CHAPTER XII

THE NATURE OF TRAITS

The constancy of a trait is merely an ideal or limiting con-
cept—and for two reasons. One is that man is at no moment
of his existence merely an adaprive, self-preserving creature,
always there is in his behavior a spark of self-development and
growth. For this reason his finished traits are never quite fin-
ished. In addition, a trait is never entirely independent of the
world outside, but stands in constant active relationship to it.
It indicates the way in which the person reacts to the world;
but never are the stimuli that provoke the reaction entirely the
same, and never therefore are the various expressions of one
and the same trait completely in agreement with one another.
The trait is each time slightly different because it confronts
other determining conditions; and these conditions produce
not only a special coloring in each act that a trait arouses, but
also can influence the trait itself in a permanent way.

—William Stern

][N the last chapter the theory of traits was presented in broad out-
line. For the time being many special questions and complications
were overlooked which now require full consideration. As Stern
points out, the ever-changing nature of traits and their close de-
pendence upon the fluid conditions of the environment forbid a con-
ception that is over-rigid or over-simple,

HOW ARE TRAITS DISCOVERED?

The chief danger in the concept of trait is that, through habitual
and careless use, it may come to stand for an assembly of separate
and self-active faculties, thought to govern behavier all by them-
selves, without interference. We must cast out this lazy interpreta-
tion of the concept. For, to say the least, such psychological dei ex
machina are more than a century out of date. The basic principle of
bebavior is its continuous flow, each successive act representing a
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convergent mobilization of all emergy available at the moment. No
single trait—nor all traits together—determine behavior all by them-
selves. The conditions of the moment are also decisive; the special
character of the stimulus, the temporary distribution of stresses and
tensions within the neuropsychic system, all demand a special form
of adaptive response, perhaps never again required in precisely the
same way.

Only one maximally integrated activity takes place at any one
time, and this actvity is the product of a final convergent path
wherein all available energy, though not all potential energy, is
channelized to meet the present demand. From moment to moment
there is a redistribution of this available energy, with the result that
consummatory acts are ever changing and are the product of the
interaction of all manner of determining factors, of which traits are
only one.

Unless full recognition is given to this contnuous, variable and
convergent character of behavior, the theory of traits will become a
purely fanciful doctrine of “little men within the breast” possessing,
by hypothesis, exclusive control over each and every separate activity.
A kindly litle man will be made responsible for initiating acts of
kindness, and other homunculi will be credited with acts that are
aggressive, vulgar, or avaricious. This, in prmc:iple is the error of
the older faculty psychology with its list of the “active powers of
the mind.” It is likewise an ever present panl for any dynamic psy-
chology that conceptualizes the “forces” presumed to initiate and
guide behavior, whether they be nomothetic forces, such as instincts,
drives, wishes, needs, or more individualized dispositions such as trairs.

Recognizing and admitting the danger, it can more easily be
avoided. One precaution is the constant return to the observable
stream of bebavior, the only basic datum with which the psychology
of personality has to work. Here the principles of continuity and re-
distribution and convergence rule supreme. Traits as such are not
observable in the stream of behavior. What is observable is the suc-
cession of specific adaptive acts that follow one another in close
array. Though traits themselves are never directly observed, they
are of mecessity inferred. For without some inference of a flexible
underlying structure in personality it would be impossible to account
for the recurrent quality of the separate observable acts. And yet to
avoid persnmf}ﬁng the separate traits, it is ever necessary before
assuming their presence to return to the basic behavioral evidence,
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and to demonstrate that the inference is justified by strict adherence
to the data’

Traits, then, are discovered not by deductive reasoning, not by
fiat, not by naming, and are themselves never directly observed. They
are discovered in the individual life—the only place where they can
be discovered—only through an inference (or interpretation) made
necessary by the demonstrable consistency of the separate observable
acts of behavior.

There are many technical aids that may be employed in the dis-
covery of traits, but each is nothing more than a refinement of the
method used by anyone in everyday life. The refinements reduce the
likelihood of error, but the procedure is basically the same. In ordi-
nary life a judgment to the effect that a certain man is a “zealot for
justice,” is based on observation of his conduct in situations where
he is seen to be active and aggressive in demanding equity or in
championing the underdog. The judgment, of course, may be mis-
taken; it may be based on some one impressive single instance which,
divorced from the usual pattern of circumstances, is not at all typical
of the man’s ordinary behavior. Since common sense has no accepted
criterion for the inference of a trait, erroneous first impressions are
often the consequence. Though the psychologist also relies on ob-
servation and inference, he is never satsfied with unverified first
impressions. It is his business to demand a more exacting demonstra-
tion.

The methods for establishing a trait depend upon the kind of
trait that is the object of investigation, whether it be a common trait
or an individual trait. In the latter case, the so-called clinical method
is ordinarily used, especially by psychiatrists, psychoanalysts, consult-
ing psychologists, and writers of case histories. The investigator
makes a sustained study of a particular individual and on the basis of
personal acquaintance with the case pronounces that such and such
traits are outstanding.” Now, the objection to this method is that it

1 This concession to the operational criterion for the validation of concepts
may be made without subscribing to the entire creed of operationism which would
brand as 2 ess” every }i_s}'chalcgimi hypothesis or inference not instantly
defined by objective evidence. Traits are more readily defined in ational terms
than are certain other concepts equally indispensable to the psychﬁgy of person-
alicy, such as self-consciousness, similarity, intention, intuition, and other forms of
mental aetivity helonging to the realm of immediate experience.

2 This is likewise the method of biography. Cf. R. B. Perry’s characterization
of William James: “Turning to James’s benign traits, I find four that are peculiarly

pervasive: sensibility, vivacity, humaniry, and sociability.” The Thought and Charac-
ter of William James, 1935, Vol II, p. 682,
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rests ultimately upon the “intuition” of the investigator and is with-
out the benefit of objective verification. The clinical method stands
next door to common sense in its reliance on subjective pronounce-
ments. But in defense of the clinical method it may be urged that
pmlonged critical probing of many-sided material, even though exe-
cuted by a single mind without external checks, tends to be self-
validating. Erroneous first i impressions are transcended and the true
pattern emerges with acquaintance. This line of defense does not, of
course, justify all dogmatic assertions concerning traits, nor does it
deny the inherent danger of subjective diagnosis, It merely hints at
the fact (more fully discussed in Chapters XIV and XIX) that direct,
synthetic judgments have their place even in scientific studies of
personality.

Experimentation also provides evidence for the existence of indi-
vidual traits. Whenever diverse tasks set in the laboratory are re-
sponded to in uniform ways, whenever many stimuli and many re-
sponses are found to be equivalent, a trait is safely inferred.® Rating
is another method, especially valuable when several judges are em-
ployed for the purpose of checking one another. The method of
starred ratings (cf. p. 301) is particularly useful in the establishment
of individual traits.

Serviceable especially in studying the traits of young children is
the method of the time-sample. Two or more independent observers
for short periods of time watch the natural and unrestrained activi-
ties of children. Each observation may last for no more than one
minute. Through repetition, say, at intervals of one hour for several
days, the accumulation of such observations gives a significant sam-
pling of the behavior. When different observers agree on the frequent
recurrence of certain forms of conduct an excellent basis exists for
the inference of a trait.*

Time-sampling may be used either for the discovery of individual
traits, or for the discovery of common (continuum) traits. In most
researches to date the consistency of each child within a group has
been studied with reference to the same common variable. There is
nothing in the method, however, to prevent its being used for indi-

#Such laboratory demonstrations of traits can take place, however, only when
the tasks set for the subject are diverse enough to E it the discovery of the
equivalence of mamy stimuli and of many responses. Cf. G. W. Allport, Char. &

Pers., 1933, 1, 250-204.
4 Cf. the work of F. L. Gﬂuden:::ﬁh on such qualities as leadership, dramatic

play, and reticence at the nursery school age. J. Juw. Res., 1028, 12, 230-235.
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vidual traits. A child who by intermittent observation is found always
lost in fantasy, or vigorously active, or reading a book, may safely be
said to have a certain trait or interest even if he is not directly com-
pared with other children.

To aid in the discovery of common traits a variety of statistical
devices may be used. Perhaps the most familiar are the various
methods of determining the reliakility of tests for some one trait.
If a test, constructed of many items, and sampling a wide field of
activity, is found to be reliable, this fact proves that subjects reply
to the diverse items in a consistent way. If a test, for example, de-
signed to measure social withdrawing, is reliable, it shows that sub-
jects who “withdraw™ in one situation (e.g., who say that they keep
a diary record of their inner life) are likely to “withdraw” in others
(e.g., admit being embarrassed when meering strangers). If every re-
sponse is positively correlated with every other it shows that the
test is internally consistent, which means in turn, that the subjects,
by and large, respond consistently and uniformly to the scale.

The contributions of statistical method to the demonstration of
common traits are numerous; there are all manner of measures of
correlation, contingency and association. Employed according to the
needs of the special problem and the nature of the material in hand,
each enables the investigator to determine the degree of co-variation
of different forms of behavior. A demonstration of the persistence
of association is always the first step in inferring the existence of a
common trait.®

The procedure of assembling and examining the evidence for a trait,
together with some of the difficuldes involved, can be illustrated by
reference to Dudycha’s study of puncruality.®

The dara for this study consisted of over 15,000 observations on the
time of arrival of some 300 stadents at various exercises and collegiate
gatherings (as diversified as basketball games, eight o'clock classes,
vespers, private conferences, and college commons). Here is typical

¥ Any measure of associaton, to be sure, requires interpretation. Whether or
not a given itude of sssociation proves the existence of a trait frequently de-
ends on the bias of the investigator who interprets the measure. Time and again,
or example, correlational coefficients between various indices (presumably the
same trait) are mo larger than .35 or +.45. Having in mind the low predictve
value of such coefficients one investigator will say that no trait can be inferred; an-
other, aware of the intrusion of unwanted variables into his experiment, or having
supplementary evidence in mind, may consider such low coefficients indicative.
There G:;s jm certain criterion.
¢ G. J. Dudycha, “An Objective Study of Punctnality in Relation to Personali
and Acluevemer;rt‘j']} Arch, of Psyckol., :giﬁ, No. 204 o
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raw material for the beginning of an extended study of traits. In this
particular case, the problem was vo determine whether puncrualicy
(or earliness, or lateness) was a characteristic trait for every student.

After transforming into standard scores the records of earliness and
lateness for each student for every occasion on which he was ob-
served, the usual product-moment (Pearsonian) method of correlation
was applied. The results were indecisive. There seemed to be only a
slight tendency for students to maintain the same position of earliness
or lateness in arrival. Eleven of the twelve coefficients of correlation
were positive, but the largest (between arrival at entertainments and
at college commons) was only -.44. From such evidence, the author,
leaning to the side of caution, concludes, “We can hardly say that
there is a general trait of punctuality—or its opposite, tardiness—which
operates in the whole group.”

Coefficients of correlation, however, have a propensity for accentu-
ating slight variations in an individual’s behavior, thus speciously re-
ducing the evidence for traits, which of course require no such per-
fect correspondence of measures. The author makes this point, and
explains his remedy in the following words: “Pearson #’s do not
clearly reveal trait bebavior because the variations in that behavior are
accentuated. Since in life situations we are not interested in slighe dif-
ferences of a few minutes, but rather in whether a person is early, on
time, or late, fine differences in promptness or tardiness, for practical
purposes, are of little significance. Hence we must employ such statis-
tical tools as make use of broad categories, namely, Chi square
whick is not a measure of the degree of association, but of the prob-
ability that association is or is mot significant. It must be emphasized
further that those variations which decrease the r's, as already noted,
are largely awithin the broad categories selected and hence have mo
effect on the Chi squares. Since Chi square reveals whether there is
consistency in a fairly broad area of behavior, and since the obtained
values indicate a significant association, on the average, we must con-
clude that there is evidence in support of a general trait of punctuality,
when punctuality is not conceived of as referring only to isolated,
specific events, but to a trait which is variable within limits” (p. 30).
Thus does a different statistical tool lead to opposite conclusions!

The author continues his analysis. He points out the inescapable
weakness of any conception of a common (continuum) trait: “The
distinguishing characteristics of individuals are very effectively hidden
when a whole group, distributed according to measures on a certain
trait, is dealt with. In other words, since the largest part of any group,
normally distributed, clusters about a central tendency, and since the
individuals who compose this part of the group are not distinctive in
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the measured trait, those individuals who constitute the extremes of
the distribution, and who are distinctive in the measured trait, are
completely lost sight of because they constirute a minority. A far too
common error which results from this lack of discrimination is the
conclusion, that since the majority lack distinctiveness, there is none
who possesses a general trait. This pitfall is avoided by using the
method of contrasted groups, which is being used more and more
generally in this type of study” (p. 41).

Using the method of contrasted groups, the picture again changes,
this time more sharply favoring traits, Examination of cases of stu-
dents falling within the extreme 20 per cent of earliness scores, and
within the extreme 20 per cent of lateness scores, shows a remarkable
consistency in their behavior. The early bird is nearly always early,
the late comer usually late (though the evidence for a well-integrated
trait of earliness is better than for latemess, due no doubt to the posi-
tive emphasis that social training places upon earliness. The early bird
is trying to be prompt in every situation, but the late comer is not try-
ing to be late. He is merely the victim of a thousand and one distrac-
tons. Hence it is that lateness is less well integrated than earliness).

According to Dudycha, “The unmistakable conclusion is: early stu-
dents differ significantly from late students in punctuality in general
and in specific sicuations; further they differ in both the extent and
the frequency of earliness and lateness. . . . Further, since the con-
trasted groups include 40 per cent of the students observed, punctual-
ity, or tardiness, is certainly found as a general attitude or trait in the
behavior of at least two-fifths of the students; in the other 6o per cent
it is less well organized, and exhibits less consistency™ (p. 44).

This study demonstrates nicely the psychologist’s procedure in
the discovery of traits, and some of his dilemmas as well. Especially
instructive is the finding that about two-fifths of the students in their
own personal lives have well integrated habits of arriving early or
late. Since tme-of-arrival is essentially a matter of societal standards
it is interesting indeed to see that in so large a percentage of cases
a regular habit of behavior has been formed around these standards.

What then is Dudycha’s dimension of punctuality? Is he dealing
with common traits or individual traits? According to the terminol-
ogy of this volume he has studied a hypothetical common rtrair. He
has proved that consistency of behavior is not well marked for 6o
per cent of his subjects, and therefore that no very reliable scale
could be created for the measurement of earliness-lateness in the
entire population. (It should, however, be remarked that many ex-
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istent scales for commeon traits prove equally ill-adapted to the ma-
jority of cases.) Asa common (continuum) trait therefore, punctu-
ality leaves something to be desired, though it is perhaps no weaker
than others of the same genre.

In the course of his investigations Dudycha found that about 20
per cent of his subjects were in one aspect of their behavior highly
consistent and markedly similar to one another: they were always
early. Now we cannot assume that all of the individuals in this group
had precisely the same trait; not all the early birds were early for
the same reason. They had, to be sure, uniform habits of earliness
but these habits may have “belonged” in quite different trait—pattems,
In one student the habit of earliness may have been an adjunct to a
trait of embition, in others to a trait of deference, of pride, of rivalry
or even timidity. Dudycha did not work on these more basic indi-
vidual traits. But he does demonstrate clearly the fact that common
cultural influences may set up habits in respect to which (by aspec-
tive analysis) many individuals may be profitably compared. In short,
he has defined a common (continuum) trait and has established its
range of applicability: all people 7ay be ordered to his continuum,
but with certainty and practical usefulness, only the extreme 40 per
cent of the populaton. Such is frequently the situation with com-
mon traits.

THE DYNAMIC NATURE OF TRAITS;
DO TRAITS DRIVE OR MERELY DIRECT?

Characteristic of the nervous machinery, says neurophysiclogy,
is its arrangement in Jevels, the more complex higher levels standing
in the dual role of driver and restrainer to the lower simpler
levels.” Therefore, since traits, on the physiological side, are undoubt-
edly neural dlspnmﬂns of complex order, they may be expected to
show motivational, inhibitory, and selective effects upon specific
courses of conduct. Brief as this statement is, it is the sum and sub-
stance of the present 1id from neurophysiology. So far as it goes it
suggests that the GErmon of a trait is dynamic, both in governing
the reception of the stimulus and in directing the response. But the
information is too meager to warrant at the present time a physiologi-
cal account of the operation of traits.

T Cf. C. S. Sherrington, Mental Hygiene, 1923, 7, p. 13.
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Two kinds of dynamic psychology were described in Chapter
VIL. One holds that the root motives of men are to be sought in the
structure underlying the trairs of personality, that is to say, in in-
stincts, the Id, in certain original needs, wishes, or drives. Advocates
of these theories are unable to envision traits as possessed of driving
power. Psychoanalysis, for example, sees traits, not as systems of
motivation, but as symptoms within the Ego, of driving power within
the Id. For McDougall they are also individual ornamentations of
propensities common to all men. Even Morton Prince, who regards
traits as “obstinately persistent, enduring characteristics of the per-
sonality,” and recognizes their determining influence on behavior,
is of the opinion that the energy of the trait is ultimately always
derived from the instinets.* According to these views instinctive or
impulsive action takes place under the general guidance of the “con-
tributory habituation” of traits, Traits themselves are mere formal
(directive) determining tendencies, styles of adaptation, but not the
mainsprings of actions.” This type of theory persists in making per-
sonal nature a mere incident in the universal pattern of human nature.
It is not the attributes of a mind-in-particular that are dynamic, but
those of the mind-in-general.

The other kind of dynamic psychology, advocated at length in
Chapter VII, breaks with the nomothetic tradition completely, and
regards motives as personalized systems of tensions, in which the
core of impulse is not to be divorced from the images, idea of goal,
past experience, capacities, and style of conduct employed in obtain-
ing the goal. The whole system is integral. If biological drive plays a
part (thirst, hunger, sex), it does so, not as the motive, but merely
as an 1rritable state of bodily tissues set within an intricate and per-
sonalized psychophysical system. '

For example, in the case of the motives commonly called sexual,
there is, to be sure, a common biological capacity involved, but the
concrete functioning of this capacity in each life is very different. It
cannot be regarded as one and the same force in all personalities. It
is not a single concrete motive, but is a factor, traceable in many

8 M. Prince, Clinical and Experimental Studies in Personality, 1929, pp. 123, 127.

8 A variant of this point of view stresses the redinteprative character of traits.
Whenever a stimulus, or internal need, is effective in arousing any portion of the

ining tendency, the trait as a whole is redintegratively actvated, Thus aroused
it direers the required response into characteristic ¢ . The rtraic steers, but the

effective motives are still thought to be emotional rensions quite independent of the
trait.
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kinds of other dispositions (cf. pp. 187-189). Even a sub-classification
of types of sexual interest does not suffice to mark off the individual
case. To say, for example, that a certain man or woman is homo-
sexual 1s by no means to characterize his or her motivation. There
are myriad forms of homosexuality: overt, covert, active, passive,
compulsive, sublimated, diffuse, specific, altruistic, gentle, sadistic,
protective, adulatory, superficial, unconscious, temporary, lasting,
esthetic, intellectual—ultimately, as many forms as there are indi-
viduals. The patterns are not directly comparable, for their signifi-
cance in individual personalities is never twice the same. It is inexact
to ascribe one underlying motivational system to all. What motivates
each person is not some element common to all individuals, but his
own particular pattern of tensions. We may perhaps learn something
of the nature of this particular pattern from a study of the common
biological capacity, but must not make the fatal mistake of assuming
that it is the abstract capacity itself that does the motivating.

Only individualized patterns of motives have the capacity to select
stimuli, to control and direct segmental tensions, to initiate responses
and to render them equivalent, in ways that are consistent with, and
characteristic of, the person himself.

But is the personalized trait dynamic in the sense of being self-
active? does it in and of itself imitiate behavior? Strictly speaking,
no; any disposition must be aroused before it is dynamically active,
According to the principles of convergence earlier described, at any
one time energies are mobilized for purposes of adjustment as needed.
Not every motivational system is at all times in a kinedic phase. The
successive demands of living arouse first one region of stress, and
then another. Only through an intricate course of stimulation and
association are determining tendencies (including traits) raised from
a state of potentiality to activity. Either external stimuli or segmental
tensions of an organic order may arouse them; but such antecedent
stimulation in itself is not the motive.

In another sense traits do initiate behavior. It is certainly not a
ring on the telephone nor a friend’s voice over the wire that causes
an egotist to talk for half an hour unchecked about his latest ex-
ploits, or a gossip to recount at great length the doings of her neigh-
bors. In these cases the response springs from deep-seated traits of
personality, and not from a ring on the phone followed by a friend’s
voice over the wire. Traits may be even more self-active than these
illustrations imply. The egotist and the gossip when alone may feel
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quite restless until they have sought out an opportunity to unburden
themselves. They seek an excuse to talk, and put themselves in the
away of stimuli that will release the flood. A sociable person, if he
is quite as ready to listen as to talk, may be restless until he is among
people. An author, a housekeeper, a public speaker, a reformer, a
craftsman, a musician, if deprived of their favorite occupation, may
“ijtch” to return to their work. In many such instances of “spon-
taneous” motivation it seems impossible to trace the precise train of
stimulation or association that sets up the aggravated field of stress.
The traits appear to be self-active, at least at times when they are
" not specifically inhibited by contrary courses of conduct.

A certain man, known to everyone as generous and open-handed,
was preoccupied at a picnic in lighting a camp-fire. Someone sug-
gested that for supper a half-pint of cream was needed, and that it
could probably be obtained at a nearby farmhouse. Still preoccupied
with his fire, the generous man reached into his pocket and handed
over two one dollar bills, There was no reason why he rather than
any other member of the party should have footed the bill, and cer-
tainly no reason for handing over so much money: not even a Yankee
farmer could conceivably charge more than one dollar for half a pint
of cream.

What had happened in this simple situation? Caught off-guard, the
fire-tender fully revealed his trait of open-handedness. Normally, the
specific demands of the occasion, and a hasty bit of mental arithmetic,
would have brought forth a silver coin, or that lacking, one of the
dollar bills, Being preoccupied with other duties, the half-heard sug-
gestion crossed the ever-low threshold of his generosity. The re-
sponse was perfectly in keeping with the disposition, though some-
what excessive and maladaptive in terms of the demands of the occa-
sion. The fact that he offered the money at all, and the fact that he
offered it in extravagant amounts, show the decisive influence of the
trait, all the more decisive because it was not specifically controlled.

‘Woas it the trait that initiated the behavior, or was it the semi-con-
scious suggestion that came to his preoccupied mind? The suggestion
of course was prior in time, and was required to throw a latent system
into action. But the same words spoken to a niggardly or unsocial
person might have had no effect at all. Whether we say it was the
words or the trait that initiated the behavior, there is no doubt that
the trait played the decisive role.

Interests, ambitions, compulsions, phobias, general attitudes, in-
clinations, hobbies, values, tastes, predilections, and the like, are all
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traits, and are at the same time motives. Yet it is not correct to say
that all motives are traits. The demands of some especially intense
stimulation, such as pain, thirst, and the like, lead to immediate, and
often reflex, adaptations not well integrated with other tendencies.
Such mouves are numerous, and quite specific, not at all resembling
traits which are always complex and recurrent systems of stress.

Nor is it correct to think of all traits as motives—often they seem
to have a defining or directive influence upon conduct, without true
motivational significance. Some traits have less to do with stress than
with style. Except in rare instances politeness, for example, seems not
to be a motivational trait. One does not leave the house and seek out
other people in order to be polite to them. One may seek out others
because one is sociable and restess without their company; having
sought them and being now in their company one may behave
toward them in a polite »amner. Nor is 2 man often forceful for the
sake of being forceful; rather he employs a forceful style of behavior
whenever he is, for other reasons, aroused to action. Such “directive”
traits have been classed by Troland with the “praxiograms,” cortical
patterns that do not initiate but do regulate the character of re-
sponse.”® Some traits thus seem to have mwotivational (directional)
significance, and some mere instrumental significance. The latter are
primarily expressive in significance, and seem predominantly motor
in their organization; they represent styles of behaving and, unlike
the driving traits, are seldom involved in the profundities of emo-
tional life. The distinction is clearly drawn by Stern who calls the
driving traits Richtumgsdispositionen, and the instrumental traits,
Riistungsdispositionen.

Now the two factors of Richtung and Ristung, however closely
interwoven, have nonetheless a certain independence of one another,
and the most varied relations to one another. We are therefore com-
pelled to distinguish between those dispositions that have a prevail-
ingly directional character from those that are principally an imple-
mental character. The former are purposive, they have a “tendency
to,” the latter are capacities, and have a “potency for.” =

This distinction is a useful one. But it must not be overworked.
There is no sharp line berween motivational traits and stylistic traits,
between direction and manner of expression. Very often what was

1L, T. Troland, Cerebration and Action (Vol. Il of The Principler of Psycho-

physiology), 1932, p. 321.
11 W, Stern, Dri: menschliche Persimlichkeit, 1923 ed., p. 83.
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originally 2 motivational trait (e.g., interest in mechanics) becomes a
mere instrument of expression (a skill serviceable in earning a living),
or what was originally instrumental (e.g., skill in seamanship) may
become a passionate interest. This continual transformation of motives
from the level of mechanism to the level of drives, or wice wversa,
has been discussed at length in Chapter VIL

Whether a trait is dynamic or directive is, then, a matter of de-
gree. At one extreme are the compelling, seemingly spontaneous, un-
restrained, obsessional traits of neurotics or psychotics.® Shading
from these compulsive systems are the interests of normal people,
which in turn vary from absorbing passions to mild predilections.
Still less dynamic are the directive traits; nevertheless, having a cer-
tain steering capacity, they cannot be entirely divorced from motive.
The dynamic pressure of these expressive traits often passes un-
noticed until an individual is compelled, through outside constraint,
to act contrary to his usual style. The resulting discomfort and mal-
adaptation show to what extent his expressive behavior has been
dynamic in character. His equipment, abilities, and style, he finds,
are not wholly matters of implementation; they too have a certain
Drang. In brief, the distinction between driving traits and directive,
while useful for some purposes, cannot be sustained too rigidly.

GENOTYPICAL, PHENOTYPICAL, AND PSEUDO-TBAITS

It is obvious that what seems to be the same trait may, in different
people, have quite diverse origins. Shyness in one person, for example,
‘may be due to hereditary influences that no amount of contrary
pressure from the environment has been able to offser; in another
person shyness may stem from an inferiority feeling built by an ab-
normally exacting environment. In spite of dissimilar histories, in ap-
pearance and in effect, the shyness of these two persons may be very
much alike. Conversely, two youths suffering some shocking experi-
ence of grief or bitter disappointment, objectively alike, may be

12Tt may be well to remind the reader that such traits cannot be considered
merely as symeptoms of an uncenseious conflict. Miserliness, serupulosity, compulsive
neamess, and similar traits are more than converted expressions of frustrated eroti-
cism, infantile or otherwise. Even in cases where such unconscious components can
be traced, these must be regarded nor as the contemporary sum and substance of
the motive, but merely as int with it. Whether or not some imitial repression
took place, there have been elaborations and transformations in the focal character

of the disposidon unul it must now be considered as rooted in the total life rather
than in some one recess of the unconscious.
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affected very differently. One of them becomes morose and ineffec-
tual, lost in his trouble; the other stiffens his back and becomes more
realistic and aggressive. The same fire that melts the butter, hardens
the egg.

Lewin has shown this general problem of appearance vs. under-
lying cause to be of considerable importance in the investigation of
personality. Descriptions in terms of here-and-now attributes are
phenotypical; explanatory accounts, seeking underlying motives and
stresses, are genotypical.*®

This disunction, though valuable, has already been adequately im-
plied in the foregoing discussion of the nature of traits. For one thing,
common (continuum) traits are obviously conceived in phenotypical
terms. When ascendance, perseverance, sociability, radicalism, punc-
tuality, or neuroticism is measured for a whole population, with the
intent of comparing all subjects in respect to the same trait, it is
obvious that no account can be taken of the various reasons why
different people are ascendant, persevering, sociable, or the like, nor
can any attention be paid to the individual varieties of these traits.
Stylistic (directive) traits also suggest Lewin’s phenotypical classifica-
tion, since they are more closely related to external conduct than to
root motives. Conversely, driving traits must certainly be ordered to
Lewin’s conception of geriotypical traits, for they are the very springs
of conduct. The psychology of personality must deal with traits of
both orders, if for no other reason than that in the course of develop-
ment genotypes are often transformed into phenotypes, and pheno-
types into genotypes. Chapter VII is a record of such transforma-
tions.

Another distinction of value is that drawn by Baumgarten be-
tween genuine traits and “pseudo-traits,” ** This writer points out
that erroneous inferences are often made when behavior is observed
superficially and interpreted only at its face value. A bearer of gifts
may not be, in spite of all appearances, a truly generous person: he
may be trying to buy favor. A person chaste in conduct may not be
chaste at heart. Ever so many “virtues” may be simulated and mis-
taken by the unwary observer for true traits, “Pseudo-traits,” then,
are errors of inference, misjudgments that come from fixing atten-
tion solely upon appearances. The best way to avoid such errors is
to find the genotype that underlies the conduct in question. What is

18 K, Lewin, Geretz umd Experiment in der Prychologie, 1927,
14 F, Baumgarten, Brit. [. Psychol., 1036, 26, 28g-298.
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the individual ¢ryimg to do when he brings his gifts? If his basic
motive is known then the sycophancy of his conduct is understood
and the pseudo-trait gives way to the true trait in the diagnosis.
Baumgarten’s distinction reminds us once again that the soundest
methods and utmmost of critical acumen are essential in diagnosing
personal traits. It is only by its ability to separate true traits from
pseudo-traits that psychology makes any advance over common sense.

THE INDEPENDENCE OF TRAITS

Probably nothing whatsoever in the structure of any human mind
exists sealed up in completely independent systems. Segmental re-
flexes seem most nearly to approach this condition, but even these
can be markedly altered in their functioning by concurrent activity
or tonus prevailing in other Psychﬂphyswal regions. Neither are the
0ft~menuuned “dissociated complexes” and “luglc tight compart-
ments” of the mind entirely separate; their boundaries are at least
semmi-permeable. Since this is so, the influences determining conduect
are manifold and fluid. A single act may, and usually does, result
from the mobilization of available energy through mzamy channels.
Consider the task of writing a letter; it requires the convergence of
mental sets, habits, motives of the moment, skills, stylistic traits, as
well as the deepest of personal convictions and values. Such adaptive
behavior always demands the effective convergence of many deter-
mining influences, traits among others. Generalizing the illustration,
it may safely be said that no single performance is ever a univocal
product of any one single trait.

At the same time, since many different adaptive acts distributed
in time show repeatedly the same telic and expressive character, it
becomes necessary to assume some stable and continuous influences
at work. A markedly loquacious person, who talks at great length
on the slightest provocation, must have some psychophysical ten-
dency that helps to stabilize his conduct in this direction. Loquacity,
provoked so easily (by an equivalence of stimuli), leads to fluent
speech wherein all manner of ideas and expressions may be employed:
(equivalence of responses). Though it is not easy to conceive in
neural terms, there must be some system with a low threshold of
arousal, readily crossed by many stimuli and by many associational
currents. At any one time, to be sure, the form of the loquacity is
determined not only by the disposition in question, but by the simul-
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taneous functioning of ideational content, by special attitudes toward
the topic under discussion, toward the interlocutor, and innumerable
other concurrent conditions, both inner and outer.

The term “focalized” disposition, previously introduced, fairly
represents the nature of this internal press. When latent, as when
active, the barriers between these dispositions are not rigid, for often
an impulse arousing one trait may at the same time arouse others.
In fact the arousal of several dispositions in varying degrees seems to
be the rule, each contributing to the convergent conduct in propor-
tion to its degree of arousal. Figuratively, traits “overlap” with one
another. They do not operate on an “all or none” principle. The
situation is represented diagrammatically in Figure 17, p. 246, where
interdependent traits are contrasted with independent factors.

The trait, then, is identifiable, not by clean-cut contours or boun-
daries, but rather by a nuclear quality, by its focus. This focus is
essentially the zelic significance of the trair, that is to say, its meaning
to the individual as a mode of survival and mastery. The loquacious
disposition of the talkative man is, for him, a #modus vivendi. So too
are all the other focalized (and interdependent) systems of his per-
sonality; his esthetic interests, his thriftiness, his timidity, his neat-
ness, his affectionate attachments, and his political conservatism—they
are all modi vivendi. In this same sense artitudes as well as traits are
focalized dispositions.

By now it is clear why, either for the population at large or for
the single individual, it is impossible, strictly speaking, to classify
traits. Since the significant foci in any two lives are never precisely
the same the most to be hoped for in the toral population is an in-
ventory of some of the commmon traits in which people may be
roughly compared. (This procedure will be followed in Chapter XV
where its value and its limitations will become apparent.) For the
individual, since his traits are never wholly independent of one
another, enumeration in terms of murually exclusive units is not
possible.®

This question of the independence of traits has important implica-
tions for the construction and interpretation of tests. Since the tests
e o Tis Dus s 6t bl ke 5 o i
most tactful, sympathetic, and seciable people I know.” Is only one focal disposi-
tion here intended, or two, or three? If more than one, then there is probably not

independence among them, but some clustering tendency. Because of such clustering
it becomes impos:ib%e to analyze a single life into wholly independent units.
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are designed for the measurement of common traits, the interpretation
of the score of any individual subject is an awkward task. When he
answers the questions—or performs the acts—dictated by the test, he
is behaving in a specific adaptive manner. If the reasoning of this chap-
ter is sound, such adaptive behavior is unlikely to be the product of
one and only one determining disposition. The test will not measure
one and only one trait. It is rather a rough and approximate device
whereby the investigator hopes to tap the trait in question along with
he knows not what other variables, There is some justification for his
belief that the sheer length of his scale will to a certain extent lead to
a canceling out of the unwanted and intrusive variables. Further, if
the test has a known reliability and wvalidity, the investigator may with
some assurance say that whatever extraneous reasons there may be for
a subject’s selection of responses, in the long run the trait itself prob-
ably has the most decisive influence on the selection and on the score,

But the problem becomes more seriously complicated when a test
is designed (as many tests are) to measure not one trait, but several.
Diagnostic weights, different for different traits, are assigned on the
assumption, correct in itself, that a response is determined not by one
single trait but by many. The simple uni-trair test is contented with
one final score, admitting that many other determinants have gone
ummeasured. The multi-trait scale (perhaps in the interests of effi-
ciency or of that ever-recurring naive hope of finding one solution
for all puzzles) expects to diagnose these other determinants (so far
as they involve additional common-traits) all at one time.

Take, for example, Bernreuter’s Personality Inventory, an omnibus
of 125 questions, drawn largely from three pre-existing, “logical”
scales each of which is intended to measure one and only one com-
mon trait.** With the aid of these 125 questions the scale attempts to
measure simultaneously four common traits of personality: domsi-
nance, self-sufficiency, introversion, and meuroticism. Each answer
receives four scores (some of them being zero), according to its em-
pirically (i.e., statistically) determined diagnostic value for each of the
four traits. Thus, one question reads, “Do you often feel just miser-
able?” If your answer is “?,” meaning either you don’t know how you
feel or else that you don’t know what the tester means, you are scored
—3 on introversion, —1 on dominance, and o for both neuroticism and
self-sufficiency. Now such a response to such a question seems to bear
a very tenuous logical relation, if any at all, to any of these four traits.
Why should a person who sets a question mark against such an item
be judged extroverted and submissive, but neutral in respect to neu-
roticism and self-sufficiency?

12 R. G. Bernreuter, J. Soc. Prychol., 1933, 4 387405,
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In order to avoid such psychological confusion, it is much more wise
to stick to the simpler conception of a scale, wherein a single response
is evaluated only in its diagnostic significance for ome trair, deliber-
ately leaving unmeasured all the other determining influences affecting
the score. In so doing the temptation to depart from the precincts of
psychological intelligibility will be lessened.

A different attack on the dilemma created by multi-trait scales is
to proceed in the direction of factor analysis as Flanagan has done in
his treatment of the Bernreuter scale” Bernreuter very soon found
such a high correlation between his measures of neuroticism and intro-
version that he could not consider them separate common traits; hence
for practical purposes he reduced his measures from four to three.
Flanagan goes still further; eliminating the correlations between all
scores, he pulls out as substitutes for the four original, interdependent
traits, two new and independent factors, which he christens self-
confidence and sociability. After this ceremony, it turns out that if
you “feel just miserable” you score 44 on Factor I, and o on Facror
II. As the statistics grow better and better, the intelligibility grows
less and less.—Contamination by statistical artifacts is not uncommon
in scales of the multiple trait order. (From one highly sophisticated
empirical scale comes this extreme instance: children who give the
response word “green” to a stimulus word “grass” receive a score of
—+6 for “loyalty to the gang”—an example of empiricism gone wild.)

Unnecessary trouble springs from assuming, as some testers do, that
independent factors are to be preferred to imter-dependent trairs
(cf. p. 245). What if certain scales do correlate with one another?
(Correlations of the order of +.20 to 4.40 are often found.) Each
scale may still represent a well-conceived, measurable common trait
(if it has demonstrated reliability and validity). No harm is done by
overlap; indeed, overlap is a reasonable expectation in view of that |
roughness of approximation which is the very nature of the entire
procedure (also in view of the tendency of certain traits to cluster).
Well-considered scales with some overlap are preferable to ill-con-
sidered scales without overlap. To seck intelligible units is a better
psychological goal than to seek independent units.

Constructive suggestions for avoiding such difficulties as we have
been describing will be offered in Chapter XV where the logic of
measuring common traits will be under discussion. For the time being
it is sufficient to say that inter-dependent traits can be measured quite
as successfully as independent factors, and, as a rule, much more mean-
ingfully.

11 J, C. Flanagan, Factor Analysis in the Study of Personality (Stanford Press),
1935
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THE CONSISTENCY OF TRAITS

The scientific evidence for the existence of a trait always comes
from demonstration by some acceptable method of comsistency in
behavior (the consistency being not a matter of stereotyped habits,
but of equivalent responses). It is simple enough to prove some people
self-consistent: they are, for example, almost always decisive, or
almost always fastidious. In other cases, however, the evidence is
less conclusive. The degree of consistency that different investi-
gators will demand before inferring a trait is a somewhat subjective
matter. Aware of the difficulties encountered in framing pertinent
tests, experiments, and rating scales, and aware of errors in measure-
ment and of the unmeasurable and uncontrollable interplay of deter-
mining tendencies in the subjects themselves, one investigator may
be content with relatively low measures of consistency; while another,
unmindful of, or unimpressed by, these handicaps, may demand
almost perfect correspondence among his measures before inferring
a trait.

To argue against this latter position is not necessarily to lower
standards of psychological investigation. Perfect consistency will
never be found and must not be expected. There are many reasons
why this is so. For one thing, in the same personality, traits often
contradict each other. People may be both ascendant and submissive,
perhaps submissive only towards those individuals bearing traditional
symbols of authority and prestige; and towards everyone else ag-
gressive and domineering. So-called guilt-behavior may betoléen con-
tradictory traits: the overt virtue may be compensatory for the
hidden vice. Ambivalence in one’s feelings of loyalty and affection
also makes for contradictions in traits. Every person has conflicts,
frequently expressed in antagonistic dispositions. The ever-changing
environment raises now one trait and now another to a state of active
tension.

Likewise harmful to perfect consistency is the omnipresent princi-
ple of convergence. No trait operates alone, The adaptive act of the
moment is only partially a function of the one trait. It is determined
as well by many other traits (even by contradictory traits, if the
situation has dual “valence”), and by all manner of specific attitudes,
by mood, and by momentary conditions, The excessively methodical
person may become careless and demoralized in his haste to catch a
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train; the meticulously truthful person may lie if his life is ac stake,
Moreover, in every personality there are peculiarly specific dissoci-
ated habits. A person, otherwise polite and considerate, may, because
of special prejudices, be rude to Jews, to red-heads, or to taxi-drivers.

A single inconsistency in behavior may mean very little. A vigo-
rous executive who at the office, at home, or wherever he is in com-
mand, makes swift and emphatic decisions, may be reduced to virtual
immobility when confronted in a restaurant with a tray of French
pastry. Why? Perhaps it is just fatigue at the end of the day, or
annoyance at being forced to decide so trivial an issue (in such cases
the trait of decisiveness is not aroused); or his hesitation may be a
throw back to some boyhood experience when the rod had inhibited
the stealing of tarts. Such specific inhibitions may be at work, or the
customary decisiveness may perhaps for this occasion be blocked by
the actvity of other deep-seated traits now functionally dominant,
such as frugality or hypochondria.

Or, take the case of Dr. D, always neat about his person and
desk, punctilious about lecture notes, outlines, and files; his personal
possessions are not only in order but carefully kept under lock and
key. Dr. D is also in charge of the departmental library: in this ducy
he is careless; he leaves the library door unlocked, and books are lost;
it does not bother him that dust accumulates. Does this contradiction
in behavior mean that D lacks traits? Not at all. He has two opposed
stylistic traits, one of orderliness and one of disorderliness. Pursuing
the case further, this duality is explained by the fact that D has one
cardinal (motivational) trait from which these contrasting styles
proceed. The outstanding fact about his personality is that he is a
self-centered egotist who never acts for other people’s interests, but
always for his own. This cardinal trait of self-centeredness (for which
there is abundant evidence) demands orderliness for himself, but not
for others.

For various reasons, therefore, simple statistical correspondence
of measures is not the sum-total of the available evidence for traits.
The more profound congruences of behavior emerge only after an
intensive study of the organization of each personality.

And yet in arguing that the inner consistency of traits is often
greater than surface txplurations indicate, we must not commit the
0pp051te error of prnﬁuﬂung every trait to be organically self-con-
sistent under all circumstances. As has been pnmre.d out, traits are
often aroused in one type of situation and not in another; not all
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stimuli are equivalent in effectiveness. Successful adaptation and
mastery require a trait to remain loose-knit, so that its determinative
influence may be modified or checked according to special demands
of the moment. To serve as a successful modus vivendi a trait must
remain plastic or lose its usefulness.

We conclude then that the consistency of a trait is entirely a
matter of degree.’® There must be some demonstrable relationship
between separate acts before a trait can be inferred. Yet occurrence
of dissociated, specific, or even contradictory acts is not necessarily
fatal to the inference. Perfect and rigid self-consistency is not to be
expected.

ARE TRAITS NORMALLY DISTRIBUTED?

The question of the distribudon of traits arises, of course, only
in connection with commmon traits. By their very nature individual
traits cannot be scaled in a population.

Now, the investigator wants to think of any common trait as a
single continuous variable with scores arranged according to a normal
curve of distribution, corresponding to the probability ((zaussian)
curve, so that he may treat the scores for any common traits accord-
ing to convenient statistical principles. To have such a distribution
facilitates the establishment of norms, the comparison of one indi-
vidual with another, computations of correlations with other vari-
ables, and many other quantitative procedures dear to the heart of
the tester. Without doubt, the most serviceable commeon traits are
those whose distribution corresponds fairly closely to this require-
ment. Figure 22 illustrates the situation with one scale, the continuum
in this case being Ascendance-Submission, constructed from a pair
of traits, initially conceived according to the logic of biological
adaptation and acculturation (cf. pp. 298, 410 ff.). Items designed to
measure people on this continuum were scored in such a way that

18 The reader should note how frequently it has been necessary to speak of
various acributive characteristics of traits as a “quesdon of degree” , the
amount of driving or of directive stress in a trait was shown to vary from case to
case (as well as from time vo time); further, 2 common trait was seen to be com-
mon only to & certam extent and in a certain sense; then too, independence turned
out to be only a relative attribute of trzits; and now the self-consistency of a trait
also seems to be a variable marter, Likewise, we shall soon see that the importance
of a trait in an individoal life may vary from a cardinal position to a munor and
inconsequential one. Finally, the unity of personality itself, as the next chapter will
show, is neither perfeet nor wholly mythical; it too is a question of amount. No

sharper distinctons or more final statements are possible, for the simple reason that
mental organization in all its phases ir a matter of degree!
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they yielded a fairly normal curve of distribution, the extreme scores
at either terminus of the linear scale signifying opposite modes of
adjustment. Statistically considered, there is a single variable; psycho-
logically, however, the composition of this variable is by no means
simple.

In defense of the view that these linear continua represent a single
psychological variable, it is customary to cite the supposed prefer-
ence of nature for symmetrical distributions. So many minute genetic

e Ascenpance MEAN SCORE SUBMISSION ==
Ficure 22
Distribution of Scores from a Test Designed to Measure
Ascendance-Submission

_ Constructed from the decile distribution of scores R{ublishnd in Manual of Direc-
tions, rev. ed., for “A-5 Reaction Smdy,” Form for

influences determine the height of a man, for example, that the final
stature attained by a large unselected male population will be found
to vary about a central tendency as chance itself varies. When multi-
ple causes are at work the normal curve of variation frequently found
in biological measures is, therefore, the curve of probability. And
this is why the native ingredients in personality, aspects of physique,
temperament, and nervous plasticity, dependent as they are upon the
composite determinants of inheritance, frequenty yield symmetrical
curves of distribution. The more any quality depends upon chance-
biological determination the more likely it is to be normally dis-
tributed.

Traits, however, do not depend altogether on chance-biological
determination. They depend also upon cultural determination, and
here an entirely opposed principle is at work, for, roughly speaking,
in so far as a quality depends on the mores, the less likely it is to be
normally distributed. Folkways, civil laws, and all other exterior con-
straints tend to destroy the “natural” variation in behavior through
their demand for conforwsity.

For example, motorists approaching an intersection without external
control, will vary their behavior according to chance factors. The
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curve on a continuum from *Same Sper:d Ahead—Full Smp” is a
normal curve. But only when strong social pressure is lacking does
such a Gaussian distribution appear. Let an element of social constraint
enter—“Stop” signs, red lights, a policeman, and the distriburion of
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STOP VERY SLIGHTLY SAME
SLOowW SLOW SPEED

Fieure 23
J-Curve of Conforming Behavior

Motorists' behavior ar intersection, with no cross taffic
fronted with red lights and a traffic officer: 1oz cases. Afrer al'flp'f-l A].lport, I Sm:
Psyckel., 1934, 5, p. 144, Figure 2.
speeds is no longer “normal.” It is skewed markedly toward the side
of obedience. A large number of instances of social conformity have
been studied, always with the same result.’* What appears in place of
a normal (chance-biological) curve is a J-shaped distribution, The
behavior of meotorists confronted physically by stop lights and a
policeman is represented in Figure 23.

1F. H. Allport, “The J-Curve Hypothesis of Conforming Behavior,” J. See.
Psychol, 1034, 5, 141-183.
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In many situations, a double J-curve is found. Some strong social
pressure makes for conformity; every individual is expected to fit the
same mold; and most of them do. But at the same time “uncontrolled”
factors again enter to a sufficient extent to cause minor deviations
from the norm. A good instance is found in the punching of the time
clock in a factory, Figure 24. Here every incentive leads to punctual-
ity, or if any deviation is permitted, it must be in the direction of
earliness. The resulting distribution is sharply asymmetrical, with the
mode falling upon the “punching time” set by the employer.
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OPEN “PUNCHING TIME"
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Figure 24
Double J-Curve of Conforming Behavior

Smoothed curve representing time of arrival at a factory: 1,297 cases. Afrer
F. H. Allport, op. cit., p. 145, Figure 5A.

Underlying biological variation, then, makes for a distribution
approaching the normal probability curve; cultural conformity, also
operating in the case of common traits, tends, on the other hand, to
make the distribution asymmetrical, with the mode at the terminal
step defined by the norm itself. How can these opposed forms of
distribution be reconciled?

Before attempting a solution of the puzzle, we must ask ourselves
one other question: Is it more reasonable to suppose in the case of a
given scalable variable that we are confronted with ome common
trait or with #wo? Taking Ascendance-Submission as typical, is one
aspect of behavior here in question (as the hyphenated name for the
continuum implies) or are two different aspects arbitrarily brought
together for convenience of measurement? The second alternative is
the more probable. For submission is not merely the absence of
ascendance; a high score on the former does not mean simply an
absence of the latter, Submission is a positive manner of adjusting, as
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positive as ascendance itself. Many people have a well integrated dis-
position to yield, to take the passive role in face-to-face situations;
it is their style of life. The conception of a common trait of sub-
mission does its best to approximate this tendency as it is found in
individual lives. And the same may be said of most other commonly
scaled traits. Introversion is as positive (in the psychological sense)
as extroversion; radicalism is as definite 2 common trait as conserva-
tism. In such linear continua clearly two traits are involved.” Putting
the two together is justified, not because they are one and the same
trait, but because, from the point of view of adaptive significance,
they are comrplemtentary.

In the light of these considerations, the following suggestions are
offered to account for the quasi-normal distribution of continua of
the type represented in Figure 22. T'wo common traits are present,
but since they represent aspects of adjustment that may be regarded
as complementary, they are joined into one linear continuum. The
true distribution of either trait considered alome is not normal. It
approaches the J-curve of cultural behavior: most people do not de-
part markedly from the norm that is culturally established; social
pressure in these cases tends to produce moderation. Yet owing to
special sets of influences (of which biological temperament is surely
one) some individuals do deviate from the modal tendency.

In the case of Ascendance-Submission our hypothesis is that two
separate distributions are represented in Figure 22. Most people are
neither decidedly ascendant nor decidedly submissive; their average
or near-average score on the test signifies as much.® When the two

20Tt is not true, however, that common trairs, a5 conceived by resters, are al-
ways 2 combination of two npﬁﬁm modes of adjostment. There are different ways
of conceiving common traits. In some scales mere presence or absence of a tend-
ency is measured, as, for example, in the case of esthetic, political, or religious
fmterests, or in cases where the amounts of some prejodice or ambition are deter-
mined. In these instances a high score signifies the presence of the trait in question;
a low score merely is absence. The present argument applies to scales, for either
traits or atritudes, thar are represented by hyphenated names, or could be so repre-
sented, eg., radicalism-comservatism, :xpansivmcss—rcﬁunu:, ntroversion-extrover-
sion, fascism-communism, militarism-pacifism, and the like,

21 An gnalysis of the ressons for the large portion of average scores on the
A-S Reacrion g;;-:i}r reveals many contributing factors. In the first pf:ce the primary
influence seems to be 2 tendency for the subject to select moderate onses to
virtually every question; that is to say, he shows himself to be consistently “average”
(neither ascendant nor submissive) m most situations. Here in all probability is a
double effect: on the one hand, the social norms favor people neither markedly
ascendant nor markedly submissive; on the other, the chance factors of tempera-

ment and other biological causes tend by and large in the same direction. A sec-
ond, less frequent, cause of average scores is the cancellation of strongly ascendant
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traits are put into a single artificial continuum, the result is a quasi-
normal curve. If the distribution is still asymmetrical, as it often is,
the inventor of the scale alters one item and another untl a more
satisfactory curve is obtained. The last step—so completely arbitrary—
is often forgotten by the inventor when he interprets his results. He
overlooks the fact that he personally has had much to say about
the distribution which he blithely attributes to nature.

By way of summary: The whole problem of the distribution of
common traits is exceedingly complex. Though for the present it is
well to leave it open, a few suggestions have been made concerning
factors influencing the distribution. For one thing the “normal” curve
for common traits does in part reflect nature’s preference for average
(non-distinctive) levels; but in addition it reflects social pressure
toward conformity with some accepted “average” level of conduct.
The normal distribution often results from an arbitrary juxtaposition
of opposite modes of adjustment into one linear scale. Finally, the
distribution is to a certain extent affected by the inventor of the test
who sees to it that successive revisions of his scale yield a more and
more symmetrical scatter of scores. There is no serious objection to
this last procedure, nor to the normal curve thus obtained, since in
any case the scaling of common traits is but a rough way of approach-
ing personality. In the interests of sound theory, however, it is well
to realize the extent of the complications introduced into one “simple”
variable for purposes of convenient measurement. Only by so deing
can we avoid the fallac:y of presuming, as more than one writer has
done, that “everything in personality is normally distribured.”

CARDINAL, CENTRAL, AND SECONDARY TRAITS

In every personality there are traits of major significance and traits
of minor significance. Occasionally some trait is so pervasive and so
outstanding in a life that it deserves to be called the cardmal traiz.
It is so dominant that there are few activities that cannot be traced

lied and misleading, for the subject obvicudy is not “average” in any
intelligible sense of the word. He has two well integrared but entirely contradictory
traits. Finally, an average score might result (though it seldom does so) from an
entirely random series of responses, whereby this ascendant reply is cancelled by
that submissive reply, with a number of non-diagnostic (moderate) responses
thrown in, all as the theary of specificity would require. Thus there are many causes
of average scores, and it is for this reason that an auerage score cbtained by a
single individual has livde psychological significance.

es by an equal number of markedly submissive responses. In such cases, the
&c:f: is misapp
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directly or indirectly to its influence. The list of terms on pp. 302 £,
derived from the proper names of historical and fictional characters,
shows clearly what is meant by cardinal traits. No such trait can for
long remain hidden; an individual is known by it, and may even
become famous for it. Such a master quality has sometimes been
called the eminent trait, the ruling passion, the muaster-sentiment, or
the radiz of a life.

It has been objected that the conception of a cardinal trait is
essentially tautological, for, one asks, is not the cardinal trait identical
with the personality itself? This objection cannot be admitted; how-
ever well integrated a life may be around the cardinal trait there re-
main specific habits, incidental and non-organized tendencies, and
minor traits of some degree that cannot be subsumed functionally
under the cardinal trait. Though pervasive and pivotal, a cardinal
trait still remains within the personality; it never coincides with it.

It is an unusual personality that possesses one and only one emi-
nent trait. Ordinarily it seems that the foci of personality (though
not wholly separate from one another) lie in a handful of distin-
guishable cemiral traits. (Cf. Perry’s list of the four “benign” traits
of William ]ames, p. 314, fm. 2.) Central traits are those usually
mentioned in careful letters of reconunendatmn, in rating scales
where the rater stars the outstanding characteristics of the individual,
or in brief verbal descriptions of a person.

One may speak, on a still less i important level, of secondary traits,
less conspicuous, less generalized, less consistent, and less often called
into play than central traits. They are aroused by a narrower range
of equivalent stimuli and they issue into a narrower range of equiva-
lent responses. Being so circumscribed they may escape the notice of
all but close acquaintances.

It goes without saying that these three gradations are altogether
arbitrary and are phrased merely for the convenience of discourse.
There are no criteria, statistical or otherwise, by which to mark off
one grade from another. In reality there are all possible degrees of
organization in a trait from the most circumscribed and unstable to
the most pervasive and most firmly integrated. It is useful, however,
to have these distinctions at hand when one wishes to speak roughly
of the relative prominence of various traits in a given personality.
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TRAITS AND THE TOTAL PERSONALITY

Since semi-separate traits are the most reasonable units for use in
the psychological exploration of personality, it has been necessary to
discuss them in some detail. It would, however, be unfortunate to
give the impression that a personality is adequately studied when a
list of these inter-dependent traits is assembled. The problem of sub-
structures is not the same as the problem of total structure. Traits
are merely the principal Teilfunktionen of personality; beyond them
extends the problem of their inter-fusion. Various theories have been
advanced to account for the homogeneity of the whole personality
which Stern has so aptly characterized as an wmitas mrultiplex. Thus
far we have been considering theories that explain its mulaplicity;
the next question in order is its unity. Be it noted, however, that the
theory of inter-dependent traits takes a long step in the direction of
synthesis.

RESUME OF THE DOCTRINE OF TRAITS

In everyday life, no one, not even a psychologist, doubts that
underlying the conduct of a marure person there are characteristic
dispositions or traits. His enthusiasms, interests, and styles of expres-
sion are far too self-consistent and plainly patterned to be accounted
for in terms of specific habits or identical elements. Nor can the
stability and consistency of behavior be explained away by invoking
nominalistic theories; stability and consistency are not due to the bio-
social arrangement of unrelated activities into categories with verbal
tags. Traits are not creations in the mind of the observer, nor are
they verbal fictions; they are here accepted as biophysical facts,
actual Ps}rchnphysmal dispositions related—though no one yet knows
how—to persistent neural systems of stress and determination.

Traits are not, like the facultes of old, abstractions derived from
a theory of mind-in-general. There is no essential resemblance be-
tween impersonal faculties, as Memory, Will, and Sagacity on the one
hand, and the focalized sub-structures of a particular mind (interests,
sentiments, general attitudes) on the other. Faculties are universal,
traits personal; faculties are independent, traits inter-dependent; facul-
ties are a priori, traits must be ascertained empirically in the indi-
vidual case.

The doctrine of traits differs also from the theory of factors or
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any other system of common dimensions into which every indi-
vidual is fitted categorically. Conceptualized nomothetic units
(factors, instincts, needs, and the like) stress what is universal in men,
not what is organized into integral, personal systems. The doctrine
of traits emphasizes concrete individuality.

Traits are not directly observable; they are inferred (as any kind
of determining tendency is inferred), Without such an inference the
stability and consistency of personal behavior could not possibly be
explained. Any specific action is a product of innumerable determi-
nants, not only of traits but of momentary pressures and specialized
influences. But it is the repeated occurrence of actions having the
same significance (equivalence of response), following upon a defin-
able range of stimuli having the same personal significance (equiva-
lence of stimuli), that makes necessary the postulation of traits as
states of Being, Traits are not at all times active, but they are per-
sistent even when latent, and are distinguished by low thresholds of
arousal.

It is one thing to admit traits as the most acceptable unit for in-
vestigation in the psychology of personality, but another to deter-
mine authoritatively the precise character of these traits in a given
life. In order to avoid projection of his own nature and many other
sources of error, the psychological investigator must use all the em-
pirical tools of his science to make his inferences valid. Traits can-
not be conjured into existence; they must be discovered.

In naming the traits that are discovered, there are many pitfalls,
the chief one being the confusion of personality with character
through the use of eulogistic and dyslogistic terms. Whenever this
occurs the existential pattern of personality becomes hopelessly en-
tangled with social judgments of merit and demerit. It is possible,
though difficult, to achieve a psychological vocabulary of non-
censorial trait-names. Most of these terms antedate psychology by
centuries; they were invented because they were needed. Simply be-
cause it is difficult to employ them circumspectly, the investigator is
not on that account justified in dispensing with them altogether and
attempting to put mathematical or artificial symbols in their place.
Regrettable though it may seem, the attributes of human personality
can be depicted only with the aid of common speech, for it alone pos-
sesses the requisite flexibility, Sl]btll:tj' and established mte]hg‘lbﬂlt}f

For the purposes of companson and measurement certain seg-
ments of behavior (by virtue of the similarity of human equipment
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and the common exigencies of the cultural and physical environ-
ments) may be considered as distributed in a general population.
These commnon traits as conceptualized by the investigator may, in
a rough and approximate way, be scaled on a linear continuum. The
“normality” of distribution obtained for such traits is a complex prod-
uct of chance-biological variation, cultural conformity, and artifact.
However carefully conceived and scaled, a common trait is at best
an abstraction, for in its concrete form, in each particular life, it
operates always in a unique fashion. Individual traits cannot be scaled
at all in a general population, and for that reason they have been
hitherto neglected by all excepting clinical investigators.

Some traits are clearly motivational, especially those sub-classes
ordinarily known as interests, ambitions, complexes, and sentiments.
Other traits are less dynamic in their operation, having an ability to
steer (to stylize) behavior rather than to inmitiate it. But often the
traits that are at first directive acquire driving power, and those that
are at one time driving become merely directive.

Traits are not wholly independent of one another; nor are any
other neuropsychic systems. They frequently exist in clusters, the
arousal of one portion tending to spread to all regions in readiness
for communicarion. Throughout this elaborate interplay, different
foci of organization can be detected, a fact that justifies the concep-
tion of a mumnifold of traits even where they clearly overlap.

As this segregation among traits is only relative, so too is their
self-consistency. In fact, the usefulness of any trait to its possessor
depends to a great extent upon its flexibility. Even while it stabilizes
conduct and economizes effort, the trait must not be rigid in its opera-
ton; for effective adjustment and mastery require variation. The
range of situations that arouses traits must be expected to change
according to circumstances. Also in any personality one must expect
to find some contradiction and conflict among traits, as novelists and
clinicians never tire of telling.

Variable though they are, still in every mature personality certain
cemtral traits can normally be identified. So too can secondary traits,
though these are less distinctive, less prominent, and more circum-
scribed in their operation. Whenever a disposition is so little general-
ized that it is aroused by only a narrow range of stimulus situations,
it is more properly called an attitude than a trait. Somewhat rarely
a personality is dominated by one outstanding cardinal trait, to which
other dispositions serve as merely subsidiary, congruent foci.
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As is the case with all other forms of mental organization, the
structure of true (individual) traits is a question of degree. But how-
ever much they may vary in respect to their consistency, scope, and
independence, they have—according to the theory developed in these
chapters—certain essential characteristics. They are always biophysi-
cal in nature, concrete and personal in their organization, contempo-
raneous in their effect, capable of functional autonomy, but not strue-
turally independent of one another; they are generalized (to the ex-
tent that the effective stimuli are equivalent, and to the extent that
the resultant responses are equivalent). They are modi vivendi, ult-
mately deriving their significance from the role they play in advanc-
ing adapration within, and mastery of, the personal environment.
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