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Categorical or Dimensional: A Brief Introduction to Taxometric Techniques
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[Abstract] It is obviously significant to distinguish between categorical and dimensional of psychological constructs in
many areas of psychological and psychopathological research. Dozens of methods have been proposed for evaluating the
latent structure of psychological constructs, one of which Taxometric is the most popular method invented and developed
by Paul Meehl and his colleagues, which has been applied to various circumstances, especially in psychopathological and
personality research. This article briefly describes several Taxometric methods—Mean Above Minus Below A sliding Cut
(MAMBAC), MAXimum ElGenvalue(MAXEIG), and LMode(Latent—Mode factor analysis); meanwhile, it is introduced that
careful attention should be paid to some considerations in substantive investigation. The advantages and disadvantages of
Taxometric techniques are also under discussion at the end of the article.
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