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Abstract:  This study seeks to provide a broad and thorough review of the literature on the big
five traits (BFT) through a long history of conceptual and applied studies in many areas depending
on large samples of individuals, groups and countries. The BFT is the most widely accepted model
to describe the structure of personality traits, so this study sought to identify them in order to
achieve a better understanding as well as for consideration by researchers in their future studies.
This review focused on the eight key observations related to the BFT. These observations are:
meaning of the traits; the history of the BFT model; unity or hierarchy of traits; number of the
traits; three perspectives on BFT; BFT questionnaires; BFT and performance; and the need for a
sixth trait. The results of the study clearly confirmed that there are problems with universal mod-
els that tend to generalize a limited number of dimensions in order to interpret personality across
borders and cultures.
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Introduction

The theory of traits is one of most
important theories of personality (Ewen
2003), and the big five traits (BFT) repre-
sent the heart of the theory of personality
traits to descript, interpret, and predict hu-
man behavior. BFT (extraversion, agree-
ableness, conscientiousness, openness, and
neuroticism or emotional stability) can be
considered one of the richest fields of re-
search and development. This can be attrib-
uted to three important reasons at least
namely, the BFT is the most widely ac-
cepted and most prominent model to de-
scribe the structure of personality traits
(Rammstedt et al. 2010). A large number
of studies have addressed the big five traits.
Secondly, they cover a broad scope of traits,
attitudes, and behaviors related to person-
ality. Thirdly, due to their broad scope, the
BFT can serve as an important base for
generalizing personality traits cross-cultures
and environments as they are supported by
an extensive empirical literature (Krueger
and Eaton 2010). They also achieve a con-
ceptual and practical importance that stem
from the fact that personality traits are rela-
tively stable over time and across situations.
They are easy to understand and they have
been identified accurately as mutually ex-
clusive categories. Also, the understandabil-
ity of the BFTs and the easiness of memo-
rizing them represents an opportunity for
many people to understand human person-
ality. Lexical studies of personality traits
have been replicated in several languages
(Rammstedt et al. 2010; Randy et al. 2008:
p580), including Czech, Dutch, French,
German, Hungarian, Italian, Korean, and
Polish (Widiger and Mullins-Sweatt 2005:
p40). the BFT questionnaire was translated
from English into 28 languages (Schmitt et

al. 2007). In this context, the advantage of
the BFTs theory is twofold: first, compa-
rability to the other five basic theories of
personality: the psychoanalytic, psycho-
analytic-social, learning, the cognitive learn-
ing social, and humanistic theories
(Cloninger 2004). On the other hand, the
BFT model stimulated the development of
other big trait models such as two big traits
(Robertson 1994), big three traits. dark
triad, (Paulhus and Williams 2002), big four
traits (Cloninger and Svrakic 1997), other
big five traits (McAdams and Pals 2006), big
six traits (Ashton et al. 2004; Ashton and
Lee 2008), big seven traits, and ten traits
(Paunonen 2002). The BFT has the ability
to provide a valid and adequate framework
to assess the personality’s psychopathol-
ogy (Bagby 2005). They also motivate
other studies to adopt new five traits in the
same field (McAdams and Pals 2006), and
other traits (sincerity, excitement, compe-
tence, sophistication, and ruggedness) in the
brand personality (Aaker 1997).

In general, there is too much reliance
on the BFT model (Jang et al. 1996), and
its superiority is a result of the inclusion of
a broader variety of personality traits and
scales (Aziz and Jackson 2001). Nowadays,
this model represents the most popular for
describing the structure of personality de-
pending on lexicon hypothesis of different
languages (Goldberg 2001; Zhou et al.
2009). According to Saucier and Goldberg
(1998), all traits of personality can be in-
cluded in the big five, or fit under their
umbrella, such that there is nothing beyond
the big five traits nor do they have any al-
ternatives. However, in my view, BFT
theory and its components, such as the
questionnaires, personality inventory, their
empirical evidence, and the results of their
application, do not tell the whole story.
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This perspective also explains that many
studies have attempted to increase the num-
ber of big traits or even provide other traits.
This study’s purpose is twofold: the first
includes an extensive review of the litera-
ture on the BFT and the sixth trait that has
been added to them, that is religiosity, the
second focuses on eight observations and
criticisms of the BFTs. This paper is a con-
ceptual study that relies on the critical re-
view of the BFT to identify the critical ob-
servations on BFT. Methodologically, this
study has been designed as follows: (i) pro-
viding a background on the BFT story (the
importance of the BFT in personality theo-
ries); (ii) a presentation of critical observa-
tions on BFT through a thorough review
of the literature; (iii) results and discussion;
(iv) conclusions; and (v) limitations of the
study.

The Story of the Big Five Traits

Personality is the biological and cul-
tural blueprinting of man, a unique combi-
nation of the genetics and the environment.
In the terms of evolution, personality is a
pattern of unique combination between a
biology, psychology, sociology through
unprecedented overlap of natural and so-
cial selection to form the world of individu-
als. Despite the great development of our
experience in the study of personality, it
remains one of the most enigmatic subjets.
Personality is the whole complex of the
mutual influence of human nature (hered-
ity) and what is expressed in distinct con-
figurations of personality in different con-
texts (culture). The mystery of personal-
ity in other context of analysis (Taylor
2009; Charles 2013), as it seems to us, has
become less complicated with the theory
of personality traits and in particular with
the BFT model. However, the concept of

a trait is not easy to determine, and there
are serious disagreements about what a trait
means (Carver and Scheier 2012: p53).
Therefore, any attempt to improve our
perceptions of personality, and to increase
understanding of it, quickly becomes im-
portant in the study of personality. In this
context, the Five Big traits represent the
best description of personality (Feldman
2013) and appear to be the most exciting
in the expression and interpretation of per-
sonality and most useful in describing dif-
ferences between individuals and groups.
Many aspects of the BFT model have been
studied extensively over the past decades.
Some important aspects of them need to
be highlighted, such as: the meaning of the
trait, the history of the Big Five traits, the
hierarchy of traits, the number of the traits,
three perspectives regarding BFT, question-
naires for the BFTs, factor structure, the
BFTs and performance, and the sixth trait.
These aspects are presented below.

History

In developing the Big Five Traits, the
beginning was with the language that rep-
resented the repository of the most com-
prehensive and diverse traits. So, the start-
ing point in the development of the Big Five
were adjectives in natural language. The
lexical hypothesis is based on the most
important phenotypic traits tend to be en-
coded as single words in natural language
(Goldberg 1981; Zhou et al. 2009). Accord-
ing to John and Srivastava (1999), the lexi-
cal vision can bring us back to Klages (1926),
and Baumgarten (1933). Allport and
Odbert’s study (1936), cited in John and
Srivastava (1999) identified 18,000 terms,
this number decreased to 4,500 in the
Catell’s study (1943), and then to 240 in
the Costa and McCrae’s study (1992). In-
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deed, the important evolution of BFT is the
transition from the lexical vision (dictio-
nary terms, and adjectives) to traits vision
where traits are focal points that represent
the common characteristics of personality.
This development can be traced back to
Fiske (1949), cited in Larsen and Buss
(2014). In the 1980s, the five traits achieved
wide recognition as one of the major theo-
ries of personality (Cloninger 2004). To-
day, the BFT represent one of the impor-
tant theories in describing and interpreting
personality.

The methodological sources for study
of personality allocate a wide range to BFT
theory as an important area for the evolu-
tion of personality study. Finally, though
the five major traits have contributed to the
study and understanding of personality, the
mystery of personality remains greater
than one model or theory to tell the whole
story. This is evidenced by the fact that
increasing our experience in BFT studies
and their use in the study of personality
has been accompanied by increased criti-
cism of these traits (Eysenck 1992; and
McCrae 2009).

The Meaning of Trait

It is necessary to define the meaning
of a trait because it is the basis for inter-
preting the personality in this study. Ac-
cording to Merriam Webster, traits (char-
acter) are what make up and distinguish an
individual. It is a complex combination of
mental and ethical traits marking and often
individualizing a person. A trait is an inner
desire of the individual that affects his be-
havior frequently. It represents a purely
descriptive summation of a part of the per-
sonality and its related behavior (Larsen: p
59). It is a recurring pattern of response to
things, events, and circumstances. This pat-

tern of response is the most significant as-
pect of personality as an explanatory fac-
tor of personality and behavior. Accord-
ing to Cervone and Pervin (2013: p. 232)
personality traits have two connotations:
consistency (a regularity in the person’s
behavior) and distinctiveness (traits deter-
mine the characteristics which mean people
are different). These two connotations give
personal traits their scientific importance
in describing, interpreting, and predicting
human behavior. In the same context,
McCrae and Costa (1997) confirm that the
trait is ”person’s typical style of thinking,
feeling, and acting in different kinds of situ-
ations and at different times” and each trait
is a personality dimension which repre-
sents a most essential way in which people
vary (Costa and McCrae 1988). The theory
of personality traits is based on three as-
sumptions. First, personality traits are rela-
tively stable over time. Second, they are
stable across different situations (Burger
2011: p.150). Three, the availability of any
trait in the individual or group helps to pre-
dict certain behaviors associated with this
trait.

However, the availability of the trait
can be a problem because there is no case
where there is a black or white choice, or
between presence or absence of the whole
trait, but a wide range of behaviors that fall
on a continuum of presence of the trait in
the individual or group (Burger 2011: p.
150).

The availability of each trait in indi-
viduals does not represent an either/or situ-
ation. Each trait is not subject to phrasing
that implies two options either black or
white, which means that either the total
presence or total absence of the trait. In-
stead, the trait can be distributed as mul-
tiple levels on a long continuum that rep-
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resents a wide range of behaviors that indi-
cate its availability in individuals. For this
reason, there is no pure trait regardless of
whether that trait is extraversion or agree-
ableness or others. In any case, the trait can
be a strong determinant of personality as
well as of individual differences when the
trait is largely present unlike other individu-
als who lack the same trait significantly.

The Hierarchy of Traits

Eysenck’s hierarchical view of dimen-
sions reveals that the big trait of extraver-
sion (i.e. the supertrait at top level) includes
several traits (sociability, liveliness, active-
ness, and dominance) which in turn include
a set of habits, and the latter are also asso-
ciated with specific stimulus and responses
(Carver and Scheier 2012: p. 58; Burger
2011: p. 224). The hierarchy of the Big Five
traits contributes to highlighting the sub-
traits that turn into focal points rather than
supertraits. Therefore, this hierarchical
structure increases the complexity because
the sub-traits are numerous and can be dis-
tinguished from each other even though
they are sub-components of the same trait.
This hierarchy and this division lead to
greater complexity without necessarily en-
riching our understanding of personality.
The evolution of the Big Five traits started
with represents a transition from a to see-
ing the big traits as focal points to interpret
the characteristics of personality and per-
haps predict behavior.

Goldberg (1992) is the one who
named the Big Five Traits. He stressed that
each of these five traits is vast in terms of
interpreting the characteristics of person-
ality. These broad features caused
Goldberg to be inclined to use another
method of measurement, the bipolar adjec-

tive scales. It is clear that these bipolar traits
help to avoid a hierarchy of the trait on
the one hand, and achieve the distribution
of individuals on a continuum that tends
to trait (such as extinctions) on the first side
and extend on the same continuum to the
another side to represent the other side of
the trait (introversion). The hierarchical
structure of each trait helps to transform it
into a focal point to describe personality
by these traits. While the bipolar adjective
scales lead to the spread of individuals over
a wide range of continuum which indicate
large differences between individuals in
each of Big Five traits.

The Number of Traits

There has always been a tendency to
search for new traits or sub-traits. In fact,
this research is a temptation for the writers
to put their own touches on the study of
personality or take into account additional
personality traits that are more important
from their point of view. Perhaps the ques-
tion that can be asked here is this: why are
there the Big Five Traits and not any other
number? The number five seems to occur
and get used frequently in our studies.
There are five needs in the Maslow’s (1978)
Hierarchy of Needs, five sources of power
(Raven 1992), and five dimensions of na-
tional culture according to Hofstede (after
adding the fifth dimension under the influ-
ence of Confucianism) (Najm 2015).
McCrae and John (1991) point out that the
theory of BFT is puzzling and the number
of traits may be a historical coincidence.
Despite the importance of the number five
in managerial studies, some researchers
have tended to adopt another number with
the so-called plus or minus two traits (Briggs
1989), which means increasing the number
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of traits because there are some missing
(Miserandino 2012) or a decreasing num-
ber (Eysenck’s big three traits). Many stud-
ies have identified another number of per-
sonality traits such as: Robertson’s big two
traits (1994), Eysenck’s big three traits
(1967, 1992), Cloninger and Svrakic’s
(1997) big four traits, Lee et al. (2005) big
six traits, the big seven traits of the Hogen
Personality Inventory (1992) and
Paunonen and Jackson’s big ten traits
(2000). Moreover, the impact of BFT has
also shifted to other areas and countries
such as with Psychopathology Five (PSY-
5), (Harkness et al. 2002), Alternative Five-
Factor Model (2012), and Chinese Person-
ality Assessment Inventory (CPAI),

Cheung et al. (1996) (see Table 1). These
differences in the number of traits, as well
as in the adoption of different traits, leads
to many outcomes such as weakening the
consensus on the BFT, and the need for a
broad methodological evaluation of the
traits in order to identify the most accept-
able of these traits in the different cultures
and environments, in addition to determin-
ing their appropriate number. In this con-
text, this study is based on the importance
of religion in Arab and Islamic culture
(Najm 2015), and on considering the reli-
gion as a sixth trait. The sixth trait of reli-
gion is consistent with the study by Saucier
and Goldberg (1998), which considered
spirituality as the sixth trait.

Table 1. The Number of Personality Traits in Different Models

Model and Author Big Traits Notes 

Two big personality 

traits Wiggins (1968) 

-  Extraversion 

-  Anxiety 

-  Many studies have confirmed 

both traits. 
   

Two big personality 

traits, Robertson, 

1994 

-  Conscientiousness  

-  Neuroticism 

-  From BFT, there are two traits 

only have un positive effect on 

performance.  
   

Eysenck's three 

factor model, 1967, 

1992 

-  Psychoticism  

-  Extraversion  

-  Neuroticism 

-  These three of the five traits 

were intercorrelate but not all 

BFT. 
   

Big five traits, Fiske 

(1949) 

-  Extraversion, agreeableness, 

conscientiousness, neuroticism, 

openness  

-  The transition from the lexical 

hypothesis to the practical 

hypothesis, led to the BFT. 
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Table 1. Continued

Model and Author Big Traits Notes 

Norman (1963) 

-  agreeableness, neuroticism 

(emotional stability) 

conscientiousness, and culture-

intellect 

-  Culture is wider as it is a 

super-trait while openness 

to experience is a trait. 

Big six traits (HEXACO 

Model), Ashton et al. 

2004; Ashon and Lee 

2005; Ashton and Lee 

(2008); Lee and Ashton 

(2004); Leeb and Ashton 

(2014) 

-  Big five traits plus sixth factor: 

honesty–humility 

-  The HEXACO is an 

attempt to provide a 

broader view of personality 

by expanding the five 

personality traits to include 

religiosity. 

   

Norman (1963) 

-  agreeableness, neuroticism 

(emotional stability) 

conscientiousness, and culture-

intellect 

-  Culture is wider as it is a 

super-trait while openness 

to experience is a trait. 

   

Alternative Models   

Three big traits, 

Cloninger et al. (1991); 

Cloninger et al. (1993)  

-  Self-directedness  

-  Cooperativeness  

-  Self-transcendence 

-  These three traits can 

predict interpersonal 

differences in responsiveness 

to experimental pain. 

Four big trait, Cloninger 

and Svrakic (1997) 

-  Harm Avoidance  

-  Novelty Seeking  

-  Reward Dependence  

-  Persistence 

-  It’s a biopsychological 

model, where the big four 

traits are moderately stable 

throughout life. 

   

The Temperament and 

Character Inventory 

Revised (TCI-R), 

Cloninger et al. (1999) 

* Four temperaments: Novelty 

Seeking, Harm Avoidance, 

Reward Dependence, and 

Persistence  

* Three characters, Self-

directedness, Cooperativeness, 

and Self-transcendence. 

-  The TCI-R has been 

translated to several 

languages and cross cultural 

contexts with rubest results 

based on acceptable factor 

structures. 
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Table 1. Continued

Model and Author Big Traits Notes 

Big six traits, 

Church and 

Katigbak (1989), 

Church and 

Katigbak (2002) 

-  Social potency, responsibility, 

emotional control, concern for 

others, broad-mindedness, and 

affective well-being 

-  Other six traits have been 

developed to describe and 

understand the Filipino 

personality.  

   

Seven big traits, the 

Hogan Personality 

Inventory: HPI 

(1992) 

- Adjustment, ambition, 

sociability, likeability, 

prudence, intellectance, and 

school success 

-  HPI is a measure of normal 

personality in its social 

interactions and in relation to 

performance outcomes. 
   

Alternative Five-

Factor Model, 

Zuckerman et al. 

(1991) 

- Impulsive sensation seeking, 

aggression-hostility, activity, 

sociability, neuroticism-anxiety 

- This model of personality 

traits does not include any 

equivalent to openness to 

experience. 
   

Seven domains of 

personality 

Temperament and 

Character Inventory: 

TCI, Cloninger 

(1994) 

-  Harm avoidance, novelty 

seeking, reward dependence and 

persistence, self-directedness, 

cooperativeness, and self-

transcendence 

-  This is a revised biosocial model 

of personality contains the first 

four traits as the temperament 

dimensions and the last three as 

the character domains. 

   

Ten clusters beyond 

BFT, Paunonen and 

Jackson (2000) 

-  Religious; deceptive; ethical, 

sexy; thrifty; conservative; 

masculine-feminine; egotistical; 

humorous; risk taking. 

-  These clusters illustrate that the 

five traits are not 

comprehensive, and some traits 

such as religiosity, ethics are 

important pillars of personality
   

Matthews and Oddy 

(1993). 

-  Extraversion: (humorous, 

amusing, and popular) 

-  Ambition (hard-working, 

productive, and determined) 

-  Creativity (imaginative, 

inventive, and original) 
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Table 1. Continued

Three Perspectives of the Big Five
TRAITS

Many studies have addressed with
both the etic approach (the Big Five traits
are universal regardless of the environment,
culture or context) and the emic approach
(the Big Five traits are culture and context-
specific) (Gurven et al. 2013; Lodhi et al.
2002; Zhou et al. 2009; Triandis and Suh
2002; Cheung et al. 2011). It is the ques-
tion of Generality (the Big Five traits across
cultue) or specificity (different personality
traits according to different cultures). In this
context of the analysis, we can determine
three perspectives to assess the traits of
BFT:

- Universal perspective: Aysenck led an
ambitious trend to emphasize that the
five traits are biological traits. However,

his numerous studies have confirmed
three more traits that can be considered
as well. According to this perspective,
the Big Five traits are a universal lan-
guage of personality, common compo-
nents, and universal descriptions of per-
sonality across cultures and environ-
ments (Cheung et al. 1996; Chamorro-
Premuzic and Furnham 2010). This per-
spective seeks to develop generalized,
imported, and exogenous personality
traits. The advocates of the BFT model
seek to assert their comprehensiveness,
their universality, also to work on find-
ing these traits in other species in an at-
tempt to consider them as biological
traits (McAdams and Pals 2006;
DeYoung 2010; Zuckerman 1992) and
across-cultural traits. Consequently,
these traits do not reflect socioeco-

Model and Author Big Traits Notes 

Chinese Personality 

Assessment 

Inventory (CPAI), 

Cheung et al. (1996) 

 

-  Harmony, Ren Qing 

(relationship orientation), 

modernization, thrift, Ah-Q 

mentality (defensiveness), 

graciousness, trustworthiness, 

face, family orientation, and 

somatization (expression of 

distress). 

- These ten traits can be grouped 

into big four traits: 

Dependability, Chinese 

Tradition, Social Potency, 

Individualism. 

 

   

Psychopathology 

Five (PSY-5), 

Harkness and 

McNulty (1994); 

Harkness et al. (2002) 

-  Aggressiveness, psychoticism, 

disconstraint, negative 

emotionality/ neuroticism, 

introversion/low positive 

emotionality 

- Developing BFT for the 

personality psychopathology. 
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nomic and cultural factors but rather
common universal factors associated
with human nature. In the ultimate
analysis,

- Local perspective: Ecologies shape cul-
tures and cultures contribute to the for-
mation of personality traits (Triandis
and Suh 2002). The meanings of the
BFT have been developed in the con-
text of the lexical hypothesis of the
English language, and the significance of
personality traits has been studied in the
context of Western culture. Therefore,
The BFT model can be seen as a sim-
plistic western perspective of personal-
ity based on context-free traits (Randy
et al. 2008; Church and Katigbak 1989;
Church and Katigbak 2002). Heine and
Buchtel (2009) also confirmed that the
BFT model represents the English per-
sonality and is more adequate for Ameri-
can participants. In the same context,
three studies (Krug and Kulhavy 1973;
Cattell et al. 1970 and Plaut et al. 2002
in Rentfrow 2010) also have reported
that there are regional differences mea-
sured in terms of the BFT. Emphasiz-
ing indigenous culture-specific traits and
local aspects in culture, many studies on
Korean, Indian, Mexican, Filipino and
Arabic cultures have confirmed there
are many special traits in these cultures
that lie beyond the BFT (Miserandino
2012: p. 51; Najm 2015).
Most studies have limited the use of the
BFT model to literate and urban popu-
lations (Gurven et al. 2013). Therefore,
the application of these traits across cul-
tures faces difficulties related to the
questionnaire used, the validity and re-
liability, even in the points of focus on
other big traits. There is also the refer-
ence-group effect (the tendency for

people to respond to items according
to implicit standards from their culture)
that influences the response to these
features (Heine et al. 2002; and Heine
et al. 2008). Using the lexical hypoth-
esis in Chinese can lead to different out-
comes, as with other big traits
(Cloninger 1994; and Thornquist and
Kiers 1991) and another number of
these traits (ten traits instead of five)
(Cheung et al. 1996; and Raad 2009).
The same result can be confirmed in the
context of Arabic language and culture.
According to Karim et al. (2009), the
BFT model failed when they were used
to measure personality traits in a local
(or Islamic) context. According to
Mastor et al. (2000), two traits (the
Openness and Extraversion traits) from
BFT failed to be clear traits of Malay
personality. Other traits can be reached,
and religiosity is likely to represent a big
sixth trait. This perspective seeks to
develop particular, contextual, and in-
digenous personality traits. Finally, a
local perspective can provide a contri-
bution to the study of personality on
at least two levels. First, it can determine
and adopt traits that are more adaptive
to the culture-specific group, and these
can provide additional predictions of
behavior (Ashton and Lee 2008).
Within this perspective, we can find the
five traits model of Islamic personality
proposed by Othman et al. (2014).

- Third perspective in which BFT are still
controversial (Costa and McCrae 1992).
Although the results of some studies
emphasized the importance of cross-cul-
tural traits (Gurven et al. 2013), others
emphasized otherwise (McCrae and
Costa 2003). According to Eysenck
(1998: p. 15), both generality (univer-
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sality) and specificity (locality) have
some empirical evidences, and the influ-
ence of generality and specificity was ap-
proximately equal. Therefore, the Big
Five traits remain an open space for fur-
ther empirical studies to develop our
understanding of these traits and im-
prove them to be more comprehensive
and universal. This study can be con-
sidered as falling within a third perspec-
tive that combines generality and speci-
ficity and expands the BFT model by
adding the sixth trait: religiosity.

In relation to the three perspectives,
we can see that there has been a strong ten-
dency to transform BFT into universal
traits with biological bases shared by hu-
mans regardless of culture, and they are
shared with non-humans as well.
Zuckerman (1991) who identified four
major traits, tends towards considering bio-
logical traits. This perspective confirms that
all personality differences are biological and
these traits originate in the genes
(DeYoung, 2010: p. 1166). Although the
Big Five traits are important to study our
personality, but they must be understood
in a psycho-social context rather than a
biological context.

Questionnaires for the BFT Model

Perhaps the hallmark of the BFT
model is the multiplicity of questionnaires
developed to measure the five traits. These
questionnaires are excellent and applicable
in some cultural contexts but more prob-
lematic in other contexts (Rolland 2002).
A study by Hendriks et al. (2003), which
covered 13 countries, confirmed results
from the BFT model. A study by McCrea
(2002) conducted in 36 cultures, and more
recently, a study of Schmitt and his col-
leagues (2007) in fifty-six countries, also led

to support for BFT. However, other stud-
ies have produced other findings
(Thornquist, and Kiers, 1991) or the need
for other traits or measures (Cloninger et
al. 1991). Rammstedt and his colleagues
(2010) provide examples of studies that
failed to achieve appropriate results due to
different questionnaires (Panayiotou et al.
2004). Other studies that have adopted
other traits or other numbers of traits (as
in Table 1) produced different results from
other studies that supported BFT.
Eysenck’s study (1992) confirms that three
of five traits (neuroticism, extraversion,
neuroticism) intercorrelate while the other
two (agreeableness and conscientiousness)
do not.

In many cases, different studies that
use different questionnaires find different
results. Some of these different question-
naires are: NEO Personality Inventory
(NEO-PI) with 181 items (Costa and
McCrae 1985), The NEO Five Factor In-
ventory (NEO-FFI): 60 items (Costa and
McCrae 1989; and Tuominen 2014),
TPQue5 with 75 items (Tsaousis and
Kerpelis 2004 ), The Big Five Inventory
with 44 items (John et al. 1991), NEO Per-
sonality Inventory–Revised (NEO-PI-R);
240 items (Costa and McCrae 1992), The
Professional Personality Questionnaire:
PPQ with 68 items (Kline and Lapham
1990), Zuckerman-Kuhlman Personality
Questionnaire: ZKPQ with 68 items
(Zuckerman et al.. 1992) (For last two ques-
tionnaires, see: Stendorf and Angleitnir
1994), Temperament and Character Inven-
tory (TCI) with three big traits and 35 items
(Cloninger et al. 1991) Big Five Inventory
(BFI) with 44 items (John et al. 1991), and
BFT with 25 items and five item for each
factor (Donnellan et al. 2006), The Mini-
IPIP (The International Personality Item
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Pool) as a short version with 20-item was
derived from PIPI-FFM with 50-item
(Goldberg 1999; Donnellan et al. 2006), and
the 44-item Big Five Inventory: BFI (John
and Srivastava 1999). These different ques-
tionnaires raise serious questions about
these measures and how they affect their
results. In fact, these results can be explained
by the different questionnaires, as well as
by the diversity of environments and cul-
tures that can lead to other traits. Research-
ers have also differed in formulating the
statements or items of trait or even increas-
ing number of these items that cover the
trait. Finally, the various questionnaires
used to measure the Big Five traits repre-
sent a serious problem, although they con-
tributed to enriching the BFT model.

Factors Structure

To test the BFT model, many statisti-
cal instruments have been used such as:
exploratory factor analysis (EFA), princi-
pal components analysis (PCA), confirma-
tory factor analyses (CFA), convergent
validity, alpha internal consistency, test-
retest reliability (intra-class correlation) etc.
(Johnson 2014; Gurven et al. 2013; Cheung
et al. 2011; Aluja et al. 2010; Donnellan et
al. 2006; Tsaousis and Kerpelis 2004;
Panayiotou et al. 2004; Church and Burke
1994). Factor analysis, especially varimax,
is the statistical buzz word in terms of BFT.
Varimax is one of the most commonly-
used statistical methods as an orthogonal
rotation method that produces correlated
independent factors with no multi-col-
linearity problem (Osborne 2015). It is
noted in relation to the use of factor analy-
sis, that the results of some studies support
the BFT and are consistent with each other
in their conclusions (Karim et al. 2009; and
Mastor et al. 2000) while others do not

(Eysenck 1967, 1992; and Cloninger and
Svrakic 1997). Mastor et al. (2000) study
on Malay personality, found that the items
under the Openness and Extraversion fac-
ets failed to form a clear factor structure.
While Aluja et al. (2010) argued that the
factor structure with a higher complexity
tends to show an acceptable fit.

There is a problem with BFT-oriented
studies that ignore other personality traits
simply because the researcher does not
want to measure other traits such as spiri-
tuality or religiosity (O’Donohue et al.
2007: pp x-xi).

In all studies, the factor analysis load-
ings are significantly different, so it cannot
be considered as a personality trait with an
equal effect on behavior. This appears in
the differences in influence between one
study and another, and in one study this
effect appears different from one study to
another, in the same study, and when there
are two versions of the questionnaire. In
the Traits Personality Questionnaire 5
(TPQue5), the result of principal compo-
nents analysis and a varimax rotation is 34
percent of the total variance for the short-
ened version of TPQue 5 and 56 percent
for the full length version. In factor struc-
ture, the varimax rotation also yields the
most interpretable structure, otherwise
orthogonal rotations yielded several differ-
ences (Tsaousis and Kerpelis 2004). Apart
from the harsh observation of Goldberg
(1990) “what one finds depends primarily
on how one looks. If that were so, the gen-
eral goal of developing a scientifically com-
pelling taxonomy of individual differences
could be a foolish quest,” it is important to
emphasize that there is a great and creative
effort to increase our understanding of per-
sonality description. Moreover, the BFT
model already covers the main personality
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traits making it more attractive in person-
ality studies.

Big Five Traits and Performance

The traits in the BFT model are the
antecedents of performance. But with the
involvement of individuals in work, these
traits can play an influential role in perfor-
mance. Therefore, important questions
can be asked about the relationship be-
tween them. Can performance be consid-
ered as a function of the BFT traits (i.e.
performance = ƒ(BFT)? Is there a causal
relationship between the BFT and high
performance? The answer is not conclu-
sive, but it is conditional on these person-
ality traits in relation to other factors. In
many studies, there is a positive relation-
ship between all BFT traits and perfor-
mance and economic success over the life
path (Amir et al. 2014). Chamorro-
Premuzic and Furnham (2010) considered
the BFT as good predictors of performance.
Big five traits model like Holland’s theory
of interests and his six personality types
(RIASEC) (Armstrong et al. 2008), can be
used to determine job preferences. Other
studies have confirmed a positive relation-
ship between all or some traits and better
performance (Echchakoui 2013; Hogan
and Holland 2003; Hurtz and Donovan
2000; Mount and Barrick 1995; Salgado
1997). Also, some studies have demon-
strated a positive relationship between
some of these traits (but not all).
Robertson’s study (2001) argues that only
two traits (conscientiousness and neuroti-
cism or emotional stability) are aligned with
the best performance, but the other three
traits (openness, agreeableness, and extra-
version) are not important for better per-
formance. Rothstein and Goffin (2006)
point out that in fifteen studies there is a

relationship between only three traits (con-
scientiousness, emotional stability and ex-
traversion) and team performance. In rela-
tion to religiosity, religious values and rules
can be applied for or against what individu-
als want (Baron 2014). This means that in-
dividuals also apply their religious values
and rules in dealing with rules of manage-
ment or performance.

Despite these positive results show-
ing a total or partial relationship between
BFT and performance, other studies have
revealed other findings that indicate no re-
lationship between them. According to a
study by Robie et al. (2005) there is a cor-
relation between extraversion and job per-
formance, whereas there isn’t with consci-
entiousness. Murphy and Dzieweczynski
(2005) pointed out that the correlations
between all BFT and job performance are
very low (close to zero). Hough’s study
(2011) also confirms that the BFT are not
good predictors of performance. Finally,
the relationship between the FBTs and the
performance cannot be considered a com-
pletely positive relationship. In any case,
the positive relationship can be overlooked
at least between some personality traits and
performance.

The Need for a Sixth Trait

Religion is a spiritual need for human
beings and an essential component of ev-
ery culture in any group. Therefore, there
is a real need to reconsider religion and
spiritualty in the economy (Nelson 2006),
psychology (Emmons and Paloutzian
2003), management (Giacalone and
Jurkiewicz 2010) and culture (Paunonen
and Jackson 2000). What is more interest-
ing is the growing assertion that man is
Homo Economicus who, in his absolute
rationality, maximizes his own profit and
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own well-being (Nyborg 2000), and is ad-
ministrative man who, in his bounded ra-
tionality (Simon 1982: 1997), maximizes
the gains of all stakeholders, and is also
Homo Spiritualis and Homo Religiosus who,
in his sublimation of moral and religious
values, maximize the meaning and purpose
of life for all humanity. Wade (2009) went
so far as to talk about “the instinct of faith”.
However, religion is not only about get-
ting to paradise but it is also about the in-
ternal peace of the individual (McBride and
Richardson 2012). This study adopts reli-
giosity as a sixth trait along with those traits
in the BFT model. The strong assumption
of this adoption depends on the fact that
religion in many Eastern and possibly non-
Eastern societies plays an important role
in life and culture, and it also greatly influ-
ences behavior. This is also evident in Is-
lam, which is the most important and in-
fluential dimension in the life and culture
of Arab Muslims. Al-Goaib (2003) stressed
that, in Islam, religiosity is the commitment
to the teachings of Islam, and that there is a
relationship between prayer and perfor-
mance, and students who carry out their
religious practices and duties are less likely
to cheat during exams. According to Allen
(2007), engagemnet in frequent religious
activities for individuals is associated with
higher satisfaction at work. Nasution
(2009) stressed that religious teachings have
a great impact on society. While, Njus and
Bane (2009) pointed out that intrinsic reli-
giosity plays a role in differences between
individuals. In our analysis, the Arab cul-
ture seems to be most influenced by the
religious dimension (religiosity or faith)
(Najm 2015). The religious dimension con-
tributes to the formation of beliefs, values,
and behavior of Muslim Arabs. However,
religion has been overlooked in national

culture models: Hofstede (1980), Hofstede
(1988), Schwartz (2006); Globe Project
(House et al. 2004); Hall (1981, 1990). Al-
though the BFT model does not recognize
religiosity as an independent trait of per-
sonality, the Temperament and Character
Inventory Revised (TCI-R) included spiri-
tuality or the spiritual acceptance facet
which is closer to religiosity (Cloninger et
al. 1999; Aluja et al. 2010; Aluja and Blanch
2011; Gutiérrez-Zotes et al. 2004). Accord-
ing to studies that review the BFT model,
religiosity is associated with high agreeable-
ness and conscientiousness an unrelated to
other traits (Saroglou 2002). Anyway,
when the traits of BFT do not cover an
important personality trait, it must be added
to the model, so Zuckerman and Cloninger
(1996) added the dimension of spirituality
or self-transcendence (closer to the reli-
gious dimension) to the personality traits.

In this context, we can say that two
views on religiosity have been presented in
personality traits studies. The first empha-
sizes the correlation between religiosity and
the BFT, while the second emphasizes that
religiosity cannot be reduced to values and
social attitudes and must be treated as a trait
of personality. McCrea and Costa (1996)
have shown that religiosity is associated
with two traits in the BFT model: agree-
ableness and conscientiousness. A study by
Hills et al. (2004) also emphasizes that reli-
giosity is strongly associated with neuroti-
cism, while Robbins et al. (2010) have
pointed to the relationship of intrinsic reli-
giosity to agreeableness with the explicit
assertion that religiosity is a largely inde-
pendent factor in this relationship. How-
ever, this correlation may not be sufficient
because it hides the trait of religiosity
within other personality traits. This result
is consistent with the results of Piedmont’s
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study (1999) of spirituality (as an impor-
tant expression of religiosity) which is a
factor independent of the other traits and
therefore a sixth trait of personality. Con-
sequently, there is an impact of the ‘Big
Five’ traits on religiosity, at the same time
there is an impact of religion on the traits
of BFT (Gebauer et al. 2014; Saroglou
2002). Rican and Janosova’s study (2010),
also shows that spirituality (usually an im-
portant presumption of religiosity) is a trait
of personality and can be considered a big
sixth trait (Piedmont 1999).

This study added to the BFT model a
sixth personality trait that is religiosity with
six facets: religious faith, rituals, commit-
ment, explicit religious dutifulness, religious
work ethic, and spirituality and self-tran-
scendence. This sixth trait depends on the
importance of religion. We would like to
emphasize that religion played a strong role
in the past, and remains influential in the
present, and will remain so in the future.
That means, religion has a vital role to play
in the lives of individuals and societies from
historical, phonological, sociological and
economic perspectives. In every time and
in every land, religion is indispensable in
people’s lives.

One lesson of history is that religion
has many lives. Often, in the past, God and
religion have died and been reborn (Durant
and Durant 1968). It is the cruelty of life
and the depth of the inner experience that
make religion a lasting and indispensable
resort in people’s lives. Whatever our ob-
servations on religion at any time and any-
where, they are not enough to make people
live without their need for religion. Re-
searchers who sought to confirm that traits
in the BFT model are universal traits tended
to consider them as genetic traits. In the
same context, some researchers of evolu-

tionary psychology have asserted that there
is a gene of worship or religion (Toates
2011). Also in Maslow’s conception, the
ultimate human goal of self-actualization
and transcendence require the aspiration of
people to the idealism attained by religions,
and Conscious understanding of satisfac-
tion and movement toward larger and larger
includes religion (Maslow 1978, 1999).
From a sociological perspective, Weber
pointed out that Protestant morality played
a catalytic role in the development of soci-
ety and the emergence of capitalism
(McCleary and Barro 2006). In The Prot-
estant Ethic viewed religiosity as an inde-
pendent variable that could influence eco-
nomic outcomes (McCleary and Barro
2006). Also from a sociological perspective,
and in his book “A secular age” (2007),
Taylor pointed out that God is presented
in a whole host of social practices (not just
the political) and at all levels of society. In
his opinion, religion is a set of norms and
practices that are overtaken and totally
weakened by secularism and the economic
and societal roles of government in our
modern societies. Yet religion has not di-
minished or marginalized as expected, and
it still has its important functions and roles
in the lives of individuals and communities.
Religiosity as a sixth trait represents a re-
sponse to the fact that religion plays a large
role in some societies and expresses the
uniqueness of these societies in the face of
cultural universality.

Islam is one of the world’s great reli-
gions (O’Neal and Jones 2007). It is the
most influential factor in Arab culture and
life. This importance was made evident by
a study by The PEW Research Forum
which involved face-to-face interviews with
more than 38,000 people that were recorded
in Middle Eastern countries with Arab-
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Muslim majority, Muslims have reported
that religion is very important in their lives:
Morocco (89%), Jordan (85%), Palestinian
territories (85%), Iraq (82%), Tunisia (78%),
Egypt (75%), and Lebanon (59%) (Geor-
gia, 2013). For this reason, this study
adopted religiosity as a sixth trait of per-
sonality. Religiosity means committing to
many things, such as: faith, direct connec-
tion to God, committing to the rights of
God, reading religious scripture, practicing
worship or religious duties, avoiding bad
deeds, initiating good things, religious sym-
bols, rituals, language and all other prac-
tices that go further (Achour et al. 2015;
Achour and Boerhannoeddin 2011; Zullig
et al. 2006; Weaver and Agle 2002). El-
Menouar’s study (2014) identified five di-
mensions of Islamic religion: basic religios-
ity, central duties, religious experience, re-
ligious knowledge, and orthopraxis.
Othman et al. (2014), identified five traits
of Islamic personality: ‘al-rushd‘, which in-
clude diligence, thrift, moderation and bal-
ance; ‘hijab’, which reflects caring for one’s
good name, abstaining from committing
sins, patience and tawakkal which means
being whole-hearted (emotional stability);
musyawarah, which means consultation
(agreeableness); refraining from talking
unproductively and displaying modesty;
teamwork, being consultative, participa-
tive, and egalitarian; and spirituality, which
includes ibadah (prayers), amanah (hon-
esty), and ilmu (knowledge).

Results and Discussion

This study has confirmed that there
are eight important observations (defini-
tions of the traits, history of the BFT; the
unity or hierarchy of traits; the number of
the traits; three perspectives about the BFT;

BFT questionnaires; BFT and performance;
and the need for a sixth trait) that can be
made with regard to BFT model. These
eight points raise the problem of univer-
salizing one model to explain human per-
sonality across borders and cultures, a mat-
ter fraught with many dangers, foremost
of which is the dissemination of one model
to different human groups regardless of
environmental, ethnic and cultural differ-
ences.

The lexical hypothesis evolved into
the BFT model over a relatively long pe-
riod of time which helped to use these traits
extensively in the studies of personality
across cultures. But this development has
also been accompanied by criticism of
multiple aspects of this model. The BFT
model has represented an ambitious at-
tempt to provide a single universal inter-
pretation of the human personality regard-
less of geography, history and cultural di-
versity; however, this attempt faced many
objections. In response to these objections,
the researchers developed other models
with other personality traits and other num-
bers of traits (big two, three, four, five, six,
seven, and ten traits as shown in Table 1)
that are different from the number five as
the golden number associated with this
model. However, when applying the model
in other countries, the model is not valid
in the context of non-Anglo-Saxon lan-
guages and cultures. This has been con-
firmed by numerous studies conducted in
many countries such as Poland, Czech
Republic, Turkey, the Netherlands, Italy,
Hungary, South Korea, the Philippines,
Spain, Germany, France, Japan, and Tai-
wan (Saucier and Goldberg 2001; Rolland
2002). The evaluation of BFT model tends
to be seen as an Anglo-Saxon cultural view.
From another part of the world, China has
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provided other descriptions and traits of
Chinese personality. Zhou et al.’s study
(2009) identified 3,159 lexical terms to de-
scribe Chinese personality, and from them
the top 413 terms with highest frequency
were used. The results of this study have
confirmed that there are other traits that
overlap with those in the BFT model.

The BFT model provided a compre-
hensive and somewhat universal theory of
personality and contributed by presenting
the traits as more popular descriptions of
the personality. This can be explained by
the scientific contributions of many re-
searchers which have accumulated over
decades to make the BFT model one of the
most important theories of personality. In
this context, understanding the BFT model
with the so-called “Barnum effect” where
“people were quick to trust a test that gave
general statements about their personali-
ties” (Snyder et al. 1977) contributed to the
strength and popularity of BFT.

The basic conclusion is that different
questionnaires, different instruments to
measure traits, and different cultural con-
texts can lead to different outcomes. This
problem appears in the BFT model and is
more pronounced in other models that
have used other personality traits. The ex-
istence of multiple personality traits mod-
els, multiple facets of each trait and mul-
tiple questionnaires have contributed to
enrich the study of personality, but also
create difficulties in studying and review-
ing the large number of models, traits and
their facets. These difficulties are also asso-
ciated with the challenges of identifying the
most representative personality traits.
Therefore, it is necessary to avoid the two
extreme points in this area. One one side,
a model that cannot be generalized, and, on
the other side, many different models con-

tributing to the complexity of this scien-
tific topic and reducing the opportunity to
benefit from them to understand a complex
and puzzling subject such as personality.
The ambitious goal of the universal perspec-
tive of BFT has contributed to the devel-
opment of “Periodic Table of Personality”
that applies to all human beings, regardless
of their cultures, which is similar to “Peri-
odic Table of Chemical Elements” (Woods
and Anderson 2016; and Lamiell 2000).
According to this perspective, there are
values, emotions and behaviors that are
similar in all human beings regardless of
cultures and environments like chemical
elements that are similar everywhere in
nature. It is clear from this study that this
perspective seems very simplistic, so one
recipe for all seems to lack the profound
connotation of human diversity which ap-
pears in many areas wider than biological
diversity. In brief, the personality is a com-
bination of two influences: the genetic in-
fluence (which all people share) and the
environmental-cultural (which varies ac-
cording to the diversity of cultures) (Burger
2011: p.13). Therefore, the development of
multiple personality traits that respond to
diverse environments and cultures can be
considered an important enrichment of in-
terpersonal understanding across cultures.

In testing BFT, many statistical meth-
ods (EFA, PCA, CFA, and Factor analy-
sis-verimax,) were used, but the lack of con-
sistent results (some results were support-
ive and others were not) contributed to
raising doubts about the universality of
these traits and the need to develop them,
including the development of other mod-
els. Despite the large number of studies and
statistical methods used, the results are not
final and they have not provided reliable
empirical evidence (Rentfrow 2010; Larsen
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and Buss 2014). The same observation can
be confirmed with regard to questionnaires
used in with BFT model, since multiple
questionnaires can lead to different results
and possibly reach results that cannot be
replicated.

Also, the absence of a causal relation-
ship between all five measles and the mul-
tiple outcomes of the relationship between
the five characteristics and performance, the
individuals involved in corporate policy
planning to assess the impact of these char-
acteristics on the performance of workers
according to their internal and external en-
vironment.

 For a long time, psychology had dis-
tanced itself from religion and religiosity,
and in this period, the BFT model was de-
veloped. Although religion is one of the
most universal and influential social insti-
tutions that contributes to the formation
of people’s attitudes, values, and behaviors
(Farrukh et al. 2016), yet the BFT model
overlooked this role.

 Today, psychology is like other sci-
ences such as economics and has become
more understanding of the interest in reli-
gion (McCleary and Barro, 2006; McCleary
and Barro, 2003). Therefore, this study sup-
ports the adoption of religiosity as a sixth
trait, especially in the studying Arab and
Islamic personality, where religion is one
of the pillars of personality interpretation
(Mohd Mahudin et al. 2016; Osman-Gani
et al. 2003; Othman et al. 2014). Religion,
religiosity, spirituality, religious values, and
others that are related to the spiritual needs
of man, remain a feature of personality that
can not be ignored. Human civilization,
with all its fluctuations and challenges, has
not been able to weaken the fact that reli-
gion has always been a last resort for hu-

man being in his search for a great light and
Four Noble Truths, (Van Gordon et al.
2015; Thera 2014), for a supernatural hope
that may be the sole alternative to despair
(Durant and Durant 1968: p. 43), and for
perfecting the noblest morals (makarim al-
akhlaq) (Prophetic Hadith from Islam).

Conclusions

Some conclusions that can be drawn
from studying the BFT model are as fol-
lows: the lexical hypothesis has shown that,
in different countries, the inventory of dic-
tionary traits to identify adjectival clusters
of these traits can reveal new traits that the
model could not contain. Paunonen and
Jackson (2000) argued that there are other
traits (adjectival clusters) beyond BFT that
can be considered. The Chinese dictionary
(representing the overall treasury of the
national language in the country), in the
Zhao study for example, explained that
there are other different traits (10 traits in-
stead of 5) representing clusters of adjec-
tives in Chinese. This result may apply to
any national language in other countries
and regions.

There is no one model that can ex-
plain personality cross-borders and cul-
tures, and this fact applies to the BFT
model. These traits are not universal and
are not consistent in all studies. This ex-
plains the differences in the importance of
these big five traits even in one culture, and
they vary in importance from culture to
culture. Researchers who developed mul-
tiple models of character traits instead of
one model provided an important treatment
for a standard reductionist view that relies
on one model to capture and interpret per-
sonality traits in all environments and cul-
tures.
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In many studies, the results of BFT
tests were inconsistent (Othman et al.
2014), although appropriate statistical
methods such as exploratory factor analy-
sis (EFA), confirmatory factor analyses
(CFA), and the factor structure, the results
were different, i.e. these tests were support-
ive of some traits and not supportive of
other traits (Robertson, 1994; Mastor et al.
2000). In Costa and McCrae study’s (1985)
only two traits (neuroticism and extraver-
sion) were more stable, while the other
three were not stable over time. These re-
sults contributed to criticism of the model
(McCrae and John, 1991; Eysenck 1992;
Rolland 2002;), and these observations may
have contributed to the tendency of re-
searchers to develop other models.

Religiosity is one of the most impor-
tant traits that has not been taken into ac-
count in the BFT model. Despite the long-
term confrontation with religion which
began with the Renaissance in the four-
teenth century and lasted throughout the
industrial revolution in the eighteenth cen-
tury, and the secular era with all its varied
influences in the twentieth century (Tay-
lor, 2007). Adding to that atheistic and an-
tireligious communism, the tyranny of ma-
terial values, the dominance of market laws
on our ways of thinking and practices un-
der the influence of “Monsters of the mar-

ket: Zombies, vampires and global capital-
ism” according to (McNally 2011) and
where “Profit above people” (Chomsky
2003). Despite that, religion remains a
source of moral values, a man’s last resort
to patience over difficult circumstances and
easing tensions, and religiosity remains an
important trial of personality. Hence, it is
important to develop the model further by
adding a sixth trial which is religiosity.

Limitations

There are some limitations of this
study that are useful to refer to. This study
is a piece of conceptual research, so it has
used other studies to identify important
observations on the BFT model. Therefore,
the study provides evidence based on the
many studies of researchers and the quali-
tative analysis of the results of these stud-
ies. This has been done without conduct-
ing a pilot study and quantitative analysis
or comparisons between the results of
these studies and the results that can be
reached when taking into account the im-
portant observations provided by this
study. This study may provide an incen-
tive for researchers to take advantage of
these important observations in future ex-
perimental studies based on quantitative
analysis and comparison of their studies.
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