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Abstract
We respond to the comments (https://doi.org/10.5964/ps.9227) on our “Ten Steps” paper (https://
doi.org/10.5964/ps.6029), focusing on the most prominent themes: (1) What motivates scientists?,
(2) Consensus-building (Is our field ready? May there be adverse side-effects? How shall we do it?),
(3) How may institutional change be facilitated?, (4) Diversity (of participants, stimuli,
methodology, measures, and among researchers), (5) The reliability of our proposed scoring
system, and (6) The real-world relevance of personality research. We stand by our call for more
concerted consensus-building and offer a few clarifications in this regard. We also issue four
specific calls to action to our colleagues in the field: (a) specify legitimate paths to greater
consensus, (b) explicate what constitutes good “qualitative” research, (c) help establish a widely
used, public domain item database, and (d) determine what the most important contemporary goals
of personality research are.

This is an open access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons
Attribution 4.0 International License, CC BY 4.0, which permits unrestricted use,
distribution, and reproduction, provided the original work is properly cited.
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Relevance Statement
This rejoinder reflects our perspective on some of the major themes that emerged in the
course of the lively debate over our target article. We think this debate has showcased
numerous urgent needs for improvement in our field. The rich, complex, detailed, and
sometimes heated discussions that ensued have been very illuminating and constructive,
in our view. The pre-liminary outcome is a relatively clear and comprehensive vision of
how personality research might be improved. We encourage all of our colleagues to help
move the field in the direction of greater credibility and efficiency together. We offer four
specific suggestions for issues that we think are important to tackle, but these are by no
means exhaustive. All of this will be very hard work, but it needs to be done, and the
rewards may in fact be lasting and very substantial. What an exciting time this is to be a
(personality) psychologist!

Key Insights
•
•
•
•

Consensus-building will be vital for moving our field forward
Legitimate paths toward consensus will have to be specified
Relevant issues: Roadmap, inclusiveness, distribution of power, transparency
We partly revised our reward scheme and keep developing it

We would like to begin by expressing our sincere gratitude to the many people who
were part of this intense process, and who devoted their time and energy to it. In
our view, their generous involvement and the lively debates that ensued attest to (a)
the vitality of our field, (b) the willingness of our colleagues to improve on the ways
in which we do science, and (c) the trust that people put into this new journal. We
especially thank John Rauthmann, who initiated this project, and Mario Gollwitzer, who
oversaw the editorial process. We thank the three official reviewers (selected by the
journal) and the 16 colleagues who volunteered additional reviews before the target
article was even submitted. They all helped make this article a lot better. We also thank
the 19 colleagues who provided post-publication comments on the target article, which
we found to be equally valuable. The purpose of this rejoinder is to address the major
themes highlighted in those comments.
One of the provisionary outcomes of this process is an adapted Version 2 of our
reward scheme, which may be accessed using this link (https://osf.io/mbgq3/). Within the
same OSF project, one also finds a dataset and an R script from a pre-registered pilot
study in which we checked the inter-rater reliability of the first version of our reward
scheme (see below). We decided to keep developing and testing this reward scheme, and
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plan to present an improved “ready-to-use” version (including a codebook and further
information on its application) by fall 2022. The progress of this development may be
tracked using said link.

What Motivates Scientists?
Several commentators and reviewers (e.g., Bromme, Gollwitzer) seemed to call us out for
allegedly suggesting that scientists are primarily or even exclusively motivated by extrin
sic rewards such as research productivity metrics, or their more distal consequences such
as job security and financial gain. We neither made nor would make such a claim. To the
contrary, in our target article we deliberately laid out all the purely intrinsic rewards that
working in academia has to offer, in considerable detail.
However, is there any good reason for employing a research evaluation system that
is so obviously at odds with what science should be about, namely robust, incremental
knowledge gain? Would it not be more reasonable to align incentives as closely as
possible with our scientific ideals? In fact, this was the main purpose of the reward
scheme that we proposed. Researchers are human beings, too - why should they be
exempt from the proven, strong effects of external rewards? And the situation is even
worse for early career researchers, whose ability to even only continue their careers
depends most strongly on their willingness to align their behavior with the existing
reward structure.
One aspect of this that we clearly did not talk about enough in our paper is risk.
Pursuing the path of more open and rigorous science does entail significantly greater
risks than current mainstream practices do: The risk of publicly being proven wrong
when the results one obtains contradict one’s own theory or pre-registration. The risk of
not being able to replicate an effect that one previously found and believed in. The risk
that someone else finds a mistake in one’s published analysis code. In addition, it will
also require considerably greater effort to even get to those sobering experiences. There
are reasons why most open science practices have still not become mainstream.
Perhaps unexpectedly for some, aiming for more consensus may entail considerable
risks, too: The risk of finding out that some or even most others in the field do not
share one’s own views as much as expected. Or the risk that those others actually have
the better arguments or data supporting their views. Our own experiences with this
type of work are yet fairly limited (e.g., adversarial collaborations in Glöckner & Pachur,
2012; Marewski, Bröder, & Glöckner, 2018), but these experiences do not at all confirm
that consensus-building is easy and friction-free. Continuing to avoid this type of work
is almost certainly the more comfortable choice. Reports from other fields (Zachar &
Kendler, 2012; Zachar, Krueger & Kendler, 2016) clearly support this view.
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Consensus
It seems that our suggestion to more actively foster consensus-formation in personality
science met with the gravest concerns from the commentators (Asendorpf & Gebauer;
Corker; Denissen & Sijtsma; Fernandes & Aharoni; Gollwitzer; Hagemann; Hilbig et al.).
We stand by our proposal. In this section, we will highlight some of the concerns that
were brought forward, and offer suggestions as to how these concerns may be addressed
constructively.

Is our Field Ready for Consensus-Building?
Several commentators (Adler; Beck et al.; Corker; Hilbig et al.; McLean & Syed) ques
tioned the adequacy of the current literature in our field as a basis for consensus-build
ing. We largely share these doubts, and concede that this important point may not
have become clear enough in our paper: If one argues that scientific consensus must
be based on robust evidence rather than extraneous factors (e.g., power differences
between researchers), while at the same time lamenting the questionable value of many
empirical contributions in the field, then the conclusion can only be that we first need to
improve the quality of the pieces of the puzzle (i.e., individual papers) before attempting
to assemble them into a more coherent whole.
Hagemann rightly pointed out that not all of our five types of consensus are created
equal. Specifically, Criteria 1 to 4 in the first version of our reward scheme pertain to
types of consensus that should help foster incremental knowledge gain, whereas Criteri
on 5 is about the type of consensus that would evidence incremental knowledge gain. So,
there is a certain logical order to this that probably did not become clear enough in our
paper, either. The following order of improvements would be most plausible in our view:
To even permit incremental knowledge gain, researchers first need to better harmonize
their goals (Criterion 1), terminology (Criterion 2), measures (Criterion 3), and ways of
handling data (Criterion 4). The more this is achieved, the more subsequent empirical
research on substantive (i.e., non-methodological) questions may become suitable for be
ing integrated (e.g., by meta-analysis; see Corker), to ultimately yield a more consensual
picture of the current state of knowledge. Adhering to criteria for credible empirical
contributions (Criteria 6-10) would certainly help achieving that. Although the order
of entries in our rewards table is ultimately arbitrary, we re-arranged it in the revised
Version 2 to better reflect this more “natural” way in which our field may progress.

May Consensus-Building Have Adverse Side-Effects?
Perhaps the gravest concerns expressed by many commentators pertained to the possibly
detrimental effects of establishing consensus, promoting consensus, or even only striving
for consensus. For example, it was argued that seeking and rewarding consensuality
may promote the wrong kind of (e.g., conformist, opportunistic, intellectually lazy, riskPersonality Science
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averse) attitudes and corresponding behaviors among researchers (Asendorpf & Gebauer;
Denissen & Sijtsma; Hilbig et al.). This criticism made us aware that the first version of
our reward scheme was in fact lacking rewards for systematic challenges to established
consensus. In the revised Version 2 of our reward scheme, we therefore included a set of
new criteria (1c, 2c, 3c, 4c, and 10c) to explicitly cover this aspect. Given that challenging
a consensus will usually be more difficult than just complying with it, we suggest using
substantially greater rewards (2.0 points) for the former, as compared to the latter (0.5
points). Note, however, that posing challenges to consensus requires documentation of
consensus first, including a sufficient degree of specification to permit refutation to begin
with (Corker; Scheel, 2022).
Some commentators argued that consensus-building may be detrimental to innova
tion and creativity (Beck et al; Denissen & Sijtsma), or even shut down further scientific
inquiry (Hogan, Harms & Sherman). We disagree. In our view, scientific progress is
marked by the constant necessity to balance innovation and consolidation. Yes, unmitiga
ted consensus leaving no room for innovation anymore may stall progress; but constant
innovation with no discernible consensus ever emerging is not conducive to scientific
progress, either. In fact, innovation is not even a scientific value in itself - it only is
to the degree that it leads to, or at least may lead to, a demonstrable improvement in
the respective knowledge base. Demonstrating such improvement requires that current
assumptions and the evidence supporting them are well-documented. Also, it is much
more difficult to convincingly claim that you are contributing something new and
important to the field if it has not yet been documented what the current and — in
your eyes — unsatisfactory state of the art is. In their comment, Beck et al. argue that
“given the overlap between eminent scholars with those in reviewer, editor, and other
positions of influence, consensus statements are prone to enabling undue gatekeeping
against challenges to consensus”. This risk is real. What Beck et al. fail to mention,
however, is that challenges to consensus are logically impossible when no-one knows
what the consensus is, or whether it even exists. Thus, our call for more intentional
consensus-building is by no means an attempt to shut down scientific debates in our
field. Rather, it should be viewed as an attempt to better structure those debates, and thus
make them more traceable and efficient.
On a side-note, our call for more building and embracing of consensus seems to
have reminded some commentators of the still ongoing debate around the factorial and
cross-cultural validity of the Big Five personality factors (e.g., Galang & Morales; Hogan
et al; Klimstra). Suffice it to say that none of us has any particular loyalty to that model,
nor do we have any stakes in its proliferation. One of us (IT) has repeatedly argued that
a six-factor structure is more valid (e.g., Thielmann et al., 2021). One of us (DL) is not
even convinced that the source of item-covariation in the relevant studies lies in the
targets (Letzring et al., 2021; see also Borkenau, 1990). So, our call for greater openness
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to explicit consensus-formation clearly is not a covert appeal to finally give in and accept
the Big Five as law of the land.

How Shall We Build Consensus?
We as personality psychologists, and psychologists more generally, have very little ex
perience with consensus-building. Fortunately, the necessity for more explicit consensusbuilding is now being increasingly recognized in many different branches of science,
so we may learn a lot from the experience of colleagues who are doing this kind of
work already (e.g., Aczel et al., 2021; Hagger et al., 2016; https://forrt.org/glossary/;
http://www.ich.org). Trailblazing in this regard are the ManyLabs-style collaborations,
for example. These necessarily require some local consensus amongst the dozens or even
hundreds of team members involved, regarding (a) what the most important research
questions are, and (b) what standard measures shall be used by everyone. Answers to
these questions are jointly developed, building upon diverse viewpoints from different
countries, in an inclusive bottom-up process (e.g., Visser et al., 2021).
To avoid the “bad” (i.e., premature, ill-founded, shallow, oppressive) type of consensus
that several of the commentators warned against, consensus-building processes will have
to be professionalized. We do not have a “perfect recipe” for how to achieve this. Still, we
would like to offer a few plausible suggestions and clarifications:
First, Beck et al. expressed their concern that consensus-building may ultimately
reward “well-known, eminent, and productive individuals (in terms of publication num
bers)” and that early career researchers (ECRs) and researchers from underrepresented
backgrounds (RUBs) may have too little say in it. McLean and Syed also recommended
being wary of how power is distributed in the field. All of this touches on the diversity
issues that we will highlight further below. Like most other scientific activities, consen
sus-building undeniably has a social, and even a political component to it (Zachar &
Kendler, 2012), because it has to be accomplished by groups of people. Strong guidelines
and mechanisms must therefore be established to minimize the influence of extraneous
factors in such processes.
Second, only the group of authors who explicitly sign off on a consensus document
may be viewed as embracing it. Thus, no group of authors may ever speak for anyone
but its members, and no consensus may ever be viewed as all-encompassing. Note that,
by virtue of this approach, explicit consensus-building efforts may actually help delineate
the limits of consensus that currently exist. Third, a group of scientists that sets out
to find consensus amongst themselves may actually end up with not one but several
competing versions of consensus documents. Ideally, such a group would then offer some
insight as to how the best of these competing versions may ultimately be identified.
Fourth, even if a group’s effort results in a single consensus document, this may still
contain some points that are embraced by more group members than other points, and
this can be made explicit.
Personality Science
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Fifth, listing the individual propositions constituting the consensus point by point in
a very fine-grained manner (and even numbering them) is highly recommendable (e.g.,
Letzring et al., 2021), because it makes it easier to call out the particular elements of a
consensus that one deems questionable. Sixth, any consensus should always be regarded
as preliminary and versioning should probably be the norm. In line with this approach,
we publish a revised version of our proposed reward scheme along with this rejoinder, as
an online Supplement.
Seventh, to repeat a few points from our Ten Steps paper, a proper consensus-build
ing process will require a clear roadmap (e.g., as to how members of the group of
authors will be recruited, and what decisions will be made by whom at what points in
time), explicit mechanisms to resolve disputes, ways of ensuring fair representation of
different viewpoints at the outset (Oreskes, 2019; Fedorenko et al.), as well as transparent
documentation (e.g., Aczel et al., 2021; Hagger et al., 2016), and, ideally, independent and
impartial oversight. Additional measures may be taken to limit the possible influence
of groupthink and conformism (Lane et al., 2021). We believe that we as psychologists
should be particularly well-qualified to outline the basic parameters of credible consen
sus-building processes. Therefore, we encourage the readers of this journal to explicitly
embrace this as an important meta-scientific research topic (e.g., by writing another
target article on the issue for this journal). This may be of great interest to colleagues
from other fields, as well.

How to Facilitate Institutional Change
Several commentators (Fedorenko et al.; Friedman; Schmitt) highlighted the fact that
calls for reform similar to ours have repeatedly been made in the past, sometimes
decades ago. Obviously, there are powerful factors at work that slow down or prevent
the implementation of improvement measures that have long been recognized as desira
ble. For example, as long as the current academic reward structure remains in place,
individual researchers and institutions that deviate from mainstream research and pub
lication practices (prioritizing quantity and expediency over quality) will clearly incur
disadvantages for themselves. This social dilemma is indeed very real, has been described
several times before (e.g., Nosek & Bar-Anan, 2012), and is also addressed in some of the
comments on our paper (e.g., by Schmitt). It does have to be dealt with. As we briefly
said in our Ten Steps paper, two main routes to achieving meaningful change can be
identified. They are not mutually exclusive, but can be pursued simultaneously.
The first route may be called the “top-down” approach. Under this approach, central
governing bodies within the science system (e.g., the American Psychological Associa
tion, the National Science Foundation, the German Psychological Society [DGPs] and its
divisions) would officially declare that certain system changes will now take place and
are binding for everyone. For example, it may be declared that grant proposals must
Personality Science
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include planned replication attempts, or that the data and materials from preliminary
studies on which a grant proposal is based must be openly accessible and routinely
checked. Such changes will be made more likely by (a) proactively and consistently
communicating their necessity to the public, and (b) figuring out and describing the
path forward in as much detail as possible. The less additional effort institutions have to
invest into determining what needs to be done, the likelier they will be to take action.
Also, the legitimacy of such decisions is certainly strengthened if they are mandated
(e.g., through voting) by a large proportion of the respective membership base. This is
common practice in many fields of science (Zachar & Kendler, 2012).
The work of (hiring, award or promotion) committees is located at a lower level
within the hierarchy of science institutions. In his comment, Schmitt argued that com
mittee members need to receive better training and be better rewarded for their work.
Otherwise, for pragmatic reasons, they would continue to rely mainly on simple-to-use,
quantitative productivity metrics, instead of giving appropriate weight to research quali
ty in their decisions. We agree that better rewards for committee work would be highly
desirable, but implementing this change would require the respective political will on the
side of institutional leadership. Given that the decisions made by committees may affect
an institution’s ranking results, and such rankings are largely based on quantitative
indicators too, the ways in which academic institutions are evaluated must also change.
Fortunately, a reward point system like the one we proposed in our Ten Steps paper can
also be implemented at this level.
The second route to promoting change could be called the “bottom-up” or “grassroots” approach. Here is what individual researchers already do, or may do, to help
accelerate the shift toward a more credible science: First, they actually implement Good
Science practices. By doing so, they do not only strengthen their own scientific contri
butions but also help raise the standards in their field for everyone else. Second, as
reviewers they devote their time and energy to journals that explicitly embrace high
methodological standards, and they are not afraid to reject research lacking in meth
odological rigor or transparency, even if the same research may have been considered
acceptable not too long ago. Third, they volunteer to serve on recruiting committees and,
once they are in, promote the use of Good Science criteria in evaluating applicants (see
Sassenberg et al., 2020, for recommendations).

Diversity
Several commentators highlighted current lacks of diversity in the field, and a corre
sponding need to increase diversity, while others focused on the risk of losing healthy
diversity that already exists (e.g., in the course of consensus-building) and a correspond
ing need to preserve that diversity (Fernandes & Aharoni; Friedman; Galang & Morales;
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Klimstra; McLean & Syed). This is a very broad topic concerning various aspects of
research, which we will address separately below.

Diversity of Participants and Stimuli
Most personality research to date uses highly selective samples of participants and
stimuli, casting serious doubts on the validity and generalizability of many conclusions
(Henrich, Heine & Norenzayan, 2010). There is no question that it would be desirable
to use more representative samples of participants and stimuli. Step 9 in our Ten
Steps paper covered this aspect, and we believe we are on the same page as most
commentators in this regard. Note that aiming for consensus does not necessarily imply
endorsement of a universalistic theory (i.e., assuming that all humans have basically the
same psychological properties). To the contrary, a consensus may explicitly be limited in
scope regarding culture, race, or other relevant dimensions of diversity, or it may include
an explicit account of existing group differences along these dimensions (Syed, 2021).
Lesko and Miller’s proposal to pay research participants more adequately for their
valuable contributions to our research might indeed be a promising path toward that
goal: Paying participants adequately is an ethical imperative in itself. But more repre
sentative data might be a welcome side-effect when members of under-represented
communities are better incentivized for getting involved with research. Notably, if we
conducted fewer poorly designed studies and focused instead on those that actually have
a chance of yielding robust new knowledge (again: prioritizing quality over quantity), we
might have the resources to pay the average research participant more appropriately.

Diversity of Theories
To some extent, a diversity of theories is a good thing, because the current state of
knowledge and theory development may only be improved if alternatives are considered.
Moreover, if some consensus does emerge, it is likely to be of higher quality – and will
certainly have greater legitimacy – if a broad range of views was initially considered
(Oreskes, 2019). However, theoretical diversity is not a goal of science in itself: A field of
science does not become “better” just by handling more theories. For example, alternative
theories may (a) persist despite having long been disproven, (b) have lower explanatory
power when compared to the theoretical mainstream, or (c) be partly or completely
redundant with one another, or with current mainstream theories. Thus, when arguing
in favor of explaining some phenomenon with a different theory, it is necessary to
articulate what exactly the improvement in doing so would be, in terms of precision,
scope, and/or parsimony. This will become much easier when the challenged theory has
been properly formalized.
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Diversity of Methodology
Several commentators argued in favor of methodological diversity and expressed con
cern that our proposed reward scheme would unfairly disadvantage (i.e., not reward)
researchers pursuing other, “non-quantitative” types of research (Dunlop; Hagemann;
Klimstra; McLean & Syed). We agree that our reward scheme focuses on the typical,
“mainstream” empirical study in which data is collected from a group of participants
and then analyzed using quantitative statistical methods. This is because (1) it is the
most common approach in our field, (2) it is the approach that we ourselves are most
familiar with, and (3) current debates over how research quality may be improved have
overwhelmingly focused on this type of research. This, however, does not imply that
other types of research are less useful or important. To express this sentiment, the
revised version of our reward scheme is now preceded by a “disclaimer” stating that it
is most appropriately applied to the type of quantitative study that currently constitutes
the mainstream approach in personality research.
In our own view, good qualitative research is primarily about concept formation.
It focuses on the concepts needed to capture the complexity of some phenomenon of
interest. It asks how these concepts relate to each other, and to other concepts. This type
of scientific activity is undoubtedly essential for scientific progress, because “with no
ideas to verify, there can be no research” (Hogan et al.), and it has been noted many times
before that psychology has deficits in terms of specifying its theories (e.g., Smaldino,
2019; Oberauer & Lewandowsky, 2019; Glöckner & Betsch, 2011; Glöckner et al., 2018).
Along the same lines, Beck et al. also argue in favor of better training in theory building
for students. We fully agree.
Unfortunately, qualitative research has taken sort of a backseat in our field in the past
few decades, so many of us do not know enough about it, including its quality criteria.
Therefore, we propose that those of our colleagues who have expertise in this area start
working with the editorial team of this journal and prepare a special issue addressing
just that: How does qualitative personality research work? What distinguishes good from
bad research of this type (e.g., how important is generalizability, and how is it checked)?
How does qualitative personality research relate to the more mainstream approach that
our Ten Steps paper mainly talks about? How do we know whether a qualitative research
project has yielded some robust scientific insight – one that may possibly even become
the subject of a consensus statement? And what are the success stories in this field –
what insights were gained that may rightfully be attributed to the use of this specific
methodology?

Diversity of Measures
We argued in our Ten Steps paper that personality researchers should start developing
and using standard measures for key traits of interest. Note that we advocated the
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inclusion, not the exclusive use, of such measures. This means that, for each construct to
be measured in a study, a standard instrument should be included, potentially alongside
other measures for the same construct. However, in studies using multiple measures for
the same construct, a pre-registration should define the primary outcome up front, to
avoid cherry-picking later on. Ideally, if one has good scientific reasons for not using
a standard measure, these should be explicated so others may consider them as well.
Mazei, Mertes, Torka and Hüffmeier, as well as Horstmann and Ziegler list several such
reasons in their comments.
While writing this rejoinder, we conferred with several colleagues interested in this
matter (Ziegler, Horstmann, Mottus, Rauthmann), and we all seemed to agree that it is
high time for such a set of public domain standard measures to be developed. What is
needed now is a group of people who accept the responsibility for this development.
To promote this endeavour, we suggest that this journal issues a call to action. This
work would not have to start from scratch because large sets of public domain items are
already available (e.g., in the International Personality Item Pool, https://ipip.ori.org/; or
at the Leibniz Institute for Psychology ZPID; https://www.testarchiv.eu/de/test/9006151).
This means that the effort would require coordinating with several like-minded initia
tives (e.g., Condon et al., 2020), to avoid redundancies or unnecessary competition, and
instead maximize synergy.

Diversity Among Researchers
There can be no doubt that the group of people who do personality research is sorely
lacking in diversity and representativeness as compared to the world’s overall population
(Adler; Galang & Morales; Klimstra). In a fair global society, one’s national, cultural,
ethnic and sexual identity would not matter in terms of who gets to do what job.
Obviously, the current situation is a different one, which has to change. It has also been
argued that “diversity serves epistemic goals” (Oreskes, 2019, p.59) because (e.g.) overly
homogenous groups of researchers may be unaware of certain sub-cultural biases that
influence the ways in which they plan their studies and interpret their data, which may
ultimately harm the validity of their conclusions. We fully agree with the goal of improv
ing fairness and representativeness in this regard, and we believe that both individual
scientists and scientific institutions do have a role to play in getting there. Moreover, the
fundamental problem of unequal access to high-quality education (which we consider a
necessary requirement for a scientific career) will also have to be addressed at a broader,
superordinate level (i.e., political government).
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Reliability of the Scoring System
Beck et al. argued that it might be difficult to apply our proposed reward scheme in
a manner that yields a reliable outcome, based on their own rating of Bem’s (2011)
paper. We recently conducted a pilot study in which three (out of eight) different raters
(students with little to no research experience of their own) judged each of 37 published
psychology papers by means of our proposed reward scheme (Version 1). Before engag
ing with this task, the raters received some limited training in which they rated a handful
of other papers and then discussed their ratings with us.
A table with results from this pilot study can be found in the Online Supplement
(https://osf.io/mbgq3/). The reliability of ratings for the ten consensus criteria (numbered
1a to 5b in Version 1) was mostly low to moderate. This was at least partly due to (a)
few papers actually presenting consensus of any kind, (b) even fewer doing so explicitly
(e.g., by using the word “consensus”), and (c) yet even fewer building on some previously
documented consensus (see the quartiles in the table, indicating heavily skewed distribu
tions). In fact, in preparing the paper sample for the study, it had been difficult to find
any such papers. Obviously, consensus remains quite an exotic topic in psychology to
this day. However, the reliability of ratings on our criteria pertaining to the credibility
of empirical studies (numbered 6a to 10e in Version 1) was mostly good to excellent:
The overall credibility score (mean of Criteria 6a to 10e) achieved an ICC (1,1) of .81
(individual criteria: mean ICC = .58, min = .23, max = .74) and an ICC (1,3) of .93
(individual criteria: mean ICC = .79, min = .47, max = .89).

The Real-World Relevance of Personality
Research
Adler as well as Hogan et al. highlighted the sometimes neglected real-world relevance
(“application”) of personality research in their comments. We could not agree more: Of
course, personality research should matter, in terms of being able to predict important
outcomes like the ones listed by Hogan et al. However, addressing research questions
that “actually matter” (Adler) and pursuing knowledge to “improve the lives of our fellow
humans” (Lesko & Miller) will only be worthwhile to the extent that our studies are able
to actually yield robust insights. At present, this is too rarely the case.
We personality psychologists could certainly have been more vocal regarding press
ing contemporary issues like the re-emergence of authoritarian leadership around the
world, or the many well-documented and dramatic cases of unethical behaviors by mem
bers of powerful organizations. One of the factors contributing to our relative silence on
these matters may have been our doubts regarding the robustness of our own knowledge
base, and, accordingly, doubts regarding our ability to actually give well-founded advice.
We think this calls for higher ambitions in terms of methodological rigor, topical breadth,
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and probably timeliness. In order to strengthen the real-world relevance of personality
research, we encourage our colleagues in the field to write a type 1a consensus paper
(possibly for this journal), listing the most pressing contemporary issues and unresolved
research questions from a personality standpoint. The 17 Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs; https://sdgs.un.org/goals) proposed by the United Nations might be a helpful
starting point for this. In our view, individual differences are indeed highly relevant to
many or even most of them.
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