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ABSTRACT
This study investigated the extent to which the rater-administered California Adult QSort (CAQ; Block, 1990) could provide a reliable, valid, systematic, quantitative measure of
individual personality as conceived by the Big Five taxonomy in semi-structured research
interviews not conducted explicitly for the purpose of personality assessment. Three raters
independently performed the California Adult Q-Sort on an existing set of 30 semi-structured
interviews originally conducted in an investigation of creativity in later life. Four raters
independently performed the NEO-FFI (.NEO-FFI:; Costa & McCrae, 1992) on the same set
of 30 interviews. The CAQ demonstrated strong reliability among the three raters. However,
the CAQ demonstrated weak convergent validity with the NEO-FFI when both instruments
were used to assess individual participants on Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness,
Conscientiousness, and Agreeableness.
A close non-statistical inspection of the CAQ and NEO-FFI data and debriefings with
the raters were conducted to determine why the two instruments failed to achieve comparable
results even though factor analyses by McCrae, Costa, and Busch (1986), Banning (1994),
and Lorr (1978) have determined that the Big Five are well-represented among the 100 CAQ
items.
The analysis suggested a new and valuable application of the CAQ for qualitative
researchers pursuing idiographic personality assessment in semi-structured research
interviews. By identifying the presence and constellation of a participant's Q-sort items, and
by ranking those items by salience value, the CAQ illuminates the relationships among a
participant's personality descriptors. Equipped with a list of the most salient descriptors, the
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researcher is provided a coding system for flagging evidence of those items during a
comprehensive content analysis of the interview transcript. Such an application offers
qualitative researchers a quantitative tool for gathering idiographic personality data that can
be analyzed and reported qualitatively. The study illustrates this procedure on one interview
participant in the form of a complete descriptive essay.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
The Problem and Purpose of the Study
Throughout most of the 20th century, the clinical and psychometric traditions
demonstrated little interaction while pursuing distinctly different approaches to studying
personality (Pervin, 1990). Personality researchers in the clinical tradition have focused on
the study of individual persons, employing a range of personality assessment measures
including objective and projective tests, structured and semi-structured interviews, and selfand rater-administered Q-sorts (Aiken, 2002). Psychometricians have concurrently pursued
the study of individual differences, the dimensions on which large groups of people differ
from each other (Lamiell, 1997; McAdams, 1997; Sanford, 1963; Winter & Barenbaum,
1999). Guided by the premise that "'the' human personality consists of a finite number of
attributes, of which every individual is endowed by nature and/or nurture" (Lamiell, 1997, p.
125), much work in the psychometric tradition has applied factor analysis toward identifying
those traits. After several decades of investigation, researchers within the individual
differences approach have reached consensus and, according to John (1990), have given
personality psychology a descriptive taxonomy of five personality factors—Neuroticism,
Extraversion, Openness to Experience, Conscientiousness, and Agreeableness—generally
referred to as the Big Five or the Five Factor Model (FFM), that define the fundamental
dimensions of personality (Digman, 1990; Goldberg, 1993; McCrae & John, 1992).
For much of the 20th century, so great was the philosophical divide between clinical
psychologists' idiographic investigation of personality and psychometricians' nomothetic
approach, that when Gordon Allport encouraged a melding of both approaches (1942, 1946,
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1961), he was harshly criticized (Eysenck, 1954; Levy, 1970) for encouraging unimportant,
non-scientific research. Nunnally (1978) called idiography an "antiscience point of view,"
one that discourages "the search for general laws and instead encourages the description of
particular phenomena (people)" (p. 548).
Within the last two decades, many contemporary personality researchers (John &
Srivastava, 1999; Lamiell, 1997; McAdams, 1997; Pervin, 1999; Runyan, 1983; Westen,
1996) have called for a truce, urging better integration of the assumptions and practices of
the two traditions. In fact, personality psychology has made important advances by moving
beyond the once-contentious debate. For instance, the developers of the nomotheticallyderived NEO-PI-R, a personality questionnaire widely used in individual differences
research, now argue for its use in assessing the personality dimensions of individual persons
(Costa & McCrae, 1992). Even non-clinical idiographic researchers now use semi-structured
interviewing, once the purview of clinicians, to better understand individuals.
However, researchers assessing a participant's personality through the semi-structured
interview outside the clinical setting have not had available a quantitative instrument for the
reliable and valid identification and measurement of basic trait factors. They have, instead,
been limited to qualitative assessment methods. According to Winter and Barenbaum
(1999), those studying individual personality outside a clinical setting have had to reject the
search "for underlying 'basic' trait factors and instead draw upon the broad lexicon for
whatever trait adjectives fit a particular person" (p. 14).
The present study addresses the call from John and Srivastava (1999), Lamiell (1997),
McAdams (1997), Runyan (1983), and Westen (1996) for further integration of the
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assumptions and practices of the two traditions. Such an investigation may not require new
instruments as Pervin (1999) has suggested, but new application of an existing instrument.
Semi-structured research interviews provide, among other benefits, an idiographic
description of interview participants. The nomothetically-derived NEO-PI-R is a reliable and
valid measure for assessing the presence of basic trait factors. The California Adult Q-Sort
has been shown to be a systematic, quantitative method for idiographic assessment of
personality. It is this study's purpose, therefore, to combine these tools to determine if the
rater-administered California Adult Q-Sort is a reliable and valid measure for assessing
individual personality, as conceived by the Big Five taxonomy, in semi-structured research
interviews not conducted explicitly for the purpose of personality assessment.
Significance of the Study
Building on Five Factor Model findings, Costa and McCrae (1985) published the NEOPI, a 181-item instrument for self- and rater-administered measurement of Neuroticism,
Extraversion, and Openness to Experience. In 1992, the 240-item revised instrument, the
NEO-PI-R, and the abridged 60-item NEO-FFI version for global assessment of personality,
which added scales for assessing Conscientiousness and Agreeableness, were made
available (NEO-PI-R; Costa & McCrae, 1992).
While developing the NEO-PI-R and the NEO-FFI as vehicles for individual
differences research, Costa and McCrae (1992) helped bridge the chasm between the
nomothetic and idiographic approaches by arguing for the use of the NEO-PI-R for normal
personality assessment in clinical settings. Costa and Widiger (1994), Harkness and
Lilienfeld (1997), and Harkness and McNulty (2002) have also urged application of the
individual differences science of personality, and the NEO-PI, in particular, to clinical
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intervention. In their review of 55 empirical studies examining FFM instruments (principally
the NEO-PI, NEO-PI-R, and the NEO-FFI) that assess personality disorders in the clinical
setting, Widiger and Costa (2002) argued for continued research into clinical applications of
the NEO-PI-R. Discussions of the FFM's utility in working with individuals in clinical
settings can be found in Stone (2002), Sanderson and Clarkin (2002), and MacKenzie
(2002). According to Harkness and McNulty (2002), "Clinical application of the last several
decades of individual differences science holds great promise, but the work has only begun"
(p. 392).
Semi-structured interviewing, once limited to diagnosing individuals' personality
pathology, now enjoys wider application, used to gather data on individuals' experience of
such traditional psychological constructs as attachment (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991),
ego development (Marcia, 1966), and generativity (Bradley, 1996). In recent years, semistructured research interviews have even been employed to explore creativity
(Csikszentmihalyi, 1996) and good work (i.e., work that is both socially responsible and of
high quality) (Gardner, Csikszentmihalyi, & Damon, 2001).
Although the semi-structured interview is becoming a more common means for
assessing individuals outside the clinical setting, assessing the personalities of interview
participants largely consists of applying qualitative coding systems to interview transcripts.
Qualitative analysis of a semi-structured interview transcript can yield valuable patterns of
information about a wide range of issues, including a participant's habits, lifestyle, attitudes,
work habits, talents, beliefs, idiosyncrasies, family life, etc. However, a reliable, valid,
systematic, quantitative method for assessing the presence of the Big Five in semi-structured
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interview participants would clearly augment and enrich the knowledge offered by
qualitative coding methods.
Twenty-five years before the publication of the NEO-PI, a panel of clinicians at the
University of California-Berkeley developed the California Q-Set (CQS; Block, 1961),
revised and renamed the California Adult Q-Sort (CAQ; Block, 1990), for self- and raterbased assessment of personality. Block (1971) described the Q-Sort method as "simply a set
of mildly technical rules for the scaling of a group of personality-descriptive variables (Q
items) vis-à-vis a particular individual, so that the ultimate ordering of the Q items expresses
well the judge's formulation of the personality of the individual being evaluated" (p. 37).
The seminal studies that have applied the CAQ to the idiographic assessment of personality
are Bern and Funder (1978) and Block (1971). Although derived from a psychodynamic
tradition, rather than from empirical investigation, the CAQ has demonstrated strong
reliability and validity (Briggs, 1989; McAdams, 1992; Pervin, 1994).
Three studies conducting factor analyses of the 100 CAQ items (Lanning, 1994; Lorr,
1978; McCrae, Costa, & Busch, 1986) found that personality attributes describing the Big
Five (Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness to Experience, Conscientiousness, and
Agreeableness) comprise the major factors in the California Adult Q-Sort.
Although the content of the NEO-PI-R and the CAQ are not equivalent, factor analysis
of self-sorts by 403 participants showed convergent and discriminant validity against selfreports by these participants and against peer- and spouse-ratings of these participants on the
NEO-PI measure of the Five-Factor Model (McCrae, Costa, & Busch, 1986). If CAQ rater
reports of semi-structured interview participants were shown to have convergent validity
with NEO-PI-R rater reports, the field would be provided further corroboration that the
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dimensions representing the Big Five—identified by empirical investigation in the
psychometric, nomothetic tradition—can be accurately measured within the individual by an
instrument born out of the clinical, psychodynamic, idiographic tradition.
Practical Applications in Personality Analysis
This study will show promise of practical significance for researchers working with
semi-structured interview data outside the clinical setting. If the CAQ is validated as a
systematic device for assessing an individual's Extraversion, Neuroticism, Openness,
Conscientiousness, and Agreeableness, researchers analyzing transcripts to better understand
participants who exemplify an attribute (e.g., creativity, intelligence, talent, altruism, etc.)
would have a versatile tool for both qualitative and quantitative investigation. For example,
a researcher employing qualitative analysis of an interview could perform the rateradministered CAQ on the participant's transcript. The CAQ's profile of the participant's
personality could then provide a springboard for a more exacting investigation of the
transcript and, ultimately, for further discussion of the person. For example, if the CAQ
indicates the participant is characterized by high neuroticism, the researcher could return to
the transcript to extract evidence of this trait and provide detailed support for the newfound
claim of the participant's neuroticism. This iterative process could potentially be applied to
all five traits of the personality, resulting in a more rich and complete analysis and
discussion than can currently be elicited by available assessment tools.
In purely quantitative endeavors, researchers could apply the rater-administered CAQ to
each individual in a sample of semi-structured interviews. This would produce a set of Qsort profiles, which could then be subjected to a Q-Factor analysis (Block, 1961; Block
1971; Brown, 1980; Stephenson, 1953). Traditional factor analysis, which Burt (1937)
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termed R-Factor analysis to distinguish it from Q-Factor analysis (as cited in Block, 1961),
seeks correlations across items and requires a 15:1 participant-to-item ratio (Nunnally,
1978). Studies using Q-data, on the other hand, are usually conducted with few participants
and, depending upon the number of cards in the Q-sort deck, up to several dozen items. The
California Q-sort, for instance, has a 1:100 participant-to-item ratio. Unlike R-factor
analysis, which seeks correlations across items, a Q-factor analysis compares each
participant's constellation of Q-data with all other participants' constellations, thus
correlating persons rather than variables. Factor rotations then partition the sample of
individuals into several subgroups (Block, 1961) or "types" of persons.
A researcher could apply a Q-Factor analysis to an interview sample of participants that
share an attribute, for example, high creativity. Or, a researcher could combine the Qprofiles from interviews of several samples of creative people (e.g., creative scientists,
creative elementary school teachers, and accomplished musicians). With either design,
factor analysis of the CAQ profiles would reveal subgroups or types of creative people (i.e.,
sets of individuals who share relatively similar factor arrays). Such use of the CAQ for
assessing semi-structured interviews could thus provide a new approach for investigating the
relationship between personality and creativity. Block illustrated such an approach in Lives
through Time (1971).
Research Questions
This study sought to determine if the CAQ applied to 30 interview participants'
transcripts could provide a reliable, valid, systematic, quantitative method for assessing the
presence of the Big Five in the participants' personalities. To meet this goal, the study was
guided by the following research questions.
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1. Can the California Adult Q-sort demonstrate reliability among three raters
independently performing the CAQ on five transcripts?
2. Does the CAQ demonstrate convergent validity with the NEO-FFI when both
instruments are used to assess the same group of participants' Neuroticism,
Extraversion, Openness, Conscientiousness, and Agreeableness?
3. What group patterns are revealed through rank ordering of scores on the five
dimensions of both instruments?
4. What differences are experienced by raters using both the CAQ and the NEO-FFI as
instruments for assessing the participants' personalities?
5. If the statistical analyses fail to demonstrate strong convergent validity between the
CAQ and the NEO-FFI, how can the CAQ facilitate qualitative analysis of a
participant's personality?
Dissertation Overview
Chapter Two of this study reviews the literature relevant to the rise of the Big Five/FFM,
development of NEO-PI-R, uses of semi-structured interviewing, and development and
applications of Q-Methodology. Chapter Three introduces the study's method; describes the
data set, procedures, and measures; and addresses the study's limitations. Chapter Three also
argues for the CAQ's advantages over the NEO-PI-R for assessing personality in semistructured interviews. Chapter Four presents the results of the statistical analyses and
includes an additional qualitative examination of the findings. The final section of Chapter
Four discusses implications for the application of Q-Methodology in assessing the
individual's personality in semi-structured interview data.
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CHAPTER TWO
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
The Early Divide in Personality Psychology
From its beginning, personality psychology has been a field divided (Winter &
Barenbaum, 1999), its focus split between contrasting but related endeavors: the study of
individual differences operating from a nomothetic principle, and the study of individual
persons operating from an idiographic principle (Lamiell, 1997; Runyan, 1983; West, 1983).
As a post-doctoral student in Germany, Gordon Allport was influenced by such
European scholars as Comte (1852), Dilthey (1900/1976), McDougall (1908), and
Windelband (1900/1998), all of whom championed the whole person as a unit of scientific
study (Winter & Barenbaum, 1999). The German philosopher Windelband, who coined the
terms idiographic and nomothetic to differentiate the purposes of the humanities from those
of the natural sciences, was particularly influential in shaping Allport's position.
Idiographic, as Windelband used it, refers to knowledge about unique, historically
configured events or phenomena; he identified such knowledge as the goal of inquiry within
the humanities (die Geisteswissenschaften). He introduced the term nomothetic, from the
Greek nomothetikos, the giving or enacting of laws, to refer to knowledge that could be
expressed as general laws. This, he asserted, was the goal of the natural sciences (die
Naturwissenschafteri) (Lamiell, 1997).
In his 1937 publication, Personality: A Psychological Interpretation, Allport argued
that American personality researchers and theorists needed to integrate the study of
individual persons and individual differences. Attempting to delineate the two approaches,
he introduced Windelband's two terms to American psychology. The study of individual
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persons, which had been restricted largely to psychiatry, he labeled idiographic. The study
of individual differences, he pronounced, was nomothetic. Individual differences
psychologists, who saw their goal as describing personality, not explaining or predicting
behavior as the term nomothetic implied, welcomed Allport's label, perceiving it as
enhancing the credibility of their work (Lamiell, 1997; Lamiell, 1998). Although Allport's
use of Windelband's term nomothetic was incorrect (Lamiell, 1997; Lamiell, 1998; Mos,
1998), within personality psychology the term continues to connote research that attempts to
identify the taxonomy of personality traits, rather than to unearth the laws that explain or
predict behavior.
Allport's book (1937) represented an effort to define a new field of study—the
psychology of personality—and is credited with making personality psychology central to
the social sciences (McAdams, 1997). Asserting that "the outstanding characteristic of man
is his individuality," Allport (1937, p. 3) argued throughout his life that personality
psychology should place more emphasis on the organization of variables and processes
within the person and the lawful regularities within single lives (1937, 1961, 1962).
Equally iconoclastic, but less important in the history of personality psychology, was
Henry A. Murray's (1938) Explorations in Personality, in which he reported his procedures
for the intensive study of the individual. According to McAdams (1997), Murray, like
Allport, championed a science of the whole person, criticizing traditional academic
psychology for its reliance on statistical analyses. He wrote, "Averages obliterate the
individual characters of individual organisms" (Murray, 1938; p. viii).
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The Nomothetic/Psychometric Tradition
Although Allport (1921) called for the development of a systematic approach to the
analysis of individual personality, he grew frustrated by his inability to develop and
implement such a system. While he never let go of his insistence on this approach, he shifted
his focus to the study of traits as the fundamental unit of personality. Consequently, he
unwittingly contributed to the continued ascendence of nomotheticism and the development
of the Big Five/Five Factor Model (FFM), the flagship vehicle for nomothetic research in
personality psychology. This irony led John and Robbins (1993) to name Allport the Father
and Critic of the Five-Factor Model.
Development of the Five-Factor Model
In their attempt to identify the traits that comprise personality, Allport and Odbert
(1936) joined ranks with Sir Francis Galton (1884), Klages (1926/1932), and Baumgarten
(1933, as cited in John, 1999) in subscribing to the lexical hypothesis. As expressed by John,
Angleitner, and Ostendorf (1988), the lexical hypothesis states the following:
Those individual differences that are most salient and socially relevant in people's lives
will eventually become encoded into their language; the more important such a
difference, the more likely is it to be expressed as a single word. The analysis of the
personality vocabulary represented in a natural language should thus yield a finite set of
attributes that the people in the language community have generally found to be the
most important, (p. 174)
Presuming that most socially relevant and significant personality characteristics become
encoded in the natural language, Allport and Odbert's study identified all personalityrelevant terms used to "distinguish the behavior of one human being from that of another"
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(Allport & Odbert, 1936, p. 24) in Webster's (1925) New International Dictionary. Their
complete list of terms people use to describe themselves and others totaled 17,953. Allport
and Odbert (1936) then divided these terms into four categories. The first, consisting of
personal traits, they described as "names that seemed to symbolize most clearly 'real' traits
of personality" Allport & Odbert, 1936, pp. 25-26). Such traits, they claimed, are highly
stable for the individual. These included such terms as aggressive, introverted, and sociable
(p. 26). Terms in the second category are "descriptive of present activity, temporary states of
mind, and mood" (p. 26). Examples include abashed, gibbering, and rejoicing. The third
consists of words "conveying social and characterial judgments of personal conduct, or
designated influence on others" (p. 38), for example, insignificant,pretentious, and worthy.
They described the final category as adjectives with "possible value in characterizing
personality, even though they have no certain place" in the first three categories (p. 27).
Entries included lean, gifted, and infantile.
While Allport and Odbert's (1936) classifications provided some initial structure, to be
of practical value the lexicon needed to provide a systematic framework for distinguishing,
ordering, and naming individual differences in people's behavior and experience (John,
1990; Winter & Barenbaum, 1999). In his seminal article, Cattell (1943) initiated a line of
research that would contribute toward that goal by providing the initial selection pool for
other investigators including Digman (1972); Fiske (1949); Tupes and Christal (1961); and
Norman (1963).
Cattell's (1943) objective was to obtain "a truly representative sample of trait elements,
numerically small enough to make rating, measurement, and factor analysis possible" (pp.
486-487). He labeled Allport and Odbert's list of 17,953 lexical items a "trait sphere," which

13

he defined as "the universe of traits, ideally covering all aspects of personality" (1943, p.
482). He limited his attention, however, almost exclusively to the 4,505 terms in Allport and
Odbert's first category, terms that he said Allport and Odbert considered "personal" or
"real" traits of personality. Through rational analysis, Cattell augmented the terms in this
first group with "a few hundred additional trait terms" (p. 488) such as grateful and
rebellious, "mostly from the 'temporary states' group" (p. 488). He also rejected several
hundred terms from Allport and Odbert's first group, calling them too vague, too
metaphorical, and too esoteric. The result was a "4000 odd term" list. He then retained a
psychologist and a literature student to independently examine and group the 4000 terms
into synonym categories. The product was Cattell's list of 171 "Personality Variables
Comprising the Complete Personality Sphere" (pp. 493-496).
In his second procedure, detailed in the 1943 article, Cattell used correlational methods
to reduce the 171 traits "to a set of variables brief enough to permit their being very reliably
estimated and completely factor analyzed with the time and facilities possible to one
experimenter" (p. 496). One hundred adults randomly sampled from the general population
were each rated by "an intimate (but not emotionally involved) acquaintance" (p. 496) on
the 171 traits. The raters simply judged each subject as above or below average on each trait.
The result, 14,535 tetrachoric correlation coefficients, were analyzed for clusters by the
approximate delimitation method (Cattell, 1945). The result was 60 personality clusters that
Cattell (1943) labeled the "Final List of Personality Clusters or Syndromes" (pp. 500-503).
In a succeeding article, Cattell (1945) explained that, due to a lack of funding required
to conduct a factor analysis on all 60 clusters, he was forced to reduce the 60 personality
clusters to 35. He did this by "a.) neglecting some five or six of the smaller, less reliable
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clusters, b.) using a single 'nuclear' cluster where two or three of the clusters had extensive
overlap, and c.) using from the remaining clusters only those already confirmed by other
researchers" (p. 71). Cattell acknowledged that a factor analysis of the 35 clusters would not
guarantee representation of all factors present in the original 171 terms, "but the analysis is
likely to contain most, and they will at least be those which give the major perspectives of
personality and account for the variance of the greatest number of traits" (p. 71). Cattell
titled the top six clusters accordingly: Self Assertive; Intelligent, Analytical; Wise, Mature,
Polished; Changeable, Frivolous; Neurotic; Hard, Cynical (pp. 71-72).
Finally having culled Allport and Odbert's 4,500 traits to 35 clusters, Cattell proceeded
with factor analysis that would, he hoped, identify the major dimensions of personality
(John, 1990). To gather data for analysis, Cattell used a sample of 208 "average" male
subjects: "pains were taken to obtain a more average, varied and less academic sample,
socially and geographically, than has commonly appeared in researches [sic] in the field"
(Cattell, 1945, p. 74). The 208 participants were divided into 13 groups of 16 members. For
each of the 13 groups, two trained raters independently ranked the 16 participants on each
variable within each of the 35 clusters. Then, according to John (1990), "Their judgments
were pooled to yield mean rankings. The variables were first intercorrelated within each
group of subjects and then averaged across the 13 groups" (p. 70). A centroid analysis
yielded 12 factors, which Cattell labeled as follows: Cyclothyme; General Mental Capacity
(Spearman's "g"); Emotionally Mature, Stable Character; Hypomanic, Sthenic
Emotionality; Dominance; Surgency; Positive Character Integration; Charitable,
Adventurous Surgency; Sensitive, Imaginative, Neurotic Emotionality; Neurasthenic;
Trained, Cultured Mind; Rhathymic, Adjusted, Surgency (Cattell, 1945, p. 89).

By contemporary standards (John, 1990), Cattell retained too many factors. Only the
first five factors had substantial loadings; factors 6 through 12 had only secondary loadings,
and none of his last three factors had a loading that exceeded .30 (John, 1990). Re-analyses
of Cattell's correlation matrices have not confirmed the number and nature of the factors he
proposed (Tupes & Christal, 1961). In fact, when Cattell's 35 variables were analyzed by
others, only five factors were replicable (Digman & Takemoto-Chock, 1981; Fiske, 1949;
Norman, 1963; Tupes & Christal, 1961).
Although analyses of Cattell's work failed to corroborate his claim of 12 personality
factors, his work did stimulate other researchers. Fiske (1949) examined 22 of Cattell's 35
variables by looking at the consistency of primary factor structures among ratings from
different sources: self-ratings, teammate ratings, and staff assessment ratings (Wiggins &
Trapnell, 1997). Fiske found a high consistency across factorial structures by different rating
sources, and he found that the data suggested a 5-factor, not a 12-factor, solution (Wiggins
& Trapnell, 1997). Tupes and Christal (1958) found a clear and generalizable five-factor
solution that they identified as Surgency/Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness,
Emotional Stability, and Culture. Tupes and Christal's (1961) investigation of the
"universal" nature of the five-factor solution directly compared factorial results from eight
highly diverse samples of subjects. Tupes and Christal described the stability of the fivefactor solution among diverse samples and conditions as remarkable (Wiggins & Trapnell,
1997). Tupes and Christal (1961) reanalyzed correlation matrices from eight different
samples. They noted the existence of "five relatively strong and recurrent factors and
nothing more of any consequence" (p. 14).
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Norman (1963) used a selected set of Cattell variables (as cited in Goldberg, 1993) and
found that the correlations of 20 peer rating scales presented a five-factor solution (Digman,
1996). Skeptical that only five factors represented the human personality sufficiently,
Norman returned to the total pool of traits in the natural language (Norman, 1967). Using
Webster's (1961) Third New International Dictionary, he developed a master set of 18,125
terms, which included 171 terms new to the language since the original Allport-Odbert
(1936) list. The result, once again, was a five-factor structure, which he identified as
Extraversion or Surgency (talkative, assertive, energetic); Agreeableness (good natured,
cooperative, trustful); Conscientiousness (orderly, responsible, dependable); Emotional
Stability vs. Neuroticism (calm, not neurotic, not easily upset); and Intellect or Openness
(intellectual, imaginative, independent-minded). Norman (1967) coined the term "Big Five"
not to represent their intrinsic greatness, nor to imply that personality differences can be
reduced to five traits, but to emphasize the breadth of each factor (John & Srivastava, 1999).
Goldberg (1980) constructed an inventory of 1,710 trait adjectives from Norman's
(1967) listing. Among the adjectives were 1,431 that Norman had classified semantically
into 75 categories (John, 1990). According to John (1990), "based on the self-ratings of 187
college students using these terms, Goldberg analyzed the correlations among 75 categoryscale scores formed by summing the terms included in each of Norman's 75 categories" (p.
75). Goldberg (1990) found that the first five factors replicated the Big Five across a variety
of methods of factor extraction and rotation (John & Srivastava, 1999). Saucier and
Goldberg (1996) selected 435 trait adjectives that participants rated as highly familiar terms;
a factor analysis of these adjectives, once again, closely replicated the Big Five.
Furthermore, Saucier and Goldberg (1996), in a search for factors beyond the Big Five,

selected 435 trait adjectives rated by participants as highly familiar terms; a factor analysis
of these adjectives closely replicated the Big Five (John & Srivastava, 1999). Moreover, a
search for additional factors found that the Big Five were the only consistently replicable
factors (John & Srivastava, 1999).
Throughout the 20th century, personality was conceptualized from a variety of theoretical
perspectives, and at various levels of abstraction (John & Srivastava, 1999;
John, Hampson, & Goldberg, 1991; McAdams, 1995). Today, traits are viewed by most
psychologists as the major elements, the core, of personality (Winter & Barenbaum, 1999).
By end of the 20th century, it was the consensus among personality psychologists that the
personality domain could be described, at the broadest and most abstract level, by five
orthogonally rotated factors (McCrae & Costa, 1999; Wiggins, 1996). The Big Five/Five
Factor Model, defined by Extraversion or Surgency, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness,
Neuroticism, and Openness, is currently the gold standard of personality taxonomies
(Goldberg, 1993; John, 1990; McCrae & Costa, 1990; Westen, 1996). After almost 40 years
of lexical analyses, most investigators now concur that five factors provide the best
descriptive taxonomy of personality (Digman, 1990; Goldberg, 1993; McCrae & John,
1992).
Current Status of the Big Five/FFM
According to John and Srivastava (1999),
The five-factor structure seems to generalize reliably across different types of samples,
raters, and methodological variations when comprehensive sets of variables are
factored" (p. 106). ... it captures, at a broad level of abstraction, the commonalities

18

among most of the existing systems of personality description, and provides an
integrative descriptive model for personality research (p. 131).
Funder (2001) claimed that "the five broad traits provide a common currency for personality
psychology, an antidote to the Tower of Babel (i.e., the plethora of personality constructs
that differ in label while measuring the same thing" (p. 4). Ozer and Reise (1994) have
declared the Big Five the "latitude and longitude along which any new personality construct
should be mapped" (p. 361).
Commitment to the lexical hypothesis produced 40 years of analysis of the natural
language. According to McCrae and Costa (1996), "the major objection to lexical studies is
that they depend too heavily on commonsense approaches to personality, neglecting the
contributions of decades of personality theory and research" (p. 61). The majority of
personality research has, in fact, been based on questionnaires (Costa & Widiger, 2002),
which permit individuals to respond to specific dispositional statements so responses can be
unambiguously interpreted (Piedmont, 1998).
The NEO-PI/NEO-PI-R/NEO-FFI
Costa and McCrae (1976) hoped to apply knowledge about personality acquired from
four decades of lexical investigation to self- and rater-report questionnaire scales.
Performing cluster analyses of Cattell's 16PF (Cattell, Eber, & Tatsuoka, 1970), Costa and
McCrae (1976) uncovered Extraversion and Neuroticism, but according to John and
Srivastava (1999), "they were convinced . . . that Openness to Experience was implicit in
several of Cattell's primary factors" (p. 109). They developed scales to measure
Neuroticism, Extraversion, and Openness (Costa & McCrae, 1985), and determined that
these questionnaire scales converged with adjective-based measures of the Big Five. In
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1985, Costa and McCrae published the NEO Personality Inventory to measure these three
factors.
In 1992, Costa and McCrae published the 240-item NEO Personality Inventory,
Revised (NEO PI-R; Costa & McCrae, 1992), which, in addition to measuring six facets of
Neuroticism, Extraversion, and Openness, also measures six facets of Agreeableness and
Conscientiousness. The instrument is available in a subject version (Form S), where the
items appear in first person, and in a rater version (Form R), which presents the items in
third person.
Developed from samples of middle-aged and older adults, using both factor analytic and
multimethod validational procedures of test construction (John & Srivastava, 1999), the
NEO-PI-R scales have shown substantial internal consistency, temporal stability, and
convergent and discriminant validity against spouse and peer ratings (Costa & McCrae,
1992; McCrae & Costa, 1990). Moreover, according to John and Srivastava,
The findings accumulated since the mid-1980s show that the five factors replicate
across different types of subjects, raters, and data sources in both dictionary-based and
questionnaire-based studies. Indeed, even skeptical reviewers were led to conclude that
agreement among these descriptive studies with respect to what are the appropriate
dimensions is impressive, (p. 121)
To assess the NEO-PI-R's comprehensiveness, many researchers, led by Costa and
McCrae, have evaluated the Big Five against measures of diverse theoretical orientation
(Piedmont, 1998). The consensus, according to Piedmont, is clear: "Only five factors are
necessary for explaining the majority of the variance in standard personality assessment
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inventories" (p. 43). Appendix A, reproduced from Piedmont, (pp. 44-45), provides a
bibliography of joint analyses using the NEO-PI-R.
According to Costa and McCrae (1985), "No other system has a better claim to
comprehensiveness" (p. 27). This assertion of the Big Five's comprehensiveness is
justifiably based on meaningful convergence between the NEO-PI and all of the instruments
in Appendix A (John & Srivastava, 1999), which represent the major research traditions in
personality assessment (Costa, Bush, Zonderman, & McCrae, 1986; Costa & McCrae, 1988;
Costa, McCrae, & Holland, 1984; McCrae & Costa, 1985, 1989a, 1989b; McCrae, Costa, &
Bush, 1986). This line of research has placed the Big Five model in general and the NEO-PI
in particular in the mainstream of both historical and contemporary research in personality
assessment (Piedmont, 1998).
In 1991, Costa and McCrae published the NEO-Five Factor Inventory (NEO-FFI), a 60item short form of the NEO-PI. A sample of 983 men and women from the 1986
administration of the NEO-PI provided data for item selection (Costa & McCrae, 1992).
One-hundred-eighty items were factored and five principal components extracted.
According to Costa and McCrae (1992), "Item factors were rotated to maximize convergent
and discriminant validity with the NEO-PI validimax factors. As subsets of NEO-PI-R
domain scales, NEO-FFI scales carry with them some portion of the demonstrated validity
of the full scales" (p. 53). The shorter scales of the NEO-FFI account for approximately 85%
as much variance in the convergent criteria as do the full scales of the NEO-PI-R (Costa &
McCrae, 1992). The 60-item NEO-FFI is reproduced in Appendix B.

Criticisms of the Big Five/FFM
Although the Big Five seems ubiquitous in current literature (Block, 1995a, 2001; John
& Srivastava, 1999; McAdams, 1992), the taxonomy has been the object of persistent
criticism (Block 1995, 2001; Eysenck, 1992, 1997; McAdams 1992; Pervin, 1994; Westen,
1995, 1996). Several critics have argued that the Big Five fails on the grounds of content,
inadequately capturing the variation in human personality (Block, 1995; Briggs, 1989; Clark
1993; McAdams, 1992; Mershon & Gorsuch, 1988; Westen 1996). Westen (1996) and Clark
(1993), for example, pointed out that it only accounts for normal personality. Critics such as
Westen (1996) have also argued that it fails on the grounds of process, in that it neglects
psychodynamic considerations. Sharing Mischel's premise (1968) that some processes
emerge only under certain circumstances, Westen asserted that "the tendency to respond
cognitively, affectively, conatively, or behaviorally in particular ways under particular
circumstances is in fact what constitutes personality" (p. 401). As a taxonomy, he claimed,
the Big Five does not consider such situational dynamics.
Defenders have responded with the assertion that the Big Five/FFM was never intended
as a comprehensive personality theory; it was developed, rather, to account for the structural
relations among personality traits (Goldberg, 1993; Shweder & Sullivan, 1990). It is
intended to be descriptive, not explanatory; it emphasizes regularities in behavior rather than
inferred dynamic and developmental processes, and focuses on variables rather than
individuals or types of individuals (John & Robins, 1993).
The second set of criticisms centers around the history of the taxonomy's formation:
how it was derived and validated. Block (1995; 2001), citing research as far back as
Cattell's, has questioned the assumptions of the factor-analytic techniques used to derive the
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five-factor model: "The extraordinarily useful method of factor analysis by itself cannot be
empowered to make paramount and controlling decisions regarding the concepts to be used
in the field of personality assessment" (Block, 1995, p. 209). Funder (2001) illustrated an
important practical manifestation of Block's concern: whether the five traits are, in fact,
independent of each other. Funder (2001) pointed out that the factors were derived using
orthogonal rotations,
so at the factor level they may be considered independent (Goldberg, 1990). However,
the personality scales used to measure them in practice typically are intercorrelated
(e.g., Saucier, 1994), although some measurement refinements such as ipsatizing the
data make the intercorrelations smaller. When neuroticism is reflected (as it sometimes
is) and renamed emotional stability, then all five of the basic factors are positively
correlated, probably because all of them (in American culture) are socially desirable.
(Digman, 1997, p. 1246)
The final Big Five criticism to be addressed in this review, and the one most relevant to
the present study's attempt to reconcile the nomothetic and idiographic approaches, has been
advanced by Block (1995). He is skeptical that the Big Five, as a nomothetically-derived
framework, can provide valid, idiographic personality assessment (p. 214):
Big Five research has been based only on the relations among a set of variables across
individuals, what Cattell (1966), in his incisive formulation of the "data box," termed
the R-technique (or "variable centered") approach to the analysis of personality data. As
he observed, although the R-approach to data analysis is important, there are other
important ways of looking at personality. In particular, it should be recognized that no
matter how satisfying or descriptive on other grounds the variable-centered factor

structure . . . may be, it cannot represent a personality structure. Personality structures
lie within individuals. (See also Block, 1971, p. 13; John, 1990, p. 96.)
Block asserted that an apt, albeit more cumbersome label for the Big Five would
approximate "the five-factor, variable-centered approach to personality descriptions"
(Block, 1995, p. 188). Block argued that if the Big Five were to have meaningful power for
idiographic personality measurement, it would provide psychodynamic assessment, offering
"a sense of what goes on within the structured, motivation-processing, system-maintaining
individual" (p. 188). Block (1995) has gone so far as to say that "the bandwagon created by
repeated advocacy" of the Big Five should be "halted while the contents of the wagon are
examined and its direction is considered" (p. 209).
The Idiographic/Clinical Tradition
The Semi-Structured Interview Approach
Clinicians assessing individual clients use both structured and semi-structured
interviews widely. The structured interview closely adheres to an interview schedule much
like a questionnaire, with responses placed in predetermined categories and numerically
analyzed (Smith, 1995). Examples include the Structured Clinical Interview for Dissociative
Disorders (SCID-D; Steinberg, Cicchetti, Buchanan, & Hall, 1993), The Schedule of
Affective Disorders and Schizophrenia (SADS; Endicott & Spitzer, 1978), and the
Structured Interview of Reported Symptoms (SIRS; Rogers, 1986; Rogers, Bagby, &
Dickens, 1992).
The semi-structured interview permits the researcher much more flexibility than the
structured interview (Bartholomew, Henderson, & Marcia, 2000); consequently, it is the
primary source of data collection within psychology's qualitative tradition (Bartholomew,
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Henderson, & Marcia; Willig, 2001). Since it is the interviewer's goal to enter the
psychological and social world of the respondent (Smith, 1995), establishing rapport with
the respondent is critical. The interview protocol functions as a guide, not a prescription.
The interviewer is free to probe interesting areas that arise, following the respondent's
interests or concerns. The participants are given maximum opportunity to tell their own
story (Smith, 1995).
Willig (2001) maintained that semi-structured interviewing is widely used as a method
of data collection because such interview data are compatible with several methods of
qualitative analysis such as discourse analysis, grounded theory, and interpretive
phenomenology. Smith (1995) asserted it to be "a natural fit between semi-structured
interviewing and qualitative analysis, particularly when the researcher is interested in
complexity or process or where an issue is controversial or personal" (p. 10). Unlike
quantitative analysis of interview data, which applies preconceived expectations to the data
by identifying the variables for analysis before analyzing the data, the qualitative analysis of
interviews permits patterns to emerge as the researcher studies the data (Charmaz, 1995).
The researcher identifies a code for each theme, rearranges the material by code, refines the
categorization, produces an index of themes, and, ultimately, translates the themes into a
narrative account that conveys meaningful information about the respondent (Smith, 1995).
Entering the descriptors semi-structured and personality in the American Psychological
Association's PsycINFO database on August 12, 2002, yielded 211 entries dating from 1950
to 2002. Of those, 154 represented studies in which semi-structured interviews were used as
a vehicle for personality assessment. A careful reading of the 154 abstracts revealed that 75
of those studies used qualitative data analysis methods and the remaining 79 employed

quantitative data analyses. Of the 79 studies using quantitative analyses, 71 used semistructured interviews to assess the presence of psychological pathology.
Of the 79 studies that employed quantitative analyses of semi-structured interviews,
only eight (Axelrod, 1999; Lecompte, Kaufman, & Rousseeuw, 1985; Morash, 1980;
Rothman, 1984; Sagy & Antonovsky, 2000; Tower & Scarr, 1989) used interviews to
investigate normal personality. Each of the eight studies used quantitative analysis to
measure large samples for nomothetic, rather than idiographic, investigation. Only one of
the eight studies (Axelrod, 1999) employed the NEO-PI-R, and none used the California
Adult Q-Sort. While investigations using semi-structured interviewing in psychology appear
to have employed qualitative and quantitative data analyses equally, researchers have made
little use of semi-structured interviews for the quantitative assessment of normal personality.
Smith (1995) noted that although semi-structured interviewing builds rapport, permits
greater flexibility, and tends to produce richer data than structured interviewing, the
interviews are, compared to structured interviews, "harder to analyse" (p. 12). A possible
explanation for the lack of research utilizing the semi-structured interview for the
quantitative assessment of personality is that, to date, no studies have validated instruments
such as the NEO-PI-R and the CAQ for use in analyzing semi-structured interviews.
The Coded Semi-Structured Interview
Bartholomew, Henderson, and Marcia (2000) provided the field's most complete
discussion of an approach they refer to as the coded semi-structured interview. In their
chapter "Coded Semistructured Interviews in Social and Psychological Research," they
accurately pointed out that while there are many reviews of structured and qualitative
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research interviewing, few sources discuss the use of coded interviews in quantitative
research.
The coded semi-structured interview shares practical similarities with the methods used
to gather and analyze the present study's interview data. Before conducting coded semistructured interviews, research experts determine which specific psychological constructs to
assess and design the protocol accordingly. Such an approach was used before collecting the
data to be analyzed in this study. It is the interviewer's goal to elicit sufficient information
so that trained coders can reliably code the interview (Bartholomew et al., 2000). According
to Bartholomew et al., "Unlike the qualitative interview, the coded semi structured interview
is designed to assess specific constructs in a replicable manner; hence they fall squarely
within the quantitative domain" (p. 288). The California Adult Q-sort, the data analysis
method used in this study, like the evaluation tools applied to coded semi-structured
interviews, offers a means to identify the presence of, and measure the "amount" of,
personality attributes in interview participants.
Bartholomew et al. argued the following:
In some research domains the coded research interview is the ideal research
method, in some cases perhaps the only appropriate method. The coded semistructured
interview allows us to go beyond the content of our participants' words and thoughts
and capture the psychological processes that might be at work. We are convinced that
some fascinating and important research questions simply are not amenable to study
through other means, (p. 286)
Examples of semi-structured coded interview protocols include the Generativity Status
Measure (Bradley, 1996); The Peer Attachment Interview (PAI) (Bartholomew & Horowitz,
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1991); The Ego Identity Status Interview (Marcia, 1966); The Intimacy Status Interview
(Orlofsky, Marcia, & Lesser, 1973); The Ethic of Care Interview (Skoe, 1993); and the
Camberwell Family Interview (Vaughn & Leff, 1976).
Developing and applying a coding system is the most challenging facet of coded semistructured interviewing, as described in Bartholomew, Henderson, and Marcia (2000):
The constructs of interest are, to varying degrees, abstract and complex and, therefore,
difficult to clearly define and operationalize. Because each participant's interview
responses will be unique, the system must be sufficiently flexible and abstract to allow
the same set of constructs to be assessed from an unlimited number of interview
responses. And the system must be sufficiently detailed and concrete to ensure that
independent coders will reach the same conclusions when presented with the same
interview record, (p. 292)
Bartholomew et al. (2000) pointed out, however, that if the interviews are "sufficiently
rich, the coding system sufficiently flexible, and the coders sufficiently experienced" (p.
289), it is possible to apply a coding system to existing interviews. Examples include
Bartholomew and Shaver (1998), in which a coding system for attachment was applied to
therapy intake sessions, to clinical interviews, and to individuals experiencing bereavement,
and Henderson, Bartholomew, and Dutton (1997), in which the same attachment coding
system was applied to interviews with battered women. The present study will advance this
tradition by applying the rater-administered California Adult Q-Sort and the NEO-FFI to
existing semi-structured interviews. The CAQ and NEO-FFI provide a ready-made coding
system, thus eliminating the laborious task of developing a new one.
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Q-Methodology
Q Methodology was developed and introduced by psychologist and physicist William
Stephenson (1935, 1953) as a method for the scientific study of subjectivity, "a person's
communication of his or her point of view" (McKeown & Thomas, 1988, p. 12). The
method incorporates procedures for data collection (Q-sorting) and for analysis (Q-factor
analysis) (Lewis-Beck & Liao, 2003).
To conduct a complete Q-method study, a researcher first assembles a range of 50 to
250 opinions or statements, known as a concourse, regarding the issue under investigation.
After each statement is placed on a card, the set of cards (known as a Q-sort deck) is given
to participants who independently perform Q-sorts by rank ordering the statements in a
forced normal distribution, typically ranging from -5 for "strongly disagree" to +5 for
"strongly agree" (Brown, 1980). The participant's completed Q-sort is presumed to
represent his or her "subjectivity" regarding the topic.
In Q Methodology, the statements in the concourse comprise the sample, and the
participants are the variables; consequently, large numbers of randomly selected participants
are unnecessary for Q-method analysis. Typically, Q-sorts completed by two or three dozen
sorters are sufficient for analysis (Lewis-Beck & Liao, 2003). Because participants, not the
Q-sort items, are correlated, each Q-sort constellation is correlated with every other Q-sort
constellation in the study. A high positive correlation between two persons indicates that
they have arranged their statements similarly and thus share a comparable view on the issue
(Brown, 1986). Given N subjects, a correlation matrix of Nx N is factor analyzed with the
centroid or varimax method. Factor analysis will determine the number of "attitudinal
groupings" or comparable views (Brown, 1986, p. 59) in the matrix. To differentiate Q-
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factor analysis, which correlates persons, from traditional factor analysis, which correlates
variables, Burt (1937) labeled the latter R-factor analysis (as cited in Block, 1961).
The California Adult Q-Sort
Despite the arguments of Allport and Murray, person-centered approaches to
personality assessment have been used relatively infrequently in psychology (Ozer, 1993). A
notable exception is the pioneering and substantial work of Jack Block (1961; 1971). Block
adapted and extended Stephenson's methodology, endorsing a rater-administered Q-sort for
the idiographic assessment of personality. Although Stephenson (1953) opposed a
standardized Q-set for use in multiple studies, Block (1961) argued that an expert-selected,
standard set of items could be used as a valid person-centered approach to personality
assessment. Block (1961) described the California Q-set as a language instrument "which
aims to permit the comprehensive description, in contemporary psychodynamic terms, of an
individual's personality in a form suitable for quantitative comparison and analysis" (p. 3).
The 100-item CAQ was developed over a decade of refinement. In 1952, Block (1952)
first proposed the Q-sort procedure "as a means of codifying personality formulations in an
assessment setting" (Block, 1961, p. 52). Block and the staff of the University of California
Berkeley's Institute of Personality Assessment and Research (IPAR), now IPSR (Institute of
Personality and Social Research), developed a 90-item Q-set for assessing personality in Air
Force officers. The 90 items attempted comprehensive coverage of personality attributes as
viewed by contemporary clinicians (Block, 1961). Over the next nine years, the IPAR
retained a panel of clinical psychologists who would revise, refine, and expand the set. After
validation testing on hundreds of subjects, the California Q-set, which was designed to
represent 100 attributes that comprise the human personality, was published in 1961.
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Block's (1971) study Lives through Time combined data from two longitudinal studies to
trace personality development and change from adolescence to adulthood.
The California Q-Set has been revised (Block, 1990) and renamed the California QSort: Adult Revised Edition (CAQ). The 100 items in the CAQ appear in Appendix C.
Chapter Three will explain the role Q-methodology will play in this study.
Studies that have applied Q-Sort instruments for individual personality assessment are
listed in Appendix D. Discussions of Q-Sorting as a means of idiographic personality
assessment are listed in Appendix E.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHOD
Data Set
This study's data set consists of the transcripts of 30 semi-structured research interviews
from a larger set of 91 interviews conducted by Csikszentmihalyi (1996) for the study "The
Cultivation of Creativity in Later Life." The original study was approved by the University
of Chicago's Social and Behavioral Sciences Institutional Review Board on November 25,
1989. The approved Statement of Informed Consent appears in Appendix F.
The interviews ran approximately two hours, were videotaped, and were transcribed
verbatim. The interview format was clearly semi-structured. According to Csikszentmihalyi
(1996),
Our interview schedule had a number of common questions that we tried to ask
each respondent. However, we did not necessarily ask the questions in the same order,
nor did we always use exactly the same wording; my priority was to keep the interview
as close to a natural conversation as possible. Of course there are advantages and
disadvantages to both methods. I felt, however, that it would be insulting, and therefore
counterproductive, to force these respondents to answer a mechanically structured set of
questions, (p. 16)
The interview protocol appears in Appendix G.
Nominations of persons at least 60 years of age who have made a significant impact on
a major cultural domain, and who continue active involvement in that or a different domain,
were solicited from experts in different disciplines (Csikszentmihalyi, 1996). Of the 275
persons invited to participate, the final sample of 91 includes 14 Nobel Prize winners—four
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in physics, two in literature, two in medicine, one in peace, and one in economics. Most of
the others' accomplishments were of comparable magnitude, but not as widely recognized
(Csikszentmihalyi, 1996). In spite of efforts to achieve equal gender representation, only 21
participants in the sample were female. Csikszentmihalyi (1996) attributes this to the reality
that "well-known creative women are underrepresented" in many fields.
The data set for the present study represents the complete subset of interviews available
for secondary data analysis. Four of the thirty interviews analyzed in the current study were
conducted with women. The present sample is comprised of seven winners of the Nobel
Prize, three winners of the Pulitzer Prize, two awardees of the Presidential Medal of
Freedom, one awardee of the Congressional Medal of Honor, two winners of the Enrico
Fermi Award, two awardees of the Max Planck Medal, and one awardee of the National
Medal of Science.
All subjects comprising this study's data set are either deceased and/or have consented
to being quoted without further permission. For additional information about the original
study for which these interviews were conducted, see Csikszentmihalyi (1996) and
Csikszentmihalyi and Rathunde (1998).
Procedures
The 30 interview transcripts have been alphabetized by participant last name and
numbered one through 30, accordingly. Analysis of the interview participants was conducted
in two phases.
Part I: Assessing Participants with the California Adult Q-Sort
The California Adult Q-sort was performed on the 30 interview transcripts by three
raters (identified hereafter as Rater 1, Rater 2, and Rater 3). The 100 items included on the

100 California Q-Sort cards are listed in Appendix C. After a close reading of each
transcript, raters used the California Q-Set Sorting Guide as a template (see Appendix H),
sorting the 100 cards into a forced distribution ranging from "most characteristic/salient" to
"most uncharacteristic/nonsalient" for each participant. When the raters were comfortable
that the constellation of cards best represented the participant's personality, the raters
recorded each item's number on the participant's Q-Set Sorting Guide.
To collect data for assessing the inter-rater reliability of the CAQ as a measure of
personality assessment in semi-structured interviews, random selection was used to draw
five numbers corresponding to five of the 30 participants. Participants 9, 11, 21, 25, and 30
were selected. Each of these five participants' transcripts were independently Q-sorted by
Raters 1,2, and 3.
The remaining 25 transcripts were randomly assigned to the three raters. Rater 1
performed the CAQ for participants 1, 5, 12, 14, 15, 16, 19, 26, and 30. Rater 2 performed
the CAQ for participants 4, 13, 18, 20, 23, 24, 27, and 29. Rater 3 performed the CAQ for
participants 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 10, 17, and 28.
Part II: Assessing Participants with the NEO-FFI
The same raters, and an additional fourth rater, performed the NEO-FFI for the 30
participants. Because each interviewee's NEO-FFI personality profile woul eventually be
correlated with his or her CAQ personality profile, it was critical that the same rater not
perform both assessments for the same participant. Therefore, Rater 1 performed the NEOFFI for participants 4, 13, 18, 20, 22, 23, 24, 27, and 29 (the participants for which Rater 2
conducted the CAQ). Rater 2 performed the NEO-FFI for participants 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 10, 17,
and 28 (the participants for which Rater 3 conducted the CAQ). Rater 3 performed the NEO-
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FFI for participants 1,5, 12, 14, 15, 16, 19, and 26 (the participants for which Rater 1
conducted the CAQ). Rater 4 performed the NEO-FFI for participants 9, 20, 21, 25, and 30
(the participants for which Raters 1, 2, and 3 conducted the CAQ). Biographical information
pertaining to each of the four raters is provided in Appendix I.
Measures
Reliability
Given that no literature indicates that the CAQ has been used to assess personality in
semi-structured interview participants, and since the presence of reliability is a necessary
condition for a claim of a measure's validity (Pedhazur & Schmelkin, 1991), this study
assessed reliability among raters performing the California Adult Q-sort on the sample of
semi-structured interviews.
Reliabilities for person-centered rating instruments such as the CAQ are computed
differently from reliabilities for variable-centered self-report instruments (Block, 1961;
Johnson, personal communication, November 20, 2002; Ozer, 1993). For the CAQ, judges'
ratings were compared across the 100 items of the Q-sort for a single individual. A data
matrix of 100 rows (corresponding to the 100 Q-set items) and three columns (one for each
rater) were correlated to produce a reliability coefficient for the three raters on one
individual.
A sub-sample of five randomly selected interviews, each independently Q-sorted by
Raters 1, 2, and 3, was then used to assess reliability by calculating Cronbach's alpha.
Because the three raters performed the procedure for five cases in common, five reliability
estimates were computed. Then, the five estimates were averaged to determine an overall
reliability estimate.
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Pilot Reliability
To collect data for a reliability pilot study, Raters 1, 2, and 3 performed the CAQ for
one interview participant. Following Block's recommendations (1961), the raters were
encouraged to familiarize themselves with the 100 items in the Q-set. The raters were
instructed to then read the interview carefully in one sitting. Immediately after reading the
transcript, each rater sorted each of the 100 cards into one of three piles: most characteristic,
most uncharacteristic, and neither characteristic nor uncharacteristic. They were told that if
the interview participant provided insufficient information for them to comfortably place the
card elsewhere, they should place it in the "neither characteristic nor uncharacteristic" pile.
Working from the three piles of cards, the raters were instructed to use the California QSet Sorting Guide (Appendix H) as a template and determine which 25 items were most
salient (or most characteristic) and which 25 were least salient (or least characteristic) for
the participant. Raters were instructed to place the remaining 50 items in the middle pile
(neither characteristic nor uncharacteristic). Reviewing the interview for evidence, each rater
continued to sort until he or she was comfortable that based upon the data provided, the
distribution of cards accurately represented the personality of the individual participant.
The pilot demonstrated strong reliability with a Cronbach's alpha coefficient of .87.
Aligning the three Q-sorts, the researcher identified nine CAQ items for which one rater's
placement differed from the other two raters by three or more salience points. Each item
presenting such a discrepancy was discussed in a calibration meeting among the three raters.
Generally, disparate interpretations resulted from raters generalizing too broadly from
isolated or limited data. A few items needed to be discussed for raters to come to agreement
about definition or implications of placing the card at the most or least salient poles.
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Study Reliability
Participants 9, 11,21, 25, and 30 were randomly selected to be independently Q-sorted
by Raters 1, 2, and 3. Reliability analyses on Participants 9, 11, 21, 25, and 30 resulted in the
following standardized alpha coefficients, respectively: .87, .91, .88, .88, .81. The average
coefficient across the participant sample is .87. A coefficient of .70 is generally considered
an indication of acceptable reliability (Clark-Carter, 1997; Kline, 1993). Pedhazur and
Schmelkin (1991) argued that an acceptable level of reliability is dependent upon the
circumstances of the study. Given that the present study was exploratory, and that the CAQ
has never been applied to semi-structured research interviews, these reliabilities indicate
strong inter-observer agreement.
Convergent Validity
Applying factor analysis to data from 403 CAQ self- and interviewer-sorts, McCrae,
Costa, and Busch (1986) identified substantial evidence for the presence of the Big Five in
the 100 CAQ items. The five factors retrieved from the CAQ demonstrated "convergent and
discriminant validity against self-reports and peer- and spouse ratings on measures of the
five-factor model" (p. 430). The factor loadings of CAQ items with a magnitude of at least
+/- .30 are identified in Appendix J. One of the study's central assumptions was that a claim
for the CAQ's validity as a measure of personality assessment in semi-structured interviews
would be greatly enhanced by demonstrating convergent validity with the NEO-FFI, the
short version of the NEO-PI-R.
This study investigated the extent to which the CAQ and the NEO-FFI produce similar
results when used to assess an individual's personality via the semi-structured interview.
Since the CAQ was not designed to assess a participant's personality on the dimensions of

the five-factor model, scale scores had to be created from Q-sort salience values (Johnson,
personal communication, December 2, 2002). McCrae, Costa, and Busch's (1986) list of
CAQ items that load on the five dimensions measured by the NEO-FFI (Appendix J) was
used to determine scale scores.
Determining a participant's CAQ score on a dimension is accomplished in four steps.
To calculate a participant's CAQ Agreeableness score, for example, the salience values of
the eight items with positive factor loadings (Appendix J) are first summed. Next, the
salience values of the 10 items with negative factor loadings are recoded (i.e., 1=9, 2=8,
3=7, 4=6, 6=4, 7=3, 8=2, and 9=1). Then, the recoded salience scores are summed. Finally,
the positive salience score and the recoded salience score are summed to produce an
Agreeableness score.
From a completed NEO-FFI questionnaire, a participant's raw score can be determined
for each of the five dimensions (Appendix K). Each raw score on each of the five
dimensions can then be converted to a standardized T-score (McCall's T). The T-score is
identical to the standard Z-score, except that the mean is 50 rather than 0, and the standard
deviation is 10 rather than 1 (Kaplan & Saccuzzo, 2000). The NEO-Five Factor Inventory
Profile (Appendix L) was used to convert each participant's five raw scores to T-scores. The
T-scores of the 30 participants on each of the five dimensions of the NEO-FFI were
correlated with their summed salience scores on each of the five dimensions as assessed by
the CAQ.
As a second means for assessing convergent construct validity, the following procedure,
followed by an exploratory factor analysis, was used. For each of the five dimensions, the 30
participants were rank-ordered from highest to lowest by NEO-FFI T-score. The 10
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participants with the highest T-scores on each of the five NEO-FFI dimensions were
selected. The salience value of each of the 100 CAQ items was then summed across those 10
participants to produce a "total salience score" for each of the 100 CAQ items. The 100
salience totals were then ranked from highest to lowest. Presumably, if the measures are
convergent within a dimension, the CAQ items McCrae, Costa, and Busch (1986) identified
as loading positively on a dimension would be heavily represented among the 10 CAQ items
with the highest "total salience scores" awarded to the 10 participants with the highest NEOFFI T-scores within that dimension. This procedure was applied to all five dimensions.
For each of the five dimensions, the 10 items with the highest salience values were
factor analyzed with an exploratory factor analysis including all 30 participants.1 For each
dimension, this procedure determined the number of factors represented by the 10 CAQ
items with the highest salience values awarded to the 10 subjects with the highest T-scores.
After the exploratory factor analysis was run for each dimension, the salience values of
the items loading positively on the first factor revealed by the factor analysis were summed
across all 30 subjects. The result was a new variable, a sum representing that dimension as
measured by the CAQ. The five sums representing the five dimensions as measured by the
CAQ were correlated with scores on the dimensions as measured by the NEO-FFI. A
significant correlation between the CAQ sum scores for a person and the scores for the
corresponding NEO-FFI dimension would provide evidence of convergent validity.

1

The researcher is aware that an exploratory factor analysis requires 15 participants for

each item in the analysis (Nunally, 1978). As a strictly exploratory investigation, this study
employed factor analysis fully aware of the severe limitations imposed by the small sample.

Non-Statistical Analysis
In the event of failure of this study's statistical analyses to confirm the assumption that
the NEO-FFI and the CAQ would achieve comparable outcomes when assessing individual
personality in this sample of semi-structured research interviews, a close non-statistical
inspection of NEO-FFI and CAQ data was planned as follows.
When determining a participant's T-score on each of the five dimensions, the NEO
Five-Factor Inventory Profile (Appendix L) classifies the participant's score, normed to the
general adult population, as Very Low, Low, Average, High, or Very High. To facilitate
comparison between the NEO-FFI T-scores and the CAQ raw scores, which were never
intended to measure the "degree" of a participant's traits, a simple heuristic formula was
devised to determine, relative to the total salience value available on a dimension, whether a
participant is Very Low, Low, Average, High, or Very High on each of the five dimensions
measured by the CAQ. The formula is explained in Appendix M.
Advantages of the CAQ versus the NEO-FFI
If this study demonstrates that the CAQ and the NEO-FFI yield comparable results
when assessing personality in semi-structured interviews, what advantage does the CAQ
offer? For each of its 60 items, the NEO-FFI instructs raters to select the most appropriate
response, ranging from "strongly disagree" to "strongly agree," on a five-point Likert scale.
Asking raters to make judgments along a continuum can result in three types of rating errors:
leniency, severity, and central tendency errors (Cohen & Swerdlik, 2000). By forcing raters
to rank items, the CAQ minimizes rating error. Although the NEO-PI-R controls for
leniency and severity errors, which Costa and McCrae (1992) refer to as "acquiescence" and
"nay-saying," respectively, the NEO-FFI does not. In addition, the CAQ's forced

40

distribution requires that raters rank order the items describing an interview participant on a
nine-point scale. Consequently, the rater must identify supporting evidence before placing
each of the 100 cards.
An additional advantage of the CAQ is the generality of its items. Many NEO-FFI items
require a rater to make inferences about an individual's personality from statements
describing very specific behaviors, cognitions, and affective manifestations. For example,
NEO-FFI Item 23, rewritten as a rater-report item, reads "Poetry has little or no effect on the
person." Strong empirical evidence indicates that, if accurate, a "strongly agree" response to
this item would represent a negative correlation with openness to experience (NEO-PI-R;
Costa & McCrae, 1992); however, many semi-structured interviews simply provide no
grounds on which to make such a judgment—or even inference. As a result, the rater is
forced to rate many items as "neutral." Item 66, the comparable statement on the CAQ,
reads "Enjoys aesthetic impressions; is aesthetically sensitive; appreciates and is moved by
art, music, drama etc." While several CAQ items test a rater's inferential powers, the
instrument's generality is an asset when examining the uneven content of semi-structured
interviews.
A third benefit of the CAQ over the NEO-FFI, discussed in Chapter One, is that a
sample of completed Q-sort profiles provides data for Q-Factor analysis.
Delimitations
The study's delimitations, the procedural parameters set by the researcher, have been
established by the choice of the data set analyzed, the nature of semi-structured
interviewing, and the personality assessment instruments employed in the research.

The Data Set
The study is limited to a sample of 30 interviews from a larger pool of 91. The 30
participants comprising the data set are either deceased and/or have not restricted use of
their interview transcripts for research purposes.
These semi-structured interviews, in addition, are limited to textual responses; no
physical cues are available for analysis. Therefore, some CAQ items ask raters to consider
issues simply unknowable from examination of interview transcripts. For example, Item 41
reads, "Is facially and/or gesturally expressive." Item 81 states, "Is physically attractive; is
good looking (as defined by our culture)." Raters were instructed to place such items in
Column 5 (Neither Characteristic Nor Uncharacteristic) of the California Q-Set Sorting
Guide.
Semi-Structured Interviews and Interviewing
The intention of this study is to demonstrate that semi-structured interviews not
conducted explicitly for the purpose of personality assessment can provide, with appropriate
application of the CAQ, fertile data for personality assessment. However, the semistructured interview format itself does represent one of the study's limitations. In the effort
to build rapport and help the participant feel at ease, semi-structured interviews give the
participant latitude to talk about issues that interest him or her. They are, generally more so
than structured interviews, limited to topics volunteered by the participants. As a result, the
scope and depth of data produced in a sample of semi-structured interviews will be more
uneven than the data produced from a sample of structured interviews. Moreover, some
participants, given the format's flexibility, avoid discussing personal issues. Apparently
deliberate resistance, represented for example by intellectualizing, does provide clues about

the person's personality; however, structured interviews would likely provide a more direct
and complete assessment of such an individual's defense mechanisms.
Assessment Instruments
While the 240-item NEO-PI-R has been published in a subject (Form S) and rater (Form
R) format, a rater form of the 60-item NEO-FFI has not been published. (The only
difference between the subject and observer forms is that items appear in first person in the
former and in third person in the latter.) When completing the NEO-FFI for a participant,
raters need to translate items from first to third person. McCrae (1991) found that the NEOFFI scales correlate well with the NEO-PI-R. Correlations for Neuroticism, Extraversion,
Openness, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness were .93, .90, .94, .88, and .89,
respectively (Costa & McCrae, 1992, p. 53).
Although factor analyses by Lorr (1978), Lanning (1994), and McCrae, Costa, and
Busch (1986) have demonstrated that the Big Five can be retrieved from the CAQ, the CAQ
was not designed, as it will be used in this study, to assess a participant's personality on the
dimensions of the five-factor model. Thus, to produce a raw score for each participant on
each dimension, normative scale scores were created from Q-sort salience values.
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CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Convergent Validity
One of this study's goals was to determine the extent to which the CAQ and the NEOFFI produce similar results when assessing individual personality via semi-structured
interviews. The procedure described in Chapter Three was used to determine each
participant's raw score for Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness, Conscientiousness, and
Agreeableness. Using the grid reproduced in Appendix L, these raw scores were converted
to T-scores, a standardized score normed to the general population. The 30 participants'
NEO-FFI T-scores within each dimension are rank ordered in Appendix N. Since the CAQ
was not designed to measure individual personality on the dimensions of the five-factor
model, each participant's CAQ raw score on the five dimensions was calculated using the
procedure discussed in Chapter Three. The 30 participants' CAQ raw scores within each
dimension are rank ordered in Appendix O.
Correlations between Participant Scores on the Two Measures
A two-tailed probability test found a significant positive correlation (r = .526, p < .01)
on the Neuroticism dimension measured by the NEO-FFI and the CAQ. However, no
significant correlations were found among any of the remaining four dimensions measured
by both instruments. Openness to Experience measured by the NEO-FFI and the CAQ
approaches significance (r = .308,/? = .10). Extraversion shows no significance (r = .067, p
= .72); Conscientiousness shows no significance (r = .211, p = .26). Agreeableness assessed
by both instruments demonstrated a negative relationship (r = -.093,p = .30). Further
indicating validity problems, Neuroticism assessed by the CAQ showed as high a significant

positive correlation with Openness to Experience assessed by the NEO-FFI (r = .50,p < .01)
as its correlation with Neuroticism as assessed by the NEO-FFI. Table 1 reports complete
between-instrument data.
Table 1
Correlations between the NEO-FFI and the CAQ
NEO-FFI

N

E

O

C

A

N

.526**
.003
30

-.077
.685
30

.505**
.004
30

-.371*
.043
30

.267
.154
30

E

-.080
.675
30

.067
.725
30

-.026
.893
30

.300
.107
30

.140
.459
30

O

.526**
.003
30

-.225
.232
30

.308
.098
30

-.329
.076
30

-.062
.743
30

C

-.328
.077
30

-.060
.751
30

-.440*
.015
30

.211
.264
30

-.223
.237
30

A

-.106
.579
30

-.123
.517
30

.076
.690
30

-.002
.992
30

-.195
.301
30

Note. *: Correlation significant at 0.05 (2-tailed);

**: Correlation significant at 0.01 (2-tailed)

Intra-Measure Correlations
According to a two-tailed probability test of the correlations among the five dimensions
assessed by the NEO-FFI in this sample, as Table 2 shows, Extraversion and Agreeableness
are strongly correlated (r = .534, p < .01; Openness and Agreeableness show a strong
positive correlation (r - .506, p < .01); Extraversion and Neuroticism are negatively
correlated (r = -.409, p < .05); Conscientiousness and Neuroticism are negatively correlated
(r - -.598, p < .01). Each of these four relationships is consistent with the findings in two of
three studies (Costa & McCrae, 1992) examining the factor structure of the NEO-FFI.
Table 2
Intra-measure Correlations: NEO-FFI
NEO-FFI

N

N

E

O

C

A

1

-.409*
.025
30

-.056
.767
30

-.598**
.000
30

-.267
.154
30

1

-.034
.858
30

.314
.091
30

.534**
.002
30

1

-.103
.598
30

.506**
.004
30

1

.128
.501
30

30
E

30
O

30
C

30
A

1
30

Note. *: Correlation significant at 0.05 (2-tailed);

**: Correlation significant at 0.01 (2-tailed)

As Table 3 shows, a two-tailed probability test of the correlations among the five
dimensions assessed by the CAQ in this sample shows a significant negative relationship
between Conscientiousness and Neuroticism (r = -.504,/? < .01) and a significant negative
correlation between Conscientiousness and Openness (r = -.473, p < .01). Both relationships
are consistent with Costa and McCrae's (1992) examinations of the NEO-FFI's factor
structure. A significant positive correlation was found between Neuroticism and Openness
(r = .426, p < .05); Costa and McCrae (1992) have found a non-significant positive
relationship between these factors. A significant negative correlation was found between
Table 3
Intra-measure Correlations: CAQ
CAQ

N

N

E

O

C

A

1

.244
.194
30

.426*
.019
30

-.504**
.006
30

-.195
.301
30

1

-.388*
.034
30

-.041
.830
30

.105
.579
30

1

-.473**
.008
30

-.151
.427
30

1

-.195
.303
30

30
E

30
O

30
C

30
A

Note. *: Correlation significant at 0.05 (2-tailed)
**: Correlation significant at 0.01 (2-tailed)

1
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Extraversion and Openness (r = -.388, p < .05); this relationship is the antithesis of Costa
and McCrae's (1992) findings about the relationship of these factors in the NEO-FFI the
NEO-PI-R.
Exploratory Factor Analysis
The exploratory factor analysis including all 30 participants revealed that the 10 CAQ
items most salient for the 10 subjects measured highest on each dimension by the NEO-FFI
are represented by two factors. The following list identifies, for each dimension, how each
of those 10 CAQ items loads on the first of the two factors. The results of the five factor
analyses appear in Appendix P. In the following section, the letter to the left of each CAQ
item identifies the dimension on which that item loads according to factor analysis by
McCrae, Costa, and Busch (1986).
Neuroticism.
O

3. Has a wide range of interests. (-.25)

E

4. Isa talkative person. (-.51)

O

16. Is introspective; thinks about self; examines own thoughts and feelings. (.73)

C

26. Is productive; gets things done (.93)

A

35. Has warmth; has the capacity for close relationships; compassionate. (.93)

O

51. Places high value on intellectual and cognitive matters. (.94)

E

52. Behaves in an assertive fashion; not afraid to express opinions; speaks up to get
what s/he wants. (.97)

O

66. Enjoys aesthetic impressions; is aesthetically sensitive. (.96)
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C

71. Has high aspiration level for self; is ambitious; sets high personal goals. (.99)

None

77. Appears straightforward, candid, frank in dealing with others. (.99)

Extraversion
C

2. Is dependable and responsible. (-.28)

O

3. Has a wide range of interests. (-.29)

O

8. Appears to have high degree of intellectual capacity. (-.09)

E

14. Genuinely submissive; accepts domination comfortably; gives in easily. (.70)

0

26. Is productive, gets things done. (.96)

E

30. Gives up and withdraws where possible in the face of frustration and adversity.
(95)

E

45. Has a brittle ego defense system; has a small reserve of integration; would be
disorganized or maladaptive under stress or trauma. Is psychologically frail,
vulnerable; has poor ability to cope with stress. (.99)

None

60. Has insight into and understands own needs, motives, behavior; knows self
well. (.97)

C

71. Has high aspiration level for self; is ambitious; sets high personal goals. (.96)

E

98. Is verbally fluent; can express ideas well in words. (.99)

Openness
O

3. Has a wide range of interests. (-.29)

E

4. Isa talkative person. (-.47)
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O

8. Appears to have high degree of intellectual capacity. (-.06)

O

9. Is uncomfortable with uncertainty and complexity; is more comfortable with
things that are straightforward and uncomplicated. (.18)

O

39. Thinks and associates to ideas in unusual ways; has unconventional thought
processes. (.91)

A

52. Behaves in an assertive fashion; not afraid to express opinions; speaks up to get
what s/he wants. (.99)

O

63. Judges self and others in conventional terms like "popularity," "the right thing
to do," etc.; is influenced by social pressures. (.98)

C

71. Has high aspiration level for self; is ambitious; sets high personal goals. (.99)

None

96. Values own independence and autonomy; emphasizes his/her freedom to think
and act without interference or help from others. (.98)

E

98. Is verbally fluent; can express ideas well in words. (.99)

Conscientiousness
E

4. Isa talkative person. (-.41)

None

6. Is fastidious; meticulous; careful and precise. (-.07)

C

8. Appears to have high degree of intellectual capacity. (-.05)

C

26. Is productive, gets things done. (.94)

E

52. Behaves in an assertive fashion; not afraid to express opinions; speaks up to get
what s/he wants. (.98)
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-C

53. Needs and impulses tend toward relatively direct and uncontrolled expression;
unable to delay gratification (is impulsive, has little self-control; unable to
postpone pleasure). (.98)

C

70. Behaves ethically; has personal value system and is faithful to it. (.98)

C

71. Has high aspiration level for self; is ambitious; sets high personal goals. (.99)

None

77, Appears straightforward, candid, frank in dealing with others. (.99)

E

98. Is verbally fluent; can express ideas well in words. (.99)

Agreeableness
O

3. Has a wide range of interests (regardless of how deep or superficial the interests
are). (-.26)

E

4. Isa talkative person. (-.42)

0

8. Appears to have high degree of intellectual capacity. (-.09)

-O

26. Is productive, gets things done. (.95)

-A

27. Is condescending toward others; acts superior to others. (.91)

-N

60. Has insight into and understands own needs, motives, behavior; knows self
well. (.99)

C

71. Has high aspiration level for self; is ambitious; sets high personal goals. (.97)

None

77. Appears straightforward, candid, frank in dealing with others. (.99)

None

96. Values own independence and autonomy; emphasizes his/her freedom to think
and act without interference or help from others. (.98)
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E

98. Is verbally fluent; can express ideas well in words. (.99)
Spearman Correlation Coefficient
An additional test was conducted to determine the extent to which the NEO-FFI and the

CAQ relate to each other. To determine a rank-order correlation between relative rankings
of the participants on the two scales for each of the dimensions, Spearman's rho was used to
correlate the 30 participants' scores on the NEO-FFI with their McCrae, Costa, and Buschbased scores (1986) on the CAQ. The only significant correlation was found for Openness
(rho=.36, p=.05). The remaining four correlations were non-significant.
Re-examination of Results: Rater Debriefing
This study's statistical analyses did not confirm the assumption that the NEO-FFI and
the CAQ would achieve comparable outcomes when assessing individual personality in this
sample of semi-structured research interviews. It is fruitful, however, to subject the data to a
close non-statistical inspection, to seek patterns that may explain why the primary
hypothesis was not supported.
When determining a subject's T-score for each of the five dimensions, the NEO FiveFactor Inventory Profile (Appendix L) classifies the participant's score, normed to the
general adult population, as Very Low, Low, Average, High, or Very High. Since the CAQ
was not designed to measure the "degree" of a participant's trait, the heuristic formula
introduced in Chapter Three was used to determine, relative to the total salience value
available on a dimension, whether a participant is Very Low, Low, Average, High, or Very
High on each of the five dimensions. Appendix Q reveals, for this sample, the level into
which the five factors fall according the two measures. Clearly, there are significant
disparities in the two instruments' assessments of each dimension.
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To identify potential sources of these disparities, the following section examines the
results of each instrument's assessment of each personality dimension and provides
highlights from a debriefing session in which the four raters re-examined the interviews,
viewed the instruments' assessments of the subjects, and identified NEO-FFI and CAQ
items they found problematic when rating interview participants.
Dimension Profiles
Neuroticism
Of the five dimensions, the two instruments demonstrated highest convergence in
assessing Neuroticism. Appendix R lists participants in descending order according to NEOFFI T-score and CAQ raw score. The list partitions each instrument's ranking of participants
into top, middle, and bottom tiers on each dimension. The instruments agreed in their
placement of 6 of 10 participants in the top 10; five of 10 in the middle 10; and five of 10 in
the bottom 10. The NEO-FFI identified participants 4, 13, 23, and 6, and the CAQ identified
participants 4, 13, 27, and 23 as most neurotic. Upon reviewing the corresponding
interviews, the raters concurred with the accuracy of the placement of 4, 13, and 23 in the
top three positions. None of the raters, on face value, agreed that participants 6 and 27 are
among the most highly neurotic in the sample. The two raters who performed participant
19's Q-sort felt that the participant should have been ranked as one of the most neurotic in
the sample; however, Participant 19 was ranked 12th by the NEO-FFI and 24th by the CAQ.
Twelve NEO-FFI items and 31 CAQ items load on Neuroticism. It is the raters'
perception that four NEO-FFI items proved difficult to assess:
Item 6: "I often feel inferior to others."
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Item 11: "When I'm under a great deal of stress, sometimes I feel like I'm going to
pieces."
Item 26: "Sometimes I feel completely worthless."
Item 56: "At times I have been so ashamed I just wanted to hide."
These items represent responses or behaviors that are intended to represent more general
traits; few interviews dealt with such issues specifically, causing some raters to feel a lack of
confidence in rating these items. The rater debriefing session revealed that some raters
appeared to have ventured a guess, while others consistently chose the "neutral" response. In
retrospect, the issue of whether to express no opinion or force an opinion should have been
addressed more thoroughly in the calibration meeting.
The CAQ also includes items that raters might have rated more consistently if they had
been aware of how those items would load on factors when scoring a participant's
Neuroticism. For example, item 89 loads positively on Neuroticism: "Compares self to
others; is alert to real or imagined differences between self and others in status, appearance,
achievement, abilities, etc." In an effort to understand the development of the participants'
creativity and accomplishment, interviewers frequently asked participants to discuss their
association with peers in their respective fields. Some raters report that they consistently
assigned this item a high salience value because the issue was discussed prominently in the
interviews. It was not the raters' perception that a participant's comparison of him or herself
with others constituted a neurotic tendency. Because this item loads on Neuroticism, raters
concluded that their assignment of a high salience value may have exaggerated the CAQ's
assessment of some participants' neuroticism.

Of the three raters who used both instruments, one felt that the CAQ presents a more
accurate profile of the group as one that is low on Neuroticism (Appendix Q). The other
two, who also perceive the group to be low on Neuroticism, see the NEO-FFI's distribution
as, overall, more representative of the group's profile. All three raters, however, felt that the
CAQ offered them a more "complete" assessment device; not withstanding the statistical
results, the raters felt more confident about the accuracy and fairness of the judgments
facilitated by the CAQ.
Extraversion
The instruments demonstrate convergence on the Extraversion dimension, matching 12
of 30 participants within the three tiers of rankings (see Appendix R). Twelve NEO-FFI
items and 22 CAQ items load on Extraversion. Raters did not report difficulty applying
NEO-FFI items loading on Extraversion to this set of semi-structured interviews. However,
some CAQ items were difficult or impossible to assess without direct observation of
participants:
Item 20: "Has a rapid personal tempo; behaves and acts quickly; is fast-paced."
Item 43: "Is facially and/or gesturally expressive."
Item 99: "Is self-dramatizing; histrionic (theatrical; prone to exaggerate feelings;
behaves in attention-getting ways)".
Raters uniformly placed these items in the middle column, thus designating them as having
no salience. Consequently, a participant's Extraversion score may have been compromised
and convergent validity lessened specifically as a result of working from transcripts rather
than a transcript and a video and/or audiotape.

All three raters believe that both the NEO-FFI's and CAQ's profile of the group's
Extraversion represents accurate face validity.
Openness
The instruments show convergence on Openness, placing 13 of 30 participants in the
same tiers (see Appendix R). Twelve NEO-FFI items and 14 CAQ items load on Openness.
After reviewing the Instruments' Group Profiles (Appendix Q), revisiting the transcripts,
and examining their ratings, raters were skeptical of the CAQ's more conservative
estimation of the subjects' Openness. The raters' consensus is that the NEO-FFI provided a
more valid assessment of the group's Openness.
Raters reported difficulty responding to NEO-FFI item 29 ("I often try new and foreign
foods"), an item, which, because of its extreme specificity, is one of the NEO-FFI's most
problematic. Two of the three raters identified CAQ item 93, which loads negatively on
Openness, as problematic: "a. Behaves in a masculine style or matter, b. Behaves in a
feminine style or manner." This item, according to McCrae, Costa, and Busch (1986), loads
negatively on Openness to Experience because it reflects sex-stereotypic, rather than
androgynous, behavior. Absent videotape, the raters reported some difficulty confidently
assigning this item a salience value, although surmises could be made from the content of
participants' responses.
Conscientiousness
The instruments demonstrated convergence on the Conscientiousness dimension,
matching 14 of 30 participants within the three tiers (see Appendix R). Twelve NEO-FFI
items and 14 CAQ items load on Conscientiousness. Raters found three NEO-FFI items

loading on Conscientiousness difficult to gauge from the transcripts, again because of their
specificity:
Item 5: "I keep my belongings neat and clean."
Item 45: "Sometimes I'm not as dependable or reliable as I should be."
Item 55: "I never seem to be able to get organized."
All raters are extremely skeptical of the NEO-FFI's assessment of 13 participants and the
CAQ's appraisal of 7 participants as "average" or lower on Conscientiousness. It is the
raters' consensus that each interview provided ample evidence of each of the participants'
persistence in solving complex problems and willingness to invest great effort. While
several participants indicated that they are basically "lazy," the raters agree, considering the
sheer volume of work that these participants produce, that this self-appraisal reflects
modesty more than reality. Several participants, especially those working in artistic fields,
were assessed high salience values for Item 58, Appears to enjoy sensuous experience,
which loads negatively on Conscientiousness. One rater objected to the idea that high
salience on one item necessarily subtracts salience from other items loading positively on
the same trait (thus numerically lowering the attribution of the trait); the rater made the case
that the participant showed strong evidence of equivalent strength on both items. One
additional challenge in assessing Conscientiousness was hesitancy in rating
Conscientiousness too high due to a perceived lack of information about some areas of some
participants' lives outside of their careers.
Agreeableness
On the Agreeableness dimension, the two instruments demonstrated poor convergence,
matching only 9 of 30 participants within the three tiers. Twelve NEO-FFI items and 18
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CAQ items load on Agreeableness. The raters were extremely uncomfortable with both
instruments' ratings of the participants' on this dimension. The CAQ (Appendix Q) suggests
that the group is a very disagreeable one with 21 participants ranked "low" and nine "very
low." The NEO-FFI identified only six participants as "high" and two as "very high" on
Agreeableness. In fact, only participant 30 impressed all raters as a person relatively low on
agreeableness. The CAQ more closely matched the raters' perceptions, ranking the
participant 29th; the NEO-FFI ranked the participant 14th.
Raters identified CAQ Item 21, which loads positively on Agreeableness ("Arouses
nurturant feelings in others; behaves in ways that lead others to feel caring and protective
toward him/her") as an item that contributed to the participants' low Agreeableness scores.
All three raters using the CAQ viewed the majority of the participants as highly agreeable
persons; two raters viewed CAQ Item 21 as one of low salience for many participants. One
rater consistently placed the item in the "Neither characteristic nor uncharacteristic" domain
because of the inability to see the participants in interaction with others and the lack of
relevant discussion in most of the transcripts. Consequently, because the item loads
positively on Agreeableness, the participants are likely more Agreeable than their scores
would reflect.
If factor analyses by McCrae, Costa, and Busch (1986), Lanning (1994), and Lorr
(1978) have determined that the Big Five are well-represented among the 100 CAQ items,
why did the NEO-FFI and CAQ fail to yield comparable results when assessing individual
personality in this study? That question can be answered by examining not only the
experiences of the raters who used both instruments, but also the premises that guided this
investigation.
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The study was built upon two assumptions, both of which have been demonstrated to
lack viability. First, I presumed that because the CAQ was developed from a clinical
paradigm, it was an instrument inherently suited for all forms of idiographic assessment. In
previous studies where the CAQ has been applied to the analysis of the individual, the Qsort was either performed for one participant over multiple occasions (Block, 1971), or it
was performed by multiple raters for a single participant (Miller, Prior, & Springer, 1987).
Based upon the researcher's review of the literature, never have the CAQ, nor has Qmethodology in general, been used as a means for a single rater to perform a one-time
assessment of an individual's personality structure.
Second, I assumed that the NEO-FFI's questionnaire approach and the CAQ's forced
distribution were merely different means for achieving the same outcome. Because factor
analyses had retrieved the Big Five from the CAQ items, I reasoned that salience values
corresponding to the CAQ items comprising the Big Five in a participant's Q-sort could be
scored and summed to reveal the extent of that person's Neuroticism, Extraversion,
Openness, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness. The results have prompted further
consideration, however, of the full ramifications of the Q-sort's forced distribution, in which
the constellation of 100 cards in an individual's Q-sort forms an organic system, where all
items, to a lesser or greater extent, achieve their salience values due to their relationship to
other items in the sort. Because a sorter can place only five cards in the far right column,
eight in the next, twelve in the third, etc., he or she is continually relocating cards in an
effort to fit the constraints of the distribution. Each rater reported that it was not uncommon,
for example, to believe an item warranted 6 salience points, but to relegate the item to a
column which awarded it only 4, not because the subject didn't deserve the full 6 points, but
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because the card was edged out by competing items. This possibility should not be
overstated, however, considering the reliability achieved in the raters' decision making.
Nevertheless, the questionnaire format and the Q-sort's forced distribution may not be
interchangeable mechanisms for assessing personality.
The content of the CAQ is an additional factor that may make a valid assessment of an
individual's Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness, Conscientiousness, and Agreeableness
unlikely. Although the CAQ includes items that load on each dimension of the NEO-PI-R,
the CAQ is comprised of more factors than the Big Five. Lorr (1978) and Banning (1994)
identified eight interprétable factors. A scree test by McCrae, Costa, and Busch (1986)
suggested either seven or nine factors. In fact, according to McCrae, Costa, and Busch's
(1986) analysis, which has served as this study's foundation for defining which CAQ items
correspond to which of the five factors, 20 of the 100 CAQ items do not load on any of the
Big Five (see Appendix S). This would not present a problem for a questionnaire-format
instrument, where items not loading on any of the Big Five can simply be ignored when
summing a participant's points. However, within the 100-card system, these 20 items, which
are not counted when totaling a participant's total salience score, displace and influence the
salience values of the other 80 items.
Presenting further complication, each dimension of the Big Five is not equally
represented in the 80 CAQ items that, according to McCrae, Costa, and Busch (1986),
define the Big Five. On the NEO-FFI, each of the five dimensions is represented by 12 items
that load on each factor. On the CAQ, 31 items load on Neuroticism, 22 on Extraversion, 14
on Openness, 18 on Agreeableness, and 14 on Conscientiousness. Heavily represented
Neuroticism—accounting for 31 of the 80 items—is much more likely to accrue salience

points than are Openness, Conscientiousness, or Agreeableness. Neuroticism's opportunity
to be counted more, may, in part, explain why the two instruments converged most strongly
on that dimension. In a questionnaire format, where items loading on each dimension are
summed, and where one item's score does not bear an influence on another item's score, this
lack of parity in each dimension's representation is not necessarily problematic. Moreover,
the 20 items loading on rogue factors may displace items loading directly on the Big Five
during Q-sort analysis of participants' personalities.
Although the Q-sort's forced distribution demands careful discrimination by forcing
raters to carefully weigh personality items, it also may increase the error factor when
measuring the extent of an individual's Extraversion, Neuroticism, Openness,
Conscientiousness, and Agreeableness. Rather than providing a valid reflection of the
individual's personality, the completed Q-sort may instead represent the optimum placement
of 100 cards within tightly constrained parameters.
Testing whether the lack of convergence between the instruments is, in fact, rooted in
differences in the nature of the instruments, not in differences in the traditions from which
the instruments evolved, would be quite simple: select 12 CAQ items that load heavily on
each of the Big Five super traits; write a questionnaire in which a rater responds to these 60
items on a 1 - 5 (Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree) Likert scale. If the items in the
nomothetically derived NEO-FFI and the clinically derived CAQ converge upon the same
constructs, this study, run a second time, should find highly comparable rank orders of
participants' scores on the five dimensions.
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A Qualitative Approach to Analysis of the Data
Although this study failed to demonstrate convergent validity between the CAQ and the
NEO-FFI as instruments of personality assessment in this sample, the study does suggest a
new and valuable application of the CAQ for qualitative researchers pursuing idiographic
assessment of personality in semi-structured research interviews
By identifying the presence and constellation of a participant's Q-sort items, and by
ranking those items by salience value, the CAQ illuminates the relationships among a
participant's personality descriptors. Equipped with a list of the most salient overt
descriptors, the researcher now has a coding system for flagging evidence of those items
during a comprehensive content analysis of the interview transcript.1 This procedure can
result in either a catalog of salient items and supporting evidence or, depending upon the
nature of the interviews and the reasons for which they are conducted, it can eventually lead
to an evidence-supported narrative account of the most salient descriptors
of the participant's personality. Such an application offers qualitative researchers a
quantitative tool for gathering idiographic personality data that can be analyzed and reported

1

Because statistical analyses failed to show that the CAQ converges with the NEO-FFI, the

benchmark instrument most appropriate for this investigation, it can be argued that the CAQ
items do not represent empirically-validated personality "attributes" or "traits." However,
prior factor analyses using much larger samples (Lanning, 1994; Lorr, 1978; McCrae, Costa,
& Busch, 1986) have demonstrated that the majority of the CAQ items load on the Big Five
dimensions. Given those findings, and to facilitate the qualitative discussion that follows, the
CAQ items will be referred to as descriptors which represent "attributes" and "traits."
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qualitatively. The Q-sort performed for Participant 21 in this study will be used to illustrate
the procedure in the form of a complete descriptive essay.
Procedural Steps and Contexts for the Sample Analyses
After carefully reading an interview, the rater performs the CAQ. (The completed Qsort for Participant 21 appears in Appendix T.) Next, the researcher identifies the CAQ
items perceived as most and least salient for the participant. Selecting items from the top and
bottom three columns of the distribution yields 50 items. Appendix U identifies the 50 most
and least salient items for Participant 21.
A researcher can, if he or she deems it useful, group the salient CAQ items according to
the Big Five dimension(s) on which, according to the factor analysis of McCrae, Costa, and
Busch (1986), the items load. Because that analysis used a large sample (N=402), it is
reasonable to employ the factor loadings, not to use them to make claims about the
"amount" of a dimension that a participant possesses, but to inform patterns that can be
uncovered from the interview. Appendix U identifies the salient items for Participant 21,
including the "most uncharacteristic" items. The appendix also identifies the Big Five
dimensions on which, per McCrae, Costa, and Busch (1986), the items load.
The interviews analyzed in the current study were collected for Csikszentmihalyi's
(1996) study "The Cultivation of Creativity in Later Life." Without casting the present work
as a study of creativity, the sample analysis will demonstrate how the procedure described
here can reveal the role personality attributes, along with the cultivation of those attributes,
has played in the development of creative potential for this participant. It is important to
note that not all of the current study's semi-structured interviews provided equally rich data.

Some participants chose to disclose little of their personal lives, focusing instead on the field
in which they primarily apply their creativity.
The sample analysis of a richly-detailed transcript and the resulting narrative will show
how items with high salience values can direct the researcher toward evidence of
participants' uses of their personality attributes in cultivating creative potential. It is this
process of cultivating creative potential, which sometimes results in creative output, that
Csikszentmihalyi (1996; 1998) calls complexity. Complexity as described by
Csikszentmihalyi has provided a useful framework to structure the coded data and a basis
for interpretation of findings.
The inability to reflect the dynamics of personality, the ways personality traits are
applied and balanced in different contexts, is a limitation of any strictly quantitative measure
such as the NEO-FFI. This is a major criticism leveled at the Big Five by two of its most
vocal critics, Block (1995; 2000) and Westen (1995, 2001). Csikszentmihalyi (1996; 1998)
proposed that the way the personality traits comprising the Big Five, along with additional
personality factors, are balanced and utilized define personality complexity. For the case
illustration, the researcher considered these traits, as suggested by Csikszentmihalyi, in
dichotomous sets, as illustrated in the partial list below:
Extraversion

Introversion

Masculine

Feminine

Discipline

Playfulness

Traditionalism

Iconoclasm (rebelliousness)

Intelligence

Naïveté (curiosity)

Reality

Imagination

Humility

Pride

Passion

Objectivity

The CAQ lends itself very well to examining relationships among items. Complexity
and its possible outcome, creativity,2 are not a function of traits falling in the middle
between poles, but falling in a way that suggests the participant's ability to call on and apply
those traits as situations and settings require. One of this study's findings, a significant
positive correlation between Neuroticism and Openness and a negative correlation between
Extraversion and Openness—relationships contrary to Costa and McCrae's (1992) findings
about the nature of those two sets of factors—may also reinforce the importance of
considering the play of opposite traits within the individual personalities in this sample.
Persons build (or cultivate) their potential to produce creative outcomes by identifying
opportunities the environment offers for them to apply their personality attributes and by
proactively seeking out and creating opportunities to use their personality attributes.
Beginning with use of Participant 21's highest salience items as a guide to retrieval of

^Creativity, as defined by Csikszentmihalyi and as used in this study, is not a quality that
resides in the person. It is an outcome that requires the presence and successful alchemy
among a Person (who has many attributes, of which personality is an important one), a
Domain, a set of symbolic rules and procedures, and a Field, an established discipline that
selects which works deserve to be admitted. According to Csikszentmihalyi (1996),
"Creativity occurs when a person, using the symbols of a given domain such as music,
engineering, business, or mathematics, has a new idea or sees a new pattern, and when this
novelty is selected by the appropriate field for inclusion into the relevant domain" ( p. 28).
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evidence for particular attributes (as represented by items on the CAQ), the sample analysis
yielded ample illustration of the principles of personality complexity and the development of
creativity. The participant will be referred to by his identification number, "Twenty-One."
Sample Analysis: Participant Twenty-One
Extraversion
Twenty-One's most salient trait loading on extraversion was his talkativeness, a trait
confirmed by the richness of the interview transcript. His responses, wide-ranging and
detailed, facilitated analysis by alluding to almost every aspect of his life, not exclusively his
musical career. His response to the first question, to name the life accomplishment of which
he is most proud, opened the conversation on a light note: "Wow. [Laughter], You start
big!" Participant Twenty-One laughed frequently, and more often provoked laughter for the
interviewer, and thus was given a 7 for Item 15, "Is skilled in the social techniques of
imagination and play, pretending, and humor." That item loads on Extraversion, as does
"Appreciates humor," which was assigned a salience value of 8.
A core element of extraversion is, of course, participants' relationships with other
people. Along with the highly salient items, analysis has to take into account any items
sorted into the "Uncharacteristic" end of the scale (values 1-3), representing traits highly
salient in their lack of application to the participant. For Twenty-One, Item 48, "Keeps
people at a distance," was given a salience value of 3. At the other end of the scale were
items 28, "Tends to arouse liking and acceptance" and 35, "Has warmth/capacity for close
relationships." Twenty-One mentioned a number of personal relationships during the
interview: his students, young musicians, with whom he said he has to "break through that
ego ... to get to the person;" his own mentors, who "tremendously encouraged me" and
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whom he "became very friendly with;" his audiences, who he wants to be involved in each
performance ("if. . . you don't want the audience to be involved, then play at home"); and
his current spouse, whom he credits for giving him greater maturity and confidence "than
I've ever had."
Because the focus of the interview was the creative process, Twenty-One had the
opportunity to discuss at length his musical collaborations and the "group effort" involved in
his success, which allowed him to tie in his pedagogical advice to young musicians to avoid
isolating themselves. He credits his exchanges with fellow musicians, "a tightly knit"
group, for providing him emotional and performance benefits, including the confidence
inspired by their belief that "I could do just about anything I had set out... to do." TwentyOne noted the particular value of that encouragement before he was well-known in
motivating him to compete with more experienced musicians, who he says put "weight" on
him: "One night they threatened to give their notice if I didn't play well" (a certain other
musician was in the room). In summing up his musical collaboration, Twenty-One said, "the
backing they gave me all those years. Which they slaved at. They really worked on it." He
makes no separation between his own "best work" and the contributions of the group. An
additional function of these relationships was the sense of comfort Twenty-One derived
from them; they inspired him to believe in his future success when he was a "nobody"
playing to empty rooms. He quoted them exactly as they might have advised him at the time:
"Hey, don't pay that any mind. You know. In no time you're gonna have this room packed.
And thank goodness they were right."
On the CAQ, an additional Extraversion item, Is sociable, gregarious; emphasizes being
with others, was ranked outside the high salience range at 6. This placement, along with the
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placement of Item 48 at the higher end of the "uncharacteristic" range, reflects the
introverted aspect of Twenty-One's personality, the impulse to avoid crowded rooms at
times of his choosing. He describes a time earlier in his life when he consciously chose to
limit relationships for the sake of music, and how his marital relationships were less
harmonious than his present one, which he credits for allowing him to "find himself:"
"When I was coming up in the career years ... You had to travel. You know. And this
destroys the family life quicker than anything. And I missed a lot of the growth of my
children. I have a very young daughter now. Who every day reveals more to me than I could
ever imagine . . ." He noted, "I ... feel that I can appreciate a relationship a lot more in
these years than I could certainly when I was 18, 20, 22, 25."
The way in which he limits his contact with people in the present is expressed as a
necessary part of the creative process, a result of his observation that musical inspiration
often visits him in solitude (not necessarily during conscious concentration on work).
Twenty-One recounted how it "Used to mainly happen in the solitude on the lake fly fishing,
when it's quiet and you're sitting there waiting for something to happen with your—
hopefully—with your rod and reel, and line. And, you know, I'd go off into these different
areas and be thinking about a lot of musical things. And ideas would come to me. Some
would stick, some wouldn't." Another way in which he cultivates his introverted side is by
being a listener as well as a performer ("I've tried not to lose that"). Twenty-One provided
additional examples of ways he directs his extraversion/introversion, for example by
choosing to work on major projects (albums) alone and by cutting off contact with the
outside world when necessary—changing his phone number, avoiding over-committing to
people "out of sympathetic reactions." His response to the question "When do you do your

work?" suggested largely introverted general work habits: "I think late at night" (about two
o'clock in the morning) for "the solitude and the phone not ringing, etc., etc., etc. The day
quiets down. The doorbell doesn't ring at 2 o'clock usually in the morning." He described
his deliberately not gregarious ideal work setting:
I really feel that when I'm, now that I'm home, when I want to do something, I have to
have my little cubicle. Where my instrument is and, you know, there are unseen plastic
barriers, if you will, around it and I want to sit down and do what I want to do. And I
don't want to be doing that and, and, answering some question about my itinerary in the
future and this and that sort—I don't want to be into that. You know, I have to be—
pardon me—I have to be pretty directional about what I do.
Csikszentmihalyi's point in arranging personality traits as sets of dichotomies is exactly
that, to illustrate that what one does with those traits—the ways one is directive with them—
is the essence of creativity. Thus, in a creative person, one would expect to find CAQ items
moving up and down the continuum to correspond with the participant's application of
particular items in different aspects of life. That's why, in the case of Twenty-One, the item
Avoids Close Relationships wasn't placed at a salience value of 1, but was placed at a 3, and
why additional items were placed as salient but not at the highest level. These include Item
15 (Is skilled in social techniques of imagination and play, pretending, and humor,) Item 28
(Tends to arouse liking and acceptance in people,), Item 35 (Has warmth; has the capacity
for close relationships; compassionate,), and Item 54 (Is sociable, gregarious; emphasizes
being with others). Csikszentmihalyi noted that in current psychological research,
extraversion and introversion "are considered the most stable personality traits that
differentiate people from each other and that can be reliably measured. Creative individuals,

on the other hand, seem to express both traits at the same time" (1996, p. 65). Twenty-One
illustrates Csikszentmihalyi's observation that creative achievement relies in part on
sociability and exchange of ideas in the inception and reception of creative works, but that
creative individuals appear to demonstrate a higher than average tolerance for being alone.
They may, in fact, as Participant Twenty-One demonstrates, find it essential to time and
protect their opportunities for solitude. In Csikszentmihalyi's dichotomy of the complex
person, extending the concept of introversion and extraversion, periods of high energy, or
deliberate concentration on a task, may be balanced with periods of rest, or "idle" reflection.
These periods of seeming idleness can prove as fruitful as periods of concentrated effort, as
exemplified in the experiences of Participant Twenty-One.
Uncharacteristic items (salience values 1-3).
Two uncharacteristic items loading negatively on Extraversion include 14, Genuinely
Submissive; Gives in Easily, and 30, Gives Up and Withdraws in the Face of Frustration and
Adversity. A key piece of evidence comes on the first page of the transcript. It is TwentyOne's reply to the question, "Of all the obstacles you've encountered in your life, what was
the hardest to overcome?" His response, rather than noting any single episode, is more a
general approach to life obstacles, a philosophy for living, that encouraged placement of
both items as extremely uncharacteristic of the participant: "Taking the easy route, or the
easy way out. And you get into certain situations, whether it be recording whether it be
performing, whatever it may be, whereby you can get, uh, to the end of the project much
easier if you take the easy way out. And I've tried to avoid that." Additional examples build
evidence for the assignment of low values for these items and reveal a pattern in TwentyOne's responses to challenges: that of turning difficulty into opportunity. The pattern was

evident, for example, in his role as an instructor. Asked if he gets frustrated with students
not performing up to par, he replied, "Oh, I don't get frustrated. I encourage them. It's a
challenge to me then."
Other examples demonstrate the trait applied to personal challenges, which were
sometimes turned into professional opportunities. In reflections on past failed marriage
relationships, Twenty-One interpreted them as learning opportunities, conveying the sense
of having got it right on the last try. The turning point Twenty-One reflects on at greatest
length, however, is a serious illness he experienced, beginning with the physical debilitation
involved:
Prior to the main stroke I had a smaller stroke. Which they called Bell's Palsy. I woke up
one morning and I couldn't talk. My words were garbled like this. [Demonstrating], I
couldn't—my wife couldn't understand me. And I had suffered a memory loss, also. I
didn't know who she was. Thank God it was only momentary difficulty.
He talked about the psychological aftermath of the major stroke, describing how "It knocked
me back and caused me a lot of mental anguish. At the outset. It's finally struck home that—
I wasn't paralyzed, I don't want to over-exaggerate this. But I practically lost the use of my
left hand." He described his reaction to the possibility of losing the physical capability to
play his instrument in terms of losing a significant relationship:
Went crazy! [Both laugh]. . . I was intolerable for awhile. Because piano's been my life.
And I guess will always be some part of my life. And the thought of not being able to
talk to it the way I had been able to talk to it, seemed incomprehensible. . . . Yeah . . .
It's a frightening occurrence. Because you know if you stop to realize over the years
I've, as we've been talking, I've built up a certain amount of confidence. Call it ego, call
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it whatever. But I've built up a certain amount of "belief," to make simple, in myself and
what I could do sitting at the instrument. And then sitting there one day and not being
able to play a simple tune because I couldn't get my hand to move is—very frightening.
The "tendencies of thought and action" Csikszentmihalyi describes as complexity
regain their balance; in this case anxiety, fearfulness, hostility, and feelings of
meaninglessness (Items 68, 45, 38, and 22, respectively)—which Csikszentmihalyi poses
against Enjoyment/excitement—are overcome and thus relegated to non-salient positions in
the sort; opportunity is once again created. Twenty-One describes how with the help of a
therapist he read the episode as a warning, "which—I heeded." He describes the stages
through which he progressed on the way to recovery of health and professional capbility: "It
. . . gave me a chance to see if there was still moral fibre inside of me to make myself come
back from this. I wanted to know if I could get it back to the point where I would be
confident enough and pleased enough with what I could do, to go out and face an audience
again." Getting to that stage entailed a process of "stretching restrictions" to gradually
increase the ability to play. Twenty-One's next opportunity to record represented a
significant stretch in musical style, collaboration with a classical performer. He describes the
outcome of the recording: "With the outcome of the date, and the fact that I could play, I
then pressed it further and decided that I would do a concert. It turned out to be a small
series of concerts, but. Noticeably, each one became a little more impressive, so."
Openness
A dichotomy is evident in the traits clustering to form Twenty-One's Openness to
Experience profile. Five items loading positively on Openness and one loading negatively
were rated as highly salient for this participant. Item 7, Favors Conservative Values, is the

item "subtracting" from Twenty-One's Openness score. Evidence for the item's presence in
Twenty-One's personality emerged largely in his descriptions of his childhood and
relationship with his parents. He expresses appreciation for a style of upbringing one could
classify as traditional, explaining that they "gave me a—set of rules to live by, that kept me
from getting into some of the troubles that musicians were getting into at the time." This
allusion to trouble turned the conversation to drug use among musicians; Twenty-One
explained why he avoided a fairly common path in that culture:
They let me know that they would never tolerate or accept that... I remember telling
... a very famous musician once who offered me cocaine—I guess it was cocaine—no,
heroin, excuse me. As he called it, "a hit with heroin." And I told him quite frankly, I
said, "I would never be able to go home if I did this." And that's the thing that terrified
me, more than anything else. I couldn't figure out what I would tell my mother far less
my father, if I came home with a habit. There would be no reason for it. It wasn't fear of
what he would do to me, it was a fear of—maybe destroying him altogether. I didn't
know how I could ever explain this to him.
Interestingly, one of the creative goals Twenty-One expresses is writing a Broadway musical
about a jazz musician that didn't involve drugs.
A strong family unit apparently played a strong role in shaping Twenty-One's
value judgments and moral choices; in fact, he expresses value judgments about the role
families should play in children's development:
Families were much more close knit then. And most of my time was spent with the
family. I had odd friends outside in the very young years, later on in high school of
course I had friends. But I made a big thing about my home life. It was always my

family that was important. I don't see that as much today, as you well realize. Perhaps
one of the problems today.
Reflecting on the type of supervision and expectations for performance he experienced in his
youth, Twenty-One remarked that if performance was not up to par,
you'd get your bum kicked . . . Oh, it motivated us [both laugh]. Well, that was the—that
was the—let's say that was the template then, in those days, for raising children. The rod
and the child. It's not as much, now. Sometimes I wonder if it isn't, if we shouldn't go
back to that. It created certain boundaries that you didn't go beyond, it also created
distinct levels of commitment that you had to make, from time to time. Your parents
would say, "I want this done, and I want it done by such and such a time." And we did it.
Twenty-One's clear appreciation for authority and convention, in Csikszentmihalyi's
terminology, reflects Traditionalism (following cultural conventions and norms). When
considered in the context of other salient CAQ items, however, another duality becomes
apparent with its opposite, Iconoclasm, to form a clearer overall picture of Participant
Twenty-One's Openness to Experience. Twenty-one appreciated the freedom his parents
allowed him as a "mischievous" child stretching the rules:
always seeking projects to do, you know. Finding out what made things work, things that
I shouldn't be fooling with. You know. I remember destroying a phonograph once, under
the guise of repairing it. And things like that. I wasn't a bad child, in the sense that I'd
go out and start fires or beat up neighborhood kids or anything like that. But I was
always into little nooks and crannies ... getting my nose into things it shouldn't have
been into. I was a very curious child.
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As his musical inclinations developed, he describes the musical guidance of his father, who
let him go his own way beyond his insistence on particular basics.
Twenty-One's mature moral code appears largely based on respect for his parents'
opinion and comfort as well as self-knowledge and practicality, not a strong tendency
toward moralizing in the sense described in Item 41, Makes Moral Judgments. The
placement of Item 41 was intended to be high enough to suggest a willingness to make value
judgments but low enough to suggest absence of self-righteousness. The issue of drug use
again serves as an illustration. Besides the desire to avoid upsetting his parents, Twenty-One
resisted because "It's not really [laughing] my bag. It has never been my bag. Because—I
always looked at it this way . . . that if you are talented, you should be able to do without it.
If you can't do without it, then talent isn't as great as you think. And I have never heard too
many people do it with it. If any."
The resistance to substance abuse may have been influenced by another trait signifying
Openness, Item 3, Has a Wide Range of Interests (regardless of how deep or superficial).
Twenty-One calls himself a curious person, "a great student. I love studying things I don't
know about." He deliberately controls his schedule to balance time spent in travel and
performance, "not only certainly for my family, but also for my extracurricular creative
work." Examples he provided of inspirations for some of his musical compositions
(response to the question "Where do your ideas come from?) show a wide range of
knowledge:
Situations, mainly. And, and associations. And admiration. I wrote a thing once which
never, which was lost. Which I wish I could find. I wrote a thing once when Anwar
Sadat was assassinated. One of the, I think one of the best things I've ever written. . . .
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Somehow I wrote a thing—I wrote the "African Suite" because of Nelson Mandela and
the unfortunate scene in South Africa. I wrote the "Canadiana Suite" because of my love
for this country. And I've written various tunes for various people because they've made
that kind of impression on me.
Item 3 helps elucidate Item 39, which was given a salience rating of 9: Thinks and
Associates Ideas in Unusual Ways; Has Unconventional Thought Processes. This conclusion
is supported by Twenty-One's descriptions of the connections he makes between seemingly
disparate pieces of information and the fact that "there are always new things happening" for
him. He offered an example from the morning the interview took place: "I woke up singing
a little, not singing but thinking of a little melody that I had written several years ago. For
some reason it came back to me. And I kept singing it to myself and putting words to it. And
I've actually just decided I'm going to do a complete series of Christmas carols." New
experiences outside his area of expertise, such as the collaboration with the classical
musician, "gave me certain insights ... that you possibly don't get with a jazz player."
Asked if he gets useful ideas while lying in bed, or in a dream, he replied affirmatively;
apparently a dream had provided part of the inspiration for the Christmas album.
The openness-related item receiving the highest salience score, not surprisingly, was
Item 66, Enjoys Aesthetic Impressions; Is Aesthetically Sensitive. That may seem an
obvious point considering his career choice, but the interview revealed unique insights into
how aesthetic impression may be lived. For Twenty-One, the experience of musical
performance entails components of enlightenment, love, and enjoyment.
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Enlightenment.
"I think we're, rebirth of ourselves as we play. I think when that happens, there's an
enlightenment that takes place. And you start saying to yourself, 'Well, I must have reached
a certain level with that. Can I go on and continue? Can I make that continue in that vein?
Because it has that kind of impetus."
Love.
"I think I just took it for granted that if you were going somewhere, you know, it was
going to be a success because people love the arts. Not true. Not as many people as we
think, love the arts. They're aware of them, but that's about it. To many people. And I find
the ones that are really involved, are really involved."
Enjoyment.
Question: "Can you describe how you feel when you're playing something that you
enjoy?"
Response: "Ecstasy! . . . Sheer ecstasy. .. Because when you get something to the point
where you can really execute it with all the emotion and intent that you feel within you, and
you can project that, it's pure happiness. At least to me it is."
Question: "And do you think that the more you enjoy yourself, the more the audience enjoys
themselves?"
Response: "By all means. That's why I'm a selfish player ... I want it to happen all of the
time, but it doesn't."
Twenty-One illustrates so strong a response to aesthetic experience, he recounted a time
when listening was almost career-crippling:

"The first time I heard Art Tatum it almost crippled me! Mentally and physically [Both
chuckle], . . .My dad brought this friend, who happened to be a musician, home with
him. And they had this record of Art Tatum's "Tiger Rag." And, played it for me. And
that sort of stopped my career for a month or two. I just decided to give it up. I said, "If
someone can play that well, and that inventively, there isn't room for me." And you
know, you get into that self-pity area, which I had to fight my way out of, with the help
of my father, who encouraged me. His logic was, "He did it, why can't you?" You know,
"You're both human beings, if he found an avenue, you can find one.
Neuroticism
The responses described above are important not just for what they illustrate about the
participant's aesthetic response, but also for the salient items loading on Neuroticism. Seven
of the items that load positively on Neuroticism (i.e. that suggest presence of neuroticism)
are assigned values between one and three, all signifying that the traits are most
uncharacteristic of the participant. Perhaps partly as a result of the crisis of confidence
described above, Twenty-One evidences a tolerance for criticism rather than thin skin, a
toughness in reaction to frustration, an ability to capitalize on setbacks and make
opportunities of them. Once comparing himself so unfavorably to a musical hero, TwentyOne was eventually able to play under the direct tutelage of his hero. "And yet I never
imitated Art Tatum. And I can't, to this day. I mean, I could if I—I suppose if I wanted to
learn some of the things. But I made sure not to go that way." This demonstrates the
utilization of a complex array of traits in doing something new that changes a field.
Twenty-One's "thick skin" is also evidenced by the presence of key traits that load
negatively, suggesting the absence of neuroticism. These are the introspection items,
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including Item 60, Has Insight into and Understands Own Needs, Motives, Behavior; Knows
Self Well (salience = 9). This item is a companion to an additional Openness item, Is
Introspective; Thinks About Self, Examines Own Thoughts and Feelings (salience = 9). This
trait is present not just in Twenty-One's life experience narrative; it is expressed as a strong
need. The selection of a career in music itself was an outcome of the participant's need, and
ability, to understand and express himself: "It gave me an opportunity —to let people know
what I was about." Evidence of his introspection falls into the following categories:
1. Ability to articulate thought processes experienced during life turning points in the
past ("Maybe I should go the other way, maybe I should—maybe I should . . .
cooperate a little more in that particular area or this particular area") and the
psychological outcomes and practical implications of each turning point (for
example after his first solo concert realizing that "I could do this, [which] initiated
new confidence in me, to the extent that I realized I now had a double-barreled
offering. I had the offering of the group with me and of course the solo aspect").
2. Ability to recognize changes in perspective and talent over time, for example earlier
in life being "less cynical" and more aggressive about career pursuits.
3. Ability to recognize personal strengths and shortcomings.
4. Ability to articulate likes and dislikes, as in his reflection on earlier years when he
was forming his style and repertoire. He could "feel the forces within me saying,
'Why don't you play this, instead of that?"'
5. Ability to recognize stagnation points and what gives life meaning. Identifying the
most important challenge facing him at the time of the interview, he said, "that task
would be the ability to continue to translate and project my emotions through music.
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I think that if I ever lost that capability, then I think—that's when I think it's time for
the box."
Remaining items did not form significant patterns tied to specific Big Five factors, but
they shouldn't be considered irrelevant. For example, as a group they continue to fit
Csikszentmihalyi's framework as a balance of seemingly opposite traits within the same
person, a mix of humility and pride, objectivity and passion, discipline and playfulness,
masculine and feminine characteristics. Perhaps the best way to interpret the personality of
this particular case example is to say that he shapes his life in a way similar to the way he
described the experience of learning a new instrument: "Trying to find out what it will do,
and what its capabilities or disabilities are. And I proceed from there."
Concluding Remarks
This study's failure to find convergent validity between the NEO-FFI and the California
Adult Q-Sort in the assessment of individual personality in semi-structured interviews does
not suggest an incompatibility between idiographic and nomothetic traditions; nor do the
results prove that the Big Five are not represented by items in the CAQ. A larger sample,
and as the discussion of results pointed out, revisions in the study's procedures, particularly
in rater calibration, could lead to different results. The study also points to ways the CAQ
itself could be revised to achieve better convergence with the NEO-FFI, for example by
balancing the quantity of items relating to each of the Big Five factors. Most important, the
study's findings should not be interpreted to mean that the CAQ has no value for idiographic
assessment of personality in semi-structured interviews.
This study's search for convergent validity has not led to a finding of the CAQ's
equivalence with the NEO-FFI, but to the discovery of its important role as an adjunct to the

Big Five in assessing the individual via semi-structured interviews. A major asset of the Big
Five is its bandwidth (John & Robins, 1993), its apparent ability to capture the human
personality in five factors. The tradeoff for that bandwidth is its lack of fidelity—a limited
ability to understand the relationships among the six facets that underlie each superfactor
and among specific traits at lower levels of the personality trait hierarchy (Caspi, 1998). The
CAQ, while lacking the breadth of the Big Five, does, as a supplement to the NEO-FFI,
offer a rating instrument that offers some measure of fidelity. Rather than describing the
outlines of a person's personality, it serves as a quantitative mechanism—with excellent
inter-rater reliability—for pointing to salient attributes.
Within the Big Five paradigm, traits are endogenous predispositions—enduring and
stable parts of the individual's personality. This argument has been reinforced by much
empirical evidence (Costa & McCrae, 1988; Costa & McCrae, 1992; Helson & Moane,
1987), which Costa and McCrae (1994) interpret to conclude, borrowing William James'
(1950) assertion about character, that personality is "set like plaster" (1994). A major
criticism of the Big Five (Block, 1995, 2001; Westen, 1996) is that it, as the plaster image
suggests, is a descriptive framework that fails to consider the dynamics of personality and
the role of context.
Unlike the NEO-FFI, the CAQ may provide the flexibility needed to assess a person's
ability to respond to situational dynamics. It may better measure the aptitude of some people
to employ seemingly opposite or less preferred personality traits as demanded by the
situation, an ability Csikszentmihalyi (1996, 1998) has called personality complexity.
Applied to additional semi-structured interviews with creative persons, the CAQ may
provide further corroboration that such people increase the probability of creative output by

continually working to develop attributes that may not be naturally strong for them. The
consequence, over years of participating in their own development, is that they cultivate a
repertoire of cognitive, social, emotional, and behavioral functions which give them
tremendous advantage over others in the ability to see problems, solutions, and patterns,
make connections, and exert an influence upon the environment.
While there are historical antecedents for the notion of personality complexity (e.g.,
Dewey, 1910/1997; James, 1890/1950; Jung, 1933), and while this study's results do
suggest its presence in this sample, personality complexity remains, for now, a highly
abstract construct in search of validation. Eventually, personality complexity will need to be
measured by more stringent means than content analyses of semi-structured interviews.
Without finding ways to measure complexity, we will never know the nature of this ability
and if its presence is what sets highly creative people apart from others. The CAQ,
developed over 40 years ago, and Q-sorting in general, developed over 70 years ago, may
provide a mechanism, or at a minimum, the clues that could lead to a mechanism for
measuring personality complexity. Such an outcome would not only advance the assessment
of personality in semi-structured interviews, but the field of personality psychology.
Funder (2001) wrote in the Annual Review of Psychology,
the most genuinely exciting activity in personality research consists of the efforts to
generate new conceptual and empirical ties to other historically isolated parts of
psychology. Each of these intersections is the site of important progress, and together
they offer the prospect of personality psychology eventually fulfilling its institutional
mission of being the place where the rest of psychology comes together, (p. 2)
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The California Adult Q-Sort, or a derivative of it, properly combined with the Big Five, may
indeed initiate such progress.
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APPENDIX A

BIBLIOGRPAHY OF JOINT ANALYSES USING THE NEO PI-R
Instrument
MMPI Factor Scales
MMPI Items
MMPI-PD scales
Personality Disorder Scale-R
Personality Research Form
Adjective Check List
Edwards Personal Preference
Schedule
California Psychological
Inventory

Wiggins' Interpersonal
Adjective Scales
Holtzman Inkblot
Eysenck Personality Inventory
Eysenck Personality Profiler
and EPQ-R
Cloniger's Tridimensional
Personality Questionnaire

Multidimensional Personality
Questionnaire
Self-Directed Search
Myers-Briggs Type Indicator
Myers-Briggs Type Indicator
(Korean)
California Q-Set

Study

Findings

Conscientiousness not
present
Conscientiousness not
present
Openness not well
represented
All five factors recovered
Trull (1992)
All five factors recovered
Costa & McCrae (1988b)
Piedmont, McCrae, & Costa All five factors recovered
(1991)
Piedmont, McCrae, & Costa All five factors recovered
(1992)
Agreeableness
McCrae, Costa, &
underrepresented
Piedmont;
Deniston & Ramanaiah
(1993)
Extraversion and
McCrae & Costa (1989c)
agreeableness
No personality dimensions
Costa & McCrae (1986)
found
No openness found
McCrae & Costa (1985a)
No openness found
Costa & McCrae (1995b)

Costa, Busch, Zonderman,
& McCrae (1986)
Costa, Zonderman, McCrae,
Williams (1985)
Trull (1992)

Costa & McCrae (in press)

Piedmont (1994)
Costa, McCrae, & Holland
(1984)
McCrae & Costa (1989a);
Furnham (1994)
Chae, Piedmont, Estadt, &
Wicks (1995)
McCrae, Costa, & Busch
(1986); Lanning (1994)

Agreeableness weakly
represented, scales combine
elements of the other four
domains
All five factors recovered
Neuroticism not well
represented
Neuroticism not found
Neuroticism not found
All five factors recovered
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Instrument

Study

Comrey Personality
Scales/16PF/Eysenck

Boyle (1989)

Personality Psychopathology 5

Trull, Useda, Costa, &
McCrae (1995)
Levin & Montag (1991)

Basic Personality Inventory
MMPI PD Scales/Personality
Adjective Check
List/Interpersonal Adjective
Scales
Guilford-Zimmerman
Temperament Survey
MCMII & II
Personality Assessment
Inventory
Holden Psychological
Screening Inventory
Interpersonal Style Inventory

16 PF

Comrey Personality Scales

Findings
CPS & 16PF evidence the
five major domains EPI
corresponds to N & E
All five factors recovered

Wiggins & Pincus (1989)

All five factors recovered
(Israeli sample)
All five factors needed to
capture range of personality
disorders

Costa & McCrae (1985);
McCrae (1989)
Costa & McCrae (1990)
Levin & Montag (1994)

N & E well represented, O,
A, & C weakly represented
All five factors recovered
All five factors recovered

Holden (1992)

All five factors represented

Lorr, Youniss, & Kluth
(1992); McCrae & Costa
(1994)
Gerbing & Tuley (1991);
Hofer, Horn, & Eber
(1997)
Hahn & Comrey (1994)

All five factors recovered,
but Openness only weakly
All five factors found

Openness not represented

Note. From The Revised NEO Personality Inventory (p. 44-45), by R. L. Piedmont, 1998,
New York: Plenum Press.
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APPENDIX B
NEO-FFI QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS
1. I am not a worrier.
2. I like to have a lot of people around me.
3. I don't like to waste my time daydreaming.
4. I try to be courteous to everyone I meet.
5. I keep my belongings neat and clean.
6. I often feel inferior to others.
7. I laugh easily.
8. Once I find the right way to do something, I stick to it.
9. I often get into arguments with my family and co-workers.
10. I'm pretty good about pacing myself so as to get things done on time.
11. When I'm under a great deal of stress, sometimes I feel like I'm going to pieces.
12.1 don't consider myself especially "light-hearted."
13.1 am intrigued by the patterns I find in art and nature.
14. Some people think I'm selfish and egotistical.
15.1 am not a very methodical person.
16.1 rarely feel lonely or blue.
17.1 really enjoy talking to people.
18.1 believe letting students hear controversial speakers can only confuse and mislead them.
19.1 would rather cooperate with others than compete with them.
20.1 try to perform all the tasks assigned to me conscientiously.
21. I often feel tense and jittery.
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22.1 like to be where the action is.
23. Poetry has little or no effect on me.
24.1 tend to be cynical and skeptical of others' intentions.
25.1 have a clear set of goals and work toward them in an orderly fashion.
26. Sometimes I feel completely worthless.
27.1 usually prefer to do things alone.
28.1 often try new and foreign foods.
29.1 believe that most people will take advantage of you if you let them.
30.1 waste a lot of time before settling down to work.
31.1 rarely feel fearful or anxious.
32.1 often feel as if I'm bursting with energy.
33.1 seldom notice the moods or feelings that different environments produce.
34. Most people I know like me.
35.1 work hard to accomplish my goals.
36.1 often get angry at the way people treat me.
37.1 am a cheerful, high-spirited person.
38.1 believe we should look to our religious authorities for decisions on moral issues.
39. Some people think of me as cold and calculating.
40. When I make a commitment, I can always be counted on to follow through.
41. Too often, when things go wrong, I get discouraged and feel like giving up.
42.1 am not a cheerful optimist.
43. Sometimes when I am reading poetry or looking at a work of art, I feel a chill or wave of
excitement.
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44. I'm hard-headed and tough-minded in my attitudes.
45. Sometimes I'm not as dependable or reliable as I should be.
46.1 am seldom sad or depressed.
47. My life is fast-paced.
48.1 have little interest in speculating on the nature of the universe or the human condition.
49.1 generally try to be thoughtful and considerate.
50.1 am a productive person who always gets the job done.
51.1 often feel helpless and want someone else to solve my problems.
52.1 am a very active person.
53.1 have a lot of intellectual curiosity.
54. If I don't like people, I let them know it.
55.1 never seem to be able to get organized.
56. At times I have been so ashamed I just wanted to hide.
57.1 would rather go my own way than be a leader of others.
58.1 often enjoy playing with theories or abstract ideas.
59. If necessary, I am willing to manipulate people to get what I want.
60.1 strive for excellence in everything I do.
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APPENDIX C

CALIFORNIA ADULT Q-SORT: ADULT REVISED EDITION
(Items are reproduced exactly as they appear on the CAQ cards.)
1. Is critical, skeptical, not easily impressed.
2. Is dependable and responsible.
low placement implies undependable and irresponsible
3. Has a wide range of interests (regardless of how deep or superficial the interests are).
4. Is a talkative person.
5. Is giving, generous toward others (regardless of the motivation).
6. Is fastidious; meticulous; careful and precise.
7. Favors conservative values in a variety of areas; emphasizes traditional values and
beliefs.
low placement implies rejection of traditional values
8. Appears to have high degree of intellectual capacity (whether or not this capacity
translates into actual accomplishments)
9. Is uncomfortable with uncertainty and complexity; is more comfortable with things
that are straightforward and uncomplicated.
10. Anxiety and stress find outlet in bodily symptoms.
develops physical symptoms in reaction to stress and anxiety, for example, sweating,
racing heart, headaches, stomach aches, rashes, asthma, etc.
11. Is protective of those close to him/her.
placement of this item reflects behavior ranging from over-protectiveness through
appropriate caring through under-protectiveness and lack of concern
12. Tends to be self-defensive; unable to acknowledge personal shortcomings or failures;
quick to defend self from criticism.
13. Is thin-skinned; sensitive to anything that can be construed as criticism or slight or
insult; takes offense easily.
14. Genuinely submissive; accepts domination comfortably; gives in easily.
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15. Is skilled in social techniques of imagination and play, pretending, and humor.
16. Is introspective; thinks about self; examines own thoughts and feelings.
introspectiveness per se does not necessarily imply self-insight, or that person
understands him/herself well
17. Behaves in a sympathetic and considerate manner.
low placement implies unsympathetic and inconsiderate behavior
18. Initiates humor; makes spontaneous funny remarks.
19. Seeks reassurance from others.
high placement implies lack of self-confidence
20. Has a rapid personal tempo; behaves and acts quickly; is fast-paced.
21. Arouses nurturant feelings in others; behaves in ways that lead others to feel caring
and protective toward him/her.
22. Feels a lack of meaning in life.
23. Tends to blame others for own mistakes, failures, and shortcomings.
24. Prides self on being rational, logical, objective.
high placement implies a person who is more comfortable with abstractions and
intellectual concepts than with feelings
25. Over-controls needs and impulses; binds tension excessively; delays gratification
unnecessarily.
has excessive self-control; keeps a tight rein on feelings ; postpones pleasure
unnecessarily
26. Is productive, gets things done.
27. Is condescending toward others; acts superior to others.
low placement implies only that the person does not act superior, not necessarily that
s/he acts inferior or believes all people are equal in status
28. Tends to arouse liking and acceptance in people.
low placement implies tendency to arouse dislike
29. Is turned to or sought out for advice and reassurance.
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30. Gives up and withdraws where possible in the face of frustration and adversity.
high placement implies person gives up easily; low placement implies person does not
know when, realistically, it is time to give up
31. Regards self as physically attractive.
low placement implies person sees self as unattractive
Item 81 refers to actual physical attractiveness; this item refers only to how person
sees him/herself whether accurate or not.
32. Seems to be aware of the impression s/he makes on others.
low placement implies person is unaware of the impression s/he makes
33. Is calm, relaxed in manner.
34. Is irritable; over-reacts to minor frustrations.
35. Has warmth; has the capacity for close relationships; compassionate.
36. Is subtly negativistic; tends to undermine, obstruct, or sabotage other people.
37. Is guileful, deceitful, manipulative, opportunistic; takes advantage of others.
38. Has hostility toward others (whether or not the hostile feelings are actually
expressed).
Item 94 reflects manner of expression.
39. Thinks and associates to ideas in unusual ways; has unconventional thought
processes.
40. Is generally fearful; is vulnerable to real or imagined threat.
41. Makes moral judgments; judges self and others in terms of right and wrong
(regardless of the nature of the moral code, whether traditional or liberal).
high placement implies being moralistic and self-righteous; low placement implies an
unwillingness to make value-judgments
42. Reluctant to commit self to any definite course of action; tends to delay or avoid
making decisions or taking action.
43. If facially and/or gesturally expressive.
44. Evaluates the motives of others; tries to figure out the intentions underlying people's
actions (accuracy of evaluations is not assumed).
high placement implies preoccupation with the motives of others; low placement
implies being psychologically naïve and not considering other people's motives
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45. Has a brittle ego defense system; has a small reserve of integration; would be
disorganized or maladaptive under stress or trauma. Is psychologically frail,
vulnerable; has poor ability to cope with stress.
46. Tends to fantasize, daydream, engage in fictional speculations.
47. Has a readiness to feel guilty.
high placement implies a tendency to feel guilt even when s/he is not at fault
48. Keeps people at a distance; avoids close relationships.
49. Is basically distrustful of people in general; questions their motivations.
50. Is unpredicatable and changeable in attitudes and behavior.
high placement implies a person whose attitudes toward self and others can undergo
marked and erratic changes, depending on life situation, current relationships, the
emotions of the moment, etc.
51. Places high value on intellectual and cognitive matters (does not necessarily imply
intellectual achievement or intellectual ability).
52. Behaves in an assertive fashion; not afraid to express opinions; speaks up to get what
s/he wants.
53. Needs and impulses tend toward relatively direct and uncontrolled expression;
unable to delay gratification (is impulsive, has little self-control; unable to postpone
pleasure).
54. Is sociable, gregarious; emphasizes being with others.
55. Is self-defeating; acts in ways that frustrate, hurt or undermine own chances to get
what s/he wants.
56. Responds to and appreciates humor.
57. Is an interesting, colorful person.
58. Appears to enjoy sensuous experiences (such as touch, tastes, smell, bodily contact).
59. Is concerned about own body, its health and adequacy of functioning.
high placement generally implies hypochondriasis; low placement implies insufficient
concern for one's body
60. Has insight into and understands own needs, motives, behavior; knows self well.
low placement implies little insight into own motives and behavior
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61. Likes others to be dependent upon him/her; actively fosters dependency on people
(regardless of means used to accomplish this, e.g., criticizing people, over-indulging
them, becoming "indispensable" to them); likes to be needed by others.
low placement implies encouraging and respecting the individuality and
independence of others
62. Tends to be rebellious and non-conforming.
63. Judges self and others in conventional terms like "popularity," "the right thing to
do," etc.; is influenced by social pressures.
64. Is socially perceptive of a wide range of interpersonal cues. (Is alert to cues from
other people that reveal what they are thinking and feeling).
65. Characteristically pushes and tries to stretch limits and rules; sees what s/he can get
away with.
66. Enjoys aesthetic impressions; is aesthetically sensitive.
appreciates and is moved by art, music, drama, etc.
67. Is self-indulgent; tends to "spoil" or pamper himself or herself.
68. Is basically anxious.
69. Is sensitive to anything that can be construed as a demand or request for favors; is
quick to feel imposed upon.
70. Behaves ethically; has personal value system and is faithful to it.
71. Has high aspiration level for self; is ambitious; sets high personal goals.
72. Has doubts about own adequacy as a person; appears to have feelings of inadequacy,
either consciously or unconsciously.
This item is intended to reflect underlying feelings; it may be placed high even if
person is consciously self-satisfied. Item 74 reflects conscious satisfaction with self.
73. Tends to see sexual overtones in many situations; eroticizes situations.
High placement implies that person reads sexual meanings into situations where none
exist; low placement implies inability to recognize sexual signals.
74. Feels satisfied with self; is consciously happy with person s/he believes self to be; is
unaware of self-concern.
This item is intended to reflect conscious, i.e., subjectively experienced, feelings; it
may be placed high even when there is evidence of underlying or unconscious feelings
of inadequacy. Item 72 reflects unconscious feelings of inadequacy.
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75. Has a clear-cut, internally consistent personality; relatively easy to understand and
describe.
low placement implies someone who is relatively difficult to understand and
describe.
76. Tends to project own feelings and motivations onto others; imagines that others'
needs, wishes, and feelings are the same as his/her own.
77. Appears straightforward, candid, frank in dealing with others.
78. Feels cheated and victimized by life; self-pitying; feels sorry for self.
79. Tends to ruminate and have persistent, preoccupying thoughts.
80. Interested in members of the opposite sex.
low placement implies an absence of sexual interest, not necessarily dislike of the
opposite sex or homosexual interest
81. Is physically attractive; is good looking (as defined by our culture).
low placement implies person is physically unattractive
82. Has fluctuating moods; moods go up and down.
83. Able to see to the heart of important problems; does not get caught up or sidetracked
by irrelevant details.
84. Is cheerful, happy.
low placement implies depression
85. Tends to communicate through actions, deeds, and nonverbal behavior, rather than
through words.
86. Handles anxiety and conflicts by, in effect, refusing to recognize their presence;
repressive or dissociative tendencies. Tends to convince himself or herself that
unpleasant thoughts and feelings do not exist; fools self into thinking all is well, when
all is not well.

87. Tends to interpret clear-cut, simple situations in complicated ways.
88. Is personally charming.
89. Compares self to others; is alert to real or imagined differences between self and
others in status, appearance, achievement, abilities, etc.
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90. Is concerned with philosophical problems, e.g., religions, values, free will, the
meaning of life, etc.
91. Is power oriented; values power in self and others.
92. Has social poise and presence; appears socially at ease.
93.
a. Behaves in a masculine style or manner.
b. Behaves in a feminine style or manner.
If person is male, rate 93a; ifperson is female, rate 93b. The cultural definitions of
masculinity and femininity are intended here.
94. Expresses hostility, angry feelings directly.
low placement implies someone who is unable to express hostility, who holds angry
feelings in
95. Gives advice; concerns self with other people's business.
96. Values own independence and autonomy; emphasizes his/her freedom to think and
act without interference or help from others.
97. Is an unemotional person; is emotionally bland; tends to experience strong emotions.
low placement implies an emotional person
98. Is verbally fluent; can express ideas well in words.
99. Is self-dramatizing; histrionic (theatrical; prone to exaggerate feelings; behaves in
attention-getting ways).
100. Does not vary roles; relates to everyone in the same way.
low placement implies role variability, a person who acts differently with different
people
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APPENDIX D

STUDIES APPLYING Q-SORT INSTRUMENTS FOR PERSONALITY ASSESSMENT
Study

Q-Sort Instrument

Riverside Behavioral <
Funder & Furr, 2000
SWAP 200
Westen & Shedler, 1999
CAQ
Zeldow & Bennett, 1997
CAQ
Wink, 1992
Ozer & Gjerde, 1989
CAQ
CCQ
Renken, Egeland, Marvinney,
Mangelsdorf, & Sroufe, 1989
CCQ
Block, Block, & Keys, 1988
CAQ
Craik, 1988
CAQ
Funder & Colvin, 1988
Miller, Prior, & Springer, 1987
CAQ
Helson, Mitchell, & Moane, 1984
CAQ
Funder, Block, & Block, 1983
CAQ
CAQ/CCQ
Bern and Funder, 1978
Harrington, Block, & Block, 1978
CCQ
CAQ
LaRussa, 1977
CAQ
Block, 1971
Helson, 1971
CAQ
Helson, 1967
CAQ
CCQ
Caspi, Block, Block, Klopp, Lynam,
Moffit, & Strouthamer-Loeber, 1992
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APPENDIX E

DISCUSSIONS OF Q-SORTING FOR IDIOGRAPHIC PERSONALITY ASSESSMENT
Baas, 1973
Block, 1961
Block, 1971
Goldman, 1991
Stephenson, 1953
Stephenson, 1974
Stephenson, 1987
Taylor, 1994
Westen, 1996

APPENDIX F
INFORMED CONSENT FORM FOR
TEE CULTIVATION OF CREATIVITY IN LATER LIFE"

3% tBmberg&p of CWcago
DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY
3141 SOUTH UNIVERSITY AVENUE
CHICAGO - t i l INOIS 60637

I agree (p be interviewed for the project "Creatlvily in Later Life."
YES 0

NO O

If yes...
1 prefer that my name be kept anonymous. YES 0

NO O

1 can be quoted: 0 upon prior approval
0 without permission

1 o consent o do not consent to being videotaped.

Upon completion of the Interview:

a) I will fill out a daily diary for a period of one week O;

b) I will not fill out a diary O;

c) I will decide after the interview O.

(signed)

Preferred phone or fax number for making an appointment
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APPENDIX G

INTERVIEW PROTOCOL USED IN
"THE CULTIVATION OF CREATIVITY IN LATER LIFE"
(Protocol is reproduced as it appears in Csikszentmihaly, 1996)
Part A: Career and Life Priorities
1. Of the things you have done in life, of what are you most proud?
a. To what do you attribute your success in this endeavor? Any personal qualities?
2. Of all the obstacles you have encountered in your life, which was the hardest to
overcome?
a. How did you do it?
b. Any that you did not overcome?
3. Has there been a particular project or event that has significantly influenced the direction
of your career? If so, could you talk a little about it?
a. How did it stimulate your interest?
b. How did it develop over time?
c. How important was this project/event to your creative accomplishments?
d. Do you still have interesting, stimulating experiences like this?

4. What advice would you give to a young person starting out in [subject's area] ?
a. Is that how you did it? If not, how is your current perspective different from the way
you started?
b. Would you advise [concerning importance of field]:
Few social contacts or many? Mentors, peers, colleagues?
Establish your own identity early or late?
Work with leading organizations?
c. Would you advise [concerning importance of domain]:
specialize early or late?
focus on leading ideas or work on periphery?
d. Would you advise [concerning importance of person]:
intrinsic versus extrinsic reasons?
tie work to personal values or separate?
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5. How would you advise a young person on why it is important to get involved in [subject's
areaj?
a. Is that why it was important to you? If not, how is your current perspective different?

6. How did you initially become involved or interested in [subject's area]? What has kept
you involved for so long?

7. Have there been points when what you were doing became less intensely involving—
seemed less interesting or important to you? Can you describe a time that stands out?
a. What were the circumstances?
b. What did you do?

Part B: Relationships
1. If there has been a significant person (or persons) in your life who has influenced or
stimulated your thinking and attitudes about your work. . .
a. When did you know them?
b. How did you become interested in them (e.g., did you actively pursue them)?
c. How did they influence your work and/or attitudes (e.g., motivation, personal or
professional values)?
d. In what way was he/she a good/or bad teacher?
e. What kinds of things did you talk to this person about (e.g., personal, general careerrelated, specific problems?)
f. What did you learn from them? How to choose what problems to pursue? Field
politics and marketing yourself?

2. Is it important for you to teach and work with young people?
a. Why?
b. What are you interested in trying to convey to them? Why?
c. How do you do this?

3. When you interact or work with a young student, can you assess whether they will be
likely to leave the field or become successful in the field?
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a. Do you recognize people who are likely to be creative in their future work? What
characteristics do they have?

4. Do you notice differences between men and women students/young people and male and
female colleagues in their field? If so,
In interests?
In ability? Creativity?
In the way they approach learning?
In the way they interact with other people/colleagues?
In how they define success and achievement?
In their personal goals and values?
In their professional goals and values?

5. What advice would you give a young person on how to balance their private life (i.e.,
family, other concerns not related to work) with [subject's area] ?
a. Is that how you did it? If not, how is your current perspective different?
Importance of other kinds of life skills?
Relative importance of career in early or later life?

Peers and Colleagues

1. At any time in your life, have your peers been particularly influential in shaping your
personal and professional identity?

2. In what way(s) have colleagues been important for your personal and professional
identity and success?

Family

1. In what way(s) do you think your family background was special in helping you to become
the person you are?

2. How did you spend most of your free time as a child? What kinds of activities did you like
to do? With peers? Parents? Siblings? Alone?

3. In what way(s) have your spouse and children influenced your goals and career?

101

Part C: Working Habits /Insights

1. Where do the ideas for your work generally come from?
a. From:
Reading?
Others?
Your own previous work/
Life experiences?

b. What determines (how do you decide) what project or problem you turn to when one
is completed?
c. Have there been times when it's been difficult to decide what to do next? What do
you do?

2. How important is rationality versus intuition in your work? Describe.
a. Are there two different styles in your work (e.g., one more "rational" and the other
more "intuitive")?
b. Do you think it's important to "go with your hunches" or "trust your instincts"? Or
are these usually wrong/misleading?
c. Do you have better success with a methodical, rigorous approach to your work?
d. Do you think about work during leisure time? E.g., did you ever have any important
insights during this "off' time?
e. How many hours of sleep do you usually get? Do you tend to do your best work early
in the morning or late at night?
f. Have you ever had a useful idea while lying in bed, or in a dream?

3. How do you go about developing an idea/project?
a. Do you write rough drafts? Outlines? How often do you rewrite?
b. Do you publish your work right away or wait awhile?

4. Can you describe your working methods?
a. How do you decide what mail to answer, interviews to do, etc.?
b. Do you prefer to work alone or in a team?
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5. Overall, how is the way you go about your work different now from the way you worked
twenty years ago?
a. What if any changes have there been over the years in the intensity of your
involvement in [subject's area]?
b. What about changes in the way you think and feel about it?

6. Have you experienced a paradigm change in your work? Describe.

Part D: Attentional Structures and Dynamics

1. At present, what task or challenge do you see as the most important for you?
a. Is that what takes up most of your time and energy? If not, what does?

2. What do you do about this? [probe for field/domain/reflection]

3. Do you do this primarily because of a sense of responsibility or because you enjoy doing
this? Describe.
a. How has this changed over the years?

4. Are you planning to make any changes in how actively you work in [subject's area]?

5. If we had spoken to you thirty years ago, what different views of the world and yourself
would you have had?

6. Have there been some personal goals that have been especially meaningful to you over
your career? If yes, could we talk about some of the most significant?
a. How did your interest in this goal begin?
b. How did it develop over time? (Now?)
c. How important was this goal to your creative accomplishments?
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APPENDIX H
CALIFORNIA Q-SORT SORTING GUIDE

California O Set Sorting Guide
Person Being Described:

Sorter:

—

Date:

—

Alter you have completed your lofting, record the idantidcation card numbers tor each category In the boxes below. (Note: The card
number; within any category may be in any order,)

I

Moïl
Uncharacteristic

4

5
Neither Characterise
Nor Uucharacicnfuc

y
Must
Charectenstic
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APPENDIX I

RATER BACKGROUND
Rater 1, the author of this study, is an ABD in Human Development and Family Studies.
He holds a Master's Degree in Theatre and a Bachelor's Degree with majors in English
Language and Literature as well as Television Production and Performance. He has been
teaching undergraduates for twenty years. He currently teaches courses in Life-Span
Developmental Psychology, Human Sexuality, and Psychology of Adjustment.
Rater 2 is an ABD in Educational Leadership and Policy Studies. This rater holds Master's
and Bachelor's Degrees in English Language and Literature. This rater has been teaching
undergraduates for eighteen years, primarily in composition, and holds a position as Writing
Specialist in a university's Student Affairs division.
Rater 3 holds a Master's Degree in College Student Personnel Services with an emphasis in
counseling, a Master's Degree in Library Science, and a Bachelor's Degree in Psychology.
The rater is employed as a Social Sciences Reference Librarian.
Rater 4 holds a Master's Degree in Family Studies and a Bachelor's Degree in Sociology.
This rater has been teaching undergraduates for 11 years, currently teaching courses in the
areas of family relationships, aging, and family services. For ten years this rater was a Field
Service Coordinator for a multi-county Area Agency on Aging.

APPENDIX J

CALIFORNIA Q-SORT ITEMS DEFINING THE FIVE FACTORS

Item Description

Loading

Neuroticism:
13. Thin-skinned

0.58

68. Basically anxious

0.58

34. Irritable

0.53

47. Guilt-prone

0.52

19. Seeks reassurance

0.51

12. Self-defensive

0.48

82. Fluctuating moods

0.46

72. Concerned with adequacy

0.46

45. Brittle ego defenses

0.44

40. Vulnerable to threat

0.43

55. Self-defeating

0.42

78. Feels victimized, cheated

0.42

10. Psychosomatic symptoms

0.36

50. Unpredictable in behavior

0.35

89. Compares self to others

0.35

23. Extrapunitive

0.34

30. Gives up under frustration

0.33

Item Description

38. Has hostility
98. Verbally fluent
8. Intelligent
70. Behaves ethically
60. Has insight into own motives
88. Personally charming
92. Socially poised
83. Sees to heart of problems
84. Cheerful
57. Is interesting person
24. Prides self on objectivity
75. Clear-cut personality
74. Satisfied with self
33. Calm, relaxed

Extraversion:
4. Talkative
54. Gregarious
92. Socially poised
52. Behaves assertively

Item Description

Loading

15. Skilled in play and humor

0.41

20. Rapid tempo

0.41

57. Is interesting person

0.41

99. Self-dramatizing

0.40

43. Facially, gesturally expressive

0.37

98. Verbally fluent

0.36

29. Turned to for advice

0.33

18. Initiates humor

0.33

35. Warm, compassionate

0.32

28. Arouses liking

0.32

95. Proffers advice

0.30

79. Has preoccupying thoughts

-0.33

14. Submissive

-0.34

45. Brittle ego defenses

-0.38

30. Gives up under frustration

-0.38

25. Over control of impulses

-0.51

48. Avoids close relationships

-0.51

97. Emotionally bland

-0.53

Item Description

Loading

Openness:
51. Values intellectual matters

0.45

62. Rebellious, nonconforming

0.41

39. Unusual thought processes

0.38

16. Introspective

0.36

8. Intelligent
66. Aesthetically reactive
3. Wide range of interests

0.34
0.34
0.32

46. Engages in fantasy, daydreams

0.30

26. Productive

-0.30

93. Sex role stereotyped behavior

-0.33

41. Moralistic

-0.34

9. Uncomfortable with complexities

-0.35

63. Judges in conventional terms

-0.51

7. Favors conservative values

-0.55

Conscientiousness:
70. Behaves ethically
2. Dependable, responsible

0.43
0.42
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Item Description

Loading

8. Intelligent

0.39

26. Productive

0.36

71. Has high aspiration level

0.35

83. Sees to heart of problems

0.33

51. Values intellectual matters

0.33

46. Engages in fantasy, daydreams

-0.32

86. Dissociative tendencies

-0.33

58. Enjoys sensuous experiences

-0.37

67. Self-indulgent

-0.41

53. Unable to delay gratification

-0.41

80. Interested in opposite sex

-0.44

73. Eroticizes situations

-0.53

Agreeableness:
17. Sympathetic, considerate

0.56

35. Warm, compassionate

0.52

28. Arouses liking

0.44

5. Behaves in giving way

0.37

84. Cheerful

0.34

Item Description

Loading

56. Responds to humor

0.33

21. Arouses nurturant feelings

0.32

88. Personally charming

0.30

49. Basically distrustful

-0.30

38. Has hostility

0.32

62. Rebellious, nonconforming

-0.39

48. Avoids close relationships

-0.41

91. Power oriented

-0.43

94. Expresses hostility directly

-0.45

65. Tries to push limits

-0.45

27. Shows condescending behavior

-0.47

52. Behaves assertively

-0.48

1. Critical, skeptical

-0.48

APPENDIX K

NEO-FFI PROCEDURE FOR DETERMINING AN INDIVIDUAL'S
RAW SCORES ON THE FIVE DIMENSIONS

Sum the COLUMNS to obtain taw score; for X, E, O, A, and C.
Mot raw score* on facing page to obtain T scores.
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APPENDIX L

NEO-FFI PROCEDURE FOR DETERMINING AN INDIVIDUAL'S
T-SCORES ON THE FIVE DIMENSIONS
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APPENDIX M

FORMULA FOR CLASSIFYING A CAQ RAW SCORE AS
VERY LOW, LOW, AVERAGE, HIGH, OR VERY HIGH.

Procedure illustrated with Neuroticism:
1. Determine the total range of salience scores a participant can conceivably be awarded on
Neuroticism. McCrae, Costa, and Busch (1986) have determined that 31 CAQ items load on
the Neuroticism dimension. If all 31 items are placed in the far left-side columns of a
participant's profile, the person would earn a total of 77 points on Neuroticism. If all 31
items are placed in the far right columns of a profile, the person could earn 229 Neuroticism
points. Thus, on the CAQ, there is a potential Neuroticism salience value range of 152
points.
2. Create dimension "levels" to facilitate comparison of CAQ raw scores with NEO-FFI
T-scores. Divide 152 by 5, the number of levels representing the categories of the NEO-FFI:
very low, low, average, high, very high. This results in 30 points per level. Thus, Very Low
= 77-107; Low = 108-138; Average = 139-169; High = 170-200; Very High = 201-229.
3. Apply the same procedure to the remaining dimensions.
Note. This simple heuristic procedure was developed strictly to facilitate discussion in this
study. The CAQ was not designed to measure the amount of an individual's five
dimensions, and CAQ scores have not been normed to the population.

APPENDIX N

RANKINGS OF PARTICIPANTS' NEO-FFI T-SCORES BY FACTOR
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APPENDIX O
RANKING OF PARTICIPANTS' CAQ RAW SCORES
Neuroticism
Ranking
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APPENDIX P
ROTATED FACTOR MATRICES
Neuroticism
CAQ Item
3
4
16
26
35
51
52
66
71
77

Factor
2
1
.876
-.249
-.509
-.339
.434
729
-.144
.932
.931
-.092
-.192
939
-.117
.973
.115
.958
-.095
.988
.098
.985

Extraversion
CAQ Item
2
3
8
14
26
30
45
60
71
98

Factor
1
-.277
-.287
-.089
.699
.961
.949
.987
.974
995
.991

2
-.200
.838
-.286
-.105
.007
-.091
.032
.057
-.019
-.001

Factor
1
-.292
-.467
-.060
.175
.915
.983
.978
.993
.984
.988

2
-.489
.410
.789
.812
.171
.038
.016
.029
.100
.035

Openness
CAQ Item
3
4
8
9
39
52
63
71
96
98

Conscientiousness

CAQ Item
4
6
8

26
52
53
70
71
77

98

Factor
1
-.416
-.066
-.051

.943
.978
.979
.982
.998
995
.993

2

.423
.928
.297
-.059
-.022
-.035
-.059
-.013
-.040
-.005

Agreeableness

CAQ Item
3
4
8

Factor
1

-.258
-.415

2
-.400
.153

-.088

599

26

.954

27
71
77
60

.909
996
.994
.985
.982
993

-.043
-.010
.075
.039
.027
.154
.067

96
98
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APPENDIX Q
INSTRUMENTS' GROUP PROFILES
N

E

O

A

C

Very
High

FFI=1
CAQ=0

FFI=6
CAQ=0

FFI=12
CAQ=2

FFI=2
CAQ=0

FFI=7
CAQ=0

High

FFI=3

FFI=11

FFI=18

FFI=6

FFI=10

CAQ=0

CAQ=17

CAQ=9

CAQ=0

CAQ=23

FFI=9

CAQ=0

FFI=9
CAQ=11

FFI=0
CAQ=16

FFI=9
CAQ=0

FFI=9
CAQ=5

FFI=8

FFI=4

FFI=0

FFI=9

FFI=2

CAQ=1

CAQ=2

CAQ=3

CAQ=21

CAQ=2

FFI=9
CAQ=29

FFI=0
CAQ=0

FFI=0
CAQ=0

FF1=4
CAQ=9

FFI=2
CAQ=0

Average

Low

Very
Low
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APPENDIX R

COMPARISON OF PARTICIPANTS' RANKINGS BY TRAIT, NEO-FFI AND CAQ

Neuroticism (Participant Numbers High to Low)
NEO-FFI

CAQ

4
13
23
6
7
3
28
10
27
17

4
13
27
23
5
18
10
24
2
28

8
19
18
22
2
20
29
24
11
25

29
25
11
14
16
22
12
15
8
21

21
5
9
1
30
26
12
15
14
16

6
30
17
19
26
9
7
3
20
1

Number of
Matches

6 of 10

5 of 10

5 of 10
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Extraversion (Participant Numbers High to Low)
NEO-FFI

CAQ

1
8
12
14
26
16
15
28
4
10

10
11
23
2
8
14
15
19
21
13

25
20
27
2
23
30
17
3
9
11

5
29
20
25
28
30
18
1
4
27

18
29
21
24
13
22
7
19
6
5

3
16
17
24
26
22
9
12
6
7

Number of
Matches

4 of 10

Openness (Participant Numbers High to Low)
NEO-FFI

CAQ

4
15
16
13
12
14
27
5
23
18

6
4
8
24
5
16
13
3
14
17

24
19
6
26
7
9
20

18
7
15
27
2
9
19
10
23
1

22
29

10
21
25
1
11
17

28
30
2
3
8

22
28
12
25
20
29
21
11
26
30

Number of
Matches

5 of 10

Conscientiousness (Participant Numbers High to Low)
NEO-FFI

CAQ

26

30
26

14
19
16
15
1

29

3
17
2

30

27
14

11

25
17
9

28

18
2

5
6
9

5

16

11

18

29
3

25
1

8

4 of 10

22

22
21

20

Number of
Matches

7
20

4

19

10

21

23
24

13

6
12

8
12

28

15

7
27
13

4
23

4 of 10

10

24

6 of 10

Agreeableness (Participant Numbers High to Low)
NEO-FFI

CAQ

12

12

4
1
14

20

16
20

15
23
18

24

10
21

17
19
27
25
15
5

13
17
29
30

9

26

21

6
23
13
8
7

2

18

10

2

28
22

28

27
9
11

25
3
6

5
7
19
8

Number of
Matches

3 of 10

11

1
22

4 of 10

29
14
16

24
26
4
30
3

2 of 10
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APPENDIX S
CAQ ITEMS NOT LOADING ON ANY BIG FIVE FACTOR
According to the factor analysis of McCrae, Costa, and Busch (1986) the following 20 items
do not load on any Big Five factor:
11. Is protective of those close to him/her.
placement of this item reflects behavior ranging from over-protectiveness through
appropriate caring through under-protectiveness and lack of concern
22. Feels a lack of meaning in life.
31. Regards self as physically attractive.
low placement implies person sees self as unattractive
Item 81 refers to actual physical attractiveness; this item refers only to how person
sees him/herself whether accurate or not.
37. Is guileful, deceitful, manipulative, opportunistic; takes advantage of others.
42. Reluctant to commit self to any definite course of action; tends to delay or avoid
making decisions or taking action.
44. Evaluates the motives of others; tries to figure out the intentions underlying people's
actions (accuracy of evaluations is not assumed).
high placement implies preoccupation with the motives of others; low placement
implies being psychologically naive and not considering other people's motives
58. Appears to enjoy sensuous experiences (such as touch, tastes, smell, bodily contact).
59. Is concerned about own body, its health and adequacy of functioning.
high placement generally implies hypochondriasis; low placement implies insufficient
concern for one's body
60. Has insight into and understands own needs, motives, behavior; knows self well.
low placement implies little insight into own motives and behavior
61. Likes others to be dependent upon him/her; actively fosters dependency on people
(regardless of means used to accomplish this, e.g., criticizing people, over-indulging
them, becoming "indispensable" to them); likes to be needed by others.
low placement implies encouraging and respecting the individuality and
independence of others
64. Is socially perceptive of a wide range of interpersonal cues. (Is alert to cues from
other people that reveal what they are thinking and feeling).
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69. Is sensitive to anything that can be construed as a demand or request for favors; is
quick to feel imposed upon.
76. Tends to project own feelings and motivations onto others; imagines that others'
needs, wishes, and feelings are the same as his/her own.
77. Appears straightforward, candid, frank in dealing with others.
81. Is physically attractive; is good looking (as defined by our culture).
low placement implies person is physically unattractive
85. Tends to communicate through actions, deeds, and nonverbal behavior, rather than
through words.
87. Tends to interpret clear-cut, simple situations in complicated ways.
90. Is concerned with philosophical problems, e.g., religions, values, free will, the
meaning of life, etc.
96. Values own independence and autonomy; emphasizes his/her freedom to think and
act without interference or help from others.
100. Does not vary roles; relates to everyone in the same way.
low placement implies role variability, a person who acts differently with different
people
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APPENDIX T
Q-SORT PROFILE FOR PARTICIPANT 21
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APPENDIX U
MOST AND LEAST SALIENT ITEMS FOR PARTICIPANT 21
High Salience
Salience 9

E

4. Is a talkative person.

O

16. Is introspective; thinks about self; examines own thoughts and
feelings.
introspectiveness per se does not necessarily imply self-insight, or that
person understands him/herself well

O

39. Thinks and associates to ideas in unusual ways; has unconventional
thought processes.

-N

O

60. Has insight into and understands own needs, motives, behavior; knows
self well.
low placement implies little insight into own motives and behavior
66. Enjoys aesthetic impressions; is aesthetically sensitive.
appreciates and is moved by art, music, drama, etc.

Salience 8

-O
E

7. Favors conservative values.
18. Initiates humor; makes spontaneous funny remarks.

C, - O 26. Is productive, gets things done.
O

46. Tends to fantasize, daydream, engage in fictional speculations.

A

56. Responds to and appreciates humor.

None

64. Is socially perceptive of a wide range of interpersonal cues. (Is alert to
cues from other people that reveal what they are thinking and feeling).

C

70. Behaves ethically; has personal value system and is faithful to it.

A, - N 84. Is cheerful, happy.
low placement implies depression
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Salience 7

O

3. Has a wide range of interests (regardless of how deep or superficial the
interests are).

E

15. Is skilled in social techniques of imagination and play, pretending, and
humor.

E

28. Tends to arouse liking and acceptance in people.
low placement implies tendency to arouse dislike

E

35. Has warmth; has the capacity for close relationships; compassionate.

-O

41. Makes moral judgments; judges self and others in terms of right and
wrong (regardless of the nature of the moral code, whether traditional or
liberal).
high placement implies being moralistic and self-righteous; low placement
implies an unwillingness to make value-judgments

N

47. Has a readiness to feel guilty.
high placement implies a tendency to feel guilt even when s/he is not at
fault

E, - N

57. Is an interesting, colorful person.

C

71. Has high aspiration level for self; is ambitious; sets high personal
goals.

-N

74. Feels satisfied with self; is consciously happy with person s/he
believes self to be; is unaware of self-concern.
This item is intended to reflect conscious, i.e., subjectively experienced,
feelings; it may be placed high even when there is evidence of underlying
or unconscious feelings of inadequacy. Item 72 reflects unconscious
feelings of inadequacy.

-N

75. Has a clear-cut, internally consistent personality; relatively easy to
understand and describe.
low placement implies someone who is relatively difficult to understand
and describe.

None

77. Appears straightforward, candid, frank in dealing with others.

None

96. Values own independence and autonomy; emphasizes his/her freedom
to think and act without interference or help from others.
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Low Salience
Salience 3
-O

-E

9. Is uncomfortable with uncertainty and complexity; is more comfortable
with things that are straightforward and uncomplicated.
14. Genuinely submissive; accepts domination comfortably; gives in
easily.

E

30. Gives up and withdraws where possible in the face of frustration and
adversity.
high placement implies person gives up easily; low placement implies
person does not know when, realistically, it is time to give up

N

34. Is irritable; over-reacts to minor frustrations.

N

40. Is generally fearful; is vulnerable to real or imagined threat.

None

42. Reluctant to commit self to any definite course of action; tends to
delay or avoid making decisions or taking action.

- E, - A 48. Keeps people at a distance; avoids close relationships
-C
None

67. Is self-indulgent; tends to "spoil" or pamper himself or herself.
69. Is sensitive to anything that can be construed as a demand or request
for favors; is quick to feel imposed upon.

-A

91. Is power oriented; values power in self and others.

-A

94. Expresses hostility, angry feelings directly.
low placement implies someone who is unable to express hostility, who
hold angry feelings in

E

99. Is self-dramatizing; histrionic (theatrical; prone to exaggerate feelings;
behaves in attention-getting ways).

Salience 2

N

13. Is thin-skinned; sensitive to anything that can be construed as criticism
or slight or insult; takes offense easily.

-A

27. Is condescending toward others; acts superior to others.
low placement implies on that the person does not act superior, not
necessarily that s/he acts inferior or believes all people are equal in status
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- A, N

38. Has hostility toward others (whether or not the hostile feelings are
actually expressed).
Item 94 reflects manner of expression.

•A

49. Is basically distrustful of people in general; questions their
motivations.

None

53. Needs and impulses tend toward relatively direct and uncontrolled
expression; unable to delay gratification (is impulsive, has little selfcontrol; unable to postpone pleasure).

None

55. Is self-defeating; acts in ways that frustrate, hurt or undermine own
chances to get what s/he wants.

N

78. Feels cheated and victimized by life; self-pitying; feels sorry for self.

-E

97. Is an unemotional person; is emotionally bland; tends to experience
strong emotions.
low placement implies an emotional person

Salience 1

N

12. Tends to be self-defensive; unable to acknowledge personal
shortcomings or failures; quick to defend self from criticism.

None

22. Feels a lack of meaning in life.

N

23. Tends to blame others for own mistakes, failures, and shortcomings.

None

36. Is subtly negativistic; tends to undermine, obstruct, or sabotage other
people.

None

37. Is guileful, deceitful, manipulative, opportunistic; takes advantage of
others.
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