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WHERE IS THE PERSON IN PERSONALITY RESEARCH?®

RAE CARLSON ®
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Consiraints upon inquiry in personality imposed by current research methods
were cxamined by (@) a survey of cmpirical work published in two major
personality journals and (b) a consideration of methodological and ethical
issucs raised in recent resecarch criticism, Review of samples, research proce-
dures, and social-psychological coniext in 226 empirical studics revealed that
current methodological practices arc incapable of approaching questions of
real importance in personality and involve serious problems beyond those noted
in recent research criticism. Recent proposals for methodological reforms offer
only pariial solutions and require {urther atiention to the personal involvement
and responsibililty of investigators. This paper proposes a conceplual schema
for ordering personality research strategies, a distinction between *“contractual”
and “collaborative” modecls of subject-experimenter relationships, and sug-
gestions for increasing the relevance and responsibility of personality research.

The greatly increased volume of empirical
work on personality in recent years, and the
appearance of several new textbooks on per-
sonality research and theory (e.g., Maddi,
1968; Mechrabian, 1968; Mischel, 1968;
Schontz, 1965), may be read as indications
of flourishing inquiry in personality. Yet there
is a growing concern (Adelson, 1969; Sanford,
1965) that personology is, in fact, languish-
ing; that in adopting the research values and
strategies of “process” psychology, contempo-
rary investigators have relegated the psychol-
ogy of “person” to a peripheral world of the
psychotherapist, the behavior modifier, and
the encounter group. Moreover, the increasing
concern with general issues emerging in con-
temporary research on research (Argyris,
1968; Kelman, 1967; Orne, 1962; Rosenthal,
1966; Schultz, 1969; Stricker, 1967) has a
particularly keen significance for the field of
personality study. A reexamination of the
status of personality research may help to
define these issues.

There is a clear consensus among contempo-
rary personologists concerning the goals,
methods, and values informing personality
research, While governed by the scientific
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principles and ethical concerns common to all
psychology, personality has a unique, central
role in the field. As Baughman and Welsh
(1962) observed:

Personality bridges the two basic branches of psy-
chology—cxperimental — psychology, which tends
toward the biological sciences, and social psychology
which is closely allied to the social studies . . . the
concepls of personality study can tie together the
views of these two arcas and minimize the danger
of dechumanization . . . [through clear {ocus upon]
our unit of study, individual man [pp. 16-17].

The program of personality research has been
clearly restated by Maddi (1968):

The personologist is interested in universals . . . in
the commonalities among people las well as] . . .
in the attempt to identify and classify differences
among people . . . The personologist is rather un-
usual in not restricting himself to behavior easily
traceable to social and biological pressures of the
moment . . . Of all the social and biological scien-
tists, then, the personologist believes most deeply in
the complexity and individuality of life . . . his
emphasis [is] wupon characteristics . . . that show
continuity in time . . . that seem to have psycho-
logical importance . . . that have some ready rela-
tionship to the major goals and directions of the
person’s life . . . The personologist is intervested in
all vather than only some of the psychological behav-
ior of the person ... Finally . . . personologists

. are primarily interercsied in the adult human
being . . . the f[ruit of development—a congealed

personality that exerts a pervasive influence on
present and fufure hechavior . . . [pp. 7-9; original
italics].

Toward achieving these goals, the personolo-
gist employs a wide range of methods: “the
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TABLLE 1

SUMMARY OF

StLrcTED Asprcers or RuSEARCH METHODS IN 226 PLRSONALITY STUDLES

Subject samples

Sex composition N 7
Males ouly 7 31
IF'emales only 33 15
Both (specificd) 77 34
Both (unspecified) 22 10
Indeterminate 23 10

Age-role composition N Yo
Preschool 2 -
Elementary 16 7
Secondary 15 7
College - psychology 110 44
College 50 22
Adult—general 3 -
Adult- special 13 6
Multiple 17 8

A [ncludes studies with earlier pretest administered in regular classes,

b Percentage of deception studies.

cross-cultural, the developmental, the clinical,
the experimental, and the quantitative
| Murphy, 1968, p. 19].”

The breadth and depth of the current re-
search stemming from this tradition may be
hest demonstrated by a review of the current
personality literature. Whom are we study-
ing? TIow much are we prepared to learn
about an individual? In what settings and
relationships? Answers o such questions, im-
plicit in the research methods of the field,
operate to structure and to limit the pos-
sibilities of new knowledge. Assessment of a
broad sample of current published research
on personality may provide an indication of
whether unexamined assumptions of investiga-
tors may be restricting, rather than advancing,
knowledge about the organization of psycho-
logical processes within the person,

The present report, based upon such an
assessment of current research, was guided by
three purposes: an examination ol constraints
imposed by research methods, consideration of
methodological and ethical issuecs posed in
recent rescarch criticism, and presentation of
some alternative ways of solving the problems
encountered.

Research strategy and procednres
General strategy N Y%
Experimental 177 78
Lield 47 20
Combined 2
Time span of inquiry N Yo
Single session® 177 78
Less than 1 month 34 15
Over 1 month 15 7
Cognitive clarity N Yo
Deception 129 57
Debriefing specified 42 32)>
Interpretive feedback 1 s

A Surviy OF CURRENT PERSONALITY
REsEARCH

Articles appearing in the 1968 volumes of
two major journals publishing substantive re-
search on personality (Journal of Personality
and Jowrnal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology) constituted the sample of the review.
Since the concern was with the scope and
structure ol inquiry, rather than its content,
subject matter was disregarded, and the focus
placed on selected aspects of research method:
composition of subject samples, general re-
search strategy, and social-psychological as-
pects of the research. Major findings, based
upon tabulations for 226 substantive articles
(excluding a few editorials, methodological
and animal studies, and monograph supple-
ments) are summarized in Table 1.

Whom Are We Studying?

An overwhelming reliance upon under-
graduate students as subjects is clear: 71%
of all studies used college students, with the
vast (but indeterminate) majority of these
representing introductory psychology students
meeting course requirements for research par-
ticipation. School children, equally “captive”
subjects, were a relatively minor second
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choice. The expansion of inquiry to include
a broader sample of adults in a variety of
community settings (e.g., pregnant mothers,
African tribesmen, racetrack patrons) is a
heartening development. However, with a few
exceptions, community adults were studied in
such a limited and trivial fashion as to con-
tribute very little to knowledge of personality.
Males and females were represented in ap-
proximately a 2 to 1 ratio, a finding which
seems to suggest some correction of the seri-
ous imbalance in sex composition of samples
noted in a review of the literature nearly a
decade ago (Carlson & Carlson, 1960). How-
ever, upon closer examination, this “improve-
ment” appears a remarkably fragile basis for
the extension of knowledge. For the sexes are
typically studied in segregation: approxi-
mately half of the studies used subjects of
only one sex, and many of the remaining
studies used single-sex groups for separate
parts of an investigation. Moreover, one-fifth
of the studies either failed to indicate propor-
tions of males and females in the sample or
to indicate whether sex varied at all.
Tnvestigators’ remarkable lack of interest in
an intuitively (and empirically) important
aspect of personality appeared in several ways.
Among the studies that could have tested
for sex differences, less than half reported
such tests. Yet in 51 studies where sex differ-
ences were examined, significant effects of sex
were found in 74% of the studies. Meanwhile,
an implicit awareness of sex differences may
be seen in a mnascent trend toward using
males-only in studying achievement, bargain-
ing, etc., and to use females-only in studying
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altruism, cooperation, and the like. A most
illuminating instance of how sex differences
are treated in current research is to be found
in a study by Wilson and Insko (1968). In
an investigation which combines most of the
current preoccupations of the field (e.g.,
prisoner’s dilemma, stooges, evaluative ratings
of others, and a “theoretical” controversy),
clear-cut findings supporting the major hy-
pothesis were reported on the basis of tables
(see Table 2) in which even clearer sex
differences failed to capture the attention of
the investigators or of journal reviewers.

Given the compelling evidence of the per-
vasiveness and importance of sex differences
in personality, both from present “internal”
data and a wealth of “external” evidence
(Maccoby, 1966), current research methods
seem designed 1o avoid, rather than to
confront, a central problem of personality
organization.

How Do We Study Persons?

Experimental methods predominated in cur-
rent research, with over half of the published
studies employing manipulative procedures.
Correlational studies (broadly defined) ac-
counted for most of the remaining work,
although a small, bul promising upsurge of
observational studies in naturalistic settings
should be noted. The sole study in which
experimental and field methods were com-
bined, and a basic finding established with
two appropriate samples, was contributed by
a team of sociologists (O’Toole & Dubin,
1968).

TABLE 2

MEAN STOOGE IMPRESSION

No interval between sessions

One wk, belween sessions

No measurement delay | Measurement delay | No measurement delay | Measurement delay
Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female
Competitive-Cooperative | 34.80 34.60 35.40 35.80 34.00 37.40 37.00 37.00
Cooperative-Competitive 28.60 34.00 28.40 33.60 27.00 35.40 30.40 32.00
Difference 6.20 .60 7.00 2.20 7.00 2.00 0.60 5.00
Direction Recency | Recency | Recency | Recency | Recency | Recency | Recency | Recency

Note,—The recency effect is significant at the .01 level, F = 8,56, df = 1/64; all other effects are nonsignificant.

Reprinted from an article by Warner Wilson and Chester Insko published in the May 1968 Journal of Personality and Sociul
Psychology. Copyrighted by the American Psychological Association, Inc., 1968.
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ITow Much Arc We Prepared to Learn About
a Person?

ixtremes of a “comprchensiveness” dimen-
sion are represented by studies in which sub-
jects left no trace of their personal participa-
tion, merely contributing isolated bits of be-
havior 1o a data pool, and a few in which
subjects provided exhaustive data on a battery
of tests and biographical inventories. Flow-
ever, the typical study represenied an indi-
vidual in terms of his sex (sometimes), treat-
ment condition, performance scores, and
ratings of partner or experimenter in post-
test inquiry. Although the lilerature as a
whole has clicited a wide range of potenti-
ally important information about persons, no
single investigation either noted or wtilized
much information about any individual sub-
ject. Thus the task performances of subjects
in current research remain uninterpretable as
personality dala in the absence of anchoring
information.

An interesting sidelight is the new role of
introspection in conlemporary research. Apart
from a few studies in which the subjects’ ac-
count ol private experience constituted pri-
mary data, introspective reports are currently
used (e) in deriving pretest scores as a basis
for assignment {o experimental groups or (b)
“as a check on the effectiveness ol the experi-
mental manipulation.”

The time span of contemporary inquiry is
short. The vast majority of published work
was based upon a single session; less than
one-fifth ol reported studies involved more
than a 2-week period, and rarer still were the
few studies involving follow-up over signifi-
cant periods ol time. The only examples of
investigators’ extended delay of gratification
were two follow-up studies (over 15 and 18
months) of smoking behavior (Johnson,
1968; Mann & Janis, 1968) and a 3-ycar
follow-up of mental retardates (Zigler, Balla,
& Butterfield, 1968).

What Is the Inicrpersonal Context of
Research?

With a few notable exceptions, the current
mode of inquiry involves highly imper-
sonal subject-experimenter relationships,
“conscripted” subjects who are expected (and
cxpect) to conform to research requirements
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with little explanation and little interpretive
fcedback.

Deception remains a salient [cature of ex-
perimental inquiry. Over half of the total
sample and 73% of the experimental studies
relied upon deception as a means of manipu-
lating major variables. There arc, as Stricker
(1967) has pointed out, many ways of de-
ceiving subjects; most of these—cover stories,
miscommunication of purpose, confederates,
false interpretations of test performances,
among others—were represented in the year’s
research. Moreover, deception often occurred
in the context of imposing rather elaborate
and demeaning demands upon subjects. It is
instructive to consider the subject’s experience
in a dissonance study (Kiesler, Pallak, &
Kanouse, 1968) which illustrates the poten-
tialities of this research tradition:

A student who (@) volunteered 1o participate in a
study of “regional speech dilferences” for $1.50, (b)
tape-recorded a prepared speech, and was (¢) told
that his recordings would be used in a nationwide
survey and in classes at the university, (d) sent to
another building to be interviewed by a {ake *assist-
ant to the dean,” (e) delained by a {ake schedule
delay, (f) induced to participate in another survey
while waiting, (g) induced to reaffirm his “choice”
Lo participate, (&) dold that he should report to
another building a half-mile away, (4) rescued hy
another stooge who provided an cmpty classroom,
() asked to write an essay contrary {o his own
beliefs, (k) told that his essay would be published
in the campus ncwspaper, (I) required to read a
prepared list of arguments, (m) required to reaffirm
his free choice to participate; he then (#) wrote an
essay, and was (o) required to “go down four flights
of stairs, traverse approximalely a block 1o a(nother)
building . . . and go up three flights of stairs . . . ,”
() interviewed by a fake “assistant to the dean”
who cxpressed interest in the student’s opinions,
(¢) asked to fill out an attitude questionnaire, (#)
required to provide ratings of his cxperience of the
first task and of the first experimenter, (s) required
Lo provide ratings of his experience of choice, liking
for the second task, and for the sccond experimenter,
(¢) asked about his parents’ sociocconomic status, and
(1) “was then completely debriefed, including an
explanation of the study and hypothesis involved . . .
[Kiesler et al.,, 1968, p. 334].3

Debriefing was explicitly reported in only
one-third of the deception studies. Moreover,
debriefing took a number of quite different

3 Incredibly, a professional symposium on ‘“com-
mitment” prior to the appecarance of this study
praised this investigation for the ingenuity of its
cxperimental design.
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forms, While a few studies reported thorough,
integrative interpretations of experimental
manipulations, more characteristic were sev-
eral other types of debriefing: (@) Undoing
(e.g., “After the subject completed the ques-
tionnaire, Dr. . .. entered the office and
debriefed him. Because all of the subjects had
received a rather negative evaluation, they
were delighted to learn that the evaluation
was preprogrammed rather than an accurate
reflection of their creative ability”’—Aronson
& Cope, 1968, p. 10); (b) Rationalization
(e.g., “After completing the questionnaire, the
subject was queried as to possible suspicion
and the purposes of the experiment and the
need for deception explained”’-—Helmreich &
Collins, 1968, p. 78); and (c¢) Silencing (e.g.,
“Before leaving, the experimenter revealed
the nature of the study and got the subject to
promise not to discuss it with anyone”—Mills
& Jellison, 1968, p. 61).

While in many studies the nature of the
tasks may be presumed to be ohvious, and
perhaps meaningful to the subjects, it is sur-
prising that subjects’ experience of research
participation was not considered worthy of
mention, Only 1 of the 226 studies (Steiner,
1068) noted provision for giving subjects a
report of the findings of the investigation.
When one considers that the vast bulk of
the year’s published research was made pos-
sible by the requirement of research participa-
tion as a “learning experience” in psychology
courses, this lack of concern for subjects’
cognitive clarity is remarkable.

One further aspect of the subject-experi-
menter relationship proved impossible to tabu-
late. Only in a small proportion of cases was
it possible to determine whether the investi-
gator or anonymous assistants had “run” the
subjects or whether, in fact, the experimenter
had ever seen his subjects.

Questions We Can Neither Ask Nor Answer

It is instructive to consider the range of
personological questions which cannot be in-
vestigated by our current research methods.
While the year’s research literature provides
a few isolated exceptions to many of the
following generalizations, the central tendency
of our current modes of inquiry is so strong
as to mark a real barrier to knowledge.
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We cannot study the organization of per-
sonality bhecause we know at most only
one or two “facts” about any subject. We
cannot study the stability of personality,
nor its development over epochs of life, be-
cause we see our subjects for an hour. We
cannot study the problems or capacities of the
mature individual, because we study late ado-
lescents, We cannot study psychosexuality,
because we avoid looking at distinctive quali-
ties of masculinily and femininity as a focal
problem. We cannot study how persons strive
for their important goals, because we elect
to induce motivational sets. We cannot study
constitutional, temperamental variables be-
cause (apart from a few glances at increments
in galvanic skin response under stress) we
do not consider biological bases of personality.
We cannot study the development and power
of friendship—mor the course of true love—
because we choose to manipulate interpersonal
attraction.

Such a list of cognitive deficits in the col-
lective psyche of the field might be extended
at great length. Personality psychology would
seem to be paying an exorbitant price in
polential knowledge for the security afforded
by preserving norms of convenience and meth-
odological orthodoxy. Must these important,
unanswered questions be left to literature and
psychiatry? If so, what would be the use of
our work?

Obviously, no single scientist, no single
study, no single research tradition can pos-
sibly deal “scientifically” with anything so
complex as a whole person. But the attempt
can be made collectively and cumulatively.
The present impoverishment of personality
research is distressing because it suggests that
the goal of studying whole persons has been
abandoned. However, the fragmented and
limited quality of current research may stem
less from myopia or opportunism than from
the absence of a conceptual framework for
guiding inquiry in personality.

A Typology of Research Approaches

Kluckhohn and Murray (1949) remind
us that every man is “ . . , like a4/l other
men, like some other men, and like no other
men [p. 35],” and in an insightful truism
have also offered an implicit model for order-
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ing the scope and methods of inquiry in per-
sonality. The typology of rescarch approaches
suggested by this model corresponds 1o the
major {raditions from which personality study
has grown: (@) the experimental methods of
laboratory psychology, (&) the correlational
methods of differential psychology, and (¢)
the clinical methods stemming {rom the tradi-
tion of IFrench psychiatry and Viennese psy-
choanalysis. However, the typology has con-
siderably more than mere historical interest,
and may serve 1o illumine the present state of
personality research and point toward a con-
ceptually based set of solutions to present
problems.

“, .. lke ALL other men”” The psycholo-
gist working from this perspective seeks uni-
versals, the discovery of general laws of
human nature. The emphasis is upon psycho-
logical processes; persons are essentially
“carriers” of the variables under investigation.
Research methods reflect the basic assump-
tions of this approach: persons are inter-
changeable; random assignment to treatment
conditions is employed 1o insure control of
idiosyncratic qualities which arc “noise” in the
generalist’s inquiry. The basic assumptlion of
the equivalence of subjects leads to further
methodological implications: («) experimental
manipulation of independent variables as the
source of subject variability, () dimensional
treatment of psychological variables, (¢) rela-
tive deemphasis upon genetic variation and
constitutional bases of individuality, and (d)
emphasis upon situational factors as major
sources of variation in human nature. Among
the many current examples of generalist tradi-
tion in personalily research, one notes the
extensive work on cognitive dissonance, the
attempls to ecstablish laws of interpersonal
attraction and impression formation, the con-
ditions under which cooperation and competi-
tion are elicited in interpersonal events,

“, .. like SOMI; other men” This tradi-
tion studies psychological processes and their
organization in different &inds of subjects; its
aim is that of identifying proup differences
that make a difference. Such inquiry estab-
lishes typologies, charts the influence of mod-
crator variables, and, substituting measurc-
ment for manipulation, tends to employ cor-
relational methods (broadly conceived, in all
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their contemporary variations). [further, the
differential approach tends to (@) seek natu-
ral occurrences of the phenomena under in-
vestigation, () emphasize discontinuities—
whether of developmental level, character
types, or social class—as corrcctives 1o an
assumption of continuity, (¢) emphasize both
genetic variation and cultural determinism as
sources of critical differences, and () empha-
size intrinsic intrapersonal structures as base
lines for further inquiry. Current examples
of the differential approach in personality
rescarch include inquiry on the differences
between internal and external controllers,
different consequences of repression and sensi-
tization as defense styles, the nature of sex
differences in personalily, and studies pointing
to the limits of generalists’ formulations—ifor
instance, Bishop’s (1967) demonstration that
predictions from cognitive dissonance theory
fail to fit the “anal” personality.

“, .. like NO other men”” The clinical
tradition, in ils concern for mapping the intri-
cate organization of psychological processes
within the unique individual is the prototype;
however, the individual approach includes less
comprehensive kinds of inquiry, including
“ipsative” methods (Broverman, 1962),
“morphogenic”’ methods (Allport, 1968), a
concern for “personal constructs” (Kelly,
1955) and inquiry focused upon the “repre-
sentative case” (Schontz, 1965). While the
potency of the case method in the develop-
ment of personality study should be so
obvious as lo require no special emphasis,
the particular quality of the contemporary
(American) zeifgeist imposes a special prob-
lem: the “clinical” tradition has come to con-
note a “helping” orientation totally extrane-
ous to the method itsell. (The relevance of
case materials for strictly scientific inquiry
is vividly demonstrated by the fact that
geologisls can derive from 4 few pounds of
nonrandom moon-dust inferences about the
structure and history of plancts.)

Inquiry in the individual tradition secks to
(@) examine organization of psychological
processes within the individual, () establish
assessment methods deriving from the in-
trinsic structure and dynamics of the indi-
vidual—and capable of representing this
intrinsic structure, (¢) identify general psy-
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chological problems emerging from the exami-
nation of individual personality, and (d)
provide a field for testing the formulations
derived from general and differential inquiry.
Contemporary examples of the individual ap-
proach include White's (1966) intensive
studies of three “normal” personalities over a
significant period of the life span, or, in a
different mode, Alfert’s (1967) demonstration
that ipsative analyses of data on stress re-
actions revealed order and coherence which
had eluded the generalist’s “normative”
approach to the same data.

Some of the conceptual and methodological
issues involved in a comparable tripartite
schema are presented in Emmerich’s (1968)
discussion of “classical,” “differential,” and
“ipsative” models of development. However,
while Emmerich’s three models are presented
as competing candidates, the three approaches
presented here are conceived of as comple-
mentary rather than competitive alternatives.
Tentative knowledge gained from any one ap-
proach must ultimately be weighed by alter-
native methods. A “general law” which oper-
ates only in certain kinds of people, or which
can predict little of significance in an indi-
vidual’s life may prove very trivial in under-
standing personality. Similarly, an elaborate
case study which neither inspires nor tests
inquiry of a more general nature is basically
irrelevant to personology.

This schema offers another way of assess-
ing the current status of personality research:
How well does current inquiry represent the
person in these three fundamental aspects?

The 226 articles reviewed ahove were re-
examined in terms of the present typology,
and each article assigned to one of three
categories as follows:

1. General. The research method disre-
garded preexisting subject variables and used
random assignment to treatment conditions
and/or treated subjects’ scores as a continuous
dimension.

2. Differential. The research method made
at least minimal provision for identifying
group differences on the basis of preexisting
subject variables. Assignment to this category
was “lenient” in the sense that a problem
conceived in general terms was classified as
“differential” if tests for qualitative differ-
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ences (e.g., sex differences) were reported.

3. Individual. The research method in-
cluded extensive study of one or more indi-
viduals, and (e) retained individoal cases as
the unit of analysis or (b) included extensive
case examples in presentation of findings.

The results of this analysis give a clear and
consistent picture of the “generalist” bias in
contemporary personality research, with 128
(57%) of the studies disregarding subject
variables. Ninety-eight (43%) of the studies
classified as “differential” examined a some-
what limited set of bases of group differences
(e.g., high versus low anxiety, repressors
versus sensitizers, firstborns versus later-
borns, males versus females); extreme groups
defined on single dimensions rather than
“types” were the norm. Finally, the analysis
revealed that nof a single published study
attempted even minimal inquiry into the
orgamization of personality variables within
the individual,

Thus the present analysis provides a fur-
ther basis for concern about the status of
personality research. Conceivably, persono-
logical studies may appear from time to time
in clinical and psychiatric journals not en-
compassed in the present review. But even
if this could be demonstrated, what are the
implications? Is personology to be left to the
exclusive concern of the healer rather than
the scientist? Should personality research be
redefined as “the experimental study of per-
sonality fragments in artificial situations?”
It is not so much the pretensions of the field
as the neglect of legitimate and necessary
pretensions which poses problems for the
serious personologist.

Possible reasons for the current state of
affairs, along with suggestions for enlarging
the scope and relevance of personality study
are considered in a later section. First, how-
ever, parallels between the methodological
problems noted in personality literature and
the issues raised in recent criticism of general
psychological literature should be noted.

Irror, ETmHIcS, AND DISCIPLINARY
INTEGRITY

The pervasive effects of atmosphere, expect-
ancies, and demand characteristics, long recog-
nized by some psychologists (Allport, 1968;
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Kelly, 1955; Lewin, 1935), and recently re-
discovered and developed as a research area
by a newer gencration, now threalen to re-
quire a wholesale reexamination of much of
psychology’s substance. Recently, implications
of this state of affairs have been examined
in incisive comments ol Adelson (1969),
Argyris (1968), and Schultz (1969), among
others.

Adelson (1969), in a brilliant critique of a
year's worth of personality research, noted
the rigidity and irrelevance of current meth-
odology and the availability of more appro-
priatec models of inquiry, but offered little
optimism about reform. Argyris (1968)
pointed to “unintended consequences of rigor-
ous research,” noting thatl organization theory
predicts current problems: the dependency or
covert hostility of subjects caught in an au-
thoritarian relationship, the “unionization” of
subjects, the unintentional programming of
people to become interpersonally incompetent.
Schultz (1969) provided historical perspective
on the role of the subject in psychological
inquiry and underscored problems noted by
recent critics of research methods: distortion
of data through the use of irrelevant and non-
representative samples, deception of the de-
ceiver, and the cibical problems involved in
investigators’ systematic disregard for the
dignity and welfare of subjects.

The personologist—{or whom all of these
issues are of the deepest concern—iinds that
additional problems are posed by current re-
search conventions. Among the unintended
consequences of acquiescence in these conven-
tions is the abandonment of the field of
normal personality as a primary scientific
enterprise. Surely this is a territory worth
defending against benign encroachments of
the cxperimental and social psychologists
whose “process” orientation is more consonant
with their mission, or the “abnormal” clinical
psychologists whose concern with helping per-
sons makes their journals and textbooks more
receptive to person-centered inquiry.

Another serious consequence of acquies-
cence in current methodology is found in the
abandonment of students and ol curricular
responsibilities (Carlson®). By permitting

1 Carlson, R. (Chm.). Personality in the under-
graduate curriculum. Symposium presented at the
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personality courses to hecome “adjustment”
courses for nonmajors and “theory” courses
for psychology majors, we are implicitly com-
municating a disbelief in the value or possibil-
ity of inquiry in personology. Thus psycholo-
gists are unintentionally cutting off sources of
[uture scholars prepared to confront the intel-
lectual problems of “personality” in a world
where “depersonalization” has, for some years,
been both a battle cry and a genuine human
concern,

Further, a personologist, relatively sensitive
to personality consequences of situational
pressures and role demands, must be particu-
larly concerned about the otkher edge of the
double blade of current methodology. For that
violation of human dignity experienced by
subjects in manipulative-deceptive relation-
ships equally demeans the psychologist who
adapts to a norm of distrust,® and comes to
confuse games with the pursuit of science,

Toward Solutions

Once the depth and pervasiveness of the
problem is genuinely confronted, solutions
would seem to be well within the power of
those seriously committed to the integrity and
survival of the discipline. Several relevant pro-
posals have been advanced by recent critics
of the general psychological scene.

Argyris’ (1968) proposals include the im-
portant conceptions that subjects should be
given greater control and influence, longer
time perspective, and greater internal involve-
ment in research projects. Noting that con-
tamination of research by subjects’ expect-
ancies is inevitable, he pointed out that
greater control of such contamination can be
achieved by research methods which increase
awareness of such expectations. Moreover, his
empirical work demonstrating the resistance

meeting of the Amecrican Psychological Association,
San Francisco, August 1968.

5 An incident illustrating the depth and duration
of this problem occurred in the writer’s experience of
interviewing a prospective junior colleague several
years ago. Asked aboul his own experience as a
student in a West Coast universily, the candidate
recalled his experience of hearing about the assassina-
tion of the late President Kennedy in a psychology
class, his calm assumption that this was naturally an
cxperimental manipulation, and his continued dis-
belief in the reality of the tragedy for some time—on
“professional” rather than human grounds,
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to change of “behavior that is internalized,
highly potent, and related to . . . feelings
of intellectual and interpersonal compe-
tence . . .” strongly supports Argyris’ inter-
pretation that “the more researchers study
such behavior, the less they may need to
worry about such contamination [p. 195].”

Schultz (1969) posed two basic dimensions
of reform: (&) the broadening of inquiry
to include more representative noncollege
samples, and (b) development of research
methods which would reflect ethical responsi-
bility and a contemporary image of man and
of the scientific enterprise.

Toward achievement of broad-gauged sam-
pling, Schultz gave an ambivalent endorse-
ment to Rosenthal’s (1966) suggestion that
independent data-collection centers undertake
execution of studies designed by academic
investigators, in the belief that standardi-
zation of experimenter bias and the pro-
curement of more representative samples
would correct some of the serious deficiencies
of current research. While the problem of the
expense of establishing and maintaining such
centers is noted by Schultz, more serious prob-
lems are also involved. From the standpoint
of the present critique, this proposal would
seem to exacerbate fundamental problems. By
increasing the distance between the investiga-
tor and his data, and by decreasing his per-
sonal involvement and responsibility, the
Rosenthal proposal would extend the investi-
galor’s license 1o ignore the relevance of his
inquiry and to exploit or ignore dependency
and counter-manipulation of subjects. Con-
ceivably, the Rosenthal proposal could have
some merit in broadening inquiry on certain
impersonal problems of classical experimental
psychology. But the overall effects of estab-
lishing such an elaborate hand-washing ap-
paratus would seem to be lethal for those
engaged in issues of personality and inter-
personal relationships.

Toward solution of the second class of
problems—ethics and relevance-—Schultz gave
tentative endorsement to Kelman’s (1967)
proposal of role playing as a research tech-
nique and to Jourard’s (1968) suggestion that
mutual self-disclosure by experimenter and
subject might dispel the cloud of distrust
which surrounds much current inquiry.
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Undoubtedly, Kelman’s (1967) suggestion
for cooperative engagement of the subject’s
imaginative resources in role playing the con-
frontation of psychological prablems is a
notable improvement over current deceptive-
manipulative methods. However, this pro-
posal does not touch critical issues of problem
finding or of reallife involvement; and one
can imagine that the role-playing technique
might even perpetuate (by legitimizing) the
systematic irrelevance of much psychological
research., As Schultz (1969) noted, the value
of this method would be highly dependent
upon characteristics of subjects and of sub-
ject-experimenter relationships. Fundamental
personological questions (e.g., What kinds of
people can invest themselves in what kinds
of role playing?) entirely bypassed in this
proposal would define the limits of its rele-
vance. There is a clear (but probably small)
place for the role-playing technique in investi-
gating a wide range of theoretically significant
problems; considerable thought should be
given to these limits before the technique is
blessed as a solution to our current malaise.

Jourard’s (1968) recommendation of mutual
self-disclosure poses somewhat different prob-
lems. As Schultz (1969) noted, the personal-
ity of the investigator would be a major
factor—along with issues of the time and ex-
pense involved. Bul more serious objections
should be noted. Admittedly, almost any
methods of restoring confidence, trust, and
dignity in subject-experimenter relationships
could be justified at this point in time. How-
ever, the correction of a destructlive relation-
ship can, at most, create an atmosphere in
which genuine research is possible; it does
not constitute a research method. More-
over, there are real risks that experimenter
and subject alike may be seduced by the
“togetherness” aspects of interaction; that the
Jourard proposal, in the hands of investigators
characterologically unsuited to this mode of
inquiry, might cloud the purposes of scientific
inquiry as thoroughly as the manipulative-
experimental techniques in current vogue.
There are a number of ways of deriving ir-
relevant gratifications from research, and in
the absence of scientific commitment and
conceptual clarity, soft hearts are probably no
better than hard heads as tools of the trade.
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The climate of change, of self-examination,
of genuine concern for reforin of psychological
inquiry is unmistakable. In this context, the
present critique of several currenl proposals
stems from a concern that basic issues may
be obscured by the sense of urgency toward
reform. At the risk of oversimplifying several
thoughtful contributions, current reform pro-
posals appear to address two quite different
issues of control and of alienation. Control of
unwanted variance (whether generated by in-
appropriate sampling, experimenter bias, or
subject expectancy) and counteracting forces
toward alienation (of experimenter from sub-
ject, of experimental inquiry {rom real-life
relevance) are the explicit goals of most cur-
rent proposals, or the rationales for more
fundamental ones (c.g., Argyris, 1968). How-
ever, most of the proposals fail to deal expli-
citly with issues of relevance of method to
problem, or to locate clearly the responsibility
for various reforms. Some explicit considera-
tion of these issues seems warranted.

On the relevance of subject samples. Most
of the current concern about overreliance
upon undergraduate students as rescarch sub-
jects (cf. Schullz, 1969) reflects the general-
ist’s concern with nonrepresentative samples
which constrain the generality of laws to be
cstablished from inquiry. There exists suil-
ficient evidence of “bias” in college samples
(volunteer bias, birth-order effects, socio-
economic sclectivity) to establish that under-
graduate students are probably nol repre-
sentative of humankind.

But a more serious concern may be raised
about the misuse, rather than the use of col-
lege students as research subjects. I'or stu-
dents, as a group, possess many character-
istics which make them highly appropriate
subjects for persomality rescarch: they are
curious, intelligent, motivated to explore their
lives and cxperiences, capable of articulate
introspection—and their life situations gen-
erally provide both time and meaningful set-
tings for research participation. Yet it is
precisely this set of subject characteristics
which tends to be ignored (or violated) in
current research conventions. When the stu-
dent’s intrinsic motivation is “controlled” by
external requirements of research participa-
tion and by induction of motivational sets,
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when his introspective capacitics are con-
strained by the formats of ratling scales and
checklists, when his curiosity is violated by
deception and false or partial feedback, the
very characteristics which recommend him as
a research subject are thrown away.

Moreover, certain limitations upon the gen-
erality of student-based research are equally
ignored. Clearly, students are ‘“unfinished”
personalities. Coherent changes in ego struc-
ture within and beyond college years have
been demonstrated in a wide variety of
studies ranging {rom Constantinople’s (1969)
charting of ego changes in questionnaire re-
sponses over the undergraduate years through
White’s (1966) intensive longitudinal clinical
studies of students whose postcollege years
revealed surprising but theoretically signifi-
cant consolidations and restructurings of intra-
personal and interpersonal dynamics,

While the year’s published personality re-
search occasionally noted the selection of
samples considered intrinsically relevant to the
research problem (e.g., a series of obesity and
eating studies published in the October 1968
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology),
the typical study evidently used college stu-
dents simply because they were there.

“Reform” proposals directed toward broad-
ening of research samples need to be based
upon thoughtful consideration of the subject
characteristics of intrinsic relevance to re-
search problems. Once such criteria are
established, a range of populations might
be sampled: colleagues, community adults,
friends and families of students—along with
a range of special populations (e.g., military
personnel, prisoners, etc.) whose expericnce of
special situations might illumine important
problems rarely encountered by subjects from
the general population. Moreover, a vast range
of individuals whose biographies and personal
documents are capable of transcending demo-
graphic constraints of usual research samples
is available for inquiry in general, differen-
tial, and individual terms, for instance, Cox’s
(1926) or Goertzel and Goertzel’s (1962)
studies of gifted individuals; Baldwin’s
(1942) analysis of personal letters.

On the relevance of research stralegics.
Three considerations may summarize the
stalus of the field: (@) over three-fourths
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of the personality literature surveyed used
“experimental” methods; (b) these experi-
mental designs relied upon “remote control”
of variables which, as Schontz (1965) has
noted, are especially vulnerable to ambiguity
and error; (c) within general psychology,
there is an increasing conviction that strictly
“experimental” methods are incapable of deal-
ing with central aspects of human psychology
(Deese, 1969; Walker, 1969).

One clear recommendation for personality
study emerges from a serious reading of gen-
eral psychological research criticism: until
“experimental” methods are developed which
can {¢) accommodate present knowledge and
(b) offer relevant new knowledge not attain-
able through development of other scientific
tools, “experimental” studies of personality
should be clearly deemphasized. This is not
so radical a proposal as might appear, for it
simply asks “time out” for untangling a basic
confusion in the field. One can study persons
in experimental situations—but one cannot
“study personality experimentally.” As Sara-
son (1969), among others, has observed: “An
experimental approach is useful in analyzing
reactions of particular people in special situa-
tions [p.v; italics added].” Only as experi-
mental inquiry derives from concern for pre-
existing subject variables, and provides experi-
mental treatments theoretically focused upon
such subject characteristics can experimental
methods hope to illumine personality structure
or dynamics,

Meanwhile, the most serious thought should
be given to alternative strategies of inquiry.
Tyler (1959), in a paper which should be re-
cxamined by all personality researchers, has
presented a compelling case for the abandon-
ment of dimensional approaches to individu-
ality on the pragmatic grounds that this tradi-
tional approach has failed to improve upon
predictabilities. As an alternative, Tyler rec-
ommended construction of personality inquiry
in terms of “choice” and “organization”—
along with a search for measurement ap-
proaches capable of representing individuality.
Problems and possibilities for developing ap-
proaches to reliability and validity in research
on choice were presented in a further paper
(Tyler, 1961), which incidentally serves as a
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model of an investigator’s serious involvement
in the intrinsic problems of research.

A wide variety of alternative research
strategies has become available in recent
years: a range of “nonreactive” measures
(Webb, Campbell, Schwartz, & Sechrest,
1966), methods of naturalistic observation
(Barker, 1963; Raush, 1967), methods for
investigating the single case (Davidson &
Costello, 1969) to name a few. Meanwhile,
psychologists would do well to become ac-
quainted with the work of contemporary an-
thropologists who have developed concepts
and methods of great relevance to personality
study.®

On the scope of personality study. Over 30
years ago, Murray (1938) noted that “the
reason why the results of so many researches
in personality have been misleading or trivial
is that experimenters have failed to obtain
enough pertinent information about their sub-
jects. Lacking these facts, accurate generaliza-
tions are impossible |p. ix].” This comment
could stand as a summary of current work—
with the important amendment that the ac-
cumulation of more “facts” (including much
unassimilated data collected through Explora-
tions in Personality) has not provided, nor is
likely to provide, the basic generalizations
needed in this field,

Beyond noting the extraordinarily narrow
and impoverished scope of current personality
research, what suggestions lor broadening and
deepening inquiry might be advanced? At a
very general level, this problem involves
setting the collective level of aspiration of
the entire field to include a shared responsi-
bility that personality be investigated in its
basic aspects (“like all other men, like some
other men, like no other men”). Within the
context of any single investigation, this prob-
lem requires that the individual researcher
pay the most serious attention to the need
for obtaining information which is (e¢) poten-
tially available, and (&) necessary to full

6 Interestingly, the insularity of the psychologist
seems 1o be increasing in recent years., While anthro-
pologists have consistently “borrowed” psychological
concepls and mcthods, psychologists’ awarcncss of
anthropological inquiry often seems fo have been
arrested at the level of Malinowski and early Mead,
and our “borrowing” largely limited to fields ol
mathematics and physics.
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understanding of the intrinsic problem—
whether or not such information is explicitly
demanded by his immediate research design.”
Glaring examples of current failure to con-
sider appropriate breadth of scope may be
drawn from experimental research in which
(@) subjects’ phenomenological reports are
routinely sought (via checklists, ratings, and
other means) and equally routinely non-
analyzed and nonreported; and (0) even more
serious misuse of subjects’ reported ecxperi-
ence Lo exclude individuals who do not readily
accommodate {o the Procrustean theoretical
bed via “dropping” or “reassigning” recalci-
trant subjects (as in dissonance research—ci.
Chapanis & Chapanis, 1964) or via deliberate
nonsampling of subjects known to fail to
conform to theoretical expectations {e.g.,
Kalz, 1967).

More positively, the investigator should
continually rcconsider that the point of in-
quiry is to understand the phenomena under
investigation. Inevitably, this requires atten-
tion to the intrapersonal context of research
performances—here research subjects’ willing-
ness to provide this context could be developed
much more fully and fruitfully than we are
inclined to do (cf. Lewin, 1935).

More specific recommendations for extend-
ing the scope of inquiry in sclected aspects
may also be noted:

1. Critically important problems concern-
ing the personality development and change
clearly require longitudinal study. Why are
longitudinal studies so rare? The traditional
rcasons are of two sorts: (@) longitudinal
studies require such massive commitments of
time and research technology as to demand
large-scale organization support; and (5)
obsolescence of research concepts and methods
over the life span of a longitudinal study
pose problems.

However, a second look at the underlying
assumptions is in order. Tf “longitudinal
study” is identified with such large-scale en-
deavors as the Fels studics (cf. Kagan &

T A colleaguc has offered an instructive example
from his own work: in a study (Levy, 1969) which
involved asking 2800 school children about their
preferences for Card 1V versus Card VIT of the
Rorschach, he failed to inquire, Why? (N. Levy,
personal communication, Seplember 1969.)
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Moss, 1962) or the Berkeley Growth Study
(Jones & Bayley, 1941) the first of these
traditional deterrents is obviously relevant;
but the Fels and Berkeley studies offer dem-
onstrations that longitudinal data collected by
imaginative and responsible investigators are
remarkably fruitful fields for “up-dated”
analyses which keep pace with advances in
the field. However, more modest studies are
urgently needed in the personalily field and
are quite feasible. Short-term (e.g., 5-year)
investigations of selected aspects of personal-
ity would immensely enrich inquiry, and need
not involve massive and comprehensive
sampling and instrumentation, as seen in such
examples as Escalona and Heider’s (1959)
predictions of nursery school behavior from
observations in infancy, E. L. Kelly’s (1955)
20-year study of marriage partners, or Carl-
son’s (1965) 6-year follow-up study of sex
differences in the basis of self-esteem. (Inci-
dentally, the last example illustrates the feasi-
bility of longitudinal investigation conducted
without any financial or formal institutional
support whatsoever.) Provision for longitudi-
nal follow-up studies could be readily built
into a wide range of personality studies with
very little additional effort—and with extra-
ordinarily rich potentialities for advancement
of knowledge.

2. Somewhat paradoxically, personality re-
search might be strengthened and enriched by
becoming an incidental by-product (rather
than the focus) of naturally occurring data-
collection situations. This rather obscure point
may, perhaps, be illusirated with the writer’s
personal experiences in teaching upper division
personality courses: In developing primary
instructional purposes, T have often asked stu-
dents to produce brief, introspective (and
anonymous) accounts of selected personality
constructs for use in class projects exploring
methods of personality assessment. Such ma-
terials have often yielded “incidental” data
of considerable rclevance and richness for
later testing of theoretical formulations which
were not envisaged at the time of original
data collection (cf. Carlson, 1971).

The relevance of such “incidental” data col-
lection to psychology courses—where the vast
bulk of personality research is conducted-—is
obvious (and might also serve important
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additional purposes of increasing the relevance
of psychology instruction to students’ pur-
poses of exploring their own lives, and of
incidental “recruitment” of potential scholars
through the experience of disciplined inquiry
or personological questions). However, in
principle, this suggestion would apply equally
to many other data-gathering settings, and
fundamentally involves the use of informal
“archival records” (whether freshman English
themes, college-application essays, contents of
employees’ suggestion boxes, comments of
subjects in instructional-methods-evaluation
studies, etc.) as unobtrusive measures of
personality functioning in natural situations.

3. Finally, as a general consideration rele-
vant to many kinds of research problems, it
is safe to assume that most subjects are will-
ing to tell us much more than our current
research designs ask about their experiences
and the personal meanings of these experi-
ences. Psychology is probably much poorer
for its disinclination to listen to such potenti-
ally important messages; hopefully, the recent
demise of naive behaviorism will liberate us
to take seriously human construction of ex-
perience as more than merely countable “re-
sponses” or “verbal reports.”

On the relevance of social-psychological
context. Two models of subject-investigator
relationships may be discerned in current psy-
chological inquiry: (&) a contractual relation-
ship in which the subject is an “employee,”
and (b) a collaborative relationship in which
the subject is a “colleague.” Because the con-
tractual model appears to be the increasingly
dominant one (and even “reform” proposals
urging the collaborative mode contain strongly
contractual features), some of its implications
need to be examined.

The contractual relationship seems to have
developed in the service of scientific concerns
and to reflect some basic values and assump-
tions about human nature, Thus, paying sub-
jects for their services—whether in terms of
money or course credit, or both—is seen as
minimizing volunteer bias, minimizing the de-
pendency of subjects, offering a more mean-
ingful model for the participation of non-
college samples, avoiding troublesome prob-
lems of overdetermined motives for research
participation—and as expressing concerns for
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equity, for fairness and regularity in defining
rights and roles of subjects. Undoubtedly
a contractual model is capable of correcting
certain abuses of research relationships and
offers a relevant model for some kinds of
inquiry. However, important consequences of
the use of this model should be examined.
The “contract” encourages investigators’ de-
nial of the intrinsically “volunteer” quality of
participation in personality research. More-
over, by maintaining orderliness of one set of
contractual obligations, investigators are en-
abled to deny the legitimacy of other funda-
mental obligations which are not written into
the contract. (Two examples may illustrate
this point: (&) scrupulous observation of
obligations as an “experimenter” enables the
academic researcher to ignore his equally rele-
vant obligations as a “teacher” to provide
maximum cognitive clarity to student-sub-
jects; (b) the concept of “debriefing”—a
military metaphor of extremely dubious rele-
vance to psychological inquiry—implies that
it is possible to undo an experimental set, and
encourages the investigator lo ignore his re-
sponsibility for consequences to the subject
which were not intended.) Iurther, a host
of troubles have bheen introduced into the
research enterprise as subjects, increasingly
cynical about psychological inquiry and
frankly motivated to pick up extra money,
have tended to give only perfunctory atten-
tion to research tasks.

Tundamentally, the contractual model im-
poses its own character upon research; it can
only be appropriate in the investigation of
contractual relationships, and even there may
lead to immense confounding of the rescarch
findings by the effecls of research context. In
the study of personality, there are very few
problems or occasions for which a contractual
model is capable of providing valid informa-
tion about persons’ spontaneous ways of orga-
nizing experience. As Loevinger (1966) has
pointed out, a “contractual” interpersonal
style is characteristic of particular stages of
ego development, and thus important differ-
ences among individuals are necessarily ob-
scured when this interpersonal mode is also
built into the context of inquiry.

The alternative—a collaborative model-—
has its own problems and its own defining
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characteristics. Basically, the collaborative
model does not insist upon control or stan-
dardization of motivation for research par-
ticipation, but assumes that (a) subjects and
settings are chosen for their intrinsic rele-
vance to the problem at hand; and (&) the
basic motive for research participation must
be the subject’s intrinsic involvement in ex-
ploring his own experience. (This motivation
may take many equally appropriate forms:
that of the patient wishing to be helped, the
student wishing to understand and master his
life cxperience, the excluded or alienated per-
son who wants to assert and explore his indi-
viduality, the “intelligent layman” who wants
to express and understand his values and
concerns in an intellectual framework.) The
collaborative model does #of rest upon narrow
or egalitarian assumptions of undifferentiated
“togetherness,” but assumes that subject and
investigator have their different kinds of
expertise which are united by a common belief
in the possibility and value of clarification of
experience through research participation. Un-
questionably, a collaborative model is more
demanding and more rewarding 1o subject and
experimenter alike. It demands more candor
and more thought on the part of the invesfi-
gator in posing research problems, in engaging
appropriate subjects, and in interpreting the
nature of the experience; it demands more
involvement from the subject, and offers the
important reward of having his experience
taken seriously. I'rom the standpoint of per-
sonality research, these conditions are likely to
provide more genuine understanding of human
personality organization and development.®
So much serious exploration of the ethical
implications of research methodology has ap-
peared in recent literature that very little
needs to be added on this score. Our loss ol
innocence now requires that the psychologist
give very serious altention to his own part
in the research enterprise, accepting the re-
sponsibility for his own choices and for the
consequences of these choices. While several
specific research recommendations might fol-
low from the recent Fnglightenment, the most
general one would be the commandment: Do
not administer to any subject a rescarch
treatment you have not first “taken” yourself.

8 An cxample of such collaborative research is
provided by Sanford (1969).
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Although this proposal tends to elicit initial
incredulity and irritation from professional
colleagues, it is a completely serious recom-
mendation: one which could enable psycholo-
gists to examine and discard tendencies to
impose unnecessary and brutally exhaustive
testing programs or elaborate and unnecessary
manipulation of their subjects—and, more im-
portantly, engage the thoughtful participation
of the psychologist as a person toward en-
riching the relevance of his inquiry. Obvi-
ously, this recommendation would eliminatce
deception as a technique of inquiry. However,
there is considerable reason (Kelman, 1967;
Stricker, 1967; Stricker, Messick, & Jackson,
1967) to believe that this would be a very
minor loss as contrasted with the increased
veridicality and responsibility of nondeceptive
research.

Toward disciplinary responsibility. Clearly,
the investigator must be permitted and en-
couraged to define and explore problems in
terms of their intrinsic merit. However, a
climate of scientific freedom is not equivalent
to a norm of laissez-faire. Since scientific in-
quiry is currently conducted through an elabo-
rate set of institutional apparatus, there are
clear responsibilities at various levels of this
network. Tnsofar as the individual investigator
neglects social responsibility and ethical con-
cerns, the agencies of public policy must fill
that vacuum. Recent Public Health Service
directives concerning the welfare of human
subjects represent a benign exercise of this
responsibility; more restrictive and irrelevant
constraints upon psychological inquiry should
be anticipated if psychologists fail to con-
sider fully their own responsibilities in the
conduct of research.

Among several ways in which the discipline
might cooperate toward development of more
responsible and meaningful inquiry, the fol-
lowing suggestions are offered:

1. Psychology departments have a major
concern for the integrity of instructional pur-
poses upon which requirements for research
participation are based. Thus, explicit plans
for valid interpretations of problems, methods,
and findings (a) to individual subjects, and
(h) to class groups from which subjects are
recruited—along with (¢) “feedback” from
student subjects—should be required of in-
vestigators who use departmental research-
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participation requirements as a means of
obtaining subjects,

2. Psychological journals inevitably play a
major part in determining the content and
methods of scientific inquiry, and thus bear a
major responsibility for the quality of re-
search. (This responsibility is particularly
clear in the case of journals of the American
Psychological Association which are directly
supported by and responsible to the entire
discipline.) Among the obvious ways in which
our journals might exercise this responsibility,
three specific suggestions are noted: (a) In-
tringic relevance and responsibility of inquiry
could be fostered by the adoption of
Loevinger’s (1968) two-fold suggestion that
published studies should be based upon
samples clearly relevant to the problem and
upon replicated findings. (b) Explicit atten-
tion to well replicated findings as “control”
variables should be required for publication.
An obvious example is the suggestion of sev-
eral investigators (Carlson & Carlson, 1960;
Garai & Scheinfeld, 1968) that sex difierences
be considered in all published studies em-
ploying mixed-sex samples. Developmental
Psychology, presently unique in making this
an explicit criterion, provides a model of edi-
torial responsibility in this sphere. (¢) Since
journals, unlike individual investigators, have
unique responsibility and power to consider
the total import of inquiry in any field, con-
siderations of balance and emphasis fall within
the domain of journal editors. (An example
from recent history is the Jowrnal of Social
Psychology’s giving explicit priority to cross-
cultural research.) From the standpoint of the
present critique, those journals primarily con-
cerned with personality research should exer-
cise their responsibilily toward correcting im-
balance in current research by giving priority
to invesligations of personality organization
within individuals, and 1o inquiry on qualita-
tive, typological bases of personality organiza-
tion since the present survey of personality
literature clearly shows these facets neglected
in favor of general experimental studies.

Where Is the Person in Personality Research?

That the person is not really studied in
current personality research is clearly shown
in the survey of the literature. But is it pos-
sible that the product of this inquiry, in its
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basic denial of the importance of personality,
may be a faithful projection of the real lives
and the real world of personality researchers?
This is a chilling thought—but one which
deserves very serious cxamination,

Consider the passage with which Adelson
(1969) ends the methodological section of
his review of personality research:

We like to pretend that our choice of methods is
dictated by scientific considerations alone. In [act,
the exigencies of the academic marketplace play an
important and perhaps decisive role. The methodo-
logical problems we have noted . .. reflect the
pressure for quick publication. There is reason to
doubt that theve will be rapid reforms in method-
ology until there is some rveform of the university
[p. 222, italics added].

[t would be difficult to find a clearer state-
ment of real despair: Adelson is suggesting
that personality rescarchers really are such
willing or powerless captives of field forces of
academic and professional status definitions
that they must await liberation at the hands
of some external force which will aller the
environment.

Conceivably, studies of the “sociology of
knowledge” might add to our awareness of—
and liberation from—uncxamined constraints
upon inquiry. However, such studies are un-
likely to tell us much more than we already
know: that scholars are atiracted to research
problems through the influence of potent re-
search models and teachers; that their train-
ing, support, publication, and visibilily are
contingent upon the “cumulative” character
of potential contributions; that innovative
methods or findings are unlikely Lo achieve an
impact until the field is prepared to assimilate
them. From the standpoint of the present
critique, it might be more valuable to develop
inquiry in the “personology of knowledge,”
examining the personality characteristics
which determine an investigator’s resonance
to and involvement in wvarious substantive
problems, his openness to innovations in con-
tent and method, his independence of external
supports in pursuit of inquiry, and his ca-
pacity to transmit a sense of personal involve-
ment in disciplined inquiry to his collcagues
and students.

Pending such inquiry, it may be that the
current trends may continue. However, even
within these constraints, a more optimistic
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prognosis could be supported by a range of
literature suggesting that significant personal
change can result from the confrontation of
the discrepancy between one’s behavior and
one’s values; that such changes involve the
engagement of one’s basic “ideoaffective
postures” (Tomkins, 1965); and that such
changes may be facilitated in times of wide-
spread questioning and change. That we live
in such a time of social change scarcely needs
documentation; the present critique is offered
as part of the discipline’s clear confrontation
of its value-behavior discrepancies, and urges
the engagement of our basic cognitive and
affective commitments toward more relevant
and responsible inquiry.

The original question—Where is the person
in personality research?—may have two dif-
ferent answers, If the fully functioning per-
son is not portrayed in our current personal-
ity literature, we may simply be looking in
the wrong place. There are serious investi-
gators of personality—perhaps increasingly
found outside psychology-—whose inquiry and
understanding will continue to appear in the
books and papers which illumine the field.
But this is no radical departure from the past.
1f White, Erikson, Tomkins, or Keniston—to
mention a fecw prominent personologists—are
not indexed in the volumes of our current
personality journals, neither were Freud, Jung,
Angyal, or Piaget. We might might simply
retitle our journals to reflect their functions
somewhat more accurately, and proceed as
before.

A second answer is this: The person is
there-—in our personality laboratories, class-
rooms, and in the community-—waiting to be
engaged in serious studies of personality once
those of us who investigale personality
become able to invest owrselves in this task.
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