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a b s t r a c t

If you are an accurate judge of your friends’ openness, are you also good at rating their conscientiousness?
In this paper we examined how well self–other agreement on one personality trait accords with self–
other agreement on other personality traits. Data from four Estonian and Belgian samples containing
818 targets and 1281 knowledgeable raters were analyzed. Results demonstrated that self–other agree-
ment only moderately generalizes from one personality trait to another suggesting that the predictability
of an individual can vary for different personality traits. When trait agreement was decomposed into the
contributions of individual pairs of raters, these were only moderately correlated with different coeffi-
cients of profile agreement, suggesting that these two forms of agreement are far from being identical.

� 2009 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
1. Introduction

People regularly make personality judgments of themselves and
other people. Typically, the accuracy of such judgments is esti-
mated as a degree of agreement between ratings made by different
raters. For example, self–ratings are compared to those of well-in-
formed observers. The agreement of personality ratings can be as-
sessed in two principal ways either estimating the consistency
between raters in the rank ordering on one particular trait or esti-
mating congruence over a set of personality attributes (personality
profile) for a single target-rater pair (Funder & Colvin, 1997). These
two methods – trait and person centered approaches – look at the
agreement from two different angles: the first deals with ranking
of individual on some traits and the second with ranking of traits
within individual.

Generally, for most personality traits people tend to achieve at
least moderate cross-observer agreement (Connolly, Kavanagh, &
Viswesvaran, 2007; Funder & Colvin, 1997). For example, the med-
ian cross-observer trait agreement in a number of studies using
measures of the Five-Factor model was .40 or higher on all the
Big Five personality dimensions (McCrae et al., 2004). The mean
profile agreement across all target-rater pairs was shown to be in
the same range (Kenny & Winquist, 2001; McCrae, 2008). This level
of agreement is remarkable considering a complicated chain of
events required for an accurate personality judgment: the target
ll rights reserved.
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of judgment must display behaviors and cues that are relevant to
the trait being judged and the judge must detect these cues and
correctly use them to make judgments (Funder & Colvin, 1997).
Yet there seem to be considerable individual differences in how
well external raters’ and target’s personality judgments corre-
spond, and several moderators of such differences have been inves-
tigated. One of these moderators that has received much attention
is ‘‘judgability”: for example, psychologically better adjusted indi-
viduals are easier to judge than less adjusted people (Colvin, 1993;
Furr, Dougherty, Marsh, & Mathias, 2007). Another equally power-
ful moderator is the ability to make correct personality judgments
from available information: some individuals are believed to be
better judges of personality than are others (Letzring, Wells, & Fun-
der, 2006; Taft, 1955).

However, the search for stable individual differences in cross-
observer agreement would benefit from knowing about the gener-
alizability of cross-observer agreement over different personality
traits. It would be important to know whether cross-observer
agreement, for example, on extraversion is related to the cross-ob-
server agreement on conscientiousness because it is difficult to
speak of generally good target or good raters if the agreement does
not generalize from one personality trait to at least some other per-
sonality traits. To our knowledge no studies have articulated or an-
swered this question so far mainly because it was not clear how to
compute agreement over different personality traits.

In this article we show that the problem of generalizability of
self–other agreement from one personality trait to another can
be solved by decomposing the self–other correlation on a trait into
the individual pairs’ contributions to this correlation. Asendorpf
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(1992) proposed a simple method of how to partial the rank-order
correlation between two variables into the individual’s contribu-
tion to overall correlation. This is based on a simple idea that these
correlated pairs who occupy approximately the same position in
their respective rankings contribute positively to the correlation
whereas those who occupy very different positions in their respec-
tive rankings contribute negatively. Evidently, the inequality be-
tween positions of any pair members is inversely proportional to
the level of the overall correlation. Knowing the individual contri-
bution of each pair of raters to the trait agreement it is possible to
ask to what extent the contribution of each pairs of informants to
self–other agreement is generalizable from one personality trait to
another. Are there ‘‘better predictable” pairs of raters who consis-
tently occupy similar positions on nearly all trait rankings and
‘‘less predictable” ones whose positions are erratic across personal-
ity traits? Most researches would probably take it for granted that
people can be divided on more and less predictable ones.

A second issue we want to address concerns the relationship
between the two approaches to cross-observer agreement. It has
been suggested that the two ways of estimating cross-observer
agreement yield essentially similar results (Kenny & Winquist,
2001). However, as a method is now available to calculate the con-
tribution of each pair of raters to the overall trait agreement, we
can use these contributions to formally test the relationship be-
tween trait and profile agreement. It must be noted that the second
research issue is closely related to the first. If cross-observer trait
agreement generalizes at least to some degree from one trait to
others, we can compare average trait agreement to the profile
agreement. As well, we can examine how well contributions of
individual pairs of raters to the agreement on single traits predict
overall profile agreement.

In the present study we address the two issues. First, we will
examine the generalizability of self–other agreement from one
trait to another and, secondly, we will investigate the relationships
between the trait and person centered approaches to cross-obser-
ver agreement.
2. Method

2.1. Samples and instruments

There were four samples from two different countries, Estonia
and Belgium. Personality was assessed using different NEO-PI fam-
ily instruments. The total number of participants was 2109 from
whom 818 were targets and 1291 were external raters who evalu-
ated personality of the targets.

2.1.1. Flemish sample
The Flemish sample (FLEM) consisted of 345 target participants

(270 women and 75 men) who were psychology students of the
Katholieke Universiteit Leuven and who as a course requirement
rated their own personality with the Dutch version of the NEO-
PI-R (Hoekstra, Ormel, & DeFruyt, 1996). They also recruited a well
acquainted person (n = 345; 190 women, 112 men, and 43 did not
specify their sex), either relative or friend, who rated their person-
ality using the other-report form of the same instrument. The
mean age of targets was 18.4 (SD = 3.0) years. The mean age of
external raters was 29.5 (SD = 13.7) years.

2.1.2. Estonian sample no. 1
This sample (EST1) was assembled for the study of self–other

congruence in mind-reading ratings (Realo et al., 2003). One hun-
dred and one individuals (81 women and 20 men) living in Estonia
served as ‘‘target-persons”. Their mean age was 21.9 years
(SD = 4.1) ranging from 17 to 41 years. Each target recruited two
external raters. The mean age of the 202 raters (153 women and
49 men) was 26.0 years (SD = 10.0). All individuals (n = 303) volun-
teered to participate in this study and received no compensation
for their involvement. All participants completed the 60-item
self–report forms of the Estonian NEO-FFI (Allik, Laidra, Realo, &
Pullmann, 2004). Since the NEO-FFI does not have subscales to
measure the five dimensions, 12 items measuring each dimension
were artificially assigned to 4 pseudo-subscales 3 items in each.
The resultant factor structure derived from those 20 pseudo-sub-
scales was exemplary: all subscales loaded most on the intended
factors and there were no complementary high loadings (>|.40|)
on the ‘‘wrong” factors.

2.1.3. Estonian sample no. 2
In the second Estonian sample (EST2), the EE.PIP-NEO personal-

ity inventory (Mõttus, Pullmann, & Allik, 2006) was administered
to 154 participants (53 men and 101 women) with a mean age of
43.9 (SD = 17.9) years, ranging from 16 to 83. The sample was rep-
resentative of different age groups containing 23% of participants
who were older than 60 years. Participants had various educational
backgrounds: only approximately 43% had secondary or higher
education (6% did not report their educational attainment). The
participants were volunteers who were reached through the per-
sonal contacts of the collaborating graduate students and psychol-
ogists. In addition to self–reported personality ratings, each
participant (target) was rated by two well-informed external rat-
ers. The raters were found by targets themselves. The sample of
raters (n = 308) included 203 women, 67 men, and 38 participants
who did not report their gender. The mean age of the raters was
38.2 (SD = 15.9) years, ranging from 16 to 81 years. On average,
the raters were about five years younger and more highly educated
than the targets. In general, about 52% of raters were close relatives
or partners, 25% were friends, and 12% colleagues.

2.1.4. Estonian sample no. 3
The third Estonian sample (EST3) included 218 students of so-

cial sciences (37 men, 180 women, one did not specify their gen-
der) who answered questionnaires accompanied by a standard
instruction to describe themselves honestly and accurately (Konst-
abel, Aavik, & Allik, 2006). They were also asked to provide two
peer-reports (n = 436) from their acquaintances, relatives or close
friends. The questionnaires were completed voluntarily; some stu-
dents studying psychology received an extra credit toward fulfill-
ment of their course requirements. The Big Five dimensions were
measured with the Estonian version (Kallasmaa, Allik, Realo, &
McCrae, 2000) of the NEO-PI-R (Costa & McCrae, 1992).

2.2. Self-other agreement

2.2.1. Trait agreement
The Pearson product moment correlation between self and

other ratings was used to evaluate self–other agreement on a spe-
cific trait. The individual target-rater contribution rA to the self–
other agreement was computed according to the Asendorpf
(1992) formula: rA = 1 – (zs–zo)2/2, where zs and zo are z-scores
for the self and other ratings standardized across the sample. The
mean of these rA coefficients across all respondent pairs is equal
to the Pearson product moment correlation between self and other
ratings.

2.2.2. Profile agreement
The profile agreement was computed by correlating the scores

of self–rated personality traits across all subscales with observers’
ratings on the same set of subscales. There are several ways to
compute the degree of similarity between two profiles and some



130 J. Allik et al. / Personality and Individual Differences 48 (2010) 128–132
of these similarity coefficients are shown to be superior to others
(McCrae, 2008).

The first coefficient we used was the Pearson correlation r
which is the most widely used profile agreement index. Its main
advantage is invariance under any linear transformations of both
variables and therefore it is insensitive to profile elevation and
scatter (Cronbach, 1955).

The second index was an intraclass correlation (double entry),
ICCDE, which was shown superior to several other agreement coef-
ficients (McCrae, 2008). In the double entry ICCDE each element in
the paired profile is entered twice but in reversed order across all
pairs of comparison. Unlike the Pearson r, ICCDE is not only sensi-
tive to the shape but to the profile elevation as well.

Finally, we used a profile similarity coefficient rc, which is
invariant over variable reflection (Cohen, 1969). The previous
two measures of agreement suffer from the imperfection that
their values varies with arbitrary decisions in which direction
variables are coded, for example, whether neuroticism or emo-
tional stability is scored high. For computing rc each element in
the paired profile is entered twice in original and reflected form
across all pairs of comparison. The reflected score X0 is computed
from the original score X as X0 = 2m � X, where m is the midpoint
of the scale. Thus, rc can be understood as an index of proportion-
ality of paired deviations from the neutral point of the scale (Co-
hen, 1969). These three profile agreement indices were selected
since they are all correlation coefficients. Other measures of the
profile similarity, particularly based on the sum of squared differ-
ences, were avoided due to their incompatibility with the correla-
tion coefficient that was used to estimate self–other trait
agreement.

All three profile agreement indices – r, ICCDE, and rc – were com-
puted before and after standardization of the scores within each
trait across the entire sample. The standardization removes the
normative pattern common to the whole sample which is known
as stereotypic accuracy (Cronbach, 1955; Furr, 2008). Stereotypic
accuracy constitutes the part of profile agreement which is there
even regardless of any individuating information on the target.
Due to similarity of normative scores all profiles tend to be inter-
correlated and cross-observer profile agreement is artificially in-
flated. Standardization of raw scores, which results in each trait
having a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1, the normative
pattern is removed and the profile agreement estimates only the
differential accuracy.

In all cases when there were two external raters who rated the
same target their ratings were averaged before computing either
trait or profile agreement.
Table 1
The mean values of self–other trait agreement and self–other profile agreement.

Trait/type of data Index Sample, number of targets, instru

FLEM N = 343 NEO-PI-R EST1

Trait agreement Neuroticism rA .45 .58
Extraversion rA .61 .67
Openness rA .44 .61
Agreeableness rA .48 .63
Conscientiousness rA .48 .61
Mean rA .49 .62

Profile agreement Raw data r .53 .56
ICCDE .48 .50
rc .81 .65

Normalized data r .30 .50
ICCDE .31 .43
rc .38 .51

Note: rA = Asendorpf index of the individual contribution to trait agreement; r = pea
rc = Cohen’s profile similarity coefficient.
3. Results

Analysis showed a good self–other congruence for both trait
and profile agreement (see Table 1). The trait agreement values
were in the range that is typically reported in previous studies
(Connolly et al., 2007; Grucza & Goldberg, 2007; McCrae et al.,
2004). Like many previous studies (Funder & Colvin, 1997), Extra-
version showed better self–other congruence (.67) than did Neu-
roticism (.49) (Table 1, the last column).

Like Kenny and Winquist (2001), we found that the mean self–
other trait agreement across the Big Five dimensions (.56) was
approximately similar to the average profile agreement (Pearson
r) before (.59) and somewhat lower after normalizing data (.44).
As expected, the mean stereotypic profile agreement (.59, .53,
and .70, respectively for r, ICCDE, and rc) was higher than the mean
differential profile agreement (.44, .40, and .47) suggesting that a
certain amount of accuracy in the raw self–other agreement is
based on assumed similarity to the average person. The largest
drop was in the Flemish sample where stereotypic agreement
was substantially larger than the differential agreement for all
three profile agreement coefficients. Nevertheless, in all samples
a considerable amount of accuracy remained even after removing
the normative profile. The profile agreement values measured in
terms of the Pearson correlation r were comparable to the mean
correlation between self and observer ratings obtained with the
NEO-PI-3 which was .49 in an adult sample of Americans (McCrae,
Costa, & Martin, 2005). Also the mean ICCDE value (.40 for normal-
ized data) was comparable to the mean self–other profile agree-
ment of 635 American adults which was equal to .43 (McCrae,
2008).

In most samples the three different measures of the self–other
agreement – r, ICCDE, and rc – were highly correlated, typically in
the range from .91 to .98. Only in the normalized Flemish data
did the correlation between r and ICCDE and between r and rc

slightly drop to .73 and .74, respectively. However, the agreement
between three different coefficients of the profile similarity was
still high and the advantage of one of them over others could be
only marginal.

In response to our first research question, we analyzed the con-
sistency of self–other agreement across different traits. Table 2
demonstrates intercorrelations between individual contributions
to agreement on different personality traits in four samples. From
40 intercorrelations all 19 statistically significant (p < .05) intercor-
relations were positive. On average, cross-trait consistency of self–
other agreement was rather moderate, however. Measured in
terms of Cronbach alpha consistency indices were .41, .34, .38,
ment

N = 101 NEO-FFI EST2 N = 154 EE.PIP-NEO EST3 N = 212 NEO-PI-R Mean

.52 .41 .49

.71 .67 .67

.65 .68 .60

.50 .53 .54

.48 .56 .53

.57 .57 .56

.67 .58 .59

.62 .53 .53

.70 .63 .70

.50 .46 .44

.44 .41 .40

.50 .47 .47

rson product moment correlation; ICCDE = intraclass correlation (double entry);
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and .51 for FLEM, EST1, EST2, and EST3 samples respectively. The
average intercorrelation across all trait pairs and samples was
.13. Only intercorrelations between Agreeableness and Conscien-
tiousness were statistically significant (p < .05) in all four samples
and the highest mean correlation (.24) was reached between Extra-
version and Openness to Experience. On average, these results
seem to suggest that target-rater pairs who contribute significantly
to self–other agreement on one trait do not necessarily contribute
significantly to self–other agreement on another trait.

Although the generalizability of agreement from one trait to an-
other was relatively low, mainly positive intercorrelations between
the trait agreements across all traits allowed us to compute the
overall self–other trait agreement by taking the average across
all five agreement coefficients (‘‘Average” columns in Table 3).

What is the relationship between trait agreement and profile
agreement? Table 3 demonstrates correlations between individual
contributions to the self–other trait agreement (rA) and the three
different profile agreement indices before and after the standardi-
zation of raw scores. Except few small discrepancies, all three pro-
file agreement indices behaved in a similar manner supporting the
previous conclusion that r, ICCDE, and rc are comparable coeffi-
cients of the self–other profile agreement. Expectedly the averaged
contributions to agreements on different traits were the best pre-
dictors of profile agreement, meaning that the profile agreement
Table 2
Intercorrelations between individual contributions to agreement (rA) on different
traits.

Pairs of personality traits Sample

FLEM EST1 EST2 EST3 Mean

N–E .09 .09 .03 .17 .10
N–O .02 .03 .21 �.06 .05
N–A .20 .03 .02 .26 .13
N–C .23 .07 .23 .24 .19
E–O .18 .11 .26 .40 .24
E–A .11 .28 �.07 .18 .13
E–C .04 .09 .10 .41 .16
O–A .14 �.02 .08 �.09 .03
O–C .02 .16 �.01 .04 .05
A–C .18 .20 .25 .24 .22
Mean .12 .10 .11 .18 .13

Note: Significant correlations (p < .05) are shown in boldface type.

Table 3
Correlations between self–other trait agreement (rA) and different profile agreement indic

Note: r = pearson product moment correlation; ICCDE = intraclass correlation (double e
O = openness; A = agreeableness; C = conscientiousness; Average = average Asendorpf ind
are shown in boldface.
depends most on the summary agreement on all of the traits con-
stituting the profile. At the specific level, the strongest trait-profile
agreement was reached for Neuroticism and Conscientiousness
both before and after normalizing data. Surprisingly, although
Neuroticism yielded the weakest self–other trait agreement (.49,
see the last columns of Table 2) it turned out to be the best in pre-
dicting the self–other profile agreement. Also interestingly, the
generally relatively high self–other agreement on the Openness
dimension was a very poor predictor of profile agreement: the
trait-profile correlations were very low and almost identical either
before or after the data normalization.

The relationship between trait agreement and profile agree-
ment was lowest in the Flemish (correlation between rA and ICCDE

was .28) and highest in the second Estonian (EST2) sample (.59). A
considerable scatter and variation between these two forms of
agreement suggest that in spite of a generally positive association
the relationship between them is neither fixed across samples nor
even close to being strictly functional.
4. Discussion

We were able to demonstrate that the average intraindividual
consistency of self–other agreement across all possible trait pairs
and samples was as low as .13. Thus, differences between positions
in self and other ratings (i.e. cross-observer disagreement) appear
predominantly to be caused by unsystematic factors such as mea-
surement error or unique dyadic effects. It is very likely that some
people are more predictable on some traits, whereas other persons
may be better predictable on other traits. What these results dem-
onstrate, however, is that the predictability in terms of self–other
agreement is not a uniform dimension of individual differences.

This finding implies that the view according to which some peo-
ple are more predictable than others may be inaccurate. Although
the suggestion that there are certain individuals whose personality
traits can be more accurately estimated by knowledgeable others
appears intuitively almost irresistible (Bem & Allen, 1974; Bem &
Funder, 1978), this intuition may prove to be wrong or at least of
little practical value. Findings of this study provide a likely expla-
nation for the fact that researchers have not been very successful
in separating more consistent people from less consistent ones
(Bem & Allen, 1974; Biesanz & West, 2000; Chaplin, 1991; Chaplin
& Goldberg, 1984; Zuckerman et al., 1988): more consistent indi-
es for raw and normalized data.

ntry); rc = Cohen’s profile similarity coefficient; N = neuroticism; E = extraversion;
ex (rA) across the Big-Five personality dimensions. Significant correlations (p < .05)
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viduals cannot be separated from less consistent ones because
there is no generalizable cross-observer consistency across differ-
ent personality traits. It seems to be impossible to make one uni-
versal ranking of ‘‘bad” or ‘‘good” raters that remains the same
for all personality traits. Targets and raters from the same target-
rater pairs may occupy identical or nearly identical positions in
their respective rankings on one personality trait but can have a
considerable disparity in their rankings on another personality
trait.

The view that trait and profile agreement characterize essen-
tially the same phenomenon (e.g. Kenny & Winquist, 2001) is dif-
ficult to maintain. Although the average values of the trait and
profile agreement were almost equally high, the individual contri-
butions to these two forms of agreement were much less coordi-
nated. When the correlation between targets’ and external raters’
standings on personality traits was decomposed into individual
contributions of target-rater pairs to the correlation, the associa-
tion between the contributions and profile agreements was rather
moderate. The average trait-profile correlations across personality
dimensions for normalized data were in the range from .36 to .46.
Although even these values may look relatively high by usual stan-
dards of personality research, it is relevant to bear in mind that we
are not talking about two logically independent variables between
which the correlation is computed. These coefficients characterize
two schemes how to estimate the self–observer agreement on ex-
actly the same set of data. An obvious implication of these rela-
tively moderate correlations is that many target-rater pairs can
have a good profile agreement without good agreement on all
traits and vice versa. Therefore it is reasonable to conclude that
the trait and profile agreement are two related but still sufficiently
distinctive forms of self–other congruence.
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