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How do we discover a person’s true personality? How does personality appear
from the inside (i.e., to the self)? How does that differ from how personality appears from
the outside (i.e., to the observer)? Given that people often see themselves differently than
they are seen by others, what are the conditions under which each perspective is
accurate? These questions are central to understanding who a person really is and, in turn,
how much people are aware of their own and others’ personalities. The goal of this
dissertation is to examine these questions. I begin by providing a descriptive account of
the differences between self- and other-perceptions in terms of positivity and accuracy.
Specifically, in the first two studies, I compare how people see themselves to how they
are seen by their friends, romantic partners, parents, and siblings (Chapter 2). Then, in the
next two studies, I test the accuracy of self- and other-predictions of behavior by
comparing them to actual naturalistic behavior recorded from people’s everyday lives
(Chapter 3). Finally, in the fourth study, I examine the accuracy of self, friend, and
stranger ratings of personality by comparing personality judgments to laboratory-based
behavioral tests of personality (Chapter 4). The results show that self-perceptions are
xii

more negative than others’ perceptions of them, people are more aware of their own
negative traits than their positive traits, and they fail to notice a substantial number of
their own characteristics. Observers agree substantially about what a person is like, and
their knowledge of a target’s observable personality is quite good. By comparing
perceptions of the person from the inside and outside with objective behavioral criteria,
we can come to understand the strengths and limitations of each perspective. In fact, the
two perspectives often complement each other – one filling in the gaps left by the other.
Furthermore, even when both perspectives are accurate, they are often accurate in
different ways. Thus, although neither perspective alone can explain the whole puzzle of
who a person really is, they both provide different pieces of the puzzle and together
deepen our understanding of the person.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
In the Taiwanese film “Yi-Yi,” Yang-Yang, a five-year old boy, takes Polaroids
of the back of his friends’ heads to show them the side of themselves that they can’t see.
As implied by this story, just as there are physical aspects of a person that are unavailable
to the self, there are also aspects of our personalities that we do not see in ourselves. This
raises troubling questions about the nature of personality and identity. Who knows a
person best? What do others know about us that we don’t know about ourselves? How do
we uncover a person’s true personality? The purpose of this dissertation is to explore
such questions by comparing how people see themselves and how they are seen by others
with other indicators of what they are like (e.g., how they behave).
Many people, including many personality researchers, assume that selfperceptions are almost perfectly accurate. If you want to know what a person is like, just
ask them. Indeed, a reviewer once wrote “the best criterion for a target's personality is his
or her self-ratings […]. Otherwise, the whole enterprise of personality assessment
seriously needs to re-think itself.” (anonymous reviewer, personal communication, May
5, 2003). This view, based on intuition, is empirically testable. Perhaps the field does
indeed need to rethink itself. How accurate are self-perceptions? Could others’
perceptions ever be more accurate? Rather than accept self-views as the “truth,” I will
examine the accuracy of self- and other-perceptions and the conditions under which
accuracy and inaccuracy arise.
This dissertation focuses on the fundamental question of how to define who a
person really is. To do this, I examine the person from the inside (the self’s perspective)
and outside (others’ perspective), and compare the two to objective measures of what the
person is like. The literature on the self and on interpersonal perception suggests that self1

perception is a fundamentally different process than other-perception, with its own
unique obstacles. Thus, the goal of my dissertation is to develop our understanding of the
differences between self- and other-perception. Is the self just another observer, or does
the self have a unique perspective (and unique biases)? How does self-perception differ
from other-perception, and under what conditions is each more likely to be accurate? In
the present chapter I provide a review of the relevant literature pertaining to these issues.
LITERATURE REVIEW
Who should own the definition of personality?
In some sense, the question of how to define who a person really is is a
philosophical one. Each researcher can choose to define personality in whatever way they
want. An argument can even be made that there is no underlying reality. According to
this argument, personality is in the eye of the beholder. However, decades of personality
research show not only that we frequently and easily ascribe personality traits to
ourselves and others, but that these traits reflect real consistencies in patterns of thinking,
feeling, and behaving (Bem & Allen, 1974). Of course people are not perfectly
consistent. Behavior can change as a function of external situational characteristics, a
person’s mood, others’ effect on the person, and many other variables. Nevertheless,
people have core dispositions that exert varying levels of influence in every situation.
People’s global personality affects their personality in specific contexts, their behavior,
and fluctuations in behavior (Fleeson, 2001; Heller, Watson, & Ilies, 2044; Slatcher &
Vazire, 2006). Based on these findings, I begin with the assumption that personality
exists, that there is an underlying truth to be discovered about a person’s character. Even
with this assumption, however, it is not clear who is in the best position to describe a
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person’s true personality. There are theoretical arguments in favor of both the self and
others’ perspective, which I review below.
Ultimately one’s definition of personality will depend on one’s reasons for
assessing personality. In the research context, the primary purpose of personality
assessment is usually to predict future outcomes or aggregated (or repeated) behaviors.
For example, we may want to predict employee productivity from conscientiousness.
Thus, I will use behavioral outcome measures as the criterion whenever possible. As a
consequence my research focuses heavily on the behavioral aspects of personality, with
less attention to the cognitive and affective components of personality. This is consistent
with

my view

that

although

personality

encompasses

many

non-behavioral

characteristics, all aspects of one’s personality eventually manifest themselves in
behavior. In other words, according to this view one cannot possess a personality trait
that does not manifest itself in any observable behavior.
Although this view is controversial, it is not without precedent. Buss and Craik’s
(1985) act frequency approach to personality is based on the same view of personality.
This approach does not preclude me from examining traits that are cognitive (e.g.,
intelligence) or affective (e.g., anxiety) in nature, but it implies that even these traits can
be assessed through behavioral observation. I define behavior broadly to include test
responses (e.g., IQ test scores), laboratory behavior (e.g., participation in a group
exercise), long-term outcomes (e.g., staying in a relationship or breaking up), and even
physiological markers (e.g., testosterone levels) as well as spontaneous behavior in
everyday life (e.g., laughing).
Alternative approaches include Costa and McCrae’s Five Factor Model (McCrae
& Costa, 1999), which proposes that traits stem from basic tendencies (which have a
biological basis) that, in conjunction with environmental conditions and dynamic
3

processes between biology and the environment, produce characteristic adaptations,
which are essentially traits (patterns of thought, feeling, and behavior). Another model,
the Cognitive-Affective Personality System (CAPS; Mischel & Shoda, 1999) proposes
that behaviors are generated from a cluster of affective and cognitive units that interact
with each other and react to situational features. While I do not necessarily disagree with
these models, I find them difficult to test and impractical to implement in empirical
research. For these reasons, and because I am interested in applying my research to
behavioral prediction, I have chosen to base my work on the more behaviorally-oriented
act frequency approach to personality.
Although my decision to focus primarily on behavioral aspects of personality is
theoretically motivated, it also provides a practical solution to the most daunting problem
in personality research – the criterion problem. The question of accuracy in personality
judgment has been avoided by many researchers because of the problem of identifying a
criterion for accuracy – how do we gauge whether a perception of someone’s personality
is correct? If I say I am extraverted, by what standard do we evaluate the accuracy of my
self-judgment? One strong candidate for a criterion is behavior – I am correct if my
judgment corresponds with my behavior.
Behavioral measures are far from perfect indicators of personality, but they have
several important advantages. I review the strengths and limitations of behavioral
measures of personality below. For behavior to fulfill its role as an objective criterion, it
must be assessed independently of self- and other-reports. That is, we must measure
behavior directly and not ask the person or his or her friends to report on their behavior
(Block, 1989). As demonstrated in the studies I present, my desire for objective,
ecologically valid measures of behavior has led me to search in many unusual places and
to make use of a broad range of methods.
4

Another reason for the dearth of research on accuracy is the difficulty in obtaining
a valid statistical test of accuracy. Cronbach (1955) raised several important statistical
issues that have stood in the way of obtaining valid indices of accuracy. Current
statistical tools for assessing overcome many, but not all, of these obstacles. For example,
comparing the mean levels of a judgment to a criterion can tell us about the amount of
elevation (i.e., positivity or negativity bias), but does not tell us about whether the judge
knows about the target’s relative standing on different traits. In contrast, correlational
measures of accuracy can tell us rank-order accuracy across traits but not about elevation.
Thus, to address some of these concerns, it is necessary to compare judgments and
criteria using several different indices (e.g., mean levels and correlations). I used this
approach whenever appropriate throughout my dissertation. In the following sections, I
examine the conceptual and empirical arguments related to the accuracy and inaccuracy
of self- and other-perceptions of personality.
The Person from the Inside: Self-Knowledge
Conceptual Issues
There are several conceptual reasons to expect that people have a great deal of
insight into their own personality. The first reason to expect that the self has an advantage
in assessing personality and predicting behavior is that people are exposed to more of
their own behavior than anyone else. This leads not only to a greater quantity of
information about their behavior, but also a more diverse range of information – they
have witnessed their own behavior in more situations than anyone else. According to
Bem’s self-perception theory (Bem, 1967), this would present people with an advantage
over others in making inferences about their own personality.
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There are several reasons to question this advantage, however. The first is simply
a matter of memory capacity – can we really retain all of that information? Our close
friends and family are also exposed to many instances of our behavior, and it is possible
that limits on memory capacity make differences in amount of information between self
and close others irrelevant. The second reason to doubt that the self has privileged access
to its own behavior is that we are not simply neutral observers of our behavior – we are
busy trying to decide how to act and react, and so cannot devote all of our cognitive
resources to assessing our own personality. Research has supported this claim by
showing that people pay more attention to situational influences when they are in the
‘actor’ position than in the ‘observer’ position (Jones & Nisbett, 1971; Nisbett & Ross,
1980). This lack of attention to dispositional influences may lead us to underestimate the
cross-situational consistency of our behavior, and hence miscalculate our own personality
traits. Nevertheless, there is probably some truth to the claim that our broad range of
exposure to our own behavior offers some advantage in personality assessment. For
example, college students probably have a unique perspective on their personality
because they know how they act with both their college friends and their family, whereas
their friends and family typically know little about how they act with the other (Funder,
Kolar, & Blackman, 1995).
The second reason to expect that the self has an advantage in assessing
personality and predicting behavior is that only the self has direct access to internal
states. It is reasonable to assume that knowing one’s thoughts, feelings, and motivations
will lead to greater accuracy in description and prediction of behavior. For example, if
Tim went to a party and behaved socially, but he knows he only did it to impress a girl
and felt very uncomfortable doing it, he will probably claim, accurately, that he is not
extraverted and that he is not likely to act extraverted at future parties. Tim’s friends,
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however, are more likely to think that Tim was being himself and that his behavior was
diagnostic of his personality. One flaw in this argument is that Tim’s good friends will
probably see Tim often enough to detect his introverted nature. If they do not, this
implies that Tim consistently acts extraverted. In this case, is it more accurate to say that
Tim is introverted, because that is how he sees himself, or that he is extraverted, because
that is how he behaves? Using the criterion established earlier, behavioral prediction,
Tim’s friends’ assessment would be more accurate and useful in predicting behavior.
That Tim sees himself as introverted is relevant to his self-concept, but not to his standing
on the trait of extraversion. The self’s privileged access to internal states does confer it an
advantage in some domains of personality assessment. Specifically, knowledge about
internal states is particularly likely to be useful in assessing aspects of behavior that have
low visibility and a large subjective component, such as affective traits, goals, fantasies,
and intentions. This possibility has been tested in previous research, described below.
There are also important reasons to doubt people’s ability to provide accurate selfreports. First, self-report questionnaires are often not as straightforward as they seem
(Schwarz, 1999). Research has shown that small differences in how the questions are
worded can have a large impact on people’s responses. Second, people may simply
choose not to tell you. Impression management, or the desire to present oneself in a
specific, inaccurate way, can lead to many response biases, such as socially desirable
responding, false humility, and so on. Impression management is especially likely to
occur in individuals or situations which are very sensitive to situational demands (e.g.,
job interviews). Other types of response bias may also affect the quality of self-reports,
such as acquiescence or the extremity response bias.
Another important potential bias in self-reports is people’s persistent, inaccurate
views of themselves. In many cases, these errors stem from self-deception – people
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ignore, distort, or reinterpret information that does not fit with their existing or preferred
self-view (e.g., Gosling, John, Craik, & Robins, 1998; Robins, Noftle, Trzesniewski, &
Roberts, 2005). Whereas impression management reflects a conscious bias on the part of
the respondent, self-deception is unconscious. Many argue that self-deception should not
be controlled for in self-reports because they reflect a real aspect of personality (McCrae
& Costa, 1983; Paulhus & John, 1998). However, if the researcher’s concern is not to
measure self-deception but to obtain accurate ratings of personality traits, self-deception
poses a serious threat to validity.
It is often assumed that an honest self-disclosure, untainted by impression
management or self-deception, would yield an accurate self-description. The assumption
is that the truth is fully available to the self. However, there is good reason to believe
otherwise (Paulhus & Vazire, in press). For one thing, some information is unavailable to
the self-reporter. Dunning and colleagues (2005) distinguish between information
unavailable to the self-assessor and information that tends to be ignored by the selfassessor. In addition, people do not have an infinite ability to recall all information
relevant to a posed question. Conversely, they may be over-whelmed with an abundance
of information. Its integration and simplification may be too challenging a task. Selfreporters may have to resort to a “press release” version of their personality just to get on
with the task.
Even worse than lack of access is the claim that introspection may actually
diminish accuracy. According to Wilson and Dunn (2004) any extended attempt to clarify
one’s self-descriptions can undermine their validity. I know of no such research on the
validity of personality self-reports. However, the test administrator’s preference for
superficial response is evident in common instructions such as: “give your first answer”;
“work quickly”; “do not spend too much time any one item”.
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Nevertheless, self-perceptions represent an important aspect of personality. To the
extent that the self does have unique insight and information, self-reports of personality
are uniquely accurate. Furthermore, self-perceptions reflect a person’s phenomenological
experience of their own personality, which is a vital aspect of who a person is
(McAdams, 1996).
Individual Differences
Research has shown that some people are more prone to errors and biases in selfreports of personality and behavior than others. John and Robins (1994) conducted a
study in which participants ranked their own and others’ performance on a group
managerial task. In addition, they were ranked by an assessment team of psychologists,
and their self- and other ratings were compared to this criterion. Although the results
showed an overall self-enhancement effect, the data also revealed strong individual
differences ranging from self-enhancement to self-diminishment, and these differences
were predicted by narcissism measures.
In another study, Robins and John (1997) replicated this result using the same
paradigm, finding that narcissists enhanced their own performance more than
nonnarcissists. In addition, they also found that changing the participants’ visual
perspective (having them watch a video of themselves in the group interaction) increased
self-enhancement in narcissists but had the opposite effect in nonnarcissists. Finally, a
study by Gosling, John, Craik, & Robins (1998) using a similar paradigm found that there
were vast individual differences in self-enhancement when reporting act frequencies.
Specifically, Gosling et al. found that 57% of participants showed self-enhancement, 24%
showed self-diminishment, and 19% were accurate, and narcissism correlated .27 with
self-enhancement. Together, these findings show that narcissists’ self-reports are
particularly biased and immune to situational influence, whereas nonnarcissists’ self9

reports tend to be more realistic and can be improved by changing the person’s visual
perspective. Below I present empirical research evaluating the accuracy of self-reports.
Empirical Research
In the most direct comparison of the relative accuracy of self- and peer reports
against a behavioral criterion, Kolar, Funder, & Colvin (1996) used self- and informant
ratings to predict participants’ behavior in a short videotaped interaction with an
opposite-sex stranger. Although their results overwhelmingly support the accuracy of
informant ratings as opposed to self-ratings, the results nevertheless provide some
interesting patterns of accuracy in self-ratings. Specifically, self-ratings outperformed
informant ratings in predicting the following behaviors (9 out of 41 California QSort/Behavioral Q-Sort items): “appears to be relaxed and comfortable,” “is reserved and
unexpressive,” “expresses skepticism or cynicism,” “exhibits high degree of
intelligence,” “expresses sympathy towards partner,” “expressive in face, voice, or
gesture,” “discusses philosophical issues with interest,” “behaves in masculine/feminine
style,” and “speaks quickly.” Many of these traits are related to affect – the expression of
emotion. These data suggest that although informant reports of personality have greater
accuracy when predicting behavior, the self’s unique access to internal states, including
emotional experience, leads to greater accuracy in predicting emotional expression.
Another study by Spain, Eaton, and Funder (2000) followed up on this issue by
explicitly comparing the ability of self- and informant reports to predict both behavior
and emotional experience. In this study, self- and informant reports were used to predict
two criteria: the participants’ emotional experience in everyday life and the participants’
behavior in the laboratory. Emotional experience was measured using the experience
sampling method – participants wore a beeper that signaled them four times a day for
eight days and rated their positive affect and negative affect when signaled. The
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behavioral measures were the same as in the study described above. The results from the
study by Spain, Eaton, and Funder support the earlier finding that self-reports are more
accurate than informant reports in predicting affective traits. Specifically, self-reports of
extraversion and neuroticism predicted positive affect and negative affect respectively,
whereas informant reports only predicted positive affect, and the effect was weaker for
informant reports than self-reports. Surprisingly, self-reports of extraversion also
predicted extraversion-related behavior in the laboratory better than informant reports.
This effect is inconsistent with Kolar et al.’s (1996) earlier findings, and may be due to
the fact that Spain, Eaton, and Funder’s study restricted personality assessment to the
traits of extraversion and neuroticism. In addition to this limitation, this study also fails to
provide indisputable evidence for the accuracy of self-reports with respect to affective
traits because of the methodology employed. The use of experience sampling as measure
of positive and negative affect may have artificially increased the predictive ability of
self-reports of personality, because experience sampling is itself a self-report method.
Nevertheless, this study does provide strong evidence for the ability of self-ratings to
predict emotional experience, if not emotional expression.
In another study with an objective behavioral criterion, Borkenau and Liebler
(1993) examined the accuracy of self-, acquaintance, and stranger ratings of personality
and intelligence. The personality data will not be described here because it does not shed
any light on the relative accuracy of self- and informant reports, but the intelligence
ratings were compared against measured intelligence and revealed an interesting pattern.
Correlations with measured intelligence were .32 for self-ratings, .29 for acquaintance
ratings, and .43 for stranger ratings (based on a short video clip of the target reading a
weather report). These results suggest that although people do have some insight into
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their objective level of intelligence, they do not have more information than their friends
or even someone who has merely watched them read a weather report.
Finally, Gosling et al. (1998) examined the accuracy of self-reported act
frequencies when compared to observer codings of act frequencies. Their research
employed a videotaped group managerial task and asked participants to report
immediately after the interaction the frequencies with which they performed various acts
during the interaction. Their results indicate that the accuracy of self-reports varies
greatly across acts and have an average correlation with observer codings of .26 for all
acts and .40 for acts coded reliably by observers. The pattern of results showed that selfreports were more biased for more desirable acts, supporting the theory that there are
motivational forces that contribute to the inaccuracy of self-reports.
The results from these studies cast some doubt on the ability of self-reports to
predict behavior. The most promising trend in these results, however, is that self-reports
may be a useful method for assessing affective traits, particularly those related to
emotional experience and possibly extending to emotional expression.
I next turn to studies of self-other agreement to evaluate the accuracy of selfreports. Although moderators of self-other agreement do not tell us directly about the
relative accuracy of self- and informant reports, careful interpretation of the data can
provide us with some possible explanations for the moderating variables that may give us
some insight into the conditions of self-report accuracy.
Consistent with the evidence presented above on behavioral measures of the
accuracy of self-reports, Funder (1980) found patterns of self-other agreement that
suggest that self-reports are more accurate when the ratings pertain to internal states.
Specifically, the results showed that people gave themselves higher scores on internal
attributes (e.g., “is introspective” and “engages in fantasy”) than did their friends, but
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gave themselves lower scores on external attributes (e.g., “is an interesting person” and
“is personally charming”) than did their friends. The most likely explanation for this
finding is that the self’s privileged access to internal states comes at the expense of
attention to external behaviors. This closely parallels the finding that self-ratings predict
affect-related behaviors and emotional experience more accurately than informant
reports, whereas they are inaccurate at predicting most other behaviors.
In another illuminating study on self-other agreement, Pelham & Swann (1994)
found that there was more convergence between self- and other ratings on those traits
about which targets reported high levels of certainty. The most likely explanation for this
finding is that people were less accurate in their self-ratings on traits about which they
were less certain. In other words, people were accurate when they reported being certain,
and inaccurate when they reported being uncertain. Similarly, Bem and Allen (1974)
found that self-rated consistency on a trait leads to greater self-other agreement, and
Cheek (1982) found that self-reported importance of personality traits predicted self-other
agreement on these traits. This promising finding suggests that simply getting certainty
ratings for each item on self-reports could tell us a lot about how much confidence we
should place in the accuracy of each of those ratings. Sometimes the answer is as simple
as asking people.
As Hayes and Dunning (1997) demonstrated, trait ambiguity is another variable
associated with impaired self-other agreement. In their study, ambiguous traits (e.g.,
sophisticated) led to lower self-other agreement than unambiguous traits (e.g., punctual).
A complex regression analysis showed that this effect was especially pronounced in the
desirable traits, suggesting that ambiguity contributed to an enhancement effect in selfratings.
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In an unusual study, Davidson (1993) dealt a blow to the accuracy of self-reports
by showing that self-other disagreement is related to behavioral measures of thought
suppression and repression. In other words, those people who disagreed most with their
friends about their own personality were also the ones who were most successful at
suppressing unwanted thoughts (e.g., the white bear paradigm). This evidence is
admittedly indirect at best, but raises some interesting questions about the nature of selfother disagreement and suggests a possible mechanism for self-enhancement.
Finally, John and Robins (1993) addressed several determinants of self-other
agreement, some of which have implications for the accuracy of self-reports. As
suggested by the research described above, there is some evidence that self-reports are
particularly inaccurate for highly evaluative traits. John and Robins’s research supports
this by showing that self-other agreement is highest for neutral traits and lowest for
highly desirable and highly undesirable traits. Other research (e.g., Gosling, John, Craik,
& Robins, 1998) has reported inconsistent evidence, demonstrating a desirability effect
such that self-other agreement is highest for desirable traits and lowest for undesirable
traits. This discrepancy, however, may be due to the fact that this research did not include
many undesirable or even neutral traits, whereas John and Robins (1993) included traits
with a wide range of desirability. The Hayes and Dunning (1997) study described above
also sheds some light on this issue. Their results show that among friends, there is a
desirability effect (i.e., higher self-other agreement for desirable traits than neutral or
undesirable traits) but among non-friend roommates, there is an evaluativeness effects
(i.e., higher self-other agreement for neutral traits than desirable traits). All of these
findings should be interpreted with John & Robins’s (1994) and Robins and John’s
(1997) research in mind, indicating that individual differences in narcissism may be
moderating self-enhancement effects.
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Another interesting finding of the John and Robins (1993) study is that self-other
agreement was actually highest for the trait ‘Emotional,’ contrary to the privileged access
hypothesis described above and supported by Spain et al. (2000). It is therefore unclear
whether people have any advantage over their close friends even when rating their own
internal traits.
The Person from the Outside: Informant Reports

Conceptual Issues
Although the idea of using informant reports for assessing personality is less
intuitive than using self-reports, there are actually more conceptual reasons for expecting
informant reports to be accurate. The first and best reason was stated most clearly by
Hofstee (1994): “There is only one me, whereas there are many others who know enough
about me to provide a more reliable average judgment. Thus, other things being equal, I
am outnumbered and outperformed by the average other.” The principle of aggregation is
clear-cut – an increased number of judges leads to a more reliable assessment, and since
there is only one self, only informant reports can reap this benefit.
Another benefit informants have in assessing personality is the advantage of
perspective. As the actor-observer literature has shown (e.g., Jones & Nisbett, 1971),
observers tend to pay more attention to dispositional influences on behavior than actors.
Presumably, this will lead observers’ judgments of personality to be more accurate than
actors’. Observers’ physical perspective also gives them greater ability to directly observe
the target’s behavior than the self has. According to looking-glass self theory (Cooley,
1902; Vazire, in press-b), self-perceptions are based on reflected appraisals of how we
think others see us. If this is true, informants’ perceptions are a better measure of
personality because they are based on direct observation rather than reflected appraisals.
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Furthermore, informant reports are a measure of a person’s reputation (Hogan,
1998). Reputation is an important indicator of personality because reputations are based
on past behavior, and as we know, the best predictor of future behavior is past behavior.
In addition, reputations have an important causal force in people’s lives – what others
think of us can influence how they treat us, what opportunities they give us, what they tell
others about us, etc..
Finally, the most obvious benefit of informant reports is that they are much less
susceptible to influence by self-deception and self-presentational motives. Of course it is
likely that people will enhance their close friends, but this effect is generally much
weaker than self-enhancement and self-diminishment effects (John & Robins, 1993).
All of these arguments speak to the potential of informant reports to serve as a
robust and valid method of assessing personality. Below I address the question of who
these informants should be, and then review the evidence for the accuracy and inaccuracy
of informant reports. I will revisit much of the research described above in the discussion
of the accuracy of self-reports, but this time will focus on the findings that reflect on the
accuracy of informant reports.
Individual Differences
As discussed above, the characteristics of the target being judged are an important
factor in determining the validity of personality assessment methods. Namely, narcissists
do not provide valid self-reports of their personality. Similarly, the characteristics of the
informant providing personality ratings are an important factor to consider before
measuring the accuracy of informant reports.
Who makes a good judge of personality? There is very little empirical data giving
a straight answer to this question, but research on self-other agreement suggests some
possibilities. One variable that has been found to influence self-other agreement is the
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level of acquaintance between the informant and the target (Watson, Hubbard, & Wiese,
2000). For example, Paulhus and Bruce (1992) found that acquaintance over a sevenweek period increased self-other agreement from .21 (at week 1) to .30 (at week 7). Other
research (e.g., Borkenau & Lieber, 1993) has shown that the effect of acquaintanceship
on self-other agreement varies across traits, with Extraversion being the least affected by
acquaintanceship. Still other research has found that cohabitation is a stronger influence
on self-other agreement than acquaintanceship (Bernieri, Zuckerman, Koestner, &
Rosenthal, 1994). Finally, Watson, Hubbard, and Wiese (2000) found a stronger
acquaintanceship effect when measuring the accuracy of informant ratings of emotional
traits than other traits, suggesting that emotional traits may take longer to manifest
themselves to observers than traits such as extraversion.
Another factor to take into consideration is the relationship between the informant
and the target. As Swann (1984) proposed, personality judgments are embedded in an
interpersonal context that is shaped by the nature of the interpersonal relation and the
purpose of the personality judgment. Specifically, Swann’s view posits that people form
personality impressions of others that are highly accurate in the circumscribed context of
their interactions with the target. Rather than present this as a limitation on accuracy,
Swann shows that researchers should reconceptualize accuracy to account for the
pragmatic concerns of informants. Thus, in order to bolster the validity of informant
reports, it follows that researchers should obtain informant reports from multiple
informants who know the target in multiple contexts. Furthermore, those who know the
target across a wider range of contexts will probably develop a more nuanced assessment
of the target’s personality.
Funder, Kolar, and Blackman (1995) have addressed this by looking at the
agreement among informants from three different contexts; hometown friends, college
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friends, and parents. Consistent with Swann’s model, their results showed that informants
in each context had formed slightly different impressions of the targets – agreement
among judges was higher within contexts than across contexts (.33 for hometown friends,
.46 for college friends, and .42 for parents). It is important to note, however, that there
was significant agreement among judges across contexts as well, which suggests that the
aggregate of informant reports across multiple contexts would provide the most reliable
set of informant reports. Together, these findings demonstrate that informant reports
should consist of ratings from multiple judges who are well acquainted with the target
across a variety of contexts.
Empirical Research
In the Kolar, Funder, and Blackman (1996) study in which they used self- and
informant reports to predict behavior in a short, videotaped interaction, the overall results
demonstrate a significant advantage for informant reports. Specifically, the average
correlation between the combined informant reports and behavioral codings was .18,
significantly higher than the .12 average correlation between self-reports and behavioral
codings. This effect was stronger when the behavioral codings were aggregated to form
four behavioral factors. Across these four factors, the average correlation between
informant reports and behavioral codings was .44, whereas the average correlation
between self-reports and behavioral codings was .28.
Consistent with these findings, John and Robins (1994) found that in a group
managerial task, participants agreed more with the psychologists’ ratings of performance
when evaluating their peers (mean r = .84) than when evaluating themselves (mean r =
.58).
In perhaps the most impressive study of the accuracy of informant reports,
Levesque & Kenny (1993) used a round robin design to examine the relative accuracy of
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self- and informant ratings in predicting subsequent behavior in dyadic interactions. The
participants were briefly introduced to one another and then rated each participant’s
personality and made behavioral predictions. Their results demonstrate that even after
such brief exposure to targets, unacquainted informants were better at predicting targets’
behavior than were the targets themselves (average r between informant reports and
coded behavior = .65, average r between self-reports and coded behavior = .39).
In contrast to these studies, Spain et al. (2000) found little evidence for the
accuracy of informant reports in predicting laboratory behavior or emotional experience.
Again, this study was limited to the traits of extraversion and neuroticism, and used
experience sampling as the method for measuring emotional experience. These
limitations, in addition to the body of evidence presented in contrast to these results,
suggest that these findings do not reflect the general accuracy of informant reports in
predicting behavior. On the contrary, the evidence presented here support Hofstee’s
(1994) view that aggregated informant ratings are more accurate than self-ratings in
assessing personality. More research is needed on differences in the validity of informant
ratings across traits to determine whether Spain et al.’s (2000) findings are due to the
nature of the traits measured, and whether informant ratings are less accurate for
extraversion and neuroticism than for other traits.
There have also been studies of the accuracy of self- and informant-reports in the
clinical literature. Specifically, research by Oltmanns and his colleagues suggests that
peer-ratings of personality disorders are extremely useful for several reasons. First, peernominations can be aggregated and so are more reliable than self-reports (Oltmanns,
Turkheimer, & Strauss, 1998). Second, certain types of personality disorders are
characterized by a lack off awareness of the problem (e.g., narcissistic personality
disorder), and thus, extreme cases cannot be captured with self-reports (Oltmanns,
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Gleason, Klonsky, & Turkheimer, 2005). Third, peer-nominations predict outcomes such
as early discharge from the military and provide incremental validity above and beyond
self-reports (Fiedler, Oltmanns, & Turkheimer, 2004).
In addition to these direct tests, John and Robins’s (1993) review of determinants
of self-peer agreement revealed several patterns supporting the greater accuracy of
informant reports over self-reports. As described above, their results showed an effect for
evaluativeness such that self-peer agreement was higher for neutral than for desirable or
undesirable traits. Interestingly, this pattern was less pronounced for peer-peer agreement
(peer-peer agreement was only slightly higher for neutral traits), indicating that informant
reports are less susceptible to enhancement and diminishment biases than self-reports.
This same study also found an effect for trait observability, such that self-peer and
peer-peer agreement was higher for more observable traits, suggesting that informant
reports are more valid for more observable traits. This finding has been replicated by
several other researchers (e.g., Hayes & Dunning, 1997).
Consistent with previous findings on the moderating effect of observability,
Watson, Hubbard, and Wiese (2000) found that self-other agreement was higher on the
Big Five traits than on affective traits. The results showed that this was probably due to
an effect of assumed similarity for affective traits – informants tend to rate targets as
similar to themselves on affective traits. This is probably a direct consequence on the lack
of information available to informants for affective traits, which are low in observability.
In addition, Hayes and Dunning (1997), demonstrated an important benefit of
aggregating informant reports. In their study of trait ambiguity as a moderator of
interjudge agreement described above, their results showed that aggregating informant
reports helps to attenuate the effect of ambiguity on the accuracy of personality
assessment. This is because aggregation reduces error due to the idiosyncratic
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interpretation of ambiguous traits, so that when multiple informants are used, the validity
of personality assessment is preserved, even for ambiguous traits.
Finally, there is evidence from several studies that informants are aware of these
moderators of accuracy. For example, Funder and Dobroth (1987) found that agreement
among informants across traits was positively correlated with subjective judgments of
trait visibility by these same informants. In other words, informants are sensitive to the
difference in visibility between traits, and their level of accuracy in personality
assessment corresponds to their perceptions of trait visibility. In another study, Fuhrman
and Funder (1995) found that the extremity, frequency, and speed with which informants
endorsed specific traits when rating the target was correlated with the target’s selfschema (as measured by the extremity, frequency, and speed with which the target
endorsed the traits). Together these studies suggest that people are aware of what they
know and don’t know about a target – they can discriminate between traits with high and
low visibility, and they respond more quickly and extremely to traits that are central to
the target’s self-schema. In order to confirm this trend, however, it would be useful to
conduct a study in which researchers measure the informants’ level of certainty for each
trait rating, and examine whether the certainty ratings correspond to the accuracy of the
trait ratings (as measured against a behavioral criterion). Evidence from self-reports
presented above shows that certainty ratings are a useful measure of accuracy for selfreports, but the same has not been tested directly for informant reports.
Criterion Measure: Behavior
The evidence reviewed thus far suggests that both self and informants are
promising sources of information about a person. Many of the studies described have
grappled with the problem of how to assess the accuracy of these perspectives. As
McCrae is quoted as saying in Hofstee’s (1994) paper, ultimately “it is reality that owns
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the truth about personality, not any single operationalization.” The challenge, and the
goal of this dissertation, is to compare self-views and informants’ views to reality and
find out who knows what about a person. In this section I review several methods for
assessing this elusive reality, namely, behavioral measures or personality.
Conceptual Issues
The appeal of behavioral measures runs deep in the social sciences. In both
animal and human research (e.g., in anthropology and psychology) there is a widespread
assumption that behavioral measures are more objective, and thus a better reflection of
reality, than global trait ratings (e.g., self or informant reports). Among personality
researchers, there are several possible reasons for this assumption. First, to researchers
who accept the behavioral approach to personality outlined above, behavior is the essence
of personality. That is, extraversion is defined as acting extraverted, regardless of how
that behavior is experienced by the actor. Second, behavior is, at least in theory, an
objective criterion. It can be used to assess the accuracy of both self- and other-judgments
of personality. For example, if I say I am extraverted but my friends say I am introverted,
we can use a behavioral criterion to determine which judgment is more accurate. Many
researchers assume that behaviors are less subjective and more easily interpreted than
trait ratings.
Clearly measuring personality-relevant behavior directly is an appealing
approach. However, as anyone who has actually coded behavior knows very well,
behavior codings can quickly become very complex (Vazire, Gosling, Dickey, &
Shapiro, in press). Subjectivity is introduced in the decisions that need to be made both
during the development of the coding system and its implementation. The validity of
behavior codings can easily be compromised if researchers do not interpret behaviors
correctly, if they attribute the behaviors to incorrect traits, or, more likely, if they simply
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neglect to account for the fact that a single behavior can be indicative of several different
traits
First, researchers must decide which behaviors to include when developing the
coding system. This decision involves determining which behaviors are indicators of
which traits. For example, researchers dictate the meaning of a category, such as
“abnormal behavior,” by deciding which behaviors should be included in the category
and which ones should not. Selecting behaviors that are psychologically meaningful and
categorizing them is a process that is subjective and susceptible to error.
Next, researchers must decide at what level to code the behaviors. The most micro
level of analysis might be recording specific muscle movements. This has the advantage
of being precise and objective, but makes subsequent steps of collecting and interpreting
data much more difficult. As Martin and Bateson (1993) wrote: “the cost of gaining detail
can be that higher-level patterns, which may be the most important or relevant features,
are lost from view.” (p. 9). In contrast, researchers could choose to measure behavior at
the most global level, such as coding psychologically meaningful acts (e.g., arguing). As
I discuss below, this introduces problems in the implementation stage.
In addition to the subjective decisions that are made in designing the coding
system, subjectivity is also introduced when the behavior-coding system is implemented.
For example, observers may apply the behavioral definitions strictly or loosely. As Block
(1989) has noted, if the behavioral definitions are applied strictly--which presumably they
must if the feared subjectivity is to be avoided--then relevant behaviors could easily be
missed and irrelevant behaviors captured.
Another way in which the implementation of behavior-coding systems is
subjective is that many behaviors are ambiguous. This is particularly true if the behaviors
are defined at the psychologically meaningful macro level. Even carefully defined
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behaviors are not immune from interpretational issues. For example, walking seems like a
very simple, easy-to-define behavior, but what counts as walking? One step? Two?
Another obstacle to using behavioral measures of personality is the fact that behavior is
very difficult to measure reliably. Whereas self- and informant-ratings can easily be
aggregated using multi-item scales or multiple informants, it is difficult to obtain reliable,
multi-item measures of behavior. One reason is the sheer impracticality of obtaining
behavioral measures in humans. Measuring behavior in people’s natural environments is
almost impossible (although there are exceptions which I discuss below), and humans are
only willing to stay in a lab for a limited amount of time. Another reason for the low
reliability of behavioral measures is that they are incredibly sensitive to situational
fluctuations, but do not take these contextual factors into account. For example, someone
shouting at their friend to warn them about a bee and someone shouting for fun at a party
are both performing the same behavior, but the behavior reflects different personality
characteristics in the two contexts. Behavioral measures do not take the contexts into
account and so are less stable than the actual underlying personality traits producing the
behaviors.
Despite these obstacles to obtaining objective, reliable behavioral measures,
behavior is still arguably the best source of information we have for gauging the accuracy
of self and informant reports. Winston Churchill once said “No one pretends that
democracy is perfect or all-wise. Indeed […] democracy is the worst form of
government, except for all those other forms that have been tried from time to time.” The
same can be said for behavior as a criterion measure - no one pretends that it is perfect or
all-wise, but, arguably, no better criterion exists.
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Empirical Research
Few personality studies have actually obtained behavioral measures of traits. This
is presumably because of the difficulties described above in obtaining objective, reliable
measures of behavior. Furthermore, many of the studies that purport to measure behavior
actually obtain self-reports of behavior. While this may satisfy the needs of certain
researchers, it is almost useless for evaluating the accuracy of self- and informant-ratings
of behavior. A good accuracy criterion should not be based on reports by the same people
who provided the ratings being evaluated for accuracy. Thus, studies using self-report
methods such as experience sampling or retrospective recall of behavior are not actually
obtaining behavioral criteria in the strict sense.
Excluding those studies that rely on self- or informant-reports of behavior, most
studies that measure behavior do so in a laboratory setting. Many such studies have come
out of Funder’s research group. For example, Kolar, Funder, and Colvin’s (1996)
measured people’s behavior during a laboratory interaction with an opposite-sex stranger.
Spain, Eaton, and Funder (2000) used a similar paradigm to measure extraverted
behaviors in the laboratory. Since then, Furr, Funder, and Colvin (2000) have developed
a behavioral rating system to code interactions in the laboratory. Borkenau and his
research group have also made extensive use of laboratory-based measures of behavior as
indicators of personality and intelligence (e.g., Borkenau & Liebler, 1993; Borkenau,
Mauer, Riemann, Spinath, & Angleitner, 2004). Another example is Gosling’s study of
behavior in group negotiation tasks (Gosling, John, Craik, & Robins, 1998). In all of
these studies, great care was taken to obtain reliable, objective measures of behavior and
to relate the behaviors to personality traits in theoretically meaningful ways. These
studies should serve as models to personality researchers interested in collecting
laboratory-based behavioral measures.
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Even fewer studies have obtained naturalistic measures of behavior. The obstacles
to collecting such data are clear. Behavioral measures are often quite obtrusive, which
causes troubles for both the experimenter and the participant. One solution to this
problem is to examine behavioral residue rather than direct behavior. For example, we
can examine the contents of people’s living spaces to see what kinds of objects they own
and what traces of their behavior they have left behind (e.g., Gosling, Ko, Mannarelli, &
Morris, 2002; Rentfrow & Gosling, 2003; Vazire & Gosling, 2004). Another solution is
to use new technology to unobtrusively track people’s everyday behavior. One example
of such a method is the Electronically Activated Recorder (EAR; Mehl et al., 2001). This
device allows researchers to record the sounds of people’s lives by simply asking
participants to wear a small digital recorder (that fits in a pocket) and a small lapel
microphone. More details about this method are provided in Chapter 3.
The use of new technology and creative methods has allowed personality
researchers to obtain objective, reliable, and valid measures of behavior. These
developments have helped counter many of the limitations of behavioral research in
personality, thus making behavioral criterion measures an appealing option for accuracy
researchers.
OVERVIEW OF THE STUDIES
This dissertation has three main parts. In Chapter 2, I examine the differences
among self-, friend-, partner-, parent-, and sibling-ratings of personality. Specifically, I
compare how perceptions of personality differ across perspectives. Which perspective is
the most harsh? The most lenient? Which perspectives agree most with each other? How
much does each outside-perspective agree with the self’s perspective? Are there some
traits on which the perspectives agree more than others? What are the advantages and
disadvantages of combining perspectives? What information is lost? And, finally, I carry
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out a preliminary examination of the accuracy of the various perspectives using the
behavioral criteria available to me.
Chapter 3 focuses exclusively on accuracy and compares the accuracy of selfperceptions to those by close others (friends, family, etc.). To lay the groundwork for
future studies of accuracy, I assess a broad range of everyday behaviors and examine how
well the self and others can predict how much the target performs these behaviors. What
can people predict about their own behavior? What can others predict better? What is
gained or lost by combining the two perspectives? I then go on to examine potential
explanations for the patterns of accuracy in self- and other-ratings. What kinds of
behaviors tend to be better predicted by the self? By others? I examine three potential
moderators: the observability of the behavior, the desirability of the behavior, and the
intentionality of the behavior.
Finally, in Chapter 4 I move away from predictions of behavior and attempt to
evaluate the accuracy of self- and other-perceptions of personality. To do this I compare
self-, friend-, and stranger-ratings of personality to objective, behavioral criteria for a
handful of personality traits (e.g., anxiety, assertiveness, intelligence). The goal of this
chapter is to determine what aspects of personality each perspective knows. The traits
examined include many of the most important predictors of life outcomes in the domains
of love, work, and health. By examining the accuracy of each perspective on a broad
range of traits, I hope to expand our understanding of what people know about
themselves and each other.
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Chapter 2: Five Perspectives on Personality
OVERVIEW
The purpose of Chapter 2 is to catalogue the differences among the self and close others’
perceptions of personality. Because surprisingly little is known about how selfperceptions differ from other’s perceptions, this exploratory study is needed to identify
these differences. To make this study as comprehensive as possible, I examined five
perspectives (self, friends, parents, romantic partners, and siblings) and nine traits. This
study compares the perspectives in terms of three questions: positivity, self-other
agreement, and, where possible, accuracy.

BACKGROUND
“Reality has always had too many heads.”
-Bob Dylan
People are often seen differently by their different social groups. For example, an
accountant may be seen as responsible and calm by his coworkers but his family may see
him as absent-minded and emotional. Each group has a somewhat different perspective
on the target, and each perspective represents a different version of reality. However,
surprisingly little is known about whether there are systematic differences among these
perspectives. How are people seen by their friends? Their families? Their romantic
partners? How do these perspectives compare with the self’s perspective?
Our friends, families, and romantic partners play an important role in our lives.
What each of these groups thinks of us has an important causal force in shaping our
interactions with them, the quality and outcome of these relationships (e.g., marital
satisfaction and divorce)I propose that each perspective can be assessed along three
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dimensions: (1) How positive are the perceptions? (Positivity), (2) How much do the
perceptions agree with the targets’ self-views? (Self-other agreement), and (3) How
accurate are the perceptions? (Accuracy). This chapter addresses these three questions
with respect to five perspectives: friends, parents, romantic partners, siblings, and, where
applicable, the self. Throughout this chapter, I refer to these as “the five perspectives” or,
where applicable, “the four perspectives” (referring to all of the non-self perspectives).
The main thesis of this chapter is that the different perspectives have different patterns of
positivity, self-other agreement, and accuracy. That is, the self, friends, parents, romantic
partners, and siblings each have unique ways of perceiving the same targets, and these
differences can be captured by levels of positivity, self-other agreement, and accuracy.
For example, friends may be particularly accurate in their perceptions of targets’
intelligence, whereas romantic partners may be particularly accurate in their perceptions
of targets’ depression. Such differences, which have until now been overlooked, would
have important implications for understanding the interpersonal perception process, the
unique perspective of the self, and for improving assessment in personality research,
clinical diagnosis, and organizational settings.
The three questions I examine rest on the assumption that the five perspectives
differ from one other. It should be noted, however, that I do not assume that the
perspectives are completely different, or that because there are differences, they are
necessarily wrong. It is well-established that even people who know the target in entirely
different contexts (e.g., hometown friends versus college friends) agree substantially with
each other about the target’s personality (Funder, Kolar, & Blackman, 1995), and that
their perceptions are to a large extent valid (e.g., Funder & Colvin, 1988). However, what
has not been examined is the difference among the perspectives. I suspect that just as the
overlap among the perspectives is meaningful (i.e., it reflects a person’s shared
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reputation), the differences among them may also be important for two reasons. First,
understanding the differences among the perspectives will allow us to learn about the
interpersonal perception process. For example, what leads a person to be seen differently
by their friends than they are seen by their family? Second, understanding the differences
among the perspectives will allow us to capitalize on these differences, instead of treating
them like random error. Once we know what each perspective knows about a person, we
will be able to determine who we should ask if we want to know about a specific trait.
Although virtually nothing is known about the differences among each of the
perspectives, several theories, as well as research on self-other differences more
generally, speak to the three questions and support my thesis that the perspectives differ
in meaningful ways. In the sections that follow, I summarize the empirical and theoretical
work related to these three questions based on the self-other literature, and, wherever
possible, make specific predictions for each question. The questions and predictions are
summarized in Table 1.
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Table 1: Research Questions, Predictions, and Findings
Research
Questions
1. Which
perspective is the
most positive?

Predictions
2.1 Self and close others will
be equally positive.
2.2 Narcissism associated with
greater self-other positivity
discrepancy.
2.3 Positivity will vary across
traits.
2.4 Positivity will vary across
perspectives.

2. Which
perspective agrees
most with the self?

2.5 Self-other agreement will
vary across traits.
2.6 Self-other agreement will
vary across perspectives.

3. Which
perspective is most
accurate?

2.7 Accuracy will vary across
traits.
2.8 Accuracy will vary across
perspectives.

Findings
Not supported. Self less
positive than close others.
Supported. Narcissists see
themselves more positively
than close others see them.
Supported. Ratings more
positive on more evaluative
traits.
Supported. Parents most
positive. Romantic partners
selectively positive.
Supported. Self-other
agreement highest for
extraversion, lowest for
attractiveness, intelligence.
Tentatively supported. E.g.,
parents marginally lower than
other perspectives for
emotional stability.
Supported.
Supported.

Positivity
Do friends, parents, siblings, and romantic partners all see the targets equally positively?
How does the positivity of the close others’ ratings compare to the positivity of the
targets’ self-views? Do people see themselves more positively than anyone else sees
them? Most research has ignored the question of how positively people are viewed by
others, focusing exclusively on the positivity of self-views. One notable exception is the
research showing that strangers rate targets more harshly than do acquaintances (John &
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Robins, 1994; Kwan et al., 2004), but no research has directly examined the relative
positivity of ratings by the self, friends, parents, siblings, and romantic partners
specifically. Nevertheless, the two major self-enhancement theories and their associated
lines of research speak indirectly to this question.

Positive illusions theory
Positive illusions theory (Taylor & Brown, 1988) contends that most welladjusted people have a positivity bias when it comes to their self-perceptions. One
assumption of this line of research is that people see themselves more positively than
others see them. Consistent with the positive illusions theory, empirical studies have
demonstrated that most people see themselves more positively than strangers see them.
However, there are large individual differences in the magnitude of this “bias” – my
previous research has shown that only about 60% of people rate themselves more
positively than strangers rate them (Vazire & Gosling, 2003). Furthermore, it is not clear
that this finding is a result of self-enhancement. As others have pointed out, it is just as
plausible that strangers have a stranger-harshness bias, and that their ratings are overly
negative.

Realism theory
Realism theory contends that most people’s self-perceptions are realistic, and that
overly positive self-views are associated with maladjustment in general (Colvin, Block,
& Funder, 1995), and narcissism in particular (Paulhus & John, 1998; Robins & Beer,
2001). Consistent with realism theory, there is some preliminary evidence that the
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positivity bias described above emerges only when comparing self-perceptions to
strangers’ ratings.

Predictions
The first aim of this chapter was to compare the positivity of the five perspectives.
To provide a rigorous test of the two self-enhancement theories, I examined the degree of
difference in positivity between self-views and close others’ views. Consistent with
realism theory, I predicted that there would be little or no difference in positivity between
self-views and closer others’ views (P2.1). In contrast, positive illusions theory would
predict that self-views should be more positive than close others’ views. To further test
the two theories, I also examined individual differences in positivity discrepancies
between self- and other-ratings, and predicted that, consistent with realism theory,
narcissism would predict a greater discrepancy, with narcissists holding more positive
views of themselves than others hold of them (P2.2).
I also predicted that positivity would vary across traits. Although no research to
date has examined the properties of traits that predict positivity of self and others’ ratings,
I suspected that positivity would be greater for more evaluative and global traits (e.g.,
intelligence, attractiveness) than for more neutral and specific traits (e.g., openness to
experience, conscientiousness). This prediction (P2.3) is based in part on positive
illusions theory, which has mostly focused on global, evaluative traits such as
intelligence.
However, these two theories focus exclusively on the positivity of self-views, and
do not speak to the issue of positivity in perceptions of close others. The studies
presented here provide the first empirical examination of this question. Based on the
assumption that the perspectives differ, I predicted that the positivity of ratings would
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vary across perspectives (P2.4). However, because of the dearth of research or theory on
this topic, I did not make specific predictions about which perspective would be most
positive for each trait.
Self-Other Agreement
How similar are people’s self-views to the perceptions that their close others have
of them? Previous research has found that self-other agreement correlations tends to fall
in the .40 to .60 range for well-acquainted others, and several moderators of self-other
agreement have been identified. Namely, self-other agreement is higher for more
observable traits (Funder & Dobroth, 1987; Gosling et al., 1998; John & Robins, 1993)
and lower for more evaluative traits (John & Robins, 1993). However, very little research
has examined how self-other agreement is affected by the nature of the relationship
between the self and the other. One exception is the literature on the effect of
acquaintance on the self-other agreement (Kenny, 1994). The findings from this literature
suggest that close others’ ratings agree more with self-ratings than do strangers’ ratings.
Another important exception is a study examining the interpersonal perception
process in families (Branje et al., 2003). This study suggests that the nature of the
relationship between perceiver and target may affect levels of self-other agreement, yet
this has never been examined across different social groups outside of the family. For
example, do people’s self-views more closely resemble how they are seen by their friends
or how they are seen by their parents?
Although virtually no empirical research has compared levels of self-other
agreement among ratings by friends, parents, siblings, and romantic partners, three
existing theories speak to this question, and provide support for the idea that the nature of
the relationship between the self and the perceiver may have affect levels of self-other
agreement.
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Self-verification
One theory that provides a framework for making predictions about self-other
agreement is self-verification theory. According to self-verification theory (Swann &
Read, 1981), self-other agreement is the result, in part, of efforts by the target to bring the
other person’s perception of them in line with their target’s own self-perceptions.
According to this theory, people seek out others who verify their self-views, and people
also manipulate others’ views of them to achieve self-verification.
Thus, according to self-verification theory, self-other agreement should be
stronger when the target is motivated and able to influence the other’s views of the target.
However, research has never examined which kinds of relationships are more likely to be
the target of, or are more susceptible to, self-verification efforts. Thus, on the basis of
self-verification theory, it is difficult to predict which perspective (friends, parents,
siblings, or romantic partners) will agree most with the self.
Selection, evocation, manipulation
As Buss (1987) has argued, people interact with their environments to affect the
way the see themselves and the ways others see them. First, people choose to enter in or
avoid situations based on their perceptions of their personality and abilities. This process
brings about the accuracy of self-views because self-views act as a self-fulfilling
prophecy. It also constrains the behaviors and situations that others are able to observe, so
this process may contribute to self-other agreement.
Second, people may change others’ self-perceptions by virtue of the fact that they
evoke certain behaviors in others. This may be conscious or unconscious. For example, if
a woman sees her husband as nagging, she may evoke nagging behavior from him by
ignoring his first, second, and third requests that she pick up after herself.
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Finally, perceivers may bring targets to see themselves more like the perceivers
see them. This may be an intentional manipulation, such as when a person convinces his
friend to see himself as assertive. It can also be unintentional. For example, children’s
self-perceptions may be strongly influenced by their parents’ perceptions of them,
without parents intending to have this effect.
Weighted Average Model
Kenny’s Weighted Average Model (WAM; Kenny, 1994) also provides a
framework for thinking about self-other agreement. According to this model, self-other
agreement will be high to the extent that perceivers and targets share the same
information, communicate with each other about their perceptions, and share the same
interpretations of behavior.
The second aim of this chapter is to compare self-other agreement in ratings from
friends, parents, siblings, and romantic partners for a broad range of traits. I made several
predictions about self-other agreement. First, based on the research presented above, I
predicted that self-other agreement would vary across traits (P2.5). Specifically, I
predicted that self-other agreement would be higher for more observable and neutral
traits. Second, based on the two theories presented here, I predicted that self-other
agreement would be different across perspectives (P2.6). Once again, because of the
dearth of previous research on this question, I did not make specific predictions about
which perspective would agree most with the self for each trait.
Accuracy
Perhaps the most important question about interpersonal perception is: how
accurate are judgments by the self and others? Traditional accuracy research has
conceptualized accuracy as a perceiver’s agreement with the target’s self-rating.
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However, in the case of perceivers who are very well-acquainted with the target, it no
longer makes sense to use the target’s self-rating as the criterion for accuracy for most
traits. For example, if people are seen as disagreeable by their close friends but they see
themselves as agreeable, it is not obvious that the self is right and the close friends are
wrong. For some personality traits the use of self-ratings as a criterion is still logical,
even for high-acquaintance perceivers, because the traits are by definition self-views
(e.g., depression, self-esteem). However, for most personality traits, an independent
criterion is needed – one that is not based on self or close others’ ratings.
Because of the difficulty of obtaining such “objective” measures, very little
research has addressed this question empirically. However, two studies provide
exceptionally rigorous tests. Kolar, Funder, and Colvin (1996) compared the ability of
self-ratings and friends’ ratings of behavior to predict participants’ behavior in the
laboratory. Their findings show that individual friends’ ratings were slightly better than
self-ratings at predicting laboratory behavior, and the aggregate of two friends’ ratings
greatly outperformed self-ratings. They also found that the self-ratings were especially
inaccurate at predicting undesirable traits or behaviors.
Similarly, Spain, Eaton, and Funder (2000) compared the ability of self and close
others’ ratings on extraversion, neuroticism, and emotional experience to predict related
outcomes. The criteria for extraversion and neuroticism ratings were behaviors coded
from a laboratory activity, and the criterion for emotional experience ratings was selfreported emotional experience using a beeper methodology. Their findings indicate that
the self was better for predicting emotional experience. However, this could be explained
by method variance because the criterion for emotional experience ratings was a selfreport measure. In addition, the criteria for all other ratings in both of these studies were
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laboratory-based behaviors, thus limiting the ecological validity and generalizability of
the findings.
Even less is known about the relative accuracy of ratings by the self, friends,
parents, siblings, and romantic partners. Do siblings know something about their brother
or sister that nobody else sees? Do romantic partners have particularly inaccurate views
of their partner in certain domains? Although there is no empirical study addressing these
questions, two theoretical models provide frameworks for examining this question.
Realistic Accuracy Model (RAM)
Funder’s RAM (1999) outlines the steps necessary to achieve accuracy in
personality judgment, and can be applied to both self-perceptions and others’ perceptions.
The four steps of the model are: relevance, availability, detection, and utilization. The
majority of the differences among the perspectives discussed here are likely to occur at
the availability, detection, and utilization stages.
Availability refers to whether or not the perceiver (in this case the self, friend,
parent, sibling, or romantic partner) has access to cues (e.g., behaviors) that are relevant
for judging a particular trait. For example, if the only manifestations of neuroticism are
very private behaviors such as crying or punching a wall, we would expect romantic
partners to have greater availability of those behaviors than might friends, parents, or
siblings, and this would lead to greater accuracy for romantic partners.
Detection refers to whether or not the perceiver detects the available cues. The
five perspectives will likely differ in their success at this step due to differences in
motivations to notice or ignore certain cues. For example someone who thinks of her
brother as generous may not realize that he paid less than everyone else for a group
dinner. In contrast, someone deciding whether or not to continue in a romantic
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relationship (a position that college students who are dating are likely to find themselves
in) may have a heightened awareness of their partner’s characteristics.
Utilization refers to whether or not the perceiver correctly interprets the cues they
have detected. The five perspectives are likely to differ in their success at this stage for
three reasons: differences in motivation and reference groups. Motivational biases can
affect how a perceiver interprets a cue. For example, a father who does not want to
believe that his son is depressed could easily interpret his son’s silence as manliness
rather than a sign of depression. The perceiver’s reference group will also affect how he
or she interprets a cue. For example, a mother comparing her son to her own peer group
may interpret his traveling to another state as a sign of extreme adventurousness where as
her son’s friends might not interpret his traveling as a particularly extreme behavior.
In short, differences among perspectives can occur at many different stages of the
interpersonal perception process, resulting in different levels of accuracy. Among college
student targets, parents and siblings may be at a particular disadvantage at the availability
stage. However, the self may be at a greater disadvantage at the detection stage, because
of biases or simply because they cannot directly observe their own behavior (due to the
self’s physical perspective). Although we do not yet know how the perspectives differ at
each of these stages, the RAM model provides strong grounds for predicting that there
are important differences in accuracy.
Pragmatic accuracy theory
Pragmatic accuracy theory (Swann, 1984) extends the RAM model by taking into
account how the perceiver’s relationship with the target might influence the accuracy of
their perceptions. According to pragmatic accuracy theory, people’s perceptions of a
target should be accurate to the extent that accuracy “facilitates the achievement of
relationship-specific interaction goals.” (Gill & Swann, 2004). Thus, we would expect the
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accuracy of each perspective to differ across traits because the goals of friendships,
romantic relationships, and family relationships are often very different. In addition,
pragmatic accuracy theory stresses the importance of the context of the relationship
between the perceiver and the target, and predicts that perceptions should be most
accurate for those characteristics relevant to the context of their relationship. Thus, we
would expect each perspective to have specialized knowledge of the target in different
domains because each perspective knows the target in a different context.
The third aim of this chapter is to examine the relative accuracy of ratings by the
self, friends, parents, siblings, and romantic partners. Both of the theories presented here
provide many examples of why, how, and where the process of interpersonal perception
might succeed or fail for each perspective. Thus, I predicted that accuracy would vary
across traits (P2.7), and across perspectives (P2.8). Specifically, based on the research
presented above, I predicted that accuracy would be particularly low for intelligence.
However, because of the dearth of research on the different perspectives, I did not make
any specific predictions about the relative accuracy of each perspective.
Studies 2.1 and 2.2
I conducted two studies to test my predictions. The studies were very similar to
one another, but because the data were collected for different purposes, there are some
small differences. Both studies included self-ratings as well as informant ratings by
friends, parents, and romantic partners, and Study 2.2 also included ratings by siblings.
Not all perspectives were available for all targets (e.g., some participants did not have a
romantic partner), but the sample sizes were large enough to permit examinations of all
of my research questions. In choosing which traits to examine, I used two criteria:
breadth, and psychological importance. Thus, I assessed the five factors of the Big Five
(see John & Srivastava, 1999; McCrae & Costa, 1999), allowing me to capture a broad
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range of personality traits and at the same time make this research comparable with the
substantial body of research using the Big Five. I also examined four other traits that are
extremely important to people in choosing friends and mating partners (Botwin, Buss, &
Shackelford, 1997; Buunk, Dijkstra, Fetchenhauer, & Kenrick, 2002; Kenrick, Groth,
Trost, & Sadalla, 1993; Sprecher & Regan, 2002): intelligence, physical attractiveness,
self-esteem, and depression. Although the traits were selected for their breadth an
importance in everyday life, they also vary in evaluativeness, with intelligence and
attractiveness being particularly evaluative, and in observability , with extraversion and
physical attractiveness being particularly observable.
To compare the positivity of the five perspectives, I simply compared the mean
level of ratings from each perspective for each trait. To compare self-other agreement
among the perspectives, I computed self-other agreement correlations for each
perspective (except the self) for each trait. Finally, to examine the accuracy of each
perspective, I correlated the ratings from each perspective with a criterion measure of
what the targets were actually like. For the Big Five, no clear, objective criterion has been
developed. For intelligence, an IQ test scores served as the criterion. For attractiveness,
strangers’ ratings of the targets’ overall physical attractiveness based on standardized
photographs taken in the laboratory served as the criterion. Finally, for self-esteem and
depression, self-ratings were used as the criterion because those traits are by definition
self-views, and accuracy was only examined for the four close-other perspectives.
Because I was only able to examine accuracy for these four traits, the accuracy analyses
presented here should be considered a preliminary glimpse at the relative accuracy of
these perspectives for a few important traits, intended to serve as the groundwork for
more comprehensive examinations in future studies.

41

METHOD
Study 2.1
The data from Study 2.1 presented here are a subset of a larger study. I provide a
description of the participants, as well as the measures and procedures relevant to the
analyses presented in this chapter.
Participants
Participants were 80 undergraduate students recruited mainly from Introductory
Psychology courses and flyers in the Psychology department. The sample was 54%
female, 65% White, 21% Asian, 11% Latino, and 3% of another ethnicity. The vast
majority of the participants (73%) were 18 years old, although their ages ranged from 18
to 24 (M = 18.7, SD = 1.4). Participants received $50 in compensation for complete
participation in the large-scale study (all participants completed the entire study).
Informants
Each participant was asked to nominate three people who knew them well to
provide ratings of their personality. Participants were asked to nominate one friend, one
parent, and one romantic partner if possible. If participants could not provide any one of
the three kinds of informants, they were told to nominate someone who knows them well.
Participants were told that the informants’ ratings would be kept completely confidential,
and that they themselves would never see their informants’ ratings.
Two months after the end of the study, 76% of informants had completed the
ratings, resulting in a total of 182 informant ratings, of which 87 were from friends, 55
from parents, and 21 from romantic partners. The remaining informant reports were from
siblings (12), ex-romantic partners (2), and one cousin, one grandmother, one great-
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grandmother, one ex-friend, and one informant who did not indicate his or her
relationship to the target.
Measures
Participants and informants completed a battery of measures, which included the
Big Five Inventory (BFI; John & Srivastava, 1999) and single-item measures of
intelligence, physical attractiveness, and self-esteem. Informants also rated the targets on
a single-item measure of depression, and self-ratings of depression were obtained from
both the BFI item “is depressed, blue” which was used in the positivity analyses to make
the self-rating mean comparable with the single-item informant rating means, and the
depression facet of neuroticism on the NEO Personality Inventory – Revised (NEO PI-R;
Costa & McCrae, 1985) which was used in the accuracy analyses because it is more
reliable than the BFI item. All ratings were made on a 7-point Likert-type scale.
Reliabilities for the self-ratings and informant ratings on the BFI were .89 and .91
respectively, for extraversion, .79 and .92 for agreeableness, .76 and .89 for
conscientiousness, .81 and .88 for emotional stability, and .85 and .90 for openness. The
reliability of the self-ratings on the depression facet of the NEO PI-R was .85.
Participants also completed the Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI; Raskin &
Terry, 1988). The reliability of NPI scores was .83.
Procedure
All self-report measures were obtained on the first day of the three-week study.
After consenting to participate, participants completed the informant-nomination
questionnaire, followed by a battery of self-report questionnaires, including all the
measures described above. The self-report questionnaires were administered online, on
one of the laboratory computers. Participants were seated in a private room with the door
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closed, and were told to complete the questionnaires online, taking as many breaks as
they desired. None of the data collected after these procedures were used in the analyses
presented here.
As recommended by Vazire (in press-a), informant-ratings were collected via the
Internet. Informants were contacted by e-mail and asked to complete an online
questionnaire about how they see the target participants’ personality. Informants received
a link and unique identifying number in the email. Informants who did not complete the
ratings were sent reminder emails after two weeks, four weeks, and six weeks.
Participants were compensated at the end of the three weeks, regardless of whether the
informants had completed their ratings. Informants were not compensated for their
cooperation. Previous research has shown that Internet questionnaires are a valid method
for collecting personality ratings (Gosling, Vazire, Srivastava, & John, 2004).
Study 2.2
The data from Study 2.2 presented here are also a subset of a larger study. Like
Study 2.1, this study also involved multiple sessions. The analyses in this chapter include
data from both sessions of the study. The two sessions were approximately two months
apart, and 97% of participants completed both sessions.
Participants
Participants were 160 undergraduate students enrolled in Introductory Psychology
at the University of Texas at Austin. The sample was 53% female, 56% White, 23%
Asian, 12% Latino, 3% Black, and 3% of another ethnicity. The sample was largely
comprised of 18 and 19 year olds (84%) but the ages of participants ranged from 17 to 40
(M = 18.7, SD = 2.0). Participants received partial course credit in return for their
participation. Of the original 160 participants, 155 returned for the second session.
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Informants
Each participant was asked to nominate three people who knew them well to
provide ratings of their personality. In this study, participants were simply told to
nominate people who knew them well, and were not asked specifically for one of each
kind of informant. Participants were told that the informants’ ratings would be kept
completely confidential, and that they themselves would never see their informants’
ratings. Because self-reports were collected during the second session, five participants
did not complete the second session. Therefore, my analyses only used informant reports
of those 155 participants who completed both sessions.
Two months after the end of the study, 82% of informants had completed the
ratings, resulting in a total of 381 informant ratings, of which 217 were from friends, 63
from parents, 44 from siblings, and 41 from romantic partners. The remaining informant
reports were from ex-romantic partners (4), cousins (6), and one aunt, one uncle, one son,
and three informants who did not indicate their relationship to the target.
Measures
Participants and informants completed a battery of measures, which included the
BFI and single-item measures of intelligence, physical attractiveness, self-esteem, and
depression. All ratings were made on a 7-point Likert-type scale. Reliabilities for the selfratings and informant ratings on the BFI were .86 and .72, respectively, for extraversion,
.82 and .80 for agreeableness, .78 and .75 for conscientiousness, .84 and .80 for
emotional stability, and .76 and .76 for openness. Participants also completed the NPI,
which had a reliability of .87. Participants’ IQ was measured using the Wonderlic
Personnel test (Wonderlic, 1983), a 12-minute test measuring both verbal and non-verbal
IQ. Finally, participants’ attractiveness was measured by having 12 judges rate the
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targets’ physical attractiveness on the basis of a photograph on a single item using a 7point Likert-type scale. The reliability of the judges’ ratings was .87.
Procedure
All self-report measures were obtained during the second of two sessions of the
study. Other than this, the procedure for the self-report portion of the study was identical
to the procedure in Study 2.1. In addition, criterion measures were obtained for
intelligence and physical attractiveness. Participants completed the Wonderlic IQ test
using traditional paper-and-pencil methods, while sitting in a room by themselves with
the door closed. The test was administered during the first session, approximately two
months before the self-reports of intelligence were collected. Participants did not receive
feedback on their performance on the IQ test. Participants’ total score on the IQ test
served as the criterion for self and informant ratings of intelligence.
The photographs of participants used for judging physical attractiveness were
taken at both sessions and shown to two groups of six judges (each group of judges only
saw one session). The photographs were taken using the same standard procedure for all
participants. Participants were asked to stand against a white wall in a bare room,
containing only a camera on a tripod. The location of the camera and the participant were
fixed so that the bottom of the frame was just below the participant’s feet, thus ensuring
that the entire body would be captured in the photograph. During the first session,
participants did not know before coming to the experiment that they would be
photographed. During the second session, they had been told ahead of time that they
would be photographed again. The photographs were then shown to the judges on a photo
CD, and the judges made their ratings on a website. The judges’ ratings were aggregated
across both sessions and this average was used as the criterion for self and informant
ratings of physical attractiveness.
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The procedure for collecting informant reports via the Internet was identical to the
procedure described in Study 2.1. Participants were compensated at the end of the second
session, regardless of whether the informants had completed their ratings. Informants
were not compensated for their cooperation.
RESULTS
Positivity
To compare the positivity of the five perspectives’ ratings, I computed mean
scores for each perspective on each of the nine traits. These means for both studies are
presented in Figure 1. The most striking finding is that, contrary to my prediction (P2.1)
and contrary to positive illusions theory, the perspective of the self was the least positive
for almost all traits, and this finding replicated in both studies. For Study 2.2, paired
samples t-tests revealed that self-ratings were significantly less positive than parents’
ratings for every trait except depression (all p’s < 2.26, all p’s < .05). In addition, selfratings were significantly less positive than all other perspectives’ ratings for
extraversion, agreeableness, intelligence, and physical attractiveness (all t’s > 2.12, all p’s
< .05). For conscientiousness, self-ratings were significantly less positive than friends’
ratings (t (1, 103) = 4.93, p < .01), parents’ ratings (t (1, 43) = 7.64, p < .01), and
romantic partners’ ratings (t (1, 37) = 3.25, p < .01). For emotional stability, openness,
and self-esteem, self-ratings were not significantly different from any other perspectives’
ratings (except for parents’ ratings, as mentioned above). Finally, for depression, selfratings were not significantly different from any other perspectives’ ratings.
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Figure 1: Positivity of Ratings by Self, Friends, Parents, Partners, and Siblings
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To test my prediction that narcissism would be associated with greater self-other
discrepancy (P2.2), I computed average-other scores for each trait by averaging across
the three informants’ ratings for each participant. I then computed self-other difference
scores for each trait by subtracting the average-other ratings from the self-ratings. Finally,
I correlated the difference scores for each trait with the targets’ NPI scores. Consistent
with my prediction (P2.2) and with realism theory, narcissism was positively and
significantly correlated with self-other difference scores for conscientiousness (r = .21, p
< .05), emotional stability (r = .18, p < .05), intelligence (r = .30, p < .01) and
attractiveness (r = .36, p < .01). That is, narcissists were more likely than non-narcissists
to see themselves more positively on these traits than their close others saw them.
Consistent with my prediction (P2.3), positivity did vary across traits.
Specifically, as I predicted, ratings were most positive for the more global and evaluative
traits: intelligence and attractiveness.
Consistent with my prediction (P2.4), positivity also varied across perspectives.
Most striking was the finding that parents’ ratings were the most positive for almost
every trait across both studies. In addition, more complex patterns also emerged from the
findings. Specifically, romantic partner’s ratings were generally very positive (especially
for intelligence and attractiveness), but were less positive than most other perspectives
for affective traits (i.e., emotional stability, self-esteem, and depression), particularly in
Study 2.2. In addition, friends were particularly harsh (relative to the other non-self
perspectives) in their ratings of intelligence and attractiveness, and this finding replicated
across both studies.
In summary, three of my four predictions for positivity were supported. Selfratings were less positive than others’ ratings (contrary to P2.1), and self-other
discrepancy was related to narcissism such that narcissists were more like to rate
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themselves more positively than their close others rated them (consistent with P2.2). In
addition, positivity did vary across traits (consistent with P2.3) and across perspectives
(consistent with P2.4).
Self-Other Agreement
Table 2 shows the levels of self-other agreement across seven traits for both
studies. Self-esteem and depression were omitted from these analyses because the selfratings were used as the criterion for accuracy, and so self-other agreement correlations
are identical to the accuracy correlations reported in the next section. The correlations in
Table 2 represent the correlation between each perspective’s ratings of the targets on a
trait, and the targets’ self-ratings on the same trait.
Notice that the mean levels of overall self-other agreement (across all traits) were
not very different among the four perspectives. The last row of Table 2 shows that the
average self-other agreement correlations ranged from .30 to .46 for the four
perspectives. These values are consistent with previous research showing that levels of
self-other agreement for well-acquainted informants typically range from .40 to .60 for
the Big Five personality traits (Watson, Hubbard, & Wiese, 2000).
Consistent with my prediction (P2.5), self-other agreement did vary across traits.
Recall that, based on previous research, I predicted that self-other agreement would be
higher for more observable traits. These findings provide partial support for this
prediction. Both extraversion and physical attractiveness are relatively observable traits,
yet self-other agreement was very high for extraversion and relatively low for
attractiveness across both studies and almost all perspectives.
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Table 2: Self-Other Agreement for Each Perspective

Friends

Study 2.1
Parents Partners

N = 66 a

N = 51 b

Extraversion

.56**

.61**

.65**

Agreeableness
Conscientiousness

.37** a
.58**

.65** b
.48**

.73** b
.05

Emotional Stability

.45**

.38**

.45*

Openness

.24* a

.43** a

.68** b

Intelligence
Attractiveness
Average

.08 ab
.27*
.38

.27* a
.31*
.46

-.03 b
.29
.44

Friends

N = 21

Study 2.2
Parents Partners Siblings

N = 106 c N = 46 d N = 41 N = 33 e
Extraversion
.67**a
.57** ab .76** a .42** b
Agreeableness
.53**
.34*
.28*
.49**
Conscientiousness .26**
.20
.30*
.33*
Emotional Stability .49** a
.28* ab
.53** a .19 b
Openness
.48**
.42**
.17
.28
Intelligence
.31**
.33*
.27*
.34*
Attractiveness
.25**
.18
.30*
-.12
Average
.42
.33
.44
.30
Note. All values are Pearson’s r’s. a 87 friends rated 66 targets. b 55 parents rated 51
targets. c 217 friends rated 106 targets. d 63 parents rated 46 targets. e 44 siblings rated 33
targets. Correlations in the same row with different subscripts are significantly different
from each other at an α level of .10, two-tailed. * p < .05, two-tailed; ** p < .01, twotailed.
Although the perspectives did not differ in their overall levels of self-other
agreement across traits, the findings do show that each perspective had unique patterns of
self-other agreement across traits (P2.6). For example, although the partners had the
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highest levels of self-other agreement on extraversion across both studies, they also had
the lowest levels of self-other agreement on intelligence across both studies. Another
pattern that was apparent across the two studies was the low levels of self-other
agreement for parents on emotional stability. However, due to the small sample size for
some of the perspectives, none of these patterns were statistically significant. Thus,
although the findings provide preliminary support for my prediction (P2.6), more power
is needed to detect the specific patterns of self-other agreement across traits and
perspectives with greater certainty.
Accuracy
Table 3 shows the levels of accuracy for each perspective on the four traits for
which an accuracy criterion was available. Recall that the criterion for intelligence ratings
was the target’s IQ test score, the criterion for attractiveness ratings was the target’s
aggregate rating of attractiveness from 12 judges who viewed a photograph of the target,
and the criteria for both self-esteem and depression were the targets’ self-ratings. The
correlations in Table 3 represent the correlation between each perspective’s ratings of the
targets on a trait and the criterion for that trait.
Consistent with my prediction (P2.7), accuracy did vary across traits. Specifically,
accuracy was lower for intelligence and attractiveness than for self-esteem and
depression. This is consistent with previous research showing that self- and other-ratings
of intelligence are not very accurate.
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Table 3: Accuracy of Ratings from Each Perspective
Study 2.1
Friends Parents Partners
N = 66 a

N = 51 b

N = 21

Self-esteem

.27*

.16

.32†

Depression

.28*

.45*

.32†

Intelligence
Attractiveness
Self-esteem

Self
N=
155
.22**

Friends
N = 106

.18* a

c

Study 2.2
Parents Partners Siblings

.18*

N = 46 d
.16

N = 41
.11

N = 33 e
.21

.34** b
.45**

.07 a
.29*

.12 a
.45**

.31* ab
.42**

Depression
.28** a
.35** a
.66** b .33* a
Note. All values are Pearson’s r’s. a 87 friends rated 66 targets. b 55 parents rated 51
targets. c 217 friends rated 106 targets. d 63 parents rated 46 targets. e 44 siblings rated 33
targets. The criterion for ratings of intelligence was an IQ test score. The criterion for
ratings of attractiveness was the aggregate of judges’ ratings of attractiveness based on
photographs of the targets. The criterion for self-esteem and depression was the targets’
self-ratings. Within each study, correlations in the same row with different subscripts are
significantly different from each other at an α level of .10, two-tailed. † p < .10, twotailed; * p < .05, two-tailed; ** p < .01, two-tailed.
Consistent with my prediction (P2.8), accuracy also varied across perspectives.
The pattern of accuracy across perspectives was very different for different traits.
Specifically, for attractiveness, friends and siblings were the most accurate while parents,
romantic partners, and the self were not accurate. In contrast, for ratings of self-esteem
and depression, friends and romantic partners were the most accurate while parents were
generally less accurate, and siblings fell somewhere in between.
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DISCUSSION
Positivity
Three out of the four predictions about positivity were supported. The finding that
self-ratings were less positive than the others’ ratings on almost all traits, across both
studies, was unexpected. Positive illusions theory would have predicted that the selfratings would be more positive than the others’ ratings. Indeed, even realism theory
would have predicted that the self-ratings would be about as positive as others’ ratings.
Why did I find such a strong self-diminishment effect?
There are three possible explanations for the findings. First, it is possible that the
participants in these studies were being falsely modest. That is, they actually hold more
positive views of themselves than they reported. Although this is possible, there is no
reason to believe that these participants were more concerned with modest selfpresentation than were participants in previous studies of self-enhancement. Thus, these
participants’ self-reports were probably not less positive than the self-reports of other
participants in other studies, even if there was a false-modesty effect. Following this
logic, false modesty cannot account for the inconsistency between the present findings
and positive illusions theory.
Another possible explanation is that people’s self-views actually are not
unrealistically positive. That is, perhaps the participants in the current sample were
reporting honestly, and their close others’ very positive ratings of them reflect the fact
that their self-views are, if anything, overly negative. If this is the case, positive illusions
theory and realism theory are both wrong, and people actually hold overly negative views
of themselves. This is unlikely given the fairly convincing research showing that people
do tend to like themselves, be optimistic about their own future, and see themselves more
positively than they see anonymous others (Taylor & Brown, 1988).
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A third, more plausible explanation is that enhancement is not limited to the self.
That is, perhaps our friends, parents, romantic partners, and siblings actually hold more
unrealistically positive views of us than we hold of ourselves. This explanation does not
rule out the possibility that self-enhancement also occurs, it simply holds that we enhance
our close others more than we enhance ourselves, or that we choose to be close to people
who see us positively.
Although more research is needed to ascertain the reason for the selfdiminishment effect found here, I suspect that other-enhancement is an important
phenomenon that is largely responsible for this finding. If this is true, it has important
implications for theories of the self. We know a little bit about why people idealize their
romantic partners, but why do we see even our friends and family members more
positively than they see themselves? Broader theories of the self and social relationships
(e.g., evolutionary theory) may be able to illuminate this important issue, which has
hitherto been overlooked.
Our finding that narcissism was associated with greater discrepancy between selfviews and close others’ views is consistent with my prediction and with previous research
on realism theory. This finding provides further evidence that self-enhancement, at its
extreme, is a reflection of an unhealthy, narcissistic personality. Because self-other
discrepancies are a result of both positive self-ratings and negative ratings from others, it
is not clear whether the causal direction of the effect in this study was from narcissism to
self-other discrepancy or the other way around. That is, does narcissism lead to being
seen negatively by others, or does being seen negatively by others lead to narcissism?
Previous research on narcissism suggests that it is the former. Narcissists tend to be
relatively maladjusted (Colvin, Block, & Funder, 1995), disliked by their peers (in the
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long-run; Paulhus, 1998), and experience declines in self-esteem and academic
engagement (Robins & Beer, 2001).
The finding that positivity was highest for the more global and evaluative traits
(intelligence and attractiveness) sheds light on the inconsistencies between positive
illusions theory and realism theory. Research on positive illusions theory has traditionally
examined global, evaluative constructs such as intelligence and has found that self-ratings
on these constructs tend to be extremely positive. In contrast, much of the research from
the realism perspective has examined more specific traits, such as California Q-Sort items
(Colvin, Block, & Funder, 1995), and has found that most people do not self-enhance on
these items. The findings presented here suggest that the conflicting findings may be due
to the different item content used by the two groups of researchers – people may rate
themselves (and close others) especially positively on global, evaluative constructs.
Finally, the finding that positivity varied across perspectives supports the main
thesis of this chapter, that there are meaningful, systematic differences among the five
perspectives. Across both studies, parents were the most positive of any perspective for
almost all traits, and romantic partners were selectively positive (i.e., positive on some
traits but not others), demonstrating that, when it comes to positivity, all close others are
not equal.
Self-Other Agreement
Previous theorizing on self-other agreement has proposed that it is moderated by
trait observability. Consistent with this notion, I found that self-other agreement was
highest for extraversion, a highly observable trait. However, I also found that self-other
agreement was low for physical attractiveness, arguably the most observable trait in this
study. This finding suggests that a trait’s observability may be less important than a
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trait’s evaluativeness in predicting self-other agreement. Consistent with this idea, selfother agreement was also relatively low for intelligence, another highly evaluative trait.
I also predicted that self-other agreement would vary across perspectives.
Although there was no overall mean difference in self-other agreement among the
perspectives, there was preliminary evidence that patterns of self-other agreement across
traits were different for each perspective. For example, self-other agreement on emotional
stability was marginally lower for parents than for other perspectives. However, more
research with larger groups of informants is needed to uncover the specific patterns with
greater certainty.
Once these patterns are established, the next step will be to examine the processes
underlying these differences. For example, do people engage in differential selfverification with their different social groups? It is possible that people bring their
romantic partners to see them as they see themselves on attractiveness and emotional
stability, but bring parents to see them as they see themselves on openness and
intelligence. It is also possible that, consistent with the looking-glass self theory, selfother agreement results from close others influencing self-views. For example, perhaps
people come to see their own intelligence through their parents’ eyes, thus leading to
higher self-parent agreement on intelligence. In short, understanding how self-other
agreement varies across perspectives will lead to a better understanding of how people
present themselves differently to their various social groups, and how one’s relationship
to a target influences our perception of that target.
Accuracy
One clear reflection of how the perspectives differ is their relative accuracy. Close
others are often used as informants in assessing personality, diagnosing mental illness,
and assessing job performance or potential. However, researchers have rarely examined
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what kinds of informants provide the most accurate information. The present findings
suggest that the answer to this question depends on the trait being assessed. No one
perspective is omniscient, therefore, assessment accuracy would be improved if
researchers exploited the strengths of each perspective. Because I could only assess
accuracy for four traits, I can only draw limited conclusions about the domains of
expertise for each perspective. For example, the present findings suggest that romantic
partners may be especially attuned to levels of self-esteem and depression, whereas
parents seem particularly unaware of these traits. Friends and siblings are particularly
accurate at rating attractiveness while the self, parents, and romantic partners would not
be good informants for this trait. These patterns once again support my main thesis that
the different perspectives differ in meaningful and systematic ways.
Why do these patterns emerge? The RAM model of personality judgment would
suggest that differences in availability, detection, or utilization may explain differences in
accuracy among perspectives (Funder, 1999). For example, perhaps romantic partners
have more opportunities to observe depression-related behaviors. In contrast, pragmatic
accuracy theory would explain these differences in terms of how relevant and important
each trait is for each perspective. For example, depression might be particularly relevant
to romantic relationships, and less relevant to parent-child interactions. Future research
should test these competing hypotheses by examining the processes underlying the
perceptions from the self, friends, parents, romantic partners, and siblings.
All five perspectives were quite bad at rating intelligence. These low correlations
may be due in part to a restriction of range in the ratings of intelligence, considering the
extremely elevated means for intelligence presented in Table 2 However, the low levels
of accuracy for intelligence are consistent with previous research, and probably reflect a
genuine lack of awareness on the part of the raters. This finding and the other low
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correlations in Table 3 present an interesting question for future research: why are people
who know the targets so well (including the targets themselves) so bad at perceiving traits
as fundamental and important as intelligence, attractiveness, and self-esteem? And,
conversely, how do some perspectives come to know so much about these traits?
Continuing to examine these questions will provide important insights into how
personality judgment succeeds and fails.
The findings in chapter 2 are important for two reasons. First, theories of
interpersonal perception (such as RAM; Funder, 1999) can be applied to the patterns of
findings in order to shed light on how differences among the perspectives emerge. Such
applications of theoretical models help refine our understanding of the interpersonal
perception process more generally. Second, understanding how the perspectives differ
can help us improve the quality of personality assessment by capitalizing on the each
perspective’s strengths. This information will benefit personality researchers, clinicians,
and organizations interested in obtaining a more nuanced and accurate portrait of people.
In summary, the studies presented in chapter 2 revealed important differences
among perceptions of the same people by themselves, their friends, their parents, their
romantic partners, and their siblings. The perspectives differ in terms of the traits on
which they enhance the target person, the traits on which they most agree with the target
person’s self-views, and the traits on which they hold the most accurate perceptions.
Once again, Bob Dylan’s lyrics are apt: “Half of the people can be part right all of the
time, some of the people can be all right part of the time, but all the people can’t be all
right all the time.”
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Chapter 3: The Accuracy of Self- and Other-predictions of Behavior
OVERVIEW
Chapter 2 examined the differences among different perspectives on a person, but
only touched upon the question of which perspective is more accurate. The purpose of
Chapter 3 is to examine the accuracy of self- and other-perceptions, and to develop a
model for cataloguing and explaining differences in self- and other-knowledge.
BACKGROUND
“You can’t see in and it’s hard looking out.”
-Bob Dylan
Who knows a person best? Are people their own best expert, or do others know
something about them that they don’t know about themselves? The major difference
between the two perspectives is that, as Bob Dylan’s quote implies, the self and the
others each have a unique angle on the target’s behavior. The self is on the inside trying
to look out and observe their own behavior, while the others are on the outside and can
only infer what is going on inside. As a result, each perspective is likely to have unique
knowledge, and unique blind spots. According to this view, both perspectives should
contribute uniquely to the accuracy of behavioral predictions. In this chapter, I compare
the two perspectives (self vs. other) in terms of how well each can predict behavior.
Predicting behavior is of utmost importance in everyday life. We base our
decisions of who to date, vote for, trust, work with, hire, and marry based on our
assumptions of how they will behave in the future. In addition, predicting how people
will behave is one of the main goals of research in personality and social psychology. In
short, to really know someone is to be able to predict how they will behave. Are they the
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kind of person who shows up on time? Are they likely to get in a fight? Do they spend
most of their time with others or alone?
What is the best way to predict someone’s behavior? Previous research has shown
that self-predictions of behavior are not very accurate. People do not know how they will
behave in the future. In fact, they are not even very aware of how they behaved in the
past (Gosling et al., 1998). This poses a serious threat to research – and lay judgments –
based on self-reports of behavior. Considering the difficulty of measuring actual behavior
(and the impossibility of measuring future behavior), what can researchers do to improve
the validity of predictions of behavior? How can we better predict what a person will do
in the future?
To answer this question, we can look to the strategies people use in everyday life
to make more informed predictions of one another. When trying to predict someone’s
behavior, we rarely rely exclusively on self-descriptions. This may be because we cannot
ask the person themselves, because we do not trust that the person will be honest, or
because we suspect that the person is simply unaware of his or her own behavior. In these
cases, people often turn to others for a second (or first) opinion. For example, a woman
once wrote in to an advice column saying that her mother’s coworkers had told her that
the man she is seeing is a womanizer. Dear Prudence, the advice columnist, wrote back:
“It is Prudie’s hunch that if you continue with this man, you will learn that your mother’s
‘informants’ were correct.” (Slate.com, February 10, 2005). As this example illustrates,
we often turn to informants to help us make better predictions about how a person will
behave. This chapter examines the validity of self and informant-reports of behavior. Do
others’ descriptions actually improve the accuracy of predictions? Can others tell us
something that the self cannot?
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I begin by presenting a model of self- and other-knowledge that serves as a
framework for examining the accuracy of the two perspectives. Our model is meant to
serve as a framework for building theories about the processes underlying the two
perspectives. What factors influence the accuracy of self-perceptions and others’
perceptions? What kinds of behaviors is the self most aware of, and what kinds of
behaviors are others more aware of? To begin with, I propose three dimensions of
behavior that may affect the accuracy of self and others’ views: observability,
desirability, and automaticity. I then present two studies that test these three potential
moderators. The second study also presents exploratory analyses to identify the behaviors
that self or others are more accurate on. The results from these studies permit a
refinement of the model and develop more specific hypotheses about why and how self
and other perceptions differ. In addition to developing a framework for self- and otherknowledge, the present research improves upon previous studies on the accuracy of self
and others’ predictions by using actual real-world behavior as the criterion for accuracy
in Study 3.2.
THE MODEL
The basic tenet of my model is very simple: what people know about themselves
and what others know about them are overlapping but not identical domains. Thus, there
are some things about a person that only they themselves know, some things that only
others know, some things that both the self and others know, and some things that
nobody knows. Figure 2 illustrates this model.
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Figure 2: Model of Self- and Other-Knowledge
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Although simple, this model is important for two reasons. First, it assumes that
there are some things people don’t know about themselves, an idea that, until recently,
has not received much attention. In the last few decades, researchers have relied almost
exclusively on self-reports when assessing personality, behavior, values, and affect, and
have often assumed that self-views are a relatively accurate reflection of reality. Only
recently have researchers acknowledged the limits of self-knowledge, and rediscovered
the benefits of collecting other sources of information such as informant reports (e.g.,
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Vazire, in press-a), implicit measures, experience sampling, and physiological measures.
However, the idea that self-knowledge is limited, and indeed that others may know things
about us that we don’t know about ourselves, is still controversial. Thus, the first and
most important prediction of my model is that the domains of self- and other-knowledge
are overlapping but not identical. That is, there are some behaviors that only the self
knows about (i.e., can report on accurately) and some that only others know about (P3.1).
Second, this model is the first step to identifying the underlying processes that
lead to differences between the two perspectives. The ultimate purpose of this model is to
identify the dimensions that distinguish what the self knows from what others know. In
order to do this, researchers must first conduct exploratory research placing specific
behaviors in the various parts of the model. The primary goal of this chapter is to place a
broad range of everyday behaviors in the context of this model in order to get a better
picture of the landscape of self- and other-knowledge.
This model closely resembles the Johari window, a model proposed by Luft and
Ingham (1955). Luft and Ingham proposed this as a model for self-awareness, but the
model has gotten little attention among researchers (though it is used occasionally in
therapeutic settings). Although little is know about where various behaviors fall in my
model, some research exists on the moderating effects of dimensions such as
observability and evaluativeness (Cheek, 1982; Robins & John, 1997). I draw on this
research and existing theories to propose three dimensions of behavior that may
distinguish what the self knows from what others know: observability, desirability, and
automaticity. As I explain in detail below, I predict that all three of these dimensions will
moderate differences in self- and other-knowledge. Identifying the kinds of behaviors that
only the self knows or only others know, and how each perspective comes to have this
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unique knowledge, will help us predict behavior better and understand the nature of selfand other-perception.
PRESENT STUDIES
Study 3.1
The first study I present here examined people’s lay theories about what the self
and others know about a person. To examine lay theories, I asked people to rate a number
of behaviors on two dimensions: how accurate people are at predicting this behavior in
themselves, and how accurate people are at predicting this behavior in others they know
well. The main purpose of this study was to paint a picture of people’s lay beliefs about
what behaviors fall into which quadrants of the model, and to determine whether lay
theories are consistent with the idea that the self and others have overlapping but unique
domains of knowledge. I also examined whether the patterns of self- and otherknowledge in lay theories were moderated by the observability, desirability, and
automaticity of the behaviors. That is, I tested my hypotheses that others are more
accurate than the self for more observable, more desirable, and more automatic behaviors
against people’s lay theories.
Study 3.2
The second study directly tested the accuracy of self and other knowledge for a
broad range of everyday behaviors. This study differed from previous research in two
important ways. First, instead of predicting behavior in the laboratory as most previous
research has done, I attempted to predict natural, real-world behavior. Second, unlike the
few studies that have attempted to predict real-world behavior, I measured actual
behavior instead of using self-reports of behavior as the criterion Measures of actual
behavior in Study 3.2 were obtained from participants’ recordings on the Electronically
65

Activated Record (EAR; Mehl et al., 2001). This is the first study to examine the
accuracy of self- and other-predictions against actual real-world behavior.
The primary purpose of Study 3.2 was to test my prediction that the domains of
self- and other-knowledge are overlapping but not identical (P3.1). To test this prediction
I examined whether there were behaviors that only the self was accurate in predicting,
behaviors that only others were accurate in predicting, and behaviors that both the self
and others predicted accurately. Once again, I also tested my three more specific
predictions: that others would be more accurate than the self for more observable, more
desirable, and more automatic behaviors (P3.2a-P3.2c). I also explored the results for
clues to other possible moderators of self- and other-knowledge.
STUDY 3.1
Method
Participants
Participants were 61 residents of Austin, Texas recruited through a convenience
sample. Eight research assistants each collected data from four to twelve participants
whom they knew personally. Fifty-seven percent of the participants were female, the
mean age was 26 (SD = 9.9 years), and the ethnic breakdown was as follows: 59% White,
26% Asian, and 15% Hispanic.
Measure
A scale was developed specifically for this study. On this scale, each behavior
was rated on two seven-point Likert-type scales. On the first rating, participants were
asked to rate “how accurate people are at predicting how much they themselves perform
this behavior.” On the second rating, participants were asked to rate “how accurate
people are at predicting how much other people they know well perform this behavior.”
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The actual items were taken from a list of everyday behaviors that can reliably be coded
in studies of actual behavior (see Study 3.2). This scale is referred to as the ACT
(Appendix 3.1).
Procedure
Participants were approached by one of the research assistants in my lab and
asked to take a few minutes to complete the questionnaire. The responses were
anonymous – I did not ask for any identifying information. However, because the
questions were not at all personal, I simply asked the participants to return the
questionnaire directly to the research assistant.
Results
Table 4 presents the average rating of self-accuracy and other-accuracy for each
behavior, as well as the difference between these two means. As can easily be seen, every
behavior was rated as significantly more accurately perceived by the self than by others,
except for laughing, which was rated relatively high on accuracy for both perspectives.
There are large differences, however, in the perceived accuracy with which both the self
and others can predict different behaviors. For example, on a scale of one to seven,
participants rated the accuracy of self-predictions as a 6.07 for “attending lecture” as a
6.07 compared to 4.79 for “singing.” Similarly, participants rated other-accuracy as a
5.11 for “laughing” but only 3.10 for “crying.”

67

Table 4: Lay Perceptions of Accuracy of Self- and Other-Predictions
Behavior

SelfOtherDifference
t
Accuracy Accuracy
Crying
5.44
3.10
2.34
7.46
Studying/reading
5.57
3.31
2.26
7.43
Spend time indoors
5.49
3.59
1.90
8.83
Commute/in transit
4.98
3.13
1.85
7.53
Talking one-on-one
5.38
3.52
1.85
7.24
Watching TV
5.54
3.70
1.84
6.71
Playing sports/exercising
5.77
3.97
1.80
6.96
Talking on the phone
5.31
3.57
1.74
5.69
On the computer
5.59
3.92
1.67
6.59
Talking to same-sex
5.46
3.80
1.66
6.47
Eating
5.21
3.56
1.66
6.39
Talking to opposite-sex
5.57
3.95
1.62
6.65
Attending lecture
6.07
4.49
1.57
5.66
Spend time outdoors
4.92
3.39
1.52
7.55
Listening to music
5.41
3.95
1.46
6.05
Arguing
5.03
3.64
1.39
4.45
At a coffeeshop/bar/restaurant
5.23
3.85
1.38
4.89
Talking in a group
5.28
4.05
1.23
5.15
Social activities/entertainment
5.31
4.13
1.18
5.34
Spending time with others
5.33
4.16
1.16
4.56
Singing
4.79
3.70
1.08
3.60
Working at a job
5.93
5.02
0.92
3.23
Laughing
5.15
5.11
0.03
0.16
Note. All t-values are significant at p < .01 except for “Laughing” which is not
significant.
I next tested whether lay perceptions of self- and other-accuracy were related to
the observability, desirability, and automaticity of the behaviors. To do this, I correlated
the self- and other-accuracy ratings from the participants with experts’ ratings of the
observability, desirability, and automaticity of each behavior. As Table 5 shows, selfaccuracy was most strongly related to the desirability and automaticity of the behaviors
(more desirable and less automatic behaviors were rated higher on self-accuracy) and
other-accuracy was most strongly related to observability and desirability (more
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observable and desirable behaviors were rated higher on other-accuracy). Observability
and desirability also predicted the difference between self- and other-accuracy such that
more observable and desirable behaviors receive less discrepant accuracy ratings for self
and other than did less observable and desirable behaviors.
Table 5: Correlations between Lay Predictions of Self- and Other-Accuracy and Behavior
Observability, Desirability, and Automaticity
Self-accuracy
Other-accuracy Difference
Observability .17
.63**
-.56**
Desirability
.45*
.67**
-.42*
Automaticity -.49*
-.19
-.11
Note. N = 23 behaviors. * p < .05, two-tailed; ** p < .01, two-tailed.
Discussion
The results from this study suggest that laypeople hold the belief that the self is
more accurate than others in predicting the vast majority of everyday behaviors.
Laypeople believe that the self is especially good at predicting observable, intentional
behaviors. According to these ratings, there is little, if anything, that close others know
about our behavior that we don’t know ourselves. If anything, others can somewhat
predict our observable and desirable behaviors (perhaps because undesirable behaviors,
such as crying, are often also less observable) about as well as we ourselves can, but they
have no unique insight. The purpose of the next study was to empirically test the
accuracy of self- and other-predictions of behavior. Is it true that the self knows
everything that can be known about behavior?
STUDY 3.2
Method
The data from Study 3.2 presented here are from the same dataset as Study 2.1 in
Chapter II. This study was a subset of a larger study. I provide a description of the
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participants, as well as the measures and procedures relevant to the analyses presented in
this chapter.
Participants
Participants were 80 undergraduate students recruited mainly from Introductory
Psychology courses and flyers in the Psychology department. The sample was 54%
female, 65% White, 21% Asian, 11% Latino, and 3% of another ethnicity. The vast
majority of the participants (73%) were 18 years old, although their ages ranged from 18
to 24 (M = 18.7, SD = 1.4). Participants received $50 in compensation for complete
participation in the large-scale study (all participants completed the entire study).
Informants
Each participant was asked to nominate three people who knew them well to
provide ratings of their personality. Participants were asked to nominate one friend, one
parent, and one romantic partner if possible. If participants could not provide any one of
the three kinds of informants, they were told to nominate someone who knows them well.
Participants were told that the informants’ ratings would be kept completely confidential,
and that they themselves would never see their informants’ ratings.
Two months after the end of the study, 76% of informants had completed the
ratings, resulting in a total of 182 informant ratings, of which 87 were from friends, 55
from parents, and 21 from romantic partners. The remaining informant reports were from
siblings (12), ex-romantic partners (2), and one cousin, one grandmother, one greatgrandmother, one ex-friend, and one informant who did not indicate his or her
relationship to the target.
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Behavior
Behavior was measured using the Electronically Activated Recorder (EAR; Mehl
et al., 2001). The EAR is a digital audio recorder attached to a microphone that records
the sounds of people’s daily lives. The recorder can comfortably be carried in a pocket or
purse, and the microphone, attached by a wire, can be worn on a shirt collar. The digital
recorder was programmed to be on for 30 seconds every 12.5 minutes, producing roughly
five intervals per hour. Participants could not know when the recorder was on or off. For
further details on the development and testing of the device, see Mehl et al..
Measures
Participants and informants completed a battery of measures, which included the
ACT questionnaire (Appendix 3.1). This questionnaire was designed specifically for this
study, to obtain ratings of the behaviors that were subsequently measured with the EAR.
Thus, the behaviors rated on the ACT are meant to represent a broad range of everyday
behaviors that can be coded reliably from auditory recordings. Informants also rated the
targets on ACT. All ratings were made on a 7-point Likert-type scale.
Procedure
All self-report measures were obtained on the first day of the three-week study.
After consenting to participate, participants completed the informant-nomination
questionnaire, followed by a battery of self-report questionnaires, including the ACT. The
self-report questionnaires were administered online, on one of the laboratory computers.
Participants were seated in a private room with the door closed, and were told to
complete the questionnaires online, taking as many breaks as they desired.
As recommended by Vazire (in press-a), informant-ratings were collected via the
Internet. Informants were contacted by e-mail and asked to complete an online
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questionnaire about how they see the target participants’ personality. Informants received
a link and unique identifying number in the email. Informants who did not complete the
ratings were sent reminder emails after two weeks, four weeks, and six weeks.
Participants were compensated at the end of the three weeks, regardless of whether the
informants had completed their ratings. Informants were not compensated for their
cooperation.
Finally, participants were asked to wear the EAR for four days, starting on a
Friday evening. Participants were told that the EAR would record only 4% of their daily
lives, and would only capture brief snippets of conversation rather than complete
conversations. Immediately after the four-day EAR recording period, participants
returned to the lab and completed a questionnaire regarding their experience with the
EAR. Upon completion of the study, all participants were given the opportunity to listen
to their EAR recordings and erase any parts they wished.
Data Preparation
Participants’ behavior was coded from the ambient sounds captured on the EAR
recordings. Research assistants listened to the complete recordings and, for each 30second interval, coded the behaviors and social environments according to the Social
Environment Coding of Sound Inventory (SECSI) categories developed by Mehl and
Pennebaker (2003). The SECSI is a coding system that comprises the person’s current
location (e.g., indoors, outdoors, commuting), activity (e.g., listening to music, on the
computer, eating), and interaction (e.g., alone, on the phone, talking to others).
In addition to acoustic cues such as the noise of a running engine (in transit), the
sound of wind blowing (outdoors), typing noises (computer), or the voice of a lecturer
(lecture), judges used context information from previous and consecutive intervals to
increase their accuracy. For example, if a person, after being on campus (Interval 1) and
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riding on a bus (Interval 2), enters an apartment (Interval 3), it is inferred that the student
has returned home. The accuracy of the coding is then further enhanced by the
information from the subsequent recording periods, in which the person might have
switched on the TV or gone to the refrigerator to get something to eat.
Results
P3.1:Domains of self- and other-knowledge are overlapping but not identical.
Table 6 presents the accuracy of self- and other-predictions of the behaviors in
descending order of accuracy for each perspective. Recall that I predicted that there
would be some behaviors for which informant- predictions would be more accurate than
self-predictions, and some behaviors for which self-predictions would be more accurate
than informant-predictions. This prediction was supported. Self-predictions were
significantly more accurate than informant-predictions for arguing (t = 2.65, p < .05) and
marginally significantly more accurate than informant-predictions for watching TV (t =
1.80, p < .10). Informant-predictions were significantly more accurate than selfpredictions for talking one-on-one (t = 2.06, p < .05) and attending lecture (t = 2.63, p <
.05), and marginally significantly more accurate than self-predictions for spending time
with others (vs. alone; t = 1.83, p < .10). Figure 3 shows the relative accuracy of the two
perspectives on all 23 behaviors in the framework of the model presented above.
Overall, each perspective was accurate (at the p < .05 level) for 13 of the 23
behaviors. Accuracy was higher for self-predictions than informant predictions for 11 of
the 23 behaviors, and higher for informant-predictions than self-predictions for 12 of the
23 behaviors. The average accuracy of across the 23 behaviors was .23 for selfpredictions and .24 for informant-predictions.
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Table 6: Accuracy of Self- and Informant-Predictions of Behavior
Accuracy of
r
Accuracy of
r
Self-Predictions
N = 79
Informant-Predictions
N = 77
1. Watching TV
.55**
1. Talking on the phone
.40**
2. Listening to music
.40**
2. Watching TV
.39**
3. Talking on the phone
.37**
3. Spending time with others
.36**
4. Singing
.34**
4. Working at a job
.35**
5. Talking to same-sex
.34**
5. Listening to music
.34**
6. Talking to opposite-sex
.31**
6. Attending lecture
.33**
7. On the computer
.29*
7. Talking to opposite-sex
.32**
8. Arguing
.28*
8. On the computer
.31**
9. At a coffeeshop/restaurant
.27*
9. Social activities
.30**
10. Commuting/in transit
.27*
10. Singing
.29*
11. Working at a job
.25*
11. Talking to same-sex
.25*
12. Talking in a group
.25*
12. Laughing
.25*
13. Laughing
.23*
13. Talking one-on-one
.25*
14. Social activities
.18
14. Talking in a group
.20†
15. Crying
.18
15. Commuting/in transit
.16
16. Spending time indoors
.16
16. Crying
.16
17. Spending time with others .14
17. Spending time indoors
.16
18. Studying/reading
.13
18. At a coffeeshop/restaurant .15
19. Spending time outdoors
.11
19. Playing sports/exercising
.14
20. Attending lecture
.07
20. Eating
.11
21. Playing sports/exercising
.06
21. Studying/reading
.05
22. Eating
.00
22. Spending time outdoors
.05
23. Talking one-on-one
-.06
23. Arguing
-.05
Mean
.23
Mean
.24
Note. Correlations are between predictions and actual EAR-coded behavior. ** p < .01, *
p < .05, † p < .10, all two-tailed. Behaviors in bold are predicted significantly better by
one perspective than the other, p < .10, two-tailed.
Note that there were also many commonalities across the two perspectives. For
example, both were very accurate in predicting watching TV, talking on the phone, and
listening to music, and both were inaccurate in predicting eating, spending time outdoors,
and playing sports/exercising. This may reflect actual overlap in domains of self- and
other-knowledge, or it may reflect statistical artifacts. For example, the reliability of the
behavior codings may have limited the accuracy of the predictions. To test this, I
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correlated the accuracy of self- and informant-predictions with the reliabilities of the
behavior codings. In addition, some behaviors may not have varied much across
individuals, thus making it difficult to achieve accuracy. To test this, I correlated the
accuracy of self- and informant-predictions across behaviors with the amount of interindividual variance in each behavior. However, even after taking into account these
statistical artifacts, there was still some similarity in the pattern of accuracy for the two
perspectives. Thus, consistent with my prediction, the two perspectives had both
overlapping and unique domains of knowledge.
To provide a further test of how much unique information each perspective
provided, I ran multiple regressions with both informant- and self-predictions predicting
actual behavior. The results, presented in Table 7, reflect the unique contribution of each
perspective above and beyond the overlap between the two perspectives. For example,
both self- and informant-predictions of listening to music contributed uniquely to
predicting actual amount of listening to music. Both perspectives also contributed
uniquely to accurate predictions of singing. Self-predictions provided unique accurate
information for predictions of talking to people of the same-sex, arguing, watching TV,
and commuting. Informant-predictions provided unique accurate information for
predictions of spending time with others, talking one-on-one, talking on the phone,
attending lecture, working at a job, and participating in social activities. These analyses
provide even stronger support for my prediction that the domains self- and otherknowledge are overlapping but not identical. There are some behaviors that informants
were better able to predict, and some that the self was better able to predict, and both
perspectives contributed unique information that the other alone did not.
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Table 7: Standardized Betas for Regression of Actual Behavior on Self- and InformantPredictions of Behavior.
Self
Informants Multiple R
Watching TV
.50**
.11
.57
Talking on the phone
.23*
.30*
.46
Listening to music
.32**
.23*
.46
Spending time with others
.11
.37**
.41
Singing
.29*
.22*
.40
Talking to same-sex
.29*
.18
.38
Attending lecture
-.17
.45**
.38
Talking to opposite-sex
.21†
.23†
.37
.35
On the computer
.18
.22†
Working at a job
.00
.35**
.35
Social activities/entertainment
.13
.27*
.33
Arguing
.33**
-.17
.31
At a coffeeshop/bar/restaurant
.27*
.02
.28
Talking in a group
.20†
.13
.28
Laughing
.14
.20†
.28
Commute/in transit
.25*
.07
.28
Talking one-on-one
-.08
.26*
.27
Crying
.16
.08
.21
Spend time indoors
.10
.13
.19
Playing sports/exercising
.10
.07
.16
Studying/reading
.15
-.02
.14
Eating
-.05
.12
.11
Spend time outdoors
.10
.01
.11
Means
.16
.17
.31
Note. N = 77. For each behavior, self- and informant-predictions were entered together
into a regression predicting actual EAR-coded behavior. ** p < .01, * p < .05, † p < .10,
all two-tailed.
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Figure 3: Model of Self- and Other-Knowledge with Results from Study 3.2
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P3.2a-3.2c: Observability, desirability, and automaticity of behaviors will be related to selfand informant-accuracy.
I next tested whether self- and informant-accuracy were related to the observability,
desirability, and automaticity of the behaviors. To do this, I correlated the self- and otheraccuracy correlations (converted to a linear variable using Fisher’s r-to-z formula) with experts’
ratings of the observability, desirability, and automaticity of each behavior. As Table 8 shows,
self-accuracy was not related to any of these dimensions of the behaviors. Informant-accuracy
was moderately related to observability (r = .30, p = .17), desirability (r = .40, p = .06), and
automaticity (r = -.27, p = .20). However, due to the small number of behaviors examined in this
study (N = 23), none of these correlations reached statistical significance.
Table 8: Correlations between Self- and Other-Accuracy and Behavior Observability,
Desirability, and Automaticity

Observability

Self-accuracy
.01

Informant-accuracy
.30

Desirability
-.10
.40†
Automaticity
.09
-.27
Note. N = 23 behaviors. † p < .10, two-tailed.
Discussion
This study tackled the issue of behavioral prediction head on. One way to examine who
knows what about a person is to identify who can predict what kinds of behaviors. To test this, I
examined the accuracy of self- and other-predictions of 23 everyday behaviors. The purpose of
this study was to begin to map the landscape of self- and other-knowledge.
This study improved on existing studies in several ways. First, I obtained actual measures
of behavior rather than self-reports or traces of behavior. This allows for a better test of accuracy
because it provides a more reliable and more valid criterion measure. Second, the behaviors I
examined were actual everyday behaviors aggregated over four days. This allowed me to capture
individuals’ natural behavioral trends. Although there are some drawbacks to measuring natural
behavior rather than lab-based behavior, one clear advantage is that the results are sure to be
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ecologically valid. That is, based on these findings we can be certain that self and informant
ratings can be used to predict how a person will behave in his or her natural environment.
Another advantage of real-world behavior is that it captures people in the environments they
select and create for themselves. Laboratory-based tests, in contrast, may place people in
situations that they would never encounter in their real lives.
The unique ecological design of this study allowed me to make several discoveries. First,
the fact that the behavioral predictions were at all accurate strongly contradicts the situationist
position that personality does not predict behavior and that behavior is not consistent across
situations (e.g., Mischel, 1968). The fact that self- and informant-ratings of how the targets
typically behave predicted the targets’ behavior after the ratings were collected demonstrates that
people do have noticeable and stable behavioral tendencies. In order to be able to predict a
person’s future behavior, the rater draws on global personality impressions or past behavior. In
either case, the accuracy of these predictions confirms the validity of these mental constructs and
the consistency of behavior across time and situations.
Another important finding is that there were sizeable differences in the magnitude of the
accuracy correlations across the 23 behaviors. In some cases, this probably reflects limitations of
the EAR for reliably detecting certain behaviors (e.g., playing sports). However, for other
behaviors it probably reflects genuine differences in the actual predictability of the behaviors.
For example, it is likely that watching TV is easier to predict than arguing or crying.
More interesting, however, are the differences in accuracy between the two perspectives.
Consistent with my prediction, there were some substantial differences between self-accuracy
and informant-accuracy for some traits. For example, the self was able to predict arguing better
than the informants, but the reverse was true for attending lecture. Perhaps the most important
conclusion that can be drawn from this finding is that, contrary to lay perceptions (Study 3.1) and
many researchers’ beliefs, the self is not always more accurate than others are. The simple fact
that there were any behaviors that others were able to predict better than the self should cause
some personality researchers to rethink their exclusive reliance on self-reports. This finding also

79

has far-reaching implications in the applied domain. Those trying to predict future outcomes or
behaviors should consider the possibility that the outsider’s perspective may be better than the
self’s.
The accuracy of the informants’ predictions is all the more impressive when one
considers that the informants were not necessarily people who live in the same town or interact
with the target regularly. Many of the informants were family members and hometown friends
(all participants were college students enrolled in summer school for the duration of the study).
For these people, the behavioral predictions must have been based on impressions of the target in
a context other than the context in which behavior was measured. For example, parents’ ratings
were probably based on how the participants behave at home, or on the parents’ global
impressions of their children’s behavior.
The self had another important advantage over the informants in this study. In addition to
being familiar with the context in which their behavior was recorded, people had the potential to
control their own behavior. Informants who interact with the target can also manipulate or
influence the target’s behavior, but ultimately the self has the most control over its own behavior.
This gives the self-predictions a leg-up in the accuracy domain. People can bring about the
accuracy of their self-views by acting according to how they see themselves. They can also have
a more subtle influence on their behavior by selecting environments or evoking behavior in
others that confirm their self-views.
In short, the findings from this study show that adding the perspective of the person from
the outside (i.e., informant reports) often increases the validity of behavioral predictions. Even
when both perspectives were roughly equally accurate, using both as predictors substantially
increased the validity of the predictions over either one alone.
Finally, this study made a first stab at trying to explain the patterns of self- and otherknowledge found in these data. By correlation the accuracy correlations with independently-rated
characteristics of the behaviors, I was able to make some sense of the pattern of results. For
example, I found that informants’ predictions were more accurate for behaviors that are more
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desirable and, to a lesser extent, for behaviors that are more observable. Although no significant
patterns emerged from these analyses for self-knowledge, it is likely that this is due to the
relatively small number of behaviors that were examined in this study.
Indeed, the study was less than ideal in terms of the range, number, and psychological
significance of the behaviors I examined. Ideally I would have liked to measure a broad range of
behaviors that reflect people’s psychological traits and states. However, I was limited by the
methods I have available and the desire not to abuse the good will of my participants. Thus, I
could only capture thin slices of behavior over a short period of time, and I only coded behaviors
that were detectable on short audio segments. Had I been able to capture a broader range of
behaviors, I may have been able to provide a more detailed account of self- and otherknowledge, and may have uncovered other characteristics of behaviors that help explain these
patterns. As technology improves and we become able to capture more behavior in more varied
contexts, the landscape of self- and other-knowledge can be filled in with greater depth and
precision.
Another limitation of this study is that because the behaviors were measured in people’s
natural environments, this limits the breadth of behaviors I could capture. For example, people
probably select and manipulate their environments to allow them to express certain personality,
and avoid expressing others (Buss, 1987). In a laboratory context, I would be able to place
people in a wide range of situations that would bring out a greater variety of traits. Such a
controlled setting would also allow me to examine specific behaviors that are theoretically linked
to traits. In the present study it would have been difficult to generalize from the 23 behaviors to
personality traits because the behaviors were not selected on the basis of their links to traits. In a
laboratory setting, however, I would be able to test for specific behaviors that are known to be
associated with certain traits.
Nevertheless, the results from this study provide a solid foundation from which to
continue exploring these questions. Having established that self- and other-perceptions can
accurately predict behavioral trends, the next step is to provide a stronger test of accuracy. As
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Epstein (1983) has argued, behavioral trends are easier to predict than single behavioral acts.
Furthermore, it is important to show that personality ratings, not just ratings of behavior, can
predict behavioral outcome measures. Thus, the next chapter shifts to higher standard of
accuracy by examining whether self- and other-perceptions of personality can predict single
instances of behavior in a laboratory setting.
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Chapter 4: Accuracy of Self, Friend, and Stranger Perceptions of Personality
What does it mean to know a person? Is simply being able to predict their everyday
behavior enough? Intuitively, it seems that knowing someone entails more than merely being
able to describe their behavior, it entails extrapolating from that behavior to describe a person’s
general tendencies or predispositions. Indeed, we often describe our friends and acquaintances
with personality trait terms (e.g., polite, nice, outgoing) rather than listing specific behaviors.
Thus, the ultimate test of how well people know themselves and each other is to test the accuracy
of their personality descriptions. I touched on this issue in Chapter 2. However, the study
presented here provides a more thorough test of the accuracy of self, friend, and stranger
perceptions of personality across a broader range of psychologically meaningful personality
traits.
The purpose of the current study was to provide the most robust test of the accuracy of
self and other judgments possible. Whereas the studies presented thus far only addressed the
question of the accuracy of personality judgments indirectly or incompletely, the present study
aimed to tackle the issue head on. In designing the study, I took special care to obtain the best
possible measures of self- and other-views. I also chose to focus on personality traits that have
been shown to have important influences in life outcomes such as physical and mental wellbeing, relationship satisfaction and stability, and academic and occupational success. Finally, I
selected criterion measures for these traits based on validated procedures found in the literature,
using multi-method indicators whenever possible.
Although there is little research directly comparing the accuracy of self and others’
ratings in predicting psychologically meaningful outcomes, there is some provocative evidence
that others sometimes know things that the self is unaware of. For example, in the relationship
literature, it has been shown that a couple’s friends are more accurate at predicting whether the
couple will stay together or break up than are the members of the couple themselves (Agnew,
Loving, & Drigotas, 2001). In the health literature, it has been shown that spouse’s predictions of
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recovery after heart failure are more accurate than self-predictions (Rohrbaugh et al., 2004).
Finally, in the arena of work and academics, it has been shown that friends’ ratings of
conscientiousness are a better predictor of subsequent college GPA than are self-ratings of
conscientiousness (Wagerman, Greve, Wright, & Funder, 2004). These and other similar
findings suggest that looking beyond the self for predictors of important behavioral and life
outcomes could lead to important and useful discoveries.
DESIGN OF THE STUDY
To obtain the best possible self- and friend-ratings, I used a round-robin design in which
groups of five friends rated each other’s personalities and their own. The round-robin design has
several important advantages over the traditional one-target-multiple-informants design used in
the previous studies I have presented. The most important advantage of the round-robin design is
that because each person serves as both a judge of themselves and a judge of others, we can
obtain a precise estimate of how people see themselves differently from how they see others. For
example, if Aaron rates himself very positively, but we don’t know how he would rate others, we
don’t know whether Aaron has a uniquely positive view of himself or whether he sees everyone
positively, including himself. However, if we ask Aaron to rate himself as well as four of his
friends, Ben, Christine, Danny, and Erik, we can determine how Aaron sees himself controlling
for how he sees people in general. Similarly, by having all five friends rate themselves and each
other, we can determine how Aaron’s friends see him differently than they tend to see everyone
else. In other words, the round-robin design allows us to separate how a specific person is
perceived from how people in general are perceived. The round-robin design also has the added
benefit of ensuring that each participant has an equal, and high, number of informants (in this
case, four friends).
To examine how the friends’ perspective might differ from acquaintances’, I also
collected round-robin ratings for each participant from acquaintances who had just met each
other during the experiment. One limitation of the previous studies (and most studies involving
informant reports) is that the informants are typically self-selected. That is, people choose who
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they get to know well, so the most knowledgeable informants are almost always people that the
target likes and who like the target. This provides a biased picture of the third-person
perspective. Ideally I would like to get highly knowledgeable informants who were randomly
selected to get to know the targets well. There is potential for this kind of research in close-knit
work settings (e.g., faculty members in the same department, work groups) or assigned living
areas (e.g., dormitories, army barracks). However, with a typical undergraduate student sample
recruited for a laboratory study, these options are unfeasible. Thus, the next best option was to
introduce participants to strangers and have them get to know each other for a short period of
time during the laboratory experiment. Although this level of acquaintance is far less than the
friend groups’, it nevertheless gives us a different third-person perspective. Presumably, the
barely-acquainted strangers should be less knowledgeable about certain traits (those that are not
immediately observable), but more neutral observers than the friends. Thus, collecting both
friend and stranger ratings enabled me to identify the unique strengths and weaknesses of both
close and distant others. In addition, including stranger ratings in my study broadened the
ecological validity of the study because in many real-world settings we are called on to form
impressions of strangers.
Trait selection
In selecting the traits to assess, I drew on literatures related to three major areas of life:
love, work, and health. In the domain of love, the traits that have been found to have the most
impact on mate selection, relationship satisfaction, and relationship stability include:
attractiveness,

neuroticism

(emotional

stability,

positive

and

negative

emotionality),

agreeableness (kindness, likeability), extraversion (status, dominance, assertiveness), and
intelligence (Botwin, Buss, & Shackelford, 1997; Buss, 1989; Buss et al., 1990; Buss,
Shackelford, Kirkpatrick, & Larsen, 2001; Buunk et al., 2002; Kenrick et al., 1993; Lopes,
Salovey, & Straus, 2003; Robins, Caspi, & Moffitt, 2000; Slatcher & Vazire, 2006; Slatcher,
Vazire, & Pennebaker, 2006; Sprecher & Regan, 2002).
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In the domain of work, the traits that have been found to have the most impact on
occupational success, academic success, and job satisfaction include: conscientiousness,
neuroticism

(emotional

stability,

adjustment),

extraversion

(leadership,

assertiveness,

sociability), agreeableness, and openness to experience (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Barrick, Mount,
& Judge, 2001; Hogan & Hogan, 2001; Hogan & Holland, 2003; Ones & Viswesvaran, 2001).
Finally, in the domain of health, the traits that have been found to have the most impact
on mental health, physical health, and subjective well-being include: conscientiousness,
extraversion (positive emotionality, cheerfulness), neuroticism (depression, self-esteem),
intelligence, and narcissism (Danner, Snowdon, & Friesen, 2001; Friedman et al., 1995a, 1995b;
Marshall et al., 1994; Martin et al., 1995; Tucker, Friedman, Wingard, & Schwartz, 1996).
Based on these three literatures, I selected the traits that are important in multiple
domains and for which it is feasible to obtain a criterion measure. Thus, the traits examined in
this study are: extraversion (global extraversion, dominance, and leadership ability),
agreeableness (sympathy/liking of others and likeability), neuroticism (anxiety and depression),
openness to experience (intelligence and creativity), narcissism (arrogance and need for power),
and attractiveness.
Criterion measures
To evaluate the accuracy of the self-, friend-, and stranger-ratings of each of these traits,
it is necessary to obtain criterion measures for each trait. The ideal criterion measure would have
the following characteristics: be independent from self-views (identity) or others’ views
(reputation), be measured reliably (i.e., be aggregated over multiple behaviors/trials), and be
conceptually very closely related to the trait for which it serves as a criterion. Of course, research
is limited by many practical concerns, and not all of these standards can easily be met for each
criterion measure. In the present study, however, every effort was made to maximize the
objectivity, reliability, and conceptual relevance of each criterion measure. Next I describe how
the criterion measures were obtained for each trait.
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Extraversion
Like all of the Big Five personality traits, Extraversion has many facets. As mentioned
above, I chose to focus on three aspects of extraversion: global extraversion (e.g., talkativeness),
dominance, and leadership ability. The criterion measures for all of these traits were based on
behavior during a Leaderless Group Discussion (LGD; Bass, 1954). This task was selected on
the basis that it is used to assess leadership, assertiveness, and social skills in occupational
settings (e.g., in employment interviews). The group members were unacquainted with each
other at the beginning of the task. Details of the task are provided in the Method section below.
Global extraversion was measured by having trained coders watch the videos and provide
behavior counts of several extraversion-related behaviors, namely, the amount of time spent
talking, number of speech acts, number of interruptions, and whether or not the participant was
the one to write down the group’s final decision. The coders also provided ratings of
extraversion, talkativeness, and loudness which also served as criterion measures for global
extraversion. The criterion measures for dominance included the behavior counts from the LGD
and the coders’ ratings of assertiveness, dominance, and loudness. Leadership ability was
measured by asking the trained coders to rank each member of each group with respect to their
leadership and contribution to the group task. Together, these traits touch on both the sociability
and dominance aspects of extraversion, although of course many more facets of extraversion lie
outside of these traits.
Agreeableness
One aspect of agreeableness is the tendency to see the best in others rather than be
critical, to like others. Another aspect of agreeableness is being likeable. This is a result of
agreeable people’s warmth, sympathy, and conciliatory nature. I examined both of these aspects
of agreeableness. The criterion measure for liking was the extent to which the person reported
liking his or her friends, and the extent to which the person rated the strangers in his or her group
positively. The criterion measure for likeability was the extent to which the person was liked by
a group of strangers after a brief interaction, and the extent to which the person was rated as
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likeable by these strangers. This criterion can be used to examine the accuracy of self- and
friend-ratings of likeability, but because the criterion is based on strangers’ ratings, it cannot be
used to assess the accuracy of strangers’ ratings. Again, these two criterion measures only tap
into a fraction of the characteristics that compose agreeableness, but the tendency to like others
and be liked by others is very central to the trait of agreeableness.
Neuroticism
Neuroticism has many distinct facets that would be difficult to assess with a single
indicator. For example, depression is very distinct from anger, and it would be difficult to find
one indicator that would be sensitive to both. Thus, I chose to focus on two facets of neuroticism:
anxiety and depression. I chose these facets because they are strongly related to the three
domains of life that were the basis for my trait selections (love, work, and health), and because
there are well-validated tests of anxiety and depression. The criterion measure for anxiety was
based on a variation on the Trier Social Stress Test (TSST; Kirschbaum, Pirke, & Hellhammer,
1993), which involves asking people to give an impromptu speech on a difficult topic, and telling
them that their performance will be evaluated by a panel of experts. A detailed description of the
procedure used is provided in the Method section below. From the speeches, trained coders
provided behavior counts of anxiety-related behaviors, namely, nervous mouth movements and
nervous hand movements (Egloff & Schmukle, 2002). The coders also provided ratings of each
person’s public speaking ability, anxiousness/nervousness, social awkwardness, expressions of
insecurity and

negative aspects

of self, physical

manifestations

of tension,

how

relaxed/comfortable the person seemed, how fluent and quickly they spoke, how much they
seemed to enjoy the task, and their overall neuroticism. These behavior codings and ratings
served as criterion measures for anxiety. In addition, I also collected ratings of nervousness from
the experimenter who administered the speech, self-reports of positive and negative affect
immediately after the speech, and self-ratings of how anxious each person was during the speech.
These also served as criterion measures for anxiety.
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The criterion measure for depression was a modified version of the Beck Depression
Inventory (Beck, Rial, & Rickels, 1974). This measure is not ideal because it relies on selfratings. However, because depression is by nature an internal trait, one that is defined by
subjective experience, self-ratings are arguably the best criterion available, at least among adults
who are able to reflect and report on their subjective feelings.
Openness to experience
Openness is arguably the broadest of the five personality factors of the Big Five. Thus,
selecting a criterion once again necessitated narrowing the factor down to a few specific traits. I
chose to focus on intelligence and creativity. This was based in part on the importance of these
two traits in the literature reviewed above, and on the fact that there are well-validated
laboratory-based tests of both intelligence and creativity. Intelligence was measured using the
Wonderlic personnel test (Wonderlic, 1983). The Wonderlic has both verbal and non-verbal
components, thus criterion measures were obtained for both of these subtypes of intelligence.
The criterion measure for creativity was a timed task asking for creative solutions to a simple
problem (described in detail in the Method section). The answers were scored for creativity by
six research assistants.
Narcissism
I examined two aspects of narcissism: arrogance and need for power. Both have been
shown to be associated with narcissism in previous research (Vazire & Funder, in press). The
short form of the Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI: Raskin & Terry, 1988; short form:
Ames, Rose, & Anderson, in press) was used as a criterion measure for both traits. Like the
criterion measure for depression, this measure is not ideal because it relies on a self-rating.
However, the NPI is designed as a test rather than a face-valid self-report. Thus, it can be
considered more objective than a direct self-perception. In addition to the NPI, observer’s ratings
of arrogance and need for power from the LGD and the TSST were used as criterion measures
for each respective trait.
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Attractiveness
The criterion measure for attractiveness was based on zero-acquaintance ratings of
overall physical attractiveness, face attractiveness, and body attractiveness. The judges who
provided the criterion measures had never seen the target participants and rated their
attractiveness on the basis of a still photograph.
Research questions and predictions
The primary research question in this study is what differences exist between the self’s,
friends’, and strangers’ perspectives on personality with respect to accuracy. Who knows what
about a person’s personality? My prediction with respect to accuracy was that there would be
differences among the perspectives. That is, I expected that the self would be more accurate for
some traits, friends for other traits, and strangers for still other traits. Based on the findings
presented in Chapters 2 and 3, I was able to make slightly more specific predictions. First, I
predicted that the self would be especially accurate at predicting the more private traits (e.g.,
anxiety) and deliberate traits (e.g., friendliness), and that friends and strangers would be
especially accurate at predicting the more observable traits (e.g., extraversion, attractiveness). I
also predicted that the friends and strangers would be slightly more accurate overall because of
aggregation over multiple observers (see Chapter 1 for a discussion of the benefits of
aggregation). Because of the exploratory nature of this study, more specific predictions were not
made for each of the 17 traits.
A related question is to what extent do the self, friends, and strangers have unique
knowledge about each trait? That is, if more than one perspective is accurate on a trait, do the
accurate perspectives know the same thing or different things about that trait? I will test this
question by examining the degree to which using multiple perspectives as predictors increases
the accuracy of the trait ratings.
A final question I will examine with respect to accuracy is whether patterns of accuracy
in all three perspectives can be explained by three characteristics of the traits: observability,
desirability, and automaticity. Here I do have specific predictions. I predict that the self will be
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more accurate for less observable and less automatic traits, whereas friends and strangers will be
more accurate for more observable and more automatic traits. These predictions are based on
previous research discussed in Chapter 1 (John & Robins, 1993; Wilson, 2002).
In addition to examining accuracy, I will also use this study as an opportunity to examine
several other research questions. First, I will examine the degree of consensus among the friends
and among the strangers. Based on previous research (Funder & Colvin, 1988; Kenny, 1994), I
expect that consensus will be higher among strangers than among friends. Although I expect
consensus to be above chance levels, I expect it to be far from perfect. I also expect consensus to
be higher for more observable traits.
Second, I will examine the degree of self-other agreement for friends and for strangers.
Based on previous research (Funder & Colvin, 1988; Kenny, 1994; Watson, Hubbard, & Wiese,
2000) I expect that friends will agree more strongly with self-ratings than will strangers. I also
expect that self-other agreement will be higher for more observable traits.
METHOD
Participants
Two hundred participants (40 groups of five) were scheduled to participate, but due to the
threat of an impending hurricane during the last weekend of the experiment, seven groups (35
participants) either cancelled or did not show up for their scheduled session. Thus, a total of
thirty-three groups of five well-acquainted friends participated in this study (N = 165). All
participants were enrolled as undergraduate students at The University of Texas at Austin.
Seventy-six participants (46%) were enrolled in Introductory Psychology. One hundred
participants (61%) were female. Of those who indicated their ethnicity, 70 (43%) reported being
Asian, Asian-American, Indian, or Pacific Islander, 65 (40%) participants reported being White
or Caucasian, 18 (11%) reported being Hispanic or Latino/a, 9 (5%) reported being Black or
African-American, and 2 (1%) indicated “other.” Participants received $10 in compensation for
the participation, were entered into a lottery with a 12% chance of winning $100, and received
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partial fulfillment of course requirements if they were enrolled in Introductory Psychology.
Participants were also told they would be given feedback about their personality when the study
and analyses were completed.
Procedure
Participants were run in one of eight experimental sessions that lasted three hours and
were run on Saturday and Sunday afternoons in September of 2005. The sessions each included
between three and five groups of five well-acquainted friends (15 to 25 participants) and were
divided into three phases, each roughly an hour long.
Phase One
Upon arriving, each group was taken by an experimenter to a group room. Each group
room had a table with five chairs around it, and two video cameras arranged so that each
participant was clearly captured on at least one camera. The cameras were not used in phase one.
After explaining the study to participants and asking them to remove their hats (to avoid
obscuring their faces in the video tapings), the experimenters assigned each participant a fourdigit ID number, which participants wore on a sticker. Participants then provided informed
consent to participate in the study, indicated whether they allowed us to use their records in
presentations, and indicated whether I could contact them in the future to obtain follow-up
measures.
Next, participants were given the round-robin rating forms as well as manila folders to be
used to hide their answers from their group members. The round-robin rating forms can be found
in Appendix 4.1. Participants were given approximately 15 minutes to rate all five members of
their group (including themselves). While participants completed the round-robin ratings, the
experimenter also rated each participant on the same scale.
During the last five minutes of the ratings, the experimenter initiated the first salivacollection procedure. Each participant was given a cup of water to rinse their mouth, and asked
to chew a piece of gum for five minutes. At the end of the five minutes, when the round-robin
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ratings were completed, all participants provided a saliva sample by drooling into a vial through
a straw. The vials, labeled with the participants’ ID numbers, were collected immediately by an
experimenter and stored in a freezer.
Phase Two
At the end of phase one, all participants were reunited in the lobby area and were asked to
divide themselves according to the color on their ID sticker. The stickers were color-coded such
that the phase two stranger groups included one participant from each of the phase one friend
groups. The experimenters took their new stranger groups back to one of the group rooms.
Experimenters verified that none of the participants knew each other (none ever did).
Pizza and soda were delivered to each group room, and the experimenter explained that
the group would have eight minutes to eat and talk, and were told that they should use this time
to try to get to know each other as well as possible. They were told that they would be asked to
rate each other’s personalities after the get-to-know-you interaction. The cameras were turned on
and the experimenter left the room. After eight minutes, the experimenter returned and turned off
the cameras. Participants then completed round-robin ratings identical to the ones completed in
their friend groups in phase one, with the exception that they did not rate themselves again in
phase two.
Phase Three
After phase two, the participants were once again reunited in the lobby area and asked to
divide themselves based on the shape on their ID stickers. This process resulted in new stranger
groups that were once again comprised of one member from each of the original friend groups
and resulted in groups of previously unacquainted participants. Each group was taken to one of
five stations and every fifteen minutes, the groups were rotated such that after 75 minutes, all
five groups had been to every station.
One station consisted of the Leaderless Group Discussion (LGD; Bass, 1954.). Because
the groups in phase three varied in size from three to five members (depending on the number of
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friend groups present for that session), the procedure for the LGD varied slightly. In all cases, the
participants were told that they would be participating in a group discussion in which each
person is a representative from a different branch of the same company and they are meeting to
allocate the end of the year merit bonuses for their employees. Participants were told that their
two goals were to obtain as much of a bonus for their own employee as possible, and to help the
committee decide the best allocation of the available funds. In addition, it was emphasized that
this task is commonly used to assess leadership ability in job interviews, and that they should
treat this activity as seriously as they would a job interview. The complete instructions for the
five-member groups can be found in Appendix 4.2. After giving the instructions, the
experimenter turned on the video camera (which captured all participants). Participants then had
one minute to read over the description of the employees in the running for the merit bonus, and
then were given ten minutes to discuss and come to a final decision. In the middle of the table,
equidistant from the participants, was a form on which participants were told to write down their
final decision. The experimenter left the room for the duration of the discussion. When one
minute was left, the experimenter warned the group that they must come to a decision in the next
minute, and write it down on the form given to them. If the group came to a decision before the
ten minutes were up, the experimenter did not stop the interaction. After ten minutes, the
experimenter returned, collected the form, and turned off the video camera. Participants were
then asked to complete a written ranking of how much each group member contributed to the
task, including themselves. These rankings were done confidentially behind manila folders so
that the group members could not see each other’s rankings.
Another station consisted of a modified version of the Trier Social Stress Test (TSST;
Kirschbaum, Pirke, & Hellhammer, 1993). At this station, participants completed the Positive
and Negative Affect Scales (PANAS; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988) before being told what
task they would be doing. After completing the PANAS, participants were taken individually
into a cramped room with a video camera and a stern experimenter. They were told that they
would have to give a speech which would be evaluated by a panel of experts. It was emphasized
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that public speaking ability is an important predictor of many life outcomes, including both
occupational and interpersonal success. Participants were told they would be given ten seconds
to prepare after being told the subject of the speech, and that they would then have to talk
continuously for two minutes. They were then told that the topic of their speech would be “what
I like and don’t like about my body.” They were given ten seconds to prepare and then asked to
begin. The speech was videotaped. The experimenters were trained not to smile, laugh, or
otherwise put the participants at ease. If the participants asked any questions after the speech had
started, the experimenters simply said “please continue.” If the participants stopped before the
two minutes were over, the experimenter asked the participant to continue. After two minutes,
the experimenter abruptly cut off the participant and turned the video camera off. Participants
were then taken to another room, given a stopwatch to indicate the time that had elapsed since
the speech, and were asked to complete the PANAS again. When their stopwatch indicated that
15 minutes had passed since the end of their speech, another saliva sample was collected. The
experimenter who administered the speech rated each participant’s nervousness immediately
after the participant left the speech room.
Another station consisted of the Picture Story Exercise (PSE). The PSE consists of asking
participants to write an imaginative story about each of six pictures: ship captain, couple by
river, trapeze artists, women in laboratory (from Smith, 1992), boxer (from McClelland & Steele,
1972), and nightclub scene (from McClelland, 1975). Pictures were presented using standard
instructions and procedures described in Smith (1992). The full instructions can be found in
Appendix 4.3. Participants were given four minutes for each picture, and completed four pictures
at this station and two more at another station.
Another station consisted of the 12-minute Wonderlic IQ test (Wonderlic, 1983), a 60second creativity test asking participants to list as many uses as they could think of for a brick
(Friedman & Förster, 2002) and the Over-Claiming Questionnaire (OCQ; Paulhus, Harms,
Bruce, & Lysy, 2003).
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Finally, another station consisted of the last two pictures of the PSE and a photo session.
In the photo session, participants were photographed in a natural stance and a standardized
stance (arms shoulder-width apart, hands at sides, and a neutral facial expression). Participants
were also videotaped jumping. After completing all stations, the groups were debriefed and paid.
Coding
LGD
A team of four coders coded the LGD discussions. Each group discussion was coded by
two independent coders who watched the video three times for each participant. After the first
viewing of a target participant, the coder completed the same 40-item personality rating that was
completed by the participants in their round-robin groups, and an additional 19 trait and behavior
items, all rated on a 15-point Likert-type scale. During the second viewing of a participant the
coder recorded whether the participant was the first to speak, how many times the participant
interrupted someone, and whether the participant was the one to write down the group’s final
decision. During the third viewing the coder recorded the number of speeches made by the
participant and the length of each speech. A speech act was defined as any time the participant
took the floor. This excluded short exclamations such as “ok” or “yeah.” The two coders’ data
were aggregated into a single composite. All reliabilities (Cronbach’s α) were .62 or higher.
TSST
A team of four coders coded the TSST speeches. Each speech was coded by two
independent coders who watched the video four times for each participant. After the first
viewing, the coder completed the same 59-item rating that the LGD coders completed. During
the second viewing, the coder counted the number of nervous mouth movements, defined as lip
biting, lip twitching, licking of the mouth, and biting of the lips. During the third viewing, the
coder counted the number of eye blinks. After the fourth viewing, the coder rated the amount of
anxiety signaled through hand movements and position on a 15-point Likert-type scale. All three
of these behaviors have been used as indicators of anxiety in previous research (Egloff &
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Schmukle, 2002). The two coders’ data were aggregated into a single composite. The cross-coder
reliability (Cronbach’s α) of the aggregate of the anxiety behaviors coded from the TSS was .68.
Creativity
All answers to the brick test (Friedman & Förster, 2002) were scored for creativity by six
independent judges. The judges were members of the research team. Each response was given a
creativity score based on the aggregate of the judges’ responses (α = .64). Each participant was
then given a creativity score based on the mean creativity rating of the uses they listed.
Attractiveness
A team of three coders viewed still photographs of each participant and rated each
participant’s overall attractiveness, face attractiveness, and body attractiveness. Two coders were
male, one was female. The three coders’ data were aggregated into a single composite (α = .72
for overall attractiveness, .65 for face attractiveness, and .73 for body attractiveness).
RESULTS
Accuracy
Accuracy was measured by correlating the self, friend, and stranger ratings with the
criterion measures for each trait. Because the ratings were based on only a few items and the
behavioral outcome measures were based on a single situation, both the predictor and the
criterion were less reliable than I would have ideally liked. In order to improve the reliability of
the criterion variable, I computed the accuracy of the ratings by comparing them to the aggregate
of all the relevant behavioral criterion measures. This provides a more reliable and more accurate
estimate of the actual effect size. However, I also report the correlations between the ratings and
each individual behavior. Despite the fact that these correlations are often small in magnitude, I
will refer to ratings as “accurate” if the effect size is statistically significant. This usually
corresponds to an effect size of at least .20. Although this effect size is small, it is not corrected
for the unreliability of the measures, and thus is probably an underestimate of the actual
accuracy. Furthermore, an effect of .20 or .30 would be very practically significant if the ratings
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were used to predict repeated or aggregated behavior, as personality judgments are usually used
in real life. Thus, my discussion of the results assumes that these effect sizes are practically
significant.
In addition, a great deal of power is necessary to detect significant differences between
two dependent correlations. Thus, the alpha level used in the statistical tests for the differences in
accuracy between perspectives is .10 rather than the standard .05. Furthermore, I occasionally
discuss differences that are not significant if they are large or if there is a consistent pattern
across traits.
Extraversion
Global extraversion
Table 9 presents the accuracy correlations for ratings of extraversion. The ratings are a
composite of the two extraversion items on the Ten Item Personality Inventory (Gosling,
Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003): “Is extraverted, enthusiastic” and “Is reserved, quiet” (reversescored). The reliability (α) of the two-item aggregate is .69, .69, and .64 for self, friends, and
strangers respectively. The criterion measures are all derived from codings of the LGD. As Table
9 shows, self, friend, and stranger perceptions of extraversion all correlated with behavior during
the LGD. Extraversion was especially correlated with the number of times participants
interrupted someone else during the LGD, and with how extraverted, talkative, and loud they
were perceived as being by the LGD coders. The aggregate accuracy correlations for the self,
friend, and stranger ratings were all about .25. Considering that the ratings were based on only
two items and the criterion was usually a single item, these correlations are quite impressive.
This is especially true for the strangers’ perceptions, which were based on only an eight-minute
interaction.
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Table 9: Correlations between Self, Friend, and Stranger Ratings of Extraversion and Criterion
Measures
Self
Friends Strangers
Time talking
.20
.14
.26
Number of speeches
.18
.16
.15
Interruptions
.23
.22
.25
Final decision
.13
.09
.19
Rank in group
.10
.10
.19
Extraverted
.26
.24
.21
Talkative
.26
.28
.27
Loud
.24
.20
.23
Mean
.20
.18
.22
Aggregate
.25
.22
.26
Note. N = 165. All r’s ≥ .16 are significant at p < .05, two-tailed; all r’s ≥ .20 are significant at p
< .01, two-tailed. Criterion measures are derived from codings of the LGD discussions by two
trained coders. Correlations in the same row with different subscripts are significantly different
from each other at an α level of .10, two-tailed.
Dominance
Table 10 presents the accuracy correlations for ratings of dominance. The ratings are
based on the single item “Tends to dominate group discussions”. As Table 10 shows, self, friend,
and stranger perceptions of dominance all correlated with behavior during the LGD. Dominance
was especially correlated with the amount of talking during the LGD, with the LGD coders’
ranking of their contribution to the LGD task, and with how assertive, dominant, and loud they
were perceived as being by the LGD coders. The aggregate accuracy correlations for all three
perspectives were about .30. Again, although these correlations are small to medium in absolute
magnitude, it is impressive to find such a relationship between two-item personality ratings and
behavior in a laboratory task.
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Table 10: Correlations between Self, Friend, and Stranger Ratings of Dominance and Criterion
Measures
Self
Friends Strangers
Time talking
.24
.20
.27
Number of speeches
.16
.21
.25
Interruptions
.20
.20
.29
Final decision
.20
.20
.29
Rank in group
.27
.26
.22
Assertive
.28
.31
.29
Dominates group discussions
.27
.29
.22
Loud
.32
.29
.28
Mean
.24
.25
.26
Aggregate
.31
.31
.34
Note. N = 165. All r’s ≥ .16 are significant at p < .05, two-tailed; all r’s ≥ .20 are significant at p
< .01, two-tailed. Criterion measures are derived from codings of the LGD discussions by two
trained coders. Correlations in the same row with different subscripts are significantly different
from each other at an α level of .10, two-tailed.
Leadership
Table 11 presents the accuracy correlations for ratings of leadership. The ratings are
based on the single item “Is a good leader.” As Table 11 shows, self, friend, and stranger ratings
of leadership correlated with LGD coders’ ratings of both contribution to the LGD task and
leadership ability (r’s around .20). Across the three extraversion traits, a clear pattern emerges:
all three perspectives are accurate at predicting extraversion-related behaviors. There is no clear
advantage of the self’s perspective or of acquaintance (friends); strangers were just as good at
rating extraversion as anyone else.
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Table 11: Correlations between Self, Friend, and Stranger Ratings of Leadership and Criterion
Measures
Self Friends Strangers
Rank in group
.14
.23
.21
Good leader
.15
.21
.16
Mean
.15
.22
.19
Aggregate
.16
.24
.21
Note. N = 165. All r’s ≥ .16 are significant at p < .05, two-tailed; all r’s ≥ .20 are significant at p
< .01, two-tailed. Criterion measures are derived from codings of the LGD discussions by two
trained coders. Correlations in the same row with different subscripts are significantly different
from each other at an α level of .10, two-tailed.

Agreeableness
Sympathy/liking
Table 12 presents the accuracy correlations for ratings of liking. The ratings are based on
the single item “tends to like others.” However, instead of using raw scores on this item, the self
ratings were based on the self effects and friends’ and strangers’ ratings were based on target
effects for each participant. The self and target effects are derived from Social Relations Model
analyses. Self effects represent how a person rated him or herself controlling for how they tend
to rate people in general and how others tend to rate them (i.e., how they uniquely see
themselves). Target effects represent how a person is seen by others (either friends or strangers)
controlling for how people in general are seen in their group (i.e., how they uniquely are seen).
As Table 12 shows, ratings of how much the participant tends to like others correlated
with both how much the participant reported liking their friends and the strangers in their group,
and how positively they rated their friends and the strangers. Interestingly, the friends’ ratings
predicted the outcomes (liking and positivity) in the friend groups (mean r = .32) but not in the
stranger groups (mean r = .10). Self ratings predicted liking and positivity in friend groups (mean
r = .18) more than in stranger groups (mean r = .12), and stranger ratings did not significantly
predict any of the outcomes. As the aggregate accuracy correlations show, only the self and
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friends were accurate at predicting how much the target liked others. Friends were slightly more
accurate than the self, but this difference was not significant.
Table 12: Correlations between Self, Friend, and Stranger Ratings of Liking Others and Criterion
Measures
Self
Friends Strangers
Liking of friends
.17 a
.27a
-.04 b
Positivity of ratings of friends
.18 a
.37 b
-.06 c
Liking of strangers
.17
.02
.09
Positivity of ratings of strangers
.06
.17
.12
Mean
.15
.21
.03
Aggregate
.20
.29
.04
Note. N = 165. All r’s ≥ .16 are significant at p < .05, two-tailed; all r’s ≥ .20 are significant at p
< .01, two-tailed. Self ratings are the self effects saved from SRM analyses of the round-robin
data. Friends’ ratings are the target effects saved from SRM analyses of the friend round-robin
data. Strangers’ ratings are the target effects saved from SRM analyses of the stranger roundrobin data. The criterion measures are perceiver effects saved from SRM analyses of the friend
and stranger round-robin data. Correlations in the same row with different subscripts are
significantly different from each other at an α level of .10, two-tailed.
Likeability
Table 13 presents the accuracy correlations for ratings of likeability. The ratings are
based on an aggregate of the items “Is likeable” and “Tends to be liked by others.” The reliability
(α) of the two-item aggregate is .76 and .89 for self and friends respectively. Accuracy could not
be computed for strangers because the strangers’ ratings served as the criterion. The first
criterion measure is the strangers’ actual liking of each participant (the single item: “How much
do you like this person?”). The second criterion is the strangers’ ratings on the same two-item
likeability aggregate (“Is likeable” and “Tends to be liked by others” α = .83). As Table 13
shows, self and friend ratings of likeability both predicted how much participants were liked and
found likeable by the strangers in their groups (aggregate r’s are around .20 to .30). Friends’
ratings were slightly more predictive, but the difference in accuracy between self and friends was
not significant. However, this pattern was also found for liking, suggesting that friends may be
slightly more accurate than the self at judging agreeableness-related traits.
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Table 13: Correlations between Self, Friend, and Stranger Ratings of Likeability and Criterion
Measures
Self
Friends
Liked by strangers
.18
.22
Likeability - strangers
.16
.26
Mean
.17
.24
Aggregate
.19
.27
Note. N = 165. All r’s ≥ .16 are significant at p < .05, two-tailed; all r’s ≥ .20 are significant at p
< .01, two-tailed. Accuracy of likeability ratings could only be computed for self and friends
because the strangers’ ratings of liking and likeability served as the criterion measures.
Correlations in the same row with different subscripts are significantly different from each other
at an α level of .10, two-tailed.
Neuroticism
Anxiety
Table 14 presents the accuracy correlations for ratings of anxiety. Two separate ratings
were used as predictors of anxiety. First, the neuroticism ratings are a composite of the two
neuroticism items on the Ten Item Personality Inventory (Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003):
“Is anxious, easily upset” and “Is calm, emotionally stable” (reverse-scored). The reliability (α)
of the two-item aggregate is .62, .56, and .00 for self, friends, and strangers respectively.
However, because this two-item aggregate is not very reliable (especially among the strangers’
ratings) and is much broader than the criterion measure (anxiety during a public speaking
exercise), I also examined the accuracy of ratings on the single item “Is good at public
speaking.” The criterion measures in the top half of Table 14 are derived from codings of the
TSST speeches. The accuracy correlations for the aggregate of these 13 variables (α = .91) is
presented in the bottom row of the top half of Table. The criterion measures in the bottom half of
Table 14 are the ratings of nervousness by the experimenter who administered the speech and
self-ratings of affect immediately after the speech. The bottom row of the bottom half of Table 6
presents the mean accuracy correlation for these items.
As Table 14 shows, ratings of neuroticism did not correlate with any of the TSST-based
criterion measures of anxiety (mean r’s are .05, .05, and -.02 for self, friends, and strangers,
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respectively), or with RA- and self-rated anxiety (mean r’s are .15, .02, and -.06 for self, friends,
and strangers). The only striking exceptions are the accuracy of self-rated neuroticism in
predicting coders’ ratings of how negative the participants were about themselves during the
speech (r = .22) and predicting self-rated negative affect immediately after the speech (r = .33).
Ratings of public speaking ability, however, were much more useful for predicting
anxiety. All three perspectives accurately predicted the TSST-coded criterion measures (r’s with
aggregate are .43, .35, and .24 for self, friends, and strangers respectively). A test of significance
of difference between dependent correlations shows that self-ratings were significantly more
accurate at predicting TSST anxiety than were stranger ratings (t = 1.97, p < .05). Ratings of
public speaking were especially accurate at predicting the TSST coders’ ratings of public
speaking ability, awkwardness of interpersonal style (reversed), fluency and speed of talking,
and how much the participant seemed to enjoy the task. Self-ratings of public speaking were also
more accurate than friend or stranger ratings in predicting RA- and self-rated anxiety during the
speech (mean r’s are .34, .17, and .01 for self, friends, and strangers respectively; tself, friends =
2.40, p < .05, tself, strangers = 3.50, p < .01).
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Neuroticism
Public Speaking
Self
Friends Strangers
Self
Friends Strangers
Nervous mouth movements
-.12
-.12
-.11
.24 a
.14 a
.02 b
Nervous hand movements
-.11
-.01
-.12
.31 a
.08 b
.06 b
.34 a
.17 b
Public speaking
-.01
.02
-.01
.43 a
Anxious/nervous
.01
.01
-.09
.36 a
.19 b
.17 b
-.03 ab
-.14 b
.44 a
.35 ab
.24 b
Awkward
.11a
Insecurity
.16 a
.18 a
-.10 b
.27
.24
.20
.32 a
.14 b
Negative about self
.22
.10
.06
.23 ab
Physical tension
.04
.02
-.03
.29 a
.17 ab
.08 b
Relaxed/comfortable ®
-.01
-.03
-.06
.34
.22
.18
Fluent ®
-.02
-.04
-.01
.44 a
.37 a
.20 b
Speaks quickly ®
-.10
-.07
.02
.37
.34
.27
Enjoys interaction ®
.13 a
.07 a
-.11 b
.35
.32
.24
Neurotic
-.01 a
.16 b
.16 ab
.04
.01
.05
Aggregate
.05
.05
-.02
.43 a
.35 ab
.24 b
RA rated nervousness
.06
.02
-.08
.32 a
.23 a
.05 b
PA post speech ®
.06
.03
-.07
.29 a
.06 b
.18 ab
NA post speech
.33 a
.08 b
-.08 a
.29 a
.12 b
-.12 c
Anxious post-speech
.13 a
-.06 b
-.01 a
.51 a
.26 b
-.06 c
.15
.02
-.06
.36 a
.17 b
.01 c
Mean a
Note. N = 165. All r’s ≥ .16 are significant at p < .05, two-tailed; all r’s ≥ .20 are significant at p < .01, two-tailed. a Mean is the mean
of the correlations in the last four rows of the table. Correlations within each trait in the same row with different subscripts are
significantly different from each other at an α level of .10, two-tailed.

Table 14: Correlations between Self, Friend, and Stranger Ratings of Anxiety and Criterion Measures

Depression
Table 15 presents the accuracy correlations for ratings of depression. The ratings
of depression are based on the aggregate of the items “Is anxious, easily upset,” “Is calm,
emotionally stable” (reversed), “Is happy, satisfied with life” (reversed), “Is lonely,”
“Has high self-esteem” (reversed), and “Is depressed.” The reliability (α) of the six-item
aggregate was .78, .80, and .60 for self, friends, and strangers respectively. The criterion
measure for depression was the participants’ scores on the Beck Depression Inventory
short-form (BDI; Beck, Rial, & Rickels, 1974), with one item deleted (item 7 on suicidal
ideation) resulting in a 12-item questionnaire (α = .68). As Table 15 shows, self-ratings of
depression were significantly more accurate than friend- and stranger-ratings (t = 3.08, p
< .01), and friend ratings were significantly more accurate than stranger ratings (t = 3.38,
p < .01). Interestingly, the differences among the three perspectives were especially
accentuated among female targets. This is due mostly to the fact that female participants’
self-ratings correlated more strongly with their scores on the BDI than did males’.
Table 15: Correlations between Self, Friend, and Stranger Ratings of Depression and the
Criterion Measure
Self
Friends
Strangers
BDI
.52 a
.28 b
-.06 c
males only
.35 a
.26 a
-.12 b
females only
.63 a
.31 b
-.01 c
Note. N = 165. Male N = 65. Female N = 100. All r’s ≥ .20 are significant at p < .01, twotailed. BDI = Beck Depression Inventory (short form) without item 7 (suicidal ideation).
Correlations within each trait in the same row with different subscripts are significantly
different from each other at an α level of .10, two-tailed.
Openness to Experience
Intelligence
Table 16 presents the accuracy correlations for ratings of intelligence. The ratings
are single-item scores on three different items: “Is intelligent,” “Has strong verbal skills,”
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and “Has strong math skills.” The three items were not aggregated because separate
criterion measures were used for each item. The criterion measure for “Is intelligent” was
participants’ overall score on the Wonderlic Personnel Test (Wonderlic, 1983). The
criterion measures for the other two items were the participants’ scores on the verbal and
non-verbal subsections of the Wonderlic. As Table 16 shows, self and friends’ ratings
were significantly more accurate than strangers’ (tself-stranger = 1.86, p < .10, t friend-stranger =
2.54, p < .05). The magnitude of the correlations found here are typical of those reported
in the literature (Borkenau & Liebler, 1993; Reynolds & Gifford, 2001).
Table 16: Correlations between Self, Friend, and Stranger Ratings of Intelligence and
Criterion Measures
Self
Friends Strangers
IQ
.07 a
.23 b
.00 a
Verbal
.22 a
.22 a
-.05 b
Math
.18 ab
.27 a
.02 b
Mean
.16 a
.24 a
-.01 b
Aggregate
.19 a
.28 a
-.02 b
Note. N = 165. All r’s ≥ .16 are significant at p < .05, two-tailed; all r’s ≥ .20 are
significant at p < .01, two-tailed. IQ correlations are correlations between ratings of
“intelligence” and overall IQ score on the Wonderlic Personnel Test. Verbal correlations
are correlations between ratings of “has strong verbal skills” and scores on the verbal
section of the Wonderlic. Math correlations are correlations between ratings of “has
strong math skills” and scores on the non-verbal section of the Wonderlic. Correlations
within each trait in the same row with different subscripts are significantly different from
each other at an α level of .10, two-tailed.
Creativity
Table 17 presents the accuracy correlations for ratings of creativity. The ratings
are based on the single item “Thinks and associates ideas in unusual ways, has
unconventional thought processes.” The criterion measure was the participants’ scores on
the brick creativity test described above (Friedman & Förster, 2002). As Table 17 shows,
all three perspectives’ ratings of creativity correlated somewhat with participants’ scores
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on the creativity test. This is impressive considering that the creativity test was a single
60-second test, and that creativity is more subject to idiosyncratic interpretation than
many other traits (e.g., facial attractiveness).
Table 17: Correlations between Self, Friend, and Stranger Ratings of Creativity and the
Criterion Measure
Self
Friends Strangers
Brick Test Score
.21
.27
.20
Note. N = 165. All r’s ≥ .16 are significant at p < .05, two-tailed; all r’s ≥ .20 are
significant at p < .01, two-tailed. Brick test score = participants’ scores on the creativity
test (Friedman & Förster, 2002). Correlations within each trait in the same row with
different subscripts are significantly different from each other at an α level of .10, twotailed.
Narcissism
Arrogance
Table 18 presents the accuracy correlations for ratings of arrogance. The ratings
are based on an aggregate of the items “Is arrogant” and “Exaggerates his/her abilities.”
The reliability (α) for the two-item aggregate was .67, .85, and .83 for self, friends, and
strangers respectively. The criterion measures were: arrogance as rated by the LGD
coders, arrogance as rated by the TSST speech coders, and scores on the NPI. As Table
18 shows, all three perspectives were accurate at predicting arrogance. If anything, the
self was even more accurate than friends or strangers (this difference was significant for
self and stranger ratings of arrogance predicting NPI scores; t = 2.26, p < .05). The
accuracy of self-ratings is impressive considering that arrogance is thought of as a trait on
which people are not very self-aware (i.e., arrogant people are thought to be oblivious to
the fact that they are arrogant, hence the need for tests like the NPI). The accuracy of
strangers’ ratings is also impressive considering that they had very little information on
the targets.
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Table 18: Correlations between Self, Friend, and Stranger Ratings of Narcissism and
Criterion Measures
Self
Friends
Strangers
Arrogance in LGD
.04
.09
.16
Arrogance in TSST
.21
.17
.14
.29 ab
.19 b
NPI
.41 a
Mean
.23
.19
.17
Aggregate
.33
.27
.24
Note. N = 165. All r’s ≥ .16 are significant at p < .05, two-tailed; all r’s ≥ .20 are
significant at p < .01, two-tailed. LGD = Leaderless group discussion. TSST = Trier
Social Stress Test. NPI = Narcissistic Personality Inventory (short-form). Correlations
within each trait in the same row with different subscripts are significantly different from
each other at an α level of .10, two-tailed.
Need for Power
Table 19 presents the accuracy correlations for ratings of need for power. Ratings
were based on the single item “Is power-oriented, values power in self and others.” The
criterion measures were: need for power as rated by the LGD coders, need for power as
rated by the TSST speech coders, and scores on the NPI.
Table 19: Correlations between Self, Friend, and Stranger Ratings of Need for Power and
Criterion Measures
Self
Friends
Strangers
nPower LGD
.06 a
.27 b
.12 ab
nPower TSS
.20
.23
.20
NPI
.37 a
.33 a
-.01 b
Mean
.21 ab
.28 a
.10 b
Aggregate
.32 a
.42 a
.14 b
Note. N = 165. All r’s ≥ .16 are significant at p < .05, two-tailed; all r’s ≥ .20 are
significant at p < .01, two-tailed. nPower = Need for power. LGD = Leaderless group
discussion. TSST = Trier Social Stress Test. NPI = Narcissistic Personality Inventory
(short-form). Correlations within each trait in the same row with different subscripts are
significantly different from each other at an α level of .10, two-tailed.
As Table 19 shows, both self and friends were accurate at predicting need for
power. Strangers’ ratings of need for power only correlated with power-orientation
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during the LGD task. Tests of significance of differences between dependent correlations
shows that stranger ratings were significantly less accurate than both self (t = 3.43, p <
.01) and friend (t = 2.97, p < .01) ratings.
Attractiveness
Attractiveness
Table 20 presents the accuracy correlations for ratings of attractiveness. The
ratings are single-item scores on three different items: “Is physically attractive,” “Has an
attractive face,” and “Has an attractive body.” The three items were not aggregated
because separate criterion measures were used for each item. The criterion measure for
“Is physically attractive” was unacquainted observers’ ratings of participants’
attractiveness based on a photograph. The criterion measures for the other two items were
the observers’ ratings of facial and body attractiveness respectively. As Table 20 shows,
all three of the three perspectives were quite accurate at predicting attractiveness.
However, self-ratings of face attractiveness were significantly less accurate than friend
and stranger ratings (tself-friend = 2.02, p < .05; tself-stranger = 2.51, p < .05).
Table 20: Correlations between Self, Friend, and Stranger Ratings of Attractiveness and
Criterion Measures
Self
Friends Strangers
Attractiveness
.37
.48
.44
Face
.25 a
.41 b
.46 b
Body
.46
.51
.47
Mean
.36
.47
.46
Aggregate
.41
.50
.48
Note. N = 165. All r’s ≥ .16 are significant at p < .05, two-tailed; all r’s ≥ .20 are
significant at p < .01, two-tailed. Attractiveness correlations are correlations between
ratings of “physical attractiveness” and overall attractiveness ratings from three judges
who viewed still photographs of the targets. Face and body correlations are the accuracy
of those specific judgments. Correlations within each trait in the same row with different
subscripts are significantly different from each other at an α level of .10, two-tailed.
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Having examined the accuracy of each perspective alone, I next examined how
much validity the perspectives add to each other. That is, do the three perspectives’
knowledge overlap completely, or is there some unique information that only one
perspective has over the others? To test this, I conducted a regression for each of the 17
personality traits, regressing the criterion measure onto the three perspectives’ trait
ratings. Table 21 presents the beta weights for each perspective and the multiple R for the
regression when all three perspectives’ ratings are entered simultaneously. The raw
accuracy correlations of the aggregates from tables 7 to 19 are also presented for
comparison.
As Table 21 shows, there are instances of unique information across the three
perspectives. For example, ratings of body attractiveness were independently predictive
for all three perspectives, even when entered simultaneously into a regression. However,
there were also instances of one perspective subsuming the other two, such as for
depression, where the self was uniquely valid and wiped out any utility of the other two
perspectives. It is also important to note that the multiple R was typically quite a bit
stronger than any of the individual accuracy correlations. This indicates that for most
traits, using multiple perspectives leads to greater accuracy.
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Table 21: Validity of Trait Ratings: Correlations and Regression Coefficients
r
Self

B

Friends Strangers

Self

Multiple
Friends Strangers
R

Extraversion
Global ext.
.25
.22
.26
.23
.13
.16
.41
Dominance
.31
.31
.34
.19
.17
.25
.44
Leadership
.16
.24
.21
.09
.20
.18
.32
Aggregate
.35
.30
.30
.23
.13
.16
.41
Agreeableness
Liking
.20
.29
.04
.15
.25
-.01
.32
Likeability
.19
.27
-.12
.23
-.29
Aggregate
.27
.29
-.31
.19
-.41
Neuroticism
Anxiety
.43
.35
.24
.34
.17
.17
.50
Depression
.52
.28
-.06
.47
.14
-.05
.54
Aggregate
.40
.28
.04
.35
.18
-.03
.43
Openness
Intelligence
.19
.28
-.02
.11
.25
-.05
.30
Creativity
.21
.27
.20
.15
.21
.17
.35
Aggregate
.20
.30
.09
.14
.25
.08
.33
Narcissism
Arrogance
.33
.27
.24
.27
.15
.18
.41
Need for power
.32
.42
.14
.23
.35
.09
.48
Aggregate
.37
.34
.20
.30
.22
.13
.45
Attractiveness
Overall
.37
.48
.44
.19
.28
.24
.56
Face
.25
.41
.46
.07
.21
.33
.50
Body
.46
.51
.47
.28
.26
.26
.62
Aggregate
.41
.50
.48
.21
.26
.27
.59
Mean (traits)
.30
.33
.23
.22
.21
.14
.43
Mean (aggregates)
.33
.34
.23
.26
.21
.12
.44
Note. N = 165. All r’s ≥ .16 are significant at p < .05, two-tailed; all r’s ≥ .20 are
significant at p < .01, two-tailed. All B’s ≥ .18 are significant at p < .05, two-tailed; all
B’s ≥ .15 are significant at p < .10, two-tailed. All multiple R’s significant at p < .05.
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Next I examined whether the patterns of accuracy for the three perspectives can
be explained in part by variations in observability, desirability, and automaticity across
the traits. To test this, I correlated each perspective’s accuracy correlations with the
observability, desirability, and automaticity ratings of the traits (collected in Study 3.2).
The results of these analyses are presented in Table 22.
Table 22: Correlations between Self-, Friend-, and Stranger-Accuracy and Trait
Observability, Desirability, and Automaticity
Self
Friends Strangers
Observability
.19
.56
.86
Desirability
-.56
.13
.39
Automaticity
-.15
-.02
-.16
Note. N = 17 traits. All r’s ≥ .5 are significant at p < .05, two-tailed; all r’s ≥ .8 are
significant at p < .01, two-tailed.
As predicted, friends and strangers were more accurate on traits that are more
observable. I also predicted that the self would be less accurate for more automatic
behaviors. This prediction was not supported (although the trend is in the right direction).
I also found that self-ratings were less accurate for more desirable traits, which I had not
predicted.
Agreement
Consensus
Table 23 presents the agreement levels among friends and among strangers.
Consensus was calculated in two ways. First, I calculated the average pairwise correlation
among the raters (friends or strangers). Second, I used the target variance estimates
derived from Social Relations Model analyses. Target variance is the proportion of
variance in ratings accounted for by target effects. Target effects are tendencies for
targets to be seen a certain way by perceivers. That is, social relations model analyses
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separate the variance in ratings due to perceiver biases (perceiver variance) from the
variance due to the actual target (target variance).
Table 23: Consensus Among Friends and Among Strangers
Friends
Mean
Target
pairwise r
effect

Strangers
Mean
Target
pairwise r
effect

Extraversion
Global extraversion
.40
.39
.45
.49
Dominance
.33
.34
.37
.41
Leadership
.24
.24
.21
.22
Agreeableness
Liking/sympathy
.11
.16
.17
.14
Likeability
.24
.25
.12
.14
Neuroticism
Anxiety - neuroticism
.36
.29
.03
.00
Anxiety - public speaking
.30
.31
.26
.23
Depression
.33
.19
.13
.18
Openness
Intelligence
.27
.24
.20
.21
Verbal intelligence
.23
.22
.19
.17
Math skills
.39
.34
.25
.26
Creativity
.20
.21
.00
.10
Narcissism
Arrogance
.32
.26
.20
.19
Need for power
.21
.14
.15
.15
Attractiveness
Overall
.36
.34
.37
.34
Face
.33
.32
.37
.35
Body
.44
.41
.34
.33
MEAN
.30
.27
.23
.23
Note. N = 165. All r’s ≥ .16 are significant at p < .05, two-tailed; all r’s ≥ .20 are
significant at p < .01, two-tailed. Target effects are saved from SRM analyses of friend
and stranger round-robin groups.
As Table 23 shows, consensus was generally higher among friends than among
strangers on both indicators of consensus. There were also interesting differences across
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traits. For example, consensus on neuroticism was high among friends but low among
strangers, whereas consensus on attractiveness and extraversion was high in both groups.
This suggests that strangers only reach consensus for very observable traits, whereas
friends are able to form consensual impressions even on traits that are not very
observable. Overall, friends’ ratings achieved significant levels of consensus (r > .16) for
16 of the 17 traits (all but liking/sympathy) and strangers’ ratings achieved significant
levels of consensus for 12 of the 17 traits (all but likeability, neuroticism, depression,
creativity, and need for power).
Cross-perspective agreement
Table 24 shows the agreement correlations among the three perspectives: self,
friends, and strangers. Self-friend and self-stranger agreement was calculated in two
ways. First, I computed the raw correlation between self-ratings and aggregated friend
ratings for each trait. Second, I used the correlation between self effects and target effects
in the Social Relations Model analyses. Friend-stranger agreement was calculated simply
by computing the correlation between aggregated friends’ ratings and aggregated
strangers’ ratings for each trait.
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Table 24: Cross-Perspective Agreement
Self-Friend

Self-Stranger

r

SRM

r

SRM

FriendStranger
r

Global extraversion
Dominance
Leadership

.54
.38
.28

.67
.46
.36

.44
.24
.07

.55
.33
.15

.46
.25
.08

Liking/sympathy
Likeability

.21
.28

.31
.33

.15
.16

.34
.37

.18
.26

Anxiety - neuroticism
Anxiety - public speaking
Depression

.47
.42
.34

.57
.49
.38

-.07
.08
-.07

.00
.05
.09

.11
.21
.11

Intelligence
Verbal intelligence
Math skills
Creativity

.20
.33
.55
.29

.29
.53
.62
.44

-.09
-.04
.27
.08

-.23
.02
.31
.22

.16
.11
.38
.13

Arrogance
Need for power

.30
.24

.33
.36

.09
.05

.12
.17

.22
.06

Extraversion

Agreeableness

Neuroticism

Openness

Narcissism

Attractiveness
Overall
Face
Body

.40
.39
.29
.32
.53
.39
.37
.29
.32
.53
.41
.42
.29
.31
.52
Mean
.36
.43
.13
.20
.26
Note. N = 165. All r’s ≥ .16 are significant at p < .05, two-tailed; all r’s ≥ .20 are
significant at p < .01, two-tailed. SRM = correlation between self-rating and SRM target
effect saved from SRM analyses of friend and stranger round-robin groups.
In general, self-friend agreement was stronger than self-stranger agreement, and
friend-stranger agreement fell somewhere in between the two. There were also interesting
differences across traits. For example, although self-friend agreement was high for almost
all traits, self-stranger agreement was only high for extraversion and attractiveness. This
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could be due in part to the low levels of consensus among strangers for the other traits
(see Table 23). Interestingly, friend-stranger agreement was the highest cross-perspective
agreement for attractiveness. It is also interesting to note that strangers consistently
agreed more with the friends than with the self for every trait. This could be due in part to
the increased reliability of the friend ratings over the self-ratings (due to aggregation), but
may also reflect the commonalities across various types of observer perspectives.
Recall that I predicted that both consensus and cross-perspective agreement would
be higher for more observable traits. To test this prediction and examine other potential
characteristics of traits that could covary with consensus and cross-perspective
agreement, I correlated the consensus correlations and the cross-perspective agreement
correlations with trait observability, desirability, and automaticity (collected in Study
3.2). The results from these analyses are presented in Table 25.
Table 25: Correlations between Consensus and Cross-Perspective Agreement and Trait
Observability, Desirability, and Automaticity
Strangers Self-Friend Self-Stranger Friend-Stranger
Friends
Agreement
Agreement
Consensus Consensus Agreement
†
Observability
.38
.42
.21
.65**
.74**
Desirability
-.12
.10
-.03
.46*
.44†
Automaticity
-.10
-.47*
-.28
-.28
.02
Note. N = 17 traits. † p < .10, two-tailed; * p < .05, two-tailed; ** p < .01, two-tailed.
As predicted, consensus and cross-perspective agreement was higher for more
observable traits. This was especially true when strangers were involved. A few other
significant correlations were found but they are hard to interpret without a theoretical
basis for predicting them.
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DISCUSSION
Summary of findings
The purpose of this study was to determine which perspective (self, friend, or
stranger) was the most accurate at predicting a collection of traits that have been found to
have psychological importance in the domains of love, work, and health. The key finding
here is that no single perspective was the best across the board. For example, the self was
the most accurate at predicting anxiety and depression, which are both internal and
relatively unobservable, but was the least accurate at predicting attractiveness, the most
observable trait examined in this study.
Another important finding with respect to accuracy is the sheer level of accuracy
obtained by all three perspectives in this study. The self was able to predict outcomes
related not only to extraversion and neuroticism (traits that are relatively easy for the self
to judge), but also arrogance, need for power, and attractiveness – traits that are generally
thought to be difficult to access by the self. Friends were able to predict every outcome
with at least some accuracy. Among the 17 traits examined in this study, friends had
some insight into each of them.
The accuracy of the strangers’ predictions was the most remarkable – strangers
were as accurate as the self and friends for some of the traits. Specifically, strangers were
able to predict extraversion, dominance, leadership, arrogance, and attractiveness with
about the same level of accuracy as either of the other two perspectives. This is very
impressive considering that the strangers only interacted with each other for eight
minutes before rating each other, and did not interact with each other at all during the
criterion tests.
What could explain the accuracy of the stranger’s ratings? One possibility is that
people are very skilled at detecting one another’s personality traits. There are several
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reasons to suspect this. First, previous research has shown that snap judgments of
personality can be very accurate, even when the judgment is based only on a photograph
or other thin slices of information (Ambady & Rosenthal, 1992; Berry & Finch Wero,
1993), including seeing the target’s bedroom, office, or website (Gosling, Ko,
Mannarelli, & Morris, 2002; Vazire & Gosling, 2004), or even knowing their music
preferences (Rentfrow & Gosling, 2003). Second, it would be evolutionarily adaptive to
be able to infer a person’s personality very quickly. Thus, the ability to quickly and
accurately judge others’ personalities has probably been selected for in our species.
Another possible explanation is that people broadcast their personality in very
observable ways. There are several reasons to believe this also plays a part in the
accuracy of strangers’ ratings. First, there is very little evidence that there are individual
differences in how well people are able to detect others’ personalities. Many studies have
searched for the “good judge” of personality but no consistent finding has emerged
(Pickhardt, Vazire, & Gosling, 2003). Thus, it is unlikely that the accuracy is due entirely
to a few good judges detecting targets’ personalities. If everyone is able to pick up on one
another’s personality traits, these traits must be quite observable. Indeed, research has
shown that extraverts are particularly easy targets of personality judgment (Colvin, 1993;
Funder, 1999; Swann & Rentfrow, 2001). That is, extraverts broadcast many of their
traits, not just their extraversion. Thus, the accuracy of the strangers’ ratings may have
been due, in part, to their accurate detection of extraverts’ personalities.
The degree to which self, friend, and stranger ratings predicted single objective
behavioral criterion measures was also impressive. For example, ratings of extraversion
predicted the amount of time a person spoke during the leaderless group discussion and
the number of times they interrupted someone during the discussion, and self-ratings of
public speaking ability predicted the number of nervous mouth and hand movements
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during a stressful speech. Although the effect sizes for the predictions of single
behavioral criteria were often small, the accuracy of the aggregated criterion measures
was often in the .30 to .40 range. Besides providing a substantial increase in the
magnitude of the accuracy correlations, this demonstrates that the estimates obtained in
this study are constrained by the reliabilities of the criterion measures (and probably the
ratings as well). Had it been feasible to obtain more reliable measures, the accuracy
correlations would have been even stronger.
The regression analyses showed that the three perspectives sometimes had unique
knowledge about a trait. That is, even when multiple perspectives were accurate, they
often accounted for different aspects of the criterion measure. This finding is important
because it shows that the perspectives differ in content, not just amount of information. It
also demonstrates that using multiple perspectives leads to substantially higher validities
because in many cases the perspectives supplement each other rather than being
redundant.
This study also provided some important insights into the patterns of self- and
other-knowledge. Specifically, I found that friends and strangers know more about
observable traits. Although this is not surprising, it has never directly been tested before.
In addition, I also found that the self was less accurate for more desirable traits. Although
researchers have examined the impact of trait evaluativeness on self-knowledge (e.g.,
John & Robins, 1993), the finding that self-ratings are less accurate for more desirable
traits is a new one. I tested the possibility that this was an effect of evaluativeness rather
than desirability, and that was not supported. This effect was indeed due to self-ratings
being less accurate for desirable (but not undesirable) traits. Finally, I found a weak trend
suggesting that the self may be more accurate for less automatic (i.e., more intentional)
traits, and strangers may be more accurate for more automatic traits.
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I also took this opportunity to examine levels of agreement within perspectives
and across perspectives. Somewhat surprisingly, friends agreed more with each other
than did strangers. Our results suggest that consensus increases with greater
acquaintance, but only for traits that are very difficult to observe (e.g., anxiety,
depression, creativity, arrogance). It is likely that strangers had very little information
about these traits and thus were reduced to essentially guessing, leading to lower levels of
consensus.
Agreement levels across perspectives were generally lower than agreement within
perspectives. However, one notable exception is that the friends tended to agree more
with the self-ratings than they did with each other. However, this could be an artifact of
the increased reliability of the aggregated friends’ ratings over the individual friends’
ratings. To test this, I computed the average pairwise self-friend agreement. The results
from these analyses confirm that this is indeed a psychometric artifact (mean pairwise
self-friend r = .25 across 17 traits). Thus, consistent with previous research (Funder &
Colvin, 1988; Funder, Kolar, & Blackman, 1995), agreement was consistently stronger
within perspective than across perspectives. Also consistent with previous research (John
& Robins, 1993), agreement within and across perspectives was higher for more
observable traits.
Implications for Self-Knowledge
This study sheds light on the strengths and limitations of the self as a source of
information about a person. The accuracy findings show that the self is uniquely
knowledgeable about some traits, but also uniquely oblivious about others. Although only
tentative conclusions can be drawn from a single study, the results suggest that the self is
a uniquely accurate source of information about internal traits such as anxiety and
depression. The self is also quite aware of levels of extraversion, dominance, and even
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arrogance and attractiveness. This suggests that whatever biases the self may have (e.g.,
self-enhancement, self-verification, etc.), people are not completely blind to even highly
evaluative traits such as arrogance and attractiveness. Arrogant people seem to have some
idea of their arrogance, and unattractive people seem to be quite aware of their
unattractiveness. Clearly, self-awareness is not debilitated by self-perception biases.
However, portraying the self as omniscient would also be mistaken. Self-ratings
of traits such as likeability, intelligence, and even liking of others were only minimally
accurate. The last is particularly surprising – people should have complete awareness of
the degree to which they tend to like others or not. The fact that friends, and even
strangers, were sometimes better at predicting outcomes than the self was shows that
there are indeed obstacles to self-awareness. Further research is needed to identify the
nature of these obstacles: are they due to motivated biases, informational deficits, or a
mistaken impression of the self’s comparison group?
Implications for Personality Judgment
The results from this study are very encouraging with respect to the ability of lay
people to accurately read each other’s personalities. Friends were able to predict every
single outcome with some accuracy. This study improves on the previous studies
presented in this dissertation because the friends represented a wider range of liking than
in the other studies. This is because rather than nominating their own best friends as
informants, participants had to come in groups of five. This led to groups having a range
of liking and acquaintance among the friends. Thus, rather than everyone being rated
only by the two or three people who like them most, each person was rated by four
people who may or may not have been immediate friends of theirs. This results in a
different picture of how people are seen by their peers. These means suggest that the
friends in this study were not quite as positive in their ratings as the friends in the
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previous studies. However, because positivity and accuracy are independent, it is not
clear whether the reduced positivity bias of the friends’ ratings has an impact on their
accuracy. What is clear is that friends can, at least sometimes, report accurately on a
person’s level of extraversion, agreeableness, neuroticism, openness, narcissism, and
attractiveness. For a broad view of what a person is like, friends might be the best source
to go to.
The role of acquaintance
Do friends have unique insight because of their closeness with the target, or
would any third-person perspective be just as accurate? The strangers’ perspective
provides a way to examine this question, and also to determine how much of a person’s
personality can be captured through a brief, superficial get-to-know you interaction,
typical of those people have when they first meet, for example, at parties, on the bus, or
at work. The results from this study suggest that acquaintance does matter – friends and
strangers have distinctly different views of a person from each other.
The means suggest that consistent with previous findings, strangers were more
harsh in their ratings than were friends or the self. It is impossible to tell whether this
reflects a harshness bias or merely a lack of positivity bias. The accuracy findings
suggest, however, that strangers were not more accurate than friends for any trait. That is,
to the extent that friends’ ratings were more positive than strangers’, this did not seem to
adversely affect the accuracy of their ratings. Friends were better than strangers at rating
agreeableness, neuroticism, intelligence, and need for power.
What is striking about strangers’ ratings, however, is that they were able to
accurately predict any of the outcomes. Recall that the strangers only interacted with each
other for eight minutes, and were then separated for the remainder of the study. Despite
the very small amount of information they had about each other, strangers’ ratings of
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extraversion, dominance, leadership, arrogance, and attractiveness predicted the criterion
measures for those traits. In just eight minutes, participants were able to accurately detect
psychologically important traits such as assertiveness and arrogance.
Implications for Love, Work, and Health
The application of these findings depends on the traits that are being assessed and
the assessment context. When resources are plentiful, it is clearly always best to get as
many perspectives on a person as possible. However, many times this is not feasible.
When can we use only strangers’ ratings? When are self-ratings to be trusted? The results
from this study suggest that self ratings are valid for most traits, but not all. Research has
demonstrated, for example, that self-ratings of intelligence should not be used as a proxy
for intelligence (Paulhus, Lysy, & Yik, 1998), and the findings from this study support
that conclusion. Furthermore, people seem to not have a very good idea of how much
they are liked by others or how much they tend to like others. Agreeableness has been
shown to be one of the most important predictors of success in romantic relationships
(and in certain types of jobs; Hogan & Holland, 2003). Thus, researchers and
practitioners interested in agreeableness will need to go beyond self-reports. In contrast,
people have a good idea of how assertive they are, which is also important both in
relationships and in occupational contexts (Hogan & Holland, 2003). With respect to
mental health, the self is the best informant – people are very good at knowing their
levels of anxiety and depression. This is likely to generalize to other internal experiences
such as physical health and pain.
As mentioned above, friends provide the most consistently accurate information
about a person. Thus, researchers and practitioners who can afford to do so should obtain
peer ratings of their subjects, ideally from peers who know the target well but do not all
like the target tremendously.
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Finally, strangers can provide very useful information on a limited range of traits.
Those interested in measuring traits related to extraversion and narcissism would
probably be safe if they relied only on stranger ratings. This knowledge could greatly
simplify the personality assessment process in situations were those are the only relevant
traits.
Limitations
Although extensive, this study has a number of limitations. First, the friend
groups varied greatly in their composition with respect to gender, closeness among the
friends, liking among the friends, and the nature of the relationships among the friends.
Second, the participants were all undergraduate students at UT Austin. Thus, I cannot
confidently say whether these results generalize to other age groups, geographic regions,
etc. Third, due to the length and complexity of this study, participants may have lost
interest and not taken the study as seriously as I would have liked.
Perhaps the most important limitation of this study is that the criterion measures
were less than ideal. First, choosing objective measures that are conceptually related to
the traits assessed involves some conjecture. As Funder (2001) points out, our knowledge
of the links between personality and behavior is relatively thin, making it difficult to
know what the best criterion measures are for each trait. Second, because this is a
laboratory study, the criterion measures were somewhat artificial. For example, a better
measure of anxiety would have been to observe people’s reaction to a natural stressor in
their lives, rather than creating a stressor in the laboratory. Third, criterion measures
should ideally be aggregated over many instances and situations, rather than being based
on a single event. This was not possible in the current study. However, I do plan to
continue collecting data from these participants (i.e., turn this into a longitudinal study),
and future waves of data collection may give me the opportunity to collect more, and
125

more ecologically valid, criterion measures. For example, I will eventually have longterm outcome measures such as who graduates from college, who gets a job, who gets
married, etc. I would also like to continue to add new methods to the procedure. For
example, I would like to collect EAR data from these participants. This would allow me
to compare the participants’ behavior in the lab to their behavior in their own natural
environments.
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Chapter 5: General Discussion
The challenge of uncovering a person’s true personality continues to beguile
researchers and laypeople. Indeed, many people spend countless hours wondering about
their own true personality. Do we know who we are? How do we know who a person
really is?
The aim of this dissertation was to explore the depths and limits of self- and
other-knowledge. What do we know about ourselves? What do others know about us that
we are oblivious to? In addition to providing a basic description of the content of selfand other-knowledge, it was my hope that some of the findings presented here would
illuminate the reasons behind these patterns. What kinds of things do people know about
themselves? Why are there some things people seem oblivious to? The answers to these
questions have important implications for both researchers and laypeople. I took several
approaches to these questions in this dissertation, testing the accuracy of self- and otherperceptions with increasingly rigorous tests of accuracy.
OVERVIEW OF THE FINDINGS
The purpose of chapter 2 was to catalogue the differences between the self and
close others’ views of personality, and provide a preliminary test of the accuracy of these
views. Interpersonal perception research has often treated the self-other distinction as the
only important distinction in the universe of possible perceivers. Some research has
examined the distinction between strangers and well-acquainted others. However, this is
the first study to distinguish between and systematically compare five important highacquaintance perspectives: the self, friends, parents, romantic partners, and siblings. All
of these individuals or groups play an important role in our lives, and yet we know very
little about how their perceptions differ from one another.
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The studies in chapter 2 demonstrated that there are numerous meaningful
differences among the perspectives. The self is less positive than any other perspective
and parents more positive. Overall self-other agreement is about the same for all
perspectives, but there is some evidence that for specific traits, the perspectives differ in
how much their perceptions are in line with self-perceptions. And the perspectives differ
in how much they know about targets’ attractiveness, self-esteem, and depression.
Although the findings presented in chapter 2 are novel and important, they are
only the tip of the iceberg. It is likely that even within these informant groups, there are
important differences among informants. For example, there are important differences
between same-sex and opposite-sex friendships (Bleske & Buss, 2000), which are likely
to influence the accuracy of personality judgment. Romantic relationships also vary
greatly across dimensions such as sexual orientation and length of relationship, and these
differences could also affect the accuracy of personality judgment. Future research should
explore these possibilities and attempt to identify the attributes of relationships (e.g.,
closeness, disclosure, sexual interest, cohabitation, etc.) that may affect interpersonal
perceptions.
The self-other agreement correlations presented in chapter 2 provide a very
preliminary test of accuracy. Self- and other-perceptions are likely to be valid to the
extent that they agree with other indicators of what a person is like. Thus, higher levels of
self-other agreement suggest more potential for accuracy. I also presented a few analyses
that directly tested the accuracy of the self- and other-perceptions. The results from these
analyses show that there are differences across perspectives in accuracy. For example,
friends seem to be best at rating attractiveness, and partners are the most accurate at
rating depression. However, it was not possible to test the accuracy of ratings for most
traits because no clear criterion was available. Rather than focusing on accuracy, this
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chapter laid the groundwork for establishing the differences among the perspectives and
testing the accuracy of self- and other-perceptions more rigorously in the next two
chapters.
The purpose of chapter 3 was to provide a more direct test of self- and otheraccuracy. By obtaining self- and informant-predictions of behavior and comparing them
to actual behavior in participants’ everyday lives, I was able to determine how accurate
each perspective is at predicting 23 different behaviors.
The findings from chapter 3 support the prediction that both perspectives would
have unique, accurate predictions for different behaviors. That is, the self knows about
some behaviors better than the informants do, but informants in turn know more about
other behaviors than the self does. Neither perspective is supreme or omniscient, each has
its own domain of expertise.
The findings from this study are exceptional because of the ecological validity of
the criterion measure. The results show that self- and other-predictions of behavior
correspond with actual real-world behavior. Previous studies have shown that personality
ratings correlate with self-reports of behavior, or with narrow behaviors collected in
laboratory settings, but this study demonstrates that perceptions of a person’s personality
(as measured by ratings of their typical behavior) predict their actual behavior in their
everyday lives. This is particularly impressive because people often select and craft their
real-world environments to fit their personality, which means that certain traits and
behaviors that could be elicited in the laboratory can be avoided in real life.
Given that self- and other-perceptions can predict specific behaviors, the next
chapter presented a more stringent test of accuracy: can self- and other-perceptions
predict single laboratory-based behavior. Chapter 3 examined the accuracy of predictions
of behavioral trends. However, as Epstein (1983) has argued, predicting single behaviors
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is a stronger test of accuracy than predicting behavioral trends. Furthermore, the
behaviors predicted in Chapter 3 were micro-level behaviors. A more interesting question
is whether self- and other-perceptions can predict psychologically meaningful behaviors
and outcomes.
The purpose of chapter 4 was to examine the accuracy of self, friend, and stranger
ratings of personality on psychologically important traits. I collected ratings of
personality as well as laboratory-based behavioral criterion measures for a broad range of
traits that are important for love, work, and health. I examined accuracy by comparing the
self, friend, and stranger ratings of personality to these criterion measures.
The results show that ratings from all three perspectives are considerably
accurate, at least for some traits. The findings also demonstrate the importance of
aggregating across behaviors, and of matching the level of specificity of the predictions
to the level of specificity of the outcome. For example, ratings of global neuroticism did
not predict anxiety during the speech, but ratings of public speaking ability did.
These findings further bolster the case for personality, showing that judgments of
personality do predict important objective outcomes. In fact, the three perspectives
together were able to accurately predict the criterion measure for all of the traits
examined, with an average multiple correlation coefficient of .43 across the 14 traits.
More importantly, different traits were best predicted by different perspectives. Although
strangers never outperformed the self or friends, they did manage to match their accuracy
for several traits. Friends were uniquely accurate at rating agreeableness and intelligence.
The self was uniquely accurate at rating neuroticism. For many of the traits, such as
dominance and arrogance, all three perspectives had unique knowledge.
Taken together, the results presented in this dissertation show that perceptions of
an individual vary across perceivers, and that the self has some unique advantages and
130

disadvantages. These differing perceptions reflect many things, including enhancement
and diminishment biases, a focus on the pragmatic aspects personality in a given context,
and the multiple realities of who a person really is. To some extent, the differences across
perspectives reflect inaccuracies, but often they also may reflect actual differences in how
people behave in different contexts, and the utility of perceivers being able to predict
context-specific outcomes. In the following sections I discuss the specific implications of
these findings for self-knowledge and interpersonal perception.
WHAT DOES THE SELF KNOW?
The studies presented in this dissertation lead me to conclude that people know a
great deal about themselves. People’s perceptions of their own personalities are
compatible with how they are seen by others, their predictions of their own behavior are
substantially accurate, and their perceptions of their own traits correspond with their
behavior. There are limits to self-knowledge, however. For example, people seem to
know more about undesirable traits than about desirable ones. People seem quite aware of
their levels of neuroticism, depression, and narcissism, but not of their agreeableness and
intelligence. Even when it comes to their looks, people don’t know nearly as much as
they could about their attractiveness.
One possible explanation for this variation in self-knowledge is that the self
knows about traits that refer to a person’s identity, but not about traits that are social
effects. For example, anxiety is a trait that resides completely within the person; it is not
defined by the effect a person has on others. In contrast, agreeableness is a trait that is
defined by the effect one has on others. Indeed, some of the most important and
interesting aspects of personality are entirely defined by how we affect others. For
example, humor, trustworthiness, charm, and sexual appeal are all social effects and have
important consequences in life. Future studies should examine this characteristic of a trait
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(whether it is defined by one’s identity or one’s effect on others) as a potential moderator
of self-knowledge.
The finding that the self is less accurate at judging desirable traits is new and
surprising. Previous research has found that evaluativeness, but not desirability, is
associated with greater self-peer and peer-peer agreement, such that agreement is higher
for less evaluative traits (John & Robins, 1993). This suggests that judges are better at
rating neutral than evaluative traits. The findings presented here, however, suggest that
the self may be good at judging undesirable traits, but not desirable ones. No strong
conclusions can be drawn from these data, however, due to the small number of traits that
were examined (the moderating effect of desirability may have been due to the effects of
one or two extremely desirable or undesirable traits).
What are the causes of inaccuracy in self-perceptions? Although the studies
presented here did not directly address this question, several insights can be drawn from
the findings. First, people seem to be overly harsh in their self-ratings. There are,
however, substantial individual differences in the positivity of self-ratings. This suggests
that, for some people, a self-diminishment bias may be the cause of some inaccuracy.
Another potential cause of inaccuracy is a simple lack of self-awareness. Contrary to
Bem’s (1972) self-perception theory, self-perception is not as straightforward as simply
observing one’s own behavior. If that were the case, self-predictions of behavior in
Chapter 3 would have been at least as accurate as informant-predictions for all behaviors.
This suggests that people are not as good at observing their own behavior as they could
be. Future research should explore this possibility by examining the influence of
feedback (e.g., showing people video tapes of their own behavior) on the accuracy of
self-perception. This would allow us to disentangle inaccuracy due to lack of awareness
from motivated inaccuracy (e.g., self-deception or lying).
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It should be emphasized, however, that the inaccuracies in self-perception found
in these studies were not debilitating. Self-perceptions still correspond strongly to other
indicators of personality, and are extremely useful in predicting psychologically
meaningful outcomes and behaviors. Rather than demonstrating the weaknesses of selfperception, the more important implication of the inaccuracies in self-knowledge is that
they demonstrate that personality and self-perceptions are theoretically independent. Our
views of who we are greatly overlap with our true personalities, but the two are
conceptually and empirically distinct.
WHAT DO OTHERS KNOW?
Like self-knowledge, our knowledge of others who are close to us is quite
extensive. We agree on what their personalities are like, we can predict how they will
behave with some accuracy, and our ratings of their personality traits correspond with
their behavior. However, our domains of expertise of others’ personalities are quite
different than our domains of expertise about our own personalities. When it comes to
knowing others, we know more about their observable traits than their less visible ones,
and, if they are strangers, we are better at detecting desirable attributes than undesirable
ones. We are quick to pick up on their levels of extraversion, creativity and
attractiveness, but are less knowledgeable about their neuroticism and depression.
This pattern of findings raises several interesting questions. First, how do others
come to know so much about us? One possibility is that, as discussed above, others know
about those traits that are by definition social effects. For example, our peers may be
more in tune with our level of charm, sense of humor, or sexual appeal than we are
ourselves, because those traits are reputational in nature. It is also likely that others know
a lot about us because it is very important for us to be able to predict each other’s
behaviors. The evolutionary pressure to understand and predict each other’s behavior
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may be responsible for the evolution of self-consciousness (which led to the ability to
make predictions about our own and others’ behavior; Vazire & Robins, 2004), and has
probably led to a fine-tuned system for judging one another’s personalities.
The value of being able to predict others’ behavior, however, is limited to the
context in which we are likely to encounter these specific others. As Swann (1984) has
argued, we only need to know people in the circumscribed contexts in which we interact
with them. Thus, we do not need to know what our friends are like with their families or
lovers, nor what our siblings are like with their friends or lovers. This gives a new
standard for judging the circumscribed accuracy of an informant’s rating. Perhaps the
informants in my studies would have been even more accurate if the outcomes they were
predicting were in the same context as their relationship to the target. In other words, it is
likely that friends would be especially accurate at predicting friendship-related outcomes,
family members at predicting family-related outcomes, and so on. Thus, different
informants will be accurate at predicting different outcomes in part because their
motivations for knowing the target differ (e.g., romantic partners have more reason to
know about their partner’s emotional stability than do friends).
The idea of circumscribed accuracy makes sense because, pragmatically, we only
need to be able to predict a person’s behavior to the extent that it is relevant to our
relationship with that person. However, there is another important reason to suspect that
an informant’s perception will be especially accurate in the circumscribed context of their
relationship to the target. Specifically, informants’ perceptions may differ because the
target may behave differently with different informants. That is, if people behave
differently with their friends than they do with their siblings, friends and siblings are
likely to have different, but equally accurate, views of the same person. Thus, different
informants will be accurate at predicting different outcomes in part because the actual
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personality of the target may vary with different informants (e.g., people may behave
more neurotically with their partners than with their friends).
The idea that people’s personalities fluctuate across contexts has begun to receive
increased attention from personality researchers (Fleeson, 2001; Wood & Harms, 2005;
Wood & Roberts, in press). In the domain of relationships, people’s context-specific
personality (how they are with their partners) predict relationship satisfaction and
stability better than does global personality (Slatcher & Vazire, 2006). Similarly, global
well-being trickles down and affects job satisfaction and relationship satisfaction, but
each of these is also predicted by context-specific affect measures (Heller & Watson,
2005; Heller, Watson, & Ilies, 2004). These and similar studies suggest that the
discrepancies across perspectives found in my studies may reflect real differences in
personality and behavior across contexts. This has serious implications for the
interpretation of my results: disagreements across perspectives do not necessarily reflect
inaccuracy, but may reflect different realities. This also suggests that informant reports
can be even more useful and predictive when they are used to predict outcomes in the
domain in which the informant knows the target. Just as informants as a whole provide a
complementary perspective to the self’s, different informants from different contexts can
add incremental knowledge to our understanding of a person by adding new information
about what the target is like in a different context.
IMPLICATIONS
Anyone interested in predicting the behavior of individuals, whether for research
purposes, personnel selection, mate selection, or other reasons, would benefit from
understanding what people do and don’t know about themselves, and why. With
increasing evidence showing that self-perceptions are far from perfect, we as researchers
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are often left with a sense of helplessness – if people don’t even know themselves, how
can we ever hope to know them?
The same issues arise in our personal lives. Upon meeting someone, we often
wonder where to turn if we want to know what that person is like or what they are likely
to do in the future. Can we trust their self-reports? Should we ask mutual friends? These
issues are also relevant to employers making hiring decisions, advisors selecting graduate
students, lawyers selecting jury members, and many other everyday situations. Despite
the prevalence of these concerns, little research has been done on the accuracy and
inaccuracy of self- and other-perceptions.
The research presented here provides a framework for examining such questions,
and provides preliminary answers to these questions. A great deal more research is
necessary to refine our understanding of self- and other-knowledge, but the results
presented here provide a solid starting point. Furthermore, the methods used in my
studies provide proof that accuracy research is possible, and much can be learned by
using designs that combine multiple methods. It is my hope that researchers will take
advantage of recent technological and methodological advances and incorporate
informant measures and behavioral measures into much of their personality research. If
all personality studies included self, informant, and behavioral measures, our
understanding of self- and other-knowledge would grow immensely. As described above,
the applications of such information are numerous.
CONCLUSION
The person looks very different when examined from the inside than from the
outside. People’s self-perceptions are more negative than others’ perceptions of them,
they are more aware of their negative traits than their positive traits, and they fail to
notice a substantial number of their own characteristics. From the outside, people seem to
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possess many desirable attributes. Their behavior is fairly predictable, and our knowledge
of their observable personality is quite good. Although these discrepancies between the
person from the inside and the person from the outside can be baffling, they can also be
very informative. The two perspectives often complement each other – one filling in the
gaps of the other. Furthermore, even when both perspectives are accurate, they are often
accurate in different ways such that taking both into account deepens our understanding
of the person. Neither perspective is completely correct, both provide different pieces of
the puzzle that makes up the entire person.
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Appendix A
ACT [SELF-REPORT VERSION]
Compared to other people, how much do you do the following activities? Select a number
beneath each activity.
1 – Much less than the average person
2
3
4 – About as much as the average person
5
6
7 – Much more than the average person
1. Spend time by yourself
much less than average 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 much more than average
2. Spend time with others
much less than average 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 much more than average
3. Talk on the phone
much less than average 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 much more than average
4. Talk with someone one-on-one
much less than average 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 much more than average
5. Talk in with people in groups (with more than just one other person)
much less than average 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 much more than average
6. Talk with people of your own sex
much less than average 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 much more than average
7. Talk with people of the other sex
much less than average 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 much more than average
8. Laugh
much less than average 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 much more than average
9. Sing or whistle
much less than average 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 much more than average
10. Cry
much less than average 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 much more than average
11. Argue or fight
much less than average 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 much more than average
12. Listen to the radio or music
much less than average 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 much more than average
13. Watch TV
much less than average 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 much more than average
14. Spend time on the computer
much less than average 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 much more than average

15. Read
much less than average 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 much more than average
16. Work (at a job)
much less than average 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 much more than average
17. Spend time eating (not the amount eaten, but the time)
much less than average 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 much more than average
18. Attend class
much less than average 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 much more than average
19. Spend time doing entertaining things (e.g., going to the movies, to a sporting event,
playing arcade games)
much less than average 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 much more than average
20. Sleep
much less than average 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 much more than average
21. Spend time in a house or apartment (any, not just your own)
much less than average 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 much more than average
22. Spend time outside
much less than average 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 much more than average
23. Spend time in a car or bus
much less than average 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 much more than average
24. Go to coffee shops, bars, or restaurants
much less than average 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 much more than average
25. Exercise or play sports
much less than average 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 much more than average
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Not at all

Not at all

Not at all

Not at all
5. Open to new experiences, complex
Not at all
6. Reserved, quiet
Not at all
7. Sympathetic, warm
Not at all
8. Disorganized, careless
Not at all
9. Calm, emotionally stable
Not at all
10. Conventional, uncreative
Not at all
11. Happy, satisfied with life

4. Anxious, easily upset

3. Dependable, self-disciplined

2. Critical, quarrelsome

1. Extraverted, enthusiastic

2
2
2
2
2
2
2

1
1
1
1
1
1

2

2

2

1

1

1

1

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

5 6 7 8

5 6 7 8

5 6 7 8

5 6 7 8

5 6 7 8

5 6 7 8

5 6 7 8

5 6 7 8

5 6 7 8

5 6 7 8

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Extremely

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Extremely

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Extremely

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Extremely

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Extremely

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Extremely

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Extremely

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Extremely

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Extremely

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Extremely

For each personality trait below, rate how well the trait describes each person in your group (including yourself) by writing their letter above a number
along the spectrum from “Not at all” to “Extremely”. Rate each person compared to the average UT student.
For example, if the trait is “extraverted” and you think that person A is extremely extraverted compared to most UT students, you would write the letter
A above the number 14 or 15, then go on to the next trait and continue rating person A. When you are done with person A, start over from the beginning
and rate the next person. Rate yourself last. To show that you have read these instructions, please cross out the last word of this sentence.
Circle a different number for each person (two people cannot be on the same circle) and try to use the entire spectrum whenever appropriate.

ROUND-ROBIN RATING FORM

Appendix B

Not at all

Not at all

Not at all

Not at all

Not at all

Not at all

Not at all

Not at all

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

5 6 7 8

5 6 7 8

5 6 7 8

5 6 7 8

5 6 7 8

5 6 7 8

5 6 7 8

5 6 7 8
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11 12 13 14 15 Extremely

11 12 13 14 15 Extremely

11 12 13 14 15 Extremely

11 12 13 14 15 Extremely

11 12 13 14 15 Extremely

11 12 13 14 15 Extremely

11 12 13 14 15 Extremely

11 12 13 14 15 Extremely

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Extremely

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Extremely

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Extremely

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Extremely

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Extremely

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Extremely

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Extremely

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Extremely

Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
20. Is a genuinely dependable and responsible person
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
21. Assertive
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
22. Tends to dominate group discussions
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
23. Impulsive
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
24. Has a strong need to be around others, doesn’t like being alone
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
25. Thinks and associates ideas in unusual ways, has unconventional thought processes
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
26. Arrogant, thinks too much of him/herself
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
27. Politically liberal

19. Has high self-esteem

18. Lonely

17. Has an attractive body

16. Has an attractive face

15. Physically attractive

14. Has strong verbal skills

13. Has strong math skills

12. Intelligent

Not at all

Not at all

Not at all

Not at all

Not at all

1

1

1

1

1

2

2

2

2

2

3

3

3

3

3

4

4

4

4

4

5 6 7 8

5 6 7 8

5 6 7 8

5 6 7 8

5 6 7 8

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Extremely

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Extremely

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Extremely

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Extremely

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Extremely
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Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Extremely
33. Power-oriented, values power in self and others
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Extremely
34. Likes to be the center of attention
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Extremely
35. Pays attention to detail
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Extremely
36. Tends to like others
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Extremely
37. Tends to be liked by others
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Extremely
38. Honest
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Extremely
39. Funny
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Extremely
40. Has a strong drive to achieve, is motivated to do well
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Extremely
LIKING
On a scale of 1 to 15, how much do you like each person in your group?
(Place each person’s letter above a number, except for your own letter. Do not use the same number twice.)
Not at all
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10 11 12 13 14 15 Extremely

32. Exaggerates his/her skills

31. Depressed

30. Likeable

29. Good at public speaking

28. Is a good leader

Appendix C
INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE LEADERLESS GROUP DISCUSSION
“In this activity, you will all be representatives from different departments of the same
company. You are all on your organization’s Compensation Committee. Five employees have
been recommended for a merit bonus by their supervisors. You will each be representing one
candidate from your department.
While you would like to grant substantial bonuses to all the candidates, the profits of the
organization will not permit it. There is only $18,500 in merit bonus funds available.
In your packet you will find information about your candidate, and a little bit of
information on each of the other candidates. You are under strong pressure from your department
to get as much money for this candidate as possible. Your tasks during the committee discussion
are to present a strong argument for your candidate and at the same time to help the committee
decide the best allocation of the available funds.
The committee must reach a written decision in 10 minutes or no one receives a bonus.
This is the last meeting of the year.
I will now give you a few moments to read over your packet, which contains detailed
information about your candidate and a brief overview of the other candidates.”
Start stopwatch, countdown from 1 min.
“Ok, before we begin, does anyone have any questions?
Ok, here is the form you must complete in the next ten minutes. At the beginning of the
meeting, each committee member must give a 30-second presentation concerning his or her
candidate. You must reach an agreement and write down your agreement on this form before the
ten minutes are up. I will give you a warning when you have 1 minute left.”
Place decision form and pen in center of table, equidistant from all participants.
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Appendix D
INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE PICTURE STORY EXERCISE
“Basically, the idea is just to write a complete story about each picture - an
imaginative story with a beginning, a middle, and an end. Try to portray who the people
in each picture might be, what they are feeling, thinking, and wishing for. Try to tell what
led to the situation depicted in each picture and how everything will turn out in the end.
Beneath each picture there are some guiding questions — these should be used as guides
to writing your story. You do not need to answer them specifically. Look at the picture
for a few seconds first, then turn the page and write whatever story comes to your mind.
Don't worry about grammar, spelling, or punctuation — they are of no concern here. And
if you need more space, use the back of the page. You will have about four minutes for
each story — I will let you know when you should be finishing each one and moving on
to the next. Does anybody have any questions? Remember, all of your stories are
completely confidential. Do not go on to the next picture until I tell you to. Ok, go ahead
and flip to the first picture and begin your story.”
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