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& Hofstcc, 1993; De Raad & Hoskcns, 1990; De Raad,Mulder, 
Klooslernlan, & I-Iofstee, 1988). 

In sumlnary, then, the Big Five appcars to provide a cornprehen­
sivc organizing structurc for most pcrsonality attributes, but the 
conlprchensivencss is not perfecta CIcarIy, there couId be additional 
dirnensions beyond the Big Five. Even in data sets based on adjectives 
choscn by reIatively narrow inclusion criteria, we have isolated a fe\v 
srnall outlier dhncnsions, such as Religiousness, Culture, Prejudice, 
and Scnsuality. These additional diolcnsioos have far fewer adjectives 
defining thern, and thus the lexical hypothesis would suggest that 
they are lcss inlportanl. NonctheIess, we can expect to observe sorne 
other oullicr ditnensions in the futurc, found chher arnong typical 
personality aqjeclivcs, or in data sets incIuding state Ol" cvaluation or 
social-effect adjcctivcs, or anl0ng nouns or verbs perforrning an 
adjective function. Sonle rnay be unique to a language, population, or 
type of target. Others rnight prove t.o be universal. 

c. 1'he Big Five .la.ctors are not necessarily of equal únportance and 
replicability. The FFM, in lnany ways parallel to the Big Five model, is 
often prescntcd as if the five factors were equal in their importance 
and replicability. But the Big Five model is based on the lexical 
hypOlhcsis, which provides a rationaIe for assigning differential im­
portance to one factor or another based on its salience in the natural 
language. Accordingly, froln the lexical perspective, the relative im­
portance of the Big Five factors is an open question. 

AH of the five faclors appear to be relnarkably robust by general 
standards, so it has becn relatively easy to proceed as if lhe five were 
equal in importance. However, evidence to date suggests that the first 
three factors (Extraversion, Agrceableness, and Conscientiousness) 
are typically Inore easily replicabIe than the Iatter two (Emotional 
Stability and Intellect or Imagination) (Saucier, 1995). And, \vhen 
one Inoves from ratings of an evaluatively h0l1l0geneous group of 
targets such as one's close friends to (1) ratings of an evaluatively 
heterogcncous group of targets, or (2) judgments of the sernantic 
relations anlong personality attributes, the first three factors become 
increasingly largc relative to the other two (Peabody & Goldberg, 
1989). Moreover, as one reduces the number of factors that are 
rotated to three, one continues to find thesc first three factors 
(Goldberg & Rosolack, 1994; Saucicr, 1995). 

Thcre are a nUlnber of reasons for these findings. First of aH, 
there are substantially lllore English adjectives associated with each of 
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the first thrce factors than with cither of the latter two (Goldberg, 
1990). Perhaps, as a consequence, it is easier to find large homogene­
ous sets of factor markers for the first three factors than for the last 
two (Goldbcrg, 1992; Saucier, 1994a). And, the fifth lexieal factor 
(Factor V: Intcllect), with the least inlpressive replication record (ef. 
Szirmak & De Raad, 1994), appears to be the weakest of the five; 
initial results from studies of one non-Indo-European languagc (De 
Raad & Szirmak, 1994) indicate that it may be necessary to rotate a 
sixth factor in order to arrivc at a clearly represented "Intellect" 
factor. 

McCrae and John (1992) have advocated labeling the five factors 
by their initials (E, A, e, N, and O) because of the casy interprctability 
and high lllnenl0nic valuc of letlers as cOlnpared to numbers. This 
suggestion could lead others to assulne that the Big Five are equal in 
hnportanee and replicability. However~ the Roman numerals for the 
Big Five assigned by Norman (1963) eorrespond roughly to the order 
in which they are represented among comnl0n English trait terms (cf. 
Peabody & Goldberg, 1989). It luay be no accident that the factor 
whose replicability is the subject of the greatest controversy is labeled 
Factor V, the last factor. The retenlion of the ROlnan nurnerals as 
labels is sensible froln the standpoint of the lexical perspective, unless 
and until evidcnce indicatcs no parallel betwecn prhnacy of number­
ing and either importance 01" replicabilily. 

Finally, there is no basis lol' an arbitrary a priori assulnption that 
the Big Five factors cach have lhe same nUlnber of specific "facets." 
Onc nlight supposc that larger and more hllportant factors would 
include lllore subordinate facets, but this is still an open question. 

D. Tlle Big Five do not Jonn tight and discrete clusters oJ variables; 
rather, as a general rule, each Jactor represents a 1najor concentration in a 
contin1l0llS distribution 01 attributes in descriptive slJace. As is well known, 
hUlnan perception both· of colors and elllotions includes not only 
basic or pritnary attributcs, but also blends of these attributes. Per­
sonality description appears to follow suit. For exalnplc, Saucier 
(1992a) and Hofstee et al. (1992) showed that most personality .. attrib­
ute tenns do not relate in a sitnplc nlanner to onIy one Big Five factor, 
but rather correlale substantially with cOlllbinations (typically a pair) 
of factors; that is, personality deseriptors are not organizcd ncatly 
into tight and discrcte clusters of variables. Instcad, nlost variables 
faH in the interstitial arcas between the factor poles. 

1"'his proclivity to forln blends appears lo be espccially charac-
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teristic of Big Five FaClorS 1, 11, and IV, moderately characteristic of 
Factor 111, and only weakly characteristic of Factor V, which does not 
SeelTI to "blend" as casily with the others (Saucier, 1992a); that is, with 
Factor V one finds fewer variables in the interstitial areas of the 
two-factor planes (Hofstee et al., 1992); this finding might provide 
further grounds for regarding the fifth factor in a sOlnewhat different 
light than the first four. 

E. A comlJletetaxon01ny ollJersonality attributes '1nust include both 
horizontal and verticalleatures 01 their 1neanin¡,rs. The horizontal aspect 
refers to the degree of sinlilarity among attributes at the same hierar­
chicalIeveI (e.g., hUl1tility involves aspects of both ti'lnidity and coopera­
tiveness). The vertical aspect refers to the hierarchical relations 
alnong attributes (e.g., reliability is a 1110re abstract and general con­
cept than IJunctuality). It is necessary to think hierarchically about the 
use of trait measures in applied contexts, but il is equally necessary lO 
think horizontally about basic taxonolnic issues (Goldberg, 1993b). 
Clear hierarchical (vertical) rclations betwcen attributes ~re casy to 
distinguish for onIy sonle of the attributes cncoded in the natural 
language (Hanlpson et a1., 1986;John et al., 1991), whereas horizon­
tal relations are clearly important for a m~jority of them (cf. Hofstee 
et a1., 1992). The slructure of personality attributes is to sorne degree 
hierarchical, but to a substantial degrce "heterarchical," much like 
the spectrlun of light as it is displayed on a color whecl. 

Thc replication of facets of pcrsonality description at a more 
specific hierarchical level than the Big Five is a daunting task. Be­
tween-Ianguage differences, the difficulties of translation, and the 
lack of any clearly agreed-upon methodology for identifying such 
facets all pose obstaclcs, but this is an important problem for future 
research. 

F. Rather than the final chapter.{or jJersonality research, the Big Five is 
but an i1nportant beginning. In the face of a growing consensus on the 
adequacy of lhe Big Five as an organizing representation for person­
alityattributes, a nUlnber of personality researchers of diverse per­
suasibns (e.g., Block, 1995; Paunonen, 1993; Shadel & Ccrvone, 
1993) seem to have reacted defensively to a presurned reduction of all 
personality rescarch to the Big Five. We hope we can help then1 
breathe a Hule easier. 

The Big Five tuodel does not define any limits fOf personality 
rcscarch. Rathcr, thc rescarch lcading to the Big Five structure shnply 
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constitutcs a body of findings too powcrful and crucial to be ignorcd 
by anyone who sccks to understand human pcrsonality. In taking 
account of this body of findings, it is likely, and appl'opriate, that the 
Big Five will be incorpol'ated into a variety of thcorctical perspectives 
(c.g., Buss, Chapter 6, this volume; Tellegcn, 1993; Wiggins & Trap­
ncll, in press). The Big Five tnodel is not a threat to other research 
traditions so much as important in[orn1ation fol' scientists to utilizc. 
We believe that more than one view can illu111inate a subject matter 
(Shweder, 1989), and that "no doors should be closcd in the study of 
personality" (Allport, 1946, pp. 133-134). We can be more specific 
about sOlne doors that clearly should be left open. 

G. As a relJrese,11,tatio11, 0.( jJ!te11,olyjJes based 011, lhe 11,aturallflnguage, the 
Big FilJe struclure is indijJerent a11,d t/tus c01njJle1nentary lo genotYIJic 
1*ejJresenlations o/ causes, 1notivations, and inlernal jJersonality dyna1nics. 
The Big Five are dimensions of perceived pel'sonality. These natural· 
language ditnensions roughly parallel those proposed as a causal 
tnodel of personality structure by McCrae and Costa (Chapter 3, this 
volunle). This general cOl:1fluence of everyday pel'son-pcrccption and 
lhe conslructs in an expert-defined syste111 underlines points we have 
tnade earlier: As is the case [or physical di[[crences, the natural 
language is a use[ul starting point [or scientific research on psychol­
ogical di[[erences; indeed, lnany other tcchnical classifications have 
developed [roln vernacular ones (SiInpson, 1961). Personality meas­
urelnent is unlikely evcr to. become totally divorced [roln socially 
Ineaning[ul [olk concepts. Nonetheless, [olk concepts can be distin­
guished [roln [onnal psychological concepts, even when lhe lalter are 
relatively close to the [ormer (Tellegen, 1993). 

As statcd initialIy by Norlnan (1963), "It is cxplicitly nol assulned 
that cOlnplcte theories of personality will simply clncrge automat­
icalIy [roln such taxonolnic ef[orts .... There is a good dcal more to 
theory construction and refinemcnt than the dcvelopment of an 
observation languagc-evcn a good one" (p. 574). And, as noted 
Illore reccntly by Ozer and Reise (1994), the Big Five Inodel "providcs 
a usc[ul taxonolny, a hicrarchical coordinate systcln, [or lnapping 
personality variables. Thc model is not a theory; it organizcs phe­
nonlcna to be explaincd by theory" (pp. 360-361). 

Dclineating the structure of personality attributes is a consider­
able accolnplishment, but this structure implies little about internal 
pcrsonality dynamics or about underlying lnotivations. Optimally, 
such dynalnics and tnotivations should be articulatcd with the Big 
Fivc Inodel, and their understanding Jnay be in[onncd by it, but thcy 
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are in no way deter.ln'ined by it. A point made earlier bears repeating: 
A nlodel of attributes should not be con[used \vith a model of causal 
traits. l'he Big Five is a descriptive rather than an explanatory model. 
Thus, doors should be left open [or cxplanatory modcls of all varie­
tieso 

Moreover, the Big Five nl0dcl, like the lexical perspective from 
which it springs, reHes on the person-perception expertise of aggre­
gates or'laypersons. As Block (1995) has pointed out, there are other 
grounds [or expertise. Clinicians, teachcrs, probation officers, schol­
ars o[ personality psychology-any of these groups could arguably be 
belter judgcs 01' personality structurc and dynalnics than the aggrc­
gatc laypcrson, and thcir perccptions nlight go wcll outside and 
bcyond thc Big Fivc 1l10dcl. 'l'he lexical perspective and the Big Five 
lnodel are nol inherent.ly inconlpatiblc \vith any o[ thesc concerns and 
perspcctivcs. l'hc lcxical perspective can be considered a complenlent 
rather than a conlpctitor to other productivc strealTIS of personality 
rescarch. Pcrhaps onc day a11 thc streanlS lllay run togethcr into a 
cOlllplete scientific 1110dcl o[ personality, but. that day is not yct at 
hand. 

In the interinl, t.hose \vho \vould ignore the contribution alrcady 
bcing 111adc by the lexical perspective do so at thcir O\Vl1 pcril. Ozer 
and Rcisc (19D4) \varn us: "Pcrsonality psychologists who continue lo 

cmploy thcir pre[crred rneasure without locating it wit ~in the five­
[actor nloclel can only be likened to geographers who issue rcports of 
ncw lands but reCuse to locate thenl on a nlap for others lo find" (p. 
361). 
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Notes 

1. Although asstllllcd to be only tnoderate rather than perfect, lhe 
correspondence bctween lexical representation and substantive importance 
is the linchpin of the lexical hypothesis, so it is ilnportant to consider how it 
lnight be shown to be wrong. Relevant wouId be any investigation that 
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identifies a broad lnajor personality distinction that has Httle or no lexical 
representation, or-even Inore powcrful-any investigation indicating that a 
lexically elnphasized distinction is of no real hnportance outside language. 
AIso relevant would be any investigation indicating the failure of a previous 
application of the lexical rationale. For exanlple, Miller and johnson-Laird 
(1976) analyzed the seluantic properties of verbs and prepositions and 
identificd as psychologicalIy important the following fcaturcs that are Ílu­
plicit in the lexicon: (1) three--dilnensional spatial understanding; (2) a 
spatialized cOlnprehension of tilne; (3) anlong the hunlan senses a central 
role for vision and a pcripheral role for snlell and taste; and (4) movelnent, 
possession, sensing, and saying as key processes in hUlnan life. Could such 
conclusions be overturned? Probably not without great difficulty. An easier, 
but less arnbitious test of the hypothesis would be an investigation of gross 
historical changes in the lexicon, as related to itnportant historical changes 
in hUlnan life as recognized.through other data sources. 

2. One way to index the diachronic life of a dcscriptivc tenn is by 
reference to a dictionary of \Vord histories. From the entries in Barnhart 
(1988) indicating the first-referenccd yeal' of their use as person descriplors, 
it is apparent that a tnajority of a large set of COllllnOn personality-related. 
a(ljectives have seen use in person description fol' at least 400 years. 

3. ~rhe difference bctwecn nouns denoting objects and nouns idcntify­
ing single propcrtics is readily illustrated: "Thc liar lives in the house next 
door" sounds 1110re awkward than "Thc luan who lives ncxt door is a liar"; 
lhe reason is that "liar" is a noun perfonlling an (lcUectivc function, nleaning 
"dishonest person," whcreas "¡uan" functions as a noun denoting a kind of 
cntity that cOlnuines IBany fcaturcs. Personality~type nouns such as "liar" 
probably also differ fronl nouns denoting objects in lacking the clear hierar­
chical (genus-species) structure discernible alnong 1110st of the latter kind of 
nouns. 

4. One class that lnighl prove uscful for SOlne purposes are those 
intransitive verbs that have clear-cut personality itnplications, such as la/k, 

¡ret, laugh, and cry. Such vcrbs can be uscd in a sentence fralne such as 
"Coll1pared to others of lhe sanle sex and agc, the target person verbs (1) far 
less, (2) sOlncwhat less, (3) about the saIne, (4) s01l1cwhat nlorc, or (5) fal' 
1110rc than do olhers." I-Iowever, such vcrbs sharc with their adjcctival 
equivalents the problel11 of delhniting "personality-relcvant" tenns fronl the 
largcr set that includes other person-related variables such as physical and 
lnedical descriptors (e.g., sneeze, cough, drool) and other typcs of tangential 
dcscriptors (c.g., kiss, exercise, wash). 

5. The eI11phasis on factor analysis over cluster-analytic procedures is 
natural, givcn a doculllenled linguistic principIe (Deese, 1965): Nouns are 
prilnarily associated with one another by a grouping schellle (c.g., crow, 
raven, blackbird) that suggests dusters without bipolar relations. However, 
adjectivcs are ¡nore often associated with one another by a contrast schelne 
that includes antonynls and bipolarity (e.g., kind and cruel, S1nart and stupid). 



Lexical Perspectives 45 

The only adjectives that do not follow this principIe seem to be those for 
color. llccause factor analysis can organize variables with bipolar dimcnsion­
ality, factoring procedures are gene rally better suited than clustering tech­
niqucs to analyses of personality-related acljectives. 

6. In our view, the cross-language replications of the Big Five lnodel 
constitute 1110re powerful evidence in its support than do the classic analyses 
of Tupes a;Jd Christal (1961) and others using Cattell's variable selections. 
Although initial1y influcnced by the lexical hypothcsis, Cattell's procedurcs 
deviated significantly [ron1 the lexical approach; for a review, see John 
(1990). 

7. l\10st of these tenns are used to describe individual differences in 
polítical (e.g., de1nocratic, patriotic, progressive, ultraconservative) and religious 
(e.g., atheistic, irreligious, fJious, fJuritanicaL) attitudes. 
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