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Abstract
Little attention typically is paid to the way self-report measures are translated for use in self-
informant agreement studies. We studied two possible methods for creating informant measures:
(a) the traditional method in which self-report items were translated from the first- to the third-
person and (b) an alternative meta-perceptual method in which informants were directed to rate
their perception of the targets’ self-perception. We hypothesized that the latter method would yield
stronger self-informant agreement for evaluative personality dimensions measured by indirect item
markers. We studied these methods in a sample of 303 undergraduate friendship dyads. Results
revealed mean-level differences between methods, similar self-informant agreement across
methods, stronger agreement for Big Five dimensions than for evaluative dimensions, and
incremental validity for meta-perceptual informant rating methods. Limited power reduced the
interpretability of several sparse acquaintanceship effects. We conclude that traditional informant
methods are appropriate for most personality traits, but meta-perceptual methods may be more
appropriate when personality questionnaire items reflect indirect indicators of the trait being
measured, which is particularly likely for evaluative traits.
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INTRODUCTION
Assessing the nature and magnitude of consensual agreement between self- and informant
ratings of personality traits represents an important area of inquiry in the personality
literature. In particular, self-informant agreement (also known as ‘self-other’ or ‘self-peer’
agreement) often has been used to support the construct validity of personality trait models
and measures (e.g. Funder & Colvin, 1988; Funder, Kolar, & Blackman, 1995; John &
Robins, 1993; Ready, Clark, Watson, & Westerhouse, 2000; Watson & Clark, 1991;
Watson, Hubbard, & Wiese, 2000). Moreover, in the context of the person-situation debate,
evidence of self-informant agreement played an instrumental role in re-establishing the
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validity of personality traits more generally (e.g. Kenrick & Funder, 1988). Finally, applied
studies of personality and personality disorder have highlighted the incremental importance
of collecting informant ratings, especially when assessing traits for which the target may
have little insight (Clifton, Turkheimer, & Oltmanns, 2005; Klein, 2003; Oltmanns &
Turkheimer, 2006).

Despite the importance of self-informant agreement studies in the applied and basic
personality literature, surprisingly little attention has been paid to how informant versions of
self-rated personality questionnaires are translated from their self-report counterparts. A
review of the literature revealed that many self-informant studies fail to specify the manner
in which the informant measure was created or adapted (e.g. DeYoung, 2006; Ready,
Watson, & Clark, 2002; Spain, Eaton, & Funder, 2000; Vazire, 2006;Wagerman & Funder,
2007). In cases in which the conversion method is specified, researchers typically report
using or creating informant versions by simply rephrasing the pronouns and verbs from the
first- to the third-person (e.g. ‘I am a talkative person’ becomes ‘He/she is a talkative
person’; Duckworth & Quinn, 2009; Gros, Simms, & Antony, in press; Kurtz & Putnam,
2006; Rammstedt, Riemann, Angleitner, & Borkenau, 2004; Ready & Clark, 2005).

The allure of such methods is their apparent simplicity: It is a relatively straightforward
process to translate self-report items to informant-report items by substituting third-person
pronouns and verbs. However, although traditional third-person translations are simple, they
make the assumption that an item’s meaning is unaltered in the process. Such an assumption
may be reasonable for certain self-report item types, such as those that directly assess an
observable characteristic of the target. Examples include: (a) ‘I am a sociable person,’ (b) ‘I
have moments when I worry too much,’ or (c) ‘I sometimes have difficulty controlling my
behaviour.’ When translated, the traditional informant versions—(a’) ‘She is a sociable
person,’ (b’) ‘He has moments when he worries too much,’ or (c’) ‘She sometimes has
difficulty controlling her behaviour,’ respectively—can be observed by informants and
appear to accurately tap the same personality traits as their self-report counterparts.

However, for items that are meant to indirectly tap a particular trait or that are more
evaluative in nature, such direct translations may not yield adequate informant items.
Consider, for example, a different set of self-report items that were designed to tap a range
of evaluative personality characteristics (Simms, Yufik, Thomas, & Simms, 2008): (x) ‘I
have a sharp mind,’ (y) ‘My life lacks meaning and purpose’ and (z) ‘I am a beautiful
person.’ In this case, traditional informant translations—(x’) ‘He has a sharp mind,’ (y’)
‘Her life lacks meaning and purpose’ and (z’) ‘She is a beautiful person,’ respectively—do
not appear to tap the self-perceptual processes that were implicit in the self-report items.
Rather, translations focusing on the informant’s perception of the target’s selfperception—
(x”) ‘He thinks that he has a sharp mind,’ (y”) ‘She believes that her life lacks meaning and
purpose’ and (z”) ‘She sees herself as a beautiful person,’ respectively—may more directly
tap the personality-relevant variance intended by the self-report items and their parent
constructs.

A robust literature has established that self-informant agreement for traditional personality
markers using traditional informant wording (TIW) ranges from .40 to .60 depending on
factors such as trait visibility, acquaintanceship length and type, and trait ratability (e.g.
Ready et al., 2000; Watson et al., 2000). However, much less is known about the nature of
self-informant agreement for dimensions with a larger evaluative component. In one of the
few studies addressing this issue, John and Robins (1993) showed that the more evaluative
markers of the Big Five demonstrated lower self-informant agreement compared to
evaluatively neutral markers, and they suggested that self-perceptions might become
distorted for personality traits that are affectively charged.

Simms et al. Page 2

Eur J Pers. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2011 May 1.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript



Recent lexical studies have extended our understanding of the influence of evaluation in
personality trait structure. In particular, a number studies have suggested that the use of a
less restrictive set of person descriptors—including evaluative terms such as those sorted
into a separate, non-personality category in the work of Allport and Odbert (1936) and
Norman (1967)—results in a broader model of higher-order personality trait dimensions.
Tellegen and Waller (1987; Waller, 1999; Waller & Zavala, 1993) were the first to suggest
the potential importance of evaluative person descriptors to the study of personality. They
sampled 400 personality descriptors from the dictionary without imposing the exclusionary
criteria that characterized previous natural language studies of personality. Factor analyses
of self-ratings on the sampled terms revealed a Big Seven structure, five of which were
relatively isomorphic with the Big Five. The remaining two factors—labelled Positive
Valence (PV) and Negative Valence (NV) by Tellegen and Waller (1987)—represented
highly valenced dimensions of extremely positive (e.g. describing oneself as exceptional,
important, smart) and negative (e.g. describing oneself as evil, immoral, disgusting) person
descriptors, respectively. Notably, significant debate exists in the literature regarding the
meaning and status of PV and NV as personality constructs (e.g. Ashton & Lee, 2001;
McCrae & Costa, 1995; Widiger, 1993; Widiger & Trull, 1992). For example, Ashton and
Lee (2001) contend that the PV and NV factors largely represent indirect signs of self-
esteem processes, rather than direct descriptors of personality characteristics as found on
most traditional personality measures. Regardless of the outcome of this unresolved debate,
Tellegen and Waller’s findings have been supported in new samples, languages and cultures
(e.g. Almagor, Tellegen, & Waller, 1995; Benet & Waller, 1995; Benet-Martinez & Waller,
1997; Benet-Martinez & Waller, 1998; Church, Katigbak, & Reyes, 1998; Saucier, 1997;
Waller 1999).

Simms et al. (2008) studied the nature of PV and NV and compared the self-informant
agreement of such evaluative dimensions to those of the Big Five, finding mixed results.
Whereas the agreement coefficients for negatively valenced dimensions (Depravity and
Oddity) were within the same range as those typically observed for the Big Five domains,
PV and its facets (distinction, intellect, attractiveness, and self-worth) demonstrated
substantially lower levels of self-informant agreement. Such mixed results suggest several
possible conclusions. One possibility is that PV characteristics are not personality traits at
all, but rather reflect individual differences in other human attributes, such as intelligence,
success and appearance. However, Simms et al. found significant correlations between PV
and traditional personality traits that were much higher than would be expected if the PV
scales were tapping constructs completely independent of personality. Thus, a second
possibility, relevant to the current study, is that the PV scale and its facets tap self-perceptual
processes that are not directly ratable by traditional informant translations of self-report
measures.

Current study
In summary, little attention typically is paid to the way self-report measures are translated
for use in self-informant agreement studies. Traditional translations from the first- to the
third-person make intuitive sense for personality questionnaire items that tap directly
observable characteristics but may be less informative for indirect or evaluative items whose
personality-relevant meaning is embedded in the self-perceptual processes of the individual
being rated. In the present study, we propose an alternative translation method—one focused
on the informant’s perception of the target’s self-perception—that may be more appropriate
for personality constructs and items that are best tapped by indirectly worded self-report
items. We term this alternative method meta-perceptual informant wording (MPIW) and
contrast it with TIW as described above. Notably, for some multi-scale personality
measures, the MPIW approach has been used to create informant versions of certain items
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and scales, such as certain items of the Modesty scale of the NEO-PI-R (see McCrae &
Costa, 1995) and the Modesty and Social Self-Esteem scales of the HEXACO-PI-R (see
Ashton & Lee, 2010). However, these uses of the MPIW approach were very specific in
their application. No studies have systematically examined the MPIW approach across a
broad range of scales varying in content and evaluativeness.

In the present study, we assessed self-informant agreement in undergraduate friendship
dyads, each member of which completed self-report measures tapping the Big Five traits and
the evaluative dimensions of the Big Seven model, as well as two informant versions of
each: One translated using TIW methods and one translated using the alternative MPIW
methods. We focused on several primary questions. First, do alternative MPIW methods that
focus on the informant’s estimate of the target’s self-view result in an increase in self-other
agreement for evaluative dimensions compared to traditional personality traits? Second, are
any of these self-informant effects moderated by acquaintanceship length? For traditional
personality dimensions, evidence for acquaintanceship length effects are mixed (e.g. Watson
et al., 2000). However, little is known about the acquaintanceship effect for evaluative
dimensions. In the present study, we examined whether self-informant agreement varies as a
function of friendship duration (1 year or less vs. more than 1 year). Finally, are alternative
MPIW methods redundant with TIW, or do they yield incremental predictive power with
respect to target self-ratings?

METHOD
Participants and procedures

Participants were 606 undergraduate students (303 dyads) at the University at Buffalo. One
person in each dyad was a student in Introductory Psychology and was compensated with
course research credit. The students were asked to come to the laboratory with a friend or
close acquaintance. Friends were compensated in one of two ways: (a) course research credit
for those also admitted in the same course or (b) entry into a drawing for one of several $25
gift certificates to a local mall. Participants were 51% female with a M age of 19.2 (range =
18–36). The sample self-reported their ethnic background as 59.1% White, 24.9% Asian
American, 6.6% African American, 3.8% Hispanic/Latino(a) and 5.6% ‘other/multiple
ethnicities’. Dyads were comprised of both same-sex and opposite-sex friendship pairings:
37.0% were female–female dyads, 35.0% were male–male dyads and 28.0% were male–
female dyads. The Mdn friendship duration across dyads was 12 months (range = <6 months
to >48 months). Dyad members predominantly described their relationship as a friendship
(90.1% of dyads); a smaller number described their relationship as romantic (5.8%) and the
remaining dyads listed ‘other’.

Participants attended a 1-hour session and were asked to complete a series of questionnaires
using a computer interface in groups of 10 or less. Questionnaires included the Big Five
Inventory (BFI; John & Srivastava, 1999) to measure the Big Five personality traits, and the
Evaluative Person Descriptors Questionnaire (EPDQ; Simms et al., 2008) to measure
evaluative traits inspired by the Big Seven model of personality (Tellegen & Waller, 1987).
To meet the goals of this study, both members of each dyad completed the BFI and EPDQ in
three different ways: (a) self-report with standard instructions, (b) TIW in which the self-
report version was converted to an informant-report version by making simple pronoun and
verb changes from the first- to the third-person (e.g. ‘I am a sociable person’ became ‘X is a
sociable person’) and (c) MPIW in which the informant-report version was created to tap the
informant’s perceptions of the target’s self-view (e.g. ‘I am a sociable person’ became ‘X
sees himself/herself as a sociable person’).
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The following instructions were provided to participants: ‘There are three parts to this study.
In each part, you will be completing a series of questionnaires on the computer. In the first
part, you will be rating your own personality. In the second part, you will be rating the
personality of the friend who accompanied you today. Finally, in the third part, I would like
you to rate what you think your friend would say about him-/herself for each item. However,
I do not want you to talk with your friend about these questions as you are going through the
study’. To ensure privacy within and across dyads, barriers were erected to shield computer
screens and participants were not permitted to speak to one another during data collection
sessions. The Social and Behavioral Sciences Institutional Review Board at the University at
Buffalo approved all procedures.

Measures
Big Five Inventory (BFI; John & Srivastava, 1999)—The BFI is a 44-item instrument
that uses a 5-point Likert rating scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree) and
provides scores for the domains of the Big Five model of personality (Neuroticism,
Extraversion, Conscientiousness, Agreeableness and Openness). Benet-Martinez and John
(1998) reported α coefficients of .84, .88, .82, .79 and .81, respectively, for the traits listed
above in a sample of 711 English-speaking participants. They also reported good
convergence with two other measures of the Big Five model. John and Srivastava (1999)
further summarized that internal consistency reliabilities of BFI scales typically range from .
75 to .90 in North American samples and 3-month test–retest reliabilities typically range
from .80 to .90.

EPDQ—The EPDQ (Simms et al., 2008) is a 48-item measure designed to measure and
elaborate the evaluative dimensions of the Big Seven model. It uses a 5-point Likert scale (1
= disagree strongly; 5 = agree strongly) and includes broad scales tapping PV, Depravity
(akin to the NV dimension of the Big Seven model) and Oddity, as well as several lower-
order facets of PV: Distinction, Intellect, Attractiveness, and Self-worth. Simms et al.
reported evidence of internal consistency (αs ranged from .80 to .92 across scales), test–
retest reliability over a 2-week interval (rs ranged from .73 to .82) and good convergent and
discriminant validity with respect to alternative measures of PV and NV.

Data structure and analyses
Given the dyadic nature of the study, the indistinguishable nature of dyad members, and the
goals of the present investigation, data were organized using a pairwise or double-entry
structure in which all participants were represented twice in the data set, once as a target and
once as an informant (Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006). All analyses were conducted with the
target/individual as the unit of analysis, so the effective sample size for all analyses was 606
participants. Pearson correlations and hierarchical regressions were the primary analytic
methods. Correlations between dyad members’ self-ratings of the BFI and EPDQ variables
generally were small in magnitude (Median r = .12; range = −.02–.23), and most were
statistically non-significant (ps > .05, based on an effective sample size of 303 dyads). Thus,
statistical dependency among dyad members on the variables of interest in this study was
minimal or non-existent, which permitted us to analyse the data using standard Pearson
correlations and regression methods. Where appropriate, statistical tests were Bonferroni-
corrected to Protect against Type I errors.

RESULTS
Descriptive statistics for the primary variables appear in Table 1. Effect size calculations
revealed that 6 of 7 EPDQ scales (Positive Valence Composite, Intellect, Attractiveness,
Self-worth, Depravity and Oddity) and 3 of 5 BFI scales (Neuroticism, Extraversion and

Simms et al. Page 5

Eur J Pers. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2011 May 1.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript



Openness) demonstrated small but statistically significant differences between self-ratings
and TIW-ratings, all ts(605) ≥ 3.94, ps < .01. In all but one case, the significant differences
showed TIW ratings that were more positive or less negative than self-ratings, suggesting
that informants using traditionally translated measures tend to be more positive with their
attributions of their friends’ traits than the targets themselves. The lone exception to this
pattern was Openness, for which self-ratings were higher than TIW-ratings. In contrast, the
self-MPIW effect sizes revealed a very different pattern, especially for the EPDQ trait
dimensions. Only one EPDQ scale (Oddity) and two BFI scales (Neuroticism and Openness)
yielded significant differences between self-ratings and alternative MPIW-ratings, all
ts(605) ≥ 3.94, ps < .01, and the directions of these effects were the same as those for the
corresponding self-TIW differences. Taken together, these results suggest that self-ratings
and informant-ratings are more similar at the mean-level when informant ratings are directed
to the target’s self-view, especially for the relatively evaluative dimensions of the EPDQ.

Question #1: Is self-informant agreement moderated by informant wording type
Self-informant agreement correlations for TIW and MPIW methods appear in Table 2. Self-
TIW correlations averaged .29 and .40 for the EPDQ and BFI scales, respectively. Self-
MPIW correlations averaged .33 and .40 for the EPDQ and BFI scales, respectively. Only
two scales—EPDQ Intellect and Attractiveness—demonstrated significant differences
across informant wording methods, with MPIW showing a stronger self-informant
correlation than TIW in both cases, zs ≥ 1.96, p < .05. Thus, for most EPDQ scales and all
BFI scales, self-informant agreement does not appear to vary as a function of informant
wording type. Also, consistent with previously reported data (Simms et al., 2008), the BFI
scales generally yielded stronger self-informant correlations than did the EPDQ scales.
Finally, it is notable that the within-informant correlations between TIW and MPIW varied
across scales: PV and its subscales (rs ranged from .54 to .64) yielded generally lower TIW–
MPIW correlations than did Depravity, Oddity, and all BFI scales (rs ranged from .74 to .
85). Thus, informant-rating methods appear to be more weakly related for dimensions with
stronger evaluative components.

Question #2: Is self-informant agreement moderated by acquaintanceship length?
To test the possible influence of acquaintanceship length on self-informant agreement across
informant wording methods, we split the sample at the median of friendship duration,
yielding two groups: (a) friendships lasting 1 year or less and (b) longer friendships lasting
more than 1 year. A summary of self-informant agreement correlations, separately by
acquaintanceship length and informant wording type, appears in Table 3. These results
revealed a sparse pattern of significant differences, but several notable patterns. First,
averaging across all EPDQ scales, self-informant agreement did not differ appreciably
across acquaintanceship levels or informant wording types (Mean rs ranged from .28 to .32).
However, two scales—Intellect and the PV composite scale—yielded significantly higher
self-informant correlations for MPIW ratings than for TIW ratings, but only for shorter
friendships, zs ≥ 1.96, p < .05.

Second, for the BFI scales, longer friendships generally were associated with higher
agreement coefficients across the TIW and MPIW informant wording types: Mean rs were .
46 and .45 for the longer acquaintanceship groups and .39 and .38 for the shorter
acquaintanceship group. However, at the scale-level, only two BFI scales demonstrated
significant acquaintanceship effects, but these effects were not consistent across informant
wording methods. BFI Neuroticism showed stronger agreement as a function of friendship
duration, but only for the TIW ratings: Mean rs = .46 and .27 for longer and shorter
acquaintanceship groups, respectively, zs ≥ 2.58, p < .01. BFI Agreeableness, on the other
hand, showed stronger agreement as a function of acquaintanceship length, but only for the
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MPIW ratings: Mean rs = .46 and .27 for longer and shorter acquaintanceship groups,
respectively, zs ≥ 2.58, p < .01.

Question #3: Does MPIW show incremental validity of over TIW methods?
Finally, we tested whether MPIW ratings were incrementally valid predictors of self-ratings
after accounting for traditional informant rating methods. A series of hierarchical
regressions were conducted for each scale, with target self-ratings entered as the dependent
variable and the TIW and MPIW informant rating methods entered sequentially as the
predictors. A summary of these results appears in Table 4. In the first step of each analysis,
the TIW ratings significantly predicted target self-ratings, accounting for an average of 8.7
and 18.7% of the variance in target ratings for the EPDQ and BFI scales, respectively, all
Fs(1, 604) > 39.03, p < .01. When MPIW ratings were added in the next regression step, all
incremental effects were significant, accounting for an additional average of 3.7 and 2.1% of
the variance in target ratings for the EPDQ and BFI scales, respectively, all Fs(1, 603)
ranged from 8.37 to 55.66, p < .05. Taken together, the regressions show that TIW ratings
yielded stronger connections with self-ratings for the BFI scales, and MPIW ratings resulted
in stronger incremental effects for the evaluative scales of the EPDQ.

DISCUSSION
The primary goal of the present study was to compare two methods for translating
traditional self-report personality measures into forms that can be rated by informants. We
compared traditionally worded informant translations (the TIW method)—in which the verb
and pronouns of each item were simply translated from the first- to the third-person—to an
alternative method in which the translated itemwas focused on the informant’s perception of
the target’s self-perception (the meta-perceptual wording [MPIW] approach). We
hypothesized that the MPIW method would be a more appropriate method for constructs and
items that are more evaluative in nature and indirectly assessed. The results suggested that
(a) mean self and MPIW ratings generally were more similar than were mean self and TIW
ratings, (b) self-informant agreement was largely similar across informant methods, (c) Big
Five personality traits generally demonstrated stronger self-informant agreement, using both
informant methods, than did evaluative personality dimensions and (d) MPIW ratings
incrementally predicted the targets’ self-ratings, especially for traits with stronger evaluative
components. We also studied whether any effects were moderated by friendship duration:
Although the BFI agreement correlations appeared to demonstrate an acquaintanceship
effect when averaged across scales, the result at the individual scale-level revealed a sparse
and inconsistent pattern, likely due to the reduced statistical power associated with splitting
the sample at the median of friendship duration.

Mean-level differences across informant rating methods
The mean-level agreement analyses revealed an interesting but unexpected pattern of results,
in several respects. First, contrary to previous work showing that self-ratings tend to display
a positive or self-enhancement bias relative to the ratings of others (e.g. Colvin, Block, &
Funder, 1995; Funder & Colvin, 1997; Taylor & Brown, 1988), we identified an opposite
pattern in which the traditionally worded informant ratings tended to be more positive and
less negative than were self-ratings, especially for relatively evaluative dimensions. The
reasons for this finding are unclear. Surprisingly little research has looked at mean-level
differences between self and informant ratings of personality; most work has been strictly
correlational. The present findings could be due to the effects of selection biases, as
participants were permitted to bring a friend of their own choosing to the study session.
Given the nature of the task and the minimal compensation offered, it is likely that only
acquaintances who were relatively fond of the invitee would agree to participate in the

Simms et al. Page 7

Eur J Pers. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2011 May 1.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript



study. If true, then the present findings suggest that, in the context of a friendship, informant
ratings may be subject to an other-enhancement bias, which would be a relatively novel
finding in the personality literature requiring replication in future studies. Interestingly, Gros
et al. (in press) recently found similar evidence of an other-enhancement bias in a sample of
friendships dyads rating cognitive and somatic symptoms of anxiety. In the present study,
the other-enhancement bias was most robust for the evaluative traits, which suggests that the
level of trait evaluativeness may serve as a moderator of these mean-level agreement
differences.

A second interesting mean-level pattern was that self-informant differences largely
disappeared, especially for the evaluative dimensions, when meta-perceptual wording was
used for the informant measures. This finding suggests that any possible self- or other-
enhancement biases in reporting are ameliorated when the targets and informants both are
focused on targets’ self-perceptions. Of course, given the absence of a clear gold standard,
the exact nature and direction of any possible self- or other-enhancement biases is difficult
to determine with data like these. One possibility, for example, is that both members of
friendship dyads are biased; in such a case, the mean-level differences approach is powerless
to determine the ‘true’ level of the targets’ traits or whether any biases exist in self- or
informant-ratings. Future self-informant studies of TIW and MPIW may be improved to the
extent that relevant criteria external to the dyad members are included to help objectively
determine whose report, self or informant, better predicts such criteria (e.g. laboratory tasks
or behavioural ratings of personality traits, etc.).

Incremental validity of meta-perceptual informant wording
Self-informant agreement was largely similar across informant rating methods—with the
exception of several PV traits that showed stronger agreement with the MPIW method—but
the hierarchical regression analyses suggested that the methods account for overlapping, but
not identical, portions of the variance in self-ratings. Across all traits, meta-perceptual
informant ratings significantly predicted self-ratings, even after accounting for traditional
informant ratings. These results suggest that meta-perceptual wording taps something
distinctive about the target that is not captured with traditional informant methods. The
strongest incremental effects were found for the EPDQ dimensions, which suggest that
prediction of traits with stronger evaluative components can be improved if the informants’
focus is placed on targets’ self-perceptions rather than on direct estimates of the targets’
behaviour or features. Of course, an alternative explanation of our findings is that any
second set of slightly differently worded informant ratings would yield some incremental
effects beyond a first set. However, our finding that the size of the incremental effects varied
substantially across scales would tend to argue against this interpretation. Regardless, future
studies examining this possibility more directly are important.

Thus, although future studies are needed to replicate the present findings, we suggest that
more consideration is needed when translating measures for use in self-informant
personality agreement studies. Care must be taken to determine the most appropriate target
of the translated item. Traditional translations appear to make the most sense for personality
questionnaire items that target traits directly, such as (a) ‘I am a sociable person’ for
Extraversion, (b) ‘I have moments when I worry too much’ for Neuroticism or (c) ‘I
sometimes have difficulty controlling my behaviour’ for Conscientiousness or Constraint.
However, the present results suggest that evaluative personality items whose trait inferences
are more indirect—such as (x) ‘I have a sharp mind’ for PV Intellect, (y) ‘My life lacks
meaning and purpose’ for PV Self-worth and (z) ‘I am a beautiful person’ for PV
Attractiveness—may be best translated using MPIW.
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Implications for the status of evaluative traits
Consistent with previous work, the present findings revealed that evaluative traits show
significant but generally lower self-informant agreement than Big Five personality traits
(Simms et al., 2008). The present findings extend this result to a new informant rating
method focused on the targets’ self-perceptions. As described above, a number of
researchers and theorists have questioned the status of evaluative dimensions such as PV and
NV as personality constructs (e.g. Ashton & Lee, 2001; McCrae & Costa, 1995; Widiger,
1993; Widiger & Trull, 1992). Although definitions vary widely, most conceptualizations of
personality highlight the stable, enduring aspects of personality (e.g. Roberts & DelVecchio,
2000; Vaidya, Gray, Haig, & Watson, 2002), the importance of predicting behaviour (e.g.
Cronbach & Meehl, 1955; Wu & Clark, 2003), and its ability to be consensually agreed
upon across raters (John & Robins, 1993; Ready et al., 2000; Watson & Clark, 1991;
Watson et al., 2000). The present study provides evidence that is most relevant to the last
feature: Evaluative dimensions can be consensually rated in friendship dyads, regardless of
the informant rating method employed.

But what do the present results say about what is being consensually agreed upon by
members of these friendship dyads? As described above, Ashton and Lee (2001) suggested
that evaluative dimensions such as those measured by the EPDQ reflect indirect signs of
positive and negative self-esteem processes reflecting some combination of substantive and
evaluative variance. This is an intriguing proposition, especially since the meta-perceptual
informant rating methods are likely to more directly tap the substantive self-esteem
processes implied by Ashton and Lee’s suggestion. However, it is likely that all personality
dimensions can be subdivided into substantive and evaluative components, and our data do
not permit us to directly disentangle and directly study the substantive and evaluative
components of the BFI and EPDQ scales (for one promising approach to disentangling these
components factor analytically, see Ashton & Lee, 2010). Regardless, self-esteem
personality processes are a reasonable hypothesis for what evaluative personality scales
measure. Future studies are needed to study this issue further, especially in light of other
recent work linking PV and NV to other substantive personality traits, such as extraversion
and agreeableness (Durrett & Trull, 2005; Simms, 2007; Simms et al., 2008).

Limitations and Conclusions
This study is not without limitations that may serve as the impetus for future studies to
clarify or extend our results. Several features of the friendship dyad participants limit the
generalizability of our results. Although the participants were reasonably diverse in terms of
sex and ethnicity, they were an undergraduate sample of convenience and included a
restricted range of ages. Also, we asked participants to self-select a single friend to bring to
the session, which could lead to unintended informant rating biases with the potential to
influence studies like this. Finally, our sample included a small number of dyads that were
romantic or familial in nature, but these subsamples were not large enough to permit
moderation analyses by dyad type. Thus, future studies may wish to extend the present work
by (a) collecting similar responses from friendship dyads of different ages and in settings
other than universities, (b) using multiple informants or, perhaps, single informants
randomly selected from lists provided by the targets and (c) studying whether the findings
extend to different types of relationships, such as dating partners, married couples, family
members and coworkers.

Despite these limitations, our work suggests that personality researchers should pay closer
attention to the way that self-report questionnaires are translated for use in self-informant
agreement studies or in applied settings in which informant reports are used to guide
decision-making about clients, patients, coworkers, etc. The findings suggest that traditional
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informant methods are appropriate for most personality traits in which the questionnaire
items permit direct judgments of the trait being measured. However, alternative methods
based on the informants’ perception of the targets’ self-perception should be considered
when questionnaire items reflect indirect indicators of the trait being measured, which is
particularly likely for strongly evaluative traits.
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Table 2

Self-informant agreement by informant wording type

Self-informant correlation

Scale TIW MPIW rTIW:MPIW

EPDQ scales

Positive valence composite .34 .39 .61

     Distinction .27 .26 .63

     Intellect .25   .32* .57

     Attractiveness .34   .41* .54

     Self-worth .29 .29 .64

Depravity .27 .31 .78

Oddity .28 .32 .80

M .29 .33 .65

BFI scales

Neuroticism .36 .34 .76

Extraversion .62 .59 .85

Conscientiousness .43 .41 .73

Agreeableness .36 .36 .76

Openness .34 .38 .74

M .40 .40 .75

Note: N = 606 (303 dyads). TIW, traditional informant wording; MPIW, meta-perception of the target wording; EPDQ, Evaluative Person
Descriptors Questionnaire; BFI, Big Five Inventory. All rs ≥.15 are significant (p < .01).

*
Higher self-informant agreement (p < .05).
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