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The primary purpose of this study was to confirm the four-factor structure of the 30-item 

Adlerian Personality Priority Assessment (APPA) using a split-sample cross-validation 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA).  The APPA is an assessment, grounded in Adlerian theory, 

used to conceptualize clients based on the four personality priorities most commonly used in the 

Adlerian literature: superiority, pleasing, control, and comfort. The secondary purpose of this 

study was to provide evidence for discriminant validity, examine predictive qualities of 

demographics, and explore the prevalence of the four priorities across demographics.  For the 

cross validation CFA, I randomly divided the sample, 1210 undergraduates, at a large public 

research university (53% Caucasian, 13.1% Hispanic/Latino(a), 21.4% African American, 5.4% 

American Indian, and 5.8% biracial; mean age =19.8; 58.9% females),  into two equal 

subsamples.  I used Subsample 1 (n = 605) to conduct the initial CFA. I held out Subsample 2 (n 

= 605) to test any possible model changes resulting from Subsample 1 results and to provide 

further confirmation of the APPA’s construct validity.  Findings from the split-sample cross-

validation CFA confirmed the four-factor structure of the APPA and provided support for the 

factorial/structure validity of the APPA’s scores.  Results also present initial evidence of 

discriminant validity and support the applicability of the instrument across demographics.  

Overall, these findings suggest Adlerian counselors can confidently use the APPA as a tool to 

conceptualize clients.   
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CONFIRMING THE CONSTRUCTS OF THE ADLERIAN  

PERSONALITY PRIORITY ASSESSMENT (APPA) 

Introduction 

Individual psychology, developed by Alfred Adler (1931), is the theoretical foundation of 

the Adlerian Personality Priority Assessment (APPA, Dillman Taylor, Ray, & Henson, in 

progress).  Adler proposed that all human beings have an innate need to belong and achieve 

significance.  From early life, children interpret experiences based on their perceptions of how to 

achieve significance and fit into their social contexts (Manaster & Corsini, 1982).  According to 

Kottman (2003), the person’s way of establishing a sense of belonging, which begins in the 

family, becomes the individual’s life style.  In Adlerian terms, life style or “style of life” refers to 

the convictions about self, others, and the world that individuals form to organize, predict, and 

manage their experiences throughout life (Mosak, 2005; Watts, 1999).  

For Adlerian counselors, a primary objective of the therapeutic process is to understand 

clients’ life styles in order to help clients gain insight into themselves and ultimately choose 

more self-enhancing behaviors (Ashby, Kottman, & Rice, 1998; Kottman, 2003; Manaster & 

Corsini, 1982; Mosak, 2005).  Adlerian counselors use a variety of concepts to holistically assess 

and conceptualize their clients' life style (Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 1956), including psychosocial 

dynamics (e.g., family constellation, birth order, family atmosphere, and goodness of fit), early 

recollections, mistaken beliefs, degree of social interest, and typologies.  Among the various 

typologies introduced by Adlerian theorists over the years (Adler, 1956; Horney, 1945; 1950; 

Kefir, 1971; Manaster & Corsini,1982; Mosak & Maniacci, 1999), Kefir’s (1971) concept of 

personality priorities has endured as a useful and popular tool for gaining insight into a person’s 
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life style (Brown, 1976; Dewey, 1978; Fall, Holden, & Marquis, 2010; Kefir, 1981; Kefir & 

Corsini, 1974; Kottman, 2003; Kottman & Ashby, 1999; Pew, 1976;).  

 

Personality Priorities 

 In 1971, Nira Kefir introduced personality priorities at an International Adlerian Summer 

School session in Israel, and proposed that “life style can be divided into four major types: 

controllers, avoiders, superiors, and pleasers” (Manaster & Corsini, p. 141) as a means to better 

understand individuals.  Consistent with Adler’s (1956) view regarding the use of typologies, 

Kefir conceptualized personality priorities as a window into an individual’s life style rather than 

a box in which to place people.  In 1981, Kefir further defined priorities in terms of an impasse 

or avoidance strategy that individuals unconsciously use to move away from expected danger or 

fear that resulted from a perceived early trauma.   

 Pew (1976) expanded on Kefir’s (1971, 1981) work and modified the names of the 

priorities to superiority, control, pleasing, and comfort as they are commonly termed in the 

literature.  Although similar in philosophy to Kefir’s original personality priorities, Pew’s 

definition added a focus on movement towards a specified goal to achieve significance and 

belonging.  According to Pew, a person’s "number one priority" is “based on conviction, value, 

and commitment” and is always mistaken given that individuals strive towards the “only if 

absurdity” (p. 4); for example, I can belong “only if” I am superior to others.  

The concept of personality priorities spurred interest among fellow Adlerian theorists, 

practitioners, and researchers in the 1970s.  Dewey (1978) popularized the use of priorities 

through summarizing Pew’s (1976) concepts into a chart that continues to be used in 

contemporary Adlerian literature.  Brown (1976) developed an “action-oriented diagnostic 
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process” to identify the four priorities through an informal qualitative interview, the Priority 

Interview Questionnaire (PIQ).  The PIQ utilized seven questions in which to draw upon themes 

that identified the individual’s priority, or way of viewing self, others, and the world.  Sutton 

(1976) examined the use of the PIQ to informally identify priorities and noted promising results.   

Contemporary Adlerian theorists and researchers have demonstrated increased interest in 

personality priorities as a useful tool for gaining insight into a person’s life style (Ashby et al., 

1998; Ashby, Kottman, & Stoltz, 2006; Britzman & Henkin, 1992; Evans & Bozarth, 1986; 

Forey, Christensen, & England, 1994; Holden, 1991; Kottman, 2003; Kutchins, Curlette, & 

Kern, 1997).  A brief review of the Adlerian literature over the past two decades revealed 34 

publications focused on personality priorities as a therapeutic and research tool, indicating the 

need for a valid and reliable means of assessing this construct.     

 

Assessment of Personality Priorities 

Since the development of personality priorities in 1971, Adlerian theorists have sought 

both informally and formally, to assess this typology as a means to understand an individual’s 

life style (Brown, 1976; Kefir & Corsini, 1974; Pew, 1976). Yet, research demonstrating the 

existence of personality priorities as an Adlerian construct is in its infancy (Dillman Taylor et al., 

in progress).   

Langenfeld and Main (1983) developed the first formal instrument (Langenfeld Inventory 

of Personality Priorities; LIPP) to assess personality priorities.  The LIPP is based on Kefir’s 

(1971, 1981) and Pew’s (1976) original work.  The development of the LIPP consisted of two 

phases: pilot and factor analysis.  In the pilot phase, the authors administered the 6-point Likert 

scale instrument to 92 participants to refine the items of the LIPP.  In the second phase of the 
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LIPP, Langenfeld and Main administered the 100-item instrument to 801 undergraduate and 

graduate participants across five universities and conducted an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) 

with the collected data.  Through the utilization of a scree test and deletion of all items with less 

than .30 pattern coefficients, the principal component analysis produced five factors: pleasing, 

achieving, outdoing, detaching, and avoiding.  Factors were defined in terms of movement: (a) 

pleasing, achieving, and outdoing were described in terms of movement towards an identified 

goal; (b) detaching and avoiding were described in terms of movement away from an undesirable 

outcome.   

Although the LIPP was the first assessment of its kind to provide empirical support for 

the construct of personality priorities, less than a quarter (21.91%) of the variance accounted for 

was explained by the items on the factors.  A review of literature revealed no further 

development of the LIPP.  By today’s standards for instrument development (Dimitrov, 2012), 

the LIPP fails to meet acceptable criteria for a valid and reliable measure of personality 

priorities.   

 

Adlerian Personality Priority Assessment (APPA)  

In response to the popularity of personality priorities in the Adlerian literature and the 

lack of a valid and reliable measurement to assess this typology, Dillman Taylor et al. (in 

progress) developed the APPA.   The APPA, grounded in Adlerian theory, consists of 30 

questions and takes approximately 10 minutes to complete.  Using a 5-point Likert scale, 

individuals answer each item according to how true the item is for them, ranging from 1= not at 

all, 2 = a little bit, 3 = somewhat, 4 = quite a bit, and 5 = very much.   
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In the development of the APPA, Dillman Taylor et al. (in progress) initially compiled a 

pool of 172 items, with an approximately equal number of items addressing each of the four 

proposed priorities (superiority, pleasing, control, and comfort) first introduced by Kefir (1971) 

and refined by Pew (1976).  The researchers followed stringent instrument development 

guidelines including content validity procedures, pilot data collection, and EFA (Dimitrov, 2012) 

to refine the items on the APPA to its current form of 30 items.   

Content validity procedures. To examine the content validity of the initial 172 items, the 

researchers polled 37 counseling doctoral students who were trained in Adlerian theory and self-

identified as one of the four personality priorities. The doctoral students critiqued items and 

provided feedback.  Feedback was then carefully reviewed by the research team and a focus 

group made up of 10 counseling doctoral students well-versed in Adlerian theory.  The focus 

group deleted, reworded, and added items to most accurately capture the construct personality 

priorities, resulting in a revised 116-item APPA.  Next, the research team consulted with three 

field experts with extensive publications on Adlerian theory and at the same time conducted a 

field test with 10 individuals identified as one of the four priorities. As a result, the research team 

refined the APPA to 98 items.  

 

Pilot Data Collection 

The research team administered the 98-item APPA to 163 counseling graduate students 

for the purpose of reducing the number of test items to refine the APPA to a more manageable 

length.   The researchers reported that due to the low participant-to-item ratio, the results from a 

preliminary common factor analysis were used only to make further decisions about items 

deletions. The research team deleted items due to weak factor pattern/structure coefficients, and 
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the final structure resulted in a 64-item, four-factor assessment (comfort, 11 items; pleasing, 16 

items; control, 13 items; superiority, 22 items).   

 

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) 

The researchers conducted an EFA on the 64-item APPA with a convenience sample of 

393 undergraduate participants.  To refine the model, the researchers conducted a series of factor 

analyses that included the following: (a) common factor analysis, (b) parallel analysis to 

determine number of factors to retain (O’Connor, 2000), (c) direct oblimin rotation (delta=0) to 

check for factor correlations, (d) varimax rotation if factors displayed low correlations for 

interpretation purposes, and (e) item deletions due to low pattern/structure coefficients (<.40) or 

substantial cross-loadings in the orthogonal solution.  After five iterations, the researchers 

determined the final four-factor structure model, consisting of 30 items. The final model was 

consistent with the original theoretical expectations: pleasing (n = 9 items), control (n = 6 

items), comfort (n = 8 items) and superiority (n = 7 items).  The full model reproduced 47.29% 

of the variance of the correlation matrix, and the post-rotation variance explained for each factor 

was 16.93% for pleasing, 10.57% for control, 10.13% for comfort, and 9.66% for superiority.  

Final coefficient alpha reliabilities were acceptable at .909, .840, .782, and .816, respectively.   

The model produced by the EFA provided empirical support for the reliability and 

validity of the four-factor model of personality priorities originally developed by Kefir (1971) 

and refined by Pew (1976). Based on the results of the EFA, the researchers made slight 

revisions to Kefir’s and Pew’s definitions for each of the priorities (Dillman Taylor et al., in 

progress).  The researchers also provided recommendations for future research to further develop 

the APPA.   
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Purpose of the Study 

Evidenced in the literature, the construct personality priorities is frequently used by 

practitioners as a tool to assess and understand an individual’s life style (Kottman, 2003).  

Dillman Taylor et al. (in progress) developed the APPA in response to negligible empirical 

support for personality priorities as a theoretical construct despite its popular use by Adlerians.  

Exploratory factor analysis indicated that the APPA provided strong empirical support for the 

four-factor structure of personality priorities most commonly used in the literature: superiority, 

control, comfort, and pleasing.  Although their results were promising, the researchers 

emphasized the importance of continued development of the APPA and validation of the scores 

following guidelines for stringent instrument development (Dimitrov, 2012).  The factor model 

noted by Dillman Taylor et al. has not been confirmed on a new sample.  

The primary aim of this study was to further develop the APPA through confirming its 

four-factor structure.  Specifically, this study was concerned with one primary research question.  

Was the four-factor structure of the APPA supported by cross-validation confirmatory factor 

analysis across split subsamples?  To further evaluate the validity of the APPA scores, I also 

explored the following questions: Does the APPA demonstrate discriminant validity when 

correlated with the Social Desirability Scale -17? Are participants’ demographics predictive of 

the APPA’s four factors?   

 

Methods 

 For the primary purpose of this study, I conducted a split sample cross-validation 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to verify the APPA's four-factor structure identified by 

Dillman Taylor et al. (in progress).  To determine an adequate sample size, I followed the 

7 



 
 

stringent CFA guidelines of 20 participants per item per CFA (Stevens, 2009).  Based on the 

APPA's 30-item format, I established a minimum study sample of 1,200 participants (600 per 

CFA subsample).  

 

Participants 

Participants were undergraduate students enrolled in a large public research university in 

the Southwest region of the United States.  Upon receiving approval from the university's human 

subjects review board and the appropriate university entities, I recruited participants from a 

variety of sources purposively selected to recruit a sample similar in demographics to the EFA 

sample in Dillman et al. (in progress).  Conducting CFA with a similar sample provides further 

support for construct validity of the APPA scores with undergraduates (Dimitrov, 2012).  

Sources included (a) new student orientation resource fairs for first-year and transfer students, 

(b) core courses for undecided underclassmen, (c) counseling courses, and (d) psychology 

courses with a research requirement.  To qualify for the study, students must have been least 18 

years old and classified by the participating university as undergraduates.  Students who failed to 

provide sufficient data were disqualified from the present study.    

Based on inclusion and exclusion criteria, 1,210 participants qualified for the total final 

study sample and were randomly assigned to the two subsample groups for the purpose of cross-

validation CFA.  Table 1 contains participant demographics for the present CFA study and for 

comparison, includes the EFA sample from Dillman Taylor et al.  In the CFA total sample, age 

ranged from 18-53 years (M = 19.8; SD = 3.32).  In Subsample 1 CFA, age ranged from 18 - 53 

years (M = 19.8; SD = 3.31); and in Subsample 2, age ranged from 18 – 53 years (M = 19.8; SD 

= 3.31).  As shown in Table 1, demographics for age, classification, ethnicity, and gender were 
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similar for EFA, CFA total, Subsample 1, and Subsample 2.  Consistent with EFA, the CFA’s 

sample characteristics regarding age, gender, and ethnicity are representative of the participating 

university’s undergraduate student demographics.  For the present study, I also collected 

participants' birth orders to explore possible relationships with the APPA's four factors.  Adlerian 

theory, on which the concept of personality priorities is predicated, uses birth order information 

as one way to understand individuals' styles of life.   

Table 1  

Comparison Demographics of CFA and EFA 

 Demographic EFA 
% 

Total 
CFA 

% 

Subsample 1 
CFA 

Subsample 2 
CFA 

Classification 
Lowerclassmen 56.5 67.2 67.6 67.3 

Upperclassmen 43.5 32.2 31.8 32.7 

Ethnicity 

Caucasian 56.0 53.0 52.7 53.6 

Hispanic 17.0 21.5 21.8 21.2 

African American  16.0 13.1 13.9 12.4 

Asian 3.0 5.4 5.6 5.1 

American Indian  -- 0.5 0.3 0.7 

Biracial 7.0 5.8 5.1 6.4 

Other 2.0 0.6 0.5 0.7 

Gender 
Females 64.0 58.9 58.3 59.7 

Males 36.0 40.8 41.3 40.3 

Birth Order 

First -- 36.0 37.5 34.5 

Middle/Second -- 21.7 20.3 23.3 

Baby -- 33.6 33.1 34.4 

Only -- 8.3 9.1 7.6 
Note. The designation -- indicates data not requested. 
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Instrumentation 

APPA  

The APPA (Dillman Taylor et al., in progress) is designed to measure an individual’s 

personality priority based on how the person strives to achieve significance and belonging 

through his/her perception of self, others, and the world.  The APPA measures four personality 

priorities (comfort, control, superiority, and pleasing) most commonly found in the literature.  

The APPA consists of 30 questions (superiority, 7 items; pleasing, 9 items; control, 6 items; 

comfort, 8 items) and requires 10 minutes to complete.  Using a 5-point Likert scale, individuals 

rate how true each of the items is for them, ranging from not at all to very much.  In Dillman 

Taylor et al. (in progress), the full model EFA reproduced 47.29% of the variance of the 

correlation matrix and the post-rotation variance explained and coefficient alphas for each factor 

were16.93% (α = .909) for pleasing, 10.57% (α = .840) for control, 10.13% (α = .782) for 

comfort, and 9.66% (α = .816) for superiority.  The results provided initial factorial validity for 

the structure of the APPA and reliability of its scores on each of the factors (Henson, 2001; 

Henson & Roberts, 2006).   

 

Social Desirability Scale - 17 (SDS-17) 

The SDS-17 (Stöber, 2001) is a 17-item instrument designed to assess the social 

desirability of participants’ responses. Participants rate items as true or not true for themselves.  

According to Stöber, the SDS-17 is the most frequently used scale in psychological assessment 

because its design allows for researchers to draw conclusions as to whether their questionnaire 

responses are biased by desirable responding.  Stöber developed the SDS-17 as a revision of the 

33-item Marlowe-Crowne Scale (1960).  Stöber conducted four studies using the SDS-17 to 
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investigate the convergent validity with other measures of social desirability (r = .52 - .85), 

discriminant validity (non-statistically significant and low correlations with trait scales from the 

Five Factor model: neuroticism [r = - .14], extraversion [r = .01], and openness to experience [r 

= .03]), and relationship with age, indicating that the SDS-17 had a high convergence across all 

ages (internal consistency across total sample (α = .80; r = .38).  The other two categories on the 

five factor model (agreeableness and conscientiousness) resulted in statistically significant but 

still modest correlations with the SDS-17 (r = .34, p < .01; r = .38, p < .001, respectively), which 

was hypothesized due to the nature of the SDS-17 and the factors.  Stöber concluded that the 

SDS-17 measured social desirability in adults 18 to 80 years of age. 

 

Procedures  

I collected data from a combination of online (n = 387) and in-person (n = 823) 

administration methods.  Based on the course instructor’s preference, I administered the 

assessments in class or provided instructors with an online link to the assessment.  After 

providing consent, participants completed the demographic form, the APPA and the SDS-17.  

Following data collection, I replaced participant names with assigned codes and stored the 

master list of codes and names in a secured location. I cross-referenced names to ensure unique 

participants across both forms of data collection.  

 

Data Analysis 

Primary analyses included (a) a split sample cross-validation CFA to test the APPA’s 

four-factor structure, (b) correlational analysis to evaluate discriminant validity between the 

APPA and the SDS-17 scores, and (c) multiple regressions to examine relationships between the 
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APPA’s four factors and demographic variables.  In addition, I computed percentages of 

participants’ top priorities based on study demographics including ethnicity, gender, 

classification, and birth order to examine the prevalence of the four factors.  For the split sample 

cross-validation CFA, I used 605 participants for each analysis. I used the total sample (n = 

1210) for the remaining analyses (correlational, multiple regression, and prevalence across 

priorities).  

I used structural equation modeling (SEM) to conduct the split sample cross-validation 

CFA.  In CFA, a priori models are created to test the hypothesized structure of the observed 

variables (Thompson, 2004).  Dimitrov (2012) identified cross-validation CFA as a strong 

approach to provide support for the factorial/structure validity of an instrument’s scores.  For the 

purpose of the proposed analysis, the total sample was divided into two subsamples. Subsample 

1 CFA was used to test the initial CFA models described below and Subsample 2 CFA was held 

out to test any possible model changes resulting from Subsample 1 results and to provide further 

confirmation of the APPA’s factorial validity.  For each CFA, I used LISREL 8.80 with 

maximum likelihood (ML) parameter estimation to evaluate the closeness of the implied model 

covariance matrix to the sample covariance matrix.   

I conducted preliminary descriptive analyses to identify missing data, collinearity issues, 

and multivariate normality.  A very small percentage of data points were missing (.19%) spread 

across 48 cases.  I conducted multiple imputation (MI; Schlomer, Bauman, & Card, 2010; 

Wayman, 2003) using LISREL to estimate the missing data.  I evaluated the multivariate 

normality of both subsamples with Mardia’s multivariate kurtosis coefficient.   
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CFA Models 

I created three competing models to test with CFA.  Model 1 replicated the EFA model 

identified by Dillman Taylor et al. (in progress), who settled on an orthogonal solution.  This 

model assumes that all factors and error variances are uncorrelated.  Item paths were associated 

with only their expected factor with no cross-loadings (see Figure 1).   

 
Figure 1. Model 1: The uncorrelated model. 
 

For model identification purposes, error paths were fixed to 1, and the variance of each factor 

was fixed at 1 to set the scale of the factor variance.  Model 2 was identical to Model 1 except for 
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allowing the superiority and control factors to correlate based on the Dillman Taylor et al. 

finding that these factors demonstrated a small correlation (r2 = .20).  Model 3 allows all factors 

to correlate based on the rationale that some correlation (perhaps small) is possible among 

factors, even though the EFA used an orthogonal solution.   

I evaluated the models by examining (a) model fit indices, (b) R2 for each item, (c) 

pattern and structure coefficients for each item path, and (d) modification indices.  When factors 

are uncorrelated, pattern and structure coefficients are synonymous (Graham, Guthrie, & 

Thompson, 2003).  For correlated factors, coefficients will differ as with EFA models (Henson & 

Roberts, 2006). 

 

Discriminant Validity 

Each of the four priorities on the APPA was correlated (r) with the total score of the 

SDS-17 (Stöber, 2001).  These correlations evaluated whether the APPA four priorities measured 

a construct different from social desirability (Stöber, 2001).   

 

Demographic Analyses 

To further explore the score validity of the APPA relative to demographics, I conducted 

four regression analyses with gender, classification, ethnicity, and birth order as predictors of 

each of the priorities (superiority, pleasing, control, comfort) as the dependent variable.  Other 

than birth order, there was no theoretical reason to expect any meaningful relationship between 

the predictors and the priority outcomes. 

 

14 



 
 

Prevalence 

The percentages of the participants’ top priority were computed across demographics 

(gender, classification, ethnicity, and birth order).  I analyzed the results to examine whether the 

priorities were represented equally across the demographic variables. 

 

Results 

 I randomized the sample (n = 1210) into two equal groups of 605 participants for the 

purpose of conducting a split sample cross-validation CFA with SEM.  Subsample 1 CFA was 

used to test the three competing models developed for the initial CFA models, including the 

primary model of interest (Dillman Taylor et al., in progress).  Subsample 2 CFA was used to 

confirm the findings of Subsample 1.   

Item level means were computed as item averages for each factor (with SD) in each 

subsample and each subsample’s data was examined for normality.  In Subsample 1, means 

ranged from 1.99 to 3.75 (SDs ranged from .999 to 1.372).  In Subsample 2, means ranged from 

2.01 to 3.72 (SDs ranged from .984 to 1.399). Multivariate normality of both subsamples was 

evaluated with Mardia’s kurtosis coefficient, which indicated multivariate non-normality in 

Subsample 1 (kurtosis = 95.996; critical ratio = 26.943) and Subsample 2 (kurtosis = 89.236; 

critical ratio = 25.046).  Multivariate normality is indicated as these values approach 0.0 (Liu, 

2009), and Likert scales are more likely to yield data that violate is assumption. 

Because of the multivariate non-normality, the Satorra-Bentler chi-square correction was 

used to adjust for relevant fit statistics (Kaplan, 2000).  Satorra-Bentler chi-square requires the 

estimation of the asymptotic covariance matrix (Bryant & Satorra, 2012), which was computed 
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and stored (PRELIS 2.0, Jöreskog & Sörbom, 2006) for the 30 APPA items to use as the input 

file along with the raw data of the 605 participants for each of the CFAs.   

 

Subsample 1 CFA 

I evaluated results from the three competing models to determine which model best fit the 

data by examining (a) model fit indices, (b) R2 for each item, (c) pattern and structure 

coefficients for each item path, and (d) modification indices.   

 

Model 1 

The goodness-of-fit indices are reported in Table 2.  According to Hu and Bentler (1999), 

cutoffs for CFI, IFI, and NNFI indices vary from .90 to .95. Schreiber et al. noted that RMSEA 

should be between .06 - .08 or less to determine good model fit.  Model 1 (see Figure 1) 

demonstrated good model fit according to the suggested cutoffs.  

Table 2  

Comparison of Fit Indices of All Models for Subsample 1 Data 

 CFI IFI NNFI RMSEA 

Model 1 .93 .93 .93 .069 

Model 2 .94 .94 .94 .066 

Model 3  .94 .94 .94 .066 
 

Examination of the R2s indicated that all but one item had its variance sufficiently 

reproduced by the estimated factor (R2 = .20 - .96).   With the exception of two items, the 

pattern/structure coefficients were also in the desired range, between .30 and .90.  Based on these 

findings, I separately deleted items found outside the desired range to assess any changes in 
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model fit.  No changes resulted in increased model fit; therefore, items were replaced into the 

model.  

Next, I examined modification indices to determine whether changes to the model would 

improve fit.  One modification index suggested adding a covariance between the control and 

superiority factors.  This possibility was anticipated based on prior research and is tested in 

Model 2, therefore, no changes were made here.  Examination of modification indices for the 

path coefficients suggested that all items were defined by the appropriate factors.  Last, I 

inspected possible modifications for error variances.  As a result, the error variances for two 

pairs of items were correlated, but no improvements to fit were noted and therefore, the original 

model was retained.    

 

Model 2 

Model 2 allowed the superiority and control factors to correlate, but was otherwise 

identical to Model 1.  Superiority and control shared approximately one third (r = .56, R2 = 

31.4%) of their variances.  This model demonstrated good fit as noted in Table 2.  I examined the 

pattern coefficients, R2, and modification indices for Model 2 and found that they were almost 

identical to Model 1; thus, no changes were adopted.   

 

Model 3 

Model 3 allowed all of the factors to correlate to assess inter-factor relationships as if 

often done in CFA studies.  Table 3 reports the factor correlations.  As expected from Model 2, 

superiority and control demonstrated a noteworthy correlation.  The remaining factors showed 

small correlations; however, and no two factors shared more than 5% of their variance.  Similar 
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to Models 1 and 2, this model demonstrated good fit (see Table 2).  I examined the pattern 

coefficients, R2, and modification indices for Model 3 and found that they were almost identical 

to Model 1; thus, no changes were adopted.   

Table 3  

Factor Correlation Matrix for Model 3 with Subsample 1 Data 

 Superiority Pleasing Comfort Control 

Superiority  1.00    
Pleasing .15 1.00   
Comfort -.18 .22 1.00  
Control   .56 .05 -.12 1.00 

 

Examination of the multiple fit indices in Table 2 showed negligible difference in the 

three competing models.  The very slight improvement in fit for both Models 2 and 3 were 

essentially a function of correlating the same two factors. Hence, I selected Model 1 as the 

primary measurement model for the Subsample 2 CFA because (a) results are similar across the 

3 models, (b) uncorrelated models, with all else equal, may provide a simpler, more 

generalizable model, (c) the literature on personality priorities indicate support for uncorrelated 

constructs, and (d) results are consistent with Dillman Taylor et al. (in progress) for an 

orthogonal model.  

 

CFA Subsample 2 

Model 1 was considered the primary model hypothesis for the Subsample 2 CFA.  

However, Models 2 and 3 were rerun in the second sample to confirm the findings from 

Subsample 1 and to provide further factorial/structure validity for the APPA (Thompson, 2004).  
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Table 4 presents fit indices for all three models.  Model 1 demonstrated good fit (Hu & Bentler, 

1999) and was consistent with the findings of Subsample 1.  Results from Model 2, in which 

superiority and control were allowed to correlate, produced a near-identical correlation between 

these two factors as compared to sub-sample 1 (r = .57) with comparable fit indices as well.   

Table 4  

Comparison of Fit Indices of All Models for Subsample 2 Data 

 CFI IFI NNFI RMSEA 

Model 1 .93 .93 .92 .071 

Model 2 .94 .94 .93 .067 

Model 3  .94 .94 .93 .065 
 

Model 3 allowed all factors to correlate and factor correlations are presented in Table 5.  

As expected, superiority and control demonstrated a noteworthy correlation.   The pattern of 

correlations was very close to that of Subsample 1, although the magnitude of the correlations 

was slightly higher in Subsample 2.  Even this slight shift in magnitude could be overstated as 

the strongest relationship still only reflected about 10% of the shared variance between pleasing 

and comfort.  Model 3 fit was comparable to Model 2.   

Table 5  

Factor Correlation Matrix for Model 3 with Subsample 2 Data 

 Superiority Pleasing Comfort Control 

Superiority  1.00    
Pleasing .18 1.00   
Comfort -.26 .32 1.00  
Control   .57 .06 -.21 1.00 
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The results from the Subsample 2 CFA confirmed the findings from Subsample 1, 

providing evidenced for factorial invariance across the samples.  Model 1 was selected and 

confirmed as the primary measurement model based on theoretical (Kefir, 1971; Pew, 1976) and 

empirical (Dillman Taylor et al., in progress) support in the literature for the four-factor model of 

personality priorities.   

 

Discriminant Validity 

 Because both samples yielded comparable model fit, they were combined for further 

analysis (n = 1210).  Each of the priorities scaled scores on the APPA were correlated (r) with 

the total score on the SDS-17 to explore whether the APPA measures a construct dissimilar from 

social desirability, with results given in Table 6.  To calculate the scale scores for each of the 

priorities, I summed the items listed for that priority and divided by the total number of items on 

that factor.  Low correlations were expected and obtained for the current data. Three of the four 

were near zero.  Only the correlation with control indicated a small relationship, which was not 

strong enough to suggest construct similarity.   

Table 6  

Correlations between SDS-17 Total Scores and the Four Personality Priority Factors 

 r 

Superiority  .038 

Pleasing -.084 

Comfort -.066 

Control  -.328 

 

20 



 
 

Demographic Analyses 

 To further explore the score validity of the APPA relative to demographics, four 

regression analyses were conducted. Demographics were coded as the predictor variables and the 

priorities (superiority, pleasing, control, comfort) were set as the dependent variables.  For the 

purpose of analysis, dummy variables were created for each demographic (gender: 2 levels, 1 

dummy variable; classification: 4 levels, 3 dummy variables; ethnicity: 7 levels, 6 dummy 

variables; birth order: 4 levels, 3 dummy variables). Homoscedasticity for each of the dependent 

variables was inspected with a scatter plot of standardized residuals and standardized predicted 

values.  For all dependent variables, the scatter plot was tenable.  As shown in Table 7, 

demographics explained a negligible amount of variance for each of the four factors, indicating 

the applicability of the APPA across ethnicity, classification, gender, and birth order.  

Table 7  
 
Regression Model Summary for Each of the Four Personality Priorities as Predicted by Gender, 
Classification, Ethnicity and Birth Order 
 

Factor DV R R2 Adjusted R2 

Superiority .247 .061 .051 
Pleasing .230 .053 .043 
Control .162 .026 .016 
Comfort .138 .019 .008 

 
  

Prevalence  

 The percentages of the participants’ top priorities were computed across demographic 

variables (see Table 8) to explore prevalence rates.  Exploration of occurrence across priorities is 

not the same as investigating whether factor variation could be predicted by demographics as 

reflected in the regressions above.  Superiority (39.5%) was most represented across the various 
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demographics and control (10%) was the least.  Of note, in 14 of the 17 demographic variables, 

superiority was the most identified personality priority, and for the remaining 3, pleasing was the 

highest.  In the instances in which superiority was the highest, pleasing was the second highest 

priority.  The top priority for males and females represented the largest discrepancy within a 

demographic category.  Almost 51% of males identified superiority as their top priority, 

identifying pleasing and comfort as the next highest, tied at 17%.  Among females, top priority 

was evenly split between pleasing (33%) and superiority (32%).  

Table 8  

Percentages for Top Priorities across Demographics (n = 1210) 

Demographic Pleasing Control Comfort Superiority Equal 

Total Sample 26.9 10 20.7 39.5 2.9 

Classification 

Freshman (n = 666) 23.1 10.4 19.5 44.9 2.0 

Sophomore (n = 149) 34.5 12.1 16.1 32.3 4.0 

Junior (n = 205) 25.6 9.6 25.4 36.1 2.9 

Senior (n = 185 34.1 7.6 24.3 28.6 5.4 

Ethnicity 

Caucasian (n = 643) 30.2 12.3 19.9 35.0 2.6 

Hispanic (n = 260) 25.4 6.5 21.2 42.7 4.2 

African American (n = 159) 17.0 9.4 23.9 47.2 2.5 

Asian (n = 65) 26.2 13.8 15.4 44.6 0.0 

American Indian (n = 6) 33.3 0.0 33.3 33.3 0.0 

Biracial (n = 70) 24.3 1.4 25.7 45.7 2.9 

Other (n = 7) 28.6 0.0 0.0 57.1 14.3 

Gender 
Females (n = 714) 33.2 9.2 22.5 31.9 3.1 

Males (n = 494) 17.8 11.1 17.8 50.6 2.6 

Birth Order 

First (n = 436) 27.3 7.8 22.9 39.4 2.3 

Middle/Second (n = 264) 29.5 9.8 20.1 36.4 4.2 

Baby (n = 408) 25.0 12.5 19.9 40.4 2.2 

Only (n = 101) 25.7 9.9 15.8 43.6 5.0 

Note. Bold indicates top priority. Italics indicate second priority. Equal priorities were determined by exact scores on 
two or more of the priorities.  
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Discussion 

Personality priorities is a widely discussed concept in the Adlerian counseling literature 

(Fall et al., 2010; Kefir, 1971; Kottman, 2003, 2011; Pew, 1976).  Yet, despite the popular use of 

this typology by practitioners to assess and conceptualize clients, research demonstrating the 

existence of personality priorities as an Adlerian construct is negligible.  In response, Dillman 

Taylor et al. (in progress) developed the APPA and provided strong empirical support for the 

four-factor structure of personality priorities most commonly used in the literature: superiority, 

control, comfort, and pleasing.  The results from the present study provide confirmation and 

further evidence of the factorial validity of the APPA’s four-factor model of personality 

priorities (Dillman Taylor et al., in progress), present initial evidence of discriminant validity, 

and support the applicability of the instrument across demographics.   

 

Split Sample Cross-Validation CFA 

Through use of a split sample cross-validation CFA, I confirmed the EFA model 

proposed by Dillman Taylor et al. (in progress) using two unique samples, thereby providing 

increased confidence in the findings.  Results from Subsamples 1 and 2 provide further construct 

validity of the APPA.  These results, along with rigorous methodology (Dimitrov) utilized in the 

present study and in Dillman Taylor, et al. (in progress), provide strong empirical support for the 

four personality priorities commonly found in the literature: superiority, pleasing, control and 

comfort (Kefir, 1971; Pew, 1976).  For over four decades, Adlerian theorists and researchers 

(i.e., Brown, 1976; Kefir, 1971; Kottman, 2003, 2011; Pew, 1976) have used priorities as a 

popular tool to conceptualize clients despite the lack of empirical support for their existence.  

These findings regarding the APPA’s validity and reliability with undergraduates support 
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Adlerian literature on priorities and provide contemporary Adlerian theorists and researchers 

with a tool that with further research can be used confidently and ethically to conceptualize a 

broad range of clients (ACA, 2005).   

 

Discriminant Validity 

The findings for the correlation between the APPA’s four factors and the SDS-17 provide 

support that the APPA is measuring a construct different from social desirability.  Three of the 

four factors demonstrated near-zero correlations.  The small negative correlation for the fourth 

factor, control, suggests that as individuals answer control items as more true for them, they are 

less likely to answer in a socially desirable manner.  Theoretically, individuals with a priority of 

control are defined as “organized, persistent, assertive, and law-abiding… [they] tend to feel 

socially distanced from others” (Dillman Taylor et al., in progress, p.5).  Thus, the correlation 

between social desirability and control appears to be supported theoretically, indicating that 

individuals with a control priority are more focused on taking charge and being in control and 

less focused on making themselves look favorable to others.   Given the small correlation, this 

finding needs further investigation.  Overall, the results provide evidence of discriminant validity 

for the APPA and add confidence to the findings of the CFA.   

 

Demographic Analyses 

The findings of these analyses indicated that demographics did not predict participants’ 

responses on the APPA, supporting the applicability of the instrument across the demographics.   

With the exception of birth order, these findings are consistent with expectations of low 

correlations across demographics.  This result for birth order is inconsistent with the Adlerian 

24 



 
 

literature on birth order and superiority.  These concepts are described similarly in that 

individuals strive to achieve, excel, and be the best (Dinkmeyer, Dinkmeyer, & Sperry, 1987; 

Fall et al, 2010).  Yet the results of the analysis disconfirm the idea that birth order predicts 

individuals’ responses on superiority items on the APPA.  

 

Prevalence  

In the study sample, participants were not equally distributed across the four priorities.  

Across demographics, superiority was the most identified top priority, with pleasing second.  

Interestingly, the largest discrepancy within a demographic category for top priority occurred in 

males, with the majority of males identifying as superiority. Females appeared more evenly split 

across the four priorities.  In Adlerian literature, there is no mention of any one priority being 

more prevalent in the general population; however, at least for this sample of undergraduates, 

there is a large discrepancy between the occurrences of the four priorities among undergraduates.  

Dillman Taylor et al. (in progress) also found an unequal distribution of the priorities in their 

sample; however, their results differed in that pleasing was the most identified priority, whereas 

the other priorities appeared more equally represented.  Based on the findings of the present 

study results regarding the prevalence of personality priorities across demographic variables, 

along with the Dillman Taylor et al., at least two possible explanations exist: (a) the APPA is not 

fully discriminating between the four personality priorities or (b) personality priorities are not 

equally distributed in a given population.  Both of these possibilities need to be explored further.   

 

Implications for Counseling  

The results of this study provide implications beyond confirming the existence of the 
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four-factor structure of the APPA (Dillman Taylor et al., in progress).  The most obvious 

implication is for Adlerian counselors. Since Adler's (1931) conception of his personality theory, 

Adlerian counselors have shown interest in typologies to understand their clients. In spite of 

scant empirical support, the construct of personality priorities (Kefir 1971; Pew, 1976) has 

persisted over time as a popular tool for understanding clients' "style of life"--- their beliefs about 

self, others, and the world (Adler, 1956). In Adlerian counseling, helping clients gain insight into 

their life style within an established therapeutic relationship is an essential component in the 

therapy process. The findings suggest that Adlerian counselors can confidently use the APPA as 

a valid and reliable assessment of personality priorities as one means to conceptualize their 

clients.   

The APPA is intended to provide the Adlerian counselor and in turn, the client, with 

clarification of the client’s worldview, not to categorize the individual.  Further, the APPA is 

intended for use by mental health professionals and others, such as university instructors and 

advisors with training in Adlerian concepts including personality priorities.  For professional 

counselors, the APPA serves as a tool to facilitate clients’ deeper understanding of self, others, 

and the world, to develop therapeutic goals, and to tailor treatment plans.  Outside of the 

counseling context, advisors and instructors can use this assessment with students as a means to 

explore potential career paths and major areas of study.  For example, when I administered the 

APPA to undecided majors, I informally dialogued with students following administration of the 

APPA to help them apply their results to possible career choices.  One student’s results indicated 

that she identified with the comfort personality priority.  Upon recognizing the significance of a 

carefree, relaxing life style, she appeared to have an “ah-ha” moment in class as to why her 

business courses were a struggle and lacked enjoyment.  She was then able to begin evaluating 
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other majors that better fit her priority and her preferred way of achieving significance and 

belonging.  

In summary, the APPA in its current form shows strong promise as a useful tool for 

undergraduate populations to better understand their views about self, others, and the world at a 

time when self-understanding in the context of career choice is an important milestone.  With 

additional research, the APPA holds potential for use with various age groups and other 

populations including teacher/student relationships, couples, families, or any group that involves 

understanding self and others in a more holistic context.  

 

Limitations 

 Although research methods followed stringent instrument development recommendations 

(Dimitrov, 2012), limitations exist.  The participants consisted of a convenience sample of 

undergraduate students in one university in the southwestern part of the United States, thus 

generalizability of the results are limited to that population. Students who consented to 

participate may be different from those who opted out.  Another potential limitation is the 

method of collecting data.  I collected data from individuals in person and online.  From my 

observations, participants appeared to answer the APPA in a thoughtful manner, whereas this 

process could not be confirmed with APPAs administered online.  Finally, although I took strict 

measures to ensure unique participants, the slight possibility exists that some participants may be 

included twice.  

 

Recommendations for Future Research  

 Assessment refinement is a continual process (Dimitrov, 2012).  Researchers are 
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recommended to use and evaluate the APPA with a broader sample to determine generalizability 

of the instrument.  Currently, the APPA is normed for undergraduate students from the general 

population.  Future researchers are encouraged to assess other population samples based on age, 

ethnicity, level of education, and phase of life to confirm the factor structure found in this study.  

For each study conducted, a CFA is needed to confirm the four-factor structure with that sample 

population.  To adapt this instrument for younger ages, researchers are recommended to explore 

the literature in order to include developmentally appropriate items for each of the priorities.    

  Dimitrov (2012) also recommended conducting discriminant analyses with multiple 

instruments to demonstrate that an assessment is measuring a unique construct.  Therefore, I 

recommend comparing the APPA with instruments that assess similar constructs (i.e., Myers-

Brigg Type Inventory [Myers, McCaulley, Quenk, & Hammer, 1998], BASIS-A [Kern, Wheeler, 

& Curlette, 1997], Social Interest Index [SII, Crandall, 1975].  Additional reliability tests (i.e., 

test-retest, alpha-coefficients for factors) are needed to demonstrate that the APPA is a reliable 

instrument for assessing personality priorities.  These statistics must be conducted with 

undergraduates first; and extended to other populations to norm the APPA with other groups.   

As noted previously, it is recommended that researchers examine the factors superiority 

and control to evaluate whether the correlation amongst these factors is a theoretical or 

measurement issue.  Similar findings were noted in the EFA model, although Dillman Taylor et 

al. (in progress) chose to run an orthogonal rotation due to the small correlation between the two 

factors.  Personality priority literature views superiority and control as distinct priorities and does 

not support the correlation between these two factors.  In addition, Adlerian researchers are 

encouraged to explore the relationship, if any, between birth order and superiority.  

Finally, researchers need to expand upon the findings regarding prevalence of the 
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priorities in the population. Researchers are encouraged to examine each of the priorities to 

determine whether the items on the factor are inclusive or only partially define the four priorities.  

Given that superiority appears to be prevalent in this sample, future research could examine 

correlations between priorities, specifically superiority, and such things as grades and major area 

of study.  It would also be interesting to look at the occurrences of the priorities in other 

subpopulations. For instance, is one priority more prevalent in a clinical versus nonclinical 

sample? 

 

Conclusion 

Since the early 1970s, Adlerian counselors have used the concept of personality priorities 

(Kefir, 1971; Pew, 1976) as one means to holistically assess and understand their clients’ life 

style, defined as an individual’s approach to finding significance in life (Kottman, 2003; Mosak, 

2005).  In response to a lack of a valid and reliable measure of personality priorities, the APPA 

was developed to aid contemporary Adlerian theorists, researchers, and practitioners.  The 

present study’s findings, along with the results from Dillman Taylor et al. (in progress), support 

the APPA’s usefulness as a tool for conceptualizing individuals’ life styles, the cornerstone of 

Adlerian theory.  Nonetheless, further research and refinement of the APPA is needed to expand 

its use to a broader population of individuals and groups.  
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Individual psychology, developed by Alfred Adler (1931), is the theoretical foundation of 

the Adlerian Personality Priority Assessment (APPA, Dillman Taylor et al., in progress).  

Personality priorities draw on Adlerian principles to help counselors conceptualize clients.  In 

this section, I review following: Adlerian theory, life style, personality priorities, and the APPA. 

 

Adlerian Theory 

Adler (1956) emphasized individuals as responsible and creative and viewed behavior as 

purposeful and occurring within a social context.  Individuals interpret experiences based on 

their perceptions of events (Dinkmeyer et al., 1987; Fall et al., 2010) and select behaviors, 

thoughts, and feelings in response to these perceptions.  Adler viewed people from a holistic 

perspective in order to gain insight into individuals’ life style.  Humans, naturally, are social 

beings and develop healthy behaviors when connected with others and society (Dinkmeyer et al., 

1987).  

 Individuals strive towards significance and belonging while also working to overcome 

feelings of inferiority (Dinkmeyer et al., 1987; Fall et al., 2010; Mosak, 2005).  Adler (1956) 

viewed these feelings as natural in children, and through perceptions of experiences, children 

begin to view self as inferior.  Individuals formulate goals from their perceptions of self, others, 

and the world in attempts to overcome feelings of inferiority and develop their life style or the 

way in which they approach life’s tasks based on these goals.  

 

Life Style 

 Individuals’ actions, thoughts, and feelings are understood within the context of their life 

style.  People develop their life style in response to their perceptions, established over time, 
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about self, others, and the world.  From early childhood, children interpret events and 

experiences based on their own perceptions.  Adler (1956) considered individuals as meaning 

makers, formulating meanings from their unique perceptions of experiences (Adler, 1998).  

These beliefs or meanings contrived from events are considered an individual’s private logic: 

his/her perception of how to find significance and belonging in everyday life.  The concept of 

life style is considered the core component of personality in that it “provides and represents 

unity, individuality, coherence, and stability of a person’s psychological functioning” (Ferguson, 

1984, p. 15).  Early Adlerian theorists (Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 1956) believed that the style of 

life of each individual is formulated by age 5, whereas other practitioners extend the time of 

development to age 6 or 7 (Dinkmeyer et al., 1987; Kottman, 2003).  Although most individuals’ 

life style remains stable throughout their lifespan, individuals can modify their life styles through 

therapeutic events, such as attending counseling or other life changing events.  

The style of life or life style, used interchangeably, serves three purposes: guide, limiter, 

and predictor.  Individuals’ life style can serve as a guide in which they can navigate through life 

with organization and direction, can limit ways in which their perceptions are formulated and 

acted upon, or can provide predictability and regularity in life.  One’s style of life allows for the 

creation of habits which lead to comfort and efficiency.  Through unique perceptions, individuals 

develop conclusions about how to belong in their environment and follow these established rules 

throughout life.  Furthermore, life styles indicate that all beliefs about situations, environments, 

and events are unique to each individual given that these beliefs are one’s perceptions of how 

acts/events occurred.  Based on these perceptions, people tend to act in self-reinforcing ways or 

encourage others to respond in ways that confirm their life style.  
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Adlerian counselors take into account several factors when conceptualizing clients such 

as psychosocial dynamics (e.g., family atmosphere, family constellation, birth order, and 

goodness of fit), early recollections, mistaken beliefs, degree of social interest, and typologies 

(Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 1956; Mosak & Maniacci, 1999).  When working with children, 

Adlerian counselors also explore crucial C’s (Kottman, 2003; Lew & Bettner, 1996) and goals of 

misbehavior (Dreikurs, 1950).  Through examining an individual’s life style and reflecting these 

components and/or themes to clients within the context of safe and supporting environments, 

counselors can help clients gain insight into how they view self, others, and the world.  Insight 

into action is crucial in the context of Adlerian counseling for change and growth to occur.  For 

instance, the counselor examines the amount of energy a client is willing to use towards adapting 

to life’s challenges.  From the information gathered in therapy, the counselor can collaborate 

with the client to devise a counseling plan focused on striving towards gaining insight and 

putting desired changes into action.  For the purpose of this manuscript, I review social interest, 

psychosocial dynamics, and typologies due to their influence on the development of personality 

priorities.  

 

Social Interest 

Social interest is defined as an interest in the betterment of others and the community, 

wherein an individual’s “behaviors and attitudes display a sense of fellow feeling, responsibility, 

and community with others, not just for today but for generations yet to come” (Carlson, Watts, 

& Maniacci, 2006, p. 278).  Social interest focuses on the greater good of others and society, 

beyond oneself.  Adler utilized the concept “social interest” as a means to determine healthy 

functioning in an individual’s life.  Individuals striving on the socially useful side of life 
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(exhibiting social interest) are considered to be healthy and adaptive in life (Fall et al., 2010).  

Individuals striving on the socially useless side of life are likely to exhibit selfishness and fulfill 

self-desires rather than focusing on the greater good of others and their community.   

 

Psychosocial Dynamics 

 Children’s perceptions of their surrounding environments play crucial roles in the 

development of their life style.  Psychosocial dynamics include birth order, family atmosphere, 

and goodness of fit.  Adlerian theorists were the first in the counseling realm to use birth order as 

a concept to gain great insight into the client’s worldview (Carlson et al., 2006).  Adlerians focus 

on psychological birth order, outlining five distinct positions: only children, oldest born, second-

born, middle children, and youngest born (Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 1956; Leman, 1985).  

Psychological birth order is “the role the child adopts in his or her interactions with others” 

(Carlson et al., 2006, p. 51) and how the child perceives his/her role in the family.  

Adler (1956) defined only children as those who look to parents as models because they 

do not have siblings as models. These children tend to be perfectionistic, set high goals for 

themselves, and prefer distance from others.  Oldest children are accustomed to being number 

one, responsible, achievement-oriented, and competitive (Kottman, 2003).  Second-born children 

tend to seek their own place of belonging, be rebellious, independent, and dislike order.  They 

tend to be responders rather than initiators and to be opposite of first-born children.  Middle 

children tend to be mediators or diplomats, are likely to be pleasers, given that they dislike 

conflict, and prefer fairness and justice.  Therefore, middle-born children feel stuck in the 

middle, not having the privileges of the eldest born child or pampering of the youngest child.  

40 



 
 

Youngest children crave excitement and stimulation and are accustomed to having others do 

things for them.  

Furthermore, the family atmosphere is crucial to the development of a child’s perception 

of self, others, and the world.  Children develop coping styles based on their perception of the 

family atmosphere rather than the atmosphere itself.  For instance, children pay attention to 

problem-solving skills that modeled by their parents. Some parents model skills that are useful or 

socially appropriate, whereas some parents do not model any or model skills that are not useful.  

Additionally, children integrate how parents’ interactions with others as how they can relate to 

people.  Those values that children tend to hear or see most often are the values they tend to 

integrate into their own worldviews, Children are influenced by environments outside of their 

families, such as important figures extending beyond their familial environments.  

The notion of goodness of fit is another major influence on an individual’s style of life 

(Carlson et al., 2006).  The authors suggested that the concept goodness of fit indicates how 

well-matched a child is with his or her environment.  For example, a chaotic environment can be 

handled better by a child who has a high tolerance level for ambiguity or stress, whereas in the 

same environment, a child who has a low tolerance may struggle or not excel in that 

environment. 

 

Typologies 

 Over several decades, Adlerian theorists have been fascinated with and frequently 

utilized various typologies to understand and facilitate insight into action in their clients.  

However, Adler warned practitioners against using typologies to categorize people, because 

individuals are unique and should be looked at from a holistic perspective (Adler, 1998).  Adler 
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(1929) stated, “We do not consider human beings as types, because every person has an 

individual style of life.  If we speak of types, therefore, it is only as a conceptual device to make 

more understandable the similarities of individuals” (as cited by Kefir & Corsini, 1974, p. 163). 

As a way of describing commonalities among individuals’ life styles, Adler (1935) 

proposed also outlined four types, or groups, of people: ruling, getting, avoiding, and socially 

useful.  Furthermore, he described two ways in which to group individuals into these types: (a) 

individuals ability to connect with others and display social interest, and (b) individuals 

development in terms of movement towards an activity and the degree to which they have 

maintained that activity (Adler, 1979).  The socially useful type is defined as high in social 

interest and high in degree of activity and is viewed as working toward the greater good and 

welfare of others (Mosak & Maniacci, 1999).  The “Getters” present with low degrees of activity 

and social interest; and their primary goal is to depend on others and get others to be in their 

service.   The “Rulers” present with a high degree of activity but a low degree of social interest; 

therefore, they strive to be in control of others.  The “Avoiders” present with both low degrees of 

social interest and activity and tend to distance themselves from tasks and others.  Although 

Adler (1929) proposed these typologies, he emphasized that all individuals have the potential for 

socially useful behavior (See Appendix E, Table E.1).  

Horney (1945) proposed three typologies, describing individuals in terms of movement 

towards overcoming or resolving inner conflicts.  Individuals could be seen as moving away 

from, towards, or against any given obstacle.  These typologies are strikingly similar to the four 

identified by Adler (Mosak & Maniacci, 1999).  See Appendix E, Table E.2.  

Adlerian theorists have used typologies since the late 1930s (Adler, 1956; Horney, 1945, 

1950; Manaster & Corsini, 1982; Mosak 1959, 1971; Mosak & Maniacci, 1999).  Due to the 
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interest of typologies in Adlerian literature, Kefir and Corsini (1974) examined models outside of 

the counseling literature.  The authors reviewed various models of typologies across disciplines 

and found similarities (See Appendix E, Table E.3).  The authors concluded that typologies have 

clinical value in understanding individuals’ life style.  Kefir and Corsini (1974) proposed 

criterion for “a good typology” of personality:  

(a) It should have wide applicability. It should be useful for categorizing a considerable 
number of people and/or behavior; (b) It should be dynamic rather than static; represent 
action rather than type; behavior rather than appearance; (c) It should have extension; and 
not consist of “boxes” in which people are placed; (d) It should be sophisticated and 
complex, considering simultaneously two or more variables, thus permitting articulation. 
(p.164)   
 

The authors claimed that each point appeared to hold face validity; however, they did not tie 

these points to any references, research, or theory.   

Typologies are used across disciplines as a way to better understand and relate to people.  

Although Adlerians have used various typologies over the years, Kefir’s concept of “personality 

priorities” has endured as a useful and popular tool for gaining insight into a person’s life style 

(Brown, 1976; Dewey, 1978; Fall et al., 2010; Kefir, 1981; Kefir & Corsini, 1974; Kottman 

2003, 2011; Kottman & Ashby, 1999; Pew, 1976).  

 

Personality Priorities 

 Adlerian theorists use personality priorities when conceptualizing clients.  Priorities can 

provide individuals with greater insight into their view of self, others, and the world.  Given the 

popularity of personality priorities as a tool for conceptualization, counselors value assessment 

of priorities to aid in their understanding of clients.  This section reviews the development of 

personality priorities and assessment of personality priorities. .   
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Development of Personality Priorities 

Nira Kefir first presented the concept of personality priorities in Tel Aviv, Israel, at an 

International Adlerian Summer school session in 1971.  She claimed that these priorities derived 

from her clinical experience and her understanding of Adlerian theory.  Consistent with Adler’s 

(1956) view of typologies, Kefir (1981) viewed personality priorities as a window into 

individuals’ life style rather than a box in which to place them.  Kefir (1971) developed 

personality priorities as a way to further understand an individual’s life style and to give 

indication as to what one’s style of life looks like.  She identified the four as (a) pleasers, (b) 

morally superiors, (c) avoiders, and (d) controllers.  Kefir (1971) defined the four priorities are 

follows: (a) the Controller tends to avoid being ridiculed through striving towards complete 

control over the situation; (b) the Pleaser tends to avoid rejection through constantly striving 

towards acceptance and approval of others and will continue to please as long as approval is 

given; (c) the Morally Superior tends to avoid anonymity through high achievement, leadership, 

and any accomplishment that creates feelings of superiority within them; and (d) the Avoider 

tends to avoid stress, delaying projects, problems, and decisions, viewing life in a constantly 

temporary state.   

Pew (1976) expanded upon Kefir’s (1971) personality priorities, modifying the names of 

the priorities to superiority, control, comfort, and pleasing, as they are commonly termed in the 

literature.  Although similar in philosophy to Kefir’s conceptualization of priorities, Pew defined 

priorities as a “set of convictions that a person gives precedence to; it is a value that is 

established by order of importance or urgency, [which] takes precedence over other values” (p. 

1).  Pew extended Kefir’s definition to include a focus on movement towards a specified goal to 

achieve significance and belonging.  According to Pew, a person’s most highly sought priority is 
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“based on conviction, value, and commitment” and is always mistaken given that individuals 

strive towards the “only if absurdity” (p. 4).  This absurdity refers to mistaken beliefs that 

individuals can achieve their significance and belonging only if ________ occurs.  The blank can 

be filled in by the goals of the priority.  For example, if an individual’s number one priority is 

pleasing, then the statement is as follows: Only if I make everyone happy am I significant and 

worthy.  Pew claimed that these statements are titled absurdities because realistically, this goal is 

impossible.  Additionally, a person’s number-one priority may limit his/her capabilities of 

demonstrating social interest and courage.  

 Pew (1976) cautioned that priorities are not to be thought of in terms of avoidance, as 

Kefir (1971) stated, but in positive terms that show movement towards the short-range goals.  

Through further expansion, Pew indicated that each individual has access to all four priorities.  

Individuals tend to operate from their number-one priority to achieve their goals and by accident 

achieve other priorities.  A person’s number-one priority is most evident when that individual is 

in crisis or when one priority is more intense than the other three.  In addition, Pew hypothesized 

that individuals are better adjusted when all four priorities are somewhat equal.  Pew further 

divided Kefir’s (1971) personality of control into three types: (a) control of others or situations, 

(b) control of self, and (c) control of life, rather than life having control over him/her.  Although 

Pew added extensively to the Adlerian literature on personality priorities, his claims were based 

in theory and experience, not empirical research.  Thus, one is left with more theoretical claims 

and no support for the priorities’ existence.  

In 1981, Kefir expanded her original premise of priorities without acknowledgement of 

Pew’s (1976) additions.  She conceptualized that priorities provide individuals with insight into 

behaviors they tend to avoid, called an impasse.  The goal of each priority is the avoidance of 
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crossing an impasse.  According to Kefir, “Priorities arise out of our creative power to organize 

chaos…they are seen as the only way to significant social survival” (p.406).  Through this 

organization, individuals are able to achieve significance and belonging.   

The concept of personality priorities spurred interest among fellow Adlerian theorists, 

practitioners, and researchers in the 1970s (Brown, 1976; Kefir, 1971; Kefir & Corsini, 1974; 

Pew, 1976).  Dewey (1978) popularized the use of priorities through summarizing Pew’s (1976) 

concepts in a chart to depict common themes regarding desired accomplishments, assets, 

impasses, losses, and other common generalizations.  Dewey’s chart is the most commonly 

utilized in Adlerian literature, and several Adlerian theorists have adapted it (e.g., Bitter, Pelonis, 

& Sonstegard, 2004; Dillman Taylor & Ray, 2012; Fall et al., 2010).  Dillman Taylor and Ray 

(2012) adapted Dewey’s chart to include language specific to each priority (Table A.1).   

Based on Kefir’s (1971) original work, Brown (1976) developed an informal diagnostic 

interview for assessing personality priorities, the Priority Interview Questionnaire (PIQ).  The 

PIQ consisted of seven short-answer questions.  Of these, four were based in reality and three 

were based in fantasy (Sutton, 1976).  The reality-based questions asked individuals to describe 

the most unpleasant situation and how he or she would cope with it.  Brown found that 

individuals tended to disclose themes related to their personality priority when discussing 

fantasies about themselves (Sutton, 1976).  Therefore, the PIQ included fantasy-based questions 

in order to find similar themes within the questionnaire.   

Sutton (1976) conducted a study to assess the validity of Kefir’s (1971) personality 

priorities primarily through the use of the PIQ.  He examined the relationship between the 

priorities and their corresponding beliefs (handicaps) about what they give up to avoid failure or 

an impasse.  Sutton reported that the results from his study were inconclusive and could neither 
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support nor reject Kefir’s theory that a relationship existed between the priority and the 

corresponding handicap.  Sutton identified several limitations as possible explanations for the 

lack of relationship between priorities and corresponding handicaps, including (a) the “judges” 

or individuals who identified the priorities of each participant reached agreement approximately 

64% of time, (b) the PIQ had a test-retest reliability coefficient of .54 due to utilizing clinically 

untrained personnel, and (c) some of the priorities easier than others, as noted through the 

reliability coefficients: superiority .93, control .51, pleasing .37, avoiding/comfort .70.  In future 

implications, Sutton noted a call for more clearly defined personality priorities stating, “until 

more work is done in terms of expanding the theory itself and in terms of the development of 

more meaningful measuring techniques and instruments, its [personality priorities] great 

potentiality as an important expansion of Adlerian theory remains dormant” (p. 126).  

Although interest in personality priorities appeared to wane during the 1980s, 

contemporary Adlerian theorists and researchers have demonstrated renewed interest in priorities 

to conceptualize clients (Ashby et al., 1998; Ashby et al., 2006; Britzman & Henkin, 1992; 

Evans & Bozarth, 1986; Forey et al., 1994; Holden, 1991; Kottman, 2003, 2011; Kutchins et al., 

1997).  A brief review of the Adlerian literature revealed that 34 publications over the past 2 

decades focused on the construct of personality priorities as a therapeutic and research tool, 

indicating a need for a valid and reliable means of assessing this construct. 

 

Assessment of Personality Priorities 

Since the development of personality priorities in 1971, various Adlerian theorists have 

sought to both informally and formally assess this typology as a means to conceptualize clients’ 
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life style (Brown, 1976; Kefir & Corsini, 1974; Pew, 1976).  However, little research 

demonstrates the existence of personality priorities (Dillman Taylor et al., in progress).  

Table A.1  

Adlerian Personality Priorities 

Priority Comfort Pleasing Control Superiority 

Tries to: Seek comfort (as 
defined by person) Please others 

 
A. Control self 

B. Control others 
C. Control situations 

 

Be better than 
others: 

More competent; 
More good; more 
right; More useful 

Suffering more 
nobly 

Assets: 

Easy going; few 
demands; minds own 
business; peacemaker; 
diplomat; empathetic; 

mellow; more 
predictable 

Friendly; considerate; 
non-aggressive; 

compromises; likely to 
volunteer; does what 

others expect 

Leadership 
potential; organized; 

productive; 
persistent; assertive; 

law-abiding 

Knowledgeable; 
precise; idealistic; 
seeks perfection; 

stick-to-it-tiveness; 
high level of social 

interest 

Reaction of 
Others: 

Irritation; Annoyance; 
Boredom 

Feel pleased at first; 
Later exasperation and 
despair at demands for 

approval 

Feel challenged; 
Tension; Resistance; 

Frustration 

Feel inadequate; 
Feelings of 

inferiority and guilt 

Price One Pays: 
Reduced productivity; 

Not use personal 
talents 

Reduction in growth; 
Discrepancy between 

self-ideal and self-
appraisal; Loss of 

Identity; Alienation 

Diminished 
creativity; Lack of 
spontaneity; Social 

Distance 

Feel overburdened; 
Over-responsible; 

Over-Involved 

Tries to Avoid: Stress; Responsibility; 
Expectations Rejection 

Humiliation; 
Unexpected; Fears 

ridicule 

Meaninglessness in 
life and its tasks 

Complains Of: 
Diminished 

productivity; 
Impatience 

Lack of respect for self 
and others 

Lack of friends; 
Wants more 

closeness; Feeling 
uptight 

Overload; Lack of 
time; Uncertain of 
relationship with 

others; Guilt 
feelings 

Language: Distracting Agreement Rational Disagreement 

May stem from: 
(early infancy) 

Discomfort; 
Pampering 

“In enemy camp” 
(battered child) 

Tight controls; Being 
overpowered 

Shaming; 
Perfectionism 

Similar to 
Behavior Goal 
(Dreikurs) 

Attention Inadequacy Power Mother who has 
failed 

Movement: Shorter Range Goals --------------------- --------------------------
 

Longer Range 
Goals 

Note. Adapted from Dewey (1978); “Adlerian Personality Priorities: Confirming the Constructs,” by D. Dillman 
Taylor, & D. Ray, 2012, Annual American Counseling Association Conference 2012, San Francisco, CA.    
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Langenfeld Inventory of Personality Priorities (LIPP) 

Langenfeld and Main (1983) developed the first formal instrument (Langenfeld Inventory 

of Personality Priorities; LIPP) to assess personality priorities based on Kefir’s (1971, 1981) and 

Pew’s (1976) work.  The development of the LIPP consisted of two phases: pilot and factor 

analysis.  In the pilot phase, the authors implemented the 6-point Likert scale instrument to 92 

participants to refine the items of the LIPP.  In the second phase of the LIPP, Langenfeld and 

Main administered the 100-item instrument to 801 undergraduate and graduate participants 

across five universities and conducted an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with the collected 

data.  Based on the results of the scree test and deletion of all items with less than .30 pattern 

coefficients, the principal component analysis (PCA) produced five factors: Pleasing, Achieving, 

Outdoing, Detaching, and Avoiding.  The authors defined the factors in terms of movement: (a) 

pleasing, achieving, and outdoing were described in terms of movement towards an identified 

goal, and (b) detaching and avoiding were in terms of movement away from an undesirable 

outcome.  Langenfeld and Main (1983) were purposeful in defining each of the priorities in 

terms of movement, which was consistent with Adler’s (1956) original views on use of 

typologies.  

Although Langenfeld and Main (1983) were the first to provide empirical support for the 

construct personality priorities, less than a quarter (21.91%) of the variance accounted for was 

explained by the items on the factors.  Furthermore, the results redefined the original personality 

priorities, indicating that the LIPP did not support the four priorities commonly found in the 

literature.  By today’s standards for instrument development (Dimitrov, 2012), the LIPP fails to 

meet acceptable criteria for a valid and reliable instrument. For example, the authors employed a 

scree test rather than a parallel analysis, a statistical calculation to determine number of factors to 
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retain; deleted items with pattern coefficients less than .30 rather than .40; and displayed 

relatively moderate variance reproduced by the items on the factors.  Furthermore, a review of 

the literature revealed no further development of the LIPP.   

Although the LIPP lacks strong empirical support for the five-factor model of personality 

priorities, the following studies have used the assessment to identify individuals’ top priority as 

the only measure available with the purpose of understanding an individual’s personality priority 

to better work with the client: evaluate psychological and attitudinal differences (Ashby et al., 

1998), multidimensional perfectionism (Ashby et al., 2006), wellness (Britzman & Henkin, 

1992; Britzman & Main, 1990), marriage pairing (Evans & Bozarth, 1986; Holden, 1991), 

teacher burnout (Forey et al., 1994), and custom-designing parent consultations (Kottman & 

Ashby, 1999).  These studies support that practitioners value assessing priorities as a clinical 

tool. 

 

Allen Assessment for Adlerian Personality Priorities (AAAPP) 

Allen (2005) sought to develop a formal instrument to measure Adlerian personality 

priorities and provide empirical support for their existence.  Due to a low sample size, 

methodological issues, and lack of an EFA, Allen was unable to provide construct validity for 

the AAAPP.  Review of the literature revealed no further development or use of the AAAPP. 

 

APPA 

In response to the prevalence of personality priorities in the literature and lack of a valid 

and reliable instrument, Dillman Taylor et al. (in progress) developed the APPA.  The APPA 

consists of 30 questions and takes approximately 10 minutes to complete.  Using a 5-point Likert 
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scale, individuals answer each item according to how true the item is for them, ranging from 1= 

not at all, 2 = a little bit, 3 = somewhat, 4 = quite a bit, and 5 = very much.  The researchers 

followed stringent instrument development guidelines, including content validity procedures, 

pilot data collection, and an EFA (Dimitrov, 2012) to refine the items on the APPA to its current 

form of 30 items.   

 

Item Development 

The development of items is crucial to establishing a reliable instrument (Dimitrov, 

2012).  In the development of the APPA, Dillman Taylor et al. (in progress) initially compiled a 

pool of 172 items, with an approximately equal number of items addressing each of the four 

priorities (superiority, 48 items; pleasing, 40 items; control, 46 items; comfort, 38 items).  

  

Content Validity Procedures 

To examine the content validity of the 172 items, the researchers polled 37 doctoral 

counseling students who were trained in Adlerian theory and self-identified as one of the four 

personality priorities (comfort, 11 items; pleasing, 7 items; control, 11 items; superiority, 8 

items). The doctoral students critiqued items that aligned with their priority and.  Based on the 

feedback received from the doctoral students, the research team discussed the possible deletion 

of 8 items (comfort, 2 items; pleasing, 1 items; control, 3 items; superiority, 2 items) and brought 

those suggestions to the focus group.  

Based on feedback from the doctoral student group and suggestions from the researchers, 

a focus group made up of 10 doctoral counseling students well-versed in Adlerian theory and the 

research team carefully reviewed each item on the APPA.  The focus group deleted, reworded, or 
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added items to capture the priorities most accurately, resulting in a revised 116-item assessment 

(comfort, 26 items; pleasing, 27 items; control, 32 items; superiority, 31 items). 

Next, the research team consulted with three field experts with extensive publication on 

Adlerian theory. The experts reviewed each item with the corresponding personality priority and 

provided feedback addressing the fit and wording of each item.  Based on their feedback, six 

questions were added to the assessment and one item was reworded. Simultaneously, the 

researchers conducted a field test to determine reliability of the items with 10 individuals 

identified as one of the four priorities.  The participants completed the full 116-item assessment.  

The research team conducted a visual analysis of the participants’ average scores for each of the 

priorities.  This analysis revealed a possible overlap of two priorities: superiority and control.  

Based on this result, the researchers chose to delete items that participants appeared to answer 

similarly across priorities; based on the field test and expert panel review, the research team 

refined the APPA to 98 items (comfort, 21 items; pleasing, 19 items; control, 25 items; 

superiority, 32 items).   

 

Pilot Data Collection 

The research team administered the 98-item APPA to 163 counseling graduate students 

for the purpose of reducing the number of test items to allow for convenient administration and 

to explore the possible factor structure of the APPA.  The researchers reported that due to low 

participant-to-item ratio, the results from the preliminary common factor analysis (CFA) were 

used only to make further decisions about items deletions.  The researchers deleted items due to 

weak factor pattern/structure coefficients and the final structure resulted in a 64-item, four-factor 

assessment (comfort, 11 items; pleasing, 16 items; control, 13 items; superiority, 22 items).   
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Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) 

The researchers conducted an EFA on the 64-item APPA with a convenience sample of 

393 undergraduate participants.  To obtain an acceptable item to participant ratio, the researchers 

needed 320 participants (1:5).  To refine the model, the researchers conducted a series of factor 

analyses that included the following: (a) common factor analysis, (b) parallel analysis to 

determine number of factors to retain (O’Connor, 2000), (c) direct oblimin rotation (delta=0) to 

check for factor correlations, (d) varimax rotation if factors displayed low correlations for 

interpretation purposes, and (e) item deletions to due low pattern/structure coefficients (<.40) or 

due to substantial cross-loadings in the orthogonal solution.  The researchers employed a total of 

five iterations because the factor structure changes after item deletions.  In all five cases, the 

researchers noted that the direct oblimin rotation resulted in low factor correlations (R2  > .20); 

therefore, they employed a varimax rotation before interpretation.  The final model consisted of a 

30-item, four-factor structure which was consistent with the original theoretical expectations: 

pleasing (9 items), control (6 items), comfort (8 items) and superiority (7 items).  The full model 

reproduced 47.29% of the variance of the correlation matrix and the post-rotation variance 

explained for each factor was 16.93% for pleasing, 10.57% for control, 10.13% for comfort, and 

9.66% for superiority.  Final coefficient alpha reliabilities were acceptable at .909, .840, .782, 

and .816, respectively.   

The model produced by the EFA provided empirical support for the reliability and 

validity of the four-factor model of the defined personality priorities developed by Kefir (1971) 

and refined by Pew (1976).  The researchers noted discrepancies between the number of 

individuals identifying as pleasing and the other three.  Evidenced by the pattern/structure 

coefficients and variance accounted for by the items, the priority of pleasing appeared easier to 
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define than the others.  Based on the results of the EFA, the researchers made slight revisions to 

Kefir’s and Pew’s definitions for each of the priorities.  The following are complete definitions 

operationally defined by the items on the APPA. The researchers also provided 

recommendations for future research to further develop the APPA, including confirmatory factor 

analysis (CFA), discriminant validity, and exploration of prevalence of personality priorities.  

Table A.2  

Variance Explained by Each Factor and Corresponding Cronbach’s α 

Priority Variance Cronbach’s α 

Pleasing 16.93% .909 

Control 10.57% .840 

Comfort 10.13% .782 

Superiority 9.66% .816 
 

Control. Individuals who seek control as a priority tend to take charge and feel most 

comfortable in leadership positions.  Individuals prefer enjoying a position of authority and 

giving directions to others.  Others perceive these individuals as being in charge and bossy.   

 Comfort. Individuals who seek comfort as a priority tend to prefer projects, jobs, and/or 

tasks that are low in stress.  Individuals prefer to enjoy life and actively choose to limit their 

commitments.  Others perceive these individuals as less productive.   

 Superiority. Individuals who seek superiority as a priority tend to desire accomplishing 

goals and possess an internal drive that pushes them to achieve higher standards and goals, 

especially when they compare themselves to others.  Individuals prefer striving towards 

accomplishing tasks that provide greater meaning in their lives.   
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Pleasing. Individuals who seek pleasing as a priority tend to have a strong desire to meet 

others’ needs.  Individuals prefer working hard to ensure that others are pleased by their actions 

and often feel anxious when others do not like them after making great strides to please.   

 

Summary 

Adlerian theorists view individuals as holistic and as constantly striving towards 

meaning, significance, and belonging (Dinkmeyer et al., 1987).  Individuals work towards these 

goals by developing a unique guiding purpose that enables them to achieve or strive towards 

these overarching goals.  An individual begins to develop this guiding purpose through the 

development of his/her perception about self, others, and the world.  Adler (1956) identified this 

perception as a life style or style of life in which individuals develop early in life and use 

throughout life to attend to and strive towards these goals.  

Kefir (1971) developed personality priorities as tool for understanding an individual’s life 

style.  Kefir identified four priorities, refined by Pew (1976): pleasing, control, comfort, and 

superiority.  Although Adler (1956) cautioned against categorizing individuals as “types,” the 

excitement around the use of personality priorities by Adlerian theorists, practitioners, and 

researchers is evident in the literature.  

Langenfeld and Main’s (1983) inventory of personality priorities does not meet stringent 

instrument development criteria in relation to current standards (Dimitrov, 2012).  In response, 

Dillman Taylor et al. (in progress) developed the APPA, following the stringent requirements for 

conducting an EFA as outlined by Dimitrov (2012) and Henson and Roberts (2006).  
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Purpose 

Personality priorities is a frequently mentioned concept in the Adlerian counseling 

literature because it is used by practitioners as a useful tool to assess and understand an 

individual’s life style (Kottman, 2003).  Dillman Taylor et al. (in progress) developed the APPA 

in response to negligible empirical support for personality priorities as a theoretical construct 

despite its popular use by Adlerians.  Exploratory factor analysis indicated that the APPA 

provided strong empirical support for the four-factor structure of personality priorities most 

commonly used in the literature: superiority, control, comfort, and pleasing.  Although their 

results were promising, the researchers emphasized the importance of continued development of 

the APPA and validation of the scores following guidelines for stringent instrument development 

(Dimitrov, 2012).  The factor model noted by Dillman Taylor et al. has not been confirmed on a 

new sample.  Thus, the primary aim of this study was to further develop the APPA through 

confirming the four-factor structure of the APPA identified by Dillman Taylor et al. (in progress) 

with a unique sample.   

 

Research Questions  

1. Was the four-factor structure of the APPA supported by cross-validation confirmatory 

factor analysis across split subsamples?   

2. Does the APPA demonstrate discriminant validity when correlated with the Social 

Desirability Scale -17? 

3. Are participants’ demographics predictive of the APPA’s four factors?   
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Definition of Terms 

 For the purposes of this study, the following terms are operationally defined.  

 Personality priorities. These constructs are a way to further understand an individual’s 

life style, or view of self, others, and the world (Kefir, 1981).  Personality priorities are goal 

driven.  Individuals typically identify a primary in order to strive towards their goals of 

significance and belonging.  Kefir (1971) identified four distinct personality priorities: morally 

superior, controller, pleaser, and avoider.  Pew (1976) expanded on Kefir’s (1971, 1981) work 

and modified the names of the priorities to superiority, control, pleasing, and comfort, as they are 

commonly termed in the literature.   

Control. Individuals who seek control as a priority tend to take charge and feel most 

comfortable in leadership positions.  Individuals prefer enjoying a position of authority and 

giving directions to others.  Others perceive these individuals as being in charge and bossy.  

Control is operationally defined by the items factored as the construct control on the APPA. 

 Comfort. Individuals who seek comfort as a priority tend to prefer projects, jobs, and/or 

tasks that are low in stress.  Individuals prefer to enjoy life and actively choose to limit their 

commitments.  Others perceive them as less productive.  Comfort is operationally defined by the 

items factored as the construct comfort on the APPA. 

 Superiority. Individuals who seek superiority as a priority tend to desire accomplishing 

goals and possess an internal drive that pushes them to achieve higher standards and goals, 

especially when they compare themselves to others.  Individuals prefer striving towards 

accomplishing tasks that provide greater meaning in their lives.  Superiority is operationally 

defined by the items factored as the construct superiority on the APPA. 
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Pleasing. Individuals who seek pleasing as a priority tend to have a strong desire to meet 

others’ needs.  Individuals prefer working hard to ensure that others are pleased by their actions 

and often feel anxious when others do not like them after making great strides to please.  

Pleasing is operationally defined by the items factored as the construct pleasing on the APPA. 

 Four-factor structure. This term identifies the number of factors found in the EFA for 

phase I development of the APPA.  A factor analysis on the observed variables determined four 

latent variables for the APPA.  

 

Participants 

 Participants were undergraduate students enrolled in a large public research university in 

the Southwest region of the United States.  Upon receiving approval from the university's human 

subjects review board and the appropriate university entities (Appendix E), I recruited 

participants from a variety of sources purposively selected to recruit a sample similar in 

demographics to the Dillman Taylor et al. (in progress) EFA sample.  Conducting CFA with a 

similar sample provides further support for construct validity of the APPA scores with 

undergraduates (Dimitrov, 2012).   

During new student orientation fairs, I set up an exhibit with other vendors for one hour, 

in which students could opt to participate.  Undergraduate studies granted permission to present 

this study and a short presentation following the collection of data during CORE academy and 

undecided freshmen seminar courses.  The chair of the counseling program also granted me 

permission to access all undergraduate counseling courses.  Additionally, all psychology courses 

have a research component that students must complete through a database, SONA.  In the 

psychology department, students selected this study on SONA to complete, and I attended two 
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large sections of a developmental psychology course in which students completed the assessment 

in person.  (All permission documentation is located in Appendix E).  A majority of the 

participants (n = 823) completed the assessment in person, with the remaining 387 participants 

completing an online version of the APPA.  

To qualify for the study, students were at least 18 years old and classified by the 

participating university as undergraduate students.  Students who failed to provide sufficient data 

on the APPA or who participated in the Dillman Taylor et al. study were disqualified from the 

present study.  Insufficient data consisted of skipping one page of questions or answering all 

items the same throughout the questionnaire.  I established a timeline based on recruiting a 

minimal sample of 1,200 participants.  To determine this number, I followed stringent CFA 

guidelines of 20 participants per item per CFA (Stevens, 2009).  After 1,210 unique participants 

completed the study, I discontinued presentations and online access to the assessment.   

Based on inclusion and exclusion criteria, 1,210 participants qualified for the total final 

study sample.  The total sample was then randomly split into two sub-samples of 605 each.  

Table B.1 contains participant demographics for the Dillman Taylor et al. (in progress) EFA 

study and the present CFA study (CFA total sample, Subsample 1, and Subsample 2).  In the 

CFA total sample, age ranged from 18 - 53 years (M = 19.8; SD = 3.32), and in the EFA sample, 

(n = 393) age ranged from 17 - 55 years (M = 20.35; SD = 3.72).  In Subsample 1 CFA, age 

ranged from 18 - 53 years (M = 19.8; SD = 3.31), and in Subsample 2, age ranged from 18 – 53 

years (M = 19.8; SD = 3.31).  As shown in Table B.1, demographics for age, classification, 

ethnicity, and gender were similar for EFA, CFA total, Subsample 1, and Subsample 2.  

Consistent with EFA, the CFA’s sample characteristics regarding age, gender, and ethnicity are 

representative of the participating university’s undergraduate student demographics 
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(http://institutionalresearch.unt.edu/sites/default/files/Fact_Book-2012-2013.pdf).  For the 

present study, I also collected participants' birth order to explore possible relationships with the 

APPA's four factors.   Adlerian theory, on which the concept of personality priorities is 

predicated, uses birth order information as one way to understand an individual’s style of life.  

Table B.1  

Comparison Demographics of CFA and EFA 

Demographic EFA 
% 

Total CFA 
% 

Subsample 1 
CFA 

Subsample 2 
CFA  

Classification     
Lowerclassmen 56.5 67.2 67.6 67.3 
Upperclassmen 43.5 32.2 31.8 32.7 

Ethnicity     
Caucasian 56.0 53.0 52.7 53.6 

Hispanic 17.0 21.5 21.8 21.2 
African American  16.0 13.1 13.9 12.4 

Asian 3.0 5.4 5.6 5.1 
American Indian  -- 0.5 0.3 0.7 

Biracial 7.0 5.8 5.1 6.4 
Other 2.0 0.6 0.5 0.7 

Gender     
Females 64.0 58.9 58.3 59.7 

Males 36.0 40.8 41.3 40.3 
Birth Order     

First -- 36.0 37.5 34.5 
Middle/Second -- 21.7 20.3 23.3 

Baby -- 33.6 33.1 34.4 
Only -- 8.3 9.1 7.6 

Note. The designation -- indicates data not requested. 

 

Instrumentation 

APPA  

The APPA (Dillman Taylor et al., in progress) is designed to measure an individual’s 

personality priority based on how a person strives to achieve significance and belonging through 

his/her perception of self, others, and the world.  The APPA measures the four personality 

61 



 
 

priorities, comfort, control, superiority, and pleasing, most commonly found in the literature 

(Pew, 1976).  The APPA consists of 30 questions (superiority, 7 items; pleasing, 9 items; control, 

6 items; comfort, 8 items) and requires 10 minutes to complete.  Using a 5-point Likert scale, 

individuals rate how true each of the items is for them, ranging from not at all to very much.  

Dillman Taylor et al. (in progress) conducted a common factor analysis (CFA) which identifies 

the variance explained by the factors without the variance of error.  The researchers selected 

CFA due to its ability to exclude the error variance and focus on the variance accounted for by 

the factors only.  The Dillman Taylor et al. full model EFA reproduced 47.29% of the variance 

of the correlation matrix, and the post-rotation variance explained and coefficient alphas for each 

factor were 16.93% (α = .909) for pleasing, 10.57% (α = .840) for control, 10.13% (α = .782) for 

comfort, and 9.66% (α = .816) for superiority.  The results provided initial factor validity for the 

structure of the APPA and reliability of its scores on each of the factors (Henson, 2001; Henson 

& Roberts, 2006).   

To score this assessment, add the items for each factor and divide by the number of total 

items on that factor.  For pleasing priority, add items 5, 8, 10, 11, 13, 17, 21, 27.  Divide the total 

by 9 to obtain the average score for that participant on this priority.  For control priority, add 

items 9, 12, 15, 18, 23, 24.  Divide the total by 6 to obtain a participant’s average score for this 

priority.  For comfort priority, add items 1, 2, 4, 6, 7, 22, 28, 29.  Divide the total score by 8 to 

find the individual’s average score for this priority.  For superiority priority, add items 14, 16, 

19, 20, 25, 26, 30 and then divide by 7 to obtain the average score for the participant on this 

priority.  To interpret, an individual’s highest average is his/her top priority. The definitions for 

each priority are listed in Dillman Taylor et al. (in progress) and can be used as a starting point 

for the individual to gain insight into how they view self, others, and the world.  
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Social Desirability Scale - 17 (SDS-17) 

The SDS-17 (Stöber, 2001) is a 17-item instrument designed to assess the social 

desirability of participants’ responses. Participants rate items as true or not true for them.  

According to Stöber, the SDS-17 is the most frequently used scale in psychological assessment 

because its design allows for researchers to draw conclusions about whether their questionnaire 

responses are biased by desirable responding.  Stöber developed the SDS-17 as a revision of the 

33-item Marlowe-Crowne Scale (1960) and conducted four studies using the SDS-17 to 

investigate the convergent validity with other measures of social desirability (r = .52 - .85), 

discriminant validity (non-statistically significant and low correlations with trait scales from the 

five factor model: neuroticism [r = - .14], extraversion [r = .01], and openness to experience [r = 

.03]), and relationship with age, indicating that the SDS-17 had a high convergence across all 

ages (internal consistency across total sample (α = .80; r = .38).  The other two categories on the 

five factor model (agreeableness and conscientiousness) resulted in statistically significant but 

still modest correlations with the SDS-17 (r = .34, p < .01; r = .38, p < .001, respectively), which 

was hypothesized due to the nature of the SDS-17 and the factors.  Stöber concluded that the 

SDS-17 measured social desirability in adults 18 to 80 years of age.  

To score the SDS-17, award one point for each “true” response on items 2, 3, 4, 7, 8, 9, 

11, 12, 13, and 15 and each “false” response on items 1, 5, 6, 10, 14, and 16.  Then sum all 

points for these items.  This number is a participant’s raw score, which ranges from 0-16.  For 

means, standard deviations, and psychometric properties, see Stöber (2001).  The SDS-17 does 

not list interpretations of scores.  
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Procedures 

I collected data from a combination of online (n = 387) and in-person (n = 823) 

administration methods.  Based on the course instructor’s preference, I administered the 

assessments (APPA and SDS-17) in class or provided the instructor with an online link to the 

battery of assessments.  After first providing consent, participants completed the APPA and 

SDS-17.  

In preparation for data collection, I contacted the New Student Orientation Department 2 

months prior to the first orientation start date to register as an exhibitor.  I attended 13 freshman 

and transfer orientations.  Three weeks prior to the start of the fall semester, I contacted 

faculty/professors in psychology, counseling, and undergraduate studies to explain this study and 

ask for permission to speak to their class for 15 minutes once during the semester.  During this 

time, I also posted my study to the SONA Website for approval and release during the first week 

of class.  I followed up with professors during the first week of class to set dates.  If during this 

time faculty disclosed they were not interested, I offered to provide an online link to the 

assessment for students to complete.  

After 2 months, I followed up with faculty who received the online link and asked them 

to remind their students to complete the online study.  I also emailed faculty who did not respond 

to the initial request for participation, providing a more detailed email as to how this opportunity 

could benefit their students, especially those students who were classified as undecided.  I 

presented this study in six courses and closed the study in mid-November after reaching the 

minimal sample participants (n = 1210).   

  Following data collection, I replaced the participants’ names with assigned codes and 

stored the master list of codes and names in a secured location.  Consistent with the CFA 
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requirement to recruit a unique participant sample (Dimitrov, 2012; Stevens, 2009), I inspected 

the master list for duplication of participants and compared the list to the participant list from the 

EFA study (Dillman Taylor et al., in progress). 

 

Data Analysis  

Primary analyses included (a) a split sample cross-validation CFA to test the APPA’s 

four-factor structure, (b) correlational analysis to evaluate discriminant validity between the 

APPA and SDS-17 scores, and (c) multiple regression to examine relationships between the 

APPA’s four factors and demographic variables.  In addition, I computed the percentages of 

participants’ top priority based on study demographics including ethnicity, gender, classification, 

and birth order to examine the prevalence of the four factors.  For the split sample cross-

validation CFA, I used 605 participants for each analysis. I used the total sample (n = 1210) for 

the remaining analyses (correlational, multiple regression, and prevalence across priorities).  

Structural equation modeling (SEM) was used to conduct the split sample cross-

validation CFA to provide further empirical support for the factorial/structure validity of the 

APPA’s four-factor structure identified by Dillman Taylor et al. (in progress).  In CFA, a priori 

models are created to test the hypothesized structure of the observed variables (Thompson, 

2004).  Dimitrov (2012) identified cross-validation CFA as a strong approach to provide support 

for the factorial/structure validity of an instrument’s scores.  For the purpose of this study, the 

total sample was divided into two sub-samples. I used Subsample 1 CFA to test the initial CFA 

models described below and Subsample 2 CFA was held out to test any possible model changes 

resulting from Subsample 1 results and to provide further confirmation of the APPA’s factorial 

validity.  For each CFA, LISREL 8.80 software with maximum likelihood (ML) parameter 
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estimation was used to evaluate the closeness of the implied model covariance matrix to the 

sample covariance matrix.   

In SPSS PASW Statistics 18, I conducted preliminary descriptive analyses to identify 

missing data, collinearity issues, and multivariate normality.  A very small percentage of data 

points were missing (.19%) spread across 48 cases.  I conducted multiple imputation (MI; 

Schlomer et al., 2010; Wayman, 2003) using LISREL to estimate the missing data.  I evaluated 

multivariate normality of both subsamples with Mardia’s multivariate kurtosis coefficient, which 

resembles normal distribution when values approach 0.0 (Liu, 2009).  

 

CFA Models 

I created three competing models to test with CFA.  Model 1 replicated the EFA model 

identified by Dillman Taylor et al. (in progress), who settled on an orthogonal solution.  This 

model assumes that all factors and error variances are uncorrelated.  Item paths were associated 

with only their expected factor with no cross-loadings (see Figure B.1).  For model identification 

purposes, error paths were fixed to 1, and the variance of each factor was fixed at 1 to set the 

scale of the factor variance.  Model 2 (see Figure B.2) was identical to Model 1 except for 

allowing the superiority and control factors to correlate based on the Dillman Taylor et al. 

finding that these factors demonstrated a small correlation (r2 = .20).  For this model, a total of 61 

parameters were estimated in this model, with a correlation drawn between superiority and 

control.  Model 3 (see Figure B.3) allows all factors to correlate based on the rationale that some 

correlation (perhaps small) is possible among factors, even though the EFA used an orthogonal 

solution.  A total of 66 parameters were estimated in this model, with correlations drawn 

between all latent variables.  
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Figure B.1. Model 1: The uncorrelated model. 
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Figure B.2. Model 2: Factors superiority and control correlated. 
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Figure B.3. Model 3: All factors correlate. 
 

I evaluated models by examining (a) model fit indices, (b) R2 for each item, (c) pattern 

and structure coefficients for each item path, and (d) modification indices.  When the factors are 

uncorrelated, the pattern and structure coefficients are synonymous (Graham et al., 2003).  For 

correlated factors, the coefficients will differ as with EFA models (Henson & Roberts, 2006).  I 
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followed these steps with Subsample 1 CFA, and then I used Subsample 2 CFA to confirm the 

findings in the first sample.  

To assess the data and fit indices, I followed the recommendations of Schreiber et al. 

(2006) and Hu and Bentler (1999), indicating that using more than one fit index is imperative for 

interpretations and final model decisions.  Schreiber, et al. recommended the following model fit 

indices: normed fit index (NFI), non-normed fit index (NNFI, as known as TLI), comparative fit 

index (CFI), and root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA).  The NNFI, NFI, and CFI 

are comparative fit indices which indicate a comparison to a baseline to determine the fit of the 

model with the observed data.  Indices are expected to be between .90 - .95 or greater to be 

considered good model fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999).  Schreiber et al. noted that for RMSEA a good 

model fit was indicated by values between .06 - .08 or less.  The interpretations of model fit 

appear to be more flexible and less static than previous authors listed (Marsh et al., 2004). Lastly, 

the direction, magnitude, and significance of the parameter estimates were reviewed to ensure 

that they make “statistical and substantive sense” (Brown, 2006, p. 126).  

 

Discriminant Validity  

Due to no changes in the identified model, I collapsed the data into one data set after 

conducting CFAs (n = 1,210).  Each of the four priorities on the APPA was correlated (r) with 

the total score of the SDS-17 (Stöber, 2001).  These correlations evaluated whether the APPA 

measured a different construct than social desirability (Stöber, 2001).  

 

Demographic Analyses  

To further explore the score validity of the APPA relative to demographics, I conducted 
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four regression analyses using the total sample (n = 1210) with gender, classification, ethnicity, 

and birth order as predictors of each of the priorities (superiority, pleasing, control, comfort) as 

the dependent variable.  Other than birth order, there was no theoretical reason to expect any 

meaningful relationship between the predictors and the priority outcomes. 

   

Prevalence 

Using the total sample (n 1210), the percentages of the participants’ top priority were 

computed across demographics (gender, classification, ethnicity, and birth order.  I analyzed 

these results to examine whether the priorities were represented equally across the demographic 

variables.   Adlerian literature does not indicate any priority appearing most often in the 

population; therefore, it was expected that the priorities were equally distributed across the 

demographic categories. 
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APPENDIX C  

UNABRIDGED RESULTS
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Split Sample Cross-Validation Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 

 Using Excel, I randomized the sample (n = 1210) into two equal groups of 605 

participants for the purpose of conducting a split sample cross-validation CFA with SEM.  CFA 

Subsample 1 was used to test the three competing models developed for the initial CFA models, 

including the EFA model (Dillman Taylor et al., in progress), the primary model of interest.  

From the results of Subsample 1, I selected Model 1 (see Figure 1), the EFA model, as the 

measurement model for CFA Subsample 2. Subsample 2 was used to confirm the finding of 

Subsample 1, providing further empirical support that the measurement model demonstrated 

good fit. 

 Item level means were computed as item averages for each factor (with SD) in each 

subsample and each subsample’s data was examined for normality.  I calculated the means for 

individual items on the APPA to assess for extreme values.  In Subsample 1, the means ranged 

from 1.99 to 3.75 (SDs ranged from .999 to 1.372).  In Subsample 2, the means ranged from 2.01 

to 3.72 (SDs ranged from .984 to 1.399).  Multivariate normality of both subsamples was 

evaluated with Mardia’s kurtosis coefficient, which indicated multivariate non-normality.  

Examination of Mardia’s coefficient of kurtosis for Subsample 1 (Kurtosis = 95.996; critical 

ration = 26.943) and sub-sample 2 (Kurtosis = 89.236; critical ration = 25.046).  Multivaritate 

normality is indicated as these values approach 0.0 (Liu, 2009) and Likert scaling, measurements 

such as the APPA, are more likely to yield data that violate this assumption.   

Because of the multivariate non-normality, the Satorra-Bentler chi-square (χ2) correction 

was used to adjust relevant fit statistics (Kaplan, 2000).  The Satorra-Bentler χ2 correction 

required the estimation of the asymptotic covariance matrix (Bryant & Satorra, 2012), which was 
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computed and (PRELIS 2.0, Jöreskog & Sörbom, 2006) for the 30 APPA items to use as the 

input file along with the raw data of the 605 participants for each of the CFAs.   

To obtain robust ML estimation, I indicated on the OUTPUT line located in the syntax 

that METHOD = ML.  For individual model parameters (e.g., pattern coefficients and standard 

errors), I established an alpha level .05 to evaluate the statistical significance. The item 

correlations are presented in Table C.1.  

Table C.1  

Item Correlations   

 

 

CFA Subsample 1 

I evaluated the models by examining (a) model fit indices, (b) R2 for each item, (c) 

pattern and structure coefficients for each item path, and (d) modification indices.  I compared 

  
 

1 1.00
2 0.36 1.00
3 -0.03 0.02 1.00
4 0.32 0.29 0.07 1.00
5 0.07 0.28 0.37 0.15 1.00
6 0.28 0.49 -0.01 0.29 0.20 1.00
7 0.28 0.46 0.05 0.32 0.26 0.39 1.00
8 0.08 0.22 0.33 0.08 0.45 0.21 0.25 1.00
9 -0.25 -0.13 0.00 -0.14 -0.08 -0.09 -0.20 -0.03 1.00

10 0.05 0.20 0.32 0.08 0.65 0.22 0.29 0.47 0.05 1.00
11 -0.07 0.07 0.43 -0.01 0.47 0.00 0.07 0.43 0.10 0.54 1.00
12 -0.25 -0.15 0.03 -0.13 -0.10 -0.16 -0.21 -0.06 0.69 0.05 0.16 1.00
13 -0.04 0.18 0.34 0.03 0.56 0.07 0.14 0.36 0.05 0.67 0.59 0.19 1.00
14 -0.05 -0.08 0.03 -0.02 -0.03 -0.06 -0.11 0.01 0.34 0.03 0.09 0.39 0.13 1.00
15 0.06 0.12 -0.07 0.17 0.12 0.22 0.08 0.07 0.24 0.22 0.07 0.24 0.15 0.33 1.00
16 0.02 0.05 -0.09 0.18 -0.01 0.08 0.02 0.00 0.19 0.09 -0.01 0.21 0.05 0.40 0.42 1.00
17 -0.01 0.00 0.49 0.02 0.43 0.01 0.04 0.42 0.03 0.46 0.61 0.07 0.55 0.17 0.08 0.12 1.00
18 -0.07 0.01 -0.18 0.01 0.08 0.04 0.01 0.07 0.45 0.19 0.01 0.35 0.11 0.20 0.49 0.34 0.00 1.00
19 0.00 -0.05 -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 -0.13 -0.11 -0.01 0.24 0.04 0.06 0.32 0.04 0.54 0.32 0.39 0.20 0.20 1.00
20 -0.12 -0.06 -0.03 -0.07 0.00 -0.12 -0.12 0.03 0.28 0.09 0.15 0.38 0.12 0.56 0.34 0.44 0.24 0.26 0.73 1.00
21 0.09 0.17 0.32 0.01 0.61 0.06 0.16 0.46 0.01 0.62 0.56 0.03 0.54 0.07 0.11 0.01 0.56 0.06 0.08 0.12 1.00
22 0.08 0.20 0.07 0.22 0.16 0.24 0.21 0.11 -0.02 0.14 0.08 0.06 0.17 0.09 0.10 0.14 0.10 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.08 1.00
23 -0.17 -0.08 -0.10 -0.06 -0.02 -0.07 -0.09 -0.02 0.67 0.09 0.06 0.60 0.08 0.39 0.49 0.36 0.02 0.60 0.34 0.45 0.03 0.10 1.00
24 -0.20 -0.10 -0.11 -0.10 -0.08 -0.07 -0.13 -0.04 0.64 0.07 0.06 0.58 0.06 0.36 0.45 0.34 0.05 0.53 0.33 0.46 -0.02 0.08 0.89 1.00
25 -0.07 -0.16 -0.03 -0.03 -0.17 -0.13 -0.13 -0.03 0.25 -0.02 -0.04 0.31 -0.07 0.40 0.26 0.36 0.10 0.19 0.51 0.52 -0.05 -0.06 0.39 0.38 1.00
26 0.06 0.06 -0.08 0.08 0.00 0.10 0.04 0.03 0.17 0.08 0.03 0.20 0.10 0.31 0.37 0.36 0.07 0.27 0.36 0.41 0.04 0.18 0.38 0.36 0.39 1.00
27 -0.05 0.04 0.47 -0.01 0.50 0.02 0.03 0.40 0.02 0.54 0.69 0.07 0.60 0.11 0.03 -0.03 0.73 -0.04 0.12 0.17 0.60 0.13 0.04 0.05 -0.01 0.08 1.00
28 0.31 0.47 0.06 0.26 0.24 0.56 0.50 0.26 -0.12 0.23 0.08 -0.16 0.14 -0.08 0.11 0.08 0.02 0.07 -0.09 -0.05 0.13 0.29 -0.06 -0.07 -0.12 0.18 0.07 1.00
29 0.30 0.37 0.03 0.43 0.25 0.40 0.50 0.22 -0.16 0.26 0.07 -0.18 0.14 -0.23 0.17 0.04 0.07 0.11 -0.12 -0.12 0.12 0.24 -0.09 -0.10 -0.15 0.12 0.03 0.54 1.00
30 -0.23 -0.22 0.15 -0.20 -0.02 -0.26 -0.26 0.07 0.34 0.09 0.13 0.38 0.15 0.42 0.19 0.27 0.31 0.17 0.56 0.60 0.13 -0.05 0.40 0.36 0.51 0.28 0.21 -0.26 -0.22 1.00

111 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 2312 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 3024 25 26 27 28 29
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the results from all three competing models to determine which model best fit the data. 

   

Model 1 

The goodness-of-fit indices are reported in Table C.2.  Hu and Bentler’s (1999) 

recommended that cutoffs for CFI, IFI, and NNFI indices vary from .90 to .95; Schreiber et al. 

noted that RMSEA should be at least between .06 - .08 or less to determine good model fit.  

Model 1 (see Figure 1) demonstrated good model fit according to the suggested cutoffs.  

Table C.2  

Comparison of Fit Indices of All Models for Subsample 1 Data 

 CFI IFI  NNFI RMSEA 

Model 1 .93 .93 .93 .069 
Model 2 .94 .94 .94 .066 
Model 3  .94 .94 .94 .066 
 

Examination of the R2s indicated that all but one item (PP22) had its variance sufficiently 

reproduced by the estimated factor (R2 = .20 - .96).  With the exception of two items (PP23 

[.910] and PP24 [.980]), the pattern/structure coefficients were also in the desired ranged 

between .30 - .90.  All items’ variances and pattern/structure coefficients are listed in Table C.3. 

Based on these findings, I separately deleted items found outside the desired range to assess any 

changes in model fit.  First, I deleted PP22 to examine changes in model fit.  The fit indices for 

Model 1 did not differ from the original model and thus, I added this item back into Model 1.  I 

repeated these steps for items PP23 and PP24, with no changes resulting in increased model fit. 
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Table C.3  

Pattern Coefficients and Standard Errors for Model 1 

Items Parameter Est. Std errors Error variance Std error R2 

PP1 .450 .043 .80 .056 .20 
PP2 .650 .031 .580 .057 .42 
PP3 .530 .036 .720 .056 .28 
PP4 .470 .043 .780 .058 .22 
PP5 .700 .027 .510 .055 .49 
PP6 .670 .031 .550 .058 .45 
PP7 .660 .031 .560 .058 .44 
PP8 .560 .036 .680 .057 .32 
PP9 .700 .029 .500 .058 .50 

PP10 .750 .023 .440 .054 .56 
PP11 .770 .023 .410 .054 .59 
PP12 .640 .031 .590 .054 .41 
PP13 .760 .023 .430 .054 .57 
PP14 .650 .032 .570 .059 .43 
PP15 .510 .036 .740 .055 .26 
PP16 .520 .038 .730 .057 .27 
PP17 .760 .024 .430 .055 .57 
PP18 .610 .032 .620 057 .38 
PP19 .810 .024 .620 .057 .65 
PP20 .870 .020 .250 .053 .75 
PP21 .760 .026 .430 .056 .57 
PP22 .350 .044 .880 .051 .12 
PP23 .960 .010 .071 .045 .93 
PP24 .920 .013 .160 .047 .84 
PP25 .640 .033 .590 .059 .41 
PP26 .500 .038 .750 .056 .25 
PP27 .820 .020 .330 .053 .67 
PP28 .760 .031 .430 .062 .57 
PP29 .690 .032 .530 .060 .47 
PP30 .690 .032 .530 .060 .47 

  

Next, I examined modification indices to determine if any changes to the model would 

improve fit.  One modification index suggested adding a covariance between the control and 

superiority factors, reducing χ2 by 162.1.  I anticipated this possibility based on prior research 

(Dillman Taylor et al., in progress) and given that this correlation is tested Model 2, therefore no 

changes were made here.  Examination of modification indices for path coefficients suggested 

that all items were defined by the appropriate factors, indicating that χ2 would potentially 

decrease by less than 66.8 points.   
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Last, I inspected possible modification for error variances. As a result, the error variances 

for two pairs of items (PP9 with PP12; PP17 with PP27) were correlated.  By correlating the 

error variances of PP9 with PP12 and PP17 with PP27, the suggestion indicated that χ2 would 

potentially decrease by 159.9 and 188.3, respectively.  Other suggestions appeared insignificant 

as indicated by minimal changes to χ2, decreasing by less than 65.5.  Due to similarity in the 

stems of items PP9 and PP12 (I take charge), I explored items PP9 and PP12 for a potential 

method effect.  I first deleted the item with the lowest path coefficient (PP12 = .62) and reran the 

CFA with Subsample 1 data to reevaluate the fit indices.  Fit indices appeared similar to Model 1 

results (CFI = .93; IFI = .93; NNFI = .93; RMSEA = .069); therefore, I replaced PP12 in the 

model.  Then I correlated error variances between items PP17 and PP27 because these items 

demonstrated the largest potential decrease in χ2.  I chose to allow this correlation to determine 

that the error variance may be representing an undefined factor.  However, the fit indices 

appeared similar to Model 1 (CFI = .94; IFI = .94; NNFI = .93; RMSEA = .069), thus, the 

correlation was removed.  I repeated these steps for items PP9 and PP12: correlating the error 

variances, checking model fit indices, and removing the error variance due to no changes in fit. 

These fit indices also appeared similar to the original model (CFI = .94; IFI = .94; NNFI = .93; 

RMSEA = .068; SRMR = .14).  No improvements to fit were noted; therefore, the original model 

was retained.   

 

Model 2 

I utilized the stored asymptotic data.  Model 2 allowed the superiority and control factors 

to correlate but was otherwise identical to Model 1.  Superiority and control shared 

approximately one third (r = .56, R2 = 31.4%) of their variance, indicating a noteworthy 
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correlation.  This model demonstrated good fit as noted in Table C.2.  I examined the pattern 

coefficients, R2, and modification indices for Model 2 and found that they were almost identical 

to Model 1; thus, no changes were adopted.  

 

Model 3 

Using the same data for Models 1 and 2, Model 3 allowed all of the factors to correlate to 

assess interfactor relationships as is often done in CFA studies (allowing all factors to correlate is 

the default setting of LISREL 8.8).  As expected based on Model 2 findings, superiority and 

control demonstrated a noteworthy correlation (R2=31.4%).  The remaining factors showed small 

correlations however, and no two factors shared more than 5% of their variance (Table C.4).  

This model also demonstrated good fit (see Table C.2).  I examined the pattern coefficients, R2, 

and modification indices for Model 3 and found that they were almost identical to Model 1; thus, 

no changes were needed.  

Table C.4  

Factor Correlation Matrix for Model 3 with Subsample 1 Data 

 Superiority  Pleasing  Comfort Control 

Superiority  1.00    
Pleasing .15 1.00   
Comfort -.18 .22 1.00  
Control   .56 .05 -.12 1.00 
 

In correlated models, pattern and structure coefficients are different.  Therefore, I 

calculated a structure coefficient matrix to note any potential outliers or unexpected structure 

coefficients based on the knowledge of pattern coefficients (see Table C.5).  As indicated in 

Table C.5, several structure coefficients appear higher than expected based on pattern 

coefficients of 0.0.  However, the structure coefficients support the findings that superiority and 
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control appear to relate/correlate somewhat based on items.  Given that modification indices did 

not note changes in items factoring on different factors, this finding is noteworthy but does not 

limit the findings that Model 1 supported the data well.  

Table C.5  

Pattern and Structure Coefficients for Model 3 

 Superiority Pleasing Comfort Control 

1 .00 (-.081) .00 (.099) .45 (.450) .00 (-.059) 
2 .00 (-.117) .00 (.143) .65 (.650) .00 (-.085) 
3 .00 (.078) .52 (.520) .00 (.114) .00 (.026) 
4 .00 (-.085) .00 (.103) .47 (.470) .00 (-.061) 
5 .00 (.105) .70 (.700) .00 (.154) .00 (.035) 
6 .00 (-.121) .00 (.147) .67 (.670) .00 (-.087) 
7 .00 (-.121) .00 (.147) .67 (.670) .00 (-.087) 
8 .00 (.084) .56 (.560) .00 (.123) .00 (.029) 
9 .00 (.399) .00 (.035) .00 (-.091) .70 (.700) 
10 .00 (.114) .76 (.760) .00 (.167) .00 (.038) 
11 .00 (.116) .77 (.770) .00 (.169) .00 (.039) 
12 .00 (.365) .00 (.032) .00 (-.083) .64 (.640) 
13 .00 (.114) .76 (.760) .00 (.167) .00 (.038) 
14 .65 (.650) .00 (.098) .00 (-.117) .00 (.371) 
15 .00 (.285) .00 (.025) .00 (-.065) .50 (.500) 
16 .52 (.520) .00 (.078) .00 (-.094) .00 (.296) 
17 .00 (.114) .76 (.760) .00 (.167) .00 (.038) 
18 .00 (.348) .00 (.031) .00 (-.079) .61 (.610) 
19 .80 (.800) .00 (.120) .00 (-.144) .00 (.456) 
20 .87 (.870) .00 (.131) .00 (-.157) .00 (.496) 
21 .00 (.114) .76 (.760) .00 (.167) .00 (.038) 
22 .00 (-.063) .00 (.077) .35 (.350) .00 (-.046) 
23 .00 (.547) .00 (.048) .00 (-.125) .96 (.960) 
24 .00 (.524) .00 (.046) .00 (-.120) .92 (.920) 
25 .64 (.640) .00 (.096) .00 (-.115) .00 (.365) 
26 .49 (.490) .00 (.074) .00 (-.088) .00 (.279) 
27 .00 (.122) .81 (.810) .00 (.178) .00 (.041) 
28 .00 (-.135) .00 (.165) .75 (.750) .00 (-.098) 
29 .00 (-.124) .00 (.152) .69 (.690) .00 (-.090) 
30 .70 (.700) .00 (.105) .00 (-.126) .00 (.399) 
 

Examination of the multiple fit indices in Table C.2 showed negligible difference in the 

three competing models.  The very slight improvement in fit for both Models 2 and 3 were 
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essentially a function of correlating the same two factors.  Nevertheless, I selected Model 1 as 

the primary measurement model for the Subsample 2 CFA because (a) the results are similar 

across the 3 models, (b) uncorrelated models, with all else equal, may provide a simpler, more 

generalizable model, (c) the literature on personality priorities suggests strong support for 

uncorrelated constructs, and (d) results are consistent with Dillman Taylor et al. (in progress) for 

an orthogonal, uncorrelated, model.  

 

CFA Subsample 2 

Model 1 was considered the primary model hypothesis for the Subsample 2 CFA.  

However, Models 2 and 3 were rerun in the second sample to confirm the findings from 

Subsample 1 and to provide further factorial/structure validity for the APPA (Thompson, 2004).  

Table C.6 presents fit indices for all three models.  Model 1 demonstrated good fit (Hu & 

Bentler, 1999) and was consistent with the findings of Subsample 1.  Results from Model 2, in 

which superiority and control were allowed to correlate, produced a near-identical correlation 

between these two factors as compared to Subsample 1 (r = .57, R2 = 32.5%) with comparable fit 

indices as well.   

Table C.6  

Comparison of Fit Indices of All Models for Subsample 2 Data 

 CFI IFI NNFI RMSEA 

Model 1 .93 .93 .92 .071 
Model 2 .94 .94 .93 .067 
Model 3  .94 .94 .93 .065 

 

Model 3 allowed all factors to correlate and factor correlations are presented in Table 

C.7. As expected, superiority and control demonstrated a noteworthy correlation.  The pattern of 
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correlations was very close to that of Subsample 1, although the magnitude of the correlations 

was slightly higher in Subsample 2.  Even this slight shift in magnitude could be overstated as 

the strongest relationship still only reflected about 10% of shared variance between pleasing and 

comfort.  Model 3 fit was comparable to Model 2.  

Table C.7  

Factor Correlation Matrix for Model 3 with Subsample 2 Data 

 Superiority Pleasing Comfort Control 

Superiority  1.00    
Pleasing .18 1.00   
Comfort -.26 .32 1.00  
Control   .57 .06 -.21 1.00 

 

The results from the Subsample 2 CFA confirmed the findings from Subsample 1, 

providing evidence for factorial invariance across the sample.  Model 1 was selected and 

confirmed as the primary measurement model based on theoretical (Kefir, 1971; Pew, 1976) and 

empirical (Dillman Taylor et al., in progress) support in the literature for the four-factor model of 

personality priorities.  

  

Discriminant Validity 

 Because both samples yielded comparable model fit, they were combined for further 

analysis (n = 1210).  Each of the priorities scaled scores on the APPA correlated (r) with the total 

score on the SDS-17 to explore whether the APPA measures a construct dissimilar from social 

desirability, with results given in Table C.8.  To calculate the scale scores for each of the 

priorities, I summed the items listed for that priority and divided by the total number of items on 

that factor.  Low correlations were expected and obtained for the current data. Three of the four 
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were near zero.  Only the correlation with control indicated a small relationship, which was not 

strong enough to suggest construct similarity.   

Table C.8  

Correlations between SDS-17 Total Scores and the Four Personality Priority Factors 

 r 

Superiority  .038 
Pleasing -.084 
Comfort -.066 
Control   -.328 
 

Demographic Analyses 

 To further explore the score validity of the APPA relative to demographics, four 

regression analyses were conducted with gender at 2 levels and a dummy variable was created; 

classification at four levels and three dummy variables were created; ethnicity at seven levels and 

six dummy variables were created; and birth order with four levels and three dummy variables 

were created as predictors of each of the priorities (superiority, pleasing, control, comfort) as the 

dependent variable.  Homoscedasticity for each of the dependent variables was inspected with a 

scatter plot of standardized residuals and standardized predicted values.  For all dependent 

variables, the scatter plot was tenable.  In sum, a negligible amount of variance was explained by 

demographics (Table C.9) for the four factors, indicating the applicability of the APPA across 

ethnicity, classification, gender, and birth order.  
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Table C.9  
 
Regression Model Summary for Each of the Four Personality Priorities as Predicted by Gender, 
Classification, Ethnicity and Birth Order 
 

Factor DV R R2 Adjusted R2 

Superiority .247 .061 .051 
Pleasing .230 .053 .043 
Control .162 .026 .016 
Comfort .138 .019 .008 
 
 

Prevalence  

 The percentages of the participants’ top priorities were computed across demographic 

variables (see Table 8) to explore prevalence rates.  Exploration of occurrence across priorities is 

not the same as investigating whether factor variation could be predicted by demographics as 

reflected in the regressions above.  Superiority (39.5%) is most represented across the various 

demographics and control (10%) was the least.  Of note, in 14 of the 17 demographic variables, 

superiority was the most identified personality priority, and for the remaining 3, pleasing was the 

highest.  In the instances in which superiority was the highest, pleasing was the second highest 

priority.  The top priority for males and females represented the largest discrepancy within a 

demographic category.  Almost 51% of males identified superiority as their top priority, with 

pleasing and comfort identified as their next highest, tied at 17%.  Among females, their top 

priority was evenly split between pleasing (33%) and superiority (32%).  
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Table C.10  

Percentages for Top Priorities across Demographics (n = 1210) 

Demographic Pleasing Control Comfort Superiority Equal 
Total Sample 26.9 10 20.7 39.5 2.9 
Classification      

Freshman (n=666) 23.1 10.4 19.5 44.9 2.0 
Sophomore (n=149) 34.5 12.1 16.1 32.3 4.0 

Junior (n=205) 25.6 9.6 25.4 36.1 2.9 
Senior (n=185 34.1 7.6 24.3 28.6 5.4 

Ethnicity      
Caucasian (n=643) 30.2 12.3 19.9 35.0 2.6 

Hispanic (n=260) 25.4 6.5 21.2 42.7 4.2 
African American 

(n=159) 
17.0 9.4 23.9 47.2 2.5 

Asian (n=65) 26.2 13.8 15.4 44.6 0.0 
American Indian 

(n=6) 
33.3 0.0 33.3 33.3 0.0 

Biracial (n=70) 24.3 1.4 25.7 45.7 2.9 
Other (n=7) 28.6 0.0 0.0 57.1 14.3 

Gender      
Females (n=714) 33.2 9.2 22.5 31.9 3.1 

Males (n=494) 17.8 11.1 17.8 50.6 2.6 
Birth Order      

First (n=436) 27.3 7.8 22.9 39.4 2.3 
Middle/Second 

(n=264) 
29.5 9.8 20.1 36.4 4.2 

Baby (n=408) 25.0 12.5 19.9 40.4 2.2 
Only (n=101) 25.7 9.9 15.8 43.6 5.0 

Note. Bold indicates top priority. Italics indicate second priority.  
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APPENDIX D  

EXTENDED DISCUSSION
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Personality priorities is a widely discussed concept in the Adlerian counseling literature 

(Fall et al., 2010; Kefir, 1971; Kottman, 2003; 2011; Pew, 1976).  Yet, despite the popular use of 

this typology by practitioners for assessing and conceptualizing clients, research demonstrating 

the existence of personality priorities as an Adlerian construct is negligible.  In response, 

Dillman Taylor et al. (in progress) developed the APPA, providing strong empirical support for 

the four-factor structure of personality priorities most commonly used in the literature: 

superiority, control, comfort, and pleasing.  The results from the present study provide 

confirmation and further evidence of the factorial validity of the APPA’s four-factor model of 

personality priorities (Dillman Taylor et al., in progress), present initial evidence of discriminant 

validity, and support the applicability of the instrument across demographics.   

 

Split Sample Cross-Validation CFA 

In Subsample 1 CFA, I selected three competing models to test the factorial validity of 

the APPA’s scores:  Model 1 (see Figure 1) replicated the EFA model proposed by Dillman 

Taylor et al. (in progress); Model 2 allowed a correlation between superiority and control; and 

Model 3 allowed all the factors to correlate.  Table C.2 indicates that for all four fit indices, 

Models 1, 2, and 3 met threshold criteria for good model fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999) with negligible 

difference in results.  The consistency across indices provides confidence in the findings 

(Schreiber et al., 2006), confirming the EFA model in Dillman Taylor et al.  Based on these 

findings, I selected Model 1 as the measurement model for Subsample 2 CFA.   

To provide additional factorial validity (Thompson, 2004), I conducted CFA on 

Subsample 2 (n = 605) to cross validate the findings of CFA Subsample 1.  The results of the 
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Subsample 2 CFA confirmed the measurement model (EFA model) and provided further support 

for the four-factor structure identified by Dillman Taylor et al. (in progress) in the EFA study.   

These results from the split sample cross-validation CFA, along with rigorous 

methodology (Dimitrov, 2012) utilized in the present study and in Dillman Taylor, et al. (in 

progress), provide strong empirical support for the APPA’s four factors commonly found in the 

literature: superiority, pleasing, control and comfort (Kefir, 1971; Pew, 1976).  For over four 

decades, Adlerian theorists and researchers (i.e., Brown, 1976; Kefir, 1971; Kottman, 2003, 

2011; Pew, 1976) have used priorities as a popular tool to conceptualize clients despite the lack 

of empirical support for their existence.  These findings regarding the APPA’s validity and 

reliability with undergraduates support Adlerian literature on priorities and provide 

contemporary Adlerian theorists and researchers with a tool that with further research can be 

used confidently and ethically to conceptualize a broad range of clients (ACA, 2005).  

  

Discriminant Validity 

The findings for the correlation between the APPA’s four factors and the SDS-17 provide 

support that the APPA is measuring a construct different from social desirability.  Three of the 

four factors demonstrated near-zero correlations.  For the fourth factor, control, results indicated 

a small negative correlation (r = - .328; r2 = .108), suggesting that as individuals answer control 

items as more true for them, they are less likely to answer in a socially desirable manner.  

Theoretically, individuals with a priority of control are defined as “organized, persistent, 

assertive, and law-abiding… [they] tend to feel socially distanced from others” (Dillman Taylor 

et al., in progress, p. 5).  Thus, the correlation between social desirability and control appears to 

be supported theoretically, indicating that individuals with a control priority are more focused on 
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taking charge and being in control and less focused on making themselves look favorable to 

others.  Given there is a small correlation between these factors (11%), this finding needs further 

investigation.  Overall, the results provide evidence of discriminant validity for the APPA and 

add confidence to the findings of the CFA.   

 

Demographic Analyses 

The findings of these analyses indicated that demographics did not predict participants’ 

responses on the APPA, supporting the applicability of the instrument across the demographics.   

With the exception of birth order, these findings are consistent with expectations of low 

correlations across demographics.  However, the lack of predictability of birth order for the 

priorities is inconsistent with the Adlerian literature on birth order and superiority.  These 

concepts are described similarly in that individuals strive to achieve, excel, and be the best 

(Dinkmeyer et al., 1987; Fall et al, 2010).  Yet, the results of the analysis disconfirm the idea that 

birth order predicts individuals’ responses on superiority items on the APPA.   

 

Prevalence 

In the study sample, participants were not equally distributed across the four priorities.  

Across demographics, superiority was the most identified top priority, with pleasing second.  

Interestingly, the largest discrepancy within a demographic category for top priority occurred in 

males, with the majority of males identifying as superiority. Females appeared more evenly split 

across the four priorities.  In Adlerian literature, there is no mention of any one priority being 

more prevalent in the general population; however, these findings suggest, at least for this 

sample of undergraduates, there is a large discrepancy between the occurrence of the four 
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priorities among undergraduates.  Dillman Taylor et al. (in progress) also found an unequal 

distribution of the priorities in their sample; however, their results differed in that pleasing was 

the most identified priority, whereas the other priorities appeared more equally represented.  

Based on the findings of the present study regarding the prevalence of personality priorities in 

the samples, along with the Dillman Taylor et al., at least three possible explanations exist: (a) 

The APPA is not fully discriminating between the four personality priorities, (b) personality 

priorities are not equally distributed in a given population, or (c) priorities are difficult to predict 

in the general population due to the uniqueness of individuals, supporting Adler’s (1956) view of 

people.  These possibilities need to be explored further.   

 

Implications for Counseling 

The results of this study provide implications beyond confirming the existence of the 

four-factor structure of personality priorities.  The most obvious implication is for Adlerian 

counselors.  Adlerians use personality priorities informally and formally to gain understanding 

and to increase clients’ insight (see Mosak, 2005; Mosak & Maniacci, 1999).  As stated 

previously, personality priorities are the window into one’s life style, a worldview of how that 

individual perceives self, others, and the world. The life style is a critical component in Adlerian 

counseling in helping counselors reflect insight and clients gain understanding about their 

approach in striving towards significance and belonging.  However, prior assessments lacked the 

validity and reliability required for accurate measures.  Dillman Taylor et al. (in progress) 

developed the APPA and reported promising results supporting the four-factor structure of 

personality priorities.  The present study confirmed the researchers’ findings, supporting the 
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APPA as a useful tool for Adlerian counselors to better conceptualize and respond to their 

clients.    

Consistent with Adler’s (1956) view, the APPA is intended for use within an established 

therapeutic relationship to provide the Adlerian counselor and in turn, the client, with 

clarification of the client’s worldview, not to categorize the individual.  Further, the APPA is 

intended for use by mental health professionals and others, such as university instructors and 

advisors, with training in Adlerian concepts including personality priorities.  For professional 

counselors, the APPA serves as a tool to facilitate clients’ deeper understanding of self, others, 

and the world, to develop therapeutic goals, and to tailor treatment plans.  Outside of the 

counseling context, advisors and instructors can use this assessment with students as a means to 

explore potential career paths and major areas of study.  For example, when I administered the 

APPA to undecided majors, I informally dialogued with students following administration of the 

APPA to help them apply their results to possible career choices.  One student’s results indicated 

that she identified with the comfort personality priority.  Upon recognizing the significance of a 

carefree, relaxing life style, she appeared to have an “ah-ha” moment in class as to why her 

business courses were a struggle and lacked enjoyment.  She was then able to begin evaluating 

other majors that better fit her priority and her preferred way of achieving significance and 

belonging.  

In summary, the APPA in its current form shows strong promise as a useful tool for 

undergraduate populations to better understand their views about self, others, and the world at a 

time when self-understanding in the context of career choice is all-important.  With additional 

research, the APPA holds potential for use with various age groups and other populations 
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including teacher/student relationships, couples, families, or any group in which understanding 

self and others in a more holistic context would be useful.  

Furthermore, the APPA’s findings are consistent with several concepts related to 

personality priorities in Adlerian literature, including (a) goals, (b) assets, (c) “price one pays,” 

(d) “complains of,” and (e) others’ perceptions (Bitter et al., 2004; Dewey, 1978, Dillman Taylor 

& Ray, 2012; Fall et al., 2010).  Items on the APPA directly or indirectly imply these concepts as 

presented in Table A.1.  Items on the APPA identified that each priority tries to accomplish a 

goal in order to strive towards significance and belonging: comfort seeks comfort, pleasing 

attempts to please others, control seeks to control others and situations, and superiority seeks to 

be more competent or better than others.  The APPA also confirmed that each priority 

demonstrates assets.  For example, individuals with a comfort priority are viewed as easy-going, 

peacemakers, more predictable, and mellow.  According to the items on the APPA, some 

concepts appear to overlap, such as price one pays, complaints, and others’ perceptions.  For 

instance, individuals striving towards a priority of comfort tend to exhibit reduced productivity, 

often complain of their diminished productivity, and may be perceived by others as lazy or not 

trying.  Due to deleted items in the EFA, the several beliefs of personality priorities could not be 

confirmed in this study (specific language per priority, goals of misbehavior attached to each 

priority, etc.).  See Dillman Taylor et al. (in progress) for more detail.   

 

Limitations 

 Although research methods followed stringent instrument development recommendations 

(Dimitrov, 2012), limitations exist. The participants consisted of undergraduate students in one 

university in the Southwest United States, thus generalizability of the results are limited to that 
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population.  Another potential limitation is the method of collecting data.  I conveniently 

collected data from individuals in person and online.  From my observations, participants 

appeared to answer the APPA in a thoughtful manner, whereas this process could not be 

confirmed with APPAs administered online.  Due to a convenience sampling, a difference may 

be present between the students who chose to participate at orientations and those who opted out.  

Although I took strict measures to ensure unique participants, the slight possibility exists that 

some participants may be included twice.  

 

Recommendations for Future Research 

 Assessment refinement is a continual process (Dimitrov, 2012).  The APPA needs to be 

researched with a broader sample to determine generalizability of the instrument.  Currently, the 

APPA is normed for undergraduate students from the general population.  Future researchers are 

encouraged to assess other population samples based on age, ethnicity, level of education, and 

phase of life to confirm the factor structure found in this study.  For each study conducted, a 

CFA is needed to confirm the four-factor structure with that sample population.  To adapt this 

instrument for younger ages, researchers are recommended to explore the literature in order to 

include developmentally appropriate items for each of the priorities.    

  Dimitrov (2012) also recommended conducting discriminant analyses with multiple 

instruments to demonstrate that an assessment is measuring a unique construct.  Therefore, I 

recommend comparing the APPA with instruments that assess similar constructs (i.e., Myers-

Brigg Type Inventory [Myers et al., 1998], BASIS-A [Kern et al., 1997], Social Interest Index 

[SII, Crandall, 1975].  Additional reliability statistics (i.e., test-retest, alpha-coefficients for 

factors) are needed to demonstrate that the APPA is also a reliable instrument for assessing 
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personality priorities.  These statistics must be conducted with undergraduates first; further 

instrument development is needed for other populations.   

To provide additional theoretical support in Adlerian literature, the factors on the APPA 

need to be further explored and examined.  As noted previously, it is recommended that 

researchers examine the factors superiority and control to evaluate whether the correlation 

among these factors is a theoretical or measurement issue.  Similar findings were noted in the 

EFA model, although Dillman Taylor et al. (in progress) chose to run an orthogonal rotation due 

to the small correlation between the two factors.  Current personality priority literature views 

superiority and control as distinct priorities and does not support the correlation between these 

two factors.  Furthermore, Adlerian researchers are encouraged to explore the relationship, if 

any, between birth order and superiority given the findings from this study. Based on the 

theoretical inconsistencies found presently, it behooves Adlerian researchers to explore these 

findings in future research.  

Furthermore, researchers need to expand upon the findings that some priorities are more 

prevalent in the population than others.  Researchers are encouraged to examine each of the 

priorities to determine whether the items on the factor are inclusive or only partially define the 

four priorities.  Given that superiority appears to be prevalent in this sample, future researchers 

need to examine the correlation between priorities and grades.  It would also be interesting to 

look at the differences, if any, between clinical and nonclinical samples.  For instance, does one 

priority appear more often in clinical versus nonclinical samples? 

 

Conclusion 

Since the early 1970s, Adlerian counselors have used the concept of personality priorities 
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as one means to holistically assess and understand their clients’ life style, defined as an 

individuals' approach to finding significance in life (Kottman, 2003; Mosak, 2005).  In response 

to a lack of a valid and reliable measure of personality priorities, the APPA was developed to aid 

contemporary Adlerian theorists, researchers, and practitioners.  The present study’s findings, 

along with the results from Dillman Taylor et al. (in progress), support the APPA’s usefulness as 

a tool for conceptualizing individuals’ life styles, the cornerstone of Adlerian theory.  

Nonetheless, further research and refinement of the APPA is needed to expand its use to a 

broader population of individuals and groups.  

94 



 
 

APPENDIX E  

OTHER ADDITIONAL MATERIAL
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Table E.1  

Adler’s Typologies 

 High social interest Low social interest 

High Degree  of Activity Ideal Type Ruling Type 

Low Degree of Activity  Getting Type; Avoiding Type 

 

Table E.2  

Horney’s Versus Adler’s Typologies 

Horney’s (1945) Typologies Movement Adler’s (1935) Typologies 

Self-effacing style 
Move toward others;  Seeks 
freedom from responsibility 

and commitment 
Getting Type 

Mastery Movement against; appeal to 
mastery solution Ruling Type 

Resignation/ Freedom as 
solution Movement away Avoiding Type 

  

Table E.3  

Comparison of Various Theories of Typologies 

Hippocrates Adler Horney  Dreikurs  Lewin Sheldon Kefir Borgatta Kefir & 
Corsini 

Sanguine Useful  Towards Attention Democratic Affection Pleasing  Responsible Accord 

Choleric Ruling  Against Power Autocratic Assertive  Superiority Assertive Conflict 

Melancholy Avoiding Away  Assm. 
Disab Lass. Faire Privacy  Comfort Emotion Evasion 

Phlegmatic Getting  Revenge   Control Intelligence Neutral  

       Sociability  

Note. Table from Kefir & Corsini (1974), p. 167. 
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SONA SYSTEMS: Addendum to IRB Application 

Purpose: Please complete this form to indicate how your study will be represented on the 

University of North Texas Research Participation Pool Web Site (SONA). This form should be 

included with your IRB application if you plan to use this system to recruit participants for your 

study.  

Title of Project:  

Development of the Adlerian Personality Priority Assessment  

 

Researcher Names: 

Dee Ray and Dalena Dillman Taylor 

 

1. Brief Abstract (optional): 

 

 

 

 

2. Detailed Description (tell the students briefly what they will do in your study): 

 

You will be asked to complete a questionnaire about your personal preferences that will take no longer 

than 30 minutes of your time.  

 

As a participant in this research study, you are helping to create an assessment to help individuals identify 

personality priorities. A personality priority is believed to be a reflection of a person’s conviction about 

how he or she acquires belonging, significance and a sense of mastery along with subsequent behavior 
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related to those convictions. You will receive a summary of your personality priority preferences and 

characteristics related to the priority with which you most closely identify.  

 

 

3. Are there any eligibility requirements? 

 

No.  

If yes, what are they?  

 

 

 

 

4. About how long does each student/participant spend on your study? 

 

No more than 30 minutes.  

5. How many credits will students receive? (1 for each half hour above) 

 

1  

6. Are there any Prescreen Restrictions? (Gender, Ethnicity, Age, Class Standing, Handedness) 

No.  

 

If yes, what are they? 

 

 

7. Are there prerequisites? (other studies that students must complete first) 
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No.  

If yes, what are they? 

 

 

 

8. Are there disqualifiers? (other studies students may have not completed) 

No.  

 

If yes, what are they? 

 

 

 

9. Is this study only open to students in a specific course or courses? 

No.  

 

If so, what course(s)? 

 

 

 

10. Is an invitation code required for participation? 

No.  

 

11. Is this a web-based study? 

Yes.  
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If so, what is the study URL? 

https://unt.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_0JJCR0k18sZwQCg 

 

 

 

12. What is the Participant sign up deadline? (They must sign up x hours in advance of timeslot?) 

By January 31, 2012 

 

13. If  there is anything else that you need to convey to students on the SONA website, please 

include it below: 

 

No.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Freshman and Transfer Orientation Resource Fairs 

From: Bloczynski, Christine 
Sent: Monday, April 02, 2012 12:30 PM 
To: Dillman, Dalena 
Subject: Orientation Resource Fairs 

Dalena, 
  
FRESHMAN ORIENTATION RESOURCE FAIRS (1:30 PM – 3:00 PM, COLISEUM CONCOURSE) 
Freshman 1 Wednesday, June 13 
Freshman 2 Sunday, June 17 
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Freshman 3 Monday, June 25 
Freshman 4 Monday, July 9 
Freshman 5 Sunday, July 15 
Freshman 6 Wednesday, July 18 
Freshman 7 Wednesday, August 22 (times not confirmed just yet) 
  
TRANSFER ORIENTATION RESOURCE FAIRS (7:45 AM – 9:00 AM, UNION) 
Early Eagle Friday, May 4, 2012 - Summer 1 
Drive-In 1 Friday, June 1, 2012 - Summer 2 
Drive-In 2 Friday, June 29, 2012 
Drive-In 3 Friday, July 6, 2012 - Summer 3 
Drive-In 4 Friday, July 13, 2012 
Drive-In 5 Friday, July 27, 2012 
Drive-In 6 Friday, August 3, 2012 
Drive-In 7 Friday, August 24, 2012 
Late Orientation** Tuesday, August 28, 2012 
Let me know which ones you are able to attend, so I can add you to the check-in list.  How 
would you like to be listed? 
  
Christine 
  
Christine Bloczynski 
Assistant Director, Orientation and Transition Programs 
University of North Texas 
  
University Union, Suite 319 
1155 Union Circle #311274 
Denton, TX 76203-5017 
Office - 940.565.4198 
Fax - 940.369.7849 
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