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the first threc factors than with either 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 (Goldberg, 1992; Saucier, 1994a). And, the fifth lexical factor
(Factor V: Intellect), with the least impressive replication record (cf.
Szirmak & De Raad, 1994), appears to be the weakest of the five;
initial results from studies of one non-Indo-European language (De
Raad & Szirmak, 1994) indicate that it may be necessary to rotate a
sixth factor in order to arrive at a clearly represented “Intellect”
factor. ‘

McCrae and John (1992) have advocated labeling the five factors
by their initials (£, A, C, N, and O) because of the easy interpretability
and high mnemonic value of letters as compared to numbers. This
suggestion could lcad others to assume that the Big Five are equal in
importance and replicability. However, the Roman numerals for the
Big Five assigned by Norman (1963) correspond roughly to the order
in which they arc represented among common English trait terms (cf.
Pcabody & Goldberg, 1989). It may be no accident that the factor
whose replicability is the subject of the greatest controversy is labeled
Factor V, the last factor. The rctention of the Roman numerals as
labcls is sensible from the standpoint of the lexical perspective, unless
and until evidence indicates no parallel between primacy of number-
ing and cither importance or replicability.

Finally, there is no basis for an arbitrary a priori assumption that
the Big Five factors cach have the same number of specific “facets.”
Onc might suppose that larger and more important factors would
include more subordinate facets, but this is still an open question.

D. The Big Five do not form tight and discrete clusters of variables;
rather, as a general rule, each factor represents a major concentration in a
continuous distribution of attributes in descriptive space. As is well known,
human perception both of colors and emotions includes not only
basic or primary attributes, but also blends of these attributes. Per-
sonality description appears to follow suit. For example, Saucier
(1992a) and Hofstee et al. (1992) showed that most personality-attrib-
ute terms do not relate in a simple manner to only one Big Five factor,
but rather correlate substantially with combinations (typically a pair)
of factors; that is, personality descriptors are not organized ncatly
into tight and discrete clusters of variables. Instcad, most variables
fall in the interstitial areas between the factor poles.

This proclivity to form blends appears to be especially charac-
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teristic of Big Five Factors I, II, and IV, moderately characteristic of
Factor IIl, and only weakly characteristic of Factor V, which does not
seem to “blend” as easily 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 somewhat different
light than the first four.

E. A complete taxonomy of personality attributes must include both
horizontal and vertical features of their meanings. The horizontal aspect
refers to the degree of similarity among attributes at the same hierar-
chical level (e.g., humility involves aspects of both timidity and coopera-
tiveness). The vertical aspect refers to the hierarchical relations
among attributes (c.g., reliability is a more abstract and general con-
cept than punctuality). It is necessary to think hierarchically about the
usc of trait measures in applicd contexts, but it is equally necessary to
think horizontally about basic taxonomic issues (Goldberg, 1993b).
Clear hicrarchical (vertical) rclations between attributes are casy to
distinguish for only some of the attributes encoded in the natural
language (Hampson ct al., 1986; John et al., 1991), whereas horizon-
tal relations are clearly important for a majority of them (cf. Hofstee
ctal,, 1992). The structure of personality attributes is to some degree
hicrarchical, but to a substantial degree “heterarchical,” much like
the spectrum of light as it is displayed on a color wheel.

The replication of facets of personality description at a more
specific hicrarchical level than the Big Five is a daunting task. Be-
tween-language differences, the difficulties of translation, and the
lack of any clearly agreed-upon methodology for identifying such
facets all posc obstacles, but this is an important problem for future
rescarch.

F. Rather than the final chapter for personality research, the Big Five is
but an important beginning. In the face of a growing consensus on the
adequacy of the Big Five as an organizing representation for person-
ality attributes, a number of personality rescarchers of diverse per-
suasions (c.g., Block, 1995; Paunonen, 1993; Shadel & Cervone,
1993) scem to have reacted defensively to a presumed reduction of all
personality research to the Big Five. We hope we can help them
breathe a little casier. '

The Big Five model does not define any limits for personality
rescarch. Rather, the research leading to the Big Five structure simply
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constitutes a body of {indings too powerful and crucial to be ignored
by anyone who seeks to understand human personality. In taking
account of this body of findings, it is likely, and appropriate, that the
Big Five will be incorporated into a varicty of thcoretical perspectives
(c.g., Buss, Chapter 6, this volume; Tellegen, 1993; Wiggins & Trap-
nell, in press). The Big Five model is not a threat to other rescarch
traditions so much as important information for scientists to utilize.
We believe that more than onc view can illuminate a subject matter
(Shweder, 1989), and that “no doors should be closed in the study of
personality” (Allport, 1946, pp. 133-134). We can be more specific
about some doors that clearly should be left open.

G. As a representation of phenotypes based on the natural language, the
Big Five structure is indifferent and thus complementary to genotypic
refiresentations of causes, motivations, and internal personality dynamics.
The Big Five are dimensions of perceived personality. Thesc natural-
language dimensions roughly parallel those proposced as a causal
modecl of personality structure by McCrac and Costa (Chapter 3, this
volume). This general confluence of everyday person-perception and
the constructs in an expert-defined system underlines points we have
madc carlier: As is the case for physical differences, the natural
language is a uscful starting point for scientific rescarch on psychol-
ogical differences; indeed, many other technical classifications have
developed from vernacular ones (Simpson, 1961). Personality mcas-
urcment is unlikely cver to become totally divorced from socially
mcaningful folk concepts. Nonetheless, folk concepts can be distin-
guished from formal psychological concepts, cven when the latter are
rclatively close to the former (Tellegen, 1993).

As stated initially by Norman (1963), “It is explicitly not assumed
that complete theorics of personality will simply emerge automat-
ically from such taxonomic efforts. . . . There is a good deal more to
thcory construction and refinemcnt than the development of an
observation language—cven a good onc” (p. 574). And, as noted
more recently by Ozer and Reise (1994), the Big Five model “provides
a uscful taxonomy, a hierarchical coordinate system, for mapping
personality variables. The model is not a theory; it organizes phe-
nomcna to be explained by theory” (pp. 360-361).

, Delineating the structure of personality attributes is a consider-
able accomplishment, but this structure implies littlec about internal
personality dynamics or about underlying motivations. Optimally,
such dynamics and motivations should be articulated with the Big
Five model, and their understanding may be informed by it, but they
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are in no way dctermined by it. A point made earlier bears repeating:
A modecl of attributes should not be confused with a model of causal
traits. The Big Five is a descriptive rather than an explanatory model.
Thus, doors should be left open for explanatory models of all varie-
ties.

Morcover, the Big Five model, like the lexical perspective from
which it springs, rcliecs on the person-perception expertise of aggre-
gatcs of laypersons. As Block (1995) has pointed out, there arc other
grounds for cxpertisc. Clinicians, tcachers, probation officers, schol-
ars of personality psychology—any of these groups could arguably be
better judges of personality structure and dynamics than the aggre-
gatc layperson, and their perceptions might go well outside and
beyond the Big Five model. The lexical perspective and the Big Five
modecl arc not inherently incompatible with any of these concerns and
perspectives. The lexical perspective can be considered a complement
rather than a competitor to other productive streams of personality
rescarch. Perhaps onc day all the strcams may run together into a
complcte scientific model of personality, but that day is not yct at
hand.

In the interim, those who would ignore the contribution alrcady
being madc by the lexical perspective do so at their own peril. Ozer
and Rcisc (1994) warn us: “Personality psychologists who continue to
cmploy their preferrcd measure without locating it within the five-
factor modcl can only be likened to geographers who issue reports of

new lands but refuse to locate them on a map for others to find” (p.
361).
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Notes

1. Although assumed to be only moderate rather than perfect, the
correspondence betwecn lexical representation and substantive importance
is the linchpin of the lexical hypothesis, so it is important to consider how it
might be shown to be wrong. Relevant would be any investigation that
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identifies a broad major personality distinction that has little or no lexical
representation, or—even more powerful-any investigation indicating that a
lexically emphasized distinction is of no real importance outside language.
Also relevant would be any investigation indicating the failure of a previous
application of the lexical rationale. For example, Miller and Johnson-Laird
(1976) analyzed the semantic properties of verbs and prepositions and
identified as psychologically important the following features that are im-
plicit in the lexicon: (1) three-dimensional spatial understanding; (2) a
spatialized comprehension of time; (3) among the human senses a central
role for vision and a peripheral role for smell and taste; and (4) movement,
possession, sensing, and saying as key processes in human life. Could such
conclusions be overturned? Probably not without great difficulty. An easier,
but less ambitious test of the hypothesis would be an investigation of gross
historical changes in the lexicon, as related to important historical changes
in human life as recognized through other data sources.

2. One way to index the diachronic life of a descriptive term is by
reference to a dictionary of word histories. From the entries in Barnhart
(1988) indicating the first-referenced year of their use as person descriptors,
it is apparent that a majority of a large sct of common personality-related -
adjectives have seen use in person description for at least 400 ycars.

3. The difference between nouns denoting objects and nouns identify-
ing single properties is readily illustrated: “The liar lives in the house next
door” sounds more awkward than “The man who lives next door is a liar”;
the reason is that “liar” is a noun performing an adjective function, meaning
“dishonest person,” whereas “man” functions as a noun denoting a kind of
entity that combines many features. Personality-type nouns such as “liar”
probably also differ from nouns denoting objeccts in lacking the clear hierar-
chical (genus-species) structure discernible among most of the latter kind of
nouns.

4. One class that might prove uscful for some purposes are those
intransitive verbs that have clear-cut personality implications, such as talk,
fret, laugh, and c¢ry. Such verbs can be used in a sentence frame such as
“Compared to others of the same sex and age, the target person verbs (1) far
less, (2) somewhat less, (3) about the same, (4) somewhat more, or (5) far
more than do others.” However, such verbs share with their adjectival
cquivalents the problem of delimiting “personality-relevant” terms from the
larger set that includes other person-related variables such as physical and
medical descriptors (e.g., sneeze, cough, drool) and other types of tangential
descriptors (e.g., kiss, exercise, wash).

5. The emphasis on factor analysis over cluster-analytic procedures is
natural, given a documented linguistic principle (Deese, 1965): Nouns are
primarily associated with one another by a grouping scheme (e.g., crow,
raven, blackbird) that suggests clusters without bipolar relations. However,
adjectives are more often associated with one another by a contrast scheme
that includes antonyms and bipolarity (e.g., kind and cruel, smart and stupid).
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The only adjectives that do not follow this principle seem to be those for
color. Because factor analysis can organize variables with bipolar dimension-
ality, factoring procedures are generally better suited than clustering tech-
niques to analyses of personality-related adjectives.

6. In our view, the cross-language replications of the Big Five model
constitute more powerful evidence in its support than do the classic analyses
of Tupcs and Christal (1961) and others using Cattell’s variable sclections.
Although initially influcnced by the lexical hypothesis, Cattell's procedures
deviated significantly from the lexical approach; for a review, see john

(1990).

7. Most of these terms are used to describe individual differences in
political (e.g., democratic, patriotic, progressive, ultraconservative) and religious
(c.g., atheistic, irreligious, pious, puritanical) attitudes.
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