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Big Five. (Other systems, such as the Myers-Briggs test—or MBTI, as
it is also known—are less widely used in academic psychology.) The
Big Five traits are openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, agree-
ableness, and neuroticism, which when arranged in that order, conve-
niently spell out OCEAN. I’ll be talking about personality in terms of
the Big Five throughout this book, and you’ll no doubt want to think
about your own personality traits as you read about other people’s. So
before I go into the traits themselves, I suggest you take a quick Big
Five test.

Below I have listed traits that may or may not apply to you. Write a
number next to each statement to indicate the extent to which you
agree or disagree with that statement. You should rate the extent to
which the pair of traits applies to you, even if one characteristic ap-
plies more strongly than the other. Remember, this is for your own in-
formation, so answer as honestly as possible.

Chart 2.1

Disagree Disagree Disagree Neither agree Agree Agree Agree
strongly    moderately a little nor disagree a little moderately strongly

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I see myself as:

1.    _____  Extraverted, enthusiastic

2.    _____  Critical, quarrelsome

3.    _____  Dependable, self-disciplined

4.    _____  Anxious, easily upset

5.    _____  Open to new experiences, complex

6.    _____  Reserved, quiet

7.    _____  Sympathetic, warm

8.    _____  Disorganized, careless

9.    _____  Calm, emotionally stable

10.  _____  Conventional, uncreative 

OCEAN’s Five 37
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Here is a quick and simple way to figure out your Big Five score. 

Chart 2.2

Openness = (8 – your score on item 10) + your score on item 5

Conscientiousness = (8 – your score on item 8) + your score on item 3

Extraversion = (8 – your score on item 6) + your score on item 1

Agreeableness  = (8 – your score on item 2) + your score on item 7

Neuroticism = (8 – your score on item 9) + your score on item 4

This should give you five scores, one for each of the Big Five di-
mensions. But as isolated numbers they don’t mean much. To find out
where you stand, you can compare your scores to those of many thou-
sands of people who have taken this test. In our research we have
found the following averages:

Chart 2.3

Big Five Domain Females Males

Openness 10.8 10.7

Conscientiousness 11.0 10.4

Extraversion 9.1 8.5

Agreeableness 10.6 10.1

Neuroticism 6.7 5.7

If you want a more precise estimate of your score, turn to the
notes section at the end of the book, which will show you how to
calculate that.

In a moment, I’ll describe each of the Big Five traits in more detail,
but before I do so there are a few things you need to know. First, we
all have scores on all five traits. This means our Big Five scores can be
presented as a profile, like the ones in figure 2.1.

38 Snoop
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Fig. 2.1 Big Five Personality Profiles for Rudy and Mimi

Here we can see that Rudy is relatively high on openness and ex-
traversion, medium on conscientiousness, and relatively low on
agreeableness and neuroticism. Mimi has medium levels of conscien-
tiousness, extraversion, and agreeableness, and low levels of open-
ness and neuroticism.

There are two ways of thinking about these personality profiles.
First, we can compare a person’s trait level to another person’s trait
level; thus, we could say that Mimi is relatively low on extraversion
because her extraversion score is lower than Rudy’s. Talking about
personality this way is useful when you want to choose between indi-
viduals—if, for example, you wanted to know who would be best
suited for the position of salesperson (where extraverts do well) or
long-distance truck driver (a job that suits introverts).

The second way of thinking compares a person’s trait level to his or
her other traits; so we can conclude that Mimi is higher on extraver-
sion than she is on the other traits. This approach is useful if we want
to characterize a whole individual, as we might if we were describing
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one friend to another. If I told you about Mimi, I would mention her
extraversion because she’s higher on that trait than any others, even
though she’s less extraverted than other people (such as Rudy).

In practice, most of us end up using both ways to characterize oth-
ers. While snooping around an office, a trait might stick out from
other traits—a “Bush/Cheney in 2004” button stuck on a bulletin
board would clearly signal the occupant’s conservative political be-
liefs. But given this relatively modest form of expression, we may still
think the person is not as conservative as others—that is, the button
guy could be higher on conservatism than other traits but at the same
time not be the most conservative guy around.

Fig. 2.2 Generation of Personality “Types” by Combining 
the Agreeableness and Neuroticism Dimensions

40 Snoop

High 
Agreeableness

Low
Agreeableness

Low
Neuroticism

High
Neuroticism

“Easygoing/
optimistic”  

types

“Unemotional”  types “Intolerant/angry”  
types

“Sensitive/ 
sentimental” 
types

0465027811_gosling  3/17/08  1:19 PM  Page 40



Fig. 2.3 A More Realistic Distribution of Individuals’ 
Agreeableness and Neuroticism Scores

The second thing to remember about the Big Five categories is that
they are tremendously broad. Each of the dimensions includes several
narrower “facets,” which themselves include some even narrower
traits. Figure 2.4 shows the hierarchical structure of the Big Five di-
mension “extraversion.” As you can see, extraversion subsumes six
lower-order facets: friendliness, gregariousness, assertiveness, activity
level, excitement seeking, and cheerfulness. In turn, these subsume
narrower traits; gregariousness would be associated with enjoying so-
cial activities, and assertiveness with taking charge in group contexts.
(To get a better idea of your Big Five scores at the facet level, check
out John Johnson’s excellent Web site, where you can take a much
more extensive 120-question test online and get feedback at the
facet level. You can find it at http://www.drj.virtualave.net/IPIP/
ipipneo120.htm.)
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Fig. 2.4 The Hierarchical Structure of Extraversion and its Facets

Research has shown that these traits tend to be correlated. But not
all the time. So although people who get high scores on gregarious-
ness also tend to get high scores on assertiveness, this is not always so.
My own Big Five scores show just such a pattern for the openness di-
mension. Overall, I am at the high end of the openness dimension
and I have high scores on all the facets except one—I am high on the
imagination, artistic interests, adventurousness, intellect, and liberal-
ism facets but low on the emotionality facet. So although emotionality
generally goes along with the other facets in the population as a
whole, for me it does not.

Despite the generalizations that scientists must make, keep in mind
that many people have idiosyncratic patterns that don’t fit easily into
categorical molds—just as I don’t in openness. For example, your first
look at a prospective roommate’s organized bedroom might show
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Table 2.1 Big Five Dimension: Openness

Icon: Leonardo da Vinci

People high on openness tend to be:
Creative, imaginative, abstract, curious, deep thinkers, inventive, 
and value arts and aesthetic experiences

People low on openness tend to be:
Conventional, concrete, traditional, preferring the known to the unknown

Facets:
• Imagination: High scorers tend to engage in 

fantasy to create a more interesting world.

• Artistic Interests: High scorers appreciate beauty in art 
and nature and are involved and absorbed in aesthetics.

• Emotionality: High scorers tend to have good access to 
and awareness of their feelings.

• Adventurousness: High scorers are eager to try new activities, 
travel to foreign lands, and have different experiences.

• Intellect: High scorers love to play with ideas; they are open-minded to
new and unusual ideas, and they enjoy debating intellectual issues.

• Psychological Liberalism: High scorers are ready to challenge 
authority, convention, and traditional values.

High Scorers:
Where you might find them:
Browsing in the philosophy section of a bookstore

What they might do:
Take a new route home just because it’s different

What they might say:
“Hey, don’t throw away that clothes washer—I want to make it into a lamp.”

SOURCE: Descriptions adapted from Johnson 2007.
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Table 2.2 Big Five Dimension: Conscientiousness

Icon: Robocop

People high on conscientiousness tend to be:
Thorough, dependable, reliable, hardworking, task 
focused, efficient, good planners

People low on conscientiousness tend to be:
Disorganized, late, careless, impulsive

Facets:
• Self-Efficacy: High scorers believe they have the intelligence, 

drive, and self-control necessary for achieving success.

• Orderliness: High scorers are well-organized people who like to live ac-
cording to routines and schedules; they keep lists and make plans.

• Dutifulness: High scorers tend to have a strong sense of moral obligation.

• Achievement-Striving: High scorers strive hard to achieve excellence; they
often have a strong sense of direction.

• Self-Discipline: High scorers have the ability to persist at difficult or un-
pleasant tasks until they are completed. They are able to overcome reluc-
tance to begin tasks and they stay on track despite distractions.

• Cautiousness: High scorers take their time when making decisions.

High Scorers:
Where you might find them:
In the aisle of Office Depot where they sell color-coordinated filing supplies

What they might do:
Buy stamps before the ones they already carry in their wallets run out

What they might say:
“I just checked and I noticed that the meeting we have planned for three months
from now is going to clash with a cycling event in the city that day. So I have
printed out some maps and highlighted the best alternative routes. In case you
need to contact me, you’ll find my phone number in the list of useful numbers
that I’ve typed on the back of the map. I’ll e-mail you a week before the meeting
to make sure everything is still on track.”

SOURCE: Descriptions adapted from Johnson 2007.
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Table 2.3 Big Five Dimension: Extraversion

Icon: Axel Foley (Beverly Hills Cop)

People high on extraversion tend to be:
Talkative, energetic, enthusiastic, assertive, outgoing, sociable

People low on extraversion tend to be:
Reserved, quiet, shy

Facets:
• Friendliness: High scorers genuinely like other people and 

openly demonstrate positive feelings toward others; they make friends
quickly and it is easy for them to form close, intimate relationships.

• Gregariousness: High scorers find the company of others pleasantly 
stimulating and rewarding; they enjoy the excitement of crowds.

• Assertiveness: High scorers like to speak out, take charge, and direct 
the activities of others.

• Activity Level: High scorers lead fast-paced, busy lives; 
they move about quickly, energetically, and vigorously, 
and they are involved in many activities.

• Excitement-Seeking: High scorers are easily bored without 
high levels of stimulation. They love bright lights and hustle 
and bustle and like to take risks and seek thrills.

• Cheerfulness: High scorers typically experience a range of 
positive feelings, including happiness, enthusiasm, optimism, 
and joy.

High Scorers:
Where you might find them:
At the very center of a party

What they might do:
Rack up a lot of cell phone minutes

What they might say:
“Ha ha ha.” (They laugh a lot)

SOURCE: Descriptions adapted from Johnson 2007.
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Table 2.4 Big Five Dimension: Agreeableness

Icon: Fred Rogers

People high on agreeableness tend to be:
Helpful, selfless, sympathetic, kind, forgiving, trusting, considerate, cooperative

People low on agreeableness tend to be:
Fault finding, quarrelsome, critical, harsh, aloof, blunt

Facets:
• Trust: High scorers assume that most people 

are fair, honest, and have good intentions.

• Morality: High scorers see no need for pretense 
or manipulation when dealing with others; 
they are candid, frank, and sincere.

• Altruism: High scorers find that doing things for others 
is a form of self-fulfillment rather than self-sacrifice.

• Cooperation: High scorers dislike confrontations; 
to get along with others, they are willing to compromise 
or to deny their own needs. 

• Modesty: High scorers do not like to claim 
that they are better than other people.

• Sympathy: High scorers are tenderhearted and 
compassionate. They feel the pain of others vicariously 
and are easily moved to pity.

High Scorers:
Where you might find them:
Saving the baby seals

What they might do:
Console an acquaintance

What they might say:
“Really? They’ve taken ‘gullible’ out of the dictionary? I didn’t know that.”

SOURCE: Descriptions adapted from Johnson 2007.
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TABLE 2.5 Big Five Dimension: Neuroticism

Icon: Woody Allen

People high on neuroticism tend to be:
Anxious, easily ruffled or upset, worried, moody

People low on neuroticism tend to be:
Calm, relaxed, able to handle stress well, emotionally stable

Facets:
• Anxiety: High scorers often feel as if something dangerous 

were about to happen; they tend to feel tense, jittery, and 
nervous.

• Anger: High scorers are inclined to feel angry; they are sensitive 
about being treated fairly and feel resentful and bitter when they 
feel they are being cheated.

• Depression: High scorers tend to feel sad, dejected, and 
discouraged; they lack energy and have difficulty 
initiating activities.

• Self-Consciousness: High scorers are sensitive about what 
others think of them; they are easily embarrassed and 
often feel ashamed.

• Immoderation: High scorers have difficulty resisting strong 
cravings and urges and tend to be oriented toward short-term 
pleasures and rewards rather than long-term consequences.

• Vulnerability: High scorers experience panic, confusion, 
and helplessness when under pressure or stress.

High Scorers:
Where you might find them:
Awake, tossing and turning in bed the night before an important meeting

What they might do:
Think again and again and again what his friend really meant by that remark

What they might say:
“Why are you always criticizing me? . . . Yes, you are.”

SOURCE: Descriptions adapted from Johnson 2007.
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music, television shows, football, and sports other than football. We
used a computer program to measure how frequently each of these
topics cropped up in conversation.

The results were striking. As you can see in figure 3.1, music was
by far the most commonly discussed of the topics. During the first
week, 58 percent of participants talked about music; movies (41 per-
cent) and football (41 percent) were next. As the weeks wore on,
people began to move beyond the assigned categories, but music con-
tinued to be among the most commonly discussed topics; only once in
the first six weeks was it not the most discussed topic. It is a testament
to the perceived informative value of music that even when people
were free to discuss anything they considered relevant to the task of
becoming acquainted, the majority chose to talk about music.

64 Snoop

Fig. 3.1 Percentage of Students Who Talked About Music vs.
Other Topics in Six-Week Online Getting-Acquainted
Conversations
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8. A low-ranking person in an organization who had just taken
the plunge and sent out an e-mail to the whole organization
detailing a superior’s sexual misconduct

So how did you do matching the e-mail signature quotations to the
people who sent them? Here are the answers:

Table 3.1 Signature Quotations Matched with their Originators

Getting to Know You 71

This quote

A. “An individual has not started living un-
til he can rise above the narrow confines
of his individualistic concerns to the
broader concerns of all humanity.”

—MLK, Jr.

B. “Solutions that ignore causation solve
nothing.”  

C. “There are two primary choices in life: to
accept conditions as they exist, or accept
the responsibility for changing them.” 

—Denis Waitley 

D. “You know, it’s a small world . . . but I
wouldn’t want to have to paint it.” 

—Steven Wright

E. “There may be times when we are pow-
erless to prevent injustice, but there must
never be a time when we fail to protest.”

— Elie Wiesel

F. “Basic psychology is one of my subrou-
tines.”  —A. Schwarzenegger as T3

G. “The future belongs to those who believe
in the beauty of their dreams.” 

—Eleanor Roosevelt

H. “I’ll play it first and tell you what it is
later.”  —Miles Davis

was in an email from

4. The director of an Hispanic re-
search center

2. A graduate student interested in
evolutionary explanations for
human behavior

1. A police officer

3. A nerdy computer technician

8. A low-ranking person in an orga-
nization who had just taken the
plunge and sent out an e-mail to
the whole organization detailing
a superior’s sexual misconduct

7. A psychology professor

6. An undergraduate student hop-
ing to be admitted to our Ph.D.
program 

5. A professor of animal behavior
known for taking giant imagi-
native intellectual leaps 
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This finding may seem obvious now that you know it. But the re-
searchers’ data show that in practice it’s not. The observers in Borke-
nau’s study saw arm swinging as a sign of extraversion and low
neuroticism, but only the first inference was correct. Similarly, people
perceived others with a pleasant, calm reading style as being low on
neuroticism and high on openness, but neither inference was correct.
So, if you’re sitting in a café and you see someone walk across the
room to pick up a newspaper, what, according to these researchers’
data, should you look for? Here’s a brief Snooping Field Guide de-
rived from the results of Borkenau’s two studies. Bold type indicates
the cues that were both valid and used by the observers to make their
inferences.

Table 5.1 Snooping Field Guide

Jumpers, Bumpers, Groovers, and Shakers 93

When judging . . .

Openness

Conscientiousness

Observers actually 
relied on . . . 

Refined appearance
Made-up face
Fashionable dress
Slim physique
Friendly expression
Self-assured expression
Extensive smiling
Pleasant voice
Fluent speech
Easy to understand
Calm speaking
Does not avoid the camera

Refined appearance
Plain (non-showy) dress
Formal dress
Controlled sitting posture
Touches own body 

infrequently
Fluent speech
Easy to understand
Calm speaking

When they should have 
relied on . . .

None in this context!

Formal dress

(continues)
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When judging . . .

Extraversion

Agreeableness

Neuroticism

Observers actually 
relied on . . . 

Made-up face
Showy dress
Refined appearance
Friendly expression
Self-assured expression
Extensive smiling

Fast movements
Frequent head movements
Relaxed walking
Swings arms when 

walking
Loud voice
Powerful voice
Pleasant voice
Easy to understand
Does not avoid camera

Soft facial lineaments
Friendly expression
Extensive smiling
Pleasant voice
Does not avoid camera

Less muscular physique
Grumpy expression
Timid expression
Little smiling
Lack of arm swinging

when walking
Stiff walking style
Weak voice
Unpleasant voice
Halting speech
Difficult to understand
Hectic speech
Avoids the camera

When they should have 
relied on . . .

Refined appearance
Friendly expression
Self-assured expression
Extensive smiling
Lifts feet when walking

(vs. shuffling)

Relaxed walking
Swings arms when 

walking
Loud voice
Powerful voice

Does not avoid camera

Soft facial lineaments
Friendly expression

Dark garments

Table 5.1 Snooping Field Guide  (continued)
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might also use our appearance, as the Goths do, to associate ourselves
with certain values, goals, and ideas, such as a fascination with death
and all things macabre.

There haven’t been any studies of the personalities of Goths alone,
but Craig Nathanson and his colleagues at the University of British
Columbia included Goths in their research on tattoos, body piercings,
and provocative dressing. They found that people exhibiting these
culturally deviant markers have a slight tendency to be high on the
Big Five trait of openness, low on self-esteem, or high on both impul-
sive thrill-seeking and callousness.

Even in the mundane non-Goth world, appearance provides clues
to personality. In our own research we have asked volunteers to rate
people’s personalities just from looking at photographs of them. Con-
sidering they have nothing more than a still photo to go on, our ob-
servers (who were just ordinary students) were surprisingly accurate
at judging others’ levels of extraversion, agreeableness, and openness.
The field guide below shows you some of the cues our judges used
to form their impressions and which ones turned out to be correct.
Of course, observers rely on other cues, too, that we did not assess in
this study.

Table 5.2 Snooping Field Guide

Jumpers, Bumpers, Groovers, and Shakers 99

When judging . . .

Openness

Conscientiousness

Observers actually relied
on people who look . . . 

Unattractive
Messy
Disorganized
Unhealthy
Creative
Unconventional

Attractive
Neat
Organized
Healthy
Relaxed
Conventional

When they should have re-
lied on people who look . . .

Unattractive
Messy
Disorganized
Unhealthy
Creative
Unconventional

(continues)
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When judging . . .

Extraversion

Agreeableness

Neuroticism

Narcissism

Observers actually relied on
people who look. . . 

Attractive
Cheerful
Relaxed
Conventional

Cheerful
Organized
Relaxed

Unhealthy

Stylish
Wearing expensive clothes
Fraternity/sorority types
Cheerful
Have spent time preparing

how they look
Feminine (fem. only)
Makeup (fem. only)
Plucked eyebrows 

(fem. only)
Cleavage showing 

(fem. only)
Masculine (males only)
Muscular

When they should have re-
lied on people who look . . .

Attractive
Cheerful
Relaxed

Cheerful

Relaxed

Unhealthy

Stylish
Wearing expensive clothes

Have spent time preparing
how they look

Feminine (fem. only)
Makeup (fem. only)
Plucked eyebrows 

(fem. only)
Cleavage showing 

(fem. only)

Table 5.2 Snooping Field Guide  (continued)

The observers were pretty good at picking up on the right clues to
narcissism and the Big Five domains of openness and, to a lesser extent,
extraversion. As in Borkenau’s studies, we see that the stereotypical
views of conscientious people were not borne out as valid. And we also
see a pattern that I’ll return to later, where organized-looking people
are viewed as both agreeable and conscientious.

In addition to giving us ideas about which cues the observers
should and should not have used, our data yielded another important
finding. Even though there was very little accuracy in judgments
about people’s levels of conscientiousness and neuroticism, the judges

0465027811_gosling  3/17/08  1:19 PM  Page 100



In Defense of Stereotypes 141

Fastest: 1. Switzerland
2. Ireland
3. Germany
4. Japan
5. Italy
6. England
7. Sweden
8. Austria
9. Netherlands

10. Hong Kong
11. France
12. Poland
13. Costa Rica
14. Taiwan
15. Singapore

16. United States
17. Canada
18. South Korea
19. Hungary
20. Czech Republic
21. Greece
22. Kenya
23. China
24. Bulgaria
25. Romania
26. Jordan
27. Syria
28. El Salvador
29. Brazil
30. Indonesia

You’ll notice some basic patterns in the table. Levine discovered
that the pace of life was associated with a slew of other characteristics
of the countries. Fast-paced countries tend to have colder climates,
are more economically productive, have higher smoking rates, and
higher rates of death from coronary heart disease.

THE PERSONALITY OF PLACE

Stereotypes about people from different places can get a lot narrower
than the ones based on their countries of origin. Think about the
stereotypes we hold about people from cities or states, such as neu-
rotic New Yorkers, laid-back Californians, and whitebread Midwest-
erners. It seems intuitive that people are different in different
places—but why is this so? One reason is that different environments

Table 7.1 Pace of Life in 31 Countries from Fastest to Slowest

Slowest: 31. Mexico
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Map 7.1

Map 7.2

Map 7.3

Top-10 States 2nd Quintile 3rd Quintile 4th Quintile 5th Quintile

Top-10 States 2nd Quintile 3rd Quintile 4th Quintile 5th Quintile

Top-10 States 2nd Quintile 3rd Quintile 4th Quintile 5th Quintile
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genres. What assumptions did people make about others on the basis
of their music collections and which, if any, are correct?

The following graph plots the stereotypes about the Big Five per-
sonality traits for fans of classical, rock, contemporary religious, and
rap music. Can you tell which line represents which genre? The an-
swers are in the next paragraph, so make your guess now.

Chart 7.1 Big Five Stereotypes About Fans of Classical, 
Rock, Religious, and Rap Music

As charted, students believed that classical fans (represented by the
diamonds and solid black line) and religious-music fans (represented
by the triangles and the broken black line) had similar personality
traits: highly agreeable, conscientious, and not very neurotic. But they
saw classical music fans as less extraverted and much more open than
religious-music fans. They viewed rock fans (squares and solid gray
lines) and rap fans (circles and broken gray lines) somewhat similarly:
high in extraversion, moderate in agreeableness, and low in conscien-

158 Snoop
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tiousness. But they considered rock fans more neurotic and more
open than rap fans.

What about other traits—political values, intelligence, religiosity,
attractiveness, athleticism, and artistic abilities—that might figure
into a decision about whether you want to date someone? Can they be
predicted from a music collection? The next graph plots the stereo-
types of fans of the same four genres—classical, rock, religious, and
rap music—on these traits. Again, see whether you can figure out
which traits are associated with which of the four stereotypes before
you look at the key below.

Chart 7.2 Stereotypes About the Characteristics of Fans of
Classical, Rock, Religious, and Rap Music

This chart shows that the stereotypes differ much more for these
traits than they did for the Big Five traits. College students think of

In Defense of Stereotypes 159
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classical music fans (black diamonds, solid black line) as intelligent,
physically unattractive, unathletic, and artistic. They think of reli-
gious music fans (black triangles, broken line) as different from the
others most clearly in two domains—politically conservative and, of
course, religious. The students’ stereotypes of rock (grey squares,
solid line) and rap (grey circles, broken line) music fans were almost
indistinguishable, except that they considered rap fans a little more
athletic than rock fans and rock fans a little more artistic than rap fans.
How do the stereotypes play out on the deeper characteristics, such as
values? Of the four genres, which fans would be considered most
likely to value a world at peace? Or friendship? Or wisdom? Or love?
The next graph plots stereotypes of the four fans on eighteen values.

Chart 7.3 Stereotypes About the Values of Fans of Classical, 
Rock, Religious, and Rap Music
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The students believed that classical music fans (black diamonds)
valued comfort, beauty, wisdom, imagination, intellect, and love; they
thought that religious-music fans (black triangles) valued peace, fam-
ily security, forgiveness, love, and, not surprisingly, salvation. They
believed that rap fans (grey circles) valued self-respect and social
recognition, and that rock fans (grey squares) valued excitement and
courage. Note that the students considered the fans of religious music
to have the highest values—the triangles are often at the top. They
ranked rap fans and rock fans the lowest on holding values, generally
much lower than fans of religious and classical music.

The final graph plots the stereotypes about the alcohol and drug pref-
erences of the four kinds of fans. Who would drink more wine than
beer? Which would be considered the most likely to use drugs overall?

Chart 7.4 Stereotypes About the Alcohol and Drug Preferences 
of Fans of Classical, Rock, Religious, and Rap Music
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Table 7.2 Which Music Stereotypes Are More Accurate?

163

Music Genre Example Artists/Composers/Movies

Most accurate

Contemporary Religious Praise Band, 4Him, Third Day

Country Clint Black, The Judds, Shania Twain

Classical Bach, Debussy, Wagner

Jazz Duke Ellington, John Coltrane, Miles Davis

Rock Rolling Stones, Jimi Hendrix, Aerosmith

Folk Nick Drake, Indigo Girls, Bob Dylan

Blues B. B. King, Muddy Waters, Robert Cray 

-   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Heavy Metal Slayer, Marilyn Manson, Black Sabbath

Electronic Paul Oakenfold, Moby, Kraftwerk

Sound Tracks Pulp Fiction, Dreamgirls, Walk the Line

Alternative Blur, Smashing Pumpkins, Jane’s Addiction

Pop Britney Spears, N’Sync, The Cheetah Girls

Rap 50 Cent, Public Enemy, Timbaland

Soul Al Green, Eryka Badu, Marvin Gaye

Least accurate
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the mess), but you should be aware that many observers will also in-
fer, fallaciously, that you’re not very nice either.

It is Brunswik’s model that allows us to construct field guides
such as the one depicted in table 8.1. It shows which clues people use
when they form their impressions of various traits and which ones
they should have used. The clues listed in bold are the ones that people
should use and do use. The others represent either clues that are used
and should not be or clues that should be used and are not.

Table 8.1 Bedroom Field Guide

172 Snoop

When judging . . .

Openness

Conscientiousness

Extraversion

Agreeableness

Neuroticism

People actually rely on . . . 

Decorated & cluttered, dis-
tinctive, quantity & variety
of books, quantity of music,
variety of magazines

Cheerful & colorful
Good condition, clean, or-
ganized, neat, uncluttered,
well lit, clothing put away,
comfortable. Organized
books, music, & stationery

Decorated & cluttered

Cheerful & colorful
Organized, neat, clean,
clothing put away, good
condition, comfortable,
inviting 

Stale air

When they should 
rely on . . .

A space that is distinctive,
with a variety of books,
magazines, & music. Books
on art & poetry, art supplies 

A space that is well lit, un-
cluttered, organized, neat,
& comfortable. Organized
books, magazines, & music

Inspirational posters
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Table 8.2 Office Space Field Guide

182 Snoop

When judging . . .

Openness

Conscientiousness

Extraversion

Agreeableness

Neuroticism

People actually rely on . . . 

Decorated, cheerful, color-
ful, inviting, cluttered, full,
distinctive, stylish, uncon-
ventional, varied books

Good condition, clean, or-
ganized, neat, uncluttered,
comfortable, inviting, large,
conventional

Decorated, cheerful, color-
ful, cluttered, full, inviting,
distinctive, stylish, modern,
unconventional

Inviting  

Uninviting

When they should 
rely on . . .

Distinctive, stylish, 
unconventional, 
varied books

Good condition, clean, 
organized, neat, 
uncluttered 

Decorated, cheerful, 
inviting

High-traffic location

Decorated

To understand why invitingness should signal extraversion in of-
fices but not in living spaces, contrast the natural ecologies of offices
and homes. Offices are much more public than homes, and familiar
people wander by on their way to drop off a report or make some
copies. If you’re an extravert, you could snag one of these passersby by
making your space sufficiently appealing. In a living space, the goal is
quite different. Not even an extravert is hoping that passersby will see
the comfortable couch and decide to drop in. So invitingness serves a
very different function in the two contexts and, as a result, is diagnos-
tic of extraversion in only one of them.
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view of someone, offices are less informative. But these broad conclu-
sions obscure an even broader and more important point—that dif-
ferent domains reveal different traits.

This observation has crucial implications for the snooper. It means
that the best portraits will be those that draw on several contexts. And
it means that the trait you’re interested in learning about will deter-
mine where you direct your snooping attention. Using the blobs as
your guide, you can see that living spaces are great for learning about
openness, conscientiousness, and, sometimes, neuroticism; but if it’s
people’s extraversion or agreeableness you’re after, a peek at the
“most played” list on their iPods is more telling than a bedroom visit.
As you decide where to look, let the blobs be your tutor—that’s a les-
son my colleagues and I wished we’d mastered several years ago as we
leapt to erroneous conclusions about Cathy’s openness and agreeable-
ness when she interviewed for graduate school.

186 Snoop

Fig. 8.1 Blob Analysis: Accuracy of Impressions Across 
Snooping Domains
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NOTES

k

PROLOGUE: THE ARRIVAL OF THE MYSTERY BOX

The “bedroom study” along with my research on office spaces is reported in:

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

a cue: Judgments of personality based on offices and bedrooms. Journal of

Personality and Social Psychology, 82, 379–398.

Our work on the clues to political orientation can be found in: Carney, D.

R., Jost, J. T., Gosling, S. D., & Potter, J. (in press). The secret lives of liberals

and conservatives: Personality profiles, interaction styles, and the things they

leave behind. Political Psychology.

CHAPTER 1: LESS THAN ZERO ACQUAINTANCE

My research on living spaces is described in: Gosling, S. D., Ko, S. J.,

Mannarelli, T., & Morris, M. E. (2002). A room with a cue: Judgments of

personality based on offices and bedrooms. Journal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 82, 379–398.

I am grateful to Joe McCarthy for bringing to my attention some of the

work on personalization of office spaces, including the survey on worker

comfort and engagement in the Gallup management journal (which was

written about by J. Krueger and E. Killham and can be accessed at the

Gallup management journal Web site: http://gmj.gallup.com/content/

21802/Why-Dilbert-Right.aspx). For some of Joe’s thoughts, check out his

blog at: http://gumption.typepad.com/.

233
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The “I am . . .” twenty statements test was originally published in: Kuhn,

M. H., & McPartland, T. S. (1954). An empirical investigation of self-attitudes.

American Sociological Review, 19, 68–76. The photographic version of the

test was developed much later and is described in: Combs, J. M., & Ziller, R.

C. (1977). Photographic self-concept of counselees. Journal of Counseling Psy-

chology, 24, 452–455.

For more on iPods, see: Levy, S. (2006). The perfect thing: How the iPod shuf-

fles commerce, culture, and coolness. New York: Simon & Schuster.

The study of the effects of Christmas decorations on perceptions of home-

owners can be found in: Werner, C. M., Peterson-Lewis, S., & Brown, B. B.

(1989). Inferences about homeowners’ sociability: Impact of Christmas dec-

orations and other cues. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 9, 279–296.

The classic work on unobtrusive measurement of behavior is: Webb, E. J.,

Campbell, D. T., Schwartz, R. D., Sechrest, L., & Belew Grove, J. (1981).

Nonreactive measures in the social sciences. Boston: Houghton Mifflin.

The garbage project is described in: Rathje, W. L., & Murphy, C. (1992).

Rubbish! The archaeology of garbage. New York: HarperCollins.

Music is so powerful at affecting mood that it sometimes is used to induce var-

ious moods in psychological studies. For a review of the studies, see: Västfjäll,

D. (2002). Emotion induction through music: A review of the musical mood

induction procedure. Musicae Scientiae, 6, Special Issue 2001/2002, 173–203.

CHAPTER 2: OCEAN’S FIVE

For a good brief introduction to the Big Five, check out Sanjay Srivastava’s

Web site: http://darkwing.uoregon.edu/~sanjay/bigfive.html. For a more

advanced treatment, see John, O. P., & Srivastava, S. (1999). The Big Five
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Trait taxonomy: History, measurement, and theoretical perspectives. In 

L. A. Pervin & O. P. John (Eds.), Handbook of personality: Theory and research

(2nd ed., pp. 102–139). New York: Guilford Press. Or McCrae, R. R., &

John, O. P. (1992). An introduction to the five-factor model and its applica-

tions. Journal of Personality, 60, 175–216.

Details regarding the brief test of the Big Five can be found in: Gosling, S.

D., Rentfrow, P. J., & Swann, W. B., Jr. (2003). A very brief measure of the

Big Five personality domains. Journal of Research in Personality, 37, 504–528.

To calculate where your Big Five scores fall in relation to the broader popula-

tion, you can convert your scores to “t-scores.” The t-scores show you where

you score on each dimension relative to the other people who took the test.

As you examine your scores you should bear in mind that the comparison

sample provided here may not be representative of the population as a whole

(so your scores would be slightly different if you compared yourself to an-

other comparison sample).

To create your t-scores from the scores you computed in chart 2.2, use the
following formulas:

FEMALES
Openness t-score = 50 + (((Your openness score – 10.8) ÷ 2.12) × 10)

Conscientiousness t-score = 50 + (((Your conscientiousness score – 111.0) ÷ 2.22) × 10)

Extraversion t-score = 50 + (((Your extraversion score – 19.1) ÷ 2.94) × 10)

Agreeableness t-score = 50 + (((Your agreeableness score – 110.6) ÷ 2.22) × 10)

Neuroticism t-score = 50 + (((Your neuroticism score – 16.7) ÷ 2.90) × 10)

MALES
Openness t-score = 50 + (((Your openness score – 110.7) ÷ 2.18) × 10)

Conscientiousness t-score = 50 + (((Your conscientiousness score – 110.4) ÷ 2.30) × 10)

Extraversion t-score = 50 + (((Your extraversion score – 18.5) ÷ 2.82) × 10)

Agreeableness t-score = 50 + (((Your agreeableness score – 110.1) ÷ 2.20) × 10)

Neuroticism t-score = 50 + (((Your neuroticism score – 15.7) ÷ 2.62) × 10)

Notes 235
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To interpret your t-scores, refer to the graph below. The midpoint of the

horizontal axis (labeled “50”) represents the average score for members of

the comparison group. The shape of the curve reflects the fact that most

people tend to be near the average point (i.e., the curve is highest at the mid-

point) with fewer people scoring very high or low on the trait (i.e., the

height of the curve diminishes as it gets further from the midpoint).

To find out how you compare to others on a particular trait (e.g., extraver-

sion), locate your t-score for that trait on the horizontal axis of the graph. If

you got a t-score of 50 for extraversion, this means that half the people in the

comparison group (50 percent) were rated as higher on extraversion than

you and half were rated as lower. If you got a t-score of 60, then about 84.13

percent of the comparison group were rated as lower on extraversion than

you (i.e., the 50 percent below the average plus the 34.13 percent between 50

and 60). If you got a t-score of 55, then between 50 percent and 84 percent of

the comparison group were lower on extraversion than you. If you got a 

t-score of 30, this means about 2 percent (i.e., the 2.14 percent between 20

and 30 plus the 0.13 percent below 20) of the comparison group were rated

as lower than you. Note that, by definition, t-scores have a mean of 50 and

standard deviation of 10. Thus, most people (68.26 percent) fall within one

standard deviation above or below the mean so most of your scores will

probably be between 40 and 60.

236 Notes 
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0465027811_gosling  3/17/08  1:19 PM  Page 236



The descriptions of the Big Five and their facets were adapted from John A.

Johnson’s excellent descriptions of the dimensions. They can be found at:

http://www.personal.psu.edu/faculty/j/5/j5j/IPIPNEOdescriptions.html.

For papers reviewing some of the ways personality is linked to important

life outcomes, see: Ozer, D. J., & Benet-Martinez, V. (2006). Personality and

the prediction of consequential outcomes. Annual Review of Psychology, 57,

401–421. And Roberts, B. W., Kuncel, N. R., Shiner, R., Caspi, A., & Gold-

berg, L. R. (2007). The comparative predictive validity of personality traits,

SES, and cognitive ability for important life outcomes. Perspectives on Psy-

chological Science, 2, 313–345. 

CHAPTER 3: GETTING TO KNOW YOU

Dan McAdams’s account of Lynn and the three levels of personality can be

found in: McAdams, D. P. (1995). What do we know when we know a per-

son? Journal of Personality, 63, 365–396.

Allport and Odbert’s attempt to identify all the words in the dictionary related

to personality is described in: Allport, G. W., & Odbert, H. S. (1936). Trait-

names: A psycho-lexical study. Psychological Monographs, 47 (No. 211).

Arthur Aron’s “sharing game” procedure for generating closeness in studies

is described in: Aron, A., Melinat, E., Aron, E. N., Vallone, R. D., & Bator,

R. J. (1997). The experimental generation of interpersonal closeness: A pro-

cedure and some preliminary findings. Personality and Social Psychology Bul-

letin, 23, 363–377.

Richard Slatcher used Aron’s procedure to generate closeness between sets

of couples. That work is described in his dissertation: Slatcher, R. B. (2007).

Party of four: Creating closeness between couples. Doctoral dissertation.

University of Texas at Austin. Some of the findings were reported in a

conference presentation: Slatcher, R. B. (2008, February). Effects of couple
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friendships on relationship closeness. Paper presented at the annual meeting of

the Society for Personality and Social Psychology, Albuquerque, NM.

The work Jason Rentfrow and I did examining topics in getting-acquainted

conversations is described in: Rentfrow, P. J., & Gosling, S. D. (2006). Mes-

sage in a ballad: The role of music preferences in interpersonal perception.

Psychological Science, 17, 236–242. Figure 3.1 is reproduced, with permis-

sion, from that article.

A good source for Jefferson Singer’s work on self-defining memories is:

Singer, J. A. (2005). Memories that matter: How to use self-defining memories to

understand and change your life. Oakland, CA: New Harbinger.

CHAPTER 4: BELGIAN SLEUTHS

AND SCANDINAVIAN SEABIRDS

A fascinating account of the Office of Strategic Studies (OSS) assessment

program can be found in: OSS Assessment Staff. (1948). Assessment of men:

Selection of personnel for the Office of Strategic Services. New York: Rinehart.

Richard Slatcher and Simine Vazire’s work on IM is reported in: Wang, J.,

Slatcher, R. B., Vazire, S., & Pennebaker, J. W. (2006, January). Predicting rela-

tionship satisfaction and stability from couples’ instant messages. Poster presented

at the annual meeting of the Society for Personality and Social Psychology,

Palm Springs, CA. And in Slatcher, R. B., Vazire, S., & Pennebaker, J. W.

(2007). A view from the inside: Predicting relationship stability from couples’ every-

day interactions. Manuscript submitted for publication.

CHAPTER 5: JUMPERS, BUMPERS, 
GROOVERS, AND SHAKERS

Halsman’s jumping celebrities can be found in: Halsman, P. (1959). Jump

book. New York: Simon & Schuster.
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For an excellent review of the scientific status of projective tests see: Lilien-

feld, S. O., Wood, J. M., & Garb, H. N. (2000). The scientific status of projec-

tive techniques. Psychological Science in the Public Interest, 1, 27–66.

Many of the papers describing Oliver Schultheiss’s work on the Picture

Story Exercise (PSE) and the analysis of motives can be found at:

http://www-personal.umich.edu/~oschult/index.htm and http://www.psych2.

phil.uni-erlangen.de/.

David Winter’s analyses of George W. Bush’s inaugural speeches can found

in: Winter, D. G. (2001, Spring). Insights and observations about political

psychology. International Society of Political Psychology; and Winter, D. G.

(2005). Continuity and change in George Bush’s motive profile. International

Society of Political Psychology News, 16, 10–11.

To get the latest on Karl Grammer’s research at the Ludwig Boltzmann 

Institute for Urban Ethology, check out his papers, available at: http://

evolution.anthro.univie.ac.at/institutes/urbanethology/staff/grammer.html.

More information on the research at Georgia Institute of Technology identi-

fying individual walking patterns can be found at: http://www.cc

.gatech.edu/cpl/projects/hid/ and http://www.cc.gatech.edu/cpl/projects/

hid/#Gait_Recognition.

Borkenau and Liebler’s work on walking signatures is reported in a series of

articles published between 1992 and 1995. The findings are complex, so to

get the full picture you really need to read all of them:

Borkenau, P., & Liebler, A. (1992). Trait inferences: Sources of validity at

zero acquaintance. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 62, 645–657.

Borkenau, P., & Liebler, A. (1993). Consensus and self-other agreement for

trait inferences from minimal information. Journal of Personality, 61, 477–496.
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Borkenau, P., & Liebler, A. (1993). Convergence of stranger ratings of per-

sonality and intelligence with self-ratings, partner ratings, and measured in-

telligence. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 65, 546–553.

Borkenau, P., & Liebler, A. (1995). Observable attributes as cues and mani-

festations of personality and intelligence. Journal of Personality, 63, 1–25.

An earlier article reporting a correlation between the feature of “babyish-

ness” and agreeableness was: Berry, D. S., & Brownlow, S. (1989). Were the

physiognomists right? Personality correlates of facial babyishness. Personal-

ity and Social Psychology Bulletin, 15, 266–279.

The work by Anthony Little and David Perrett on personality traits associ-

ated with faces can be found in: Little, A. C., & Perrett, D. I. (2007). Using

composite images to assess accuracy in personality attribution to faces.

British Journal of Psychology, 98, 111–126. Other thought-provoking work by

Little and his collaborators on the links between personality and facial fea-

tures can be found in: Little, A. C., Burt, D. M., & Perrett, D. I. (2006). 

Assortative mating for perceived facial personality traits. Personality and In-

dividual Differences, 40, 973–984; Little, A. C., Burt, D. M., & Perrett, D. I.

(2006). What is good is beautiful: Face preference reflects desired personal-

ity. Personality and Individual Differences, 41, 1107–1118; Little, A. C., Bur-

riss, R. P., Jones, B. C., & Roberts, S. C. (2007). Facial appearance affects

voting decisions. Evolution and Human Behavior, 28, 18–27.

The research reporting associations between facial lines and personality in

older people is reported in: Malatesta, C. Z., Fiore, M. J., & Messina, J. J.

(1987). Affect, personality, and facial expressive characteristics of older

people. Psychology and Aging, 2, 64–69.

The work by Nathanson and colleagues on tattoos, body piercings, provoca-

tive dress, and other expressions of cultural deviance can be found in:

Nathanson, C., Paulhus, D. L., & Williams, K. M. (2006). Personality and
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misconduct correlates of body modifications and other cultural deviance

markers. Journal of Research in Personality, 40, 779–802.

The study testing whether observers could match drivers to their vehicles is

reported in: Alpers, G. W., & Gerdes, A. B. M. (2006). Another look at

“look-alikes”: Can judges match belongings with their owners? Journal of

Individual Differences, 27, 38–41.

Some interesting findings on the stereotypes associated with drivers of dif-

ferent car types are provided in Davis, G. M., & Patel, D. (2005). The influ-

ence of car and driver stereotypes on attributions of vehicle speed, position

on the road and culpability in a road accident scenario. Legal and Crimino-

logical Psychology, 10, 45–62.

Handshaking was mentioned in Allport and Vernon’s classic: Allport, G. W.,

& Vernon, P. E. (1933). Studies in expressive movement. New York: Macmillan.

Then in the 1990s there was a spate of work by a Swedish group:

Astroem, J. (1994). Introductory greeting behavior: A laboratory investiga-

tion of approaching and closing salutation phases. Perceptual and Motor

Skills, 79, 863–897.

Astroem, J., & Thorell, L. (1996). Greeting behavior and psychogenic need:

Interviews on experiences of therapists, clergymen, and car salesmen. Per-

ceptual and Motor Skills, 83, 939–956.

Astroem, J., Thorell, L., Holmlund, U., & d’Elia, G. (1993). Handshaking,

personality, and psychopathology in psychiatric patients: A reliability and

correlational study. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 77, 1171–1186.

Then came William Chaplin’s study: Chaplin, W. F., Phillips, J. B., Brown, J.

D., Clanton, N. R., & Stein, J. L. (2000). Handshaking, gender, personality,

and first impressions. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 79, 110–117.
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Raymond’s day is recorded in Barker and Wright’s classic volume: Barker,

R. G., & Wright, H. F. (1951). One boy’s day: A specimen record of behavior.

New York: Harper & Brothers.

Ken Craik’s “lived-day” approach, where he videotaped participants for a

full day, is described in: Craik, K. H. (2000). The lived day of an individual:

A person-environment perspective. In W. B. Walsh, K. H. Craik, & R. Price

(Eds.), Person-environment psychology: New directions and perspectives (2nd

ed., pp. 233–266). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

The work done using the EAR by Matthias Mehl, James Pennebaker, and my-

self is described in: Mehl, M. R., Gosling, S. D., & Pennebaker, J. W. (2006). Per-

sonality in its natural habitat: Manifestations and implicit folk theories of

personality in daily life. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 90, 862–877;

Mehl, M. R., & Pennebaker, J. W. (2003). The sounds of social life: A psycho-

metric analysis of students’ daily social environments and natural conversa-

tions. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 84, 857–870.

To find out more about the obtrusiveness of the EAR and participant’s com-

pliance in using it, see: Mehl, M. R., & Holleran, S. E. (2007). An empirical

analysis of the obtrusiveness of and participants’ compliance with the Elec-

tronically Activated Recorder (EAR). European Journal of Personality Assess-

ment, 23, 248–257.

James Pennebaker and Laura King’s research on how personality is re-

flected in the words we use is reported in: Pennebaker, J. W., & King, L. A.

(1999). Linguistic styles: Language use as an individual difference. Journal of

Personality and Social Psychology, 77, 1296–1312.

James Pennebaker’s text analysis software program for analyzing language,

“Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count,” can be found at: http://www.liwc.net/.

A preliminary report of Christine Chang-Schneider’s work on e-mail ad-

dresses can be found in: Chang-Schneider, C. S., & Swann, W. B., Jr. (2008,
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February). Wearing your self-esteem like a flag. Poster presented at the annual

meeting of the Society for Personality and Social Psychology, Albuquerque, NM.

Tsutako Mori’s research on Japanese mobile phone e-mail addresses was re-

ported in a series of poster presentations: 

Takahira, M., & Mori, T. (2005, September). Can we detect personalities from

mobile phone email addresses? (I). Poster presented at the annual meeting of

the Japanese Society of Social Psychology, Hyogo, Japan.

Mori, T., & Takahira, M. (2005, September). Can we detect personalities from

mobile phone email addresses? (II). Poster presented at the annual meeting of

the Japanese Society of Social Psychology, Hyogo, Japan.

Mori, T., & Takahira, M. (2005, November). Impression management through

email addresses of mobile phones. Poster presented at the annual meeting of

the Japanese Society of Personality Psychology, Iwate, Japan.

CHAPTER 6: SPACE DOCTORING

Amis’s story of the manipulative Charles Highway is: Amis, M. (1973). The

Rachel papers. New York: Vintage International.

Del Paulhus’s over-claiming technique (OCQ) is described in: Paulhus, D.

L., Harms, P. D., Bruce, M. N., & Lysy, D. C. (2003). The over-claiming

technique: Measuring self-enhancement independent of ability. Journal of

Personality and Social Psychology, 84, 890–904. That article will show you

how to generate more accurate scores for the OCQ. Also, for an interesting

list of people ranked by sheer fame, see: Paulhus, D. L., Wehr, P., Harms, P.

D., & Strasser, D. I. (2002). Use of exemplar surveys to reveal implicit types

of intelligence. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 28, 1051–1062.

Goffman’s classic volume on how we present ourselves in daily interactions

is: Goffman, E. (1959). The presentation of self in everyday life. New York:

Doubleday.
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An example of research showing that people with different personalities (in

this case, high neuroticism) respond to the world differently from others can

be found in: Schneider, T. R. (2004). The role of neuroticism on psychologi-

cal and physiological stress responses. Journal of Experimental Social Psychol-

ogy, 40, 795–804.

You can find out all about Daniel Ames’s terrific studies on personality and

interpersonal perception at: http://www0.gsb.columbia.edu/whoswho/full.

cfm?id=56194.

Self-verification theory, developed by Bill Swann, is described in: Swann,

W. B., Jr., Rentfrow, P. J., & Guinn, J. (2002). Self-verification: The search

for coherence. In M. Leary and J. Tagney (Eds.), Handbook of self and iden-

tity. New York: Guilford Press. And in Swann, W. B., Jr., Chang-Schneider,

C., & Angulo, S. (2007). Self-verification in relationships as an adaptive pro-

cess. In J. Wood, A. Tesser, and J. Holmes (Eds.) Self and relationships. Psy-

chology Press: New York.

For details on the study in which self-esteem affected how people responded

to pay raises, see Daniel Schroeder’s dissertation: Schroeder, D. G. (2002).

Self-esteem moderates the effect of wage trends on employment tenure. Doctoral

dissertation. University of Texas at Austin.

The research by Mehta and Josephs on how dominant and submissive

people react to wins and losses in a rigged competition is reported in: Mehta,

P. H., & Josephs, R. A. (2006). Testosterone change after losing predicts the

decision to compete again. Hormones and Behavior, 50, 684–692. The “mis-

match” hypothesis is described in: Josephs, R. A., Sellers, J. G., Newman, M.

L., & Mehta, P. H. (2006). The mismatch effect: When testosterone and sta-

tus are at odds. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 90, 999–1013.

The work I did with Simine Vazire on how people project identities

through personal Web sites is reported in: Vazire, S., & Gosling, S. D. (2004).
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e-Perceptions: Personality impressions based on personal Web sites. Journal

of Personality and Social Psychology, 87, 123–132.

CHAPTER 7: IN DEFENSE OF STEREOTYPES

Robert Levine’s research examining various indicators of the pace of life in

different countries is reported in: Levine, R. V., & Norenzayan, A. (1999). The

pace of life in 31 countries. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 30, 178–205.

Richard Florida’s fascinating and important research program on how val-

ues, taste, and personality influence where people choose to live is described

in his books:

Florida, R. (2002). The rise of the creative class. New York: Basic Books.

Florida, R. (2005). The flight of the creative class. New York: Collins.

Florida, R. (2008). Who’s your city. New York: Basic Books.

The work I have done with Jason Rentfrow on how personality is reflected in

location is reported in: Rentfrow, P. J., Gosling, S. D., & Potter, J. (in press). The

geography of personality: A theory of the emergence, persistence, and expres-

sion of regional variation in basic traits. Perspectives in Psychological Science.

Our work predicting voting patterns from geographic differences in per-

sonality is reported in: Rentfrow, P. J., Jost, J. T., Gosling, S. D., & Potter,

J. (in press). Statewide differences in personality predict voting patterns

in 1996–2004 U.S. presidential elections. In J. T. Jost, A. C. Kay, and H.

Thorisdottir (Eds.), Social and psychological bases of ideology and system

justification. New York: Oxford University Press. And the paper describ-

ing the connections between political orientation, personality, behavior,

and living spaces is: Carney, D. R., Jost, J. T., Gosling, S. D., & Potter, J.

(2006). The secret lives of liberals and conservatives: Personality profiles,

interaction styles, and the things they leave behind. Political Psychology.
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The research on brain differences associated with political orientation is re-

ported in: Amodio, D. M., Jost, J. T., Master, S. L., & Yee, C. M. (2007). Neu-

rocognitive correlates of liberalism and conservatism. Nature Neuroscience,

10, 1246–1247.

Important work on validity of stereotypes (e.g., about sex) can be found in:

Swim, J. K. (1994). Perceived versus meta-analystic effects sizes: An assess-

ment of the accuracy of gender stereotypes. Journal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 66, 21–36.

Hall, J. A., & Carter, J. D. (1999). Gender-stereotype accuracy as an individ-

ual difference. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 77, 350–359.

Eagly, A. H., & Steffen, V. J. (1986). Gender and aggressive behavior: A

meta-analytic review of the social psychological literature. Psychological Bul-

letin, 100, 309–330.

Eagly, A. H., & Crowley, M. (1986). Gender and helping behavior: A meta-

analytic review of the social psychological literature. Psychological Bulletin,

100, 283–308.

Eagly, A. H., & Karau, S. J. (1991). Gender and the emergence of leaders: A

meta-analysis. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 60, 685–710.

For work documenting differences in the contents of rooms occupied by

males and females, see: Gosling, S. D., Craik, K. H., Martin, N. R., & Pryor,

M. R. (2005). Material attributes of personal living spaces. Home Cultures, 2,

51–88.

The classic study examining the effects on stereotype use of being cogni-

tively “busy” is: Gilbert, D. T., & Hixon, G. J. (1991). Cognitive busyness

task: The trouble of thinking: Activation and application of stereotypic be-

liefs. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 60, 509–517.
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The work by Michael Norton and his colleagues on our super-sensitivity to

stereotypes is reported in:

Norton, M. I., Sommers, S. R., Apfelbaum, E. P., Pura, N., & Ariely, D.

(2006). Colorblindness and interracial interaction: Playing the political cor-

rectness game. Psychological Science, 17, 949–953.

Norton, M. I., Vandello, J. A., & Biga, A. (2007). Colorblindness inhibits the

expression—but not the formation—of racial preferences. Manuscript un-

der review.

Other work by Norton and his collaborators suggests that children develop

this sensitivity around the age of ten: Apfelbaum, E. P., Pauker, K., Am-

bady, N., Sommers, S. R., & Norton, M. I. (2007). Learning (not) to talk

about race: When older children underperform in social categorization.

Manuscript under review.

The research on judging people by their music preferences is described in:

Rentfrow, P. J., & Gosling, S. D. (2006). Message in a ballad: The role of mu-

sic preferences in interpersonal perception. Psychological Science, 17,

236–242.

And our research on the stereotypes of fans of different music genres is in:

Rentfrow, P. J., & Gosling, S. D. (2007). The content and validity of music-

genre stereotypes among college students. Psychology of Music, 35, 306–326.

Charts 7.1–7.4 are reproduced, with permission, from that article.

CHAPTER 8: WHEN GOOD JUDGMENTS GO BAD

Research on the effectiveness (or lack thereof) of unstructured job inter-

views can be found in: McDaniel, M. A., Whetzel, D. L., Schmidt, F. L., &

Maurer, S. D. (1994). The validity of employment interviews: A comprehen-

sive review and meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 79, 599–616.
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Robert Gifford’s analysis of behaviors during an interview can be found in:

Gifford, R., Ng, C. F., Wilkinson, M. (1985). Nonverbal cues in the employ-

ment interview: Links between applicant qualities and interviewer judg-

ments. Journal of Applied Psychology, 70, 729–736.

Brunswik’s classic work on perception is: Brunswik, E. (1956). Perception

and the representative design of psychological experiments. Berkeley: University

of California Press.

The hoarding work referred to here is described in:

Anderson, S. W., Damasio, H., & Damasio, A. R. (2005). A neural basis for

collecting behavior in humans. Brain, 128, 201–212.

Seedat, S., & Stein, D. J. (2002). Hoarding in obsessive-compulsive disorder

and related disorders: A preliminary report of 15 cases. Psychiatry and Clini-

cal Neurosciences, 56, 17–23.

Research describing the connections between hoarding and personality is

described in: LaSalle-Ricci, V. H., Arnkoff, D. B., Glass, C. R., Crawley, S.

A., Ronquillo, J. G., & Murphy, D. L. (2006). The hoarding dimension of

OCD: Psychological comorbidity and the five-factor personality model. Be-

haviour Research and Therapy, 44, 1503–1512.

Eric Abrahamson’s work on mess can be found in: Abrahamson, E., &

Freedman, D. H. (2006). A perfect mess. New York: Little, Brown.

Meredith Wells’s research on workplace personalization can be found in:

Wells, M. (2000). Office clutter or meaningful personal displays: The role of

office personalization in employee and organizational well-being. Journal of

Environmental Psychology, 20, 239–255.
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Wells, M., & Thelen, L. (2002). What does your workspace say about you?

The influence of personality, status, and workspace on personalization. En-

vironment and Behavior, 34, 300–321.

Wells, M., & Thelen, L., & Ruark, J. (2007). Workspace personalization and

organizational culture: Does your workspace reflect you or your company?

Environment and Behavior, 39, 616–634.

The blob analysis correlations for brief interactions were taken from

Kenny’s meta-analysis of zero-acquaintance research: Kenny, D. A. (1994).

Interpersonal perception: A social relations analysis. New York: Guilford Press.

CHAPTER 9: LIKE A SUPER SNOOPER

Solomon Asch’s classic work on how information is combined when impres-

sions are formed is: Asch, S. E. (1946). Forming impressions of personality.

Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 41, 258–290. Research building on

the original work is described in: Asch, S. E. & Zukier, H. (1984). Thinking

about persons. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 46, 1230–1240.

CHAPTER 10: AN OFFICE AND A GENTLEMAN

Our research on correlations between impressions based on offices before and

after a move is described in: Gosling, S. D., Gaddis, S., & Vazire, S. (in press).

First impressions from the environments that we create and inhabit. In J.

Skowronski & N. Ambady (Eds.), First impressions. New York: Guilford Press.

The work on “social snacking” is reported in: Gardner, W. L., Pickett, C. L.,

& Knowles, M. L. (2005). Social “snacking” and social “shielding”: The satis-

faction of belonging needs through the use of social symbols and the social

self. In K. Williams, J. Forgas, & W. von Hippel (Eds.), The social outcast: Os-

tracism, social exclusion, rejection, and bullying. New York: Psychology Press.
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One good source on the “need to belong” by Mark Leary and Roy Baumeis-

ter is: Baumeister, R. F., & Leary, M. R. (1995). The need to belong: Desire

for interpersonal attachments as a fundamental human motivation. Psycho-

logical Bulletin, 117, 497–529.

CHAPTER 11: BRINGING IT HOME

You can learn all about Chris Travis and the Truehome workshop at

www.truehome.net.
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