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Personality as Manifest in Behavior: 

Direct Behavioral Observation Using the Revised Riverside Behavioral Q-sort (RBQ-3.0)
If one accepts the standard definition given by most introductory texts, psychology is the study of “behavior and mental processes” (Myers, 2007, p. 2).  Relatedly, personality can be described as “an individual’s characteristic pattern of thought, emotion, and behavior, together with the psychological mechanisms ... behind those patterns,” (Funder, 2007, p. 5).  Clearly, behavior is central to psychology in general and to personality psychology in particular. 
In recent years, however, the study of directly observed behaviors with robust psychological meaning has become relatively rare (Baumeister, Vohs, & Funder, 2007).  Recent research appears to be increasingly dominated by studies of dependent variables such as reaction time, memory recall and self-report, which are chosen for their relevance to hypothesized underlying cognitive processes rather than because of their intrinsic importance.  Historically, one could argue that the field has never dedicated itself to a comprehensive and coherent examination of basic social behaviors.  Even the classic studies of social psychology in the 1960’s and 1970’s, which did focus on consequential actions, generally examined but one behavior or aspect of behavior, such as how much time was taken to help someone ostensibly in need, how intensely a participant ostensibly shocked someone, or whether people on the street stopped to join a group that was ostensibly looking intently at something.  While these studies were important, single behaviors provide a very narrow window into what people are doing, which at any given moment is multifaceted.  
In the current paper, we discuss direct behavioral observation of meaningful social behavior in personality psychology.  By direct behavioral observation we refer to data provided by independent observers who supply systematic descriptions of something they have actually seen a person to do.  Our goals are to convince readers that direct behavioral observation is an important facet of psychological research in general and of personality psychology in particular, to outline important considerations in planning or choosing a system for organizing and coding behaviors in such research, and to describe a particular method that researchers may find useful in examining personality as manifest in behavior.  
The Cost and Benefit of Behavioral Observation in Personality Psychology
The Cost of Behavioral Observation

Any serious attempt to study a range of meaningful social behaviors in an objective way is likely to be costly, and direct behavioral observation may be the most demanding of all assessment strategies.  
One challenge is that the process of directly observing a range of meaningful social behaviors can be expensive in terms of time, money, and effort.  Depending on one’s goals and the scope of one’s project, the process of obtaining, preparing, and analyzing direct behavioral observations can require a huge investment.  In some research, such observations are made as behavior unfolds, by having observers watch and immediately rate participants’ actions.  In other research, participants’ behavior is recorded, and observers later watch and rate the recorded behavior.  In either form of direct behavioral observation, the work requires significant time – both in terms of organizing the observers (e.g., creating a schedule, conducting training, preparing materials) and in terms of the actual collection of the observers’ ratings.  In fact, the process can take years – literally – though this depends heavily on the scope of one’s project.  Along with an investment of time comes a potential investment of money for obtaining and preparing adequate infrastructure (e.g., recording devices or room configuration), salaries of people who oversee the process, and payments to people who serve as observers.  By contrast, pencils and paper for self-report questionnaires cost little.
Moreover, the less-expensive methods have produced important findings.  For example, questionnaires and tests are tried-and-true methods for gathering extensive information about self-perceptions, self-reported attitudes, perceptions of other people, abilities, and so on.  Such data have provided important insights such as the dimensional structure of personality (or at least the structure of perceived individual differences in personality characteristics), the accuracy of personality judgments (or at least the degree to which people agree in their personality judgments), and the nature of cognitive ability (or at least a reasonable proxy thereof). To be sure, psychology has learned much while relying largely on a variety of relatively simple and inexpensive methods.  
The downside is that much of psychology seems to have turned away from studying behavior at all.  Cognitive science and neuroscience give the impression of having little interest in what people actually do, often focusing instead on which portion of the participants’ brain “lights up” an fMRI when performing certain cognitive tasks.  Even social psychology, in its move towards “social cognition,” risks becoming more interested in cognitive mediators of behavior than behavior itself.  As a result, current research sometimes seems to seek behaviors that can test proposed mediators rather than mediators that can explain important behaviors.  
Another reason for the rarity of direct behavioral observations may be a lack of tools available to researchers interested in such work.  Given the demands of direct behavioral observations, researchers may feel that the hill is too steep to climb – where does one even begin?  What should one measure?  How does one plan a system for collecting behavioral observations?  What are the key considerations in conducting such work?  There are few places that researchers may turn to for answers to these kinds of questions (Furr & Funder, 2007).  Furthermore, few behavioral coding systems are available to researchers, as very few have been carefully developed with an eye toward a broad range of social behaviors, and as few have been psychometrically evaluated through rigorous use and examination.  

An important goal of the current paper is to address these final impediments to broader use of direct behavioral observation.  Specifically, we outline important considerations in planning or choosing a system for direct behavioral observations, and we present a system reflecting years of development, application, evaluation, and refinement - the revised Riverside Behavioral Q-Sort (RBQ-3.0).  Our hope is that our outline, system, and experience help pave the way for others to pursue the important benefits of behavioral observations.
The Benefit of Behavioral Observation

As students sometimes remind us, psychology is interesting precisely because it is supposed to reveal “why people do what they do.”  If we truly want to understand “what people do” in a broad and meaningful way, then we must study a wide range of social behaviors.  The most general benefit of direct behavioral observation, then, is that it offers particularly strong insight into the social behaviors that people actually enact. 

Behavioral observation is essential for the theoretical and empirical well-being of psychology.  As a science dedicated, at least in part, to explaining consequential behaviors and outcomes, psychology’s value rests heavily on the production of research directly bearing on meaningful behavior.  Personality psychology provides a particularly poignant example of this point.  In 1968, a book was published that challenged the very core of the field (Mischel, 1968).  It reviewed some empirical evidence regarding the consistency or specificity of presumably trait-relevant behavior (e.g., the correlation between two behaviors ostensibly related to dependency, p. 27).  The book concluded that such evidence was sorely lacking, which was interpreted to mean that personality traits, as they had been traditionally conceptualized, do not exist.  By extension, some people - perhaps many people - interpreted this to mean that personality itself does not exist in a substantive way – that one’s behavior is almost entirely attributable to situational forces.  
It should go without saying that such conclusions were destructive to those who believed that personality actually figured prominently in the equation (e.g., some graduate programs in personality psychology closed their doors, and have not yet re-opened).  Although personality psychology long ago reasserted and solidified its foundation (Kenrick & Funder, 1988), psychologists are still, nearly 40 years after Mischel’s book, discussing the dramatic decline and “comeback” of personality psychology (Swann & Seyle, 2005). In retrospect, it is clear that a major contributing factor to the temporary diminishment of personality psychology was the lack of behavioral research that could be used to rebut Mischel’s assertions.  That is, there was a dearth of well-implemented studies that included a sufficient range of social behaviors; thus, personality psychology was left exposed (fairly or unfairly, Block, 1977) to this assault with very little behavioral data to provide cover.  Perhaps if more high-quality data had been available, personality psychology would never have suffered this setback and faced a struggle to re-emerge.  Fortunately, after Mischel’s book, personality researchers did begin collecting more behavioral data (e.g., Borkenau, Riemann, Angleitner & Spinath, 2001; Asendorpf, Banse & Mücke, 2002; Funder & Colvin, 1991; Furr & Funder, 2004), but such work remains relatively rare.  
In sum, the most general and powerful benefit of behavioral data is that it allows psychological scientists to speak of behavior with empirical conviction.  Without such data, our ability to claim status as a science of behavior (in a broad, coherent, and generalizable sense) is weakened.  For reasons outlined above, the field has been reluctant to collect good, wide-ranging behavioral data; however, we believe that greater familiarity with basic issues in direct behavioral observation can improve the situation.  At the heart of any direct behavioral observation research is the coding system – the behaviors to be observed and the method of observing and scoring them.  
Researchers willing to pursue this task face several important considerations.  The next section describes key issues in planning, creating, or choosing a behavioral coding system.  Our description reflects issues we have found compelling in the context of personality and social psychology, but we suspect that they apply to many potential applications of direct behavioral coding.  Other sources provide additional perspectives on behavioral observation across psychology (e.g., Bakeman, 2000; Bakeman & Gottman, 1997; Margolin, Oliver, Gordis, O’Hearn, Medina, Ghosh, & Morland, 1998; Thompson, Symons, & Felce, 2000).  In addition, Furr and Funder (2007) outline additional considerations in the implementation and evaluation of direct behavioral observations.
Planning, Creating, or Choosing a Behavioral Coding System

Researchers must consider several important issues in planning a coding system for direct behavioral observation. Again, whether a new coding system will be created or an existing system will be chosen and adapted, there are at least three key sets of planning-related considerations (see Table 1).
-----------------------------------

Insert Table 1 about here
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Observational Context

One key consideration in planning a behavioral coding system is the context within which it will be used (Rosenblum, 1978).  This consideration has at least two facets. First, observations might be made in a lab setting or in a more “real-world” context.  Lab settings afford greater control for the researcher in terms of when the behavior in question (or the observation of it) is meant to begin and end, the number of observers involved, the physical location of observers or recording devices, the physical layout of the observational area, the number of participants observed at a given time, and so on.  In contrast, field settings afford much less control than in-lab settings, but they may offer greater ecological representativeness.  
For example, the Electronically Activated Recorder (EAR) is a relatively new technological development used to capture real-world verbal behavior (Mehl & Pennebaker, 2003).  The EAR is an unobtrusive digital recording device worn by participants, and it records the sounds in the participant’s environment, including whatever they might be saying or hearing.  In one study, Mehl and Pennebaker (2003) coded each segment of sound recorded by a participant’s EAR, categorizing the information in terms of the interaction, activity, and location. Results indicated, among other things, that “people’s everyday lives are not only coherent from the agent’s perspective but also show a high degree of consistency from an outsider’s perspective” (p. 867).  That is, the EAR method provided important real-world confirmation of previous findings of personality stability – findings that had previously been obtained via methods more reliant on participants’ self-report.  
A second contextual consideration is situational specificity versus generality of the coding system.  For some purposes, a coding system needs to be applicable only to a narrow range of situations, perhaps even only a single, specific context, and so only a few, specific behaviors might be assessed.  For other purposes, a coding system might need to be applicable across a wide range of situations; in such cases, researchers might examine a variety of behaviors potentially applicable across a range of situations.  
Behaviors in the coding system  

When designing, choosing, or adapting a new coding system, researchers face important choices about the nature of the behaviors contained therein.  A key decision is the behavioral domains to include.  Naturally, this decision should arise from theory and from the researchers’ purposes.  Some coding systems might focus on a single behavioral domain with specific relevance to a particular research question.  For example, Asendorpf, Banse, and Mücke (2002) studied behavioral manifestations of shyness, videotaping participants engaged in activities intended to induce shyness.  After watching the videotapes, observers coded six behaviors hypothesized as manifestations of shyness (e.g., speech duration, gaze aversion).  Such domain-focused coding systems include a few specific behaviors with direct theoretical relevance.  Others could be more wide-ranging, reflecting many domains of behavior.  Of course, coding systems that include many behaviors require more time and effort from observers than do more focused ones; however, such wide-ranging systems provide a wealth of information with potential relevance for many domains of psychology (e.g., Furr & Funder, 1998; 2004).
Along with the behavioral domains covered by a coding system, a second important issue is the level of abstraction of the behaviors coded.  At a micro-analytic level, behaviors are defined in very narrow – sometimes simple physical – terms.  For example, the Facial Action Coding System (FACS; Ekman, Friesen, & Hager, 2002) is the standard coding system for facial displays of emotion (Rosenberg, 1997).  The FACS includes highly specific physical behaviors such as eye-blinks, eye-winks, and the amount of “backward lean,” (Ekman et al., 2002; Ellgring, 1989; Kalbaugh & Haviland, 1994).  At the other end of the spectrum, some behavioral coding strategies are more macro-analytic.  For example, some behavioral research has examined broad behavioral styles such as “managerial-autocratic,” “blunt-aggressive,” or “cold and socially avoidant” (e.g., Alden & Phillips, 1990; Hokanson, Lowenstein, Hedeen, & Howes, 1986). 

Bakeman and Gottman (1997) recommend a coding system at a level of analysis that is slightly more molecular or micro-analytic than the level at which the research questions are articulated.  They suggest that relatively molecular behaviors can be aggregated into more molar or macro-analytic behavioral categories, but not vice versa (pp. 24-26).  This logic is appealing, but researchers should consider such behavioral aggregations carefully – items in a coding system may appear to share meaning with each other, but an item’s meaning may shift from one social context to another.  Consider a potential behavioral item such as “Competes with others”; the psychological implication of competitiveness observed in a game-playing interaction could be quite different from competitiveness in a typical “getting acquainted” interaction.  Given the potentially shifting meaning of competitiveness, with which items should it be aggregated?  The answer to this question may vary consequentially, both conceptually and empirically.  Thus, aggregation could produce behavioral composites without coherence or psychological meaning across situations, compromising researchers’ ability to generalize across situations and/or studies.  Although item aggregation might have some psychometric and statistical benefits (e.g., potentially increasing reliability), it may discard information of potential psychological importance and create new psychometric problems (e.g., lack of factorial invariance across situations).  Researchers interested in the possibility of aggregating behavioral items might be well-advised to analyze data at the item level before aggregating.  This allows evaluation of potential lost psychological meaning arising from aggregation.
A coding system’s level of abstraction is linked closely to the amount of psychological inference required by coders.  In some coding systems, observers make minimal inferences regarding the meaning of participants’ behavior. For example, the micro-analytic FACS requires no inference about the psychological meaning of an eye-blink, eye-wink, or backward lean. Although FACS codings may be subjective in terms of whether the blink, wink, or lean actually occurred, they do not require coders to interpret the psychological implications of the events - coders need not decide whether the events convey friendliness, nervousness, coquettishness, competitiveness, or simply a sneeze.  In contrast, other coding strategies require a great deal of psychological inference.   For example, a more macro-analytic rating of behavioral styles such as “managerial-autocratic,” “blunt-aggressive,” or “cold and socially avoidant” requires coders to make highly inferential judgments of the general psychological quality of a participant’s behavior.  The “level of inference” issue has been recognized in previous discussions of behavioral observation – Cairns and Green (1979) distinguish between behavioral observations (recording of actual activities) and behavioral ratings (social judgments that observers make, regarding the target’s standing on a psychological dimension), and Bakeman and Gottman (1997) distinguish physical and social behaviors (pp. 17-22). 
Thus, researchers face a trade-off in choosing appropriate levels of abstraction and inference within a coding system. On one hand, a physically-oriented coding system might require less psychological inference on the part of the coders; on the other hand, the data derived from such a system might produce results with ambiguous psychological meaning, or none at all.  In contrast, a coding system that is based partly on reliable, consensual social inferences might lead more directly to interesting and important psychological implications.  
Temporal units in the coding system
The temporal units to be coded is a third issue to be addressed in planning or choosing a behavioral coding system.  Specifically, researchers must consider how the flow of a participant’s observed behavior will be segmented during the coding process, if at all.   

Some coding systems are used sequentially, parsing the moment-by-moment flow of behavior into segments.  Within each segment of the behavioral sequence, observers use the behavioral coding system to describe the target participant’s behavior during that segment.  Segments can be defined in several ways, including event sequential, state sequential, timed event sequences, and interval sequences (Bakeman, 2000). Perhaps most well-known in this form of behavioral coding is Gottman’s work with married couples.  For example, Gottman, Markman, and Notarius (1977) were interested in “the marital dyad as an interacting system” (p. 463), observing husbands and wives while discussing marital problems.  To capture the interactive and reciprocal nature of the behavioral flow of a marital conversation, Gottman and his colleagues parsed each marital conversation into a sequence of behavioral units, each of which was coded in terms of several verbal/content and nonverbal/affect codes.  These codes were then examined sequentially, revealing patterns of behavior as they unfolded during marital conversation.  Results revealed, for example, that “unsatisfied” couples showed a more maladaptive sequence of behavior than did satisfied couples.  
Whereas some coding systems are used sequentially, others are used in a non-sequential or temporally global manner.  That is, behavioral codes are derived to characterize the entirety of a person’s behavior during the period of observation.  For example, Furr and Funder (1998) asked coders to observe videotapes of participants in several five-minute dyadic interactions with an opposite-sex stranger.  For each participant, coders watched an entire five-minute interaction and rated the degree to which the participant generally exhibited 64 specific behaviors during the interaction.  That is, rather than recording a participant’s talkativeness (or timidity or degree of smiling, etc.) during specific segments of the interaction, coders described the participant’s overall level of talkativeness (and timidity, etc) across the entire interaction.  Such data produced interesting results, revealing, for example, that women self-reporting a negative view of themselves tended to express insecurity, irritation, and feelings of victimization during their interactions with a male stranger.  
In planning the temporal units for a coding system, researchers face yet another trade-off.  A highly segmented, sequential approach is extremely demanding in terms of time and energy, whereas a more global approach is somewhat less demanding.  However, some have argued that a sequential approach reveals “process” more effectively than a global approach, in terms of “behavior unfolding in time” (Bakeman, 2000, p. 140).  Although it is true that a sequential approach reveals the unfolding of an interpersonal process within the context of a single interaction or period of observation, a global approach can also provide insight into interpersonal processes, albeit at a more macro level. For example, Furr and Funder’s (1998) research included not only participants’ self-reported personality judgments, but also behavioral observations of those participants, behavioral observations of the participants’ interaction partners, and “informant-report” personality ratings of the participants provided by their close acquaintances.  The overall pattern of results, including the global behavioral observations, implied that a negative self-perception (i.e., “personal negativity”) manifests itself quickly in maladaptive behavioral style, eliciting negative behavioral responses from interaction partners, and ultimately producing a negative social reputation.  Thus, this research provides potential insight into an interpersonal process transcending a single interaction.  
In sum, as with all decisions regarding the design or selection of a behavioral coding system, the decision regarding the appropriate temporal unit of analysis should rest on a blend of conceptual and practical considerations.  Certainly, researchers should consider the temporal orientation reflecting their theoretical interests; if they are interested in understanding the moment-by-moment process through which behavior emerges, then a sequential approach may be appropriate.  However, researchers should also consider carefully the significant investment of time and energy required by such approaches. And indeed, perhaps the first issue a researcher should consider is whether to go through the effort of developing an entirely new coding system or to simply use/adapt an existing system.

Underwear: New or Used?

Some might plunge headlong into the process of developing a new system for coding behavioral observations.  Fortunately, such effort might not be necessary; although few coding systems are available, researchers might discover one that fits their needs.  Perhaps more likely, researchers might find a system that, with a bit of revision, works quite well.  Indeed, time spent searching for existing coding systems might more than pay for itself by eliminating the extensive effort required to develop an entirely new coding system.  

In their extensive discussion of behavioral observation, Bakeman and Gottman assert that using someone else’s coding system might initially feel like “wearing someone else’s underwear” (1997, p. 15).  Frankly, we do not know if this is true (none of us have tried to use someone else’s coding system). That said, we suspect that a little alteration might produce a fairly comfortable fit. 
In that spirit, we invite researchers to consider the Revised Riverside Behavioral Q-sort (RBQ-3.0) as a tool, process, and even software for conducting direct behavioral observations.  The RBQ-3.0 is a revision of a behavioral coding system described by Funder, Furr, and Colvin (2000; see also Funder & Colvin, 1991), meant to include a wide range of behaviors applicable to many personality characteristics and many social situations.1 

Researchers are invited to adapt the RBQ-3.0 to suit their needs, but any adaptation represents a trade-off.  On one hand, adaptation allows researchers to tailor the RBQ-3.0 items and methods to fit closely their particular interests and theories; on the other hand, close continuity with the RBQ-3.0 allows coherence across studies.  The field may benefit from a coherent accumulation of empirical findings related to a common core of social behaviors, and we believe that the RBQ-3.0 is a strong candidate for that core.  Thus, we recommend that researchers use and expand the RBQ-3.0 to fit their needs, but that they maintain the core set of RBQ-3.0 items as completely as possible.  

The Revised Riverside Behavioral Q-sort
 The Riverside Behavioral Q-sort was originally derived – somewhat indirectly –  from the items of the California Adult Q-Set (CAQ; Block, 1961; Bem & Funder, 1978), a  well-validated and widely-used measure of personality.  For each personality item, we sought to write items describing one or more behaviors that might be relevant.  For example, the first item in the CAQ read “is critical, skeptical, not easily impressed.”  The associated RBQ-3.0 items reads “expresses criticism (of anybody or anything)”  Because behavior is multiply determined (Funder, 1991), some behavioral items pertain to more than one CAQ item and thus the RBQ-3.0 is shorter in length than the (100-item) original.  Advantages to measuring constructs through use of a Q-sort tool are that a) it reduces the difficulty of response biases (participants, being forced to categorize cards in a manner that results in a quasi-normal distribution, are not free to overuse any particular point on the scale) and b) it encourages the sorter to consider whether one item is more descriptive of a person than another item (a within-person comparison across all behaviors, in this case), which may be importantly different than considering whether an item is more descriptive of one individual than another individual (a between-person comparison for each behavior).
Other, more microlevel measurements of social behavior (e.g., counting the number of smiles or noting foot-tapping behavior) seem less informative in that they do little to illuminate the underlying psychological processes that cause them, and because they – by themselves – may be inconsistent across situations (Funder, et al. 2000).  An advantage of the RBQ-3.0 is that it assesses behaviors that can be displayed by a number of microlevel manifestations, being itself a tool aimed at a midlevel of analysis (see Table 1).  RBQ-3.0 item 37 for example, “Is expressive in face, voice, and gesture,” might be used by an observer to indicate any number of smiles or foot-taps but, being superordinate to these types of behaviors, is less likely to miss the connection between any particular tic or twitch and its psychological origin.  

One problem with the earlier item set (Funder & Colvin, 1991; Funder et al., 2000), however, is that it was constructed for the purposes of examining social behavior in the context of videotaped, experimental sessions, often dyadic or triadic in nature.  It has been successful in this capacity, but when aiming to conduct a directed observation of behavior outside of such a setting, the original RBQ becomes less than ideal.  Partly, this is due to the presence of items that are much less salient in the field (e.g., an item in the original set was “Expresses awareness of being on camera and/or in an experiment”), and partly due to the absence of items that might be used to describe behavior outside of this environment.  It is for this purpose that the recent revision was undertaken.

In order to move the behaviors from the original RBQ outside of the narrow setting for which they were constructed, each item was examined carefully in relation to its potential utility in describing the social behaviors of people in their everyday lives.  There were three possible outcomes:

1) The item was fine as it was, capturing a behavior that might occur as well outside a laboratory as within one,

2) The item captured the essence of such a behavior, but needed modification of its wording in order to be more broadly applicable, or

3) The item was too narrow in nature and needed to be deleted entirely.

      More than half of the original 64 items were deemed usable as written; 27 items were altered to be more flexible in their usability, and only 1 item (the one relating to being on camera) was deleted entirely.  Four completely new items were added, bringing the number of items in the newly-modified RBQ-3.0 up to 67.  The complete item set of the RBQ-3.0 is presented in the Appendix.

As mentioned earlier, one of the largest impediments to direct behavioral observation has been that it required a great deal of time and effort.  In response and as a further inducement to consider using the RBQ-3.0, we offer an avenue by which it (or another Q-Sort-style coding scheme of the researcher’s own devising) might be used in a quicker and more efficient manner.  Benefits of the Q-Sort method aside, it can by its very nature be a cognitively-taxing process.  A rater needs to be able to think about and remember which items have been used and where they have been placed, not to mention the general messiness of having small pieces of paper arrayed in front of the user on a (necessarily large) tabletop and the potential for error in recording the final result.  
In an attempt to alleviate these difficulties, a computer program was developed to allow the RBQ-3.0 – and other Q-sorts – to be completed and recorded on a computer.2 The Riverside Accuracy Project’s Q-Sorter Program runs on Windows XP, and it is currently available online at http://rap.ucr.edu/qsorter as freeware.  The program retains the same basic procedure as the classic Q-Sort (items are first sorted into three piles – characteristic, uncharacteristic, and neutral – and from there into the chosen distribution) but now operates with the convenience of a drag-and-drop interface that allows the sorter to move items from their initial piles into the appropriate category or from one category to another (see Figure 1).  The program supports certain useful safety features, such as warning flags that indicate when the number of items in a category exceeds its prescribed maximum and the automatic blocking of saving a sort that is improperly formatted or incomplete.  Data from the Q-Sorter program are saved directly into an easy-to-use text file that appends each additional sort into the same .txt file.  
-----------------------------------
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Perhaps the best feature of the program, however, is simply its adaptability.  While the deck files for the three currently active Q-Sorts (the original CAQ, the RBQ-3.0, and the newly developed Situational Q-Sort or RSQ) are available for download on the RAP website, the program is flexible with respect to the number of items in the Q-deck, the content of the items, the number of categories in the distribution, and the shape of distribution.  Thus, anyone with a rudimentary understanding of how the program works could easily alter any existing deck to suit their needs or create and load a Q-deck of their own.  Indeed, while the items of the RBQ-3.0 were based upon one particular foundation (the CAQ) for a particular purpose (to see what behaviors are associated with the CAQ personality characteristics), other items with other bases and intended for other purposes could and should be written.  The Q-Sorter program was designed partially with the goal in mind of encouraging the use of Q-methodology in general, and to make the use of such instruments more user-friendly.
Conclusion
For a discipline ostensibly dedicated to understanding “why people do what they do,” modern psychological science seems to have spent little time measuring what it is people are actually doing, especially during what the American Psychological Association has dubbed the “Decade of Behavior.”  It has been asserted in the past (Funder, 2000) and we will entreat researchers here again: there is a need for a body of descriptive research within personality that links personality traits and dispositions to their real-world consequences and behavioral manifestations.  Not only would such research solidify the fundamental assumptions of our field (that who you are affects what you do), but it also will lead to the cumulative development of a foundation for a more coherent organization of meaningful social behaviors.  Without such a foundation, we risk finding ourselves in the place of the scientists in the Harris cartoon.  While it’s nice to believe that miracles occur, it is indeed our business to be more explicit in “step two,” metaphorically located between “people” and “what they do.”

Footnotes

1 Funder et al. (2000) formally presented the 64-item second version of the Riverside Behavioral Q-sort, but a 62-item initial version had been used in earlier research (e.g., Funder & Colvin, 1991).  Thus, the current chapter presents the third and most widely-applicable version of the RBQ.
2 Our thanks to Matthew Fast for his effort and the outstanding results.
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Appendix
Items of the RBQ-3.0
1. Interviews others (if present). (E.g., asks a series of questions).

2. Volunteers a large amount of information about self.
3. Seems interested in what someone had to say (Disregard whether interest appears “genuine” or “polite”).
4. Tries to control the situation. (Disregard whether attempts at control succeed or not).

5. Dominates the situation. (Disregard intention, e.g., if P dominates the situation "by default" because other(s) present do very little, this item should receive high placement).
6. 
Appears to be relaxed and comfortable.
7. Exhibits social skills. (E.g., does things to make other(s) comfortable, keeps conversation 


moving, entertains or charms other(s)).
8. 
Is reserved and unexpressive. (E.g., expresses little affect; acts in a stiff, formal manner).
9.
Laughs frequently. (Disregard whether laughter appears to be “nervous” or “genuine”).
10. Smiles frequently.
11. Is physically animated; moves around a great deal.
12. Seems to like other(s) present. (E.g., would probably like to be friends with them).
13. Exhibits an awkward interpersonal style. (E.g., seems to have difficulty knowing what to say, mumbles, fails to respond to other(s)’ conversational advances).
14. Compares self to other(s) (whether others are present or not).
15. Shows high enthusiasm and a high energy level.
16. Shows a wide range of interests. (E.g., talks about many topics).
17. Talks at rather than with other(s). (E.g., conducts a monologue, ignores what others say).
18. Expresses agreement frequently.  (High placement implies agreement is expressed unusually often, e.g., in response to each and every statement made.  Low placement implies unusual lack of expression of agreement).
19. Expresses criticism (of anybody or anything). 
(Low placement implies expresses praise).
20. Is talkative (as observed in this situation).
21. Expresses insecurity. (E.g., seems touchy or overly sensitive).
22. Show physical signs of tension or anxiety.  (E.g., fidgets nervously, voice wavers). (Lack of signs of anxiety = middle placement; low placement = lack of signs under circumstances where you would expect to see them).
23. Exhibits a high degree of intelligence. (NB:  At issue is what is displayed in the interaction not what may or may not be latent.  Thus, give this item high placement only if P actually says or does something of high intelligence.  Low placement implies exhibition of low intelligence; medium placement = no information one way or the other).
24. Expresses sympathy (to anyone, i.e., including conversational references). (Low placement implies unusual lack of sympathy).
25. Initiates humor.
26. Seeks reassurance. (E.g., asks for agreement, fishes for praise).
27. Exhibits condescending behavior. (E.g., acts as if self is superior to others [present, or otherwise]). (Low placement implies acting inferior).
28. Seems likable (to other(s) present).
29. Seeks advice.
30. Appears to regard self as physically attractive.
31. Acts irritated.
32. Expresses warmth (to anyone, e.g., include any references to “my close friend,” etc).
33. Tries to undermine, sabotage or obstruct.
34. Expresses hostility (no matter toward whom or what).
35. Is unusual or unconventional in appearance.
36. Behaves in a fearful or timid manner.
37. Is expressive in face, voice or gestures.
38. Expresses interest in fantasy or daydreams. (Low placement only if such interest is explicitly disavowed)
39. Expresses guilt (about anything).
40. Keeps other(s) at a distance; avoids development of any sort of interpersonal relationship. (Low placement implies behavior to get close to other(s)).
41. Shows interest in intellectual or cognitive matters. (E.g., by discussing an intellectual idea in detail or with enthusiasm).
42. Seems to enjoy the situation.
43. Says or does something interesting.
44. Says negative things about self. (E.g., is self‑critical; expresses feelings of inadequacy).
45. Displays ambition. (E.g., passionate discussion of career plans, course grades, opportunities to make money).
46. Blames others (for anything).
47. Expresses self‑pity or feelings of victimization.
48. Expresses sexual interest. (E.g., acts attracted to someone present; expresses interest in dating or sexual matters in general).
49. Behaves in a cheerful manner.
50. Gives up when faced with obstacles. (Low placement implies unusual persistence).
51. Behaves in a stereotypically masculine/feminine style or manner. (Apply the usual stereotypes appropriate to the P’s sex.  Low placement implies behavior stereotypical of the opposite sex).
52. Offers advice.
53. Speaks fluently and expresses ideas well.
54. Emphasizes accomplishments of self, family or acquaintances. (Low placement = emphasizes failures of these individuals).
55. Behaves in a competitive manner. (Low placement implies cooperative behavior).
56. Speaks in a loud voice.
57. Speaks sarcastically. (E.g., says things (s)he does not mean; makes facetious comments that are not necessarily funny).
58. Makes or approaches physical contact with other(s). (Of any sort, including sitting unusually close without touching). (Low placement implies unusual avoidance of physical contact, such as large interpersonal distance).
59. Engages in constant eye contact with someone. (Low placement implies unusual lack of eye contact).
60. Seems detached from the situation.
61. Speaks quickly. 
(Low placement = speaks slowly).
62. Acts playful.
63.
Other(s) seek advice from P.

64.
Concentrates on/works hard at a task. Low placement implies loafing).
65.
Engages in physical activity. (E.g., works up a sweat). (Low placement = almost completely sedentary).

66.
Acts in a self-indulgent manner. (E.g., spending, eating, or drinking). (Low placement implies self-denial).

67.
Exhibits physical discomfort or pain. (High placement = in excess of what seems proportionate; Low placement implies lack of these signs where expected).
Table 1

Considerations in Design of the Revised Riverside Behavioral Q-sort

	
	

	Considerations in Planning the Design or Selection of a Behavioral Coding System
	RBQ-3.0

	
	

	Contextual considerations
	

	In-lab or out-of-lab
	Either

	Specific or general situations
	General

	
	

	Behavioral considerations 
	

	Behavioral domain – narrow or broad
	Broad

	Level of analysis – micro or macro 
	In-between

	Amount of psychological interpretation
	Moderate

	
	

	Temporal considerations
	

	Sequential or global
	Global*



* The RBQ-R has been used in a global or non-sequential manner to date; however, it could be used in sequential analysis as well.
Figure Caption

Figure 1. The Riverside Accuracy Project Q-Sorter Program
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