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Abstract

This paper describes the development of a comprehensive taxonomy of person-descriptive terms in Polish, organized in two stud-
ies. In the first study, two judges searched through The Universal Dictionary of Polish Language (100 000 terms) for person-descriptive
terms. In the second study, 4555 person-descriptive adjectives were classified by nine judges into 13 different subcategories of the
psycho-lexical classification system. Our studies provide comprehensive and representative lists of Polish adjectives for describing
personality traits, which may be used in establishing the structure of human personality descriptions by means of self-rating or peer-
rating surveys of a full age range Polish population of respondents.

Keywords: lexical approach, dispositional terms, Polish adjectives, Big Five

Streszczenie

Artykut opisuje dwa etapy taksonomii leksykalnej przymiotnikéw opisujacych wtasciwosci osobowe we wspoéiczesnym jezyku
polskim. W pierwszym etapie badan dwdch sedziéw dokonato wstepnej selekcji odpowiednich przymiotnikéw na podstawie Uniwer-
salnego stownika jezyka polskiego (100 000 haset). W drugim etapie badan 4 555 przymiotnikéw osobowych zostato poklasyfikowa-
nych przez dziewieciu sedziéw do 13 podkategorii uzywajac systemu klasyfikacji zapozyczonej z niemieckich badan leksykalnych.
Efektem zrealizowanych badan jest kompletna lista polskich przymiotnikéw do opisu cech dyspozycyjnych, ktéra moze by¢ wykorzy-
stana w celu ustalenia struktury opiséw ludzkiej osobowosci w ramach badan typu self-rating lub peer-rating polskiej populacji respon-
dentéw o petnej reprezentacji wiekowe;j.

Stowa kluczowe: podejscie leksykalne, deskryptory dyspozycji, polskie przymiotniki, Wielka Pigtka

Introduction recurring factors in descriptions of oneself as well as in
descriptions of others people: (1) Social Adaptability,
(2) Emotional Control, (3) Conformity, (4) The Inquiring
Intellect, and (5) Confident Self-Expression [3]. As research

Fundamental to research on the structure of disposi-
tions ascribed to people in personality psychology is the so

called lexical hypothesis, first formulated by Francis Galton in
material, 22 semantic differential scales were used, con-

structed based on the factors isolated by Cattell [2].
A characteristic feature of the above studies - resulting in

1 884, according to which the most meaningful and socially
important personality differences between people are coded

in language [1]. Consequently, the analysis of the content of o o )
, . . ) a structure similar to that which is now known as the Big
language makes it possible to isolate the most important cate- . ) ) )
) L. . Five - was their foundation on the broadest possible
gories of human traits - in other words, it enables taxonomy of . ) ) . )
] ) . . lexical material and its systematic reduction by means
these traits. Systematic research on the issue was initiated by £ fact lvsis. Their drawback lav in th vel
of factor analysis. Their drawback lay in the excessive
Allport and Odbert, who identified 17 953 person-descriptive hich b y ¢ int diate st Y hich micht Y
. igh number of intermediate stages, which mi ave
terms and narrowed that down to 4 504 observable descrip- -g ) & - ) 5
. ) . . . distorted the final effect. Factor analysis is considered here
tors that describe relatively stable dispositional traits. Cattell ) ) ] ) )
. , . . as a variable-reduction procedure in which many variables
categorized these descriptors according to semantic similarity ) o ) )
) L . . ] . (dispositional descriptors) are organized by a few factors
and, using factor analysis with oblique rotation, identified . ) )
that summarize the interrelations between them [4]. These
a dozen or so correlated factors [2]. These may be treated as )
) ) ) factors may be considered as aggregate constructs or as
superordinate categories, and further stages of the reduction - ) . . . i
) . ) higher-order dimensions in a hierarchic model.
as higher and higher levels of abstraction. ) ) ) L
. .. L Even though in the 1960s, in studies on adjectival
Fiske went even further in his investigations and, us- o . ) ]
. L L . material, similar five-factor structures of perceived dispo-
ing factor analysis with orthogonal rotation, isolated five o ) i o )
sitions were obtained again for descriptions of family and

© 2011 Medical University of Lublin



Taxonomy of Person-Descriptive Terms in Polish: A Psycho-Lexical Study 101

friends [5,6] as well as strangers [7], these findings did not
generate widespread interest. Of decisive importance for
the research adopting the lexical approach in trait theory
was Goldberg's publication [8], and its key to success largely
consisted in applying lexical taxonomy (cf. the opinion of
Saucier & Goldberg [9]), which allowed to distinguish per-
son-descriptive terms describing dispositions from those
describing states, social judgments, performed roles, or
outward appearance [10,11].

Goldberg's study of the American population demon-
strated that the structure of descriptions of oneself (self
rating) and of others (peer-rating) is identical in terms of the
number of factors and their content [8]. The following factors
were distinguished: (1) Extroversion, (2) Emotional Stability,
(3) Conscientiousness, (4) Agreeableness, and (5) Intellect.
This study initiated the analogous ones in other countries,
aimed at verifying the cultural universality of the Big Five.
In a majority of cases, they were carried out in three stages:
(1) the selection of person-descriptive lexical items of the
specified type - adjectives, nouns, or, less often, verbs - from a
dictionary of a given language; (2) the categorization of per-
son-descriptive terms by competent judges, aimed at identify-
ing dispositional descriptors; (3) quantitative research using
the list of dispositional descriptors, aimed at determining the
dimensions of perceived human personality through self-
rating and peer-rating. In the lexical approach in trait theory,
a dispositional descriptor is understood as a linguistic item
suitable for describing a human person, referring to a charac-
teristic that is stable over time and psychological in nature [9].

In Poland, psycho-lexical research on person-
descriptive adjectives was carried out by Szarota [12,13].
Based on The Concise Polish Dictionary [14] containing
35000 entries, 1 811 person-descriptive adjectives were
selected. Supplemented by additional 21 adjectives from
other sources, the collected material was categorized by
10 judges. As a result, 290 dispositional descriptors were
determined and later used in quantitative research.
A drawback of the taxonomy procedure, pointed out by the
author himself, was the use of an incomplete Polish lan-
guage lexicon, which may have resulted in the omission of
some personality-descriptive adjectives. For this reason, it
was decided that Polish psycho-lexical research needed
replication, free from the above drawbacks and providing a
better foundation for future quantitative research on the
structure of perceived human dispositional traits.

Method

The Selection of Adjectives from a Polish Language
Dictionary

After consulting the research workers employed at
the Institutes of Polish Studies of the John Paul II Catholic
University of Lublin and Maria Curie-Sktodowska Univer-

sity in Lublin, the four-volume Universal Dictionary of the
Polish Language, compiled and published in 2008, was
chosen as the most complete and up-to-date source
of Polish lexical material [15]. This is the largest contemporary
Polish language dictionary, which registers the vocabulary
of the second half of the 20th century and early 21st century.
It contains around 100 000 entries representing all the varie-
ties of Polish, including the latest vocabulary.

The selection of person-descriptive adjectives was
carried out by two judges - co-authors of the present
article. They had been trained to do it, and the correctness
of their selection was tested on a sample of 400 adjectives.
This allowed to identify and discuss the most frequent
mistakes. Thus prepared, the judges were ready to carry
out the selection of person descriptors from the diction-
ary. When in doubt regarding whether or not a given term
should be considered useful in describing human traits,
the judges made use of heuristics in the form of the fol-
lowing sentences: (1) How [adjective] am I? (2) How
[adjective] did John behave? In cases of doubts as to
whether or not a given term should be considered person-
descriptive, the judges were instructed to include it in
further stages lexical analyses, where their person-
descriptive character would be assessed by a larger group
of judges. Based on dictionary definitions, four groups
of person-descriptive adjectives were disregarded:
(1) adjectives connected with the political, philosophical, or
literary context and those related to art or the religious con-
text; (2) adjectives describing national status, geographical
background, or profession; (3) adjectives defined as colloquial
or vulgar; (4) archaic adjectives. The selection of lexical mate-
rial took the judges about five months. The adjectives col-
lected were verified by the first co-author of the article. The
final list of terms, which later formed the basis of lexical tax-
onomy, comprised 5 313 adjectives.

Lexical Taxonomy Procedure

The adjectives selected from the dictionary were as-
sessed by 9 competent judges. Apart from the authors of this
article, 6 psychology students also acted as judges. They were
simultaneously involved in research aimed at determining the
dimensions of perceived personality traits ascribed to politi-
cians, political parties, and their voters, whose procedure was
similar to that of psycho-lexical research. Their motivation to
perform the classification reliably should be considered high,
since all the judges were interested in the success of the whole
undertaking. Before the judges began the classification proce-
dure, they had undergone theoretical training as part of
classes as well as taken part in a 4-hour session of judging 100
adjectives together, during which the definitions of individual
categories were clarified. Next, each of the judges classified
about 200 words on their own. The correctness of the classifi-
cation was then verified and the more serious mistakes were
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individually discussed in order to be eliminated in the future.
This was to be achieved through working out a more precise
understanding of category definitions.

In own research, we adopted the taxonomy of adjec-
tives from a German lexical study [16], being one of the
most frequently used taxonomies in lexical research,
including earlier research conducted in Poland [13].
The first step was an estimation of the extent to which the
meaning of the adjective was clear. The words were rated
on the following 3-point scale: 1 - the meaning of the
word is not clear enough for me to complete subsequent
ratings, 2 - the meaning of the word became clear to me only
after giving it some thought, 3 - the meaning of the word is
fairly clear to me. If the meaning was clear enough (3),
the judge moved to the second step, in which he
or she had to decide whether the adjective could be imagined
being used for the description of an individual or for the
description of an individual’s experience, behaviour, or ap-
pearance. The words were rated on a 3-point scale. If the
judge responded ‘1’ (impossible to imagine) or ‘2’ (unusual;
possible to imagine only under certain conditions), the term
was considered not personality relevant. Next, the valence
of the adjective was rated on a 5-point scale (very negative,
negative, neutral, positive, very positive).

Each adjective rated by the judge as person-
descriptive (easy to imagine as a person descriptor) was
then supposed to be classified into one of 13 subcategories,
which in turn fall into 5 superordinate categories: (1) Dis-
positions, (2) Temporary conditions, (3) Social and reputa-
tional aspects, (4) Overt characteristics and appearance,
(5) Terms of limited utility [16]. Category 1 was divided into
two subcategories: subcategory (1a) was reserved for tem-
perament and character traits and subcategory (1b) for abili-
ties and talents or their absence. Category 2 contained three
subcategories: (2a) experiential states (emotions, moods, and
cognitions), (2b) physical and bodily states, and (2c) observ-
able activities. Category 3 consisted of four subcategories:
(3a) roles and relationships, (3b) social effects (reactions of
others), (3c) pure evaluations, and (3d) attitudes and world
views. Category 4 was divided into two subcategories:
(4a) bodily characteristics pertaining to anatomy, constitu-
tion, and morphology, and (4b) socio-cultural aspects of ap-
pearance (looks and deportment). The fifth category consisted
of two subcategories: (5a) context-specific and technical
terms and (5b) metaphorical, vague, or outmoded terms.
A given word was classified as belonging to a particular cate-
gory if it was indicated as such by at least 5 judges.

In keeping with the prototype theory, the borderlines
of categories were assumed to be blurred in the study. This
meant that some adjectives (also because of their polysemy)
could simultaneously belong to several categories. Therefore,
if necessary, the judges could classify a given word into two
different categories, e.g. agresywny (aggressive) as a person-
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descriptive term could refer to either a trait or a state.
The entire judging process took 8 weeks.

Results

The Proportion of Person-Descriptive Adjectives

Out of 5313 adjectives, 5134 words (96.6%) were
rated by the majority of judges (5 out of 9) as clear to them.
Out of those 5 134 words, 4 555 (88.7%) were found by most
judges to be person-descriptive terms (a=0.74). These pro-
portions are comparable to those obtained in a German
lexical study, in which 4 827 person-descriptive adjectives
were selected based on a dictionary containing 96 664 en-
tries [16]. Out of a set of 70 000 entries, a study of the Hun-
garian lexicon isolated 3 644 adjectives allowing todifferenti-
ate between individuals [17]. Person-descriptive adjectives
thus appear to constitute about 5% of the lexicon of lan-
guages representing various language families/groups: Ger-
manic, Finno-Ugric, and Slavic. Norman gives similar estima-
tions for the English language [11].

In an earlier Polish psycho-lexical study, the proportion
of adjectives classified as person-descriptive was 5.2% [13],
though their overall number was lower (1 811) because the
study was based on a dictionary with nearly three times
fewer entries than the one used in own studies.

The Reliability of the Judges' Opinions

The agreement of the judges' opinions was meas-
ured using Cronbach's alpha internal reliability coeffi-
cient. The analysis of how individual judges influenced the
overall reliability of the group of judges allowed to elimi-
nate one of them, whose classification decisions markedly
differed from those of the others, lowering Cronbach's a.
Table 1 also contains data concerning mean correlation
between judges. Mean correlation provides additional
information about the agreement of classification deci-
sions irrespective of the number of judges, which Cron-
bach's « is sensitive to [18]. The highest agreement of
opinions was observed for the valence of adjectives,
where Cronbach's alpha was 0.93 and mean correlation
equalled 0.69. The values of Cronbach's alpha internal
reliability coefficient ranged from 0.71 to 0.91 for the five
superordinate lexical categories and from 0.58 to 0.89 for
their 13 subcategories.

The lowest reliability coefficients were found for the
“Terms of limited utility” category, the least relevant one in
our study, comprising specialist terms, rarely used words,
and metaphorical adjectives. The agreement of judges'
opinions was the lowest for this category, and the subjectiv-
ity of opinions may have been primarily due to the vague-
ness of its definition. In the German lexical study [16] from
which the taxonomy was borrowed, the reliability index for
the “Metaphorical, vague, and outmoded” subcategory was
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Table 1. Frequencies and percentages of adjectives classified into the categories, and inter-judge reliabilities of the classifications

Inter-judgeagreement

Category/subcategory " ; Frequency Percentage
1. Dispositions 0.89 0.54 714 15.7%
la. Temperament and character 0.89 0.53 605 13.3%
1b. Talents and abilities 0.82 0.40 80 1.8%
2. Temporaryconditions 0.89 0.53 625 13.7%
2a. Experientialstates 0.87 0.50 380 8.3%
2b. Physicalstates 0.88 0.53 181 4.0%
2c. Observableactivities 0.76 0.33 44 1.0%
3. Socialaspects 0.83 0.41 2309 50.7%
3a. Roles and relationships 0.86 0.48 427 9.4%
3b. Socialeffects 0.83 0.43 78 1.7%
3c. Pureevaluations 0.80 0.37 1453 31.9%
3d. Attitudes and worldviews 0.89 0.54 59 1.3%
4. Overtcharacteristics 0.91 0.61 429 9.4%
4a. Anatomy and constitution 0.78 0.34 89 2.0%
4b. Appearance, looks etc. 0.85 0.45 301 6.6%
5. Terms of limitedutility 0.71 0.30 209 4.6%
5a. Context-specific or technical 0.73 0.33 114 2.5%
5b. Metaphorical, vague or outmoded 0.58 0.21 47 1.0%
6. Non-classifiablewords - - 55 1.2%
Number of terms without majority classifications - - 560 12.3%
Number of terms in the initial pool - - 4555 100.0%

even lower (a=0.53). The index values found for the re-
maining categories and subcategories in own research were
the same or better than those found in the cited studies:
Dispositions (a=0.89), Temporary conditions («=0.89),
Social aspects (a=0.83) and Overt characteristics («=0.91).
These values should be considered satisfactory. Lower
values of the reliability index for subcategories mean that
the judges had less difficulty in assigning a given adjective
to the appropriate superordinate category that in specify-
ing the subcategory the word belonged to. The high values
of the coefficient in own study may be accounted for by the
higher motivation of the judges and their better prepara-
tion for the role - including their education in psychology,
which was not a rule in other studies.

The Structure of Person-Descriptive Adjectives According
to Lexical Taxonomy

The criterion adopted for classifying a given adjec-
tive into a psycho-lexical category/subcategory was the
agreement of opinions of at least five judges. The results
of lexical taxonomy are presented in Table 1. In this way,
86.5% of the adjectives were classified into at least one
of five superordinate categories; this includes the 7.6%
of adjectives that were classified into two different cate-
gories simultaneously, in accordance with the assump-
tion of blurred category borderlines and due to the
polysemy of some words. For instance, adjectives such
as chamski (rude), bezczelny (insolent), or dobry (good)
were simultaneously classified under Dispositions as

well as Social and reputational aspects. Difficult to clas-
sify were 1.2% of the adjectives described by the judges
as, and 12.3% did not receive a sufficient number of
opinions to be classified under any category.

The largest category turned out to be Social as-
pects (50.7%) and one of its subcategories, Pure
evaluations (31.9%), including adjectives such as sym-
patyczny (likable), prostacki (boorish), gtupi (stupid),
nudny (boring), and dziwaczny (bizarre). The Disposi-
tions category (15.7%) ranked second in terms of fre-
quency, Temporary conditions (13.7%) ranked third,
Overt characteristics (9.4%) took the fourth place, and
Terms of limited utility (4.6%) took the last one.

From the viewpoint of psycho-lexical research, the
most interesting category is the adjectives classified under
Dispositions, because it is them that constitute the potential
source of the adjective list to be used in quantitative research
aimed at determining the structure of the dispositions that
Poles ascribe to themselves (self-rating) or to persons from
their closest circle (peer-rating). The proportion of disposi-
tional adjectives among person-descriptive adjectives (15.7%)
is very similar to that in the earlier Polish psycho-lexical study,
where it was found to be 16.0%, but the earlier study was
based on a smaller initial set of person-descriptive adjectives
and a correspondingly lower number of dispositional adjec-
tives (290 words). For comparison, in German [16] and Croa-
tian [19] studies the proportion of dispositional adjectives
among person-descriptive adjectives was estimated at 12%,
and in the Czech Republic at only 9% [19].
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Dispositional Adjectives List

As mentioned before, the judges had the additional
task of evaluating the sign of the adjectives on a 5-point
scale, where 1 and 2 stood for negative evaluation, 3 for
neutral, and 4 and 5 for positive. After averaging their
opinions, the adjectives rated between 1.0 and 2.74 were
classified as negative, those rated between 2.75 and 3.25
as neutral, and those rated between 2.76 and 5.0 as positive.
Thus, it was established that 50.2% of dispositional adjec-
tives describe socially undesirable traits, 12.0% are neutral in
this respect, and 37.8% are judged as positive by the envi-
ronment. The higher percentage of adjectives with negative
valence results from the fact that approximately 14% of them
were formed by negating adjectives with positive valence, e.g.
moralny - amoralny (moral - amoral), sumienny = nie-
sumienny (conscientious - unconscientious), or zréwnowa-
zZony -> niezréwnowazony (stable - unstable), whereas anto-
nyms of adjectives with negative valence are formed in this
way much less frequently, e.g. ztosliwy - nieztosliwy (malicious
- benevolent), konfliktowy -> niekonfliktowy (confrontational
-> unconfrontational). In other languages dispositional adjec-
tives with negative valence predominate as well [20,21,22].

The next step in psycho-lexical research is the prepara-
tion of a list of dispositional terms/adjectives for quantita-
tive research. Not all of the 714 adjectives defined as
describing the dispositions of individuals qualify for such
research, since some of them are morphemically and at
the same time semantically alike while others may be
difficult for an average respondent to understand. Therefore,
the list was reduced by eliminating adjectives with identical
morpheme and meaning (e.g. mscicielski and msciwy- vindic-
tive and vengeful; niedostepny and nieprzystepny- inaccessi-
ble and unapproachable), and a survey was conducted on
a sample of 50 students (46% male and 54% female) whose
task was to indicate adjectives whose meaning they
found unclear. The survey identified a group of 38 dis-
positional adjectives which were found unclear by more
than 10% of the respondents (see Appendix 2). The final
list of 661 dispositional adjectives that may be used in
establishing the structure of the perception of individu-
als in the Polish population in dispositional terms are
presented in Appendix 1.

Conclusions and implications

Apart from the lexical hypothesis (which, strictly
speaking, is not a hypothesis from the methodological
point of view), the way of defining a dispositional descrip-
tor is only a theoretical assumption that precedes princi-
pal component analysis, aimed at identifying the basic
dimensions of perceived human dispositions, and deter-
mines its outcome as well as the interpretation of this
outcome. Human traits are not restricted to dispositions
only. In describing them, not only emotional states are
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important but also external attributes such as performed
roles or social status, interpersonal attractiveness, outward
appearance, world view, as well as reactions and social
judgments that all these elicit from the environment. In col-
lectivistic cultures, external attributes often play a more
important role in the formation of public opinion than those
which are given the status of internal attributes [23]. Person-
descriptive terms have the status of natural terms with
blurred borderlines, which means they may, in various pro-
portions, contain both dispositional and evaluative elements,
eg. czarujgcy (charming), podziwiany (admired), godnyzau-
fania (trustworthy), lubiany (popular). Dispositional and
social descriptors may therefore be considered as two paral-
lel levels of describing human traits, the former being more
descriptive and the latter more evaluative.

The list of dispositional descriptors may be used in es-
tablishing the structure of human personality descriptions by
means of self-rating or peer-rating surveys of a full age range
Polish population of respondents. It is possible that the struc-
ture of perception revealed in the surveys will differ from
that which was demonstrated in Szarota's research [12,13].
A difference may arise not only as a result of the list being
longer compared to the earlier studies (661 vs. 290 adjec-
tives) but also due to the specificity of the sample. Polish
psycho-lexical studies to date have been carried out on sam-
ples of secondary school students [12] and university stu-
dents [13], which cannot be regarded as representative of the
entire Polish population. This means that the question re-
mains open of whether Poles perceive their own personality
traits and those of others on the same dimensions as people
in other countries have been found to perceive them [cf.24].

A separate issue is whether personality descriptions
obtained in psycho-lexical studies allow us to get to know
the real structure of human personality [25,26,27,28,29].
Assuming that personality exists and may be structured
using a limited number of traits, it is not certain whether
and to what degree it can be measured using questionnaire
methods of the self-rating or peer-rating type. Considered
from the perspective of social psychology, these studies
may be seen as providing consistent evidence that rela-
tively permanent behaviour patterns discerned by people
and described by means of adjectives, nouns, or verbs may
be presented using five or six principal components.
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Appendix 1

Final list of 661 Polish personality descriptors

agresywny, aintelektualny, aktywny, altruistyczny, ambitny,
amoralny, analityczny, antagonistyczny, apatyczny, apodyktycz-
ny, arogancki, asekurancki, asertywny, aspoteczny, autoagresyj-
ny, autokrytyczny, autonomiczny, autorytarny, awanturniczy,
baczny, badawczy, bataganiarski, bezceremonialny, bezczelny,
bezduszny, bezinteresowny, bezkompromisowy, bezkonfliktowy,
bezkrytyczny, bezlitosny, bezmyslny, bezpardonowy, bezposred-
ni, bezpretensjonalny, bezpruderyjny, bezrefleksyjny, bezrozum-
ny, beztroski, bezwstydny, bezwzgledny, biegty, bierny, btyska-
wiczny, btyskotliwy, bojaZliwy, bojowy, brutalny, buntowniczy,
burkliwy, burzliwy, burzycielski, bystry, chaotyczny, charyzma-
tyczny, chciwy, chetpliwy, chtodny, chtonny, chojracki, chole-
ryczny, chwiejny, chytry, cichy, ciekawski, ciepty, cierpliwy, ciety,
ckliwy, cnotliwy, cwany, cyniczny, czujny, czutostkowy, czuty,
czynny, dbaty, defensywny, delikatny, depresyjny, despotyczny,
dobroczynny, dobroduszny, dobrotliwy, dociekliwy, dojrzaty,
doktadny, domator, dominujacy, domyslny, dowcipny, drazliwy,
drobiazgowy, drwiacy, dumny, dwulicowy, dyktatorski, dyna-
miczny, dyplomatyczny, dyrektywny, dyskretny, dystyngowany,
dziecinny, dzielny, egocentryczny, egoistyczny, ekscentryczny,
ekshibicjonistyczny, ekspresyjny, ekstrawagancki, elastyczny,
elokwentny, emocjonalny, energiczny, entuzjastyczny, etyczny,
fatszywy, filantropijny, flegmatyczny, frasobliwy, frywolny, furiat,
gadatliwy, gapowaty, gawedziarz, gderliwy, gniewliwy, gniewny,
gorliwy, gospodarny, goscinny, grubianski, gruboskérny, gryma-
$ny, grzeczny, gwattowny, hardy, histeryczny, hojny, honorowy,
humorzasty, idealistyczny, impulsywny, indywidualista, infantyl-
ny, innowacyjny, innowatorski, intelektualista, inteligentny,
interesowny, ironiczny, kaprys$ny, kategoryczny, kasliwy, ktamli-
wy, kiétliwy, kochliwy, kolezenski, kompetentny, kompromiso-
wy, komunikatywny, konfliktowy, konfrontacyjny, konkretny,
konsekwentny, kontaktowy, kontrolujacy innych, kooperujacy,
kpiacy z innych, kreatywny, krewki, krnabrny, krétkowzroczny,
krytyczny, krytykancki, krzykliwy, kulturalny, kumpelski, kurtu-
azyjny, lamentujacy, tatwo sie adoptujacy, lekcewazacy, lekko-
myslny, leniwy, lekliwy, litoSciwy, logiczny, lojalny, luzacki,
tagodny, takomy, tapczywy, taskawy, tatwowierny, tebski, mato-
duszny, malomdéwny, matostkowy, manieryczny, manipulatorski,
marudny, marzyciel, materialista, madry, melancholiczny, meto-
dyczny, mezny, milczek, milosierny, mito$ciwy, mity, mocny,
moralny, mrukliwy, mrukowaty, méciwy, muzykalny, myslacy,
nachalny, nachalny, nadczuty, nadgorliwy, nadpobudliwy, nad-
wrazliwy, naiwny, namietny, napastliwy, narcystyczny, narwany,
natarczywy, natretny, nerwicowy, nerwowy, nieantagonistyczny,
niecierpliwy, nieczuty, niedbaty, niedelikatny, niedojrzaty, niedo-
ktadny, niedomyslny, niedyplomatyczny, niedyskretny, nieela-
styczny, nieemocjonalny, niefrasobliwy, niegospodarny, niego-
$cinny, niegrzeczny, niechonorowy, nieinteligentny, niekolezenski,
niekompetentny, niekomunikatywny, niekonfliktowy, niekonse-
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kwentny, niekonwencjonalny, niekulturalny, nielitosciwy, nielo-
giczny, nielojalny, nietaskawy, niemadry, niemitosierny, niemity,
niemoralny, niemuzykalny, nienawistny, nieobliczalny, nieobli-
czalny, nieobowigzkowy, nieobrotny, nieodporny, nieodpowie-
dzialny, nieomylny, nieopanowany, nieostrozny, nieoszczedny,
niepamietliwy, niepewny, nieptochliwy, niepobtazliwy, niepo-
godny, niepohamowany, niepojetny, niepokorny, niepostuszny,
niepowsciagliwy, nieprecyzyjny, niepredki, nieprzejednany,
nieprzekupny, nieprzewidywalny, nieprzezorny, nieprzychylny,
nieprzyjacielski, nieprzyjazny, nieprzystepny, niepunktualny,
nierozsadny, nieroztropny, nierozumny, nierozwazny, nierychli-
wy, nierygorystyczny, nierzeczowy, nierzetelny, niesamodzielny,
niesforny, nieskapy, nieskromny, niestowny, niesolidarny, nieso-
lidny, niespokojny, niesprawiedliwy, niesprzedajny, niestabilny,
niestaly, niestaranny, niestrudzony, niesumienny, niesympatycz-
ny, niesystematyczny, nieszczery, nieszlachetny, nieszybki, nie-
$miaty, nietaktowny, nietolerancyjny, nietowarzyski, nieuczciwy,
nieuczynny, nieufny, nieugiety, nieulekly, nieumiejetny, nie-
uprzejmy, nieustepliwy, nieustraszony, nieuwazny, nieuzdolnio-
ny, niewojowniczy, niewrazliwy, niewybredny, niewymagajacy,
niewyrozumiaty, niewytrwaty, niewytrzymaty, niezaktamany,
niezalezny, niezapobiegliwy, niezaradny, niezdecydowany, nie-
zdolny, niezgodny, nieztomny, niezlosliwy, niezmienny, niezor-
ganizowany, niezréwnowazony, niezyczliwy, niszczycielski,
nowatorski, obiektywny, obtudny, obojetny, obowigzkowy, obra-
zalski, obrotny, oddany, odporny, odpowiedzialny, odtwdrczy,
odwazny, ofensywny, ofiarny, okrutny, opanowany, operatywny,
opiekunczy, opieszaty, oporny, opryskliwy, optymistyczny,
oschly, oskarzycielski, ostrozny, oszczedny, otwarty, pamietliwy,
panikarski, partnerski, pasywny, pedantyczny, perfekcjonistycz-
ny, perfekcyjny, pesymistyczny, pewny siebie, pieczotowity,
pieniacki, pilny, piSmienny, plotkarz, ptaczliwy, ptochliwy, po-
btazliwy, pobudliwy, pochopny, poczciwy, podejrzliwy, podpo-
rzadkowany, podstepny, pogardliwy, pogodny, pojednawczy,
pojetny, pokorny, pomocny, pomystowy, ponury, ponury, pope-
dliwy, porywczy, postuszny, postepowy, potulny, powazny, po-
wierzchowny, powolny, powsciagliwy, pracowity, pragmatyczny,
praktyczny, prawdoméwny, prawomyslny, praworzadny, prawy,
precyzyjny, pretensjonalny, predki, predki, produktywny, pro-
stoduszny, prostolinijny, protekcjonalny, prowokacyjny, préz-
niacki, prézny, pruderyjny, przebiegly, przebojowy, przeczulony,
przedsiebiorczy, przekorny, przekupny, przenikliwy, przeSmiew-
czy, przewidujacy, przewrazliwiony, przewrotny, przezorny,
przyjacielski, przyjazny, przystepny, przywddczy, przyzwoity,
psotny, punktualny, pyskaty, pyszatkowaty, pyszny, racjonalista,
racjonalny, radosny, raptowny, realista, refleksyjny, rezolutny,
rezolutny, rodzinny, romantyczny, roszczeniowy, rozgarniety,
rozkapryszony, rozkazujacy, rozleniwialy, rozmowny, rozryw-
kowy, rozrzutny, rozsadny, roztargniony, roztropny, rozumny,
rozwazny, rozwiazty, ruchliwy, rygorystyczny, ryzykancki, rze-
czowy, rzetelny, samochwalczy, samodzielny, samokrytyczny,
samolubny, samowolny, samowystarczalny, samozachowawczy,
sarkastyczny, satyryczny, sceptyczny, schematyczny, sentymen-
talny, serdeczny, silny charakter, skapy, skromny, skrupulatny,
skryty, skuteczny, stowny, solidarny, solidny, spokojny, sponta-
niczny, spostrzegawczy, spdznialski, sprawiedliwy, sprytny,
stanowczy, staranny, stateczny, stoicki, strachliwy, strategiczny,
subtelny, sumienny, surowy, systematyczny, szarmancki, szczery,
szczodrobliwy, szczodry, szlachetny, szybki, szyderczy, $miaty,
tajemniczy, taktowny, tchérzliwy, temperamentny, terminowy,
tkliwy, tolerancyjny, towarzyski, tradycjonalista, troskliwy,
trwozliwy, twardy, twoérczy, uczciwy, uczuciowy, uczynny, ufny,
ugodowy, uktadny, ulegly, umuzykalniony, unikowy, uparty,
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uporzadkowany, uprzejmy, ustuzny, uspoteczniony, ustabilizo-
wany, ustepliwy, uszczypliwy, utalentowany, uwazny, uzdolnio-
ny, waleczny, wesoty, wiarygodny, wichrzycielski, wielkoduszny,
wierny, witalny, wiladczy, wnikliwy, wojowniczy, wrazliwy,
wredny, wspaniatomyslny, wspotczujacy, wstrzemiezliwy, wsty-
dliwy, wszechstronny, wybredny, wybuchowy, wyciszony, wyga-
dany, wykretny, wylewny, wymagajacy, wyniosty, wyrachowany,
wyrafinowany, wyrozumiaty, wytrwaly, wytrzymaty, wywazony,
zaborczy, zachtanny, zachowawczy, zaciekly, zaciety, zaczepny,
zadufany, zadziorny, zahamowany, zaktamany, zakompleksiony,
zamkniety w sobie, zapalczywy, zapobiegliwy, zapominalski,
zaradny, zarozumialy, zasadniczy, zawadiacki, zawistny, zawzie-
ty, zazdrosny, zbuntowany, zdecydowany, zdeterminowany,
zdezorganizowany, zdolny, zdradliwy, zdroworozsadkowy,
zdyscyplinowany, zdystansowany, zgodny, zgryZzliwy, zimny,
zto$liwy, zmienny, zobojetniaty, zorganizowany, zreczny, zréw-
nowazony, zrzedliwy, zuchwaty, zwinny, Zarliwy, Zartoczny,
zartobliwy, zwawy, zyczliwy, zywiotowy, zywy.

Appendix 2

Personality descriptors found difficult (38)

bitny, bunczuczny, chimeryczny, egzaltowany, ekstrawertywny,
erudycyjny, gnusny, hartowny, hedonistyczny, introwertywny,
konformistyczny, krasomoéwczy, labilny, lotny, malkontencki,
megalomanski, milkliwy, narowisty, niekonformistyczny, nielot-
ny, nieporzadny, niesubordynowany, obcesowy, oczytany, opor-
tunistyczny, pierzchliwy, racjonalista, reaktywny, rzutki, samo-
wiadczy/samowtadny, sensytywny, skrzetny, skwapliwy, spole-
gliwy, subordynowany, swarliwy, uragliwy, zajadty.



