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Abstract: Ashton and Lee propose eloquent arguments in favour of their HEXACO model of personality. We accept
most arguments and suggest two relevant issues that require further work. We argue that there is a need for more work
on how the HEXACO model could contribute to clinical psychology, especially the area of dimensional
conceptualisations of personality disorders. We also have questions regarding the universality of factor structure
and argue that research in personality psychology needs to take into account the full variation of humanity across
cultures and time periods. © 2020 European Association of Personality Psychology

Ashton and Lee grapple with the fundamental issue in per-
sonality psychology: the number of basic factors that under-
lie all personality differences. They present a compelling
defence of and well-articulated arguments in favour of their
HEXACO model, thoughtfully engaging with each critique
raised by the literature and informal discourse. They argue
that their model adds above and beyond the dominant Big
Five personality traits and should be adopted as the primary
conceptualisation of broad personality variation. We agree
with most arguments and here outline two relevant issues that
require further investigation.

CLINICAL EXTENSIONS

A particular area of interest for extending the HEXACO
framework is its applicability to the emerging dimensional
trait model proposed for the fifth edition of the Diagnostic
and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders–DSM-5 (Ameri-
can Psychiatric Association, 2013) and the respective trait
model in the International Classification of Diseases–11th
Edition (World Health Organization, 2019). These frame-
works unify clinical nosology and normative personality re-
search by conceptualising clinical personality disorders as
maladaptive extremes (high or low) of normal personality var-
iation (Krueger, Derringer, Markon, Watson, & Skodol, 2012;
Krueger & Markon, 2014; Markon, Krueger, & Watson,
2005). Analyses of clinical disorders, interviewer ratings,
clinical personality measures, and clinical personality theory
arrive at four to five factors that closely resemble the Big Five
traits: Negative Affectivity aligns with Neuroticism, Antago-
nism with Agreeableness, Disinhibition (inversely) with Con-
scientiousness, Detachment (inversely) with Extraversion,
and Psychoticism with Openness to Experience, at least when
more specific Psychoticism items are added that capture ex-
tremes of Openness (Chmielewski, Bagby, Markon, Ring, &
Ryder, 2014; Widiger & Crego, 2019).

The Big Five is also congruent with the Hierarchical Tax-
onomy of Psychopathology (HiTOP; Kotov et al., 2017), the
product of multiple research groups’ effort to develop a sin-
gle framework of psychopathology, and Return of Systems
(ROS; Harkness, Reynolds, & Lilienfeld, 2014), which un-
derstands personality traits as the relatively stable state of a
system designed to meet a major adaptive evolutionary need.
The ROS approach is based on multidisciplinary research in-
cluding genetics, neuroscience, and cross-cultural investiga-
tions that converges on five systems: reality modelling for
action (Psychoticism), short-term danger detection (Negative
Emotionality or Affectivity), long-term cost-benefit projec-
tion (Disconstraint/Disinhibition), and perhaps most relevant
to the HEXACO model, resource acquisition (Introversion/
Positive Emotionality) and agenda protection (Aggressive-
ness/Antagonism/Agreeableness).

Lee and Ashton summarise well the initial factor analytic
studies aligning the HEXACO model to maladaptive person-
ality (through the Personality Inventory for DSM-5 measure,
the PID-5) when extracting seven factors (Ashton, Lee, De
Vries, Hendrickse, & Born, 2012); however, this research is
still in its infancy. Although the factor analytic research for
the HEXACO model remains impressive, broader research
movements are required to conceptualise the normal to clin-
ical continuum of HEXACO factors in relation to major psy-
chopathological nosology (DSM-5, ICD-11, HiTOP), and to
identify underlying biological systems responsible for this
variation (ROS).

UNIVERSALITY

Models of personality traits, including personality disorders,
should be universal and transcultural, especially if their ulti-
mate explanations are biological and evolutionary. Ashton
and Lee do not claim the universality of the factor model
across languages, that is, that the six factors will emerge in
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each language but are not clear whether they assume that the
six factors are universal for all humans. Past work into the
HEXACOmodel, however, has referred to the six factors hav-
ing foundations in human biology and evolutionary processes
(Ashton & Lee, 2007; De Vries, Tybur, Pollet, & van Vugt,
2016). This leads us to conclude that we can expect that
humans, even speaking languages where the six factors are
not uncovered, still can be differentiated based on the six fac-
tors. Nonetheless, Ashton and Lee do not present evidence for
that, and research supporting the HEXACO model appears to
be exclusively based on contemporary European and Asian
cultures.

The problem of universality is not a unique problem of
the HEXACO approach but affects much of personality psy-
chology, despite many claims that personality traits are the
product of biological and evolutionary processes. In fact,
the HEXACO model has been discovered using the lexical
approach, which is a superior method for understanding the
cross-cultural generalisability to questionnaire items (Saucier
& Srivastava, 2015), which in turn are most often devised
and calibrated in a particular, that is, the researcher’s, culture
(cf. Bennis & Medin, 2010), and then exported to other cul-
tures. Nonetheless, it is a significant problem for the area of
personality traits, which are supposedly located in biology,
that cross-cultural replicability is not strong.

Accordingly, it is not surprising that critics have pointed
out that ethnocentric approaches still affect the study of

personality psychology (Adams & Hanna, 2012; Teo &
Febbraro, 2003). Unfortunately, despite a huge amount of lit-
erature investigating personality traits, we know little about
personality traits outside contemporary European and Asian
cultures, and especially about personality traits of non-indus-
trial cultures, and countless cultures that have existed in the
history and prehistory of the human species. Rare attempts
to sample participants outside European and Asian cultural
backgrounds (e.g. Gurven, von Rueden, Massenkoff, Kaplan,
& Lero Vie, 2013; Saucier et al., 2014) have failed to find sup-
port for either the Big Five model or the HEXACO model.

We would therefore encourage researchers to carefully
study, using multiple methods and approaches, personality
variation in non-industrial societies and different social clas-
ses in various societies, as well as to conduct historical analy-
ses. Human biology has not changed much for many
millennia, and therefore, any theory of basic human differ-
ences in personality psychology must apply to the poor in an-
cient India, non-industrial societies in the Amazon,
middle-class Americans, and hunter-gatherers roaming
Africa 100 000 years ago. This kind of work is highly needed
despite not being much rewarded in the current university sys-
tem due to many barriers, which reward rather than ameliorate
ethnocentric approaches in psychology (see Bizumic, 2019).
Yes, this work is very difficult, expensive, and does not pay
off much in the current academic marketplace but is desper-
ately needed to move us forward.

Let a thousand flowers bloom, let a hundred schools of thought contend: HEXACO,
Big Five and …
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Abstract: In their target article, Ashton and Lee listed objections related to HEXACO personality model and refute
them. We consider their arguments as strong and difficult to oppose. However, we are wondering whether putting
emphasis on the fact that six factors are more suitable than five is really substantial for personality science. We
believe that it can be beneficial for the development of a field to have different personality models. However, it
is also important to thoroughly elaborate and investigate different levels of personality, not just the broad dimen-
sions. © 2020 European Association of Personality Psychology

The quotation from the title, taken from the famous Mao
speech, was perceived as an invitation to multi-directional
thinking and criticism of dominant views in the Chinese
society at the time. In that particular case, the
multidirectionalz thinking didn’t end quite well. However,
we believe it is essential for the development of any field,
especially the personality science. Within a trait-theoretical
approach in personality, several models were developed
and supported with psychometrically adequate instruments.
Today, state-of-the-art models include various versions of
the five-dimensional models and, of course, the
six-dimensional HEXACO model.

In their target article, Ashton and Lee listed sixteen objec-
tions to the HEXACO model they had heard of and replied to
them in order to show that these objections cannot seriously
invalidate it. It is difficult to disagree with their convincing
arguments, although it sometimes seems that they had passed
the ball to themselves for a volley and then smash. Namely,
most of the raised issues were related to the usefulness and
advantages of the six-dimensional model over those with five
dimensions and to the relevance of the Honesty-Humility
dimension.

If the main purpose of personality models is to define
broad dimensions that capture individual differences in
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specific traits, then the “good old” principle of parsimony
would suggest we should prefer models that explain more var-
iance with fewer concepts. So, five or six? Five is less than six,
but that difference is small and the gain in the explained vari-
ance appears to justify the introduction of the sixth factor. We
are not choosing between Eysenck’s three (Eysenck &
Eysenck, 1975) and Cattell’s sixteen factor (Cattell, 1943a,
1943b) frameworks. Discussion is rather restricted to very
similar models. If we would analyse the arguments Ashton
and Lee offers, it seems that at least some of them merely re-
flect the obvious fact that six is more than five.

To simplify the issue—the HEXACO model is broader
than models with five dimensions. The main differences lie
in the addition of the Honesty-Humility dimension and in
the partial reconceptualization of Neuroticism/Emotionality
and Agreeableness. Therefore, it is perfectly natural that
HEXACO covers more personality variance than five-factor
models do. For example, in their target article, authors are re-
ferring to research where they examined the variance
accounted for in HEXACO measures by Big Five measures,
and vice versa (Ashton & Lee, 2019; Ashton, Lee, & Visser,
2019) and demonstrate that Big Five measures insufficiently
account for HEXACO scale variance. Similarly, they also re-
fer to the study of relations between HEXACO and the Big
Five Aspect Scales (BFAS), which are hierarchically be-
tween facets and factors (Lee & Ashton, 2019). Again, they
showed that the prediction of the five BFAS factors on six
HEXACO factors is better than vice versa (mean R2 = .604
vs. .516). However, this difference is almost completely
due to the poor prediction of H factor (R2 = .27), and its ex-
clusion from the mean would increase the lower figure to .58.

As the authors argue in their target article, the situation is
a little bit different when the relations of the HEXACO and
the Five-factor model (FFM) are examined, but the general
picture is still mainly determined by the fact that Honesty-
Humility is an additional construct to the five factors. Hon-
esty-Humility is, in our opinion, a useful concept, especially
for the studies of manipulative, deceptive, or prosocial be-
havior. In a study we are currently working on, it is also re-
lated to economic behavior (Bratko, Masnjak, & Pocrnić,
2019). We completely agree that nor Honesty-Humility is a
dimension of values, neither it is replaceable with the Dark
triad. Although variance of the Dark triad substantially over-
laps with the Honesty-Humility, the content of these concepts
are different. And the content of the concepts matters!

Therefore, the concepts of Sincerity, Fairness, Greed Avoid-
ance, and Modesty are not interchangeable with Narcissism,
Machiavellianism, and Psychopathy because their psycho-
logical essence differs.

The question is whether it is better for the development of
the field that parallel models coexist or whether it is better to
stick to one paradigm. A common paradigm makes it easier
to accumulate knowledge but restricts the research to the
concepts included in that paradigm. The reason we argue
for different models which can (peacefully) coexist in the lit-
erature lies mostly at the more nuanced (facet) level of per-
sonality. The HEXACO model, like other popular models
and instruments, such as the Big Five Inventory-2 (Soto &
John, 2017) or NEO-PI-R (Costa & McCrae, 1992b), orga-
nize personality as hierarchy of traits. Although the number
of facets per broader domain differs—four in HEXACO,
three in BFI-2, or six in NEO-PI-R—in all models, the con-
tent at the facet level tended, at least partially, to be rationally
derived for capturing the factor content, and all models are
symmetrical, containing the same number of facets for all
factors.

Lexical studies, as well as common sense, suggest that
the amount of variance associated with higher-order dimen-
sions differs. It is higher for Extraversion and Agreeable-
ness and lower for Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability,
and other factors. The symmetry of the models may be re-
lated to the general preference of such kind of models in
science (Brunswik, 1952) or to the aesthetic appearance in
a graphical representation of the models but also may not
be the best representation of reality. The consequence is
that the constructs of different wideness are put into the
same frame. Thus, it is reasonable to assume that many rel-
evant concepts for understanding the factors’ nature, espe-
cially in the extraversion domain, are not comprehensively
captured at the facet level. Therefore, we feel it is important
to study different traits included in the various hierarchical
personality models, traits which are not included in any of
today’s dominant models but correlate with one or more di-
mensions, and many specific traits at the very bottom level
of the hierarchy, usually conceptualised as nuances (e.g.
Mõttus, Bates, Condon, Mroczek, & Revelle, 2017). This
may enrich the field because the domain level often aver-
ages the individual differences in specific traits, which
sometimes contributes to concealing rather than to revealing
new facts.

The Elusive Seventh Factor: Evaluative Variance in Personality Questionnaires

MARIE CHILDERS1, ALONZO C. JOHNSON1, SAMUEL T. MCABEE1 and MICHAEL D. BIDERMAN2

1Bowling Green State University, Bowling Green, OH USA
2University of Tennessee at Chattanooga, Chattanooga, TN USA
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Abstract: The six-factor HEXACO Model of Personality has garnered support as a leading broad taxonomy of per-
sonality traits. There has, however, been much debate on the existence of additional factors beyond the six HEXACO
domains. We review the arguments presented by Ashton and Lee (2020a) and present evidence for an affectively laden
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seventh factor, termed evaluation. We then discuss challenges in disentangling this evaluative factor from scores on
major personality dimensions and advise future researchers of the benefit of using factor analytic methods to capture
this seventh factor. © 2020 European Association of Personality Psychology

Ashton and Lee (2020a) have compiled an impressive list of
arguments in support of the adoption of the HEXACOModel
of Personality. In general, we agree with most of the points
made in the article. We do, however, disagree with the au-
thors’ assertion that “no candidate set of seven or more fac-
tors has yet been identified” (p. 11) as a meaningful
improvement over the six factors of the HEXACO model.
Specifically, we feel that the evaluative factor investigated
by Biderman and colleagues (Biderman, McAbee, Chen, &
Hendy, 2018; Biderman, McAbee, Hendy, & Chen, 2019)
represents an important addition to the HEXACO model
(and Big Five) as presented in the focal article.

Ashton and Lee (2020a) argued against adding a seventh
factor, stating that adding such a factor does not provide
more information concerning variance accounted for above
and beyond the existing six factors. We believe that such
an argument is valid only if one assumes that the model ap-
plicable to questionnaire data is an independent clusters
model (ICM), which partitions items into separate groups
of items with a factor (i.e. the HEXACO trait domains)
representing each group (see, e.g. Marsh et al., 2010). We be-
lieve that such a conceptualization of the factor structure ap-
plicable to personality questionnaires is fundamentally
incorrect. That is, the ICM ignores the very real possibility
that responses to individual items may be simultaneously in-
fluenced by more than one personality characteristic or trait.
The representation of factor structure of personality question-
naires is more complicated than the ICM. Elsewhere, we
have argued that bifactor models (see, e.g. Reise, 2012)—
particularly those estimated using exploratory structural
equation modeling (ESEM) procedures (see, e.g.
Asparouhov & Muthén, 2009; Marsh et al., 2010; Morin,
Arens, & Marsh, 2016)—more appropriately represent the
collection of traits that influence responses to personality
questionnaires (Biderman et al., 2018, 2019).

Bifactor models, such as those applied by Biderman
et al. (2018, 2019) to HEXACO data, specify an additional
factor indicated by all of the items on the questionnaire. Such
factors are called general factors in the literature on bifactor
models (Reise, 2012). Biderman et al. (2018) provided evi-
dence that such factors are not merely method factors whose
influence is independent of item content; rather, they are anal-
ogous to the domain factors and are dependent on the content
of items. Specifically, these authors suggested that the aspect
of item content captured within the general factor is affec-
tively laden or evaluative item content, which they later
termed evaluation (Biderman et al., 2019). [It should also be
noted that Bäckström and colleagues (Bäckström, 2007;
Bäckström & Björklund, 2016; Bäckström, Björklund, &
Larsson, 2009; Bäckström, Björklund, & Larsson, 2014) have
applied similar models to Big Five questionnaires, although
these authors ascribe this factor to the social desirability

characteristics of the items.] Moreover, Biderman
et al. (2019) demonstrated that this evaluative factor meaning-
fully related to an important achievement outcome, college
student GPA, and that the evaluative factor was second only
to Conscientiousness in predicting variance for this outcome
(see Biderman et al., 2019, Table 5). The general take-aways
from this collection of studies is that there are aspects of item
content that people respond to in addition to the ostensible
construct (Extraversion, Agreeableness, etc.) thought to be
captured by that item, that an evaluative factor explains mean-
ingful variance in important outcomes above and beyond the
HEXACO (or Big Five) domains, and that models that do
not incorporate a factor reflecting this evaluative variance
are misspecified. Hence, we argue that this evaluative factor
represents the elusive seventh factor referenced by Ashton
and Lee (2020a).

Biderman et al. (2018) also provided evidence the evalu-
ative factor accounts for a considerable portion of the vari-
ance of items in all of the domains of the HEXACO (and
Big Five) questionnaires (see Biderman et al., 2018, Table
3). As a result, observed scale scores for a given personality
domain conflate domain-specific variance with variance in
the evaluative responses to their constituent items. Unfortu-
nately, we know of no easy way to disentangle this evalua-
tive (or socially desirable responding) influence from that
of the ostensible construct when using observed scale scores.
[Note that Bäckström and colleagues (e.g. Bäckström
et al., 2009) have recommended writing items specifically
designed to have little such influence.] Clearly, using factor
analytic techniques to identify the evaluative content from
the ostensible content is possible, but none of these tech-
niques is popular at the present time. Virtually all personality
researchers use summated scales as measures of personality
characteristics. For that reason, in our view, virtually all per-
sonality research is based on misspecified conceptualizations
of personality, using summated scale measures contaminated
by characteristics that are unmeasured and probably un-
known by the researchers and practitioners. We hope that fu-
ture HEXACO researchers will acknowledge the importance
of these unmeasured characteristics influencing observed
scale scores in addition to the six characteristics already
identified.

In summary, is there a seventh factor in the HEXACO?
The answer is Yes and No, depending on how the HEXACO
domains are measured. The seventh factor influences how
people respond to each item, but that influence is hidden
when HEXACO characteristics are measured using observed
scale scores. We hope that this comment inspires more re-
searchers to use factor analytic methods to capture heretofore
unmeasured characteristics from personality questionnaires,
enabling them to better conceptualize and understand the
structure of personality assessments.
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HEXACO Versus Big Five: A Matter of Juxtaposing Taxonomic Paradigms
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Abstract: Ashton and Lee’s contribution aims at surveying and rebutting some of the most common questions usually
raised against the use of the HEXACO model. This commentary explores further advantages of adopting the
HEXACO model over the Big Five in the field of political psychology, briefly reviewing a few studies conducted on
the personality profiles of the electorate. Moreover, it attempts to outline the contemporary debate on the fundamental
dimensions of personality (HEXACO vs. Big Five) in terms of juxtaposing “taxonomic paradigms.” © 2020 European
Association of Personality Psychology

I read with great pleasure the target paper by Ashton and Lee
in which they surveyed and rebutted some of the most com-
mon questions raised against the use of the HEXACO model.
I myself, as a utilizer of the HEXACO personality model,
have often dealt with the same objections, sometimes in infor-
mal conversations with colleagues and sometimes in reviews
that I received of my own manuscripts. I have been using the
HEXACO framework in my research since 2006, and I am re-
ally persuaded of its advantages over the Big Five, both in
terms of predictive validity and of its factor structure.

I mainly applied the HEXACOmodel in my investigations
on personality and politics. Although personality traits are not
the only determinant of ideological attitudes and voting be-
havior, they do play a crucial role which is well established
in psychological science (Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik,
Levinson, & Sanford, 1950; Caprara & Zimbardo, 2004;
Duckitt & Sibley, 2010; Eysenck & Wilson, 1978; Jost, Gla-
ser, Kruglanski & Sulloway, 2003) as well as acknowledged
outside our field, for instances among political scientists
(e.g. Gerber, Huber, Doherty, & Dowling, 2011;
Mondak, 2010).Within the Big Five frame, aflourishing body
of studies has robustly showed that the personality factor of
Openness is related to liberal/left-wing ideology while Con-
sciousness is indeed associated to a more conservative/right-
wing ideology (e.g. Sibley, Osborne, &Duckitt, 2012). In par-
ticular, Openness appeared to be the stronger personality pre-
dictor of socio-political attitudes and behaviors
(McCrae, 1996; Van Hiel, Kossowska, & Mervielde, 2000).
However, when we started using the HEXACO model, we
consistently found that the Honesty-Humility factor emerged,
almost always, as the best predictor not only of political orien-
tation and voting behavior but also of many other
socio-political attitudes, both in published (Chirumbolo& Le-
one, 2010; Lee, Ashton, Ogunfowora, Bourdage, & Shin,
2010; Leone, Chirumbolo, & Desimoni, 2012; Leone,
Desimoni, & Chirumbolo, 2012) and unpublished datasets
(e.g. Chirumbolo, 2018; Chirumbolo, Leone, & Areni,
2008). This evidence was often found over and above the
Big Five traits (Chirumbolo & Leone, 2010), indicating that
lower scores on Honesty-Humility were most characteristics
of conservative/right-wing stands whereas higher scores on
Openness were most characteristics of liberal/left-wing view-
points (Chirumbolo & Leone, 2014; Desimoni &

Leone, 2014). Surely the Honesty-Humility trait represented
the critical personality factor for understanding why people
have been voting, in the recent past, for “controversial” polit-
ical leaders such as Berlusconi (Chirumbolo & Leone, 2014).
And nowadays the same Honesty-Humility factor might also
be crucial to understand why the electorate have been voting
for Salvini, the Italian extreme-right populist leader who
gained the relative majority of the votes at the last European
elections in 2019 (34.26%) or voted for Trump at the presiden-
tial election of 2016. Frommy point of view, as a scholar com-
mitted to studying the psychological roots of socio-political
attitudes, such findings wouldn’t have been highlighted with-
out the contribution of the HEXACOmodel of personality and
the additional amount of variance explained by the
Honesty-Humility trait over the Big Five ones.

In personality psychology, the debate on the fundamental
dimensions of personality represents a long-lasting debate,
and it is not limited to the contraposition between HEXACO
and Big Five. Over the years, different models and taxon-
omies have comprised a different number of personality traits:
from the “Sixteen Personality Factor”model (Cattell, Eber, &
Tatsuoka, 1970) and the “Giant Three” (Eysenck, 1994), to the
“Big Two” (Digman, 1997), or to the most recent “General
Factor of Personality” (Rushton & Irwing, 2008), just to men-
tion a few. I always believed that the dualism lately emerged
between the Big Five and the HEXACO model could be
broadly understood within the dialectical juxtaposition of par-
adigms (Kuhn, 1970). Strictly speaking, it is hard to talk of
paradigms in social sciences. However, in later works, Kuhn
talked about disciplinary paradigm, a concept more closely
applicable to social sciences, that is the shared knowledge de-
tention of a given scientific discipline including symbolic gen-
eralizations and models (Kuhn, 1974). Building on this
concept, Eysenck broadly defined a paradigm as “a theoretical
model shared by most workers in a given field, encompassing
agreed methods of investigation, standards of proof and dis-
proof, and procedures of experimental research”
(Eysenck, 1991; p. 773), conceiving at the same time the term
“taxonomic paradigm” applied to personality traits models.

Undoubtedly, since the late 1980s and for almost two de-
cades, the agreement of personality psychologists converged
on the Big Five which by far became the mainstream frame-
work (McCrae & Costa, 1997, 2008). To put it in other terms,
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the Big Five eventually appeared to have attained the sta-
tus of “taxonomic paradigm” in personality psychology
(Eysenck, 1991). Both the Big Five and the HEXACO
stem from the same research tradition, sharing the same
trait theory and the same lexicon approach (Ashton &
Lee, 2007; Ashton et al., 2004). In the last 15 years,
though, the HEXACO model has challenged and called

into question the Big Five “taxonomic paradigm” as no
other personality traits model before, generating a research
program supported by a remarkable body of literature
(Ashton, Lee, & De Vries, 2014). In my opinion, the valu-
able contribution presented here by Ashton and Lee goes
further in this direction. Clearly, the debate has not yet
come to an end.

The HEXACO as a Coordinate System for Personality Processes

GIULIO COSTANTINI

University of Milan-Bicocca, Milan, Italy

giulio.costantini@unimib.it

Abstract: Research in personality has benefited from the introduction of the HEXACOmodel and will arguably be pos-
itively influenced by its wider adoption. However, process-oriented personality researchers should bear in mind that
broad models of personality like the HEXACO should serve primarily as coordinate systems. A view of personality as
a continuum phenomenon, as opposed to a discrete set of traits, as well as the possibility to make finer distinctions within
the personality realm, is crucial for further advancing the field. © 2020 European Association of Personality
Psychology

“And, just as cartographers eventually settled on a standard
system with north-south and east-west axes, so personality
researchers must settle on a standard set of locations for the
Big-Five dimensions.” (Goldberg, 1993, p. 30)

In a work that bears some resemblance to the current target
paper but that was published some years ago in support of the
Big Five structure, Goldberg pointed out that personality psy-
chologists, like cartographers, need a shared coordinate sys-
tem to navigate personality (Goldberg, 1993). Such systems
are of great importance: we convey much information with
sentences such as “Mount Everest is located 27.58°N and
86.55°E” or “John is 2 SD above average in conscientiousness
and 1 SD below average in extraversion.” In the following, I
elaborate on the consequences of adopting the HEXACO as
a coordinate system for researchers interested in personality
processes.

In choosing a coordinate system for personality, we
should prefer one that is sufficiently general and that guaran-
tees high precision in specifying locations. We would not
switch the GPS for a set of coordinates that only works in
Nepal and that has an uncertainty of 10 km around each po-
sition. As discussed in the target paper, we have convincing
evidence that the HEXACO traits replicate reasonably well
across cultures. Furthermore, the most important strength of
the HEXACO system is to consider relevant portions of var-
iance that other systems neglect. The HEXACO has been
crucial for investigating processes that affect those portions
of the personality space (Ashton & Lee, 2007).

Nonetheless, even if we widely adopt a system with six
broad dimensions, there is no guarantee that the mechanisms
underlying between-individual and within-individual person-
ality variation will only take place in correspondence of one
of the broad dimensions (Baumert et al., 2017; but see
McCrae & Sutin, 2018). In this sense, whereas the additional

variance assessed by the HEXACO system can be crucial,
the choice among potential rotational variants of traits in dif-
ferent models should not be central in the choice of which
system to adopt. For example, albeit several processes that
involve Emotionality in the HEXACO system have been
identified, other processes might be better described in terms
of trait Neuroticism as defined in the Big Five/Five-Factor
Model (Ashton & Lee, 2007; Barlow, Ellard, Sauer-Zavala,
Bullis, & Carl, 2014). Focusing exclusively on major dimen-
sions would be like for cartographers to be interested in the
geography of the far East or West while disregarding any-
thing that happens North-East or South-West.

For process-oriented personality research, it would be ad-
vantageous to use broad dimensions mostly for descriptive
purposes and for communicating in a common language,
while conceiving of personality more often in terms of a con-
tinuum space. Several strategies can help in emphasizing con-
tinuous variation in personality over major dimensions. One
possibility is to combine trait models with circumplex models,
which emphasize potentially interesting portions of personal-
ity variation that is located among dimensions (Hofstee, De
Raad, & Goldberg, 1992). Another possibility would be to
start from defining candidate processes, while considering
the portions of the personality system that they might affect
only as a subsequent step (e.g. see Lukaszewski, in press,
for examples from evolutionary mechanisms). Yet another
possibility is to focus on facets, nuances, or evenmore specific
constructs (Mõttus, Kandler, Bleidorn, Riemann, & McCrae,
2017). These approaches can be combined with the use of net-
works, which model personality processes in terms of sets of
elements that continuously interact with each other
(Costantini et al., 2015; Costantini, Richetin, Preti, Casini, &
Perugini, in press; Cramer et al., 2012), as opposed to a finite
set of basic dimensions.
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An additional caveat for process-oriented researchers is
that most items included in assessments of broad traits such
as the HEXACO-PI (Lee & Ashton, 2018) tend to conflate
different elements of the personality system, such as behav-
iors, cognitions, feelings, motives, and values. This can be
unproblematic whenever the focus is about description or
pure prediction. However, these elements often need to be
disentangled for process-oriented research: the risk is other-
wise conflating the explanans and the explanandum.
Whereas the HEXACO can give a contribution for organiz-
ing information involving all these parts of the system, we
should also strive for more specific taxonomies and assess-
ments, which make finer distinctions among these different
elements (Costantini & Perugini, 2018; Costantini, Saraulli,

& Perugini, 2020; Jackson et al., 2010; Wood, Gardner, &
Harms, 2015).

Overall, the target article makes a compelling case in fa-
vor of the broader adoption of the HEXACO system over al-
ternatives. The adoption of a six-factor system could be, in a
way, like incorporating information about altitude along with
latitude and longitude. Albeit altitude does not always make
a difference (e.g. when navigating in the ocean), it can some-
times convey decisive pieces of information (e.g. when mov-
ing in the vicinity of Mount Everest). Process-oriented
research has benefited and will benefit from the adoption of
a coordinate system that builds on these six major dimen-
sions, as long as it does not rely on these dimensions
exclusively.

How Lumpy Is Our Personality Universe?

REINOUT E. DE VRIES

Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam, Amsterdam, The Netherlands

re.de.vries@vu.nl

Abstract: Traits are unevenly distributed in multidimensional personality space, but the extent of trait lumpiness has
never been formally assessed. In this brief comment, I offer a definition, a formula, and a cut-off for trait lumpiness.
Furthermore, I provide an example of trait lumpiness in two to seven principal components in an existing lexical
dataset (N = 400) containing 551 trait adjectives. In support of Lee and Ashton’s HEXACO model, the analyses
support a maximum set of six factors that provide a relatively smooth distribution of traits in multidimensional space.
© 2020 European Association of Personality Psychology

The outcomes of lexical personality research are usually pre-
sented in terms of several (e.g. five or six) independent di-
mensions of personality. From a theoretical and practical
point of view this makes sense, because independent dimen-
sions provide the Cartesian coordinates to (a) most optimally
locate specific traits and (b) obtain the best possible set of in-
dependent predictors of criteria. Consequently, personality
researchers have long strived to construct personality instru-
ments that align well with the lexical personality axes.

But just as with matter in our cosmological universe, traits
are not evenly distributed in our personality universe nor are
they exactly located at the poles of the lexical axes. For some,
this has been a reason to denounce the practice of obtaining
principal components in personality research; others have
used it as a reason to search for trait clusters, or ‘types’
(Asendorpf, 2002; but see Ashton & Lee, 2009a); still others
have used it as a reason to construct trait circumplexes
(Hofstee et al., 1992; Strus, Cieciuch, & Rowiński, 2014).
Strangely enough, only few have investigated this unevenness
(or lumpiness) of our personality universe, and, as far as I
know, there is no metric to establish the extent of trait
lumpiness.

Here, I investigate the lumpiness of the personality trait
structure in multiple factor solutions. First, I explain what I
mean with lumpiness, and I provide a cut-off for calling a
structure (relatively) ‘lumpy’ or ‘smooth’. Second, I show

the extent of lumpiness in two to seven factor solutions in
Dutch lexical data, and I show that the six-factor solution
defended by Ashton and Lee (2020a) is empirically the largest
relatively ‘smooth’ personality structure in this dataset. Third,
I discuss the implications of using the lumpiness perspective.

LUMPINESS EXPLAINED

Some traits can be described with many synonyms; others
cannot. In lexical research, when combining personality di-
mensions, some segments are populated with many adjec-
tives, whereas other segments are empty. Visual inspection
of the 90 segments in the Abridged Big-5 Circumplex
(AB5C, Hofstee et al., 1992), for instance, shows which com-
binations of dimensions are relatively lumpy and which are
relatively smooth. Here, I will define lumpiness as the extent
to which items are unevenly distributed in multidimensional
space.

Lumpiness is conceptualized using the following formula,
which is a derivative of the Gini coefficient (Brown, 1994),
that is,

L ¼ 1 � ∑
S

i¼1

Ti þ Ti�1ð Þ
S

;

in which L is the lumpiness index, S is the total number of
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segments, and T is the cumulative proportion of items (e.g.
trait terms) in a segment. In circumplexes with segments of
30° angles, S = 2D(2D � 1), with D the number of dimen-
sions. For instance, in the five-dimensional AB5C, S = 90 seg-
ments. Just like the Gini coefficient, with many segments the
lumpiness index runs from zero (perfect ‘smooth’ or even dis-
tribution; in each of the personality segments, there are an
equal number of trait terms) to one (perfect ‘lumpy’ distribu-
tion; all trait terms are concentrated in one segment). Theoret-
ically, the midpoint (.50) of this 0 to 1 range is also the point in
which a relatively smooth structure turns into a relatively
lumpy structure. That is, at .50 the area above the Lorenz
curve is equal to the area below the Lorenz curve (Figure 1).
Consequently, a personality structure is (relatively) lumpy
when L > .50 and (relatively) smooth when L < .50.

LUMPINESS EXAMPLE

A (Dutch) lexical dataset of self-ratings (N = 400; Hofstee,
Kiers, De Raad, Goldberg, & Ostendorf, 1997) was used to
investigate lumpiness in two to seven principal components’
(PC) solutions (Table 1; http://bit.ly/lumpy2020). In line with
Hofstee et al. (1992), trait adjectives (K = 551) were first
assigned to a 30° segment of the circumplex formed by a
combination of two traits with segment loadings ≥.20. In
each two-factor solution, some adjectives did not load ≥.20

on any segment. Such non-loading adjectives were dropped
from subsequent analyses in each factor solution, causing K
to be lower than 551 in the analyses. Next, we ordered the
segments based on the number of adjectives (from low to
high) and calculated the cumulative proportion of traits in
each—ordered—segment. Finally, lumpiness was deter-
mined using the lumpiness formula.

As shown in Table 1, the lumpiness index supported two
to six factors that were relatively smooth. The seventh factor
was relatively lumpy, with L = .556. To examine the extent to
which separate PCs were ‘lumpy’, I combined the pure facets
with adjacent combination facets, for example, in a
two-factor model resp. I+I+, I+II+, I+II�, I�I�, I�II�,
I�II+ for the first factor and II+II+, II+I+, II+I�, II�II�,
II�I�, II�I + for the second factor, resulting in six segments
(s = 4D� 2) for each of these two factors (see column four in
Table 1). Again, in each of the two-factor to six-factor solu-
tions, the lumpiness indices indicated relatively smooth dis-
tributions of trait terms. In the seven-factor solution,
however, five of the indices indicated a relatively lumpy
(>.50) trait terms distribution.

IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSION

Although it is clear from the analyses that fewer factors yield
smoother distributions, it is also clear that—apart from

Table 1. Lumpiness (L) of 2 to 7 varimax rotated Principal Component (PC) solutions in Dutch lexical data (K = 551 adjectives; N = 400)

PCs L k (% of K) S (s per PC) L1 (k1) L2 (k2) L3 (k3) L4 (k4) L5 (k5) L6 (k6) L7 (k7)

2 .102 467 (84.8) 12 (6) .061 (218) .106 (249)
3 .219 499 (90.6) 30 (10) .155 (206) .221 (159) .201 (134)
4 .335 519 (94.2) 56 (14) .314 (167) .302 (130) .323 (121) .320 (101)
5 .387 542 (98.4) 90 (18) .323 (149) .279 (110) .427 (117) .326 (89) .473 (77)
6 .439 543 (98.5) 132 (22) .435 (106) .447 (116) .306 (101) .387 (78) .469 (74) .497 (68)
7 .556 543 (98.5) 182 (26) .389 (110) .568 (118) .515 (105) .428 (74) .562 (63) .605 (36) .589 (37)

Notes: k = # adjectives with vector length ≥.20; S (# segments) = 2D*(2D � 1); s = 4D � 2; D = # dimensions (PCs); calculations to the data presented here are
available on OSF through the following link: http://bit.ly/lumpy2020.

Figure 1. Lumpiness (L) curves from two to seven principal components (PCs). Note that the Lumpiness index is also equal to the area (A) between a curve and
the ‘Smooth’ line divided by area A plus the area to the below-right of a curve (B), that is, L = A/(A + B). It should be noted that future research may need to
correct the Lumpiness index for potential biases; see for instance Van Ourti and Clarke (2011).
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leaving some adjectives unused (e.g. 15.2% when using two
factors)—valuable information that provides insight into the
unique combinations of personality trait dimensions is lost
when extracting too few factors. However, extracting too
many (e.g. seven) factors leads to a suboptimal differentia-
tion between empty and ‘full’ segments, invalidating the
use of Cartesian coordinates to characterize the personality
universe. Consequently, in this dataset, the six-dimensional
HEXACO representation provides the ‘maximal’ optimal so-
lution. Future research might like to investigate lumpiness in
other lexical datasets to investigate whether they align with

the findings presented here. Furthermore, the lumpiness in-
dex may be applied to multidimensional instruments as a
psychometric tool to investigate the distribution of items in
multidimensional space.

To conclude, and in agreement with Ashton and
Lee (2020a), the lumpiness analyses support a maximum of
six (HEXACO) dimensions that are relatively smooth, but
they also allow us to explore and identify lumps of traits that
lie within and beyond the known six-dimensional personality
universe.

Quixotry Gone Astray

BOELE DE RAAD1 and BORIS MLAČIĆ2

1University of Groningen, Groningen, The Netherlands
2Institute of Social Sciences Ivo Pilar, Zagreb, Croatia

b.de.raad@rug.nl

Abstract: Ashton and Lee (2020a) declare their belief in HEXACO as the optimal model of traits. They fail, however,
to deliver a coherent line of reasoning, use detailed side-issues to tackle big problems, are relaxed about giving true
facts and fare by examples, instead of systematic studies. We point at different issues, such as the rhetorical style, the
untimeliness of settling for HEXACO, and the consequences this would have. Last, we emphasize the importance of
cross-cultural studies. © 2020 European Association of Personality Psychology

RHETORICAL STYLE

The 16 objections Ashton and Lee (AL) listed regarding the
HEXACO model and Honesty (H) as an additional kernel
factor are put in a sloppy and oratory style (many isn’ts,
doesn’ts, aren’ts), with input from social media, informal
conversations and hearsay taken as arguments in a scientific
debate, in which explicit transparency (receiving royalties)
and assumed facts serve rhetorics rather than objectivity.
Like Don Quichot, AL see castles and giants, where there
are only pubs and windmills (the objections), and the reader,
who is downgraded through the suggestion to hold those
sloppy statements and to belong to an Old Boys and Girls
Club, an ignorant sect unaware of the brilliance of AL, may
play the role of Sancho Panza. AL’s paper is a
missionary-manifesto and a rhetorical pamphlet.

Being faithful to their rhetorical language, AL deal with
the objections categorically, rather than in the more appropri-
ate relative style. Many objections are true up to a certain ex-
tent, in combination providing a good argument against H as
a kernel factor of personality. For example, H is indeed part
of Agreeableness, represents darkness, does not emerge in
some languages, is unipolar, and the lexicon
over-represents social tendencies and therefore H results.
The objections-list is also incomplete, for example, the lack
of information on the neuro-scientific basis of the HEXACO.

AL misrepresent facts. Referring to Fiske, Norman, and
Goldberg, they say that “virtually nothing had previously
been known about personality structure,” thus ignoring Cat-
tell, Guilford, Eysenck, etc. AL state that the six-factor

structure would have been discovered with larger datasets.
That belief is void considering the first three lexical studies
with larger datasets: Brokken (1978) reported on a
six-factor structure with no articulate sign of Honesty.
Goldberg’s 1990 study produced the Big Five; the pertaining
data did not reveal H. Ostendorf’s (1990) data did not give a
six-factor structure with H but instead a factor covering con-
tent with more intellect-related meaning.

GIVING PREFERENCE TO HEXACO AND
CONSEQUENCES

AL seemed to adhere to the psycho-lexical approach and its
findings in the search for a proper structure of traits, but upon
embarking on the voyage to establish such a structure, they
untimely settled for a model speculated to be relevant only
in “languages with many speakers and old written traditions.”
They preach to choose six factors, thus serving the use of the
HEXACO measure. AL actually extensively use HEXACO-
scales and what they can do in this paper as proof, favoring
their preferred optimal structure of the personality domain,
but the adequacy of that model remains assumed rather than
established, which implies an extremely meager goal in the
context of developments in an international perspective.

Favoring the HEXACO model has also certain divergent
consequences. Regarding the Intellect interpretation of the
pertaining Big Five factor, AL give preference to the lexi-
cally alien “Openness,” and exclude ability colored features
of Intellect, notwithstanding the fact that the pertaining trait
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descriptors were all endorsed as dispositional in kind. AL
thus violate the main premise of the psycho-lexical approach
(the “lexical hypothesis”).

AL embrace only those lexical findings that fit their taste
for H and ignore or declare odd those findings that do not fit
H. In doing so, they not only endorse B5 problems of
cross-cultural applicability but add to those problems
through their choices. AL admit the regionally restricted use-
fulness of the HEXACO-model and suggest to feel free to
use specific personality measures in case of interest in spe-
cific trait. The latter is exactly what could well be done with
a special interest in H.

Accepting HEXACO as a standard has far-reaching and
possibly infelicitous consequences. It induces changes of the
contents of both Big Five Agreeableness and Neuroticism.
The core of Agreeableness, a major B5 dimension pivotal to
an enormous body of literature, and representing “individual
differences in the motivation to maintain positive relations
with others” (Graziano & Tobin, 2017), namely, love and em-
pathy, is stripped to the tendency to forgive and being gentle in
HEXACO. And B5 Neuroticism is similarly converted.

CROSS-CULTURAL STUDIES ON PERSONALITY

The Big Five were confirmed in three Germanic languages
some 30 years ago. The consistent interest in personality
structure has greatly contributed to the rise of personality psy-
chology as a fundamental discipline, and the field has democ-
ratized as a modern interdisciplinary scientific endeavor. Part
of this was the abandonment of so-called etic studies
(Berry, 1969), namely, the import of personality measures
from foreign, culturally different, countries. Instead, “emic”

studies were independently performed in many languages,
each leading to a structure that partly reflects cultural
emphases.

The Big Five have been reported in a variety of
Indo-European languages, sometimes with deviations. With
more languages, especially non-Indo-European, deviations
increased (De Raad & Mlačić, 2017). Replicability, using
congruence coefficients, of factors from different languages,
repeatedly and systematically showed decreasing replicabil-
ity, especially beyond three factors (De Raad et al., 2010,
2014). In most languages, Agreeableness turned out to ex-
plain most of the variance.

For the further advancement of personality as a funda-
mental discipline, it is important to see more independent, in-
digenous psycho-lexical studies, of course supported and
facilitated by both the EJP and the EAPP (instead of one-
sided manifestations as in this target article). Internationally,
vast lingual areas have not yet been investigated regarding
trait structure. In that perspective, replacing the
cross-culturally limited Big Five by an even more disputable
six-factor structure as a standard, is unwise. Both trait dimen-
sions with optimal cross-cultural applicability and dimen-
sions with a regional scope must be assessed, empirically
and psychometrically. This may include the Big One, the
Big Two, and so forth, up to structures with maybe seven,
eight or nine factors. In particular, the domain of Agreeable-
ness may be expected to accrue trait vocabulary expressive of
(regionally) restricted but relevant meaning, such as Honesty
and its vast dark side, Interpersonal Harmony, or Social Re-
latedness (cf. De Raad & Mlačić, 2017). Settling for a final
six-factor structure at this point would not be fair to the field,
a meager goal, and an obstacle in further international
research.

The Big Five Model Remains a Good Choice for Personality Theory and Research

COLIN G. DEYOUNG

University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, MN USA

cdeyoung@umn.edu

Abstract: Under the guise of combatting objections to the HEXACO model, the target article argues that HEXACO
should replace the Big Five as the preferred taxonomy of personality traits in personality psychology. However, it fails
to invalidate several important reasons why one might prefer the Big Five. These include limitations of lexical data,
evidence from non-lexical studies, the fact that the Big Five can encompass content related to honesty and humility
within Agreeableness, and consideration of explanatory theory rather than prediction by specific instruments.
© 2020 European Association of Personality Psychology

Ashton and Lee (A&L) argue that HEXACO should replace
the Big Five as the preferred taxonomy of personality traits.
However, their arguments fail to invalidate important rea-
sons why one might prefer the Big Five. Unlike A&L, I
will not argue that one personality model is definitively bet-
ter than another. Given lack of simple structure and other
facts about personality, I think it is naive to do so. I ac-
knowledge that, in lexical research, a six-factor solution is

more replicable across languages than a five-factor solution.
If your primary criterion is replicability across languages,
choosing HEXACO over the Big Five is reasonable—how-
ever, in that case, you should probably choose a two-factor
model, since it is most replicable across diverse languages
(Saucier et al., 2014).

Even if a six-factor model were definitively justifiable in
lexical research, one should consider potential flaws in
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lexical data. For unbiased factor analysis, input variables
should not be prestructured. Thus, to whatever extent lexi-
cons are biased, they are not infallible guides to personality
structure. I have suggested that the social function of lan-
guage probably leads to overinclusion of social trait descrip-
tors relative to other descriptors in lexicons, which would
introduce bias (DeYoung, 2010). A&L dismiss this concern
on the grounds that we cannot know what the proportion of
social versus nonsocial descriptors should be in an unbiased
representation of human personality and that one cannot say
why a social bias would frequently lead to a six-factor solu-
tion rather than another. These observations are correct, but
they miss the point. Because the world’s lexicons are likely
to share an unknown set of biases stemming from regularities
in human nature, lexical studies are not the be-all and end-all
for understanding the major dimensions of covariation
among personality traits.

A&L assert that any set of variables comprising existing
phrase-based-item measures “cannot be taken as representa-
tive of the personality domain, because it is likely to over-
or under-represent certain regions of the personality space
according to the preferences of the researchers who selected
the questionnaire scales or items.” Avoiding bias in such var-
iable sets is indeed difficult, but it has been reasonably well
avoided twice: Study 1 by Markon et al. (2005) and a study
by Waller, DeYoung, and Bouchard (2016). Markon et al.’s
Study 2 was certainly prestructured in favor of the Big Five
by including the 30 facets of the NEO PI-R in its factor anal-
ysis. Their Study 1, however, relied on meta-analytic correla-
tions and included scales on the basis of wide use and reports
of correlations with other normal and abnormal personality
measures. Only five out of 44 variables were Big Five scales;
the others were scales from four instruments not at all based
on the Big Five, with little commonality in theoretical influ-
ences on their development. It is genuinely informative,
therefore, that exactly five factors were detected, correspond-
ing closely to the Big Five. Similarly, Waller et al.’s study is
informative because it was based on 1102 items from three
broad inventories that were developed independently of lex-
ical research. A two-stage factor analysis first grouped these
items into 21 scales and then found exactly five factors un-
derlying these scales, clearly resembling the Big Five. Given
the likelihood of some bias in lexicons, reasonably unbiased
studies of existing phrase-based measures are relevant to
choosing a personality model.

In the Big Five, content reflecting honesty and humility is
encompassed within the Politeness aspect of Agreeableness1

(DeYoung, Quilty, & Peterson, 2007), but this does not mean

the BFAS Politeness scale should be used if one wants to
study honesty or humility specifically, because Politeness
also encompasses a subfactor reflecting lack of aggression
that is clearly distinct from Honesty-Humility (Allen, Rueter,
Abram, Brown, & DeYoung, 2017). If one wants to study
honesty and humility specifically, then one needs scales that
measure them specifically, but this does not mean one needs
to adopt the HEXACO model rather than treating them as
facets of Agreeableness. The biggest problem with A&L’s
argument is that they frequently confuse measures with con-
structs and hence do not adequately distinguish between the
goals of prediction and explanation. Nearly all evidence in
A&L’s Sections 1–5 is aimed exclusively at prediction,
showing that specific HEXACO questionnaires account for
more variance in various criteria than specific Big Five ques-
tionnaires. They fail to recognize that no limit exists on the
number of potential operationalizations of the two models.
One never needs to “miss a lot of variance in the HEXACO
factors” (A&L, p. 39) while working with the Big Five be-
cause one can add scales to cover that variance while remain-
ing in the Big Five framework. The predictive performance
of specific questionnaires means little for choosing a model
to build explanatory theory.

Focusing on explanation, good reasons exist to prefer the
Big Five. The HEXACO factor rotation spreads traits
reflecting altruism and negative affect across multiple dimen-
sions, blending them with other traits (DeYoung, 2010).
These are sufficiently important constructs to warrant group-
ing them in exclusive single dimensions.2 If you want to
study different kinds of altruism or negative affect, study
them as unblended facets of Agreeableness or Neuroticism,
respectively. Additionally, the theoretical framework for
HEXACO is rather meager, relying on a questionable dis-
tinction between altruism and an ad hoc “engagement” cate-
gory that involves further questionable distinctions among
“social,” “task-related,” and “idea-related” domains of en-
deavor. How many endeavors involving Conscientiousness
(supposedly reflecting task-related engagement) are not so-
cial in some important way? Readers can judge for them-
selves, but I think the theory provided for HEXACO is
weaker and less coherent than the theory I developed for
the Big Five (DeYoung, 2015). A&L wrote, “If you want
to understand all of the major personality dimensions from
whatever theoretical perspective, you have to work with the
HEXACO framework,” but this is ostentatiously false. Use
HEXACO if you don’t care that it’s not as well supported
as the Big Five outside the lexical domain, but let’s not pre-
tend there is only one correct way to slice up the complex
pattern of covariance among personality traits.

1Whenever I refer to “Agreeableness,” I am referring to the dimension from
the Big Five. The HEXACO model labels a factor “Agreeableness” that has
different content from the Big Five dimension for which “Agreeableness”
was already a longstanding label when HEXACO was introduced. The
repurposing of this label unfortunately introduced to personality psychology
yet another opportunity for the jingle fallacy, in which two constructs are as-
sumed to be the same, although they are not, because they have the same
name. HEXACO Agreeableness is based on a lexical factor that is a nearly
even blend of Big Five Agreeableness and low Neuroticism. However, the
HEXACO Agreeableness scale emphasizes absence of anger and is most
similar empirically to the Volatility aspect of Neuroticism in the Big Five
(Ludeke et al., 2019). Findings involving HEXACO Agreeableness cannot
be assumed to generalize to Big Five Agreeableness.

2A&L argue that, because some pairs of scales measuring negative affect
have low correlations, they should not be part of the same dimension. How-
ever, pairs of variables with low correlation can nonetheless load substan-
tially on the same factor (DeYoung, Grazioplene, & Peterson, 2012). This
simply means that although some forces cause those variables to correlate
positively, others cause them to correlate negatively, and these opposing
forces balance out to yield a weak zero-order correlation. It is well known
that variables at all different levels of the personality hierarchy have unique
valid variance and that not all relations among traits can be explained by
higher-order factors like the Big Five or HEXACO.
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Abstract: We suggest that it is time to go beyond the lexical hypothesis and Big 5/Big 6 arguments and focus on
narrower domains including at the item level. Lexical descriptive approaches are as if astrologers debate the number
of constellations. We want to go beyond broad groupings and report the utility of analyzing data at the item level and
lower level factors. Rather than debating constellations around the campfire, we should research the
ever-accelerating universe or try to discover new planets. © 2020 European Association of Personality Psychology

Ashton and Lee (2020a) argue that the HEXACO is more
representative of personality structure than the Big 5. Per-
haps. We will use this comment to discuss an underlying
problem of the lexical hypothesis and suggest how we should
go far beyond the Big 5 or 6.

When asked what they do by their friends, many person-
ality researchers say they study ways to describe and explain
how people differ from each other. That people differ is ob-
vious, how and why is less obvious. Those interested in bio-
logical or developmental explanations tend to emphasize the
“giant three” dimensions of Approach, Avoidance, and Con-
trol. What makes you happy, what makes you fearful, and
how do you do things that are frightening but need to be
done, or how you stop yourself from doing fun things that
might be dangerous. These dimensions can be seen in chil-
dren and across species (Tackett, Krueger, Iacono, & McGue,
2008). Biological mechanisms for sensitivity to cues for re-
ward and for danger or threat as well as inhibitory mecha-
nisms to balance the two are easy to propose. Indeed, the
Reinforcement Sensitivity Theory (RST) model of
Gray (1991); Gray and McNaughton (2000); Corr (2002,
2016) is a major causal model of personality. The RST even
makes predictions that can be implemented in a computa-
tional model (Brown, 2017) to fit dynamic affective data
(Revelle & Wilt, 2019; Wilt & Revelle, 2019).

Unfortunately, on the descriptive side, we have made less
progress. Even with the advances in the genetic and biologi-
cal basis of personality, most non-personality psychologists
still associate personality with the Meyers-Briggs, astrology
or even perhaps witchcraft. Although we favor a more bio-
logical approach, we think the Ashton and Lee (2020a)
article is useful in that it allows us to consider what is beyond
the Big 5 and the lexical hypothesis.

Rather than looking at causal explanations, the effort to or-
ganize a systematic taxonomy of personality has relied on lex-
ical arguments: what is important to study is how people use
the natural language to describe others. If a difference is

important enough to study, there will be words to describe it.
This is, of course, the lexical hypothesis of Galton (1884)
which has been expanded by Allport (1937), Norman (1963),
and Goldberg (1992). What are the ways people are described
in a culture? Is there consistency across cultures? Is it best de-
scribed by 3, 5, 6, or 7 fundamental dimensions? Although ini-
tially limited to lexical studies of European languages, the
field has expanded to include cultures around the world. But
as discussed by Saucier (2019), this research has systemati-
cally excluded important terms describing morality. Differ-
ences in interests and abilities have also been excluded.

As impressive as the agreement across language groups
might be, to us the lexical hypothesis is essentially as if astrol-
ogers asked questions about how many constellations there
are. Just as most northern hemisphere cultures will have words
describing a great bear, a drinking gourd, a plough, or a jaguar
revolving around Polaris, so do many of them recognize other
patterns of stars (Krupp, 2003; Ruggles, 2005). Cultures use
different names and organizations of the stars, but it is possible
to organize the constellations of these various sky cultures into
a finite set of constellations. Although such organizations are
useful for navigation and agriculture, they tell us nothing
about the actual spatial location of the stars, their formation,
nor anything about gravity, much less gravitational waves.
To us, the lexical approach in psychology is astronomy before
Galileo and before Newton. Although after them, astronomers
could use arguments based on physics to explain the apparent
motion of the stars through the night and through the seasons
and create orreries to describe the heliocentric motions of the
planets, prior use of astronomical clocks (essentially folk
wisdom) could do as well.

Just as telescopes have allowed us to go beyond the folk
theories of astrology so have modern methods of data collec-
tion allowed us to go beyond the folk theories of the lexicon.
Rather than focusing on the largest five or six arbitrary parti-
tions of the personality sphere, we think it is more useful to
go beyond these large groups and focus on the power of
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individual items (Mõttus et al., 2019). In a recent article
(Revelle, Dworak, & Condon, 2020), we contrasted the
cross-validated predictive validity of conventional measures
of the Big 5 with a lower level solution of 27 factors (Con-
don, 2018) and the use of 696 items. We now apply this ap-
proach to a direct comparison of the IPIP-HEXACO 6, the
24 IPIP-HEXACO facets, with IPIP measures of the Big 5,
10 facets (DeYoung et al., 2007), and Condon’s 27 factors
as well as the power of 696 individual items.

Our analyses use the IPIP (Goldberg, 1999) versions of
the HEXACO (Ashton, Lee, & Goldberg, 2007) and the
Big 5 rather than the proprietary versions for both pragmatic
and philosophical reasons. We like to do open and replicable
science and thus avoid proprietary measures, even if they are
technically available for researchers. In addition, we have ac-
cess to a large IPIP based item pool and have made these data
public (Revelle et al., 2020).

Using our open source data set (N ≈ 126 000, Revelle
et al., 2020) and modifying code reported in that article, we
examined the cross-validated multiple R for 19 different
criteria for multiple regressions using the IPIP-Big 5, IPIP-
HEXACO, 10 Big 5 facets, 24 IPIP-HEXACO facets, 27 fac-
tors from the SPI, as well as an empirically derived set of the
best items chosen from 696 items.

The results are clear: going beyond the Big 5 (based on
100 items) or HEXACO (240 items) is fruitful (Figure 1).
There is far more information at the level of the SPI-27
(135 items) and even more with 696 items. Thus, while we
agree that research should consider more factors when
examining personality structure, it is more important to
look beyond the lexical hypothesis. Rather than debating
constellations around the campfire, we should discuss
the ever-accelerating universe or try to discover new planets.

Five or Six (or Some Other Number)?—A Proposal for the Great Behavior Prediction
Challenge

BORIS EGLOFF

Johannes Gutenberg University Mainz, Germany

egloff@uni-mainz.de

Abstract: The target article by Ashton and Lee puts forward several strong arguments in favor of the HEXACO model
over the Big Five. Here, I propose the Great Behavior Prediction Challenge: define representative domains of human
behavior, conduct a very large study in which these behaviors are observed, and examine which inventory predicts the
most variance. I will conclude with thoughts about existing longitudinal studies and (re-)naming. © 2020 European
Association of Personality Psychology

Figure 1. Predicting 19 criteria from the SAPA data set. The lines show the cross-validated R for regressions using the spi Big 5 scores, the IPIP Big 5, 10 facets
of the Big Five Aspects Scales, the IPIP-HEXACO, the 24 IPIP-HEXACO facets, the spi little 27 scores, and the cross-validated values for the solution the
bestScales function using 696 personality items.
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I read the thought-provoking target article by Ashton and Lee
(2020a) with great pleasure. To my shame, I learned (and re-
learned) about several issues that I should have known about
or should have remembered, especially about the subjec-
tively most important topic in this target article: the predic-
tion of actual behavior.

I will begin by admitting that I have used, still use, and
might continue to use Big Five measures in my own research
(here, I could easily provide more than 20 shameless self-
citations), typically without thinking much about any alterna-
tives. Please also note that I do not own any stock whatso-
ever in the Big Five—and I am definitely not one of the
people referred to in objection number 16 (I swear!).

Why did I routinely use Big Five measures to assess
broad personality dispositions? Well, they were readily avail-
able (in shorter and in longer forms, with and without fees,
…), and they seemed to be the consensual gold standard in
the field. The latter was especially important to me as I spent
my academic youth in the field of coping research (another
missed opportunity for self-citations) where it was my im-
pression that a considerable mess existed regarding theory,
taxonomy, nomenclature, and measurement (see, e.g. Parker
& Endler, 1992). Thus, having a consensual standard in the
domain of broad personality dispositions was greatly appre-
ciated and seemed to be of value per se. Besides nostalgia,
this issue could be one cause for the resistance to welcome
a new player onto the field. (Of course, these are not scien-
tific arguments. And it might help some people overcome
their resistance to change to hearken back to a time when
the “Big Fivers” were the young and bold attackers—e.g.
Costa & McCrae, 1992a; Eysenck, 1992—of the status
quo; thus, everyone should check and, if necessary, update
their cherished certainties from time to time.)

Am I convinced? Hmm. What would convince me? On
the one hand, the crux of the matter seems to be located in
the dispute over whether the data base (the personality lexi-
con right from the beginning) was exhaustive and/or repre-
sentative and whether the methods applied were sound.
Regarding these issues, I am looking forward to studying
the comments on this target article and the reply and will then
form my opinion. On the other hand, I was really impressed
by the description that the HEXACO scales substantially
outpredict the Big Five with respect to quite a few
personality-relevant criterion variables such as materialism,

delinquency, unethical decision making, status-driven risk
taking, phobic tendencies, and short-term mating (Ashton,
Lee, & De Vries, 2014). Furthermore, the distinction be-
tween the tendency to avoid exploiting others (e.g. the act
of giving in the dictator game; high Honesty-Humility) and
the tendency to tolerate exploitation by others (e.g. the accep-
tance of unfair offers in the ultimatum game; high Agreeable-
ness) was convincing to me. However, are there also domains
of behavior in which the Big Five outpredict the HEXACO?

Because the prediction of actual behavior interests me the
most (Back & Egloff, 2009; Back, Schmukle, & Egloff,
2009), I propose the Great Behavior Prediction Challenge:
first, we need to define the central domains of human behav-
ior (and important peripheral areas) that we should ideally be
able to predict (is there a representative taxonomy of human
behavior?). This set of behaviors should be consensually
specified and specified a priori by all participants of this
challenge. Then, we need to conduct a very large observa-
tional study of human behavior to determine which approach
predicts the most variance. This will also allow for the com-
parison of different inventories within the same theory. Fur-
thermore, shorter and longer inventories can be compared
with respect to how much is gained when items are added.
Finally, this challenge is of course open to approaches with
fewer than five or more than six factors. I would then be con-
vinced that the winner’s taxonomy and inventory are the best
for assessing broad personality dispositions. Then, we can
move on to examine when, why, and how behavior is pre-
dicted by personality (see also Back, 2020).

And now for something completely different, if it turns
out that the HEXACO is superior to the Big Five, what
should we do with the large longitudinal studies that have al-
ready administered the Big Five in several waves—and that
are mostly run by economists—such as the GSOEP, HILDA,
or BHPS? Is it possible to add a few items to additionally
cover the HEXACO scales without abandoning the Big Five
to retain the longitudinal data? Or must we explain to our
economic friends that from now on, personality consists of
six factors, and we must start from scratch?

A final thought about naming: I have always had the feel-
ing that the name “HEXACO” (which sounds like an oil
company) was not powerful enough to successfully confront
the “Big Five.” Maybe a re-naming should be considered?
Two initial suggestions: the “Superior Six” or the “Six Pack.”

Live Simply So That Others May Simply Live: Trying to Get Clarity on the Meaning
of Honesty/Humility

WILLIAM FLEESON

Wake Forest University, Winston-Salem, NC USA

fleesonw@wfu.edu

Abstract: I reflect on the meaning of Honesty/Humility. I start with the meaning of the words “honesty” and “humil-
ity” and compare their meanings to the content of the HEXACO assessment tool and to the research correlates of
Honesty/Humility. I find a mismatch. I conclude with three possible solutions to this mismatch, including relabeling
the trait as Benevolence and Simplicity (versus Selfishness, [Diebels, Leary, & Chon, 2018]). Such a move may
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advance the goals of the authors as expressed in the target article, by increasing understanding and acceptance of the
HEXACO model. © 2020 European Association of Personality Psychology

I would like to reflect on the meaning of Honesty/Humility,
because “Honesty” and “Humility” may not be the most
straightforward labels for this trait, and they may not best
capture the full meaning of the trait.

The target paper consists of 16 arguments for adopting
the HEXACO model over five-dimensional models. I am
convinced and I have adopted the use of the HEXACO in
my own work, but I believe one hindrance to adoption may
be uncertainty about the meaning of the traits in the new
model. The major change from five-dimensional models to
the HEXACO is adding Honesty/Humility (as well as
downsizing Agreeableness). Shaky understanding of this
new trait may hamper acceptance of the HEXACO; accurate
understanding of the trait may conversely facilitate accep-
tance. Furthermore, this trait is an intriguing one, with a great
deal of interesting associated research. This trait adds an im-
portant but neglected aspect of human life to the personality
domain.

The term “honesty” has two main meanings: (i) truthful-
ness; and (ii) fairness, integrity, and lack of cheating. It is
not clear yet whether truthfulness, the main meaning, is part
of Honesty/Humility or important to it. It is very clear, how-
ever, that the second meaning—fairness and lack of cheating
—is part of it.

“Humility” has many meanings (Wright, Nadelhoffer,
Thomson Ross, & Sinnott-Armstrong, 2018): modesty, ap-
propriate sense of self-worth, focus on others, self-
abasement, quietude, being humble, downplaying of abili-
ties, not seeing oneself as superior to or more worthy than
others, not demanding of respect from others, and lack of
self-confidence. I have found no sign that being humble,
quiet, self-abasing, downplaying, or low in self-confidence
are part of Honesty/Humility. I have found limited indication
that not needing the respect of or deference of others is part
of Honesty/Humility.

These points can be seen in the HEXACO assessment of
Honesty/Humility (Lee & Ashton, 2018). Honesty/Humility
consists of four facets, labelled Sincerity, Fairness, Greed
Avoidance, and Modesty. No items refer to telling the truth
or lying, although some items do refer to pretending to like
someone in order to get something from them. Some items
do refer to not cheating or breaking the rules. Similarly, no
items refer to self-abasement, quietude, or downplaying
one’s abilities. Several items do refer to not seeing oneself
as better than others and not expecting others to show respect
for or defer to oneself. So the items in this scale reflect only
the specific and secondary meanings of “honesty” and
“humility.”

Additionally, about half the items refer to not wanting
luxury (e.g. “Having a lot of money is not especially impor-
tant to me.”) and to not being willing to cheat or break rules
for an advantage (“I would be tempted to buy stolen property
if I were financially tight.”). This content is at least half the
meaning of Honesty/Humility but is only obliquely evident
in the labels “honesty” and “humility.”

The real test of the meaning is empirical and is revealed
in the conceptual net of correlates and behavioral predictions
(see Diebels et al., 2018, for a recent and fuller account). In
dictator games, Honesty/Humility predicts sharing more
money with others, even when there are no consequences
for sharing or hoarding. People high in Honesty/Humility
share more in public goods games, return more to benefac-
tors in trust games, and cooperate more in prisoners’ di-
lemma games. In cheating games, participants have a
chance to lie about the outcome of a game in order to get
more money, and Honesty/Humility predicts cheating less
even when there is no chance of getting caught. Thus, most
of these studies show that Honesty/Humility is a strong pre-
dictor of sharing and following the rules and provide some
evidence in one paradigm that they are less willing to lie.

Honesty/Humility relates to many personality variables.
It predicts benevolence, universalism, and conformity values.
It predicts low egotism, narcissism, psychopathy, Machiavel-
lianism, and unethical sexual attitudes. It predicts the procliv-
ity to apologize, be altruistic, and to forgive.

Honesty/Humility also predicts real-world behaviors. It is
a strong predictor of avoiding counterproductive work and
academic behaviors. It predicts less unethical negotiation,
less delinquency, less aggression, less bullying, and less
gambling. It also negatively predicts willingness in hypothet-
ical scenarios to take bribes, sexually harass, commit crimes,
or steal.

Thus, the empirical findings suggest a wide range of cor-
relates, including generosity, sharing, following rules, re-
specting others’ autonomy, and not taking advantage of
circumstances. In one kind of study, it predicted telling the
truth about the outcomes of monetary games. I was unable
to find any studies directly assessing humility.

Thus, Honesty/Humility means “honesty” and “humility”
only in specific and perhaps secondary meanings of the
terms. Additionally, these terms leave out much of the impor-
tant content of Honesty/Humility, including sharing, lack of
greed, and respect for others’ rights. Rather, the meaning of
Honesty/Humility includes many manifestations of
prosociality. Honesty, in the sense of truthfulness, might be
one of these manifestations, but truthfulness is not prominent
in the facets, items, or correlates. Humility is present in the
facets and items but only in the sense of seeing oneself as
equally respectable and valuable as others, not in other mean-
ings of “humility.” Humility is not present in the empirical
correlates.

I see three possible solutions to this mismatch between
the label of the trait and the meaning of the trait. One possi-
ble solution is to add items capturing the full and primary
meanings of honesty and humility to the assessment of the
trait. A second possible solution is to get more clarity on
the range of correlates, particularly on whether
Honesty/Humility predicts truthfulness, lying, and humility.
A third possible solution is change the label of the trait to
something such as “Selfishness” (Diebels et al., 2018). To
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me, the correlates and items suggest “Benevolence and Sim-
plicity” as most apt. These two words appear to capture the
full meaning of the trait, as it is currently understood, quite

well. Hopefully this suggestion will also advance the goals
of the target article.

Distinguishing Between Instruments and Constructs in Big Six Research

CHRISTOPHER M. GALLAGHER, ANDREW SAMO, MICHAEL A. SHEA and SAMUEL T. MCABEE

Bowling Green State University, Bowling Green, OH USA

cmgalla@bgsu.edu

Abstract: Methodologists have long recognized the limiting nature of focusing on a narrow range of
operationalizations when generalizing to constructs. We see great promise in the Big Six model of personality, but in
this comment, we suggest that the current state of the Big Six literature comes close to exhibiting mono-operation bias.
We argue that mono-operation bias can be avoided by wider adoption of newly generated and existing alternative mea-
sures of the Big Six beyond the HEXACO-PI family of instruments. © 2020 European Association of Personality
Psychology

Ashton and Lee (2020a) make a compelling case for
expanding the use of measures of the six-factor HEXACO
model of personality. The six-factor model demonstrates su-
perior replicability in lexical studies across cultures—struc-
tural validity evidence (National Council on Measurement in
Education [NCME] et al., 2014) that would delight classical
factor analysts (e.g. Cattell, 1943a; Guilford, 1975). More-
over, the model explains more variance in outcomes important
to psychologists across disciplines (Ashton & Lee, 2007).
This criterion-related validity is the primary evidence of con-
sequence for some personality psychologists (Hogan, 2005),
and it is likely that this evidence has led to the increased use
of the HEXACO or alternative Big Six measures of personal-
ity in workplace psychology, as evidenced by Pletzer,
Bentvelzen, Oostrom, and De Vries (2019)’s meta-analytic
database linking broad personality to workplace deviance.

However, it is important to point out that there are legiti-
mate reasons that some researchers might prefer the Big Five
over the HEXACO or Big Six, such as the former’s emphasis
on intellectual capacity, particularly within certain models
(e.g. DeYoung et al., 2007; cf. Soto & John, 2017). Intellec-
tualism or intellectual achievement is an important individual
difference in workplace and educational psychology (von
Stumm, Hell, & Chamorro-Premuzic, 2011; Woo,
Chernyshenko, Stark, & Conz, 2014). One additional advan-
tage the Big Five has over the Big Six is that there are many
alternative measures of the Big Five, whereas there are fewer
measures of the Big Six. The vast majority of this literature is
grounded in the use of the HEXACO-PI family of measures
(e.g. Ashton & Lee, 2009b; Lee & Ashton, 2004, 2018). We
see this mono-operation bias (Shadish, Cook, & Campbell,
2002)—akin to the failure to distinguish constructs from as-
sessments (Arthur & Villado, 2008)—as an essential limita-
tion to drawing strong inferences from the Big Six literature.

Much of psychology regards meta-analysis as the best ev-
idence available on any subject—indeed the focal article uses
meta-analytic evidence widely in support of Big Six. Yet very
few meta-analyses of broad personality traits ask whether

alternative instruments are interchangeable. One exception is
a study by Pace and Brannick (2010). These authors examined
the differences between popular Big Five instruments using
meta-analysis, focusing on reliability and interrelations
among Big Five scales of the same name. They conclude,
“[r]esults indicated that the assumption of commensurability
is questionable. Convergent validities were lower than ex-
pected, indicating substantial differences among tests. Such
a result begs for an explanation of the differences among tests
as well as a consideration of the implications of such differ-
ences for theory and practice” (Pace & Brannick, p. 674). Al-
though these authors found unexpectedly low convergence
among Big Five instruments, other meta-analyses have found
alternate measures of the Big Five to have similar
criterion-related validities (e.g. McAbee & Oswald, 2013),
though some differences have been observed. There do not ap-
pear to be any similar meta-analyses for Big Six inventories,
likely because the bulk of this research uses a single instru-
ment family, as evidenced by the best defense for
HEXACO/Big Six—the focal article. In Table 1, we compile
a list of representative HEXACO/Big Six instruments (col-
lapsing across length variants) and include the number of ref-
erences associated with a given instrument in the focal article.
What stands out is that Ashton and Lee’s (2020a) evidence,

Table 1. HEXACO/Big Six Instruments and citations in Ashton
and Lee (2020a)

Instrument(s) Citations

HEXACO-PIa 78
IPIP-HEXACOb 0
QB6c 2
ACT Behavioral Skills Frameworkd 0
Other 0

aIncludes variants of the HEXACO PI including but not limited to the
HEXACO PI-R, HEXACO-60, and the HEXACO-100.
bAshton et al. (2007).
cThalmayer, Saucier, and Eigenhuis (2011).
dColbow, Latino, Way, Casillas, and McKinniss (2017).
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and the cited meta-analyses, are dominated by the
HEXACO-PI measures.

A footnote of the focal article mentions that the methodo-
logical perspective of the authors, as the developers of the
HEXACO-PI, holds little bearing on the defenses that Ashton
and Lee (2020a) make of the HEXACO/Big Six, and we take
the authors at their word. Even so, their defense rests on their
instruments. This leads to two potential problems: first, the ev-
idence presented likely tells us more about the HEXACO-PI
as an instrument(s) than it does about the Big Six as a person-
ality taxonomy (i.e. mono-operation bias). Second, unless we
assume the common-cause latent variable model (Rhemtulla,
van Bork, & Borsboom, 2019), trait inventories and items
are not interchangeable. Aside from the lexical research, this
suggests that Ashton and Lee’s (2020a) defense of the Big
Six model are, in actuality, defenses of the HEXACO-PI.

We believe that our caution that the HEXACO-PI in-
struments are not taken as synonymous with the Big Six
points directly to a solution. Despite the tireless work that
undoubtedly went into developing the HEXACO-PI, its
variants, and their translations, more research needs to be
done with alternative Big Six inventories. This will require
more independent testing of the psychometric qualities of
these alternative measures, and it will require the develop-
ment and dissemination of new, sound alternatives. Again,
Table 1 presents a list of representative alternative Big Six
measures as a start.

A project that has the potential to yield another robust al-
ternative Big Six measure is the Synthetic Aperture Personal-
ity Assessment (SAPA; see Revelle et al., 2017). SAPA uses
planned massive missingness to administer thousands of per-
sonality items to potentially millions of respondents, allowing
researchers to gain item-level information from these very
sparse tables. Condon (2018) uses these data to devise and test
his SPI Big Five instrument, though alternative factor struc-
tures and inventories—such as a measure of the Big Six—
could emerge given different methodological and content-in-
clusion choices.

The Big Six personality taxonomy has strong benefits
that have rightfully won over its fair share of personality
and applied psychologists. We caution readers, however,
not to equate the HEXACO-PI instruments with the under-
lying Big Six taxonomy. Expanding on mono-operation bias
in personality research, Brewer (2000) states: “Because any
one operation invariably underrepresents the construct of in-
terest … the conceptual interpretation of single operations
can always be challenged. It takes conceptual replication
across multiple different operationalizations of the same
construct to establish construct validity” (p. 9). We believe
that Big Six research moves dangerously close to
mono-operation bias and that this should be remedied for
Big Six research to be considered on par with Big Five
research.

All Models (of Basic Personality Structure) Are Wrong, but Some Are Useful

BENJAMIN E. HILBIG1 and MORTEN MOSHAGEN2

1University of Koblenz-Landau, Landau, Germany
2University of Ulm, Ulm, Germany

hilbig@uni-landau.de

Abstract: Too much of the debate surrounding models of personality structure appears to cling to the—actually non-
sensical—question of which is the correct or true number of basic factors. Instead, models ought to be evaluated in
terms of their usefulness. To this end, we suggest four main criteria—scope, parsimony, robustness, and operational
consistency—and examine the corresponding state of evidence for the HEXACO model vis-à-vis the five-factor model.
© 2020 European Association of Personality Psychology

In their target article, Ashton and Lee (A&L) address argu-
ments against commonly adopting the HEXACO model, thus
moving beyond the more traditional five-factor model
(FFM). Although scientific debates can be fruitful, we can at-
test to the fact that far too much of the debate centers around
the pointless question which is the “true” number of basic
personality factors. Both sides tend to overlook the inescap-
able fact that “all models are wrong” (Box & Luceno, 1997,
p. 6) and thus fall short of the far more fruitful question
which taxonomy may be more useful and who bears the bur-
den of evidence going forward.

ALL MODELS (OF PERSONALITY STRUCTURE)
ARE WRONG

Much of the rhetoric surrounding lexically derived models of
personality structure suggests that there is a correct or even
true number of basic personality dimensions. Comparing
such models with the periodic system of elements (Hofstee
et al., 1992) and interpreting the dimensions as real entities
along with statements such as “we believe it [the five-factor
structure] is simply an empirical fact, like the fact that there
are eight American presidents from Virginia” (McCrae &
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John, 1992, p. 194) strongly suggest that there is a correct so-
lution. Statements found in the A&L target article are at least
implicitly aligned with this view: “a reasonably close approx-
imation to the structure of personality characteristics” (A&L,
ms p.4, emphasis added) implies that there is an actual one
we can approximate.

However, any result of a lexical analysis is best under-
stood as a descriptive taxonomy providing a surface charac-
terization based entirely on co-occurrence of (personality-
descriptive) attributes. Arguably, there is no truth to be
found in such classifications. If we classified species in
the same manner—based on co-occurrence of attributes—
whales could be classified as fish (as any 3-year-old will
confirm). Thus, the question cannot be how many basic per-
sonality factors there are; instead, the question needs to be
which description is the more “useful fiction” (Box &
Luceno, 1997, p. 6).

WHEN IS A MODEL (OF PERSONALITY
STRUCTURE) USEFUL?

The promise of these models is to have a common organiz-
ing framework. An excellent metaphor has been that of
personality factors as axes of cartography (Goldberg, 1993)
in that “as latitude and longitude permit the precise de-
scription of any location on earth, the five-factor model
promises the hope of similarly locating personality disposi-
tions” (Ozer & Reise, 1994, p. 361). A useful, precise, and
replicable positioning anywhere on earth, in turn, requires
four fundamental prerequisites: first, the system ought to
cover the entirety of the space of potential positions, leav-
ing no blank spots. Second, it should be as parsimonious
as possible. Third, the system itself needs to be location-
independent, that is, latitudes and longitudes must be de-
fined independently of where on earth we currently are.
Fourth, positioning needs to align across operatio-
nalizations, that is, the measured position ought to be es-
sentially the same no matter which GPS satellite one
happens to be using.

Transferred to models of basic personality structure,
these prerequisites imply that a useful model (i) ought to
cover as much of the personality space as possible (scope),
conditional on (ii) its parsimony, (iii) needs to be robust
(across cultures, languages, etc.), and (iv) should come with
largely consistent operationalizations. This last condition is
actually not a property of the model itself; however, it
co-determines the ultimate usefulness of the model given
that the model can only manifest itself through its
operationalizations.

HOW USEFUL, THEN, IS THE HEXACO MODEL
VIS-À-VIS THE FIVE-FACTOR MODEL?

In reference to the first two prerequisites, empirical evidence
shows that the HEXACO appears to cover a substantially
larger portion of the personality space, thereby justifying the
increased complexity of the model (resulting from the sixth
factor). Not the only, but arguably the most obvious case is
that of so-called dark traits which appear to be more of a
“blank spot” within the five-factor system—at least in several
of its operationalizations. Unless it is demonstrated how these
traits can be likewise covered within a five-factor representa-
tion, and as long as there is no comparable evidence suggest-
ing “blank spots”within the HEXACO that are better covered
by the five-factor system, the burden of evidence lies with
those who would argue against adopting the HEXACO.

Regarding the third prerequisite, one is necessarily faced
with the inherent inconclusiveness of lexical studies—made
most obvious by the very fact that A&L “see” six factors in
the very same data in which others “see” five. Possibly, in
quite a few languages and cultures, the five-factor and
six-factor solutions fit comparably well (or indeed poorly).
Nonetheless, as long as there are languages for which
A&L’s six-factor solution appears substantially more ade-
quate but no languages for which the opposite demonstrably
holds, the burden of evidence clearly lies with those who
would argue against adopting the HEXACO.

Fourth, a practical problem of the five-factor system that
the HEXACO has (so far) avoided is the number of
non-equivalent operationalizations. There are many invento-
ries to measure the Big Five, but they are not consistent in
what they actually measure. The HEXACO model, by con-
trast, is still almost exclusively operationalized through the
HEXACO-PI-R, and thus, the vast majority of studies based
on the HEXACO framework are actually comparable. Thus,
those who would argue against adopting the HEXACO will
need to agree on one operationalization of the five-factor sys-
tem (or a small set of truly equivalent ones).

In summary, just as latitude and longitude describe loca-
tions on earth, models of personality structure provide a mere
surface classification of traits—neither are factual, let alone
true and neither, per se, explain phenomena. Nonetheless,
such models can be useful depending on their scope, parsi-
mony, robustness, and operational consistency. In light of
these criteria, the burden of evidence is largely on those
who would argue against adopting the HEXACO. More gen-
erally, once the field abandons the rhetoric trying to instill
truth into a particular number of basic personality dimen-
sions, we may at least agree on the most useful fiction we
have at any one time.
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Has Psychology Found Its Conscience?
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Abstract: We briefly consider historical antecedents of personality psychology’s longstanding neglect of moral-laden
traits, highlighting the HEXACO Honesty-Humility (H/H) dimension as a partial corrective in this regard. To test this
possibility, we examine H/H’s ability to statistically predict psychopathy, the quintessential disorder of amorality, in
four community samples. H/H may possess incremental validity beyond five factor model (FFM) traits in the statistical
prediction of several constructs, particularly those imbued with moral-laden traits and attitudes. H/H appears to cap-
ture distinctive moral content that is largely overlooked in the FFM. © 2020 European Association of Personality
Psychology

There are few issues on which psychoanalyst Sigmund Freud
and arch-anti-psychoanalyst Hans Eysenck would probably
have agreed. One of them is the centrality of the conscience
to personality, whether it be conceptualized as the superego
(Freud, 1923) or a set of classically conditioned reactions
to aversive stimuli (Eysenck, 1965). Nevertheless, we con-
tend that contemporary personality psychology has largely
neglected the importance of the conscience and morality
more broadly and that the honesty/humility (H/H) dimension
of the HEXACO model is a partial corrective in this regard.

In their spirited defense of the HEXACO, Ashton and
Lee (2020a) advocate for H/H’s relevance to personality in
light of its underrepresentation in the five factor model
(FFM). We extend their arguments by offering a broader per-
spective on H/H, including historical reasons for its insuffi-
cient representation within the FFM and relevance to
psychopathy, one major disorder of personality. We remain
agnostic regarding whether six versus five factors better ap-
proximate the state of nature. Like Lykken (1971), we are
skeptical that factor analysis alone affords a sufficient basis
for elucidating the structure of personality. At the same time,
we argue that H/H offers partial coverage of conscience-re-
lated content that has been largely overlooked in the FFM.

First, however, a bit of history is in order. Allport and
Odbert (1936) laid much of the foundation for the factor
analyses that gave birth to the FFM by identifying approxi-
mately 18, 000 trait-relevant adjectives in the English lan-
guage. In so doing, they excluded evaluative terms (e.g.
wonderful, awful; Saucier, 2019). Following Allport’s (1931)
dictum that “a trait of personality … is not the same as moral
quality” (p. 371), they did so on the grounds that such terms
bear “absolutely no direct reference to personality” (p. 18;
see also Norman, 1963). This decision probably resulted in
insufficient coverage of morally laden terms in the FFM.

Tellegen, Grove, and Waller (1991); Tellegen, 1993) ex-
amined the implications of this decision empirically. By cast-
ing a broad net of trait-like terms, including the kinds of
evaluative terms omitted by Allport and Odbert (1936), they
uncovered a seven-factor solution marked by five dimen-
sions similar to the FFM, along with two dimensions of pos-
itive valence (anchored by “excellent” versus “ordinary”) and
negative valence (anchored by “evil” versus “decent”).

Several terms in these dimensions, especially negative va-
lence, appear to map onto morally laden concepts (e.g.
“cruel,” “depraved”; Benet & Waller, 1995). Indeed, in a
sample of undergraduates, Međedović, Čolović, Dinić, and
Smederevac (2019) found that H/H was robustly associated
with Tellegen and colleagues’ negative valence dimension.
The positive and negative valence dimensions also bear im-
plications for personality pathology; negative valence, for
example, is robustly associated with antisocial personality
disorder, a condition that overlaps with psychopathy
(Simms, 2007).

Although Loevinger (1994) may have engaged in a bit of
hyperbole when she asked rhetorically “Has psychology lost
its conscience?” (p. 2) in her critique of the FFM, we agree
with her that the FFMmarkedly underrepresents moral dimen-
sions of personality. According to Loevinger, FFM conscien-
tiousness, which is probably the closest analogue to the
conscience in this model, is more closely allied to conformity
than to morality. Admittedly, Loevinger’s argument is not im-
mune to criticism. Certain FFM dimensions, including antag-
onism (reversed agreeableness) and conscientiousness,
contain moral content (Kurtz & Tiegreen, 2005), and
individual differences in morality may in part reflect statistical
interactions among FFM domains, facets, or both
(Spirrison, 1994). Still, it is likely that H/H partially fills the
content gap that Loevinger identified (Block, 2010).

An indirect test of this possibility derives from research
on the relevance of H/H to psychopathy (see Ashton, Lee,
& Son, 2000), the quintessential disorder of amorality. Al-
though psychopathic individuals generally appear capable
of reasoning in the abstract about moral problems (Marshall,
Watts, & Lilienfeld, 2018), they typically fail to behave mor-
ally in real-life situations, probably because they are insuffi-
ciently motivated to do so (Cima, Tonnaer, & Hauser, 2010).
If so, H/H should afford useful information beyond other
traits in accounting for variance in psychopathy. Gaughan,
Miller, and Lynam (2012) reported that the HEXACO
afforded superior statistical prediction of psychopathy rela-
tive to the FFM and that this added predictive value stemmed
from the HEXACO’s Emotionality and H/H dimensions. For
this commentary, we examined the incremental validity of
H/H beyond the other five HEXACO dimensions in
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statistically predicting psychopathy across four community
samples (Ns ranged from 349 to 473). As predictands, we
used the three higher-order dimensions of the Psychopathic
Personality Inventory-Revised (Lilienfeld & Widows, 2005):
Fearless Dominance (which measures boldness),
Self-centered Impulsivity (which measures disinhibition),
and Coldheartedness (which measures emotional detach-
ment). Across samples, H/H was weakly negatively related
to scores on Fearless Dominance (ΔR2 ranged from .01 to
.02) but moderately negatively related to scores on
Self-centered Impulsivity (ΔR2 ranged from to .07 to .12)
and Coldheartedness (ΔR2 ranged from .03 to .07). Bearing
in mind Westfall and Yarkoni’s (2016) caveat regarding the
high false-positive rates of incremental validity analyses,
these results suggest that H/H affords surplus value beyond
other traits in statistically predicting psychopathy’s largely
maladaptive features.

We would be remiss not to address the counter-narrative
that antagonism is the core trait underpinning psychopathy.

Lynam and Miller (2019) even contended that antagonism
is not merely necessary but nearly sufficient for psychopathy.
This argument overlooks the point that some individuals are
antagonistic precisely because they have high moral stan-
dards and hence have scant patience for unethical behavior.
A case in point is astronomer and science communicator Carl
Sagan, who was rated by colleagues, friends, and family
members as extremely low (13th percentile) in agreeable-
ness, yet also as highly ethical and deeply concerned with
the truth (Shermer, 2001). As a consequence, he did not suf-
fer fools gladly.

Antagonism and morality are hardly mutually exclusive;
to the contrary, the latter may sometimes predispose to the
former. When viewed in this light, H/H, although not fully
capturing classical conceptions of morality, may partly fill
the gaps left by Antagonism and other FFM dimensions. In
doing so, it may help to restore the conscience to its rightful
place in personality psychology.

Little Evidence That Honesty-Humility Lives Outside of FFM Agreeableness

DONALD R. LYNAM1, MICHAEL L. CROWE2, COLIN VIZE1 and JOSHUA D. MILLER2

1Purdue University, West Lafayette, IN USA
2University of Georgia, Athens, GA USA

dlynam@purdue.edu

Abstract: We see little benefit to separating Honesty-Humility from the broader FFM Agreeableness domain. In our
commentary, we summarize several studies showing that although lexically based Big Five measures under-represent
H-H content, the same cannot be said for FFM-based measures. We also indicate that contrary to claims by some ad-
vocates, FFM-based Agreeableness is more strongly related to the Dark Triad than H-H. Finally, we review a recent
study examining the lower-order structure of FFM Agreeableness that failed to reveal a separate H-H factor, despite
more than adequate representation of that content. © 2020 European Association of Personality Psychology

We like aspects of the HEXACO representation of personal-
ity. The model has many strengths as noted by Ashton and
Lee (2020a). Our response concerns only the presumed dis-
tinction between HEXACO Honesty-Humility (H-H) and
FFM Agreeableness. We see little theoretical or empirical
support for splitting these domains. Within the lexical tradi-
tion of the Big Five, the evidence that HEXACO H-H cap-
tures content distinct from Big Five Agreeableness is
compelling. However, in the context of FFM research, as
commonly operationalized by the Revised NEO Personality
Inventory (NEO PI-R; Costa & McCrae, 1992b), we see little
evidence for the validity of a distinct H-H dimension.

As Ashton and Lee (2020a) note, the FFM includes facets
measuring straightforwardness and modesty within its con-
ceptualization of Agreeableness. Miller, Gaughan, Maples,
and Price (2011) demonstrated that NEO PI-R Agreeableness
was much more strongly related to H-H than was BFI Agree-
ableness. This was true at the level of the total H-H score
(0.67 vs. 0.44) and each of H-H subscales: sincerity (0.51,
0.35), fairness (0.54, 0.39), greed avoidance (0.43, 0.22),

and modesty (0.61, 0.41). Correlations for the BFI and
NEO PI-R with H-H were virtually identical when NEO
PI-R Agreeableness was recomputed without the straightfor-
wardness and modesty facets.

More recently, Vize, Collison, Miller, and Lynam (2020)
examined the ability of several Agreeableness-related mea-
sures to account for the core of the Dark Triad—Machiavel-
lianism, narcissism, and psychopathy in two large samples.
These data are important as advocates of the HEXACO have
used evidence of stronger relations between HEXACO H-H
with constructs such as psychopathy, narcissism, or external-
izing behavior as evidence in favor of this model (e.g. Lee &
Ashton, 2005; Lee, Ashton, & De Vries, 2005). Measures in-
cluded the A-related content from the IPIP NEO-120 (Ma-
ples, Guan, Carter, & Miller, 2014), BFI, and Big Five
Inventory–2 (BFI-2; Soto & John, 2017), and H-H from
the HEXACO. Across different operationalizations of the
Dark Triad, IPIP-NEO-120 A showed the highest latent cor-
relations with the DT core (average latent r of �0.97)
followed by H-H (average latent r of �0.91). Significantly
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lower latent correlations were obtained for BFI A (average
latent r of �0.69) and BFI-2 A (average latent r of �0.77).

The difference in the relations of H-H with FFM-based
and Big Five-based measures of A is even clearer in the
zero-order correlations reported in Vize et al. (2020) supple-
mental materials. Across samples, average correlations of
BFI A and BFI-2 A were 0.44 for H-H, 0.32 for sincerity,
0.44 for fairness, 0.28 for greed avoidance, and 0.33 for mod-
esty; corresponding correlations for IPIP-NEO-120 A were
0.64, 0.46, 0.52, 0.39, and 0.57. In fact, three facets from
IPIP-NEO-120 A (i.e. straightforwardness, compliance, and
modesty) were as highly correlated with H-H subscales as
the subscales were among themselves. These data demon-
strate that previous findings that compare the “predictive” cor-
relations of Big Five/FFM A and HEXACO H-H with
antagonistic forms of psychopathology are dependent on
howAgreeableness is measured. EvenwhenH-H outperforms
measures of the FFM such as the NEO PI-R (e.g. Gaughan
et al., 2012), this may be due to differences in severity of item
content or criterion contamination. After all, many HEXACO
H-H items are indistinguishable from items used to measure
psychopathy (e.g. “If I want something from a person I dislike,
I will act very nicely toward that person in order to get it”).

Perhaps the most compelling evidence for not separating
H-H from A comes from our recent empirical examination of
the structure of Agreeableness. Crowe et al. (2018) recently
examined the structure of Agreeableness using 131 items
from 22 widely used Agreeableness-related scales, including
scales from the HEXACO-PI-R (i.e. Honesty-Humility,
Agreeableness, and Altruism; Lee & Ashton, 2006). We ap-
plied Goldberg’s (2006) approach to the 104 non-redundant
items to examine the hierarchical unfolding of the broad do-
main. After evaluating each of the solutions, the five-factor
model was selected as the final stage of the hierarchy given
that solutions with greater number of facets introduced

problems with interpretability and yielded additional facets
that had low numbers and/or magnitude of factor loadings.

The five factors consisted of compassion (vs. callousness)
which assesses concern for the feelings of others; morality
(vs. immorality) which contrasts honest and moral interper-
sonal behaviors with interpersonal deceitfulness and manipu-
lation; trust (vs. distrust) defined by a willingness to trust
others; affability (vs. combativeness) which assesses opposi-
tional and confrontational behaviors; and modesty (vs. arro-
gance) which includes items related to vanity and humility.
Most importantly, at no point in the hierarchy did a separate
Honesty-Humility factor emerge.3 Compassion (vs. callous-
ness) was the largest of the facets to emerge and the most
representative of the domain as a whole. This is noteworthy
because the same construct falls in interstitial space within
the HEXACO model, represented only by the HEXACO Al-
truism scale. Thus, the HEXACO doesn’t capture the most
central aspect of in the Agreeableness domain. Other interest-
ing findings emerge from examination of the HEXACO’s
correlations across the hierarchy (presented in Table 3).
Greed Avoidance is odd. It is the only one of the 22 scales
that never attains a correlation greater than 0.50 with any of
the 15 factors scores across the hierarchy. Additionally, the
other three H-H scales fail to hang together across the various
levels.

Most importantly, results are not due to the underrepre-
sentation of Honesty-Humility content despite Ashton and
Lee’s (2020a) suggestion that we examined “… only some
segments of the personality domain.” Such content is present
in IPIP-NEO scales (Morality, Modesty), FI-FFM scales
(Straightforwardness, Modesty), and of course the HEXACO
items themselves. Together, Honesty-Humility-related scales
represented nearly 33% of the total item pool (i.e. 34 out of
104 items). These traits could clearly have emerged as dis-
tinct and separable content from the broader pool of Agree-
ableness items. But they did not.

Measures Versus Constructs, Construct Sampling Versus Structure, and Big Versus
Little Traits

KRISTIAN E. MARKON

University of Iowa, Iowa City, IA USA

kristian-markon@uiowa.edu

Abstract: Ashton and Lee thoughtfully address typical criticisms of the HEXACO, implicitly providing useful consid-
erations for evaluating personality measures in general. Many of the criticisms reflect an underlying concern with
how sampling of indicators and constituent subtraits in any given measure affect structural inferences in the context
of the entire domain. This issue presents a challenge not only for HEXACO and Big Five measures, but for psycho-
logical measurement more broadly. Addressing this challenge would likely lead to improved measurement and predic-
tion across numerous fields of behavioral sciences. © 2020 European Association of Personality Psychology

In an excellent argument, Ashton and Lee (2020a) system-
atically address historical criticisms and concerns about use
of the HEXACO relative to the Big Five. In doing so, they
not only provide cogent rationale for use of the

3In a similar analysis using items from mainstream measures of Antagonism
(e.g. PID-5; CAT-PD), there was again no evidence to suggest that H-H re-
lated content splits off from broader Agreeableness-Antagonism content.
As this hasn’t yet been peer-reviewed, we mention it only in passing.
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HEXACO but also for other measurement models in
any domain, implicitly providing a framework for
deciding between models of psychological attributes in
general.

Along these lines, however, some of the criticisms they
address might collectively reflect deeper issues in measure
development and evaluation. One underlying issue is
whether a set of measures, even well-established ones, com-
prehensively sample the universe of constructs constituting
components of a model, and if not, how this might affect
structural conclusions based on those measures. Many of
the criticisms addressed by Ashton and Lee—whether
honesty-humility is subsumed by agreeableness or not,
whether it is a bloated specific, the role of hierarchy in mea-
sure selection, and so forth—involve a general problem of
how indicator sampling affects generalizability of conclu-
sions in the presence of trait hierarchy.

Note that Ashton and Lee’s (2019) paper on the number
of Big Five “equivalents of variance” accounted for by the
HEXACO compared average amounts of variance explained
by particular measures of each model. These measures dif-
fered in length but also presumably in construct representa-
tion. When the HEXACO measure was longer than the Big
Five measure—sometimes more than twice as long—the
HEXACO comprised greater amounts of Big Five variance.
Big Five measures, moreover, not only “underpredicted”
HEXACO honesty-humility measures, they also
underpredicted HEXACO emotionality and agreeableness
measures, which should be isomorphic across the frame-
works. These patterns suggest that the HEXACO measure
subsumed a broader range of subordinate trait variance than
the Big Five measures—possibly in part due to length—even
with regard to superordinate traits present in both models.

If the HEXACO is representing a broader range of spe-
cific trait content, and maintaining score fidelity to those spe-
cific traits, are those specific traits outside the domain of the
Big Five, or is the HEXACO sampling specific Big Five
traits differently than the Big Five measures examined?
Ashton and Lee note that retention of specific trait informa-
tion often increases predictive power relative to more general
trait information alone—if this is being done selectively,
might it distort conclusions about how the two frameworks
map onto one another?

One approach to this is to examine the joint structure of a
comprehensive range of subordinate traits, sampled from the
HEXACO as well as Big Five frameworks, to determine their
joint structure. Crowe, Lynam, and Miller (2019) did so, ex-
amining the joint structure of Big Five Agreeableness mea-
sures together with the HEXACO-PI-R Agreeableness,
Altruism, and Honesty-Humility scales. Numerous subordi-
nate Big Five scales were included, including those of the
FI-FFM (Watson, Nus, & Wu, 2019), a Big Five inventory
designed to comprehensively specific traits. Their results
pointed to a general agreeableness domain subsuming

HEXACO and Big Five measures, with HEXACO scales
jointly measuring subfactors together with Big Five scales.
When the subordinate factor space is more thoroughly sam-
pled, and the measures are modeled simultaneously, it seems
the HEXACO and Big Five can be treated within the same
structure.

Similar issues regarding subtrait sampling have arisen in
other Big Five domains (Widiger & Crego, 2019). More gen-
erally, different Big Five measures do not necessarily demon-
strate nomological consistency—they do not map onto one
another as strongly as might be predicted, nor do they neces-
sarily have the same correlates with external criteria (Pace &
Brannick, 2010; Thielmann & Hilbig, 2019). Presumably,
this is the result of different measures assessing the same
Big Five traits from slightly different angles. When different
measures sample specific traits differently across general trait
domains, it decreases the variance shared in common within
a domain. Even if measures sample specific traits similarly at
the item level, if those traits are represented differently in
their scoring, it may affect estimates of commonalities in
structure.

Expanded analyses of personality descriptors have illus-
trated that more elaborated hierarchical structures, compris-
ing many more than five or six factors, can be observed
replicably across samples (for example, Saucier &
Iurino, in press). There are tradeoffs between predictive in-
formation and generalizability in choosing a level of trait
specificity to measure at, with the choice of specificity possi-
bly depending on the particular scenario at hand. One could
imagine an adaptive test that optimizes item selection not
only in terms of traditional item information quantities but
also with regard to some structural features of particular in-
terest at the moment of administration, meaning that a fixed
choice of 5, 6, or 15, or whatever number of factors the case
might be, could be moot. The tradeoff between fidelity of
representation and predictive power in modeling occurs in
other fields as well (e.g. Slonim, Friedman, & Tishby,
2006), where formulations of the problem suggest that solu-
tions to the tradeoff may vary depending on circumstances.
This indicates that variation in sampling of specific structural
features in a given measure might be systematically opti-
mized in some way to meet a specified goal.

Traditionally, generalizability in measurement observa-
tions is modeled in terms of two influences: reliability and
sampling of persons. Increasingly, it seems a third influence
requires consideration: sampling of indicators. Classical
models at some level are relatively strict in testing equiva-
lence of measures, perhaps unrealistically so. When mea-
sures differ along variables that are secondary to some
primary structural hypothesis of interest, it might be neces-
sary to accommodate uncertainty among those differences
in comparing models. Better understanding of how to sample
indicators and structural features might also be leveraged to
improve measurement and prediction in general.
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HEXACO and the Individual Case
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Abstract: Adopting an idiographic perspective, we consider the relevance of the HEXACO framework for studying
the individual case, focusing on a recently published psychological biography of Donald J. Trump. We conclude that
HEXACO’s distinction between agreeableness and honesty/humility adds value. The distinction proves useful not be-
cause Trump shows differential standings on the two traits, but because the life-history data sources, lines of argu-
mentation, and the overall respective framings of these two dimensions differ so markedly from each other in this
particular case—and, we suspect, in many others. © 2020 European Association of Personality Psychology

Ever since Gordon Allport (1937) set an intellectual agenda
for personality psychology, the field has aimed to compre-
hend the whole person. Through what Allport described as
nomothetic studies, researchers have charted variation in
the most important psychological features that distinguish
one person from another. Through idiographic studies, they
have brought personality theories and findings to bear on un-
derstanding the single case, even to the point of producing
book-length psychological biographies of prominent individ-
uals (e.g. Kasser, 2013; Ponterotto, 2020). Whereas Ashton
and Lee (2020a) defend the HEXACO system within the
context of nomothetic research in personality psychology,
we will briefly consider the applicability of HEXACO to
the single case.

The first author recently completed an intensive psycho-
logical study of the life and personality of U. S. President
Donald J. Trump (McAdams, 2020). The study’s central the-
sis is that Donald Trump has no inner story in his mind about
who he is, how he came to be, and where his life may be go-
ing. He is the episodic man, moving from one agonistic
scene in his life to the next, striving to win each discrete ep-
isode. Like a boxer in the ring, he fights furiously to win each
round. But the rounds—the scenes, the episodes—do not
add up. They form no narrative arc. Trump is remarkably de-
void of what a growing number of personality scientists refer
to as a narrative identity (McAdams & McLean, 2013). The
absence of a time-binding narrative core—the inner void
around which revolve his readily identifiable personality
traits and his characteristic motivations and beliefs—helps
to explain a large number of puzzling features of Donald
Trump’s personality and reputation, such as his perceived au-
thenticity, his charisma, his narcissism, and his extraordinary
ability to utter one falsehood after another.

With respect to dispositional personality traits, McAdams
(2020) drew upon the standard Big Five model. Three full
chapters in the book are devoted to what McAdams (2020)
perceived to be Trump’s sky-high extraversion (E) and
rock-bottom agreeableness (A), and how the lack of a narra-
tive identity helps to magnify and weaponize these two funda-
mental personality traits. Bringing the empirical research on E
and A to bear in the case proved to be especially illuminating
in explaining many features of Trump’s emotional life and his
behavioral tendencies.

Should McAdams (2020) Have Used the HEXACO Model
Instead?

One of the cardinal features distinguishing HEXACO
from the Big Five is its more differentiated factor space for
capturing qualities of personality expression that refer to
warmth, caring, altruism, affection, humility, sincerity, and
honesty—the trait equivalents to the milk of human kindness.
Within the Big Five framework, Trump’s extraordinarily low
standing on Awould seem to be synonymous with low ratings
on the two HEXACO dimensions of agreeableness (A) and
honesty/humility (H/H). Given that Trump is widely viewed
as being both extremely disagreeable and dishonest, the Big
Five framework would seem to be good enough for
McAdams’s (2020) approach. HEXACO’s splitting of the
agreeableness domain into two (A and H/H) does not, on first
blush, appear to add incremental value.

But a different conclusion may arise upon reading the
book! McAdams (2020) distributed the wide-ranging discus-
sion of features related to Big Five agreeableness across two
chapters. The first—entitled “Venom”—does a deep dive
into disagreeableness as expressed in antagonism, cruelty,
malevolence, and other manifestations of what fits well in
the HEXACO version of (low) A. The second chapter—en-
titled “Truth”—is all about dishonesty, which effectively cor-
responds to low H/H in HEXACO. Given Trump’s extreme
standing on this very big trait, it is perhaps not surprising that
two full chapters were required to explain it all. But the fact
that the discussion divided so neatly into the HEXACO trait
distinction may still be telling.

Looking back on this particular case study, our thesis is
this: The life-history evidence for low HEXACO agreeable-
ness and low honesty/humility in the case of Donald J. Trump,
as well as the psychological discourses used to frame that ev-
idence, derived from very different sources in the subject’s life.
Even though two HEXACO traits track each other in Trump’s
case (he “scores” extremely low on both), their respective
sources, explanations, framings, and implications appear to
be very different. In simple terms, the psychology of Trump’s
antagonism appears to be one thing, and the psychology of his
dishonesty appears to be quite another—even if both may be
grouped together in one Big Five dimension. McAdams’s
(2020) case study may, therefore, unwittingly demonstrate
the utility of the HEXACO approach, at least with respect to
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the broad panoply of traits that live in the agreeableness/
honesty space.

Ashton and Lee (2020a) suggest that while A connects to
the tendency to tolerate exploitation from others (politeness,
kindness), H/H connects more closely to the tendency to re-
frain from exploiting others (fairness, equity). Most likely,
these two different tendencies figured prominently in the ways
in which our evolutionary ancestors evaluated each other’s so-
cial reputations, each contributing a unique element to the hu-
man proclivity for cooperation (Tomasello, 2019). The
psychological dynamics of A and H/H, therefore, may mani-
fest themselves in rather different ways and confer different
adaptive advantages and liabilities in human groups.

In a parallel sense, A and H/H may play off against each
other in many individual lives. Regarding our last point, we

can think of a number of interesting cases from past Ameri-
can presidents (and other political figures) that show substan-
tial divergence across the two factors. For example, U. S.
President Jimmy Carter’s scrupulously high honesty/
humility appeared to combine with what was probably no
more than moderate agreeableness on HEXACO. By con-
trast, Ronald Reagan expressed considerable warmth and
sunny HEXACO agreeableness, but juxtaposed it with a deft
politician’s affinity for holding back some of the truth. In
these cases, and perhaps many others, HEXACO may pro-
vide a more natural idiographic fit, and perhaps more band-
width and fidelity for studying individual human lives, than
what is offered in the Big Five.

IMHO, There Are Only Five Factors
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Abstract: The HEXACO model is based on lexical studies that suggest six factors, including an independent
Honesty-Humility factor. I argue that natural languages are imperfect maps of objective reality, and that a pattern
of evidence from other catalogs of traits favors the Five-Factor Model (FFM). I reinterpret Ashton and Lee (2019)
to mean that HEXACO H and A are aspects of the FFM A factor. Traits related to Honesty-Humility ought to be in-
cluded in comprehensive personality measures, and optimal assessment will include a wide range of facet-level traits.
© 2020 European Association of Personality Psychology

Although the consensus on the Five-Factor Model (FFM) as
an “adequate taxonomy” (Norman, 1963) of personality traits
is one of the major advances in psychology of the last half
century, ecology teaches that diversity is key: psychologists
would be ill-advised to put all their eggs in the FFM basket.
Fortunately, Ashton and Lee (2020a) have offered a plausible
alternative model and developed a well-validated measure,
and personality psychologists should be grateful for that
work. I am not, however, persuaded that the HEXACO
model should supersede the FFM. It relies too heavily on
the lexical tradition and fails to appreciate the extent to which
its six factors can be interpreted within the familiar FFM
framework.

Lexical Issues

Ashton and Lee take as the basic justification for their model
the finding that six factors are usually found in analyses of
natural language trait terms. That only five lexical factors
were found in English (Goldberg, 1990) is apparently an
anomaly which, from their perspective, has gotten the field
off on the wrong foot. If one subscribes to a strong version
of the lexical hypothesis, something like the HEXACO
model seems to be required.

I have instead adopted a weak version of the lexical hy-
pothesis, which states that natural languages yield valuable
clues to the structure of personality but do not exactly par-
allel it. Sometimes real traits are underrepresented in natu-
ral languages, as facets of Openness are in English
(McCrae, 1990); sometimes they are overrepresented, and
then the natural lexicon can suggest spurious factors.

I suspect that most natural languages have words for
witch, fairy, and demon, and although Jung would point out
that this tells us something important about the human psy-
che, few readers would take it as evidence that such beings
actually exist. Natural language lexicons in fact are derived
both from observations of reality and from the needs, limita-
tions, and biases of human individuals and groups; thus, they
cannot be expected to show a one-to-one correspondence to
the structure of traits. Lexical researchers themselves have al-
ways implicitly recognized this; from Allport and
Odbert (1936) on, they have excluded purely evaluative
terms such as wonderful and terrible, although such terms
surely occur in most languages.

If the lexical hypothesis does not provide a foolproof
guide to personality structure, what does? Clearly, the answer
must be a broad and evolving pattern of evidence from differ-
ent sources. Block (1961) generated a comprehensive list of
personality descriptors; Lanning (1994) showed that its first
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five factors were versions of the FFM (and none of up to 13
additional factors clearly resembled Honesty-Humility).
Murray (1938) enumerated needs; Costa and McCrae (1988)
found the FFM factors in Jackson’s (1984) measure of those
needs. Markon, Krueger, and Watson (2005) factored a vari-
ety of normal and abnormal personality scales and concluded
that the FFM factors were central to both.

The HEXACO model includes two domains—A and H
—that are related to FFM Agreeableness (Watson, Stasik,
Ellickson-Larew, & Stanton, 2015a). I suspect that H
emerges as a separate factor in lexical studies because its
constituent traits are so central to social interactions that they
are overrepresented in natural languages. The weak version
of the lexical hypothesis implies that we need not reflexively
reify H as a separate domain, but it also demands that we pay
due attention to H-related traits in our personality models and
measures.
Statistical Issues

Ashton and Lee rely heavily on a statistical analysis
(Ashton & Lee, 2019) I find somewhat difficult to interpret.
The authors have assembled data sets in which Big Five in-
struments are correlated with HEXACO measures. They
use multiple regression to predict each Big Five domain from
the six HEXACO domains, and vice-versa. On average, the
HEXACO scales predict more variance in the Big Five scales
than the converse, a finding Ashton and Lee interpret to
mean that the HEXACO scales are better predictors—al-
though one might just as well conclude that the Big Five
scales are better criteria.

Roughly speaking, four scales from each model corre-
spond: Emotional Stability vs. Neuroticism, Extraversion,
Openness, and Conscientiousness. As Ashton and Lee’s
(2019) Tables show, regressions for these scales are compara-
ble: the six HEXACO variables explain, on average, 59% of
the variance in Big Five scales, whereas the five latter scales

explain 56% of the former. The overall differences are thus
traceable to HEXACO H and A scales. Big Five scales ex-
plain only 43% of A variance, and only 23% of H variance.

Apparently, most Big Five scales contain little H-related
variance. Lexical studies show that H is socially valued,
and Ashton and Lee have summarized studies showing that
it has significant real-life outcomes. Thus, many Big Five in-
struments—including the NEO Five-Factor Inventory (NEO-
FFI; Costa & McCrae, 1992c)—are relatively weak mea-
sures of important traits.

The exception is the Revised NEO Personality Inventory
(NEO-PI-R; McCrae & Costa, 2010), which includes in its
Agreeableness domain facet scales assessing Straightfor-
wardness and Modesty. (The NEO-FFI-3, McCrae &
Costa, 2010, has two more items from these facets than the
NEO-FFI and should be a better predictor of HEXACO H.)
NEO-PI-R scales predict 50% of HEXACO H, as well as
52% of HEXACO A. Ashton and Lee would point out that
the HEXACO scales account for fully 71% of NEO-PI-R
Agreeableness and argue that this gives the advantage to
the HEXACO model.

But in fact this is exactly the result that one would predict
if H and A are components (or aspects; DeYoung, Quilty, &
Peterson, 2007) of FFM Agreeableness. After all, the six
NEO-PI-R Agreeableness facets show a multiple correlation
of 1.0 with the Agreeableness domain, but it correlates only
.59 to .73 with them (McCrae & Costa, 2010, Table G.1).
Broad domains are better criteria than predictors of their
components.

It is surely the case that six well-chosen scales will gener-
ally outpredict five, but there is nothing magical about six.
Analyses at the level of facets (including Straightforwardness
and Modesty) should improve upon domain-level analyses,
regardless of the model.

The Importance of the HEXACO Model in Behavioral Business Ethics: Comment on
Ashton and Lee (2020)
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Abstract: In their target article, Ashton and Lee respond to objections raised against the HEXACO model of person-
ality structure, with the ultimate goal of encouraging the widespread adoption of the HEXACO model over the Big
Five model. We strongly support the authors’ position. In this comment, we seek to augment points from the target
article and highlight novel directions for future scholarship by reflecting on our research in the area of behavioral
business ethics, which utilizes the HEXACO inventory to investigate moral character in the workplace. © 2020 Eu-
ropean Association of Personality Psychology

Ashton and Lee (2020a) review and respond to objections
raised against the HEXACO model of personality structure,
with the ultimate goal of encouraging the widespread

adoption of the HEXACO model over the Big Five model.
We strongly support the authors’ position that the HEXACO
model offers a superior path forward for research and practice
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in personality psychology and related areas of social science.
In this comment, we aim to augment points from Ashton and
Lee’s target article and highlight novel directions for future
scholarship by reflecting on our research in the area of behav-
ioral business ethics, which utilizes the HEXACO inventory
to investigate moral character in the workplace.

The virtues and vices that comprise an individual’s moral
character are understood as a collection of individual differ-
ences that capture the extent to which a person thinks, feels,
and behaves ethically versus unethically (Cohen &
Morse, 2014; Cohen, Panter, Turan, Morse, & Kim, 2014).
Though both honesty-humility and agreeableness capture in-
formation about a person’s moral character (as does conscien-
tiousness), we, like Ashton and Lee, disagree with those who
would viewHEXACO honesty-humility and agreeableness as
interchangeable with Big Five agreeableness (objection 1).
Whereas agreeableness in the Big Five model conflates char-
acteristics associated with fairness with characteristics associ-
ated with being compliant, the HEXACO model disentangles
these personality facets. Specifically, honesty-humility is de-
fined by active cooperation (i.e. the tendency to treat others
fairly despite opportunities for exploitation) whereas agree-
ableness is defined by reactive cooperation (i.e. the tendency
to be forgiving and tolerant of others despite their misgivings)
(Hilbig, Zettler, Leist, & Heydasch, 2013).

The distinction between active versus reactive cooperation
is critically important in auditing and other contexts in which
there are tensions between being fair and honest versus being
tolerant and getting along. Auditing requires accountants to
stand up to fraud despite personal and social pressures to
please clients. We have researched behavior in this domain
with the HEXACO inventory to uncover the dispositional
characteristics of ethical accountants (Morse & Cohen, 2020).
Across a laboratory experiment and a survey of certified pub-
lic accountants, we found that high levels of honesty-humility
—but not HEXACO or Big Five agreeableness—were reli-
ably associated with more honest auditing, as indicated by in-
creased sanctioning by auditors of client financial
misreporting. Without the HEXACO model, we could not
have identified how auditors who stand up to client fraud dif-
fer from those who stay silent in the face of wrongdoing.

Our findings provide a counterpoint to claims that the
HEXACO factor axis locations lack a theoretical basis com-
pared to the Big Five factors (objection 15). Because the
HEXACO model—but not the Big Five—differentiates ac-
tive versus reactive cooperation, we were able to test theoret-
ically derived predictions about how honesty-humility and
agreeableness are associated with auditing behavior.

Another challenge described in the target article is that
honesty-humility is a unipolar dimension defined by its low
end (objection 12). We concur with Ashton and Lee’s reply
that honesty-humility is not simply a demarcation between
highly deviant, antisocial individuals and everyone else. The
results from our auditing study illustrate this point by showing
that auditors high in honesty-humility engage in behaviors
that the average or typical auditor does not engage in—they
sanction fraud when there are strong pressures to stay silent

and approve their clients’ work. Thus, accountants who pos-
sess high levels of honesty-humility can be contrasted with
others.

Our research also addresses criticisms that honesty-humil-
ity cannot be measured through self-reports because dishonest
people will falsely portray themselves as honest (objection 6).
Yet as Ashton and Lee discuss, prior empirical studies have
shown that self-reports of honesty-humility largely capture
personality information rather than social desirability infor-
mation. Our laboratory experiment in which we simulated
an audit environment (Morse & Cohen, 2020, Study 1) sup-
ports Ashton and Lee’s rebuttal by demonstrating that
self-reported honesty-humility predicted observable honest
behavior in a financial accounting task.

In a similar vein, in our work on self-other agreement of
moral character in well-acquainted dyads (Cohen
et al., 2013), we found self-reports of honesty-humility corre-
lated moderately strongly with peer reports (rs = .33 to .56),
with correlations similar in magnitude to self-other agree-
ment correlations reported in studies of the Big Five traits
(e.g. Connelly & Ones, 2010; Vazire & Carlson, 2010). That
is, individuals who rated themselves as low in
honesty-humility were rated similarly low by their friend,
and those who rated themselves as high were rated similarly
high by their friend. Furthermore, we observed significant
negative correlations between self-reports of honesty-humil-
ity and co-worker reports of counterproductive work behav-
iors. If self-reports of honesty-humility did not capture true
variance about a person’s tendency toward honest behavior,
then we would not have observed these patterns of
cross-source agreement and cross-source predictive validity.
This is not to say that self-reports cannot be biased, and we
suspect that they are to some degree, especially in
high-stakes settings where there is pressure to look good or
make a positive impression. Nonetheless, in anonymous re-
search settings where there are not strong incentives to
falsely present oneself, the HEXACO inventory captures
valid information about a person’s honesty and related per-
sonality facets.

Moving forward, we are hopeful that future studies will
increasingly use the HEXACO model to research important
questions in behavioral business ethics. The model offers
particularly interesting opportunities for future scholarship
in auditing and other settings in which individuals might
face conflicts between being honest versus pleasing others.
For example, in medicine, doctors who possess high levels
of agreeableness (but not high levels of honesty-humility)
might withhold information about a patient’s terminal diag-
nosis in order to protect the patient from feelings of hope-
lessness (Sarafis, Tsounis, Malliarou, & Lahana, 2014).
More generally, how we handle difficult conversations in ev-
eryday life are also likely to be influenced by these traits, es-
pecially given that individuals relatively high in
honesty-humility are likely to enjoy being honest with others
in their daily lives, whereas those relatively high in agree-
ableness are likely to enjoy being kind (see supplementary
materials in Levine & Cohen, 2018).
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sive pool of narrower traits, for the domains are nothing more but these narrower traits assembled in different ways.
Besides helping the broad domains, such a pool will allow us to study personality development and links with life out-
comes with greater accuracy. © 2020 European Association of Personality Psychology

Ashton and Lee have written a skilfully structured,
well-argued and generally fun to read paper. Even if I wanted
to, I would find it hard to criticise its general spirit or dis-
agree with many specific arguments therein. But even though
the question of how to represent personality variation surely
is among the central ones in personality science, choosing
between any number broad domains (three? five? six?) will
always be an arbitrary decision. We should not be trapped
into assuming that there is the Right Model that we should
all go with, no matter what. Moreover, choosing between a
Big Five or Big Six is currently not the most pressing prob-
lem in my view. For usefully describing personality varia-
tion, a more immediate problem may be to figure out the
full content of major personality domains, not their number,
and whether there are important characteristics beyond these
broad domains that were are missing out on.

Do the five domains of the Big Five carve nature at its
joints in the sense of comprising a finite and exhaustive set
of underlying personality traits? Few would argue this, and I
surely wouldn’t. Instead, many researchers think that the Big
Five usefully summarise the many ways in which people dif-
fer in their thinking feeling and behaviour. Now, do the six
HEXACO domains represent the infinite and exclusive set
of underlying personality traits? Most researchers would
likely stop short of arguing this either, and nor do Ashton
and Lee claim this.

As long as personality models are based on question-
naires, they are what their items are, no more, no less. De-
monstrably, there are many dozens of non-redundant
personality items in the Big Five and HEXACO measures,
each containing a chunk of unique variance that is stable
over time and agreed upon by different raters, and that often
develops and tracks with life outcomes in distinct ways.
McCrae (2015) has estimated that more than half of valid
item variance is unique to it. And there is personality vari-
ance beyond both the Big Five and HEXACO; decades of
factor analysis have done a good job at filtering it out (Booth
& Murray, 2018). So, there are many partly overlapping,
partly unique narrow personality traits—far more than five
or six. They can be combined into broader traits in various
ways. Personality traits constitute a hierarchy, as Ashton
and Lee say; elsewhere, the numerous trait collection has
also been called persome (Mõttus, Bates, et al., 2017;
Revelle et al., 2020).

The problem is, we know that these narrower traits exist,
but we have not done a good job yet at delineating them.
There have been several attempts to carve out facets for the
Big Five and HEXACO domains, but there is not much of
a thorough research programme yet. I argue that this is a
pressing problem. Lexical and questionnaire-based research
to figure out the major traits of personality aimed at filtering
out variance and aggregating as much as possible—a race to
the lowest common denominator. It made sense, at the time
when even the most basic questions were not robustly an-
swered (how stable are people over time or across situations?
do people know each other? is personality correlated with ge-
netic variance? are partners alike?). But now we know far
more and the lowest common denominator alone is no longer
enough. In addition to figuring out major traits, we now need
a program to figure out the many traits of personality and
how to efficiently measure them.

To be fair, there may not be a finite set of narrower traits
either. But we may be able to delineate and routinely measure
a usefully comprehensive pool of them. For example, I can
imagine a personality model, and an associated personality
questionnaire, that describes personality variation along 100
narrow dimensions, each measured with say 2 carefully se-
lected items. Some may think it impossible to reliably mea-
sure a trait with two items. Indeed, this would not work for
a broad trait domain, but not because items are inherently un-
reliable (many have re-test reliabilities over .70 and most
over .60) but because items contain mostly unique variance.
You can measure a narrow trait perfectly fine with two good
items (e.g. two items with a reliability of .65 combine to a
scale with a reliability over .75). Actually, HEXACO does
it already. And if a 200-item test sounds like too long, surely
not all studies have to cover all traits: to study mechanisms of
personality development, there is little value in measuring
traits that do not change much with age.

Besides allowing us to study personality development or
links with life outcomes in greater detail, delineating a use-
fully comprehensive pool of narrower traits will also arm
us better to address the questions of Asthon and Lee: which
broad personality domains can be distinguished and how
they relate to one another? Any broader domains overlap
when they aggregate overlapping narrower traits; they are
distinct, when they aggregate distinct narrower traits. Having
the comprehensive trait pool, we could pinpoint exactly
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where, why, and how much different broad trait models over-
lap or contribute useful unique variance. Researchers could
choose between them accordingly and given their purpose
at hand. The Big Five and HEXACO domains could also
sample their theoretically relevant constituents more broadly,
becoming better measured and more predictive as a result.

Ashton and Lee write that often narrower traits are more
useful then broader ones, so that sometimes one does not even

need to bother with the latter. But they also point out that
sometimes broad traits provide us with better value—for
weaving easy-to-grasp narratives, for example. Having a use-
fully comprehensive pool of narrower traits and being able to
sample from them or combine them will not take any of this
away. Instead, it will give us the better of both worlds—broad
sketches and the detail. I suspect Ashton and Lee would not
disagree.

Waking Up Rip Van Winkle: A Meta-Analytic Data Based Evaluation of the HEXACO
Personality Model and Inventory
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Abstract: The HEXACO personality model does not provide an accurate organization of the personality domain: it
over-relies on lexical research, focuses on one level of the personality hierarchy, and lacks coherent theory. The
HEXACO personality inventory overemphasizes internal consistency, factorial homogeneity, and unidimensionality;
lacks construct coverage and has construct validity problems. © 2020 European Association of Personality Psychology

Personality encompasses many traits ranging from global
self-evaluations (e.g. General Factor of Personality; Davies
et al., 2015) to specific characteristic adaptations
(DeYoung, 2015). Resolution of the personality domain has
greatly expanded from the Five Factor Model (FFM) into
the Pan Hierarchical Big Five (Stanek & Ones, 2018) recog-
nizing that personality traits are hierarchically organized and
lack simple structure. The Big Five are central to the trait hi-
erarchy but traits at other levels are also important (e.g,.
lower-order aspect and facet traits reflect narrower affective,
cognitive, behavioral, and motivational patterns; Wilt &
Revelle, 2015). In this framework, the Big Five personality
dimensions represent a parsimonious summary of the covari-
ation based on biological, lexical, functional, and behavioral
etiology within and across individuals (DeYoung, 2015).

Ashton and Lee disregard these complexities in appending
Honesty-Humility (HH) to the FFM. We note concerns with
the HEXACO-Personality Model (HEXACO-PM) as a pro-
posed “best” universal factor structure for personality as well
as with its measures (HEXACO-PI and its variants). We ad-
dress foundational problems with the former before address-
ing deficiencies in the latter.

HEXACO-PM IS NOT THE BEST ORGANIZATION
OF THE PERSONALITY DOMAIN

Overreliance on lexical hypothesis

Lexical studies of personality provide valuable insights but
cannot constitute the sole basis for a model of personality.

Language is used to share information and maintain social
harmony, thereby overrepresenting socially oriented descrip-
tors in lexical studies (DeYoung, 2010). Socially relevant
traits are overweighted in the lexicon, and HEXACO-PM’s
overreliance on lexical distinctions leads to a lopsided repre-
sentation of personality.

Focus on one level of personality hierarchy

HEXACO-PM does not incorporate higher-order traits (e.g.
metatraits Alpha, Beta, general self-evaluation factor in
self-reports), which are important for understanding person-
ality. For example, Alpha explains socialization; Beta relates
to exploration (Digman, 1997). The general factor enables
insights into emotional intelligence (van der Linden
et al., 2017) and core self-evaluations (e.g. Judge &
Bono, 2001). Higher-level and lower-level personality con-
structs are especially relevant vis-à-vis the touted HH factor.
The suggestion that the FFM ignores any trait not captured
by the Big Five (e.g. HH) misrepresents the nuanced under-
standing of hierarchical personality structure that has
emerged over the last three decades.

Theoretical Concerns

Emotional Stability, Agreeableness, and HH are purported to
underlie prosocial/antisocial tendencies (Ashton &
Lee, 2001). This conceptualization ignores the profound role
of Conscientiousness in avoiding counterproductivity
(Mercado et al., 2018; Stanek et al., 2017). Extraversion,
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Openness, and Conscientiousness are theorized to underlie
domain-specific engagement (Ashton & Lee, 2001). Yet,
they are not sufficient to explain engagement with many dif-
ferent domains (e.g. interest/entry into social occupations;
Wiernik, 2016; psychological well-being and leadership,
Wilmot, 2017).

The Pan Hierarchical Big Five Model is supported by
converging theoretical and empirical evidence (factor
analytic-, heritability-, imaging-, neurotransmitter-,
biological-, and comparative psychology studies). These
lines of evidence do not support the HEXACO model—

neither the separate HH factor or its clustering of
lower-order traits (e.g. DeYoung 2010, 2015; Markon
et al., 2005; Connelly et al., 2018).4

4Having only one personality inventory to measure HEXACO-PM is also a
concern, especially considering that all the HEXACO-PM theory has been
constructed by authors with financial incentives tied to the commercial use
of the tool.

Table 2. Construct validity of HEXACO PI compared with BFAS

Note. Values that are discrepant with expected convergent (|.25| and smaller) and discriminant (|.25| and larger) validity pattern are highlighted in bold. HEXACO
facets that correlate above |.30| with the BFAS domain or aspect scales are listed below correlations for the respective HEXACO domain. All values are
meta-analytic mean observed correlations from Ludeke, Bainbridge, Liu, Zhao, Smillie, and Zettler (2019).

Table 1. Meta-analytic inter-item correlations for the HEXACO PI (100 items) compared with other personality inventories

HEXACO PI* NEO PI-R† NEO FFI† Personality scales classified into
the Big Five‡

% inflation of

rinter-item
k nitems rinter-item k nitems rinter-item k nitems rinter-item k nitems rinter-item

Emotional Stability 198 16 .23 10 48 .17 20 12 .29 253 32 .15 53%
Extraversion 198 16 .28 10 48 .14 20 12 .20 269 29 .16 75%
Openness 198 16 .21 10 48 .11 20 12 .13 241 31 .12 75%
Agreeableness 198 16 .28 10 48 .10 20 12 .14 91 20 .18 56%
Conscientiousness 198 16 .22 10 48 .16 20 12 .25 248 31 .14 57%
Honesty-Humility 198 16 .28

Note. k = number of pooled samples; nitems = mean number of items; rinter-item = mean inter-item correlation; % inflation of rinter-item = percent of inflation of mean
inter-item correlation of HEXACO PI compared with personality scales classified into the Big Five.
*From Moshagen, Thielmann, Hilbig, and Zettler (2019, Supplementary Materials). Internal consistency reliability estimates for 100-item HEXACO PI-R ob-
tained from their Table 9; corresponding value of k obtained from their Table 1.
†From Caruso (2000). Internal consistency reliability estimates and corresponding values of k for NEO PI-R and NEO FFI obtained from their Table 7.
‡From Viswesvaran and Ones (2000). Internal consistency reliability estimates and corresponding values of k for all personality scales for which number of items
were reported obtained from their Table 1.
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HEXACO-PI IS UNREPRESENTATIVE OF THE
PERSONALITY CONSTRUCT SPACE

It is increasingly difficult to measure the myriad of traits of
the personality hierarchy with a single instrument, but even
if only the six HEXACO-PM factors are of interest,
HEXACO-PI presents serious problems.

Overemphasis on Internal Consistency, Factor
Homogeneity, and Unidimensionality

Ashton and Lee’s methodology to create, revise, and re-
search the HEXACO-PI are rooted in psychometrics of
the 1960s (e.g. Procrustes rotations; see Ashton, De Vries
& Lee, 2017). Contemporary psychometric analyses (e.g.
SEM, IRT) are notably absent and are essential before
HEXACO-PI can be considered a psychometrically sound
measure.

HEXACO-PI focuses on factorial unidimensionality and
homogeneity for each major dimension. Based on
large-scale meta-analytic investigations, the interitem corre-
lations for HEXACO-PI factor scales are 53–75% larger than
those of other inventories (Table 1). However, emphasizing
internal consistency and factorial purity resulted in an inven-
tory that has bloated each HEXACO-PI factor scale with
factor-specific variance, to the detriment of variance from
higher-level personality factors and lower-level aspects and
facets, moving the inventory away from a true representation
of personality construct space.

Questions of Construct Coverage

Although no inventory covers the entire spectrum of personal-
ity traits, HEXACO-PI is highly idiosyncratic and deficient
(e.g. Extraversion: missing Positive Emotionality; Emotional
Stability: missing Negative Affect, Volatility, and Uneven
Tempered; Conscientiousness: weak coverage of Dependabil-
ity). Most egregiously, the HEXACO-PI Agreeableness facet
scales include contaminating variance from Emotional
Stability5 whereas HH combines Agreeableness facets—

Non-Manipulativeness (Sincerity), Tender-Mindedness (Sen-
timentality), Modesty, and Politeness—as well as metatrait
Alpha (via Fairness). Essentially, HEXACO-PI mixes traits
across hierarchical levels to create an idiosyncratic
assessment.

Convergent-Discriminant Validity Problems

Other problems are evident in meta-analytic convergent
validities with the BFAS (Table 2).6 Emotionality carries
sizable Agreeableness variance in addition to Neuroticism.
Extraversion is highly convergent with the Withdrawal as-
pect of Neuroticism (mean r = �.59) and draws variance
from Industriousness (Conscientiousness) and Intellect
(Openness). HEXACO-PI’s Conscientiousness scale and
its Diligence facet correlate >.30 with Extraversion
and Openness aspects (particularly Assertiveness and
Intellect).

HEXACO-PI’s HH and Agreeableness scales are espe-
cially troublesome. Both assess Agreeableness and its
facets (mean observed rs = .47 and .37), suggesting that
items targeting Agreeableness are overrepresented in
HEXACO-PI. These two scales split in factor analyses be-
cause the former includes a facet (Fairness) related to Al-
pha and the latter taps into Emotional Stability. These
problems preclude unambiguous interpretations of research
using HEXACO-PI.

Within-inventory scale relations also show an odd pattern.
Personality is a vast network of interrelated traits. This is
reflected in how major dimensions relate to one another
within-inventory. Table 3 presents observed results from
meta-analyses. Within HEXACO-PI, Agreeableness and HH
relate most strongly to each other (mean r = .35).7 Agreeable-
ness also relates to Extraversion (mean rho = .20) and HH also
relates to Conscientiousness (mean rho = .21) and Emotional
Stability (mean rho = .16). This highlights that HEXACO-PI

Table 3. Within-inventory observed discriminant validity of agreeableness scales for different inventories

HEXACO PI* NEO† BFI† HPI† Non FFM†

Honesty-Humility Agreeableness Agreeableness Agreeableness Agreeableness Agreeableness

Emotional Stability .13 �.08 .25 .24 .40 .20
Extraversion �.02 .17 .20 .13 .30 .18
Openness .12 .11 .09 .12 .14 .14
Agreeableness .35
Conscientiousness .17 .06 .25 .29 .33 .26

Note. All values are meta-analytic mean observed correlations. BFI = Big Five Inventory; HPI = Hogan Personality Inventory; FFM = Five Factor Model.
*From Moshagen, Thielmann, Hilbig, and Zettler (2019, Supplementary Materials, Table 4).
†From Park, Wiernik, Oh, Gonzalez-Mulé, Ones, and Lee (2020, Table 8).

5With the exception of the Patience facet, which includes variance from
Conscientiousness.

6It is important to remember that the BFAS was created based on joint anal-
yses of several well-established personality scales (DeYoung et al., 2007).
7Or .42 corrected for unreliability, in line with the .42–.53 convergent
validities reported for Agreeableness scales (Ones, 1993; Pace & Brannick,
2010).
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is an Agreeableness-bloated8 assessment of the personality
space that fails to adequately capture the network of relations
among personality constructs at different hierarchical levels.

CONCLUSION

These problems (and others highlighted in this issue) rein-
force that HEXACO-PM is not a good representation of the
personality construct space; HEXACO-PI is not an instru-
ment we currently have confidence in.

HEXACO, Dark Personalities, and Brunswik Symmetry

DELROY L. PAULHUS and PATRICK KLAIBER

University of British Columbia, Vancouver, BC Canada

dpaulhus@psych.ubc.ca

Abstract: The authors have laid out a number of reasons for favoring the HEXACO model over the Five-Factor
model. We add that, in terms of compatibility with the Dark Tetrad model, the HEXACO is clearly superior. Whereas
the Five-Factor Model shows a motley pattern of linkages, the H-H factor provides a parsimonious higher-level con-
struct that subsumes established ‘dark’ personalities. Thus they dovetail nicely—another advantage of the HEXACO.
We couch this advantage in terms of the Brunswik Symmetry principle: Associations between measures must be eval-
uated at the same level of analysis. © 2020 European Association of Personality Psychology

We applaud the authors for the programmatic fashion in
which they developed and validated the HEXACO. This
six-factor model of personality has proved to be a valuable
practical tool as well as a challenge to Big Five advocates.
Of special note is the authors’ introduction of a new factor
—Honesty-Humility (H-H). Its addition has led to a recon-
sideration of how the earlier five factors should be oriented
in personality space.

We have a special interest in the H-H factor because of its
relevance to so-called ‘dark’ personalities: that is, narcissism,
Machiavellianism, psychopathy, and sadism (e.g.
Paulhus, 2014). To anticipate, we believe that H-H subsumes
but does not preclude the latter.

OVERARCHING PERSONALITY CONSTRUCTS
VERSUS LOWER LEVEL TRAITS

The trade-off between broad-band and narrower, high fidelity
measures has been acknowledged throughout the history of
personality assessment (e.g. Paunonen et al., 1999;
Wiggins, 1973). Although narrower measures provide more
precise measurement, inventories of broad-band measures
have dominated empirical research because of their compre-
hensiveness and efficiency: among these are Eysenck’s PEN,
the Big Five, and the HEXACO.

Acknowledging differing levels of analysis has an impor-
tant corollary called Brunswik Symmetry (e.g. Figueredo
et al., 2015). In brief, the principle holds that associations be-
tween two psychological measures (e.g. Pearson correla-
tions) are impaired if they fall at different levels of the
hierarchy. That principle is especially important in personal-
ity measurement because the construct hierarchy can be
tapped at any one of a number of levels (see Ashton et al.,
2004; Saucier & Ostendorf, 1999).

In Point 4 of the target article, the authors agree that the
HEXACO factors should not be used when researchers are
interested in a specific trait. In Point 5, the authors do not
specifically apply that argument to the dark personalities. In-
stead, they express concern about researchers who tack the
dark variables on to the Big Five. For various reasons—
Brunswik Symmetry being paramount—we strongly agree
with that concern. We do not agree, however, with the con-
verse argument: that, with the advent of H-H, dark variables
are now superfluous (Hodson et al., 2018).

The Brunswik principle also implies that constructs such
as Agreeableness or H-H cannot act as a core or mediator for
lower level traits. The shell cannot mediate its constituents:
its meaning is distilled from them. Mediators must operate
at the same level of analysis as the variables they mediate
(Figueredo et al., 2015).

THE ORIGIN AND ADVANTAGES OF STUDYING
THE DARK TETRAD (D4)

Whereas broad personality factors such as the H-H emerge
from comprehensive lexical analyses, lower level traits such
as the D4 originate in focused investigations of variables
showing convergence of self-report, observer-report, and

8Ashton and Lee describe bloated specifics as arising “only when lots of
nearly redundant variables are included in a factor analysis” (p. 29). They as-
sert that HH is not a bloated specific because its factor loadings are consis-
tent in magnitude to that of the remaining factors. However, Cattell (1978,
p. 319) correctly notes that “artificially high intercorrelations [among items
or subtests] and spurious claims to high broad factor loadings are often
due to making up highly similar items which introduce an undetected
‘bloated specific’.”
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behavioral modes of measurement. In each case, its validity
has been buttressed by psychometric, laboratory, I-O, and
clinical research. The subclinical variants have shown re-
markable parallels to their clinical–forensic counterparts. In
short, Ashton and Lee are incorrect when declaring that there
is no empirical basis for focusing on the three (now four)
constructs. Although others have been nominated, these four
have the strongest theoretical and empirical basis (Paulhus
et al., 2020).

Readers interested in the lengthy historical background of
each tetrad member are directed to Jones and Paulhus (2009)
for Machiavellianism; Campbell and Miller (2011) for nar-
cissism; Lebreton and colleagues (2006) for psychopathy;
and Foulkes (2019) for subclinical sadism. The substantial
overlap in these literatures—as well as their measures—had
originally spurred Paulhus and Williams to investigate the
similarities and differences. Possible differentiation required
simultaneous measurement and extensive research—soon
forthcoming (Furnham et al., 2013). Interestingly, the
bottom-up and top-down investigations were occurring at
about the same time. Emergence of the H-H factor was soon
accompanied by the revelation that it subsumed the Dark
Triad (Lee & Ashton, 2004).

THE HEXACO VERSUS FIVE-FACTOR MODELS

Several studies have sought to locate the dark constellation in
overarching personality space. Under the assumption that the
Five-Factor Model was exhaustive, some have attempted to
project dark variables onto that structure. Unfortunately, that
mapping task proved messy: for example, psychopathy has
been linked to all five (Paulhus & Williams, 2002), Machia-
vellianism to neuroticism and low agreeableness (DeShong
et al., 2015; Jakobwitz & Egan, 2006). By contrast,

narcissism has its strongest associations with extraversion
and openness (Book et al., 2016; O’Boyle et al., 2015).

By contrast, the six-factor solution offered by the
HEXACO model provides a clear pattern with all four vari-
ables aligning with the H-H factor (Book et al., 2016; Meere
& Egan, 2017; Johnson et al., 2019; Međedović &
Petrović, 2015; Zettler et al., 2020). This parsimony offers
more theoretical and empirical clarity than the scattered links
with the Five-Factor Model.

In fact, Hodson et al. (2018) have shown that the first la-
tent factor of the Dark Triad lines up with the latent factor of
H-H. The authors went further to argue that researchers
should simply use the (reversed) H-H scale instead of the
triad. Clearly, that recommendation went too far, but the cor-
respondence of latent factors is evidence that the higher-level
H-H subsumes the lower-level Dark Tetrad (and more).

The authors agree that the facets chosen for H-H were
somewhat arbitrary (Point 4). Nonetheless, most resemble
reverse-keyed versions of tetrad traits, which are firmly
rooted in empirical traditions. Thus, in most cases, links with
other constructs are more easily interpreted using tetrad traits
than the H-H facets.

In sum, the D4 and HEXACO models are not in compe-
tition but are complementary. The HEXACO model helps in-
tegrate dark personalities into personality space, whereas the
tetrad traits provide well-defined lower-level traits falling
neatly under H-H. Overall, we are sympatico with the au-
thors’ favoring of their six-factor HEXACO model over the
Five-Factor Model. In terms of compatibility with the Dark
Triad and Tetrad constellations, the HEXACO is clearly su-
perior. In promoting the HEXACO in previous writings, it
is unfortunate that the authors expressed disdain for the dark
personality distinctions (Hodson et al., 2018, pp. 127–128).
Au contraire, we feel that they dovetail nicely—another ar-
gument favoring the HEXACO over the Five-Factor Model.

Why … the HEXACO Model Should Be Preferred as a Basic Personality Structure

MARCO PERUGINI

University of Milan-Bicocca, Milan, Italy

marco.perugini@unimib.it

Abstract: I argue that personality structure should be grounded in psycholexical studies as this provides a most solid
foundation. Personality structure should be factorially simple and should be distinguished from personality content.
In turn, both should not be given per se explanatory status and should be distinguished from personality processes.
Based on these considerations and the theoretical and empirical arguments put forward by Ashton and Lee, I agree
with them that one should prefer the HEXACO model as a basic personality structure. © 2020 European Association
of Personality Psychology

WHY PERSONALITY STRUCTURE SHOULD BE
GROUNDED IN PSYCHOLEXICAL STUDIES …

Ashton and Lee (2020a) highlight that their proposed
HEXACO personality structure is well-grounded in

psycholexical studies. In one of their last points (14), they
briefly explain why it matters. My only disagreement with
them is that it should have been the first point, just to signal
how fundamental is this issue. First, a psycholexical study
defines a broad set of features (e.g. personality-descriptive
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adjectives) that are independent of anyone’s pet trait model
or personality theory. Second, multiple raters’ evaluations
of relevance or usefulness of the terms as personality descrip-
tors are used as the selection rules to reduce it to a workable
set. Once again, they are independent of anyone’s preference
for how many and which personality traits should be consid-
ered. In short, this approach is as close as it gets to identify an
objective and exhaustive set of personality features. The
same cannot be said of any work starting from personality
items and questionnaires, no matter how otherwise interest-
ing that work might be. Psycholexical studies, therefore, pro-
vide a foundation for establishing reference taxonomic
personality structures, unmatched by other approaches. This
point was made decades ago (e.g. Goldberg, 1981), but it is
worth repeating it to avoid that it gets lost or given as
granted, hence not appreciated, over time and generations
of personality scholars. And it is useful to stress that the pres-
ence of basic taxonomic personality structures, instead of
hundreds of idiosyncratic traits, has been a key reason for
the success of personality psychology, making inroads also
in other disciplines like medicine or economics.

… IT WOULD BE BETTER IF IT IS DISTINGUISHED
FROM PERSONALITY CONTENT …

By personality content, I mean a personality trait, facet, as-
pect, or nuance. In general, any personality relevant content
that can be meaningfully clustered or represented, for in-
stance, by using some type of statistical, mathematical, or
methodological procedure (e.g. PCA, network analysis)9.
My point is that the most important contribution of establish-
ing a certain personality structure is to provide simple coor-
dinates creating a frame within which more specific
features of personality can be understood. Just think about
personality structure as multi-dimensional axes and personal-
ity content as the stuff that is positioned in this
multi-dimensional space. Or, using a simplified analogy with
a bi-dimensional space, personality structure is like latitude
and longitude, and personality content is like the lands or
islands positioned therein. This analogy helps to articulate
some implications. First, as for geographical maps, the sim-
plicity of the structure is fundamental. Second, not all rele-
vant content is nearby the axes, nor should it be. Third, an
important function of the structure is to understand and com-
municate the localization of the content, facilitating thus cu-
mulative scientific knowledge. The broad factors of
personality (be they five or six) should be meant to provide
the main axes of personality structure. It is a pity that the
use of roman numerals instead of names to indicate these
broad personality factors (Hofstee, De Raad, &

Goldberg, 1992) did not become mainstream, as it would
have had several scientific benefits. These benefits include
making more evident the distinction between structure,
which needs to be simple, and content, which needs to be
representative. It is anyway understandable that particular at-
tention is placed on the contents nearby the main factors. Af-
ter all, if factors emerge is because they group clusters of
variables that correlate with each other; hence there will be
interesting and relevant land nearby the axes. So, articulating
personality structure into facets makes sense, and it is both
theoretically and pragmatically important. But one should al-
ways remember that it is only some part of the content and
that there can be equally important contents somewhere in
the middle of this multi-dimensional space. I want to flag that
the construct of Altruism is not forced to belong to any spe-
cific HEXACO factor, but it is explicitly acknowledged as
multi-dimensional. I think that Ashton and Lee should be
praised for this remarkable and exemplary decision of what
one should do if one appreciates the distinction between per-
sonality structure and content.

… WHICH SHOULD NOT BE CONFUSED WITH
PERSONALITY PROCESSES AND NOT GIVEN
EXPLANATORY STATUS …

I think that nowadays, there is a clear distinction between
personality structure and personality processes (e.g.
Baumann et al., 2017). I wish to clarify that personality con-
tent is also different from personality processes. Neither per-
sonality structure nor personality content should be given per
se explanatory status. Perhaps I’m too cold, but I cannot see
why there should be per se any ontological meaning or ex-
planatory value to that vector of the mind that maximizes
the sum of squares of the projections of a set of unit
vectors (variables), assuming linearity.

… AND, IF WE DO SO, THE HEXACO MODEL
SHOULD BE PREFERRED AS A BASIC
PERSONALITY STRUCTURE

It is therefore based on these points and considering the ele-
gant and impressive theoretical and empirical arguments put
forward by Ashton and Lee (2020a) that I’m convinced that
the HEXACO model should be preferred as a basic personal-
ity structure. I also think that their model covers many impor-
tant features of personality content, and it is technically and
theoretically superior to mainstream Big Five models. And
I hope that in some years point (16) will not be true anymore.

9Content can be (implicitly) clustered, for example, if participants are asked,
when responding to an item, how it describes them in general or typically.
So, nuances or single items in personality are usually clustered, as they are
aggregated over some dimension (e.g. time, contexts).
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Comparing the Nomological Networks of the Big Five and HEXACO Models
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Abstract: Omnibus assertions whether the Big Five (B5) or HEXACO models are “better” fall short. We argue it is
more important to determine their (boundaries of) usefulness and propose a nomological network approach (NNA) to
systematically compare trait structure models in a common framework. We illustrate how the NNA can be deployed to
address several objections mentioned by Ashton and Lee’s (2020a) target article. Further, we outline how the NNA
may provide conceptual clarity and facilitate the integration of personality dimensions outside the five-factor space.
© 2020 European Association of Personality Psychology

In their target article, Ashton and Lee (2020a) provide a
thoughtful and informative rebuttal of some of the major ob-
jections against the HEXACO model. As they noted, “there
hasn’t been […] any systematic attempt to show that the
HEXACO model is actually inaccurate or that it doesn’t re-
ally have any advantages” (p. 2). We believe that personality
science would benefit greatly from a thorough investigation
into the conceptual convergences and divergences between
the HEXACO and Big Five (B5) trait structure models as
well as their empirical merits and boundaries. Such an under-
taking should not aim to claim as an absolute truth that one
model is “right” and therefore always preferable to the other.
Rather, the way forward would be to integrate the two
models (Feher & Vernon, 2020) and compare their useful-
ness for specific research purposes or applications.

We believe that a nomological network approach (NNA)
can achieve this as it allows for a systematic and fair compar-
ison of the structure models within a common framework.
An initial step is to explicitly specify detailed nomological
networks (NNs) for each HEXACO and each B5 factor on
both the conceptual and empirical level. The conceptual
NN constitutes an elaborate theory of the factor-dimension
and consists of (a) the respective focal construct along with
its constituting elements, (b) antecedents that temporally pre-
cede and/or cause the factor, (c) proximal and distal out-
comes that are consequences of the factor, and (d)
concomitants that co-occur with the factor. The empirical
NN comprises empirically substantiated associations be-
tween measures of NN variables. The correspondence be-
tween the empirical NN with its conceptual NN is relevant
to issues of measurement and construct validity (see
Cronbach & Mehl, 1955) as well as theory testing.

After NNs for each HEXACO and each B5 factor have
been specified, they can be put in relation to each other
within trait models (e.g. HEXACO Honesty-Humility and
HEXACO Agreeableness) and across models (e.g.
HEXACO Honesty-Humility and B5 Agreeableness). Fac-
tors can then be compared within the NNA regarding their
constituents, the strengths of their associations with other
variables, and the nature of these associations (i.e. correlates
can be antecedents, outcomes, or concomitants). If this is
done in a comprehensive manner, it allows for a fair

comparison between the two trait models and a systematic
evaluation of the usefulness of specific factors, for example,
in predicting different categories of relevant outcomes.

We believe that the NNA helps contextualize many of the
concrete objections to the HEXACO model discussed in the
target article. Here, we briefly illustrate some examples. Ad-
ditional suggestions are outlined in Table 1. For instance, ob-
jections concerning the placement of Honesty-Humility
(HH) in the trait hierarchy and the benefits of measuring
traits at the level of six factors (see Objections 2, 3, 4, 7,
and 11) can be addressed by considering the symmetry be-
tween HH and its correlates. Broad domain-level traits
should outperform narrower facet-level or aspect-level traits
in the prediction of similarly broad constructs (see, e.g. Ones
& Viswesvaran, 1996) but should perform less well when
predicting narrowly defined criteria such as specific behav-
iors (bandwidth-fidelity trade-off; Cronbach, 1960). If, for
example, it became evident that, compared with the B5 fac-
tors, HH mostly predicts narrower (proximal) outcomes such
as cheating (Zettler, Thielmann, Hilbig, & Moshagen, 2020)
but not (distal) life outcomes such as job performance (c.f.
Johnson, Rowatt, & Petrini, 2011), this would indicate that
HH should be placed on a narrower facet-level.

Moreover, to examine whether the HEXACO model cap-
tures important additional variance beyond the B5, the NNs
for all HEXACO and B5 factors can be compared systemat-
ically. If the B5 effectively omitted important variance, this
would manifest in less exhaustive and elaborate NNs com-
pared to the HEXACO NNs (i.e. relevant constituents, ante-
cedents, outcomes, and concomitants of the HEXACO
factors could not be identified within the B5 NNs). For ex-
ample, delinquency-related variables might be better pre-
dicted by HEXACO factors and, thus, located within the
HEXACO NNs but not in the B5 NNs (due to HH; Ashton
& Lee, 2008). This approach can be taken to address the con-
cern that Honesty-Humility is simply subsumed by Agree-
ableness in the B5 model (Objection 1). Specifically, the
NNs of HH and Agreeableness can be compared to assess
(a) whether theoretically important correlates of HH not
shared with Agreeableness emerge and (b) whether this holds
true when looking at facets/aspects of Agreeableness (see
also the previous paragraph on the placement of HH in the
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trait hierarchy). Furthermore, a comparison of the NNs of the
B5 and HEXACO models on the conceptual level (i.e. ex-
plicitly specifying theoretically predicted associations be-
tween NN variables) would provide an overview of the
comprehensiveness of their theoretical foundation as well
as a useful collection of hypotheses. This allows for further
systematic evaluation of their empirical support, ideally
using pre-registered studies (see Soto, 2019a).

Above and beyond addressing the objections raised by
Ashton and Lee, the NNA can also be used to examine the
interplay of factors within trait models. For example, one
could examine how the HEXACO factors differentially and
jointly predict relevant outcomes (for a meta-analytical over-
view, see Zettler et al., 2020). Further, the NNA can be ex-
tended by zooming into the focal construct and specifying

its state manifestations, the processes by which these mani-
festations are causally determined, as well as the situational
presses that influence them. This would yield a dynamic
and more thorough theory of the construct. However, pro-
cesses and presses currently still represent “blind spots” for
both the HEXACO and B5 model since they are rarely cov-
ered in empirical research (Baumert et al., 2017). This also
implies that both models have not yet been sufficiently com-
pared in these respects.

To sum up, we believe that a systematic comparison of
the B5 and HEXACO model is called for and that a unifying
NNA provides the optimal tool for this. Such an attempt
might allow for an integration of dimensions that lie outside
the B5 factor space and, ultimately, shed some light on the
nature of personality structure.

Thinking Pragmatically About Structural Models
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Abstract: We identify pragmatic considerations as central for any current evaluation of models of personality trait
structure. From this perspective, the HEXACO and Big Five perspectives are each probably good enough for making
substantive progress in personality psychology. © 2020 European Association of Personality Psychology

Structural models of personality traits organize the myriad
descriptors of individuality into a more manageable set of
constructs. Personality psychologists who adopt a structural

model typically make their choices based on their assessment
of evidence for the validity and utility of that model relative
to alternatives. However, which evidence is most relevant for

Table 1. Summary of objections and how they could be disconfirmed within a nomological network approach

Objection # Evidence against the objection within the NNA

HH is partially subsumed by B5 Agreeableness 1 The HH NN comprises distinct correlates of theoretical/practical relevance that do
not emerge in the same position (i.e. as antecedents, outcomes, or concomitants)
and with the same association strength (i.e. as closely linked to the focal factor)
across the B5 factor (or facet) NNs, particularly Agreeableness.

There is no advantage to measuring at the six-
factor-level (vs. five factors, B5 aspects)

2
3
4

As a whole, the HEXACO factor NNs comprise more correlates of theoretical/
practical relevance than the B5 factors NNs (and their facets NNs).

HH variance is covered by the Dark Triad 5 The HH NN comprises more (and stronger) correlates of theoretical/practical
relevance than the NNs of the Dark Triad factors.

Validity of HH measures is compromised 6
13

There is sufficient correspondence between the conceptual and the empirical NN of
HH (i.e. construct validity). For example, HH measures predict HH-congruent
proximal outcomes such as honest behavior.

HH is not a factor-level trait 7
11

The correlates in the HH NN are as numerous, diverse, and broad as the correlates in
B5 factor NNs or in the other HEXACO factor NNs.

HH is a dimension of values, not a personality trait 8 The correlates in the HH NN are as numerous, diverse, and broad as the correlates in
B5 factor NNs or in the other HEXACO factor NNs. The HH NN diverges from the
NNs of value dimensions.

HH is not a bipolar personality trait dimension 12 The HH NN comprises correlates that are associated with the whole dimensional
spectrum of the factor (e.g. with antisocial as well as with prosocial outcomes).

HEXACO model has a weaker theoretical
foundation than B5 model

15 The conceptual NNs of the HEXACO factors and their interlinks are elaborate,
comprehensive, and coherent. The degree of correspondence between conceptual
and empirical NNs of HEXACO factors is not lower than that of the B5.

Note. NN = nomological network. NNA = nomological network approach. HH = Honesty/Humility. # = objection number in Ashton and Lee (2020a).
NNs have to be specified for each factor, and NNs can be related to each other within and across the HEXACO and Big Five (B5) models. Antecedents, con-
comitants, and outcomes are summarized as (nomological) correlates.
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this decision is often not discussed explicitly (c.f., Saucier &
Srivastava, 2015). Ashton and Lee’s (2020) defense of the
HEXACO model provides an important service to the field
by forcing personality psychologists—and especially advo-
cates of the Big Five structural model—to address this ques-
tion directly. In other words, to accept or refute Ashton and
Lee’s arguments, personality psychologists must not just en-
gage with the evidence for the HEXACO, they must also be
explicit about their reasons for their allegiance to any alterna-
tive model such as the Big Five. Below, we explain why, de-
spite our appreciation of the points that Ashton and Lee
make, we may still be inclined to focus on the Big Five over
the HEXACO for particular research projects. We suspect
that differences in model allegiance may boil down to differ-
ences in the criteria that are weighted most heavily when
evaluating structural models. We also briefly describe the
types of evidence that might convince us to exclusively adopt
one model over another.

First, we acknowledge that we agree with many of
Ashton and Lee’s (2020) arguments. It seems likely that the
HEXACO model accounts for more personality-trait vari-
ance, has more structural validity across a wider range of lan-
guages and cultures, and has factors that are more
independent from one another than the Big Five. We also
agree that Honesty-Humility appears to be an important trait
domain that predicts consequential outcomes and does not
simply reflect characteristics like social desirability or the op-
posite of the dark triad traits. We are also open to the possi-
bility that the HEXACO might have been the dominant
model in personality psychology if it had emerged prior to
the development of the Big Five.

So why are we not convinced that the field should unilat-
erally shift its focus to the HEXACO? Our answer concerns
the perspective one takes on the nature of personality traits
and the structural models that describe them. As Saucier
and Srivastava (2015a, b) articulated, when thinking about
personality traits, one can be a realist, constructivist, or func-
tionalist. Realists believe that traits are “real” in that each re-
flects some actual, objective entity, usually rooted in
psychobiological systems. Constructivists believe that traits
exist more in the eye of the beholder than in the psyche of
the actor, and that they reflect “biases, stereotypes, and lay
theories” (Saucier & Srivastava, 2015) of observers rather
than objective features of individuals. Finally, functionalists
acknowledge both (1) the likelihood that traits reflect some
real processes inside the individual and (2) that perception
of these traits is filtered through the goals of the perceiver
and the context in which the actor and perceiver find them-
selves. In short, a functionalist would likely argue that nei-
ther the HEXACO nor the Big Five could ever be
considered “correct” or “true” because the structure of per-
sonality traits reflects varying goals and contexts in addition
to any real, objective psychological systems.

We are reluctant to think of structural models as a com-
plete set of objectively “real” traits that underlie the vast

amount of variability in lower-level units of individuality. In-
stead, it might be better to think of structural models as
somewhat of a “road map” of associations among
lower-level units. Recognizing that facets like gregarious-
ness, assertiveness, and positive emotions correlate strongly
enough to cohere into a superordinate dimension of extraver-
sion can help clarify what processes underlie these associa-
tions. Continuing this “road-map” analogy: just as arbitrary
geographical regions can be useful in summarizing real fea-
tures like climate, topography, or demography, structural
models provide a useful way of summarizing and measuring
the important variations in traits that exist. Thus, we believe
that utility is a critical consideration when evaluating struc-
tural models.

This perspective suggests that there can be “good
enough” structural models for particular research purposes
and that even two or more models could be fungible for
predicting certain outcomes. Subjective well-being is one
such example (Anglim, Horwood, Smillie, Marrero, &
Wood, 2020). If multiple good-enough models exist (e.g.
HEXACO, Big Five), then additional pragmatic concerns
may come into play. For example, the long history of re-
search that uses Big Five measures—and especially the huge
database of descriptive associations among different trait in-
ventories and between traits and outcomes—is an important
pragmatic factor that might convince personality psycholo-
gists to stick with the Big Five. Different models are usually
“good enough” for making substantive progress on the as-
sessment, correlates, and developmental course of personal-
ity traits.

We also point out that there is a considerable degree of
overlap across existing structural models and that researchers
have a good understanding of any discrepancies between
models. Researchers can usually translate one trait roadmap
into another. This means that substantive research findings
can be synthesized across models.

In closing, we note that it is possible to convince us to
more consistently adopt the HEXACO rather than alterna-
tives. The evidence that would convince us to reject a
given model would be evidence that the model was consis-
tently more imprecise than the HEXACO or that a given
model was wrong or misleading in some way. For in-
stance, what we found most compelling from Ashton and
Lee (2020a) was evidence that certain theoretical predic-
tions were supported more clearly when using
HEXACO-based versions of Agreeableness or Neuroticism
than when using their Big Five counterparts. If consistently
large differences were to suggest that the Big Five model
was not, in fact, good enough, then a switch would be
warranted. At this point, however, we see the current de-
bate as one between two good-enough models so that prag-
matic considerations such as the nature of the criterion
variables, measure length, and state of the existing litera-
ture are highly relevant when adopting a structural model
for a given study.
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To Agglomerate or Not to Agglomerate: That Is a Question
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Abstract: Ashton and Lee’s article provides a cogent comparison showing the favorable points of a six-factor model
relative to the longer-established Big-Five model, including the better overall interpretability of the six-factor frame-
work. But both models involve factors representing broad agglomerations of personality-attribute content that have
significant limitations. Arguably, Ashton and Lee are too quick to dismiss alternatives to such broadly agglomerative
factor models. An important scientific question leading forward is whether less-agglomerative structures with many
more factors turn out to have more favorable points than either five-factor or six-factor models. © 2020 European
Association of Personality Psychology

Ashton and Lee score many points in their comparison of Big
Five and Big Six models. The sort of six-factor model they
endorse is an improvement on the Big Five with respect to
applied prediction capacity, as they amply reference, and to
theory as well. As I commented in another (now long ago) re-
sponse to one of their earliest articles (Saucier, 2002), the Big
Five is an empirically derived structure that has tended (and
still tends) to be theoretically ill-defined. Perhaps the best il-
lustration is the empirically sound, but very muddy, defini-
tion wherein Benet-Martinez and John (1998) state that the
Extraversion dimension “summarizes traits related to activity
and energy, dominance, sociability, expressiveness, and pos-
itive emotions” (p. 730); in other words, Extraversion is an
ill-defined agglomeration joining a number of more
well-defined personality concepts under one umbrella (based
on their association in the initially studied Western
populations).

The theoretical interpretations Ashton and Lee provide
for the Honesty-Humility, Agreeableness, and Emotionality
factors are especially an improvement over what has been
(or perhaps, ever can be) offered for Big-Five factors. Even
so, one could use different language, perhaps more preferable
to some, to distinguish H, A, and E: predatory versus reactive
aggression (Scarpa & Raine, 1997) distinguishes H and A,
and externalizing versus internalizing negative emotionality
distinguishes A and E (Saucier, 2009). Clear theoretical inter-
pretations are not just window-dressing, they help limit the
sprawling subjectivity by which factor theorists might inclu-
sively assimilate most anything to their preferred model by
moving as convenient from one standard to another.

Although these Big-Six factors fit, on the whole, to clearer
interpretations than Big-Five factors, just like Big-Five fac-
tors they are broad agglomerations of personality-attribute
content. Such agglomeration yields difficulties for discerning
whether factors are clearly replicated in lexical studies, where
the personality-descriptors in a not-yet-investigated language
are subjected to exploratory factor analysis. Often what repli-
cates—what recurs in the new language—is just a part of the
broad agglomeration, and not the whole. Unambiguous repli-
cation is hard to find in cross-language comparisons, because
the most comparable factors between any two languages so
often have only partial similarity. This (along with the

ever-present error component) is why the standard for replica-
bility used in these comparisons has tended to stay rather le-
nient, such as a minimum .60 or .70 correlation between
imported marker scale and indigenous lexical factor. And
when using a target-rotation method that eliminates poten-
tially arbitrary differences in rotational position of the factors
and forces the best possible fit, likewise the results remain un-
impressive. De Raad et al. (2010) rationalized the use of a
.80 minimum coefficient of factor congruence as a
replication-threshold, although in psychometric circles gener-
ally a .80 congruence is taken to indicate not even a “fair” de-
gree of similarity (e.g. Lorenzo-Seva & ten Berge, 2006). Had
that study adopted even a lenient .85 threshold, outcomes
would be drastically affected: then, virtually no factor from
any language would be judged congruent with a factor from
another language, and none at all from either Big-Five or
Big-Six models. So when Ashton and Lee assert that their
six factors have been replicated across many languages, one
must remember the lax standard being generally applied.
And when they assert that there is no viable two-factor level
(Big Two, if you will), remember that in De Raad
et al. (2010) two factors came markedly closer to “fair-
similarity” congruence-levels on average across languages
than six factors did.

Given the difficulties broad-agglomeration factors yield,
the alternative of narrower, more singularly defined factors
becomes attractive. Although acknowledging the increase
in predictive capacity that this might afford, Ashton and
Lee dismiss this alternative on the grounds that (a)
seven-factor solutions show little clear correspondence
across languages, (b) no candidate set of more than six fac-
tors has been identified, (c) there is no principled way (with-
out arbitrary decisions) to select such a candidate-set, (d) the
intercorrelations between so many factors will become prob-
lematically sizeable and so the information gain will be
small, (e) some splits of Big-Five/Big-Six factors would be
needed and these splits do not regularly occur, and (f) an en-
tire very large set of factors are a priori doubtful with respect
to cross-cultural replicability.

Addressing these grounds for dismissal could be a whole
article in itself, but let me briefly delineate why these
grounds are weak. Regarding (a), one need not assume that
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replicability always decreases as the number of factors in-
crease; for example, there could be a transition-zone of rela-
tively weakly replicable solutions in between the
broad-agglomeration factor-level and a high-dimensionality
structure. Regarding (b), there are such candidate sets, such
as the Lex-20 structure arrived at by Saucier and Iurino (in
press) and the 27-factor structure identified by Condon
(2017). As for (c), the just-cited investigations utilized prin-
cipled ways of selecting optimal solutions, for example the
sensitivity-analysis standard of robustness across varying
methods employed by Saucier and Iurino. Regarding (d),
Saucier and Iurino did find some increase in factor (and
resulting scale) intercorrelations as factor-number increased,
but it was quite a modest increase and still well within the
range of domain-level intercorrelations found in popular
measures of the Big Five. Splits of broad-agglomeration

factors (as in ground [e]) were regularly found in that study,
and were quite consistent across different solutions and num-
bers of factors; for example, honesty and humility (vs. ego-
centrism) split with much regularity, as did creativity and
knowledgeableness/intellect.

Their cross-cultural replicability objection (f) may even-
tually turn out to be the most well-founded. But we can’t
know before we try. It is understandable that strong propo-
nents of a particular broad-agglomeration-factor model may
wish to discourage such attempts. Ashton and Lee may be
correct that an entire set consisting of dozens of factors is un-
likely to fully replicate cross-culturally, but even then it
would be instructive to find which factors are relatively more
replicable (i.e. universal) versus less so (i.e. culture-specific).
That is indeed the very way a cultural-psychology-informed
approach to personality would profitably work.

Inertia Favors Five Factors (for Now)

TED SCHWABA and CHRISTOPHER J. HOPWOOD

University of California, Davis, CA USA

tedschwaba@gmail.com

Abstract: Although the HEXACO model offers some specific advantages over the Big Five, both suffer from limita-
tions common to universal, broad-bandwidth models of personality structure. The precedence of the Big Five means
that past research and meta-analyses have been organized around this model, and we believe that this inertia will con-
tinue to favor the Big Five as the paradigmatic structural model into the near future. To overcome this inertia, the next
paradigm shift in personality psychology will likely need to address problems common to the HEXACO and Big Five.
© 2020 European Association of Personality Psychology

How many factors best describe broad variation in human
personality traits? Ashton and Lee (2020a) argue in favor
of the six-factor HEXACO model over the Big Five. They
suggest that field’s preference for the Big Five over the
HEXACO model is an example of scientists prioritizing pol-
itics above progress. We appreciate how they must feel when
the field continues to organize around the Big Five despite
some of the specific advantages of HEXACO. We also agree
that the Big Five is imperfect; although it has been a useful
paradigmatic model for personality psychology (John
et al., 2008), the Big Five does not apply universally and
no consensus has been reached about how to organize the
lower levels of its hierarchal structure. However, these im-
perfections are shared by the HEXACO. We therefore think
it is reasonable for the field to continue (loosely) organizing
around the Big Five, even if the HEXACO might be pre-
ferred for specific applications.

Both the Big Five and HEXACO models posit a universal
structure for personality, but personality structure varies
across populations and methods of assessment. Question-
naires derived from non-English lexicons often have factor
solutions that do neither resemble the Big Five nor
HEXACO models (e.g. Thalmayer et al., 2019).
English-language questionnaires that are translated to other

languages and administered to different cultures also reveal
varying and often incompatible structures (Thalmayer &
Saucier, 2014). Personality structure appears to be different
in children (Soto & Tackett, 2015) and in older adults (Beck
et al., 2019). Furthermore, clinical versus non-clinical tools
reveal different patterns of covariation among trait domains
(Morey et al., 2020), and trait-based measures differ structur-
ally from state-based measures (e.g. Finnigan &
Vazire, 2018), as do questionnaires that utilize adjectives ver-
sus longer phrases (Saucier, 1992).

Moreover, neither model currently offers a consensually
agreed-upon trait hierarchy. Personality researchers concep-
tualize traits at varying levels of breadth, with broad domains
subsuming narrower facets. Measuring personality at the
facet-level provides a more detailed portrait of each individ-
ual that can clarify mixed developmental trends (e.g. Jackson
et al., 2009), assist in clinical case formation (Reynolds &
Clark, 2001), and deepen our knowledge about the correlates
and consequences of personality (Schwaba et al., 2019). But,
because each Big Five and HEXACO measure contains a
unique ad-hoc set of facet scales, we lack cumulative knowl-
edge about personality facets (Schwaba et al., 2020). In fact,
much of the debate between the Big Five and HEXACO
models may be resolved at the facet level, as some of the
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major differences between the two models stems from differ-
ential classification of blended facets. For example, hostility
is classified as a facet of neuroticism in the Big Five, and as a
facet of agreeableness in HEXACO, but it loads strongly on
both factors.

Thus, neither the Big Five nor the HEXACO are perfect
nor fully articulated. So, why do researchers continue using
the Big Five? Much of the Big Five’s continued traction
may simply be an instance of the Mathew effect (Mer-
ton, 1968). Researchers have used the Big Five as a rubric to
establish a robust understanding of personality development
(Roberts et al., 2006; Roberts et al., 2017) and correlates
(Soto, 2019a). Meta-analytic reviews of personality are typi-
cally structured around the Big Five as well. In an alternate
universe, these discoveries could have been usefully orga-
nized around the HEXACO model instead. But ultimately,
the Big Five seems to have won out by force of precedence,
and we see no pressing need to redo these studies with six
factors.

We instead believe the next paradigm shift in personality
psychology will be towards dynamic, explanatory models,

where traits are contextualized as person-specific temporal
patterns (Hopwood, 2018). This sort of paradigm shift would
build upon structural models such as the Big Five and
HEXACO by testing hypotheses about the causal processes
that underlie trait covariation (Baumert et al., 2017) and per-
sonality development (Bleidorn et al., 2020) and allow re-
searchers to synthesize between-person and within-person
models of personality (e.g. Molenaar & Campbell, 2009).

In the end, while we admire the authors’ contribution of
the HEXACO, we do not see the choice between the Big Five
and HEXACO as among the most pressing issues in contem-
porary personality psychology. Many research questions
could be addressed using either of these models (even those
about personality structure; e.g. Schwaba et al., 2020). We
conclude it is inertia, rather than politics, that prevents
HEXACO from replacing the Big Five, and it doesn’t bother
us much. We admire Ashton and Lee’s significant contribu-
tions, but are more motivated to refocus the field’s collective
energy away from structural debates and towards dynamic
models, built on structures like the Big Five and HEXACO,
that are designed to explain why people do what they do.

Four Confessions From a Big Fiver About a Six-Dimensional Model of Personality
Traits

CHRISTOPHER J. SOTO

Colby College, Waterville, ME USA

christopher.soto@colby.edu

Abstract: In this commentary, I make four confessions. First, although I prefer the Big Five, I don’t really object to
the HEXACO framework. Second, I was initially surprised by the HEXACO Honesty-Humility dimension’s emphasis
on selfish and antisocial (broadly defined) behaviors. Third, some collaborators and I tried, and failed, to develop a
supplemental Honesty-Humility domain scale for the BFI-2; however, we eventually succeeded in developing an
Honesty-Humility facet subscale to supplement the Agreeableness domain. Fourth, these experiences have changed
my understanding of relations between the Big Five and HEXACO frameworks. © 2020 European Association of Per-
sonality Psychology

FOUR CONFESSIONS FROM A BIG FIVER ABOUT
A SIX-DIMENSIONAL MODEL OF PERSONALITY
TRAITS

In their target article, Ashton and Lee (2020a) address a num-
ber of potential objections to the HEXACO model of person-
ality traits. To illustrate one such objection—regarding
whether Honesty-Humility is a unipolar or bipolar construct
—they cite a couple of my Twitter posts (Soto, 2019b,
2019c). In this commentary, I’d like to expand on those
Tweets by making four confessions.

Confession #1

My first confession is that I don’t really object to the
HEXACO model. Although I prefer the Big Five, I think that
the HEXACO framework provides a reasonable way to

conceptualize and measure personality traits. To the best of
my recollection (and having searched my computer files
and emails to double-check), I have never criticized anyone
for using the HEXACO framework. So to any readers in-
clined to use it: there’s no need to stop on my account.

Confession #2

When I first looked closely at the content of the HEXACO
model’s Honesty-Humility trait domain, I expected (given
its label) that it would primarily focus on prosocial behaviors
such as telling the truth and showing modesty about one’s ac-
complishments. I was wrong.

As noted by Ashton and Lee (2020a), the lexical
Honesty-Humility dimension includes more adjectives de-
scribing selfish and antisocial characteristics (broadly de-
fined; e.g. arrogant, dishonest, greedy) than prosocial ones.
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Even more strikingly, questionnaire measures of
Honesty-Humility include almost no direct references to
prosocial behaviors. For example, the IPIP-HEXACO’s
40-item Honesty-Humility scale includes only two direct ref-
erences to prosocial behavior (“Try to follow the rules,” and
“Return extra change when a cashier makes a mistake;”
Ashton, Lee, & Goldberg, 2007), and the HEXACO-PI-R’s
16-item Honesty-Humility scale doesn’t include any such
references (Lee & Ashton, 2018). Instead, these scales’ pos-
itively keyed items are mostly negations of selfish and anti-
social behaviors (e.g. “Don’t pretend to be more than I
am,” “Would never cheat on my taxes,” “Don’t think that
I’m better than other people;” Ashton et al., 2007; emphasis
added).

Note that this is not an objection to the HEXACO model:
antisocial characteristics can be just as important as prosocial
ones. However, I suspect that it’s a common misconception
about the Honesty-Humility domain, and I agree with the
suggestion that adopting an alternative label, such as Selfish-
ness (Diebels, Leary, & Chon, 2018) or
Haughtiness-Hypocrisy (to preserve the HEXACO acro-
nym), would more clearly communicate this domain’s em-
phasis on deceitful, arrogant, and greedy behaviors rather
than honest, humble, and generous ones (Soto, 2019b).

Confession #3

I thought it would be pretty easy to measure
Honesty-Humility as a sixth, independent trait domain be-
yond the Big Five. Wrong again.

Some collaborators and I recently attempted to develop
an Honesty-Humility domain scale to supplement the Big
Five Inventory-2 (BFI-2; Soto & John, 2017). Unfortunately,
we failed (Denissen, Soto, Geenen, John, & van Aken, 2020;
Soto, 2019c). Although we were able to construct a prelimi-
nary domain scale that converged with lexical and question-
naire measures of Honesty-Humility and the Dark Triad
(Furnham, Richards, & Paulhus, 2013), this scale didn’t form
a sixth factor beyond the Big Five. Moreover, when we tried
to identify lexical content that related more strongly with
HEXACO Honesty-Humility than with Big Five Agreeable-
ness (so that we could revise and strengthen our preliminary
scale), we couldn’t find any such content. Specifically, when
we asked participants to rate themselves on more than 200
lexical markers of Honesty-Humility and the Dark Triad
drawn from previous research (e.g. Ashton, Lee, De Vries,

Perugini, Gnisci, & Sergi, 2006; Ashton, Lee, & Gold-
berg, 2004; Lee & Ashton, 2018), we failed to find any ad-
jectives that correlated much more strongly with
Honesty-Humility (as measured by either the HEXACO-PI-
R or our preliminary scale) than with Agreeableness (as mea-
sured by the standard BFI-2).

Based on these results, we reluctantly conceded that it
didn’t seem possible to develop a full Honesty-Humility do-
main scale for the BFI-2. We therefore shifted to a backup
plan. Specifically, we tried to develop a supplemental
Honesty-Humility facet subscale to extend the BFI-2’s
Agreeableness domain. This time, we succeeded. (Whew!)
Our supplemental facet subscale showed expected patterns
of convergent, discriminant, and structural validity in relation
to the standard BFI-2 scales, as well as established measures
of Honesty-Humility and the Dark Triad. It therefore gives
researchers an optional way to expand the BFI-2’s coverage
of Honesty-Humility content, and allows the BFI-2 to serve
as a “one-stop shop” for efficiently measuring both the con-
sensus Big Five and the selfish, antisocial characteristics cen-
tral to HEXACO Honesty-Humility (Denissen et al., 2020).

I want to emphasize that the outcome of this project was
not preordained. As my collaborators can attest, I was sin-
cerely optimistic that we could develop a full
Honesty-Humility domain scale to supplement the standard
BFI-2. But as we all know, the data don’t always conform
to our expectations.

Confession #4

My final confession is that these recent experiences digging
into the HEXACO literature, and developing a supplemental
Honesty-Humility scale for the BFI-2, have changed my
thinking about relations between the Big Five and HEXACO
frameworks. Specifically, these experiences have led me to
the position that (a) from a Big Five perspective,
Honesty-Humility is better conceptualized as a facet of
Agreeableness than as a separate trait domain (Crowe
et al., 2018), and therefore (b) the HEXACO model is not a
straightforward extension of the Big Five, because clearly
distinguishing Honesty-Humility as an independent domain
requires shifting other domains, especially Agreeableness,
away from their standard Big Five definitions (Ashton, Lee,
& De Vries, 2014). Others have arrived at these insights be-
fore me. But better late than never.

Personality Structure: Who Cares?
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University of Oregon, Eugene, OR USA

sanjay@uoregon.edu

Abstract: Models of personality structure are not correct or incorrect. Instead, they are either useful or not for some
purpose. As a result, a researcher’s choice of a model will depend on their priorities. Possible priorities include
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maximizing variance accounted for, parsimony, cross-language generalizability, relevance to theory, and potential to
synthesize across studies. Whether the HEXACO or any other model is “best” will depend on how much value a re-
searcher places on each of these and other criteria. © 2020 European Association of Personality Psychology

Imagine asking three people to describe a computer. The
first, a computer scientist, tells you it is a machine that carries
out logical operations. The second, a repair technician, lists
the components of a personal computer and their functions:
a hard drive for data storage, a graphics card for driving the
display, etc. The third, a college student, says it is a device
you can use to read and post to social media, write papers,
do statistics homework, or play online games. Which of these
answers is “correct?” None of them and all of them. The
computer scientist cares about algorithms, the technician
about serviceable parts, the student about school and rela-
tionships. If one of those answers aligns with what you care
about, it will be the right one for you.

All personality psychologists need to wrestle, implicitly
or explicitly, with a similar question, sometimes called the
units problem (Allport, 1958; Ozer, 1996). What concepts
should we use to characterize personality? Should we focus
on people’s motives? Their unconscious conflicts? Their
traits? And if it’s the latter, which set of traits or trait dimen-
sions should we use? When we answer the units question,
our choice reflects our priorities. A model of personality
structure is not correct or incorrect; instead it either is, or is
not, useful for some purpose. The choice of a structural
model reflects the beliefs and values of the researcher choos-
ing it (Saucier & Srivastava, 2015).

In the target article, Ashton and Lee (2020a) consider
whether the HEXACO is the best personality model. Their
answer is yes. But who is asking and why? Sometimes ques-
tions about priorities are addressed explicitly; other times, the
answers are assumed.

One priority might be to maximize how much variance in
personality space is captured, or relatedly, variance in pre-
dicted outcomes. Ashton and Lee cite evidence that the
HEXACO outperforms the Big Five in this regard. But if
the only goal is prediction, there is no reason to care about
scales at all: all of the information in scales is contained in
the items, plus much more, and it is all grist for the algorith-
mic mill. Ashton and Lee have to invoke other priorities, like
parsimony or interpretability, to make a case that it is worth
scoring a smaller set of dimensions. Even then, the best
choice will depend on the value assigned to different criteria.
For example, they describe the greater variance explained by
the BFAS than the HEXACO as “a bad trade-off between in-
formation and parsimony” (p. 13). Without a utility function
to weigh the benefit of 0.44 more scales’ worth of informa-
tion against the cost of 4 variables less parsimony, that is
more of an aesthetic judgment than a general answer.

Another priority might be cross-language generalizabil-
ity. Unlike others, this one goes relatively unexamined in
the target article; its importance is assumed. But why? A
model that does a good job in a particular setting may some-
times be more useful than a generic model that ignores lo-
cally relevant differences. For example, gheirat is an

important phenomenon in Iranian culture that has no direct
translation to English. It is a distinctive set of thoughts, feel-
ings, and actions associated with violations of namoos, a set
of people and entities one feels protective toward (Razavi,
Shaban-Azad, & Srivastava, 2019). People who are prone
to gheirat are described as ghairati, and in our work in prog-
ress, we find that they are ascribed a whole host of other
traits. A researcher studying Iranians with the HEXACO,
with its implicit value system that says that individual differ-
ences are only important if they appear in many languages,
would leave it out. In so doing, they might miss something
important in that context.

Another priority might be connection to theory. Notably,
Ashton and Lee’s case for the HEXACO is that was useful in
making sense of a phenomenon one of them was studying,
altruism. That is a reflection of one researcher’s priorities.
If a variable system offers an interesting set of concepts to
help characterize a research problem, that is nothing to
sneeze at. But usefulness is not deep truth. There is no reason
to expect that any dimension reduction of natural-language
descriptions will carve nature or anything else at its joints.
Correlations are guaranteed to exist between any minimally
valid behavioral variable and biological ones like genes or
brain systems, for reasons that offer no promise of leading
to an interesting or satisfying theory (Poldrack, 2010;
Turkheimer, 1998). The same applies to correlations with
psychological “process” variables (Saucier &
Srivastava, 2015; Srivastava, 2010; Wood, Gardner, &
Harms, 2015). Fiske (1994) asked of the Big Five, “Why 5,
and not 3, 7, or 16? Why these five?” (p. 123). That question
has never been satisfactorily answered, and there is no reason
to expect that the HEXACO will fare better. Ashton and
Lee’s statement that it makes no difference whether the
HEXACO dimensions are factors, composites, or network
communities—each of which implies very different underly-
ing mechanisms responsible for trait covariance—seems to
be a tacit concession of this.

One more priority to mention is facilitating synthesis of
results across studies. This was a great part of the Big Five’s
success (John & Srivastava, 1999). Ashton and Lee appear to
value it too in the way they argue for factor-level models
over facets, though they might be careful offering PsycINFO
hits as evidence—the Old Personality Psychologists Club
might get a few ideas.

With all these things to consider, where do my own pri-
orities lead me? When I don’t have a good reason to do
something else, I measure the Big Five in all its as-origi-
nally-rotated glory and add an H-factor scale. That makes
it easy to line up my newest results with older ones, while
gaining extra interesting information. This approach is not
likely to make the purest partisans of either the HEXACO
or the Big Five happy. As it turns out, that is not one of
my priorities.

Comments 551

© 2020 European Association of Personality Psychology Eur. J. Pers. 34: 511–590 (2020)

DOI: 10.1002/per



On the Distinction Between Honesty-Humility and Agreeableness in the HEXACO
Model

ISABEL THIELMANN1 and INGO ZETTLER2

1University of Koblenz-Landau, Koblenz, Germany
2University of Copenhagen, Copenhagen, Denmark

thielmann@uni-landau.de

Abstract: We reflect on Ashton and Lee’s reasoning concerning one of the major criticisms that have been voiced
against the HEXACO model, namely, that it merely splits Big Five Agreeableness into two related sub-factors. Al-
though the distinction between Honesty-Humility and Agreeableness is reasonable from a theoretical viewpoint, more
evidence on the double dissociation of the two dimensions as well as the predictive validity of Agreeableness is
needed. Such evidence will further strengthen the conclusion that the increased complexity of the HEXACO model
in comparison to the Big Five is indeed justified. © 2020 European Association of Personality Psychology

Ashton and Lee summarize in their target article that a key
criticism of the HEXACO model claims that “it simply splits
the broad Big Five Agreeableness factor into two sub-factors
[…], one of which is Honesty-Humility” (pp. 5/6). Indeed, the
meta-analytic correlation between (self-reported)
Honesty-Humility and Agreeableness is comparatively high
(bρ = .42) and actually the highest among all HEXACO di-
mensions (Moshagen, Thielmann, Hilbig, & Zettler, 2019).
Nonetheless, Ashton and Lee argue that Honesty-Humility
and Agreeableness need to be distinguished as two distinct,
broad personality dimensions. Here, we illuminate the cur-
rent state of research on this position from both a theoretical
and an empirical perspective and identify gaps in the litera-
ture that yet hamper drawing an ultimate conclusion.

From a theoretical viewpoint, it is reasonable to distin-
guish Honesty-Humility and Agreeableness as two
stand-alone trait dimensions. Early on, research on prosocial
behavior proposed two complementary aspects of reciprocal
altruism, namely, altruism and reciprocity (Trivers, 1971).
The conceptualizations of Honesty-Humility and Agreeable-
ness align with this approach: whereas Honesty-Humility
captures the “tendency to be fair and genuine in dealing with
others, in the sense of cooperating with others even when one
might exploit them without suffering retaliation” (altruism),
Agreeableness captures the “tendency to be forgiving and
tolerant of others, in the sense of cooperating with others
even when one might be suffering exploitation by them”
(reciprocity; Ashton & Lee, 2007, p. 156).

Likewise, taxonomies of situational affordances—that is,
properties of situations that allow the expression of certain
person factors (including traits) in behavior—distinguish be-
tween affordances for altruism-related (vs. exploitation-
related) behaviors and affordances for reciprocity-related
(vs. obstruction-related) behaviors. For instance, De Vries,
Tybur, Pollet, and van Vugt (2016) proposed distinct
affordances for Exploitation and Obstruction, respectively.
Similarly, a theoretical framework specifying key
affordances for the expression of personality in prosocial be-
havior proposed possibilities for exploitation and reciprocity
as two distinct affordances characterizing situations of inter-
dependence (Thielmann, Spadaro, & Balliet, 2020). In turn,

general taxonomies of situations also propose different di-
mensions of situations that provide a basis for
exploitation-related versus reciprocity-related behaviors
(Horstmann, Rauthmann, & Sherman, 2018). Overall, re-
search on situational features/affordances thus provide fur-
ther theoretical support for the distinction of
Honesty-Humility and Agreeableness as two unique person-
ality dimensions that can be expressed in different situation.

Notwithstanding these theoretical underpinnings, one
may still question whether Honesty-Humility and Agreeable-
ness can be distinguished empirically, or whether they should
instead be considered as two facets of one (broader) dimen-
sion (e.g. Big Five Agreeableness). Research in the realm
of prosocial and ethical behavior seems to favor the former
(HEXACO) approach. First, due to the differentiation of
Honesty-Humility and Agreeableness, the HEXACO model
clearly outweighs the Big Five—particularly Big Five
Agreeableness—in accounting for prosocial behavior across
different classes of social situations providing different
affordances for behavior. Specifically, meta-analytic evi-
dence (Thielmann et al., 2020) shows that whereas
Honesty-Humility predicts behavior in situations (primarily)
providing a possibility for exploitation, Agreeableness pre-
dicts behavior in situations (primarily) providing a possibility
for reciprocity. Big Five Agreeableness, in turn, yielded com-
parably weak relations with prosocial behavior in all situa-
tions. Moreover, there is now consistent, meta-analytic
evidence that Honesty-Humility outperforms Big Five
Agreeableness in accounting for diverse (un)ethical behav-
iors such as dishonesty (Heck, Thielmann, Moshagen, &
Hilbig, 2018) and counterproductive work behavior (Lee,
Berry, & Gonzalez-Mule, 2019; Pletzer, Bentvelzen,
Oostrom, & De Vries, 2019).

In this regard, it should also be noted that research on the
Big Five has not yet reached a consensus on how to exactly
conceptualize and operationalize Big Five Agreeableness.
Specifically, different measures of Big Five Agreeableness
emphasize different aspects of this trait dimension, resulting
in inconsistencies in its predictive ability for theoretically re-
lated outcome criteria (e.g. Decuyper, De Pauw, De Fruyt, De
Bolle, & De Clercq, 2009; Hilbig, Moshagen, & Zettler,
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2016). Thus, if one were to argue that Honesty-Humility and
Agreeableness represent two facets of the same overarching
dimension, it still needs to be clarified how exactly this over-
arching dimension is optimally defined and measured.

Although all this evidence seems to substantiate the dis-
tinction of Honesty-Humility and Agreeableness as proposed
by the HEXACO model, there are noteworthy limitations of
prior research that need to be resolved before a final conclu-
sion can be drawn. First, there is limited evidence on the dou-
ble dissociation of Honesty-Humility and Agreeableness. In
a recent meta-analysis (Zettler, Thielmann, Hilbig, &
Moshagen, 2020), both Honesty-Humility and Agreeable-
ness also accounted for outcomes that are theoretically linked
to the corresponding other dimension. Specifically, although
Agreeableness yielded its strongest correlation with outcome
criteria related to obstruction and reciprocity, respectively (bρ
= .33), it also showed a meaningful relation with
exploitation-related criteria (bρ = .26) that are theoretically
linked to Honesty-Humility in particular. Likewise, although
Honesty-Humility yielded its strongest correlation with
exploitation-related criteria (|bρ| = .48), it also showed a mean-
ingful relation with obstruction-related criteria (bρ = .18). Al-
though the pattern of relations became considerably clearer
once taking into account the shared variance of

Honesty-Humility and Agreeableness, more direct evidence
on the double dissociation of Honesty-Humility and Agree-
ableness is scarce. Second, evidence on the predictive valid-
ity of Agreeableness for obstruction-related and
reciprocity-related criteria is comparably weak. That is, not
only are correlations between Agreeableness and such
criteria smaller than for Honesty-Humility and
exploitation-related criteria (e.g. Thielmann et al., 2020),
there are also only few studies available using the HEXACO
model to predict criteria in the realm of obstruction as com-
pared to criteria in the realm of other outcome domains
(Zettler et al., 2020).

To conclude, we concur with Ashton and Lee that the dis-
tinction between Honesty-Humility and Agreeableness as
two stand-alone personality dimensions is theoretically
meaningful and seems to be empirically useful. However,
further research on the double dissociation of
Honesty-Humility and Agreeableness is required, as is evi-
dence on the predictive validity of Agreeableness in general.
Ultimately, such evidence will further substantiate the con-
clusion that the added complexity of the HEXACO model
in comparison to the Big Five is justified. We thus call for
more targeted research on the (dis)similarities between
Honesty-Humility and Agreeableness in future work.

HEXACO and Its Honesty-Humility Factor

CHOCKALINGAM VISWESVARAN1 and DENIZ S. ONES2

1Florida International University, Miami, FL USA
2University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, MN USA

vish@fiu.edu

Abstract: Empirical data and theoretical rationale for the HEXACO does not compare to that available for Big Five.
Across multiple studies, Honesty-Humility does not increment the empirically and theoretically established compound
trait of Integrity. © 2020 European Association of Personality Psychology

Ashton and Lee (2020a) ask why psychology has not re-
placed the predominantly used Big Five personality frame-
work with their six-factor model. The simple answer is that
the theoretical rationale and empirical evidence offered for
HEXACO are insufficient.

INADEQUACIES IN DATA OFFERED TO SUPPORT
THE HEXACO

Given the hierarchical nature of personality attributes (spe-
cific behaviors, narrow facets, meaningful aspects, higher or-
der factors, and a general factor of personality [GFP, at least in
self reports]), the question is whether there is an optimal level
of generalization (between specific behaviors and GFP). With
different psychometric approaches, goals and aims, a century
of research has suggested sets of 16 personality factors
(Cattell, 1943b), 10 Big Five Aspects (DeYoung, Quilty &

Ptetersen, 2007), 9 personality constructs (Hough, 1992), 7
personality attributes (Hogan & Hogan, 1992), Big 5 person-
ality factors (Costa & McCrae, 1992a), 3 personality dimen-
sions (Eysenck, 1991), 2 metatraits (Digman, 1997), and of
course, the final one General Personality Factor (Rushton &
Irwing, 2008), as the optimal level to characterize individual
personality (along with their facets). Thousands of studies
have been used to fit the pieces of the personality puzzle to-
gether (cf., Stanek & Ones, 2018) and theoretical accounts
have been cogently articulated (e.g. Costa &
McCrae, 1992a). Theoretical rationale can be based on biol-
ogy or evolutionary psychology, or socio-analytic theory.
Costa and McCrae (1992a) presented four ways the five fac-
tors can be construed as basic. DeYoung (2015) provided the
cybernetic Big Five Theory. We see no such convincing theo-
retical rationale for HEXACO.

The factorial evidence for HEXACO is weak at best.
Ashton and Lee (2020a) refer to a study (Ashton &
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Lee, 2019) as convincingly proving the superiority of
HEXACO over the Big Five. The data come from three pre-
viously reported samples. One sample comprises 227 US un-
dergraduate students who took IPIP-50, BFI, NEO FFI and
the 100-item version of the HEXACO. That is, the analyses
are on over 250+ items from 227 respondents. Overall, 11
multiple regressions are conducted for each Big Five mea-
sure, for a total of 33 regressions (five on the Big Five to
check how HEXACO predict and six on HEXACO with
Big Five Predictors—for each BF—BFI, NEO and IPIP).
The second dataset has 929 participants but when we con-
sider each Big Five inventory analyzed, sample drops to
300. The final data dataset has 290 respondents. Based on re-
gressions from these samples, they take the ratio of the aver-
age R2 explained by Big Five in the six HEXACO scales and
the average R2 explained by HEXACO in the Big Five, and
interpret the deviation from 1.0 as evidence of superiority
of one model. Consider if the two averages were .001 and
.002—by this criteria, one model is twice as good as the
other. However, how many of us will jettison empirical re-
search based on decades of work, in multiple cultures, using
multiple assessments, with much larger samples, for a dem-
onstrated increase in R2 of .001 from three small samples
(compared to other hundreds of samples used in the pub-
lished literature as well as the thousands of test publisher
studies in support of Big Five)?

CONCEPTUAL CONFUSION AND LITTLE
INCREMENTAL VALIDITY OF THE
HONESTY-HUMILITY FACTOR

Since 1940s the construct of honesty, referred to as integrity
in the industrial-organizational psychology literature, has
been widely researched amassing hundreds of research stud-
ies demonstrating the utility of the construct in prediction and
explanation (Ones, Viswesvaran, & Schmidt, 1993, 2012;
Viswesvaran & Ones, 2016). All studies to date also indicate
that the construct assessed by integrity tests is a compound of
conscientiousness, agreeableness, and emotional stability, in
that order (see Ones, 1993; Ones & Viswesvaran, 2001 for
summaries). Honesty-Humility correlates .55 with integrity
(see meta-analytic results presented in Table 2 of Lee, Berry,

Gonzalez-Mule, 2019). This is the same degree of correlation
found between alternate measures of integrity (Ones, 1993).10

In fact, Lee, Ashton, and De Vries (2005) acknowledged the
construct overlap between integrity tests and
Honesty-Humility when they found “HEXACO model sub-
stantially outperformed the FFM in predicting scores on an
overt integrity test, due to the inclusion of the
Honesty-Humility dimension.” Further highlighting the links
between Honesty-Humility and integrity, Lee et al. (2008)
wrote “HEXACO framework may have particular value in
organizational settings because of its ability to predict
integrity-related outcomes.”

For major work performance criteria, the meta-analytic
criterion-related validities reported for Honesty-Humility
are lower than those reported for integrity tests (see Table 1).
The meta-analytic regression models from Lee et al. (2019)
suggest that the R increase from adding Honesty-Humility
to a base model of the Big Five and integrity is .01. In an ear-
lier study, Marcus, Ashton, Lee (2013) also noted “Integrity
accounted for practically significant proportions of incre-
mental variance beyond personality across all integrity tests,
yet effect sizes of incremental validity dropped considerably
if Honesty-Humility was added to traditional Big Five di-
mensions.” Integrity tests have been developed, researched
and used as potent predictive and explanatory variables. In-
tegrity is well represented and understood in the hierarchical
Big Five framework of personality. There is little to be
gained by adding Honesty-Humility.

Ashton and Lee ask, “… there hasn’t been (as far as we
know) any systematic attempt to show that the HEXACO
model is actually inaccurate or that it doesn’t really have
any advantages … Why haven’t they switched to the
HEXACO framework?” The short answer is that the theoret-
ical rationale and empirical evidence for the superiority of
the HEXACO and its Honesty-Humility factor are insuffi-
cient. Proving the null is impossible. It is incumbent on the
proposers of the HEXACO and Honesty-Humility to provide
the persuasive evidence.

Table 1. Meta-analytic criterion related validities for integrity vis-a-vis honesty-humility

Integrity Honesty-Humility

Ones et al. (1993) Van Iddekinge et al. (2012) Lee et al. (2019)

Counterproductive Work Performance .58* .47 .44
Organizational Citizenship Behavior N/A .16 .12
Task Performance N/A .18 .06
Overall Job Performance .41^ N/A N/A

Note. Unless otherwise noted, values are meta-analytic mean correlations corrected for unreliability in both predictor and criterion. For Counterproductive Work
Behaviors (CWB) relations are with self-reported CWB as externally measured (non-self-report) CWB data are not reported for the Honesty-Humility scale.
*From Table 9 of Ones et al., for admissions (self-reports) of CWB to preserve comparability to Honesty-Humility’s meta-analytic database. Not corrected for
unreliability in the predictor.

^From Table 8 of Ones et al., for supervisory ratings of overall job performance in predictive validation studies where the integrity tests were administered to
applicant samples. Not corrected for unreliability in the predictor.

10Convergent validities in the personality domain range between .40 and .60
(Pace & Brannick, 2010; Ones, 1993).
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The Theoretical Superiority of the HEXACO Model of Personality
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Abstract: The HEXACO theory of personality presently offers theoretical clarity and validity that are lacking from
other theories of personality. We agree with Ashton and Lee that the inclusion of Honesty-Humility alongside the other
five factors allows for a more complete explanation of both prosocial and antisocial behavior than is afforded by the Big
Five, or any other current theory of personality. Finally, we suggest that the innocuous nature of Honesty-Humility may
ironically facilitate collecting honest data from individuals who might otherwise give more socially desirable responses
to more pejorative personality labels. © 2020 European Association of Personality Psychology

The primary reason we support the HEXACO is because the
HEXACO has much better theoretical validity than the Big
Five (see #15). As evolutionary psychologists who study hu-
man cooperation and antagonism, working with the Big Five
was always a bit awkward as it didn’t easily explain the
adaptive nature of the different poles of Agreeableness and,
especially, Neuroticism. The former factor not only varies
considerably across different measures, but it also fails to
make clear predictions related to basic sociobiological ques-
tions such as reciprocal altruism or kin selection
(Dawkins, 1976). The low pole of latter is simply a laundry
list of socially undesirable traits that offers little in the ways
of coherent adaptive benefits to an individual’s social com-
petitiveness. In stark contrast, as outlined in the current arti-
cle (as well as Ashton & Lee, 2007), the HEXACO provides
three clear paths that echo the very biological foundations of
social interactions: helping versus exploiting others, tolerat-
ing versus avoiding being exploited, and kin selection versus
independent living. All of these correspond to the very core
of animal (thus, human) social behavior (Hamilton, 1964;
Hrdy, 1999; Wrangham, 2018). These deep theoretical ties
strongly root the HEXACO in one of the most successful the-
ories in the history of science: evolutionary theory. Addi-
tional cross-cultural evidence (see Ashton & Lee, 2020a),
genetic evidence (Lewis & Bates, 2014), and behavioral ev-
idence (e.g. Provenzano et al., 2018) all strongly support the
HEXACO factors as representing an adaptive range of pre-
dispositions towards different forms of human behavior.
For example, the high poles of Honesty-Humility, Emotion-
ality, and Agreeableness would likely encourage cooperation
with others, which has clear evolutionary advantages from
the standpoint of reciprocal altruism (Hilbig et al., 2013).
Conversely, the low poles on these factors would also have
an adaptive value, allowing one to exploit the cooperation
of others, resulting in a situation where there is more reward
than cost in any given interaction (Provenazno et al., 2018).
Beyond evolutionary psychology, the HEXACO has been
found to be highly predictive across many subdisciplines of
psychological research. One example is the attempt to ex-
plain antisocial behavior in the fields of both developmental
and forensic psychology. Much of the emphasis has been on
discussing the role of anger, impulsivity, and lack of empathy

play in antisocial behavior (Lee & DiGiuseppe, 2018,
Bresin, 2019, Zych et al., 2019). Increasingly however, re-
searchers are realizing that while all of these can contribute
to our understanding of antisociality and aggression, none
of them explain the full range of antisocial and aggressive be-
havior (e.g. Bloom, 2017). One can be at the bottom pole of
Agreeableness and will yet never aggress or behave antiso-
cially unless one feels that one is mistreated or cheated. Sim-
ilarly, one can have very low anxious sentimentality and still
live a highly moral life. Instead, it is the unique feature of the
HEXACO, Honesty-Humility, that best predicts predatory,
selfish, and generally antisocial behavior. Time and again
we find that Honesty-Humility is the driving force behind ag-
gressive, antisocial, and exploitive behavior, particularly the
proactive, predatory behavior that underlies the worst of hu-
man behavior. It is the willingness to exploit others for one’s
own selfish gain (i.e. low Honesty-Humility) that truly marks
“evil” behavior. This ability to explain such a wide range of
antisocial behaviors is why we are most impressed with the
HEXACO model. In fact, while some have suggested that re-
searchers simply add the Dark Triad to studies using the Big
Five (#5) in order to account for this exploitive tendency, ev-
idence suggests that Honesty-Humility alone can account for
over 90% of the core of the Dark Triad (Hodson et al., 2018).
Others have argued that IPIP-NEO Agreeableness can better
account for the core of the Dark Triad (Vize et al., 2020), but
there is no evidence that it is statistically significantly better
at predicting the core than Honesty-Humility. There is, how-
ever, evidence that the HEXACO model statistically signifi-
cantly outperforms the Big Five in predicting the Dark
Triad and Dark Tetrad (Book et al., 2015; 2016).

Related to this is the notion that Honesty-Humility is only
useful for predicting negative behaviors (#12). We would
like to point out that biological science has clearly discovered
the “purpose” of biological life: for genes to selfishly pass on
copies of themselves (Dawkins, 1976). Thus, any deviation
from this selfishness is quite noteworthy and humans’ capac-
ity for reciprocal altruism is unmatched in the natural king-
dom (e.g. Hrdy, 2011). As Ashton and Lee note,
Honesty-Humility not only allows for the capture of this self-
lessness but also for an explanation of why evolution would
select for variance along this trait. Indeed, as we write this,
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the “Great Toilet Paper Crisis of 2020” provides strong evi-
dence for the function of the low end of Honesty-Humility
while evidence for the functionality of the high pole can be
seen in the selfless behavior of health care workers fighting
COVID-19, or the “caremongering” movement (e.g,
Gerken, 2020), where individuals altruistically support vul-
nerable individuals in need during this pandemic. The ability
to detect and measure this prosocial tendency is likely of ex-
ceptional importance in a variety of domains (e.g. hiring the
right people; Wiltshire et al., 2014).

Finally, we would like to comment on the idea that mea-
suring low Honesty-Humility, especially with self-report,
may seem to be an oxymoron (#6). Interestingly, we find
that under conditions of anonymity, low Honesty-Humility

adolescents and adults do not rate themselves significantly
higher on peer-desired characteristics (e.g. attractiveness,
intelligence, health, athletic competence). They also admit
to being bullies, having selfish thoughts and behavior, be-
ing more likely to commit a crime, etc. Individuals low in
Honesty-Humility are not pathological liars who are
incapable of telling the truth, but rather individuals to
whom the truth is a commodity to be used to their own
benefit when convenient. Ironically, the humble name of
Honesty-Humility may actually allow researchers to coax
out more accurate answers from individuals who might
otherwise want to avoid being associated or labelled with
harsher terms like disagreeable, narcissistic, or
psychopathic.

Extraversion in the HEXACO-PI-R

DAVID WATSON and LEE ANNA CLARK

University of Notre Dame, Notre Dame, IN USA

db.watson@nd.edu

Abstract: We examine the HEXACO Extraversion domain in relation to that of the five-factor model of personality
(FFM). Although the HEXACO-PI-R Social Self-Esteem facet scale correlates substantially with FFM indicators of
extraversion, it has an even stronger (negative) association with the neuroticism facet of depression and, therefore,
seems to represent the opposite end of that dimension. Consequently, neuroticism-related content is spread across
three domains (Emotionality, Agreeableness, Extraversion) in the HEXACO model. We discuss implications of this
pattern for understanding relations between traits and internalizing forms of psychopathology, such as depression.
© 2020 European Association of Personality Psychology

Ashton and Lee (2020a) discuss similarities and differences
between HEXACO and the five-factor model (FFM) of per-
sonality, stating: “… three factors are essentially the same
as five-dimensional Extraversion, Conscientiousness, and
Openness to Experience” (p. 4). Similarly, Ashton, Lee,
and De Vries (2014) argued: “The six-factor structure over-
laps heavily with the classic Big Five…. The X, C, and O fac-
tors are largely the same as their Big Five counterparts ….”
(p. 140).

Our goal is to clarify the relations between these models,
focused primarily on extraversion. We demonstrate that there
are important differences between HEXACO’s and the
FFM’s conceptualization and assessment of this domain
using a community-adult sample (N = 431; for details, see
Watson, Stasik, Ellickson-Larew, & Stanton, 2015a, 2015b)
that completed the HEXACO Personality Inventory—Re-
vised (HEXACO-PI-R, 100-item version; Lee &
Ashton, 2018), plus two hierarchical FFM instruments: the
NEO Personality Inventory-3 (NEO-PI-3; McCrae, Costa,
& Martin, 2005) and the Faceted Inventory of the
Five-Factor Model (FI-FFM; Watson, Nus & Wu, 2019). In
addition, 403 participants were assessed using the major de-
pressive disorder (MDD) module of the Mini-International
Neuropsychiatric Interview (Sheehan, 2014) to create a mea-
sure of depression symptoms that represents the number of
MDD diagnostic criteria (from 0 to 9) that were met.

EXTRAVERSION IN THE HEXACO-PI-R

Three of the HEXACO-PI-R Extraversion facets converge
quite well with their counterparts in hierarchical FFM mea-
sures and essentially model the same trait dimensions
(McCrae et al., 2005; Soto & John, 2018; Watson
et al., 2019). In our data, for example, Sociability correlates
strongly with NEO-PI-3 Gregariousness (r = .71) and
FI-FFM Sociability (r = .62); Social Boldness is highly re-
lated to NEO-PI-3 Assertiveness (r = .70) and FI-FFM As-
cendance (r = .64); and Liveliness is strongly linked to
FI-FFM Positive Temperament (r = .71) and NEO-PI-3 Pos-
itive Emotions (r = .67).

Expressiveness originally was the fourth Extraversion
facet; however, it was replaced by Social Self-Esteem in
the HEXACO-PI-R (see Lee & Ashton, 2018). The inclusion
of this new facet complicates the situation considerably. To
be sure, it correlates fairly strongly with FI-FFM Positive
Temperament (r = .57) and NEO-PI-3 Positive Emotions
(r = .56) in our data. However, it has an even stronger nega-
tive association with NEO-PI-3 and FI-FFM Depression
(both rs = �.71)—which are facets of Neuroticism, not Ex-
traversion—and seems to represent the opposite end of that
trait dimension.

It is interesting to note that Neuroticism has three core
facets that recur in most hierarchical models of the FFM:
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anxiety, depression, and anger/hostility (Naragon-Gainey &
Watson, 2014; Soto & John, 2018; Watson et al., 2019). In
the HEXACO-PI-R, these traits fall within three different do-
mains: anxiety within Emotionality, anger/hostility within
Agreeableness, and (low) depression within Extraversion.11

This complicates research involving variables that are
strongly linked to FFM Neuroticism, such as internalizing
forms of psychopathology (e.g. Kotov, Gamez, Schmidt, &
Watson, 2010; Watson & Naragon-Gainey, 2014; Widiger
et al., 2019). We illustrate this problem using the measure
of depression symptoms described earlier. Table 1 presents
correlations between depression symptoms and the domain
scores from the HEXACO-PI-R, NEO-PI-3, and FI-FFM;
Table 1 also reports multiple correlations that establish the
overall predictive power of each personality inventory at
the higher-order level.

Table 1 establishes that the brute predictive power of
these instruments is largely comparable, with the FI-FFM
(R = .58) and NEO-PI-3 (R = .57) slightly outperforming
the HEXACO-PI-R (R = .51). Clearly, however, the nature
and interpretation of these associations varies enormously
across measures. The Neuroticism domain score (r = .57) is
entirely responsible for the NEO-PI-3’s association with de-
pression, with this association entirely due to its Depression
facet (r = .58) at the lower-order level. The FI-FFM findings
are quite similar. Its strong association with depression es-
sentially is attributable to Neuroticism (r = .56) at the
higher-order level and to its Depression facet (r = .60) at
the lower-order level.

In marked contrast, the Extraversion domain score
(r = �.46) is the strongest predictor of depression in the
HEXACO-PI-R. Furthermore, as would be expected based
on the correlational results discussed earlier, this association
is essentially due to its Social Self-Esteem facet (r = �.48) at
the lower-order level. Consequently, if one were to ask,
“What personality traits best predict depression symptoms?”
the answer would differ dramatically depending on whether
one used a hierarchical measure of the FFM (in which case,
the answer would be the depression facet of neuroticism) or
the HEXACO-PI-R (where the answer would be the Social
Self-Esteem facet of Extraversion).

It is beyond the scope of our comment to address where
this content properly should be placed within hierarchical
measures of personality. Our point, rather, is that this repre-
sents another important difference between the HEXACO-
PI-3 and hierarchical FFM measures. More fundamentally,
trait researchers now have access to multiple hierarchical
measures of personality, including the HEXACO-PI-R,
NEO-PI-3, FI-FFM, and Big Five Inventory-2 (Soto & John,
2018). As Ashton and Lee (2020a) point out, all of these
measures model the higher-order domains differently, so that
there now “are many plausible sets of facets” (p. 15), such
that “there is no single ‘correct’ set” (p. 15) of lower-order
traits. We believe this is a sorry state of affairs that is imped-
ing the progress of trait-based research. For trait research to
flourish, we need to resolve these model-based differences,
many of which are arbitrary (e.g. many hierarchical measures
require that all domains have the same number of facets) and
psychologically uninteresting. Consequently, future research
should clarify the meaning and scope of the higher-order do-
mains of personality by explicating the nature of the facets
within them.

Table 1. Relations between higher-order personality domains and
symptoms of major depression

Instrument/Domain r β

NEO-PI-3
Neuroticism .57* .50*
Extraversion �.32* �.07
Openness �.03 .04
Agreeableness �.23* �.02
Conscientiousness �.42* �.04
Multiple R .57*
FI-FFM
Neuroticism .56* .50*
Extraversion �.25* �.11*
Agreeableness �.28* .04
Conscientiousness �.38* �.11*
Openness �.03 .09
Multiple R .58*
HEXACO-PI-R
Honesty-Humility �.08 �.00
Emotionality .23* .14*
Extraversion �.46* �.38*
Agreeableness �.28* �.10
Conscientiousness �.31* �.10
Openness �.06 .13*
Multiple R .51*

Note. N = 403. Coefficients with an absolute value ≥.30 are in bold. NEO-PI-
3 = NEO Personality Inventory-3. FI-FFM = Faceted Inventory of the Five
Factor Model.
HEXACO-PI-R = Revised HEXACO Personality Inventory.
*p < .05

11Ashton and Lee (2020a) defend this situation, using the HEXACO facets
Fearfulness and Patience to support their position. Long ago (Watson &
Clark, 1984), however, we demonstrated that “Harm Avoidance/Danger-
Seeking,” which is what Fearfulness assesses, correlates only modestly with
Neuroticism. Accordingly, in our and the Eugene-Springfield (Gold-
berg, 2008) data, Patience correlated �.30 and �.28 with Anxiety, and
�.04 and �.00 with Fearfulness/Danger-Seeking, respectively. Parallel
points could be made about Dependence and Sentimentality (which assesses
Empathic Attachment/Detachment).
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Abstract: The predominant dimensional model of personality structure is provided by the Five-Factor Model (FFM).
The HEXACO is presented as a possible alternative, but it has not been adopted by many researchers. One concern
with respect to the HEXACO is that it has essentially elevated two facets of agreeableness to the level of a broad do-
main. Honesty and humility are best understood as facets of agreeableness. © 2020 European Association of Person-
ality Psychology

The predominant dimensional model of personality structure
is the Five-Factor Model (FFM; Widiger, 2017). The
HEXACO is presented as a possible alternative (Lee &
Ashton, 2008), but it has not yet been adopted by many re-
searchers. There are a number of reasons for this.

We would agree that when a sixth factor is extracted in a
lexical study, it is often defined by traits of honesty and hu-
mility, albeit note that altruism tends to be awkwardly placed
in a separate, interstitial location (Lee & Ashton, 2008). De
Raad and Mlačić (2017) suggest that only three domains of
personality have true universal, cross-language lexical sup-
port: extraversion, agreeableness, and conscientiousness
(De Raad et al., 2010). Leaving out the domains of neuroti-
cism and openness (intellect), however, would lose a tremen-
dous amount of important personality variance. On the other
hand, including an additional domain for the traits of
honest-humility gains very little and loses a good deal.

One simple reason that it is not particularly necessary or
useful to include this sixth factor is because the traits of hon-
esty and humility are readily understood to be facets of an
existing domain—agreeableness (Lynam & Miller, 2019).
Agreeableness, as assessed by one of the more predominant
measures of the FFM, the NEO Personality Inventory
(NEO PI-R; Costa & McCrae, 1992c), includes the facets
of straightforwardness and modesty. One hardly needs to
conduct the research as honesty clearly aligns with straight-
forwardness and humility aligns with modesty.

We would agree that the facets of honesty and humility
are not as readily apparent in some FFM measures, such as
the Big Five Inventory-2 (Soto & John, 2017), but this re-
flects in part that the BFI-2 is an abbreviated measure and
thereby has less coverage. In addition, any two particular
measures of the FFM will not likely agree precisely or en-
tirely, unless they included essentially the same items. Differ-
ences occur, for example, between the NEO PI-R and the Big
Five Aspects Scale (DeYoung, Carey, Krueger, & Ross,
2016). We have in fact written elsewhere to suggest that the
NEO PI-R coverage of openness is inadequate, and that the
coverage by the HEXACO PI-R in this instance is preferable
(Widiger & Crego, 2019).

Crowe et al. (2018) factor analyzed items from competing
models and measures of agreeableness, including the
HEXACO PI-R. Their results yielded a five-factor structure
consisting of the facets of compassion, morality, trust,

affability, and modesty. These facets align well with NEO
PI-R tender-mindedness, altruism, trust, compliance, mod-
esty, and straightforwardness, as well as containing both
HEXACO PI-R agreeableness and honesty-humility (as well
as the interstitial altruism) within the broader domain of
agreeableness.

Honesty and humility are also included within the inter-
personal circumplex (IPC), another popular and
well-established dimensional trait model of personality. One
of its compelling aspects is that all manner of interpersonal
relatedness are included within the circular structure. It offers
intriguing hypotheses regarding complementarity that follow
from this structure (Leary, 1957). FFM agreeableness and ex-
traversion have repeatedly been shown to be rotations from
the IPC axes of agency and communion (Lynam &
Miller, 2019). The elegance of the IPC structure would be
sorely distorted by the removal of the interpersonal traits of
honesty and humility. HEXACO honesty-humility has been
shown to overlap substantially with politeness (an aspect of
FFM agreeableness; DeYoung, Quilty, & Peterson, 2007) in
the IPC (Barford, Zhao, & Smillie, 2015).

We would agree that the HEXACO PI-R will obtain in-
cremental validity over the NEO PI-R in accounting for cri-
terion variance, particularly when the criterion involves
behaviors largely specific to honesty or humility. However,
the same finding would also occur if one elevated any two
other facets of agreeableness to the level of a sixth domain,
for example trust and compliance, provided four additional
subscales to assess them, and then tested their incremental
validity for criteria specific to trust-compliance. The incre-
mental validity reflects the additional fidelity given to the as-
sessment of the respective facets.

We also suspect that Viswesvaran and Ones (2016) are
correct in understanding honest-humility as a bloated specific
factor (BSF). Ashton and Lee (2020a) suggest that if
honesty-humility was “a ‘bloated specific’, then it would be
defined by terms that not only seem redundant but also are
very highly intercorrelated, thereby producing very high
loadings for the defining terms of this factor” (p. 30). We
would agree that if the loadings on a respective factor are ap-
preciably higher than the loadings obtained for the other fac-
tors, this would suggest narrower content. This has indeed
occurred in one of our prior studies concerning a BSF
(Oltmanns & Widiger, 2016). However, this smoking gun
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does not necessarily have to appear for a BSF to occur. The
traits and/or scales need only be more highly correlated with
one another than with other facets within the respective do-
main. “A bloated specific factor is suggested when the con-
tent of the new (BSF) factor is narrower and more
homogenous than the other domain level factors … and, per-
haps even more telling, if the new factor can be understood
as a component of the broader factor” (Oltmanns &
Widiger, 2018, p. 184), which is precisely the case for
honesty-humility in comparison to agreeableness.

The FFM is the predominant dimensional model of per-
sonality trait structure because the five domains account well
for both normal and abnormal personality traits (Clark, 2007;

Markon, Krueger, & Watson, 2005; O’Conner 2005; Samuel
& Widiger, 2008). Indeed, the five-domain dimensional trait
models included within Section III of DSM-5 for emerging
models and within the forthcoming ICD-11 are both aligned
closely with the FFM (APA, 2013, p. 773; Mulder, Horwood,
Tyrer, Carter, & Joyce, 2016, p. 85). The FFM also “provides
a foundational base for the Hierarchical Taxonomy of Psy-
chopathology” (Widiger et al., 2019, p. 77), a widely cited
dimensional model of psychopathology more generally
(Kotov et al., 2017). In sum, the FFM, with the traits of hon-
esty and humility included within agreeableness, has become
a very impactful model of personality and personality
disorder.

Two, Five, Six, Eight (Thousand): Time to End the Dimension Reduction Debate!
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Abstract: In the latest salvo in the century-long lexical-dimensionality-reduction debate (Galton, 1884), Ashton and
Lee (2020a) argue their HEXACO model is superior to Big Five models. We argue that debates comparing alternative
low-dimensional personality structures no longer advance personality science or practice. Instead, researchers
should embrace the inherent complexity and high-dimensionality of human individual differences. If a
low-dimensional model is used, investigators should choose a model based on its coherent representation of traits they
deem meaningful for the research domain, rather than its alignment with a specific factor analysis solution. © 2020
European Association of Personality Psychology

Ashton and Lee (2020a) argue their six-dimensional
“HEXACO” framework is a more accurate and useful de-
scription of the personality space than existing
five-dimensional models. This argument rests on strong
modeling assumptions and preferences that Ashton and Lee
do not clearly articulate or justify, and with which many re-
searchers can reasonably disagree. We argue that any attempt
to carve personality space into a low-dimensional (e.g. five-
or six-factor) solution necessarily discards important infor-
mation and likely cannot uncover the true data-generating
mechanism. Accordingly, we call for a moratorium on at-
tempts to identify a universally optimal low-dimensional per-
sonality structure. Instead, we argue that personality model
selection should be based on the specific application at hand
and can reasonably be informed by a wide array of concerns.

THE STRUCTURE OF PERSONALITY

Personality traits can be meaningfully described at multiple
levels of complexity (Ones et al., 2016). At the highly ab-
stract end, broad patterns of trait covariation might be de-
scribed in terms of two, three, four, or five dimensions
(Markon, 2009). A less abstract, but still comparatively
low-dimensional, solution might describe personality in

terms of 15, 27, or 36 narrower traits (Condon, 2018; Soto
& John, 2017; Stanek & Ones, 2018). But none of these
should be mistaken for the true data-generating process that
produces scale responses. A complete personality phenotype
would minimally involve hundreds of specific characteristics
(McAdams, 1994). Biologically, human thought, affect, and
behavior is driven by thousands of genes and complex inter-
actions among hundreds of neural structures, neurotransmit-
ters, hormones, and other factors (Yarkoni, 2015). Any
low-dimensional solution must therefore be deficient and un-
derstood merely as a potentially useful oversimplification.

Ashton and Lee’s argument for the HEXACO model re-
lies on strong assumptions—e.g. (1) the lexicon is a repre-
sentative basis for personality description; (2) exploratory
factor analysis (EFA)12 should be preferred over other
dimension-reduction techniques; (3) nature has a predilection
for “simple structure” and relatively orthogonal dimensions;
and (4) cross-cultural replicability should be a primary con-
cern. These are strong assumptions that some researchers
(like Ashton and Lee) may subscribe to, but that many other
researchers are unlikely to share. Lexical analyses and
dimensionality-reduction methods are tools to explore rough

12Or principal components analysis.
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contours of the personality space. We should not, however,
delude ourselves into thinking that we are slicing nature at
its joints to discover a “true” structure of personality.

CHOOSING A PERSONALITY MODEL

Considering that all low-dimensional representations of per-
sonality are necessarily wrong, model choice should be
guided by the assessment purpose. If one’s goal is maximiz-
ing predictive validity, item-level composites empirically
keyed for specific outcomes using large samples will almost
invariably outperform any limited set of broad factors
(Mõttus, Bates, et al., 2017; Revelle et al., 2020; Saucier
et al., 2020). When predicting multiple criteria,
Pareto-optimality approaches build models that balance the
prediction across criteria. When large-scale item-level
modeling is infeasible, predictive models built on narrow
“facet-level” scales will certainly outperform
five-dimensional or six-dimensional models. Another option
when large-scale modeling is infeasible is to rationally pre-
screen a set of traits for strong a priori relevance for the out-
come content (e.g. together, measures of integrity, ambition,
and Openness would reasonably and efficiently predict most
job performance dimensions; Connelly et al., 2018).

By contrast, if the assessment purpose is to explore per-
sonality development in response to situations and experi-
ences, investigators should focus on coherent measurement
of personality constructs they deem important to the research
domain. Personality constructs are folk concepts— prag-
matic fictions, descriptions of meaningful clusters of related
personal tendencies (Tellegen, 1993). What constitutes a
“meaningful” cluster will, naturally, depend on an investiga-
tor’s goals, and to some degree, on aesthetic preferences. For
example, if a researcher studying impulsive behavior finds
the UPPS-P model13 to be an intuitive, parsimonious way
to carve up that space, they should not be bothered that these
dimensions don’t fit neatly into either the Big Five or
HEXACO spaces. Similarly, if a neurobiologist finds it use-
ful to identify biological mechanisms associated with “non-
traditional” psychometric dimensions (e.g. agentic and
affiliative systems rather than their more “standard”
Extraversion-Agreeableness rotation; Depue & Col-
lins, 1999), we would consider efforts to “correct” them
based on large-scale lexical EFAs peculiar or obnoxious.

A third common desideratum is interpretability—i.e. in-
tuitiveness and accessibility of personality information when
humans must judge the results (e.g. counseling). Users
must readily understand the meaning of scale scores and
their implications, even with some loss regression-based
predictive accuracy.14 For example, a hiring manager might
find a model grouping all traits related to “helpfulness” un-
der one dimension (e.g. Big Five models) more intuitive
than a model splitting these tendencies across multiple di-
mensions (e.g. the HEXACO model). Memorability and
flair are also critical considerations for applied assessment
—we shouldn’t discount the value of “The OCEAN of
personality” (Openness, Conscientiousness, Extraversion,
Agreeableness, Negative Emotionality) as an evocative
and appealing mnemonic device15. Applied personality
models must guide practitioners toward better decisions,
not slavishly reflect results of a particular dimensionality-
reduction procedure.

These considerations are by no means exhaustive; many
other model prioritization criteria are possible. We are not
suggesting it is wrong to prioritize a solution that, say,
maximizes cross-country replicability of oblimin-rotated
factor solutions of lexical descriptors16. We simply observe
that it reflects just one narrow set of assumptions, and re-
searchers who don’t share Ashton and Lee’s specific prior-
ities shouldn’t feel pressure to use HEXACO (or, for that
matter, the Big Five). We should be leery of arguments
that privilege specific priorities, particularly when argu-
ments for the superiority of HEXACO come from “the
same people who identified the HEXACO model and con-
structed the HEXACO inventory” and “receive royalty
payments for non-academic use of that inventory” (Ashton
& Lee, 2020a, p. 496).

CONCLUSION

Low-dimensional personality models have historically been
useful for describing the broad contours of personality var-
iation and providing a lexicon for organizing personality re-
search (John et al., 2008). But debates comparing
alternative low-dimensional solutions now generate far
more heat than light. It’s time for personality research to
embrace the natural complexity of human individual
differences.

13Negative Urgency, Premeditation, Perseverance, Sensation Seeking, Posi-
tive Urgency (Cyders et al., 2007).

14Notably, mechanical composites are rarely used in decision-making prac-
tice, so multiple-regression-based validity only approximates the practical
utility of a set of personality scales (Kuncel et al., 2013).
15Such appeal is especially important to attract test-users over type-based
models like the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator.
16If cross-cultural lexical factor replicability is prioritized, then two dimen-
sions should probably be preferred (Saucier et al., 2014), as no more than
two to three dimensions consistently emerge cross-culturally (De Raad
et al., 2010). Indicator cross-loading patterns are even less consistent across
cultures.
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Abstract: Despite Ashton and Lee’s final point about the legacy of the Big Five, researchers transitioning to the
HEXACO model may encounter a loss in comparability of their findings with the existing literature. Here, we demon-
strate how mapping the prosocial domains of personality across the HEXACO and Big Five can shed light on the ro-
tational trade-offs between the two models, and help integrate new findings with previous knowledge. © 2020
European Association of Personality Psychology

Ashton and Lee have assembled a comprehensive list of rea-
sons for adopting the HEXACO over the Big Five (B5), the
most compelling of which are based on the comparative var-
iance that scales from the two models capture. But despite
their brief coverage of the final objection (“But lots of re-
viewers and editors and the Old Boys and Girls Club are still
using the Big Five …”), transitioning to the HEXACO does
come at the cost of reduced comparability with the existing
literature. This is not easily dismissed given that major prog-
ress in personality science has been made possible through
the convergence of multiple and diverse methodologies and
approaches (John, Naumann, & Soto, 2008).

Given that the main distinction between the B5 and
HEXACO is the organisation of the prosocial domains of
personality, another criterion researchers may want to con-
sider is whether the theoretical advantages of the HEXACO’s
rotated structure warrant a shift away from the common cur-
rency of the B5. As discussed in Ashton and Lee’s 15th
point, one of the strengths of the HEXACO is that it accom-
modates the theoretical distinction between two types of re-
ciprocal altruism tendencies: fairness or “active
cooperation” (honesty-humility) vs. tolerance or “reactive co-
operation” (HEXACO agreeableness; Ashton, Lee, & De
Vries, 2014). Although the B5 has only one dimension for
altruism-related traits, the aspect level of B5 agreeableness
captures yet another theoretical distinction: politeness, or in-
dividual differences in regulating antisocial and aggressive
tendencies (subsuming facets such as compliance, straight-
forwardness, and modesty) vs. compassion, or individual dif-
ferences in proactive prosocial tendencies involving
empathic concern (subsuming facets such as altruism and
sympathy; DeYoung, Quilty, & Peterson, 2007). A similar
two-factor structure comprising “civility” and compassion
has also been recovered from multiple self-report agreeable-
ness measures (Crowe et al., 2018).

Much of the B5 vs. HEXACO debate has focused on the
conceptual and empirical overlap between the politeness as-
pect of agreeableness and honesty-humility. Indeed, we find
that the two align closely on the Interpersonal Circumplex
of dominance and warmth (Barford, Zhao, & Smillie, 2015),
and share near-identical patterns of correlations with
prosocial behaviours in economic games (Zhao, Ferguson,

& Smillie, 2017a). Yet, as Ashton and Lee allude to in their
footnote, the correlation between politeness and
honesty-humility (rs = .51) is not so high as to suggest redun-
dancy (Ludeke, Bainbridge, Liu, Zhao, Smillie, & Zettler,
2019). Further insight comes from our exploratory factor
analysis of politeness items, which suggests that they can be
further divided into three lower-order factors comprising
low levels of (1) pushiness, (2) conflict seeking, and (3)
exploitativeness (Zhao, Ferguson, & Smillie, 2017b, Supple-
mental Material). It is this third component of politeness that
bears the closest resemblance to honesty-humility (as well as
low Machiavellianism). Again, we see this factor structure
mirrored in self-report agreeableness measures, where civility
contains more heterogeneous item content than compassion,
further dividing into lower-order factors that are similar to
honesty-humility (i.e. morality and modesty) as well those
that are not (i.e. trust; Crowe et al., 2018). Thus, politeness
may be able to capture at least some part of the fairness form
of reciprocal altruism represented by honesty-humility.

Less often recognised than its link with honesty-humility
is the fact that politeness also shares considerable variance
with HEXACO agreeableness (rs = .41; Ludeke
et al. 2019). This suggests that both reciprocal altruism ten-
dencies may be characterised by politeness more generally,
especially since fairness and tolerance involve adherence to
norms of cooperation. But HEXACO agreeableness is also
strongly negatively associated with the volatility aspect of
neuroticism, or the tendency to be emotionally labile, irrita-
ble, and angry (rs = �.61; Ludeke et al., 2019). Therefore,
while the tolerance form of reciprocal altruism can still be lo-
cated within the B5, its representation is far less parsimoni-
ous compared with the HEXACO.

Where, then, does this leave us with prosocial personality
traits corresponding with kin altruism (i.e. warmth, emo-
tional attachment, and empathic concern)? In the B5, this
variance is concentrated in the compassion aspect of agree-
ableness, which is the most weakly represented aspect in
the HEXACO (Lee & Ashton, 2019; Ludeke et al., 2019).
Ashton and Lee (2007) point out that the HEXACO person-
ality domain capturing kin altruism is emotionality (most ap-
parently, its sentimentality facet), though the item content
seems to be characterised by emotional distress more than
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warmth or empathic concern. Furthermore, the B5
compassion-politeness distinction contrasting an automatic
social affiliation system governed by empathic concern
vs. a top-down social regulation system governed by adher-
ence to cooperation norms appears to be a relatively funda-
mental one, appearing in diverse lines of literature (e.g.
Jensen, Vaish, & Schmidt, 2014; Decety & Cowell, 2014).
This suggests that individual differences in empathic con-
cern warrant a significant place in models of prosocial
personality.

Ultimately, researchers would do well to consider the im-
plications of each model’s organisation of the prosocial per-
sonality domains and its theoretical relevance to the question
they intend to address. This is particularly important for

those intending to use a test of individual differences to un-
derstand the mechanisms driving prosocial phenomena (see
Underwood, 1975). It seems that the HEXACO rotation
cleanly delineates between the two reciprocal altruism ten-
dencies, but at a relative cost to traits capturing kin altruism.
In contrast, the aspect level of the B5 accommodates traits re-
lating to kin altruism, but its representation of the two forms
of reciprocal altruism is rather complex and unwieldy. In
light of these trade-offs, researchers faced with a choice be-
tween these models can look to knowledge of how their find-
ings may be translated (or at least approximated) across the
B5 and HEXACO in an integrated effort to understanding
personality.
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Abstract: The commenters have provided a wide range of concerns and criticisms as well as suggestions and new in-
sights in response to our target article. We begin our reply by discussing commentaries that offered elaborations and
further observations on some of the points made in the target article. We then address several topics raised in multiple
commentaries, including (1) the meaning and importance of the cross-language replicated six-factor solution, (2) lex-
ical versus questionnaire variable sets in studying the structure of personality traits, (3) a comparison of broad dimen-
sions versus narrow traits of personality, (4) the construct and measurement of Honesty-Humility, (5) the differentiation
of HEXACO Agreeableness and Honesty-Humility, and (6) the Honesty-Humility/Emotionality/Agreeableness factor
space. We also address various other commentaries whose points were not classified into any of the above categories.
We conclude that identifying the major personality dimensions is an important goal and that the HEXACO model best
represents those dimensions. © 2020 European Association of Personality Psychology

We were pleased that our target article elicited so many
thoughtful commentaries, which collectively have raised a
variety of interesting and important points. These commen-
taries have helped to focus our attention on the major areas
of debate concerning the structure of personality characteris-
tics and on the point of studying personality structure in the
first place. In this reply to the commentaries we begin by
discussing those that offered some elaborations or further ob-
servations on points we had raised. We then discuss several
broad topics in relation to various commentaries, focusing
in turn on (1) the cross-language replicated six-factor solu-
tion, (2) personality dimensions from lexical versus question-
naire variable sets, (3) broad dimensions versus narrow traits,
(4) the construct and measurement of Honesty-Humility, (5)
the differentiation of HEXACO Agreeableness and
Honesty-Humility, and (6) the Honesty-Humility/Emotional-
ity/Agreeableness factor space; we also address several other
commentaries whose major points of discussion do not
neatly fit within these broad topics.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTERS’ FURTHER
OBSERVATIONS AND ELABORATIONS

Several commenters drew attention to the important differ-
ences between HEXACO Agreeableness and Honesty-
Humility. For example, Morse and Cohen highlighted the im-
portance of the separate assessment of the two factors by de-
scribing their recent findings about accountants’ honest
auditing. Other commenters (Lilienfeld, Costello, Bowes, &
Strother; McAdams & Perlin) made a similar point by citing
some publicly prominent figures who appear to have shown
opposite-signed levels of Honesty-Humility and HEXACO
Agreeableness (i.e. +H/-A versus -H/+A). Thielmann and
Zettler also noted previous findings showing theoretically ap-
propriate differential associations of H and A with various
other variables, and called for further research of this kind.
We discuss further the contrast between HEXACO Agree-
ableness and Honesty-Humility in one of the subsequent
sections.
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Other commenters addressed a variety of other interesting
issues. De Vries introduced a novel approach to examining
the distribution of traits throughout a factor space, which
can be examined further in additional variable sets. Hilbig
and Moshagen offered some useful reminders that no model
is truly “correct,” while also suggesting that the HEXACO
model has advantages over five-dimensional models on the
basis of scope, parsimony, robustness, and operational con-
sistency. Bratko and Pocrnić argued for the value of studying
all levels of the personality hierarchy, from broad factors to
narrower traits to even narrower “nuances.” Chirumbolo
noted the relevance of Honesty-Humility (and Openness to
Experience) in political psychology. Consistent with the find-
ings reported by Chirumbolo, these two personality dimen-
sions also correspond to the two broad dimensions of
values (Lee et al., 2009) and correlate with value-based psy-
chological variables such as pro-environmental attitudes and
behaviours (Soutter, Bates, & Mõttus, in press).

Several commenters addressed our proposed theoretical
interpretations of the personality factors. Saucier agreed that
this interpretability gave the HEXACO dimensions an impor-
tant advantage over the Big Five, and also suggested an alter-
native way of describing those interpretations. Volk, Visser,
and Book gave a highly informative discussion of the theoret-
ical interpretations of the H/A/E dimensions in relation to
some classic writings in evolutionary psychology and also to
empirical findings involving antisocial behaviour. Costantini
appreciated the potential utility of the HEXACO dimensions
for research oriented toward personality processes, while also
noting that process-oriented research will require a
disentangling of “different elements of the personality system,
such as behaviors, cognitions, feelings, motives, and values.”

Some commenters (Paulhus & Klaiber; Bratko &
Pocrnić) noted the conceptual and empirical links of low
Honesty-Humility with the “dark triad” (or “dark tetrad”)
variables while also noting the unique elements of the latter
variables. We agree with Paulhus and Klaiber that the “dark”
variables include some constructs that “provide well-defined
lower-level traits falling neatly under H-H,” and we regret
that our previous work came across as expressing disdain
for the study of those constructs. Similarly, Lilienfeld et al.
viewed the lack of the moral content as a limitation of
five-dimensional personality models. They suggested that
the HEXACO model partially corrects this problem by the
addition of the Honesty-Humility factor.

We found Perugini’s commentary to be especially in-
sightful. He explained more clearly and fully than we had
done the importance of lexical personality variable sets and
the value of broad dimensions in providing a reference space
for personality traits.

We enjoyed reading the interesting insights and observa-
tions by Egloff. One of his suggestions was that of a “great
behaviour prediction challenge.” Although we agree that pre-
diction of behaviour is important, we think that this particular
kind of comparison exercise has the drawback that it isn’t re-
ally possible to specify a representative sampling of relevant
behaviours.

We agree with the suggestion by Bizumic and Monaghan
that the HEXACO dimensions should be studied further in

relation to personality pathology. One aspect of this issue in-
volves the assessment of the dimensions: the HEXACO-PI-R
scales were constructed to assess the broad range of variation
on a given dimension, but for clinical purposes it could be
useful to construct scales that chiefly discriminate between
persons at or near the pathological extreme(s) of a given
dimension.

SOME “BIG PICTURE” ISSUES

The most striking feature of many of the critical commentar-
ies was the apparent lack of any curiosity about the findings
from lexical studies of personality structure, particularly the
emergence of the HEXACO factors. In some cases this lack
of curiosity seems to reflect an indifference to the entire
question of personality structure. In other cases it seems to
reflect a dismissal of the striking cross-language replication
of the six-factor solution, perhaps in part because of a prefer-
ence for a five-dimensional structure of personality charac-
teristics. We’ll discuss each of these attitudes in turn.

First let’s consider the issue of why one would study per-
sonality structure in the first place. What surprised us about
the commentaries by Dworak and Revelle, by Wiernik,
Yarkoni, Giordano, and Raghavan, and by Srivastava was
their view on the aims of scientific personality psychology.
They seem to think that finding the major dimensions of per-
sonality is of no intrinsic interest. Well, we do think it’s inter-
esting: finding those major dimensions gives us a
parsimonious way to summarize the main features of individ-
uals’ personalities, as well as the covariation between per-
sonality traits. It gives us a crucial first step toward
understanding why many superficially quite different traits
should happen to “go together,” and hence toward under-
standing what personality variation “means”—why it exists
in the first place. If you ultimately want to understand how
personality variation is caused, how it develops, how it mat-
ters, and how it evolved, it’s useful to start with a few broad
and roughly independent dimensions.17 And as for the partic-
ular set of six factors that we’ve found in lexical studies of
personality structure: why should personality traits covary
in this way, and what do those six dimensions mean? We’ve
offered some answers, and you might or might not like them,
but if you have any curiosity at all about personality psychol-
ogy, the questions ought to be of some interest.

This lack of curiosity about the meaning of the lexically
derived major personality dimensions was expressed by
some commenters who are primarily interested in
personality-based predictions. For example, Dworak and
Revelle (and again, Wiernik et al.) seem to think that the
aim of scientific personality psychology is simply to maxi-
mize prediction of various outcome variables (including
many that are likely to be only weakly personality-driven)
by generating regression equations derived from huge (and
arbitrarily defined) personality item pools administered to

17For reasons that we discuss in a later section, we think that a few broad,
independent dimensions are more useful for this purpose than are many
narrower, intercorrelated dimensions.
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huge participant samples. We think that there could in some
cases be some practical value, and even some theoretical in-
terest, in this kind of exercise. But it seems to us that this is a
small part of the personality psychology enterprise, and far
less important than finding the major personality dimensions:
again, if you want to understand personality, you have to un-
derstand how personality traits covary.

Next, let’s consider the issue of cross-language replicabil-
ity in lexical studies of personality structure. We’ve drawn at-
tention to the recovery of a set of six—but not more than six
—personality dimensions in highly diverse languages, but
Wiernik et al. questioned what they described as an assump-
tion that “cross-cultural replicability should be a primary
concern” in studying personality structure. In some ways this
criticism misses the point about why it is that researchers
conduct lexical studies of personality structure in various lan-
guages. But we haven’t really explained this point before, so
we’ll discuss it a bit.

The reason for comparing solutions across languages
isn’t primarily to find out whether the structure of personality
characteristics is similar across cultures. Instead it’s to find
out whether that structure is similar across the independently
derived variable sets that the various languages provide. For
example, the fact that German and Polish produce variants of
a common six-factor structure is pretty interesting, not be-
cause of any differences between German and Polish culture,
but because each of those languages has developed its own
largely independent set of personality trait terms. (German
and Polish belong to the Germanic and Slavic branches, re-
spectively, of the Indo-European language family, but there
isn’t much similarity between their personality trait words
—they’re pretty much independently derived variable sets.)
And the fact that Hungarian produces a variant of the same
common six-factor structure as German and Polish do is ex-
tremely interesting, not because of any particular uniqueness
that Hungarian culture might have, but because Hungarian
definitely has an independent set of personality trait terms.
(Hungarian doesn’t belong to the Indo-European family,
and there’s basically no similarity of its personality trait
words to those of Indo-European languages.)18

Think of it this way: you can take a bunch of languages
that have almost no lexical similarity, having evolved sepa-
rately for thousands of years. And yet the personality lexi-
cons of those languages produce a common set of exactly
six dimensions. We think this is among the most interesting
findings in all of social science, and we can’t help but ask:
why does this happen?

HOW TO FIND THE STRUCTURE OF
PERSONALITY TRAITS: QUESTIONNAIRES
VERSUS LEXICAL VARIABLE SETS

Several of the commenters argued against the HEXACO
structure on the grounds that it is not recovered from a given
set of personality questionnaire scales or items. To take one

example, DeYoung referred to some variable sets (Markon,
Krueger, & Watson, 2005; Waller, DeYoung, & Bouchard,
2016) that recovered Big Five-like structures but not
HEXACO-like structures. Now, in response to this argument,
we could simply say that the HEXACO structure can be re-
covered from our own favourite questionnaire variable sets,
even non-HEXACO questionnaire variable sets such as the
combined PRF and JPI or the combined NEO-PI-R and
PID-5 or the combined NEO-PI-R and SNAP. And we could
remind readers that one of the Markon et al. variable sets also
does produce the HEXACO factor space (see Ashton & Lee,
2020b), as we noted in the target article.

But you can see the problem: everyone has their own
favourite set of personality questionnaire variables, but none
of those sets will have any objective claim to be representative
of the personality domain. And that’s why researchers have
relied upon the personality lexicons of various languages as
the variable sets to be used in examining the structure of per-
sonality characteristics. Perugini has explained this point bet-
ter than we would, so we’ll just tell you to go and read the first
paragraph of Perugini’s extremely insightful comment.

Because of this problem, we don’t think there’s much
value in discussing why a given questionnaire variable set
didn’t recover the HEXACO structure. But given that some
of the commenters did emphasize such findings (DeYoung;
Lynam, Crowe, Vize, & Miller; Markon; Soto; Widiger,
Oltmanns, McCabe, & Smith), we’ll discuss some of them
here anyhow.

First let’s consider the general case. Suppose that you take
an item pool that neatly recovers a particular factor structure
—let’s say, for example, the HEXACO factor structure—in
a typical large sample. If you add other items to that pool, then
that particular structure might no longer be obtained, depend-
ing not only on how many more items are added but also on
the other properties of those added items. For example, if
many of the additional items are located close to one of the bi-
sectors of two of the original dimensions, then this will
weaken the tendency for those two dimensions to emerge as
separate factors; also, if some additional items are highly
intercorrelated, then this will add another dimension that
might emerge prior to one or more of the original set. So,
it’s an open question as to how many additional items would
be needed to obscure a given factor structure—such as
HEXACO—obtained with some initial item pool.

Now let’s consider the particular case of interest to the
commenters. Several commenters (Lynam et al.; Soto;
DeYoung; Markon; Widiger et al.) attached some importance
to recent findings by Crowe et al. (2018), who reported some
factor analyses of personality questionnaire items relevant to
Big Five Agreeableness. Referring to that study, Lynam et al.
claim that “Perhaps the most compelling evidence for not
separating H-H from A comes from our recent empirical ex-
amination of the structure of Agreeableness.” They argue that
the Crowe et al. results, which did not produce separate fac-
tors corresponding to H and A, are decisive evidence because
their variable set contained a large proportion of H-related
items: “Together, Honesty-Humility-related scales repre-
sented nearly 33% of the total item pool (i.e. 34 out of 104
items). These traits could clearly have emerged as distinct

18We say this in spite of our appreciation of Greenberg’s and Ruhlen’s work
on broader language family groupings and on a possible proto-World family.
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and separable content from the broader pool of Agreeable-
ness items. But they did not.”19

This might at first seem to be an important point—if there
were lots of Honesty-Humility items, then why wouldn’t
there be separate factors for Honesty-Humility and Agree-
ableness? Well, there are some good reasons why, and those
reasons involve two fundamental problems with the variable
set used by Crowe et al.

First of all, if your variable set is to produce two factors
corresponding to HEXACO Agreeableness and Honesty-
Humility, it will have to contain enough markers—including
relatively univocal markers—of both of those factors. Now,
the Crowe et al. variable set did contain a substantial propor-
tion of items that should represent good markers of Honesty-
Humility, but it was sharply lacking in items that represent
some of the best markers of HEXACO Agreeableness: for
example, one major omission was item content related to
even temper versus anger-proneness, which was represented
only by three items of the Patience facet of HEXACO-PI-R
Agreeableness. Such item content could have been drawn
from the instruments examined by Crowe et al., because that
content is found within IPIP-NEO Angry Hostility, BFAS
Volatility, and FIFFM Anger Proneness. But Crowe et al.
didn’t administer any of those items. We suspect that the rea-
son for omitting the items of those facets is that within the
Big Five system, they’re assigned to Neuroticism rather than
Agreeableness. This decision is nevertheless surprising given
that we’ve frequently discussed the associations of Big Five
Agreeableness and Neuroticism with HEXACO Honesty-
Humility, Agreeableness, and Emotionality (e.g. Ashton,
Lee, & De Vries, 2014). But whatever the reason, if you’re
looking for separate Honesty-Humility and (HEXACO)
Agreeableness factors, you’ll have to include some proper
representation of the latter.

This brings us to the other problem with the variable set
used by Crowe et al.: it contained one massive “bloated spe-
cific” factor (plus a couple of smaller ones), that is, it had a
large set of highly intercorrelated items representing essen-
tially the same facet-level trait. Specifically, the Crowe
et al. variable set contained about 30 “compassion” items,
drawn from such facet scales as HEXACO Altruism,
IPIP-NEO Altruism, IPIP-NEO Sympathy, BFAS Compas-
sion, and FIFFM Empathy—scales which intercorrelated
about .75 on average—plus a few more from BFI Agreeable-
ness. In the two-factor solution reported by Crowe et al., 24
of the items from these facets loaded above .60 on the Com-
passion factor, and those 24 items intercorrelated .45 on av-
erage. What’s the problem? Well, that’s a very high level of
inter-item correlation—about as high as you’d find for items
within any one facet-level scale, and far higher than you’d
find for the much broader collection of items within a broad
factor. So the Crowe et al. “Compassion” factor is one of the
all-time great examples of a “bloated specific.” It’s basically
a huge set of items all defining the same facet-level variable.

(For comparison, note that the average within-facet item
intercorrelations for the nine HEXACO facet scales in Crowe
et al.’s dataset have a mean of .42, but the average
within-factor item intercorrelation for each of the HEXACO
Honesty-Humility and Agreeableness factor scales is .27.
Crowe et al. had attempted to prevent the bloated specific
problem by deleting some items that correlated .65 or greater
with some other item, but that didn’t work.)20

Now, before we finish up this segment: if you’ve read the
above and found yourself wondering “Oh man, Lynam et al.
have their variable set and Lee and Ashton have theirs, and
how can we ever know who is right?” Well once again, we
can help you out. We can put aside the whole argument about
who has chosen the optimal set of personality items and go
straight to a variable set that actually has an a priori claim
to being representative of the personality domain: the set of
familiar personality-descriptive adjectives in a given lan-
guage. And when you analyze ratings on such variable sets,
what you typically get is a six-factor solution with separate
Honesty-Humility and Agreeableness factors—and with
“altruism-related” terms loading on both (and to some extent
on Emotionality). And that’s the reason why the HEXACO
model exists in the first place.

BROAD DIMENSIONS VERSUS NARROW TRAITS
(AND SINGLE ITEMS)

Several commenters emphasized the value of examining sin-
gle personality items as predictors of outcome variables
(Dworak & Revelle; Mõttus; Wiernik et al.) or of identifying
sets of many narrow personality traits (Mõttus; Saucier).

We think it’s pretty obvious that for many outcome vari-
ables, regression equations based on many narrow trait scales
will outperform regression equations based on a few broad
factor scales, and regression equations based on very many
single items will do better still. And less obviously but more
interestingly, small sets of narrow traits (or items) selected a
priori for their conceptual relevance to an outcome variable
will also often outperform broad factors—a point that we
ourselves have often emphasized (Ashton, Paunonen, &
Lee, 2014). If you want to maximize predictive validity with
a given huge variable set, go ahead and run those narrow
trait-level or item-level regression equations; and if you want
to maximize predictive validity with some small set of theo-
retically chosen predictors, go ahead and find them (or make
them yourself).

We also think that you can find some set of many narrow
traits that will be reasonably comprehensive and very useful
in predicting personality-relevant outcomes. As we men-
tioned, the set of HEXACO-PI-R facets isn’t necessarily

19Lynam et al. interpreted our statement that the Crowe et al. study had ex-
amined “only some segments of the personality domain” as a claim that they
had under-represented content related to Honesty-Humility. But we were just
noting that Crowe et al. were only considering the prosocial/antisocial parts
of the personality space.

20If you do some debloating of this specific, by taking out the nine items that
loaded above .70 on it—still leaving lots of “compassion” items (about 20)
in the analysis—the two-factor solution changes: the compassion factor dis-
appears, and its items divide their loadings on the two factors, one of which
is defined by Honesty-Humility items and the other by HEXACO Agree-
ableness items. But remember: all of these results don’t mean anything. They
simply show why studies of this kind (e.g. Crowe et al.., 2012; Markon
et al., 2005; Waller et al., 2016) can’t be relied upon as a way of discovering
the major dimensions of personality.
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optimal, and you can find some other important facets that ei-
ther divide their loadings across multiple HEXACO factors
or have relatively low communalities within the six-factor
space.21 But we think that from a scientific point of view this
issue of finding a more complete set of narrow traits is less
interesting than that of finding broad dimensions. Not only
is there some judgment involved in just how narrow those
traits should be—in a given set, some might be better divided
and others might be better combined—but as we noted,
there’s unlikely to be any set of narrow trait factors that
would be recovered across the multiple independent variable
sets that are provided by lexical studies of personality
structure.

Saucier disagreed with our suggestion that there is no
principled, non-arbitrary way to select a candidate set of
more than six personality factors. He correctly pointed out
that his recently reported set of 20 narrower factors (see
Saucier & Iurino, in press), and also the set of 27 narrower
factors reported by Condon (2017), were derived through
some principled decision rules applied to their respective var-
iable sets. But our point was that no complete solution with
more than six dimensions had been recovered across the in-
dependent variable sets provided by lexical studies of per-
sonality structure in various languages. Saucier has
suggested that comparisons across languages could be used
to identify some set of facets that each show fairly high rep-
licability, and we agree that this approach could result in the
identification of a useful set of narrower personality vari-
ables. (We likewise agree with the similar suggestion by
Mõttus, who focused on questionnaire item variable sets
rather than on lexical variable sets.)

But beyond the crucial issue that there is no unique set of
many narrow personality factors, we think it’s much more
scientifically interesting to identify a few broad dimensions.
One reason is that the few broad dimensions give a much
more efficient way of summarizing the associations between
conceptually distinct personality traits. The few broad di-
mensions can be plausibly represented as orthogonal (even
though the adjacent quadrants of any given factor plane
may differ greatly in how many trait terms define them)
and each is defined by a rather diverse set of traits, so they
give a useful reference space for locating personality traits.
In contrast, with a large set of many narrow personality fac-
tors, each of those factors is rather homogeneous in content,
and there will be several groups of substantially
intercorrelated factors; in order to summarize relations be-
tween conceptually distinct traits, you’d want to
factor-analyze the narrow factors themselves.

Also in relation to the scientific interest of the broad di-
mensions, several of the commenters (e.g. Mõttus; Hilbig &
Moshagen) suggested that there is no definite answer to the
question of how many broad personality factors there are.
We think that this is a reasonable position, but we disagree
with it. The findings from lexical studies of personality

structure suggest that six is an upper bound on the number
of widely replicable factors: there are six broad dimensions
of personality characteristics, and no more. We think that this
fact reflects something important about the evolution of per-
sonality variation—specifically, that in human prehistory
there were six broad dimensions of behavioural tendency
along which natural selection preserved variability. (We don’t
know how exactly, but presumably it involved frequency-de-
pendent selection and/or fluctuating optimal levels and/or
mutation-selection balance.) We’ve suggested elsewhere that
these six included two complementary dimensions of reci-
procal altruism or cooperation (Honesty-Humility and
Agreeableness), a dimension of kin-preservation and self-
preservation (Emotionality), and three dimensions of engage-
ment, within social, task-related, and idea-related endeavours
(Extraversion, Conscientiousness, and Openness,
respectively).

But having said this, we should say again that the unique
variance in narrower personality traits is often of practical
and sometimes of theoretical interest, and that—as suggested
by Mõttus and as undertaken by Saucier—it would be a use-
ful enterprise to identify diverse sets of narrow traits. In this
way, one can capture variance beyond what is already found
in the facet scales of inventories such as the HEXACO-PI-R
or the NEO-PI-R, and gain a fuller understanding of how per-
sonality relates to various outcomes and phenomena of
interest.

HONESTY-HUMILITY: CONSTRUCT AND
MEASURES

Some commenters raised issues regarding the
Honesty-Humility construct and the HEXACO-PI-R scale
assessing it. We discuss each of those issues in this section.

We begin by commenting on Soto’s summary of his re-
cent study in which he and his colleagues administered many
adjective markers of Honesty-Humility along with several
questionnaire scales and “failed to find any adjectives that
correlated much more strongly with Honesty-Humility (as
measured by either the HEXACO-PI-R or our preliminary
scale) than with Agreeableness (as measured by the standard
BFI-2).”

As we mentioned in our original article, the items of the
HEXACO Honesty-Humility scale don’t contain any embed-
ded adjectives. In this sense, the Honesty-Humility items dif-
fer from those of the other HEXACO scales and those of
various Big Five instruments, including the BFI-2. When
we constructed the HEXACO Honesty-Humility scale, we
decided for several reasons not to include any embedded ad-
jectives, and among those reasons was the speculation that
we might assess Honesty-Humility more accurately by rely-
ing only on statements about behaviour-in-situation tenden-
cies or (in the case of Modesty facet items) certain kinds of
self-perceptions. We think that this was a good strategy, but
it does mean that for the Honesty-Humility scale, convergent
correlations with lexically based factors will be lower than
for other HEXACO scales. In contrast, the BFI-2 Agreeable-
ness scale items contain many personality adjectives, many

21Some researchers reserve the term “facets” for narrow traits that show rel-
atively strong loadings on one and only one broad factor. We sometimes use
the term “facet” to refer to any narrowly defined trait regardless of its load-
ings in the space of broad personality factors.
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of which show moderate secondary loadings on one pole or
the other of Honesty-Humility (e.g. compassionate, soft-
hearted, cold, uncaring, helpful, unselfish, sympathetic).
As such, BFI-2 Agreeableness scales should show rather
high correlations with personality adjectives that define the
Honesty-Humility factor. Nevertheless, when questionnaires
such as the HEXACO-PI-R and Big Five instruments are
examined in relation to six independent dimensions ob-
tained in lexical studies of personality structure, the
HEXACO scales align relatively isomorphically with those
six lexical factors in a way that Big Five measures don’t
(see, e.g. Table 1 of De Raad et al., 2018; Table 5 of
Szarota, Ashton, & Lee, 2007).

In any case, we think it’s a positive development that
Soto and his colleagues have now added to their BFI-2
Agreeableness scale a supplemental facet scale representing
Honesty-Humility traits. This addition should increase the
amount of Honesty-Humility variance captured by the
BFI-2 Agreeableness scale as a whole, and it will likely in-
crease modestly—though only modestly—the total amount
of HEXACO variance captured by the five broad BFI-2 fac-
tor scales. It surprises us that it didn’t prove possible for Soto
and colleagues to construct an Honesty-Humility factor scale
containing its own set of facets. We think that this could be
accomplished rather readily by simply adding facets roughly
parallel to some of those within HEXACO Honesty-
Humility.

As in his online postings, Soto has continued to state that
the Honesty-Humility scale emphasizes “selfish and antiso-
cial (broadly defined) behaviors.” It isn’t entirely clear what
he considers to be the implications of this emphasis, other
than for the name of the factor (an issue that we will revisit
later in this section), but let’s address some potential issues
that Soto and some readers may have had in mind. For exam-
ple, some people may think that the Honesty-Humility scale
primarily assesses behaviors at the far negative end of the
Honesty-Humility continuum. Indeed, this is what Lynam
et al. suggested, writing that “even when H-H outperforms
measures of the FFM such as the NEO PI-R (e.g. Gaughan
et al., 2012) this may be due to differences in severity of item
content or criterion contamination.” But contrary to this sug-
gestion, the item content of HEXACO Honesty-Humility is
not extreme at all. In the Gaughan et al. study, the mean score
on NEO-PI-R Agreeableness (if expressed in a 1-to-5 scale
metric) was 3.42, whereas the mean score on HEXACO-PI-
R Honesty-Humility was 3.22. Similar patterns are found
with other NEO-based Agreeableness measures: in Vize
et al. (2020), the IPIP-NEO Agreeableness scale had a mean
of 3.72, as opposed to 3.55 for HEXACO Honesty-Humility.
In the same sample, the BFI and BFI-2 Agreeableness scales
were slightly more extreme in their response means (3.78 and
3.80, respectively) than was IPIP-NEO Agreeableness. These
results indicate that the Honesty-Humility scale actually as-
sesses a more “normal” range of behavioral tendency than
do the Agreeableness scales in the NEO-PI-R, IPIP-NEO
and BFI(-2), with more room to differentiate persons having
high levels of the dimension. Moreover, with those
five-factor Agreeableness scales having more extreme mean
scores than Honesty-Humility has, scores on the former

scales are more likely to be influenced by response styles
such as (non-)extremity of responding to highly desirable
or undesirable items.22

Soto also mentioned that his concern about the emphasis
on antisocial behaviours in the Honesty-Humility scale “is
not an objection to the HEXACO model: antisocial charac-
teristics can be just as important as prosocial ones.” This
comment gives the impression that Honesty-Humility might
predict only antisocial behaviors, and not prosocial behav-
iors. We reiterate here that Honesty-Humility does predict
non-questionnaire measures of prosocial behaviors, and
there’s no evidence that Big Five Agreeableness predicts
such behaviors better than does Honesty-Humility; the ten-
dency thus far seems to be the other way around (see
Thielmann, Spadaro, & Balliet, 2020; Van Doesum
et al., 2020). In addition, Maynard (2019) examined kidney
donors’ personality using the HEXACO facet scales, and
found that kidney donors tended to score high (relative to re-
spondents in a large online sample) on the Honesty-Humility
facet scales. Specifically, the three best facet scale predictors
came from the Honesty-Humility domain (z scores = 1.80 for
Fairness, 1.64 for Greed-avoidance and for Modesty),
followed by “interstitial” Altruism (z score = 1.36), Consci-
entiousness: Prudence (z score = 1.09), Emotionality: Senti-
mentality (z score = 0.93), and Honesty-Humility: Sincerity
(z = 0.82). The evidence thus far indicates that high scorers
on Honesty-Humility tend not only to avoid committing an-
tisocial actions but also to commit prosocial actions.

Regarding the name of the Honesty-Humility factor, Soto
suggested that we should name it for the low end of the di-
mension, using a label such as Selfishness (see Diebels
et al., 2018). We don’t have any objection to this suggestion,
but as discussed above, the Honesty-Humility dimension is
unambiguously bipolar, tapping a wide range of variation
and showing a normal distribution when assessed with the
HEXACO-PI-R Honesty-Humility scale. For those reasons,
it’s perfectly okay to name this dimension for its high pole.
(The same point also applies, for example, to Thalmayer
and Saucier’s (2014) Honesty-Propriety scale, and
FFM-based researchers’ Straightforwardness/Morality and
Modesty scales, which all share the characteristics that Soto
pointed out for the Honesty-Humility scale.)

Fleeson pointed out that traits measured with
Honesty-Humility may not match perfectly the semantic
meaning of the two words as they are understood in everyday
life. Fleeson’s comments help to clarify what the
Honesty-Humility construct is all about, so we discuss them
here. We’ve interpreted Honesty-Humility in terms of a ten-
dency not to take advantage of others even when one could
successfully do so (Ashton & Lee, 2007). With this interpre-
tation in mind, we discuss the specific points raised by
Fleeson. First, he correctly pointed out that “truthfulness”
content is not prominent in the Honesty-Humility scale. This
term itself (and also the term “honest”) has frequently loaded

22Self-report scales having particularly high (or particularly low) mean
scores are likely to correlate with each other simply because of this response
style variance, as appears to be the case with the correlations between some
self-report Big Five Agreeableness scales and self-report scales assessing lik-
ing of various sweet foods (see Ashton, Pilkington, & Lee, 2014).
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on the Honesty-Humility factor in lexical studies (see Table 8
of De Raad et al., 2014), but such items as “always tells the
truth” or “is always honest” are unlikely to capture ade-
quately the Honesty-Humility construct defined above.23

We think that high Honesty-Humility is less an unconditional
unwillingness to lie than an unwillingness to deceive or ex-
ploit for self-interest (see Volk et al. for a broadly analogous
point but in relation to low Honesty-Humility). For example,
when people high in Honesty-Humility do lie, it’s more
likely to be for non-selfish reasons. We think that a “being
honest” item without any contextual reference is unlikely to
be a particularly good indicator of Honesty-Humility—
especially if the statement specifies “always” being honest,
as this may introduce some variance due to people’s confi-
dence in their own virtue or to the literalness with which they
interpret items. We think that a better item would include a
relevant context, such as “I try to be honest even when I
could get away with cheating or stealing.”

With respect to the humility side of the dimension,
Fleeson was also correct about what HEXACO Humility is
and isn’t. In particular, the opposite pole of the HEXACO
“Humility” construct doesn’t include a tendency to see one-
self as more talented, competent, attractive, or popular than
one actually is. Such a tendency differs from the
self-entitlement that is central to the low pole of the Modesty
facet of Honesty-Humility. The former “self-serving” tenden-
cies (unlike self-entitlement) correlate weakly with
self-reports of Honesty-Humility, and instead correlate pri-
marily with self-reports of Extraversion and Conscientious-
ness (and low Big Five Neuroticism). Therefore, it’s correct
that “humility” as a self-deprecating tendency is not assessed
within the HEXACO-PI-R Honesty-Humility scale, even
though this tendency is included in the everyday meaning
of the term “humility.”

We’re reasonably content with the name of the
Honesty-Humility dimension, because it does suggest the
broad content of that construct, but we agree that it isn’t
perfect. People may have forgotten already, but there is
no single Big Five name that wasn’t disputed in one way
or another, especially during the early days. In fact, we’ve
often thought that five-factor Agreeableness should be
renamed, because the everyday term “agreeableness”
matches the content of HEXACO Agreeableness much bet-
ter than that of five-factor Agreeableness. Perhaps Perugini
is correct on this issue too; Roman numerals instead of ver-
bal names could have been used to indicate broad personal-
ity factors.

Gallagher, Samo, Shea, and McAbee pointed out that
nearly all of the HEXACO-related research that we cited
was based on the HEXACO-PI(-R). They raised the concern
that this particular instrument should not be equated with the
underlying HEXACO framework and they recommended
that alternative measures of the HEXACO factors be devel-
oped and used in research. We think that these are reasonable
points (but see Hilbig & Moshagen for the view that the

consistent use of the HEXACO-PI-R has been beneficial to
research on the HEXACO model). The HEXACO-PI-R
scales will be imperfect indicators of the underlying
HEXACO dimensions, and it would be useful to have some
other measures of those dimensions. But we think that any
such alternative measures ought to show levels of content
and construct validity at least comparable to those of the
HEXACO-PI-R scales, and we think that it isn’t a trivial task
to construct such an instrument.

For example, consider the IPIP-based measure of the
HEXACO factors: the IPIP-HEXACO scales were con-
structed with the aim of maximizing convergent correlations
with the original HEXACO-PI scales, and although this aim
was largely achieved, the IPIP-HEXACO scales do show
some limitations. In particular, those scales tend to show con-
siderably higher scale intercorrelations and hence weaker
discrimination between the dimensions (particularly Agree-
ableness and Honesty-Humility) than do the HEXACO-PI(-
R) scales. This fact means that six-factor solutions from the
IPIP-HEXACO variables will tend to be less robust than
those from the HEXACO-PI-R variables and also that the
IPIP-HEXACO scales will contain less non-Big Five vari-
ance than will the HEXACO-PI-R scales. More generally,
we think it’s a challenging task to develop a construct valid
measure of Honesty-Humility, given the potential for item re-
sponses to be influenced by various response styles or by
other personality dimensions. But we think that some of the
issues discussed in this section could be useful consider-
ations for future researchers who want to develop alternative
measures of the HEXACO dimensions.

FIVE-FACTOR AGREEABLENESS, HEXACO
AGREEABLENESS, AND HONESTY-HUMILITY

Several commenters (Bratko & Pocrnić; Hilbig & Moshagen;
Lilienfeld et al.; Paulhus & Klaiber) noted the conceptual and
empirical links of low Honesty-Humility with so-called
“dark” personality traits. A recent meta-analysis (Muris,
Merckelbach, Otgaar & Meijer, 2017) also found
Honesty-Humility to be more strongly correlated with “Dark
Triad” traits than is Big Five Agreeableness (average correla-
tions across the Dark Triad variables were .52 versus .37; see
also Moshagen et al., 2018). However, Lynam et al. drew at-
tention to their recent study (Vize et al., 2020) in which
self-reports on the “Dark Triad” traits were found to be at
least as strongly related to IPIP-NEO Agreeableness as they
were related to the Honesty-Humility factor. Given the wide-
spread demonstrations of a strong connection between low
Honesty-Humility and “dark” traits, the results reported by
Vize et al. (2020, discussed by Lynam et al.) may be surpris-
ing to some readers. But in fact these findings are consistent
with what we predicted in Hodson et al. (2018): The Dark
Triad variables involve a lot of Honesty-Humility along with
some (HEXACO) Agreeableness and Emotionality, so if you
have a measure of Five-Factor Model (FFM) Agreeableness
that also represents a mixture of those HEXACO factors—
including a lot of Honesty-Humility—then that measure of

23These are the two items that surprised Soto because they did not define the
Honesty-Humility factor as well as he had expected.
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five-factor Agreeableness will do just fine in predicting the
“Dark Triad.”24

As we pointed out a long time ago (e.g. Ashton &
Lee, 2005a), the NEO-PI-R version of Agreeableness (i.e.
FFM Agreeableness) does incorporate a substantial amount
of Honesty-Humility (see also Miller, Gaughan, Maples, &
Price, 2011), unlike many “classic” Big Five Agreeableness
measures. In fact, some facets in FFM Agreeableness
(Straightforwardness and Modesty) actually correlate more
strongly with Honesty-Humility than with classic Big Five
Agreeableness (see Table 2 of Ashton & Lee, 2005a). But
even when a five-dimensional measure incorporates these el-
ements of Honesty-Humility within its Agreeableness scale,
that measure still has the shortcoming that HEXACO Agree-
ableness and Honesty-Humility are not differentiated.

Consequently, the FFM and its measures don’t discrimi-
nate between the personality bases of prosocial versus anti-
social behaviour. A number of commenters gave examples
that illustrate this point quite clearly. Morse and Cohen de-
scribed their research finding that among accountants, honest
auditing (operationalized as sanctioning of clients’ financial
misreporting) was related to Honesty-Humility but not to
(HEXACO) Agreeableness. Thiemann and Zettler noted that
whereas Honesty-Humility primarily predicted prosocial be-
haviours when one could exploit another person (e.g. giving
in the Dictator Game), HEXACO Agreeableness primarily
predicted prosocial behaviours when one is being exploited
by another (e.g. accepting unfair offers in the Ultimatum
Game). In contrast, Big Five Agreeableness showed interme-
diate and comparatively weak associations in both situations
(Thielmann et al., 2020).

Other commenters illustrated this point in person description
contexts. McAdams and Perlin noted that whereas the
HEXACO model gives a fuller description of a person who is
high (or low) on both Honesty-Humility and Agreeableness
(giving the example of Donald Trump [-H/-A]), it is particularly
useful when describing a person who is high on one dimension
but low on the other (giving as examples Jimmy Carter [+H/-A]
or Ronald Reagan [-H/+A]). A similar point was raised by
Lilienfeld, Costello, Bowes, and Strother in relation to personal-
ity descriptions of the astronomer Carl Sagan [+H/-A]. We
should add that because Honesty-Humility correlates only
modestly with HEXACO Agreeableness, there are plenty of
people in this +H/-A versus -H/+A category, and such people
are not well described in terms of the FFM dimensions.25 In
the next section, we describe some empirical findings relevant
to the deficits of five-dimensional measures in accounting for

HEXACO factor variance—not only that of Agreeableness
and Honesty-Humility, but also that of Emotionality.

THE HONESTY-HUMILITY/EMOTIONALITY/
AGREEABLENESS FACTOR SPACE

We think that points raised by several commenters were based
on an incomplete appreciation of the differences between the
five-dimensional and HEXACO models, particularly with re-
gard to the Honesty-Humility, Agreeableness, and Emotional-
ity factors of the latter. To briefly explain, even though
HEXACO Extraversion, Conscientiousness, and Openness to
Experience are very similar to their counterparts in the Big Five
model, HEXACOAgreeableness and Emotionality do not cor-
respond so directly to Big Five Agreeableness and Neuroti-
cism. To some considerable extent, HEXACO Agreeableness
and Emotionality can be viewed as rotational variants of Big
FiveAgreeableness andNeuroticism, but the former pair of fac-
tors also incorporate a considerable amount of variance not rep-
resented in most versions of the Big Five (see Ashton, Lee, &
De Vries, 2014 for details); in addition, some Neuroticism var-
iance is also captured by HEXACO Extraversion, despite the
strong convergence between HEXACO and Big Five Extraver-
sion. (Near the end of this section we discuss the comments by
Watson and Clark about this feature of HEXACO Extraver-
sion.) Some variance in Honesty-Humility is represented
within Big Five Agreeableness, with the amount differing
across various versions of the latter, but much is not.With these
facts in mind, we discuss some of the comments below.

Markon raised several important issues concerning the
HEXACO model and inventory. He appeared to consider
the HEXACO model as simply comprising the Big Five
factors plus Honesty-Humility. He commented that “Big
Five measures not only ‘underpredicted’ HEXACO
honesty-humility measures, they also underpredicted
HEXACO emotionality and agreeableness measures, which
should be isomorphic across the frameworks.” With this per-
ception, he sought other reasons for the “underprediction” of
these two HEXACO factors. For example, Markon stated
that “the HEXACO measure was longer than the Big Five
measure—sometimes more than twice as long.” But this
was not usually the case. In almost all of the comparisons,
the HEXACO-PI-R was compared with a five-dimensional
measure of similar length (i.e. HEXACO-60 versus BFI(-
2)/NEO-FFI/IPIP-50; HEXACO-100 versus BFAS;
HEXACO-200 versus NEO-PI-R). The only exception in-
volved a sample in which the HEXACO-200 was compared
with the BFI as well as the NEO-PI-R (see Ashton &
Lee, 2019), but in that case, the HEXACO/BFI result was ac-
tually more favourable to the BFI than it was when the in-
struments were of similar length.

Markon also suggested that the results favouring the
HEXACOmeasures could simply reflect a construct sampling
issue rather than a dimensionality issue. That is, he suggested

24We should correct one of Lynam et al.’s claims to prevent it from being
misinterpreted by some readers: “advocates of the HEXACO have used evi-
dence of stronger relations between HEXACO H-H with constructs such as
psychopathy, narcissism, or externalizing behavior as evidence in favor of this
model.”We’ve mentioned comparisons of correlations with Dark Triad vari-
ables as one advantage of the HEXACO variables over those of several Big
Five instruments, but we’ve never claimed them as “evidence in favor of this
model”; that evidence comes from the lexical studies of personality structure.
25Aswe’vementioned previously (Ashton, Lee, &DeVries 2014), oneway to
reconcile five-dimensional personality models with the HEXACO framework
would be to conceptualize a broad Big Five Agreeableness-like factor with
two subfactors corresponding to HEXACO Agreeableness and Honesty-
Humility, which we interpret as complementary aspects of a tendency toward
cooperation or reciprocal altruism. However, this reorganization would

require some shifting of trait content between Big Five Neuroticism and
Agreeableness as well as some further modification of Neuroticism to more
closely resemble HEXACO Emotionality.
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that the HEXACO advantage shown in the previous studies
may imply that the HEXACO measure samples specific traits
that are different from those of the Big Five measures exam-
ined, but that this does not necessarily imply that those traits
exist beyond the domain of the Big Five. This account does
not explain the results, however, because the analyses used
in those studies involved a comparison of the variance in
one inventory accounted for by the other inventory against
that obtained the other way around (Ashton & Lee, 2019;
Ashton, Lee, & Visser, 2019; Lee & Ashton, 2019). As such,
different sampling of traits within the Big Five space would
lower the variance accounted for in each inventory by the
other, and would not inflate the relative proportions of vari-
ance accounted for, thereby largely maintaining the propor-
tion at a level not much higher than 1.00.26

McCrae correctly noted the difference between
HEXACO Agreeableness and Big Five Agreeableness, but
did not address the differences between HEXACO Emotion-
ality and Big Five Neuroticism. McCrae wrote that “Roughly
speaking, four scales from each model correspond: Emo-
tional Stability vs. Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness,
and Conscientiousness. … The six HEXACO variables ex-
plain, on average, 59% of the variance in Big Five scales,
whereas the five latter scales explain 56% of the former.”
However, Emotionality does not correspond so directly to
Neuroticism, and the cited numbers conceal the difference
between the two dimensions. To illustrate this, we used the
data reported in Tables 1 and 2 of Ashton and Lee (2019)
—the same as that used by McCrae—and recomputed the
average proportions of explained variance for the three corre-
sponding dimensions (Extraversion, Conscientiousness, and
Openness). Those proportions were essentially the same:
61% (Big Five ➔ HEXACO) versus 60% (HEXACO ➔
Big Five). But the proportions of variance accounted for in
HEXACO Agreeableness (43%), Emotionality (43%), and
Honesty-Humility (23%) were considerably less than the
proportions accounted for in Big Five Agreeableness (56%)
and Neuroticism (54%). The averages (37% versus 55%)
mean that these three HEXACO scales give you 2 × (55/
37) = 3 variables’ worth of variance in those two Big Five
scales—not just a little over 2, as you’d find if the HEXACO
scales were merely rearranging the variance of Big Five
Agreeableness and Neuroticism. 27, 28

Anyhow, our point here is that to get a full picture of
HEXACO/Big Five contrasts—and of the HEXACO vari-
ance not captured by most five-dimensional personality mea-
sures—you have to consider the differences between
Emotionality and Neuroticism.

The commentary by Lynam et al. also did not address
the differences between HEXACO Emotionality and
five-dimensional Neuroticism. Lynam et al. mentioned pre-
vious findings by Gaughan, Miller, and Lynam (2012), who
showed in self-report data that the HEXACO-PI-R corre-
lated more strongly with psychopathy than did the NEO-
PI-R, with R2 values of .64 versus .50. In describing these
results, Lynam et al. suggested that such findings may be
due to “differences in severity of item content or criterion
contamination” of the Honesty-Humility scale. (This sug-
gestion is contradicted by the evidence, as we discussed
in an earlier section.) In Gaughan et al.’s (2012) study,
however, HEXACO-PI-R Honesty-Humility did not
outpredict NEO-PI-R Agreeableness: in fact, psychopathy
correlated �.58 with the former and �.66 with the latter.
The predictive advantage of the HEXACO-PI-R was
mainly due to the fact that it included an Emotionality scale
as well as an Honesty-Humility scale: Psychopathy corre-
lated �.51 with Emotionality but correlated only .06 with
NEO-PI-R Neuroticism. The critical point is that many
five-dimensional measures omit a lot of variance in
Emotionality.

Lynam et al. also commented that “the HEXACO
doesn’t capture the most central aspect in the Agreeableness
domain,” referring to the construct of “compassion (versus
callousness)” as examined in factor-analytic study by
Crowe et al. This statement is incorrect, because the “com-
passion” trait of Crowe et al. was closely aligned with the
HEXACO-PI-R Altruism facet, and that facet fits neatly
within the HEXACO factor structure, showing a high com-
munality as well as the theoretically expected division of
loadings across Honesty-Humility, Agreeableness, and
Emotionality. Moreover, even though the Altruism facet
isn’t assigned to any one HEXACO factor scale, you still
can score the HEXACO-PI-R so that the Altruism facet is
included within the six broad scale scores, as we noted in
our original article. Even apart from the Altruism facet,
the Sentimentality facet (from the Emotionality factor)
would also correlate strongly with the “compassion (vs. cal-
lousness)” factor of Lynam et al. For example, in the
dataset of Ludeke et al. (2019), BFAS Compassion corre-
lated .56 with Sentimentality and .58 with Altruism. In that
same dataset, BFAS Compassion showed a multiple corre-
lation of .63 with the six HEXACO factor-level scales,
and .71 with a set of 10 rationally selected facet-level
scales.

On a similar note, Widiger, Oltmanns, McCabe, and
Smith commented that “the elegance of the Interpersonal
Circumplex (IPC) structure would be sorely distorted by
the removal of the interpersonal traits of honesty and hu-
mility.” As described in our target article, however, the
IPC structure can be neatly mapped onto an altruism/Extra-
version plane in the HEXACO model, with the altruism
axis defined as the sum of the Honesty-Humility,

26As we’ve mentioned, the point of these five-versus-six analyses is to ad-
dress the claim that HEXACO measures add little information beyond
five-factor measures when the latter incorporate Honesty-Humility traits
within a five-factor Agreeableness scale. These analyses are most meaning-
ful when the sets of scales being compared are of similar construct breadth
and of similar (and fairly high) reliability and validity.
27If we instead compute these proportions only using the HEXACO-PI-R/
NEO-PI-R comparison from Table 2 of Ashton and Lee (2019), the propor-
tions for Extraversion, Conscientiousness, and Extraversion are again about
the same (averaging 72% in each direction), and the proportions for
HEXACOAgreeableness (52%), Emotionality (51%), and Honesty-Humility
(50%) were considerably less than the proportions accounted for in five-factor
Agreeableness (71%) and Neuroticism (64%). The averages (51% versus
67.5%) mean that these three HEXACO scales give you 2 × (67.5/
51) = 2.65 variables’ worth of variance in those two NEO scales.
28On a different note, McCrae also suggested that the lexical
Honesty-Humility factor emerges because its defining terms are overrepre-
sented in languages. This point is essentially equivalent to a “bloated specific”
argument, but as we noted in section 11 the target article, it is inconsistent with
the content and the loadings of the adjectives that define that factor.
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Emotionality, and Agreeableness vectors.29 Although those
authors were aware of the location of the altruism-versus-
antagonism axis within the HEXACO space, they seemed
to consider this orientation to be awkward, and we think
that this is probably because of their long familiarity with
the five-factor framework, in which there is only one altru-
ism-relevant factor. In our view, however, one of the most
important shortcomings of the five-dimensional system is
its lack of differentiation between the three prosocial per-
sonality dimensions of the HEXACO model—a point also
noted by several commenters (McAdams; Morse & Cohen;
Lilienfeld et al.; Perugini; Thielmann & Zettler).

Zhao, Lawn, and Bainbridge appreciated the theoretical
advantages of the HEXACO model in relation to the three
prosocial domains of personality (Honesty-Humility, Agree-
ableness, and Emotionality), and suggested that some of the
“aspects” in the Big Five could serve as “surrogates” of the
three prosocial factors of the HEXACO model. First, Zhao
et al. (see also Widiger et al.) noted some similarities be-
tween HEXACO-PI-R Honesty-Humility and BFAS Polite-
ness. But the bottom line is that the two variables are only
moderately intercorrelated (as Zhao et al. also note), and
hence can show much different patterns of relationships with
other variables (see Ludeke, Bainbridge, Liu, Zhao, Smillie,
& Zettler, 2019, especially footnote 5 of that report).

Zhao et al. also suggested that kin altruistic tendencies are
not adequately represented in the HEXACOmodel and inven-
tory. But those tendencies—such as empathic concern and
emotional attachment—define the Sentimentality facet of
HEXACO Emotionality, and the other facets of Emotionality
are also highly relevant to a broader kin altruism-related con-
struct. As we’ve discussed elsewhere (Ashton & Lee, 2007),
HEXACO Emotionality consists of diverse inter-correlated
tendencies—including harm-avoidance and help-seeking as
well as empathy and attachment—that are all relevant to a
trade-off between, on the one hand, promoting the survival
of one’s kin and oneself and, on the other hand, gaining the re-
wards associated with risks to self and kin. The relevance of
these tendencies to parental investment, and the correspond-
ing sex differences in these tendencies, have been discussed
previously by other researchers; see MacDonald (1995),
Campbell (1999), and Taylor et al. (2000).

Zhao et al. also suggested that the BFAS Compassion
scale corresponds directly to kin altruism tendencies. We
agree that the content of that scale is relevant to empathic
concern and emotional attachment, but we note that that con-
tent is not relevant to the other aspects of the broad kin altru-
istic tendency that we have described, such as harm
avoidance and help-seeking. In the HEXACO framework,
the BFAS Compassion scale corresponds fairly closely to
the overall altruism axis that projects through the segment
defined by Emotionality, Honesty-Humility, and Agreeable-
ness. In the data of Ludeke et al. (2019), BFAS Compassion
correlated .58 with the HEXACO-PI-R Altruism facet scale
and correlated .38, .29, and .22 with the Emotionality,

Honesty-Humility, and Agreeableness factor scales, respec-
tively. (Moreover, BFAS Compassion also has items describ-
ing an interest in other people, and it correlated .28 with the
HEXACO-PI-R Extraversion factor scale in the same
dataset.) The fact that BFAS Compassion is related to several
HEXACO factors makes it unsuitable as a surrogate measure
of the broad kin-preservation and self-preservation tendency
that is represented by HEXACO Emotionality. More gener-
ally, the theoretical advantages of the HEXACO structure
can’t be fully captured at the aspect level of the BFAS, let
alone at the factor level of the inventory.

Watson and Clark correctly noted that various aspects of
negative emotionality are distributed across different factors
of the HEXACO model: anxiety has its primary loading on
Emotionality, anger has its primary loading on low Agree-
ableness, and depressiveness has its primary loading on low
Extraversion. (Note, though, that each of these narrower
traits also has secondary loadings on the other two factors,
which reflects the correlations between all three traits.) Wat-
son and Clark prefer the five-dimensional organization of
traits in which these various aspects of negative emotionality
all load primarily on a single dimension—Neuroticism. This
Neuroticism axis has some convenience for clinical pur-
poses, insofar as negative affect is so central to many kinds
of psychopathology. But from the perspective of summariz-
ing the personality domain, the Neuroticism axis has serious
drawbacks. On the one hand, Neuroticism as assessed by
most NEO-based instruments is far from orthogonal to other
Big Five variables, as it often shows substantial negative cor-
relations with Agreeableness, Extraversion, and Conscien-
tiousness. On the other hand, Neuroticism does not capture
well some narrow traits that load primarily on the Emotional-
ity dimension—a dimension that is much more nearly or-
thogonal to the other personality factors.

One such narrow trait is fearfulness. Watson and Clark
mention that measures of fearfulness (or harm avoidance, or
danger avoidance) tend to be uncorrelated with measures of
Neuroticism (and also of anger-related traits that are classified
within Neuroticism). These findings are raised apparently as
evidence against the HEXACO organization of traits and in
favour of the Big Five. But fearfulness does correlate with
other narrow traits that define HEXACO Emotionality, and
the fact that fearfulness fits better within HEXACO Emotion-
ality than within five-factor Neuroticism is a significant ad-
vantage of the HEXACO framework over five-dimensional
systems. We’ve previously shown that “phobic tendencies,”
as assessed using the instrument by Cutshall and Wat-
son (2004), fit much better within the HEXACO space
(mainly because of its Emotionality factor) than within the
Big Five space (Ashton, Lee, Visser, & Pozzebon, 2008).

The heavy representation of negative affect content
within many measures of five-factor Neuroticism means that
self-reports on those measures will correlate highly with
self-reports on various indicators of depression or other clin-
ical conditions involving negative affect. To some extent,
these strong associations will reflect overlapping content
(e.g. through depression facet scales within Neuroticism fac-
tor scales). But to some extent, they will also reflect
self-report response style variance, mainly due to social

29Alternatively, the HEXACO-PI-R Social Boldness facet scale (from Extra-
version) and Altruism facet scale would also approximate those interpersonal
axes.
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desirability, with the consequence that cross-source correla-
tions (e.g. self/observer) will be weaker.

Finally, we should also discuss the location of
depressiveness-related content within the HEXACO model.
Although the HEXACO-PI-R doesn’t happen to include a
depressiveness facet scale, it does include (as noted by Wat-
son and Clark) a Social Self-Esteem facet scale, which
strongly correlates with Rosenberg’s Self-Esteem scale and
with (low) depressiveness as assessed by facet scales in the
Big Five Neuroticism domain. (In addition, the Liveliness
facet of HEXACO-PI-R Extraversion is also related to low
depressiveness.) The fact that depressiveness is mainly asso-
ciated with low Extraversion in the HEXACO model while
instead being a central element of Neuroticism in the Big Five
framework is an important difference to remember for those
who are interested in psychopathology. Although we thank
Watson and Clark for flagging this point, we disagree with
their view that this is “a sorry state of affairs that is impeding
the progress of trait-based research.” Depression symptoms
will still correlate with the same set of personality traits re-
gardless of the factor space in which those traits are located.

To summarize our points in this section, we reiterate that
we think that the Big Five Agreeableness and Neuroticism
factor axes can be quite useful and meaningful, corresponding
as they do to an overall altruistic-versus-antagonistic ten-
dency and to an overall negative affect tendency. But we think
that those factor axes are not themselves basic dimensions of
personality: within the larger HEXACO factor space, they
largely represent combinations of basic dimensions.30

The content of several of the commentaries leads us to
think that for many researchers, the habit of thinking in terms
of the five-factor space makes it difficult to imagine a differ-
ent representation of personality structure. As a way of illus-
trating where the various facet-level traits of a familiar
five-dimensional system are located within the HEXACO
factor space, we show in Table 1 a six-component solution
that we have computed from the self-report dataset
(N = 410) of Bucher and Samuel (2019), using the 25 facet
scales of the 100-item HEXACO-PI-R and the 30 facet scales
of the IPIP-NEO-120 of Maples et al. (2014). We used a
targeted rotation to maximize the correspondence of the ob-
tained dimensions with those of the HEXACO framework.
We emphasize that this factor solution is not presented as ev-
idence in favour of the HEXACO model; we provide it sim-
ply to give readers a sense of where the various facets from
one measure of the Five-Factor Model fall within the
HEXACO space. Notice for example that various facets from
IPIP-NEO Agreeableness and Neuroticism (and even some
others) are distributed across the HEXACO Agreeableness,
Emotionality, and Honesty-Humility factors.31

MISCELLANEOUS COMMENTS AND CRITICISMS

In this section we address several commenters’ points that do
not fall within the broader themes that we address in other
sections. Several other points raised by some of these
commenters do fall within those broader themes and are ad-
dressed in those other sections.

De Raad and Mlacic

De Raad and Mlacic stated that we “are relaxed about giving
true facts” and that we “misrepresent facts”. We think that
we’ve represented the research findings truthfully and accu-
rately, and we take exception to those statements.

De Raad and Mlacic also stated that “H is indeed part of
Agreeableness, represents darkness, does not emerge in some
languages, is unipolar, and the lexicon over-represents social
tendencies and therefore H results”. These assertions were
given without any evidence for us to consider, so we simply
refer readers to our target article for our position on those
various points.

De Raad and Mlacic have disputed our claim that little
had been known about personality structure before the
English-language lexical research that led to the Big Five,
stating that we have ignored the work of Cattell, Guilford,
and Eysenck. But we think that our claim is valid, because
among those early researchers cited by De Raad and Mlacic,
only Cattell had attempted something like a representative
sampling of the personality domain, and his preferred
factor-analytic solutions were much different from the Big
Five-like structure that was later found to be replicable.

De Raad and Mlacic also disputed our claim that early
lexical researchers would have adopted a HEXACO-like
structure if they had known about the results later obtained
from large variable sets in several languages. They stated that
our suggestion is invalid because, they say, some lexical
studies based on larger variable sets (in English, Dutch, and
German) did not recover a HEXACO-like structure. But
our claim referred to the pattern of results derived from large
variable sets in several languages, as summarized for exam-
ple in De Raad et al. (2014) or Lee and Ashton (2008).
(And we should note that the six-factor structure has been re-
covered from lexical datasets in each of the English, Dutch,
and German languages.) Again, we think that if those results
had been available to the early lexical researchers, then they
would have adopted a six-dimensional structure of personal-
ity characteristics. On this point, we have always been mys-
tified by the fact that De Raad did not suggest such a
structure himself, given that he conducted the Dutch and
Hungarian lexical studies of personality structure (De
Raad, 1992; Szirmak & De Raad, 1994) in which he noted
the emergence of the dimension that is now known as
Honesty-Humility. (De Raad himself called this factor “In-
tegrity” in the Hungarian study and “Boastfulness versus Sin-
cerity” in the Dutch study. A similar factor of “Morality—
Values” had previously been reported in the German lexical
study by Angleitner and Ostendorf (1989).)

De Raad and Mlacic also disputed the cross-language
replicability of the lexical factors. Other commenters (Ones

30If you’re interested in comparing HEXACO-based results with those of
previous Big Five-based studies, you can approximate a given measure of
Big Five Agreeableness and Neuroticism rather closely using combinations
of HEXACO factor scales or even more closely using combinations of
HEXACO facet scales.
31We thank Meredith Bucher and Douglas Samuel for kindly sharing their
dataset and allowing us to report this analysis.
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Table 1. Loadings of HEXACO-PI-R and IPIP-NEO Facet Scales on Six Principal Components (Orthogonal Procrustes Rotation)

Inventory and facet H E X A C O

HEXACO Modesty .74 .18 �.03 .16 �.04 �.01
IPIP-NEO A2: Morality .65 .24 �.16 .20 .29 �.09
IPIP-NEO A5: Modesty .64 .26 �.35 .12 �.07 �.09
HEXACO Greed Avoidance .63 �.01 �.07 .22 .04 .05
HEXACO Sincerity .61 �.12 �.13 .09 .10 �.05
HEXACO Fairness .58 .11 .03 .15 .37 �.02
HEXACO Sentimentality .16 .75 .22 .08 .11 .09
IPIP-NEO O3: Emotionality .06 .73 �.04 �.09 �.06 .23
IPIP-NEO N1: Anxiety .04 .70 �.31 �.24 �.18 �.02
HEXACO Dependence �.13 .68 .09 .15 .04 �.06
HEXACO Anxiety .22 .67 �.18 �.22 .00 .10
HEXACO Fearfulness �.08 .60 �.23 .02 .13 �.19
IPIP-NEO N6: Vulnerability �.14 .50 �.44 �.11 �.34 �.12
IPIP-NEO A6: Sympathy .41 .49 .27 .15 .07 .23
HEXACO Altruism .41 .42 .30 .38 .23 .16
IPIP-NEO E1: Friendliness .02 .12 .80 .12 �.04 .03
HEXACO Sociability �.06 .22 .75 .08 �.12 �.01
IPIP-NEO E6: Cheerfulness .18 .19 .75 .24 .15 .10
HEXACO Liveliness .03 .03 .73 .26 .22 �.03
IPIP-NEO E2: Gregariousness �.10 .08 .73 �.12 �.25 �.12
HEXACO Social Self-Esteem �.07 �.19 .68 .20 .34 .00
HEXACO Social Boldness �.10 �.16 .67 �.20 .04 .13
IPIP-NEO N4: Self-Consciousness �.07 .43 �.61 .11 �.06 �.12
IPIP-NEO E5: Excitement-Seeking .13 �.04 .60 �.17 �.25 .16
IPIP-NEO N3: Depression �.02 .31 �.56 �.25 �.39 .12
IPIP-NEO E3: Assertiveness .05 �.11 .55 �.30 .36 .10
IPIP-NEO A3: Altruism .40 .42 .52 .20 .16 .14
IPIP-NEO E4: Activity Level .07 .13 .50 �.13 .42 .07
IPIP-NEO N2: Anger �.14 .21 �.23 �.70 �.18 �.10
HEXACO Patience .15 �.16 .15 .68 .09 .07
IPIP-NEO A1: Trust �.10 .16 .31 .61 .04 �.06
HEXACO Forgivingness .07 �.03 .11 .61 �.03 .02
HEXACO Flexibility .10 .00 �.05 .60 .02 .06
HEXACO Gentleness .29 .22 .13 .59 �.08 .09
IPIP-NEO A4: Cooperation .39 .26 �.06 .55 .31 �.01
HEXACO Prudence .18 �.17 �.11 .12 .72 �.06
IPIP-NEO C5: Self-Discipline .08 .01 .19 �.05 .71 �.14
HEXACO Diligence .20 .14 .37 �.03 .71 .11
HEXACO Organization .02 .11 .11 .06 .71 �.08
IPIP-NEO C4: Achievement-Striving .17 .19 .37 �.06 .69 .03
IPIP-NEO C6: Cautiousness .19 �.11 �.23 .18 .69 �.05
IPIP-NEO C1: Efficacy .02 .03 .41 �.06 .66 .11
HEXACO Perfectionism .07 .21 .12 �.14 .63 .23
IPIP-NEO C2: Orderliness .04 .09 .03 .04 .63 .00
IPIP-NEO C3: Dutifulness .52 .16 .25 .06 .52 .05
IPIP-NEO N5: Immoderation �.21 .25 �.07 �.15 �.41 .06
IPIP-NEO O2: Artistic Interests .17 .22 .03 .07 .14 .76
HEXACO Creativity .11 .06 .12 .00 .04 .76
HEXACO Aesthetic Appreciation .07 .13 �.10 .10 .12 .75
HEXACO Unconventionality �.07 �.02 .11 .05 �.11 .71
IPIP-NEO O5: Intellect .15 �.11 .11 .14 .11 .66
HEXACO Inquisitiveness �.13 �.23 �.04 .08 .14 .57
IPIP-NEO O1: Imagination .14 .14 .12 .04 �.25 .57
IPIP-NEO O4: Adventurousness .13 �.24 .26 .07 �.11 .42
IPIP-NEO O6: Liberalism �.18 �.04 �.27 .02 �.25 .35

Note. N = 410; dataset from Bucher and Samuel (2019). Abbreviations of component names: H = Honesty-Humility, E = Emotionality, X = Extraversion,
A = Agreeableness, C = Conscientiousness, O = Openness to Experience. In IPIP-NEO facet names, N = Neuroticism and E = Extraversion. Italicized loadings
were assigned values of 1 in the target loading matrix; all others were assigned values of 0.
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et al.; Widiger et al.; Wiernik et al.) expressed a similar con-
cern largely based on the report by De Raad et al. (2010), in
spite of the striking confirmation of the six-factor structure
in De Raad et al. (2014). As our reply, we’d first remind the
commenters of one simple and straightforward way in which
we’ve shown the cross-language replicability of lexical factor
solutions. Table 1 of Ashton and Lee (2010, also shown in
Supplementary Table 1 of the target article) shows the aver-
age correlations of the six “HEXACO” adjective marker
scales with indigenous lexical factor scores across 14 lexical
studies. Those results show a clear pattern of strong conver-
gent and weak discriminant correlations. (Note that the lexi-
cal factor scores were computed by each lexical research
team, and the six “HEXACO” lexical marker scales were
constructed by De Raad et al. (2010). We simply found the
correlations between the two sets of six variables and aver-
aged them across the solutions.) The critical point is that we
are not aware of any set of seven (or eight, or more) factors
showing this pattern of results, and this is one reason why
there are six factors in the HEXACO model of personality.32

Wiernik et al.

Wiernik et al. claimed that our argument for the HEXACO
model is based on several assumptions. One of the assump-
tions they claimed concerns the extent to which lexical vari-
able sets are representative of the personality domain. We
refer readers to the commentary by Perugini, which explains
it nicely (see also Ashton & Lee, 2005b). Another assump-
tion, according to Wiernik et al., involves the use of factor
or component analysis rather than some other dimension re-
duction techniques. We won’t address that point here, be-
cause they did not specify any other techniques or resulting
structures. An additional assumption claimed by Wiernik
et al. involves the role of cross-cultural replicability. We ad-
dressed that issue in an earlier section.

Finally, according to Wiernik et al., our argument for the
HEXACO model is based on an assumption that “nature has
a predilection for ‘simple structure’ and relatively orthogonal
dimensions.” This claim (which would by extension also ap-
ply to arguments for the Big Five) is incorrect: the personality
factor space is far from simple structured, a fact that was
known long ago (e.g. Hofstee, De Raad, Goldberg, 1992;
Saucier, 1992) and that figures heavily in our own theoretical
interpretations of that space (e.g. Ashton & Lee, 2007). (But
nevertheless, when deciding on optimal factor axis locations,
we think that axes derived from simple structure-seeking so-
lutions are preferable when all else is equal—which is only
sometimes the case.) As for orthogonality, there’s no assump-
tion of orthogonal dimensions—instead one might have
imagined that personality would be defined by (let’s say) four

broad but substantially intercorrelated dimensions that define
one general factor. It’s just that the major personality dimen-
sions do seem to be orthogonal, as shown by the fact that any
given pair of axes has some variables that show roughly zero
loadings (or in most cases, opposite-signed loadings), and this
orthogonality is very convenient for mapping personality
traits within the space of those dimensions (as noted in the
commentaries by Costantini, by De Vries, and by Perugini).

Dworak and Revelle

Dworak and Revelle state that “to us the lexical hypothesis is
essentially as if astrologers asked questions about how many
constellations there are.” There are several problems with this
analogy. Nothing in the lexical approach to personality struc-
ture involves asking anyone “how many” personality dimen-
sions or personality traits there are. Constellations (and stars)
are not variables, and because constellations are just imagined
figures drawn between stars in the same sector of the sky, it’s
a scientifically meaningless question to ask how many con-
stellations there are. By contrast, personality traits are vari-
ables by definition, and as we’ve explained in previous
sections, it’s of considerable practical and theoretical interest
to summarize the covariation between personality traits.

Dworak and Revelle also seem to assume that researchers
use the lexical approach out of some misguided reliance on
“folk theories” of personality. But “folk theories” have noth-
ing to do with it. The lexical approach helps us to find the
major personality dimensions simply because it gives us
something approaching the population of personality traits
—and because it lets us compare results across the many in-
dependent variable sets provided by various languages. (See
the comment by Perugini for a particularly clear explanation
of the value of lexical personality variable sets for examining
the structure of personality characteristics.)33

Phan, Modersitzki, Kuper, and Rauthmann

Phan et al. suggested that one could compare competing
structural models of personality by specifying detailed no-
mological networks for each dimension on conceptual
grounds and then evaluating them empirically. We think that
the process of specifying and testing nomological networks
can be quite useful (see, e.g. Zettler, Thielmann, Hilbig, &
Moshagen, 2020). However, one difficulty with this ap-
proach when applied to comparing personality dimensions
(or entire personality models) is that these networks might
be much more easily specified for some dimensions than
for others. Another difficulty is that a researcher might do a

32A few commenters (e.g. Wiernik et al.; Bizumic & Monaghan; De Raad &
Mlacic) downplayed the cross-language replicability of the HEXACO struc-
ture by pointing out that only two broad dimensions have been replicated
universally. We refer readers to section 9 of our target article (and particu-
larly footnote 17 of that article), in which we addressed this issue, but we’ll
mention the important point again here: an apparent cross-cultural difference
in the structure of personality characteristics can sometimes reflect cultural
differences in familiarity with self-report (or observer report) personality as-
sessments (see Laajaj et al., 2019).

33People frequently draw false analogies between the lexical approach to
finding basic personality dimensions and a variety of totally different scien-
tific questions. As we’ve mentioned earlier in this journal (Ashton &
Lee, 2005b), the only other scientific problem that could remotely make
use of a lexical approach would be that of identifying major dimensions of
climate variation (or by extension, major regions of similar climate charac-
teristics), because people notice and talk about features of the weather much
as they do with each other’s personality traits. But for the climate variation
problem, there isn’t really any need to obtain a list of relevant traits: geogra-
phers can identify (and measure) the important ones without help from the
weather lexicon.
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better job in specifying the networks for one dimension than
for another. We should add that we don’t accept the assump-
tion by Phan et al. (based on that of Ones and Viswesvaran)
that “broad domain-level traits outperform narrower
facet-level or aspect-level traits in the prediction of similarly
broad construct.” This is not always nor even usually the case:
rationally chosen narrow traits sometimes outpredict combi-
nations of broad domain-level traits even in predicting fairly
broad outcomes (see, e.g. Ashton, Paunonen, & Lee 2014).

Ones, Dilchert, Giordano, Stanek, & Viswesvaran

Many claims made by Ones et al. seem to be based on a
preordained conviction that the Big Five model must be op-
timal. We’ll begin by briefly stating and then responding to
those claims:

• The HEXACO model is wrong because it does not incor-
porate higher-order factors as in the Big Five model. For
example, the HEXACO-PI-R facet scale of Fairness can’t
really be a facet, because it corresponds to one of two
so-called “metatraits” of the Big Five. Our response:
We’ve already demonstrated that those “metatraits” or
higher-order factors don’t exist (Ashton, Lee, Goldberg,
& De Vries 2009).

• “Factor analytic-, heritability-, imaging-,
neurotransmitter-, biological-, and comparative psychol-
ogy studies” all support the Big Five model, but “these
lines of evidence do not support the HEXACO model.”
Our response: Ones et al. don’t explain how these various
kinds of studies show the existence of the Big Five dimen-
sions and the non-existence of the HEXACO dimensions.

• The HEXACO-PI-R “lacks construct coverage” (com-
pared to the Big Five measures). Our response: Empirical
evidence indicates otherwise (see Ashton & Lee, 2019;
Ashton et al., 2019; Lee & Ashton, 2019).

• The HEXACO model has convergent/discriminant valid-
ity problems because its scales show complex relations
to the Big Five measures. Our response: These relation-
ships in fact support the construct validity of the
HEXACO-PI-R scales. As an example, the content of
HEXACO Agreeableness and Emotionality suggests that
they would correspond roughly to the bisectors of Big
Five Agreeableness and Neuroticism, and the correlations
between these two sets of factors are consistent with this
expectation (see Table 2 of Ones et al.).34

• The separation of Honesty-Humility and Agreeableness is
especially troublesome because both correlate with Big
Five Agreeableness (.47 and .37, respectively). Our re-
sponse: There is nothing “troublesome” about this. In a

similar way, it isn’t a problem that Big Five Agreeableness
and Conscientiousness correlate �.45 and �.31 with
Psychoticism (cf. Eysenck, 1992). If Ones et al. are con-
cerned that Honesty-Humility and HEXACO Agreeable-
ness are too highly intercorrelated to be considered as
separate factors, that shouldn’t be an issue either. In
Ludeke et al., the correlation between those two
HEXACO-PI-R scales was .29, which was no higher than
some of the correlations between BFAS factor scales:
BFAS Extraversion correlated �.31, .33, and .34 with
BFAS Neuroticism, Agreeableness, and
Openness/Intellect, respectively.

Beyond those mere assertions, Ones et al. complained
that the HEXACO factors are overly narrow. In previous
work, Viswesvaran and Ones (2016) had made a similar as-
sertion with respect to the Honesty-Humility factor in partic-
ular, calling it a “bloated specific.” In our target paper, we
demonstrated that this assertion is unfounded by showing
that factor loadings of the variables defining
Honesty-Humility are not larger than the corresponding load-
ings for the variables defining other factors. In their commen-
tary, Ones et al. have made an even grander argument: All six
HEXACO factors are bloated specifics—not just Honesty-
Humility. According to them, the HEXACO-PI-R shows an
emphasis on “internal consistency and factorial purity”
which has “resulted in an inventory that has bloated each
HEXACO-PI factor scale with factor-specific variance (…),
moving the inventory away from a true representation of per-
sonality construct space.” To support their new argument that
all six HEXACO factors are bloated specifics, they compared
inter-item correlations for the HEXACO-PI-R scales with
those of the NEO-PI-R, with the former being considerably
higher than the latter.

The problem here is that you can’t determine the amount
of factor-level variance in a factor-level scale just by examin-
ing the average inter-item correlation for that scale. That av-
erage inter-item correlation depends on several things other
than the amount of factor-level variance in the scale. For ex-
ample, it also depends on how high the correlations are be-
tween items of the same facet, beyond the correlations
between items of different facets—that is, on the extent to
which the items have facet-specific variance. And it also de-
pends on the number of facets within the factor-level scale,
because when there are more facets, there is a higher ratio be-
tween (a) the number of (relatively small) correlations be-
tween items of different facets and (b) the number of
(relatively large) correlations between items of the same
facet. Because of these facts, you can’t rely on average
inter-item correlations of a factor-level scale as a way of di-
agnosing the problem of bloated specificity.35

34Ones et al. also complained that “HEXACO-PI’s Conscientiousness scale
and its Diligence facet correlate >.30 with Extraversion and Openness (par-
ticularly Assertiveness and Intellect aspects).” First, HEXACO-PI-R Consci-
entiousness did not correlate above .30 with BFAS Extraversion or BFAS
Openness/Intellect (rs = .26 for both). In contrast, BFAS Conscientiousness
did correlate above .30 with BFAS Extraversion (r = .33). Second,
HEXACO-PI-R Conscientiousness (and its Diligence facet) correlated .31
and .36 (.43 and .43) with BFAS Assertiveness and BFAS Intellect, and
BFAS Conscientiousness (and its Industriousness aspect) correlated .34
and .25 (.45 and .41) with the same BFAS aspect scales. We couldn’t under-
stand the point that Ones et al. were trying to make.

35If one follows Ones et al.’s criterion, most of the factor scales assessed by
some popular Big Five measures are also bloated specifics. For example, the
mean inter-item correlations (in the NEOAC order) were .32, .27, .21, .23,
and .22 for the BFAS factor scales (averaged across Ludeke et al.’s samples),
.44, .37, .31, .30, and .36 for the BFI-2 scales (averaged across Soto and
John’s samples), and .27, .25, .16, .19, and .27 for the IPIP-NEO (from
Johnson’s internet sample). The corresponding values of the HEXACO fac-
tor scales (in the order of HEXACO) were .28, .23, .28, .28, .22, and .21 (re-
ported by Ones et al. based on Moshagen et al., 2019).
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If you’re concerned that a given factor-level scale is
“bloated” with factor-level variance, independent of the num-
ber of facets, then a simple way to check this out is to find
how much the facet-level scales intercorrelate. Let’s compare
the HEXACO-PI and the NEO-PI-R in a reasonably large par-
ticipant sample, specifically, Goldberg’s Eugene-Springfield
(Oregon) Community Sample. The average inter-facet corre-
lations for the NEO-PI-R (in the NEOAC order; N = 857)
were .49, .33, .37, .35, and .47, for an average of .40; the av-
erage inter-facet correlations for the HEXACO-PI (in the
HEXACO order; N = 734) were .45, .31, .42, .47, .35, and
.45, for an average of .41. So basically, the HEXACO-PI
scales aren’t bloated with factor-level variance. And more-
over, across all facets of each inventory (with all facets of
each inventory having eight items), the HEXACO-PI facets
had an average internal-consistency reliability of .79, as op-
posed to .75 for the NEO-PI-R facets. These results together
mean that in this sample the HEXACO-PI scales have at least
as much facet-level variance as the NEO-PI-R scales do, con-
trary to the claim by Ones et al. that the HEXACO scales are
lacking in facet-specific variance.

We should also mention Footnote 8 of Ones et al., in
which they cite part of our description of the “bloated spe-
cific” concept and our reason for concluding that
Honesty-Humility is not a “bloated specific.” In that foot-
note, they cite a statement by Cattell, basically equivalent
to our own summary, in which he noted that highly similar
items tend to be highly intercorrelated and produce a
“bloated specific” factor on which they have high loadings.
The apparent intention of their Footnote 8 is to suggest that
our point is contradicted by Cattell’s, but there is no such
contradiction. We have no idea what argument Ones et al.
were making.

In a way somewhat similar to that of Ones et al., Widiger
et al. acknowledge that a bloated specific factor can be indi-
cated by very high factor loadings, and they don’t dispute
our finding that Honesty-Humility facets don’t show
especially high loadings. But they then claim that
Honesty-Humility is a bloated specific factor because (they
say) its content is narrower and more homogeneous than that
of other broad factors and that it can be understood as a
component of a broader factor (specifically, Agreeableness,
by which they presumably mean FFM Agreeableness). But
as we explained in the target article, the content of the
typical lexical Honesty-Humility factor is quite broad and
heterogeneous; likewise, the HEXACO-PI-R
Honesty-Humility factor scale subsumes four distinct
facet-level scales. Neither the loadings nor the content of
Honesty-Humility indicators is consistent with the “bloated
specific” claim. (More generally, contrary to the phrasing
used by Widiger et al., Honesty-Humility was never
“elevated” to the status of a factor from that of a facet; in-
stead it emerged as one of six broad dimensions in lexical
studies of personality structure.)

Another empirical point that Ones et al. made is based on
within-inventory correlations involving Honesty-Humility
and Agreeableness. Ones et al. appear to suggest that the
HEXACO-PI-R has a number of scales that show sizable cor-
relations with these two factors, and therefore the inventory

is “an Agreeableness-bloated assessment of the personality
space.” The within-inventory observed correlations for the
HEXACO-PI-R (from Moshagen et al., 2019) are as follows:
Honesty-Humility with Agreeableness = .35,
Honesty-Humility with Emotionality/Extraversion/Open-
ness/Conscientiousness = .13/�.02/.12/.17; Agreeableness
with Emotionality/Extraversion/Openness/Conscientious-
ness = �.08/.17/.11/.06. These rather low correlations don’t
support their claim quoted above. Note that the correspond-
ing values for NEO-PI-R Agreeableness (from Park
et al., 2020) are .25/.20/.09/.25 for low Neuroticism,
Extraversion, Openness, and Conscientiousness of the
NEO-PI-R.

Viswesvaran and Ones

In the other commentary by these two commenters,
Viswesvaran and Ones rejected the HEXACO model for two
reasons. Their first objection concerned the results reported
by Ashton and Lee (2019) showing that considerably more
variance in Big Five scales is accounted for by the HEXACO
scales than vice versa. Part of this objection was an argument
that the sample sizes in that investigation (Ns ranging from
220 to 311) were too small. But this criticism based on sample
sizes is vitiated by the fact that essentially the same results
were found across all three samples and in subsequent studies
based on larger samples (Ashton, Lee, & Visser, 2019,
N = 700; Lee & Ashton, 2019, N > 1500). The other part of
this objection involved a hypothetical example in which the
variances accounted for each inventory by the other were ex-
tremely small—with R2s of .002 versus .001—followed by
the rhetorical question, “However, how many of us will jetti-
son empirical research based on decades of work, in multiple
cultures, using multiple assessments, with much larger sam-
ples, for a demonstrated increase in R2 of .001 from 3 small
samples … ?” We didn’t understand why this question was
even asked, given the implausible hypothetical results. If the
scales assessed by one personality inventory were all virtually
uncorrelated with those of another personality inventory, then
we wouldn’t be undertaking these comparisons in the first
place. (Moreover, if you did find such results, it would proba-
bly be due to a catastrophic data management error of the kind
described in Goldberg, Lee, and Ashton (2008) and discussed
by Gelman (2012, 2013).)

The second point raised by Viswesvaran and Ones has
nothing to do with the debate about personality structure.
In their discussion of Honesty-Humility, integrity tests,
and counterproductive behaviours, they implied that re-
searchers should choose the Big Five model over the
HEXACO model unless it can be shown that counterpro-
ductive behaviors correlate more strongly with
Honesty-Humility than with integrity tests. Of course, this
is a totally irrelevant issue, and we are at a loss to know
why they raised it. The fact that some measures of counter-
productive behaviour may be better predicted by
well-constructed integrity tests—which incorporate variance
from Honesty-Humility, from Conscientiousness, and from
various narrow traits—than by an Honesty-Humility scale
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is irrelevant to the question of how best to summarize
personality variation.

To clarify the argument, we summarize the claims we
made in the articles that Viswesvaran and Ones discussed
(e.g. Lee Ashton, & De Vries, 2005; Marcus, Lee, & Ashton,
2007): (1) Honesty-Humility is one of the six major person-
ality dimensions discovered in lexical studies of personality
structure. (2) Scales assessing Honesty-Humility happen to
show rather strong associations with integrity tests and coun-
terproductive behaviors. (3) As a result, measures of the
HEXACO factors have outperformed Big Five measures in
predicting those outcome variables. We note that claims (2)
and (3) have recently been supported by two meta-analyses
(Y. Lee et al., 2019; Pletzer et al., 2019).

Childers, Johnson, McAbee, and Biderman

Childers, Johnson, McAbee, and Biderman suggested that an
evaluation factor extracted from personality inventories (ei-
ther Big Five or HEXACO) could be considered a seventh
personality factor. Biderman et al. (2018, 2019) previously
extracted a general factor that they call “evaluation,” using
item-level bi-factor modeling with Exploratory Structural
Equation Modeling (ESEM) as applied to self-report re-
sponses on the HEXACO-PI-R (or, in other analyses, on
Big Five measures). The evaluation factor derived from the
HEXACO-PI-R (and from the Big Five measures) was found
to correlate with some self-reported variables (e.g.
self-esteem and depression) as well as a non-self-report var-
iable, academic grade-point average.

We don’t doubt the replicability of the results reported by
Biderman et al. (2018, 2019, see also Anglim, Morse, De
Vries, MacCann, & Marty, 2017; Anglim, Lievens, Everton,
Grant, & Marty, 2018), but we do question the interpretation
of their evaluation factor as primarily a substantive personal-
ity dimension. To explain, we first describe Biderman et al.’s
bifactor ESEM approach, in which an eight-factor solution
(or a seven-factor solution if the analysis involved the Big
Five inventories) was rotated to a target rotation matrix. That
matrix specified an evaluation factor to be defined by all of
the items, an acquiescence factor defined by a contrast be-
tween positively and negatively keyed items, and six (or five)
substantive factors defined by their designated items. Factor
scores were computed from this target rotated factor solution,
and those factor scores were subsequently examined to deter-
mine how large the evaluation factor is, how it correlates
with external measures, and so on.

A critical issue in these analyses is the problem of rota-
tional indeterminacy: there is an infinite number of orthogo-
nal factor solutions within the same space, and there is no
way to determine which one is the best solution. This isn’t
normally a critical problem when rotating personality factors,
but in the case where a general factor is proposed, it can be.
Depending on the relative size of the factor loadings of the
target rotation matrix, the size of the general factor and the
way that it correlates with external variables can vary a great
deal. And even if no general factor exists, it can still be gen-
erated by this method of analysis, with the variables’
general-factor loadings being offset by small opposite-signed

loadings on other factors. This uncertainty regarding the size
of a general factor (assuming that it exists at all) also makes it
impossible to determine to what extent that factor is due to
source-specific response style variance or due to substantive
trait variance. We think that the procedure adopted by
Biderman et al. is likely to have overestimated the size of
the evaluation factor by allowing the general factor to absorb
substantive variance.

We believe that “source-specific” general factors can be
estimated more accurately by conducting a bifactor confir-
matory factor analysis involving a multitrait-multirater
(MTMR) dataset. First, multi-source data provides an
empirical basis for separating response style from sub-
stance. Second, the pre-specification of factor loading paths
substantially relieves the offsetting problem of factor load-
ings mentioned above. We have conducted such an analysis
for the HEXACO-PI-R facets (see Table 3 of Ashton &
Lee, 2010), with some appropriate specification of several
secondary loadings. In those analyses, the source-specific
dimensions are fairly small and remain roughly uncorre-
lated even when permitted to correlate, thus supporting
the interpretation that they are not substantive trait
dimensions.36

We should note one important insight revealed by the
findings of Biderman et al. (2018, 2019). Although we be-
lieve that the absolute size and generality of any evaluative
factor is likely to have been inflated, we note that those anal-
yses consistently found that this factor was always consider-
ably larger for the Big Five measures (NEO-FFI-3 and BFI-
2) than for the HEXACO-PI-R. Our own investigations using
MTMR data have produced essentially the same pattern for
the NEO-FFI and (with even larger differences) for the
PID-5 (Ashton, De Vries, & Lee, 2017; Lee & Ashton, 2013).
We interpret this consistent finding to suggest that those five-
factor-based personality inventories tend to be influenced
more strongly by what Anusic et al. (2009) called “halo” or
self-report desirability bias. As a result, self-reports of the
Big Five scales will show inflated associations with
self-reported criteria that are vulnerable to this bias (e.g.
self-reports of depression symptoms, subjective well-being,
and so on) to a greater degree than does the HEXACO-PI-
R (see section 6 in the target article).37

WHO CARES?

Some commenters suggested that it doesn’t particularly mat-
ter whether one uses the Big Five or the HEXACO model in
studying personality phenomena or personality-related

36When a bifactor CFA is applied to self-report datasets, a large “general”
factor of self-reports does emerge from participant samples in which at least
some participants perceive some incentive to provide socially desirable re-
sponses, as individual differences in the extent of “faking” then produce cor-
relations between most variables. But no really general factor is obtained
from samples of participants who respond under “normal” research condi-
tions (see Ashton, Xia, & Lee, 2020).
37But we should note that this is not an inherent problem with
five-dimensional personality measures. One could define and operationalize
a variant of the Big Five in such a way as to limit the interscale correlations,
and this would tend to increase somewhat the amount of variance that the
Big Five scales would account for in the HEXACO factor scales.
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outcomes (Rakhshani, Donnellan, & Lucas; Schwaba &
Hopwood), and other commenters suggested that the entire
enterprise of trying to find some optimal set of broad person-
ality dimensions is simply unimportant (Dworak & Revelle;
Srivastava; Wiernik et al.). We’ll begin with the first point,
regarding whether or not the choice of Big Five or HEXACO
models actually matters. Now, given the heavy overlap be-
tween the Big Five and HEXACO factor spaces, there are
certainly many personality phenomena or outcomes for
which the same (or at least nearly equivalent) results would
be obtained from the two models.38 But there are also some
personality phenomena or outcomes that involve non-Big
Five variance of the HEXACO model, and so will be better
understood in terms of the HEXACO framework than in
terms of the Big Five.

For example, if you want to understand sex differences in
personality, you’ll understand them a lot better in terms of
the HEXACO model than in terms of the Big Five. We re-
cently compared sex differences in personality across two
similar and extremely large international online samples
(Lee & Ashton, in press). The overall size of sex differences,
averaging multivariate D values across countries, was 19%
bigger for the HEXACO-PI-R scales than for the IPIP-NEO
scales. And the sex difference in the HEXACO framework
is primarily concentrated in the Emotionality factor—which
makes a whole lot of sense, given that this is the dimension
that we interpret as an axis of kin-preservation and
self-preservation (see Ashton & Lee, 2007). So if you want
to understand personality sex differences in general, and if
you want to understand (among other things) why it is that
women average higher in both sentimentality and fearfulness
than men do, you’ll be better off using the HEXACO model.

As another example, consider age differences in personal-
ity (Ashton & Lee, 2016). HEXACO Honesty-Humility
shows a decline during the teenage years and then a steady
increase—exceeding a full standard deviation unit—until
around age 60. HEXACO Agreeableness doesn’t show that
pattern; instead it’s pretty constant but with a small dip dur-
ing middle age.39 Now, the pattern for Honesty-Humility just
happens to match (inversely) the famous age-crime curve of
the criminologists, and we think this means something, given
our interpretation of low Honesty-Humility as a dimension of
reluctance versus willingness to exploit others (which is
pretty central to most crimes). If you instead use the Big
Five, in which the Agreeableness factor is some mixture of
HEXACO Agreeableness, Honesty-Humility, and (to some
extent) Emotionality, you get a pattern of age differences
that’s sort of intermediate, and doesn’t have quite such a neat
correspondence with the age-crime curve.40

And these are just a couple of examples of how the
HEXACO structure does in fact “carve nature at its joints”
better than five-dimensional structures do. As we mentioned
in the target article, phenomena such as similarity and as-
sumed similarity between friends or romantic partners are
better understood in terms of the HEXACO model than in
terms of the Big Five, and likewise, some new research sug-
gests the same for people’s goals for personality change
(Thielmann & De Vries, 2020). And as we also mentioned
in the target article, a variety of personality tendencies, such
as phobic tendencies, status-driven risk taking, and material-
ism are better accommodated by the HEXACO factor space
than by that of five-dimensional personality models.

Although we appreciate some of the points raised by
Rakhshani et al. and Schwaba and Hopwood, we believe that
they underestimate what we perceive as a perseveration bias
in personality psychology, which is often accompanied by
negativity toward studies using the newer model. Schwaba
and Hopwood suggested that this perseveration bias is not
about “politics” but about “inertia.” We agree that inertia
can sometimes explain a researcher’s decision to use a
five-factor personality measure instead of a HEXACO mea-
sure. But we think that some of the negative reactions of
some editors and reviewers to HEXACO-based research
can’t readily be explained by inertia alone. Such reactions
are less common today than they were 15 years ago, but
they’re still sometimes encountered. One of the reasons that
we wrote the target article was to address the claims and as-
sertions commonly used by those editors and reviewers dur-
ing the private peer review process.

Finally, several commenters argued that the question of
finding a set of major personality dimensions is simply not
important: Srivastava asked “Who cares?” and several others
clearly had the same attitude (e.g. Dworak & Revelle;
Wiernik et al.). We think that we (and some of the other
commenters) have already conveyed clearly enough why
it’s important to understand the broad structure of personality
variation, so we’ll just give here the contrasting perspective
of another personality psychologist (Goldberg, 1993, p. 26):

“… the past decade has witnessed an electrifying burst of interest
in the most fundamental problem of the field—the search for a
scientifically compelling taxonomy of personality traits. More
importantly, the beginning of a consensus is emerging about the
general framework of such a taxonomic representation. As a con-
sequence, the scientific study of personality dispositions, which
had been cast into the doldrums in the 1970s, is again an intellec-
tually vigorous enterprise poised on the brink of a solution to a
scientific problem whose roots extend back at least to Aristotle.”

We want to emphasize again that the discovery of the Big
Five was by far the largest step in solving this most funda-
mental problem of the field. It was that step that brought us
from almost no understanding to an almost complete under-
standing of the major personality dimensions. The re-
searchers who discovered the Big Five were working by
necessity with rather small lexical variable sets that were
available in only one language. As we said in the target arti-
cle, we’re confident that if they’d had access to analyses of
data later collected using larger lexical variable sets from

38And some particularly important findings derived with reference to the
five-factor model are actually general principles of personality variation that
don’t depend at all on the number of major dimensions (e.g. McCrae &
Costa, 2003).
39This is from cross-sectional data, but the age differences in
Honesty-Humility are probably due to developmental change, as shown by
longitudinal increases (Milojev & Sibley, 2017; Sibley & Pirie, 2013;
Thielmann & De Vries, 2020).
40Just to make sure no one misunderstands: the HEXACO-PI-R scales don’t
include items about especially sex-typed or age-typed activities.
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several languages, they would have noticed the recurrent
six-factor structure and their models would have differed
accordingly.

To use an analogy from American football [or rugby], the
discovery of the Big Five was the touchdown [or try], and the
discovery of the HEXACO model added the extra point [or
two]. But we think this conversion was a game winner, not
only because of the additional personality variance
accounted for, but also because of the theoretical implica-
tions: With the full set of six factors, personality begins to
make sense in a way that it never did before.
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