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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).
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ternal consistency, temporal stability, and con=
vergent and discriminant validity against spouse
and - peer ratings- (Costa & McCrae, 1992;
McCrae & Costa, 1990). Moreover, the factor
structure of the 30-facet scales replicates very
closely in a broad range of languages-and cul-
tures (McCrae 8 Costa, 1997). - .o

. For many research applications, the NEO PI-
R is rather lengthy. To provide a shorter measure;
Costa and McCrae (1992) developed the 60-
item NEO-FFI, an abbreviated version based oni
an item factor analysis of the 1985 version of the
NEO PI (Costa & McCrae, 1985). The 12-item
scales of the FFI include the items that loaded

highest on each of the five factors in that analy-

sis. The item. content of the scales was adjusted
somewhat to ensure adequate content coverage
of the facets; however, these scales do not equally
represent each of the six facets defining each fac-
tor. - For .example, ‘the Agreeableness:scale .in-
cludes five items from' thé Altruism facet; three
from Compliance, two from Trust,: one from
Tender-Mindedness, one from Straightforward-
ness, and none from: Modesty. The reliabilities
reported . in' the manual . (Costa: & McCrae;
1992) are adequate, with a mean of .78 across
the five scales. The NEO-FFI scales are substan-
tially correlated with the NEO PI-R scales, sug-
gesting that they inherit a substantial portion of
the validity of the longer scales. ~«- . .

A PROTOTYPE APPROACH _
TO DEFINING THE BIG FIVE
ACROSS STUDIES

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 these extensive studies, the Big Five
structure ‘has not been accepted as a taxonomic
superstructure by all rescarchers in the field (e.g.,
Block, 1995;: Eysenck, 1992, '1997; McAdams,
1992; Pervin, 1994). One problem, it seems, is
the perception that there is no single Big Five,
which is evident i questions such as “which Big
Five?” or “whose Big Five?” (John, 1989). For ex-
ample, across studies the Extraversion factor has

appedred as confident self-expression;:surgency,

assertiveness, social - extraversion, and - power
(see John, 4990, Table 3.1). ‘Agreeableniess has
been labeled - social adaptability,  likability,
friendly compliance;  agreeableness, and love.
The Conscientiousness factor has appeared un-
der the names dependability, task interest, will

to achieve, imptilse control, and work. Neuroti-
cism versus Emotional Stability has :also been
called emotionality, ego strength (vs.: anxiety),
dominant—assured, satisfaction, and: affect. Fi-
nally, Openness has also been labeled inquiring
intellect, culture, intelligence;ﬁ'in'tellectg intellec-
tual interests, and intellectance. RERIIN
Of course, some variation from study to study
is to be expected with dimensions as broad and
inclusive as the Big Five. Differences in factor so-
lutions are likely to arise when researchers differ
in the variables they include, thus representing
different parts of the factor’s total range of mean-
ing. Moreover, researchers differ in their prefer-
ences for factor-labels even when the factor con-
tent is quite similar. The fact that the labels
differ does not necessarily mean that the factors
are different; too. Thus, there may be more com-
monality than meets the eye.
A prototype approach may help identify these
commonalities across studies. Natural categories
typically have fuzzy and partially overlapping
definitions (Rosch, 1978), and the:Big Five are
no exception. Fuzzy categories may still be useful
if they can be defined in terms of prototypical
exemplars. Similarly, the Big Five may be de-
fined with prototypical traits that occur consis-
tently across studies. o '
- How might one integrate the findings from a
large and varied set of factor-analytic investiga-
tions, each using somewhat different sets of vari-
ables, analytic procedures; and factor interpreta-
tions? One approach is to conceptually map the
five dimensions into a common language. To ab-
stract the common eléments in these findings,
John (1989, 1990) used human judges, and the
300. terms included in the Adjective Check List
(ACL; Gough & Heilbrun, 1983) served as the
standard language. L "~

Conceptually Derived Prototype
Descriptions of the Big Five

A set of 10 judges first formed a detailed under-
standing of the Big Five dimensions by review-
ing; the factor solutions and interpretations of all
the important articles published on the Big Five
by that time. The. judges:then -independently
sorted each of the 300 items in the:ACL into
one of the Big Five domains, or if that was not
possible; into a sixth “other” category. Interjudge
agreement was substantial; coefficient alpha reli-
abilities ranged from .90 for Factor IV to .94 for
Factor V, suggesting that the raters had.formed a
consensually shared understanding of the five di-
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mensions. As shown in Table 4.2, 112 of the 300
ACL terms were assigned to one of the Big Five
with almost perfect agreement (i.e., by at least
90% of the judges). These terms form a rela-
tively narrow, or “core,” definition of the five
factors- because - they include only . those traits
that appeared consistently across studies. . :
~ As with any rationally constructed measure, the
validity of these categorizations must be tested em-
pirically. The results from a factor analysis of the
112 terms are also included in Table 4.2. If the in-
itial - prototypes--adequately capture’the composi-
tion of the Big Five, the 112 terms should clearly
define five factors, and each term should load only
on its respective factor. Most research on the Big
Five has been based on self- and peer ratings, typi-
cally by college students. This study used. judg-
ments by psychologists based on intensive observa-
tions and interviews, thus testing the degree to
which the Big Five can capture the personality
judgments formulated by psychologists and ad-
dressing the criticism that the Big Five merely cap-
tures the personality conceptions of lay persons
(Block, ¥995). .~ i e

Validation of the Prototypes in
Observer Data ' ; ,
The ACL-was initially developed at the Institute
of Personality Assessment and Research (now the
Institute ‘of Personality and Social-Research, or
IPSR) in Berkeley, California, as a procedure to
help staff members: describe the personalities of
individuals: examined - in assessment . :programs
(Gough & Heilbrun, 1983, p: 1). John (1990)
used a sample of 140 men and 140 women who
had participated in groups-of 10 to 15-in one‘of
the IPSR assessment weekends. As each subject
had been described on the ACL by 10 staff mem-
bers, a factor analysis using these aggregated ob-
server judgments could be performed. The vari-
max rotated factor loadings, shown in Table 4.2
for each adjective for its hypothesized facto, pro-
vide 2 compelling confirmation of the initial pro-
totypes. With one:exception, eachi item loaded
on its-hypothesized factor in the expected direc-
tion; for 98 of the 112 items the highest loading
was also on that factor, and most of the loadings
were substantial. AR g
‘Note that the items defining each of the fac-
tors cover a broad range of content. For.exam-
ple; the Extraversion factor includes traits such
as active, adventurous, assertive, dominant, ener-
getic, enthusiastic; outgoing, sociable, and show-

off. In light of the enormous breadth of the five

factors, the heterogeneity of the previous factor
labels is' more easily understoed. Different inves-
tigators have focused on different components,
or facets, of the- total” range of meaning sub-
sumed:by each factor. In this study, the Extraver-
sion factor includesat least five distinguishable
components: Activity level (active, energetic),
Dominarice (assertive, forceful, bossy), Sociabil-
ity (outgoing, 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; - Assertiveness, . Gregarious-
ness, Excitement-seeking, and Positive Emo-
tions. Their sixth facet, Warmth; is here consid-
efed a.component of :Agreeableness (Factor II);
all 10 judges interpreted. past research to imply
that Warmth is part of Factor II, and the empiri-
cal loading of .82 confirmed this interpretation.
In -addition - to Warmth (affectionate, gentle,
warm); Factor II covers themes such as* Tender-
Mindedness (sensitive, kind, soft-hearted; sym-

‘pathetic), Altruism (generous, helping, praising),

and - Trust :(trusting, forgiving), as contrasted
with Hostility; Criticality, and Distrust; again,
note the convergence with Costa and McCrae’s

(1992)-facets. More. generally, the definitions of

the Big Five in Table 4.2 scem to capture the
prototypical traits found in other studies.

The Prototypical Deﬁnition of Fact:or: V:
Culture, Intellect, or Openness? - -
The findings in Table 4.2 also address a recur-

rent issue in the literature, namely, how the fifth
factor should be defined. Most of the deviations

from the hypothesized: structure (marked by as-

terisks. in Table 4.2); involved Factor V. Many
items ‘referring to ‘aspects of culture (i.e.; civi-
lized, polished, dignified, foresighted; logical)
loaded more highly on Facror- Il (Conscien-
tiousness) than on Factor V, thus further discred-
iting a Culture interpretation of Factor V. The
items that did load substantially on the fifth fac-
tor include both:the “open” characteristics (e.g.,
artistic, -curious; original;wide interests) high-

lighted by McCrae and: Costa (1985b, 1985¢)

and the “intellectual” characteristics (intelligent,
insightful,” sophisticated). emphasized by Dig-
nan and Inouye (1981), Peabody and Goldberg

(1989), and Goldberg (1990).

- How:do these findings compare with:oiﬁén re-

- search? Goldberg’s (1990, 1992) detailed: lexical
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analyses suggest an interpretation closer to Intel- -

lectual Interests or even Openness than to the
original interpretation as Culture (Norman,
1963). In Goldbergs (1990) factor analysis of
Norman’s 75 categories, Factor V was defined by
Originality, Wisdom, Objectivity, Knowledge,
Reflection, and Art, thus involving facets of
Openness related to ideas, fantasy, and aesthetics
(Costa & McCrae, 1992). When the 133 syno-
“nym clusters were factored, the two clusters la-
beled Intellectuality (intellectual, contemplative,
meditative, philosophical, and introspective) and

_Creativity (creative, imaginative, inventive, in-
genious, innovative) had the highest loadings, -

followed by Intelligence, Versatility, Wisdom,
Perceptiveness, Att, Logic, Curiosity, and Non-
conformity. The variables related to Cultural So-
phistication (cultured, refined, worldly, cosmo-
- politan, urbane) did not load consistently on
Factor V, and Dignity (mannetly, dignified, for-
mal) loaded more highly on Conscientiousness
than on Factor V. Nonconformity (noncon-

forming, unconventional, rebellious) loaded -
_ positively,. and Conventionality (traditional, - - ]
_personality factor that McCrae and Costa
(1985b, 1987) have described as Openness, to
“Experience. Nonetheless, there is still some de-

conventional, unprogtessive) loaded negatively

on Factor V in all four samples. These findings -
are inconsistent with the Culture interpretation -

and instead favor an Openness interpretation
(McCrae, 1996). The finding that Unconven-
tionality and Nonconformity load on Factor V is
also consistent with the definition of this factor
~ in Dutch and Italian (De Raad, Perugini, et al,,
©1998).

Indeed, Peabody and Goldberg (1989) con-
cluded that the initial interpretation of Tupes and
Christal’s (1961) fifth factor as Culture was a his-

torical accident. Peabody and Goldberg com-
pared their representative variable selection with -

Cattell’s and found that his selection underrepre-

sented traits related to intellectual interests and
overrepresented traits related to Culture. Even in

‘Norman'’s. (1963) studies, only one of the four"

variables included as a marker of Factor V was a
measure of Cultiral Sophistication: “polished, re-
fined versus crude, boorish.” The other three
variables (“Artistically sensitive versus insensi-
tive”; “Intellectual versus unreflective, narrow’;

“Imaginative versus simple, direct”) have more to :
do with ereativity, cognitive complexity,” and -

broad interests (i.c., Openness) than with being
cultured, well-educated, and from an upper-class
background. In 1963 as much as today, Factor V
seems to encompass a broad range of intellectual,
creative, and artistic inclinations, preferences, and
skills found foremost in highly original and crea-

tive individuals V(Barrdn, 1968; Helson, 1967;
“Gough, 1979; MacKinnon, 1965). .

An alternative label for Factor-V is Intellect.
For example, Peabody and Goldberg (1989) in-
cluded both controlled aspects of “intelligence
(perceptive, reflective, intelligent) and expressive
aspects (imaginative, curious, broad-minded).

~ The Intellect interpretation emphasizes thinking

and reasoning but omits aspects of thought and
experience that reflect personal orientations and
actitudes, such as aesthetic and artistic interests,

“nonconformity, and progressive values. Indeed,

the fifth factor is nof a measure of intelligence,

-and it has only small positive correlations with

measures of IQ and scholastic. aptitude (e.g.,
Helson, 1985; John, Caspi; Robins, Moffitt, &
Stouthamer-Loeber, 1994; McCrae & :Costa,
1985c). Moving away from a narrow Intellect
interpretation, Saucier (1994b) has suggested
the label Imagination, which is somewhat closer

_to Openness and emphasizes that fantasy; ideas,

and aesthetics, rather than intelligence, are most
central to this factor. - , ;
In our view, Intellect is one part of a broader

bate about the best interpretation of the fifth
factor, and a special issue of the European Journal
of Personality was devoted to this topic (see De

Raad, 1994).

The Big Five Inventory (BFI): ;
Measuring the Core Features, of the

- Big Five with Short Phrases

To address the need for a short instrument meas-
uring the prototypical components of the Big
Five that are common across studies, John,
Donahue, and Kentle (1991) constructed the
Big Five Inventory (BFI; see also Benet-Martinez

& John, 1998). The 44-item BFI was dci{éloped
“to represent the prototype definitions developed
‘through expert ratings and  subsequent. factor

analytic verification in observer personality rat-
ings (see Table 4.2). The goal was to create a

. brief inventory that would allow efficient and
‘flexible assessment of the five dimensions when
“there is no need for more differentiated measure-
_ment of individual facets. There is much to be
“said in favor of brevity; as Burisch. (1984) ob-

served, “Short scales not only save testing: time,
but also avoid subject boredom and fatigue . . .
there are subjects ... . from whom you won’ get
any. response if the test looks too long” (p. 219).
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The BFI does not use single adjectives as
items because such items are answered less con-
sistently than when they are-accompanied by
definitions or elaborations (Goldberg & Kilk-
owski, 1985). Instead, the BFI uses'short phrases
based on the trait adjectives known. to be proto-
typical markers of -the Big Five {John, 1989,
1990). One or two prototypical trait adjectives
served as the item core to which elaborative,
clarifying, or contextual information was added.

For example; the Openness adjective “original”

became the BFI item “Is original, comes up with
new ideas,” and th¢ Conscientiousness adjective
“persevering” served as the basis for the item

“Perseveres until the task is finished.” Thus the

BFI items (which are reptinted here in the'Ap-

pendix) retain the advantages of adjectival items
(brevity and simplicity) while avoiding some of
their pitfalls (ambiguous or multiple meanings
and salient desirability): o i ,
- Although the BFI scales include only eight to
ten items, they: do not sdcrifice cither content
coverage or good. psychometric properties. For
example, the niné-item Agreeableness: scale in-
cludes items related. to at least five of the six fac-
ets postulated by Costa and McCrae (1992)—
namely, Trust (forgiving, trusting), Altruism
(helpful and unselfish), Compliance-(not quas-
relsome), Modesty (not. faultfinding with oth-
ers), and Tender-Mindedness: {considerate. and
kind). In U.S: and Canadian samples, the alpha
reliabilities of the BFI scales typically range from
.75 to .90 and average above .80; three-month
test—retest- reliabilities range: from .80 -to .90,
with a mean of ,85. Validity evidence includes
substantial- convergent and: divergent relations
with other Big Five instruments as well as with
peer ratings. . - i SIS

£

MEASUREMENT: COMPARING
THREE BIG FIVE INSTRUMENTS

So far, we have- discussed Goldberg’s (1992)
TDA,; Costaand McCrae’s (1992) NEO ques-
tionnaires; and the BFL:In addition, a variety of
other measures are available to assess the Big Five
in English. Most. of them were developed for.
specific-research applications. Digman. . {e:g4
1963;:1989) constructed several different adjec-
tive sets to study-teacher ratings of personality in
children and. adolescents.- Big -Five scales: have
also been constructed using items from: existing
instruments. ‘For example, John and colledgues
(1994): developed scales to measure the Big Five

in adolescents using personality ratings on the
California Child Q-sort obtained from their
mothers. In their behavier genetic research,
Loehlin, McCrae, Costa, and John (1998) used
Big Five scales specifically constructed from the
California Psychological Inventory (Gough,
1987) and the Adjective Check List (Gough &
Heilbrun, 1983). Another broad-band personal-
ity inventory that provides scores for the Big Five
is the Hogan Personality Inventory (Hogan,
1986). Extraversion is represented by the Socia-
bility and Ambition scales, Agreeableness is.rep-
resented by Likeability; Conscientiousness by
Prudence (vs. impulsivity), Neuroticism by low
scores on Adjustment, and Openness by Intel-

~ lectance (see Table 4.5 later on in this chapter).

The availability of so many different instruments
to- measure the Big Five makes clear that there is
no single instrument that represents the gold
standard. o : :

Comparing the TDA, NEO-FFI, and BFI
In general, the NEO questionnaires represent
the best-validated Big Five measures in the ques-
tionnaire tradition. Goldberg’s (1992) 100-item
TDA is the most commonly used measure con-
sisting of single adjectives. Finally, the BFI has
been used - frequently in .research _settings in
which subject time is at a premium and the
short-phrase item format provides more context
than Goldberg’s single adjective items but less
complexity than the sentence format used by the
NEO questionnaires. :

How well do these different Big Five measures
converge? Moreover, are the five dimensions re-
ally independent? Critics have suggested that
some of the Big Five dimensions are highly inter-
correlated (Block; 1995; Eysenck, 1992). How
high are these intercorrelations, and do they in-
volve the same dimensions across instruments? .. -
A number of studies have reported on the psy-
chometric characteristics -of each instrument,
and a-few studies have compared two instru-
ments with each other (e.g., Benet-Martinez &
John, 1998; Goldberg, 1992; McCrae & Costa,
1987). However, no published -studies  have
compared all three. To provide such a.compari-
son, we summarize findings from a large data set
of self-reports on all three measures. The sample
consisted. of 462 undergraduates (61% female)
at the University of California, Berkeley, who
completed the TDA, the NEO-FFI, and the
BFI. We analyzed the data in a multitrait—mul-
timethod (MTMM)-design in which the meth-
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ods are three self-report instruments rather than
different data sources (for a recent review, see
John & Benet-Martinez, in press).

“Although we expected the convergent validi-
ties -across ‘the three instruments to-be substan-
tial, we have already noted some subtle but
important. differences. in- the definitions of Ex-
traversion and Openness. The NEO definition
of Extraversion in terms of six facets was already
in place before- Costa-and- McCrae added do-
main scales for Agreeableness  and Conscien-
tiousness in 1985 and: facet scales for these two
factors in 1992. The Warmth facet scale, in-
cluded in Extraversion (see Table 4.1), also cor-
relates with their Agreeableness demain scale
(Costa & McCrae, 1992). In contrast, Goldberg
(1992) and: John (1990) found that trait adjec-
tives related to Warmth correlate more highly
with Agreeableness than with Extraversion, sug-
gesting that Warmth should be included on
Agreeableness (see Table 4.2). The other poten-
tial difference involves the fifth factor. As de-
scribed above, Goldberg (1992) interprets it as
Intellect - or Imagination (Saucier, 1992), thus
emphasizing Openness to Ideas and to Fantasy
over the other four facets. Similatrly, the BEI
Openness:scale does not include items related to
Costa and:McCrae’s (1992)- Values and Actions
facets. In college student samples, preliminary
BFI items intended to measure liberal versus
conservative-values (for the Values facet), and be-
havioral flexibility (for the Action facet) failed to
cohere with the other items on the BFI Open-
ness scale (John et al., 1991):: e

Reliability of the Three Instruments

The coefficient alpha reliabilities are given'in Ta-
ble 4.3. Overall, the reliabilities were impressive
for these relatively short scales. Not surprisingly;
the longer TDA scales had ‘the highest alphas
(mean of .89), followed by the BFI (.83) and the
NEO-FFL (.79). Across ‘instruments, Extravei-
sion,. Conscientiousness, and ‘Neuroticism: were
measured most. reliably, whereas Agreeableness
and- Openness-tended to be less reliable. The
scale with the lowest reliability was the NEO-
FFI Openness scale, replicating a finding in a
different-~sample. (Bener-Martinez & * John;
1998). A number of NEO-FFI Openness ftems
did not correlate well with the total scale in this
student sample. These less - reliable ‘items ‘in-
cluded:both of the items from the Action facet;
as well-as. both ‘of the Values items; It is possible
that on liberal college campuses; items involving

/!

trying new and foreign foods (Action) andlook-
ing to. religious. authorities ‘for decisions on
moral issues: (reverse scored on Values) do not
discriminate as' well as:in Costa and McCrae’s
1992): samples of older adults. In contrast, the

three items from.the Ideas facet fe.g., intellectual

curiosity) and the three items from the Aesthet-
ics facet (e.g., experiential effects of poetry or
art)‘had the strongest item-total correlations. Fi-
nally,in contrast to. the heavy representation of
imagination items .on the TDA; only: one item
related to imagination (from the Fantasy facet)
was included on the NEO-FFI Openiness scale.”

Convergent and Discriminant Validity
across tﬁeThreeInswm tents

As 2 first test-of cross-instrument convergence,
we:examined the full 15 x 15 MTMM correla-
tion matrix formed by the five factors. crossed
with - the ‘three  instruments.* In ‘general, ‘the
cross-instrument validity correlations, computed
between  paits. of ‘instruments and shown in
Table 4:3;-were substantial. Across all five fac-
tors, the mean of the convergent validity correla-
tions across’ insttuments was .75. As shown in
Table 4.3, the BFI and TDA showed the strong-
est.convergenice (mean r = .81); followed by the
BFI and NEO-FFI (mean 7 =.73), and finall

the TDA-and NEO<FFI (mean r = .68).% - =

+"To determine'the extent to which the validity
correlations simply reflect the imperfect reliabil-
ity ‘of the scales rather than substantive differ-
ences among the instruments, we corrected for
artenuation using alpha. As shown in Table 4.3,
the cotrected validity correlations averaged .91.
However; this-excellent overall result:masks some
important differences. Across instruments, the
first three of the Big Five (Extraversion, Agree-
ableness, and Conscientiousness) showed mean
validities cleatly exceeding .90, suggesting virtual
equivalence”among  the “instruments. Neuroti-
cism(:88) and Openness (.83) were lower. Fo-
cusing on the pairwise comparisons between in
struments, the BFI and the TDA shared virrually
all of their reliable variance (corrected mean » =
:95). ‘Convergence between: the BFIL and - the
NEO-FFI was “also substantial‘ (mean: = .93);
however; :the correlations for Extraversion and
for Openness did not reach .90; suggesting that
the: conceptualizations of these factors are not
fully equivalent across these two instruments: A
similar -pattern was observed for: the 'TDA and
the:NEO-FFI but theconvergent correlations
were generally lower (mean = .83) and'fell below
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TABLE 4.3. - Reliability and Convergent Validity Coefficients for the TDA, NEO-FFI, and BFI

Extraversion.  Agreeableness - Conscientiousness . Neuroticism.. Openness ‘ Mean
. Reliabilities
TDA 92 90 90 85 88 .89
BFI 88 79 . .82 .84 81 .83
NEO 78 78 - .83 85 70 79
Mean .87 83 85 85 81 84
Uncorrected pairwise convergent validities
BFL.TDA .90 78 81 76 75 - .81
BFI-NEO 69 .76 79 76 64 73
TDA-NEO 67 - .68 77 70 56 .68
Mean 78 74 79 74 .66 75
- o Corrécted pairwise convergent validities
BFL-TDA 99 93 94 90 .89 95
BFI-NEO .83 97 . .96 90 85 92
TDA-NEO. - .79 81 .89 82 7 1!
Mean .. .93 92 .. . . 94 .88 .83 9
: ; Standardized validity coefficients from CFA (Model 6) '
BFI 7 SRR > S 2 e 2 92
TDA e 85 87 83 79 87
NEO 68" 83 86 .84 70 79
Mean. 90 87 89 86 83 .87

Note. N =462 BFI Big Five Inventory, TDA; Trait Descrlpnve Adjectives, NEO, NEO Five Factor Inventory Grand means-are:
shown in bold. All means are based on Fisher 7-to-Z transformations. .

“The NEO Extravetsion scale had a cross-loading on Agreeabléness in Modél 6 (see Figure 4.1).

.80 for Extraversion and Openness. In short, the
NEO-FFI showed gteater convergence with the
BFI than with the FDA, but it defined-Extraver-
sion and Openness somewhat. dlfferently than
those two instruments..

Opverall, diseriminant corrclatlons were- Iow,
absolute values averaged 21 for the TDA, .17
for the NEO-FFI, and .20 for the BFI. Mote-
over; none . of :the discriminant correlations
reached .40 on any of the instruments, and. the
largest correlations ‘were 39 for the TDA, .38

for the NEO-FFIL,: and .33 for the BFL Aver:

aged across instruments, ‘only four of the 10 dis-
criminant correlations exceeded. .20: the mean
correlation Wwas. .28. between Agreeablen&ss and
Conscientiousness, ~28 between. Agrceablene;s
and Neuroticism;, —.27 between Extraversion and
Neuroticism, and. .24 between Extraversion and
Conscientiousness. Thus, there was little support
for Eysenck’s (1992) contention that Agreeable-
ness and Conscxemlousness are highly correlated
“primdry” traits that combine .into-a broader
dimension contrasting Eysenck’s. Psychoticism

with what might be called “good character.”

Together the findings show that the Big Five
are fairly independent dimensions that can be
measured  with convergent and dlscrlmmant

vahdlty

Conﬁrmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) of
the Mulutralt—Mulumethdd Matnx ‘

As a more formal test of convergent and dis-
criminant validity, we used a series of nested
CFA models to estimate latent factors repre-
senting the Big Five, their intercorrelations, and
method factors representing the unique charac-
teristics. of each instrument. The most basic
model (see Model 1 in Table 4.4) specified
five uncorrelated latent- trait factors and no
method factors. This model showed marginal
fit. Allowing intercorrelations among the Big
Five factors. significantly improved model fit
(Model 2) suggesting that some of the Big Five
intercorrelations were consistent across all three
. instruments.
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TABLE 4.4. Nested Conﬁrmatory Factor Analyses of the Mtdtltralt—Mulnmethod Matux Formed by the Three

Big Five Instruments ~
Model T CFI- A
1. Uncorrelated Big Five, no method factors 783 2 .863 - -

2. Correlated Big Five, no method factors 583 80 . 900 200*
3. Correlated Big Five, no method factors, 496 79 917 87*
cross-loading of NEO- Extraversmn on : '

* Agreeableness : : - :
4." Model 3 plus NEO method factor . 484 74 1919 12
5. Model 4 plus TDA method factor 323 69 950 160*

6. Model 5 plus BFI method factor 296 64 . 954 28*
6a - 274 63 958 22

. Model 6 plus cross-loading of TDA—Intellect
on Conscientiousness

Note: N = 462, CFI, oomparatlve fit index (Bentler, 1990); Ax increase m overall fi; BFI, Blg Five Inventory; NEO NEO Five

Factor Inventory; TDA, trait dcscrlptlve ad;ecuves
*p< 05

As we noted earlier, the NEO-FFI includes

items related to warmth in ExtraVer"sion, whereas
the BFI and TDA include. them in-.
ness. We examined this hypothesis directly by

modifying our model and testing the improve-
ment in model fit. By adding a cross-loading of

the NEO Extraversion scale on the latent: Agree-
ableness factor, we achieved a mgmﬁca.nt im-
provement in fit (see Model 3). As shown in Fig-

ure 4.1, the NEO-FFI Extraversion scale still -

loaded substantially on the Extraversion factor
but also had a secondary loading on Agreeable-
ness. :

The next three models were mcreasmgly com-
plex, adding method factors specific to each in-
strument. In Model 4 we added a method factor
for the NEO-FFI, producing a small improve-
ment in fit; as shown in Figure 4.1, this method
factor primarily represented instrument-specific

variance related to Openness. Model 5 added a

TDA method factor, yielding a sizeable i improve-
ment; this method factor represented a positive
correlation between Agreeableness and Intellect
observed on the TDA but not on:the 'BFI and
the: NEO-FFI. Model ‘6 ‘added a BFI method
factor, modeling a moderate negative correlation
between Neuroticism and Openness on the BFI
that was not observed on the TDA and the
NEO. In short, these method factors capture
specific differences in the ways the Big Five di-
mensions are conceptualized on each of the in-
struments. Figure 4.1 shows the parameter esti-
mates for Model 6, which accounts for trait
variance, method variance, ‘and the expected
cross-loading  of NEO- Extraversxon on “the
Agreeableness factor. . s

eeable-.

We also explored how we could improve fit
further. When we examined the residual matrix
to se¢-what relationships were still unexplained
by our model, we found that the largest unex-
plained covariances were between the TDA fifth
factor scale (Intellect) and. the three Conscien-
tiousness : scales. McCrae and Costa (1985c,

. 1987) had previously noted that Goldberg’s
-conceptualization of Factor V as.Intellect is re-

“lared to Conscientiousness, whereas the Open-

- ness conceptualization on the NEO-FFI and

BFI is not. When we respecified our model with
a cross-loading of the TDA Intellect scale on
the Conscientiousness' factor(Model 6a), we
did -observe an-improvement in fit, but it was
very ‘small and ‘the -estimated cross-loading
was ‘only :15. In our view, such small gains in
fit do not justify the added complexity required
by the more detailed model, leading us to prefer
the more paxs1momous modei mpl%sented in
Flgure 4.1.

s<Table 4.3 summatizes. the standardmed vahd-
ity coefficients from the CFA: They average .92
for the BFI, .87 forthe TDA, atd-.79 for the
NEO-FFI, suggesting that the canonical tepre-
sentation achieved by the CFA is.captured most
closely-by the BFL, which was developéd to cap-
ture theicore characteristics of theBig Five. The-
parameter estimates’ for -Model ‘6 (see Figure
4.1)" suggest “three ‘major- conclusions that
are consistent with the preceding analyses: First,
all fifteen scales had substantial loadings on the
five latent factors, with: an average- loading of
.87, suggesting that all three measures generally
tap the same five dimensions.” Second, the sub-
stantial size: of “these -loadings  did not leave



Chapter4. - The Big Five Trait Taxonomy

m

Eol

NEON

TDAO

33

23

~32

92

119

Extra-

version

32

Agree- ‘
ableness.

"~ Conscien-

: “tiousness: -

25|

FIGURE 4. 1 Standardlzed parameter estimates for the final multitrait-multimethod model (Model 6 in Table 4. 3)
Method effects and trait mtcrcorrclauons less than .20 and error terms are not shown.

much systematic variance for general instrument
factors; instead, the three latent method factors
we did uncover related to specific scale intercor-
relations that. were unique to each’instrument.

Nonétheless; in all cases the loadings on these

method factors were considerably smaller than
the ‘substantive trait loadings, suggesting that
the measures are mare similar than different.
The third conclusion involves the size of the in-

tercorrelations among the latent Big Five dimen-
sions, which remained low even when disattenu-
ated for unreliability by CFA; none of them
teached .40. Overall, then, the CFA restilts show
that five latent, modestly correlated personality
factors capture the ‘major sources of variance
in our MTMM design, and ‘three smaller
method factors: represent traxt—specxﬁc variance
for each instrument.
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A Joint Item Factor Analysis of the
Three Instruments

To elaborate the shared meanings of the five fac-
tors across measures, we examined the highest-
loading items for each factor in‘a joint item-level
factor analysis, which included all 44 BFI items,
60 NEO-FFI items, and 100 TDA items. For
Extraversion, the top-loading items were “Is out-
going, sociable” from the BFI, “Quiet” (reverse-
scored). from the TDA, and “I really enjoy talk-
ing to people” from the NEO. Items referring to
assertiveness, activity level, and positive emo-
tions also had substantial loadings. For Agree-
ableness, item examples included “Is considerate
and kind' to almost everyone” from the BFI,
“Unkind” (reversed) from the TDA, and “Some
people think of me as cold and calculating” (re-
versed) from the NEO. For Conscientiousness,
key items were “Does a thorough job” from the

BFI, “Disorganized” (reversed) from the TDA, -

and the NEO item “I am a productive person
who always gets the job done.” Exemplars of the

Neuroticism factor include “Worries a lot” from

the BFI, “Nervous” from the TDA, and “I often
feel tense and jittery” from the NEO. The top
loadings on the joint Openness factor were par-
ticularly. instructive: although Goldberg labeled
his scale Intellect (or Imagination), the TDA
item “Creative” had the strongest loading on the

joint factor. The highest-loading BFI item was -

~“Valyes artistic, aesthetic experiences,” and the
best NEO items were “I often enjoy playing
with theories or abstract ideas” and “I have a lot

of intellectual curiosity.” These item examples

for Openness make two points. First, the factor

clearly involves Openness rather than intellec- -

tual ability or skill. Second, the aspects of the
Openness factor shared across the three instru-
dents: involve openness to ideas, fantasy, an
aesthetics, .

Big Five Measurement:-
anclusic’ms and Limitations

One of the limitations of the findings presented
here is that we did not examine external (or pre-
dictive) validity. Both the NEO guestionnaires
and the BFI have been shown to predict peer
ratings; such evidence still needs to be obtained
for the TDA scales. Future research.needs to
compare the validity of all three instruments us-
ing peer ratings and other external criteria. One
of the advantages of the BEL is its efficiency, tak-
ing only about 5 minutes of administration

time, compared with about 15 minutes for the

NEO-FFI and the TDA. Moreover, the BFI
items are shorter and easier to understand than
the NEO-FFI items (Benet-Martinez & John,
1998). The 100 adjectives on the TDA are even
shorter; however, single-trait adjectives can be
ambiguous in their meanings (see note 3).

" When should researchers use each of these in-
struments? When participant time is not at a
premium, participants are well educated and test

* savvy, and the research question calls for the as-

sessment of multiple facets for each of the Big
Five; then the full 240-item NEO PI-R would
be most useful. Otherwise, the 44-item BFI
would seem to offer a measure of the core attrib-
ites of the Big Five that is at least as efficient and
easily understood as the 60-item NEO-FFI and
the 100-item TDA.

FACTOR NAMES, NUMBERS, OR

‘ INITIALS: WHICH SHALL WE USE?

Problems w1th thev English ’Factor Labels

Now that we have considered both the history of
the Big Five and their measutement, it is time to
revisit the names or labels assigned to the factors.
Although the constructs that will eventually re-

 place the current Big Five may be different from

what we know now, labels are important because
they imply particular interpretations and thus
influence the directions that theorizing might
take. Norman's (1963) factor labels have been
used frequently in later research, but Norman
offered little in the way of a theoretical rationale
for the selection of these particular labels. Nor-
man’s labels differ vastly in their breadth or
inclusiveness ‘(Hampson, Goldberg & John,
1987); in particular, Conscientiousness and Cul-
ture are much too narrow to capture the enor-
mous breadth of these two dimensions. More-
over, as noted above, researchers quickly

“abandoned Cultute as'a label for Factor V, in

favor of Intellect ‘or Imagination (Saucier &
Goldberg, 1996a) or Openness to Experience
(McCrae & Costa, 1985b). Neither label is truly
satisfactory, however, because Intellect is too
harrgwwand Openness, while broad enough, is
somewhatvague. .

_Agreeableness is another problematic label.
For one, it refers to the behavioral tendency to
agree with others, thus incorrectly implying sub-
missiveness, which is more closely related to the
introverted pole of Factor I. Agreeableness is also
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too detached, too neutral a label for a factor sup-
posed: to capture - intensely -affective : charac-
teristics, such as love, compassion, and sympa-
thy. Freud' viewed: love .and work .as central;
following this lead, we:could call Factor II'sim-
ply Love (Peabody & Goldbetg, 1989).
- However, Work is too narrow a label for Fac-
tor III. Even Conscientiousness is. too: narrow
because it omits a central component that Pe-
abody and Goldberg*(1989)' called’ “favorable
impulse control.” Thus; Responsibility or:even
Degree of Socialization  (see Gough, 1987)
might be labels more appropriate for Factor III
than is Conscientiousness. ' -

~:More could be said about: the many short-
comings of the traditional labels (see also Block,
1995), but better labels are hard to come by: The
unsurpassed advantage of the traditional labels is
that they are commonly known and used, thus
preventing Babel from taking over the literature
on the Big Five. Moreover, before any new
. names are devised, the definition-of the factors
in terms of facets or components.must be elabo-
rated and sharpened. At this point, it seems pre-
mature to settle the scope and theoretical inter-
pretation of the factors by devising new .names. -

Preliminary Definitions

Because the traditional labels are so easily misun-
derstood, short definitions of the five: dimen-
sions may be useful here (cf., Costa:& McCrae,
1992; John, 1990; Tellegen, 1985). Briefly, Ex-
traversion implies an energetic approach to the so-
cial-and material world and-includes traits such
as sociability, activity; assertiveness, and positive
emotionality. Agreeableness: contrasts a prosocial
and. communal orientation toward others with
antagonism and includes traits such ds altruism,
tender-mindedness, trust, and modesty. Consci-
entiousness. describes socially prescribed impulse
control that facilitates task- and goal-directed be-
havior, such as thinking before acting; delaying
gratification;  following norms and -rules, and
planning, organizing, .and prioritizing - tasks.
Neuroticism contrasts emotional - stability and
even-temperedness with negative. emotionalisy,
such. as feeling anxious, nervous, sad; and tense.
* Finally, Openness to. Experience (versus. closed-
mindedness) describes the breadth, depth; origi-
nality;-and -complexity of an individual’s menzal
and experiential life.

“The numbering convention from fwV, fa-
_ vored by Saucier and Goldberg (1996b) and

Hofstee and colleagues (1997), is useful because
it reflects the relative size of the factors in lexical
studies. Factor I and II, which primarily summa-
rize traits of interpersonal nature, tend to-ac-
count for the largest percentage. of variance in
personality . ratings,  followed by Factor HI,
whereas the last two factors are by far the small-
est: in lexical studies (De Raad, Perugini, Hre-
bickova, & Szarota; 1998). However; the Roman
numerals are hard to remembet, and ‘the-order of
the factors is not invariant across studies. Thus,
we favor the mnemonic convention suggested by
the initials given below. They evoke multiple as-
sociations that represent more fully than a single
word the broad range of meamng captured by
each of the factors:

E Extraversxon, Energy, Enthusiasm (I)
A Agreeableness, Altruism, Affection (II)
.. C Conscientiousness, Control; Constraint
, ({110} '
"N Neuroticism, Negative Affectnvxty,
. ..“Nervousness (IV}. .
- O Openness, Orxgmahty, Open-Mmdedness

(V)

The reader mtngued by anagrams may have no-
ticed that these letters form the OCEAN of per-
sonality dimensions. .+

CONVERGENCE BETWEEN
THE BIG FIVE AND OTHER
STRUCTURAL MODELS

McCrae and Costas (1985a, I985b 1985c,
1987) findings, like evidence for cross-instru-
ment’ convergence ‘presented above, show that
the factor-analytic results from the lexical tradi-
tion converge surprisingly: well with those from
the questionnaite tradition. This convergence
has led to a dramatic change in the acceptance of
the five factors in the field. With regard to their
empirical status, the findings accumulated since
the mid-1980s show that the five factors repli-
cate across different types of subjects, raters, and
data sources, in both dictionary-based and ques-
tionnaire-based studies. Indeed; even skeptical
reviewers were led to conclude that “agreement
among these descnpnve studies with respect to
what are the-appropriate dimensions is impres-
sive” (Revelle, 1987, p.. 437; see also Briggs;
1989; McAdams, 1992; Pervin, 1994). The
finding that it doesnt matter whether Conscien-
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tiousness is measured with trait adjectives, short
phrases, or questionnaire items suggests that the
Big Five dimensions have the same conceptual
status as other personality constructs. For exam-
ple, Loehlin and colleagues (1998) found that all
five factors show substantial and about equal
heritabilities, regardless of -whether they are
measured with questionnaires or with adjective
scales derived from the lexical approach.

- One of the apparent strengths of the Big Five
taxonomy is'that it can capture, at a broad level
of abstraction, the commonalities among most
of the existing systems of personality traits, thus
providing an integrative descriptive model for
research. Table 4.5 summarizes the personal-
ity dimensions proposed by a broad range of
personality theorists and researchers. These di-
mensions, although by no means a complete
tabulation, emphasize the diversity of current
conceptions of ‘personality. However, they also
point to some important convergences. First, al-
most every one of the theorists includes a di-
mension akin to Extraversion. Although the la-
bels and exact definitions vary; nobody seems to
doubt the fundamental importance of this di-
mension (Guilford, 1974, 1975). The second al-
most universally accepted personality dimension
is Emotional Seability, as: contrasted with
Neuroticism, Negative Emotionality, and Prone-
ness to Anxiety (Tellegen, 1982, 1985). Interest-
ingly, however, not all the researchers listed in
Table 4.5 include a sepatate measure for this di-
mension. This is particalarly true of the inter-
personal researchers, such-as Wiggins (1979)
and Bales (1970), as well as the questionnaires
aimed "primarily at the assessment of basically
healthy, well-functioning adults, such as Gough’s
(1987) CPI, the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator
(Myers 8 McCaulley, 1985), and even Jackson’s
(1984) PRE In contrast, all of the temperament-
based models include Neuroticism. There is
somewhat less agreement on the third: dimen-
sion, which appears in various guises, such as
Control, Constraint, Super-Ego Strength, and
Work Orientation as contrasted with Impulsiv-
ity, Psychoticism, and Play Orientation. The
theme underlying most of these concepts in-
volves the control, or moderation, of impulses in
a normatively and socially appropriate way (cf.
Block & Block, 1980). However, Table 4.5 also
points to the importance of Agrecableness and
Openness, which are neglected by temperament-
oriented -theorists such as Buss and Plomin
(1975) and Eysenck (1985). In a comprehensive

taxonomy, even at the broadest level, we need a
“place” for an interpersonal dimension related to
Communion, Feeling Orientation, --Altruism,
Nurturance, Love Styles, and ‘Social Closeness,
as contrasted with Hostility, Anger Proneness,
and Narcissism. Theexistence of these question-
naire scales; and the cross-cultural work on the
interpersonal origin and consequences of per-
sonality, stress the need for a broad domain akin

to Agreeableness, Warmth, or Love.

‘Similar arguments apply to the fifth and last
factor included in the Big Five. For one, there
are the concepts of Creativity, Originality, and
Cognitive Complexity, which are measured by
numerous questionnaire scales (Barron, 1968;
Helson, 1967, 1985; Gough, 1979). Although
these concepts-are cognitive, of, more appropri-
ately, mental in nature, they are clearly different
from IQ. Second, limited-domain scales measur-
ing concepts such as Absorption, Fantasy Prone- -
ness, Need for Cognition, Private Self-Con-
sciousness, Independence, and Autonomy would
be difficult to subsume under - Extraversion,
Neureticism, or Conscientiousness. Indeed, the
fifth fictor is necessary because individual differ-
ences in intellectual and creative functioning
underlie artistic interests and performances, in-
ventions and innovation, and even humor. Indi-
vidual differences in these domains of human
behavior -and experience cannot be, and fortu-
nately have not been, neglected by personality
psychologists. e ‘

Finally, the matches between the Big Five and
other constructs sketched out in Table 4.5
should be considered with a healthy dose of
skepticism.: Some of “these correspondences. are
indeed based on solid research findings. Others,
however, ‘are conceptually -derived - and ‘seem
plausible, but await empirical confirmation. All
of these matches reflect broad similarities, ignor-
ing some important, implicative; and useful dif-
ferences among the concepts proposed by differ-
ent investigators. Nonetheless, -at this stage in
the field, we are more impressed by the newly
apparent similarities than by the continuing dif-
ferences among the various models. Indeed, the
Big Five are useful primarily because of their in-
tegrative and heuristic value,-a value. that be-
comes.apparent in Table 4.5. The availability-of
a taxonomy, even-one that-is as broad and:in-
complete as the Big Five, petmits the compari-
son and potential integration of dimensions
that, by their.names alone, would scem entifely
disparate. E : : i
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'CRITICAL ISSUES AND
THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES

_The Big Five provides a descriptive taxonomy
that organizes the myriad natural-language and
‘scientific trait concepts into a single classifica-
tory framework. However, like any scientific
model, it has limitations. Several critics have ar-
gued that the Big Five does not provide a com-
plete theory of personality (e.g., Block, 1995;

Eysenck, 1997; McAdams, 1992; Pervin, 1994).

We agree. The Big Five taxonomy was never in-
‘tended as a comprehensive personality theory; it
was developed to account for the structural rela-
“tions among personality traits (Goldberg, 1993).

Thus, like most structural models it provides an
account of personality that is primarily descrip-
tive rather than explanatory, emphasizes regu-
larities in béhavior rather than inferred dynamic
and developmental processes, and focuses on
variables rather than on individuals or types of
individuals (cf. John & Robins, 1993, 1998).

Nonetheless, the Big Five trait taxonomy pro-
vides a conceptual foundation that helps exam-.

ine these theorétical issues. In this section, we:

begin with the hierarchical structure defined by
the Big Five, and then review whether the Big
Five dimensions predict important life out-
comes, how they develop, how they combine
into personahty types, and how different re-
searchers view their conceptual status. ‘

Hlerardly, Levels of Abstraction, B
and the Big Five

A frequent’ ‘objection to fhe Big FIVC is that five
dimensions cannot possibly capture all of the
~variation in human personality. (Block, 1995;

_Briggs, 1989; McAdams, 1992; Mershon &
" Gorsuch, 1988), and that they are much too
‘broad. However, the objection that five dimen-
sions are too few overlooks the fact that person-
ality can be conceptualized at different levels of
abstraction ot breadth. Indeed, many trait do-

mains are hierarchically structured (Hampson, .

- John, & Goldberg; 1986)..

" The advantage of categories as broad as the
Big Five is their enormous bandwidth. Their dis-
“advantage, of course, is their low fidelity. In any
“hierarchical representation, one always loses in-
- formation as one moves up the hierarchical lev-
els For example, categorizing something as a
“guppy” is more informative than categorizing it

" ‘as a “fish,” ‘which in turn is more informative

* thdn categorizing it as an “animal.” Or,’in psy-

chometric terms, one necessarily loses item in-
formation as one aggregates items into scales,
and one loses scale information as one aggregates
scales into factors (John, Hampson, & Gold-
berg, 1991).

The Big Five dimensions represent a rather
broad level in the hierarchy of personality de-
scriptors. In that sense, they are to personality
what the categories “plant” and “animal” are to'
the world of biological objects—extremely use-
ful for some initial rough distinctions but of less
value for predicting specific behaviors of a par-
ticular object. The hierarchical level a researcher
selects depends on the descriptive and predictive -
tasks to be addressed (Hampson et al., 1986). In
principle, the number of specific distinctions
one can make in the descnptlon of an individual
is infinite, limited only by one’s objectives.

Norman, Goldberg, McCrae and Costa, and
Hogan all recognized that there was a need in
personality, just as in biology, “to have a system
in which different levels of generality or inclu-
sion are recognized” (Simpson, 1961, p. 12). A
complete trait taxonomy must include middle-

* level categories, such as Assertiveness, Orderli-
" ness, and Creativity, and even narrower descrip-

" tors, such as talkative,

punctual, and musical
(John et al., 1991). Therefore Norman and,
more extenswely, Goldberg (1982, 1990) have
developed between 40 and 75 middle-level cate-
gories subordinate to the Big Five dimensions °
(for a review, see John et al., 1988). However, as -
Briggs (1989) noted, Norman's and Goldbergs
middle-level categories have not been investi-
gated systematically nor have they been included
in ‘an assessment - instrument. At this - point, -
Costa and McCrae’s (1992) 30 facets represent ~
the most elaborated and empirically ‘validated -
model. Hofstee and colleagues’ (1992) circum-.
plex based approach, which defines facets as
pairwise combinations of two factors, is another
promising direction to pursue However, the two,
approaches differ notably in the facets they pro-

pose, indicating the need for further conceptual

and empirical work to achieve a consensual

specification of the Big Five factors at this lower
level of abstraction. '

Predieting Importaht Life Outcomes

External validity and predictive utility are topics.
that in the past have received conspicuously little
attention from researchers working in the Big -

Five tradition. However, one of the criteria for:
the usefulness of a structural model is its success
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in predicting -important outcomes in people’s
lives.. Eysenck (1991) argued  that “little -is
known :about  the social relevance and impor-
tance: of ‘Openness, ‘Agreeableness, and: Consci-
entiousness. . 7. .. What is lacking is a series of
large-scale studies  which -would flesh. out such
possibilities”: (p. 785).. ‘According «to.-Eysenck
(1991), the validity of the Big Five should be ex-
-amined against socially. relevant criteria such-as
ctiminality; mental illness, academic - aptitude
and achievement; and work performance... -~
A large study of adolescents has addressed this
challenge; examining three of Eysenck’s:criteria:
juvenile delinquency, childhoed psychopathel-
ogy, and. academic performance’ (see- John et
al., 1994; Robins et al.,;;1994). The findings sug-
gest that the Big Five can help us understand
theoretically, socially, and developmentally sig-
nificant life outcomes. For example, low Agree-
ableness and"low Conscientiousness predict ju-
venile delinquency: In-terms of psychopathology,
Neuroticism-and- low-Conscientiousness -predict
internalizing ' disorders.~ Conscientiousness:. and
Openness . predict school- performance. “These
findings: suggest. that the Big-Five dimensions
can be used as indicators of risk for subsequerit
maladjustment. Huey ‘and. Weisz's (1997)-find-
ings suggest that: these links between personality
and life outcomes hold up:in a clinical sample as
well: Researchers' mayeventually-use Big-Five
profiles  to -identify -children. at risk’ and ulti-
mately design:appropriate interventions, such'as
teaching children low in Conscientiousness rele-
vant behaviors -and skills (e.g., strategies.for de-
laying gratification).... -~ .o e
__ 'The: literature: on. adults -also. provides - evi-
“dence for the external validity of the Big Five.
For example, :in:studies of job performance (for
~reviews see Barrick 8¢ Mount, 1991; Mount,
Barrick, & Stewart, 1998), the Big Five have
been found to -relate to important outcomes:in
the ‘workplace. Conscientiousness has emerged
as the only general -predictor-of job: perform-
ance; although other ‘dimensions relate to more
specific aspects of job performance. For exam-
ple, Agreeableness and Neuroticism predict per-
formance injobs in which employees work:in
groups, whereas Extraversion predicts success:in
sales and management positions. These trait-by-
job interactions help researchers develop a mere
fine-grained - understanding -of  hew -different
‘traits are instrumental to performance in vari-
ous job environments. sl e
The availability of the Big; Five:taxonomy has
also renewed interest in-the links between per-

sonality and adult psychopathology {e.g., Wig-
gins & Pincus, 1989); findings from this bur-
geoning literature have been reviewed in Costa
and Widiger - (1994). ‘The Big Five ‘has also
helped-bring order to the many, often' confusing,
findings linking -personality - traits - to physical
health (see Adams, Cartwright, Ostrove; &.Ste-
wart; 1998; Friedman, Hawley, & Tucker, 1994;
Friedman, - Tucker, Schwartz, ‘& Tomlinson-
Keasey, 1995); the-accumulated evidence now
suggests ‘that :.the regular -and well-structured
lives led by. individuals-high in Conscientious-
ness are ‘conducive to. better health -outcomes
and. longevity, - whereas - antagonistic' hostility
(i.e:; low Agreeableness) and negative affect (i.e.,
high Neuroticism) appear to be risk factors.

- The ¢merging nomological network for each
of the Big Five now includes an ever-broadening
range of life outcome: variables, 'such as leader-
ship(Extraversion), helping others and donating
to. ‘charity - (Agreeableness), school -and college

grades (Conscientiousness), vulnerability .to de-

pression (Neuroticism), creative - performance
(Openness), and so on. These findings have been
summarized in several recent reviews (Graziano
& Eisenberg; :1997;> Hogan: & “Ones, 1997;

- McCrae; 1996; Watson & Clark,1997). .~

In interpreting:these findings, it is.important
to realize that although personality traits are sta-
ble, people can change. their patterns of behav-
ior, thought, and feeling as:a result of therapy
and intervention “programs - (Heatherton &
Weinberger, 1994). Thus, the links between the
Big Five and: important life-outcomes point to
behavioral domains: that people can 'target for
personal development and change; -for example,
people ‘can improve how conscientiously ‘they
adhere to a ‘diet, .exercise :regimen, or ‘medical
treatment plan (Friedman-etali:1994). =

msix:vmd

Personality Development

Historically, personality i;psycholdgy has con-

cerned ‘itself with a’ range of developmental is-
sues. that are relevant to-the Big Five—the ante-

cedents -of -adult personality traits, how: traits

develop, -the timelines for.;the- emergence and
peak expression;of traits, their stability or change
throughout the life span, and the effects of traits
on other aspects of personal development. Some

~critics have suggested  that Big Five researchers
have:not paid enough attention to issues of per-

sonality:.development in childhood and adoles-
cence (Pervin,  1994). This criticism-has- some
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merit: Although the Big Five taxonomy has in-
fluenced research on adultdevelopment and ag-
ing (Field & Millsap, 1991; Helson & Stewart,
1994; McCrae & Costa, 1990), there has been
little research on personality structure in:child-
hood. Developmental and- temperament " psy-
chologists have studied a number of important
traits (e.g., sociability; fearful distress, shyness,
impulsivity) but they.tend to.study one traitat a
time, in isolation from: the others, and the avail-
able research has nat been integrated in a coher-
ent taxonomic framework. Until - this work is
done, however, research on personality develop-
ment across the life span is likely to remain frag-
mented (Halverson, Kohnstamrm & Martm,
1994). .

The adult - personalxty taxonomy deﬁned by
the Big Five' can offer some promising leads. In
our.view, the Big Five should be examined inr de-
velopmental research for two reasons (John et
al., 1994). Theoretically, it may be necessary to
examine -the developmental origins of the Big
Five: Given that the Big Five emerge as-basic
dimensions - of - personality in adulthood, re-
searchers need to explain -how. they develop.
Practically, the Big Five taxonomy has proven
useful as a framework for organizing findings on
adult personality. in areas as diverse as behavioral
genetics-and industrial psychology. Thus, exten-
siont of the Big Five intochildhood and adoles-
cence would facilitate compansons across devel-
opmental periods. -

“Wotk on these issues has now begun, and re-
scarchcrs are drawing on existing models: of
infant and child temperament (see Clark & Wat-
son, Chapter 16, this volume) to make connec-
tions to the Big Five dimensions in adulthood. A
book edited by Halverson.and colleagues (1994)
summarizes these: recent: efforts. Some research
suggests that the Big Five may provide a good
approximation of personality structure in child-

hood and adolescence (Dig 'man, 1989; Graziano,

& Ward, 1992). Extendmg Dlgmans (1989)
earlier work on-Hawaiian children, Digman and
Shmelyov (1996) examined both temperament
dimensions and - personality . dimensions in:a
sample of Russian children: Based on analyses of
teachers’ ratings, they concluded that the.Big
Five taxonomy offers a useful model for describ-
ing the structure of temperament. Studies using
free-response techniques found that the Big Five

can' account for a substantial -portion -of chil-

dren’s descriptions of their own and others
personalities (Donahue, 1994), as well as teach-
ers-and. parents’ descriptions of children’s per-

sonality (Kohnstamm, Halverson, Mervxelde,
Havill, 1998). -

Two large-scale ‘studies suggest that- the -pic-
ture: may be more complicated. John et al.
(1994) tested -whether the adult Big Five struc-
ture would replicate in a large and ethnically di-
verse sample of adolescent boys. This research
uvsed the California Child Q-set (CCQ; Block &
Block, 1969), a comprehensive item pool for the
description of children and adolescents that was

not derived from the adult Big Five and does not

represent any particular theoretical orientation.

Factor analyses identified five dimensions ' that
corresponded closely with a priori scales repre-

senting the adult Big Five. However, two addi-
tional dimensions emerged in this study: “Irrita-
bility” was defined by items that involve negative
affect expressed in age-inappropriate behaviors,
such as-whining, crying, tantrums, -and being
overly sensitive to teasing. “Activity”.was defined
by-items involving physical activity, energy, and
high tempo, such as running, playing; and mov-
ing and reacting quickly. In several Dutch sam-
ples of boys and gitls aged 3 to:16 years, van
Lieshout and Haselager (1994) also found: thc
Big Five -plus two factors similar to Irritability
and Activity, thus supporting the generalizability
of these dimensions across cultures and:the two
sexes. These replicated findings suggest that the
steiicture of personality traits may be more dif-
ferentiated in childhood than in adulthood. Spe-
cifically, the two. ‘additional dimensions may
originate in temperamental features of :child-
hood personality (i.e., irritable distress and activ-
ity level) that become integrated into adult per-
sonality structure over the course of adolescence
(John etal.; 1994). - :

" These studies illustrate how thc Big F1ve can
help stimulate research that connects and inte-
grates findings across long-separate research tra-
ditions: These studies also provide some initial .
insights about the-way personality structure may
develop toward its:adult form. Yet; a gteat deal of
work  still -lies ahead. Change in personality
structure should be studied with reference to
maturational -changes, social-contextual transi-
tions, and age-specific life tasks. Longitudinal re-
search can help map changes in the dimensional
structure of personality and discover how tem-
peramental  characteristics: obsérved in infancy
and early childhood manifest themselves during
adolescence and adulthood. Finally, studies need
to examine the antecedents of the Big Five and
their relations ‘to: other. aspects: of personality

functioning ‘in: childhood and: adolescence. .In
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this way, the Big Five can help connect research

on adult personality with the vast ﬁeld of soc1al

development (Caspi, 1997).

Personality Types and Dy‘namrcs ,’;ﬁ o
The emergence of the Big Five has also rekindled

interest in personality types. Note that: the Big -

Five dimensions provide a model of personality
structure that represents the covariation among
personahty traits across individuals. -However,
“personality structure” can also refer to.the or-
ganization of traits within the individual (Allpor,
1958). Person-centered research focuses on the
particular configuration, - patterning, and -dy-
namic organization of the individual’s total set of
characteristics (cf. York & John, 1992; see also
Magnusson, Chapter 8, this volume), and asks
how multiple varidbles are organized within the
individual and how this organization defines par-
ticular types, or categories, of people.

Calls for person-centered research have been

made repeatedly for the past 50 years (e.g., .-
- 'Big Five taxonomy is not only compatible with

Carlson, 1971). More recently, Pervin (1994)
noted that trait researchers focus-on:individual
differences rather.than on the individuals them-
selves, and that “litdle attention is given to the
question ‘of pattern“and ‘organization,” a “ne-
glected area” of research (pp. 36-37). Until re-

cently, the study of personality types has been
held back by the lack-of generally accepted pro--

cedures for deriving personality types empirically
(see Robins, John, and Caspi, 1998, for a re-
view). Thus, with the exception of Block’s
(1971) pioneering study, Lives Through Time, lit-
tle systematic research was done on personality
typology.

With the advent of the Brg Five, however, re-
searchers again became interested in studying
the ways in which- personality ‘traits combine
into coherent patterns within individuals and in
identifying types of individuals that share the
same basic personality profile. A series of recent

studies has renewed the search for replxcable per-
~ inidally interpreted as dimensions of trait de-

sonality types.

As shown in Table 4.6 (see next page) these
studies varied greatly in the sex and age of the
participants, their birth cohort ‘and country
of origin, as well as the type of data, instrument,
and procedures used to derive the types. None-
theless, three types recurred across all eight stud-
ies. In terms of their Big Five profiles; the type
labeled Resilients showed a high level of adjust-
ment and effective functioning on:all five factors.
In contrast, the types interpreted as Overcontrol-

lers and Undercontrollers represent two different

ways in which poor- psychological adjustment
can  be manifested. - The  Overcontrollers had

elevated scores on Agreeableness and Conscien-

tiousness but scored low on  Extraversion,
whereas the Undercontrollers scored particularly
low on Agreeableness and Conscientiousness
and had elevated scores on Neuroticism.
Together, these studies demonstrate that repli-
cable and generalizable personality types can be
identified. empirically. Validational studies fur-
ther indicated that the unique constellation of
traits associated with ‘each. type has important
consequences for a wide range of life outcomes
(Robins et al., 1998). These findings also suggest
an integration ‘of the Big Five dimensions with
Block's (1971; Block 8 Block, 1980) dynamic
conceptualization of personality functioning in
terms of ego resilience-and ego control. Block’s
dynamic constructs can-be used to define the
three replicable types, each of which captures a
unique Big Five profile. More generally, the
studies summarized in Table 4.6 show that the

person-centered research but can help interpret
personality types identified with different meth-
ods and in different cultures. Moreover, the Big
Five need typological and dynamic elaboration if
they are to fully account for personality struc-
ture. Conversely, person-centered typological re-
search can make use of, and be informed by, the
nomothetic Big Five dimensions, thus helping
researchers develop dynamic accounts of person-
ality functioning,

Theoretical Perspectlves on the Big Five:
Description and Explanation

Over the years, researchers have a.mculated a
number of different: perspectives on the concep-
tual status of the Big Five dimensions. Because
the Big Five were first discovered in lexical re-

. search intended to provide a taxonomy of trait

terms in the patural language, the factors were

scription or attribution (John et al., 1988). Sub-
sequent research, however, has shown that the
lexical factors converge with dimensions derived
in other personality research traditions, that they
have external or predictive validity (as reviewed
above), and that all five of them show about

‘equal amounts' of heritability (Loehlin et al.,

1998). Thus, it seems unlikely that these five di-
mensions are.merely psycholexical artifacts or
language phenomena. Given the evidence that
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TABLE 4.6. ‘Toward a Generalizable Personahty Typology‘ Smmnary of. Eight Studies.:
Rephcatmg Three Basic Types »

| Studles in the Uﬁited States. .

" Robins, gohn Caspi,
* Moffitt, &

Klohnen & Block

Steutlmmepipelﬁer

Block (1971)
"Personahty types .

Type'l Ego-Resilients
Type2  °  Vulnerable

: Overcontrollers

‘Unsettled

Type 3
S 5 Undercontmllers '

:'Facets of generahzabxhty

. Participants: 84Wboys/men

Age . Both lSandBSyears:

“Birth cohort . -1920s

‘Reg'ion: San ‘Francisco area
"“Datasource -~ Clinical judgments
Ges, wnl L from data.archives
Instrument = Adule Q-set -
Type ~ Qactors across two

=8 Indwxduated

‘e ﬂ.l’Ct ed
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the Big Five dimensions refer to real individual
differences, we need to ask how these differences
should be -conceptualized. A recent volume
(Wiggins, 1996) addressed this. issue, and we
briefly summarize some of the major theorctlcal
perspectives on-the Big Five. i

- Researchers .in -the lexical tradltlon tend 0
take an agnostic stance regarding the conceptual
status of traits.For example; Saucier and Gold-
berg (1996b) argued that their studies of person-
ality description do. not address issues.of causal-
ity or the mechanisms. underlying behavior.
Their interest is primarily in the language of per-
sonality. This level of self-restraint may seem dis-
satisfactory to-psychologists. who-are more inter-
ested in personality.itself. However, the findings
from: the lexical approach are informative be-
cause the lexical hypothesis is essentially 2 func-
tionalist ‘argument about the trait concepts in
the natural language. ‘These concepts are of in-
terest -because - language encodes the: charac-
teristics .that are central, for cultural,:social, or
biological reasons, to human life and-experience.
Thus, Saucier and Goldberg' argue that lexical
studies define an agenda for pcrsonallty psy-
chologists because ‘they-highlight the important
and meaningful psychological phenomena (j.e.,
phenotypic characteristics) that personality: psy-
chologists should study and explain. In: other
words, lexical researchers-view issues such as. the
accuracy of self-descriptions and the causal ori-
gin of traits (i.e., genotypes) as open questions
that need to be answered empirically. However,
there may exist important characteristics that
people may not be able to observe and describe
verbally; if so, the agenda specified by the lexical
approach may be incomplete and would. need to
be .supplemented by more theoretically driven
approaches (Block, 1995; Tellegen, 1993). .

«-Several theoties conceptualize the Big Five ‘as
relar;ional. -constructs. In - interpersonal - theory
(Wiggins & Trapnell, 1996), the theoretical em-
phasis is on the individual in relationships.eThe
Big Five are taken to describe.“the relatively en-
dunng pattern -of recurrent mxerpersonal situ-
ations:that -characterize a-human life” (Sullivan,
1953, pp.- 110=~111), thus conceptualizing the
Big Five as descriptive ‘concepts. Wiggins and
Trapnell emphasize the interpersonal motives of
Agency and Communion, and interpret.all of
the Big Five dimensions in terms of their inter-
petsonal implications. Because Extraversion and
Agreeableness are the most clearly interpersonal
dimensions in the Big Five, they receive concep—
tual priority in this model. - ; ‘

Socioanalytic theory (Hogan,-1996) focuses
on the social functions of self- and other-percep-
tions. According to Hogan, trait concepts serve
as the “linguistic tools of observers” (p..172)
used to encode and communicate reputations.
This view implies that traits are socially con-
structed -to -serve interpersonal functions. -Be-
cause trait: terms are fundamentally about repu-
tation, individuals who self-report  their. traits
engage in a symbolic-interactionist process of in-
trospection - (i.e., the individual considers how
others view him or her). Hogan emphasizes that
individuals .may distort -their. self-reports with
self-presentational strategies; another source ‘of
distortion are self-deceptive biases (cf. Paulhus &
]ohn, 1998) which do not reflect deliberate im-
pression management but honestly held, though
blased beliefs about the self. -

* The evolutionary perspective on the Big Five
holds that humans have evolved “difference-
detecting mechanisms” to perceive individual
differences that are relevant to survival and re-
production. (Buss, 1996, p. 185; see also Botwin,
Buss, & Shackelford, 1997). Buss views person-
ality as an “adaptive landscape” in which the Big
Five traits represent the most salient and impor-
tant . dimensions of ' the individual’s - susvival
needs. The evolutionary perspective equally em-
phasizes person-perception and individual differ-
ences: Because people vary :systematically along
certain trait dimensions, and because knowledge
of others’ traits has adaptive value, humans have
evolved a capacity to perceive those individual
differences that are central to adaptation to the
social landscape. The Big Five summarize these
centrally important individual differences.

McCrae and Costa (1996; see‘also Chapter 5,
this volume) view the Big Five as causal person-
ality dispositions. Their five-factor theory (FFT)
is an explanatory interpretation of the.empiri-
cally derived Big Five taxonomy. The FFT is
based on the finding that all of the Big Five di-
mensions have a substantial genetic basis
(Loehlin et al., 1998) and must therefore derive;
in part; from biological structures and processes,
such as specific gene loci, brain regions (e.g:, the
amygdala), neurotransmitters (e. g dopamine),
hormones (e.g., testosterone), and so on (Plomm
& Caspi,- ‘Chapter 9, this volume); it is in this
sense that traits-have causal status. McCrae and
Costa distinguish between “basic tendencies”
and - “characteristic . adaptations.” Personality
traits are:basic-tendencies. that refer to the ab-
stract underlying potentials of the individual;
whereas attitudes, roles, relationships, and goals
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are characteristic adaptations that reflect the in-
teractions between basic tendencies and environ-
mental' demands accumulated over time. Ac-
cording to McCrae and Costa, basic tendencies
remain stable across the life course, whereas
characteristic adaptations can undergo consider-
able change. From this perspective, then, a state-
ment such as “Paul likes to go to parties. because
he is extraverted” is not circular, as it would be if
“extraverted” were merely a description of typi-
cal behavior (Wiggins, 1997). Instead; the con-
cept “extraverted” stands in for biological struc-
tures and processes that remain to be discovered.
This view is similar to Allport’s (1937) account
of traits as neuropsychic structures and Eysenck’s
view of traits as biological mechanisms (Eysenck
& Eysenck, 1985). . : :

The idea that personality traits have a biologi-
cal basis is also fundamental to Gosling’s (1999)
proposal for a comparative approach to personal-
ity that studies individual differences in both hu-
man-and nonhuman animals. Although scientists
are reluctant to ascribe personality traits, emo-
tions, -and cogpitions to animals, evolutionary
theory predicts cross-species continuities not only
for physical butalso for behavioral traits; for ex-
ample; Darwin (1998/1872) argued that emo-
tions exist in both human and nonhuman ani-
mals. A recent review of 19 studies of personality
factors in 12 nonhuman species showed substan-

tial evidence for cross-species continuities (Gos-

ling & John, 1999). Chimpanzees, various other
primates, nonptimate mammals, and even gup-
pies and octopuses all showed reliable individual
differences in Extraversion and Neuroticism, and
all but guppies and: octopuses varied in- Agree-
ableness as well, suggesting that these three Big
Five factors may capture fundamental dimen-
sions of individual differences across species. Fur-
ther evidence suggests that elements of Openness
(such as curiosity and playfulness) are present in
at- least some nonhuman animals. In contrast,
only humans and our closest relatives, chimpan-
zees, appear to show systematic individual differ-
ences’ in: Conscientiousness. Given the relatively
complex social-cognitive functions involved in
this dimension (i.c.; following norms and rules,
thinking before acting; ‘and - controlling “im-
pulses), it makes sense ‘that Conscientiousness
may have appeared rather recently in our evolu-
tionary history. The careful application ‘of etho-
logical and experimental methodology and the
high interobserver reliability - in these " studies
make itc-unlikely that these findings reflect an-
thropomorphic projections. Rather, these surpris-

ing cross-species commonalities suggest that per-
sonality traits are ‘caused, in-part, by biological
mechanisins that are shared by many species.

‘In conclusion, researchers hold a diversity of
perspectives on the conceptual status of the Big
Five, ranging from purely descriptive concepts to
biologitally based causal concepts. This diversity
may-'seem to suggest that researchers cannot
agree about the definition of the trait concept
and ‘that the field is-in disarray (e:g., Pervin;
1994): Tt is important to- recognize, however,
that the various theoretical perspectives are not
mutually exclusive. For example; although Sau-
cier - and Goldberg - (1996b) : caution ~against
drawing inferences about genotypes from lexical
studies, the lexical hypothesis does not preclude
the possibility that the Big Five are embodied in
biological structures and processes. In our view,
“what isa trait?” is fundamentally an empirical
question. Research in diverse areas such as be-
havior- genetics (Plomin & Caspi, Chapter 9,
this volume), molecular genetics (Lesch, Bengel,
Heils; & Sabol, 1996), personality stability and
change (Costa & McCrae, 1994; Helson & Ste-
wart;, 1994),.and accuracy and bias in interper-
sonal perception (Kenny, 1994; Robins & John,
1997; see-also Robins, Norem, & Cheek, Chap-
ter 18, this volume).will be instrumental in
building and refining a comprehensive theoreti-

cal account of the Big Five.

CONCLUSIONS AND

IMPLICATIONS

At the beginning of this chapter, we argued that
a personality taxonomy should provide a system-
atic framiéwork for distinguishing, ordering; and
naming types and ‘characteristics' of individuals.
Ideally, “that taxonomy would be:built around
principles that are causal and dynamic; exist-at
multiple levels of ‘abstraction or hierarchy; and
offer -a standard nomenclature for - scientists
working in the field of personality. The Big Five
taxonomy does not yet:meet this high standard.
In contrast to the biological taxonomies, the Big
Five ‘taxonomy provides descriptive ‘concepts
that still need to be explicated: theoretically, and
a nomenclature that is still rooted in vernacular
English. L e g

- 'The Big Five structure has the advantage thdt
everybody can understand the words that defing
the factors; and disagreements about their mean-
ings ‘can be reconciled by establishing their nrost
common usage. Moreover, the natural language






