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Taxonomy is always a contentious issue because the world does not come to us in

neat lictle packages

Personality has been conceptualized from a vari-
ety of theoretical perspectives, and at various lev-
els of abstraction or breadth (John, Hampson,
& Goldberg, 1991; McAdams, 1995). Each of
these levels has made unique contributions to
our understanding of individual differences in
behavior and experience. One frequently studied
level is personality traits (John & Gosling, in
press). However, the number of personality
traits, and scales designed to measure them, has
escalated without an end in sight (Goldberg,
1971). Researchers, as well as practitioners in the
field of personality assessment, have been faced
with a bewildering array of personality scales
from which to choose, with little guidance and
no overall rationale at hand. To make matters
worse, scales with the same name often measure
concepts that are not the same, and scales with
different names often measure concepts that are
quite similar. Although diversity and scientific
pluralism are useful, the systematic accumula-
tion of findings and the communication among
researchers has become difficult amidst the Ba-
bel of concepts and scales.
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—GouLD (1981, p. 158)

Many personality researchers had hoped that
they might devise the structure that would trans-
form the Babel into a community speaking a
common language. However, such an integra-
tion was not to be achieved by any one re-
searcher or by any one theoretical perspective. As
Allport once put it, “each assessor has his own
pet units and uses a pet battery of diagnostic de-
vices” (1958, p. 258).

What personality psychology needed was a
descriptive model, or taxonomy, of traits. One of
the central goals of scientific taxonomies is the
definition of overarching domains within which
large numbers of specific instances can be under-
stood in a simplified way. Thus, in personality
psychology, a taxonomy would permit research-
ers to study specified domains of personality
characteristics, rather than examining separately
the thousands of particular attributes that make
each human being individual and unique. More-
over, a generally accepted taxonomy would
greatly facilitate the accumulation and commu-
nication of empirical findings by offering 2
standard vocabulary, or nomenclature.
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After decades of research, the field is finally
approaching consensus-on a- general taxonomy
of personality traits, the, “Big Five”. personality
dimensions. These dimensions do not represent
a particular theoretical perspective but were de-
rived from analyses of the natural language terms
people use to describe thémselves and others.
Rather. than replacing all previous systems, the
Big Five taxonomy serves an integrative function
because it can represent diverse: systems of per-
sonality description in a common framework. It
thus provides a starting place for ‘vigorous re-
search and theorizing that can eventually lead to
an explication and revision of the descriptive tax-
onomy in causal and dynamic tetsus. -, -

In this chapter, we first review: the history of
the Big Five, including the discovery of the five
dimensions, research replicating and extending
the:model, its convergence with research in the
questionnaire tradition, and the development of
several instruments to measure the Big Five.
Then, we compare three of the most frequently
used instruments and report data regarding their
reliability and convergent validity. Finally, we ad-
dress a number of critical issues, including how
the Big Five taxonomy is structured hierarchi-
cally, whether the five dimensions predict impot-
tant life outcomes, how they develop, how they
combine into personality types, and whether they
are descriptive or explanatory concepts.

THE LEXICAL APPROACH AND
DISCOVERY OF THE BIG FIVE

One starting place for a shared taxonomy is the
natural language of personality description.
Beginning with - Klages (1926), Baumgarten
(1933), and Allport and Odbert (1936), various
psychologists have turned to the natural lan-
guage as a source of attributes for a scientific tax-
onomy. This work, beginning with the extrac-
tion of all personality-relevant terms from the
dictionary, has generally been guided by the lexi-
cal hypothesis (see John, Angleitner, & Osten-
dorf, 1988; Saucier & Goldberg, 1996b). The
lexical hypothesis posits that most of the socially
relevant and salient personality characteristics
have become enéode({) in the natural language
(e.g., Allport; 1937).. Thus, the personality vo-
cabulary contained in the dictionaries of a natu-
ral language provides an extensive, yet finite, set
of attributes that the people speaking that lan-
guage have found important and useful in their

daily inyégactionk (Goldberg, 198 .

Allport and Odbert’s Psycholexical
Study: Traits, States, Activities,
and-Evaluations

Following Baumgarten’s (1933) work in Ger-
man, Allport and Odbert (1936) conducted a
seminal lexical study of the personality-relevant
terms in an unabridged English dictionary. They
included all the terms that could be used to “dis-
tinguish the behavior.of one human being from
that -of another” (p. 24) Their complete - list
amounted to almost 18,000 terms. At the time,
the staggering size of this list seemed “like a se-
mantic nightmare” (Allport, 1937, pp. 353—
354)..Allport and Odbert thought that organiz-
ing these thousands of personality attributes into
a.satisfactory  taxonosy would keep psycholo-
gists “at work for a life time” (1936, p. vi). In-
deed; this task has occupied personality psy-
chologists for more than 60 years. (For detailed
reviews of the history of the lexical approach, see
John et al., 1988; John, 1990). . ‘
Allport and Odbert (1936) tried to bring
some order to the semantic nightmare they had
created. What kinds of person descriptors are in-
cluded in the dictionary? Allport and Odbert
identified four major: categories. The first cate-
gory included personality traits (e.g., sociable,
aggressive, and fearful), which they defined.as
“generalized and -personalized -determining ten-
dencies—consistent and stable modes of an indi-
vidual's adjustment to his environment? (p. 26).
"The second category included temporary states,
moods, and activities, such as afraid, rejoicing,
and elated. The third category consisted. of
highly evaluative judgments of personal.conduct
and reputation, such as excellent, worthy,. aver-
age, and irritating. Although these terms presup-
pose some traits within the individual, they do
not indicate the specific attributes that gave:rise
to the individual’s evaluation by others or, by so-
ciety in general: The last category included
physical characteristics, capacities and talents,
terms of doubtful relevance to personality, and
terms that could not be assigned to any of the
other three categories. C
Norman (1967) subsequently elaborated All-
port and Odberts initial classification and di-
vided the domain into seven content categories:
stable “biophysical” traits, temporary states, ac-
tivities,. social .roles, social effects,. evaluative
terms, anatomical and physical terms, as well as
ambiguous -and obscure terms not considered
useful  for personality descriptive -purposes:
These categories illustrate that the: personality
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lexicon in the natural laniguage includes a wealth
of concepts. Individuals can be described by
their enduring #aits (e.g., 1rrasuble), by the -
ternal states they typically experience (furious),
by the pbyszcal states they endure (trembling), by
the activities they engage in (sereaming); by the
effects they have on others- (frightening), by
the roles they play (murderer), -and by social
evaluations of their conduct (unacceptable, bad).
Moreover, individuals differ in their anatomical
and morphological characteristics (short) and in
the personal and societal evaluations attached to
these appearance characteristics (cute): -

“Both Allport and Odbert (1936) and Norman
(1967) classified the terms culled from the dic-
tionary into mutually exclusive categories. An
inspection of the classifications -quickly shows
that  the- categories  overlap and  have- fuzzy
boundaries, leading some researchers to con-
clude that distinctions between classes of person-
ality descriptors -are arbitrary and' should- be
abolished (Allen & Potkay, 1981). In contrast,
Chaplm, John, and Goldberg (1988) argued for
a prototype conception in which each‘category is
defined in terms of its clear cases rather than its
boundaries; category membership need not -be
discrete but can 'be defined as “continuous.
Chaplin and colleagues (1988) applied this pro-
totype conceptlon to traits, states, and activities.
Although the classification of a few desctiptors
was difficult, the core of each category was-dis-
tinct from the others and: could be differentiated
by a set of conceptually derived attributes. Pro-
totypical szates were seen as temporary, brief, and
externally caused. Prototypical #rasts were seen as
stable; long lasting; and 'internally caused, and
needed to be observed” more frequently and
across a wider range of situations than'states be-
fore they were attributed to an individual. These
findings closely replicated the earlier classifica-
tions and confirmed that the conceptual defini-
tions of traits and states are wxdely shared

Idennfymg the Ma;or Dlmensmns '
of Personality Description: ‘
Cattell’s Early Efforts

Allport and Odberts (1936) cla551ﬁcanons pro-
vidéd some initial' structure for ‘the personality
lexicon: However, to be of practxcai value, a tax-
onomy must provide a systematic framework for
distinguishing, ordering; and naming individual
differences in people’s behavior and. €xperience
' (Johti, 1989). Aiming for suchia taxoriomy; -Cat-
tell (1943) used the Allport and’ Odbert list as a

starting' point for his multidimensional model of
personality structure. Because the size of that list
was- too overwhelming: for research: purposes,
Cattell (1943, 1945a, 1945b) began with the
subset of 4,500 trait terms.:Most taxonemic re-
search has focused on the personality trait cate-
gory, although the other categories are no less im-
portant. For example, the emotional-state and
social-evaluation categories have recently received
considerable “ attention (Almagor, - Tellegen &
Waller; 1995; Benet-Martinez & Waller, 1997).
- Using both semantic and empirical clustering
procedures as well -as his:own: reviews of the per-
sonological literature available at the time (for
reviews, see John et al.; 1988; John, 1990), Cat-
tell reduced the 4,500 trait-terms to a mere 35
variables. That is, Cattell eliminated more than

* 99% of the ‘terms Allport (1937) had so tena-

ciously defended. This drastic reduction was dic-

- tated primarily by the data-analytic limitations

of his time, which’‘made factor analyses of large

wvariable sets prohibitively costly and complex.

Using:this small- set: of ‘variables, Cattell con-
ducted several oblique factor analyses and con-
cluded that he had identified 12 personality fac-
tors, which eventually beéame part of his 16
Personality Factors- (16PF) questlonnalre (Cat—
tell, Eber, & Tatsuoka, 1970). '

Cattell also claimed that hxs factors showed
excellent correspondence ‘across methods, such
as self-reports, ratings by others, and objective
tests; however, these claims have not gone.un-
questioned (€.g.. Becker, '1960; Nowakowska,

-1973). Moreover, reanalyses of Cattell’s own cor-

relation matrices by others have not confirmed
the number and nauite of the factors he pro-
posed (e.g- Tupes & Christal, 1961"). Digman
and Takemoto-Chock (1981) concluded  that
Cattell’s “otiginal model, based on the unfortu-
nate clerlcal errots noted here, cannot have been
cotrect” (p. 168), although the second-order fac-
tors of the 16PF show some correspondence be-
tween Cattell’s system and the subsequcntly de—
rived Big Flve dxmensmns ! .

THE "BIG FIVEFACTORSIN =~
PERSONALITY TRAIT RATINGS

Dlscovery of the B1g Flve in Cattell’
Variable List

Cattell's pioneering work, and the avallablhty of
a relatively short list of varlables, stimulated
other researchers to examine the dxmenswnal

structure of trait ratings. Several investigators
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were invelved in the discovery and: clarification
of the Big:Five dimensions.: Fiske (1949) con-
structed much simplified descriptions from 22
of Cattell’s variables;: the factor structures de-
rived from self-ratings, ratings by peers, and rat-
ings by psychological staff members were highly
similar and ‘resembled what would -be Iater
kriown ds the Big Five. To clarify these factors,
Tupes and Christal (1961) reanalyzed correla-
tion matrices from - eight. different samples,
ranging from airmen with no.more than high
school education to first-year graduate students,
and included ratings by peers, supervisors,
teachcrs, or experlenced clinicians in settings as
diverse as military training courses and sorority
houses. In all the analyses, Tupes and Christal
found “five: relatively strong and recurrent fac-
tors and nothmg more of any conscquence
(1961; p. 14). -

This ﬁve-factor structure has been rephc:ated
by Normas: (1963), Borgarta (1964) and Dig-
man’ and Takemoto-Chock (1981) in lists. de-
rived from Cattell’s 35 variables. These factors
are typxcally labeled: . G

I Extraversmn or Surgency (talkanvc, asser-
tive, energetic)
IL Agteeabicness (good—natured cooperatlve,
. trustful) -
III Conscnentxousness
" dependable)
IV. Emotional Stability. versus Neurotxasm
.+ (calm, not neurotic, not easily upset) -
V Intellect or Openness (intellectual, gmagma-
- tive mdependent—mmded)

(orderly, rcspon31ble,

These factors. eventually became known as the
“Big Five” (Goldberg, 1981)—a title chosen not
to reflect their intrinsic greatness but to empha-
size that each of these factors is extremely broad.
Thus, the Big Five structure does not imply that
personality differences can be reduced to only
five traits. Rather, these five dimensions repre-

sent personality at the broadest level of abstrac-

tion, and each dimension summarizes a large

number  of dxstmct, more. spec1ﬁc personahty‘

characterlstlcs

Testlng the Blg Fivein a Comprehenslve
Set of Enghsh Trait Terms - '

,,,,,

Afiér a period of dormancy durmg the 19705
and: early 1980, research on the Big Five; and
on issues of personality structure more generally;
has increased dramatically : since the mid-1980s.

Factor structures resembling the Big Five were
identified .in numerous sets of variables (e.g.,
Botwin & Buss, 1989; Conley, 1985; De Raad,
Mulder, Kloosterman, & Hofstee, 1988; Dig-
man & Inouye, 1986; Field & Millsap, 1991;
Goldberg, 1981, 1990; John, 1990; McCrae &
Costa, 1985c, 1987; Peabody & Goldberg,
1989; Saucier & Goldberg, 1996a). However, a
number of -these: studies - were influenced , by
Cattell’s selection -of .variables: (Block, 1995)
making it important to test the comprehensive-
ness.and generality of the Big Five in more com-
prehensive variable sets. To update the Allport
and Odbert list and to rectify the imperfections
of ‘Cartell’s reduction steps, Norman (1967)
compiled an exhaustive list of personality de-
scriptive terms, which he sorted into 75 seman-
tic categories,-Goldberg (1990; see-also 1981,
1982) ‘used this list to clarify the nature and
composition. of these broad. factors and to test
their stability -and generalizability across meth-
odological - variations:.and data sources. Using
Norman's (1967) listing, Goldberg (1990) con-
structed an. inventory of 1,710 trait adjectives
that participants could use to rate their own per-
sonallty He then scored Norman’s semantic
categories as scales and factor analyzed their in-
tercorrelations in the self-rating data. The first
five factors represented the Big Five and repli-
cated across a variety of different methods of fac-
tor extraction and rotation.. Moreover, Goldberg
(1990) demonstrated that the first five factors re-
mained virtually invariant when more- than five
were rotated. : .
To énsure mdependence from any a pnorl
classification, Goldberg (1990) conducted two
additional studies using- abbreviated sets of
more:common terms. In one study, Goldberg
obtained self and peer ratings of 475 very com-
mon trait adjectlvcs which he had grouped into
131 sets of “tight synonym” clusters. In four
samples, the five-factor structures were very
similar to each other and to the structure ob-
tained in the ' more comprehensive list of 1,710
terms, and - the results in the self-rating data
were . virtually -indistinguishable from those
in the peer ratings. Most important, how-
ever, were the results from the search for repli-
cable additional factors. In a more recent
study, Saucier and Goldberg (1996a) selected
435 trait adjectives rated. by subjects as
highly familiar terms; a factor analysis of these
adjectives closely replicated the: Big Five. Fur-
thermore,.-a. thorough search. for: factors: be-
yond the Big Five showed that.the Big Five
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were the only consistently replicable factors
(Saucier, 1997). el
: i

Assessing the Big Five with Trait

Descriptive Adjectives , -
Goldberg (1990, 1992) distilled his extensive
taxonomic findings into several published adjec-
tive lists. One of them is-a 50-item instrument
using the so-called “transparent format” (Gold-
berg, 1992), which is excellent for instructional
purposes (Pervin & John, 1997).:For each factor,
this measure presents 10 bipolar adjective scales
(e.g:, quiet=talkative) -grouped. together under
the factor name, thus making the constructs be-
ing measured transparent to the research partici-
pants. The list used more commonly in research
is the set'of 100 unipolar trait descriptive adjec-
tives (TDA). Goldberg (1992) conducted a se-
ries of factor analytic studies: to+ develop: and
refine the TDA as an-optimal representation of
the five-factor space in'English, selecting for
each Big Five scale only those-adjectives that
uniquely defined that factor. These scales have
impressively high internal consistency, and their
factor structure is easily replicated.”

Another -adjectival ‘measure of the :Big Five
was developed by Wiggins (1995; Trapnell &
Wiggins, 1990). In his 20-year program of re-
search on the interpersonal circumplex; Wiggins
(1979) has used personality: trait .adjectives to
elaborate both the conception andithe measure-
ment.of the two: major dimensions ‘of interper-
sonal behavior, Dominance (or Agency) and
Nurturance (or Communiony. Noting ‘that the
first dimension closely resembles the Extraver-
sion factor in the Big Five, and the second di-
mension the Agreeableness factor,- Wiggins ex-
tended his circumplex scales by adding adjective
measures for the other three of the Big Five fac-
tors (Trapnell & Wiggins; 1990). The resulting
Interpersonal -Adjective Scales (Wiggins, 1995)
have - excellent " reliabilities ‘and converge well
with other measures; they have been used by re-
searchers who' want to ‘measure " the “specific
octants of the-intefpersonal circle as well as. the
Big Five. =~ - 2 U

The circumplex approach has also. been ‘ap-
plied to a perennial problem in lexical research
on personality factors. One important task is to
spell out, with much:more precision, those char-
acteristics ‘that fall frx the fuzzy regions: berween
the factors. Using 10 two-dimensional circum-
plexes, Hofstee; De Raad, and Goldberg:(1992)
have devised a novel-empirical approach to rep-

resent the space formed by each pair of factors.
This approach specifiesfacets that reflect various
combinations of two factors. The facets differ in
whether they are more: closely related to one or
the other factor. For example, there are two fac-
ets. that reflect high Agreeableness and high
Conscientiousness; but they differ in which of
the two factors is given prominence: Thus, the
responsibility facet represents agreeable Conscien-
tiousness, whereas the cooperation facet. repre-
sents ~conscientious ~Agreeableness - (Hofstee,
Kiers, De Raad, Goldberg, & Ostendotf, 1997).

Cross-Languageand
Cross-Cultural Studies

The results reviewed so far suggest: that the Big
Five structure provides ~a replicable repre-
sentation of the major dimensions of trait de-
scription -in ‘English. The five-factor structure
seems to generalize reliably across different types
of samples, raters, and methodological variations
when comprehensive sets of “variables are fac-
tored. Generalizability across languages and cul-
tures is.another important criterion for evaluat-
ing personality taxonomies (John, Goldberg, &
Angleitner, 1984). » et

- Taxonomic research in other languiges and
cultures can determine the usefulness of a tax-
onomy across cultural contexts and test for uni-
versals and variations in the encoding of indi-
vidual differences across languages and cultures
(Goldberg, -1981). The existence - of - cultural
universals would be ‘consistent with ‘an evolu-
tionary interpretation of the way individual dif-
ferences have become encoded as personality
categories into the natural language: If the tasks
most. central to human survival- are universal,
the-most important individual-differences, and
the terms:people use to label these:individual
differences, would be universal as well - (Buss,
1996; Hogan, 1983; see also Buss, Chapter:2;
this volume). Similarly, if cross-cultural research
reveals a culturallyspecific dimension; variation
on that dimension may be uniquely: important
within the particular social context of that cul-
ture (Yang & Bond, 1990). - - :

" Although central from the vantage point of
the lexical approach, cross-language research is
difficult and expensive to conduct, and until the
1990s it was quite rare. In the initial compre-
hensive taxonomic studies, English - was the lan-
guage of choice; primarily because the taxenom-
ers'were American (for reviews, see John et al.,
1984; John et al., 1988).: . SRR :
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Initial Studies in-Dutch and German . -

The first two non-English taxonomy projects
involved Dutch and German, languages closely
related to English. The Dutch project has been
carried out by Hofstee, De Raad, and their col-
leagues at the University of Groningen in the
Netherlands (De Raad, Mulder, Kloosterman,
8 Hofstee, 1988; Hofstee et al.; 1997; see also
De Raad, Perugini, et al., 1998, for reviews).
The conclusions from the Dutch projects are
generally consistent with those from the Ameri-
can English research: Only five factors were rep-
licable across different selections.of trait adjec-
tives and-across different subject samples. Those
five factors were similar to:-the English Big
Five, although in Dutch the fifth factor-empha-
sizes " Unconventionality and Rebelliousness
rather than-Intellect and Imagination as found

The dictionary-based German taxonomy pro-
ject was begun in Bielefeld by Angleitner, Osten-
dorf, and John (1990), who carried out a “psy-
cholexical” study of the German personality
vocabulary. ‘TFheir study was explicitly based on
the prototype conception and improved on the
earlier studies of English in'several respects. In
pirticular; 10 independent judges classified all
the terms, thus providing a continuous measure
of prototypicality and an assessment of the reli-
ability and validity of the judgments. The result-
ing German personality lexicon is more conven-
ient to use ‘than the unwieldy Allport and
Odbert lists because continuous prototypicality
values are available for each term in 13 different
content categories. Thus, it is easy to select:sub-
sets of prototypical traits, states, social evalu-
ations, and so on from the total pool for further
studies. -Angleitner and. colleagues’ (1990) re-
search served as a blueprint for several taxo-
nomic efforts in other languages. : 2

Ostendorf (1990) selected the most proto-
typical trait adjectives from the German taxon-
omy, and his factor analyses of about 450 traits
yielded the clearest replication of the Big Five
so far. In addition to the prototypical traits rep-
resenting the " distillation of "the German trait
lexicon, Osteéndorf also included German trans-
lations ‘of several English- Big Five instruments.
Thus, Ostendotf’s study is a good example of
the combined emiczetic design, which allows
researcheis to establish empirically the similar-
ity of indigenous (emic). factors to the factors
translated fromi other languages and cultures
(etic). Correlational analyses allowed .Ostendorf
to demonstrate substantial convergence be-

tween the emic German dimensions and the etic
Big Five measures in the:same sample of German
subjects. ‘ 5 ‘

However, this.combined emic-etic strategy is
difficult to implement and not consistently used
in research. Thus, conclusions about factor
similarity are often. made by “eyeballing”. the
item content of the factors in the indigenous

 language and comparing it to the typical factor

definitions in English. That leaves much leeway
to the investigators in “seeing” a factor that an-
other investigator might not see. For example,
the! Hebrew factor defined primarily by traits
such as sophisticated, sharp, knowledgeable, ar-
ticulate, and impressive would lead some re-
searchers to see an, Intellect factor, whereas Al-
magor and colleagues (1995) interpreted it as
Positive Valence. . . :

Underestimating Cross-Language Congruence

One of the difficulties in cross-language research
involves translitions. Often, researchers working
within their indigenous language have to trans-
late their concepts into English to communicate
their findings and much’ slippage occurs in ‘the
translation. process. For -example, one-wonders
why “temperamental” was a‘definer of Extra-
version in German until one realizes that the
German trait was probably . temperamentvoll,
which- has nothing to,do with temper but means
“full of life and energy,” as in vivacious. Simi-
larly, " frizzante (translated  as sparkling) was
not related - to brilliant intellect, but instead
seems to mean somethiing like the English word
-~ An - initial study of German-English bilin-
guals, which: ;provided -support for: cross-lan-
guage - generalizability (John et al, 1984),
directly addressed the issue of translation equiva-
lence: The unique advantage of the bilingual de-
sign'is that sample differences .can-be controlled
and: that translation checks can be made at the
level iof individual items because.the same sub-
ject provides descriptions in both languages (see
also Benet-Martinez & John, 1998). Using a
careful back-translation - procedure, John and
colleagues (1984) found sacceptable -levels of
translation. -equivalence . between  English - -and
German trait adjectives; with a-mean correlation
of .52 across a. two-week: interval between ad-
ministrations. .- Howeves, - several - translations
proved to be inadequate, with item-translation
correlations approaghing: zero.. . These findings
suggest that mistranslations that cannot be
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detected in monolingual investigations will lead
to severe underestimations of cross-language
generality. ‘ :

To permit empirical estimates of factor simi-
larity across monolingual investigations, Hof-
stee; De Raad, and ‘their colleagues: have used
translations of terms as a way to-compare factor
solutions across languages. For example, Hof-
stee and colleagues (1997) identified 126-words
that they could translate across previous lexical
studies in English, Dutch, -and: German ‘and
used them to ‘assess factor :congruence coeffi-
cients among all pairs of factors in the three lan-
guages. Their findings are illuminating in that
they showed considerable - congruence” across
these three Germanic languages. With the ex-
ception of the fifth factor in Dutch and English,
the pairwise congruence coefficients all* ex-
ceeded .70. Strangely; the authors interpreted
these levels of cross-language congruence as
“disappointing” (Hofstee et al.; 1997,"p. 27).
This interpretation = contradicts “Ostendorf’s
(1990) own conclusions, which - were drawn
from the emic—etic comparisons inhis well-
designed study.: oo

We are more :optimistic about these findings.
The empirically observed lévels of factor congru-
ence reported by Hofstee and colleagues (1997)
can be interpreted only if one:assumes that the
translations are petfectly equivalent and that the
factor structures in each-language are perfectly
stable. What happens when we correct the cross-
language congruence coefficients at least for the
imperfect reliability of the factor structures ‘re-
ported by Hofstee and colleagues? The corrected
English-German congruence coefficients’ range
from .84 to .93; impressive values. given that
they are not corrected for the imperfect transla-
tions; moreover, the correspondence for the fifth
factor was .93, suggesting that the Intellect/
Opénness fictor was defined almost identically
in English and German. The corrected English~
Dutch and German-Duich congruence coeffi-
cients were very-similar to each other, and sug-
gested the same conclusions: Congruence was
substantial for the first four facrors (.88 to .97)
but not the fifth (.50 to'.53). In short, our reex-
amination “suggests ‘that translation-based com-
parisons across languages are heuristically useful
but should not be interpreted-in: terms of ‘abso-
lute ‘effect sizes.” These results :also-suggest that
the fifth factor in Dutch is defined differently in
the other two languages, and explanations- for
this finding need tobe sought. -

Rules for Including Tiait Descriptors in
Taxonomic Studies ST
In all likelihood, some of the differences ob-
served ‘among the factor structures in-the three
languages also result from the different inclusion
rules followed: by the taxonomy teams. The se-
lection criterion used by the Dutch researchers
favored terms related to temperament; excluded
terms related to intellect, talents, and capagities,
and included a number of extremely negative
evaluative terms, such ‘as perverse, sadistic, and
criminal. The German team explicitly included
intellect and talent descriptors but omitted atti-
tudes and evaluative terms, which were included
as categories separate from traits. Finally, the
American English ' taxonomy included attitudi-
nal terms such as liberal, progressive; and pro-
vincial, along with a number of intellect terms.
Given the diverse range of traits related tothe
fifth factor, it is less surprising that the German
and English factors shared the intellect compo-
nents, whereas the Dutch factor included some
imagination-related traits (e.g.; inventive, origi-
nal, imaginative) but otherwise emphasized un-
conventionality and was thus interpreted in-
itially as a “Rebelliousness” factor. An Italian
taxonomy (Caprara & Perugini, 1994) found a
similar fifth factor interpreted as Unconvention-
ality: Not surprisingly, these Iralian researchers
had followed " the Dutch selection: procedures
rather than the German  procedures, which
would haveé represented more Intellect terms in
the taxonomy.: o o T
- Szirmak ‘and De Raad (1994) examined Hun-
garian personality descriptors and found strong
support for the first four of the Big Five but
failed. to obtain a factor resembling the fifth.of
the Big Five; instead, when they forced a five-
factor solution, the “Agreeableness factor split
into two factors. An Intellect/Openness factor
emerged only ‘when 'six factors were rotated.
Again, this finding may be due to-the selection
rules that included a “trait versus state rating.”

Evidence, in meGe}niaﬁic ‘Ldngudgek

The pessonality lexicon has recently been stud-
ied ina wide range of additional languages, such
as Chinese (Yang & Bond, 1990), Czech (Hre-
bickova & Ostendorf, 1995), Hebrew (Almagor

" et al;; 1995), Hungarian (Szirmak: & De Raad,

1994), Italian (De Raad, Di Blas, & Perugini,
1998); Polish (Szarota, 1995), Russian-(Shmel-
yov .8 Pokhilke, 1993), and Turkish (Somer &

)
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Goldberg, 1999): A recent review (De Raad, Pe-
rugini, et al., 1998) has compared many of the
European studxes, using translations to estimate
factor :similarity  quantitatively. Most generally,
factors similar to the Big Five-have been found
in ‘many -other: languages-but often, more than
five factors needed to be rotated and sometimes
two - indigenous factors corresponded to one of
the Big Five. Overall, the evidence is least com-
pelling for the fifth factor, which appears in vari-
ous guises, ranging from:pure Intellect (in Ger-
man) to Unconventlonallty and Rebelhousness
(in Dutch and Ttalian). ;

- Extensions into cultures dlﬁcerent from the in-

dustrialized West have also begun to appear. -

Whereas ‘early studies' used translations - of
English-language’ - measures (Bond,: 1979,
1983; Bond & Forgas, 1984; Bond, Nakazato,
& :Shiraishi, 1975; Guthrie & Bennett, 1971;
Nakazato, -Bond,: 8 -Shiraishi; 1976;:White,
1980), more recent studies have used emic and
combined emic—etic designs. For example, ex-
tensive studies of Filipino samples have provided
some support for the generality of the Big Five
(Church & Katigbak, 1989; Church, Reyes, Ka-

tighak, & Grimm;, 1997). Church and Katigbak

(1989) had subjects generate behavioral exem-
plars, and Church and colleagues(1997) derived

a comprehensive list of personality descriptors

following the methods proposed by the German -

taxonomy team. Both studies suggest that the
structure of the Filipino personality: lexicon. is
quite similar to the Big Five, although more than
five factors needed to be extracted to produce all

of the Big Five dimensions. As the authors cau-~
tion, “this does not mean that there are no.
unique concepts in either language. However, at’

a higher level of generahty, similar structural di-
mensions emerge” (Church & Katigbak, 1989,
p. 868).

Bond and collaborators (Yang & Bond 1990;

Yik & Bond, 1993) have recendy followed up:

on their ¢arlier etic work in Chinese. They drew
their emic items from free descriptions and from
indigenous personality questionnaires.- By in-
cluding translations of Big Five marker items
from English, they were able to use regression
analyses to compare the emic factor space with

the etic (i.e., imported) Big Five. Their results

suggest that although the Chinese language does
not cleanly teproduce the English Big Five and

several differences remain; the indigenous Chi-
nese dimensions do overlap consxderably with

the: B1g Flve dlmensxons

1In summary; the cross-language research sug-
gests that the Big Five can be teplicated in Ger-
manic languages. The evidence for non-Western
languages and cultures is more complex, and
Factor V generally shows the weakest replicabil-
ity. Thus, strong conclusions about the linguistic
universality of. the lexically derived Big -Five
would be premature. Most generally, we agree
with De Raad, Perugini, and colleagues (1998)
who concluded that the findings in seven lan-
guages support “the general contours of the Big
Five model as the best working hypothesis of an
ommpresent trait structure” (p. 214)

THE BIG FIVE IN PERSONALITY
QUEST IONNAIRES

thlc Jcsearchers in the lexical tradition were
accumu]atlng evidence for the Big Five, the need
for an integrative framework became more press-
ing among researchers who studied personality

~with questionnaire scales. Joint factor analyses of

questionnaires developed by different investiga-
tors had shown that two broad dimensions, Ex-

“traversion and Neuroticism, appear in one form

or another in most personahty inventories. Be-
yond these ‘Big Two” (Wiggins, 1968), however,
the. various questionnaire-based models had
shown few signs of convergence. For example,
Eysenck (1991) observed that - “Where we have
literally hundreds of inventories incorporating
thousands of traits, largely overlapping but also
containing specific variance, each empirical find-
ing is strictly speaking only relevant to a specific
trait. . . . This is not the way to build a unified
scientific discipline” (p. 786).

Costa and;McCrae’s Research

The situation began to change in the early 1980s
when Costa and McCrae were developing the
NEO Personality Inventory (eventually publish-
ed in 1985) to measure three broad personality
dimensions: Neuroticism, Extraversion, and
Openness to Experience. Costa and McCrae
(1976) had begun their work with cluster analy-
ses of the 16PF (Cattell, Eber, & Tatsuoka, 1970)
which, as we described above, originated in Cat-
tells early lexical wotk. Their analyses again
yielded the ubiquitous Extraversion and Neuroti-
cism ‘dimensions, but also convinced Costa and
McCrae of the importance of Openness, which
originated from several of Cattell’s primary fac-
tors (€.g., imaginative, experimenting).
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In 1983 Costa -and McCrae realized that
their NEO system closely resembled three of
the Big Five factors, but did not encompass
traits in the Agreeableness and Conscientious-
ness domains. They - therefore extended. their
model  with preliminary: scales  measuring
Agreeableness ‘and Conscientiousness. In.sev-
eral  studies, McCrae' and. Costa (1985b,
1985¢, 1987) demonstrated “that their five
questionnaire scales converged with-adjective-
based measures of the Big Five, although: their
conception of Openness seemed broader than
the Intellect ot Imagination factor emerging
from the lexical analyses (Saucier & Goldberg;
1996a). A series of influential papers showed
that these five factors could also ge' recovered
in various other personality questionnaires; as
well as in self-ratings on Block’s (1961/1978)
California Adult Q-set (se¢ Costa & MeCrae,
1992; McCrae'& Costa, 1990). . °

Jerig

TABLE4.1. Costa and McCrae’s (1992) NEO PLR Facets

THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES

The Revised NEO Personality Inventﬁry ~

The initial NEO Personality Inventory (Costa &
McCrae, 1985) included scales to measure six
facets of Neuroticism, Extraversion, and Open-
ness but did. not inclade any facet scales for the
newly added Agteeableness and Conscientious-
ness. In. 1992, Costa and McCrae published .the
240-item NEO Personality Inventory, Revised
(NEO PI-R; Costa:8 McCrae, 1992), which
permits differentiated measurement of each Big
Five dimension in terms of six specific facets per-
factor (Costa & McCrae, 1995). Table 4.1 shows
the six facets defining each of the: factors, as well
as a highly correlated trait adjective to illustrate
the links with the lexical research. The NEO PI-
R was developed in samples of middle-aged and
older adults, usifig both factor analytic and mul-
timethod validatienal procedures of test con-
struction. The scales have shown sabstantial in-

S

Big Five dimensions

Fa;cet (and cérrelated trait édjcctivé)“

E. . Extraversion versus,
B : . . -introversion
L

A . Agreeableness versus

&t antagonism ’
C Conscientiousness versus

‘ lack of direction -~ . x:

N o Neuroticism vetsus =

semotional stability -

o ‘Openness versus
= " closedness to experience

G

Gregariousness (sociable)
Assertiveness (forceful) -

Activity {energetic)- =
Excitement-secking (adventurous). -
Positive emotions. (enthusiastic) .
Warmth {outgoing) .

Trust (forgiving) - .. - TR
Straightforwardness (not demanding)
Altruism (warm). ‘

“Compliance (not stubborh) :

Modesty (not show-off) .
Tender-mhindedness (sympathetic)
Competence (efficient) -

Otder (organized).

Dutifulness (not careléss)
Achievement striving (thorough)
Self-discipline (not lazy) - < *:
Deliberation (not impulsive)
Anxiety (tense)

Angry hostility (irritable)
Depression (not contented)
Self-consciousness (shy)
Impulsiveness (moody) -
Vulnerability (not self-confident)
Ideas (curious)

Fantasy (imaginative)

Aesthetics (artistic)

Actions (wide interests),
Feelings (excitable) :

Values (unconventional)

“Thesc traits from the Adjecéw)e Check List (liéféd in ;ﬁren{hcses following each facet) correlated subs’cantiallyv with scores on that

facet in a study of self-ratings (Costa & McCrae, 1992, p. 49).



