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Chapter 4 

Beyond the Big Five:  An introduction to state perfectionism1 

 

Abstract 

The purpose of this research is to define the concept of state perfectionism and to develop and 
validate the State Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale (SMPS). This measure helps 
researchers who want to study the variability of perfectionism within a single domain, and the 
stability and change in perfectionism across different domains. The SMPS focuses on three 
intrapersonal facets of perfectionism: personal standards, doubts about actions, and concern 
over mistakes. Across a series of five studies, the results showed that the SMPS is a reliable 
measure with structural and conceptual validity. The utility and implications of using the SMPS 
are discussed. 
 
 
Perfectionism is a personality construct with multiple dimensions (or facets) that predict 

positive and negative behavior (Frost, Marten, Lahart, & Rosenblate, 1990; Hewitt & Flett, 

1991; Slaney, Rice, Mobley, Trippi, & Ashby, 2001). Perfectionism research spans across several 

disciplines, including clinical psychology (e.g., Flett & Hewitt, 2002), educational psychology 

(e.g., Flett, Blankstien, & Hewitt, 2009), sport and exercise psychology (e.g., Dunn, Gotwals, & 

Dunn, 2005), and organizational psychology (e.g., Van Yperen, Verbraak, & Spoor, 2011). While 

perfectionism can facilitate higher levels of achievement (Flett, Sawatzky, & Hewitt, 1995; 

Stoeber, Chesterman, & Tarn, 2010), most research has cited its detrimental effects, including 

stress and lower well-being (Chang, 2006; Flett, Blankstein, & Hewitt, 2009; Van Yperen & 

Hagedoorn, 2008). With few exceptions, researchers have studied trait perfectionism, which 

focuses on perfectionistic individuals on a global level, regardless of situations. However, it is 

likely that people have higher levels (including relative levels) of perfectionism in some 

situations then they have in other situations. Some researchers have addressed this issue by 

modifying trait scales to fit different domains, such as developing a sport perfectionism scale 

(e.g., Gotwals, Dunn, Dunn, & Gamache, 2010). However, this method is limited because (i) it is 
                                                           
1This chapter is based on McCabe, K. O., Van Yperen, N. W., & Elliot, A. J. Defining and Assessing State 
Perfectionism: The State Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale. Manuscript under preparation. 
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difficult to compare perfectionism across domains with different scales, and (ii) these measures 

cannot detect perfectionism variability within a given domain. We propose an alternative 

solution by applying the density distributions approach of traits (Fleeson, 2001) to 

perfectionism. This approach incorporates both the broad trait of perfectionism, as well as the 

narrow, situational focus on perfectionism as a personality state (i.e., how perfectionistic a 

person is at a given moment).  

 

The purpose of this research is twofold. A first purpose is to provide a clear conceptualization of 

state perfectionism through application of the density distributions approach to personality 

(Fleeson, 2001). A second purpose is to develop and validate the State Multidimensional 

Perfectionism Scale (SMPS). This measure addresses the two aforementioned limitations of 

current domain-specific scales, efficiently allowing the full stability and change of perfectionistic 

behavior to be assessed. 

 

Perfectionism: Definition and Application 

Trait Definition 

Trait perfectionism is defined as a personality disposition in which a person strives to be 

flawless in his or her actions (Flett & Hewitt, 2002). Research in the early 1990’s advanced this 

concept by moving from a single dimension to a multidimensional trait structure (Frost, 

Marten, Lahart, & Rosenblate, 1990; Hewitt & Flett, 1991) that encompasses specific facets of 

this broader trait. Several theories have outlined different perfectionism facets, each theory 

with its respective approach to measurement (Frost et al., 1990; Hewitt & Flett, 1991; Slaney et 

al., 2001). Despite ongoing debate regarding perfectionism facets, there is growing consensus 

that there are positive, adaptive facets of perfectionism and negative, maladaptive facets of 

perfectionism (Gaudreau, 2012; Stoeber & Otto, 2006). Theories also distinguish between 

intrapersonal and interpersonal dimensions of perfectionism; we focused exclusively on 

intrapersonal standards of perfectionism herein in this initial development of the scale (see 

Discussion for further explanation). We utilized the three dimensions proposed by Frost and 

colleagues (1990): personal standards, doubts about actions, and concern over mistakes. We 
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believe that these facets represent clear and important distinctions within the construct of 

perfectionism, and we define each below. 

 

Personal standards. Flett and Hewitt (2002) defined this facet as “setting high standards of 

great importance imposed on the self.” This facet is an adaptive (Stoeber & Otto, 2006) because 

it predicts positive outcomes. Personal standards is positively related to achievement behavior 

(Flett, Sawatzky, & Hewitt, 1995; ; Verner-Filion & Gaudreau, 2010), performance attainment 

(Stoll, Lau, & Stoeber, 2008; Stoeber, Uphill, & Hotham, 2009), academic motivation (Miquelon, 

Vallerand, Grouzet, & Cardinal, 2005). Personal standards is also related to fewer academic 

problems (Hanchon, 2010; Van Yperen, 2006), and more adaptive coping and lower test anxiety 

(Weiner & Carton, 2012). Personal standards and similar perfectionism constructs (e.g., self-

oriented perfectionism, perfectionistic strivings, adaptive perfectionism) have positive relations 

with trait positive affect (Kaye et al. 2008; Stoeber & Otto, 2006) and state positive affect (Flett, 

Blankstein, & Hewitt, 2009), particularly after a success experience (Sagar & Stoeber, 2009). 

Within the Big Five framework, personal standards is positively related to conscientiousness 

(Dunkley & Kyparissis, 2008; Hill, Hall, & Appleton, 2010; Rice, Ashby, & Slaney, 2007; Stoeber, 

Otto, & Dalbert, 2009). 

 

Doubts about actions. Flett and Hewitt (2002) defined this facet as the “extent to which a 

person doubts his or her ability to accomplish a task.” This facet is considered a maladaptive 

perfectionism dimension, predicting higher stress and anxiety (Flett et al., 2009; Flaxman, 

Menard, Bond, Kinman, 2012), lower academic motivation (Miquelon et al., 2005), more 

academic problems (Hanchon, 2010), and greater avoidant coping and test anxiety (Weiner & 

Carton, 2012). Despite the negativity of these outcomes, this perfectionism dimension tends to 

be unrelated to performance;. Doubts about actions and similar constructs (e.g., maladaptive 

perfectionism, perfectionistic concerns) have positive relations with trait negative affect (Kaye 

et al. 2008), particularly after a failure experience (Sagar & Stoeber, 2009). Within the Big Five 

framework, doubts about actions has negative relations with emotional stability (Dunkley & 

Kyparissis, 2008; Rice, Ashby, & Slaney, 2007). 
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Concern over mistakes. Flett and Hewitt (2002) defined this facet as “a tendency to have a 

negative reaction to mistakes, anticipate disapproval, and interpret mistakes as equivalent to 

failure.” Concern over mistakes is considered a maladaptive, and is commonly grouped 

together with doubts about actions as a higher facet of “maladaptive evaluation concerns” 

(Frost, Heimberg, Holt, Mattia, & Neubauer, 1993); as such, it has exhibited a similar pattern of 

relations as doubts about actions (Cumming & Duda, 2012)). However, concern over mistakes 

has also been related to some positive qualities, including increased study behavior (Brown et 

al, 1999). Moreover, conceptually the two facets are fundamentally different. Concern over 

mistakes is a reaction to errors that increases vigilance to prevent future errors; alternatively, 

doubts about actions is second-guessing or questioning of one’s ability. As such, the predictive 

profile of the concern over mistakes facet may be viewed as in between the two extremes of 

the positive, adaptive profile linked to the personal standards facet, and the maladaptive, 

negative profile linked to the doubts about actions facet. 

 

Domain-Specific Perfectionism 

The underlying assumption of most perfectionism research is that perfectionism is a trait, 

meaning it is a characteristic applicable across all domains of one’s life -- from how well one 

performs at work or school to how well one interacts with other people (Flett & Hewitt, 2002). 

However, people may only manifest perfectionistic behavior in specific situations (e.g., high 

levels of perfectionism in a work context, but low levels in social or sport contexts). The initial 

approach to addressing this contingency-based view of trait perfectionism was to examine 

specific domains in which perfectionism is likely to be exhibited in the population. For example, 

Mitchelson and Burns (1998) assessed levels of perfectionism for working women at home and 

work, finding higher levels of trait perfectionism at work relative to home among career 

mothers. Other research has investigated romantic relationships, comparing levels of 

perfectionism among dating couples (Flett, Hewitt, Shapiro, & Rayman, 2001) and spouses 

(Randolph & Dykman, 1998). In the sport domain, Dunn and colleagues (2005) found that 

intercollegiate athletes had higher levels of perfectionism on a sport-based measure, compared 
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to a general trait and a school-context measure of perfectionism. These findings support the 

need to investigate perfectionism beyond the trait level, at a more context-specific level. 

 

However, there are critical theoretical and methodological issues involved in studying domain-

specific perfectionism in this manner. The primary issue is that trait perfectionism scales must 

be tailored and adapted to each context, which requires the validation and creation of an array 

of scales. Even when these scales are validated, the modifications could change the 

psychometric properties of the scale, making it difficult to make any comparisons across 

contexts (Furr, 2011). A secondary issue is conceptual, and concerns the question of what these 

domain-specific scales are measuring. Within each domain, each measure essentially remains a 

trait measure of that context; it only accounts for variability in perfectionism across different 

contexts, not variability in perfectionism within the context itself. People may be high in 

perfectionism at work one moment and low on perfectionism at work a few hours later. Due to 

these complications, we assert that studying the full within-person variability of perfectionism 

promises to offer more insight than simply assessing trait perfectionism within each domain. 

That is, we believe the best way to study contextual perfectionism is to move beyond domain-

specific perfectionism to state perfectionism. 

 

Personality Traits and Personality States 

Personality traits refer to an individual’s general pattern of thoughts, feelings, and behavior 

(McCrae & Costa, 2003; p. 25). Traits describe how people generally act beyond a specific 

context, and remain relatively stable over time (Funder, 1991). The consistency and stability of 

traits is important and essential to predicting behavior over time and to predicting major life 

outcomes (Fleeson & Noftle, 2008; Ozer & Bennet-Martinez, 2006). However, a common 

assertion is that personality traits are unable to explain why people behave differently in 

different situations (Fleeson, 2001; Funder, 1991). To address this issue, the density 

distributions approach was developed that shifts the level of measurement from personality 

traits to personality states by asking people about their personality in a specific situation rather 

than asking people about their personality in general (Fleeson, 2001; 2012). 
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A personality state is an individual’s thoughts, feelings, and behavior at a specific moment 

(Fleeson, 2001; 2012). Personality states are specific to a situation and are variable over time. 

For example, when assessing state extraversion, a person can be talkative in one moment and 

quiet a short time later. When personality states are measured multiple times (i.e., over 10-14 

days), personality traits are represented by the means of an individual’s states. Moreover, the 

variance of the distribution of an individual’s states indicates how much fluctuation people 

have in their trait manifestation. A small standard deviation suggests that the person’s trait 

does not vary much based on the situational context; a large standard deviation suggests that a 

person’s trait varies considerably across different types of situations.  

 

The density distributions approach has primarily been utilized in research on the Big Five 

personality traits (Fleeson, 2001; Fleeson & Gallagher, 2009). However, the concept of 

personality state has also been applied to other areas, particularly affect (Watson, Clark, & 

Tellegen, 1988). The present research serves to advance extant research on the trait 

perfectionism concept by measuring perfectionism as a personality state.  

 

State Perfectionism 

State perfectionism may be defined as striving for flawlessness at a given moment. A similar 

construct of perfectionistic cognitions has been proposed in past research (Flett., Hewitt, 

Blankstein, & Gray, 1998; Stoeber, Kobori, & Tanno, 2010); however, state perfectionism differs 

conceptually and methodically from perfectionistic cognitions in two important ways. First, 

state perfectionism clearly connects the state with the broader trait, which includes the 

individual’s general pattern of thoughts, feelings, and behavior (McCrae & Costa, 2003). 

Cognitions can be viewed as part, but not the entirety, of a trait or state. Second, unlike 

perfectionistic cognitions, which are measured before the cognitions occur, personality states 

may be measured during or immediately after a specific event. Thus, rather than anticipating 

cognitions, personality states assess a person’s thoughts, feelings, and behaviors that are 

actually occurring or have actually occurred. 
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State perfectionism should be assessed with the same measure across domains. Two prior 

studies have investigated state perfectionism. One study used different measures for each 

situation and observed low reliability (Saboonchi & Lundh, 1999). A recent study (Boone et al., 

2012) studied state perfectionism with a broad daily measure, adding “today” to the beginning 

of the items. While this measure is a positive step toward assessing state perfectionism, it lacks 

the standardization and full flexibility of a personality state measure. With a standardized 

measure absent, we developed the State Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale (SMPS).  

 

The SMPS affords the flexibility that is lacking in previous domain-specific research. The items 

or instructions can be altered to fit a specific context (e.g., asking how perfectionistic students 

are or were during an exam) or a specific time period (e.g., asking how perfectionistic people 

were during the last 30 minutes). The measure can be used as a one-time assessment (i.e., a 

critical dependent variable in a study) or as multiple assessments (i.e., an experience-sampling 

measure; Fleeson, 2001). 

 

The SMPS has three intrapersonal scales based on Frost and colleagues (1990) perfectionism 

dimensions: personal standards (setting high standards in a given moment), concern over 

mistakes (a strong aversion to making errors in a given moment), and doubts about actions 

(second-guessing one’s ability to accomplish a task in a given moment). In testing the validity of 

the SMPS, we expect the states to exhibit the same pattern of relations as seen in the trait 

perfectionism literature. In other words, state personal standards should be related to adaptive 

constructs and outcomes, state doubts about actions should be related to maladaptive 

constructs and outcomes, and concern over mistakes should be related to a mixture of adaptive 

and maladaptive constructs and outcomes. And, state perfectionism constructs are expected to 

be positively related to their trait perfectionism counterparts. 

 

Study Overview 

Studies 1-3 tested the reliability and structural validity of the SMPS with individuals who 

participated in a typing test online. Study 1 tested the proposed structure of the scale through 
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an exploratory factor analysis (EFA); Study 2 tested this scale structure through a confirmatory 

factor analysis (CFA). 

 

Studies 2-5 explored the construct validity of the SMPS. Beyond the CFA of Study 2, we also 

conducted initial validity checks of the SMPS dimensions with trait perfectionism, state affect, 

and self-reported typing strategies. Study 3 continued these validity tests with other trait 

perfectionism constructs and personality traits, specifically two relevant factors of the Big Five -

- conscientiousness and emotional stability. Studies 4 and 5 used a Dutch version of the SMPS. 

Because this Dutch SMPS may have different psychometric properties than the English SMPS, 

we conducted analyses to check the comparability of scale versions (Furr, 2011). In Study 4, we 

ran a CFA to check the scale structure (comparable to Study 2) and conducted similar validity 

tests with personality traits (comparable to Study 3). Finally, Study 5 used the SMPS in a field 

study to test construct validity in a real-world setting. 

 

Study 1: EFA 

Participants and Procedure 

One hundred and four (70 female and 34 male) participants were recruited online through 

announcements in social media. Their age ranged from 18 to 63 years (M = 29.61, SD = 9.47). 

After signing a consent form, participants completed a five-minute typing test. Participants 

typed a fable that was presented on the screen, and they were alerted when they made an 

error. After finishing the test, participants completed the SMPS. 

 

State Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale (SMPS) 

Unlike research on Big Five personality states (Fleeson, 2001; Fleeson & Gallagher, 2009), we 

could not simply use adjectives to parallel the structure between trait and state measures. 

Therefore, we developed the SMPS by adapting items from three common trait perfectionism 

scales: the two different Multidimensional Perfectionism Scales (MPS; Frost et al., 1990; Hewitt 

& Flett, 1991) and the Almost Perfect Scale-Revised (APS-R; Slaney et al., 2001). All trait items 

were modified to measure a specific point in time rather than a broad cross-situational 
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evaluation. Any hypothetical statements were changed to concrete, past-tense statements. For 

example, the Frost-MPS trait item “I should be upset if I make a mistake.” was changed to the 

state item “I was upset when I made a mistake during the typing task.” After pilot testing these 

items, we selected the items for the state measure that are presented in Table 4.1. 

 

Table 4.1 

State Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale Items 
  

Instructions:  Please answer the following based on how you felt during . . . (insert prepositional 

phrase here). 

State Personal Standards:   

1. I felt that I needed to strive for excellence. 

2. I strove to be as perfect as I can be. 

3. I demanded nothing less than perfection of myself. 

State Concern Over Mistakes:   

4. I felt uneasy seeing errors in my work. 

5. I was upset when I made a mistake. 

6. I felt foolish when I made a mistake. 

State Doubts about actions:  

7. I had doubts about my work.  

8. I constantly second-guessed my responses. 

9. I felt unsure about my responses. 
  
Note: Prepositional phrases should be added to the end of each item to reflect the nature of the state. For 
example, “during the typing task” was added in Studies 1-2, “during Version 2 of the task” was added in Studies 3-
4, and “during the statistics exam” was added in Study 5. Alternative contexts or time ranges (e.g., during the last 
30 minutes) could also be used as endings. 
 

In using this scale, the instructions should be changed or a prepositional ending should be 

added to each item to specify the context (e.g., a task, exam, project, athletic competition, etc.) 

or temporal reference (e.g., during the previous 30 minutes). For most studies (except Study 5), 
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all items were presented in a randomized order. In Study 1, we used a 5-point scale2 from 

“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” All reliabilities, descriptive statistics, and 

intercorrelations among the scales from all studies can be found in Table 4.2. 

 

Results and Discussion 

To test the structure of the measure, we ran an EFA on the nine items. A principal components 

analysis with a promax rotation was used to account for correlations among the perfectionism 

dimensions (John & Soto, 2007). The eigenvalues suggested a two-factor solution (accounting 

for 57.62% of the variance) or a three-factor solution (accounting for 67.76% of the variance). In 

examining the scree plot, the eigenvalues flatten out (i.e., create an “elbow”) after three 

factors. Moreover, the pattern matrices support a three-factor solution over a two-factor 

solution. The two-factor matrix divided between positive and negative perfectionism; however, 

this structure also had items with high cross loadings (from .30 to .36) for items pertaining to 

concern over mistakes. The pattern matrix for the three-factor matrix (see Table 4.3) had a 

clear structure with no cross loadings above .30. These results provide clear support for the 

basic three-factor structure of the SMPS3.  

 

Study 2: CFA and Construct Validity 

In addition to testing the factor structure from Study 1 with CFA, Study 2 served as an initial test 

of construct validity focused on trait perfectionism, state affect, and task strategies. We 

expected to observe positive correlations between each state scale and its corresponding trait 

scale. Additional, but weaker correlations across scales were also anticipated (e.g., a positive 

correlation between state concern over mistakes and trait doubts about actions). In accord with 

                                                           
2 A 5-point scale was used in Studies 1-3, and a 7-point scale was used in Studies 4-5. The variance was similar 
across studies. 
3 An additional check of intra-rater reliability was conducted with a subsample of participants (N = 63). The SMPS 
variables had moderate test-retest correlations (.55 < r < .60). 
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Table 4.2 

SM
PS Reliabilities and Intercorrelations 

Study 
Lang. 

Scale 
N

 
SPS 
α 

SCO
M

 
α 

SDAA 
α 

SPS 
M

  
(SD) 

SCO
M

 
M

  
(SD) 

SDAA 
M

  
(SD) 

PS-CO
M

 r 
PS-DAA  

r 
CO

M
- 

DAA  
R 

1 
English 

5-point 
104 

.76 
.74 

.73 
3.14 

(1.06) 
2.41 

(1.04) 
1.79 

(0.80) 
.32** 

-.09 
.43** 

2 
English 

5-point 
126 

.75 
.84 

.78 
3.67 

(0.80) 
2.68 

(1.08) 
2.22 

(0.90) 
.18* 

.11 
.58** 

3 
English 

7-point 
115 

.69 
.82 

.82 
3.33 

(1.23) 
2.90 

(1.34) 
3.30 

(1.16) 
.36** 

.15 
.49** 

4 
Dutch 

7-point 
96 

.86 
.85 

.74 
3.80 

(1.46) 
2.51 

(1.32) 
3.30 

(1.30) 
.37** 

.44** 
.82** 

5 
Dutch 

7-point 
55 

.78 
.80 

.79 
3.63 

(1.54) 
3.45 

(1.47) 
4.85 

(1.33) 
.30* 

-.26 
.54** 

N
ote: SM

PS = State M
ultidim

ensional Perfectionism
 Scale, SPS = State Personal Standards; SCO

M
 = State Concern O

ver M
istakes; SDAA = State Doubts about 

actions. **p < .01, *p < .05 
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Table 4.3 

Study 1: Exploratory Factor Analysis 

 1 2 3 

SMPS 1 (SPS 1) .79   

SMPS 2 (SPS 2) .89   

SMPS 3 (SPS 3) .76   

SMPS 4 (SCOM 1)  .53  

SMPS 5 (SCOM 2  .86  

SMPS 6 (SCOM 3)  .81  

SMPS 7 (SDAA 1)   .86 

SMPS 8 (SDAA 2)   .52 

SMPS 9 (SDAA 3)   .94 

Initial Eigenvalue 2.97 2.21 0.91 

Initial Variance 33.01% 24.61% 10.14% 

Rotation Sums of Squares 2.27 2.55 2.30 

Note: N = 104. SMPS = State Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale, SPS = 
State Personal Standards; SCOM = State Concern Over Mistakes; SDAA = 
State Doubts about actions. A principal components analysis with a promax 
rotation was used to account for intercorrelation among the factors.  
Cross-loadings less than .40 were omitted. 
 

 

prior work with trait perfectionism, state positive affect was expected to be positively related 

to state personal standards, and state negative affect was expected to be positively related to 

state concern over mistakes and state doubts about actions. The two typing strategies were 

expected to have different relations with the state perfectionism scales. Using the backspace is 

adaptive, and was expected to be positively related to state high standards. Typing slower to 
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prevent errors reflects uncertainty and concern regarding one’s behavior, and was expected to 

be positively related to state doubts about actions. 

 

Participants and Procedure 

One hundred and twenty-six participants (79 female and 47 male) were recruited online 

through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk. Their age ranged from 18 to 71 years of age (M = 35.29, SD 

= 1.7 years). After signing a consent form, participants completed trait measures, followed by 

two versions of a typing test. Both tests were identical and lasted five minutes. Participants 

typed drills commonly used in keyboard courses, starting with the home row keys and 

increasing in difficulty. Participants were not alerted when they made an error, but received 

performance feedback after completing Version 1 and Version 2. Participants completed state 

measures and the typing strategy measure after completing Version 2 (but before receiving 

feedback on Version 2). 

 

Measures 

Trait Perfectionism. Trait perfectionism was assessed with the three corresponding scales from 

the Frost MPS: Personal Standards, Concern over Mistakes, and Doubts about actions (Frost et 

al., 1990). Participants responded on a 5-point scale from “strongly disagree” to “strongly 

agree.” The reliabilities for all three scales were good (Cronbach’s α > .77). 

 

State Affect. State positive and negative affect were assessed with the adjectives from the 

Positive Affect and Negative Affect Scale (PANAS; Watson Clark, & Tellegen, 1988). Participants 

were instructed “Please indicate to what extent you have felt this way during Version 2 of the 

typing task.” The items were completed on a 5-point scale (“very slightly or not at all” to 

“extremely”). The reliability was good for both state affect scales (Cronbach’s αs = .89). 

 

Typing Strategies. We asked participants questions about their typing strategies and behavior 

during Version 2. They rated their level of agreement regarding how well the following two 

items described their behavior: (1) “Each time I saw an error, I used the backspace key,” (2) “I 
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typed slower to prevent making typing errors.” Participants responded to these items on a 5-

point scale from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” 

 

Results and Discussion 

CFA 

We tested the three-factor SMPS structure with a CFA; the results are presented in Figure 4.1. 

The fit indices showed a good fit to the data: Χ2(24) = 36.32, p = 0.051, GFI = 0.94, NFI = 0.92, 

CFI = 0.97, RMSEA = 0.064. We also tested alternative one-factor and two-factor models. The 

one-factor model showed a poor fit: Χ2 (27) = 170.41, p < .001, GFI = 0.76, NFI = 0.61, CFI = 0.64, 

RMSEA = 0.21. The two-factor model also showed a poor fit: Χ2(26) = 76.96, p < .001,  GFI = 

0.87, NFI = 0.83, CFI = 0.87, RMSEA = 0.13. A series of chi-square difference tests showed that 

the one factor model and two factor model were significantly worse than the three-factor 

model (Χ2 (3) = 133.79, p < .001; two-factor Χ2 (2) = 40.34, p < .001). This difference was also 

supported by the Akaike Information Criterion  (AIC) as a comparative measure of fit among the 

models, and the AIC values showed that the three-factor solution had the best fit (as shown by 

the lowest value): three-factor model = 78.32, two-factor model = 114.96, one-factor model = 

206.94.  

 

Construct validity 

As an initial check of construct validity, the SMPS scales were correlated with the corresponding 

trait perfectionism scales, state affect, and typing strategies. All results are reported in Table 

4.4, and the results for each SMPS variable are summarized below. 

 
State Personal Standards. This state was related to positive constructs. State personal 

standards was positively correlated with trait high standards, r = .34, p < .001, and was 

unrelated to the other two perfectionism dimensions. State personal standards was also 

positively related to state positive affect, r = .46, p < .001, and was unrelated to state negative 

affect. Participants high in state personal standards used the backspace key more (r = .24, p < 

.01), but did not type slower to prevent errors. 
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Figure 4.1. SMPS = State Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale. N = 126. All SMPS items were in 
the context of “Version 2 of the typing task.” This three-factor solution is the best fit compared 
to alternative models. 
 
 

State Concern Over Mistakes. This state was related to negative constructs. State concern over 

mistakes was positively correlated with its corresponding trait, r = .38, p < .001, and was 

unrelated to the other traits. It was positively related to state negative affect, r = .29, p < .01, 

and was unrelated to state positive affect. State concern over mistakes was also positively 

related to typing slower to prevent errors, r = .18, p < .05.  
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Table 4.4 

Study 2: Construct Validity Correlations 

 SPS SCOM SDAA 

Trait Personal Standards .34** .07 -.02 
Trait Concern Over Mistakes .16 .38** .16 
Trait Doubts about actions -.12 .17 .20* 
State Positive Affect .46** -.12 -.24** 
State Negative Affect -.07 .29** .26** 
Using the backspace key. .24** .04 -.05 
Typing more slowly to prevent errors .08 .18* .26** 

Note:  N = 126. SPS = State Personal Standards; SCOM = State Concern Over Mistakes; SDAA = State Doubts about 
actions. **p < .01, *p < .05 
 

 

State Doubts about actions. This state was also related to negative constructs, and the profile 

was somewhat more negative than state concern over mistakes. State doubts about actions 

was positively related to its corresponding trait, r = .20, p = .03, and was unrelated to the other 

traits. It also had a negative correlation with positive affect, r = -.24, p < .01, and a positive 

correlation with negative affect, r = .26, p < .01. State doubts about actions was also positively 

related to typing slower to prevent errors, r = .26, p < .01. 

 

The Study 2 results show that the SMPS items and scales had the expected structural and 

construct validity. State personal standards had a positive profile, whereas state concern over 

mistakes and state doubts about actions had a negative profile. Each of the variables had a 

different pattern of relations with the other positive and negative constructs. 

 

Study 3: Construct Validity 

Participants and Procedure 

One hundred and fifteen participants (82 female and 33 male) were recruited to complete a 

word game in fulfillment of a degree requirement. Their age ranged from 18 to 29 years (M = 

21 years, SD = 1.69). All participants were enrolled in the English program of a Dutch university, 

and the majority of participants were native German speakers (n = 97). After signing a consent 
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form, participants completed two versions of a word game modeled after Boggle (Turoff & 

Cooke, 1973). Both game boards (4 x 4 grids) were pilot-tested and were similar in difficulty. 

Participants typed in as many English words as they could find on the board in five minutes. 

They received immediate feedback as to whether the word was correct, incorrect, or a 

repeated word.  

 

Materials 

Before the task, participants completed trait measures of the Big Five and perfectionism. After 

the second task, participants completed state measures of the Big Five and the SMPS. 

 

Trait and State Big Five. Emotional stability and conscientiousness were assessed with 24 

adjectives (twelve each) that reflected the full scope of each trait (four adjectives each for three 

stability facets: low irritability, low insecurity, and low emotionality; Saucier & Ostendorf, 1999; 

and three adjectives each for four conscientiousness facets: reliability, orderliness, impulse 

control, and industriousness; Roberts et al., 2004; Saucier & Ostendorf, 1999). These adjectives 

were used in question form for both traits measured before the task (e.g., “How organized 

were you in general?”) and states measured after Version 2 (e.g., “How organized were you 

during Version 2 of the task?”); response options were on a seven-point scale (“not at all” to 

“very”). The reliability analyses for the traits and states were within the acceptable range (trait 

emotional stability: Cronbach’s α = .79; trait conscientiousness: α = .79; state emotional 

stability: α = .86; state conscientiousness: α = .73). 

 

Trait Perfectionism. Trait perfectionism was assessed with the 45-item MPS-HF (Hewitt & Flett, 

1991), which uses a 7-point scale (“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”). We also computed 

the four subscales from the MPS-HF recommended by Campbell and Di Paula (2002), two facets 

of self-oriented perfectionism (importance of being perfect and perfectionistic striving), and 

two facets of socially-prescribed perfectionism (conditional acceptance and others’ high 

standards). Trait perfectionism was also assessed with two subscales of the MPS-F (Frost et al., 

1990), the 9-item concern over mistakes measure and the 4-item doubts about actions 
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measure, which uses a 5-point scale (“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”). Finally, we used 

the 12-item Discrepancy measure from the APS-R (Slaney et al., 2001), which uses a 7-point 

scale (“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”). All reliabilities were within the acceptable range 

(all Cronbach’s αs > .70, except Doubts About Actions α = .69 and Conditional Acceptance α = 

.67).  

 

Results and Discussion 

Construct Validity 

All of the correlations between the SMPS scales and the trait and state personality scales may 

be found in Table 4.5. An overview of these results is organized below by each perfectionism 

variable. 

 

Table4. 5 

Construct Validity Correlations 

 Study 3 (English) Study 4 (Dutch) 

 SPS SCOM SDAA SPS SCOM SDAA 

Trait Conscientiousness .10 -.05 -.11 .07 .01 .03 
Trait Emotional Stability -.16 -.28** -.32** -.24* -.36** -.40** 
State Conscientiousness .17 -.12 -.17 .32** .09 .05 
State Emotional Stability -.29** -.37** -.36** -.36** -.62** -.68** 

Self-Oriented .53** .22* .15 .49** .36** .36** 
Importance of Being Perfect .53** .29** .16 .47** .42** .40** 
Perfectionistic Striving .39** .06 .10 .46** .19 .20* 

Socially-Prescribed .37** .50** .41** .34** .45** .52** 
Conditional Acceptance .35** .45** .40** .28** .40** .45** 
Others’ High Standards .30** .41** .29** .28** .36** .42** 

Other-Oriented .31** .28** .20* .23* .13 .17 
Discrepancy .33** .29** .38** .38** .39** .52** 
Concern Over Mistakes .41** .40** .48** .42** .47** .46** 
Doubts about actions .24** .38** .45** .36** .52** .54** 

Note: Study 3 N = 115, Study 4 N = 96. SPS = State Personal Standards; SCOM = State Concern Over Mistakes; SDAA 
= State Doubts about actions.**p < .01, *p < .05 
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State Personal Standards.  The results showed a mixture of adaptive and maladaptive relations 

between state personal standards and the other constructs; however, the maladaptive 

relations were weaker than for the other two scales. Positive, adaptive relations included a 

trending (but not significant) correlation with state conscientiousness, and strong positive 

correlations with positive perfectionism dimensions, including self-oriented perfectionism and 

its facets. Negative, maladaptive relations included a negative correlation with state emotional 

stability and positive correlations with negative perfectionism dimensions. However, the most 

prominent trait perfectionism correlation was with self-oriented perfectionism, relative to 

other facets of perfectionism (e.g., trait doubts about actions). 

 

State Concern Over Mistakes. The correlations between state concern over mistakes and the 

other personality constructs were a mixture of adaptive and maladaptive relations. Positive, 

adaptive relations included positive correlations with positive perfectionism dimensions, 

including self-oriented perfectionism and its facets. Negative, maladaptive relations included 

negative correlations with trait and state emotional stability and positive correlations with 

negative perfectionism dimensions. The main trait perfectionism relations were with socially-

prescribed perfectionism and concern over mistakes, relative to adaptive self-orientated 

perfectionism. 

 

State Doubts about actions. The relations between state doubts about actions and the other 

personality constructs were clearly negative. State doubts about actions was unrelated to 

positive perfectionism dimensions, including self-oriented perfectionism and its facets. 

Maladaptive relations included negative correlations with trait and state emotional stability and 

strong, positive correlations with all negative perfectionism dimensions. 

 

In this study, although all of the SMPS scales had some relations with maladaptive constructs, 

state personal standards was also related to some adaptive constructs. State doubts about 

actions was related only to negative constructs. State concern over mistakes evidenced a 
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pattern in between the other two SMPS variables, but there were more maladaptive relations 

than adaptive relations. 

 

Study 4: Dutch Version CFA and Construct Validity 

Participants and Procedure 

Ninety-six participants (55 female and 41 male) were recruited to complete a word game in 

fulfillment of a degree requirement. Their ages ranged from 18 to 35 years (M = 22.35, SD = 

2.87). All participants were enrolled in a Dutch university and they completed the entire study 

in Dutch. Aside from the language change from English to Dutch, the procedure of this study 

was identical to Study 3. Participants completed two versions of a word game modeled after 

Boggle (Turoff & Cooke, 1973). Both versions (4 x 4 grids) were pilot-tested and were similar in 

difficulty. Participants spent five minutes typing as many Dutch words as they could find on the 

board. They received immediate feedback as to whether the word was correct, incorrect, or a 

repeated word. 

 

Materials 

In addition to completing the Dutch version of the SMPS, participants completed trait 

questionnaires before the Boggle tasks and state questionnaires after the second version of the 

task. 

 

Trait and State Big Five. Similar to Study 3, emotional stability and conscientiousness were 

assessed with 24 Dutch adjectives (12 for each trait and state) used in prior Big Five research 

(Peabody & De Raad, 2002). These adjectives were used in question form for both traits before 

the task (e.g., “How organized were you in general?”) and states after the task (e.g., “How 

organized were you during Version 2 of the task?”). Participants responded on a seven-point 

scale (“not at all” to “very”). The reliability analyses for the traits and states were within the 
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acceptable range (trait emotional stability: Cronbach’s α = .78; trait conscientiousness: α = .80; 

state emotional stability: α = .88; state conscientiousness1: α = .70). 

 

Trait Perfectionism. We used the same measures of trait perfectionism used in Study 3. All 

questionnaires were in Dutch, with similar translations as those used in previous research (Van 

Yperen, 2006; Van Yperen et al., 2011). Cronbach’s were good (α > .70), except for Importance 

of Being Perfect (α = .61).  

 

Results and Discussion 

CFA 

We tested the Dutch SMPS structure with a CFA; the results are presented in Figure 4.2. The fit 

indices showed a good fit of the data: Χ2(27) = 40.67, p = 0.02, GFI = 0.91, NFI = 0.91, CFI = 0.96, 

RMSEA = 0.086. We also tested alternative one-factor and two-factor models. The one-factor 

model showed a poor fit: Χ2(27) = 153.58, p < .001, GFI = 0.71, NFI = 0.65, CFI = 0.68, RMSEA = 

0.22. The two-factor model also showed a poor fit: Χ2(26) = 55.27, p < .001, GFI = 0.86, NFI = 

0.87, CFI = 0.93, RMSEA = 0.13. Difference in chi-square tests showed that the three-factor 

model was significantly better than the one-factor model (Χ2 (3) = 112.91, p < .001) and two-

factor models (Χ2 (2) = 14.60, p < .001). A final model comparison with the AIC fit index showed 

that the three-factor solution had the best fit (as indicated by the lowest value): three-factor = 

82.67, two-factor: 93.27, and one-factor: 189.58. In sum, these results show a similar and 

reliable structure for the Dutch and English SMPS items. 

 

Construct Validity 

All of the correlations between the SMPS scales and the trait and state personality measures 

are reported in Table 4.5. An overview of these results is organized below by each 

perfectionism variable. 

 

                                                           
1 Three reverse items were removed from state conscientiousness due to low reliability; this did not significantly 
change the results of Study 4. 



 

Chapter 4 | 100 

 
Figure 4.2: N = 96. SMPS = State Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale. All SMPS items were in 
the context of “Version 2 of the Boggle task.” The Dutch version of the SMPS has the same 
structure as the English version reported in Study 2. 
 
 

State Personal Standards. As with Study 3, the correlations between state personal standards 

and the other personality constructs was a mixture of adaptive and maladaptive relations. The 

trait perfectionism relations had the same pattern as Study 3, with strong correlations with 

adaptive dimensions of perfectionism (self-oriented), but also correlations with maladaptive 

dimensions of perfectionism (socially-prescribed). The Big Five correlations were similar to 
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the pattern shows that state personal standards is more adaptive than the other perfectionism 

states. 

 

State Concern Over Mistakes. The correlations between state concern over mistakes and the 

other personality constructs was the same as those seen in Study 3, with a mixture of adaptive 

and maladaptive relations. Adaptive relations included positive correlations with positive 

perfectionism dimensions, including self-oriented perfectionism and its facets. Maladaptive 

relations included negative correlations with trait and state emotional stability and positive 

correlations with negative perfectionism dimensions.  

 

State Doubts about actions. As with Study 3, the correlations between state doubts about 

actions and the other personality constructs were clearly negative. However, state doubts 

about actions had a similar pattern as with state concern over mistakes. State doubts about 

actions was related to positive perfectionism dimensions, including self-oriented perfectionism 

and its facets. Maladaptive relations included strong negative correlations with trait and state 

emotional stability and strong, positive correlations with all negative perfectionism dimensions. 

Although this pattern was similar to state concern over mistakes, state doubts about actions 

exhibited stronger negative relations than concern over mistakes. 

 

The Dutch SMPS appears to be a similar measurement tool as the English SMPS. Although there 

were higher intercorrelations among the states in the Dutch sample, the pattern of relations 

was similar to those observed in Study 3, with some variation in strength of the relations.  

 

Study 5: Field Study 

Study 1-4 found initial support for the state perfectionism construct and the SMPS. However, 

the SMPS should also be assessed in an ecologically valid environment in which the full range of 

behavior can be exhibited. In our lab and online task settings, participants may not have 

engaged in the full range of possible perfectionistic behavior on our tasks, but individuals may 
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well do so when working on a task that is more important and meaningful to them. Therefore, 

Study 5 investigates students’ level of state perfectionism following a statistics exam. 

 

Participants and Procedure 

Sixty Dutch undergraduates enrolled in an advanced statistics course participated in the study. 

The majority of the participants were female (N = 52 women, 8 men). Their ages ranged from 

19 to 33 years (M = 22.05, SD = 2.47). Participants were recruited through advertisements and 

announcements during their statistics course. Participants were compensated (10 Euros) upon 

completion of all three parts of the study. 

 

Participants completed surveys at three separate times during this study. Time 1 occurred 1-2 

weeks prior to students’ final exam in their course. Time 2 occurred the night before their final 

exam. Time 3 occurred immediately after the exam. Of the sixty original participants, fifty-five 

completed the study in its entirety; results are reported for these individuals. 

 

Time 1. Participants made an appointment to come to the lab and, upon arrival, they were 

informed about the study procedure and completed consent forms for study participation and 

exam grade access. After signing the forms, they completed a series of questionnaires, 

including trait perfectionism, trait affect, and demographics measures. 

 

Time 2. On the evening before the final exam, participants received an e-mail with the link to 

complete an online questionnaire (they had received an email one day prior, reminding them 

that a questionnaire was forthcoming the next day). The questionnaire was designed to be 

short to avoid interfering with their studying. In this questionnaire, we included measures of 

perceived competence and time spent studying for the exam. 

 

Time 3. Participants received a sealed packet containing the final questionnaire prior to 

entering the exam hall. They were instructed to complete the questionnaire immediately after 

the exam, while still inside the exam hall. The rationale for this method was to have participants 
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complete the questionnaire in the same environment as the exam itself. A few participants 

completed the questionnaire outside the exam hall, although it was still immediately after the 

exam. No significant differences were found between these participant scores and the overall 

group scores. The questionnaire focused on participants’ state perfectionism, state affect, and 

perceived competence. 

 

Measures 

Perfectionism. The trait perfectionism measures were assessed at Time 1, using the same 

scales in Study 4. All measures were on a 7-point scale (“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”). 

All reliabilities were within the acceptable range (α > .72). The Dutch version of the SMPS was 

used at Time 3, and the ending of the items was “during the statistics exam.” The reliability of 

these measures was good (see Table 4.2). 

 

Affect. As with Study 3, trait and state affect were assessed with the 20 Dutch adjectives from 

the PANAS (Watson et al., 1988). The original version was used during Time 1 to assess trait 

affect. To measure state affect during Time 3, participants were instructed to respond how they 

felt “during the exam.” The reliability for both the trait and state versions was within the 

acceptable range (α > .80). 

 

Perceived Competence. A 5-item measure of perceived competence (Van Yperen, 2007) was 

used at Time 2 and Time 3. Participants responded to the items on a 5-point scale from 

“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” The measures at both times were reliable (Time 2 α = 

.71; Time 3 α = .79). 

 

Study Time. The amount of time participants studied for the exam was assessed at Time 2 in 

two different ways. These different measures were used because students vary in the amount 

of study time they need, and quantity of study time doesn’t necessarily reflect quality of study 

time. In the first measure, participants reported the number of hours they spent studying for 

the exam. There was a lot of variance in this measure (M = 26.51, SD = 13.92), and there were 
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some extreme values reported by participants (e.g., over 100 hours). To remedy this skew, a 

Winsor transformation was used on the top 5 percent of participants, making the maximum 

range 50 hours of study time.  

 

In the second measure, participants completed 3 items that asked whether they felt they had 

studied a lot or a little for the exam (α = .90). This measure was completed on a 5-point scale 

from “not at all” to “all the time” (M = 3.55, SD = 1.27). The two measures were moderately 

correlated with each other (r = .53, p < .01). 

 

Results and Discussion 

Construct Validity 

All of the results from the field study are reported in Table 4.6. Due to the small sample size, 

marginally significant correlations are also indicated in the table. An overview of these results is 

organized below by each perfectionism variable. 

 

State Personal Standards. The results clearly highlight that state personal standards can be an 

adaptive for real-world achievement tasks. State personal standards was related to positive 

dimensions of perfectionism only, specifically self-oriented perfectionism and its facets. State 

personal standards was also correlated with positive behaviors and outcomes, including exam 

performance, state positive affect, study time, and perceived competence. 

 

State Concern Over Mistakes. Similar to the results of Studies 3 and Study 4, state concern over 

mistakes was related to both adaptive and maladaptive traits and outcomes, but primarily to 

maladaptive dimensions of perfectionism, including socially-prescribed perfectionism and trait 

concern over mistakes. This state also had negative correlations with perceived competence 

and (strong) positive correlations with trait and state negative affect. However, state concern 

over mistakes was related to some adaptive behaviors, specifically the amount of time spent 

studying for the exam, similar to work by Brown and colleagues (1999).  
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Table 4.6 

Study 5: SMPS Field Study 

 SPS SCOM SDAA 

Previous Exam Performance .37** .06 -.16 
Exam Performance .42** -.03 -.25a 

Objective Study Time .30* .42** .16 
Subjective Study Time .31* .36** .12 
Perceived Competence (Before) .26a -.21 -.44** 
Perceived Competence (After) .42** -.25a -.68** 
State Positive Affect .44** -.16 -.49** 
State Negative Affect .14 .66** .57** 

Trait Positive Affect .23 .02 -.07 
Trait Negative Affect .27 a .32** .22 
Self-Oriented .37** .17 .06 

Importance of Being Perfect .37** .18 .09 
Perfectionistic Striving .34* .11 .04 

Socially-Prescribed .03 .34* .27* 
Conditional Acceptance .03 .28* .32* 
Others’ High Standards .00 .28* .12 

Other-Oriented .19 .04 -.03 
Discrepancy .17 .26 a .30* 
Concern Over Mistakes .22 .27* .18 
Doubts about actions .12 .11 .19 

Note: N = 55. SPS = State Personal Standards; SCOM = State Concern Over Mistakes; SDAA = State Doubts about 
actions. **p < .01; *p < .05, ap = .06 
 
 

State Doubts about actions. Similar to the results of Study 3, state doubts about actions was 

related to negative traits and outcomes only, including maladaptive dimensions of 

perfectionism (socially-prescribed) and exam performance (this latter correlation was 

marginally significant). This state also had negative correlations with perceived competence and 

state positive affect, and a positive correlation with state negative affect. 

 

The ecological validity of this study led to clear evidence of the differences between the SMPS 

scales. State personal standards was the most adaptive perfectionism type, relating exclusively 

to positive constructs and outcomes. State doubts about actions was the most maladaptive 
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perfectionism type, relating exclusively to negative constructs and outcomes. State concern 

over mistakes was in between these two extremes, although there were clearly more 

maladaptive relations than adaptive relations.  

 

General Discussion 

The present research provides both a conceptual definition of the state perfectionism construct 

and a new multidimensional measure of the construct -- the SMPS. The evidence across five 

studies shows that the SMPS is a reliable and valid measurement tool that assesses three 

different state perfectionism variables. State personal standards appears to be adaptive; it is 

linked to positive affect, good performance, and positive behaviors (e.g., typing strategy and 

study time). State doubts about actions appears to be maladaptive; it is linked to negative 

affect, lower emotional stability, and negative perceptions and behaviors (e.g., lower perceived 

competence and cautious typing strategies). State concern over mistakes appears to be mostly 

maladaptive, but is in between the extremes of the other two perfectionism states; it is linked 

to negative affect, but also to adaptive behavior (e.g., study time). Each of these state 

perfectionism variables represent a distinct aspect of perfectionism in a given moment. 

 

We believe that the development and validation of the SMPS is an important step for 

perfectionism research. With the increased interest in comparing perfectionism across different 

domains and contexts (Boone et al., 2012; Clark, Lelchook, & Taylor, 2010; Dunn et al., 2005; 

Flett et al., 2009; Gaudreau, & Verner-Filion, 2012), it is important that a scale can adequately 

measure the full scope of stability and change of perfectionism across domains. Rather than 

tailoring a different trait scale to different domains, the SMPS is designed to use the same scale 

across domains. The intrapersonal perfectionism variables of the SMPS provide an initial step to 

investigating meaningful processes of state perfectionism across situations and daily life. 

 

Perfectionism Dimensions 

The SMPS focuses on three of the perfectionism dimensions proposed by Frost and colleagues 

(1990). As the perfectionism literature seeks to consolidate and streamline the many terms, 



 

Chapter 4 | 107 

definitions, and constructs proposed over the past 25 years, there will undoubtedly be 

discussion on whether these dimensions are sufficient to assess perfectionism states. Indeed, 

these dimensions only reflect intrapersonal perfectionism. Interpersonal standards, such as 

high standards from parents, teachers, coaches, or other important people, are also 

undoubtedly important to assess in the study of perfectionism, and a focus on such standards 

should be considered part of the empirical agenda (Gaudreau, 2012). There are three reasons 

why we thought it was important to begin the study of state perfectionism with a focus on 

intrapersonal perfectionism. First, intrapersonal dimensions of state perfectionism are easier to 

assess than interpersonal dimensions. It is more straightforward for people to reflect on their 

own momentary thoughts, feelings, and behaviors than it is for them to discern the evaluations 

of others. Second, intrapersonal state perfectionism is likely to change more than interpersonal 

state perfectionism. Although our studies focus on one-time assessments of perfectionism, we 

believe that dimensions such as personal standards are likely to change more as a function of 

the situation than dimensions such as parental evaluations. Third, interpersonal perfectionism, 

unlike intrapersonal perfectionism, may not be essential in certain contexts. For example, 

people may not be concerned about how other’s evaluate their typing performance or word 

game performance in a laboratory context (indeed questions of this nature may appear to be 

arbitrary to many participants). Important real life contexts, such as an academic exam or a 

sports competition, may provide a better situational context in which to assess interpersonal 

measures of perfectionism. Development of a corresponding state interpersonal scale to 

supplement the SMPS may be seen as an important part of the future research agenda. 

 

An interesting, ongoing, debate in the perfectionism literature concerns the degree to which 

state concern over mistakes and state doubts about actions are different. High correlations 

between dimensions of a personality trait or state are quite common. However, when 

developing a measure, it is important to make sure that the hypothesized dimensions indeed 

represent empirically distinct constructs. The evidence presented in the present work supports 

the separability of the state concern over mistakes and state doubts about actions constructs. 

State concern over mistakes was shown to generally be a maladaptive form of perfectionism, as 



 

Chapter 4 | 108 

it was positively related to state negative affect and negatively related to state emotional 

stability, but it was also linked to some adaptive variables such as subjective and objective 

measures of study time. On the other hand, state doubts about actions was more emphatically 

maladaptive per se, as it was linked to uncertainty about ability, such as low perceived 

competence and cautiousness in typing.  

 

It is also important to note that our tests of construct validity using laboratory tasks may have 

limited the full flexibility of state perfectionism, which may have inflated the interrelations 

between state concern over mistakes and state doubts about actions, and may have also 

increased the similarity in their pattern of relations with other variables. In this vein, it is 

interesting that the greatest degree of difference in the patterns for these two variables was 

observed in the final, field-based study (Study 5) that focused on a task of clear importance to 

participants -- a course examination. In subsequent studies, researchers could try to develop 

manipulations to empirically increase state concern over mistakes or state doubts about actions 

to further disentangle the differences between these two constructs. Future research would 

also do well to continue to examine factors that influence the separability of the two measured 

constructs and their nomological networks; research that does so across multiple state 

measurements would be particularly valued. 

 

Conclusions 

Perfectionism has been well-established as an important personality trait that is applicable to 

many different domains and contexts. In the present research we sought to advance the 

perfectionism literature by offering a conceptual definition of state perfectionism based on a 

cutting edge model of personality (Fleeson, 2012) and by developing a multidimensional 

measure of state perfectionism that allows it to be assessed across a variety of different 

domains and contexts with the same measure. It is our hope that the SMPS facilitates 

additional research on state perfectionism, as our current knowledge of state perfectionism 

lags considerably behind that of trait perfectionism, despite both being equally applicable to 

understanding achievement-relevant regulation and behavior.  
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The measurement of state perfectionism in specific contexts allows researchers to investigate 

perfectionism processes previously unexplored. Our initial work presented herein shows that 

state personal standards is related to beneficial processes, while state doubts about actions is 

related to more negative processes. Further understanding of these processes could be critical 

in helping clinicians treat mental illnesses, students succeed on exams, or athletes condition for 

competitions. Investigating these processes promises to provide many new avenues for fruitful 

perfectionism research. 



 

 

 


