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Abstract

The aim of the psycholexical study was to classify the terms describing individual differences in the Ukrainian language.

Method. To accomplish this objective, we analysed 220,000 entries included in a universal dictionary of Ukrainian and identified
20,024 terms - adjectives, participles, type-nouns, and attribute-nouns - used to describe human characteristics. The identified
person-descriptive terms were classified by a team of five trained judges into 13 categories and subcategories. The judges’ taxonomic
decisions were tested for validity and interjudge agreement.

Results. This procedure yielded lists of Ukrainian personality descriptors, consisting, respectively, of 2,426 adjectives, 2,255
participles, 1,653 attribute-nouns, and 1,474 type-nouns. The analysis of semantic redundancy of terms representing different parts
of speech but having the same common morpheme among dispositional descriptors identified a total of 1,634 morphemes that
differed in terms of meaning. The analysis identified 212 (22.0% of morphemes) type-nouns that could not be replaced by any
different part of speech with the same morpheme to describe the same personality trait.

Conclusions. Ukrainian personality lexicon has a comparable or higher diversity of personality-descriptive vocabulary, attested
to by the presence of 96% Big Factors markers from international comparative analyses of psycholexical structures of natural
languages. The results of the study contribute to the debate on universals in the description of individual differences and constitute

the basis for future questionnaire-based studies aimed at identifying the psycholexical structure of the Ukrainian language.
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Streszczenie

Celem przeprowadzonych badan psycholeksykalnych byta klasyfikacja terminéw, ktére stuzg opisom réznic indywidualnych
w jezyku ukrainskim. Sg to pierwsze badania psycholeksykalne jezyka ukrainskiego.

Metoda. Aby ten cel zrealizowa¢ przeprowadzono analize 220 tys. haset zawartych w uniwersalnym stowniku jezyka
ukrainskiego i wyodrebniono 20,024 terminéw - przymiotnikéw, imiestowdw, rzeczownikéw typologicznych i rzeczownikéw
atrybutywnych - uzywanych do opisu ludzkich wtasciwosci. Zidentyfikowane deskryptory osobowe zostaty poklasyfikowane przez
zespot przeszkolonych pieciu sedzidéw do trzynastu kategorii i podkategorii. Decyzje taksonomiczne sedziéw zostaty zweryfikowane
z uwagi na ich trafnos¢ i rzetelnosc.

Wyniki. W efekcie opracowano trzy listy deskryptoréw osobowosci jezyka ukrainskiego, zawierajacych odpowiednio 2,426
przymiotnikéw, 2,255 imiestowoéw, 1,653 rzeczownikow atrybutywnych i 1,474 rzeczownikéw typologicznych. Analiza semantycznej
redundancji terminéw reprezentujacych rézne cze$ci mowy, ale posiadajacych ten sam wspoélny morfem wsréd deskryptoréw
dyspozycji pozwolita zidentyfikowac¢ ogétem 1,634 morfeméw o odmiennym znaczeniu. Zidentyfikowano w ten sposéb 212 (22.0%)
rzeczownikéw typologicznych, ktére nie moga by¢ zastgpione przez inne cze$ci mowy z takim samym morfemem w opisie tej samej
cechy osobowosci.

WhioskKi. Ukrainski leksykon osobowosci posiada poréwnywalng lub wiekszg réznorodno$¢ w poréwnaniu do innych jezykow.
Wyniki badan wnosza wktad w dyskusje na temat uniwersaliéw w zakresie opisu réznic indywidualnych oraz stanowia podstawe dla

przysztych badan kwestionariuszowych zmierzajacych do identyfikacji struktury psycholeksykalnej jezyka ukrainskiego.

Stowa kluczowe: réznice indywidualne, osobowo$¢, taksonomia psycholeksykalna, jezyk ukrainski
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Introduction

The fundamental assumption of the psycholexical
approach in personality theory is that the most important
individual differences significant from the point of view
of human social functioning have been discerned and
appropriately named in the course of the evolution of
natural language in a given culture; the more important a
particular difference is, the more terms have been invented
to describe it [1]. According to this assumption, the analysis
of the psycholexical structure of natural languages makes it
possible to identify the most important traits/dimensions
in the description of human personality and to develop
instruments for measuring them. The comparison of the
results of psycholexical studies devoted to many natural
languages makes it possible, on the one hand, to identify
the universal dimensions of the perception of individual
differences across cultures (etic approach), and on the other
- to identify the traits that are significant only in some of
them (emic approach). The outcomes of this search for
universals include the Big Five [2,3], the Big Six [4], or the
Big Seven [5].

Firstly, to make fully responsible assertions about the
universality of a particular number of personality traits in a
descriptive approach, itis necessary to conduct psycholexical
studies of numerous natural languages diverse in cultural,
geographical, civilisation, and other terms. Despite many
efforts, the currently dominant trait models are still derived
from studies on European languages. Secondly, these studies
should follow compatible research procedures in order for
cross-cultural comparisons to be possible.

A study can be called psycholexical and compared
with the results of research devoted to other natural
languages if (1) it is conducted on a representative sample
of terms used for describing individual differences in a given
language, and if (2) the factor structure of the list of trait
descriptors is established based on a representative sample
of descriptions generated by users of a given language in a
particular culture. The first of the above stages determines
the result of the second stage, which means it is crucial in
psycholexical research [6].

A definite majority of the psycholexical studies
conducted to date have been based on adjectival material,
which puts them at risk of the error of reductionism: this
would mean that only the one which can be described by
means of adjectives is a personality trait. The results of
studies on the Polish language [7,8] show that, in morphemic
terms, adjectives do not account for all the words used
to describe personality; for this reason, a complete
psycholexical classification should cover all parts of speech.

The second important issue discussed in the literature
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is that the number and content of the identified traits
describing individual differences depend on the scope of the
definition of personality trait [9]. In the restrictive (exclusive)
approach, predominant in the literature on the subject, only
descriptors of relatively stable behaviour patterns that are
of mental origin are taken into account [10,11]. In the non-
restrictive (inclusive) approach, by contrast, personality
terms additionally include descriptors of mental states,
social effects, worldview, pure evaluations, or even terms
describing the specificity of external appearance [e.g. 5].

Research Objective

Ukrainian is one of a few thousand languages in the
world whose psycholexical structure has not yet been
explored. Together with Belarusian and Russian, Ukrainian
belongs to the group of East Slavic languages, which is part
of the Indo-European language family. The vocabulary of
Ukrainian makes it the most similar to Belarusian, Polish,
Slovak, and Russian. It is estimated that this language is
spoken by 41 to 45 million people, of whom at least 70-75%
live in Ukraine [12]. This means it ranks third among Slavic
languages, after Russian and Polish.

The aim of the presented research was to systematise
and classify the domain of Ukrainian personality descriptors
based on homogeneous and up-to-date lexical data in order
to provide the basis for broad and multifaceted research in
the future. This main objective can be made more specific in
the form of the following research questions:

Q1: How many person-descriptive terms are there in
Ukrainian? What proportion does each type of linguistic unit
account for (nouns, adjectives, and participles)?

Q2: Whatis the proportion of personality descriptors against
other categories of person-descriptive terms in Ukrainian?

Q3: Does the psycholexical structure of person-descriptive
terms in Ukrainian differ depending on the type of lexical
unit?

Q4: Do dispositional adjectives in Ukrainian account for all
the Big-Factor markers?

Due to the exploratory character of the study, we did not
formulate research hypotheses.

Method

The
Differences.

Selection of Terms Describing Individual
We chose the unabridged electronic version of the
Universal Dictionary of Modern Ukrainian, published in

2009 [13] as the most complete and up-to-date source of the
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Ukrainian lexicon. It covers the vocabulary of the second half
of the 20th century and the beginning of the 21st century.
With proper names excluded, this dictionary contains
approximately 220,000 entries. Because the author did not
state the frequency of occurrence for words representing
various parts of speech, we estimated the frequencies on
the basis of randomly chosen pages in the printed version
of the dictionary: 42,405 adjectives, 108,488 nouns, and
12,251 participles. In the process of classification, we used
the information provided in the dictionary on which words
were outdated and which had metaphorical meanings.

The
characteristics was performed independently by two

selection of words describing personality
fifth-year students of psychology whose mother tongue
was Ukrainian. The result of the selection was subsequently
verified by a bilingual senior academic staff member.
All judges were given theoretical and practical training.
During the practical training, the judges performed two
trial selections of 300 words; selection results were verified
and differences in decisions were discussed in the light of
the literature. The judges’ task was to select all adjectives,
participles, and nouns (divided into type-nouns and
attribute-nouns) describing the individual characteristics of
other people and make it possible to differentiate them. They
took into account all the meanings of the words given in the
dictionary as well as colloquial meanings not included in the
dictionary. When deciding on whether a given word was a
person-descriptive term, the judges applied the selection
criteria proposed by Angleitner et al. [10]. The following
categories of words were used as exclusion criteria:
(1) words that do not differentiate people from one another
and that describe the characteristics of all people; (2) words
that refer to geographical origin, nationality, citizenship, and
religious or professional affiliation; (3) terms that are rarely
understood as describing human characteristics.

In the case of doubts regarding whether a given word
meets the criteria for a person-descriptive term, the judge
put it on the list because in subsequent stages the list was
rated by a larger number of competent judges. All the words
selected by at least one judge were preliminarily classified as
person-descriptive terms. This procedure makes it possible
to minimise the likelihood of overlooking words that can
describe human characteristics. The final list contained
21,970 person-descriptive terms.

Psycholexical Taxonomy Procedure

Person-descriptive terms selected from the dictionary
were rated by five individuals who had been users of the
Ukrainian language since their childhood, co-authors of the
present paper with psychological education as well as with

theoretical and practical background necessary for their
role. Apart from thorough training, four of the five judges
had previously taken part in the psycholexical classification
of ten to twenty thousand person-descriptive terms in
Russian or Polish (they were bilingual or trilingual). Their
motivation to perform the task diligently can be regarded as
high.

For the purpose of the study, we adapted the taxonomy
procedure from a German psycholexical study [10], which
is one of the most often used procedures in this kind of
research and which offers the broadest possibilities of
subsequent application of the results. First, the judges rated
whether or not a given word was comprehensible to them.
Next, the judge rated whether or not the word qualified as
a person-descriptive term. In the third step, the judge rated
the valence of the word on a 5-point scale (1 = strongly
negative, 2 = negative, 3 = neutral, 4 = positive, 5 = strongly
positive). After the judges’ ratings were averaged, the words
for which the mean rating ranged from 1.0 to 2.74 were
classified as negative, those with mean ratings between
2.75 and 3.25 - as neutral, and those with mean ratings
between 3.26 and 5.00 - as positive.

Every word classified as a person-descriptive
term was further classified into one of 13 categories/
subcategories: (1) (1a)
and character; (1b) abilities, talents, or their absence;

dispositions; temperament
(2) temporary conditions; (2a) experiential states: emotions,
moods, and cognitions; (2b) physical and bodily states;
(2c) observable activities; (3) social and reputational
aspects; (3a) roles and relationships; (3b) social effects:
reactions of others; (3c) pure evaluations; (3d) attitudes and
worldviews; (4) overt characteristics and appearance; (4a)
anatomy, constitution, and morphology; (4b) appearance and
looks; (5) specialist and technical terms; (6) metaphorical
terms. The last category was non-classifiable terms. In
the case of rating whether or not a given expression had a
metaphorical meaning as well, the judges took into account
the dictionary note, which facilitated the classification of
terms into this category, supplemented by judges’ decision
if they discerned a metaphorical meaning despite the lack of
this classification in the dictionary.

In accordance with the prototypical theory of concepts,
we treated the borders of categories as blurred, and
therefore each judge was allowed to classify some words
into several categories at the same time (also due to their
ambiguity). The rating process took from 16 to 20 weeks.
Finally, a word was classified as belonging to a particular
category/subcategory if it was classified into that category/
subcategory by at least three of the five judges.

Curr Probl Psychiatry 2018; 19(2):71-78
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Categorisation Validity and Reliability

To assess the validity of the classification, we selected
195 adjectives that had been classified into subcategories in
the course of psycholexical taxonomy of the Polish language
by at least eight out of nine judges, recognizing them as
prototypal of their respective categories, treating them as
the external criterion in assessing the validity of judges’
decisions. After thorough training, each of the five judges
independently rated whether or not the adjectives met the
criteria for person-descriptive terms and classified them
into 12 categories/subcategories (the category of specific
terms was not taken into account in validity assessment).
Next, we computed the percentage of decisions consistent
with the external criterion for 15 prototypal adjectives
from a given subcategory as well as the kappa correlation
coefficient between the judge’s decision and the external
criterion based on all 195 adjectives. The first two columns
of Table 1 contain averaged validity indices for the five
judges. Their values show that the mean percentage of
correct classifications of adjectives as describing human
characteristics was 90.0%, and the average kappa correlation
coefficient, with false alarms taken into account, was 0.73.
The validity of classifications into categories ranged from
79.3% to 95.3% (kappa: from 0.78 to 0.86) for higher-order
categories and from 68.3% to 93.3% (kappa: from 0.54 to
0.90) for subcategories. These validity figures should be
regarded as satisfactory.

The last column of Table 1 contains information
the
classifications of the list of 20,024 terms by five judges.

concerning interrater consistency based on
Alpha coefficients ranged from 0.85 to 0.93 for higher-
order categories and from 0.72 to 0.94 for subcategories.
In general, the interrater agreement coefficients should be
regarded as satisfactory. Compared to the reliability figures
in other similar taxonomies [10,14,15,16], they are also
very good, with classification quality compensating for the

smaller number of judges.

Results

Out of 220,000 terms included in the dictionary,
20,024 (9.1%) were finally classified by most judges as
person-descriptive terms. This included 8,408 adjectives
(3.8% of all dictionary entries) and 10,415 nouns (4.7%).
Person-descriptive terms constituted 19.8% of all adjectives
in the dictionary and 9.6% of all nouns. Among person-
descriptive terms, 10.1% had at least one metaphorical
meaning or played the role of person-descriptive terms
when used metaphorically. Of all terms describing individual
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differences in Ukrainian, 77.0% were classified into at least
one subcategory, and 87.0% were classified into at least
one higher-order category, where it was easier to achieve
agreement among the judges. With terms with metaphorical

Table 1. Validity and Reliability of Judges’ Decisions

Inter-

Category/ Correlation with criterion judge
Y agreement
subcategory &
% K a

Person-descriptive 90.0% 0.73 0.80
Valence - - 0.95
1. Dispositions 79.4% 0.75 0.88
la. temperament and 75.0% 0.69 0.88
character
1b. abilities, talents,
or their absence 73.3% 0.70 0.77
2. Temporary
conditions 91.1% 0.76 0.90
2a. experiential states 70.9% 0.51 0.82
2b. physical and
bodily states 72.2% 0.74 091
2c. observable
activities 80.0% 0.72 0.78
3. Social and
reputational aspects 85.9% 0.81 0.85
3a. roles and
relationships 63.3% 0.68 0.82
3b. social effects:
reactions of others 86.7% 0.90 0.72
3c. pure evaluations 70.0% 0.67 0.77
3d. attitudes and
worldviews 73.3% 0.89 0.92
4. Overt
characteristics and 96.7% 0.88 0.93
appearance
4a. anatomy,
constitution, and 86.7% 0.89 0.94
morphology
[b. appearance and 93.3% 0.82 0.90
5. Specialist and
technical terms ) . 0.90
6. Metaphorical terms 61.5% 0.69 0.69

Note. % —mean percentage of decisions consistent with the external
criterion; K — average kappa correlation with the external criterion, o —
interrater consistency coefficient based on the classifications of 20,024

words
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meanings excluded, 5.1% of person-descriptive terms were
classified into two or more subcategories, and 4.4% - into
two or more categories. The results of the classification are
presented in Table 2.

The largest group among Ukrainian person-descriptive
terms where terms describing the social aspects of
individuals’ functioning (31.4%), mainly social roles and
relationships (8.0%) and pure social evaluations (9.5%).
The second largest group was personality descriptors, which
constituted 27.1% of terms describing individual differences;
the predominant type of words in this category were those
that described the specificity of individuals’ temperament

category of words describing individuals’ external attributes
(12.1%). The smallest category was specialist terms (3.3%),
which included terms describing mental and physical
disorders usually used by specialists and often unknown to
the average Ukrainian language user.

Personality characteristics may be analysed not only in
terms of their descriptive aspect (see Table 2), but also in
terms of the evaluative aspect, where interrater agreement
was a = 0.95 (see Table 3). The analyses reveal that the
Ukrainian lexicon is marked by a predominance of terms
referring to negative characteristics of individuals (53.4%),
the predominance being more characteristic for nouns

Table 2. Results of Psycholexical Taxonomy of Person-Descriptive Terms Belonging to Four Categories of Lexical Units

All lexical units Adjectives Participles Attribute- Type-nouns

Category/subcategory founs
f % f % f % f % f %

1. Dispositions 5436  27.1% 2426 28.9% 81 3.6% 1653 35.1% 1474 25.8%
1la. temperament and character 4439  22.2% 2001 23.8% 53 2.4% 1348 28.6% 1187 20.8%
1b. abilities and talents 152 0.8% 79 0.9% 1 0.0% 52 1.1% 22 0.4%
2. Temporary conditions 3231 16.1% 1289 153% 1001 444% 1053 224% 248 4.3%
2a. experiential states 1875 9.4% 752 8.9% 493  219% 732 15.5% 103 1.8%
2b. physical and bodily states 884 4.4% 383 4.6% 315  14.0% 245 5.2% 93 1.6%
2c. observable activities 346 1.7% 108 1.3% 179 7.9% 49 1.0% 38 0.7%
3. Social and reputational aspects 6296  314% 2322 27.6% 246 109% 933 19.8% 3058 53.6%
3a. roles and relationships 1603 8.0% 444 5.3% 70 3.1% 110 2.3% 1067 18.7%
3b. social effects: reactions of others 643 3.2% 363 4.3% 57 2.5% 191 4.1% 70 1.2%
3c. pure evaluations 1894 9.5% 744 8.8% 32 1.4% 351 7.5% 862 15.1%
3d. attitudes and worldviews 692 3.5% 258 3.1% 16 0.7% 77 1.6% 351 6.2%
4. Overt characteristics and appearance 2424 12.1% 1385 16.5% 363 16.1% 448 9.5% 424 7.4%
4a. anatomy, constitution and morphology 1074 5.4% 687 8.2% 46 2.0% 218 4.6% 173 3.0%
4Db. appearance and looks 1328 6.6% 690 8.2% 311  13.8% 224 4.8% 246 4.3%
5. Specialist and technical terms 669 3.3% 78 0.9% 7 0.3% 468 9.9% 131 2.3%
6. Metaphorical terms 2024 10.1% 776 9.2% 280  12.4% 282 6.0% 825 14.5%
Zstrergf);’i"ggho‘“ majority classificationsto 553 13004 1196 1420 548 243% 395 84% 547  9.6%
STS{)‘C‘;Ste“é‘fr‘g‘;t majority classifications to 4609 2300, 1964 23.4% 631 28.0% 829 17.6% 1339 235%
Terms in the initial pool 20024 100% 8408 100% 2255 100% 4710 100% 5705 100%

and character (22.2%). Descriptors of temporary conditions
ranked as the third (16.1%), with emotional, cognitive, and
motivational states (9.4%). The fourth place according to
the frequency of occurrence in Ukrainian belonged to the

(nearly 60%) than for adjectives (less than 50% of the total
number of person-descriptive adjectives). The category
accounting for the lowest proportion of individual difference
descriptors is positive person-descriptive terms (20.9%).

Curr Probl Psychiatry 2018; 19(2):71-78
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Table 3. Valence of Person-Descriptive Terms

All lexical units

Lexical units

Valence Adjectives Participles Attribute-nouns Type-nouns

f % f % f % f % f %
negative 10699  53.4% 3957  471% 1127  50.0% 2799  594% 3405 59.7%
neutral 5133 25.6% 2498  29.7% 814 36.1% 772 16.4% 1307  22.9%
positive 4192 20.9% 1953 23.2% 314 139% 1139  24.2% 993 17.4%
Total 20024  100% 8408 100% 2255 100% 4710 100% 5705 100%

From the perspective of the taxonomy of individual
differences, the greatest importance in psycholexical
research is attached to dispositional descriptors. Table 4
shows the distribution of evaluations of terms describing
personality differences for the entire dictionary and for
particular parts of speech taken into account in selection.
While the proportion of terms describing negative human
characteristics is similar to their proportion among all

person-descriptive terms (see Table 3), the proportion

Table 4. Valence of Personality-Descriptive Terms

All lexical units

of speech, but having the same common morpheme among
dispositional descriptors. If we take into account antonyms
(noriunuit (logical) vs. Hesoriunmit (illogical)), shade
of meaning (sociable: gpyxemo6HUN vs. apyxHiH) and
level gradation of the same trait (4yTiuBuii (sensitive)
vs. HaguytauBui (hypersensitive)) as separate semantic
groups, we identify 2,304 units with the same narrow
meaning. If we treat terms with the same morpheme
and representing the same continuum of the given trait

Lexical units

Valence Adjectives Participles Attribute-nouns Type-nouns

f % f % f % f % f %
negative 2913 53.6% 1178  48.6% 27 33.3% 856 51.8% 960 65.0%
neutral 593 10.9% 296 12.2% 10 12.3% 176 10.6% 127 8.6%
positive 1933 35.5% 952 39.2% 44 54.3% 621 37.6% 390 26.4%
Total 5439 100% 2426 100% 81 100% 1653 100% 1477 100%

of descriptors referring to positive personality traits is
higher by an average of 15% at the cost of terms describing
personality traits socially perceived as neutral.
The analysis of the Ukrainian adjectives classified
as personality descriptors in terms of the presence of 180
adjective-markers of the Big Factors from international
comparative analyses of psycholexical structures of natural
languages [17] revealed that the Ukrainian adjectives
contained 172 of the 180 adjectival markers, including all
markers of Agreeableness and Conscientiousness (30 in
both cases), 29 out of 30 markers describing Emotional
Instability, 27 out of 30 markers of Intellect, and 24 out of 30
markers of Extraversion.
Finally, we performed an analysis of semantic
redundancy of terms

representing different parts

Curr Probl Psychiatry 2018; 19(2):71-78

as one group, we receive 1,634 units.

If we consider possible grammatical forms of terms
(regardless of whether they were included in the particular
dictionary or not) within each of the 1,634 units, we can
assign almost every adjective an attribute-noun and we
can assign the majority of attribute-nouns an appropriate
adjective. However, it is relatively difficult to find equivalents
(omitting the verbs) within the same morpheme of type-
nouns. As many as 212 morphemes are represented only
by type-nouns (e.g. proMca (weeper), IpPHUCTOCOBaHeIb
(conformist), (blabber), (gaping
person), crorHii (moaner)), which is 22.0% of morphemes
with personality type-nouns and 13.0% of total unique
personality morphemes.

TPUHbKAJIO 3iBaKa
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Discussion

The qualitative study that we have conducted is the
first and the most time-consuming stage of research on
the Ukrainian lexicon of individual differences; this stage is
also decisive for the results of the entire research project.
The study was based on one of the largest dictionaries used
in the history of psycholexical research (220,000 entries)
- a larger dictionary had been used only in the studies of
English language [18,19,20] and a comparatively large
one had been used in a study of Dutch [21]. Comparing
the results of analyses of the Ukrainian language with the
languages examined so far based on the same research
method (in studies covering adjectives), we should note that
the proportion of personality-descriptive terms in Ukrainian
is one of the highest (1.1% of dictionary contents). In a vast
majority of languages this proportion does not exceed 1.0%,
usually ranging between 0.5 and 0.7%.

The percentage of personality-descriptive terms in
Ukrainianis also one of the highest, rangingbetween 25% and
35% for different parts of speech, whereas in a vast majority
of languages this percentage for adjectives does not exceed
20%. As regards the possibility of making comparisons with
the taxonomies of other languages, what should be noted is
the comparable or higher diversity of personality-descriptive
vocabulary, attested to by the presence of 96% of Big Six
markers from cross-cultural comparisons [17]. On the one
hand, this gives hope for a replication of these dimensions
and for comparative analyses with other languages; on the
other - it does not exclude the possibility of distinguishing
other, culture-specific dimensions of personality.

The sources of Ukrainian personality lexicon should
be sought in the history of the Ukrainian nation, in which
there was a strong influence of Russian and Polish on the
contents of that lexicon, though the common part of the
Polish and Ukrainian lexicons is gradually going out of
use and is classified as archaic or may be unfamiliar to the
average language user. The large size of the dictionary used
in the study and the correspondingly high number identified
descriptors of individual differences, including personality-
descriptive terms, stems not only from the diversity of
language but also, partly, from the very structure given
to the dictionary by its authors: the dictionary contains
a large number of words formed on the basis of the same
morphemes, including a broad array of diminutives and
words with prefixes. This makes it necessary to reduce the
list of words for the purposes of quantitative research not
only based on their familiarity to potential respondents,
unambiguous understanding, and frequency of occurrence
(e.g.in the language corpus), but above all due to morphemic
redundancy. In accordance with the lexical assumption, the

list used in research on the factor structure of personality
lexicon should not contain terms that have an identical
meaning and at the same time an identical morpheme.
Research on the Ukrainian personality lexicon revealed
1,634 morphemes with different meanings, based on which
there developed adjectives, nouns, and participles describing
personality traits. If research on the Ukrainian personality
lexicon was limited to adjectives only, this would mean
excluding many morphemes that do not have an adjectival
form but describe personality traits. The question arises of
whether or not these are the same personality traits that are
described by means of adjectives.

Because a definite majority of psycholexical studies
are limited to this part of speech and follow the restrictive
approach, the next stage in research on the Ukrainian
personality lexicon may be a study of the structure of
adjectival personality lexicon. This will make the obtained
results compatible with the results of most existing
psycholexical studies. However, due to the guiding idea of
psycholexical research, consisting in the lexical assumption,
research on individual differences should not be restricted
to a narrow definition of personality trait, and much less to
one part of speech (namely, adjectives), because this results
in the danger of reductionism (the structure of personality
traits would depend only on what can be expressed by
means of adjectives). The identified and classified Ukrainian
lexicon of individual differences opens up great possibilities
of exploring its structure. First, it makes it possible to
conduct a study using a non-restrictive approach, analogous
to the one by De Raad and Barelds [9], and at the same time
to include person-descriptive terms classified into various
categories according to the German taxonomy. Second, it
makes it possible to analyse personality structure described
by means of various morphologically distinct parts of speech
- namely, to analyse the factor structure of attribute-nouns
[22] and type-nouns [23,24], which have been analysed only
in a few languages to date. Third, individual analysis of non-
dispositional categories and subcategories as understood
in the German psycholexical taxonomy makes it possible to
reach taxonomic consensus regarding individual differences
in worldview [25], cognitive, emotional, and motivational
reactions to other people [26,27], social evaluations [28],
or emotional states [29]. On the one hand, the results of
this kind of quantitative studies will directly contribute to
the debate on universals in the description of individual
differences; on the other, they will reveal the specificity of
how the inhabitants of Ukraine using the Ukrainian language
perceive their own and other people’s dispositions, providing
the basis for developing culture-specific models and research

instruments for measuring individual differences.
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