
Page 1 of 20 

 

 

Psychology 668 

PERSONALITY: THEORETICAL AND EMPIRICAL APPROACHES 
George Mason University 

Fall 2015 

  

 

Instructor:   Reeshad S. Dalal, Ph.D.  

Email Address:  rdalal@gmu.edu 

Class Day and Time:  Tuesday, 1:30 - 4:10 PM  

Class Location:  Innovation Hall 215G 

 

Office Hours:   Monday, 11 AM - Noon or by appointment 

Office Location:  David King Hall, Room 2006 (entry through Room 2005) 

 

 

 

PREREQUISITES:  

Graduate survey-level statistics courses (PSYC 611 and 754, or equivalent) 

 

 

COURSE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES:  

This is a graduate-level survey of research related to personality, situations, and their 

interplay in predicting behavior. The focus is on basic scientific research, and the 

readings are therefore primarily peer-reviewed journal articles and handbook chapters, 

primarily from the fields of personality psychology and industrial/organizational 

psychology. Several readings emphasize new developments in the field, including 

innovative uses of new technology. 

 

Overall, the course aims to help students become good developers, consumers, and 

appliers of research. Students will additionally have the opportunity to: (1) hone their 

analytical and information presentation skills, and (2) gain practice in generating research 

proposals. Finally, one of the objectives of the course is to keep the amount of reading in 

any given week to a manageable length. The sincere hope is that this will encourage 

students to actually complete all the assigned readings.  

  

 

ATTENDANCE AND PARTICIPATION POLICY: 

It is important for every student to read all the assigned articles, attend all class sessions, 

and contribute to the class discussion because the quality of this course will be influenced 

significantly (p < 0.01) by the quality of the discussion. 
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One absence is permitted without any penalty as long as the student summarizes his or 

her reactions to the week’s readings in some depth on the Blackboard discussion board. A 

second or third absence will automatically result in a one-grade penalty (e.g., from “A” to 

“B”) to the participation/attendance portion of the course grade unless the student not 

only provides reactions to the readings but also performs an additional in-class 

presentation (please see me to discuss this). Barring truly exceptional circumstances (as 

determined by me), a fourth absence will automatically result in a failing grade in the 

course as a whole. 

Frequent instances of late arrival to and/or early departure from class will also result in 

grade penalties to the participation/attendance portion of the course grade. This is also the 

case for frequent instances of temporary departures from the classroom while class is in 

session. 

Every student is expected to contribute to the class discussion during each course session. 

For their own good, students who do not voluntarily contribute will be “encouraged” to 

contribute by the professor because a hefty portion of the course grade is reserved for 

class participation. Participation via the online (Blackboard) discussion board is certainly 

encouraged, but such participation cannot completely substitute for in-class participation. 

It is important for every student to read all the assigned articles and to contribute to the 

class discussion because the quality of this course will be influenced significantly by the 

quality of the discussion (p < 0.01). 

 

COURSE READINGS:  

When reading an empirical article, here are some questions to keep in mind: 

 Primarily descriptive questions: 

o What are the main points in this article? A few examples: 

 What theoretical framework is used? If you were asked to 

summarize the theoretical framework in 4-5 sentences, what would 

you say? 

 What are the major hypotheses? How do these hypotheses flow 

from the theoretical framework used? 

 How are the relevant constructs defined? 

 What is the research design? 

 How are the relevant constructs measured? 

 How do the author(s) analyze the data? You are in an advanced 

graduate-level seminar, and so it’s important to sink your teeth into 

the results sections of empirical papers. Even in cases where the 

data-analytic techniques are extremely complex, try to emerge with 

at least a surface-level understanding of the techniques and why 

they are used (note that this may occasionally require you to read 

additional sources). 

 What are the major findings? 

 What are the implications for future research and for practice? 
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o In what ways does this article relate to other articles that we have read this 

week or in previous weeks? 

 Primarily evaluative questions: 

o What are the strengths of this article? For example, if the article has been 

cited heavily, why might this be the case? 

o What are the weaknesses of this article? How serious are they, and why do 

you suppose the article was published despite them? 

o Was there anything in this article that you personally found surprising or 

particularly interesting? Did you obtain any insights that you will apply to 

your own life (your work, your relationships, etc.)? 

 

Some of the above questions will also apply to a theoretical/review article. 

 

The reading list follows:  

Note: An asterisk (“*”) indicates a reading that is not required, and that may or may not 

be discussed in class, but that is warmly recommended for personal development.   

 

 

SEPTEMBER 1: 

FIRST CLASS MEETING (NO READINGS) 
Introductions, discussion of syllabus, formation of groups, etc. 

 

 

SEPTEMBER 8: 

PERSONALITY - HISTORY AND STRUCTURE 
 

Barenbaum, N. B. & Winter, D. G. (2008). History of modern personality theory and 

research. In O. P. John, R. W. Robins, & L. A. Pervin (Eds.), Handbook of 

personality: Theory and research (pp. 3-26). New York: Guilford. 

 

John, O. P., Naumann, L. P., & Soto, C. J. (2008). Paradigm shift to the integrative Big 

Five trait taxonomy: History, measurement, and conceptual issues. In O. P. John, 

R. W. Robins, & L. A. Pervin (Eds.), Handbook of personality: Theory and 

research (pp. 114-158). New York: Guilford. 

 

Trull, T. J., & Widiger, T. A. (2015). Personality disorders and personality. In M. 

Mikulincer, P. R. Shaver, M. L. Cooper, & R. J. Larsen (Eds.), APA handbook of 

personality and social psychology, Vol. 4: Personality processes and individual 

differences (pp. 601-618). Washington, DC: American Psychological Association. 

 

*Schneider, B. (2007). Evolution of the study and practice of personality at work. Human 

Resource Management, 46, 583-610. 
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SEPTEMBER 15: 

CRITICISMS OF, AND ALTERNATIVES TO, THE BIG FIVE 
 

Ashton, M. C., & Lee, K. (2008). The HEXACO model of personality structure and the 

importance of the H factor. Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 2, 1952-

1962. 

 

Block, J. (1995). A contrarian view of the five-factor approach to personality description. 

Psychological Bulletin, 117, 187-215. 

 

Furnham, A., Richards, S. C., & Paulhus, D. L. (2013). The Dark Triad of personality: A 

10 year review. Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 7, 199-216. 

 

Zentner, M., & Bates, J. E. (2008). Child temperament: An integrative review of 

concepts, research programs, and measures. European Journal of Developmental 

Science, 2, 7-37. 

 

*De Raad, B., Barelds, D.P.H., Levert, E., Ostendorf, F., Mlacic, B., Di Blas, L., 

Hrebickova, M., Szirmak, Z., Svarota, P., Perugini, M., Church, A.T., & 

Katigbak, M.S.  (2010). Only three factors of personality description are fully 

replicable across languages: A comparison of 14 trait taxonomies. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 98, 160-173. 

 

 

 

SEPTEMBER 22: 

PERSONALITY ASSESSMENT - I 
 

Unnatural selection. (2009, May 21). The Economist, p. 84. 

 

Vazire, S., Gosling, S. D., Dickey, A. S., & Schapiro, S. J. (2007). Measuring personality 

in nonhuman animals. In R. W. Robins, R. C. Fraley, & R. F. Krueger (Eds.), 

Handbook of Research Methods in Personality Psychology (pp. 190-206). New 

York: Guilford. 

 

Weiner, I. B., & Greene, R. L. (2007). Ethical considerations in personality assessment. 

In Handbook of Personality Assessment (pp. 77-98). Hoboken, New Jersey: John 

Wiley & Sons. 

 

Wrzus, C., & Mehl, M. R. (2015). Lab and/or field? Measuring personality processes and 

their social consequences. European Journal of Personality, 29, 250-271. 

 

*Robins, R. W., Tracy, J. L., & Sherman, J. W. (2007). What kinds of methods do 

personality psychologists use?: A survey of journal editors and editorial board 
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members. In R. W. Robins, R. C. Fraley, & R. F. Krueger (Eds.), Handbook of 

Research Methods in Personality Psychology (pp. 673-678). New York: Guilford. 

 

*Song, A. V., & Simonton, D. K. (2007). Personality assessment at a distance. In R. W. 

Robins, R. C. Fraley, & R. F. Krueger (Eds.), Handbook of Research Methods in 

Personality Psychology (pp. 308-321). New York: Guilford. 

 

 

 

SEPTEMBER 29: 

PERSONALITY ASSESSMENT – II (IMPLICIT PERSONALITY) 
 

Bosson, J. K., Swann, W. B., & Pennebaker, J. W. (2000). Stalking the perfect measure 

of implicit self-esteem: The blind men and the elephant revisited? Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 79, 631-643. 

 

Johnson, R. E., Tolentino, A. L., Rodopman, O. B., & Cho, E. (2010). We (sometimes) 

know not how we feel: Predicting work behaviors with an implicit measure of 

trait affectivity. Personnel Psychology, 63, 197-219. 

 

Uhlmann, E. L., Leavitt, K., Menges, J. I., Koopman, J., Howe, M., & Johnson, R. E. 

(2012). Getting explicit about the implicit: A taxonomy of implicit measures and 

guide for their use in organizational research. Organizational Research Methods, 

15, 553-601. 

 

*James, L. R. (1998). Measurement of personality via conditional reasoning. 

Organizational Research Methods, 1, 131-163. 

 

 

 

OCTOBER 6: 

PERSONALITY ASSESSMENT - III 
 

Back, M. D., Stopfer, J. M., Vazire, S., Gaddis, S., Schmukle, S. C., Egloff, B., & 

Gosling, S. D. (2010). Facebook profiles reflect actual personality, not self-

idealization. Psychological Science, 21, 372-374. 

 

Connolly, J. J., Kavanagh, E. J., & Viswesvaran, C. (2007). The convergent validity 

between self and observer ratings of personality: A meta-analytic review. 

International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 15, 110-117. 

 

de Montjoye, Y.-A., Quoidbach, J., Robic, F., & Pentland, A. (2013). Predicting 

personality using novel mobile phone-based metrics. In A. Greenberg, W. G. 

Kennedy, & N. D. Bos, Social computing, behavioral–cultural modeling and 

prediction (pp.  48-55). Berlin, Germany: Springer. 

 



Page 6 of 20 

Lejuez, C. W., Read, J. P., Kahler, C. W., Richards, J. B., Ramsey, S. E., Stuart, G. L., 

Strong, D. R., & Brown, R. A. (2002). Evaluation of a behavioral measure of risk 

taking: the Balloon Analogue Risk Task (BART). Journal of Experimental 

Psychology: Applied, 8, 75-84. 

 

Naumann, L. P., Vazire, S., Rentfrow, P. J., & Gosling, S. D. (2009). Personality 

judgments based on physical appearance. Personality and Social Psychology 

Bulletin, 35, 1661-1671. 

 

Rubenzer, S. J., Faschingbauer, T. R., & Ones, D. S. (2000). Assessing the U.S. 

presidents using the revised NEO personality inventory. Assessment, 7, 403-420. 

 

*Gosling, S. D., Ko, S. J., Mannarelli, T., & Morris, M. E. (2002). A room with a cue: 

Personality judgments based on offices and bedrooms. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 82, 379-398. 

 

*Rao, H., Korczykowski, M., Pluta, J., Hoang, A., & Detre, J. A. (2008). Neural 

correlates of voluntary and involuntary risk taking in the human brain: An fMRI 

study of the Balloon Analog Risk Task (BART). Neuroimage, 42, 902-910. 

 

*Zhao, S., Grasmuck, S., & Martin, J. (2008). Identity construction on Facebook: Digital 

empowerment in anchored relationships. Computers in Human Behavior, 24, 

1816-1836. 

 

 

 

OCTOBER 13: 

NO CLASS TODAY (Monday classes meet today)!  
 

 

 

OCTOBER 20: 

PUTATIVE OUTCOMES OF PERSONALITY 

 

Converse, P. D., & Oswald, F. L. (2014). Thinking ahead: Assuming linear versus 

nonlinear personality-criterion relationships in personnel selection. Human 

Performance, 27, 61-79. 

 

Hough, L. M. & Oswald, F. L. (2008). Personality testing and industrial-organizational 

psychology: Reflections, progress, and prospects. Industrial and Organizational 

Psychology, 1, 272-290. 

 

Jones, J. W. & Arnold, D. W. (2008). Protecting the legal and appropriate use of 

personality testing: A practitioner perspective. Industrial and Organizational 

Psychology, 1, 296-298. [Note: Read this after Hough and Oswald (2008).] 
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Lee, K., Ashton, M. C., Wiltshire, J., Bourdage, J. S., Visser, B. A., & Gallucci, A. 

(2013). Sex, power, and money: Prediction from the Dark Triad and Honesty–

Humility. European Journal of Personality, 27, 169-184. 

 

Roberts, B. W., Kuncel, N. R., Shiner, R., Caspi, A., & Goldberg, L. R. (2007). The 

power of personality: The comparative validity of personality traits, 

socioeconomic status, and cognitive ability for predicting important life 

outcomes. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 2, 313-345. 

 

White, L. A., Young, M. C., Hunter, A. E., & Rumsey, M. G. (2008). Lessons learned in 

transitioning personality measures from research to operational settings. 

Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 1, 291-295. [Note: Read this after 

Hough and Oswald (2008).] 
 

*Ambady, N., & Rosenthal, R. (1992). Thin slices of expressive behavior as predictors of 

interpersonal consequences: A meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 111, 256–

274. 

 

*Bogg, T., & Roberts, B. W. (2004). Conscientiousness and health-related behaviors: A 

meta-analysis of the leading behavioral contributors to mortality. Psychological 

Bulletin, 130, 887-919. 

 

*Cuijpers, P., Smit, F., Penninx, B. W., de Graaf, R., ten Have, M., & Beekman, A. T. 

(2010). Economic costs of neuroticism: a population-based study. Archives of 

General Psychiatry, 67, 1086-1093. 

 

*Gonzaga, G. C., Campos, B., & Bradbury, T. (2007). Similarity, convergence, and 

relationship satisfaction in dating and married couples. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 93, 34-48. 

 

*Jonason, P. K., & Kavanagh, P. (2010). The dark side of love: Love styles and the Dark 

Triad. Personality and Individual Differences, 49, 606-610. 

 

*Judge, T. A., Heller, D., & Mount, M. K. (2002). Five-factor model of personality and 

job satisfaction: A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 530-541. 

 

 

 

OCTOBER 27: 

BEHAVIOR GENETICS APPROACHES TO PERSONALITY  
 

Baker, C. (2004). How is genetic research on behavior conducted? In Behavioral 

genetics: An introduction to how genes and environments interact through 

development to shape differences in mood, personality, and intelligence (pp. 38-

57). American Association for the Advancement of Science (AAAS) and The 
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Hastings Center. Retrieved from 

http://www.aaas.org/sites/default/files/Chapter4.pdf 

 

Borkenau, P., Riemann, R., Angleitner, A., & Spinath, F. M. (2002). Similarity of 

childhood experiences and personality resemblance in monozygotic and dizygotic 

twins: A test of the equal environments assumption. Personality and Individual 

Differences, 33, 261-269. 

 

Bouchard, T. J. (2004). Genetic influence on human psychological traits. Current 

Directions in Psychological Science, 13, 148-151. 

 

Ilies, R. & Judge, T. A. (2003). On the heritability of job satisfaction: The mediating role 

of personality. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88, 750-759. 

 

*Munafo, M. R., & Flint, J. (2011). Dissecting the genetic architecture of human 

personality. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 15, 395-400. 

 

*Hamer, D. (2002). Rethinking behavior genetics. Science, 298, 71-72. 

 

 

 

NOVEMBER 3: 

PHYSIOLOGICAL AND EVOLUTIONARY APPROACHES TO STUDYING 

PERSONALITY  
Applied Projects are due by 1:30 PM, via email. 

 

Beer, J. S., & Lombardo, M. V. (2007). Patient and neuroimaging methodologies. In R. 

W. Robins, R. C. Fraley, & R. F. Krueger (Eds.), Handbook of Research Methods 

in Personality Psychology (pp. 360-369). New York: Guilford. 

 

Buss, D.M. (2009). How can evolutionary psychology successfully explain personality 

and individual differences? Perspectives on Psychological Science, 4, 359-366. 

 

DeYoung, C. G. (2010). Personality neuroscience and the biology of traits. Social and 

Personality Psychology Compass, 4, 1165-1180. 

 

Raine, A. (2008). From genes to brain to antisocial behavior. Current Directions in  

Psychological Science, 17, 323-328. 

 

 

 

NOVEMBER 10: 

FAKING AND SOCIALLY DESIRABLE RESPONDING 
 

Goffin, R.D. & Boyd, A.C. (2009). Faking and personality assessment in personnel  
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selection: Advancing models of faking. Canadian Psychology/Psychologie 

Canadienne, 50, 151-160.  

 

Griffeth, R. L. & Peterson, M. H. (2008). The failure of social desirability measures to 

capture applicant faking behavior. Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 1, 

308-311. 

 

LeBreton, J. M., Barksdale, C. D., Robin, J., & James, L. R. (2007). Measurement issues 

associated with conditional reasoning tests: Indirect measurement and test faking. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 1-16. 

 

Ones, D. S., & Viswesvaran, C. (1998). The effects of social desirability and faking on 

personality and integrity assessment for personnel selection. Human Performance, 

11, 245-269. 

 

*Kuncel, N. R. & Borneman, M. J. (2007). Toward a new method of detecting 

deliberately faked personality tests: The use of idiosyncratic item responses. 

International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 15, 220-231. 

 

*Robie, C., Brown, D. J., & Beaty, J. C. (2007). Do people fake on personality 

inventories? A verbal protocol analysis. Journal of Business and Psychology, 21, 

489-509. 

 

 

 

NOVEMBER 17: 

PERSONALITY VARIABILITY: LONG-TERM PERSONALITY CHANGES, SHORT-

TERM PERSONALITY FLUCTUATIONS, INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES IN 

PERSONALITY VARIABILITY, INTERVENTIONS, AND “GOD-IN-THE-GAPS” 

SITUATIONAL THINKING 
 

Dalal, R. S., Meyer, R. D., Bradshaw, R. P., Green, J. P., Kelly, E. D., & Zhu, M. (2015). 

Personality strength and situational influences on behavior: A conceptual review 

and research agenda. Journal of Management, 41, 261-287. 

 

Fleeson, W. (2004). Moving personality beyond the person-situation debate: The 

challenge and the opportunity of within-person variability. Current Directions in 

Psychological Science, 13, 83-87.  

 

Magidson, J. F., Roberts, B. W., Collado-Rodriguez, A., & Lejuez, C. W. (2014). 

Theory-driven intervention for changing personality: Expectancy value theory, 

behavioral activation, and conscientiousness. Developmental Psychology, 50, 

1442-1450. 
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Mischel, W. Shoda, Y., & Mendoza-Denton, R. (2002). Situation-behavior profiles as a 

locus of consistency in personality. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 

11, 50-54. 

 

Reddock, C. M., Biderman, M. D., & Nguyen, N. T. (2011). The relationship of 

reliability and validity of personality tests to frame‐of‐reference instructions and 

within‐person inconsistency. International Journal of Selection and 

Assessment, 19, 119-131. 

 

Roberts, B. W., Walton, K. E., & Viechtbauer, W. (2006). Patterns of mean-level change 

in personality traits across the life course: A meta-analysis of longitudinal studies. 

Psychological Bulletin, 132, 1-25. 

 

*Cervone, D. (2005). Personality architecture: Within-person structures and processes. 

Annual Review of Psychology, 56, 423-452. 

 

*Fleeson, W., & Gallagher, P. (2009). The implications of Big Five standing for the 

distribution of trait manifestation in behavior: Fifteen experience-sampling studies 

and a meta-analysis. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 97, 1097-

1114. 

 

*Mroczek, D. K., Almeida, D. M., Spiro, A., & Pafford, C. (2006). Modeling 

intraindividual stability and change in personality. In D. K. Mroczek & T. D. 

Little (Eds.), Handbook of Personality Development (pp. 163-180). Mahwah, NJ: 

Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

 

*Shaffer, J. A., & Postlethwaite, B. E. (2012). A matter of context: A meta‐analytic 

investigation of the relative validity of contextualized and noncontextualized 

personality measures. Personnel Psychology, 65, 445-494. 

 

*Shiner, R. L. (2015). The development of temperament and personality traits in 

childhood and adolescence. In M. Mikulincer, P. R. Shaver, M. L. Cooper, & R. J. 

Larsen (Eds.), APA handbook of personality and social psychology, Vol. 4: 

Personality processes and individual differences (pp. 85-105). Washington, DC: 

American Psychological Association. 

 

 

NOVEMBER 24: 

SITUATIONS – I (NATURE AND STRUCTURE) 
Bulleted outlines are due by 1:30 PM, via email. 

 

Rauthmann, J. F., Gallardo-Pujol, D., Guillaume, E. M., Todd, E., Nave, C. S., Sherman, 

R. A., Ziegler, M., Jones, A. B., & Funder, D. C. (2014). The situational eight 

DIAMONDS: A taxonomy of major dimensions of situation characteristics. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 107, 677-718. 
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Rauthmann, J. F., Sherman, R. A., & Funder, D. C. (in press). Principles of situation 

research: Towards a better understanding of psychological situations. In press at 

European Journal of Personality. 

 

Yang, Y., Read, S. J., & Miller, L. C. (2006). A taxonomy of situations from Chinese 

idioms. Journal of Research in Personality, 40, 750-778. 

 

*Meyer, R. D. (2009). Defining the nature and structure of work situations (Unpublished 

doctoral dissertation). Purdue University, West Lafayette, IN, USA. 

 

 

DECEMBER 1: 

SITUATIONS – II (PERSON-SITUATION INTERACTIONS) 
 

Buss, A. R. (1977). The trait-situation controversy and the concept of interaction. 

Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 3, 196-201. 

 

Chaplin, W. F. (1997). Personality, interactive relations, and applied psychology. In R. 

Hogan, J. Johnson, & S. Briggs (Eds.), Handbook of Personality Psychology (pp. 

873-890). San Diego, CA: Academic Press. 

 

Funder, D. C. (2008). Persons, situations, and person-situation interactions. In O. P. John, 

R. W. Robins, & L. A. Pervin (Eds.), Handbook of personality: Theory and 

research (pp. 568-580). New York: Guilford. 

 

Meyer, R. D., Dalal, R. S., José, I. J., Hermida, R., Chen, T. R., Vega, R. P., Brooks, C. 

K., & Khare, V. P. (2014). Measuring job-related situational strength and 

assessing its interactive effects with personality on voluntary work behavior. 

Journal of Management, 40, 1010-1041. 

 

*Edwards, J. R. (2008). Person-environment fit in organizations: An assessment of 

theoretical progress. The Academy of Management Annals, 2, 167-230. 

 

*Meyer, R. D., Dalal, R. S., & Bonaccio, S. (2009). A meta‐analytic investigation into 

the moderating effects of situational strength on the conscientiousness–

performance relationship. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 30, 1077-1102. 

 

 

 

DECEMBER 8: 

THE FUTURE OF PERSONALITY PSYCHOLOGY 

Course Evaluations Done In-Class Today 

 

“It’s tough to make predictions, especially about the future.” – Yogi Berra 
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BenetMartínez, V., Donnellan, M. B., Fleeson, W., Fraley, R. C., Gosling, S. D., King, 

L. A., Robins, R. W., & Funder, D. C. (2015). Six visions for the future of 

personality psychology. In M. Mikulincer, P. R. Shaver, M. L. Cooper, & R. J. 

Larsen (Eds.), APA handbook of personality and social psychology, Vol. 4: 

Personality processes and individual differences (pp. 665-689). Washington, DC: 

American Psychological Association. 

 

Ferguson, E., Heckman, J. J., & Corr, P. (2011). Personality and economics: Overview 

and proposed framework. Personality and Individual Differences, 51, 201-209. 

 

 

 

DECEMBER 15: 

NO CLASS (AND NO READINGS) 
Term Papers are due by 1:30 PM, via email. 

 

___________________________ 

 

 

The following sections provide additional details regarding various aspects of the course.  

 

 

I. STUDENT-SELECTED READINGS:  

Note: Work alone/independently.  

One student per week will present a reading of his or her choice. The chosen reading 

must be closely related to the topic of the week, but there are no other restrictions. For 

example, the chosen reading could be: quantitative or qualitative or theoretical in 

orientation, an article or a book chapter, intended for researchers or practitioners or both, 

from any academic discipline (e.g., personality psychology or I/O psychology or HR or 

judgment/decision-making or economics), and so forth. You should feel free to choose a 

reading from the list of recommended readings (however, if you do want to choose one of 

the recommended readings, please let me know at least 48 hours ahead of class so that I 

do not plan on discussing that reading in class), but, equally, you should feel free not to 

choose from among the recommended readings. This is your reading: choose a reading 

that you believe to be interesting and important—and feel free to be creative in your 

choice!  

It is the responsibility of the student presenting a particular reading to edify the rest of us 

regarding that reading (in other words, in many cases neither the other students nor I will 

have read the student-selected readings!). To that end, each student should prepare an 

approximately 11-14 minute long PowerPoint presentation that includes the following 

information:  

 The student’s (i.e., presenter’s) name on the first slide 
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 A full citation for the reading selected, in American Psychological Association 

(APA) style, on the first slide 

 Some information regarding why this particular reading was selected 

 A summary of the reading (e.g., for an empirical journal article, see the list of 

questions that precedes the course reading list) 

 A clear indication of how this reading fits in with the assigned readings for the 

same week and previous weeks.  

 

Each presentation will be followed by a brief (no more than 5 minutes) question-and-

answer session. 

 

Students should practice their presentations ahead of time and should time themselves 

when doing so. Grade penalties will apply for presentations that greatly exceed (or fall 

short of) the allotted time. 

 

 

     

II. APPLIED PROJECT
†
: 

 

Note: This is a group project. You will be working in groups of size three. 

 

Option A—Animal Personality Assessment: 
 

Your task is to figure out how best to measure the personality of one particular animal 

(e.g., a specific household pet to whom you have ready access) in a formal, evidence-

based manner—and to then go ahead and do so! Your report should be 6-8* double-

spaced pages (using 12-point font in MS Word), excluding the executive summary, table 

of contents, references, “feedback report” (see below), and any tables or figures. 

 

A few questions for you to answer in an evidence-based manner (Answers to some 

questions may overlap): 

 Convenience aside, which criteria did you use to decide which particular type of 

animal (e.g., genus, species, breed) to study? 

 What does it mean (conceptually) for an animal to “have” a personality? Going 

into this endeavor, how confident should you be (and why) that the animal you 

have chosen actually has a personality? 

 Which “structure” of personality (e.g., Dark Triad, HEXACO) did you choose to 

assess for this animal, and how did you choose this structure? 

 Which assessment methods (plural—yes, I want you to use multiple assessment 

methods) did you choose, and how did you choose them? Please describe the 

assessment methods in some detail in your report. 

 How many raters/coders did you use, and how did you arrive at this decision?  

 How did you decide who these raters/coders should be (e.g., psychology graduate 

students vs. pet owners vs. pet trainers vs. veterinary technicians vs. some 

combination thereof)?  

 How did you train the raters/coders?  
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 How was the rating/coding conducted (e.g., number of timepoints/situations, 

duration of each timepoint/situation, use of “canned” vs. naturally occurring 

situations, whether a situational taxonomy was used to classify situations, 

response scale used for rating or approach used for coding)? 

 How did you assess inter-rater/coder agreement/reliability? Did you also assess 

test-retest reliability (and why or why not)? 

 How did you assess the convergence (or lack thereof) across assessment methods? 

 

Evidence-based online personality inventories for humans typically involve a “feedback 

report” that not only indicates the respondent’s personality “scores” but also provides 

brief information about the personality dimensions/types themselves (what they mean, 

etc.) and, in many cases, provides norms (e.g., percentiles) so that the person can 

compare his or her personality to that of others who have taken the same inventory. Of 

course you will be assessing the personality of an animal who (presumably) cannot read. 

Nonetheless, please summarize the results of your personality assessment of this animal 

using a similar feedback report (e.g., 1-2 pages). This feedback report will not count 

toward the length requirement. 

 

You must cite at least 10 sources in total. Not all of these sources, however, need to be 

directly on the topic of the assessment of personality in animals. For instance, it may be a 

good idea to include a couple of sources on methodological topics: how to assess inter-

rater/coder agreement/reliability (e.g., rwg, ICC), how to generate themes from qualitative 

data, etc. Similarly, you may choose to include a source or two on assessing personality 

in humans per se (e.g., in the context of settling on an appropriate personality structure to 

use in the current report) or assessing personality in young children (given that there is 

some similarity in the methodological problems bedeviling the assessment of personality 

in young children and in animals). Feel free to be creative, but do ensure that the 

relevance of each source is very clear to the reader. 

 
*You may well ask: Why is the length requirement slightly higher for this option than for the Wikipedia Entry option? 

The answer is that I will ask those who take the Wikipedia route to make improvements based on my feedback, 

whereas I will not do so for those who take the Pet Personality Assessment route (though I will of course provide 

feedback). 

 

Option B—Wikipedia Entry: 

 

Your task is to create a Wikipedia entry. The entry should, in effect, be a brief 

(equivalent to 5-7 double-spaced pages using 12-point font in MS Word, excluding the 

table of contents, references, and any tables or figures) introduction to a particular topic, 

written at a level accessible to an educated layperson (i.e., you should keep jargon to a 

minimum, avoid acronyms, etc.).  

 

Choose a topic that is explicitly related to personality psychology (e.g., focused on 

personality or work situations), and one that is not covered—or is at best covered briefly 

and very incompletely—on Wikipedia. Also, your topic should be “notable”: avoid 

choosing an overly specific topic, or one on which research has been conducted primarily 

by a single individual or research team. Keep in mind that your topic does not need to be 
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a psychological construct (e.g., “Honesty-Humility”) or set of constructs (e.g., “Dark 

Triad”)—indeed, arguably at this point most of the important constructs in personality 

psychology (including the aforementioned two examples) are already featured 

prominently on Wikipedia. So, please make a concerted effort to pick a topic that is not a 

psychological construct. Your topic could instead be a theory (e.g., “Act-Frequency 

Model” or “Trait Activation Theory”) or an approach to personality assessment (e.g., you 

could greatly expand the “Ipsative” entry) or a real-world application (e.g., you could 

greatly expand the “Respondent Faking” section in the “Personality Test” entry). Please 

run your proposed topic by me before you begin work on it. You may also want to share 

your proposed topic with the rest of the class: despite the odds of this being miniscule, in 

a previous semester it just so happened that two groups wanted to tackle precisely the 

same topic! 

 

If you are having trouble finding a topic, let me know. I can provide suggestions. 

 

As an example, an entry on a particular personality psychology theory might include 

sections like: overview, table of contents (quite important to the “Wikipedia police,” 

apparently), important researchers associated with the theory, important variables 

(constructs) in the theory, historical evolution (e.g., how has the theory been modified 

over time?), primary propositions, empirical tests (i.e., to what extent has the theory been 

tested empirically, and which sections of the theory have versus have not survived 

empirical testing?), conceptual/logical criticisms, new developments, and practical 

implications. As another example, an entry on a particular psychological construct (if you 

must write an entry on a construct) might include sections like: overview, table of 

contents, definition(s), operationalization(s), antecedents, consequences, implications for 

practice, methodological problems with existing research (if any), and brief descriptions 

of closely-related constructs (if any). With regard to the last of these sections: If the 

closely-related constructs have their own existing Wikipedia entries, your article should 

link to these other entries, and you should also edit those other entries in order to link 

them to your own entry. Of course, depending on the specific topic chosen, not all the 

aforementioned sections will be relevant; moreover, additional sections (unmentioned 

above) may be relevant. 

 

Please remember that you are writing for a general audience. You will want to make a 

concerted effort to limit the amount of jargon in your Wikipedia entry. 

  

For further information, please refer to the following Wikipedia pages: 

  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:Tutorial 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:Starting_an_article   

(Note: Please do not create the article using the “article wizard” approach. The article 

wizard approach requires that your article be “reviewed” by the “Wikipedia police” 

before getting posted, which may cause a lot of problems and take a lot of time. Instead, 

try using the “Method 1: searching” approach described in the next link.) 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:Your_first_article#How_to_create_a_page 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:What_Wikipedia_is_not  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:Tutorial
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:Starting_an_article
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:Your_first_article#How_to_create_a_page
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:What_Wikipedia_is_not
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http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:The_perfect_article  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:Featured_article_criteria 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:Notability  

 

The reasons for requiring students to create Wikipedia entries are threefold. First, in the 

process of creating such articles, students will gain in-depth knowledge about a particular 

topic. Second, the creation of such articles is intended to contribute to the dissemination 

and popularization of personality psychology research to a broader audience--one that is 

interested in the topics we study, but that does not necessarily view the Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology as appropriate bedtime reading. The creation of such 

articles is therefore consistent with the Association for Psychological Science (APS) 

Wikipedia Initiative: http://www.psychologicalscience.org/index.php/members/aps-

wikipedia-initiative (Note: You do not need to formally join this initiative; it is 

mentioned here solely to indicate how important it is for us psychologists to add relevant 

content to Wikipedia). Third, regardless of whether a student intends to go into academia 

or the applied world, he or she will need to be able to communicate with laypersons. The 

current assignment will hopefully aid in the development of such skills. 

 

Note that Wikipedia changes rapidly: it is conceivable that, within a matter of hours, your 

entry will be amended by the “Wikipedia police”--or even (worst-case scenario) 

recommended for deletion! Fortunately, across several previous years, only one of the 

Wikipedia articles created by students was ultimately deleted, but this remains a 

possibility. Thus, please save a pdf version of your entry as soon as you have submitted 

it. Although I will look at the version on the web, and although I will ask you to make an 

attempt to save an entry that has been recommended for deletion by the “Wikipedia 

police,” I will not hold you accountable if your entry is ultimately deleted. In other 

words, my primary focus will be the content of the material you submitted (i.e., the pdf 

version). 

 

If you are modifying a previously existing Wikipedia entry, please also send me a “before 

and after” comparison so that I can isolate the quantity and quality of your 

additions/amendments. 

 

Please note that, after you have submitted your Wikipedia entry to me, I will probably 

ask you to make some improvements. Students who submit entries that are near-perfect 

the first time around as well as students who make a good-faith effort to incorporate the 

improvements suggested by me (or explain cogently why my suggestions would not 

actually constitute “improvements”) will receive an “A” on the project. 

 

Your Wikipedia entry should include relevant readings from the syllabus plus other 

sources obtained by you. Cite at least 10 sources in total. 

 
†I am potentially open to receiving some other form of applied project. For example, some students in the past have 

wanted to do applied projects pertaining to Humanitarian Work Psychology (see http://www.gohwp.org)—in the 

present course, this may be possible by, for example, creating an evidence-based Humanitarian Work Psychology 

intervention that makes use of existing research on situational content and/or situational strength. Students who wish to 

do something other than a Wikipedia entry should prepare a brief (e.g., 1-page) proposal regarding the type of 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:The_perfect_article
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:Featured_article_criteria
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:Notability
http://www.psychologicalscience.org/index.php/members/aps-wikipedia-initiative
http://www.psychologicalscience.org/index.php/members/aps-wikipedia-initiative
http://www.gohwp.org/
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alternative they desire, and should discuss their proposal with me at least two weeks prior to the due date for the 

applied project. 

 

Applied Projects are due via email by 1:30 PM on November 3.  

 

 

 

III. RESEARCH PROPOSAL 

(BULLETED OUTLINE  +  TERM PAPER):  

 

Note: This is a group project. You will be working in groups of size three. 

 

Each group of students is required to propose an original research project explicitly 

focused on the topic of personality (or situations). In other words, personality (or 

situations) cannot simply be treated as the independent/predictor variable: it must be the 

focus of the paper. I would strongly recommend discussing your project idea with me 

before moving forward with it.  

 

In practical terms, the end product will essentially consist of the introduction, method, 

and “anticipated analyses” sections of an empirical journal article.
††

   

 

 For the introduction section, you should first review the literature on a particular 

topic and then propose your own hypotheses. The introduction (from opening 

“hook” to hypotheses) should be structured as per Kendall et al. (2000) or similar 

sources. Each hypothesis should be preceded by a sound theoretical rationale. 

Ideally, the hypotheses would be derived logically from a single theory; certainly, 

a mishmash of theories should be avoided (see Sparrowe & Mayer, 2011). The 

hypotheses should be precise rather than generic (see Edwards & Berry, 2010). 

Edwards, J. R., & Berry, J. W. (2010). The presence of something or the absence of 

nothing: Increasing theoretical precision in management research. Organizational 

Research Methods, 13, 668-689. 

 

Kendall, P.C., Silk, J. S., & Chu, B. C. (2000). Introducing your research report: Writing 

the introduction. In R. J. Sternberg (Ed.), Writing articles for publication in 

psychology journals: A handbook (pp. 41-57). New York: Cambridge University 

Press. 

 

Sparrowe, R. T., & Mayer, K. J. (2011). Publishing in AMJ--Part 4: Grounding 

hypotheses. Academy of Management Journal, 54, 1098-1102. 

 

 For the method section, you should describe your sample and procedures. As part 

of describing the sample, you should indicate not only who the participants will 

be (e.g., demographic information, job types, etc.) and why, but also how many 

participants you will need. The number of participants needed can be estimated 

either via a formal power analysis (which you should describe in detail, along 

with appropriate citations, and which should be targeted at the most sample-size-
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intensive of your anticipated analyses) or, failing that, via a rule of thumb that has 

been articulated for the analyses you plan to conduct (which you should describe 

in detail, along with appropriate citations). 

 The “anticipated analyses” section should be as close to a results section as you 

can get without actually having any data. Basically, you should describe the data-

analytic techniques you plan to conduct, along with a brief justification for the use 

of these techniques. This justification becomes critical if, as is often the case, 

there are multiple techniques that could be used to analyze your data.  

Note that this is a proposal for basic research. It should focus on psychological constructs 

and their inter-relationships. Hypotheses should ideally be derived from psychological (or 

other social science) theories. A paper discussing an applied research problem (e.g., 

“Here is a description of a consulting project I conducted for Elegantly Wasted Winery, 

Inc., comparing employee personality across the winery’s Production and Sales 

departments”) is completely inappropriate and will receive a failing grade. 

 

The topic should be specific. For example, whereas “conscientiousness” or even 

“conscientiousness as an outcome rather than an antecedent” are too broad, something 

like “testing trait-activation theory predictions regarding the attenuation of the within-

person relationship between conscientious personality and conscientious behavior by the 

clarity of experienced situations” would be more appropriate.  

 

You should propose original research. Though our discipline should have a place for 

replications, this is not that place: the current paper is designed in part to assess your 

creativity and knowledge of a subject area.  

 

The idea is for students to use this opportunity to develop research proposals in areas 

relevant and interesting to them. In the past, many students have gone on to conduct the 

studies they proposed for this course and have submitted them to well-regarded 

journals. I would urge you to do the same.  

 

Papers should be formatted in American Psychological Association style, as 

exemplified by the latest edition of the APA Publication Manual. 

 

For both your sanity and mine, the term paper will be fairly short: 12-15
†††

 double-spaced 

pages of text—that is, excluding title page, abstract (limit 125 words) and keywords 

(limit of 5 words/phrases), references, and any tables or figures you may have. You do 

not need a discussion section. You will need at least 20 references in the final paper. The 

short length of the paper does not preclude the necessity of thoroughness.   

  

To facilitate viable research proposals, the submission of the paper will be preceded by a 

bulleted outline. This should be 4-5 double-spaced pages in length, plus a title page and a 

references section (you should have at least 15 references at this stage). The outline 

should include sections associated with the introduction, method and anticipated 

analyses. By this stage, you should also have an estimate for (and explanation of) the 
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number of participants you will require. 

 

I will, of course, provide extensive feedback on the outlines. I will also provide extensive 

feedback on the term papers. The purpose of providing feedback on the term paper is (in 

addition to justifying the grade) to assist students with their writing/framing skills in 

general, and to suggest areas for improvement as well as “next steps” in the event that 

they wish to pursue their projects further (beyond the end of the semester). 

Please proof-read your outlines and term papers carefully! 

 
††

I am potentially open to a theory or review paper instead of an empirical paper. If students are interested 

in writing a theory or review paper, they should come and talk to me about it at least two weeks prior to the 

due date for the outline. 

 
†††

For certain paper topics, a paper that is slightly shorter or longer may be warranted. Students should 

request the instructor’s permission ahead of time if they feel that the length guidelines would unduly 

interfere with the quality of their research proposal. 

 

Outlines are due via email by 1:30 PM on November 24. 

Term Papers are due via email by 1:30 PM on December 15. 
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GRADING SCHEME:  
 

Class Participation (including Attendance) 35%  

Student-Selected Reading  10%  

Applied Project  20%  

Bulleted Outline  10%  

Term Paper  25%  

TOTAL  100%  

 

Note that this is not a “guaranteed A” course.  Poor work will receive poor grades.  

 

 

MISCELLANEOUS: 
 

1. The instructor reserves the right to make changes to the syllabus with reasonable 

advance notice. 

 

2. The instructor does not anticipate having to cancel any classes during the semester. 

Should a cancellation prove necessary, however, the instructor will inform students via 

email with as much advance notice as possible.  

 

3. Students in the course are expected to read and adhere to the university’s honor code. 

The instructor reserves the right to fail any student found guilty of an honor code 

violation. The honor code is available at: http://oai.gmu.edu/the-mason-honor-code-2/ 

 

4. Students with disabilities who need academic accommodations should see me and 

should contact the university’s Disability Resource Services (DRS) office at 703-993-

2474. 

 

5. Additional important dates not mentioned above: 

Last day to add classes (all individualized section forms due):  September 8  

Last day to drop with no tuition penalty:  September 8 

Last day to drop with a 33% tuition penalty:  September 15 

Final Drop Deadline (67% tuition penalty):  October 2 

 

 

 

 

http://oai.gmu.edu/the-mason-honor-code-2/

