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Since the first version of this chapter (John,
1990) was completed in the late 1980s, the
field of personality trait research has changed
dramatically. At that time, the Big Five per-
sonality dimensions, now seemingly ubig-
uitous, were hardly known. Researchers, as
well as practitioners in the field of personal-
ity assessment, were faced with a bewilder-
ing array of personality scales from which
to choose, with little guidance and no orga-
nizing theory or framework at hand. What
made matters worse was that scales with
the same name might measure concepts that
were quite different, and scales with differ-
ent names might measure concepts that were
quite similar. Although diversity and scien-
tific pluralism can be useful, systematic ac-
cumulation of findings and communication
among researchers had become almost im-
possible amidst the cacophony of competing
concepts and scales.

At the University of California, Berke-
ley, for example, researchers studied person-
ality with as few as two, and as many as 20
concepts, including the two dimensions of
ego-resilience and ego-control that Block and
Block (1980) measured with their California
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Q-sort; the four scales on the Myers—Briggs
Type Indicator (MBTI; Myers & McCaul-
ley, 1985) that measure extraversion, feeling,
judging, and intuition; and the 20 scales on
the California Psychological Inventory (CPI
Gough, 1987) measuring folk concepts such
as capacity for status, self-control, well-
being, tolerance, and achievement via inde-
pendence (see Table 4.1). At the time, many
personality researchers were hoping to be the
one who would discover the right structure
that all others would then adopt, thus trans-
forming the fragmented field into a commu-
nity speaking a common language. However,
we now know that such an integration was
not to be achieved by any one researcher or
by any one theoretical perspective. As All-
port once put it, “each assessor has his own
pet units and uses a pet battery of diagnostic
devices” (1958, p. 258).

What personality psychology lacked
was a descriptive model, or taxonomy, of
its subject matter. 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 person-
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ality psychology, a taxonomy would permit
researchers to study specified domains of re-
lated personality characteristics, rather than
examining separately the thousands of par-
ticular attributes that make human beings
individual and unique. Moreover, a generally
accepted taxonomy would facilitate the ac-
cumulation and communication of empirical
findings by offering a standard vocabulary,
or nomenclature.

After decades of research, the field has
now achieved an initial consensus on a gen-
eral taxonomy of personality traits, the “Big
Five” personality dimensions. These dimen-
sions do not represent a particular theoretical
perspective but were derived from analyses
of the natural-language terms people use to
describe themselves and others. Rather than
replacing all previous systems, the Big Five
taxonomy serves an integrative function be-
cause it can represent the various and diverse
systems of personality description in a com-
mon framework, as shown by the columns
organizing Table 4.1.

1750 7
1500 A
1250 -
1000 -
750 7

500 A

Number of publications

250 A

{I. THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES

OUTLINE AND GOALS OF THIS CHAPTER

The first version of this chapter (John, 1990)
offered a comprehensive and detailed review
of most of the available research. This is no
longer possible as we are writing this chap-
ter in 2007. What has happened? Figure 4.1
uses publication trends over the past 25 years
to illustrate how fundamentally the field has
changed. Specifically, we show the number of
publications related to the Big Five personal-
ity traits for each 5-year interval, beginning
in the early 1980s, obtained from keyword
searches of the PsycINFO database. To pro-
vide a comparison, we also show the publica-
tion trend for the influential models developed
earlier by Cattell and by Eysenck. Although
both were then close to retirement age, their
influence had continued during the 1980s. In
fact, both Cattell (1990) and Eysenck (1990)
had written chapters on personality traits for
the first edition of this handbook.

What did we expect to find? Our intu-
itions suggested that publications-on the Big

W CatiellEysenck
8 Big Five/FFM

1980 1985— 1990- 1995— 2000~ 2005—
1984 1989 1994 1999 2004 2009

Publication year

FIGURE 4.1. Number of publications related to either the Big Five personality traits or to the influential
models developed earlier by Cattell and by Eysenck (in S-year intervals), identified in keyword searches
of the PsycINFO database. Note: The numbers identified in the figure as Cattell/Eysenck refer to the sum
of all articles that used one of the measures developed by either Eysenck or Cattell as a keyword, such as
“EPL” “EPQ,” and “16PF”; those identified as Big Five/FFM are the sum of all articles that used as one
of their keywords “Big Five,” “Five Factor Model,” “5 Factor Model,” and “+ personality” {to rule out
misidentifications of articles using these keywords in other literatures, such as the “big five game animals
in Africa”). To estimate the projected publication trends for 2005-2009 (which were not yet available
when this chapter was completed), we computed the sum of articles for 2005 and 2006 and multiplied
that 2-year period by 2.5.
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Five had increased substantially since the
mid-1980s, with Cattell’s and Eysenck’s in-
fluence decreasing. But we were surprised by
the data. First, the ascent of the Big Five hap-
pened much more gradually than we had ex-
pected, and Cattell’s and Eysenck’s influence
held steady much longer. As Figure 4.1 shows,
it took until the late 1990s for the number
of Big Five publications to finally overtake
the two older models. Second, whereas ref-
erences to Cattell and Eysenck models have
finally begun to decline in absolute numbers,
their decline has been small compared to the
amazing increase in research publications on
the Big Five. By 2006, the last year for which
we had figures available, the number of Big
Five publications exceeded 300 per year,
compared with less than SO for the two older
models.

In the 9 years since the previous version
of this chapter (John & Srivastava, 1999)
was completed, almost 2,000 new publica-
tions on the Big Five have appeared. As a
result, we can now cover only a small frac-
tion of all the relevant work in this chapter.
Our main goal remains to provide a general
overview and introduction to the field that
focuses on the main issues and can serve as
a useful reference resource. We therefore
refer the reader to more specialized sources
or reviews as needed. We begin our chapter
with the history of the Big Five, including the
discovery of the five dimensions, research
replicating and extending the model, its con-
vergence with research in the questionnaire
tradition, and the development of several in-
struments to measure the Big Five. Then we
compare three of the most frequently used
instruments and discuss some new data re-
garding their reliability and validity. Finally,
we address a number of conceptual issues, in-
cluding how the Big Five taxonomy is struc-
tured hierarchically, how the five dimensions
develop, whether they predict important life
outcomes, 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 de-
scription.  Beginning with Klages (1932),
Baumgarten (1933), and Allport and Odbert
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(1936), various psychologists have turned to
the natural language as a source of attributes
for a scientific taxonomy. This work, begin-
ning with the extraction of all personality-
relevant terms from the dictionary, has been
guided by the lexical approach (see John et
al., 1988; Saucier & Goldberg, 1996b). The
lexical bypothesis posits that most of the so-
cially relevant and salient personality char-
acteristics have become encoded in the natu-
ral language (e.g., Allport, 1937). Thus, the
personality vocabulary contained in the dic-
tionaries of a natural language provides an
extensive, yet finite, set of attributes that the
people speaking that language have found
important and useful in their daily interac-
tions (Goldberg, 1981).

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
semninal lexical study of the personality terms
in an unabridged English dictionary. They in-
cluded all terms that could be used to “distin-
guish the behavior of one human being from
that of another” (Allport & Odbert, 1936,
p. 24) and identified almost 18,000 terms—
“a semantic nightmare” (Allport, 1937,
pp- 353-354) that would keep psychologists
“at work for a life time” (Allport & Odbert,
1936, p. vi). Indeed, this task has preoccu-
pied personality psychologists for more than
60 years (for details, see John et al., 1988;
John, 1990).

What kinds of person descriptors are in-
cluded in the dictionary? Allport and Odbert
identified four major categories: (1) personal-
ity traits (e.g., sociable, aggressive, and fear-
ful), defined as “generalized and personal-
ized determining tendencies—consistent and
stable modes of an individual’s adjustment
to his environment” (p. 26); (2) temporary
states, moods, and activities, such as afraid,
rejoicing, and elated; (3) highly evaluative
judgments of personal conduct and reputa-
tion, such as excellent, worthy, average, and
irritating—although these terms presuppose
some traits within the individual, they do not
indicate the specific attributes that gave rise
to the individual’s evaluation by others or by
soclety in general; and (4) physical character-
istics, capacities and talents, and other terms
of doubtful relevance to personality. Norman
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{1967) elaborated these classifications into
seven content categories: Individuals can be
described by their enduring traits (e.g., irras-
cible), by the internal states they typically ex-
perience (furious), by the physical states they
endure (trembling), by the activities they en-
gage in (screaming), by the effects they have
on others (frightening), by the roles they play
(murderer), and by social evaluations of their
conduct (unacceptable, bad). Moreover, in-
dividuals differ in their anatomical and mor-
phological 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 dictionary into mutually exclusive
categories. However, their categories clearly
overlap and have fuzzy boundaries. Chaplin,
John, and Goldberg (1988) proposed a pro-
totype conception where each category is de-
fined in terms of its clear cases rather than its
boundaries. Chaplin and colleagues applied
this prototype conception to traits, states,
and activities. Prototypical states were seen
as temporary, brief, and externally caused.
Prototypical traits were seen as stable, long-
lasting, internally caused, and needed to
be observed more frequently and across a
wider range of situations than states before
they were attributed to an individual. These
findings replicated the earlier classifications
and confirmed that the lay conceptions of
traits and states are widely shared and un-
derstood.

Identifying the Major Dimensions of Personality
Description: Cattell’s Early Efforts

Allport and Odbert’s (1936) classifications
provided some initial structure for the per-
sonality lexicon. However, to be of practical
value, a taxonomy must provide a system-
atic framework for distinguishing, ordering,
and naming individual differences in peo-
ple’s behavior and experience (John, 1989).
Aiming for such a taxonomy, Cattell (1943)
used the Allport and Odbert list as a starting
point. 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. Indeed, most taxonomic
research has focused on the trait category,
although the other categories are no less
important; the emotional-state and social-

Il. THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES

evaluation categories have recently received
more attention (Almagor, Tellegen, & Waller,
1995; Benet-Martinez & Waller, 1997).

Using both semantic and empirical clus-
tering procedures as well as his own reviews
of the literature available at the time (for re-
views, see John, 1990; John et al., 1988), Cat-
tell reduced the 4,500 trait terms to a mere
35 variables, eliminating more than 99% of
the initial terms. This drastic reduction was
dictated primarily by the data-analytic limi-
tations of his time, which made factor analy-
ses of large variable sets prohibitively cost-
ly and complex. Using this small set of 35
variables, Cattell conducted several oblique
factor analyses (i.e., allowing for correlated
factors) and concluded that he had identified
12 factors, which became part of his 16 Per-
sonality Factors (16PF) questionnaire (Cat-
tell, Eber, & Tatsuoka, 1970).

Cattell also claimed that his factors
showed excellent correspondence across
methods, such as self-reports, ratings by
others, and objective tests; however, these
claims have not gone unquestioned (e.g.,
Becker, 1960; Nowakowska, 1973). More-
over, reanalyses of Cattell’s own correlation
matrices by others have not confirmed the
number and nature of the factors he pro-
posed (e.g., Tupes & Christal, 1961, 1992).
Digman and Takemoto-Chock (1981) con-
cluded that Cattell’s “original model, based
on the unfortunate clerical errors noted
here, cannot have been correct” (p. 168),
although the second-order factors of the
16PF show some correspondence between
Cattell’s system and the Big Five dimensions
discovered later.

THE “BIG FIVE" FACTORS
IN PERSONALITY TRAIT RATINGS

Initial Discovery of the Big Five
in Cattell’s Variable List

Cattell's pioneering work and the avail-
ability of a relatively short list of variables
stimulated other researchers to examine the
dimensional structure of trait ratings. Sev-
eral investigators were involved in the initial
discovery of the Big Five dimensions. First,
Fiske (1949) constructed much simplified de-
scriptions from 22 of Cattell’s variables; the
factor structures derived from self-ratings,
ratings by peers, and ratings by psychologi-
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cal staff members were highly similar and re-
sembled what would later become known as
the Big Five. To clarify these factors, Tupes
and Christal (1961) reanalyzed correlation
matrices from eight samples and found “five
relatively strong and recurrent factors and
nothing more of any consequence” (1961,
p. 14). This five-factor structure has been
replicated by Norman (1963), Borgatta
(1964), and Digman and Takemoto-Chock
(1981) in lists derived from Cattell’s 35 vari-
ables. Following Norman (1963), the fac-
tors were initially labeled (I) Extraversion or
Surgency (talkative, assertive, energetic); (II)
Agreeableness (good-natured, cooperative,
trustful); (II) Conscientiousness (orderly,
responsible, dependable); (IV) Emotional
Stability (calm, not neurotic, not casily up-
set); and (V) Culture (intellectual, polished,
independent-minded).

These factors (see Table 4.2 for more re-
cent labels, definitions, and examples) even-
tually became known as the “Big Five”—a
name Goldberg (1981) chose not to reflect
their intrinsic greatness but to emphasize
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 dimen-
sions represent personality at a very broad
level of abstraction; each dimension summa-
rizes a large number of distinct, more specific
personality characteristics.

Testing the Big Five in a Comprehensive Set
of English Trait Terms

After a period of dormancy during the 1970s
and early 1980s, research on personality
structure increased dramatically during the
mid-1980s. Factor structures resembling the
Big Five were identified in numerous sets of
variables (e.g., Botwin & Buss, 1989; Con-
ley, 1985; De Raad, Mulder, Kloosterman,
& Hofstee, 1988; Digman & Inouye, 1986;
Goldberg, 1981, 1990; John, 1990; McCrae
& Costa, 1985a, 1987; Peabody & Goldberg,
1989; Saucier & Goldberg, 1996a). Because
a number of these studies were influenced by
Cattell’s selection of variables (Block, 1995),
it was important to test the generality of the
Big Five in more comprehensive variable
sets. To update the Allport and Odbert list
and rectify the problems with Cattell’s reduc-
tion steps, Norman (1967) compiled an ex-
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haustive list of personality descriptive terms,
which he sorted into 75 semantic categories.
Goldberg (1990; see also 1981, 1982) used
this list to clarify the composition of the Big
Five factors and to test their generalizability
across methodological variations and data
sources. Goldberg (1990) constructed an
inventory of 1,710 trait adjectives and had
participants rate their own personality. He
then scored Norman’s semantic categories as
scales and factor-analyzed their intercorrela-
tions in the self-rating data. The first five fac-
tors represented the expected Big Five, repli-
cated across a variety of different methods of
factor extraction and rotation, and remained
virtually invariant even when more than five
factors were rotated.

To ensure independence from any a
priori classification, Goldberg (1990) con-
ducted two additional studies using abbre-
viated sets of more common terms. In one
study, Goldberg obtained self- and peer rat-
ings on 475 very common trait adjectives,
which he had grouped into 131 sets of “tight
synonym” clusters. The five-factor self- and
peer-report structures were very similar to
each other and to the structure obtained in
the more comprehensive list of 1,710 terms.
Most important were the null results from
the search for replicable additional factors.
Saucier and Goldberg (1996a) selected 435
highly familiar trait adjectives; a factor anal-
ysis of these adjectives closely replicated the
Big Five. Another thorough search for fac-
tors beyond the Big Five showed that these
five were the only consistently replicable fac-
tors (Saucier, 1997).

Assessing the Big Five with Trait Descriptive
Adjectives: Simple and Circumplex Approaches

Goldberg (1990, 1992) distilled his exten-
sive taxonomic findings into several adjec-
tive lists. A §0-item instrument using the
so-called “transparent format” (Goldberg,
1992) is not used much for research but is
excellent for instructional purposes (Pervin,
Cervone, & John, 2005): 10 bipolar adjec-
tive scales (e.g., quiet—talkative) are grouped
together under the factor name, thus making
the constructs being measured transparent to
the subject. The list used more commonly in
research is the set of 100 unipolar trait de-
scriptive adjectives (TDA). Goldberg (1992)
conducted a series of factor-analytic studies
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4. Big Five Trait Taxonomy

to develop and refine the TDA, selecting only
adjectives that uniquely defined each factor.
These scales have high internal consistency,
and their factor structure is easily replicated.

Another adjectival measure of the Big
Five was developed by Wiggins (1995; Trap-
nell & Wiggins, 1990), who used trait ad-
Jectives to elaborate the two major dimen-
sions of interpersonal behavior: dominance
(or agency) and nurturance (or communion).
As shown in Table 4.1, the first dimension
resembles Extraversion in the Big Five, and
the second resembles Agreeableness. Wiggins
thus extended his circumplex scales by add-
ing simple adjective measures for the other
three Big Five factors (Trapnell & Wiggins,
1950).

The circumplex approach has also been
extended to a perennial problem in lexical re-
search on personality factors: namely, to de-
scribe more clearly those characteristics that
fall in the fuzzy regions between the factors.
Using 10 two-dimensional circumplexes,
Hofstee, De Raad, and Goldberg (1992) de-
vised a novel empirical approach, called the
Abbreviated Big Five Circumplex (ABSC), to
represent the two-dimensional space formed
by each pair of factors and define eight fac-
ets that reflect various combinations of the
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 more prominence.
The responsibility facet represents agreeable
Conscientiousness, whereas the cooperation
facet represents conscientious Agreeableness
(Hofstee et al., 1997).

Cross-Language and Cross-Cultural Studies

The results reviewed so far suggest that the
Big Five structure provides a replicable rep-
resentation of the major dimensions of trait
description in English—the five dimensions
generalize across different types of samples,
raters, and methodological variations when
comprehensive sets of variables are factored.
Generalizability across languages and cultures
is another important criterion for evaluating
personality taxonomies (John, Goldberg, &
Angleitner, 1984). The existence of cultural
universals (Goldberg, 1981) would be con-
sistent with an evolutionary perspective: If
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the tasks most central to human survival are
universal, then the most important individ-
ual differences, and the terms people use to
label these individual differences, should be
universal as well (D. M. Buss, 1996; Hogan,
1983). Conversely, if cross-cultural research
reveals a culturally specific dimension, varia-
tion on that dimension may be uniquely im-
portant within that culture’s particular social
context. Although central from the vantage
point of the lexical approach, cross-language
research is difficult and expensive to con-
duct, and until the 1990s it was quite rare.
In the initial taxonomic studies, English was
the language of choice, primarily because
the researchers were American (see John et
al., 1984; John, Angleitner, & Ostendorf,
1988).

initial Studies in Dutch and German

The first two non-English taxonomy proj-
ects involved Dutch and German, both Ger-
manic languages closely related to English.
The Dutch projects, carried out by Hofstee,
De Raad, and their colleagues at the Uni-
versity of Groningen (De Raad et al., 1988;
Hofstee et al., 1997; see De Raad, Perugini,
et al., 1998, for a review), yielded conclu-
sions generally consistent with those from
the American English research: Only five
factors were replicable across different selec-
tions of trait adjectives and across different
subject samples. Those five factors were sim-
ilar to the English Big Five, although the fifth
Dutch factor emphasized Unconventionality
and Rebelliousness rather than Intellect and
Imagination, as found in English.

The German taxonomy project, begun in
Bielefeld, carried out a comprehensive “psy-
cholexical” study of the German personality
vocabulary (Angleitner, Ostendorf, & John,
1990). This study was explicitly based on the
prototype conception and improved on ear-
lier studies in several respects. In particular,
10 independent judges classified all the terms
obtained from the dictionary as traits, states,
social evaluations, etc., thus providing a con-
tinuous measure of the prototypicality of each
term for each category and also a check on
the reliability and validity of the judgments.
The resulting German personality lexicon is
more convenient to use than the unwieldy
Allport and Odbert lists because prototypi-
cality values are available for each term in 13
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different content categories. Thus, it is easy
to select subsets of prototypical traits, states,
social evaluations, and so on, from the to-
tal pool for further studies. Angleitner and
colleagues’ (1990) research has served as a
blueprint for subsequent taxonomic efforts
in other languages.

To test the structure underlying the Ger-
man trait terms, Ostendorf (1990) selected
the most prototypical trait adjectives from
the German taxonomy, and his factor analy-
ses of about 450 traits yielded the clearest
replication of the Big Five so far. In addition
to the prototypical traits representing the
distillation of the German trait lexicon, Os-
tendorf also included German translations of
several English personality instruments—a
combined emic—etic design that allows re-
searchers to establish empirically the similar-
ity of indigenous (emic) factors to the factors
translated from other languages and cultures
{etic). Using correlational analyses, Osten-
dorf conducted an a priori, quantitative
evaluation of the fit between his emic Ger-
man factors and the etic Big Five in the same
sample of German subjects, and he found
evidence for substantial cross-language con-
vergence.

However, this combined emic—etic
strategy is difficult to implement and, un-
fortunately, has not been used consistently
in research. Thus, researchers often reach
conclusions about factor similarity by “eye-
balling” 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 finding (or not finding) a factor that an-
other investigator might not have found. For
example, a Hebrew factor defined primarily
by traits such as sophisticated, sharp, knowl-
edgeable, articulate, and impressive would
lead some researchers to conclude that they
had found a clear Intellect factor, whereas
Almagor and colleagues (1995) interpreted it
as Positive Valence.

Problems with Translations and Underestimating
Cross-Language Congruence

Another methodological difficulty in cross-
language research involves translations. Re-
searchers working within their indigenous
language have to translate their concepts
into English to communicate their findings in
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scientific journals, and much too often con-
siderable slippage occurs in the translation
process. For example, because “tempera-
mental” was listed as a definer of Extraver-
sion in German, one might hypothesize an
important cultural difference here until one
realizes that the German trait was probably
temperamentvoll, which has nothing to do
with temper but means “full of life and en-
ergy,” as in vivacious. Similarly, the Italian
trait term frizzante (translated as sparkling)
was not found related to intellect, as one
might expect, but to extraversion and prob-
ably means something close to bubbly.

An initial study of German—English bi-
linguals, which provided support for cross-
language generalizability (John et al., 1984),
directly addressed the issue of translation
equivalence. The unique advantage of the bi-
lingual design is that sample differences can
be controlled and translation checks can be
made at the level of individual items because
the same subject provides descriptions in
both languages (see also Benet-Martinez &
John, 1998). Using a careful back-translation
procedure, translation equivalence between
English and German trait adjectives was
acceptable, with a mean correlation of .52
across a 2-week interval between adminis-
trations (John et al.; 1984). However, a few
translations proved to be inadequate, with
item-translation correlations approaching
zero. These findings, obtained for closely re-
lated languages, suggest that mistranslations
are even more likely to occur in monolingual
investigations of personality structure and
lead to severe underestimations of cross-
language generality.

These difhculties are illustrated in a
study by Hofstee and colleagues (1997} who
used 126 words they felt could be translated
and matched across previous lexical stud-
ies in English, Dutch, and German to assess
factor congruence coefficients among all
pairs of factors in the three languages. Their
findings seemed to show considerable con-
gruence; with one exception (the Openness
factors in Dutch and English), the pairwise
congruence coefficients all exceeded .70.
Strangely, the authors interpreted these lev-
els of cross-language congruence as “disap-
pointing” (Hofstee et al., 1997, p. 27). We
are more optimistic about these findings. The
observed levels of factor congruence can be
taken as absolute estimates only if one as-
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sumes that the translations are perfectly
equivalent and that the factor structures in
each language are perfectly stable. When the
cross-language congruence coefficients were
corrected for the imperfect reliabilities (rep-
lication) of the within-language factor struc-
tures, the corrected English-German con-
gruence coefficients ranged from .84 to .93,
impressive values given that they have not
been corrected for the imperfect translations
(John & Srivastava, 1999). Moreover, the
correspondence for the fifth factor was .93,
suggesting that the Intellect or Openness fac-
tor was defined almost identically in English
and German. This reexamination suggests
that translation-based comparisons across
languages are heuristically useful but should
not be interpreted in terms of absolute effect
sizes. These results also suggest that the fifth
factor in Dutch is defined differently than in
the other two languages, and explanations
for this finding need to be sought.

Rules for Including Trait Descriptors
in Taxonomic Studies

In all likelihood, some of the differences ob-
served among the factor structures in these
three languages are due to the different inclu-
sion rules adopted by the taxonomy teams.
The selection criterion used by the Dutch re-
searchers favored terms related to tempera-
ment, excluded terms related to intellect, tal-
ents, and capacities, and included a number
of extremely negative evaluative terms, such
as perverse, sadistic, and criminal. The Ger-
man team explicitly included intellect and
talent descriptors but omitted attitudes and
evaluative terms, which were included as
categories separate from traits. Finally, the
American English taxonomy included attitu-
dinal terms such as liberal, progressive, and
provincial, along with a number of intellect
terms. Given the diverse range of traits re-
lated to the fifth factor it is less surprising
that the German and English factors shared
the intellect components, whereas the Dutch
factor included some imagination-related
traits (e.g., inventive, original, imaginative)
but otherwise emphasized unconventionality
and was thus interpreted initially as a “Re-
belliousness™ factor.

One ltalian trait taxonomy (Caprara &
Perugini, 1994) found a similar fifth factor in-
terpreted as Unconventionality. Not surpris-
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ingly, these Italian researchers had followed
the Dutch selection procedures rather than
the German procedures, which likely would
have represented more Intellect terms in the
initial item pool. A second (and independent)
teamn of Italian taxonomers (Di Blas & Forzi,
1998) failed to find the same factors as the
first (see also De Raad, Di Blas, & Perugini,
1998). Given that both teams started with
the same lexical material (Italian personality
descriptors), this notable lack of convergence
within the same language is disconcerting
and serves to illustrate the inherent difficul-
ties in standardizing taxonomic procedures
and factor-analytic decisions across cultures
and languages. How can we expect the Big
Five to generalize across languages when two
studies of the same language fail to show fac-
tor generalizability?

Thus, apparent failures to replicate the
Big Five structure can be hard to interpret.
For example, Szirmak and De Raad (1994)
examined Hungarian 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.
Should this finding be counted as failure to
replicate the Big Five, suggesting that Hun-
garians do not differ systematically on traits
related to imagination, creativity, and intel-
lect? Probably not: When six factors were
rotated, an Intellect/Openness factor did
emerge in the Hungarian data. Again, we
suspect that this finding may be due to dif-
terences in the way the initial item pool was
selected. In their review of this literature,
Saucier, Hampson, and Goldberg (2000)
conclude that “Given these and other differ-
ences among studies, is it any wonder that
investigators might disagree about the evi-
dential basis for a particular structural rep-
resentation?” (p. 23).

Evidence in Non-Germanic Languages

Lexical research has now been extended to
a growing range of non-Germanic languag-
es, such as Chinese (Yang & Bond, 1990),
Czech (Hrebickova & Ostendorf, 1995),
Greek (Saucier, Georgiades, Tsouasis, &
Goldberg, 2005), Hebrew (Almagor et al.,
1995), Hungarian (Szirmak & De Raad,
1994), ltalian (e.g., De Raad et al., 1998),
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Polish (Szarota, 1995), Russian (Shmelyov &
Pokhil’ko, 1993), Spanish (Benet-Martinez
& Waller, 1997), Tagalog in the Philipines
(e.g., Church & Katigbak, 1989; Church,
Reyes, Katigbak, & Grimm, 1997), Turk-
ish {Somer & Goldberg, 1999), and others.
This literature has now grown far beyond
the scope of this chapter, and we thus refer
the reader to several in-depths reviews (e.g.,
_Ashton et al., 2004; De Raad & Perugini,
2002; De Raad et al., 1998; Saucier & Gold-
berg, 2001; Saucier et al., 2000).

Most generally, our reading of this lit-
erature is that 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.
The Big Five have been well-replicated in
Germanic languages, but the evidence for
non-Western languages and cultures tends
to be more complex. Overall, the evidence
is least compelling for the fifth factor, which
appears in various guises, ranging from pure
Intellect (in German) to Unconventionality
and Rebelliousness (in Dutch and Italian).
Moreover, when we only consider which fac-
tors are the most replicable, then structures
with fewer factors (such as two or three) are
often even more robust than the more differ-
entiated Big Five (e.g., Saucier et al., 2005).
Finally, a number of studies have suggested
more than five factors. For example, the
seven-factor solutions in Spanish and English
(see Benet-Martinez & Waller, 1997) sug-
gested additional separate positive and nega-
tive self-evaluation factors. The more recent
six-factor solutions, obtained in reanalyses
of data from several different languages
(Ashton et al., 2004), suggest an additional
honesty-humility factor.

While it is too early to decide whether
these additional factors hold sufficient prom-
ise, two conclusions are apparent now. First,
note that these factors are indeed “addi-
tional”; that is, they provide evidence for the
generalizability of the Big Five plus one or
two further factors. Second, when more fac-
tors than the Big Five have been identified,
the additional factors rarely replicate across
multiple studies conducted by independent
investigators. Thus, we agree with De Raad
and colleagues (1998), who concluded that
the findings show “the general contours of
the Big Five model as the best working hy-
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pothesis of an omnipresent trait structure”
{(p. 214). Although this cautious conclusion
falls short of an unequivocal endorsement of
the universality of the Big Five, it nonethe-
less offers a strong disconfirmation of the
linguistic-relativism  hypothesis that many
of us had expected to hold true before the
lexical data became available: There are no
data to suggest that each culture and lan-
guage has its own, unique set of personahty
dimensions; at least at the level of broad trait
dimensions, cultures are more alike than we
may have expected.

THE BIG FIVE IN PERSONALITY QUESTIONNAIRES

While researchers in the lexical tradition
were accumulating evidence for the Big
Five, the need for an integrative framework
became more pressing among researchers
who studied personality with questionnaire
scales. Joint factor analyses of questionnaires
developed by different investigators had,
shown that two broad dimensions, Extraver-
sion and Neuroticism, appear in one form
or another in most personality inventories.
Beyond 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 in-
ventories incorporating thousands of traits,

largely overlapping but also containing spe-
cific variance, each empirical finding is strict-
ly speaking only relevant to a specific trait,

... This is not the way to build a unified sci-
enttfic discipline” (p. 786).

Costa and McCrae’s Research

The situation began to change in the early
1980s when Costa and McCrae were devel-
oping the NEQO Personality Inventory (even-
tually published in 1985), labeled N-E-O
because it was designed to measure the three
dimensions of Neuroticism, Extraversion,
and Openness to experience. Costa and Mc-
Crae (1976) had begun their work with clus-
ter analyses of the 16PF (Cattell et al., 1970),
which, as we described above, originated in
Cattell’s early lexical work. Their analyses
again yielded the ubiquitous Extraversion
and Neuroticism dimensions, but also con-
vinced Costa and McCrae of the importance
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of Openness, which originated from several
of Cattell’s primary factors (e.g., imagina-
tive; experimenting).

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 Conscien-
tiousness domains. They therefore extended
their model with preliminary scales measur-
ing Agreeableness and Conscientiousness. In
several studies, McCrae and Costa (1985a,
1985b, 1987} demonstrated that their five
questionnaire scales converged with adjec-
tive-based measures of the Big Five, although
their conception of Openness was consider-
ably broader than the Intellect or Imagina-
tion factor emerging from the lexical analy-
ses (Saucier & Goldberg, 1996a). A series of
influential papers in the late 1980s and early
1990s showed that these five factors could
also be recovered in various other personal-
ity questionnaires, as well as in self-ratings
on the California Adult Q-sort (see Costa &
McCrae, 1992; McCrae & Costa, 2003).

The Revised NEO Personalily Inventory

The initial NEO Personality Inventory (Cos-
ta & McCrae, 1985) included scales to mea-
sure six conceptually derived facets each for
Neuroticism, Extraversion, and Openness
but did not include facet scales for the newly
added Agreeableness and Conscientious-
ness. In 1992, Costa and McCrae published
the 240-item NEO Personality Inventory—
Revised (NEO-PI-R; Costa & McCrae,
1992), which permits differentiated measure-
ment of each Big Five dimension in terms of
six more specific facets per factor (Costa &
McCrae, 1995). Table 4.3 shows the six fac-
ets defining each of the factors. In contrast to
most of the lexical studies, which relied on
college student samples, the NEO-PI-R was
developed in samples of middle-age and old-
er adults, using both factor-analytic and mul-
timethod validational procedures of test con-
struction. The scales have shown substantial
internal consistency, temporal stability, and
convergent and discriminant validity against
spouse and peer ratings {(Costa & McCrae,
1992; McCrae & Costa, 2003).

For many research applications, the
NEO-PI-R is rather lengthy. To provide a
shorter measure, Costa and McCrae (1989,
1992) developed the 60-item NEO-FFI,
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an abbreviated version based on an item-
level factor analysis of the 1985 version of
the NEO PI (Costa & McCrae, 1985). The
12-item scales of the FFI consist of items that
loaded highly on one of the five factors. The
item content of the scales was adjusted some-
what to ensure adequate content coverage of
the facets; however, these scales represent the
core elements of each Big Five factor as de-
fined on the NEO PI and therefore do not
represent equally each of the six facets defin-
ing each factor. For example, the Agreeable-
ness scale includes five items from the Altru-
ism facet, three from Compliance, two from
Trust, one from Tender-Mindedness, one
from Straightforwardness, and none from
Modesty. The reliabilities (Costa & McCrae,
1992) are adequate, with a mean of .78, and
the NEO-FFI scales are substantially corre-
lated with the NEO-PI-R scales.

DEFINING THE BIG FIVE ACROSS STUDIES:
A PROTOTYPE APPROACH

So far, we have reviewed both Goldberg’s
{1990) lexically based research and Costa
and McCrae’s (1992) questionnaire-based
research on the Big Five. Despite this ex-
tensive research, the Big Five structure was
mitially not widely welcomed in the field
and, in fact, explicitly rejected by some se-
nior researchers (e.g., Block, 1995; Eysenck,
1992, 1997; McAdams, 1992; Pervin, 1994).
One problem, it seems, was the perception
that there is no single Big Five, in the same
way as there was just one 16PF, namely Cat-
tell’s, because he owned it. In contrast, the
Big Five emerged in multiple labs and stud-
ies and is therefore not owned by any one
person in the field, which makes it possible
to ask questions such as “which Big Five?”
or “whose Big Five?” (John, 1989). For ex-
ample, the first factor has been labeled as
surgency, confident self-expression, asser-
tiveness, social extraversion, and power (see
John, 1990, Table 3.1), and the second fac-
tor as social adaptability, likability, friendly
compliance, agreeableness, and love. Of
course, some variation across studies is to
be expected with dimensions as broad and
inclusive as the Big Five because researchers
differ in the variables they include, thus rep-
resenting different parts of the factor’s total
range of meaning. Moreover, researchers dif-
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TABLE 4.3. Defining Facets for the Big Five Trait Domains: Three Approaches

Lexical facets (18) (Saucier &

Ostendorf, 1999)

NEO-PI-R facets (30) (Costa &
McCrae, 1992)

CPI-Big Five facets {16) (Soto &
John, 2008)

Extraversion (E} facets

E Sociability
E Assertiveness

E Activity/Adventurousness

E Unrestraint
[A Warmth/Affection]

Agreeableness (A) facets

A Warmth/Affection
A Modesty/Humility

A Generosity
A Gentleness

Conscientiousness (C) facets

C Orderliness

C Industriousness
C Reliability

C Decisiveness

[O Perceptiveness]

Neuroticism (N) facets

N Insecurity
N Emotionality
N Irritability

E Gregariousness

E Assertiveness

E Activity

E Excitement-Seeking

E Positive emotions

E Warmth

[E Warmth]

A Modesty

A Trust

A Tender-Mindedness

A Compliance
A Straightforwardness

C Order
C Achievement Striving
C Dutifulness

C Self-Discipline

C Competence
C Deliberation

N Anxiety

N Angry Hostility
N Depression

N Self-Consciousness

E Gregariousness
E Assertiveness/Leadership

{O Adventurousness]
E Social Confidence vs, Anxiety

A Modesty vs. Narcissism
A Trust vs. Suspicion

A Empathy/Sympathy

A Altruism

C Orderliness
C Industriousness

C Self-Discipline

N Anxiety

N Irritability

N Depression

N Rumination-Compulsiveness
[E Social Confidence vs. Anxiety]

N Vulnerability
N Impulsiveness

Openness (Q} facets

O Intellect O Ideas O Intellectualism
O Aesthetics O Idealism
O Imagination/Creativity O Fantasy
O Adventurousness
QO Actions
O Feelings
O Values

O Perceptiveness

Note. The NEO-PI-R facets are listed in the middle column because that instrument makes the largest number of
distinctions below the Big Five (30 facets), as compared with the 18 lexical facets and the 16 CPI facets. CPI-Big Five
facets are matched with NEO-PI-R facets on the basis of both rational judgments by the authors and correlations
between the two sets of facets in a sample of 520 adults (see Soto & John, 2008). Lexical facets are matched with
NEO-PI-R facets on the basis of rational judgments by the authors. Some facets (e.g., CPI Adventurousness) are listed
once under their primary Big Five domain (e.g., Openness) and again in brackets under another Big Five domain if
their best-matching facet appears there (e.g., next to NEO Excitement-Seeking, which is an Extraversion facet on the
NEOQ-PI-R but also has a substantial secondary correlation with Openness). Note that the Warmth facet belongs to the
Extraversion domain in the NEO-PI-R, whereas a very similar Warmth/Affection facet belongs to the Agreeableness
domain in the lexical approach.




e 1 i it s ool

4. Big Five Trait Taxonomy

fer in their preferences for factor labels even
when the factor content is quite similar. The
fact that the labels differ does not necessar-
ily mean that the factors are different, too.
Thus, there may be more commonality than
meets the eye,

A prototype approach may help identify
these commonalities across studies (John,
1990). Natural categories such as the Big
Five typically have fuzzy and partially over-
lapping definitions (Rosch, 1978), but they
can still be extremely useful when defined in
terms of prototypical exemplars. Similarly,
the Big Five may be defined with proto-
typical traits that occur consistently across
studies. One way to integrate the various
interpretations of the factors is to concep-
tually map the five dimensions into a com-
mon language. Human judges were used to
abstract the common elements in these find-
ings (John, 1989, 1990), and the 300 terms
included in the Adjective Check List (ACL;
Gough & Heilbrun, 1983) served as the
standard language.

Conceptually Derived Prototype Descriptions of
the Big Five and Their Validation in Observer Data

A set of 10 judges first developed a detailed
understanding of the Big Five by reviewing
the factor solutions and interpretations of all
major Big Five articles published by 1988.
The judges then independently sorted each
of the 300 items in the ACL into one of the
Big-Five domains or into a sixth “other” cat-
egory, with substantial interjudge agreement.
In all, 112 of the 300 ACL terms were as-
signed to one of the Big Five with 90% or
better agreement. These terms form a rela-
tively narrow, or “core,” definition of the
five factors because they include only those
traits that appeared consistently across stud-
1es. As with any rationally constructed mea-
sure, the validity of these categorizations was
tested empirically in a factor analysis of the
112 terms. Whereas most Big Five research
has been based on college students’ self- and
peer ratings, this study used observer data:
psychologists rated 140 men and 140 wom-
en who had participated in groups of 10-15
in one of the assessment weekends at the
Institute of Personality and Social Research
(IPSR, formerly IPAR) at Berkeley (John,
1990). Because each subject had been de-
scribed on the ACL by 10 staff members, a
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factor analysis could be performed on more
reliable, aggregated observer judgments. The
varimax rotated factor loadings, shown in
Table 4.4, provide a compelling confirma-
tion of the initial prototypes. All but one
item loaded on its hypothesized factor in the
expected direction, and most of the loadings
were substantial,

Note that the items defining each of
the factors cover a broad range of content.
For example, Factor I includes traits such
as active, adventurous, assertive, dominant,
energetic, enthusiastic, outgoing, sociable,
and show-off. In light of this substantial
bandwidth, the heterogeneity of the previ-
ous factor labels is understood more easily—
different investigators have focused on dif-
ferent components, or facets, of the total
range of meaning subsumed by each factor.
In this study, the Extraversion factor includes
at least five distinguishable components: ac-
tivity level (active, energetic), dominance
(assertive, forceful, bossy), sociability (out-
going, sociable, talkative), expressiveness
(adventurous, outspoken, noisy, show-off),
and positive emotionality (enthusiastic,
spunky). Note that these five components
are similar to five of the six facets Costa and
McCrae (1992} included in their definition
of the Extraversion domain: activity, asser-
tiveness, gregariousness, excitement-seeking,
and positive emotions (see Table 4.3)—and
four of the five have been identified in a lexi-
cal study that empirically identified facets
across two languages (Saucier & Ostendorf
{(1999), shown on the left-hand side of Table
4.3. Costa and McCrae’s sixth Extraversion
facet, warmth, is here considered a compo-
nent of Factor II; all 10 judges interpreted
past research to imply that warmth is part
of Agreeableness, and the empirical loading
of .82 confirmed this interpretation, just as
the lexical facet of warmth/affection appears
on Agreeableness. In addition to warmth (af-
fectionate, gentle, warm), Factor I covers
themes such as tender-mindedness (sensi-
tive, kind, soft-hearted, sympathetic), altru-
ism (generous, helping, praising), and trust
(trusting, forgiving), as contrasted with hos-
tility, criticality, and distrust; again, note the
convergence with Costa and McCrae’s fac-
ets. More generally, the adjectival definitions
of the Big Five in Table 4.4 seem to capture
the prototypical traits found in other studies
and the facets shown in Table 4.3.
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