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AB TRACT - The present study provides validity estimates of the concept of ng1d1ty More 
specifically, the auth rs address the question whether the theorcl1cal concept of rig1d11y 
adequately represents everyday behavioral patterns. Usmg mul11tra11-mult1111ethod analyses and 
confirmatOf) factor analyses with self-ratings and other-ratings, the author empmcally examine 
whether and to what extent rigidity is related to other personality constructs (personal need for 
structure, cognitive flex1b1lity, openness lo experience, consc1ent1ousness) A correlated trail­
correlated uniqueness model fined the data most adequately Rig1d1ty demonstrates medium and 
large pos1t1ve rcla11onsh1ps with the concepts of consc1ent1ousness and personal need for 
structure, respecllvcly Add1t1onally, substanllal negative relallonsh1ps are found \\ 1th cognitive 
flex1b1hty and openness to experience. Given the present results. 1t 1s concluded that ng1d1ty 1s 
represented in the present study by measures which demonstrate adequate valid1lles, sugge·tmg 
that the construct of rigidity amply represents everyday behavior 

hanging environments put forth important challenges for the individual actor. A 
behavior that is familiar to an individual and well-habituated in the individual's 
behavioral repertoire ma) be suitable for some specific circumstances, but not for others. 
If the environment changes in the sense that a deep-rooted and routinized behavior is 
suddenly not efftcient enough to reach the expected goal, the actor needs to adapt to this 
new situation. In this context, the influence of interindividual differences in the rigidity of 
attitudes and behavior has long been an object of interest in psychological research ( ee 
e.g., attell & Tiner, I 949: Chown, 1959: Kounin. I 94 I a, I 941 b: Luchins & Luchins,
1959; olomon, 1962; Werner, 1946). It seems that there was, however, a great
inconsistency among researchers in how they should define rigidity (see Schaie, 1955:
Stewin, 1983; Werner, 1946). Confusion existed, for example, between two views of
rigidity: a functional view and a structural view. In the functional view of rigidity, rigid
per ons fail to variably adapt their behaviors and, therefore. are lethargic in the variation

84 

ss 

0 

( 

s 



Steinmetz .. / !ndiv1dual Differences Research, 201 I. Vol. 9, No. 2. pp. 84-106 

of their responses (see Werner. 1946). In the structural view. rigidity is the result of a 
certain degree of independence of ·'mental regions 

.
. delimited by boundaries within the 

personality structure of an individual (Kounin, I 941 a, 1948: see also Schaie. 1955). In 
other words, the greater the independence of one personality structure region from an 
adjacent region, the greater the rigidity of the individual person. In contrast, a person 
presenting less clearly delimited mental regions is not rigid (see Werner, 1946 for a 
critique). Cattell ( 1946) refers to rigidity as being synonymous to perseveration and, thus, 
considers rigidity from a structural point of view (Cattell & Tiner, 1949). However. it 
remains unclear whether Cattell and Tiner ( I 949) adopted the same Lewinian approach of 
the organization of personality as Kounin ( 1941 a, 1948) did. As a consequence of the 
heterogeneity concerning the concept of rigidity. several authors pointed out the problem 
that different researchers refer to differing patterns of behavior as being rigid (see Cowen 
& Thompson, 1951; Werner, 1946). As a result, the almost complete disappearance of 
psychological rigidity from personality research at the present time is most likely based 
on the incoherence of a proper definition and the lack of existing methods to measure the 
construct (see O'Connor & Dyce, 2001 ). Indeed, no generally accepted definition of 
psychological rigidity seems to have emerged (see Schultz & Searleman, 2002; Tracey, 
2005). Before suggesting how empirical analyses can help us to arrive at a more coherent 
view of rigidity. we first review some important works that have been concerned with the 
concept of rigidity amongst others. 

Rigidity of Attitudes and Behaviors 
In previous research, rigidity has been found to relate moderately to strongly (i.e .. r = 

.37 to r = .60; ps < .00 I) to the concept of personal need for structure (PNS; Neu berg & 
Newsom, 1993). 1l1e construct of PNS is characterized by the desire for cognitive 
simplicity and the aim of restructuring the environment in a more manageable and 
simplified form (Neuberg & Newsom, 1993; see also Schaller, Boyd, Yohaimes, & 
O'Brien, 1995; Schultz & Searleman, 2002). These findings suggest that rigidity in 
personal habits a11d attitudes is characterized by a ubiquitous need for (re-)structuring the 
environment in a more manageable way (Thompson, Naccarato, Parker. & Moskowitz, 
2001 ). Rigid individuals tend to prefer routines a11d familiar situations a11d are resistant to 
conceptual cha11ge (Schaie, 1955) in their environment. Likewise, rigid individuals show 
a11 intolera11ce for ambiguous situations (Stewin, 1983) and are assumed to have a narrow 
cognitive structure. Although rigidity a11d PNS are related constructs, they should be 
considered as conceptually distinctive from each other (Schaller et al., 1995). 

To overcome the aforementioned lack of consensus on a definition of the concept of 
rigidity, a11 exceptional attempt was made by Schultz a11d Searlema11 (2002) to regroup a 
restricted number of criteria characteristic for the concept of rigidity. According to them, 
a description of the construct of rigidity should contain the following key elements: (I) 
the formation of a behavioral or mental set, a11d (2) the perseveration of these sets, 
independently of external information stating that cha11ge is required or that the active set 
is no longer efficient. Accordingly, rigid individuals rely on established a11d fai11iliar 
patterns of behavior which are not abandoned even if they are maladapted to the (new) 
situation (see Schaie, 1955). Consequently. rigid individuals demonstrate an inability to 
adjust their behaviors variably to the situational circumstances and are thought to resist 
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against the acquirement of new pattern of behavior (Cattell & Tiner, 1949). Present)). it 
is generally accepted that rigidit) should not be considered as a one-dimensional 
construct with flexibility on the one extreme and rigidity on the other R1gid1ty 1s to be 
considered as multidimensional in nature ,, ith perseverative behaviors in a multitude of 
personal habits, cognitive sets, and attitudinal sets (Schultz & Searleman, 2002: also 
Scha1e, Dutta, & Willis. I 991 ). chult7 and Searleman (2002) attempted to give a 
comprehensive and extensive review on the issue that there docs not seem to be a 
universally accepted way to measure rigidity. The ambiguity v,ith respect to the concept 
of rigidity is further amplified by two opposing views in the literature ( ee. e.g., the 
review by Stewin, 1983). ome researchers conclude that a general rigidity trait exists 
whereas other researchers deny rigidit) as representing an independent personality factor. 
Even until today, it remains somewhat unclear whether rigidity should be considered as a 
personality trait (Cowen & Thompson. 1951; chmidt, Fonda, & Wesley, 1954; Tracey, 
2005) or if rigidity is ta k or situation specific (Luchins & Luchins. 1959. see Stewin, 
1983 for a discussion). onsidering the relative inconsistency in previous work dealing 
with the concept of rigidity and its measurement, the question we would like to addres 
deals with the extent that this (hypothetical) construct of rigidity actually represents a 
distinct and valid construct in reality. Before dealing with this question in detail, 
however, we would like to clarify exactly how empirical analyses can help us to arrive at 
a coherent view of the construct of rigidity. Firstly, because several different approaches 
exist to study rigid behaviors and attitudes (see Schultz & Searleman, 2002 for an 
overview), we feel that in order to arri,e at a coherent image of rigidity, it may be 
advisable to limit the investigation to measures that have specifically been designed for 
the assessment of this construct. Therefore, we confine our investigation of rigidity to 
existing questionnaire measures and. by doing so. are implicitly advocating the view of 
rigidity as representing a situation-unspecific characteristic of the individual person (i.e., 
personality trait: see also Tracey, 2005) More specifically, the questionnaires u ed in the 
present study mainly focus on several different aspects of the rigid personalit), such as an 
intolerance of ambiguity, opposition to change, and dogmatic/rigid attitudes. 
Consequently, in the context of the present study. we are neglecting approaches mainly 
concerned with cognitive or problem-solving tasks (e.g .. Einstellung-like tasks by 
Luchins, 1951; Luchins & Luchins, 1959). Secondly, a construct may only be valid if it 
exists in reality. Indeed, inferences drawn from assessing personality traits by self-ratings 
should be carefully considered because problems inevitably related to this method may 
alter conclusions (for further specification . ce Funder. 1980; llofstee, 1994; Kolar 
Funder, & Colvin. 1996: McCrae. 1994: Nederhof, 1985). In dealing with the limitations 
of self-evaluations, it is proposed that the perspective of an observer improves the 
accuracy of the rating: moreover, judgments of acquaintances and knowledgeable others 
may provide a potentially more objective image of the respective constructs. We, 
therefore, do not limit the investigation of the concept of rigidity to self-evaluations but 
are interested if perceptions of the target's ovm personality coincide with the perceptions 
that surrounding people have of them Thirdly, by using confirmatory factor analyses, 
particular factor models may be imposed b) the researcher. In other words, we derive 
models a priori on the basis of theoretical considerations and then evaluate the fit to the 
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data. By this hypotheses-driven approach. specific predictions on relationships between 
rigidity and other personal it) variables can be made and tested. 

The Present Study 
Note that the aim of construct validation is unlikely to be achieved by one single 

study, but rather requires numerous studies dealing with group differences, factor and 
correlation studies with several other per onality variables, and studies of change of 
occasions (see Cronbach & Meehl. 1955). Thus. construct validation is to be considered 
as a length) and never fully-completed process 1. Therefore, as an initial attempt of this 
process, the present stud) was designed with the aim ( I) of establishing first estimates of 
validity of rigidity by means of self-ratings and other-ratings and (2) of evaluating the 
correlational patterns observed in the multitrait-multimethod (MTMM) matrix by 
confirmatory factor analyses (CF A). To the best of our knowledge, to date no other study 
has used an MTMM approach to examine the concept of rigidity. In the first step. a 
classical MTMM correlation matrix is presented to provide estimates of the construct 
validity of rigidity. Campbell and Fiske ( 1959) proposed four different criteria to evaluate 
an MTMM matrix (see also Schmitt & Stults, 1986 for a review), which will be closely 
followed during the inspection of the MTMM matrix. Although widely used. Campbell 
and Fiske's criteria and the interpretation of multitrait-multimethod matrices have been 
criticized in several aspects (Marsh & Hocevar, 1983; Schmitt & Stults, 1986). There 
exists a lack of specification as to what constitutes satisfactory results. In considering 
convergent and discriminant validities. the user is left alone to determine whether the 
proportion of failures, according to Campbell and Fiske's criteria, is acceptable or not. 
Additionally. interpretation of an MTMM can be misleading and ambiguous (Cole. 
I 987). The convergent variance of different traits measured by one method can be 
influenced by shared method variance which may artificially increase the observed 
validity coefficient. Furthermore, inferences about trait factors and method factors are 
exclusively based upon inspection of correlations between observed variables in the 
MTMM matrix (see Marsh & Hocevar, 1983 for a more extensive discussion on these 
issues). To deal with these shortcomings, we evaluated the relational patterns observed in 
the MTMM matrix while controlling for method-specific effects by means of CFA. We 
examined whether the concept of rigidity represents a valid and distinguishable concept 
in reality and how it is related to other concepts in personality. Several popular CFA 
models exist for analyzing MTMM data. In the present study, we will however only focus 
on one specific model type. namely, the correlated trait - correlated uniqueness model 
(CTCU)2. 

Expected Outcomes 
We felt that personal need for structure, cognitive flexibility, openness to experience, 

and conscientiousness would be useful to provide first estimates of convergent and 
discriminant validity of the (hypothetical) construct of rigidity and to address the question 
whether rigidity represents a distinct construct. Note that previous applications of the 
PN scale (Neuberg & Newsom, 1993; Thompson et al., 200 I) found that the construct 
of personal need for structure is made up of two underlying factors. namely, Desire for 
Structure and Respon e to Lack of Structure. Desire for Structure represents the desire of 
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individuals to establish simple structures in their everyday lives. whereas the factor of 
Response to Lack of Structure represents the response of an individual to an encountered 
lack of structure. Conceptually, we ( I )  expect that rigidity and PNS should be very 
closely related to each other. As evidenced by previous research (see Neuberg & 
Newsom, I 993 ), rigidity and both factors of PNS seem to share the personal desire of 
individuals to reorganize their cognitive structure according to routines that are. per se, 
more familiar to them. By this restructuration, new situations are not approached by an 
adaptation of the behavior to the (new) environment: rather, rigid individuals perseverate 
in their old cognitive and/or behavior schema (see Schultz & Searleman. 2002). To the 
best of our knowledge, systematic investigations of the relationships between rigidity and 
the three remaining constructs (i.e., cognitive flexibility. openness to experience, and 
conscientiousness) are lacking. According to the theoretical foundations of the three 
constructs, we however hypothesize that, (2) rigidity is largely and negatively related to 
cognitive flexibility. Cognitive flexibility as assessed in the present study is understood 
as representing an individual's ability to flexibly adapt to any situation, the personal 
awareness that one has options and alternatives available for any given situation, and the 
subjective belief of being flexible (see Martin & Rubin, 1995). Thus, this construct could 
be considered as representing, at least partly, the opposite pole of rigidity. Additionally, 
we hypothesize a strong and negative relation betv.een Cognitive Flexibility and the PNS 
factor Response to Lack of Structure. Thus, low cognitive flexible individuals may be 
overwhelmed by situations that do not present clear and definite structures, because they 
may be unaware of any alternatives that they have in the given situation to flexibly adapt 
their behavior to the circwnstances. Consequently, we feel that the relation between 
Cognitive Flexibility and the PNS factor Response to Lack of Structure should be greater 
in magnitude than the relation between Cognitive Flexibility and the PNS factor Desire 
for Structure. This is because the Desire for Structure factor represents the aim of having 
a clear and definite structure in the environment whereas the Response to Lack of 
Structure factor represents actions taken by the individual to deal with an encountered 
lack of structure in reality. (3) Openness to experience should also be negatively related 
to rigidity. Accordingly, negative correlations between personal need for structure and 
openness were found in the study of Neu berg and Newsom ( l 993), suggesting that the 
preference for cognitive simplicity is associated with closed-mindedness. We speculate 
that rigid individuals, characterized by their preference for familiar situations and 
routines, tend to be less open for new experiences. The Big Five dimension of 
conscientiousness is characterized by an important degree of self-control and the 
tendency to keep one· s environment well organized (see Costa, McCrae, & Dye, I 99 1 ). 
Because this attribute could be regarded as characterizing rigid individuals as well, we 
are (4) expecting positive relationships between rigidity measures and conscientiousness. 
Predictions about the magnitudes of the relationships between rigidity and both Big Five 
dimensions are not given because empirical results on the relationship between rigidity, 
openness to experiences, and conscientiousness are relatively scarce. 
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Method 
P(lrticip(lnfs 

, elf-ratings and other-ratings were obtained from a total of 204 dyads. For each 
single self-rating. one corresponding other -rating was obtained by a knowledgeable other 
(other -ratings). Participants of the self-raters group ranged in age from 18 to 76 years (M 
- 34. 1. SD = 13.4 years). Participants of the other -raters group ranged in age from 18 to 
74 years (M = 34.4. SD = 13.2 years}. Gender was equally distributed with 45.6 % males 
and 54.4% females in each of the two groups. Other -raters were asked to indicate their 
relationship to the target person. In 65. 7% of the cases, the sci f-rater and the other-rater 
were couples in a relationship living together, 20.6% family members, 1 2.7% friends, and 
1% work colleagues. Additionally. other -raters were asked how long they have known 
the target person: 4.9% kne\\ each other for less than 1 year. 9.8% knew each other for 1 -
2 years, 18. 1% k.new each other for 3 -5 years, 6.9% knew each other for 6 -9 years. and 
60.3% knew each other for more than 10 years. 

/11strume11ts ""d Tra11slatio11 Procedure 
Rigidity was assessed by three different measures: ( I) The Rigidity of Attitudes 

regarding Personal 1 labits scale (RAPI I; Meresk.o, Rubin, Shontz, & Morrow, 1954) is 
comprised of 20 items rated on 7 -point Likert scales with response options ranging from 
1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). This measure was originally constructed to 
evaluate opposition to change and the intolerance of ambiguity in persons (e.g., "The 
only way to make sure that things get done right is to set up a definite and fixed schedule 
and never depart from iC). (2) From the Test of Behavioral Rigidity (TBR: Schaie & 
Parham. 1975), only the 22 items assessing rigidity (with the response options O = false 
or I = true) were retained for the purpose of the present study (e.g .. ' ' It bothers me when 
something unexpected interrupts my daily routine"). (3) The Oesterreich Questionnaire of 
Rigidity (OE; Oesterreich. 1974), originally constructed on the basis of Gough and 
anford's  ( 1952) rigidit} scale. assesses dogmatic and rigid attitudes by means of 17 

items (\\ ith the response options O = false or 1 = true; e.g .. "Once my opinion is formed, 1 
do not change it" [ nglish translation by the author])3 . 

The concept of personal need for structure was assessed by the 12 -item Personal 
Need for Structure scale (PNS; see Neuberg & Newsom, 1993), with ratings ranging 
from I (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). As mentioned above. previous research 
found that the scale measures two different subfactors of the same construct (Neuberg & 
New om, 1993: Thompson et al.. 200 I }. First, the Desire for Structure (PNSF I )  is 
captured by items 3. 4, 6. and 10 and assesses the desire of the participants to establish a 
simple structure in their everyday life (e.g., "I enjoy having a clear and structured mode 
of life"). The second subfactor, Response to Lack of Structure (PNSF2), captured by 
items I, 2. 7, 8. 9. 1 1 ,  and 12 may best be described to assess the manner in which people 
respond to a lack. of structure in their environment (e.g., "I don't like situations that are 
uncertain''). According lo Neuberg and Newsom ( 1993). item 5 ('"I enjoy being 
spontaneous") was omitted from both of the two subfactors because of possible 
conceptual misinterpretations. 

ognitive flexibility was assessed by the 12 -item Cognitive Flexibility Scale (COFL; 
Martin & Rubin. 1995). For this scale, a 6-point Likert scale was used (response options 
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ranging from I = strongly disagree to 6 = strongly agree; e.g .. · · J  have many possible 
ways of behaving in any given situation''). 

Openness to experience and conscientiousness were assessed by the NEO Five Factor 
Inventory (FFl-O and FFI-C, respectively) by Costa and McCrae ( 1992). The NEO-FFI is 
an abbreviated version of the NEO-PI-R (NEO Personal ity Inventory, revised edition; 
Costa & McCrae. 1992) ru1d is composed of 1 2  items per factor that are rated on 5-point 
Likert scales (with response options ranging from I = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly 
agree; e.g.: FFI-O '·Sometimes when I run reading poetry or looking at works of art. I feel 
a chi l l  or wave of excitement"; FFI-C ·'I work hard to accomplish my goals''). Note that 
each measure used here is scored in such a way that higher scores represent a greater 
degree of rigidity, personal need for structure. cognitive nexibility, openness. or 
conscientiousness. respect ively. 

The English versions of the RAPI -1, TBR, PNS, and COFL scales were translated into 
a French version. The OE scale was translated from its original German version to a 
French version. The NEO-FFI Openness and Conscientiousness scales (FFl-O & FFI-C) 
were available in French (Rolland, Parker, & Stumpf, I 998). The procedure of trru1slating 
the respective original versions into French versions was conducted in several successive 
steps: ( I) Each version was translated by a quadrilingual speaker (French, German, 
English, first language: Luxembourgish). (2) A small sample survey of 8 bil ingual 
(Engl ish, first language: French) and quadrilingual researchers (French, German, English. 
first language: Luxembourgish) from the University of Luxembourg was conducted to 
control for possible ambiguous formulations of the respective items. (3) In the case of 
multiple syntaxes, the first author (quadrilingual - French. German, English, first 
lru1guage : Luxembourgish) decided on the final form of the trru1slation. (4) This last 
version of the translation was then cross-corrected by a professional translator. The final 
French versions of the measures used in this study are presented in the appendix. For the 
translated sel f-rating questionnaires, internal consistency measures of Cronbach 's alpha 
ranged from .69 (OE) to .81 (RAPI- 1. FFI-C). The sru11e items ru1d scales were used for 
both self-ratings and other-ratings (structural parallel ism; McCrae, I 994). The other­
ratings differed from self-ratings in two aspects: ( I) Other-raters were instructed to base 
their ratings on the personal experiences with and the impressions of the target person 
because we assumed that personality traits might not be adequately predicted by l imiting 
the rating to single-act observat ions (see Funder, 1 980). (2) Each single i tem starts with a 
reference to the other person as, for example, ·'The other person rather l ikes the idea of 
having friends drop in unexpectedly at odd hours" for other-ratings compared lo "I rather 
like the idea of having friends drop in unexpectedly at odd hours" for self-ratings (see 
1-Iofstee, 1 994). For the translated other-raters questionnaires, internal consistency 
measures of Cronbach's alpha ranged from .71  (FFl-O) to .88 (FFI-C). 

Statistical Analyses 
Complete sets of valid data from the measures of rigidity, personal need for structure, 

cognitive nexibility. openness to experience, and conscientiousness were available for 
1 60 dyads (78.5%) of the total 204 dyads. Twenty-six cases ( 1 2.7%) were identified with 
one missing value. ln total. 1 8  cases (8.8%) were identified with two to six missing 
values. The dispersion of missing values was at random. 
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To evaluate bivariate relations between the different questionnaires and both 
methods, zero-order Pearson correlations were computed and presented in an MTMM 
correlation matrix. Concerning FA, the analyses reported here were performed with 
Mplus version 5.2 (Muthcn & Muthen, 1998). Model identification was achieved by 
fixing the variances of latent factors to zero. Estimation of model parameters was 
performed by the maximum likel ihood estimation technique implemented in Mplus. 
Missing data was handled by the full information maximum likelihood estimation method 
(e.g., Enders. 2001). Model fit was assessed by means of the chi-square (x2) goodness-of­
/it statistic. Because this statistic is known to be highly sensitive to sample s ize, several 
other recommended descriptive measures of model lit were used: CMIN/DF, computed 
by dividing the chi-square score by the number of degrees of freedom in the model (i.e., 
x2/df). Bentler's  comparative fit index (CF!). the root mean square error of 
approximation (RMSEA). and the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR). 
Although it seems difficult to designate specific cutoff values for each fit index, empirical 
examinations of various cutoff scores show that a value close to .95 for the CF! index, a 
value below .06 for the RMSEA, and a value below .08 for the SRMR index represent a 
good fit of the model to the data (llu & Bentler, I 999). The CMIN/DF index is usually 
taken as a rule of thumb; models representing a good lit should show a value of 
CMIN/DF around 2 .0 or lower (see Joreskog. 1993). 

Results 

MTMM Matrix 
The specific objective of the present study was to provide first estimates of the extent 

to which personal rigidity converges with and discriminates from other personality 
variables ( i .e., personal need for structure , cognitive flexibility, openness to experience, 
and conscientiousness). For this purpose, we first present a classical MTMM correlation 
matrix (Table I). To enhance the readability of the MTMM matrix, the two subfactors of 
the PNS scale discussed above (PNSF I :  Desire for Structure and PNSF2: Response to 
Lack of Structure) are not considered separately from each other within the matrix; thus, 
in the context of Table I ,  PNS will be considered as a unitary construct (see Neuberg & 
Newsom, 1993). Following Cohen ( 1992), we considered correlations of r = . 10, .30, and 
.50 to represent small, medium, and large correlations, respectively. In the following, the 
MTMM matrix will be evaluated according to the four criteria proposed by Campbell and 
Fiske ( 1959). 

According to Criterion L the validity diagonal should be significantly different from 
zero and large enough. In our data, the magnitude of correlations differed considerably 
between the scores. Each correlation in the validity diagonal was significant at p < .05 
with correlations demonstrating a small to medium relationship between self-ratings and 
other-ratings (i.e., COFL with r = .22) to correlations demonstrating a large relationship 
between self-ratings and other-ratings (e.g., OE with r = .51). Campbell and Fiske ( 1959) 
state that values on the validity diagonal should be large enough to warrant further 
examination of the validity. This criterion has only been partly met by the present data. 
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Table I 
Descri{!_tii·c Stati.,,tics and A1TA(M Correlation.,· o[the SL..,·e11 ,'1,"cf{:Ruting and Other-Ratin,: Questinnnaire.v 

Selr�ralin>s OthcMallOi!.S 
RAPH TBR OE PNS COFL FFl-O FFI-C RAPH TBR OE PNS COFL FFl-0 FFI-C 

Sclf-rat1ngs 
RAPH I 
TBR 65 I 
OE 60 6 1  I 
PNS 57 65 65 I 
COFL -.13 -./3 -. 18 - 2 1  I 
FFl-0 - 3. - 22 - 26 - 2 1  J< I 
FFI-C 33 34 28 14 JO OJ 

Othc r -ralm,&s 
RAPH .39 4 1  ,1 36 - ()) - 25 27 
TBR 30 .36 JJ 28 10 -.20 24 69 I 
OE 43 4 1  .51 45 - OJ - 1 5  34 72 73 I 
PNS 28 33 l(I .47 01 - /0 23 61 62 69 I 
COFL .32 -. 1 7  25 23 .22 " OR - 19 -.22 -.21 - 27 I 
FFT-0 - 32 - 22 - 22 - 06 08 .S2 - /0 - 28 - 2, - 28 - 20 33 I 
Ffl-C 02 12 17  09 I <  - 05 .53 .JI 32 .34 39 38 -.02 
Dcscnptn·cs 
M 80 83 I I  0l 7 (,9 ◄2 39 53 3 I 40 70 4268 84 18 11 43 K 74 4357 l3 I 2 39 0l 44 32 
S/J 16. 12  3 95 3 2> 9 92 6 7<, <, 2<, 6 54 16 83 4 33 3 45 1 0 >8 6 70 6 63 8 16 

Note. Questionnaires: RAPH R1g1dity of Attitudes regardmg Personal Habits scale; TBR = Test of 
Behavioral Rigidity scale; OE = Oesterreich Questionnaire of Rigidity scale; PNS = Personal Need for 
Structure scale; COFL = Cognitive Flexibi lity scale; FFl-O = Openness to Experience NEO-FFI scale; FFI­
C = Conscientiousness NEO-FFI scale. M Mean. SD = Standard Deviation. Convergent validity 
coefficients are the seven monotra1t-heteromethod correlations presented in boldface type. Correlations 
presented in italics are nonsignificant atp "  .05 

Criterion 2 was evaluated by comparing scores on the validity diagonal with scores in 
the heterotrait-heteromethod block. Criterion 2 expects scores on the validity diagonal to 
be higher than scores on the heterotrait-heteromethod block. When considering scores 
measuring rigidity (i.e., RAPH, TBR, OE), we observed that these values ranged from r = 

.30 to r = .43 (M = .38) in the heteromethod block. as compared to the correlations of the 
same scores ranging from r = .36 to r = .5 I (M = .42) on the validity diagonal. In this 
case, the requirements of Criterion 2 have only been fulfilled for the OE score. When 
taking the validity diagonal of the remaining traits into account, correlations were all 
higher (with one exception, i.e., COFL) than correlations observed in the heterotrait 
triangles within the heteromethod block. Other-ratings differed quite considerably from 
self-ratings when knowledgeable others had to judge the cognitive flexibility of the 
respective examinees, whereas PNS, FFI-O, and FFI-C were more accurately rated by 
other-raters, with correlations ranging from r = .47 (PNS) to ,- = .53 (FFI-C). To fulfill 
Criterion 3, we expected that correlations between self-ratings and other-ratings of the 
same traits (i.e., validity diagonal) would be larger than correlations between different 
traits assessed by the same method (i.e., heterotrait-monomethod). The different rigidity 
measures and the PNS measure showed large relations between each other, thus 
confirming that preference for cognitive simplicity and clearly structured environments 
(i.e., PNS) is h ighly related to rigid attitudes and beliefs. In the self-rating block, 
correlations between PNS and the different rigidity scores ranged from r = .57 (RAPH) to 
r = .65 (TBR, OE). In the other-ratings block, correlations between PNS and rigidity 
ranged from r = .6 I (RAPH) to r = .69 (OE). We observed that correlations represented 
on the validity diagonal between rigidity and PNS scores did not exceed the correlations 
between rigidity scores (RAPH, TBR. OE) and PNS scores in the monomelhod block. 
For the remaining traits, we observed that values on the validity diagonal are larger (with 
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one exception. i.e., COFL) than correlations between different traits assessed by the same 
method (i.e., heterotrait -monomethod). riterion 4 was investigated by comparing the 
overall pattern of relationships between di fferent traits in the one heteromethod block and 
both monomethod blocks. When contrasting the two monomethod blocks to each other. a 
similar pattern of relationships between the different traits was observed. First of all, 
rigidity scores and PN showed simi lar correlations in both monomethod blocks. 
Openness to experience ( i .e., FFl -O) and cognitive flexibility (i.e., OFL) were 
negatively related to the rigidity scores and to PNS. whereas comparable positive 
correlations were observed between FFI -O and OFL on both monomethod blocks. 
COFL was, furthermore, positively correlated "ith con cientiousness (i.e., FFI -C). In 
sum. the panern of results in the heteromethod block was comparable to the patterns in 
both monomethod blocks, even though the magnitudes of correlations differed 
considerably for certain scores (e.g., FF!- , rigidity scores). Although the magnitudes of 
the present self-other agreements are in line with previous findings (McCrae. 1994). only 
marginal convergent validities of the respective scales were observed. Especially, ome 
of the monomethod correlations were higher than their respective convergent validity 
coemcients indicating the prevalence of strong method effects (see Mitte & Kampfe, 
2008). thus making it rather difficult to conclude on a valid structure of rigidity (Marsh & 
Hocevar, 1 983). 

Correlated Trait Correlated Uniqueness /lfodet' 
The CF A model was constructed to evaluate the correlational pattern observed in the 

MTMM matrix. Further, we investigated the extent to which the concept of rigidity could 
possibly represent a valid concept and how rigidity is related or unrelated to other 
concepts in personality. To simplify  the presentation of parameter estimates for the 
CT U model, Table 2 presents the correlations among latent factors. Additionally. 
correlated uniquenesses of the CTCU are presented. Table 3 presents the values of the 
standardized factor loadings. 

Recal l  that the specificity of the CT U model is that residuals are al lowed to 
correlate with each other (correlated uniquenesses) because no separate method factors 
are introduced in this model. In the analysis of the present data the model solution was 
proper in the sense of a convergence of the estimation procedure. No parameter estimate 
of the TCU model. depicted in Figure 1 .  was out of range of admissible parameter 
estimates (e.g., negative variances) and the matrix of parameter estimates was positive 
definite. This finding strongly supports further investigation of the results. Although the 
x.2 goodness -of-lit statistic was statistically significant. the lit of our CTCU model can be 
considered good because all descriptive measures of lit were either above (CF!) or below 
( MfN/DF, RMS EA, and SRMR) recommended benchmark values [i (36. N = 204) = 
57.36, p < .05, MfN/DF = 1 .59, CF! = .986. RMSEA = .054 with a 1 0% confidence 
interval ranging from .025 to .079, and RMR = .05 I ]. 
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CTCU 
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Note TCU - Correlated Tran Correlated Uniqueness Quest1onna1rcs RAPH • R.ig1d1ty or 
Attitudes regarding Personal Habits scale, TBR • Test of Behav10ral R.i1:,1dtty scale, OE 
Oes1erre1ch QueS1ionnaire of Rig1d1ty scale. PNSFI • Desire for Structure PNS-subscale. 
PNSF2 '"" Lack of Structure PNS-subscale, COFL • Cognitive Flex1b1hty scale, FFl-O "' 
Openness to E'<penence NEO-FFJ scale, FFI-C • Consc1ent1ousness NEO-FFI scale 
Correlations presented m italics are nons1gn1ficant atp > 05 

CTCU 

Self-ratings 

Other-ratmgs 
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Factor Loading Ma1rix. ofSeif--Rutiugs and 
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Note CTCU "" Correlated Trait Correlated Uniqueness La1ent factors R s  Rrg1d,iy. PD PNS-Des1re, PL 
PNS-Lack, CF = Cogn111ve Flex1bi\1ty, 0 = Openness. C = Consc1ent1ousness Queshonna1res RAPH 
R1g1d1ty of A1t1tudes regarding Personal Habits scale, TBR • Tesl of Behavioral Rlg1d1ty scale, OE 
Oesterreich Ques11onnaire of Rig1d1ty scale; PNSFI • Desire for S1ructure PNS-subscale. PNSF2 Lael of 
Structure PNS-subscale, COFL - Cognitive Flex.1b1hty scale, FFl-O • Openness to Expenence NEO-FFT 
scale, FFI-C "" Consc1ent1ousness NEO-FFl scale All factor loadmgs are s1gn1ficantly different from zero (JI 
< 05) 
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Figure I 
O,rrt!laJed Trait C1Jrrt!lated U11iq11cncn (CTCU) mnd,d H·ith tl,e latent/actors of Rixidit)', 

PNS-De.,ire, PNS-L11ck, CoJ!nirivt! Fluihilil)•, Opcnueu, u11d C,msc:ientim,sness. 

Nolt RAPH • R1g1d1ty of Amtudes regarding Personal Habus scale. TBR • Test of 
BehaV1oral R1g1d1ty scale, OE = Oesterreich Quest1onna1re ofRlg1d1ty scale, PNSFI ,z. Desire 
for Structure PNS-subscale, PNSF2 = Lack of Structure PNS-subsca.lc. COFL = Cogm11ve 
Flex1b1hty scale, FFl-0 = Openness to Experience NEO-FFI scale, FFI-C = 
Consc1en11ousness NEO-FFI scale Scales denoted w1th a small ••s" refer 10 self-ratings, 
whereas scales denoted with a small ·•o" refer to ocher-ratings See text for md1ces of fit, 
Table 2 for correlat1ons among latent factors, and Table 3 for factor loadings 

Specifically, the factor of Rigidity (with A =  standardized factor loadings) was assessed 
by self-ratings on three different tests measuring rigidity of attitudes and behaviors 
(11.RAPH_s = .62; A.TBR_s =.56; 11.OE_s = .75) and their corresponding other-ratings 
(11.RAPH_o = .59; A.TBR_o =.45; 11.OE_o = .68). The latent factor PNS-Desire was 
assessed by self-ratings and other-ratings on the corresponding items 3, 4. 6, and IO of 
the PNS scale (PNS F l ). Standardized factor loadings were 11.PNSFl_s = .76 for self­
ratings and 11.PNSF l_o =.64 for other-ratings. The latent factor PNS-Lack was assessed 
by self-ratings and other-ratings on items I, 2, 7, 8, 9, 1 1 , and 1 2  of the PNS scale 
(PNSF2). Standardized factor loadings were 11.PNSF2_s = .68 for self-ratings and 
11.PN F2_o =.60 for other-rat ings. The latent factor of Cognitive Flexibility was assessed 
by the COFL scale, with 11.COFL_s = .49 for self-ratings and 11.COFL_o =.52 for other-
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ratings The latent factor of Openness was reflected by standardized factor loadings on 
the FFl-O scale with 11.FFI- _s - . 71 for self-ratings and :>..FFl-O o . 72 for other-ratings. 
Finally. the latent factor of Conscientiousness was reflected by standardized factor 
loadings on the FFI-C scale with :>..FFI-C _s = .73 for self-ratings and 11.FFI- o .71 for 
other-ratings (see Table 3 for the complete factor loading matrix). As can be observed for 
self-ratings, values of the standardized factor loadings of the different observed measures 
on the corresponding factors were moderate to high. ranging from ). = .49 to ). =  .76 (M ). 
= .66). For the other-ratings, factor loadings of the di!Terent measures on the 
corresponding factors, ranging from ). = .45 to ). =  .72 (M ). - .62), \, ere almost all lower 
compared to factor loadings of the self-ratings, although still large enough to warrant 
further interpretation. However. and most importantly. all the latent factor seem to be 
accurately predicted by their corresponding self-ratings and other-ratings. 

Concerning the interrelations among the latent factors of Rigidity. PNS-Desire, PN 
Lack, Cognitive Flexibility, Openness. and Conscientiousness, several findings are 
noteworthy. First, both PNS subfactors (i.e., PNS-Desire, PN -Lack) and the factor of 
Rigidity were substantively correlated (Table 2), thus demonstrating strong convergent 
validities. Latent correlations ranged from r = .75 to r = .80, confirming the convergent 
validity observed in the monomethod blocks of the MTMM matrix (Table I) between 
both PNS subfactors and Rigid ii) . Note, however. that correlations between PN (as 
unique concept) and rigidity measures (i.e., RAPil. TBR, OE) in the heteromethod block 
of the MTMM matrix are considerabl: weaker compared to latent correlations observed 
in the CTCU model. Thus. after controlling for the influence of method-specific effects 
by correlated uniquenesses, PNS subfactors demonstrated strong convergent validities 
with the Rigidity factor. econd. consistent with our predictions (section Expected 
outcomes) negative relationships are observed between Rigidity and Openness (r = - .44) 
and between Rigidity and Cognitive Flexibility (r = - . 46; see Table 2). When 
considering the concept of rigidity as being one-dimensional in nature, represented by 
flexibility on the one extreme and rigidity on the other, we would have expected a perfect 
(or at least a very strong) negative relationship between the latent factors of ognitive 
Flexibility and Rigidity. As observed. this is clearly not the case (see Table 2). We, 
therefore, suggest that the concept of rigidity is not one-dimensional (Schultz & 

earleman, 2002) but should be viewed as a construct \.\hich is made up of aspects 
represented in multiple different personality traits. Third, we observe a medium positive 
relationship (r = .42) between Rigidity and Conscientiousness. Fourth, as mentioned 
above, both PNS subfactors (i.e .. PN -Desire and PN -Lack) related similarly to the 
Rigidity factor, but they differed considerably in their relations to the latent factors 
Cognitive Flexibility and Conscientiousness. We observed a small to medium correlation 
between PNS-Desire and ognitive Flexibility (r = -.2 1). although the correlation 
between PNS-Lack and Cognitive Flexibility was substantially larger (r = -.49). Thus, it 
seems reasonable to consider both PNS subfactors eparately from each other in future 
studies of personality (Neuberg & ewsom, 1993). 

In sum, large convergent validities are observed between both PNS subfactors and 
Rigidity. Thus. the construct of personal need for structure and the construct of rigidity 
are highly related to each other, suggesting that Rigidity may not represent a distinct 
construct. Note however, that Rigidity. PN -Desire. and PN -Lack shO\,\ rather differing 
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correlative patterns with the remaining personality variables (Table 2). This finding 
suggests that the latent factor of Rigidity captures something more than solely a personal 
need for structure. 

Discussion 
Up to present. i t  seems as if  a considerable lack of research on the construct validity 

of rigidity exists. Note that construct validation is a long-lasting and never-ending 
process which cannot be achic\ ed by one single well-de igncd study (sec, e.g., Cronbach 
& Meehl, 1 955). Our attempt with the present study was, therefore, to provide first 
estimates of the validity of the concept of psychological rigid ity. This was achieved by 
means of three di fferent measures assessing rigidity ( i .e .. RAPIL TBR. and OE) and 
measures assessing several other personality constructs. pecifically, we assessed rigidity 
and the other personality variables by two different methods, self-ratings and other­
rating . Both methods are considered as useful and valid way for the asse sment of 
personality (Funder. 1 980; Hofstee, 1 994; McCrae, 1 994). The goal of providing first 
estimates of construct Yalidity of rigidity was addressed in two subsequent steps - ( I) by a 
classical MTMM correlation matrix (Campbell & Fiske, 1 959) and (2) by CF A. In the 
first step, we failed to conclude on a concise and unambiguou construct of rigidity. This 
was possibly due to the prevalence of method effects and lo incomplete reliabilities ofour 
instruments (Cronbach·s  alpha ranged from .69 to . 8 1  for self-ratings and from . 7 1  to .88 
for other-rat ings). Nevertheless, correlative patterns between the measures for self-ratings 
and the measures for other-ratings were identical within the MTMM matrix. which 
represents one essential criterion for the validity of the investigated construct ( see 
Campbell & Fiske. 1 959). In a second step. we evaluated the relational patterns observed 
in the MTMM matrix by FA while controlling for method-specific variance. The 
present CTCU model demonstrated accurate model fit statistics and can thus be 
interpreted as rcprc enting the present data most adequately. H igh and comparable factor 
loadings of self-ratings and other-ratings on the respective latent constructs (Table 3) 
demonstrate that the investigated constructs may be considered to exist in reality. Thus, 
rigid and simple structured perceptions that individuals have of themselves are shared by 
the people that surround them (e.g .. Funder, 1 980). More specifically. the T U model 
strongly supports the idea of rigidity representing a construct, demonstrating accurate 
validities with se\·eral other personality constructs. Recall that we expected ( I )  large 
positive correlations between Rigidity and both PNS subfactors, (2) large and negative 
relationships between Rigidity and Cognitive Flexibility and between PNS-Lack and 
Cognitive Flexibility. (3) negative relationships between Rigidity and Openness, and (4) 
a positive relation hip bet\\Ccn Rigidity and Conscientiousness. Concerning our first 
assumption. we found that rigidity and both PNS subfactors share a great amount of 
variance. Essentially, this was mainly demonstrated by a large convergent relationship 
between the latent Rigidity factor and both latent PNS subfactors. Concerning this 
finding, it could be argued that this large convergence represents evidence again t the 
construct validity of Rigidity as a dist inct construct. Specifically, our correlations 
between Rigidity, PNS-Desirc, and PNS-Lack are all situated around .80. Note however, 
that the magnitudes of the correlations between Rigidity and the remaining constructs 
differ considerably from correlations of PN subfactors \I ith Cognitive Flexibility, 
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Openness. and Conscientiousness (see Table 2). Concerning our econd assumption. 
medium to large correlations are observed between Rigidity and Cognitive Flexibilit), 
whereas both PNS subfactors di llerentially relate to ognitive Flexibility, with P S­
Lack demonstrating a substantiYely larger relationship with ognitive Flexibilit) than 
PNS-Desire. Our third assumption was confirmed by medium to large negative relations 
between Rigidity and Openness, whereas both PN subfactors only show small and 
nonsignificant correlations with Openness. Finally, medium to large convergent validities 
were found between Rigidity and Conscientiousness, whereas PNS-Desire strongly 
relates to Conscientiousness. In sum, these observed relationships between the latent 
factor of Rigidity and the remaining personality variables largel) support our 
assumptions. Given these results, we may conclude that the factor of Rigidity is 
represented by measures "' hich demonstrate adequate validities, sugge ting that this 
construct may indeed satisfactorily represent everyday behavioral patterns. 

Considering this conclusion, the question may be raised of how to characterize rigid 
individuals. From the present findings, we may characterize rigid individuals as being 
less nexible in their attitudes, thus, remaining more attached to their prefabricated and 
habitual ideas, views, and behaviors. Rigid people seem to be rather close-minded: 
consequently, they are less open to new experiences, as demonstrated by medium to large 
negative correlations with the latent factor of Openness. On the other hand. nexible 
individuals appeared to be relatively insensitive to situations in which they are confronted 
to a loss of structure. It can be speculated that cognitive nexible individuals are 
characterized by their capability of having different behavioral options a, ailable for the 
different situations in which they may find themselves. Thus, this self-perception may 
lead to an increased self-confidence in one's own ability to conquer any situation one is 
confronted with. Returning to rigidity, our findings suggest., however, that rigidity is not 
solely characterized by decreased nexibility in an individual's behaviors and views. Rigid 
individuals show an important desire for restructuring their environments into more 
manageable fonns with the aim of reducing their cognitive load, as demonstrated by large 
relationships between Rigidity and both PNS subfactors. By this, simplified, well­
defined, and homogeneou cognitive structures allow the individual to rely on a clear and 
clean interpretation of new situations (Neuberg & Newsom. 1993). Thompson et al. 
(200 I) report in their study a certain degree of redundancy between the RAPH scale and 
the PNS scale. In respect to our findings, however, we argue that the investigation of 
rigidity in personal habits and att itudes allows a further and clearer differentiation 
between individuals, as was demonstrated by the latent correlations of Rigidity with 
Cognitive Flexibility, Openness, and Conscientiousness and by latent correlations of both 
PNS subfactors with Cognitive Flexibility, Openness, and Conscientiousne s (Table 2). 
From these latent correlations we conclude that clear-mindedne s and a preference for 
unambiguous and definite environments are characteristic for rigid individuals (see also 
Thompson et al., 200 I). Note that the methodology of the present study does not allow 
one to deduce causal relationships between Rigidity, Personal Need for tructure, 

ognitive Flexibility. Openness, and Conscientiousness. It can, however. be speculated 
that individuals characterized by a high degree of rigidity in their attitudes and habits 
might be less efficient in approaching a situation from different angles and, therefore, 
demonstrate an intolerance of ambiguity (Stewin, 1983). Consequently, the incapability 
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to flexibly adapt their behavioral and attitudinal patterns to new situations may lead rigid 
individuals to experience discomfort. More specifically, when confronted with new 
situational demands. individuals perceive a certain lack of structure because this new 
situation is identified as unfamiliar and threatening. Rigid individuals seem then to 
respond to this lack of structure and the associated threat by a preference for familiar, 
well -known environments and perseverate in old, established habits and behavioral 
patterns. A consequence of this perseveration is a fai lure to adapt to the new situation 
(Schultz & Searleman. 2002). This conclusion is supported by the large positive 
relationships found between Rigidity and the factor of PNS-Lack and the medium to 
large negat ive relationships found between Cognitive Flexibil ity and Rigidity. Further, 
we found that the factor of Rigidity is moderately related to the factor of 
Conscientiousness. Concerning this relation. we may speculate that the common aspect 
between Rigidity and Conscientiousness is the need for order and the important degree of 
sel f-control usually attributable to both personality constructs. The aspect of order and 
structure, representing the tendency to keep one"s environment well organized, plays a 
crucial role in Conscientiousness (Costa et al., 1 99 1 ). as represented by a medium to 
large correlation with a desire for structure (i.e., PNS -Desire) in the CTCU model. Note 
that previous research suggests that this aspect of increased order and sel f-control in 
conscious individuals diminishes accurate decision-making processes ( Le Pine, Colquitt, 
& Erez, 2000). In turn, the increased self-control in rigid individuals may also have a 
negative influence on the adaptabil ity of rigid individuals to new situational demands. 

The present empirical findings support the view of rigidity as representing a situation­
unspecific trait of the individual person, existing in reality. The study was, however, 
limited to the use of rigidity questionnaires assessing rigid attitudes. rigid behaviors. and 
rigid views in everyday life. There are other approaches to study the concept of rigidity 
from an action-oriented point of view as, for example, Schaie·s multidimensional 
approach (Schaie, 1955; Schaie & Parham, 1975), or Luchins· Einstellung-like tests 
(Luchins, 1 95 1; Luchins & Luchins. 1959). Thus, an interesting research question would 
be to clarify if psychological trait-rigidity has a mediating effect on problem -solving and 
action-oriented tasks of rigidity. 

Footnotes 

I. We would like to thank an anonymous reviewer for pointing us to this argument. 
2. Another CF A model type ( correlated trait - correlated method minus one [CTC( M - 1  )] ;  
see Eid, 2000: Eid et al., 2003) was tested. For the sake of brevity, however, we will only 
focus on the CTCU model because this model type fitted the data most adequately. 
Analyses concerning the CTC(M- 1) model are available from the first author upon 
request. 
3. In the original German version of the Oesterreich Questionnaire of Rigidity 
(Oesterreich, 1974). the item response format is trichotomous (0 = false, I = true, or ? =  
don 't know). In one previous unpublished application of our French version of the 
Oesterreich Questionnaire of Rigidity (OE), the third item response option ·'?" was 
scored as a missing response, because we assumed that a "?" response does not offer us 
any further information that helps in differentiating rigid from nonrigid participants. 
However, utilizing this strategy led to a considerable amount of missing data. We, 
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therefore. decided to impose a dichotomous forced-choice response fonnat in the French 
translation of the scale (0 = false and I = true) avoiding problems related to the treatment 
of missing data. 
4. Note that, hereafter. the di fferent measures will be referenced with a small "s" to 
designate self-ratings (e.g., RAPH_s for self-ratings on the RAPI I scale) and with a small 
·'o" to designate other-ratings (e.g., RAPlf_o for other-ratings on the RAPH scale). Note 
also that, hereafter, latent factors will be referenced with an upper case first letter (e.g., 
Rigidity as the latent factor) and constructs or measures wil l  be referenced with a lower 
case first letter (e.g., rigidity as a construct or as a measure). 
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Appendix 
French versions of the RAPH scale (Meresko et al., 1 954), the TBR (K. W. Schaie & 

Parham, I 975), the OE scale (Oesterreich, 1 974), the PNS scale (see Neuberg & 
Newsom, 1 993), and the COFL scale (Martin & R. Rubin. 1 995). 

For the purpose of our study, one general instruction was given on the first page of 
the document containing the different scales. 

Instruction: 
Lisez attentivement ces instructions avant de commencer. Ce document contient 7 

questionnaires avec des questions ou des affirmations. Lisez chaque question/affirmation 
attentivement el choisissez la reponse qui vous correspond le plus. 

II n �v a pas de bonnes ou de mauvaises reponses. 
Comme la premiere reponse qui vous vient a [ 'esprit est probablement la meilleure 

indication de votre opinion, essayez de repondre le plus rapidement possible et ne 
mod/(iez votre reponse qu 'en cas de mauvaise comprehension. Toutes ces expressions 
tournent autour de differentes opinions que /es gens peuvent avoir. la meilleure reponse 
est votre propre opinion et vous n 'avez pas besoin d 'avoir une competence particuliere 
pour remplir ce questionnaire. le but de ce questionnaire sera atteint si vous vous 
decrivez vous-meme et si vozis exprimez vos opinions aussi exactement que possible. 
Assurez-vous que vous ayez repondu a toutes !es affirmations meme si parfois vous devez 
deviner. 
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Faites de votre mieux pour repondre a toutes /es questions. Si vous hesite::, donnez la 
reponse qui vous correspond le 111ie1cc ou qui vous correspond la plupart du temps. 
Rappelez-vous qu 'ii n )' a pas de bonnes ou de mauvaises reponses, car votre propre 
opinion est la bonne reponse. 

Rigidity of Attitudes regarding Personal Habits (RAPH scale) 
I Fortemem en desaccord 4 Neutre 
2 Desaccord 5 Legerement d'accord 
3 - Legeremeru en desaccord 6 D 'accord 

7 Fortemenl d "accord 
I .  J 'aime plutot l ' idee d"avo1r des copams qui passent a l ' improviste a des heures inhabituelles. • 
2. Je n'aime pas faire les choses sur un coup de tete. 
3. Je n'aime pas trop les peintures qui ne racontent pas d'histoire ou qui ne representent pas clairement ou 

de maniere non amb1gue un obJel 
4. I I  n'existe que peu de choses qui s0Ient plus enervant qu'un changement soudain de plans 
5. Une personae qui se respecte ne devra1t jamais se permenre de relacher sa vigilance concernant ses 

habitudes personnelles ; apparemment le moindre lapsus peut facilement engendrer un effondrement 
total de l 'autodisciphne. 

6. Dans tout ce que I' on fait, les vraIes experiences sont touJours les meilleures 
7. Je ne commence jamais une chose que JC ne peux pas finir. 
8. J I  est preferable d'avoir un fort point de vue des choses parce que cela facilite la decision de ce qui est 

vrai ou faux 
9. Les regles de la log1que sont Jes regles de la vie. 
I 0. Si j 'avais une nouvelle voiture, je la mamuendrais toujours nettoyee et ciree. 
1 1 . « Une place pour tout et tout a sa place » est une Ires bonne philosophic de vie. 
1 2. La meil leure fa,on de jou,r des vacanccs est de plamfier minutieusement chaque detail avant de partir 
13 .  Une fois qu'une personne depasse son budget. meme s'i l s'agit de petits montants, elle va droit vers des 

problemes financiers. 
14. J'a1me plutot l ' 1dee de prendre mes repas a des heures inhabituelles et de me coucher lorsque cela me 

chante. ' 
1 5. Un des objectifs maJeurs de ) 'education devrait etre de nous donner quelques regles simples de 

compoItement, applicables d,ms toutes les sItuatIons. 
16. Le plus grand avantage de l 'homme par rapport aux animaux inferieurs est sa capacite a se reguler lui­

meme et a vivre selon des regles de conduite definies et invariables. 
17. Habituellement, on peut compter sur une personne qui change rarement d'avis pour avoir des jugements 

solides et liables concernant des sujets importa.nts. 
I 8. Une fois qu'une personne a pris une decision pour quelque chose, elle devrait s'y tenir au lieu de se 

poser continuellement des questions 
1 9. Chaque personne devrait suivre quelques bonnes regles de conduite invariables ; de cene maniere, on 

ne peut jamais se tromper 
20. La seule fa,on de s'assurer que Jes choses seront bien faites est de mettre en place un plan defini et fixe 

et de ne 1amais en devier. 

Test of Behavioral Ri idi TBR scale 
Si vous pense= que I 'afjirmallon 011 le sentiment decrrr vom correspond, coche= la cose VRAJ (V) 
Si vous ense: , ue / 'a(imnatron ou le sen11men1 deer,/ ne ,•om corres ond s, cod1er la case 1-'AUX 
I .  Je n 'emets Jamais un Jugement sur quelqu 'un avant d'etre sur des fa,ts 
2 Je suis pour une stncte appltcat1on des l01s, quelles qu • en sment Jes consequences. 
3. Cela m'imte lorsque quelque chose d " inattendu mterrompt ma routine quotidienne 
4. Les personnes qui manquent d'assurance et qui semblent incertaines me menent ma! a raise. 
5. Je pense etre plus strict envers ce qui est Juste et faux que la plupart des gens 
6. J'aime tou ours ve11ler a ce ue mon travail soit m1nutieusement lamfie et or a111se. 
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7 Une forte personnahte peut ctre capable d' adapter ses pensees meme pour les questions les plus d1ffic1les 
8 Je souha,te que les gens so,ent plus prec,s sur les choses 
9 Jc n'a1me pas 1rava1ller sur un probleme a moms d"avo,r une poss1b1hte de trouver une reponse precise et 

simple 
10 Pour la plupart des questions. 1I n'ex,stc qu'une seule reponse correcte, une fo,s qu'il est possible de 

connaitre tous les fa1L� 
1 1  L'ennu, avec beaucoup de personnes. c·cst qu'el les ne prennent pas les choses assez au seneux 
1 2  Je commence souvent des choses sans .1amais les termmer 
1 3  Jc place la barre tres haute pour mo1-meme et JC pense que les autres devra1ent en faire autant 
14 La plupart des d1scuss1ons ou disputes que JC mene concement des suJets de pnncipes. 
15 Je n • a,me pas les choses mcertaines et 11nprev1s1bles 
16 II est ennuyant d'ecouter un orateur qui ne semble pas pouvo,r se decider en ce qu' , I  cro,1 vraiment 
17 Une fo,s quefa, pns une dec1s1on.Je change rarement d'av,s 
18 Nos renex,ons sera,ent bcaucoup plus simples s, on oubhait s1mplement des termes com me 

« probablement ». « a  peu pres » et « peut-etre » 
19 J'a,me avoir une place pour chaque chose et que chaque chose so,t a sa place 
20 Je su,s connu comme etant unc personne qu, trava, lle dur et de fa�on reguhere 
21 Je pense qu • une mamcrc de vIvre b1en ordonnee, avec des horaires reguhers et une routine etabl1e 

conv,ent le mIeux a mon temperament 
22 II est d1ffic1le pour mo, de sympath1 er avcc une personne qu, doute constamment et qu, n'est pas sure 

des choses 

Oesterreich Questionnaire of Rigidity (OE scale) 
S, mus pense: q11e I 'u/firmulwn 1111 le senllmenl deer,/ vou" correspond, cache: la c:ase OU/ (0) 
S, vous pense: oue I 'a(/1rma1,on 011 le .wn/lmenl deem ne vom corresnond ms. cocher la case NON (NJ 

I Je pense qu'il vaut 1ouIours micux agir selon les bons usages 
2 Je m'hab,lle touJours tres soIgncusemen1 
3 Je trouve Ires embarrassant quand des VISlteurs passent a I' ImprovIste 
4 Une fo1s que mon opm,on est fa,te, Je n 'en change pas 
5 En sortant de chez mo1,Je venfie reguherement s, fru b1en etemt le four ou les lumieres. 
6. Je n'a1me pas le changement, car JC m'attache fortement a mes hab,tudes 
7 Tout cc que JC fa,s est plamfie 
8 On devra11 de temps a autre abandonner ses hab1tudes et faire quelque chose de completement nouveau • 
9 En m'hab,llant,Je precede touJours exactement dans le meme ordre 

10 Je trouve que ma fa�on d'aborder les choses est d'habitude la meilleure, meme s, au debut cela n'en a 
parfo,s pas l'a,r 

I I  Les s11ua1Ions nouvelles et mhab11uclles me son! desagreables 
1 2  ela m · ,mporte peu. s ,  mon dom1c1le est range o u  non • 
1 3  De temps a autre, Je fa1s quelque chose de dangereux, Juste pour l e  plais,r. • 
14 J'ag,s selon le pnnc,pe M,eux vaut prevemr que guenr 
15 Quand JC commence quelque chose JC le !ermine 
16 II m·arnve malheureusement de ne pas etre ponctuel • 

1 7. Dans l 'avemr, JC souha11c avoir une vie aussI calme que possible 

I Fortl!ment en desa..:cord -I Lt!gerl!mcnl d'accord 
2 Afodt!ri!menl en d,!sacwrd Modc!remenl d 'accord 
3 U eremen/ en d.!saccord Forlemenl d ·accord 

I Ca me contrarie de me lancer dans une s1tuat1on dont JC ne sa1s pas ce que JC peux en attendre 
2. Je nc su,s pas gene par des choses qui mterrompent ma routine quot1d1enne. • 
3 J'a,me avo,r un mode de vie clair et b,en structure. 
4 J a,me b,en avo,r unc lace ur cha ue chose et avoir cha ue chose a sa lace 
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5 J' a11ne b1en etre spontanc • 
6 Une vie ordonn.:e avec des hora1res reguhers rend ma vie ennuyeusc • 
7 Je n ·a,me pas les s1tuauons 1nccrta1nes 
8 Je deteste changer mes plans a la dem1ere 1111nute 
9 Je deteste etre avec des gens qu, S0lll 1mprev1s1bles 
10 Des hab11udes cohcrentcs me permettcnt <J' apprec,er davantagc la vie 
1 1  J'a1me b1en l 'euphone de me retrouver dans des s1tuauons 1mprev1s1bles • 
12 Je me sens mal a l 'a,se dans une s1tuat1on ou les re •les ne sont as claires 

o nitive Flnibilitv COFL scale 

I Fortemenl en disaccord -I Legcrcml'nt J 'u,.:.:orJ 
Z En dt!swxord 5 D 'occord 
3 Li i!remenl en disaccord 6 Fortement d'acwrd 

I Je sa,s commumquer une idee de beaucoup de marneres d1fferentes 
2 J'ev1te les s1tuat1ons nouvelles et 111hab1tuelles. • 
3 J'a, le sentiment de ne 1ama1s avoir l 'occas1on de prendre de dec1s1on • 
4 Je peux trouver des solutions reahsables a des problemes apparemment msolubles 
5 J'a, rarement le cho1x de mon comportement • 
6 Je suis pret a trava1ller a la resolution creative des problemes 
7 Je sa1s me com porter de fa�on appropnee dans toutes les s1tuat1ons 
8 Mon comportement est le resultat de mes dec1s1ons consc1entes 
9 Je dispose d'une panophe de comportcments pour toutes les s1tuauons 
10 Dans la vie courante,j 'ai des d1fficultes a ut1hser mes conna1ssances dans un domaine determine • 
1 1  Je su1s pret a ecouter et a considerer des alternatives pour resoudre un probleme 
1 2  J'a1 suffisamment confiance en mo, ur essa er d1fferents tv s de com ncments 
Note. Corresponding other-rating srnle.s can be obtamedjrom the fir.I/ 0111/ior " hem ,s reverse srnred 
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