassen van procedures voor het meten van
de persconlijkheid (modi).
Alle enderzockingen zijn gericht op de bestudering van een enkele
persocnlijkheidstrek: angst. Gebaseerd op gedetailleerde analyses
van d,_, cif:zten van ile bovengancemde condities is een
van de tral: ' angst' cnt·4.4.uid in de

profiel

overige hoofdstukken.

In Hoofdstuk II worcit de Cs:.25.-Luris en ontwikkeling van
een psychomezzisch instrument voor zelfbeschrijvingen - een

- beschreven.
angst-vragenlijst overeenVcmstig het S-R format
Deze vragenlijst is ci.gebou;:,1 :.1: pul-a: Lan geliJke situaties

ten einde schattingen van Persoon x Situaties x Reactie-variabelen
interacties mogelijk te maken. Bovendien is de helft van de ge-

selecteerde situaties voor de subjecten bekend en de andere helft

minder vertrouwd. Ook werd er voor gezorgd dat de verschillende

domeinen van situaties en de verschillende typen reactie-variabelen

291

(gevoelens, overte expressieve gedragingen en psychofvsiologische
reacties) gerepresenteerd zijn.
Hoofdstuk III bevat een onderzoek naar de effecten van

verschillende persoons-variabelen, situationele variabelen en
reactie-variabelen op relatieve consistentie binnen zelf-beschrijvingen. In deze studie werd de S-R vragenlijst en een
aantal persoonlijkheidsvragenlijsten gepresenteerd. Ten einde
de relatieve ccnsiscentie-hypothese

onder verschillende condities te 2oetsen, werden generaliseerbaarheidscoofficionten
bepaald. Vocrspeld werd dat bij zelf-beschrijvingen relatieve

consistentie hoger is in onbekende situaties dan in bekende si-

tuaties. Deze hypothese kreeg sterke empirische ondersteuning
in het geval van zelf-beoordelingen in termen van gevoelens en
psychophysiologische reacties. Met betrekking tot zelf-beschrij-

vingen in termen van overte expressieve gedragingen evenwel werd
geen verschil gevonden in relatieve consistentie in bekende en
onbekende situaties. De hypothese dat cognitief simpele subjecten
een hogere relatieve consistentie zullen vertonen dan cognitief
complexe subjecten werd niet bevestigd. In feite werd de omgekeerde relatie gevonden. Voor deze bevinding werd een tentatieve
verklaring gesuggereerd in termen van een grotere vaardigheid

van cognitief complexe subjecten om inconsistente gedragsuitingen
met elkaar te verenigen in een Yeintegreerd zelfbeeld. Ook

werden voorspellingen geaaan seureffende de effecten van defensief hoog-angscige, noog-angstige, repressieve en laag-angstige
coping stylen ten aanzien van bedreigende situaties. Verwacht

werd dat relatieve corsistentie lager zou zijn bij laag-angstige
subjecten dan bij procfperzoors die op een andere wijze omgaan
met stressoren. Deze hypothese were slechts gedeeltelijk bevestigd.

Verder gaven de data aan dat relatieve consistentie hoger
is voor gerapporteerde psychofysiologische reacties dan voor beschrijvingen van overte gedragingen. Bovendien werd gevonden

dat relatieve consistentie hoger was voor gerapporteerde gevoelens dan voor beschrijvingen van overte gedragingen. Een vergelijking tussen gevoelens en psychofysiologische reacties liet

geen verschil zien. G€concludeerd werd dat relatieve consistentie
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binnen de modus van de zelf-beschrijvingen afhankelijk is van
(a) het soort situaties dat geselecteerd wordt; (b) het soort
reactie-variabelen dat onderzocht wordt en (c) het soort sub-

jecten dat bestudeerd wordt. Behalve hoofdeffecten werden een
aantal complexe interacties tussen deze facetten gevanden.
In Hoofdstuk IV wordt een ander onderzoek gerapporteerd.
In deze studie werden subjecten met feitelijke, bedreigende

situaties geconfronteerd. Dit onderzoek was opgezet om binnen
gedragsobservaties en psychofysiologische metingen de effecten

van verschillende persoonsvariabelen en situationele variabelen
te toetsen. Bovendien werd het differenti&le effect van elk van

een drietal modi (zelf-beschrijvingen, gedragsobservaties en
psychofysiologische metingen) op relatieve consistentie onderzocht.

De invloed van vertrouwdheid/onbekendheid met situaties

werd bestudeerd voor verschillende typen data: overte gedraging
en psychofysiologische reacties. Aangezien deze effecten geheel

in overeenstemming waren met de resultaten van de S-R vragenlij
studie (zelf-beschrijvingen), werd de algemene conclusie getrokken dat relatieve consistentie hoger is in sets situaties

die een aanzienlijke mate van nieuwheid voor de subjecten hebb€

Op het niveau van het feitelijke expressieve gedrag werd
gevonden dat relatieve consistentie hoger was voor hoog-angstic

dan voor laag-angstige subjecten. De omgekeerde relatie werd
echter gevonden in het geval dat angst bestudeerd werd in term€
van psychofysiologische responses: voor laag-angstige subjecter

werd een hogere relatieve consistentie gevonden dan voor persor
die op andere wijze omgaan met bedreigende stimulatie.

Met betrekking tot cognitieve complexiteit/simpliciteit
werd eenzelfde complex patroon van relaties verkregen. Voor suk

jecten met simpeler cognitieve structuren werd een enigszins
hogere relatieve consistentie gevonden in observaties, maar nic
in psychofysiologische gegevens. Ten aanzien van het laatste t
data werd de omgekeerde relatie gevonden. Geconcludeerd werd dz
de autonome responses van cognitief simpele subjecten meer ondc
de controle van de onmiddellijke eisen van de situatie staan da

het autonome reageren van cognitief comvlexe subjecten, terwij:
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de expressieve gedragingen van cognitief complexe subjecten meer
gecontroleerd worden door de omgevings-eisen dan de expressieve
reacties van cognitief simpele subjecten.
Samenvattend: de bevindingen met betrekking tot het effect

van persoonlijkheidsvariabelen op relatieve consistentie leiden
tot de algemene gevolgtrekking dat dit effect sterk afhangt van
het type data dat bij de bestudering van angst verzameld wordt.
Modus-specificiteit werd nog verder onderzocht. Dit leidde

tot de bevinding dat generaliseerbaarheid in het geval van generalisatie over situaties en reactie-variabelen hoger is voor
zelf-beschrijvingen dan voor observatie-gegevens en psychofysiologische data. Dit resultaat bevestigde de geformuleerde voor-

spellingen. Wanneer er alleen maar over situaties gegeneraliseerd

wordt, en individuele response-specificiteit derhalve geIncorporeerd wordt in het meetmodel, bleek generaliseerbaarheid voor
zelf-beoordelingen en observatie-gegevens ongeveer even hoog te
zijn. Daarom kan geconcludeerd worden dat de keuze van het universum waarnaar gegeneraliseerd wordt een dramatisch effect heeft
op de mate van consistentie die verkregen wordt.

In Hoofdstuk V worden de implicaties van deze resultaten
voor het theoretiseren over de persoonlijkheid en het meten van
de persoonlijkheid besproken.
Allereerst wordt de bevinding dat functioneren overeenkomstig

het trek-model met een grotere waarschijnlijkheid gevonden wordt
in onbekende situaties besproken tegen de achtergrond van recente
pleidooien voor de representativiteit van de situaties die bestudeerd worden in psychologische onderzoekingen. In dit kader
lijken de huidige resultaten geen andere betekenis te hebben dan
dat evidentie voor het bestaan van persoonlijkheidstrekken vooral gevonden zal worden in studies waarin de situaties of taken be-

trekkelijk kunstmatig zijn en relatief ver afstaan van het dagelijks leven van de onderzochte individuen. Van de andere kant
zullen onderzoekingen met een representatief design voornamelijk
gedragspatronen opleveren die geen trek-kenmerken bevatten.
Met betrekking tot de modererende rol van persoonlijkheidskenmerken werd gevonden dat zowel coping stylen als complexiteit/simpliciteit van cognitieve structuren kleine effecten op
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consistentie hebben. Dat de relatie tussen deze persoonlijkheidskarakteristieken en consistentic zeer complex is, moet evei

wel gezegd worden. Gesteid wordt dit persocnlijkheidstheorieon
op dit moment vaak in gebreke blijven daar waar het gaat om
precies aan te geven wanneer en op welke wijze deze moderatoren
een substantieel effect hebben. Ten einde meer licht OD deze
kwestie te werpen, werden individuele consistentie-scores berekend en werden additionele ...nalyses uitgevoerd. Gevonden werd

dat deze individuels consistentie-scores niet generaliserin ove:
modi. Deze bevinding plaarst een flink vraagteken achter de vruc

baarheid van de door Bem en Allen gepropageerde benadering.
De rest van Hoofdstuk V handeit vrijwel uitsluitend over
methoden van data-ver:ameling. Allereerst wordt voor de bestu-

dering van feitelijk gedrag en feitelijke psychofysiologische
reacties een meetmodel voorgesteld dat uitgaat van stabiele

response-profielen over omgevingsccndities. Binnen dergelijke
studies lijken substantiole generalisaties alleen dan mogelijk
wanneer onderzoekers rekening houden met individuele gedragspreferenties (response-hierarchie&n). Dit laatste impliceert
dat niet langer uitgegaan wordt van het "indifference of traitindicator"-principe. Een dergelijke benadering houdt een libe-

ralisering van het klassieke trek-meetmodel in. Het belang van
modi wordt verder aangetoond via het analyseren van de relaties
tussen de verschillende indicatoren voor angst. De voornaamste
conclusie is dat relaties over modi vrijwel afwezig zijn.
In een laatste sectie, getiteld: "Modi als spiegels van

individualiteit" wordt een strategie uiteengezet die gebaseerd
is op de veronderstelling dat verschillende modi in=crmp 2 1,- ver
schaffen ten aanzien van verschillende persoonlijkheidstheoried

Gesteld wordt dat een dergelijke aanpak de weg kan banen voor e
integratieve theorievorming waarin de verschillende aspecten va

de persoonlijkheid gelijktijdig onderzocht worden. De standpunt
van verschillende typen persoonlijkheidstheoriedn ten aanzien

van 'individualiteit' worden besproken en 'vertaald' in verwach
generaliseerbaarheidscoofficiinten met verschillende universa
waarnaar gegeneraliseerd wordt. Op deze wijze wordt aan de verschillende generaliseerbaarheidscoofficionten een bepaalde
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psychologische betekenis gegeven met betrekking tot verschillende
theoretische posities.
De hier gerapporteerde studies tocnden aan dat de traditionele trek-positie enige geldigheid heeft binnen de modus van
de zelf-beschrijvingen, maar dat individuele situatie-specificiteit binnen deze modus belangrijker is. Vastgesteld werd dat

het interactie-model van Magnusson het beste model is in het
geval van zelf-beschrijvingen, terwijl de observatie-modus en

de psychofysiologische modus 'vragen' om een benadering waarin
individuen beschreven worden in termen van individuele responsespecificiteit. Samenvattend kan gesteld worden dat geen enkele

van deze drie modi bij uitstek geschikt is om de huidige trektheorie te representeren. Binnen elke modus ligt het accent op
specifieke interacties. Als 'spiegels van individualiteit' is

zelf-rapportage het meest geschikt om individualiteit in termen
van situatie-specifiekheid ("interactional individuality") te
weerspiegelen, terwijl de twee andere modi individualiteit vooral in termen van voorkeuren voor bepaalde responses ("responsepreferential individuality") weerspiegelen.

Het boek eindigt met een pleidooi voor het verder in kaart
brengen van theoretisch gefundeerde samenhangen tussen modi en
de verschillende opvattingen over individualiteit. Het ontdekken
van deze connecties is in sterke mate afhankelijk van toekomstige
onderzoeks-inspanningen. Fdn van de vragen die beantwoord moet
worden heeft betrekk ing op de algemeenheid van de resultaten van
de hier gerapport:erde onderzoekingen. Generaliseren deze bevindingen die verkregen werden in het kader van bestudering van
het concept 'angst' naar andere persoonlijkheidseigenschappen?
Hoe zien dc profielen van 'extraversie', 'agressie', prikkelbaarheid', etc. eruit? De strategie die gevolgd werd in de huidige
studies biedt de middelen om deze vraagstellingen te onderzoeken.
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APPENDIX 1

Reactions in unpleasant and stressful situations
Describe situations in which you are anxious.
List as many situations as possible.
Describe also your behavior in these situations.

For example:

Situation:

My reactions:

Entering a room full of strangers
Staying near the door;

Waiting till someone approaches me;
Sweating a little;
Looking down to the floor;
Smoking a cigarette;
etc.

Describe situations and reactions as concrete as possible.
When you are ready, put the booklet in the envelope. Don't
write your name on it.
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APPENDIX 2

The meaning of situations.

In this booklet you are asked every time to compare two
situations with each other.
The question is: How similar or dissimilar would you
experience
these two situations if you were actually in them.

Some situations will be identical in your opinion.
In that casd
these two situations have the same meaning for you.
With respect to other situations or events, however,
you will
find that they are very dissimilar. In that case these
two
situations have an entirely different meaning.
With respect to still other pairs of situations your opinio
n
can be that they are similar to a certain degree. Stated
otherwise: two situations can be somewhat similar,
fairly
similar, or very similar in meaning.
Here follows an example:

Waiting at the
bus stop

What psychological meaning has the
situation in the box for you personally?
Indicate the degree of (dis)similarity
of this meaning with the meaning of each
of the situations below.

In the post-office

waiting at the
counter

During an exam you
notice that you have
forgotten to study a
particular chapter

entirely
different

0

0

identical

1

1

2

2

3

4

34
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First, make a comparison between the situation in the box
("Waiting at the bus stop") and the first situation described
below ("In the post-office waiting at the counter") .

Indicate the degree of perceived similarity by putting a mark

through one of the figures (0, 1, 2, 3, or 4). Then, make a

comparison between the situation in the box and the second
situation described below ("During an exam you notice that you
Again the
have forgotten to study a particular chapter")
.

degree of similarity or dissimilarity of meaning must be
indicated by a mark through one of the figures.
Follow this procedure with respect to all the other situations
on a page.
The figures 0, 1, 2, 3, or 4 have the following meaning:
0 = entirely different
1 = somewhat similar
2 = fairly similar
3 = very similar
4 = identical
There are no right or wrong answers. It is your personal
view that counts.
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APPENDIX 3

Background and aim
This Appendix presents the results of some additional analyses
of the situation perception data of study I (p. 90).

The purpose of these studies was to compare three different
methods of data analysis: (a) Ekman's dimensional content method
(as used in study I); (b) a multidimensional scaling procedure
(m.d.s.); and (c) a categorizing method. Although the analyses
to be reported were primarily meant to provide a check on the

method of analysis chosen in study I, the reason to present
them here is far more general.
Within the field of personality an ever growing interest

may be noted to study situations in which individual behavior
is manifested. In this connection Magnusson (1978) states:
"Thus for more effective theorizing and research on actual
behavior in an interactional frame of reference and on
individual development, and for applications in education,
upbringing, and social training, there is a conspicious need
for better knowledge about situations. Knowledge presented in
terms which facilitate its use in theory and empirical research"
(p. 3). Magnusson holds the view that a differential psychology

of situations is necessary as a supplement to the existing
differential psychology of individuals. The development of
such a differential psychology of situations, however, raises
a number of problems. "In many respects we are now in the same
position with respect to situations as researchers were when
they started to investigate individual differences in a
systematic way. The problems are mainly the same and the

arguments in the discussion can be taken from the debate on
individual differences at the beginning of this century. As it
has taken a long time and a lot of different methods and
strategies to reach the present stage, with respect to knowledge

about individuals, we also need time and other resources for
the study of situations. And in this work we need to use the
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whole arsenal of tools to collect and treat data and to develop
all our ingenuity for theoretical analyses in order to attack
the problems effectively. We cannot obtain the necessary multiphasic, comprehensive knowledge about situations by using only
one method or one strategy"

(Magnusson, 1978, pp. 20-21) . The

need for research of the type mentioned is emphasized in the
work of Ekehammar (1972) as well. The comparisons between
different dalt.a analysis techniques should be seen against this
ebackground.
The problem

Do Ekman's dimensional content method, a multidimensional
scaling procedure, and a categorizing method (i.e., cluster
analysis) give the same results with regard to the perceptual
structure of the 46 situations of study I?

Method
The results of the analysis with Ekman's method have been
reported on p. 91 ff. In addition, the data were analyzed with
the aid of: (a) Smallest Space Analysis (SSA; cf. Guttman, 1968;
Roskam & Lingoes, 1970; Lingoes, 1973; and Lingoes & Roskam,
1973). Use was made of the MINISSA-program from the MDS (X)
Series cf Multidimensional Scaling Programs (Roskam & Lingoes,
19:7). Given the ratings of the similarities among the 46 verbal
descriptions of situations, the purpose of the SSA-algorithm
is to find the co-ordinates or 46 points, reoresenting the

sicuarions, in an r-dimensional space s,211 :hau the
ancng

these points are in approximately the same

distances

rank order as

t:--2 51-ilal'11.1·2:.

3, Mc'Juictv's similaritv analysis.
technique, son'ezz.Ties

called

This clustering

"classification by reciprocal pairs"

is a sir.'.ple mat-·:zd for analyzing continuous data into hierarchical
ty, es. The method has Deerl described in McQuitty (1966) and
Bij,·:en (1973, pp. 71-72) . Use was made of the CLUSTAN Package
of Cluster Analysis Programs (Version lc Release 2;
Wishart,

19731.
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To apply a multidimensional scaling technique and cluster
analysis to the game data is especially worthwhile, because
"...multidimensional scaling and clustering are sensitive to
complementary aspects of the data, the large dissimilarities
versus the small ones,... (Kruskal, 1977, p. 34).
Results and comments

Smallest Space Analysis
Results were obtained for spaces of two as well as three
dimensions. Stress coefficients were .22 and .16 respectively.
Coefficients of alienation were .24 and . 17. A con,parison
with
values in the Spence-Ogilvie Table (1973; the Table contains
mean stress values obtained with random data) shows the stress

coefficients found to be reasonably low. (For 46 independent
random variables Spence & Ogilvie report stress values of .545
for a two-dimensional solution and .365 for a three-dimensional
solution.) The three-dimensional solution was preferred to the
two-dimensional solution on account of the stress values obtained.
Interpretation of SSA-dimensions
The first dimension contrasts situations, such as "Addressing
a large group of people", "You talked scandal of a particular
person, and it came round to the person concerned. Now this
person asks you for an explanation", "Being the laughing-stock
at a party",

"Perform badly in front of an audience at a task,

that is rather easy according to those spectators
", and "Telling
your fianc& (e) or partner that you will terminate the relationship",

with situations such as "Crossing a busy road", "Being alone at
home at night", "Sitting in a plane just before take-off", and
"Going in an elevator to the upper floor of a high building".
This dimension appears to contrast the social environment with
the natural environment (see Figure A3.1. An inspection of the
plot of dimension 1 against dimension 3 confirms the appropriateness
of these labels (see Figure A3.2).
Dimension 2 is far more difficult to interpret. One end of
this dimension is anchored by situations such as "Witnes
sing a
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serious car accident just before your eyes", "Waiting for someon
who should have been there for hours",

"Condoling relatives at

a funeral", "Being a passenger in a car which goes very fast",

and "Walking alone in the woods at night". The other end of
this dimension is represented by the situations "Watching
pornographic movies or photographs", "Being interviewed within

the context of an investigation about your own sexual experience
"In a shop full of customers asking for a contraceptive",
"Returning something you have bought to a shop", ."Telling a jok€
and nobody laughs", "Discussing your personal problems with
someone who is much older than you", and "Undress yourself in
the presence of a doctor". In part, this dimension may reflect

the contrast between situations featuring sex and self-disC10SUI

activities and situations lacking those components. The most
salient component of chis dimension, however, appears to contras

physical damage with psychical damage. Accordingly, these labels
were chosen to describe this second dimension. This contrast

between physical and psychical damage thus appears to be based
on types of effects of situations on individuals.
The third dimension contrasts "Being alone at home at
'

night", "You just discover that you are sitting in the wrong
train", "In a shop at the cash-desk you notice that you have
not enough money in your purse", "Being stopped by a policeman

because the lights of your car are not working", and "Being
lost in an unfamiliar city" with "Giving blood at a blood bank"
"Discussing your personal problems with someone who is much

older than you", "Undress yourself in the presence of a doctor"
"Making a telephone-call with an official authority, for instanc

"Entering an oral examination", and "Going to
be interviewed for a job". A problem frequently met in interpre·
at a ministry",

m.d.s.-dimensions is the following. Each dimension consists of
a positive and a negative vector. A strict interpretation of
the dimensional structure thus requires the positive vector to
reflect the opposite of the negative vector. Such a strict
interpretation, however, may be rather unrealistic.

"One vector

might meaningfully reflect an attribute that is simply differen
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from, but not necessarily a direct opposite of, the attribute

reflected by the positive vector. A factor with a heavy loading
on the positive vector, for example, might be interpreted only

as lacking what is represented by the negative vector, rather
as possessing an attribute that is opposed to that represented
by the negative vector" (Harris, 1977, p. 244). Considerations
like this have played a part in labeling the third SSA-dimension.
One vector refers to situations having in common failure or norm

violation from the subject's side. Essential for these situations
is the fact that the 'error' has been made already. The threatening
and unpleasant nature of those situations is caused mainly by
the confrontation with one's failures as well as experiencing
the consequences of those failures. The other vector refers to

situations in which the 'error' has not yet been committed. As
such the dimension is connected with the aspect of time. This
third dimension was tentatively labeled as Failure and anticipation
of consequences vs. Anticipation of failure.
A plot of two dimensions of this three-dimensional solution
(dimension 1 against dimension 2) is given in Figure A3.1. This

plot shows the maximum dispersion of the 46 points in the threedimensional configuration in space. Figure A3.1 contains not
merely the results of the SSA, but also the solution obtained

with Ekman's content method. The position of the points is
obtained from the SSA, while the loops show the situations
which have been grouped together by the principal components
analysis of Ekman' s approach. This combination of both results

into a single diagram is frequently used and can be very
revealing (cf. Kruskal, 1977; Everitt, 1978). Figure A3.1 shows
that situations that belong to one factor according to the

Ekmanian analysis are grouped together in coherent areas. This

is even more clear from an inspection of the combined presentation
of the results of both methods in Figure A3.2. This Figure shows

very clearly that the solution obtained with the content analysis
reflects the different regions or neigborhoods in space. In
Figure A3.3 a plot of dimension 2 against dimension 3 is given.
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An interpretation of the four content method-factors in
terms of the SSA-dimensions reveals that Factor I, on
p. 96

labeled as an "Ego threat"-factor, could be described as
predominantly a social environment--anticipation of failure-psychical damage factor. Factor II ("Inanimate threat") could
be interpreted as a natural environment--failure and anticipatj
of consequences factor. This particular factor contains
physic:
damage as well as psychical damage situations. Factor III, the
"Threat of punishment"-factor contains the social environment--

failure and anticipation of consequences situations. Situations
belonging to this third factor are mostly threatening
psychical
damage, although same situations with high loadings on this

particular factor are characterized by the possi
bility of
enventual physical damage. Factor IV ("Threa
t of pain")

contain

the natural environment--anticipation of failure--phy
sical dama
situations.
On the basis of the coherent picture, thus arising,
it

may be concluded that Ekman's dimensional content method
and
the Smallest Space Analysis give congruent information about
the perceptual structure of the set of situations that were
used in study I.

Figure A3.1

Smallest Space Analysis Configuration (dimension 1 plotted against dimensio
n 2)
for the similarity matrix in Table
2.2 (p. 92
.:,·; i ·id solution.

) with embedded Ekman's content
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Smallest Space Analysis configuration (dimension 1 plotted against dimension 3)

for the similarity matrix in Table 2.2 (p.92
mothod solution.
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Smallest Space Analysis configuration (dimension 2 plotted against dimension 3).
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Smallest Space Analysis configuration for the similarity matrix in Table 2.2

(p. 92 ) with embedded McQuitty's similarity analysis solution. Dimension 1 is

plotted against dimension 2. The third SSA-dimension is represented through
altering the intensity of the plotted characters.
Brightly plotted characters
are used to represent situations with loadings between 0 and -1.00 on dimension
3, and faintly plotted characters to represent those having positive loadings.
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Hierarchical cluster analysis

McQuitty's similarity analysis (1966) categorized the
46 situations
in the following way:
Table A3.1

Cluster

I
II

III

IV

V
VI

Results cluster analysis
Situation nrs.

1,7,8,9,10,12,18,19,20,23,25,26,32,33,35,36,37,39,41
2,3,44
4,5,11,14,15,22,29,34,40,42,43
6,13,31,45
16,17,21,24,27,28,30,38
46

Cluster I combines the factors Ego threat and Threa
t of
,unishment obtained in the Ekman analysis. Clust
er II contains
mly three situ ations. Although interpreting
such a small cluster
s somewhat hazardous, one common aspect of these
situations
ecomes manifest immediately: in all three situations
physical
r psychical damage of other people occurs. Cluster III
corresponds
ith the factor Threat of pain as identified earlier.
The fourth
luster contains four situations ("Undress yourself
in the
resence of a doctor", "In a shop full of customers
asking for
contraceptive", "Discussing your personal problems
with someone
ho is much older than you", and
"Being interviewed within the
ontext of an investigation about your own sexua
l experiences"),
nd may be interpreted as a cluster concerned with
Shame or fear
f self-disclosure. Cluster V is very hard to inter
pret. Most
ituations share elements that are unknown, unexp
ected or strange
)r the subject. Uncertainty with respect to the course
of events
Ltems 16, 21, 27, 28, 30, and, to a lesser extent
, 38) might
3 the aspect that reveals the true character of
this cluster.
ierefore, this cluster will be tentatively label
ed Uncertainty
)out the course of events. Cluster VI merely conta
ins one
.tuation and consequently has to be left out of
consideration.
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The solution obtained with the aid of cluster analysis

differs from the classification on the basis of Ekman's method
on several points: Some 'Ekman-factors' are joint to constitute
one large cluster, the situations of the inanimate threat factor
are distributed over different clusters, whereas a number of
'new' clusters emerge as well.

A joint representation of the McQuitty'outcomes with SSA
results in a three-dimensional plot (Figure A3.4) shows that
situations categorized according to the McQuitty procedure cluster
in coherent areas. Positioning of the clusters with respect to
SSA-dimensions is however less 'nice' than with respect to the
results of the Ekman model. Thus, for instance, the situations

of the largest cluster are only distinguished from the other
situations on the first dimension. The situations of cluster I
are social situations, but that is the only aspect revealed in
terms of SSA-dimensions. Cluster II is a social environment/

physical damage/anticipation of failure cluster. Cluster III
is characterized by the natural environment and the possibility

of physical damage. This cluster does not hold any clear position
with respect to the third dimension. Cluster IV is characterized
as physical damage/anticipation of failure, whereas in this
cluster the first dimension (social versus natural environment)

is of no concern. Cluster V, finally, is characterized by the

natural environment, physical damage, and failure and anticipation
of consequences.
Summarizing it may be stated, that, compared with the
analysis on the basis of the Ekman model, the cluster analysis

has produced clusters that are much harder to interpret.
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APPENDIX 4

Familiarity with situations

In this booklet descriptions of situations are presented.
equally familiar with all these situations.

Probably you are not

Perhaps there are situations you have never experienced
personally.
With respect to some situations you know very well what your
feelings and reactions are; with respect to other situations
you are not so sure.
The question is: HOW FAMILIAR ARE YOU WITH THE FOLLOWING SITUATIONS?
Here follows an example:

Sitting in an air-plane, just before take-off
0 - Not at all familiar with this situation
1 - Slightly familiar with this situation

2 - Fairly familiar with this situation
3 - Very familiar with this situation
4 - ComFletely familiar with this situation
Give your answers 'by. encircling one of the figures

or 4).

(0,1, 2, 3,
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APPENDIX 5

Repertory Grid Familiar Persons
(Presented untitled)
Instruction:

In this booklet you are asked to rate the persons who you have
filled in on the Form of Names. You need not hand in this form
with names.

At the top of each page of this booklet - just like on the Form
of Names - a certain person is described, e.g. , "The most
successful person among your personal acquaintances".
Look up in the Form of Names to which concrete person this

applies to in your case and indicate what YOU PERSONALLY THINK
OF THIS PERSON.

You have to do this on every page. The idea is that you rate
only a single person per page, namely the person who you have
mentioned on the Form of Names.

On each page of this booklet there are a number of lines below
the description of the person to be rated. These lines have
been divided into a number of segments with opposite adjectives
on both ends.
You have to indicate with a cross which segment of the lizie

indicates best what you think of that person.
Here is an example:

Someone you pity And would like to help
intelligent

:

:

:

:

:----:-

:

stupid

First, look up in the Form of Names which Derson this is in
your case.
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If you think that this person is very intelligent, you put a
cross in the segment most to the left, like this:

intelligent

X

:----:----:----:----:----:----: stupid

If you think that this person is very stupid, you put your cross
in the segment most to the right, like this:
X
intelligent :----:----:----:----:----:----:
stupid
If you think that this person is rather intelligent, you put
your cross in the segment second from the left, like this:

intelligent

X

:----:----:----:----:----:----:

stupid

If you think that this person is rather stupid, you put your

cross in

the segment

intelligent

second from

the right,

like

X

:----:----:----:----:----:----:

this:

stupid

If this person in your opinion is more intelligent than stupid,

and you think that he (or she) is only slightly intelligent,
you put your cross like this:
X
intelligent :----:----:----:----:----:----:

stupid

If this person in your opinion is more stupid than intelligent,

and you think that he (or she) is only slightly stupid, you put
your cross like this:

intelligent

X

:----:----:----:----:----:----:

stupid

Important:

1. Put a cross in a segment, not on the boundary between two
segments.
2. Put only one cross on a line.
3. Do not skip anything.
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APPENDIX 6

Repertory Grid Stressful Situations
(Presented untitled)
Instruction:
In this booklet you are asked to rate a number of situations.
The idea is that you indicate what these situations mean to

you personally.

At the top of each page a description is given of a certain
situation. Below this description there are a number of lines
divided into segments, with opposite adjectives on both ends.
You should indicate with a cross which segment represents best
WHAT YOU THINK ABOUT THAT SITUATION.
Here is an example:

Entering a room full of people you
never met before
pleasant

:

:

:

: :
:

:

:

-:

unpleasant

If you find the situation very pleasant, you put a cross in the
segment most to the left, like this:
pleasant :-3--:----:----:----:----:----: unpleasant

If you find the situation very unpleasant, you put your cross
in the segment most to the right, like this:
X
pleasant :----:----:----:----:----:----: unpleasant

If you find the situation rather pleasant, you put your cross
in the segment second from the left, like this:
X
pleasant :----:----:----:----:----:----: unpleasant
If you find the situation rather unpleasant, you put your cross
in the segment second from the right, like this:
X
pleasant :----:----:----:----:----:----: unpleasant
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If you find the situation more pleasant than unpleasant, and
you find the situation only slightly pleasant, you put the cross
like this:

pleasant

X

:----:----:----:----:----:----:

unpleasant

If you find the situation more unpleasant than pleasant, and

you find the situation only slightly unpleasant, you put the
cross like this:
pleasant

:----:----:----:--3-:----:----:

unpleasant

Put the cross in a segment, not on the boundary between two
segments.

Put only one cross on one line.
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APPENDIX 7

Repertory Grid Anxious Reactions
(Presented untitled)
Instruction:

In this booklet you are asked to rate a number of reactions.
The idea is that you indicate what these reactions mean to you
personally.

At the top of each page a certain reaction is described.
Below the reaction there are a number of lines, divided into
segments, with opposite adjectives on both ends.
You have to indicate with a cross, which segment represents

best what you think of such a reaction.
Here is an example:

feel tense

normal

:

: ---- :

:

----

:---- :---- :

abnormal

If you think that the reaction is very normal, you put the cr n 2 3

in the segment most to the left, like this:

normal

:X
:
---- ----

:

:

----

----

:---- :---- :

abnormal

Lf you think that the reaction is very abnormal, yoU put o:.3
cross in the segment most to the right, like this:

normal :____:____:____:____:____:_3__: abncimal
If you think that the reaction is rather normal, you put the
cross in the segment, second from the left, like this:
normal

::x:
----

----

----

:

----

:

----

:

----

:

abnormal

If you think that the reaction is rather abnormal, you put the
the segment, second from the right, like this:

rross in

normal

: ----: ----

:

:

----

----

:X
:
----

----

:

abnormal
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If the reaction is more normal than abnormal, and you think that
the reaction is

only

slightly normal, you put the cross like this:

:
:
: abnormal
:X
---- ---- ---- ---If the reaction is more abnormal than normal, and you think
that the reaction is only slightly abnormal, you put the cross
normal

: ----

:

----

:

like this:

normal

:
:
---- ---- ---:____;____: ---- :X:

abnormal

PUT THE CROSS IN A SEGMENT, NOT ON THE BOUNDARY BETWEEN TWO
SEGMENTS.
PUT ONLY 01E CROSS ON ONE LINE. DO NOT SKIP ANYTHING.
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APPENDIX 8

Repression-Sensitization (R-S) Scale
(Presented untitled)
Instruction:
On the

following

pages there are a number

of statements, such

as: 16. I find it hard to keep my mind on a task or job.
83. What others think of me does not bother me.

If you find that such a statement is TRUE, this means applicable
to you personally most of the time, or if you agree with it, you

put a cross in the box "TRUE" of your response sheet.

Example for statement 83

*

TRUE

83

FALSE

X

This means that statement 83 is applicable to you personally
(i.e., it indeed leaves you cold what other people think of you)
under "FALSE", this means that
this statement is NOT TRUE, or most of the time not applicable
If you put a cross in the box

to you personally (i.e., you do care about what other people
think of you).
If you do not understand a particular statement, or if you are
completely unable to give an answer, you leave both boxes open.
HOWEVER, TRY TO LIMIT THIS TO A MINIMUM.

Try to answer completely honest and without hesitation. Do not
spend a long time on a particular statement. The idea is that
you give your own opinion about yourself.
When you put a cross on the response sheet, you should make
sure that the number corresponds with that of the statement in
the booklet.

N.B. Only one cross per statement
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APPENDIX 9

The Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale
(Presented as Personal Reaction Inventory)
Instruction:

Read the following statement:

In the past at school, I found it very important
to have many friends
false

true
1

1

Will you please indicate on the line by means of a short
vertical mark to what extent this statement is true or false.
If the statement is very much true in your opinion, you put
the mark at the extreme left; if you think that the statement
is totally false you put the mark at the extreme right.
When you are in doubt whether the statement is true or false,
or when you think that the statement is equally true as false,
you put the mark in the middle of the line. The more you think
the statement is true, the more you put the mark to the left;

the more you think the statement is false, the more you put
the mark to the right.

On the following pages you find a number of this kind of
statements. Try hard to give an answer immediately. You need
not think a long time about any statement, because your first
impression is of importance. There are no good or bad answers.

Each response is good as long as it indicates your first
impression.

Please do not skip any question and work as quick as possible.

1. I never hesitate to go out of my way to help someone in
trouble
true

false
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]4. I

:ave never deliberately said something that hurts someon

feelings
true
false

On the following pages yeu will find a number cf queszions. A
. imter ,-3 r

possible answers are

:c r .:X.i:-plc:

3,Ow

given with eacn question.

often dc you look at a soccer :amet

0
0

- very often
- fairly often
- rarely
- hardly ever

0
[3

If you dc, U.his very iften, you put a cross

like this:

- very crten

83

- fairly often
-

behind "very often"

0

rarely

0

- hardly ever

El

11 Lor de shis fairly often, you put a cross
z."ten"

liKe

triS:

- very often

E

- fairly often
- rarely
- nardly ever

&
E
E

If you do this rarelv, lea Fut a cross
iii.: s:

- :..r..,often
- - irty often
-

rarely

- hardly ever

behind "rarely" like

0
El
®

2

1: 1.3 do this hardly ever, you pur a cross
2/ar'

behind "rairly

like this:

- very often
- fairly often
- rarely

- :,ardly ever

EJ
EJ
--

IX!

behind 'h irs: v
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m

.ry hard to give a response immediate-y and loose as little

time as possible. Your first impression is of importance. Eazh

response is correct, as long as it represents your first
impression. Please do not skip any question adi work as quickly

as possible.

15. :t scizone invites you for a pleasant

evening, how difficult

do you find it to refuse, if you cannot come?

- very difficult
rather difficult
-

- rather easy

- :ery easy

[3
E3

[3

22. Someone who d:es not care aboit whe·:. ·-thors t.kink or say

of him (her', is in my opinion:
-

ver·'.

c trona

. *· ' -'.- ' ' ·' ·3'10-

0

- r:. their 4.·QcK

E3

- r.-e:- r ·p .,Rk

E]

prhe remaining eight .ters (e.g., Fcw pleasn.ru dc •:·c,i r.ind it

to 2.6 the centre 3.I e.ztenulon?, etc.) were pres=nted with

vertical lines instead of horizontal lines .-- - - .-».... I to 14).
-f ..·-'4 51·St121 - L'-S:1.'' resemble l the inst.r_.:c-i *4 ro< 11* first
'
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APPENDIX 10

The S-R Inventory of Anxiousness
(Presented as "Reaction in situations inventory")

Instruction:

In this booklet there are 16 situations, which you have
experienced or which you know from what you· have been told by
others. Such a situation is presented each time at the top of
the page. With each situation a number of personal reactions
and feelings are listed.
The idea is that you indicate the extent to which you show each
of these reactions or feelings when you would be really in the
situation concerned.

Here is an example:

Sitting in a plane just before take-off

Situation

Reaction

1/

-

-

--

-

---

--

heart beats faster
1

5

4

3

2

much faster

not at all
-------

--

being uncertain
1

not at all
--

2

3

4

5

very much
-----------

If your heart is beating much faster in this situation, you
put a cross through the digit 5.
If your heart beats somewhat faster, you put a cross through
one of the digits 2, 3 or 4, depending on how much faster your

heart is beating in this situation.
If your heart does not beat faster at all, you put a cross
through the digit 1.
You have to do this for all the reactions which are mentioned.
If you become very uncertain you cross the digit 5.
If you become somewhat uncertain you cross 2, 3 or 4, depending

377

on how uncertain you get in this situation.
If you do net become uncertain at all, you put a cross through
the digit 1.

PUT A CROSS THROUGH ONLY ONE DIGIT PER REACTION. DO NOT PLACE
ANY CROSS BETWEEN THE DIGITS. DO NOT SKIP ANYTHING.

Try to place yourself as well as you can in the situation which
is described and imagine how you will react in reality.
The point is how you personally react in these situations:
there are no correct or wrong answers.

Participating in a psychological experiment
in which electric shocks are given
--

Not feeling at ease
1

3

2

5

4

not at all at ease

very much at ease

-

-------------

Being tense
1

3

2

5

4

very much

not at all

Heart beats faster
1

3

2

5

4

much faster

not at all

-------------

Feel choked
1

3

2

5

4

very much

not at all
----

------------

----------

Being nervous

1

2

3

5

4

very much

not at all
-

-------------------

Looking down to the floor
1

not at all
------------

2

3

4

5

very much

1-

Fumbling or

0

scratching with the frng€-rs on the face, the hair,

or the clothes
5

4

3

2

1

very much

not at all

-------------

-----------

----

Showing little expression in tht, taZe
5

4

2

1

no expression at

very much expression

------------

Feeling uncertain
3

4

2

1

very much

not at all
---

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-------------

--

Stomach gets upset
5

4

3

2

1

very much

not at all

-------------

---------------------

Become confused
5

4

3

2

1

very much

not at all

-------------.

----------------------

Feeling restless
4

2

1

very much

not at all
- -

-

-

-

-

0

-

I

l -

0 -

--

0

-

.-

I

-

I

.I

-

Casting down the eyelids

1

--------------

0 -

2

3

4

5
very much

not at all

------------

Getting warm
1

2

4

D

vcry much

not at all

------------

-----------------

Looking in front fixedly
1

2

3

4

5

verv much

not at all
----

------------

Start sweating
1

not at all

3

4

5

very much
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Scratching fingers or hands with nails
1

2

3

4

not at all

5

very much

-.

Breathing goes faster
1

not at all
----------

2

3

4

5

much faster
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APPENDIX 11

The

following Tables contain the results of

the

variance

components analyses of the cells of the data-box of study II
(see Figure 3.1, p. 131).
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Group 1. Cognitively complex-Defensive high anxious subjects (CC-DHA).
First administration.
Feelings/Familiar situations:

Source
P
S

R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component
.0748
.2115
.1915
.2274
.0674
.0287
.0000
.0256
.4054
.1294
.5670

%
3.88
10.97
9.93
11.79
3.49
1.49
0.00
1.33
21.02
6.71
29.40

Overt behavior/Familiar situations:

Source
P
S

R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component
„1374
.0663
.1857
.0403
.1952
.0986
.1749
.0328
.1326
.0000
.8554

%

P
S

R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component
.1894
.0564
.0640
.1456
.1371
.0193
.0222
.0128
.3543
.0560
.4544

Source
P
S
R
PS
PR

SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Source

7.16

P
S

9.67

R

2.10
10.17
5.14
9.11
1.71
6.91
0.00
44.57

%
12.53
3.73
4.23
9.63
9.07
1.27
1.47

0.84
23.44
3.71
30.06

Variance
Component

%

.3220
.0306
.1050
.1132
.0153
.0116
.0260
.0100
.4240
.2956
.5106

17.28
1.64
5.63
6.07
0.82
0.62
1.39
0.54
22.75
15.86
27.39

Overt behavior/Less familiar situations:

3.46

Psychophysiological reactions/
Familiar situations:

Source

Feelings/Less familiar situations:

PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
component

%

.2696
.1408
.1721
.0629
.1865
.0528
.1626
.0056
.1321
.0144
.7093

14.12
7.38
9.02
3.30
9.77
2.77
8.52
0.29
6.92
0.75
37.16

Psychophysiological reactions/Less
familiar situations:

Source
P
S
R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS

Res.

Variance
Component
.4480
.0993
.0725
.0654
.2005
.0074
.0240
.0137
.2318
.0717
.2417

%
30.35
6.73
4.91
4.43
13.58
0.50
1.63
0.93
15.71

4.86
16.38
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Group 1. Cognitively complek-Defensive high anxious subjects (CC-DHA).
Second administration.

Feelings/Familiar situations:
Source
p
s

R
PS
PR

SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Camponent
.1575
.1858
.1375
.2672
.0686
.0189
.0509
.0096
.3230
.1613
.3358

%

Source
p
S

R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
ss
Res.

.1927
.0341
.2059
.1039
.2691
.0674
.1998
.0469
.0796
.0000
.5320

P
S
R

15.57
4.00
1.10
2.97
0.56
18.82
9.40
19.57

PS

%
11.13
1.97
11.89
6.00
15.54
3.89
11.54
2.71
4.59
0.00
30.73

Psychophysiological reactions/
Familiar situations:
Source
p
S

R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
ss
Res.

Variance
Component
.2750
.0865
.0601
.1400
.1707
.0103
.0520
.0144
6708
.0674
.2976
.

Source

9.18
10.83
8.01

Overt behavior/Familiar situations:

Variance
Component

Feelings/Less familiar situations:

%

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component
.4612
.0766
.0667
.2612
.0163
.0346
.0075
.0000
.3329
.1438
.3938

%
25.41
4.22
4.78
14.40
0.90
1.91

0.41
0.00
18.34
7.92
21.70

Overt behavior/Less familiar situations:

Source
P
S
R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS

Res.

Variance
Component

6

.1424
.0713
.2015
.0759
.3449
.0666
.1008
.0046
.0950
.0006
.5677

8.52
4.27
12.06
4.54
20.64
3.99
6.03
0.28
5.68
0.04
33.97

Psychophysiological reactions/
Less familiar situations:

Source

20.45
6.43
4.47

P
S
R

10.41
12.69
0.77
3.87
1.07
12.70
5.01
22.13

PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component

%

.4923

26.07

.0775
.0797
.1312
.1288
.0065
.0629
.0121
.2278
.2624
.4070

4.11
4.22
6.95
6.82
0.34
3.33
0.64
12.06
13.90
21.56
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Group 2. Cognitively complex-High anxious subjects (CC-HA). First administration.
Feelings/Familiar situations:

Source
P
S

R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component
.2333
.3097
.0872
.2266
.0260
.0617
.0662
.0028
.3883
.1205
.3499

%

P
S
R

12.10
1.39
3.30
3.54
0.15
20.74
6.44
18.69

PS

Variance
Component

P

·.2562

S

.0193
.3089
.0067
.2415
.0315
.1131
.0313
.1333
.0201
.5€16

R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

%
14.87
1.12
17.92
0.39
14.01
1.83
6.56
1.82
7.73
1.17
32.59

Psychophysiological reactions/
Familiar situations:
Source
P
S

R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component
.3529
.0722
.0882
.2149
.1570
.0143
.0262
.0042
.2257
.1125
.3720

Source

12.46
16.54
4.66

Overt behavior/Familiar xi_tuations:

Source

Feelings/Less familiar situations:

3

21.52
4.40

5.38
13.10
9.57
0.87
1.60
0.26
13.76
6.86
22.68

.

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component

%

.3335
.1757
.0750
.0000
.0647
.0165
.0000
.0044
.4974
.2335
.3382

19.18
10.10
4.31
0.00
3.72
0.95
0.00
0.25
28.60
13.43
1..45

Overt behavior/Less familiar situations:

Source
P
S
R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS

Res.

Variance
Component

%

.3737
.0528
.2150
.0195
.2543
.0729
.0751
.0000
.0645
.0006
.5838

21.83
3.09
12.56
1.14
14.85
4.26
4.38
0.00
3.76
0.04
34.10

Psychophysiological reactions/
Less familiar situations:
Source

P
S
R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component
.4453
.2181
.1053
.0041
.1917
.0091
.0762
.0117
.2768
.1159
.3273

%

25.00
12.24
5.91
0.23
10.76
0.51
4.28
0.66
15.54
6.51
18.37
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Group 2. Cognitively complex-High anxious subjects (CC-HA). Second administrati
Feelings/Familiar situations:

Source
P
S

R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component
.3605
.2634
.0506
.3940
.0365
.0080
.0132
.0.25
.2701
.1338
.3079

%
19.48
14.23
2.74
21.29
1.97

0.43
0.71
0.69
14.60
7.23
16.64

Overt behavior/Familiar situations:
Source
P
S

R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component
.2522
.0303
.2832
.0000
.4593
.0000
.0694
.0561
.0677
.0028
.4627

%
14.98
1.80
16.82
0.00
27.27
0.00
4.12
3.33
4.02
0.17
27.48

Psychophysiological reactions/
Familiar situations:
Source
P
S

R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component
.4475
.1009
.0521
.3132
.1800
.0021
.0310
.0161
.1660
.0571
.2645

%

Feelings/Less familiar situations:

Source
P
S
R

.5643

PS

.0933
.0431
.0140
.0347
.0044
.3418
.1964
.2674

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

.1811
.0366

%
31.75
10.19
2.06
5.25
2.43
0.79
1.95
0.25
19.23
11.05
15.05

Overt behavior/Less familiar situations:

Source
P
S
R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component

%

.3396
.0438
.2494
.0000
.3938
.0064
.0573
.0229
.1276
.0000
.4654

19.90
2.57
14.61
0.00
23.08
0.38
3.36
1.34
7.49
0.00
27.28

Psychophysiological reactions/
Less familiar situations:

Source

27.45

P

6.19

S

3.20

R

19.21
11.03
0.13
1.90
0.99
10.18
3.50
16.22

Variance
Component

PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS

Res.

Variance
Component

%

.6250
.1484
.5975
.0875
.1819
.0106
.0543
.0036
.2227
.0989
.2484

27.43
6.51
26.22
3.84
7.98
0.47
2.38
0.16
9.77
4.34
10.90
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group 3. Cognitively complex-Repressors (CC-R)
Feelings/Familiar situations:

Source
P
S

R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component
.2934
.0774
.1122
.1368
.0672
.0251
.0850
.0097
.3245
.2319
.3739

%

Source
P
S

R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component
.1847
.0223
.4120
.1461
.1469
.0000
.0881
.0360
.1305
.0009
.6549

3.87
1.45
4.89
0.56
18.68
13.35
21.52

PR
SR
PSR

P
S

R
PS

PR
SR

PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component
.1559
.0181
.0701
.1193
.0591
.0188
.0608
.0188
.2412
.1236
.3139

PS

sSR
PsS
SS

Res.

Source
p

1.23
22.61
8.02
8.06
0.00
4.84

S
R

1.98
7.16
0.05
35.93

%
13.00
1.51

5.85
9.94
4.93
1.56
5.07
1.56
20.11
10.30
26.17

Variance
Component
·5284
.0000
.0885
.0775
.0520
.0317
.0347
.0272
.3861

.1796
.2968

%
31.04
0.00
5.20
4.55
3.06
1.86
2.04
1.60
22.68
10.55
17.43

Overt behavior/Less familiar situations:

10.13

Psychophysiological reactions/
Familiar situations:

Source

Source
P
S
R

%

First administration.

Feelings/Less familiar situations:

16.90
4.46
6.46
7.87

Overt behavior/Familiar situations:

.

PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS

Res.

Variance
Component
.2592
.0168
.3635
.0771
.2662
.0312
.0200
.0036
.0963

.0000
.6386

%
14.62
0.95
20.51
4.35
15.02
1.76
1.13
0.20
5.43
0.00
36.03

Psychophysiological reactions/
Less familiar situations:

Source
P
S
R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component

%

.2812
.0679
.0823
.0000
.0901
.0013
.0464
.0087
.3532
.0870
.2925

21.45
5.18
6.28
0.00
6.88
0.10
3.54
0.66
26.95
6.64
22.32
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Group 3. Cognitively complex subjects-Repressors (CC-R)

Feelings/Familiar situations:
Source
p
S

R
PS
PR

SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS

Res.

Variance
Component
.2834
.1132
.0899
.0721
.0708
.0223
.0493
.0122
.2493
.1105
.2481

%

Source
p
S

R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
Ps S
as
Res.

Variance
Component
.1944
.0218
.5229
.0272
.2238
.0152
.0000
.0234
.1090
.0000
.4648

5.46
5.36
1.69
3.73
0.92
18.87
8.36
18.78

PS

12.13
1.36
32.63
1.69
13.96
0.95
0.00
1.46
6.80

0.00
2.9.00

Psychophysiological reactions/
Familiar situations:

source
p

s

R
ES

f,SR

Ssk
PS:
Res.

Variance
Component
.2093
.0308
.0083
.0501
.0420
.0029
.0449
.0048
.2264
.0647
.1734

Source
P
S
R

%

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component

%

.5251
.0111
.0653
.1337
.5649
.0033
.0000
.0176
.2256
.1293
.3285

35.49
0.75
4.42
7.35
4.38
0.22
0.00
1.19
15.25
8.74
22.21

Overt behavior/Less familiar situations:

Source
P
S
R
PS
PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS

ss
R::s.

Variance
Component
.2927
.0613
.3936
.0912
.3374
.,)COO

.0688
.0278
.0755
.OC 06

.3347

%
17.39
3.64

23.39
5.42
20.05
0.00
4.09
1.65

4.49
0.00
19-89

Psychophysiological reactions/
Less familiar situations:
Source

24.40
3.59

P
S

0.97

R

5.84
4.89
0.34
5.23
0.56
26.41
7.55
20.22

Second administration.

Feelings/Less familiar situations:

21.45
8.57
6.80

overt behavior/Familiar situations:

.

PS
PR

Sk
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component

1

·4786
.0318
.0177
.0463
.0462
)379
.0000
.0099
.1805
.-548
.1396

4,4 4Z

.

. -

4

3.15
1.36
4.59
4.58

0.78
0.00
0.98
17.89
5.43
13.84
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Group 4. Cognitively complex-Low anxious subjects (CC-LA). First administration.
Feelings/Familiar situations:

Source
P
S

R
pe

PR
SP

TSR
/SR
PES
as
7/:I

variance
Component
.0516
.0029
.1472
.0019
-0203
.0192
.0221
.0051
.4492
.1-32
.4324

%
4.03
0.23
11.49
0.15
1.58
1.50
1.73

0.49
35.06
10 05

33.75

Overt behavior/Familiar situations:
Source

Viriance
Component

P

.e851

S

.0185

R
ps
i>R

SR
PSR
3SK
PsS
SS
Zes.

.4656
.0979
.1625
.0362
.0991
.0177
.0595
.0000
.5865

*
5.17
1.i3
23.37
5.94
9.87
2.20
6.02
1.-55

3.62
0.00
35.62

Feelings/Less familiar situations:

Source
P
S
R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component
.0892
.1125
.1140
.0565
.0360
.0032
.0000
.0463
.2498
.2193
.3796

%
6.87
8.67
8.79
4.36
2.78
0.24
0.00
3.57
19.25
16.90
2 d.56

Overt behavior/Less familiar situations:

Source
P
S
R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS

Res.

Variance
Component

%

.0524
.0343
.4960
.0496
.1976
.0139
.0828
.0100
.0280
.0004
.3941

3.86
2.52
36,49
3.65
14.54
1.02
6.09
0.74
2.06
0.03
29.00

Psychophytiological re·actions/

Psyohophysiological reactions/

Familiar situations:

Less familiar situations :

Source

Variance
Component

PS

.1212
.COOO
. GE 76
.0101

PR

. 1588

SR
PSR
sSR
PsS

.0000
.0873
.0160
.2434
.0733
.3426

6

S
R

SS
Res.

Source
10.52
0.00
6.54
0.90
14.17
0.00
7.80
1.43
21.72
6.54
30.58

P
S
R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS

Res.

Variance
Component
.1549

. 1250
.0828
.0200
.1320
.0000
.0257
.0330
.1242
.0704
.3704

%
13.61
10.98

7.27
1.76
11.59
0.00
2.25
2.90
IO.91
6.18
32.54
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Group 4. Cognitively complex-Low

anxious

Feelings/Familiar situations:

Source
P
s

R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component
.1928
.0339
.0807
.0979
.0579
.0153
.0000
.Uil3
.1864
.0945
.3977

0
16.50
2.90

6.91
8.38
4.96
1.31

0.00
0.97
15.95
8.09
34.04

Overt behavior/Familiar sj tuations:

Source
P
S

R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component

%

.5261

5.50
1.41
33.89

.0452
.2105
.0581
.0931
.0139
.0347
.0041
.4597

13.56
3.74
6.00
0.89
2.23
0.26
29.61

.0854
.0218

2.91

Psychophysiological reactions/
Familiar situations:
Source
P
S

R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component
.1529
.0143
.0445
.0359
.1548
.0079
.0000
.0085
.0972
.0209
.2827

%

subjects (CC-LA)

Second administrati

Feelings/Less familiar situations:

Source
P
S
R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component

t

.2014
.0758
.0655
.0000
.0166
.0364
.0000
.0039
.2563
.0790
.4231

17.39
6.55
5.66
0.00
1.44
3.14
0.00
0.33
22.13
6.82
36.54

Overt behavior/Less familiar situations:

Source
P
S
R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PSS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component
.0346
.0132
.5121
.0000
.2659
.0059
.0269
.0102
.1076
.0000
.3290

%
2.65
1.01
39.23
0.00
20.37
0.45
2.06
0.78
8.24
0.00
25.20

Psychophysiological reactions/
Less familiar situations:
Source

18.66
1.74
5.42
4.38

P
S
R

18. 89

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS

0.97
0.00
1.04
11.86
2.55
34.49

.

PS

SS

Res.

Variance
Component

'.

·1567
.0180
.0384
.0000
.1207
.0181
.0265
.0000
.0871
.0182
.2382

20.84
6.38
5.11
0.00
16.05
2.40
3.52
0.00
11.59
2.42
31.69
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Group 5. Cognitively simple-Defensive high anxious (CS-DIiA). First administration.
Feelings/Familiar situations:

Source
P
S

R
PS

PR
SR

PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component
.2845
.4172
.1584
.0458
.0462
.0214
.0495
.0209
.5085
.1146
.3843

%

P
S

R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component
.1415
.0119
.1781
.0117
.3432
.0514
.0539
.0557
.0911
.0000
.7483

P
S
R

1.04
2.41
1.02
24.79
5.58
18.73

SR
PSR

%

P
S

R
PS

PR

SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component
.3531
.0679
.1670
.0395
.1651
.0269
.0405
.0086
.4132
.0956
.4373

PS

PR

sSR
PsS
SS

Res.

Source

8.39

p

S
R

0.70
20.35
3.04
3.19
3.30
5.40
0.00
44.36

PS

%

Variance
Component

%

.2917
.1613
.0885
.2242
.0626
.0320
.0326
.0207
.4677
.1353
.3825

15.36
8.49
4.66
11.81
3.29
1.69
1.72
1.09
24.63
7.12
20.14

Overt behavior/Less familiar situations:

0.71
10.56

Psychophysiological reactions/
Familiar situations:

Source

Source

13.87
20.34
7.72
2.23
2.25

Overt behavior/Familiar situations:

Source

Feelings/Less familiar situations:

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
sS
Res.

Variance
Component
.1154
.0897
.1574
.0331
.3548
.0808
.1060
.0237
.1226
.0147
.7092

%
6.39
4.96
8.71
1.83
19.63
4.47
5.87
1.31

6.78
0.81

39.24

Psychophysiological reactions/
Less familiar situations:
Source

19.46
3.74
9.20

P
S
R

2.18
9.10
1.48
2.23
0.47
22.77
5.27
24.10

PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component

%

.2758
.2321
.2044
.0726
.2203
.0150
.0000
.0156
.4327
.1106
.4351

13.76
11.58
10.20
3.62
10.99
0.75
0.00
0.78
21.59
5.02
21.71
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:rcu.3 5. C,igni f.j vely simple-Defensive high anxious (CS-DIA) . Second adminis t

Feelings/Familiar situations:

Cource

varianco

Feeli.igs/Less familiar situations:

%

Source

Component

P
S
R

PS

FR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

(

.1550
.2865
.0737
.2415
.0389
.0114
.0092
.0157
.4507
.1209
.3330

3.93
16.49
4.25

P
S
R

13.01
2..4

PS

.225,)

PR

0.65
0.53
0.91
25.95
6.36
19.18

SR
PSR

.0132
.0159
2000
.0114
.3719
.1839
.3408

p

SE
kes.

S

R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Sourco

3.21

p
S

R
PS
PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS

Variance
Component
.3379
.0923
.0375
.1126
.6792
A·E, 4·3

.0122
.0039
.2833

SS

../'.*.

R. s.

."742

& - - I

Variance
Component

-

·i

16.23
5.32
22.46
2.51
9.79
0.21
6.99

PY

..0,7

PX
SR
PSR

.lir.5

1.C 7

.:SY.

1 3,3 4
.0030

7.20

2sS

.::

SS

.3302

.iies.

i

7.89

5.55
17.65
1.12
0.06

0.00
39.92

20.94
4.56
3.44
13.69
1.14
0.37
0.00
0.69
22.63
11.19
20.74

.1099
.0412
. ..
-· .I...1
°-'

R

Psychophysiological reactisns,/
Familiar situations:
Source

P

1.54
14.80

.

0

Ovc·rt bet.avier,'Less familiar situatior

Variance
Cempenent
.1004
.0139
.1811
.0679
.2158
.0134
.1108
.0131
.0881
.0000
.4136

.3442
.0749
.0566

sSR
PSS

ivert behavior/Familiar situations:

Source

Variance
Component

..3352
.

.

174

3..60

2...35

25.55

':rchoptysielegical reactiens.
..9.:s far.iliar situ··iftions:

&

S .irce

Variarce
Ccepor.en·t

25.6@
7.01
2.85
9.@3
5.94
0.33
1.32
9.3G
21.30
5.18
23.99

P
S
1
ps

.2543
.1508
.0639
.2137

IR
C.

.9104

3, A

.141'4

A

C.Z; 1'

.

041.5

.0623

P:S

..2308

51

.3346

Res.

../3..5

18.35
1.0.06

4.96
15.75
la.12
6..5
3.36
0.60
53 --6'2

:,17
:7.20
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Lroup 6. Cognitively simple-High

anxious subjects (CS-HA)

eelings/Familiar situations:
ource

S

R
R

SR
SR
SS
S
es.

Variance
Component
.0582
.3918
.0932
.2267
.0111
.0348
.0482
.0077
.5156
.2089
.2482

9

ource

S

R

R
SR
SR
SS
S

es.

Variance
Component
.0719
.0190
.4594
.0364
.2513
.0735
.0912
.0063
.0821
.0130
.4990

P

S
R

12.29
0.60
1.89
2.61
0.42
27.96
11.33
13.46

PS

.

0239

.i 311

.0826

2.27
15.62
4.88
5.67
0.39

PS

5.li

%

Res.

Source

7.92
0.75
3.19
1.16

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS

SR
SR
5-S

.0436
., 159
.3443

s

.1366

25.29
10.02

2%10

20.6.1

5.33
9.78
8.28
11.19
1.53
2.03
3.86
0.82
10.57
19.26
18.34

.3741
.0531
6937
6 360
.9712
.0127

.

.11·01

.0158
.4126

1
5.14
2.61
23.27
3.3C
24.49
2.24
4.43
0.79
7.09
0.99
25.64

Psychophysiological raactions/
Less familiar situations:

P
s
1

.0103

.

PR
Sn
PSR
sSR
Ps:
sS

6.16
9.61
6.63
8.64

R

-

Variance
Component

.0419

R

1

Source

S
R

0.81
31.64

"
o

Overt behavior/Less familiar situations:

P

.0904
.1178
.1083

S

SS
Res.

.0812
.1490
.1261
.1705
.0233
.0310
.0588
.0126
.2982
.2935
.2794

1.18
23.57

sychophysio'logical rea-z-: ions/
Variance
Component

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS

Variance
Component

4.47

amiliar situations:

ource

Source

3.16

%

First administration.

Feelings/Less familiar situations:

21.24
5.05

vert behavior/Familiar situations:

.

PS

SS

Res.

Variance
Component
.1092
.2198
.1061
.1371
.1653
.0223
.0069
.0243
.2418
.1557
.3208

5
7.24
14.56
7.03
9.08
10.96
1.48
0.45
1.61

16.02
10.32
21.26
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Group 6. Cognitively simple-High anxious subjects (CS-HA). Second administratioi
Feelings/Familiar situations:

Source
P
S

R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component
.0780
.3393
.0642
.2017
.0117
.0055
.0573
.0083
.4291
.1272
.2429

%

Source
P
S

R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS

Res.

.1753
.0145
.4107
.0425
.2492
.0186
.0795
.0378
.0557
.0000
.5036

P
S
R

12.89
0.75
0.35
3.66
0.53
27.42
8.13
15.52

PS

%

P
S

R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Source
P

0.92
25.87
2.68
15.70

s
R

1.17
5.01

2.38
3.51

0.00
31.73

Variance
Component

%

.1272
.0751
.0322
.1493
.1106
.0095
.0247
.0042
.3257
.0709
.2574

10.71
6.33
2.71
12.58
9.32
0.80
2.08
0.35
27.45
5.97
21.69

Variance
Component
.1633
.0773
.0745
.1464
.0261
.0168
.0341
.0024
.2486
.2617
.2949

%
12.13
5.74
5.54
10.87
1.94
1.25
2.53

0.18
18.47
19.44
21.91

Overt behavior/Less familiar situations:

11.04

Psychophysiological reactions/
Familiar situations:

Source

Source

4.98
21.68
4.10

Overt behavior/Familiar situations:
Variance
Component

Feelings/Less familiar situations:

PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component

%

.1930
.0323
.3881
.0345
.3442
.0050
.0986
.0167
.0703
.0042
.3279

12.74
2.13
25.62
2.28
22.72
0.33
6.51
1.10
4.64
0.28
21.65

Psychophysiological reactions/
Less familiar situations:

Source
P
S
R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component

%

.1651
.0552
.0796
.1104
.1524
.0062
.0451
.0227
.2486
.1005
.2349

13.53
4.52
6.52
9.04
12.49
0.51
3.70
1.86
20.36
8.23
19.24
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Group 7. Cognitively simple subjects-Repressors (CS-R). First administration.
Feelings/Familiar situations:
Source
P
S

R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
component
.2345
.0524
.1046
.1753
.0299
.0204
.0020
.0147
.3983
.1816
.2400

%
16.13
3.60

7.20
12.06
2.06
1.40
0.14
1.01

27.40
12.49
16.51

Overt behavior/Familiar situations:

Source
P
S

R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component
.1086
.0282
.4034
.0297
.1032
.0147
.1469
.0365
.0483
.0057
.4133

%

Variance
Component

P

.2211

S

.0165
.0738
.1402
.0852
.0034
.0000
.0051
.2389
.1033
.2484

R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Source
P
s
R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS

Res.

Source
P
S
R

2.22
7.71
1.09
10.98
2.72
3.61

PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS

0.42
30.88

Res.

%

Variance
Component

%

.3051
.0392
.0860
.0919
.0478
.0126
.0120
.0093
.3114
.1523
.2390

23.35
3.00
6.58
7.04
3.66
0.97
0.92
0.71
23.83
11.66
18.29

Overt behavior/Less familiar situations:

8.11
2.11
30.14

Psychophysiological reactions/
Familiar situations:

Source

Feelings/Less familiar situations:

SS

Variance
Component
.0728
.0381
.3424
.0396
.2349
.0137
.0361
.0000
.1002
.0000
.3434

%
5.96
3.12
28.03
3.24
19.24
1.12

2.95
0.00
8.20
0.00
28.12

Psychophysiological reactions/
Less familiar situations:
Source

19.47
1.45
6.50
12.34

P
S
R

7.50
0.30
0.00
0.45
21.04
9.09
21.87

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS

PS

SS
Res.

Variance
Component
.3292
.0851
.0871
.0627
.0979
.0069
.0042
.0000
.2104
.0838
.2402

%
27.27
7.05
7.21
5.19
8.11
0.57
0.35
0.00
17.42
6.94
19.89
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Group 7. Cognitively simple subjects-Repressors (CS-R). Second administrc

Feelings/Familiar situations:
Source
P
S

R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
component
.2029
.0581
.0536
.2818
.0346
.0176
.0044
.0036
.2589
.1250
.2303

%

P
S

R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component
.0917
.0079
.3685
.0000
.2180
.0000
.1312
.0171
.0898
.0151
.2347

P

4.57
4.22
22.18

S
R

2.72
1.39
0.35
0.28
20.37
9.83
18.12

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS

%

p
S

R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component
.1688
.0094
.0454
.1696
.0855
.0000
.0502
.0030
.1585
.0685
.1695

PS

SS

Res.

Source

7.81

p
S
R

%

Variance
Component
.0769
.1350
.0460
.3430
.0168
.0211
.0595
.0000
.2720
.0674
.2000

%
6.21
10.91
3.72
27.71
1.36
1.71
4.81

0.00
21.98
5.45
16.16

Overt·behavior/Less familiar situ,

0.67
31.39
0.00
18.57
0.00
11.18
1.45
7.65
1.29
19.99

psychophysiological reactions/
Familiar situations:

Source

Source

15.97

Overt behavior/Familiar situations:
Source

Feelings/Less familiar situations:

PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component
.0808
.0258
.3569
.0468
.0715
.0000
.1491
.0056
.0920
.0000
.3028

%
7.14
1.28
31.55
·4.14
6.32
0.00
13.18
0.86
8.13
0.00
26.77

Psychophysiological reactions/
Less familiar situations:

Source

18.19
1.01
4.89

P
s
R

18.26
9.21
0.00
5.41
0.33
17.07
7.38
18.26

PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
component
.1315
.0822
.0515
.1507
.0253
.0000
.0624
.0129
.2259
.0295
.2108

%
13.38
8.37
5.24
15.34
2.58
0.00
6.35
1.31

22.99
3.00
21.45
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Group 8. Cognitively simple-Low anxious subjects (CS-LA). First administration.
Feelings/Familiar situations:

Source
P
S

R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component
.1950
.0486
.1437
.1774
.0881
.0335
.0053
.0241
.5025
. 1470
.2761

%
11.90
2.96
8.77
10.83
5.38
2.05
0.32
1.47
30.67
8.94
16.86

Overt behavior/Familiar situations:
Source
P
S

R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component
.0130
.0001
.5684
.0000
.2301
.0377
.0400
.0431
.0627
.0000
.4692

%
0.88
0.01
38.82
0.00
15.72
2.57
2.73
2.94
4.28
0.00
32.04

Psychophysiological reactions/
Familiar situations:

Source
P
S

R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component
.1922
.0086
.0810
.0549
.0896
.0239
.0385
.0133
.3880
.0086
.3556

:
15.33
0.69
6.46
4.38
7.15

Feelings/Less familiar situations:

Source
P
S
R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component
.3618
.1273
.1199
.0834
.0757
.0243
.0052
.0167
.3584
.2607
.2698

%
21.24
7.48
7.04
4.89
4.44
1.43
0.31
0.98
21.04
15.31
15.84

overt behavior/Less familiar situations:

Source
P
S
R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component
.0000
.0217
.5161
.0536
.2576
.0402
.0434
.0231
.0319
.0250
.3722

%
0.00
1.56
37.27
3.87
18.60
2.91
3.14
1.67
2.30
1.81
26.88

Psychophysiological reactions/
Less familiar situations:
Source
p
s

R
PS

1.90
3.07
1.06
30.94

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS

O.69
28.36

SS
Res.

Variance
Component
.2128
.1232
.0923
.0751
.1420
.0071
.0000
.0225
.2676
.2108
.3655

3
14.01
8.11

6.09
4.94
9.35
0.46
0.00
1.48
17.62
13.88
24.07
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Group 8. Cognitively simple-Low anxious subjects (CS-LA). Second administration

Feelings/Familiar situations:
Source
P
S

R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component
.2568
.0000
.1281

.0124
.0694
.0000
.0258
.0428
.5655
.2576
.2236

%
16.23
0.00
8.10
0.79
4.39
0.00
1.63
2.71
35.74
16.28
14.13

Overt behavior/Familiar situations:
Source
P
S

R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component
.0497
.0000
.6291
.0000
.1999
.0000
.0347
.0809
.1296
.0126
.3223

%

P
S

R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Variance
Component
.3355
.0000
.0273
.0099
.1356
.0000
.0284
.0117
.2974
.0791
.2503

Source
P
S
R
PS

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS
SS
Res.

Source

3.41

P

S
R

13.70
0.00
2.38
5.54
8.88
0.86
22.10

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS

%

Variance
Component

%

.3641
.1297
.0829
.1079
.0975
.0105
.0248
.0196
.2515
.3088
.2142

22.60
8.05
5.15
6.70
6.05
0.65
1.54
1.22
15.61
19.16
13.29

Overt behavior/Less familiar situations:

0.00
43.13
0.00

Psychophysiological reactions/
Familiar situations:

Source

Feelings/Less familiar situations:

PS

SS
Res.

Variance
Component
.1319
.0163
.7640
.0486
.2369
.0073
.0129
.0290
.0268
.0000
.2335

%
8.75
1.08
50.69
3.23
15.71

0.48
0.86
1.93
1.78
0.00
15.49

Psychophysiological reactions/
Less familiar situations:

Source

28.55
0.00
2.33
0.84

P
S
R

11.54
0.00
2.41
1.00
25.30
6.73
21.30

PR
SR
PSR
sSR
PsS

PS

SS
Res.

Variance
Component

%

.3869
.1038
.0323
.0335
.1321
.0000
.0383
.0141
.1107
.1241
.2303

32.08
8.61
2.68
2.78
10.95
0.00
3.17
1.17
9.18
10.29
19.09
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4PPENDIX 12

Pairs of incomplete words used in study III (see p. 184).

1)

2)

3)

4)

A.

.

. D

5)

6)

.

R. .

K.

.

H. .

.

F

.S T
7)

E L

.R

C .

.

.A

K L. . .E R

.N

.

.L E N

V. . .I S

M. . .O E N
K .

.

. . .C H T I G

.T E

B R.

S T .

8)

A. . .
0. .

.L T

'&70000 'nODY (8 :HHIAV'7X 'VIAVO (L

:LSNHH 'SINH9IA (9 :DIuHOEIWY 'NIEI73WliMS (S :HEIWVH '732WY>I (t
IN11-WOH 'KYWOX (E 1NHOGHEW 'asHES (Z :EMNXH 'GNEHY (I
suorlnTOS
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APPENDIX 13

This Appendix contains the product-moment correlations between
27 indicators of anxiety within situations. The numbers of
indicators correspond with those of Table 5.2 (Chapter v).

Table 13.1

Product-moment correlations between 27 indicators
Decimal points omitted (N = 28)

Nr.

1

2

3

4

1
2

*

--

69
*

59
64

36

3

4
5
6

7

8
9
10
11

m

12
13
14
15
le
17
18
19
20

21
22
23
24
25
26

27

09

5

6

66
63

31

-

7

8

74

28

72

37

-

53

9

10

11

12

13

57

66

60

69

38
44

34

60

43

53

of

anxiety within situation 1 ("2111311: 4M·a'.: i-.u"i.

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

58

41 07 -09 -18 13
58 -09 -14 -17 -03

29
31

-------

60

21

22

-----------

*

20
*

49
42

31
69

*

34

-

-

42
50
50

-

28
78
35

-

28
63

26
50

67

62

-

44
41
55

-

-

-

05
78
19

33
40
52

14 -07 -04
55 -01
47 03 -02 -44 08
82 -10 -27 01 -07

--

-

-

--

2 4

17 -19 04 09
01 00 -13 -14
-03 07
16 13 -08 -16 -06
36 -10 09 15 -16
21 00 ]0 -02 -14

* 14 63 53 57 38 57 74 56 49 51 41 40 -06 -10 -23 -01 09 24 -02
--

23

-

2 5

-14
-09

-04
07
-01

06

26

13
23
-22
-06
01
-10

-16
07

-03
05

-10
-02

* 34 70 70 4-1-25- 74 56 45 -06 -03 -16 08 26 07 -01 04 06 -01 29 -12
----

*

---

51 33 70 66 19 26 59 04 33 -26 06
* 55 53 36 72 58 47 -08 11 -47 -10
* 60 49 57 52 59 07 -03 -11 00
* 60 20 38 67 09 08 -12 -09

----

-

-

------

-

-----

18 -03 -16
21 02 15 13 -11
41 03 04 -05 04 -01
11 -04
19 24 -04 -07 11 -10 -04 -01
06 -01 -05 17 12 05 10 -13
-12 15 -13 21 -26 00

-

2 18 29 4-7 -00 12 -23 -18 16 35
2 34 -15 -17 -29 05 44 09 20 02 03 04 -07 01

* 66 -25 -27 -07 -07 19 05 -18 -12 -06 -15 28 08
i -04 -21 -05 -10 32 -05 12 -03 -10 -08 22 -13
2

25 -14 -33 01 08
* -32 28 -20 06 -30
2 -27 -40 19 25
2 06 -11 -41
14
*
20
* 04
*

34

-21
06 -21 -03
-02 19 06 -09
-02 -10 -30 -02
-01
27
10 -02
-09 12 03 -06
-06 28 -22 -31
-16 -23 -16 14
* -06 14 -11
2 -23 -11
* -29
*

-09
10
08
19
10
09
-20
-26
18
-26
-22

*

Table 13.2

Product-moment correlations between 27 indicators

of

anxiety within situation 2

( "oral examination")

Decimal points omitted (N = 28)

Nr.

1

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

*

2

3

4

5

41
2

35 05 40 07
32 -11 70 -16
2 -26 61 21
2 -02 -05
1 -03
*

--

6

8

7
46

-

58
60

m
0

9

10

58
35

28
22

-

---

.-

I.-Ii

03
69

S 24 65
8 -06 -21
0 26 50
8 07 26
0 43 28

2

12

13

14

15

35
15

a
e

29
53

-

53
36

09

/2-325

33
06
16
08

I -06 -09
M 58 41
0 -08 -14
0 29 27

20 -15 -23
01 -23 -11
19
09 -21
26 -08 -31
14 13 -09
08 -20 -18

-

-*i--

.--

04

11

--

8
9
10
11

17

18

19

20

*

30
*

19
21

2

0
0
1

21

-47 01 16 07
-24 -02 15 09
-20 -05 -18 -16
13 -09 -02 27
07 05 21 -15
14 -02
02
-07
10 -23 -02 -22 -09 16 -01

*Ble'all'

12

22

23

24

25

26

27

16

13

12

11

01

07

-17 37 -03
09 15 24
-35 -11 -09

07

09

21

32 -10
03
20
-06 27 03 08 -01
-05 -16 -13 -06 12
01 23 17 18 26

-19
-14

se
27

02 -05
28

44
45
12

15
24
09

27 -17 -25 -46 -16
10 07 -02 -10 08
43 -27 -32 -23 -33

*

31
*

23 23 -09 -15 -05 29 -30
11 -38
17 39- -05
-05
32
- -2 -18 -16 -28 -14 22 -15
2 29 07 -26 -01 -17
* 14 -25 04 -22
1 08 -15 12
* 10 05
* -15
2

10 -21

24

03

21

22

23
24

25

05

05

-08

02 -12

07 -05 -06 -01
11 18 -31 -05
05

10 -02 -06

O

08 -08 -15 02 37
12 39- 02 06 09 06
-33 10 05 -13 -01 -25
-04 -13 -04 -21 11 16
-00 33
50 30 49 -03
-04 -15 08 02 01 -12
06 05 -22 -24 -42- -21
05 34- 15 22 09 00
-09 18 05 24 -04 -32
05
00 -09 21
* -25
53
06 18 11
*
11
2
26 -06
-14

*

26
27

05
-11

lameme

*Batimemetmfadjame

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

e

16

09 -25
* 24
*

standard deviation = zero, or nearly zero

4.
0

0

Table 13.3

Product-moment correlations between 27 indicators of anxiety within situation 3 ("accusation")
Decimal points omitted (N = 28)

Nr.

1

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11

2

2

3

44
*

--

5

34 03 -01
36 -35 14
1 09 07
* 30
*

--

12
0

4

6

7

8

9

10

11

02 24 24 21
25 -15
38 -04 27 22
10 -02 14 19 15 -11 55 12
38 -15 -07 22 26 32
25 28 --47 36 42 21
* 06 37 11 20 48
* 35 -05 21 -07
2 21 28 -08
* 24 09
* 17
*
-

12

I
0
M
0
I
I
.
a
•
I
I

13

14

15

28

01 04
13 -16
00 13 06
00 46 74
28 -64 38
15 43 43
00
20 -06
32 54 28
71 45 16
26 23 26
24 36 07
22

-

--

--

-

16

17

18

19

20

22

21

-04 -21 06 32 06 09 06
15 -17
03
-01 -26 32 08
-02 02 18 29 -13 08 -14
11 25 -53 13 -14 39 -44
00 24 04 25 31 09 -17
04 01 04 -05 27 06 24
-22 17 45 07 23 -03 13
-09 -02 12 -11 26 -06 12
-03 08 -02 -20 06 29 -08
-

ill--I

-07 10
-05 -19

06
14

36
-17
01
20
-15
-15
03
-10
16
22 -14 -10
10 -14 -16
-

----

39
13

15
32

23

-*I

24

05
-05

-14
23
05
-03
-12
13
01
03
11

25

26

27

24 11 04
02 -05 23
01 08 -16
27 43 -36
21 27 03
34 37 -53
-08 10 -06
27 20 -17
17 12 -07
00 10 22
00
23 -30
-

-

2/8//2/le//0//el

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

21
22
23
24
25

26
27

e = very small standard deviation

-

2

-

44 00 14 -07 17 -08 26 00
* 34 21 21 10 -02 27 -00
* -07 -04 -56 -03 -14 35
* 44 05 10 -11 -27
13
01 -23 -01
*
2 -05 15 -48
11
* 21
-

04

05 06 -04
29 -51 -48
-34
21 33 -17
30
17 09 -17
-10 14 -15 08 23 01
41 -22 -44 -28 -10 06
-06 05 11 23 -12 10
38 -15
28 -24 08 -05
* -02
* -29 06 41 24 03 -15
* -24 -27 18 -18 -18
2 -04 16 31 -09
2 -02 -01 11
* 11 -28
* -36
-18

19 -04
02 -06
07 37
10 -16

-

-

'

of

": ; . , li''luct.--Ir.oliter,L correiations between 27 indicators

anxiety within situation

4

("injection")

re'-:imal Foint·. omitted (N = 28)
1,1..
1

1

'

;

4,
-

1

4

9

5 6 7 8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

st« 01 4: 30 75 31 53 34 20 17 56 34 09 19 31
-

-

37 -06

-

1

42
*

-

64
64

-

-

30

*

29 72
56 06
53 -24
49 24
* -02
-

-

-

-

53
20
14
35
39

-

-

-

42 44 39 48 39 32 06
49 52 28 35 68 60 42
43 52 54 53 51 42 73
------59 45 41 57 64 49 24
22 65 59 70 50 35 47

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

20
35
04
07
02

-

18

19

8

1

-

36
-

1:

56

-

44

-

10

11
12

13
14
15
10
17
13

19
20

21
22

23
24
25
26
27

-

66

-

34
70

-

*

-

-

-

-

61 47 58 37 08
24 -78 -59 -49 11
73 58 53 52 25
84 35 30 58 -05
1 41 33 40 -03
* 73 57 28
2 37 18
* 25
*
-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

--

21

02
15 -03
26

16
00
31

23
18 26 23 54
05 -19 -06 26
24
02 -03 39
-

-18

-

-

-

23

21 03
00 -03
17 -04
17 04

04 -05

34 04 24 00
17 12 20 05
32 31 18 -17
39 07 34 03
23 08 12 03
22 14 18 21
11 24 12 05
29 -02 23 21
52 -32 -17 01
2 -18 16 07
-

22

21 -01 -02
15 -04 14

28 -26
05 -30
19 -07 -12

2 50 46 28 19 11 37 30 -08 19 29 01 32
-

20

04

20
29
34
52
38
14
25
30

24

25

26

05

24
-03

02

06
-06
-10
-10
-10
20
32
12
12
37
01

-02 17
10 -05
07
03
-06 13
06 16
18 -15 02
20 13 03
02 -15 22
-17
16 -27 -21
39 05 -26 10

-

06 -12
* -01 -11
* 09
41 -37
* -09 -05

-

26

05

15

16

02

08

* -00 04 01
* -15 -03
* -07
*

-03
27
-11
10
28
16
43
08
34
-05
12
11
29
01
52
02
33
05
52
-06
06
19
*
-

27

26 -11
08

-06
-03
-11
-25
30
06
21
02
-04

-43
-13
-07
-08
16
01
-04
-04
-05

-10

03

A
0

18 -04
05
-10
-11
12
-14
52
-10
08
-34
-18
19
13
*

-11
-12
-31
-42
10
25
31
-29
-28
13
11
-26
06

N

Table 13.5

Product-moment correlations between 27 indicators
jokes")

Nr.

1

2

3

4

Decimal points omitted (N = 28)

.

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

of

anxiety within situation

16

17

18

19

20

21

5

22

("unsuccessful

23

24

25

26

27

1 *6963
11 58 39 80 56 52 56 27 23 61 33 04 -14 -27 -03 06 07 15 -15 07 01 -30 -15 -19
* 43 06 52 35 67 23

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11

m
0
=r

12
13
14
15
16

17
18

19
20
21

22
23
24

25
26

27

*

36
2
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STELLINGEN

1.Binnen de zelfbeschrijvings-modus kan
het identificeren van consistente en
variabele proefpersonen het best geschieden met behulp van S-R vragenlijsten en generaliseerbaarheidsanalyses.

2.In Block's stelling "...if personality
is poorly executed,then personality is
likely to appear inconsistent" (1977,
p.41) kan het woord 'poorly' vervallen.

3.Common-sense oordelen over de persoonlijkheid zijn voor een zeer aanzienlijk
deel het product van magisch denken.
Shweder,R.A. Likeness and likelihood in everyday thought: Magical
thinking in judgments about personality. Current Anthropology, 1977, 18,
637-658.

4. Ten aanzien van de persoonlijkheidsleer
en de sociale psychologie is onlangs gesteld dat ze zich op een kruispunt bevinden. Veel wijst erop dat het hetzelfde
kruispunt is.
Magnusson, D.,

&

Endler, N.S.

(Eds.),

Personality at the crossroads: Current
issues in interactional psychology.
Hillsdale, N.J.: Erlbaum, 1977.
Zavalloni, M., & Louis-Guerin, C.
Social psychology at the crossroads:
its encounter with cognitive and
ecological psychology and the interactive perspective. European Journal
of Social Psychology, 1979, 9, 307-321.
-

5.Bij Persoonx Situatie studies is het

ontbreken van een goede theorie onpraktisch. (Vrij naar K.Lewin).
6.'Actor-observer' verschillen in attributie kunnen slechts ten dele op grond
van verschillen in informatie verklaard worden.
7.Hantering van de taal als uitgangspunt
bij onderzoek van situatie-taxonomieon
(cf. Hettema,P.J. Personality and adaptation. Amsterdam: North Holland Publ.
Comp.,1979) leidt tot zinvolle empirische
resultaten.

8.Een cruciaal probleem bij het definioren
van situaties in situatie-taxonomisch
onderzoek is het bepalen van het begin
en het einde van een situatie.
9.De redacties van psychologische tijdschriften zouden een hogere prioriteit
moeten geven aan het opnemen van replicatie-studies.

10.Onderzoekers van de persoonlijkheid moeten
zich minder laten leiden door mode en meer
,gericht zijn op modi.

TILBURG, 19 juni

G.L.M. van HECK
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