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PERSONALITY:
SOCIAL LEARNINC, SOCIAL COCNITION,

OR SOCIOBIOLOCY?

Douglas T.  Kenr ick,  Daniel  R.  Montel lo,  and

Steve MacFar lane

Nluch of lhe controversy in  the f ie ld ofpcrsonal i ly  dur ing the last  l5  ycars has
ht'cn luclcd by thc populi lr ity of the strcial lcarning and sociul cognil ion pcr-
sF-ctivcs.'[hcsc pcrspcctivcs have bcen nrosl popular wlth the social and clinical
p:tychologisls who, as Scchrcsl (1976) poinls out, have occupicd large sccti()ns
ol'thc pcrsonulity doruil in. Srrcial lcarning i lpproaclrcs l ltat wcrc vcry lx)pulur in
thc la lc  60 's  (e.g. ,  Bandura,  1969;  Krasner & Ul lnran,  l9? l :  Mischcl ,  1968)
lcndcd trl l i lcus on extcrnal dctcnninants ol 'bchavior to lhe near or lolul exclusi()n
of thc inlcrnul lactors sludicd by traditional pcrsonologisls (Bowcrs, l97l: lftr-
Bln.  Dcs() to,  & Soluno,  1977).  More rcccnl ly ,  socia l  lcarn ing thcor is ts  havc
tcndcd lo fircus nlrre on internal cognitions (cf. Mischcl, 1973, 1979), a dc-
vcl()pnlcnt which has co-evolvcd with lhc popularity of thc "soci.rl cognil ion"
sr'hrxrl in s()cii l l  l tsyclroLlgy. Althoug,lr scvcril l  rcscurehcrs lravc [rrcrrsed upon
cogni t ivc " t r l i ts"  (c .g. ,  Markus,  1977;  Mischcl ,  I973) ,  nruch of  lhc rcsearch
tnd thc(rry stcnlnling frorn thc cognitivc approuch has bcen inconrpatiblc with
t r l t l i t ionul  lpproachcs lo  pcrsonal i ly .  Kcnr ick anrJ Dantchik  ( t983)  havc d is-
cusscd thcsc issucs in rnore detail. bul l irr now it is sufl icient to n()lc lhat writcrs
in thc srrcial cognition tradition have frcquently rcgarded dispositions as crro-
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ncous conslruclions ol' thc pcrceivcr l lral urc rnainlainctl by various crrttrs o[
in lbrnrat ion processing (e.9. ,  Jones & Nisbct t ,  1972;  Ross,  l9?7) .

Obviously, it is possible to rnaintain simultaneous beliefs in thc existencc of
dispositions, the importunce of lcarning proccsscs, and the signil icancc ol' in-
l i lrnration prrrccssing l irr huuran bchavior. Wc belicvc it is possiblc l() acccpt
that thc social learning alrd social cognition approaches euch providc intprlrlanl
and necessary conslrucls for the study of personality, withtlul necessarily re-
delining the field as the study of situalional conlinScncies or trunsicnl cognitivc
states. The idea of integrating learning and cognitive approachcs with the tru-
ditional concerns of pcrsonality is certainly nol a ncw one. Wc wil l argue ,
however, lhat the most l iuil lul general theory of pcrsonality wil l conre fnlnt lhe
inlegration of these psychological approachcs with the recent devclopntcnts in

social biology.
While personality and social psychologists have been debating about lhc cxtent

to which human traits exist, social biologists have begun to spculatc aboul lhcir
evolu l ionary s igni l icancc (c f .  Lunrsdcn & Wi lson,  l98 l ;  Wi lson,  1975,  1978).

Sociobiologists assumc not only thal traits exist, but argue that nrany human
bchavioral trails have an irnportant genelic component. In an extrcmely conlro-
vcrsial cluim, Wilson (1975) positcd that lhc l iclt l of psychology (as well as thc
olhcr social scicnccs) woultl ult inrutcly bc engulfcd by thc ertrcrging disciplinc
of "sociobiology." Hc has sincc rescinded this claim, but continues lo urgue
lbr an integration of sociul scicnce and evolutionary biology (Lumsde n & Wilson,

t 9 8 | ) .
There has of coursc becn a long stunding biokrgical tradition in personality,

_* bcginning with Frcud, Julrg, McDougull, and sti l l  clc:rrly rcprcscntcd in thc l iclt l
icccnl ly  (c .g. ,  l |uss & l ' loru in,  1975;  Cat tc l l ,  1965:  Eyscnck,  1970;  Kcnr ick,
Dantchik, & MucFarlanc, l98l). I 'he carlicr pcrsonll ity lheorists, ltt lwcvcr, wcrc
perhaps more akin to lhe modern sociobiok-rgists in their tendency to speculate
aboul the evolution of human behavior through Darwinian selcclion processes.

Vicwed in onc way, the sociul lcarning and srxiobiological approachcs ntake
strangc bedl'cl lows indced. As Rychlak (1973) noles, lcarning based views of
pcrsonality owe a large intelleciual debt to thc empiricist philosophy of John
[,rrkc. One o[ [-ockc's ux)rs fanril iur idcus is lhut a hurtran is born a tttbulu
rasu. In summarizing his discussion ol'a diversc group ol' lcarning tlretlry ap-
proaches to personality, Pcrvin slales thilt "A major sharcd assutnplion (ol 'such

theories) is that nearly allbchavior is learned" (1975, p. 441). Such a vicw lits
nicely with American polit ical belicfs (i.e., that "all nten are created equal"),
and Baumgardner (19?7) argues lhat the lcarning vicwpoint supplantcd Mc-
Dougall 's (19O8) Darwiniun mtxlel of social behavior largcly for this reason.
More recenlly, Wilson's claims of a large and crucial genetic comlx)nent lo
human behavior met with a sotuetimes militant outcry by proponenls of the vicw
that human bchavior is nd influcnced in any irnporlanl way by genctic faclors.

Actually, most of this outcry did not cumc l 'rorn lcaming theorisls. For scveral

Personality: Learning, Cognilion or Eiology! 201

ycars now, lhe tubula rcsa notion has givcn ground to cmerging evidcncc that
lcurning occurs within biological constraints (Hindc & tl indc, 1973; Rozin &
Kalat, l97 l; Shettleworth, 1972). lt appears lhat certain associations belween
stinruli and rcsponses arc lcarnctJ nrore rcadily lhan others, and it hits bccn argued
thll such "lcarning prcparedness" would ccrtainly hirve bccn selccted for.

ls it necessary or cven useful lo consider biological laclors, learning processes,
arrl cognition in developing a theory of human personality? There are at least
three possible answers to this question. Perhaps one or two of these lcvcls of
anulysis wil l prove sufl icient in explaining all or nxlst of the variancc in human
behavior, and the olher(s) wil l prove superfluous. Several wrilers have argued
that biological factors account for so l itt le variance in the behavior of humans
lhal these fac(ors can be safcly ignored:

l luman bchavior is learned, prccisely thal hchavior which is widely feh lo charactcrize man
as a ralionul bcing, or irs a nrembcr of a purticular nution or srrirl class. is lcamcr-l rathcr
th i rn innatc (Dol larr l  & Mrl lcr .  l t )51),  p.  251.

Exccpt for elcmcnlury rellexes, pcoplc are not equippcd with inbom repcrtorics ()f bchavior.
They nrust leurn lhcrn (Bandura. 197?, p. l6).

Others havc arguctl thut cognitive factrlrs are inappropriatcly vicwed as causes
ol' behavior, and that we would do well lo ignore them in our psychokrgical
theorizing. Skinner has frcqucntly advocatcd such a position. For inslance he
contendcd in 1975:

' l 'hc 
phihrsophe r at his dcsk usking hinrscll'what hc rcally Inows, atxrut himscll or thc worltl,

wi l l  qui tc n l tural ly  hcgin wi th h is cxpcr icnccs,  h is lets of  wi l l ,  und his mcruory.  but  thc
cllirn to undcrstund Slrc workl lrorn lhat vanlagu Jxrint, e\ginrrirrg wilh lllalo's suplxrscd
discovery, has bcen trne ol the grcut rliversions which huvc delayed an analysis o[ the role
ol the cnvironnrenl. . . . Whirt I havc said ubout lhe introspcctivcly ()bservcd rrrintl applies as
wcll t0 the mind thlt is conslructed f(rnr observations ol'lhc bchavior o[ olhers (Skinncr.

1975 ,  pp .44 -66 )

A sccond possible answer to the qucstittn posed abovc is lhal lcarning, cog-
nition, and biology arc cach inrportant, but that onc can operale at any singlc
le ve I without necessarily considcring lhc othcrs. Each lcve I of anlaysis explains
some portion of lhe variance, and perhups lhese intcract only in an addil ive
sense. This second altemative may be a plausiblc working assumption lor the
individual reseilrcher, who can only ftrcus on one part of the universe al any
given lime. Howcver, the personality theorist, who has traditionally been con-
cerned with the x'/role bchaving organism (Hofan, 1982a; Rychlak, 1973), may
not be able to afford thc luxury of ignoring any majorcomlxlnenls of that whole.
lf the second altemalive were lrue , the decision to exclude a consideration of
bioklgical factors, for examplc, would not bc viablc if one wcre developing a
gencrrrl thcory of personali ly.
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thi rd possib le answcr is  that  b io logy,  lcarn ing,  ant l  cogni t ion in terac l  in
rdditive ways. lf lhis werc thc case, u consitJcration of each ol'thcsc lcvels
neccssity lbr a complctc thcory of hurnan personality. Allhough it is pcrhups
naturc lo ofl 'cr a final answer lo this question, wc think the evidence suppons
hird alternative rather than either of the first (wo. The purpose of this paper
l briully revicw sonrc o[ lhc rclcvant i lspccls ol 'biological, Iearning, and
ril ivc apgrnraclrcs, witlr grarticular atlcnli(u l() arcls rl l '  Jxllcntial ovcrlup arrd
-action. We will prescnl a rudimentury lramcwork for considcring intcructions
/een genes, overt behavior, cognition, and lhe environmenl, enrphasizing
t we judge to be the rnosl importanl contributions from each perspee tive. lt
r ld be nrade clear at lhe slart that we do nol inlend to review fully thc
ature on sociobiology, social learning, or social cognition. Rather wc shall
' ide an overview of lhcse approaches, with some attcntion lo lhe conslrucls
relicvc to bc uselul cornponents of a biosocial thcory of pcrsonality.

BIOLOCICAL CONTRIEUTIONS TO PERSONALITY
:e levels of bit l logicul analysis wil l bc considcred hcre: sociobiolrrgy, be-
or genetics, and physiological approaches (in the latter we include those
rectives focussing on rnorphology, bimhemistry, and neurophysiology). These
! [eVcts of analysis arc nol distinct, bul can bc sccn to dil ' fcr along a c()ntinuum
Itinrate vs. proximate cxprlunution.
he "ult imate-proximate" distinction is a rccognition that causalion can be
;idcrr:d on scvcral lcvr:ls. l)nrxil lratc cxplanitl i t lns itrc bascd on irnrrtcdil lc
rminants. Fbr instancc, lo strle: "an operant rcsponse that is tbllowcd by a
< of sweet-flavored water wil l increase in probabil ity, whilc a response lhat
l lowed by a bitter f lavoretl drink wil l decrease in probubil ity" is an exantple
proxinrale cxplanation. An example of an ultirnate explanalory slalctnenl
ld be: "sweel tastes arc rewarding because under natural conditions, they
rsually associated witlr nulrit ious ripe fruit, and animals who were able to
'iminate such relativcly rrutrit ious food sources survived more succcssfully
those that did not." Sociobiology altempts lo uncovcr relatively "ult imate"

es of behavior in evolutionary adaptation. Behavior genctics locuses upon
: imnrcdiutc or "proxiutrtc" gcne-bchavior rclalionships, rathcr thln spcc-
g udaplive l 'unctions lor l l tc rclalionships. Whill wc arc cull ing physrologicul
oaches provide the nrost proximate explanations of behavior, exuntining
ronal levels, body-typc, and neuroanatomic differcnces bclwecn pcople.

obiology

rciobirl logy is an application of mtxlem evolutionary theory lo social bchavior

atten)pts to relate socil l "traits" to the ecological "pressures" that cxisted
tg, their evolution. Striobiological theory mainlains that behaviorul trails
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di f fcr  in  thc i r  contr ibut ions lo  " inc lus ive l i tness,"  a measure of  thc adapl ivencss
of a trait as it is manifested in an individual and all olhers genelically related to
thc indivirJual. Adaptiveness rellects lhe tcndency for a trait to facil i tate an
increase in the number of organisms canying the gcne or gencs lbr that trait.
Of course, sogiobiologists rnust posit causal l inks between genes and social traits.
For instance, Wilson (1978) maintains that incesl avoidance and bond exclusion
huvc cvolvcd. Bccausc closc inbrccding rudically incrcascs thc l ikelihtxrd of
genetic del'ects, those who inherited a tendency to avoid sexual anraction lbr
family members would have ull intately experiencd higher reproductive success
than those who did not. Sociobiologists often make comparisons belween human
trails and similar characteristics in other species sharing a conrmon ecr>logical
habitat. Along these lines, van den Berghe (1983) notes the existence of incest
avoidance mechunisms in oiher social species, such as chimpanzees.

Kcnrick, Dantchik, and MacFarlane (1983) use sociobiological principles in
presenting an account of personality factors associated with criminal behavior.
Kendrick cl al. ( 1983) propose lhat "much ol what would be labeled as crintinal
bchrvior today was esscntial to survival for our hominid anccslors" (p. 218).
Among the oncc adaptive behaviors cited by these authors are outgroup aggres-
sion, ingroup conflicls associated with the establishment of dominance hierar-
chics, deceit, "cheating" behaviors, infanticide, and sex differences associated
with aggrcssion. Othcr hunran behuvioral pattems for which sociobiologicul
explanations have bcen advanced include tcrritoriality and aggression (Ardrey,
1966). alcoholism and drug addiction (Dixon & Johnson, 1980), homosexuality
(Wi lson,  1978),  c l r i ld  ubuse (Lenington,  l98 l ) ,  and t lcprcss ion (Aver i l l ,  1968).

Htlgan (1982b) proposes a strcioanalylical theory of personality bascd orr six
pcrsonality factors that have emerged from trait research. Arguing in a socio-
biological vein, he discusses the cross-cullural universality of these dimensions,
and emphasizes their evolutionary significance lor honrinids l iving in socia!
groups. According lo Hogan, humans have bcen naturally selecled for attention
to dimensions such as a{iustment, l i lgabil ity, intellectance, and €lgnd{rgq
Hunrans wil l also selectively male with individuals who load high on these
dinrensions, to gain access to their resources. Because being intell igcnl, well
adjusted, l ikeable, and {orninaq! all help to dcterrnine slalus and popularity within
any sociul group, high levels of thcsc traits wil l increase inclusive l itncss.

ln  a s inr l lur  vc in,  Buss and l l lorn i r r  (1975) of fcr  u lhcory o l 'pcrsonul i ty  in
whrch thc "lenlpcranrents" of activity, enrotionality, sociabil ity, and possibly
impulsivity are scen as lhe innate bascs of adult pe rsonality. The authors expound
on the evolulionary adaptivencss of various levcls of these dispositions ft lr group-
l iv ing hominids.

Behavior Genetics

Bchavior gencticists atten)pt to it lentify those glrl ions of the variance in human
bchavior lhat are genetically de lermined. Primarily with the use ol'twin, adoplee,
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and pedigree studies, they seek to establish Bene-trait rclationships. Ultintatc
questions concerning the adaptiveness of lrails are nol necessarily crucial to lhc
bchavior gencticist.

Selcctivc breeding cxperirrrcnls with anintals have dcnronslrutcd l lrat bchav-
ioral trails can bc inherited. For inslance, dogs can be bred quite successfully
fbr specific temperaments (Scon & Fuller, 1974), and white rats can be selectively
bred for cerlain sorls of inlcll igencc (Tryon, 1940). Tlte lact lhat b,chavioral
lraits have been shown to bc heritable suggests the possibil i ty lhal some rcla-
l ionship belween genes and pcrsonality might be found in hutnans.

The trait of intcll igence has been extensively rescarched by behavior gencti-
cisls. Since Galton's (1892) introduction of the twin study mcthod, dozcns of
subsequent studies comparing concordance rates between monozygotic (MZ) and
dizygotic (DZ) pairs have surfaced in thc l iterature (most notably Loehlin &
Nichuls, l9?6; Meniman, 1924; Newnran, Freeman, & Hulzinger, 1937). The
bulk of these studies, as revicwcd by Bouchard and McGue (198 1) und Plontin
and DeFries (198O), suppon theconclusion that a large amount ol the variance
in human intell igence is gcnctically dctcrmincd.

Rescarchcrs have uscd bchavior gcnetic approuchcs to study lhc spcclrurn o[
pcrsonality dinrcnsions. Eyscnck ( | 967) has found that the factors of introversion-
extroversion, neuroticisnr, and psychoticisnt all show signil icant hcti labil i ly.
Cattcll (1957) has developed a statistical melhorl to parlit ion variance according
to its source, genelic or environmcntal, for his enrpirically dcrived faclors. Other

rcscurchcrs havc frrund at lcust nlodcralc degrccs of hcrilubali ly [<rr cxlraversion

and sociabil ity (Claridgc, Cantcr, & l{unrc, l9?3), and intcrpcrsonalstylc (Clar-

idgc, 196?). Buss and Pkrrrritt (1975) prcscnt bchuvior gcnctic cvidencc l irr thc

heritabil ity of activity, entotionality, striabil i ty, and inlpulsivity, the lbur "lcnr-

pcramenls" thrt emcrge itt t lrcir work. Loehlin and Nichols (1976) studictl 850

twin pairs, repofling high .lcgrees of heritabil ity lbr such factors as conlidcncc,
shyncss, responsibil i ty, utl justment, career interest, dominuncc, social presence,

sell '-control, independencc, conflorntity, diplonracy, and llexibil i ty, to name but

a l 'cw. Fullcr and Thonrpson (1978) review nunrcrous pedigree and adoption
studies lhat denxlnstratc signil icant hcritabil ity l irr nrost of thc range ol' nurnral
and abnormal p,crsonallty tlincnsions.

Thcrc havc bccn nunrcrous sludies of t lrc hcritabil ity ol ' psychopltltokrgical
characterislics. Ssvcral stutl ics lrave lbund MZ concorrlancc rules l irr schiztl-
phrenia that range front .2-l to.77 (Erlennteycr-Kirnlirrg, 1976; Goltcsnlan &

Shie lds,  1976;  Heston,  l96b:  Kal lman,  1946;  Kr inglen,  1964;  Slater ,  1953).

For manic-depression, Roscnthal (1970) reporls morbidity risks among lirsl-
dcgree relutives to be morc thon ten times thal of lhe general population, and
MZ conconlance rates o[.71 compurcd lo DZ concordunce rulcs of .19. An
adoption study by Mendlcwicz and Ruiner (1977) provides further evidence of

thc herit irbil i ty of urunic-dcgrrcssivc psychosis. Othcr studics have indicutcd sorne

[enetic basis for various l iurtts of ncurosis (Shields, 1954), an.l alcoholism
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(Goodwin, 1976). Similarly, Kenrick et al. ( 1983) revicw behavior genetic evi-
dence indicating a genetic componcnt in crirninal and anlisocial behavior.

P h ys i o I ogi c a I Approac hes

Sociobiological explanations presume transmission of behaviorally relevant
gcnes, anrl both sociobiologicul and bchavior g,cnetic upproachcs presunre thut
lhose genes acl through thcir inlluence on the devclopmenl and functioning of
physiological mechanisnrs. Physiological approaches to personality directly ad-
drcss lhe proximate level of analysis implicit in the other biological approaches
discussed thus far.

Ccncs inllucnce hunran bchuvior in lhe samc wty that they alll 'ct any phcnotyJr. Thcy control

the prtxluction of proteins. which intcract in physiologicul systcrns, thus allccting bchuvior

indircct ly  (Plornin et  a l . ,  19E0, p.2141.

Morphology. C)nc obvious influcnce of gcnes is on thc physical slruclurc and
appcarance, or lnorphology, of an organism. The best known eftbrt to connccl
nrorphology with behavioral correlales is the work of Sheldon (1940), who
proposed thc dirrrcnsions of endomorphy, mcsomorphy, and ectomorphy as com-
ponents of the human body-type. In a review of this and other work rclated to
this topic, Lindzey (1965) suggests several ways morphology (including body

typc, sizc, hairiness, sytnnlelry, color, allraclivcncss, etc.) could be related lo

bchavior:

a common experiental environmcnl has an inlluencc on bolh Pcrsonalaly
and morphology (e.8., mothers who provide security for thcir chiltlren

lv;hich has a favorable impact on lhcir sociabil ityl also overfeed lhem

lwhich makes lhcm overwcightl)
behavior is directly l imited or facil i tated by morphology (e.9., skinny
kids don't get to be wresllers)
nrorphokrgy hus indirect cl ' fects on bchuvior (c.g., attractivcness leads trr
grcatcr stxial reinfrrrcenrcnl, which in turn leacls to friendlincss)
dil ' fcrcnt role cxJrcctalions cxisl for parliculur ntorplrt l logical types (c.g.,

lat kids arc cx1^-elcd to bc jrt l ly)

there arc joint biological detcrnrinunts of both behavior and physique
(e.g:, hornrones that influcnce aclivity also influence body weighl).

Although Sheldon ( 1940) rnay havc overcslirnated thc relalionship bctween mqr-
phology und behavior, several reviewers huve pointed oui thai the best availirble

evi<lence supports lhe exislence of some degree of personality-body relationship
(c.g., Lindzcy, 1965; Wclts, 1980). Lindzey, tbr instunce, arS,ues that Sheldon's

idcas were rejectcd nrore lbr ideological than l 'or empirical teasons.

207

t .

3 .

5 .



20l l  DOUCLAS T.  KENRICK. DANIEL R.  MONTEI LO and STEVT MacFARLANE

Biochemistry and neurophysiology. Substantial evidcnce has now accurnu-
latcd to demonstrate the important el 'fccts of biochemicals, suclr as hornrones
and neurotransmiltcrs, on human bchavior (e .g. , Cooper, Bloonr, & Roth, 1978).
Beach (1948) dcti l i lcd ftrur ways that gcnes affecting thc production, relcuse, or
mctubolism o[ honnoncs could inllucnce bchlvior:

honnoncs could ultcr lhc organisnr's nrlrmal dcvclopnrcnl and nraintc-
nance activilies, as in the case of cretinism rcsulting liom hypcnhyroidism;
hormones may stimulale struclures employed in specific response pal-

terns, such as the genital organs;
3. hormones may scnsitize periphcral reccplors to parlicular [ornrs of

st imulat ion;
4. hormoncs nray inlluencc the inleSralive l irnctions of lhe ncrvous syslem.

As a specil ic example, lhe adrenogenilul syndronre is thc rcsull r l l '  a nralfunc-
tioning adrcnal gland that leads to masculinization of thc l 'enrale gcrrituls (Money,
1973). Even when achild with this syndromc is lrcatcd with hornrones und ruiscd
as a [cnrale , she dcvclops rclatively "nrasculinc" bchavioral lraits.

Other exarnplcs ol'bioclrcrnical influenccs include bloodstream adre naline and
noradrenaline, which arc irnportunt for arousal and rclaxation. Likewise, tcs-
loslerone has been shown lo play a crucial rolc in de tcrnining lcvcls ol 'aggression
(Har low,  1965;  Krcuz & Rosc,  1972;  Watson & Moss,  |  97 I  ) .  S imi lar ly ,  changes
in hrlrrnonal lcvels associutcd with nlcnslrualion huvc bccn rclulcd to mood shil is
(Money & LhrhartJt, 1972). Thus, it lbllows thut individual dil lcrcnces in hor-
mone levels could vcry well inlluence inti ividual dil ' ferences in pcrsonality.

Other chernical subslunces have been linked to bchavioral chang,cs. The effects
ol'psychoactive drugs on bchavior and ntood arc <1uitc profountl, whilc lhose
rclated to vitamin and urincral deficiencics arc pcrhaps less so. Pitts and McClure
(1967) have linked exccssive lcvels of lactic acid with neurotic anxiety. These
results provide further indication that body chernislry has irnpnrtant conscquences
for the behaviors lhal constitute pcrsonality.

Neurophysiological differcnces could also be an inrportant sourcc of individual
difl'erence s:

l lchlvior is intr:gratcd tlrftrugh lhc ncrvrlus syslcilr. lt is hcrc that gcnctic irtlluurtccs ott tlts

synthcsis and mctabolisnr ol ncunltransrnitlsrs and on thc propcnics ot cxcitablc mcnrbtuncs

could cxen cootrol over behavior. Also. sirrce thc lunctioning ol the systenr is dcpcnrJent on

the in(crconnections of ncurons, lny genr-inrluced lrulilication in the devclopnrentul prtlcrn

o[ thc nervous system could prxlucc pcrmunent unllonrical cflicts through which bchuvior

might bc afl'ectcd ovcr a lilttinre (Fullcr & Thotnpson. 1978, p. 4?t)).

Neurotransmillers are the c:henrical mcsscngcrs of lhc ncrvous systcnt; hence ,
differential concentrations of and receptivity to lhem should have imporlanl

t .

2.

Personalily: Learning, Cognition or Biologyl

implications for bchuvior. Although it is t l i l f icult at rhis time ro pinpoint rheir
aclion on "nornral" behavior, existing reseurch relalcs norepinephrine deficien-
cies with depression, excessivc calecholunrincs with mania, and excessivc do-
paminc wi th schizopl r renia (Cooper,  Bloonr ,  & Roth,  1978).

Sinri larly, Eyscnck (1963) bclicvcs that dit ' l 'crenccs in autonortric arousabil ity
underlie his dinrension of neuroticism, while relicular activating syslem arous-
abil ity undcrlies the dimension of introversion-extrovcrsion. Pribram ( 1968) pre-
sents evidence thal lhc antounl of ncunllogical stintulus redundancy may bc thc
basis for such personality dimcnsions as inlroversion-exlroversion or locus-of-
conlrol.

Biological Views and The Environment

Current thinking in the field of personality converges on the view lhat per-
sonality lr l i ls crncrgc l 'ronr sorne interuction bclwccn inlcrnal characterislics and
lhe cxternal cnvironnrent. From a biological perspcctive, lhe environmcnt is
inrporlant at both thc ult inratc and lhe proxintute levels of analysis. Fronr an
evolutionary pcrspective, traits lhal characterize our spccies as a whole, as well
as those thut are dil ' l 'crentially possessed by ccrtain subscls ot'pcople, arc largcly
a lunction of aduplation lo environmental pressures such as habitat-tygn, density,
rcsource scarcity, and social organization. For thcse reasons, sociobiologists
have gathered inftrrmation fronr archaeological and anlhropological investiga-
tions of prinrit ivc hurnan groups lo draw a piclure of thc social and physical
environrrrenl withrn which huntans cvolvcd. What was lhis cnvironment l ikc'l
Waslrburn i lnd Lancustcr (1973), anrong othcrs, suggcsl lhat hurnans havc l ivcd
in small groups as hunler-gatherers for 99oh of their evolutionary hislory, having
adopled an agricultural l i lbstyle only within thc last 10,0m years (and thcn only
for a small pcrcenlage of the population). The hunter-gatherer l i festyle on the
savanna placed a premium on the abil ity to make quick, efficicnt decisions
(Kaplan, 1978). Other characterislics, such as ltxrl use, also put a prenrium on
cognitive development.

Pe rhaps nlost inlcresting lbr a discussion of pcrsonali ly is lhe social environ-
ntcnl irr rvlrich lrumans evolved. This environnrenl consislcd of snrall lerritorial
groups lhilr rvcrc anangcd according lo slrong donrinance hierarchies. Social
units werc probably organized around funrily l ines, and division of labor was
buscd upon agc and gcndcr (Wilson, 1975). Hogan ( 1982b) prints oul lhal undcr
conditions l ikc thcsc, both stalus anr.l p'opularity woultl bc adaptivc conrmrdities
lo F)ssess. Traits that maxinrize these, such as friendliness and dominance,
should be se lected fbr. Kenrick et al. ( 1983) maintain that both outg,roup aggres-
sion and ingroup altruism would havc been adaptive bchavioral propensities for
our anceslors. Bccause of lhis, thc intcrrclatedness of thc mcnrbers of a Sroup
should bc a salicnt cnvironrttctt lal dimcnsitln.

Smiobiologists have lended to I 'ocus on lhe environntental pressures l ikcly to
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have selccted the sorts of traits thtt charactcrize thc human spccics as a whole
as distinguishetl from olher spccies. Different human grouPs, howevcr, have

adapted to dif l 'ercnt ecological conditions and would bc exp:cted to have been

subjccted lo naturul sclection of somcwhu( tl i f l-crent trails. Eskintos, for instuncc,
have lived for nrany ccnturies under conditions of low dcnsity and sprltty re-
sources, while Yanonramo have existed urrder conditions of ntuch higher dcnsity
and regularly dispcrscd rcsourccs. Ahhough cultural nrcchunisnts can bc uscd

to adapt to thcse eetrlogical variations, sociobiologists l ikc Lunrsdcn and Wilstln
(198 l) argue lhat lny genelic varialions favoring dil ' ferential behavioral udap-

tution to a particulur hubitat wil l be naturally sclectcd ovcr relatively bricf pcriods

of human evolutionary history (1,m0 ycars or less). These diflerences may

simply be characlcrislics thal favor easy socialization of culturul adaptalions
(such as lhe aggressiveness of the Yanomamo).

From a socio,biological viewpoint, traits wil l also be expccted lo wax and

wune ovcr time as ccrllogical prcssurcs chlngc. Fttr inslancc, lcrri lorial dcfcnsc,

monogamy, and higlr investmenl in a snrall nutnbcr ol 'ol ' lspring havc a largc
payoff when habit:rt lras become densely populated, but not when a new and

resource rich habitlt is discovered (Daly & Wilson, 1979).
On a proximate level, traits wil l be expccled to dcvelop and/or be expresscd

only when elicit ing conditions are corrccl. Sociobiologists would exPecl a8-
gressiveness to enlcrgc nrore rcadily whcn environmental cucs indicatc high

density, low resourcc availabil ity, and a low dcgrcc tlf genctic rclaledness lo lhe

surrounding popul : , t i t tn  (Kenr ick et  a l . ,  1983). ' fhcsc issucs r l f  the re lat ionship

between genetic prr-'dispositions and the cnvirontnent will be rcturned to in our

later discussion of t lrc interactionist pcrspcctive. From thc so,ciobiolttgical per-

spective, then, the cnvironment is of ult irnalc inrprlrlancc to personali ly traits,

since those trails hirve evolved as adaptalions to the external environmcnl.

Summary

In this section, wc ltave discussed threc biological approachcs to pcrsonality:

sociobiological, bchavior genctic, and physiological (lhe latler considers mor-

ph<llogy, biochcntistry, and neurophysitl logy). The threc apProaches aro not

entirely distinct, btrt differ to the degree that they provide ultimate rather than
proximuie exptunarions of psychologicul phcnonrenr. This distinction rcfcrs to

lhe dislance betwccu a purlicular cause and an e flcct itt a cattsal cltain; ult intatc

causes are those rclativety further lronr the elfccl ol ' inlcrest, whilc proxintate

causes are those rr:latively nearer.
Sociobiological rltcory is the most ult inralc of the three bitl logical approaches

considered. In genctal, sociobiological nr<xlels e xplain behavioral traits as prod-

ucts of genelic evolution, positing that ccrrain behaviors evolve because of their

adaptiveness, or corrtribution lo the inclusive l i lncss of their bearers. In addition,

sociobiological theolir 's suggest that lhe adaptiveness of somc lcve I of a panicular

Personality: Learning, Cogttition or Eiologyl 2l I

trait depends, in part, on how the truil is distributed in the surrounding population
of conspecifics. Thus, both cenlral "species specil ic" traits, as well as lrait
varialions within a species, may be sclectcd for.

At a more proxirnate level, bchavior genetic evidence was reviewed that
indicatcs a signihcant genelic contribution to intraspecil ic variation on several
personality dimensions in hunrans. Functional reasons for, or mechanisms of,
lhc corrclations irrc usuully not of ccntrul conccrn to theorisls working at thc
bchavior genelic lcvel.

As the mosl proximale of lhe three biological approaches discussed, physio-
logical contribulions suggest mechanisms by which genes could influence be-
havior. The key to lhis approach is that genes control the production of proreins,
which in turn exerl profound influence on behavioral slructures and processes
in a variety of ways. One way is through the ir influence on morphology, including
lhe physical struclure and appcarance of individuals. Biochemical approaches
considcr bchuviorally rclevunt cheruicals, such as hornrones and neurotransmit-
tcrs. Similarly, ncurophysiological approaches consider lhe extent to which in-
dividual differences in behavior are products of nervous syslem slruclure and
process.

From a biological perspective, lhe environment is importanl in lwo ways.
First, evolulion always occurs relative to a parlicular environment. That is,
chirracteristics of the physical and social environmcnt dctcmrinctl whethcr or nol
sornc level on a particular trait dinrension was adaplive. Second, bchavior wil l
evolve so that i ls expression depends on the presence or absence of rclevant
environmental conditions, such as resource availabil ity. In other words, saying
behavior has innate components does noi nccessarily imply that it is expressed
autornaticully or invariably, because its cxpression may dcpcnd on the presence
of particular environnrenlal conditions.

LEARNINC AND SOCIATIZATION
Wc now turn lo a discussion of learning based conlribulions lo the study of
personality. Pcrhups mosi importun(ly, thcse (heories all stress thc inllucnce of
environmenlal variablcs on the genesis and cxprcssion of behavior. Cognitive
lheorics also place major enrphasis on the situational determinants of behavior,
and nruny writcrs (e.g., Bandura) cannot conveniently be lubelcd a "lcarning"
theorisl as rlpposcd to a "cognitivc" theorist. l l  is convcnicnl lo makc thc
distinction between lcarning and cognitive theories, however, because rhey dilTer
greatly in certain enrphases. Learning lheories, for inslance, lend to consider the
historical bases of response acquisit ion and stimulus discrimination, whereas
cognitive theories lcnd lo address the ahistorical study of information processing
and cognitive slruclures. For the cognitive lhcorist, these struclures are nol always
explicit ly considered a function of learning, nor are they always explicit ly con-
nected to oven bchuviors. The division of idcas based on this learning/cognition
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4istinction, although somewhat inexact, is nevcrtheless uscful. Traditit lnal lcarn-

ing theorists, for instance, do not consider cognition an imp<lrtall l  part <lI le arning'

In fact, Skinnerians go so far as to reject all internal explanaltlry concepts. On

the other hand, thctlrists such as Bandura and Mischel consider cognition an

essential component of lcarning processes.

Although lherc are several different learning thcorics, intportant contnronali l ics

can nevertheless be discerned (Pervin, 1975). First, learning theories tend to

hold that mosl or all significant human bchavior is a product of evenls occtrrring

aftcr birth (Banrjura, l9?7; Dollard & Miller, 1950). Except in unusual cases

(e'g., trauma to the central nervous systent), human organisnrs are scen as

essentialty inlerchangeable. Second, learning lheorists lend lo view bchavior as

largely environnrenrally detcrnrined and highly situation-spccitic. Internal inllu-

"na"r-ura 
downplayed or acceptcd as given, and thus not vcry intporlani for

explaining lhe variance in behavior, Third, learning theorists view humans as

basically hcdonistic in nature. That is, humans wil l act lo decrease lhe occurrence

of negative oulcomes or sensations, and lo increase lhe occunence of positive

outcomes or sensations.
Several attempls have been made to explain personality variables in lerrns of

Pavlovian or classical conditioning. ln the early 20th century, John watson

(1916) showed that a phobic reaction coultl bc conditioncd to a prcviously ncutral

s t imulus ( i .e . ,  whi te lur) .  t le  suggeslcd t l ta t  the ex is tence o l 'phobic reacl igns

was due to chance pairings of a harmless, neutral slintulus witlr a naturally fcar-

..."producing stimulus. This idea of stimulus overgenerulizalion has also been ad-
-vancedtoexpla inpsychopathologiessuchassexualdeviat ior ,s(Rachman, 

1966).

Likewise, Mowrer ( 1950) attempled to explain the genesis of attitudes, feelings'

emotions, and conscicncc, in ierms of classical conditioning principlcs. [n a

sirnilar vcin, thc scconclary drives ol'fcar, guilt, and anxicty, which arc ccntrul

to both Mowrer (1950) anrl Dollard and Miller (1950), are postulaled to result

from classical conditioning'
The principles ol'operant conditioning occupy an imporlant position in muny

learning explanations of personality (Hall & Lindzey, 1978). 
' the 

familiar prem-

ise is that an orgattism will increase the emission of a response which results in

posifive rcinforccntenf (drive re{uction lbr Hull ians), and decrease the emission

o[  a rcsponsc uhic] r  rcsuhs in  punishrr rcnl .  As prcv iously  a l ludcd lo,  l lu l l ians

(Dol lard & Mi l lcr ,  1950;  Mowrcr ,  l95O; Scars,  19,14)  havc rc-cxpla incd r r rany

of thc it leas of psychoanalytic theory in lcaming lcrms. For inslance, the "pleas-

ure principle" is rcplaced with the principlcs of reinforcemcnl and lhe "ego"

is sien lo resulr from reinforcement, or "solulion" learning (Mowrer, 1950).

From this persp,;ctive, neurotic traits are viewed as the product trf learning history

in lhe sanre way lhal nolrnal lraits are:

Miscry-prulucirrg, rrcurotic habits which thc thcrapist ntusl painfully untcach havc tEen rs

painfully taughr irr rlrc confuscd situation of chiklhtrxi (Dollard & Millcr. 1950, p. 6)'

Personality: Learning, Cognition or Biology!

lf personality is delined as a habit of emitting certain responses, instrumental
conditioning provides a model for explaining how these habits develop. Nearly
any response can be brought under slimulus control. For instance, skinner ( | 953)
sugBests lhat sociable or friendly behavior is reinforced by a return show of
friendliness, in the form of acts such as smiles and conrpliments. Dominanr
bchaviors wil l increase if they result in reinforcers such as money or sratus.
Similarly, nonconforming behavior wil l decrease if i t is punished by derision or
oslracism, and so on. To this view then, personality "traits" are due quite simply
lo regularly recuning patterns of reinforcement.

Bandura's social-learning approach (Bandura, 1969, l9?7; Bandura & Wat-
te rs, 1963) was a reaction against serious flaws he saw in earlier leaming lheories.
These llaws included: (a) rhe problem of explaining how complex and novel
rcsponse patterns are acquired without practice, (b) thc denial ol 'cognil ive func-
tions in learning, and (c) a failure to consider the larger social context in which
learning occurs.

Bandura and Walters (1963) felt that rhe principles o[ operant condirioning
alone were not sufficient to explain the acquisit ion of novel responses. Inslead,
Bandura and his colleagues mainlained that most novet rcsponscs are acquired
lhrough observation:

ln actualrty. virtually all lcaming phcnonrcna resulting from direct experiencc occur on a
vicarious basis by observing othcr people's behavior and ils conscquences for them (Bandura,
l 9?? ,  p .  l 2 l .

For Bandura's theory, as forother learning theories, reinforcement plays a crucial
role in the ntuintenance of bchaviors lhat constitute pcrsonality. In lhis case ,
howcvcr. rcinltrrccrs are olicn vicarious, resulting lront the observation of o(hers'
reinforcernenl cont ingencies:

Prejudices, like other 'aggrcssivc responses,' are acquircrl through imitation tod direct training
and make lheir appcarance relarively early in a child's lifc (Eandura & Walters, 1963, p.
t 9 ) .

The Le',rrning Moctal of the Environnrenl

Althouglr specil ic learning nrode ls of lhe environment are usually not explicit ly
staled, descriptions of lhe process of response acquisit ion implicirly describe
environments. The environment, from a social learning perspective, is concep-
tualized in terms of discriminative stimuli, quality and schedules of reinforce-
ment, and response-outcome contingencies. As one classic example, Roner (1954)
suggests classifying situations according ro rhe types of reinforcement likcly to
occur there.

Unlike the sociobtologists, who are frequently concemed wirh macroscopic
environmental characteristics (l ike density and social group organization), social
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lcarning thcorisls arc l ikcly to focus on specil ic slinruli. Likc sociobiologists,

soc'icl lcanring thsr)rists vicw charactcristic bchavior Pattcrns as ultintalcly shaped

by lhc cnvironntctrt. Social lcarning thcorists gcncrally consi(lcr only tltc histrlry

of thc purticular irtt l ividuul, howcvcr, and nol thc phylogcnelic history of lhc

huruan spccies or ltuntan subgroups. Any purticular individull 's responsc to the

cnvironment is sccn to be totally deterrrtined by his or hcr lcarning history.

Possible "primary" or "natural" relationships belween environmcnt and be-

havior could exist within a social lcaming framework (touching a hol stove

resuhs in the samc contingencies for all of us), but there lends lt l bc a focus

upon "secondary" or fortuitous pairings between environmenlul stimuli and

responses. Therc is also a focus on idiosyncratic rcsponses lo the cnvironment,

and it is generalty held that an individual's response lo a g,iven class of slimuli

is a function of his or hcr particular history with that class of stimuli.

Given this individualistic approach to lhe environmenl, it is unsurprising that

social learning thcorists have not bcen able lo agrcc on somc gencral laxonomy

of trait-cnvironnrcnl relationships. Sollrc rcsearchcrs operirt ing within a bchav-

iorist pcrspcclivc have gcneratcd /isls ol ' norrnatively conltl)on stitnuli that dc-

termine "trait"-relaled behaviors l ike anxiety (e.g., Endlcr, l lunt & Rosenstcin,

1962), but i i  is prcsuurcd that the patlern ofrcsponses to thc diffcrenl silualit lns

is idiosyncratic.

Summary

This section has consisted of a discussion of lcarning approlches to personality '

While we noted that no absolute division between lhese and related approaches

exists, thcre arc solne important dimcnsions on which thc distinction can be

made. One is lhar lcarning lheories cnrphlsizc the inlluencc of cnvirontnental

contingencies on the devclopment of behavior. Unlike cognitive lheories, learn-

ing models are nt()re often concerned with historical rather than immediale ex-

lernal delerminants ol bchavior. Also, learning theorics have typically considcrcd

intcrorganisrnic dil l 'crcnces al birth lo bc rclalivcly minimal and unitnportanl to

explaining the variance in behavior. Thus, within a specics, organisms are seen

as more or less conrtrtutablc with each olhcr. Finally, lcarning approachcs usually

vicw humans as hctlonistic, approaching plcasurc and avoiding pain'

Several leaming thcory apProaches lo pcrsonality have upplicd u classical

conclit ioning nrodcl. For instance, frorn this pcrspeclive, phobias are seen as

tendencies lo react anxiously lo a parlicular situalion because it has prcviously

been associated with an unpleasant stimulus. ln general, thcsc lheories sugBcsl

lhat certain situational strmuli wil l come to elicit certain behaviors because they

have been ussociutcd with other relevant stinruli in the past.

Operant conditioning theories have explained the occurrcnce o[ purticular

behaviors as being duc to the environnlental consequences of thcse behaviors.

Thus, a bchavior that is rcliably followed by positive oulcomcs wil l tend to be

I't'tsonaltly : Lt:trrtirtg, Ct-tgnitiou or l)itt\ogy/

ernil lcd nrure oflen, while the convcrse is lrue of behaviors f<rl lowed by negative
oulcomcs. Likc conditioning-bascd learning theories, social learning lheory also
suggcsts that thc hcdonic outcontes ofbehavior arc inrportant, but adds thal lhese
oulcomes are mosl olien vicariously observed rather lhan directly experienced.

To learning theories, lhe environmenl is a crucial dcterminanl of the behaviors
that make up personality. While models of lhe environment are not often ex-
plicit ly srated, it can be seen lo consist of classes of stimuli of different tyJres.
Discrinrinative stirnuli scl lhc stage ftrr thc occunence of appropriate bchaviors,
while positive and ncgative rcinforccrs are environmental stirnuli that have im-
ponant hcdonic consequences for rhe organism. Although certain stinruli ( i.e.,
primary rcinforcers) tend to influencc all organisms of a species in lhe same
way, most stimuli acquire relevance for a particular individual because of his
or her unique expcrience with them.

COCNITIVE VIEWS OT PERSONAIITY
The cognitive perspectivc has been associaled with lwo somewhal different
approaches to the conceptualization of personality. Some cognirive theorists have
studied "cognitive traits," or individual differences in infornration prtrcessing.
Other cognitive theorisls, rathcr than viewing personality traits as characleristics
of the obscn'ed individuals, have considered how "traits" are construcled by
the observer. Wc arc lcss concerncd with the latter issue in lhis paper, but it is
probably necessary to divcrge briefly to address a radical version of lhis second
approach, which was expresscd clearly by Fiske (1974):

. . . wc could sinrply and cxplicitly dcfinc thc liekl (o[ptrsonality; as thc way Jxople Jrrccivc,
interprcl, und eonslruc olhcr pcoplc and thcir bchavror (p. 4;.

This sort of reasoning is bascd upon lhe presunrption that personality research
has failed to dcmonstrate any lrait-l ike regularit ies in behavior, and that lhe
layperson's pcrccption of traits in his or her colleagues is based largely upon
distorted projecti()ns. This presumption has bcen (he busis of a g,reai dcal of
conlroversy (Blmk, Weiss, & Thome, 1979; Epstcin, 1980; Hogan, DeSoto, &
Solano,  1977;  Jones & Nisbet t ,  l9?2;  Kenr ick & Dantchik ,  1983;  Mischel ,  196E,
1973; Schweder & D'Andrade, 1979). Rccently, howevcr, there appears lo be
s()rnc consensus thilt personality characteristics arc lo be found ncithcr in indis-
criminate cross-situational consistencies in behavior nor solely in the "eye of
the beholder" (as implied by Jones & Nisbctt, 1972). Different observer's eyes
s€em lo behold something that they can agree aboul, at least when they are
sufficiently familiar with the targel person. A nunrberof studies have found high
correlations bctween raters' personality attributions, frequenlly and reliably in
the .50 range and above (e.g., McCrae, 1982). While measurcs of individual
behaviors rarely correlate very strongly with each other, aggregate indices, in-
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cluding sufl icicnt samplcs of diffe re nt bchaviors within a given behavioral t lo-
nrain, do conelate reasonably welt with ratings and queslionnaire data (Block,

Weiss,  & Thorne,  1979;  Epste in,  1980;  Hogan,  DeSoto,  & Sol i tno,  1977;  Mis-
chel & Peake, 1982). Wc therefore reject the radical claim ntadc by sonte social
cognition theorists that pcrsonality is only a projcction. For rcasttns we wil l
discuss bclow, we also rcjcct the reactionary reslx)nsc to that cluirn, which would
hold that thc cognitive approach has nothing to offer the ficld of personali ly.

One of the earliest cognitive formulalions of individual dift 'erenccs was pro-
vided by George Kelly (1955). Kelly rejected lhe passive vicw of humanity
provided by biological and learning modcls of behavior, positing that people
actively process stimuli and make conscious choices that detcrrnine their behav-
ior. lnthe preface to?'he Psyc'hologyof PersonulConstut'Is(|955), Kclly states:

. . . the term leaming, so honorably enrbcdrlerl in most psychological tcsls, scarccly appears

at all. Thut is wholly intcntional, we arc for throwing il overtxrartl ultogcther. Thcre rs no

cgo, no emotlon, no ruotivltion, no reinforccmenl, no drive, n() uttconsctr)us, no necd (p.

6) .

Kelly viewed pcrsonality as consisting of one's construcl systcrn, wlrich de-
lcrmines the way onc perceives, interprets, transforms, and reacls to stimuli:

. . . nran lulks at his world through lransparcnt patlcms or tcntplatcs which hc creltcs irnd

then at lcnrpls to l i l  ovcr  thc rcal i t ics of  which thc wor ld is  cornJxrscd. . .  l r : l  us g ivc the

nallc conslruuls lo thcsc l);lltcrns lhal arc tricrl orr for sirc. Tlrcy lrc wlys uJ e()nslruitlE lhc

wor ld (1955, pp.  8-9) .

Thus, important dif lcrences in behavior wil l bc due to thc naltrrc and nunrbcr
of one 's construcls, which are presumably a product of onc's experience with

tesling hypotheses about thc world.
Other theorists havc dcveloped specil ic cognil ivc lheories to dcal with ab-

normal personality processes. For inslance, Lazarus (1969) has proposed that

stress is primarily dependent upon the different ways people bclieve lhey can

cope with environmcntal stressors, ralhcr thiln lhe strcssors l ltcrnsclves. Sinti-
larly, Bcck (196?) prcscnls a reconccptualizalion tlf depression as u pirl lcrn tlf

maladaptivc and self-pcrpetuating cognitions.
In recent years, the foremost proponcnt t lf the cognitive-lrait approach has

been Waher Mischcl (1973,  1977;  Mischel  & Peake,  1982).  In  h is  more reccnl
views, cognitive trails are seen as the crucial mediators between situations and
behavior:

Thc propoccd cognitivc sociirl lcaming appmach to pcrsonality shifis th: unit of sturly from

global traits infcrcd from bchavioral signs to the individual's cognitivc activitics and behavior

parrcms. . . (Mischcl, 19'13, p. 2651.
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The cognitive personality variables suggcsrcd by Mischel include: (l) construc-
tion competencies, (2) encoding stralegies and personal constructs, (3) behavior-
outcome and stimulus-outconre expectancies in particular situations, (4) subjec-
tive stimulus values, and (5) self-regulatory syslems and plans.

Similar cognil ive-trail approaches to personulity have been iaken by sevcral
rcscarchcrs working in the s<rcial cognition area. Snyder (t9?9) has discusscd
se[-monitori lg as a pcrsonulity variable, dividing people into those who monitor
lheir behavioral choices on the basis of eirhcr situational information (high) or
rclcvanl inner states (low). Rotrer's (1966) locus of control characterizes peoplc
according to lhe typical attributions they nrakc for thc causes of the oulcomes
lhey experience (internals vs. exiemals). Colren (198 1) identi l ics one's charac-
teristic <tbserwttictrtul gouls (thc purposes one intends for lhe inforrnation gathered
fronr observing bchavior) as a personality dimension. lndividual differences in
the accessibility of categon'es (Higgins & King, 198 l) and seriol recsll ability
(Lyon, l9?7) have also been identif ied. Graziano, Feldesman, and Rahe (1979)
huve recently produced evidence that introversior/extroversion is associated with
,ne,nory and utte,rtiorrul biuses in processing informalion about polenlially aver-
sive social encounters.

Bolslercd by advanccs 1n cognitive psychology, social cognition researchcrs
have theorized that pcoplc's personalit ies consist of their schemas (cognirive
structures they carry around) aboul what lhey are l ike (Markus, 1977), as well
as schemas about thc nalure of silualions (Cantor, l98 l). Cantor (198 1) posirs
thut social bchavior is a function of the cognil ive slructures one brings lo a
silualiolr, scnsory inpul fronr lhc silualit ln, and thc cognitive proccssing lhat
results. Curvcr ( l9?9) presents a modcl of inftlrmation processing aboul the self,
whilc Sclrlrrk and Abclson's (1977) prescntalion of script thcory dcscribes thc
plans thal pcoplc havc dcvcklped lo dctcnuinc lheir conduct in familiar situalions.

Cognitive Views of The Environment

Unlikc tlre sociobiological and social learning viewpoints, which see the ob-
jective environment as the dclerminant of trait-l ike bchaviors, the cognil ive view
is more l ikcly to frrcus on the way in which ihe person determines or "construcls"
h is  or  hcr  c l tv i ronnrcnl .

. . . thc situation is a fuoction of tlre observcr in thc seose that the obscrver's cognitive schcmls
tiltur and organizc the cnvironnrcnt in r fashion that makcs it inrpossiblc cver to completely
sdparale the cnvinrnment from thc prson obscrving it (Bowcrs. 1971. p. 32E).

Similar reasoning can be found in other cognitively based views of person-
environmenl inleractions (Endler& Magnusson, 1976; Ekehammer. 1974). Sev-
eral researchers have examined the applicabil ity of cognitive prolotypcs lo per-
son-environment inlcractions (Canlor, Mischel, & Schwartz, 1982; Schutte,
Kenrick, & Sadalla, in press). Schutte et al., for inslance, exanrined the way
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that nrernory for silualional details follows a prolotype nrodel, and ftrund that
lhere was nlore consensus about appropriate bchaviors lbr siluations that nlost
closely matched cognitivc prototypes. Another cognitive approach lo the cnvi-
ronment  is  exenrpl i l icd in  lhe work of  Mchrabian and Russcl l  (1974),  who
catcgorize environmcnts uccording to stinrulus inlbrnration rule, or cognitive
"load. "

Likc the social leurning vicwpoinl, thc cognitivc vicw l 'rcqucnlly focusscs
upon idiosyncracies in person-environmenl inlcractions. These idiosyncracies
result partly from implicit historical f iactors. That is, inrl ividual learning histories
result in the differential dcvelopmcnt of and accessibil i ty of lemplates or schcmrs
through which environrnental information is f i l tered. Another lcvel of idiosyn-
cracy is added by thc imnrediatc effects of insidcntal factors on atlention, and
much of the laboralory research on phenomena like "priming," "salicnce,"
and "contrast effects" deals with thcse relatively ahistorical tleterminants of
individual dif l 'erences in rcsJxrnse to the sanre cnvironmenlal inputs. Of course,
unless such imnrediate effccts arc related to individuul dil ' fercnccs, or bccornc
self-perpetuating, they arc outside the dornain of pcrsonality psychology.

Although cognitive approaches do not focus on the macroscopic environntcntal
variables dealt with by sociobiologists, they are also rrnlikely to lbcus on mi-
croscopic "stiuruli." Inslcad, lhe focus is nrore freqtrently on the holistic or-
ganizuiion ol pattcrns ol'stiruuli. Hcre, thc historical inllur:ncc r>l lhc gcstalt
school of perception is obvious in social cognition approaches.

Suntmary

-.,.The cognitive perspective has actually lakcn lwo rather different approachcs
to lhe questions of personality. Of greatest inrporlance to this discussion are
lhose theorics addrcssing individual differcnces in information processing. ln
addition, many cognitive theorists of the last dccadc and a half have been con-
cerned with the exlenl lo which personality measures rcncct lhe construct systcms
of the observers, ralher tlran the actual bchaviors o[ thosc lhey are observing.
While lhis latter vicw has crcated a grcat deal of bcneficial discussion for lhe
field of personality, we concluded that its exlrcme versions arc unlcnable.

The earliest infornration-processing lheorics of personality statcd that huntans
conslntct reality as a lunction of establishcd cognil ivc slruclurcs inturucting with
incoming information. The rcsulting conccptions ol' lhc world detcrminc un
individual's behavior. Thus, it is not extemul "rcality" that causes bcltavior,
but the way a person constl ies that reality. Morc currcnt lheorisls have expandcd
this l ine of rcasoning, positing a host of important cognitive trails that dctcrnrine
individual differences in hunran behavior. Thesc includc such dinrcnsions as sclf-
monitoring and locus-of-control. Individual diffcrences in such cognitivc struc-
lures as schemas and scripts are also thought to conlribute greatly lo personuli ly.

Cognitive views have generally considcrcd lhe environmenl as i l is "con-
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slrucled" by the individual. Thus, cognitive models have focussed not only on
stimulus information conlaincd in the environment, but on cognitive fi l ters and
schemas with which individuals inlerpret that inlbnnation. This view of the
environment as subjectively constructed has led lo an cmphasis on idiosyncracies
in person-environnrcnl inleraclions. ln this way, cognitive approaches differ from
the biological and lcarning approaches, which have conceplualizcd the environ-
lncnl in objcctive tcrnts.

TOWARD A BIOSOCIAT INTECRATION
In this seclion we wil l argue for the advantages of a biosocial interactionist model
that incorporates elemenls of each o[ the three major positions we have outlined.
We will briefly t lescribe some of the unique features of such a model, and also
address some o[ the theoretical and empirical problems it suggests.

It should bc obvious lhal the sort of integrulivc approach we wil l suggcst is
hurdly rcvolutionary. l ior onc thing, it is bccoming harder lo l ind someone these
days who wil l not acknowledge thal genetic deternrinanls interacl with learning
history, or lhat lhc human organism transforms and intcrprets lhe stimulus con-
ligurations it confronts in everyday life. For anolher, theories that are truly
interactionist have bccn around since the modern beginnings of thc l ield of
personali ly. Freud was nruch concemcd with the processes by which individuals
often''disloned " thc ir perceptions of themselves and their social situations (e. g.,
the study of "ego-dcl'cnse nrcchanisms"), and this is a concern he would share
willr nrany rnodcrn rcscarchcrs in lhc social cognition arca. However, unlike
mosl modern social cognition the orists, Freud was deeply interesled in the specific
ways such cognitive strolcgies reflected an earlier learning history, and ultimately
how that learning history was directed and linrited by evolutionary constrainls
(Leak & Christopher, 1982). Likewise, Gardner Murphy (19471held a view that
is an intellectual forerunner of the viewpoint we wil l advance here. Among more
recent writers, we would note that the biosocial theories of Eysenck (1970) and
Cattell (1965) share severa! points in common with ours.

Proximate vs. Ultimate Causal Analysis

llcforc procccding [urthcr, i l  nray bc fruitful lo rccall thc distinction bclwcen
proximate and ultimate causcs lhat we discusserl earlier. Very generally, we can
order lhe modcls we have beeu discussing along this proximate/ultimate contin-
uum. Modern social cognition approaches tend to focus mosl upon proximate
explanations, considcring thc immediate interprelalion of a silualion, recent
"priming" factors, and so on (cf. Cantor & Kihlstrom, l98l). Smial lcarning
theorists also focus upon the inrmediate situation, but are morc l ikely to consider
how that siluation relalcs to a learning history. Often this learning history is
remole and may be lurgely inferred (cf. Dollard & Miller, 1950; Kenrick, Bau-
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mann, & Cialdini, 1979). Social biological lheorists tend to udvance more ul-
timate explanations, relating behavior to thc selection pressures of the evolulionary
past. As noted earlicr, however, thcse explanations are often connected to im-
mediate processes such as biochemical responses to specific environnrcnlal stirn-
uli, and some biological approaches to human personality havc focused on such
proximate factors without speculation as to thcir ult imate evolutionary bases.

It is possible to argue that the level of analysis appropriate to the psychologist
is best restricted to the proximate end of this continuum. We disagrce. lnstead,
we would argue that any altempt at a proximate explanalion of person/situalion
interactions wil l be betler informed by a consideration of ult imate quesrions
rcgarding lhe important dimensions of persons and cnvironnrents. Wc therctbre
think that an explicit integration of modern biological thought with personality
theory is crucial.

In the next section, wc wil l briefly address how each of the nrodels can
contributc lo such an integrated approach to personality, and advance some
specitic suggestions about the interaction of proximate and ull imale mechanisms.

Biology

We believe that sufficient evidence has accumulated to justify the position
lhat some of the variance in human behavior is genetically determined. At a
proximate level, such differences are actualized in biochemical, morphologicul,

-*'=,and neurological variations which predisposc some individuals to be diffcrentially
altenlive or resJxrnsive lo certain environmenlal events.

One problcm that has been addressetl by sevcral theorists is that of determining
which traits are biologit'ully predisposerl. At least three approaches to answering
this question have been advanced. Hogan (1982b) presumes that lhose traits that
personality psych.rlt lgists have found Jrople to attcnd to and valuc (i.e., thosc
enrerging in emprrically derived factor l ists and circumplexcs) are l ikely to be
those that were relcvant to thc survival of our anccstors. B uss antl Plomin ( I 975)
suggest that it is thc innate tempcramental differences in infants thal underlie
laterdifferences in traits. David Buss (1983) suggests the allernative strategy of
using bchavior genctics data (based on adult pcrsonulity similarit ics) to uncovcr
the crucial biological subslrata of individual dil ' ferenccs.

It is unlikely lhat there is one scl of biologically prcdisgrscd traits lhal is
equally heritabte for all humans, in all cnvironmcnts. There are a nun'rbcr of
reasons for lhis, brrt lct us list three . First, "powcrful" environrn€nls may reduce
genetic variance in lrails. Second, inherited characterislics may remain latent,
dcpending upon appropriale environmenlal cues tbr their emergence. Third,
heritabil ity may not be evenly dislributed at all ranges along a trail conlinuum.
Each of these poinls wil l now be elaboratcd.

A sinrple demonstration of how a powerful environmenl can mask the hcrit-
abil ity of a behavioral tendency is given by Wilson (1978). l le notes that Tai-
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wanese children are all required lo wrile with thcir right hands. Although one
would estimate a high degrce of heritabil ity in "hantlcdness" using a sample of
Americans, there would be none apparent for Taiwanese since lhe variancc has
been reduced to zero by cnvironmental conditions. That such a relationship is
l ikely to hold for morc complex social traits studied by personologists is given
indirect support by l indings such as those obtained by Monson, l lesley, and
Chernick (1982). These aulhors found lhat cenain environments conslrained lhe
operalion of individual dif l 'crences. ln their study, extroverted behavior correluted
wilh a personality-test measure of extroversion, bul only in flexible situalions
without strong norms to guide subjects' behaviors. Individuals chronically ex-
glsed lo constraining cnvironments during lhe coursc of devclopment would not
be expected lo manifesl relevanl genetic dispositions to the same extent as would
individuals exposcd to low conslraint environments.

A second possible moderator of trait heritabil ity, i.e., that inherited charac-
lcristics nray renrain lalent unless the individual encounters certain crit ical "sen-
sitization" experiences, is not unfamiliar to personality psychologists. Meehl
(1962), for instance, argued that schizophrenia involves such an inherited pre-
disposition, and speculated that a conflicted relationship wilh lhe child's mother
nright be crucial in e l icit ing this tendency. Without stressful social experiences,
the "schizotype" would remain normal, according to Meehl. Only those indi-
viduals with such an inherited tendency, however, would respond with the schiz-
ophrenic paltern, although sonre genetic pattems might result in a lower threshold
than olhcrs. Regardless of whether Meehl's choice of environmenlal elicitors of
schizoplrrcnia is correct, such a relationship bctwcen a genelic tendency and a
sensitizing environnrcnlal expcricnce secnrs reasonablc to posit for less exlrenre
social lraits.

Ethologists have clearly documented that the dcmonslration of pauerns of
social bchavior such as aggressiveness depends quite crit ically uF)n elicit ing
conditions in the physical and social environment, and that some behaviors may
rarcly or nevcr bc manilested by most spccies members. For instance, although
most indigo buntings are quitc capable of engaging in polygynous mating strat-
egies, and wil l do so if ecological condil ions are right (high variabil ity in food
yicld betwcen isolated terri lories), most wil l nev€r engage in such a strateg,y.
By rhe same re ascning, a child with charactcristics that might ordinarily facil i tate
dorninunce relatcd behaviors (c.g., mcsomorphic buly build, low anxiety) may
ne verthclcss fail to dernonstrate such behavior if there are many highly dominant
pcers in his arJolescent social group. That is, lhe dominanl stralegy will only
emerge when the appropriate niche is available .

Our third point was that heritabil ity may not be evenly distributed at all ranges
along a trail continuurn. For inslance, therc is evidence that chronic depressive-
ncss (or "endogcnous" depression) is herituble, while mikler "exogenous"
deprcssion is not (Angst, l974). We re wc to include both thesc types of de pressed
individuals in thc same analysis, as wcll as including the full range of lhe
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population that has never been diagnosed as clinically dcpressed, we would
probably conclude that depressed behavior was mininrally heritable (especially
if our sampling was rcprescntative of the actual frequencies of individuals at
each point along the "dcpressive/nondcpressive" continuum).

A familiarity with the biological l i terature may also yield insighrs regarding
which environmental variables are relevant to which behavioral stralegies. As
indicated above, there is evidence that behavioral rcpertoircs associalcd with
maling strategies and aggression, f i lr instance, are imporlantly rclated lo eco-
logical factors such as density, resource scarcily, and genelic intenelatedness in
a social group (Kenrick ct al., 1983). That is, behavioral strategies wil l nor be
fortuitously l inked with random environnrenll l conditions, bur wil l occur only
in a relalively constrained sel of ecologically relevanl environtnents. This point
will be addressed further in the next section.

Learning

Although biological factors may ultimately be found to underlie diffcrences
in nrorphology, temperament, sensitivity to cerlain environmental cues, and
perhaps even in thrcsholds for certain sinrple rnotor potterns (such as srnil ing,
Eibl-Eibesfeldt, 1975), it scems undeniable that a good deal of the variunce in
response topography (within thc genetically prcdisposcd reaction range) is a
function of social learning. Classical and operant conditioning, as well as nrod-
eling and complex verbal learning of norms and expectations (or "contingen-
cies"), no doubt play an irnportanl role in individuul differenccs. We arc as yct
quite l imited in our understanding of the extcnl to which such lcarning proccsses
intcract wilh gcnctically prograrnmed constrainls. Thc labulu rasa assunrption
has become increasingly questionable, as evidence demonstrating biological con-
slraints on learning conlinues lo emerge (Hinde & Hinde, 1973; Sclignran &
Hager, 1972; Shettlcworth, 1972). 

' Ihis l i tcrature suggcsts that somc conncclions
between stimuli and rcsponses are more rearlily conditioned, and some operants
are innately prepotent over others. This also suggests that lhc important person-
environmenl inleractions may not be infinitc in number, but lhal characteristic
response patterns are nrost l ikcly to bc nranil 'csled in certain stinrulus contexts
(cf. Kenrick & Dantchik, 1983). For instancc, Marks (1969) has tbund that
phobic anxiety is l ikely to bc conditioncd to slinruli that rnay huve becn threal-
cning to our anccstr)rs (potcntiully dangcrous uninrals und heights, l irr irrstuncc),
and not randomly conditioned lo environmental stimuli l ikcly to be associated
with unpleasantness in nro<Jem life (electric stoves and automobiles, for instance).

The learning constrlint literature has thus far dealt with simple conditioning
processes, but it rnay be that more complcx chains of S-R conneclions aie
inJlucnccd by gcnctic factors. Ethologists have obscrvcd such prcwircd intcraclive
chains in infruhurnan organisms. Mating sequcnces, lbr instance, usually involve
response patlems that erne rgc only after a lock-slcp seque nce of prcvious rcsponse
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patterns, each of which is elicited by a particular stimulus context in a tixed
order.

A consideration of possible biological conslraints on conrplex learning se-
quences leads to a nunrber of interesting queslions lhat relate to personality. For
inslance, are lhere important individual differences in thc tendcncy to learn certain
"scripts"? Highly sociable people may dift 'er from lhose who are less socially
adept not only in their frequency of snriles, head nods, or verbal reinforcements,
but also in their facil i ty at learning appropriatcly timed and sequenced interaclion
palterns, matching and complementing lhe moves of their social partners.

From the present biosocial interaclionist perspcclive, it becomes crucial to
dclermine how biologically based individual difl'erenccs are related to learning
experienccs. lt is inrportant lo delcrnrine (a'1 what individuol diferences exist in
the prepotency of certain reinJorcers, and (b) what individual differences exisf
in sensitivit ies to certuin stimuli. As indicated earlier, Eysenck's pioneering work
in lhis area has suggestcd thal basic differenccs in "conditionabil ity" may un-
derlie one of the lwo major personality factors emerging from his analyses. We
suspect lhat a somewhat more complex sel of such interaclive mechanisms wil l
emerge with further research.

The li lerature on "imprinting" and "sensitive periods" (e.g., Rajecki, Lamb,
& Obmascher, 1978) provides one model for the sort of interactions belween
organism and lcarning environmenl that we are proposing here. To simplify
greatly, this l i lerature sug,gests the existence of f lexible biologically programmed
periods of sensitivity, during which environmental inputs wil l have powerful
effecls on leaming. Thc familiar example is the young duckling, who wil l con-
dition p<lwerful attachmcnt to its mothcr very shortly after birth. That this at-
uchnrenl involves learning, rather thiur innate recognition of its mother, is attested
to by the fact that the duckling can be induced to form an attachment lo various
substitutes (e .9., a wooden decoy, or a bearded elhologist) if those arc provided
during this sensitivc period. This learning may also provide a lentplatc for later
species recognition. For inslance, birds who have imprinted upon a nlember of
an inappropriale species may, upon reaching maturity, attcmpt to male with
nrembers of that incorrect species (lnrmelman, 1972).

Some suggestive evidencc for the existence of such inleractive learning mech-
anisrns in humans comes from Shepher's (197 1) f inding thut lsraeli children
raised likc siblings in small, mixed-sex groups do nol dcvclop slrong sexual
ultachrncnts to cach otlrcr as udults. ln fact, of nearly 3,(X)0 kibbutz nraniages
recorded, Shepher did not find a single instance of intra-peer group marriage,
despite the existence of no normative pressure lo the contrary, and despite the
existence of the traditional positive propinquity effect on marriage choice which
held for thc kibbutz data. Shepher argues lhal this "ncgative imprinting" effect
stcms from a biologically udaptive learning predisposition (matings between
siblings result in drastic increascs in the incidence of hamrful recessive trail
conrbinations). The literalure on inccsl avoidance has becn recently reviewcd by
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van den Berghe (1981), who concludes that the evidence strongly supports a
biology/lcarning interaction morlel.

Storms (198 1) has also rccently reviewed evidence to suggest the existence
of a biologically bascd "sensirive period" in humans. Specil ically, hc argues
that puberty onsct mly bc a sensilive period frrr conditioning erotic prefcrence.
storms reviews findiugs to suggest that individuals who do not huve access to
membes of the opposile sex when they reach pubeny (eirher because they reach
puberty early and have not yet made the transition to helerosocial peer groups,
or because lhey remuin in homosocial groups flor an unusually long period) are
more likely to beconre homosexual.

Cognition

The literature on social cognition is exlremely irnportant in understanding
behavior at lhe proximatc level of analysis. No mattcr how strongly a woman's
learning history and innatc proclivit ies prcdisprlsc hcr towartl fr ie ndlincss, she
may nevertheless rellain aloof if a friendly snrile is interpreted as the leer of a
potential rapist. lt is obvious that a response pattern, no maller how "charac-
lerislic," is unlikely to be evoked unti l an appropriarc stimulus is alrended to
and interpreted. lt is rlstr obvious that thc "stinrulus as pcrccived" is not always
isonrorphic with the "olrjective stimulus". lt is neverthcless important not to
lose sight of the fact rhat perceptions are ge ncrally correlated with a consensually
agrced upon reality. As discussed earlier, experimcntal smial psychologists are
oftcn guilty of focusirrg too hcavily uFrrn flrccptual crrors, and llrrrs prcscnling
a view of humans as existing in a world of idiosyncratic i l lusion (Kenrick &
Danlchik ,  1983).

AlthouSh we would arguc lhat thc bulk ol 'bchavior (rcurs in rcsponsc lo
objective (or consensually veritiable), as opposed to solipsistically construcled
events, it is neverthcless irnportant to understand the processes of stimulus se-
leclion and interpretation. For the field of personality, it is of central interest to
understand individual dil ' l 'ercnces in such processes, and in particular, how these
dilferences relate to lcarning history and biological constraints. Fronr the present
p€rspective, we would cxpect lhal phenomena such as slirnulus translbrrnalions
and pcrceptual biuses arc not unlirnitcd in nurrrbcr, but arc imporlantly l inritcd
by biological constraints. We are thus square ly all icd with the "nalivist" school
of perccption. In reccnt years, researchers have demonstrated the existence of
cortical neurons that i lre selectively sensitivc 1o complex patterns of visual stim-
ulation (Hubel & Wcise l, 1959, 1968). There is also evidcnce rhat human color
discrimination is based upon innate organization, as opposed to arbitrary cultural
name learning (Rosch, 1973). Lumsden and Wilson (1981) have discussed a.
nuntber of such innatc perceptual biases. and have even spcculated on the pos-
sibil i ly that cognitivc hcuristics discovercd by cxpcrimenta! psychologists (l ikc
the "availabil ity" hcuristic) are innate organizational pallcms thul have bcen

Personality: Learning, Cognition or Eiologyl 225

selected in lhe course of human evolution. The existence of such prewircd
perceptual biasing mechanlsms opens the possibil i ty thal humans may dilfer in
the tendency to acquire such biasing mechanisms, and that these differences may
underlie imflortana divergences in behavior,

Partly because of lheir commitmenl to laboratory experimental methods, re-
searchers in the area of social cognilion have ienrled to focus on immediale or
proximale delerminants of behavior (Kenrick & Danlchik, l98J). From rhe
presenl perspeclive, it becomes crucial lo understand how individual ctifferences
in perception and cognition are relaled to learning history (as well as to innate
differences). The literature on cognitive development can provide an important
service in this regard. Fischer (1980), for instance, has suggested a framework
for understanding the relationship between social lcarning and cognitive devel-
opment. Additionally, there is an important l i terature addressing the existence
of biological constraints on cognitive dcvelopmenr (Kiel, 198 l).

Application of The Model: The Example of Depression

To illustrate how a biosocial intcractionist approach differs from the olher
three approaches we have discussed, it is useful to considcr how rhe different
perspectives would explain some concrete behavior. We will briefly address the
problem of explaining depressive behavior, although such an analysis could as
well be applicd to nonclinical behavion (e.g., altruism or sexual atrraction).
Deprcssion hus bccn chossn sirnply bccause it is of sufficient intcrest to havc
generdted explanations that fall within each of the models we have been discussing.

Scvcral exphniltions of dcprcssivcness havc bccn offcred from the learning
pcrspcclive. Taking an opcrant approach, Ferster (1973) views dcpression as a
function of lack of rcinforcements for appropriately active behaviors. Similarly,
Lewinsohn (1974) views depressed behavior as resulting from reinforcemenl
contingencies thal serve lo reward self-deprecatory verbalization and/or nonver-
bal bchavior, while fail ing to reward outgoing, behavior. Note that such expla-
naf ions focus heavily upon objective conaingencies in the environment and pay
litt le attention to possible biological differences betwecn people that might pre-
disJxrse u dcpressive rcsponsc.

From the cognitive perspective, dcpression is viewed as a sel ofsclf-derogatory
bcliefs or altributions. From this perspective, depression will result from beliefs
that one cannol conlrol important oulcomes in one's l i fe (Abramson, Seligman,
& Teasdale, 1978), rcgardless of the veracily of those beliefs. Similarly, Beck
(1967) views depression as resulting from cognitive exaggeration of personal
faults, losses, or obstacles. As noted earlier, therc is a good deal of overlap
bclween the cognitive and social learning approaches, and these cognitive models
assume a faulty learning history. When it comes lo lreatmenl. howevcr, more
slre ss wouf d generally be place d upon altering the individual's consrual of eve nrs
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in 5is gr hcr l i te , with lcss conccrn for ultcring objr:ctivc conlingcncics, and sti l l

less for possible biological mechanisms underlying the clinical problem.

From a biological perspcctive, depression would be viewcd as a herilable

responsc pattcrn tlrat cvolved because il servcd some purposc for our anccslors'

Averil l  (1968), tbr instancc, vicws grief at thc loss or lhreatened loss ol'unolher

as an adaptive pattcrn tltat scrved to facil i tatc group cohesivencss. Bowlby ( 1969)

points out that the pattern of agitation followed by depression occurs in young

children and many young animals when lhey are scparated from their parenls,

and that such a response could well have scrveLl to facilitate lhc neccssary n)olher-

child attachment. Schmale (1970) argues lhat depression may be pan of an

adaptive "conservation-withdrawal response" that facil i tates resl and recuper-

alion in physically or emotionally exhausted animals. At another biologically

bused level of analysis, the behavior-genetic approach to deprcssive behavior

has tried to establish the rlcgree of heritabil ity of clinical depression (Angst'

l9?4). Af the most proximale biological lcvel of analysis, researchers have

searchcd for biochenricul bases of deprcssion (Cooperel al., 1978). Biologically

based treatment for dcprcssion prinrarily involves mcdicalion or the induction

of convulsions, trcutnlenls that are presumed lo act directly by altering phys-

iological states.
From the present biosocial interactionist position, each of lhese perspectives

is necessary, but nor sufficient. Objective conlingencies no dt)ubt play a role in

elicit ing and maint{ining depressive behavior, but subjective interpretalion cer-
''. fainly plays an important role in how those objective conlingencies are responded

to. Al the same timc, the depressive reaction to perceived events is a biological

phenomenon that cannot be fully understood with refercnce solcly to an objective

situation, nor to cognitive interpretalion of a sct of cvenls. Wc would vicw

dcpressive behaviol in the following way (Kenrick, Friedlander, MacFarlane,

& Cialdini, in PreParation):
D = f(ExCxO)

where:

D _
E _

depressive behavior
envirorunento! events lconrposed of repeatcd failurc experi-

errces, dcmands rcquiring prolongcd cnergy cxpcnditure, or

separation from anothcr lo whom one is attached, as well as

relevant larger ecological factors (resource availabil ity, dcn-

sity, clinrute. relatedness lo other individuals in the area)1.

cognitive uppraisal of those environmenlal events Iwhich can

bc rJivided into immediate factors (like salience and reccncy

of aclivation) and long ternr factors (expectancies and atlri '

bulions based upon pasl learning history)1.

orgtuismit'fu('roru lrefcrring hcre lo indivirluul diffcrcnccs in

the threshold for the biochcnrical conservalion-withdrawal re-

C _
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sponse. This bioshemical lhreshold is seen to be largely gc-

nctically deterntined, but nray crit ically interaci with early sen-

sit izatit ln experiences (such as nlaternal separation, resourcc

scarcity, or low position in a dominance hierarchy)1.

It is importanl lo notc lhal such a model impties lhat a valuc of zcro for f' or

C or O will result in no <tepressive behavior. For example, no amouni of sclf-

debasing cognition wil l result in "depression" if thc organismic response and

some conrbination of approPriate environmenlal evenls (or cues associated with

such events) are nol present. Likewise, a very low organismic lhreshold for the

bimhemicat depressive state wil l not resull in depression if appropriate envi-

ronmenlat clues are eilher not present or are nol perceived.

With regard to the role of objective environmental events, there is a wealth

of evidence suggesting that dcpression is precipitated by factors such as repeated

failure experience (Seligman, 1975), separation frorn anothcr lo whorn one is

alrachccl (Bowlby, 1969; McKinncy, 1976), lack of malerial resources (Levitt

& Lubin, 1975), lowered posirion in a dominance hierarchy (Price, 1967) and

so on. At lhe sanre time, depressed individuals seem to cognitively appraise

situations they encounter in less self-f latlering ways lhan nondePressed individ-

uals (Alloy & Abramson, l9?9). As indicated above, there is evidence not only

of a biological substratum for the depressive response (McKinney, 1976; Schmale'

l9?0; Seligman, 1975), but also for genetic variation in the predisposition toward

lhat rcsponse (Angst, l9?4). What rcmains lo be detcrmined is precisely }9w

objective events, cognition and organism factors inleracl with one anolhcr.

Such an inlcractionist nrodel hus a numbcr of hcuristic inrplications. For

inslancc, rcscurch is rcquired to dctcrmirrc what onktgeoclic pathways allow lor

the expression of any genetic inclinations loward depression' As exumples,

predispositions toward depression could act through:

a. differential susceptibil i ty to certain lcarning experiences (e.g., are pre-

disposed indivi<luals more physiologically affected by early separalion

e xperiences?;;
b. <lif l 'crcntial allcntion lo ccrtain cvcnts in thc cnvironmcnt;

c. morphological features predisposing low dorninance;

d. o tendency to morc rcadily learn a depressive cognitive stylc'

On a more proximate level, an interactionist lrrspective wouftl suggest an ex-

amination of the possible causal l inks between various biochenlical states and

depressive cognition, lo give one example.

Thcre are also practical rumifications of adopting such a pcrspcctive. For

inslance, it nray requirc more "cognitive thcrapy" to alleviate depression forQ =
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certain individuals in some circumstances than it wil l take for olhcrs (who might
be better served with an environmental or a biochemical intervention).

Although this is not the place to develop this model ol 'depression furthcr, or
to apply this sort of biosocial inleractionisl framcwork lo olher sorts of bchavittr,
one print should be clear l iom this discussion. To thc extcnt thal such a model
is correcl, it wil l not bc productive to focus solcly at the behavioral, or thc
cognitive, or the biological lcvel of analysis if one is to tlevclop comprehensive
and maximally practical models of human behavior.

coNcrusroN
In this chapter, we have argued that lhe field of personality would be best served
by models that consider the interaction of biological factors, leaming experiences,
and cognilive inlerpretation. The case of dcprcssive behavior has bccn used to
il lustrate our argument that variables al one of thcse levcls of anulysis interact
in crucial ways with evenls al the other levels,

Learning, cognitive, and biological theories have been conrpared with rcgard
to their use of proximate vs. ult imate causal explanations. Cognitive lheories
usually focus on relativcly proximate or immedialc causes while biological (es-

peciully sociobiological) thcories tend to focus more on ultimale historical causes
'of 

behavior. Although proximate and ultimate explanations are sometimes seen
as competing with onc another (Campbell, 1975), they oflcn opcrate in concert.
For inslance, somcone with a gcnetic prcdisposition loward high intcll igence is
also likely to be raised in a home environment thal fosters intelligence. Of course,
it is frequently the case thut particular proximate and ultimate explanations arc
simply regarding the sarnc evcnts from different vantagc points. Proximate ex-
planations involve fine-grained, "up close" analyses, while ult imate cxplana-
tions involve molar analyses, viewing the same phenomena "from a distance."
Jusl as ultimate and proxirnate explanations should (herefore augment one an-
other, so should cognitive, learning and biological explanations. Ra(her than
lrguing for the inherent righteousness ol our own domain of blind pachyderm
:xploration, then, it is t imc lbr us to stand back and see the whole elephant.
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SELF.HANDICAPPING AND SELF-
HAN DICAPPERS:
A COCNITIVE/ATTRIBUTIONAL MODEL OF

INTERPERSONAL SELF-PROTECTIVE BEHAVIOR

Steven Berglas

A story is told of thc farnous chessplayer Deschapellcs who succeeded his leacher lo become

thc charnpion of his regioo. Prior to this. his cluint lo famc wus that he mastercd lhe Samc
of chess in lwo days. When he wls no longer cenain of beating all challengers, he rcfused

lo have a rnalch irl all unless his opponent would accept "pawn and ntove" (a one piece

advantugc plus thc opning ganrbil). lf Dcschapcllcs hrst hc would cloinl it wits bccause o[

thc txlds. 
'[his 

stratcgy clntc lo bc known as lhc D:schupllcs coup.

Thc coup effccted by Deschapcllcs lhrough forcing an advanlage on his opponents
is both eleganl and pragmalic: A poor perlbrmance or failurc cannot be hcld up
to him as reflective of his actual compclence. By "sacrif icing" pawn and move,
thc sourcc of potcntial failure has becn externalized to factors other than com-
ponenls of his compelence image . Moreover, should Deschapelles defeat his
opponent while pllying agains( the odds, judglncnis o[ lt is inhercnt abil ity woultl
soar: "Look how hc lriumphed despite the handicap."

ln 1978 the concept o[ "self-handicapping strategies" was inlroduced to ex-
plain the tactical b,chavior thal Dcschapelles and counlless other individuals

employ to protect thcir self-estccnt. 
' fhe original self-handicapping formulation

(Bcrglas & Jones, 1978; Jones & Bcrglas, 1978) proceedcd from the assumption
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