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Series preface

Over the past two decades, personality psychology has emerged, phoenixlike, from the ashes of its demise in the 1970s. The increasing success of scientific meetings such as the European Conferences on Personality, the significant growth in the number of articles, books and handbooks on personality psychology, and the growing impact of the major scientific journals on personality show that personality psychology is enjoying a renaissance both in Europe and in North America.

Compared with other psychological disciplines, personality psychology currently lacks a high-quality publication outlet for comprehensive review papers and integrative reports on programmatic research. Although occasional reviews are published in the Annual Review of Psychology and Psychological Review, a dedicated serial publication that reports on current developments and advances in personality psychology should be valuable for researchers, teachers and students of personality psychology.

Advances in Personality Psychology aims to fill this gap. It is designed to bring together original reviews and critical evaluations of important new developments in personality psychology. This new series aims to be a scholarly source of information on new theoretical developments, emerging research paradigms, and promising applications of personality psychology. It provides a forum for a variety of contributions: integrative reviews of current developments, overviews of research programmes and international collaborative projects, methodological advances, collaborative papers emerging from conference symposia, and updates on new developments in the application of personality psychology to fields such as psycho-diagnostics, clinical, industrial/organisational and educational psychology.

We envisage at least one volume every two years, depending on the availability of manuscripts reaching the required standards. The series editors will appoint volume editors in consultation with the executive committee of the European Association of Personality Psychology and the publisher. Publication in this series will be principally by invitation. All submissions will be peer reviewed. We hope you will enjoy this first volume in the series.

Ivan Mervielde, Gent, Belgium and Sarah E. HampsonGuildford, UK
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Preface to volume I

The chapters in this volume are by a selection of invited speakers and presenters at the Ninth European Conference on Personality Psychology held at the University of Surrey, Guildford, UK in July 1998. These authors were invited to produce extended versions of their papers with additional collaborators if they wished. The result is a collection of chapters that take some of the most fundamental questions of our field and address them in depth.

The first chapter, by Saucier, Hampson and Goldberg, reviews the evidence for the lexical Big Five in cross-language studies. This chapter addresses the fundamental question of whether the broad dimensions of personality description are the same across numerous different languages. The authors identify a series of methodological features on which cross-language studies vary and which affect the assessment of similarity between the Big Five in English and the factor structures that emerge in other languages. The Big Five have become widely accepted as a unifying framework in personality psychology and this framework is used by authors of several subsequent chapters. Mervielde and Asendorpf, in Chapter 2, relate the personality and temperament factors found in children to the Big Five in adults. In so doing, they evaluate the similarities among the various theories of temperament, and between theories of temperament and theories of personality in children. They review both variable-centred and person-centred approaches to the study of childhood personality and conclude that both make unique contributions to our understanding of children’s personalities. The issue of personality stability versus change in adulthood is the focus of Chapter 3 by Helson and Kwan. This chapter reviews findings from several cross-sectional and longitudinal studies of adults, and then gives an overview of the many findings from the Mills study. The authors demonstrate that cross-sectional and longitudinal findings are consistent in identifying certain aspects of personality that change over the course of adulthood. In their discussion of longitudinal studies, and of the Mills study in particular, they relate personality change in adulthood to the social influences that have affected different cohorts as they moved along their unique pathways through time.

In Chapter 4, Borkenau, Riemann, Spinath and Angleitner address the behaviour genetics of personality by focusing on observational studies. The genetics of adult personality is based exclusively on self-report measures of personality, which may have distorted the estimates of genetic, shared and non-shared contributions. They provide a comprehensive review of observational studies of young twins, and conclude that the shared environment emerges as a more important source of variance in these studies than in self-report studies. They present findings from the German Observational Study of Adult Twins to support their hypothesis that genes affect behaviour at a more global level, whereas the environment is the only source of variance at more specific levels.

The last three chapters address the interface between personality and other fields in psychology. In Chapter 5, ten Berge bridges the gap between psychometricians and personality psychologists by providing a discussion of some recent developments in factor analysis and the assessment of internal reliability. In Chapter 6, Whiteman, Deary and Fowkes consider the relationship between personality and health by examining in depth the association between Type A and hostility-related traits and cardiovascular diseases. Their review of past evidence indicates a small but consistent association that needs to be studied longitudinally so that causal relations and explanatory mechanisms can be identified. They present data from the Edinburgh Artery Study for both concurrent and prospective associations between various measures of hostility and disease variables, and point to possible underlying biological pathways. In Chapter 7, Matthews, Derryberry and Siegle examine the associations between personality and emotion by studying individual differences in emotional reactivity within a cognitive science framework. They focus on three cognitive science perspectives: cognitive neuroscience, connectionism, and transactional stress processes, each reflecting one of the authors’ research programmes. This chapter is an integrative and collaborative enterprise that has generated a novel approach to a classic issue in personality.

All the contributions to this volume underwent the peer review process. I would like to take this opportunity to express my thanks to the colleagues whose advice I sought: John C. Barefoot, Paul Costa, Alexandra M. Freund, Lewis R. Goldberg, Robert Krueger, Robert R. McCrae, Roy P. Martin, Ivan Mervielde, Todd Q. Miller, Edward Necka, Mary K. Rothbart, Gerard Saucier, Warren W. Tryon and Gerdi Weidner. Finally I would like to thank the Oregon Research Institute for providing a congenial environment for my sabbatical during which time much of the editing of this book was completed.

Sarah E. Hampson

Guildford, UK





Chapter 1 Cross-language studies of lexical personality factors

Gerard Saucier, Sarah E. Hampson and Lewis R. Goldberg

DOI: 10.4324/9781315812175-1

The rationale for lexical studies rests on the assumption that the most meaningful personality attributes tend to become encoded in language as single-word descriptors. Based on this rationale, a number of studies have been conducted examining the factor structure of adjectival descriptors extracted from dictionaries. Using as an initial working hypothesis an Anglo/German version of the Big Five factor structure, we review lexical studies in English and 12 other languages, and examine their fit with the Big Five. We find that the inclusion of highly evaluative terms and physical descriptors may lead to factors beyond the Big Five. With more conventional variable selections emphasizing disposition descriptors, indigenous structures resembling the Big Five seem to emerge most readily in northern European languages. The Big Five have been only partially reproduced in many other studies, although this might reflect the differences in their procedures for selecting variables. Factor structures with fewer factors (one, two or three) may be more generalizable cross-culturally, perhaps because they are less affected by these methodological variations. At this point, more attention should be given to the influence of the major types of procedural differences on the resulting factor structures. Such variations in research design and analysis may account for much of what otherwise might be prematurely interpreted as cultural differences. Suggestions for improving the lexical-study paradigm are offered.


Introduction

After many years of dispute, personality psychologists have recently shown some signs of agreement on a framework for classifying and organizing personality traits. A consensus among many in the field, which was evident by the early 1990s (e.g. McCrae and John, 1992), posits that five broad dimensions of personality capture the most important aspects of lexicalized personality traits. Table 1.1 indicates subcomponents associated with each of these ‘Big Five’ factors from a recent study of English and German personality descriptors (Saucier and Ostendorf, 1999).1



Table 1.1 Big Five subcomponents found in English and German


	
	
	Example terms in English



	Domain
	Subcomponent
	Positive pole
	Negative Pole





	Extraversion (I)
	Assertiveness
Activity–adventurousness

Unrestraint

Sociability


	assertive
daring

talkative

cheerful


	weak
unadventurous

shy

unsociable





	Agreeableness (II)
	Warmth–affection
Generosity

Gentleness

Modesty–humility


	affectionate
generous

agreeable

modest


	cold
selfish

harsh

egotistical





	Conscientiousness (III)
	Orderliness
Reliability

Industriousness

Decisiveness


	organized
responsible

ambitious

decisive


	sloppy
undependable

lazy

inconsistent





	Emotional Stability (IV)
	Insecuritya
Emotionalitya

Irritabilitya


	relaxed
unemotional

undemanding


	insecure
excitable

irritable





	Intellect (V)
	Intellect
Imagination

Perceptiveness


	intelligent
creative

perceptive


	unreflective
unimaginative

shortsighted







Source: Saucier and Ostendorf (1999).
a These subcomponents are labelled by their negative rather than positive pole.

In an influential critique, Block (1995) cautioned against settling prematurely on the five-factor approach. However, even those most closely allied with the five-factor framework regard it as a working hypothesis, rather than a final solution (e.g. De Raad, 1998; Goldberg and Saucier, 1995). Like any scientific model, its prime function is to stimulate research and either to be proved wrong or, more likely, to be refined in the light of new evidence. Additional dimensions could emerge in studies of different cultures or studies of different forms of personality language (e.g. typenouns), or different kinds of personality data. Moreover, findings from any of these sources could point to a better structure at a different hierarchical level, one with more factors or fewer factors.

Initial problems in developing a scientifically compelling descriptive classification include (a) defining the universe of personality attributes that will be classified and (b) determining the particular attributes from that universe that are important enough to be represented in the final classification. The lexical approach to personality solves these problems by a major and far-reaching hypothesis: the most important individual differences eventually become encoded as single words in the natural (i.e. non-scientific) language (Allport and Odbert, 1936; Cattell, 1943; Goldberg, 1981; Saucier and Goldberg, 1996b). Therefore, at least for the major modern languages, their dictionaries contain a reasonably comprehensive set of those individual differences that past speakers of those languages have needed to communicate. This ‘lexical hypothesis’ has two reasonable corollaries: (a) frequency of use has a rough correspondence with importance, and (b) the number of words referring to a particular personality attribute will be a rough guide to the importance of that attribute for the speakers of the language2 (Saucier and Goldberg, 1996b). These two conceptually independent criteria can both be satisfied if one examines the most frequently used subset of relevant terms in the language, and then searches for structure (i.e. factors, clusters) in that subset.

Although the peculiarities of trait structure derived from any particular language could be of considerable interest, cross-language regularities have even more scientific import. In the search for such regularities, the most important personality dimensions will be those that replicate across samples of participants, targets of descriptions, variations in analytic procedures, and across languages (Saucier and Goldberg, 1996b). If a factor structure can be recovered in a wide variety of the world’s languages, then this would provide support for the possibility that those dimensions might represent cultural ‘universals’ of person description (Goldberg, 1981). This chapter reviews the evidence for the reproducibility of structural representations – especially the Big Five – across those languages that have been studied to date. Some of the major studies in English are summarized first to describe how the five-factor framework came to be established. Next, lexical studies in other languages are examined for the reproducibility of the five-factor framework. Because these studies differ in a number of their methodological details, we consider the potential impact of these differences on the findings obtained. Possible alternative structural frameworks are also considered. Finally, we consider the broader significance of this body of research.


The Lexical Approach in English

The lexical assumption has been the guiding rationale for personality taxonomers dating back at least to the 19th-century British scientist, Francis Galton (1884), who used a dictionary to identify terms that described personality attributes. Particularly influential were Allport and Odbert (1936), who extracted from an unabridged English dictionary almost 18,000 words that could be used to describe individual differences. Of these, roughly 4500 were designated by Allport and Odbert as likely personality traits, the remainder having been classified as temporary moods or activities, social effects, physical or medical terms, predominantly evaluations, and the like. This classification scheme proved highly influential, leading to the decision by Norman (1967) and Goldberg (1982) to exclude from their initial analyses terms describing one’s physical appearance, the effects one has on others, sheer evaluations, and temporary activities, moods and states.

The detailed history of the initial extraction and later modification of trait lists has been documented repeatedly (e.g. Digman, 1990; Goldberg, 1993, 1995; John, 1990; McCrae and John, 1992; Wiggins and Trapnell, 1997), and thus will not be repeated here. In this summary, we will focus primarily on the English-language studies that permit comparisons with those in other languages.

At the dawn of the computer age, lexical studies in English found impetus from work by Norman (1963, 1967) and Goldberg (1976, 1982). Norman’s (1963) use of Roman numerals to identify the Big Five factors has become a hallmark of the lexically based taxonomic tradition; the five factors were ordered roughly by the number of reasonably familiar trait-descriptive adjectives in English available to describe that domain: I (Extraversion) and II (Agreeableness) with the most such terms, followed by III (Conscientiousness), and then IV (Emotional Stability) and V (first labelled Culture, here labelled Intellect) with the least adjectives.

Norman (1967) retraced the footsteps of Allport and Odbert (1936) and extracted person-descriptive terms from a new edition of the same unabridged English dictionary that they had used. Norman’s four-person research team refined the resulting set of 18,125 terms by excluding those classified as pure evaluations and as physical and medical terms and categorizing the remainder as (a) stable traits, (b) temporary states and activities or (c) social roles, relationships and effects. Through this process, Norman identified roughly 2800 stable trait terms. Goldberg (1976, 1982) reduced Norman’s stable trait pool to 1710 by eliminating the least commonly used terms and those that seemed the least dispositional in nature. Using these same subjective criteria, Goldberg later developed a 540-term set that was employed in a number of studies in which university students described themselves and others (Goldberg, 1990). After additional samples of university students had provided familiarity ratings for these and other common English adjectives, Saucier and Goldberg (1996a) analysed the most familiar subset of 435 adjectives in a combined sample of nearly 900 (including 507 self-descriptions and 392 descriptions of other), and found a clear five-factor structure.

Peabody (1987) developed 53 bipolar scales to represent a large pool of adjectives that included Goldberg’s 540 terms. Four college students made judgements of semantic similarity between all of the terms from each pole and each of the bipolar scales. Analyses of these judgements of ‘internal structure’ revealed the Big Five factors, plus a small ‘Values’ factor; the first three factors (Assertiveness [Extraversion], Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness) were, however, much larger than the remaining ones. Further analyses of these bipolar scales in self and peer descriptions by college students consistently found the Big Five factors (Peabody and Goldberg, 1989). But again, the first three factors (i.e. Extraversion [I], Agreeableness [II] and Conscientiousness [III]) were substantially larger than the other two (Emotional Stability [IV] and Intellect [V]).

The English-language studies of Goldberg and Peabody share at least one limitation: potentially relevant terms referring to states, social evaluations, and physical and appearance characteristics were excluded from those item pools. A study by Tellegen and Waller (1987; summarized also by Waller, in press; Waller and Zavala, 1993) cast a wider net. Instead of relying on Allport’s or Norman’s compilations, an abridged dictionary was divided into roughly sixty 25-page sections, and seven or eight non-contiguous pages from each section were randomly selected. On each selected page, the first adjective that could be fitted into the stems ‘tends to be _______’ and ‘is often _______’, or otherwise appeared to be person-descriptive, was extracted.3 A set of 400 terms was selected, including terms describing social effects, pure evaluations and temporary states.

Self-reports using these 400 terms were provided by almost 600 university students. In order to encourage meaningful responses to these terms, many of which would be unfamiliar to most native speakers, participants were presented with portions of the dictionary definitions. Factor analyses (5 to 20 factors) of the 400 variables were conducted, and a seven-factor solution was judged to be the most compelling and meaningful (Waller, in press). The seven factors were judged to correspond to the Big Five, plus orthogonal dimensions labelled Positive Valence (e.g. Important, Outstanding) and Negative Valence (e.g. Evil, Vicious). The last two factors drew on the ‘pure evaluation’ descriptors excluded in all previous lexical-factor studies. Subsequent studies in Hebrew (Almagor, Tellegen and Waller, 1995) and Spanish (Benet-Martínez and Waller, 1997) used a similar methodology.

These ‘Big Seven’ studies have several strengths. Solutions with various numbers of factors were examined, the range of variables was very broad, and samples of both variables and subjects were large. However, variable selection was based on dictionary pages, rather than on entries. This procedure approximates to representative variable selection only if the distribution of important descriptors (and their semantic content) has a rectangular (flat) distribution across pages (or parcels of pages) in a dictionary. However, in fact some pages have many familiar person-descriptors (e.g. in English ‘in_____’), whereas other pages have absolutely none (e.g. ‘x_____’). As a result, page-sampled variable sets may often be unrepresentative of the lexicon, particulary if a language’s person-descriptors are disproportionately prone to contain certain prefixes (e.g. good-, self-, well- in English). Additionally, such sampling procedures are likely to net many unfamiliar terms, violating the frequency–importance association that we believe is integral to the lexical approach. For example, in English, Rhadamanthine and Tenebrous are as likely to be sampled as Kind and Depressed.

Recently Saucier (1997) found a structure resembling the Big Five in a set of familiar English adjectives restricted to dispositions and states. When a wider range of terms, including social evaluations and physical attributes, was included, two additional factors emerged: Attractiveness and a factor resembling Big Seven Negative Valence. Whether one obtained the Big Five or the related seven-factor structure depended upon variable selection. In contrast, a three-factor solution was replicable across variable selections. The three factors, Extraversion, Agreeableness and Conscientiousness, were each somewhat broader than those from the Big Five; these are henceforth referred to as the Big Three.

In further studies, Saucier (1998) combined eight American samples (total N = 3062) with representative lexical variable selections, and found that structures of one, two and three factors were all more replicable than five-factor structures, with their superior replicability especially evident in peer-rating samples. The factors in the three-factor structure closely resembled the first three of the five-factor structure, suggesting that the most robust version of the Big Five may consist of the three large factors, along with two smaller factors whose replicability is weaker.

In English, then, a Big Five structure has been replicated across different investigators, variable selections and participant samples. These studies have indicated that the form and replicability of this factor structure is affected by at least two major aspects of one’s methodology: (a) variable selection, and (b) the kind of targets (self, liked peers, diversely evaluated peers, semantic concepts) that are rated (Peabody and Goldberg, 1989). The extensive lexical studies in English, all conducted in the United States, have pioneered many of the techniques subsequently applied to other languages. In the rest of this chapter, we will compare the findings from these cross-cultural lexical studies.


Cross-Language Applications of the Lexical Approach

Cross-language studies of the five-factor framework have used both etic (imported) and emic (indigenous) procedures (Berry, 1969). In the former, an imported (usually Western) framework is tried out in the new culture to see how well it fits (e.g. a Big Five measure is translated into another language), whereas emic approaches allow for the indigenous framework to emerge without imposing constraints (e.g. a representative sample of the language’s trait adjectives is analysed). If, for example, the Big Five is reproduced in etic studies, it does not constitute evidence for the cross-cultural ubiquity of the personality factors, but only that people in other cultures are able to employ those dimensions. In most lexical studies, investigators use an emic approach to identify the indigenous factors of personality description, and then use an etic measure to compare these dimensions with ones found in other languages. The present review is focused only on emic studies, and thus does not include studies primarily designed to develop reliable and valid measures of the English five-factor model in another language (e.g. Benet-Martínez and John, 1998; McCrae and Costa, 1997).

Emic lexical research is summarized in Table 1.2. Not included are ongoing projects for which reports are not yet available; for example, lexical studies are presently being carried out in Portuguese, Quechua and Romanian (De Raad et al., 1998), as well as in Croatian, Greek, Norwegian and Slovak. In Table 1.2, the language under study is provided in the first column; the second column lists the names of the investigators; the third column indicates the source of the terms used in that study; and the fourth column provides the type of data that was obtained (most typically self or peer descriptions, or both). The method(s) used to evaluate factor equivalence are provided in the fifth column, and the final column provides a very rough summary of the findings. The particular Big Five factors that were seemingly identified in each study are indicated by their traditional Roman numerals (I to V).



Table 1.2 Summary of the lexical studies compared in Chapter I


	Language
	Authors
	Source of terms
	Data collected
	Method for determining factor equivalence
	Replicated Big Five factors





	English
	Goldberg (1990)
	Unabridged dictionary
	Self-ratings
Peer ratings


	Inspection of factor content
	I, II, III, IV, V



	
	Tellegen and Waller (1987)
	Abridged dictionary
	Self-ratings
	Inspection of factor content
	I, II, III, IV, V (plus NV, PV)



	
	Saucier and Goldberg (1996a)
	Familiar terms from Goldberg (1990)
	Self-ratings
peer ratings


	Inspection of factor content
	I, II, III, IV, V



	
	Saucier (1997)
	Familiar terms (broad set)
	Self-ratings
Peer ratings


	Inspection of factor content
	I, II, III, IV, V (plus NV, Att)



	German
	Ostendorf (1990)
	Comprehensive dictionary
	Self-ratings
Peer ratings

Big-Five markers


	Correlations among factor scores from different types of data
	I, II, III, IV, V



	Dutch
	Brokken (1978)
	Unabridged dictionary
	Self-ratings
Peer ratings


	Inspection of factor content
	I, II, III, IV, but V less clearly Intellect



	
	De Raad et al., (1992)
	Brokken’ (1978) set of terms
	Self-ratings
	Inspection of factor content
	I, II, III, IV, but V less clearly Intellect



	Czech
	Hřebíčková et al. (1995)
	Standard dictionary
	Self-ratings
Peer ratings

NEO


	Correlations with NEO
Inspection of factor content


	I, II, III, IV, V, with IV less clear



	Polish
	Szarota and Ostendorf (1997)
	Concise dictionary
	Self-ratings
Peer ratings

NEO


	Inspection of factor content
Correlations with NEO


	I, II, III, IV, V, with I and IV less clear



	Russian
	Shmelyov and Pokhil’ko (1993)
	Previous lists Dictionaries
	Trait-inference judgements
	Congruence with English markers
	I, II, III, IV, V, with IV less clear



	Italian
	Caprara and Perugini (1994)
	Abridged dictionary
	Self-ratings
NEO

BFQ


	Inspection of factor content
Correlations with NEO


	I, III, and V, with II and IV rotational variants, and V similar to V in Dutch.



	
	Di Blas and Forzi (1998)
	Unabridged dictionary
	Self-ratings
Peer ratings


	Inspection of factor content
Correlations with Big Five makers


	I, III, with II and IV each splitting into two factors



	Spanish
	Benet-Martínez and Waller (1997)
	Abridged dictionary
	Self-ratings
Big Seven measure


	Inspection of factor
	I, II, III (plus PV and NV) content



			
	Big Five measure
	Correlations between emic and etic factors	


	Hebrew
	Almagor et al. (1995)
	Abridged dictionary
	Self-ratings
	Inspection of factor content
	II, III, V (plus NV), with I and IV splitting into two factors



	Hungarian
	Szirmák and De Raad (1994)
	Unabridged dictionary
	Self-ratings
	Inspection of factor content
	I, II, III, IV, with V less clear



	Turkish
	Somer and Goldberg (1999)
	3 abridged dictionaries
	Self-ratings
Peer ratings


	Inspection of factor content
	I, II, III, IV, V



	
	Goldberg and Somer (1999)
	Most familiar terms from Somer and Goldberg (1999)
	Self-ratings
	Correlations with Turkish Big Five markers
	I, II, III, IV, V



	Korean
	Hahn, Lee and Ashton (1999)
	2 dictionaries Terms from free descriptions
	Self-ratings
	Correlations with Korean Five Big markers
	I and II, with III, IV, and V less clear



	Filipino (Tagalog)
	Church et al. (1997)
	Abridged dictionaries
	Self-ratings
NEO

Big Five markers


	Correlations with Big Five markers
	I, II, III, V; with IV split into two factors





Note I = Extraversion, II = Agreeableness, III = Conscientiouness, IV = Emotional stability, V = Intellect, PV = Positive Valence, NV = Negative Valence, Att = Attractiveness, NEO = NEO Personality Inventory, BFQ = Big Five Questionnaire.

We begin our review with studies in three subgroups of Indo-European languages: Germanic (e.g. German, Dutch), Slavic (e.g. Czech, Polish, Russian), and Romance (e.g. Italian, Spanish).


Germanic Languages


The German personality taxonomy

Much of psychology has originated in Germany, and this is also true of lexical studies. Klages (1932) articulated the lexical rationale, and Baumgarten (1933) created the first list of (1629) German personality descriptors, both of which influenced the work of Allport and Odbert (1936). Lexical studies of the German language were taken up again in the 1980s when 5101 personality-relevant adjectives (e.g. cynical), 2212 type nouns (e.g. cynic) and 3607 attribute nouns (e.g. cynicism) were extracted from a comprehensive dictionary and supplementary lexical sources. Judges classified the adjectives into 5 broad and 13 subordinate categories, a refinement of the category systems used by Norman (1967); for greater detail, see Angleitner, Ostendorf and John (1990).

Ostendorf (1990) studied those 430 familiar adjectives that a majority of judges had classified as either temperament and character traits or abilities and talents, or their absence. Over 400 adult participants completed self-reports using the 430 adjectives and measures of imported Big Five and circumplex models, and 95 per cent of those individuals were described by from one to three acquaintances. Analyses of the 430 adjectives generated five highly reliable factors in ipsatized ratings of either self or acquaintances. Correlations of these factors with corresponding factors from the imported measures of the Big Five averaged over 0.70 (see also Ostendorf and Angleitner, 1994, Table 1).

The three-factor solutions were even more replicable; only at the three-factor level were all factor-comparability coefficients for both ipsatized and raw data above 0.90.4


Lexical studies in The Netherlands

The first lexical studies in Dutch were carried out by Brokken (1978) and Hofstee (Hofstee, Brokken and Land, 1981). Further data and analyses were provided by De Raad, Hendriks and Hofstee (1992). In the original studies, 8690 person-descriptive adjectives were extracted from a large dictionary and then reduced to 6055 that were judged by at least one of four individuals to be stable traits. At a later stage of the project, those 1203 adjectives that fitted best into the sentence stems ‘He/she is ____ by nature’ and ‘What kind of person is he/she? _____’ (determined by the average ratings of university students) were retained. These criteria seem to have served to retain temperament and character terms more abundantly than those describing abilities and talents, with the result that factor V in the Dutch solution has a somewhat less intellectual character than the fifth factor in English and in German.

Using the 1203 adjectives, 200 pairs of university students who knew each other well rated both themselves and their partners (Brokken, 1978). Later, De Raad (1992) collected 200 additional self-ratings from university students on 551 of the 1203 adjectives selected by more stringent use of the same criteria used by Brokken. The ipsatized ratings of these 600 participants (400 self, 200 acquaintance) were pooled in a factor analysis of the 551 adjectives; four, five and six factors were rotated. In each of these solutions the first four factors included Extraversion (I), Agreeableness (II), Conscientiousness (III) and Emotional Stability (IV) from the Big Five. The fifth factor in the five-factor solution contrasted intellectual autonomy and independence with conventionality (e.g. Critical, Rebellious versus Meek, Docile), and was interpreted as a variant of Big Five Intellect. In general, the Dutch studies supported the Big Five (though only weakly for the Intellect factor; see De Raad, 1994).

De Raad and his colleagues have pioneered the application of the lexical approach to personality-type nouns (De Raad and Hoskens, 1990; De Raad and Ostendorf, 1996) and personality-relevant verbs (De Raad et al., 1988). These studies indicate that personality nouns tend to have stronger evaluative connotations than do adjectives. Some of the noun factors (labelled ‘Malignity’) are reminiscent of Negative Valence from the Big Seven. The verb studies led to a two-factor representation, with one factor defined by verbs like Care for and Cooperate (versus Curse and Threaten), and the other factor defined by verbs like Decide and Lead (versus Flee and Brood); the factors have some resemblance to Big Five Agreeableness (II) and Extraversion (I), respectively. They probably also relate to factors in two-factor solutions from adjectives in some other languages (e.g. Saucier, 1998).

Studies in these Germanic languages have been supportive of a stringent emic Big Five model, according to which the same ‘Big Five’ factors emerge in five-factor solutions, when based on a representative set of single-word personality descriptors in a language.5 The stringent requirements of this model can be distinguished from a looser counterpart, in which the appearance of the Big Five factors in any solutions of five or more factors is interpreted as supportive evidence for the Big Five model.


Slavic Languages


Polish

In a study by Szarota (1996; Szarota and Ostendorf, 1997), two judges independently scanned a concise Polish dictionary for person-descriptive adjectives, and the 1811 terms selected by both judges were retained; to this list were added a further 28 terms taken from other lists of Polish personality descriptors. Ten judges then rated these 1839 terms for clarity of meaning and personality relevance, and classified them using the system developed by Angleitner, Ostendorf and John (1990). The 290 adjectives categorized as dispositions were used for self and peer ratings in a sample of 369 high-school students. In both the self and the peer ratings of ipsatized data, five factors similar to the Big Five factors could be identified. Agreeableness (II), Conscientiousness (III) and Intellect (V) were virtually identical to the English and German counterparts. However, the Extraversion (I) factor had no sociability facet, and Emotional Stability (IV) included content related to self-control.


Czech

Hřebíčková, Ostendorf and Angleitner (1995) provided a preliminary report on a lexical analysis of the Czech language. All potentially personality-relevant terms were extracted from a standard Czech dictionary. The 4145 such terms were categorized by six judges into 13 different types of descriptors, based on the classification system developed by Angleitner, Ostendorf and John (1990). Those 366 terms that the majority of judges had classified as dispositions were rated for self-descriptiveness by 397 research participants. Using ipsatized data, factor solutions with five and more factors were examined and interpreted both by inspection of the high-loading terms and by correlations with expert prototypicality ratings with respect to the Big Five. Four of the Big Five factors were clearly identifiable, with Emotional Stability being the only problematic factor (the Czech version of Emotional Stability was also related to Agreeableness and Intellect when correlated with the prototypicality indices for these factors). Generally, however, the Czech study provides substantial support for the Big Five structure.

In a subsequent study, Hřebíčková et al. (1999) studied the structure of Czech personality-relevant verbs. The two-factor solution was similar to the Dutch two-factor verb structure described above. The authors reported solutions with up to six factors; notably, in no solution did a factor emphasizing Intellect content appear.


Russian

Shmelyov, Pokhil’ko and Kozlovskaya-Telnova (1988, 1991; Shmelyov and Pokhil’ko, 1993) completed the earliest Russian lexical work without access to reports of the major earlier studies. Consulting two dictionaries and previous lists of trait-descriptive terms, they compiled a set of 2090 personality-relevant terms, including 666 nouns (most of which seemed to refer to undesirable traits) and 1424 adjectives. Studies of the internal structure (semantic similarity) of large subsets of this pool were reported by Shmelyov and Pokhil’ko (1993). The investigators rotated 15 factors, far more than in other studies, and these were compared with factors from translations of adjective clusters and cluster labels from the studies by Goldberg (1990). The four largest Russian factors (Altruism [II], Intellect [V], Energy–gaiety [I], and Conscientiousness [III]) and to a lesser degree the sixth (Emotional Stability [IV]) were interpreted as highly congruent with the Big Five factors from Goldberg (1990).

At present, the findings from these Russian studies are difficult to compare with those from other studies, due to their exclusive use of internal rather than external data, and the lack of evidence about the nature of factors at higher hierarchical levels. Nonetheless, most of the Big Five factors (Emotional Stability less strongly) appeared in these concept-rating analyses. Therefore, we can regard the Russian studies, like the other two in Slavic languages, as both (a) loosely supportive of the Big Five and (b) indicating possibly lower replicability for the Emotional Stability factor. An unpublished study of Croatian, a south Slavic language, also found a recognizable Big Five structure in ipsatized ratings, although there was some rotation in the plane defined by the Agreeableness and Emotional Stability factors (Mlačić, 1999). In contrast, the replication of the Big Five has been more problematic in analyses of Romance languages.


Romance Languages


Studies in Italy

Two independent taxonomic projects have been conducted in Italy – a ‘Roman’ project conducted by Caprara and Perugini (1994), and a ‘Trieste’ project conducted by Di Blas and Forzi (1998, 1999). The procedures used in the Roman project were similar to those used in the Dutch studies, whereas the procedures used by the Trieste investigators were similar to those used in the German project (De Raad, Di Blas and Perugini, 1997).

In the Roman project (Caprara and Perugini, 1994), an abridged dictionary was scanned for person-descriptive adjectives and 8532 were selected. Later, 1337 of these terms were retained by a criterion of utility for describing personality, based on the judgements of four experts. Further utility ratings by 22 lay judges were used to reduce the number of terms to 492, which were administered to 274 research participants for self-ratings. The five-factor solution from analyses of these ipsatized data revealed Big Five Extraversion [I] and Conscientiousness [III] factors. A third factor was labelled Quietness [or Peacefulness] versus Irritability; a fourth factor, labelled Selfishness versus Altruism, included adjectives related to tough-mindedness and emotionality. The investigators concluded that the third and fourth factors were rotational variants of Agreeableness (II) and Emotional Stability (IV). The fifth factor, labelled Conventionality, included descriptors related to conformity and traditionalism, and thus resembled the fifth factor in Dutch.

In the Trieste project (Di Blas and Forzi, 1998), five judges searched through an unabridged Italian dictionary for person-descriptive terms. They extracted 11,010 terms, including 3780 adjectives, 1428 adjectives that can be used as type nouns, 2566 type nouns, and 3326 attribute nouns. The 1586 most personality-relevant, frequently used and clear terms (as determined by ratings from at least 10 secondary school students) of the adjectives and the adjectives that can be used as type nouns were later classified by university students into the 13 categories developed by Angleitner, Ostendorf and John (1990). The most prototypical dispositional terms (as defined by high inter-judge agreement), which included 344 adjectives and 124 adjectives that could be used as type nouns, were then reduced to 314 and 118 of each kind by the elimination of synonyms and highly ambiguous terms.

The set of 314 adjectives was administered to a heterogeneous sample of 427 individuals for self-ratings and another sample of 277 secondary school students for ratings of someone they knew well. The two data sets were ipsatized and analysed both separately and jointly, with three- to nine-factor solutions being examined. Self and other ratings produced comparable three-factor solutions that were easily identifiable as Big Five factors I, II and III. In the five-factor solutions, Extraversion and Agreeableness each split into a pair of more specific factors (Assertiveness and Sociability; Quietness [or Peacefulness] and Tender-mindedness). Distinct aspects of factor IV appear to have been merged with the interpersonal aspects of factors I and II to produce Assertiveness (versus Fearfulness) and Quietness (versus Irritability), with some other aspects associated with Tender-mindedness. A rather weak version of an Intellect factor only emerged when at least seven factors were rotated.

Subsequently, Di Blas and Forzi (1999) attempted to replicate this structure in a study of ipsatized self-ratings from 369 participants using a set of 369 terms.6 To construct this new variable set, the investigators excluded 63 terms with very skewed response distributions from their combined set of 314 adjectives and 118 adjectives that can be used as type nouns (described above). In these new analyses, four factors from the Italian five-factor solution, labelled Sociability (weakly related to Big Five factor I), Placidity/Quietness (a blend of Big Five factors II and IV), Conscientiousness (III), and Self-assurance/Assertiveness (a blend of Big Five factors I, IV and V), included content from the first four of the Big Five, but there were no exact counterparts.

Findings from the two Italian projects differ with regard to the nature of the Extraversion factor and the identification of a factor comparable to Big Five Intellect. The Roman set of descriptors included some non-dispositional terms, notably temporary states and social effects, and thus appears to be broader than the Trieste set. Generally, the Italian studies illustrate an important principle: a language containing terms describing Emotional Stability or Intellect may still not yield these Big Five lexical factors, because the terms may be highly associated with terms from other factors.


Spanish

Dictionary-sampling procedures were employed in a study of Spanish personality-descriptors (Benet-Martínez and Waller, 1997). Every fourth page of a 1666-page dictionary was inspected, using selection criteria like those of Tellegen and Waller (1987) and 299 adjectives were selected. As in the American study, the adjectives were accompanied by a synonym or short definition. Self-ratings were elicited from a sample of 894 university students. Prior to factor analysis, the effects of gender, age and primary language (Spanish versus Catalan) were statistically controlled, and the data ipsatized. Solutions of five to eight rotated factors were examined, and the seven-factor solution was reported to be ‘easily interpreted’, whereas the others were ‘structurally ambiguous’. The seven-factor solution corresponded in some respects to the seven factors reported by Tellegen and Waller (1987) and measured by the Inventory of Personality Characteristics (IPC; Tellegen, Grove and Waller, 1991). Correlations between the seven indigenous factors and those from the IPC were between 0.60 and 0.79 for ‘Pleasantness’ (which resembles both Positive emotions and Extraversion factors in other studies), Agreeableness, Conscientiousness (labelled ‘temperance’), and Positive Valence. The other three factors were substantially smaller in size. One of them correlated moderately (0.47) with Negative Valence, whereas the other two indigenous factors, Engagement and Openness (Introspectiveness might be an alternative label), had low correlations with the remaining IPC factors.

The five-factor solution included Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Conventionality and Negative Valence factors. There was also a large factor that counterposed Positive Valence and Positive Emotionality with Negative emotionality; this factor might resemble Assertiveness (from Italian) or the broader, Big Three factor of Extraversion.

In summary, Benet-Martínez and Waller’s (1997) seven-factor solution might be seen as a replication of the three largest factors in Peabody and Goldberg (1989), as well as Positive Valence and (weakly) Negative Valence. As in the Italian studies, Emotional Stability subcomponents were spread across several factors, and Intellect was not clearly recovered. Given the use of page-sampling procedures, the potential for replication of either the Big Seven or Big Five models may be limited. Because the Spanish factors include versions of the first three Big Five factors, it would be useful to examine one-, two-, three- and four-factor solutions in these data.

As our review has progressed from Germanic to Slavic and on to Romance languages, the emic replication of the English/German Big Five has waned steadily. Does this trend extend itself into non-Indo-European languages? On both linguistic and cultural grounds, if the Big Five are not culturally robust, then they should be even less evident in non-Indo-European languages.


Non-Indo-European Languages


Hebrew

Hebrew, like Arabic, is a member of the Semitic language group, and thus could provide an interesting contrast with other lexical studies. Almagor, Tellegen and Waller (1995) carried out such a study using a dictionary page-sampling technique similar to that used in the Spanish study just described. Two research assistants searched every fourth page of a 1600-page Hebrew dictionary and extracted the first personality-descriptive adjective or noun they encountered. This process yielded 326 terms, which were reduced to 252 after removing synonyms. University students (N = 637) rated the 252 words for self-descriptiveness.

The investigators focused on a seven-factor rotation, which they compared with the Big Seven model (Tellegen and Waller, 1987) by observing the factor loadings of the Hebrew translations of Big Seven marker traits. The Hebrew factors labelled Agreeability (II), Dependability (III) and Negative Valence seem roughly equivalent to their Big Seven (and thus Big Five) counterparts. However, the terms with the highest loadings on the Positive Valence factor were all related to Intellect (e.g. Sophisticated, Sharp, Knowledgeable). Emotional Stability terms were found on factors labelled both Positive Emotionality/Agentic (e.g. Depressed, Sad) and Negative emotionality (e.g. Bad-tempered, Angry, Nervous), whereas the Positive Emotionality/Communal factor included terms that seem highly related to Sociability (e.g. Likeable, Enthusiastic, Friendly, Talkative).

This Hebrew study was limited by its dictionary page-sampling method, which reduced the representativeness of the terms, as did the decision to reduce the item pool by almost 25 per cent by omitting all synonyms. None the less, some of its findings were similar to those found in a few other languages. At the seven-factor level: (a) Emotional Stability terms were associated with more than one factor; (b) Extraversion split into two factors (labelled Positive Emotionality/Agentic and Positive Emotionality/Communal); (c) Intellect-related terms were mixed with some other highly desirable terms to form a factor labelled Positive Valence; and (d) a Negative Valence factor included all of the highly pejorative terms in the variable set, plus a few of the most desirable ones (e.g. Honest, Sincere, Dependable, Reliable). Thus the so-called Negative Valence factor was moderately bipolar, unlike its counterparts in English and Spanish Big Seven studies.


Hungarian

Szirmák and De Raad (1994) reported the findings from some recent lexical studies in Hungarian, one of the Finno-Ugric languages. Hungarian is of particular interest because it is a non-Indo-European language that is spoken by central Europeans who live in close proximity to numerous European languages and cultures. Over 8000 person descriptors were extracted from dictionaries. Five judges provided ratings of familiarity, personality-relevance, and stability (trait versus state) for nearly 4000 adjectives; the 624 trait-descriptive terms with the highest mean ratings on these three criteria were retained. Self-ratings on these 624 terms were provided by 400 university students, and were ipsatized prior to analysis.

Three-, four-, five- and six-factor solutions were examined (De Raad and Szirmák, 1994). In the four-factor solution, the factors resembled Big Five Extraversion (I), Agreeableness (II), Conscientiousness (III) and Emotional Stability (IV), the first three of which made up the three-factor solution. In the five-factor solution, Agreeableness divided into two factors, one emphasizing calmness versus irritability, and the other (labelled Integrity) emphasizing egotism-related variables. The six-factor solution added an Intellect factor. Thus the Hungarian studies support the Big Three and Big Four (Big Five minus Intellect) models and also, by a loose rather than stringent criterion, the Big Five model.


Turkish

The Turkish language, a member of the Altaic group, was studied by Somer and Goldberg (1999) and Goldberg and Somer (in press). Five native speakers picked out 2200 person-descriptive adjectives from three modern abridged Turkish dictionaries. Most, but not all, terms describing physical attributes, sheer evaluations, and slang terms were removed, leaving 1300 terms that were judged for familiarity as personality descriptors by 150 university students. Three separate studies were carried out with different subsets of the most familiar of these 1300 terms.

The first two of these Turkish studies were reported by Somer and Goldberg (1999). In their Study 1, they used 474 familiar adjectives grouped into 358 synonym clusters and arranged as 179 pairs of antonym clusters. Ratings of self, liked-peers and disliked-peers were obtained for both poles of the antonym clusters from 232 university students. Two, three, four, five, six and seven factors were rotated. Analyses of the self and liked targets produced an easily interpretable five-factor solution reflecting the Big Five, whereas analyses of the liked plus disliked peers produced a five-factor solution in which the first four of the Big Five factors emerged quite clearly but the fifth factor appeared as a blend of Openness–Imagination with Attractiveness. The three-factor solution in both cases produced broad versions of factors I, II and III, as in most of the languages in which such solutions have been reported.

In a second study, the 358 terms were reduced to a simpler and more user-friendly set of 235, and self and peer ratings were obtained from a much larger sample (945 university students); roughly half of the sample described themselves, and the other half described either liked, disliked or neutrally evaluated peers. Solutions for one to seven factors were obtained for the combined self and liked-peer targets, as well as for the combined liked, neutral and disliked-peer targets. The five-factor solution reproduced the Big Five quite cleanly, but with factor V closer to Openness than Intellect. The Big Five were also identifiable in the five-factor solution for the ratings of the liked, neutral, and disliked-peers. Again, for both sets of ratings, the three-factor solution produced broader versions of factors I, II and III.

To answer any possible charges that the synonym clusters used in the two studies by Somer and Goldberg (1999) might have been prestructured in some way, Goldberg and Somer (in press) administered the 498 most familiar single terms from the initial set of 1300 Turkish person-descriptive adjectives to over 600 university students for self-descriptive ratings. In the total item pool, using ipsatized ratings, Big Five factors were identifiable, along with a broad Attractiveness factor and another factor composed of items of extremely low endorsement rates. When the item pool was restricted to terms that are less pejorative and more clearly related to personality traits, the Big Five factors were recognizable. Again, as in Somer and Goldberg (in press), the fifth factor blended Intellect with Modernism/Progressivism. And Extraversion (I) and Emotional Stability (IV) tended to be more highly associated with each other in the Turkish data than they are in the English/German version of the Big Five.7

The Turkish findings demonstrate that the Big Five can be reproduced in an emic study in a non-Indo-European language, at least as long as ipsatized ratings are employed, albeit with some possible cultural particularities for factor V. This factor may be the most susceptible of the five to effects of variable selection and to cultural differences (Somer and Goldberg, in press). Turkey has a predominantly Islamic cultural heritage while also being Westernized, and the traditionalism versus modernism theme in this factor may reflect that context.


Korean

In a study by Hahn, Lee and Ashton (1999), two Korean dictionaries and free descriptions of personality written by university students were searched for personality terms by a single investigator. Physical attributes, evaluations and temporary states were excluded, as well as some synonyms of included terms, resulting in about 1000 terms that were reduced to 785 when four judges assessed them for familiarity and adequacy for describing personality. These 785 were rated for frequency of use by 125 university students, and 406 of high familiarity were selected. Undergraduates (N = 435) from three Korean universities rated themselves on these 406 terms, and the data were ipsatized. A set of 46 Korean markers of the Big Five were identified and confirmed in factor analyses. Three to seven factor solutions were examined and correlated with the Korean Big Five marker factors to assist in their interpretation.

In the three-factor solution, the familiar Big Three were found. In the four-factor solution, the Korean emic factors were labelled Extraversion (correlating 0.91 with Big Five Extraversion), Agreeableness (correlating 0.87 with Big Five Agreeableness), Conscientiousness/Precision (related to both Big Five Conscientiousness and Intellect), and Masculinity/Emotional Stability (correlating 0.79 with Big Five Emotional Stability). The Emotional Stability factor included a number of gender-related terms (e.g. Manly, Feminine), along with those reflecting self-efficacy or potency (e.g. Strong, Weak); these features may account for its lower replication coefficient. In the five-factor solution, the Extraversion, Agreeableness and Masculinity/Emotional Stability factors remained much the same, whereas terms reflecting Conscientiousness and Intellect merged to form a Methodical intellect factor, with the other Conscientiousness factor now emphasizing Dependability. The six-factor solution produced a factor labelled Truthfulness that was judged to be similar to the Integrity factor identified in Hungarian by Szirmák and De Raad (1994).

The investigators concluded that the Korean personality factors were quite similar to the Big Five.
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