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Abstract

Objective: Although there are several models of the lower-order structure of Agreeableness,
empirically derived descriptions of this domain are largely non-existent. We examined the factor
structure of Agreeableness items from multiple scales in order to empirically determine the facet-
level structure of the domain. Method: Participants (N = 1205; 73% female; 84% White; M age =
35.5, 8D =17.26) completed 131 items from 22 scales measuring Agreeableness. Results: A
series of factor analyses were conducted on 104 items to identify factor emergence of the
domain, from a single factor to increasingly more specific factors. A five-factor solution
consisting of facets labeled Compassion, Morality, Trust, Affability, and Modesty was identified
as most appropriate. Factors from all levels of the construct were compared to current measures
of the domain as well as a number of criterion variables. The patterns of association with
criterion variables at the lower-level of the Agreeableness domain showed significant
divergence. Discussion: The current results highlight how specific Agreeableness traits unfold
from broader to more specific facets and how these traits are represented in existing measures of

this important domain.
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Uncovering the Structure of Agreeableness from Self-Report Measures

The development of general trait taxonomies represented a major turning point in
personality science as they provided models to systematically organize the breadth of findings in
the personality field (John & Srivastava, 1999). By far the most widely known personality
taxonomy is the Big Five (B5)/Five-Factor Model (FFM), which organizes personality into five
primary, higher-order domains: Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness to Experience,
Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness. Although the BS/FFM has been invaluable for the
progression of personality literature, there are still aspects of the model that require further
development. Years of empirical examination has yielded broad consensus at the domain level of
the model (Digman, 1990; John, Naumann, & Soto, 2008; John & Srivastava, 1999), but research
focusing solely on personality domains can be problematic, as the heterogeneity of the domains
may make interpretation and theory development difficult (Smith, McCarthy, & Zapolski, 2009).
Underlying facets have been developed for these broad domains within various models, but the
facets have typically been rationally identified. In order for the field to continue to progress, it is
important to develop empirically derived, lower-order structures for these constructs. For
instance, Watson and colleagues (2015) used a number of Extraversion subscales to identify
empirically four facets of the broader domain that manifested somewhat divergent relations with
psychopathological outcomes. Similarly, Roberts and colleagues (2005) empirically identified
six facets of the Conscientiousness domain. The goal of the present study is to continue this
process for Agreeableness by using a bottom-up approach to develop a comprehensive lower-
order structure based on an item-level examination of existing scales.

Agreeableness (vs. Antagonism) is an interpersonal dimension of personality reflecting

individual differences in cooperation and the motivation to maintain positive social relations. It
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has been associated with a range of outcomes including management of interpersonal conflict,
prejudice, and peer relationships (Gleason, Jensen-Campbell, & South Richardson, 2004; Jensen-
Campbell et al., 2002; Jensen-Campbell & Graziano, 2001; Sibley & Duckitt, 2008).
Agreeableness has been linked to job performance (Witt, Burke, Barrick, & Mount, 2002),
prosocial behavior, volunteering (Carlo, Okun, Knight, & de Guzman, 2005; Graziano, Habashi,
Sheese, & Tobin, 2007), and positive affect (DeNeve & Cooper, 1998). At the opposite pole,
Antagonism is an important correlate of crime and aggression (Jones, Miller, & Lynam, 2011;
Miller & Lynam, 2001) and a central component of problematic personality disorders (PDs) such
as psychopathy, antisocial PD, and narcissistic PD (e.g., Lynam & Widiger, 2001; Miller,
Lynam, Widiger, & Leukefeld, 2001; Samuel & Widiger, 2008). Although Agreeableness has
proven to be a valuable construct, analysis at the domain level alone provides only a limited
understanding of its relationship to outcomes of interest as the strength of these findings may
vary across the lower-order scales (Smith et al., 2009). For example, in the Jones et al. (2011)
meta-analysis of the FFM correlates of antisocial behavior, the Agreeableness facets of
straightforwardness and compliance were stronger correlates than trust and tendermindedness.
Current Models (and Measures) of Agreeableness

Much of the research on the structure Agreeableness has focused on a two-level model, in
which a single domain, representing the broadest conceptualization of the latent trait, is underlaid
by a second, lower level composed of four or more facets. One only needs to compare the facet
structures of the major Agreeableness models to see that there is not a consensual lower order
structure.

The Big Five Inventory (BFI; John, Donahue, & Kentle, 1991) is perhaps the most

popular measure of the B5 and was developed using the lexical approach. Two facets of
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Agreeableness (Altruism and Compliance) have been identified within the BFI (Soto & John,
2009). The items in these facets were selected to make the scales congruent with the NEO PI-R
facets of the same name. Lexical analyses have been used in an attempt to identify additional
facets of the “Big Five” (Perugini & Gallucci, 1997; Saucier & Ostendorf, 1999). Saucier and
Ostendorf (1999) identified four facets of Agreeableness including Warmth-Affection (e.g.,
affectionate, sentimental, compassionate vs. cold and unsympathetic), Gentleness (e.g.,
agreeable, amiable vs. harsh, antagonistic, combative), Generosity (e.g., charitable, helpful,
generous vs. greedy, selfish), and Modesty-Humility (e.g., modest vs. egotistical, boastful, vain).
Perugini and Gallucci (1997) identified five Agreeableness facets labeled Sympathy (e.g.
tolerant, conciliatory, sympathetic), Tendermindedness (e.g., sentimental, romantic,
affectionate), Friendliness (e.g., loyal, honest, faithful), Overbearance (e.g., overbearing,
authoritarian, tyrannical), and Hostility (e.g., revengeful, hostile, pitiless). In general, however,
these facets are seldom used in research employing the BFI.

Agreeableness, as measured by the predominant measure of the FFM, the Revised NEO
Personality Inventory (NEO PI-R; Costa & McCrae, 1992), is a two-level model that includes six
facets. NEO PI-R Agreeableness facets were identified not through an empirical analysis, but
through an examination of previous literature (Costa, McCrae, & Dye, 1991). The facets were
labeled as follows: Trust (the belief in the sincerity and good intentions of others),
Straightforwardness (sincerity and unwillingness to manipulate others), Altruism (concern for
the welfare of others), Compliance (willingness to cooperate with others, ability to inhibit
aggression and forgive others when faced with a potential conflict), Modesty (humility), and

Tendermindedness (attitude of sympathy for others).
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The HEXACO (Lee & Ashton, 2004) is a more recently developed personality model and
related assessment inventory. Like the NEO PI-R, the HEXACO represents a two-level
conceptualization of Agreeableness. The HEXACO originated from more recent lexical studies
in which six (rather than five) lexical factors emerge (Ashton et al., 2004; Saucier, 2009). In the
HEXACQ, the variance of the Agreeableness domain (as defined by Big Five/FFM) is spread
across Honesty/Humility and Agreeableness factors (see Ashton, Lee, & Vries, 2014 for a more
thorough review). Facets of these domains were identified through an examination of item
content obtained in lexical studies (Lee & Ashton, 2004). The facets of Honesty/Humility were
labeled Sincerity (interpersonally genuine, unwillingness to manipulate others), Fairness
(unwillingness to cheat or take advantage of others to get ahead), Greed Avoidance (uninterested
or unmotivated by possession of wealth or status symbols), and Modesty (unassuming, do not
desire special treatment). The facets of Agreeableness were labeled Forgivingness (trust and
liking towards others, even after mistreatment), Gentleness (interpersonal lenience or reluctance
to judge others harshly), Flexibility (willingness to compromise and cooperate), and Patience
(interpersonally imperturbable or high threshold for anger). It is noteworthy that HEXACO
Agreeableness does not include altruism or a concern for the well-being of others, a facet that is
primary to many other models of this domain (John et al., 2008). However, the HEXACO-PI-R
does include an “interstitial” altruism scale intended to assess traits of sympathy and soft-
heartedness (Lee & Ashton, 2006). This scale is not included in any one HEXACO domain as
lexical analyses suggest that the item content related to this factor tended to have significant
associations with multiple domains (i.e., Honesty-Humility, Agreeableness, and Emotionality).

The Faceted Inventory of the Five Factor Model (FI-FFM; E. E. Simms, 2009) offers

another two-level model of Agreeableness. The FI-FFM identified facets of the FFM through a

http://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/jopy

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved.

Page 6 of 54



Page 7 of 54

Journal of Personality

STRUCTURE OF AGREEABLENESS 7

construct validation approach (L. J. Simms & Watson, 2007), and it has been successfully used
in a few studies (Naragon-Gainey, Watson, & Markon, 2009; Watson et al., 2015; Watson,
Stasik, Ro, & Clark, 2013), although it has been less extensively used and validated than other
B5/FFM assessments. The FI-FFM identified the following facets of Agreeableness: Empathy
(prosocial, pleasant, sensitive to the needs of others), Trust vs. Cynicism (belief in the goodness
of others and willingness to trust), Straightforwardness vs. Manipulativeness (willingness to take
advantage of or manipulate others to get ahead), and Modesty (modesty, humility).

These various conceptualizations of Agreeableness are difficult to integrate. There are
clearly common elements across many of them (e.g., sympathy, morality, conflict avoidance),
but some facets are unique as well (e.g., greed avoidance). More importantly, given concerns
related to the jingle-jangle fallacy (e.g., Block, 1995), one cannot assume that similarly named
facets measure the same construct, nor can one assume that facets with different labels do, in
fact, measures substantively different constructs.

Structure of Agreeableness

Further empirical analysis is needed to identify the facets underlying this domain
(Graziano & Tobin, in press). There are potential shortcomings associated with limiting
personality organization to only two levels of analysis (i.e., domains and facets). DeYoung and
colleagues (2007) have shown that there is value in a level of analysis between facets and
domains. Specifically, DeYoung and colleague’s Big Five Aspect Scales represent the
Agreeableness domain via two mid-range factors: Compassion (i.e., interpersonal warmth,
sympathy, tenderness) and Politeness (i.e., tendency toward interpersonal, cooperation,
compliance, and straightforwardness) (2007). A recent revision of the BFI - the BFI-2 - also

represents Agreeableness at a mid-range of specificity with three factors: Compassion,
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Respectfulness, and Trust (Soto & John, 2017). Goldberg (2006) offered a methodology
allowing a "hierarchical” model of personality to be studied at a range of intermediate levels of
facet specificity. This approach allows for exploration of this intermediate space while
accommodating and organizing each of the previously discussed facet-level models.

The goal of the present research is to describe meaningful levels of the Agreeableness
domain using an adaptation of Goldberg’s (2006) “Bass-Ackward” approach.' In this approach,
factor analyses are used to extract from one to many factors while saving the factor scores from
each analysis. The relations among the factor scores from adjoining levels reveal the unfolding
structure of the domain. This method provides a map of factor emergence for each level of
Agreeableness from most broad to most precise. Importantly, this method allows for the
identification of the relations between factors at various levels of specificity, a better
understanding of when (at which level) each of the facets emerges, and the centrality of each
facet to the Agreeableness construct. In the current study, we modified Goldberg’s approach by
allowing factors within a given level to be correlated rather than forcing them to be orthogonal.
Unlike the BS/FFM domains which are thought to index relatively distinct constructs, the
Agreeableness facets all assess interrelated content; thus, while the assumption of orthogonal
factors is reasonable in the case of the BS/FFM, it is not reasonable for a within domain
examination of Agreeableness facets. Although previous research on the lower-order structures
of Conscientiousness and Extraversion involved factor-analyzing scale scores (Roberts et al.,
2005; Watson et al., 2015), we chose instead to work at the item level as concerns regarding item

parceling in confirmatory factor analysis (Marsh, Liidtke, Nagengast, Morin, & Von Davier,

' Note that Goldberg (2006) was not the first to utilize this approach. Saucier (2003) utilized the method, and Di
Blas and Forzi (1998) utilized a similar approach. We refer readers to Goldberg’s (2006) article not only because it
is the reference in which the “Bass-Ackward” term was coined, but also because it provides a thorough explanation
of the procedure and its potential value.
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2013) apply to the present analyses. Facet scales are parcels of items. According to Marsh et al.,
parcels are appropriate only under specific circumstances, namely when the parcels are
unidimensional and lack high cross-loadings. Given the diversity in construction and content of
the various facet scales, these requirements seem unlikely to be met. By conducting analyses at
the item level, we maximize the flexibility of the potential factor structure, and increase our
ability to identify a stable lower order structure.
Method
Participants and procedure

One thousand two hundred and eighty nine participants were recruited from Amazon’s
Mechanical Turk (MTurk) website. Participants were required to be 18 years of age or older and
to reside in the United States. Participants were paid $1.00 for their participation. Of the 1289
participants who competed informed consent, 81 participants were removed for failing one or
both of the validity scales (see Measures section), and three participants were removed for failing
to complete more than 50% of the items. Pairwise deletion was utilized for the remaining
participants with missing data. The final dataset consisted of 1205 participants (73% female;
84% White; M age = 35.5, SD = 17.26)".
Measures’
Agreeableness Items

Big Five Inventory (BFI;, 9 Agreeableness items). The BFI (John et al., 1991) is a brief
(44-item) measure of the “Big Five” personality domains. The alphas of the five domain scales

ranged from .82 (Agreeableness) to .89 (Neuroticism).

? In order to evaluate the generalizability of our findings across sexes, measurement invariance was evaluated
(Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). Analyses support configural and metric invariance across sex, indicating that factor
structure and loadings are equivalent for males and females. See appendix for complete results of these analyses.

? The descriptive statistics for each of the Agreeableness measures used are included in Table 1.
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Big Five Aspects Scale (BFAS; 20 Agreeableness items). The BFAS (DeYoung, Quilty,
& Peterson, 2007) separates each of the five major personality domains into two “Aspects,”
which can be understood to fall structurally between the facet and domain levels of personality
models. Only the Agreeableness items were collected for this study. These items are organized
into aspects of Compassion (o =.91) and Politeness (a =.79). Nine of 10 Compassion items, and
all 10 Politeness items were used in the final pool of Agreeableness items.*

Faceted Inventory of the Five-Factor Model (FI-FFM,; 42 Agreeableness items). The FI-
FFM (E: E. Simms, 2009) was developed through a construct validation approach. Only the
Agreeableness items were collected for the present study. The FI-FFM Agreeableness domain
contains four facets: Empathy (o = .87), Trust (a = .91), Straightforwardness (o = .83), and
Modesty (a = .85). Nine of 10 Empathy items, 7 of 10 Trust items, 10 of 10 Straightforwardness
items, and 9 of 10 Modesty items were used in the final pool of Agreeableness items.

HEXACO-PI-R (16 Agreeableness, 16 Honesty-Humility, and 4 Altruism items). The
HEXACO-PI-R (Lee & Ashton, 2006) is a 100-item measure of six different personality
domains: Honesty-Humility, Emotionality, Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, and
Openness to Experience. Each of the domains can be separated into four facets. For the present
study, the Honesty/Humility and Agreeableness items were administered along with the four-
item Altruism “interstitial scale.” The alphas of the facet scales ranged from .72 (Modesty) to .83
(Greed Avoidance) for the Honesty/Humility domain and from .66 (Flexibility) to .77
(Forgiveness) for the Agreeableness domain. Alpha for “Altruism” interstitial scale was .65.
Three of 4 altruism items were used in the final pool of Agreeableness items. From the Honesty-

Humility domain, 2 of 4 Sincerity items, 2 of 4 Fairness items, 3 of 4 Greed Avoidance items,

* Due to extreme redundancy some items were removed prior to the factor analyses. Complete description of this
process is provided in the Data Analysis section.
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and 4 of 4 Modesty items were used in the final item pool. From the Agreeableness domain, 3 of
4 Forgivingness, 4 of 4 Gentleness, 3 of 4 Flexibility, and 3 of 4 Patience items were used in the
final pool of Agreeableness items.

International Personality Item Pool (IPIP; 24 Agreeableness items). The IPIP (Goldberg
et al., 2000) is a collection of publicly available items and scales. The 24 Agreeableness items
from the 120-item IPIP NEO-PI-R (Maples, Guan, Carter, & Miller, 2014) were collected for
the present study. These 24 items can be divided into 6 different facet scales whose alphas
ranged from .72 (both Modesty and Morality) to .88 (Trust). One of 4 Trust items, 3 of 4
Morality items, 3 of 4 Altruism items, 2 of 4 Cooperative items, 1 of 4 Modesty items, and 4 of 4
Sympathy items were used in the final pool of Agreeableness items.

Criterion Measures

Interpersonal Adjectives Scale (IAS). The 1AS (Wiggins, 1995) uses self-report ratings of
64 adjectives to provide scores relevant to the Interpersonal Circumplex (IPC) model of
personality. The IAS can be used to generate eight separate octant scores. The alphas of these
octants ranged from .78 (Unassuming-Ingenuous) to .92 (Warm-Agreeable). For the present
analyses, only the scores representing the two axes of the IAS (i.e., Love and Dominance) were
used.

Crime and Analogous Behavior scale (CAB). The CAB (Miller & Lynam, 2003) assesses
substance use, antisocial behavior, and intimate partner violence. The substance use (o = .72)
variable was calculated by counting the number of five different substances participants endorsed
trying. The antisocial behavior (a = .66) variable was calculated by counting the number of nine

different behaviors endorsed. The intimate partner violence (o = .80) variable was calculated by

http://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/jopy

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved.



Journal of Personality Page 12 of 54

STRUCTURE OF AGREEABLENESS 12

counting the number of six different acts of violence toward a romantic partner that the
participant endorsed.

Reactive and Proactive Aggression Questionnaire (RPAQ). The RPAQ (Raine et al.,
2006) is a measure of aggression that includes both a total aggression score (a = .88) as well as
reactive aggression (a = .83) and proactive aggression (a = .85) subscale scores.

Validity Scales. Two validity scales from the Elemental Psychopathy Assessment (Lynam
et al., 2011) were used — the Infrequency Scale (e.g., “I try to eat something almost every day”;
reversed), and the 7oo Good to Be True Scale (e.g., “l have never in my life been angry at
another person.”). Participants’ data were omitted if they received a score of four or more on the
Infrequency Scale or a score of three or more on the Too Good to Be True Scale.

Data Analysis

Before data collection occurred, all of the Agreeableness items from each of the relevant
scales listed above were intermixed into a single scale of 131 items. Items not originally
presented in the form of a complete sentence were put into sentence form for the sake of
consistency (i.e., “I trust others” rather than simply “trust others”). All items were presented in a
random order to participants, who rated their agreement with each item on the same 1 (Strongly
disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree) scale.

After data collection was complete, all relevant items were correlated with one another in
order toidentify duplicate or excessively overlapping items so as to reduce the likelihood of
extracting bloated specific factors. Twenty item pairs were identified with correlations greater
than .65, and an item from each of the pairs was removed from the pool yielding a total of 113

agreeable items.” A principal-factors analysis was then conducted on this item pool to identify

’ Eighteen items were removed because some items were present in multiple pairs of items. When selecting items to remove from
redundant pairs, the item that had the least total redundancies was retained. For example, if Item 1 and Item 2 were redundant, but
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items which loaded poorly on the first unrotated factor. Items with factor loadings less than .30
on this general Agreeableness factor were removed for being unrepresentative of the general
factor (Osborne & Costello, 2009). This process removed an additional 9 items from the pool.
Therefore, the final pool on which the following structural analysis was conducted consisted of
104 Agreeableness items®.

After the final item pool was created, the structure of Agreeableness was evaluated. All
factor solutions were identified using Principal Axis factoring method with promax rotation. A
single unrotated factor was extracted, then rotated solutions of successively more factors were
extracted until one of the factors was either too specific to be meaningful or was no longer
interpretable. At each step in the process the factor scores were saved so that different levels of
the factor structures could be correlated and compared. The identified factors were correlated
with existing Agreeableness scales and relevant external criterion variables (e.g., the remaining
B5/FFEM domains).
Results

The first unrotated Agreeableness factor accounted for 24% of the total variance. The
first 20 eigenvalues of this analysis are shown in the scree plot presented in Figure 1. Following
the single-factor solution, a series of successively larger solutions were examined. Although the
goal of this analysis was to characterize the relations between multiple structures of
Agreeableness rather than to identify the “ideal” number of factors, we employed several

approaches to identifying the optimal number of factors. The eigenvalues were examined in the

Item 1 had only one redundancy while Item 2 was also redundant with Item 3, Item 1 would be retained. In this way, two
redundancies would be removed by dropping only one item. If items had the same number of redundancies, items were chosen
randomly. By prioritizing retention of the largest number of items possible, we hoped to maximize our coverage of the
Agreeableness domain. The .65 cutoff for overlapping items was rationally selected post hoc. We feel this is a reasonable cutoff
that both maximizes item content and minimizes the risk of bloated specific factors. Removal of more items (by using a cutoff
less than .65) would risk removing items with unique contributions to factor structure. Removal of fewer items (using a cutoff
greater than .65) would be unlikely to affect results (see Footnote 8).

% A list of the final pool of items is available from the first author upon request.
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form of a scree plot (Figure 1) which suggested the extraction of four to seven factors. A parallel
analysis (Horn, 1965) identified 10 factors. Velicer’s minimum average partial (MAP) test was
also considered (Velicer, 1976), which indicated the presence of eight factors. Analyses
progressed until a nine-factor solution was identified. In the nine-factor solution, zero items had
their highest loading on one of the nine factors suggesting that eight factors are the maximum
number of unique factors that should be considered for further evaluation. After evaluating each
of the solutions, the five-factor model was selected as the final factor solution. The factors that
emerged beyond this level were composed of overly specific content. Although the analyses
were conducted through the eight-factor solution, our analyses will include only those results
related to the one- through five-factor solutions (see supplemental materials for data on six-
through eight- factor solutions).”

Given the goal of the present analyses, replicability of the analysis is of primary
importance. As such, factor scores from the principal-factors solutions were compared to those
derived with maximum-likelihood (ML) estimation (see Saucier, 2003, for similar method). The
one-factor through five-factor solutions proved to be highly robust to different factor-analytic
techniques as each of the principal-axis factor scores correlated greater than .99 with
corresponding factors derived through ML estimation. However, when six factors were

extracted, the correspondence across extraction methods diminished as ML estimation yielded

7 Because acquiescence (inflated correlations among similarly keyed items) is a concern in item-level factor analyses
we conducted additional analyses. While all factors in the five-factor solution contained both positively and
negatively keyed items, some factors did have a relative preponderance of negatively keyed items (i.e., F5.2: 15 of
18 items; F5:4: 22 of 25 items). In order to verify that our identified factor structure represents true item
associations, analyses to evaluate the effect of acquiescence were conducted. A series of 16 opposite-item pairs from
within the BFI have been previously identified (Soto, John, Gosling, & Potter, 2008). Each participant’s level of
acquiescence was indexed by their mean response to these 16 items. Simple regressions were then run predicting
each of'the 104 agreeableness items with the residuals saved. Factor analyses were conducted on the saved residuals
from these regressions. Tucker’s congruence coefficients were calculated for each factor at all five levels of the
analyses (Lorenzo-Seva & Ten Berge, 2006). Factor congruence values ranged from .98 to greater than .99 (median
=.996). This indicates acquiescence had no effect on factor structure.
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two factors (6.4 and 6.5) whose score estimates correlated less than .95 (.92 and .93,
respectively) with the principal-axis-derived scores.

In the interest of interpretability and parsimony, the content of each factor through the
eight-factor solution was also evaluated. The content of each of the factors through the five-
factor solution were generally interpretable, the factors were composed of items with generally
high loadings and both positively and negatively keyed items. The six-factor solution introduced
a number of issues that made it more difficult to interpret. In moving from the five- to six-factor
solution, Compassion (6.1), Cooperation (6.2), Trust (6.3), and Morality (6.6) all emerged in
forms generally consistent with their counterparts in the five-factor solution. Modesty (5.5),
however, broke into two factors (Factors 6.4 and 6.5 in supplementary materials) with content
that was more difficult to interpret. Factor 6.5 remained a modesty versus grandiosity factor, but
factor 6.4 was problematic, appearing to be more of a social desirability factor. This factor’s
highest loading item loaded at .57 compared to the highest loading items on the other factors,
which ranged from .66 to .78 with a mean of .72. The number of items on the other factors with
higher loadings than .57 ranged from 6 to 24 with a mean of 13. Finally, 5 of the 10 highest
loadings items on this factor had higher loadings on other factors. It was with all of these criteria
in mind that the five-factor solution was selected as the final factor solution.

Emergence of Agreeableness Factors

Factor score correlations for each of the progressive solutions from one factor to five

factors are presented in Figure 2, and example items for each of the solutions from one factor to

five factors are presented in Table 2.* To characterize each of the factors across the various

¥ All solutions were also evaluated using all 131 agreeableness items. The final five-factor solution from the full
pool of items was consistent with that reported here. The three-factor and four-factor solutions were also generally
consistent with our current findings. One substantial difference that did arise was at the two-factor level. When all
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solutions, correlations between the factor score and the existing Agreeableness scales are
presented in Table 3. The similarities of the correlational profiles for the factor scores are
presented in Table 4; for example, the .89 at the top of the lower diagonal of Table 4 is the
correlation between columns F1.1 and F2.1 from Table 3. Table 4 also provides the correlations
of the factor scores with one another across the levels of the analyses; for example, the .91 at the
top left-hand corner of the upper diagonal represents the correlation between the factor scores for
F1.1 and F2.1. The first unrotated factor manifested strong correlations with all of the domain-
level Agreeableness scales with correlations ranging from .67 (HEXACO Honesty-Humility) to
.94 (BFAS Agreeableness; FI-FFM Agreeableness). This factor also demonstrated substantial
correlations with the narrower facets with correlations ranging from .35 (IPIP-NEO Modesty) to
.86 (FI-FFM Empathy) with a median of .65. This Agreeableness factor (Agreeableness; 1.1)
correlated roughly equivalently with both factors of the two-factor solution (rs = .91 and .92).

The first factor of the two-factor solution, labeled Compassion (vs. Callousness; 2.1), was
composed of items relating to a concern for the feelings of others. It manifested domain level
correlations that ranged from .45 (HEXACO Honesty-Humility) to .90 (BFAS Agreeableness)
and facet level correlations that ranged from .22 (IPIP-NEO Modesty) to .94 (HEXACO
Empathy) with a median of .48. This factor had its highest correlations with scales assessing
altruism (IPIP-NEO, HEXACO), sympathy (IPIP-NEO), empathy (FI-FFM), and compassion
(BEAS), and (as shown in Table 4) its profile remained consistent from the two-factor solution
through the five-factor solution, with profile similarities greater than .98 throughout. The second
factor of the two-factor solution (Civility vs. Incivility; 2.2) was composed of more

heterogeneous item content related to (at the negative pole) manipulativeness, dishonesty, and

131 items were used, F2.1 emerged as a heterogeneous mixture of what we label “Compassion” and “Civility” while
F2.2 emerged as a Trust (vs. Distrust) factor that was generally consistent with our reported Factor 3.3.
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contentiousness. This factor manifested correlations with the domain level scales that ranged
from .70 (HEXACO Agreeableness) to .91 (FI-FFM Agreeableness) and with the facets that
ranged from .41 (IPIP-NEO Trust) to .87 (BFAS Politeness) with a median of .59. Its highest
facet-level correlations included Morality and Cooperativeness from the NEO,
Straightforwardness and Modesty from the FI-FFM, and Politeness from the BFAS.

The content of Compassion (2.1) and Civility (2.2) generally carried over to the first
(Compassion; 3.1) and second factor (Civility; 3.2) of the three-factor solution.’ Compassion
(3.1) manifested a profile similarity of .99 with its counterpart at the two-factor level, so its
domain-level and facet-level correlations were consistent. Civility (3.2) was also consistent with
its counterpart at the two-factor level, showing a profile similarity of .95. Items related to trust,
forgiveness, and cynicism emerged as the third factor (Trust vs. Distrust; 3.3). This factor had
domain level correlations that ranged from .41 (HEXACO Honesty-Humility) to .80 (BFI
Agreeableness) and facet level correlations that ranged from .02 (IPIP-NEO Modesty) to .84 (FI-
FFM Trust) with a median of .51. The highest of these correlations were with Trust (IPIP-NEO,
FI-FEM), Forgiveness and Gentleness (HEXACO), and Straightforwardness (FI-FFM).
Interestingly, the correlations with the two aspects of the BFAS were similar and neither was
particularly high, suggesting that the Trust factor does not fit well under either of the aspects.

At the fourth level of the analyses, Compassion (4.1) and Trust (4.3) remained consistent
with factors 3.1 (Compassion) and 3.3 (Trust) as both had profile similarities of .99 with their
counterparts. It was the item content related to moral behavior and interpersonal hostility
(Civility; 3.2) that split to yield the second (Morality vs. Immorality; 4.2) and fourth (Amiability

vs. Rudeness; 4.4) factors. Morality (4.2) was composed of items related to immoral (i.e.,

? We adopted a labeling system in which factors whose primary items remained consistent from one level to another also have
consistent labels across those levels.
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dishonest and manipulative) behavior. Its domain level correlations ranged from .38 (HEXACO
Agreeableness) to .82 (HEXACO Honesty-Humility) while its facet level correlations ranged
from .22 (HEXACO-A Forgiveness) to .87 (IPIP-NEO Morality) with a median of .45. Its
highest facet level correlations were with morality (IPIP-NEO), Sincerity and Fairness from the
HEXACO, Straightforwardness (FI-FFM), and Politeness (BFAS). Amiability (4.4) was
composed of the items related to (at the negative pole) interpersonally antagonistic attitudes and
behaviors. It had domain level correlations between .59 (HEXACO Honesty-Humility) and .80
(BFAS Agreeableness). Amiability’s facet scale correlations ranged from .21 (IPIP-NEO Trust)
to .86 (BFAS Politeness) with a median of .58. Its highest facet correlations were with
Cooperativeness (IPIP-NEO), Gentleness (HEXACO), Modesty (HEXACO; FI-FFM), Empathy
(FI-FFM), and Politeness (BFAS).

In the five-factor solution, the first (Compassion; 5.1), second (Morality; 5.2), and third
(Trust; 5.3) factors were consistent with those at the previous factor level, showing profile
similarities of 1.00, 1.00, and .96 respectively. Amiability (4.4) split to yield the bulk of the
items that loaded onto Affability (vs. Combativeness; 5.4) and Modesty (vs. Arrogance; 5.5).
Affability (5.4) was composed of those items related to oppositional behaviors. It had domain
level correlations ranging from .45 (HEXACO Honesty-Humility) to .83 (BFI Agreeableness).
Aftability’s (5.4) facet level correlations ranged from .19 (HEXACO-H Greed Avoidance) to .83
(IPIP-NEO Cooperativeness) with a median correlation of .57. Its highest facet correlations were
with Cooperativeness (IPIP-NEO), Gentleness and Flexible (HEXACO), Straightforward (FI-
FFM), and Politeness (BFAS). Modesty (5.5) was characterized by items related to vanity (e.g.,
“I like to show off whenever I can.”) and humility (e.g., “I try to be modest about my

accomplishments.”). Its domain level correlations ranged from .48 (HEXACO Agreeableness) to
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.68 (BFAS Agreeableness). Modesty’s (5.5) facet level correlations ranged from .12 (IPIP-NEO
Trust) to .89 (FI-FFM Modesty) with a median of .47. The highest facet correlations were with
Modesty (IPIP-NEO, HEXACO, FI-FFM), Gentleness (HEXACO), and Politeness (BFAS).
Each of the facets identified at this stage of the analysis demonstrated substantial convergent
validity with the overall Agreeableness domain; the five facets identified correlated between .65
and .86 with the first unrotated Agreeableness factor (See Table 4). However, there do not appear
to be any redundant factors. Correlations within the five-factor level ranged from .32 (Trust and
Modesty) to .57 (Compassion and Affability) with a median association of .50. The uniqueness
of each of the five identified factors is further supported by their unique correlational profiles.
Criterion Validity across the Factor Solutions

In order to evaluate factor divergence, each factor score was correlated with a number of
criterion measures including the axes of the interpersonal circumplex (IPC), the remaining four
domains of the B5/FFM, aggression, and additional externalizing behaviors (see Table 5).
Unsurprisingly, each Agreeableness factor score had a substantial relationship with the IPC Love
scale with relationships ranging in size from .50 (Modesty; 5.5) to .81 (Agreeableness; 1.1). The
highest association at the five-factor level was .73 with Compassion (5.1). Correlations with IPC
Dominance varied across factors from a null finding of -.05 (Agreeableness; 1.1) to a moderately
sized correlation of -.33 (Modesty; 5.5). Divergent effects across factors were also found for the
rest of the BS/FFM domains. Agreeableness (1.1) demonstrated a moderate correlation with
Neuroticism (r = -.23), but at lower levels of the analyses, correlations revealed a range of effects
from -.06 (Compassion; 5.1) to -.37 (Trust; 5.3) at the five-factor level. Correlations with
Extraversion ranged from small negative (r = -.23; Modesty; 5.5) to small positive effects (r =

.22; Compassion; 5.1). Five-factor level associations with Openness ranged from a null
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association of -.03 (Morality; 5.2) to a moderate positive relation, .30 (Compassion; 5.1).
Correlations with Conscientiousness consistently fell in the moderately positive range, with
correlations ranging from .19 (Trust, 5.3; Modesty, 5.5) to .39 (Affability; 5.4).

Factors also diverged in their association with proactive and reactive aggression. At the
five-factor level, correlations with proactive aggression ranged from -.19 (Trust; F5.3) to -.50
(Affability; F5.4) while correlations with reactive aggression ranged from -.13 (Compassion; 5.1)
to -.50 (Affability; F5.4). Five-factor level correlations with substance use ranged from .07
(Compassion; F5.1) to -.21 (Morality; F5.2), and correlations with externalizing behaviors
ranged from -.10 (Compassion; F5.1) to -.34 (Morality; F5.2).

Discussion

The goal of the present analysis was to identify the empirical structure of Agreeableness
by identifying levels of factor emergence from the domain using items from multiple self-report
measures. This methodology allows for a description of the domain at varying degrees of
specificity as well as a description of how each of the factors emerge from one level of the
hierarchy to another. It should be acknowledged that the variance associated with Agreeableness
could be parsed in any number of ways. The answer as to how to partition this variance optimally
can be guided by pragmatic decisions as to which factor solution is most useful for the question
at hand. For psychometric reasons, the most valuable approach will be, in many cases, one that
balances parsimony with the goal of using narrow, unidimensional traits (Smith et al., 2009).
However, as Smith and colleagues (2009) point out, there can be value in multidimensional
constructs of varying bandwidths. For example, there is some evidence to suggest that a two-
factor structure may be a better bandwidth for evaluation of genetic contributions (DeYoung et

al., 2007;Jang, Livesley, Angleitner, Riemann, & Vernon, 2002). With this methodology, we
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provide a map of the possible ways this variance is distributed across a full range of both
unidimensional and multidimensional facets.
Unfolding of the Agreeableness Structure

In identifying the first unrotated factor, we assume that all relevant aspects of the
Agreeableness domain are represented in the pool of items used. We sampled broadly from many
of the most commonly used measures of Agreeableness and related traits (e.g., Honesty-
Humility). We feel that the first factor of this analysis is a valid broad conceptualization of this
domain as demonstrated by its strong correlations with the domain scores from all 7 scales.

Previous research on the intermediate structure of Agreeableness has found two “aspects”
labeled Compassion and Politeness (DeYoung et al., 2007). With these two aspects, DeYoung
and colleagues (2007) suggest the presence of a factor related to emotional affiliation (e.g.,
warmth, sympathy) and a factor related to respect for others and moral behavior (e.g.,
straightforwardness, cooperation). Our findings suggest a similar organization at the two-factor
level. Compassion (2.1, vs. Callousness) was so labelled as the items are highly related to those
found in DeYoung’s BFAS Compassion scale. Although it has been suggested that the NEO PI-
R has no good, specific markers for BFAS Compassion (DeYoung et al., 2007), the IPIP NEO
facets of altruism and sympathy served as excellent markers of Compassion (2.1) in the present
analyses in that they loaded substantially more strongly on Compassion than the other factor that
emerged at this level, Civility. In fact, altruism, sympathy, and empathy appear to be defining
characteristics of the factor. It is noteworthy that Compassion stays intact in its original form
from the time that it emerges at the two-factor level to the final factor solution (see Figure 2).
This suggests that concern for others and sympathy for those in need is a well defined and

specific trait that is central to the Agreeableness domain. The second factor that emerged at the
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two-factor level was labeled Civility (vs. Incivility; 2.2) to reflect that the factor not only
contrasts interpersonal politeness vs confrontational behavior, but also moral vs immoral or
manipulative behavior, and humility vs conceitedness. It is noteworthy that all new factors
beyond the third factor that emerge at each successive level of the analyses do so from the
Civility factor suggesting that its content is quite heterogeneous.

At the three-factor level, a unique trust-related factor (Trust vs. Distrust; 3.3) emerged
while the Compassion and Civility factors from level two remained largely intact. The result is a
three-factor structure largely consistent with that of the BFI-2 (Soto & John, 2017). Trust is
defined by a willingness to trust others, a belief that others have reasonably good and sincere
motives for their behavior, and a willingness to forgive others when that trust has been broken.
Like Compassion, Trust was relatively stable from one solution level to the next once it emerged.
Trust-related items represent a unique factor as they have only modest associations with
Compassion and Civility. This is consistent with the findings of DeYoung and colleagues (2007),
who found that (NEO PI-R) Trust had loadings of only .42 on both (BFAS) Compassion and
(BFAS) Politeness. As such, the trust factor seems to exist largely outside of DeYoung’s aspects.
Trust-related content differs also in that it may be an admixture of content representing both
disagreeable and neuroticism-related content, as was the case here.

In the fourth level of the analyses, the heterogeneous Civility factor divided further to
yield factors that we labelled Morality (vs. Immorality; 4.2) and Amiability (vs. Rudeness; 4.4).
Morality is characterized by honest and moral interpersonal behaviors vs. interpersonal deceit or
manipulation for personal gain. It is the third stable factor to emerge in the analysis, and it is
strongly related to aspects of the HEXACO Honesty-Humility domain, specifically the Sincerity

and Fairness facets (Ashton et al., 2004). Amiability is defined by a combination of interpersonal
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traits that include modesty, cordiality, and conflict. A four-factor structure of Agreeableness has
previously been proposed as part of the FI-FFM (E. E. Simms, 2009), which includes facets of
Empathy, Trust, Straightforwardness, and Modesty. The FI-FFM is generally consistent with the
four-factor structure of the present model, with each of the four FI-FFM facets being
representative of one of the four identified facets. However, examination of item content
suggests that the FI-FFM Modesty facet may be a somewhat narrowly defined trait given that
Amiability contains items related to modesty as well a confrontational (vs conflict avoidant)
interpersonal style.

The fifth factor solution is the first in which all of the factors appear to contain
reasonably homogenous item content. At this level, the mixed item content of Amiability yields
two factors which we labelled Modesty (vs. Arrogance; 5.5) and Affability (vs. Combativeness;
5.4). Modesty is reasonably straightforward as the three modesty facet scales included in these
analyses (i.e., [IPIP NEO Modesty, HEXACO-Modesty, FIFFM Modesty) are the primary
correlates of the factor. Affability is a coherent factor that contains all items related to
interpersonal cooperation (vs. confrontation). The structure at this stage of the analysis is quite
similar to the six-facet model of the FFM, as operationalized by the NEO PI-R and IPIP NEO PI-
R, as the FFM facets of Trust, Morality, Cooperation, and Modesty are all represented by highly
related factors at this point. However, the present analyses suggest that a sixth facet is
unnecessary as FFM Altruism and Sympathy facets are better represented by a single factor.
Along with being unidimensional in content, the five facets at this stage of analysis are non-
redundant and they show some degree of discriminant validity in relation to the rest of the FFM

and externalizing behaviors.
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When interpreting these results, it is important to consider the methodology’s dependence
on the initial pool of items used. Like all factor solutions, the validity of our proposed structure is
contingent on the inclusion of items that effectively cover the agreeableness domain. If there are
substantial components of the domain that are not well-represented in the pool of items, those
components would be unable to emerge as a unique factor. We relied on commonly used
measures of Agreeableness (rather than the English lexicon) for our initial item pool, which has a
number of implications for the identified factors. The approach allows us to evaluate the
structure of Agreeableness as it is generally conceptualized in the literature, but the relative
preponderance of certain items (e.g., those related to altruism), which are present in nearly all of
the scales, makes them highly predictive of the single Agreeableness factor while the relative
underrepresentation of other factors (e.g., HEXACO Greed Avoidance) results in smaller
loadings on the domain. The item-selection method is particularly important in relation to the
HEXACQO which accounts for Agreeableness-related variance in a relatively unique manner (see
Ashton etaal., 2014 for relevant review), and some measures of Agreeableness do not effectively
capture the Honestly/Humility domain (Ashton & Lee, 2005; Miller, Gaughan, Maples, & Price,
2011). However, H/H content is present in [PIP NEO scales (Morality, Modesty), FIFFM scales
(Straightforwardness, Modesty), and of course the HEXACO items themselves. Together, H/H-
related scales represented nearly 33% of the total item pool (i.e., 34 out of 104 items). It
therefore seems unlikely that the lack of a clear H/H emergence could be attributable to
underrepresentation in the item pool. We do acknowledge that some potentially appropriate
items were excluded including IPIP NEO PI-R items related to Warmth (from the domain of
Extraversion), IPIP NEO PI-R items related to Angry Hostility (from the domain of

Neuroticism), and BFAS Volatility items. It is possible that these exclusions had some effect on
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the centrality of the HEXACO’s conceptualization of Agreeableness, which incorporates anger.
These measures of interpersonal warmth and irritability could have reasonably been included in
these analyses along with clinically oriented assessments (e.g., the PID-5 Antagonism domain).
Such exclusions were necessary due to practical limitations on survey length, and the selection of
only scales whose primary loadings are on the Agreeableness domain seems a reasonable
demarcation and are consistent with the facet-levels examinations that have been conducted for
Extraversion and Conscientiousness (Roberts et al., 2005; Watson et al., 2015). That said, if
additional measures were to be included in the item pool, the identified factor structure could
look, or at least unfold, in a different manner.
Criterion Validity

Agreeableness factor scores were correlated with a range of relevant criterion variables.
Of'the ten external associations assessed, five include divergent correlations or a combination of
significant and null associations across facets. For instance, the first unrotated Agreeableness
factor manifested a null association with Dominance of the IAS (Wiggins, 1995). However,
when the Agreeableness domain is parsed into facets, some divergent associations emerge.
Compassion, Trust, Morality, and Affability all have modest associations with Dominance
whereas Modesty has a moderately sized negative association. This is consistent with the notion
that immodesty/grandiosity may be a mixture of low Agreeableness and high
Extraversion/dominance (e.g, Crowe, Carter, Campbell, & Miller, 2016; Paulhus, 2001).
Extraversion’s association with Agreeableness shows a similar pattern with facets of
Compassion and Modesty demonstrating correlations of similar size but opposite valences.
Agreeableness is related to aggression (e.g., Bettencourt, Talley, Benjamin, & Valentine, 2006;

Jones et al., 2011), but significant variability in the size of the associations at the facet level
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could mask particular variables of interest if the domain alone was assessed. In the present
analyses, facet level correlations ranged from -.19 to -.50 and -.13 to -.50 for proactive and
reactive aggression, respectively. These data suggest that Affability is a particularly relevant
facet for both forms of aggression, whereas Compassion is more specifically relevant to
proactive aggression and Trust is more specifically relevant to reactive aggression. Only through
fine-grained personality distinctions such as these can we begin to identify the specific
cognitions and motivations associated with such outcomes.
Assessment Implications

Despite the different processes through which current facet-level measures of
Agreeableness were developed, it seems that many do a reasonable job of describing certain
levels of the domain. Nearly all extant Agreeableness scales find counterparts within our factor
solutions. The BFAS seems to be largely congruent with the two-factor level, the three-factor
level is generally consistent with the structure of the BFI-2, the FI-FFM facets of Agreeableness
each have primary loadings on one factor at the four-facet level, and while Sympathy and
Altruism do not split to become unique facets, the NEO PI-R based representation includes
primary indicators of each of the five facets identified in the final level of our analyses. Even the
HEXACO domains of Agreeableness and Honesty-Humility can be found across different
solutions, although the two-factor level of our analyses does not suggest an Honesty-Humility
and Agreeableness split (both domains have stronger loadings on the Civility factor). Certain
HEXACO facets did demonstrate relatively weaker associations with the individual factors
identified here, however. For example, Greed Avoidance and Flexibility, facets of the HEXACO
Honesty-Humility and Agreeableness scales respectively, are the only facet-level measures used

in these analyses that failed to fall among the top five strongest indicators for any factor.
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However, the HEXACO’s “interstitial” Altruism scale is among the primary indicators for our
identified Compassion factor throughout each of the factor solutions.
Limitations and Future Directions

Although this study has a number of strengths including a large sample size, diverse
range of Agreeableness measures, and a focus on the item-, rather than scale-, level structure, a
number of limitations should be acknowledged.

First, although samples collected from MTurk tend to be more ethnically diverse than a
typical undergraduate research pool population (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011; Miller,
Crowe, Weiss, Maples-Keller, & Lynam, 2017), participants were relatively homogenous and
limited to individuals residing in the United States. As a result of this white American-centric
population, we cannot presume that the identified structure will replicate in other countries and
cultural contexts. As with previous research conducted on Extraversion and Conscientiousness,
additional comprehensive analyses will need to be conducted in order to test the extent to which
the facet-level structure generalizes. Notably, there is strong evidence that these personality
dimensions are largely culture non-specific (Ashton & Lee, 2001; Church & Katigbak, 2005;
McCrae, 2001), but the extent to which the more specific facets are cross-culturally consistent is
unclear.

The sole reliance on self-report measures is an additional limitation as it is possible that
the strength of our identified associations between facets and criterion measures are inflated due
to shared method variance, although these affects are offset by the less than perfect reliability of
these items (Chan, 2009). Extreme response styles may have inflated correlations, but analyses
conducted while controlling for response bias indicated that there was no meaningful effect on

the identified factor structure. Our reliance on an online data collection approach is another
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potential limitation. Although there are a number of advantages to the use of crowdsourcing
approaches like MTurk (see Chandler & Shapiro, 2016; Miller, Crowe, Weiss, Maples-Keller, &
Lynam, 2017 for reviews), the equivalency of these assessments across in-person administrations
and online administrations has not been formally assessed and such equivalency cannot
necessarily be assumed (see Bagby, Ayearst, Morariu, Watters, & Taylor, 2014 for a discussion
of these issues). Nonetheless, previous examinations have suggested that personality measures
tend to show equivalence across these administration modalities (Meade, Michels, &
Lautenschlager, 2007). Future research could also benefit from the collection of additional
criterion variables. The present research chose to emphasize a comprehensive set of
agreeableness items over wider diversity in criterion variables. While the utility of the domains
could be initially assessed with measures of the interpersonal circumplex, psychopathy, and
externalizing behaviors, future work would benefit from examining the facets in relation to a
wider array of relevant constructs.
Conclusions

The present study demonstrates how Agreeableness unfolds at various levels of factor
specificity and the value of using an empirically derived lower-order structure in evaluating
important Agreeableness-related correlates (e.g., aggression). With the value of the FFM domain
well established, it is important for research to move beyond examinations of domain-level
associations only, which are necessarily limited in their ability to identify specific associations
with outcome or criterion variables. Although there is certainly important utility and value across
the range of measurement specificity, we believe that many occasions call for increasingly
specific personality measurements that allow for more precise personality-based models. We

believe the current analyses and model of Agreeableness represents an important step in the
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progression towards a comprehensive, flexible, and empirically-informed conceptualization of

this domain.
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Table 1

Journal of Personality

Agreeableness Scales Descriptive Statistics

Scale

BFI-A

NEO-A
Trust
Morality
Altruism
Cooperative
Modesty
Sympathy

HEX-A
Forgive
Gentle
Flexible
Patient

HEX-H
Sincerity
Fairness
Greed Avoidance
Modesty

HEX-Altruism

FIFFM-A
Empathy
Trust
Straightforward
Modesty

BFAS-A
Compassion
Politeness

Total

Items
909

4(1)
43)
4(3)
4(2)
4(1)
4(4)

4(3)
4(4)
4(3)
4(3)

4(2)
4(2)
4(3)
4(4)
4(3)

10 (9)
11(7)
11 (10)
10 (9)

10 (9)
10 (10)
131 (104)

n
1203
1194
1202
1204
1201
1201
1204
1200
1200
1203
1202
1203
1203
1201
1204
1202
1202
1205
1204
1194
1201
1200
1201
1201
1199
1200
1202
1179

a
0.82
0.87
0.88
0.72
0.77
0.74
0.72
0.75
0.86
0.77
0.68
0.66
0.74
0.85
0.73
0.82
0.83
0.72
0.65
0.92
0.87
0.91
0.83
0.85
0.90
0.91
0.79
0.97

M (SD)
3.70 (0.63)
3.71 (0.49)
3.24 (0.85)
3.85 (0.73)
3.95 (0.66)
3.95 (0.78)
3.49 (0.78)
3.75 (0.74)
3.06 (0.61)
2.63 (0.82)
3.36 (0.74)
3.01 (0.78)
3.22 (0.83)
3.54 (0.66)
3.41 (0.89)
3.65 (1.04)
3.20 (1.00)
3.90 (0.74)
3.93 (0.68)
3.54 (0.49)
3.81 (0.63)
3.09 (0.73)
3.37 (0.70)
3.86 (0.61)
3.93 (0.54)
3.97 (0.65)
3.89 (0.57)
3.59 (0.47)

Note. As described in the Data Analysis section, items that did not load strongly on

the first unrotated factor were removed from the Agreeableness item pool. The item

numbers in parentheses indicate the number from each scale that was included in

the final item pool.
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Table 2
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Example Item Content

Scale Item 1.12.1 22 (3.1 32 33|41 42 43 44|51 52 53 54 55
IPIPNEO I am concerned about others. :66* |.76* .44 |.78* .44 34 |79* 33 35 44 |78 30 .34 37 42
BFAS I sympathize with others’ feelings. 63 |.76* .41 |77* 40 .33 |.J77* 25 .36 .45 |J7% 22 .33 .39 40
BFAS I can’t be bothered with other’s needs. (R) JJ0% | .74% 54\ .73% .53 41 |74% 45 42 48 |.75% 42 34 49 37
FIFFM  Ttry to take others’ feelings into account. [65*% | .75% 44 |.76% .44 34 |75% 24 38 .52 |.5% 20 .34 45 46
BFAS I like to do things for others. .60 |J72* 38 | .74 37 32 |.74* 25 34 41 |Jg3* 22 35 32 40
FIFFM If T knew I wouldn't get caught, I'd be willing to break the law. (R) A48 1 .31 .56 1 .26 .55 .39 | .29 .65% .34 33 | .32 .65% .27 .39 .23
IPIPNEO 1 use flattery to get ahead. (R) 41 | .18 56| .14 58 27 |.16 .63* 22 .39 |.17 .63* .19 34 38
HEXACO IfI want something from someone, I will laugh at that person's worst jokes. (R) 38 1.19 49 .15 51 .25 .18 61 .20 .30 .19 .62* .18 .25 31
IPIPNEO 1 cheat to get ahead. (R) 57 | 41 .61*%| 39 .63* 32| .40 .63* 30 48| 43 .61* .18 50 .35
BFAS I take advantage of others. (R) .63 | .48 .65*%| 45 .67* 37 | 46 .63* 35 .54 | 48 .61* 26 .52 45
IPIPNEO 1 distrust people. (R) Al | 37 38| .27 25 .69%| .27 27 .67% .17 |.28 .27 .0* 33 .06
FIFFM. 1 generally take people at their word. 43 | 43 35|35 23 .63*|.35 .19 .63* 22|35 .18 .69% 29 .17
FIFFM I'have a hard time taking someone’s word. (R) 42 1.37 40 .27 28 .68*| .27 .27 .66* .22 |.28 .27 .68* .36 .1l
BFI I see myself as someone who is generally trusting. 42| .43 34136 22 .61 (.35 .17 .61* 22| .35 .16 .66* .31 .16
FIFEM I think most people act in good faith. A4l | 42 33|13 23 59|35 20 .58 .20 | .34 .19 .64* 26 .16
BFAS Tinsult people. (R) .61 | 45 .65%| .39 .63* .49 | 36 .50 49 .60*%| .41 .46 34 .70* 37
HEXACO People think of me as someone who has a quick temper. (R) 52137 571 .31 54 47| .26 34 .50 59%| 30 .30 .35 .69* .37
BFI I see myself as someone who is sometimes rude to others. (R) 56 | 42 58 | 37 .55 46| .34 40 48 57| 38 .36 .32 .69* 32
BFI I see myself as someone who starts quarrels with others. (R) 5438 .59 |.35 .60 35).31 44 37 .60%| 35 40 .20 .66* .40
FIFFM Some people see me as insensitive. (R) 65% | .59 58 | .54 55 51| .53 42 52 54| .56 38 40 .64* .33
FIFFM ['try to be modest about my accomplishments. 49 | 42 47 | 43 52 14 (.39 29 .18 .61*| .38 25 .18 37 .68*
FIFFM I'don’t like to brag about my accomplishments. 42132 43133 50 07 .29 29 .11 .581.29 .26 .12 31 .68*
FIFEM I’m not one to boast or brag. 39129 41130 46 09| .26 25 .13 55|26 22 .13 31 .63*
FIFFM It is better to be modest and humble than to be proud and boastful. 49| 43 45| .44 50 .14 | .41 31 .8 .56 | 41 .27 .17 35 .62%
FIFEM I like to show off whenever I can. (R) 48 | 31 56 | .31 .62* 15|30 .53 .15 56 (.30 .51 .11 .38 .59%

Note. For each factor, the five highest loading items that in are in the table are in bold and underlined. An asterisk indicates that the item is among the five highest loading items for that factor.
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Table 3
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Factor Score Correlations with Agreeableness Scales

BFI-A
NEO-A
Trust
Morality
Altruism
Cooperative
Modesty
Sympathy
HEX-A
Forgive
Gentle
Flexible
Patient
HEX-H
Sincerity
Fairness
Greed Avoidance
Modesty
HEX-Altruism
FIFFM-A
Empathy
Trust
Straightforward
Modesty
BFAS-A
Compassion

Politeness

F1.1

F2.1 F2.2

F3.1F3.2F3.3

F4.1 F4.2 F4.3 F4.4

F5.1 F52 F5.3

F5.4 F5.5

87
93
47
68
.80
71
35
67
68
43
65
52
50
67
41
53
38
63
78
94
86
53
72
68
94
83
.84

81
82°
45
43°
88"
49°
220
81°
53¢
36
56°
38°
34°
45°
220
35°
24°
51°
81°
80°
94°
48
46°
53¢
90°
93°
66°

78
87°
41

.80°
58°
78"
42°
43°
0P
42

61°
56
56
76
53°
61°
44°
62°
62°
91°
65°
49
84"
710
81°
59°
87"

73% 70* .80°

a7t
35°
37°
88°
42°
23°
83°
42°
26°
49°
30°
26°
41°
18°
30°
22°
520
80°
73°
93°
36°

84°
26
.82"
55°
76"
50
43°

70°
.78°
45°
51°
60°
02°
34°
60° .

30° 70"
55 64"

50° .
50
79" .
27°
44°
22°
23°
48°
79°
55°¢
84

55°
.60°
46°
68°
.60°
85°
62°
35°

38 81"
53 78"

88" .
4

62°

89"

64°
24°
55°¢
47°¢
52°¢

70°
a7t
36
39
88"
39
22°
84°
37
24
440
27
20°
43
20°
33
22°
S1°
81°
72
92°
37
39
49°
88°
95°
59

50°

.83°

74%° 69°

26
87"
41°
62°
42°
32°
38"
22°
30°
37°
28°
82°
64"
.70°
46°
55
48°
74
44°
37
84"
53°
65°
45°
720

.76°
41°
53¢
.61°
02°
36
84°
70"
.69°
58°
59°
37
22°
39°
20°
24°
50
79°
58°
.82"
59°
28°
56°
48°
53¢

74
76"
21°
60°
57°
73°
46°
45°
67°
30°
.66°
51¢
60°
59°
35°
38"
36°
.66°
59°
78"
.66"
26°
62°
.85°
.80¢
58°
.86¢

73°
79°
36°
42°
89°
44°
220
83°
40°
25°
46°
30°
24°
43
21°
35°
21
50°
&2
74°
94°
37°
42°
50°
90°
95°
62°

45°
70
26
.86"
38°
57°
41°
29°

.34°
.20°

25°

.34°
24°

82°
65"
70"
47°

53¢

A45°
70%

A40°

73
62°
.82°
31°
46°
43°
01°
36
a7

5

.65°
50
48°
37
23°

26
25°

A42°

73?
S1°
87"

36" 87

82"

48?
.60°
A41°

68

48?
24°
47

A1°

83°
75¢
36"
59¢
57¢
.83°
24°
36
76
39°
.66°
60°
.68°
45°
26"

3284 44°

19°
41°
58°
79°
65¢
40°
70°
58°
74¢

A42%4 55¢

79

52¢
64°
12¢
50°
46°
AT

55

A45°
A48°
23°

540

34°
39¢
.64°
40°
28¢
48°

76°

48°
66°
53¢
16°
44°

89°

.68°

494

a3

Note. All correlations greater than | r | = .074 are significant at p <.01. At each factor level (i.e., F3.1,

F3.2, F3.3), correlations in the same row with different superscripts are significantly different from one
another at p <.01. The five largest facet-level correlations for each factor are underlined and in bold.
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Table 4

Profile Similarity of Agreeableness Factors and Factor Score Correlations

F1.1 F2.1 F2.2 F3.1 F3.2 F33 F4.1 F42 F4.3 F44 F5.1 F52 F53 F54 F55

F1.1 91 92 86 .89 .73 84 72 74 86 86 68 65 84 .72
F2.1 .89 .67 99 63 .61 98 43 64 .69 98 39 60 .65 .59
F22 .77 .39 59 98 72 57 .87 71 .88 .61 83 59 88 .72
F3.1 .86 99 35 58 47 99 37 51 .65 99 32 48 56 .60
F3.2 .70 33 .95 34 57 56 88 56 .90 59 84 44 83 78
F3.3 .38 33 .30 A8 -.03 46 51 99 .50 49 49 94 72 27
F4.1 85 98 34 99 33 .15 41 48 .59 1.00 37 46 51 .54
F42 41 .04 78 05 84 -11 .10 44 .59 43 1.00 35 .60 .49
F43 40 37 .28 23 -.04 .99 19 -19 .55 S1 41 95 76 32
F44 .77 52 83 52 .85 .07 47 44 13 .62 53 43 87 .89
F5.1 .87 98 38 1.00 36 .18 1.00 .12 22 .50 39 46 57 54
F52 34 -02 .72 -01 .79 -.14 .04 1.00 -23 .36 .06 33 54 44
F53 24 29 .09 A5 =23 .96 A2 -32 .96 -.08 A3 -33 S50 32
F54 .77 53 .80 45 64 .59 39 28 63 .80 44 20 40 .55
F55 .53 33 .60 40 77 -37 37 46 -32 .84 38 41 -42 35

Note. The lower diagnonal depicts the profile similarity of the factors as measured by the Pearson correlation coefficent
of the profiles from Table 3. The factors with the most similar profiles at each level of the analysis are underlined. The
upper diagonal identfies the Pearson correlations of the factor scores across each of the levels.
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Table 5
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Factor Score Correlations with External Criterion Measures

Page 44 of 54

F1.1|F2.1 F2.2 |F3.1 F3.2 F3.3 |F4.1 F42 F43 F44 |F51 F52 F53 F54 F55
IPC

Love 81| .76° 72°| 71° 68" .61°| .70° .55° .62° 66| .73* .52 .53° 69 .50
Dominance -05| .10* -.18°| .10* -24° .09*|.12* -17° .08 -25%|.12* -17° .08" -.09¢ -33¢
FFM

Neuroticism 223 (=13 -29°[-.06° -22° -41°(-.04" -17° -41¢ -22° |-.06" -.16" -37° -34° -08"°
Extraversion 08| 21° -06°| 20" -13° 20%| 21* -.09° 20" -.13°| .22* -.09° .19* .03° -23¢
Openness 19| 29* .07° 31* .06° .09°|.30* -.01° .12° .13 .30* -.03° .11° .12° .10°
Conscientiousness .35 | .27° .38°| 24* 36" .29°| 23* .33% 28 32° |26 31* 19" 39° 19"
Externalizing

Proactive Aggression -.46 | -.32* -52°|-28* -52° -31°(-28" -47° -30* -46" |-30° -45° -19° -50° -33°
Reactive Aggression -.36 | -.19* -.45°|-.12"° -40° -45°|-.10° -36" -.45° -36" |-.13* -34" -34°> -50° -17°
CAB-Drugs -05| .06* -.14°| .09* -.13° -.12°| .08" -20° -.10° -.03°|.07* -21° -.07%¢ -.10° .02
CAB-Crimes S23 (- 11 -31°]-.07* -30° -24°(-.08" -35° -21° -.19° |-.10* -34° -16* -26° -.11°

Note. IPC = Interpersonal Circumplex; FFM = Five-Factor Model. All correlations greater than | 7 | = .074 are
significant at p <.01. At each factor level (i.e., F3.1, F3.2, F3.3), correlations in the same row with different
superscripts are significantly different from one another at p <.01.
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Agreeableness Scree Plot
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Figure I Agreeableness Scree Plot
Note. Dotted line indicates an eigenvalue of 1.
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Agreeableness (1.1)

Compassion vs. Civility vs.
Callousness (2.1) Incivility (2.2)

.99 98 .72
Compassion vs. Civility vs. Trust vs.
Callousness (3.1) Incivility (3.2) Distrust(3.3)

99 .88 90 99

A 4

Compassion vs. Morality vs. Amiability vs. Trust vs.
Callousness (4.1) Immorality (4.2) Rudeness (4.4) Distrust (4.3)

1.00 1.00 89 87 76 95

Y A 4

Compassion vs. Morality vs. Modesty vs. Affability vs. Trust vs.
Callousness (5.1) Immorality (5.2) Arrogance (5.5) Combativeness (5.4) Distrust (5.3)

Figure 2. Hierarchical Structure of the Agreeableness Domain.
Note. Only correlations going from one level of the hierarchy to the next are identified. Correlations less than .70
were removed.

http://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/jopy

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved.



Page 47 of 54 Journal of Personality

Appendix
Measurement Invariance Analysis

In order to verify the generalizability of our identified five factor model, measurement
invariance across sexes was evaluated (see Table Al). A series of increasingly constrained
confirmatory factor analyses were conducted (Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). All items were
forced to load on the single factor that held their highest loading. Of the 104 items used in the
factor analysis, 99 were used in the measurement model. Five items were dropped because they
did not have a factor loading greater than .4 in the five-factor structure matrix. Note that while
CFland TLI fit indices are reported in Table A1, incremental indices such as these are of little
value in this case as the null model has too strong of a fit to be a reasonable comparison (see
Kenny, 2015).

Configural invariance tests the null hypothesis that the pattern of factor loadings is
equivalent across groups (Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). Configural invariance serves as a
baseline test of measurement equivalence, for while the structure is the same, all parameters are
freely estimated in each group. RMSEA and SRMR indicate acceptable fit suggesting that factor
structure is equivalent across groups.

Metric invariance constrains factor loadings for like items to be equivalent across groups.
A significant reduction in fit relative to the configural invariance model would indicate that
factor loadings vary by sex. Minimal change was observed in RMSEA and SRMR, while BIC
indicates an improvement in fit. We can conclude that factor structure and loadings are

generalizable across sexes.
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Scalar invariance constrains factor loadings and intercepts to be equal across groups.
Again, the addition of this constraint had minimal effect on model fit. Overall, these analyses

suggest that model structure, item loadings, and item intercepts are comparable across sexes.
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Table A1l

Test of Measurement Invariance Across Sex

IT“eV:t‘“ance \ df CFI TLI RMSEA (90% CI) SRMR BIC
Configural 26746.18% 9484 706 .700 .055(.055,.056)  .073 290456
Metric 26913.53* 9578 705 .701  .055(.055,.056)  .075 289959
Scalar 27368.83% 9672 .699 .698 .056(.055,.056)  .074 289749

Note: The RMSEA of the null model was calculated as .101. Kenny (2015) suggests that incrimental fit
indices (e.g., CFI, TLI) are unlikely to be informative when the null model has RMSEA < .158.
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Example Item Content to Eight Factors
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Scale Item 1.1 21 22 3.1 43 44 51 52 53 54 55 61 62 63 64 65 66 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 81 82 83 84 85 86 87 88
IPIPNEO I am concerned about others. 266% |.76% .44 |.78* 35 44 |78 30 34 37 42 |78 35 31 36 28 .34 |78 34 33 37 27 33 24 |78 37 33 27 44 36 22 .07
BFAS I sympathize with others’ feelings. 63 |.76*% 41 |.T7* 36 45 |g7% 22 33 .39 40 |76 36 .29 .39 23 .27 |.Jg6% 34 30 38 22 25 28 |77 36 30 29 43 28 26 .02
BFAS I can’t be bothered with other’s needs. J0* |.74% 54 |.3* 42 48 |.J75% 42 34 49 37 |.Jg6* .51 35 21 .38 .39 [.76* 49 37 21 37 37 36 [J5* 52 40 .16 .38 .38 38 21
FIFFM I try to take others” feelings into account. 65* |.75% 44 |.76* 38 .52 |75 20 34 45 46 |.J74* 40 29 .50 21 .29 [.74% 40 31 .S50* 19 27 27 |.Jg5* 43 28 37 50 32 22 -04
BFAS T like to do things for others. .60 [.72% 38 | .74 34 41 |73+ 22 35 32 40 |J73* 29 31 4121 29 (3% 26 .32 40 21 28 23 |Jg3* 29 30 31 43 31 .19 .01
FIFFM If T knew I wouldn't get caught, I'd be willing to break the law. A48 [ .31 .56 | 26 34 33 32 .65* 39 23131 40 28 15 30 .J74* (.30 32 28 U5 29 .J4* 33 |31 37 29 .15 27 .J4* 33 .19
IPIPNEO I use flattery to get ahead. A1 [ I8 56 14 22 .39 17 34 38 .6 39 22 05 .56 .55 (.07 29 20 05 55 .54 34 | .17 37 21 .04 33 53 36 .48
HEXACO If I want something from someone, I will laugh at that person's worst jokes. 38 [ .19 49 | .15 20 .30 | .19 25 31 .9 29 22 02 .50 .56 (.09 21 20 .02 .50 .56 28 |.19 28 20 .04 27 .55 29 .45
IPIPNEO [ cheat to get ahead. 57 | 41 61% | 39 30 48 | 43 50 35 |42 52 .19 17 42 .63* | 40 .58* 24 .19 40 .63* 25 | 41 60 27 07 40 .63% 28 .23
BFAS I take advantage of others. 63 | 48  .65% | 45 35 54 | 48 52 45 | 47 54 27 24 48 61 |46 51 28 25 46 .60 37 | 47 .55 30 .14 48 61% .40 .26
IPIPNEO I distrust people. A1 [ 37 38 | 27 67% 17 | 28 33 .06 29 34 73 10 .08 .28 | 29 18 .Jg6* .11 .07 27 40 |28 25 .9* 32 .06 27 .35 .07
FIFFM 1 generally take people at their word. 43 [ 43 35 | 35 63% 22 | 35 29 17 34 26 .68+ 27 .05 25| 34 .16 .J4* 28 04 24 30 (.35 22 J73* 43 I8 26 .21 -02
FIFFM I have a hard time taking someone’s word. 42 [ 37 40 | 27 66% 22 | 28 36 .11 28 .37 g1 a1 13 26 | 28 21 4 12 12 24 42 |28 28 6* 33 .09 25 36 .12
BFI 1 see myself as someone who is generally trusting. 42 | 43 34 | 36 61% 22 | 35 31 16 34 2 .64 33 -01 27 |35 .14 .67%* 34 -03 26 31 |35 .19 .66 46 .19 29 22 -1l
FIFFM 1 think most people act in good faith. 41 | 42 33 | 35 S8 .20 | 34 26 .16 34 24 64 25 06 .26 | 34 .14 .69¢* 26 05 25 27 .35 20 .Jg0* 39 .18 27 .19 -01
BFAS Tinsult people. 61 | 45 .65*% | 39 49 .60* | 41 J0* 37 |39 Jg1* 34 26 34 48 | .38 .63 33 27 31 45 52 | 39 .68 34 25 39 46 52 .15
HEXACO People think of me as someone who has a quick temper. 52 (.37 57 | 31 50 .59* | 30 . . 69* .37 | .28 .68* .34 31 26 32| .27 .58 32 32 23 29 52|29 .66+ 28 35 34 31 47 .1
BFI I see myself as someone who is sometimes rude to others. 56 .42 58 37 £ 57 138 36 .32 .69* 32 |.36 .67 30 31 22 41 |37 .52 26 31 .19 39 57 |37 56 26 28 35 40 .59 .02
BFI I see myself as someone who starts quarrels with others. 54|38 59 | 35 . . K 37 .60*% | 35 40 .20 .66* 40 34 .67* .19 28 34 40 | 32 g0* 22 29 31 38 38 33 73 22 19 42 40 38 .13
FIFFM Some people see me as insensitive. 65% | 59 58 | 54 55 51 (.53 42 52 54 (.56 38 40 64 33 .56 .64* 39 26 28 40 | .57 46 35 25 25 37 .60* | 56 .51 37 25 35 38 .63* .09
FIFFM I try to be modest about my accomplishments. 49 [ 42 47 | 43 52 14 | 39 29 I8 61* | 38 25 .18 .37 .68* | 36 .34 12 .54* 43 29 .35 31 .11 .S54% 43 27 23 |38 33 .11 24 3% 31 24 .08
FIFFM I don’t like to brag about my accomplishments. 42 (32 43|33 50 0729 29 1 58129 26 .12 31 .68 )2 30 .06 45 .50 24 (26 28 05 45 .50 23 20|29 31 .04 19 67% 26 21 21
FIFFM I'm not one to boast or brag. 39 29 41|30 46 09|26 25 13 55|26 22 .13 31 .63* |23 28 .08 47 42 24|23 25 06 .47 41 23 20|26 27 .06 21 65% 26 21 .11
FIFFM It is better to be modest and humble than to be proud and boastful. 49 [ 43 45 | 44 50 14 | 41 31 18 56 | 41 27 17 35 .62¢ | 39 32 11 48 41 31 .38 36 .13 49 40 30 16 [ 41 38 12 24 64* 34 15 .11
FIFFM 1 like to show off whenever I can. A8 | 31 56 | 31 .62 15 | 30 53 1S 56 | 30 .51 11 38 .59% | 29 43 12 .19 .66* 39 | 29 39 11 19 .65%* 38 30 |30 43 15 00 .57 38 38 .44

Note . For each factor, the five highest loading items that in are in the table are in bold and underlined. An asterisk indicates that

the item is among the five highest loading items for that factor.

http://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/jopy

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved.

Page 50 of 54



Page 51 of 54 Journal of Personality

Supplemental Table 2
Factor Score Correlations with Agreeable Scales to Eight Factors

FL1 |F2.1 F2.2 |F3.1 F32 F3.3[F4.1 F42 F43 F44 |F5.1 F52 F5.5 |F6.1 F62 F6.3 F64 F6.5 F6.6 |F7.1 F7.2 F73 F7.4 F7.5 F7.6 F7.7 [F81 F82 F83 F84 F85 F86 F87 F88
BFI-A 87 |81 73% 70" 80° [.70°  50° .83 74* |73 450 520 |71t 780 68 61t 27° s58° |720 58" 66° 61" 240 550 74 73 66" 620 6500 55 590 68 -0l
NEO-A 93 |[82° a7 84 70° |77t 74 69" 76" |79"  70° 64 78" 76" 62" 420 62" 70° |78" 65" .63 42° 60" 67" 65" [79" .73° 64 40" 63° 69" 64 37
Trust AT |45 35" 26" 78 [36" 26" 260 21° 36" 26 120 36" 34* 83" 23° 06" 317 |36 18" .88 24° 05¢ 30 42" [36" 25° 90 47t 3 320 33 02f
Morality 68 43" 37" 82" 45° (39" 87" 41° 60° [42° 86" 50° |41° 64”34 18" 66" .83° |41° 57° 33 18 .65 .83 50 [41°7 63" 36* .11° 510 .82 550 a8
Altruism 80 [.88" 88" 55" 51°[.88" 41 53¢ 57° |.89" 38" 46° [.89" 53" 43° 49" 27'  47° (89" 47" 43" 48" 25° 45" 44° [89" 50" 43" 39° 51 49° 420 o0
Cooperative 1 [49® 420 39° 440 57° 47° | 42* 85 44* 3¢ 46 57¢ |41 79 44 33° 42t 540 63° [42* 86" 34° 46" 560 610 27"
Modesty 35 |20 23" . ¢ |.22° 2 41° 550 (210 29° 020 14Y 6527|220 25" -01° 3¢ 650 26° 23" [22°  20% 02° -06° 500 25" 31°  49%
Sympathy 67 |.81° 83" 43° 34 |.84° 83" 29° 45° [.84% 35 34b¢ 33%¢ 350 p9¢ [g5t  30%¢ 34%¢ 33b¢ 35% 27°  31%¢[84%  35° 32 28%de 42¢ 9% 29¢  jo¢
HEX-A 68 |53° 42° 60° .80° [37° 400 34° 48° |37° 720 74° 54 26 42 [40° 36" 65" 53 230 39° 87° |40 530 520 790 38t 43t ;2 150
Forgive 43 |36 26" 30" 70" |.24%¢ 25°  20° 23% |24% 36" 4% 32 0% 26™ [26° 03" .68 31" 09" 25° .60° [26™ 20t 55° .69° .10° 27° 437 15
Gentle 65 |56 49" 55" 64" |.44® 46" 25° 540 44 61° 60" 60" 26° 34Y |45t 34° 54¢ 58 240 31 700 |46 47" 43 g0° 47" 36 580 07°
Flexible 52 (38" 30" .50° .57° |27 300 34 34 [28* 59" 49 3% 25t 38¢ |30% 27° 38" 30% 23" 36" .4 [30" 38" 320 47¢ 28" 370 a0t st
Patient 50 |34° 26" .50 .55° |.20° 24° 24° 39% 210 66" 45 447 20" 310 |22%° 46" 40" 43° 170 28° .63 [23° 58" 29 58" 320 310 52' 08°
HEX-H 67 |45° 410 79" 417 |43 43 82" 640 (420 49" 39" 240 780 76" |42t 370 38" 240 787 750 46" [43° 49 350 220 570 75 44 6s
Sincerity 41 220 18* 55° 27° [20° 21* 65" 400 |20% 29" 26 11° 550 610 [210 .18* 23 10° 550 62f 32° 210 27 210 12 350 1% 32 49"
Fairness 530|350 30" .60° 44° [33° 35" 70" 28 34" 45 330 19° 36" .79° |34° 40" 34" 9% 34" 79° 35° [34% 450 350 19¢ 320 g9t 350 03¢
Greed Avoidance 38 |.24° 22" 46" 22° |22 217 47° A48 21" 24* 20% 08" 63 32¢ |22° 10" 26" 07" 64t 320 32 [22% 24% 20 16" 33" 31" 27" 67
Modesty 63 |51° 52° 68" 23°|.51° 50" .53° 6% |49 44 24° 36° 760 42 [49"  42° 24° 36" 5% 41® 320|510 48 230 17 a0t 430 34 527
HEX-Altruism J8 |81 80" .60° .48° |.81° 82" 45" 48" |.82% 58" 41c 39° 38° 48t |.81° 53° 410 390 377 46t 45t 82" 57" 42¢ 320 50° 48 44% 15
FIFFM-A 94 |80 73" 85° 79 [.72° 74" 0™ 665|720 77 1t s st 77t |73t 57 69 540 530 74t 740 74 66 71D 510 69 77t 73t a5t
Empathy 86 .94 93" 62° .55°|.92° 94" 40° 53¢ 93" 61" 47° 548 32 49°¢ (93 51 45" 53% 300 46 53¢ [.93° 55%¢ 45t 44° 57" 50% 5% 2¢
Trust 53|48 36" 35 84" |37 37 36 16 [37% 40 90" 20° 16 39" 38" 21" 94° 21" 14> 370 500 |38 300 .95 47t 15 390 42 3¢
Straightforward 72 |46° 38" 81" ,64° [39° 42 82" 44° 40" 11" 498 320 48 91° (410 48" 42 31" 47" 90° .t [41® 56 43 33 47t 900 4T 29°
Modesty 68 [53° 53 78" 24° [49° 50° 48" 89 |47t 57° 19° 59" 72! 46* |46 53° 170 59° 1t 44t 41t |49° 56" 190 24%  92' 47t 470 30°
BFAS-A 94 |90 88" 81" 55°|.88" 90" 60" 47° 74 68 [89" 74" 44 5190 570 63° 88" 70" 45° 519 54t e0° 550 [89"  75° 46 360 700 3 55T 25t
Compassion 83 |93 94" 58 47° |95 95" 41° 4% 555 49%9 (96" 54°  40°  40°  38°  44° (96" 52" 42 40°  36° 41°  40° [95% 55° 44° 30 52" 44° 400 4
Politeness 84 |66 62° 89" 52°[59° 72" 53¢ 86" 62" 68" 41° 79¢ 73° |.60° 79" 39° 510 64 70° [59° 74" 39° 510 e2° .68° .58% |.61° 80" 39° 35  g75' 700 590 32°

74 are significant at p <.01. At each factor level (i.e., F3.1, F3.2, F3.3), correlations in the same row with different superscripts are significantly different from one another at p <.01. The five largest facet-level correlations for

Note. All correlations greater than [
each factor are underlined and in bold.
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Profile Similarity of Agreeableness Factors and Factor Score Correlations

Journal of Personality

F1.1
F2.1
F2.2

F3.1
F3.2
F3.3

F4.1
F42
F4.3
F44

F5.1
F5.2
F5.3
F5.4
F5.5

F6.1
F6.2
F6.3
F6.4
F6.5
F6.6

F7.1
F7.2
F73
F7.4
F7.5
F7.6
F7.7

F8.1
F8.2
F8.3
F8.4
F8.5
F8.6
F8.7
F8.8

Supplemental Table 3
F1.I F2.1 F22
91 92
89 .67
77 39
86 99 35
.70 33 95
38 33 30
85 98 .34
A1 .04 78
40 37 28
77 52 .83
87 98 .38
34 -02 72
24 29 .09
77 53 .80
53 33 .60
86 98 .36
.76 49 .86
.19 22 .07
71 .68 .48
A8 -07 47
50 14 81
85 98 .35
.82 59 .83
23 28 .06
73 70 .49
A5 -09 43
A7 A1 .78
41 21 53
86 98 .36
.81 54 .87
30 35 .12
23 27 .08
.67 A48 .68
52 17 .82
.56 28 .74
-27  -48 .12

F3.1 F32 F33
85 89 .73
99 63 .61
59 98 .72
58 47
34 57
18 -.03
99 33 .15
05 84 -1l
23 -04 .99
52 85 .07
100 36 .18
-0l 79 -.14
15 -23 .96
45 64 .59
40 77 -37
99 34 .17
42 73 5
08 -25 .95
64 38 41
02 70 -62
12 79 .15
99 33 .18
58 82 .15
14 -25 93
66 39 42
00 .67 -.64
09 78 .12
08 28 .79
100 34 .17
51 83 25
22 -17 .88
15 -20 .83
54 82 -29
14 80 .16
18 56 .63
-40 33 -.63

F4.1 F42 F43 F44

.84
98
.57

99
.56
.46

1.00
.36
.06
57
.04

1.00 .

.56

.58
.03

.02

1.00 .

-35

72
43
.87

37
.88
.51

41

-19
44

12

1.00
-32
28
46

11
.39
-28
-12

.56

74
.64
71

51
.56
99

48
44

13

22
-23
.96
.63
-32

21
55
94
50
64
06

22
18
91
51
-67
03
81

22
28
85
88
-25
08
65
-69

.86
.68
.88

.65
.90
.50

.59
.59
.55

.50
.36
-.08
.80
.84

47
.83
-.15
5
46
42

47
.85
-.17
15
43
.38
44

.49
.88
-15
12
.87
43
.64
.00

F5.1 F52 F53 F54 F5.5

.86
98
.61

.99
.59
.49

1.00
43
Sl
.62

.06
13
44
.38

1.00
42
.07
.59
.04
19

1.00
.60
.14
.61
.02
.16
.06

1.00

52
23
11
.53
21
18
=37

.68
.39
.83

32
.84
.49

37
1.00
41
53

.39

-33
.20
41

.05
32
-28
-.20

13
-50
A7
92
24
61

.65
.60
.59

48
A4
94

46
35
.95
A3

46
33

40
-42

13
31
.99
38
69
-.08

15
-.06
97
38
70
-11
68

13
.04
91
.87
-38
-.06
46
-.64

.84
.65
.88

.56
.83
72

Sl
.60
.76
.87

57
54
.55

35

42
99
34
.76
-.05
43

42
81
.30
17
-.10
.39
.80

43
88
.29
.53
44
45
.88
-42

72
.59
72

.60
78
27

.54
49
32
.89

.54
44
32
.55

36
Al

.48
49
8
29

35
.59
.48
49
7
28
.00

37
57
-43
-25
.96
.30
22
.39

F6.1 F6.2 F6.3 F6.4 F6.5 F6.6

.85
98
.59

99
57
48

1.00
43
.50
.59

1.00
.39
45
54
Sl

.39
.07
57
.03
18

1.00
.58
14
.58

.83
.60
.89

52
.86
.70

48
.67
72
.84

.54
.62
.51
.98
.53

52

.26
.69
.07
.51

.39
.85
23
.70
.03
46
.76

1.00 .40

15

92
23
42
49
52
.88

-37 -29

.63
.55
.60

2
44
95

42
40
.94
37

43
.39
.99
.53
25

42
Sl

27
-.67
-.05

.81
-44
-.04
43
-57

.58
.60
46

.59
45
.36

51
.06
45
71

52
.01
46
52
72

A7
.38
31

-.14
.02

.58
.55
24
1.00
-17
-.03
.58

59
58
20
62
54
05
59
-57

.58
35
71

34
.79
.18

.34
77
15
.64

.35
.76
.14
.39
.74

35
49
.19
.08

A7

01
35
-.64
-14

1.00
48
33

03
32
-54
-70
72
46
-07
84

72
48
.84

41
.82
.58

44
93
52
56

47
92
42
.62
43

A5
.63
44
26
53

1.00
45
.29

F7.1 F7.2 F7.3 F7.4 F1.5 F1.6 F1.7

.85
.98
.59

.99
.57
49

1.00
A3
.51
.58

1.00
.39
A7
.54
.51

1.00
52
44
A7
34
45

.56
.16
.59
.00
.14
.06

1.00
49
24
A1
.50
.19
.16
-38

.67
.52
1

.49
73
.39

.46
.56
41
73

Sl
51
17
82
45

.50
85
17
.28
44
.50

46

-.06
.58
31
.53
31

.58
.98
.03
-.01
72
57
.53
-.10

.61
.56
.56

44
40
93

43
.39
91
34

A4
38
96
49
23

A4
48
.98
.29
.16
43

A5
23

25
-.65
-.05
.54

.14
.02
97
74
-41
-.01
.34
-.56

.58
.60
45

59
A4
36

.51
.06
45
71

.51
.00
45
.52
71

A7
.38
31
1.00
.08
.26

A7
31
.30

-.16
-01
.57

.60
.60
22
61
55
07
58
-57

.56
33
.68

32
11
.16

33
5
13
.61

.33
5
13
.35
74

33
45
17
.07
1.00
.52

33
.39
15
.07

.46
-36

01
28
-56
)
70
44
-10
86

.70
45
.81

.38
.80
.55

42
92
49
52

A4
91
40
58
41

A3
.59
42
24
52
1.00

A3
A7
41
24
.51

18

14
53
.06
27
39

1.00
41
32

72
52
.79

41
.70
.82

37
.57
.83
.67

41
.54
72
.82
43

40
.82
.73
.35
.39
.55

43
.39
.60
32
.36
52

.06
46
44
.80
-01
23
93
-43

F8.1 F8.2 F83 F8.4 F85 F8.6 F8.7 F88

.86 .76
98 .57
.60 .81
99 .52
.58 .81
49 52
1.00 .48
43 .63
5154
.61 81
1.00 .54
39 .58
47 33
55 .89
54 54
1.00 .52
520 .92
4333
5133
35 .52
45 .56
1.00 .50
A8 97
A5 .37
51 .36
34 48
43 .53
42 .55
Sl
.50
23 .07
A1 12
52 .67
19 .57
16 .64
-37 -.09

.60
.54
.55

42
41
.88

43
44
.85
29

A4
44
88
47
17

A5
A48
92
17
.20
45

A5
.30
97
18
18
43
.54

45
39

.60
-32
.09
.30
-.52

52
52
43

45
32
.68

.38
.04
74
.50

.38
.00
.78
51
44

35
.39
.69
.79
-.07
23

37
.09
.63
.78
-.08
21
.58

39
24
A4

-27
-21
.56
=71

73
.62
.70

.64
11
23

.58
48
.28
88

.59
43
.26
.57
.96

.55
.53
17
11
.64
48

54
.54
18
11
.63
.46
34

.58
.56
.16
37

42
.26
.25

73
.50
.83

43
81
.58

46
.89
52
57

A48
.88
44
.61
46

46
.60
44
33
.50
.99

46
49
A3
33
49
.99
53

A7
.55
44
29
52

45
.26

.70
48
.79

.38
73
71

.36
.65
71
.65

40
.62
.56
.80
40

.39
.84
.59
21
A7
.58

42
46
A7
.19
44
.55
95

40
.57
47
34
35
.54

-29

27
05
A4

.02
.49
11

.06
.64
.05
24

.06
.66
.08
.10
.36

.07
25
19
-34
85
.34

Note . The lower diagnonal depicts the profile similarity of the factors as measured by the Pearson correlation coefficent of the profiles from Supplemental Table 2.

analysis are underlined. The upper diagonal identfies the Pearson correlations of the factor scores across each of the levels.
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The factors with the most similar profiles at each level of the
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Supplemental Table 4

Factor Score Correlations with External Criterion Measures to Eight Factors

Journal of Personality

FL1[F2.1 F22[F3.1 F3.2 F3.3[F4.1 F42 F43 F44|F5.1 F52 F53 F54 F55|F6.1 F62 F63 F64 F6.5 F6.6| F1.1 F72 F73 F74 F75 F7.6 F1.7| F8.1 F82 F83 F84 F85 F86 F8.7 F88
jide
Love 81].76" 72" |.71% 68° .61°|.70° .55° .62° .66 |.73" 52° .53 69° 50" |.72° .68° .51° 43¢ 40° 56°| .72 55 49" 43¢ 38' 54® 610 | 72* 61" 50° 39¢ 53%¢ 56 61" 15"
Dominance -05].10" -18°|.10" -24° 09° |.12° 17 08" -25'[.12° -17° 08* 09 -33' 13" -12° 08" -05° -39 -06'|.13" -10° 10" -05° -39° -05° -09° | .12* 14> 11 06" -27 -05° -12° -3
FEM
Neuroticism S23]-13" 2297 |-.06" -22° - 41°|-.04" -17 41 -22°[-06" -16° -37 -34° -08P|-05" -32° -36° -19° 00" -23|-06 -16 -33° -18° 01" -22° -37|-06" -22°-28" -35 -06 -24° -31° .02°
Extraversion 08].21° -06°|.20° -13° 20°|.21° -09° 20 -13°|.22° -09° .19* .03° -23%|.22° -01° .18* 03" -31° .02°| 23 -06° .18% .02°¢ -32° .02¢ .06 |.22° -07° .18* .15° -19° 03¢ 03¢ -28
Openness 19 .29° 07°|.31° .06° .09°[.30% -01° .12° .13°|.30° -03° .11° .12° .10° |.30° .10° .09°¢ .15° .00°¢ .00%[ .20 .14° .11 16° .00° -01° .03°[.30° .15° .08 .16° .09° .01°¢ -02¢ -o4
Conscientiousness .35 |27 38" 24" 36" 29°|.23" 33" 28" 32 [26™° 31% 19" 39° .19° |.24° 37° 18 22%° 13° 40" 24" 32 16°¢ 22%¢ 11 39" 30% |25%° 33° 17° .18™ 24T 40° 31°7 .02
Externalizing
Proactive Aggression -.46|-32" -.52°|-28" -.52° -31°|-28" -47 -30° -46°|-30" -45° -1 -50° -33*[-30° -.52° -20° -.15° -38 -42%)28 -5 20 16 -36% -41° -320 |29% 57 23 108 o334 _41° 340 o5
Reactive Aggression -.36 (19" - 45" [-.12* - 40° - 45" [-10" -36" -45° -36"[-.13" -34° -34° -50° 17" [-12° -51° -36° -12° -20° -35(-12° -36" -33° -12' -18" -33° -49° [-12% 44’ -30°F -27¢ -3 -33° 46 -7
CAB-Drugs -05].06* -.14°].09* -.13° -.12°|.08" -20° -.10° -.03°].07" -21° -.07¢ -.10° .02*¢ |.08* -.10° -.09° .03%° 05> -24Y| 07° -.04°¢ -.07°¢ .03%¢ -.05°¢ -24° -.13% | 08" -.05° -.08°¢ -.01*® 00° -23° -15° -06°
CAB-Crimes -23[- 110 =310 07" -30° 247 |08 -35° -21° -19°[-10° 34" 16 -26° -11° [-09° -27° 18 -04" -18° -37'[-09% 23" 17" -04 17 236" -22° [-09° 25" -9 06 12 -3¢ -24 13

Note . IPC = Interpersonal Circumplex; FFM = Five-Factor Model. All correlations greater thant | = .074 are significant at p <.01. At each factor level (i.e., F3.1, F3.2, F3.3), correlations in the same row with different superscripts are significantly different

from one another at p <.01.
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Agreeableness (1.1)

91 92
- Civility vs.
Compassion vs. Incivility (2.2)
Callousness (2.1)
98 72
99
Y Civility vs. Trust vs.
Compassion vs. Incivility (3.2) Distrust (3.3)
Callousness (3.1)
.88 .90
99 .99
\4 A 4
- “ Amiability vs. Trust vs.
Compassion vs. Morality vs. .
Callousness (4.1) Immorality (4.2) Rudeness (4.4) Distrust (4.3)
.89
1.00 1.00 .76 95
Y A 4
Compassion vs. Morality vs. Modesty vs. Affability vs. Trust vs.
Callousness (5.1) Immorality (5.2) Arrogance (5.5) Combativeness (5.4) Distrust (5.3)
1.00 92 x‘/ . " N
v A A 4
1) | | (6.6) | | (6.5) | (6.4) | (6.2) | | 6.3)
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 .85 .82 73 98
A4 A4 Y v
a.n | (7.6) | | (7.5) | (1.4) | (1.2) | | a7 | | (1.3)
1.00 99 86 .78 77 97 95 97
A \ 4 A4 A4 VL
3.1 | (8.6) | | 8.8) | | (8.4) | | (8.5) | | 8.2) | 8.7 | | (83)

Supplemental Figure 2. Hierarchical Structure of the Agreeableness Domain to Eight Factors.

Note. All correlations less than .70 were removed.
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