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background
Decision making is one of the basic human activities. Indecisiveness, i.e. the stable tendency towards not making
decisions in a timely manner, may influence the quality
and speed in decision making and have long-term consequences for our professional and personal life. The goal of
this research was to examine the position of indecisiveness within the HEXACO model of personality, at both the
broad domains and narrow facets level. A secondary goal
was to translate the Frost & Shows Indecisiveness Scale
(IS) into the Croatian language and examine its validity
and reliability.

a high reliability. The shortened version shows properties
very similar to the longer version and is deemed an appropriate replacement. Extraversion showed the highest
positive correlation with indecisiveness, followed by negative correlations with conscientiousness, emotionality and
agreeableness.

conclusions

An internet-based sample size of 296 participants filled in
both short and long version of Indecisiveness Scale and the
HEXACO-PI-R.

The Croatian translation of the IS is a valid and reliable
measure. The results also confirm that the shortened
11-item version can be used as a replacement for the full
15-item version. Since there was no measure of indecisiveness in Croatian before, this instrument could be used in
the future by researchers interested in this construct. It
was shown that extraversion has the strongest relationship
with indecisiveness, followed by conscientiousness, emotionality and agreeableness.

results
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The results show that the IS retains the original one-factor structure as proposed by the original authors and has
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Background
Indecisiveness
Decision making is one of the basic human activities.
Every day we are faced with a multitude of decisions,
ranging from trivial ones such as what clothes to
wear today or what to eat for lunch to more serious
and complex ones such as choosing long-term partners, picking an educational or career path to pursue
or buying real estate. Some of these decisions have
long-term consequences and they can steer the direction of our professional and personal life, which
means that a lack of quality and speed in decision
making can bring unnecessary suffering. Despite the
significant consequences indecisiveness can have on
our everyday lives, this phenomenon and its mechanisms are still not well understood and definitions
of the construct across psychological literature differ.
One definition of indecisiveness is that it is a stable
tendency towards not making decisions in a timely
manner (Frost & Shows, 1993), which accentuates
the time component, i.e. the fact that the main difference between decisive and indecisive individuals
is in the speed of decision making. While it is undoubtedly true that people differ in the quickness of
their decision making, it is questionable whether the
whole construct can be boiled down to just that. For
example, Elaydi (2006) states that indecisiveness constitutes being stuck in the process of decision making, which is accompanied by unpleasant emotional
states. Ferrari and Dovidio (2001) also acknowledge
that there is a difference in the quickness of decision
making but stress that indecisiveness is more than
just that and describe it as a chronic tendency to delay decision making when faced with a conflict of
choice, putting forth a definition that is more closely
related to procrastination. Germeijs and De Boeck
(2002) have noted that there are two distinctive sets
of questions regarding indecisiveness: questions that
address the process of decision making (e.g. postponing decisions or the passage of time) and questions
that address correlates or causal factors of indecisiveness (such as low self-esteem or the feeling of helplessness).
It is important to distinguish between the concepts indecisiveness and indecision. While both concepts pertain to the fact that some people have more
problems with decision making than others, there
are some clear differences. Indecision refers to decision making difficulties in a particular area or situation, such as career indecision, even if a person has
no problems making decisions in other areas of their
life. Indecisiveness on the other hand refers to a state
of chronic, general indecisiveness across different
situations and areas of decision making. Therefore,
indecisiveness, which is the focus of this paper, is
more of a trait-like concept.

How to measure indecisiveness?
Indecisiveness can be measured both with the experimental and/or questionnaire paradigm. The most
frequently used experimental method is a choice task
where the participant has to select one of the multiple possible options, for example, college courses
or meals on a restaurant menu. While varying the
number of options (3 or 5 college courses) and pieces of information in each (more or less categories,
for example, lecturer quality, time of day, relevance
to degree etc.), one can observe the time it takes to
reach a decision or the amount of information an individual takes into consideration. The real strength
of this approach lies in the fact that we can directly
observe the whole process of decision making and
individual differences in the strategies. As far as
questionnaires go, the most frequently used is the
Indecisiveness Scale (IS) by Frost and Shows (1993).
There are also other, less often used scales such as
the one from Germeijs and De Boeck (22-item Indecisiveness Scale, 2002) and Elaydi (13-item Indecisiveness Scale, 2006), which, given their slightly different
initial definition of the construct of indecisiveness,
differ in content. For a more complete list of existing
measures and definitions, see Potworowski (2010).
However, the IS is widely recognized as a “gold
standard” in measuring indecisiveness. The intentional measurement content of the IS is general indecisiveness. Frost and Shows (1993) did a series of
studies in order to inspect its construct and criterion
validity. They correlated the indecisiveness questionnaire with psychopathological measures which
were theoretically related to indecisiveness such as
obsessive-compulsive symptoms, hoarding and perfectionism, and demonstrated its predictive validity
(see also Patalano & Wengrovitz, 2006; Rassin et al.,
2007; Spunt et al., 2009).
The IS has several adaptations that have all gone
through some form of validation, e.g., there is an
Italian (Di Fabio et al., 2011), Slovak (Bavolar, 2018),
Japanese and Chinese (Yates et al., 2010) version. It
is important to note that results on the questionnaire vary slightly across cultures. For example, in
a study comparing North American, Chinese and
Japanese participants (Yates et al., 2010) it was found
that Japanese participants had significantly higher
levels of indecisiveness, most likely a consequence
of cultural differences and social pressures. Ng and
Hynie (2014) found differences in levels of indecisiveness between European and East Asian participants,
which is another warning sign that cultural differences across and inside populations should be taken
into consideration when interpreting the results. Patalano and Wengrowitz (2006) did not find any differences in the averages between Chinese and North
American participants, but they found a slight difference in the internal structure of the questionnaire
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between these two populations. To be more specific,
two general factors emerged in both samples, called
general indecisiveness and planning indecisiveness.
General indecisiveness (GI) is then further split down
to GI-Anxiety and GI-Confidence only in the Chinese
sample. Bavolar (2018) proposed an alternative short
version to that of Rassin et al. (2007) by removing
all items that concerned emotional states connected
with indecisiveness and its consequences, in order
to achieve a “purer” version of the intended measure
(which is inability to make timely decisions). This
version showed high internal consistency reliability
(α = .87) and good test-retest reliability (r = .76).
Correlates of indecisiveness
Indecisiveness has a wide correlational network including the concepts related to the decision making
process, psychopathological symptoms and ill-being,
and personality.
Indecisive people doubt that they will have enough
information to reach a quality decision (Germeijs
et al., 2006) and therefore take a longer time to reach
one (Ferrari & Dovidio, 2000; Frost & Shows, 1993;
Rassin et al., 2008), regardless of the decision-making
domain. Although some research, e.g. by Ferrari and
Dovidio (2000), indicates that there are no differences in the amount of information gathered between
decisive and indecisive individuals, the authors also
acknowledged that indecisive individuals take into
consideration more information regarding the option
they subsequently choose. Thus, a larger percentage
of the total information gathered is information on
the option that is chosen, meaning that indecisive
individuals are more selective and less exhaustive in
their information search (Ferrari & Dovidio, 2001).
This strategy is akin to confirmation bias (Nickerson,
1998) and an effect of the informational tunnel vision (Rassin et al., 2008) reported in psychological
research. Jackson et al. (1999) found that indecisive
participants selected more “I cannot decide” answers
on the Eysenck Personality Profiler (EPP; Eysenck
& Wilson, 1991) and Deng and Chan (2017) found
that indecisive participants had a greater tendency
towards “I don’t know” answers in attitude scales,
indicating that they not only take a longer time to
make a decision, but also avoid it altogether if given
the opportunity.
Indecisive individuals have low self-esteem, high
levels of helplessness, ambivalence and frustration,
and an external locus of control (Germeijs & De
Boeck, 2002). Most of these are basically depressive
symptomatology, which makes sense given that indecisiveness is mentioned as one of the criteria for
major depressive disorder (APA, 2013). Frost and
Shows (1993) also detected relationships with obsessive-compulsive actions such as rumination and
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controlling behavior (washing and checking), while
Rassin et al. (2007) found correlations with trait
anxiety, depression and worry. In this whole cluster,
obsessive-compulsive symptoms have been shown as
the strongest predictor of indecisiveness. It has also
been shown that indecisive individuals had a greater
tendency towards procrastination in the form of decision avoidance, higher levels of maladaptive perfectionism (Frost & Shows, 1993; Gayton et al., 1994),
and a tendency towards hoarding (Frost & Gross,
1993). Indecisive individuals are less satisfied and
they usually feel ambivalent towards their decisions
(Van Matre & Cooper, 1984); hence they are more
likely to change them given the opportunity (Germeijs & Verschueren, 2011b). They are bothered by their
indecisiveness and it limits their everyday functioning since they report more problems with decision
making in an academic, social, family and everyday
setting (Frost & Shows, 1993). Another interesting
result is that indecisive individuals tend to interpret
ambiguous statements as threatening (Rassin & Murris, 2005b). When given ambiguous statements (such
as “I was surprised when I heard the results of last
week’s check-up”) they are more likely to perceive
them as negative, suggesting a threat-oriented decision making style. These behavioral patterns are reflected on their environment, as family, friends and
work colleagues find such behaviors tiring and frustrating (Ferrari, 1994; Ferrari et al., 1999). When all of
this is taken into consideration it is no surprise that
indecisive individuals report lower levels of general
life satisfaction (Rassin & Muris, 2005a).
Concerning the relationship between indecisiveness and personality dimensions, a number of studies that investigated the relationship between indecisiveness and the various operationalization’s of the
five-factor model have been conducted, e.g. Big Five
Questionnaire (BFQ) by Caprara et al. (1993) and the
Interpersonal Adjectives Scale: Big Five (IASR-B5) by
Trapnell and Wiggins (1990) or the Revised NEO Personality Inventory (NEO-PI-R) by Costa and McCrae
(1992). One agreement that can be reached across all
the research is that neuroticism/emotional stability
has the highest correlation with indecisiveness. Besides that, substantial correlations were found for
conscientiousness, and intellect or openness domains
(see Di Fabio et al., 2013; Bavolar, 2018; Germeijs
& Verscheuren, 2011a).
The focus of this study is the relationship of indecisiveness with the HEXACO model domains and
facets. HEXACO is a hierarchically organized model
where 25 facets are organized into six domains: honesty-humility (H), emotionality (E), extraversion (X),
agreeableness (A), conscientiousness (C), and openness (O). It was created as a response to the fact
that an increasing amount of lexical research found
a sixth factor (Ashton & Lee, 2007). The new model
has some similarities with its five-factor cousin but
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also has some notable differences. The dimensions
of extraversion, conscientiousness and openness are
mostly the same, except for the deliberate exclusion
of intellectual capacity from openness (Ashton et al.,
2014). On the other hand, the new factor honestyhumility, emotionality and agreeableness split their
variance between five-factor agreeableness and neuroticism/emotional stability. To be more specific,
Ashton et al. (2014) mention that the variance of
emotionality comes partly from neuroticism/emotional stability (for example, it contains anxiousness
but not anger). It also shares part of its variance with
five-factor agreeableness since it contains items concerning sentimentality. The HEXACO agreeableness
factor shares variance with the five-factor agreeableness. However it doesn’t contain sentimentality but
instead it contains items that capture anger from the
five-factor dimension of neuroticism/emotional stability. The new dimension honesty-humility shares
almost no variance with the five-factor model except
for a small part of shared variance with agreeableness (Ashton & Lee, 2019, 2020). Honesty-humility
therefore also has its own unique variance that cannot be attributed to any of the five-factor model dimensions.

The present study
The primary goal of this study is to explore the position of indecisiveness within the HEXACO six-factor
model, both at the broad domains and at the facets
level. It seems that only one previous research paper
(Potworowski, 2010) explored the personality correlates of indecisiveness using the HEXACO framework. However, a different measure of indecisiveness
was used, so this is the first study to compare the
HEXACO framework to the IS. Also, other than Potworowski’s paper (2010), no other research has used
the facet level of analysis in exploring these relationships. Our hypotheses are that emotionality will have
a significant positive correlation, while extraversion
and conscientiousness will have a significant negative relationship with the IS. At the facet level, it is
expected that all the facets of these three factors will
also have statistically significant correlations with
the IS.
The secondary goal of this study is to develop
a Croatian translation of the indecisiveness measure
in order to facilitate future research on this topic.
Therefore, we compare factor structure and the reliability of both the long and short version of the
indecisiveness questionnaire. We expect one-factor
structure of the IS measure, as well as satisfactory
(we set the criterion to α above .70) reliability. Also,
we expect a similar correlation of the short and long
IS measure with the HEXACO traits.

Participants and procedure
Participants
A total of 296 participants (77% female) agreed to participate in the study without monetary compensation.
Mean age of participants was M = 26.27 (SD = 6.72,
range 18-59). The vast majority of them were students
(44.3%) or employed (45.3%), while a smaller number
of participants were unemployed (10.1%). 36% of participants had a high-school education while the rest
had bachelor’s or higher education.
Measures
Indecisiveness Scale (IS; Frost & Shows, 1993). The IS
is a 15-item scale that measures general indecisiveness. The task of each participant is to read the items
which are presented in the form of statements and indicate their level of agreement or disagreement with
the statement on a 5-point Likert scale. The original
questionnaire has a proposed one-factor structure
and a high internal consistency (α = .90). The theoretical scores range from 15 to 75, with a higher score
indicating a higher degree of indecisiveness. A shortened version exists (IS-11; Rassin et al., 2007) which
omitted 4 items that were considered too situationally specific when compared to the other statements.
The shortened version also has a high internal consistency (α = .88). Both forms of the measure also display good test-retest reliability (r = .88 for the IS-11,
Rassin et al., 2007; r = .75 for the IS, Bavolar, 2018).
HEXACO-PI-R. The HEXACO-PI-R (see Lee & Ashton, 2018) measures six broad personality dimensions:
honesty, emotionality, extraversion, agreeableness,
conscientiousness, and openness. The model is hierarchically organized, with each domain being represented by 4 facets and one interstitial facet (altruism)
which loads on several domains. The task of the participants is to give an answer on a 5-point Likert scale
which quantifies the level of agreement with each
statement. The HEXACO-PI-R has been adapted and
proved to be a valid and reliable instrument in many
cultures, including Polish (Skimina et al., 2020) and
Croatian (Babarović & Šverko, 2013). Validation of the
Croatian translation showed reliability coefficients in
the range α = .78 to .85 at the domain level. Our study
shows similar figures. Cronbach’s α values were in
the range α = .79 to .87. There was a wider range at
the facet level (α = .56 to .85), which is expected given
the small number of items per facet (see also Table 2).
Procedure
Since a Croatian translation of the IS did not exist before this study, the first step was to translate that in-
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strument. The translation and back-translation were
done separately by the first author of this study and
a professor of English, respectively. After that, an online form of the questionnaire was constructed using
the Google Forms platform. The study was conducted
following the ethical standards and was approved by
the Department of Psychology, University of Zagreb.
Prior to the data gathering the participant gave written consent that collected data could be used for the
purposes of this research. The second page contained
items related to some socio-demographic variables
(gender, age, work status and highest degree of education finished). The following pages contained items
from the HEXACO-PI-R and lastly from the IS. The
questionnaire was shared over Facebook contacts
and groups and using the snowball sampling method. After the data collection period had finished, the
data were analyzed using statistical software (IBM
SPSS and Python data science libraries numpy, scikitlearn, scipy, matplotlib, pandas). There were no missing data in the sample because it was not possible
to progress through the questionnaires without answering all of the items.

the extracted factors (first three values 6.80, 1.44
and 0.98) and a visual inspection of the scree plot it
was clear that a single factor structure was the appropriate solution given the huge drop in explained
variance after the first factor as well as the lack of
interpretability and simple structure even after rotation when multiple factor structures were studied.
Osborne and Costello (2005) state some criteria for
a good factor fit: correlations with a factor higher
than 0.3, at least 3 items per factor, few to no items
with a complexity higher than one. The single factor solution covers all these criteria. Since the single
factor structure was shown to be the best fit, as was
expected, subsequently the psychometric properties
of the shortened 11-item version were examined.
The factor loadings were fairly similar to those in
the long form and the internal reliability coefficient
was very similar (ω = .90). Unsurprisingly, the correlation between the two measures is exceptionally
high (r = .98, p < .01).

Results

The planned correlational analyses required roughly
normal distribution of the variables (see Field, 2009).
Therefore, distributions of the HEXACO factors and
facets were tested using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov
test, followed by skewness and kurtosis analysis
and, finally, a visual inspection of the distributions.
Although the K-S test was significant, all kurtosis
and skewness indices ranged from –.59 to .21 at the
domains level, and .72 to .56 at the facets level. Therefore, they were below the critical value (see Field,
2009; George & Mallery, 2010; Gravetter & Wallnau,
2014; Trochim & Donnelly, 2006) that recommend
skewness and kurtosis to be in a ±2 range.
As can be seen in Table 2, 4 out of the 6 personality domains had a statistically significant correlation
with the IS. Both versions of the IS show the same,
convergent pattern of correlations with the HEXACO-PI-R. Substantial correlations of IS and IS-11,
respectively, were found for extraversion (r = –.52
and –.50), conscientiousness (r = –.35 and –.29),
emotionality (r = .26 and .27), and agreeableness
(r = –.16 and –.13). All of the mentioned domains
except emotionality showed a negative correlation
with the IS. The results support our hypotheses
about the relationship of indecisiveness with emotionality, extraversion and conscientiousness. However, a marginal correlation of indecisiveness with
agreeableness, which was not expected, was also
found. At the facet level, the following facets were
found to correlate with the IS: fearfulness, anxiety,
social self-esteem, social boldness, sociability, liveliness, forgiveness, patience, organization, diligence
and prudence.

Psychometric properties of the IS
The reliability coefficient of the IS measured with
McDonald’s ω is very high (ω = .91). The reason behind using McDonald’s ω instead of the much more
prevalent Cronbach’s α coefficient of reliability is
that it seems that with unidimensional constructs,
which is what we expect the IS to be, McDonald’s ω
is a more precise measure and closer to the theoretical definition of reliability (Deng & Chan, 2017),
given that it does not depend on the intercorrelations of items in a scale but rather their saturations
with a common factor. Item variability, expressed as
standard deviations, ranged from 1.05 to 1.30. The
average mean is 2.69, with a range across all items
from 2.06 to 3.12.
To examine the internal structure of the IS an
exploratory factor analysis was conducted. The correlation matrix was shown to be a good fit for factor analysis according to the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
coefficient value of 0.914 and Bartlett test of sphericity (χ2(105, N = 296) = 2175.60, p < .01). Fabrigar
et al. (1999) argue that in case of a normal distribution of the data all methods of extraction are
quite similar but recommend the use of maximum
likelihood estimation, given that it is accompanied
by goodness-of-fit tests. Since the data on the IS
(skewness = 0.424, kurtosis = –0.166) and on individual items follow a normal distribution pattern,
the maximum likelihood estimation method of extraction was used. In observing the eigenvalues of
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Discussion
One of the aims of the study conducted was to investigate the factor structure and reliability of the
Indecisiveness Scale. Both the full 15-item and the
shortened 11-item version have a high reliability and

the same one-factor structure. The full and shortened
version showed very similar, convergent patterns of
correlation with the HEXACO personality dimensions, and it is safe to conclude that the 11-item version of the IS is a satisfactory replacement for the
longer version.

Table 1
Descriptive statistics and factor loadings for the items of the Indecisiveness Scale (N = 296)
Item

M

SD

IS (IS-11)

1.

Pokušavam odgoditi donošenje odluka.
I try to put off making decisions.

2.99

1.30

.59 (.55)

2.

Uvijek znam točno što želim.
I always know exactly what I want.

2.97

1.05

.61 (.61)

3.

Smatram da mi je lako donositi odluke.
I find it easy to make decisions.

3.12

1.15

.78 (.79)

4.

Teško mi je isplanirati slobodno vrijeme.
I have a hard time planning my free time.

2.34

1.19

.51

5.

Volim biti u poziciji u kojoj donosim odluke.
I like to be in a position to make decisions.

2.82

1.17

.61 (.62)

6.

Jednom kad donesem odluku, prilično sam uvjeren/a da je dobra.
Once I make a decision, I feel fairly confident that it is a good one.

2.54

1.10

.69 (.70)

7.

Kad naručujem sa menija, obično mi je teško odlučiti što uzeti.
When ordering from a menu, I usually find it difficult to decide
what to get.

2.82

1.17

.46

8.

Obično brzo donosim odluke.
I usually make decisions quickly.

3.06

1.19

.70 (.71)

9.

Jednom kad donesem odluku, prestanem se zabrinjavati njome.
Once I make a decision, I stop worrying about it.

3.05

1.16

.66 (.67)

10.

Postanem tjeskoban/na kad donosim odluku.
I become anxious when making a decision.

2.88

1.16

.70 (.72)

11.

Često se brinem jesam li napravio/la krivi izbor.
I often worry about making the wrong choice.

3.04

1.20

.74 (.75)

12.

Nakon što sam izabrao/la ili odlučio/la nešto, često vjerujem
kako je to bio krivi izbor/odluka.
After I have chosen or decided something, I often believe I’ve made
the wrong choice or decision.

2.29

1.05

.73 (.74)

13.

Ne završim zadatke na vrijeme jer ne mogu odlučiti što prvo
napraviti.
I do not get assignments done on time because I cannot decide what
to do first.

2.06

1.05

.58

14.

Imam problema s obavljanjem zadataka jer ne mogu dati
prioritet onome što je najvažnije.
I have trouble completing assignments because
I can’t prioritize what is most important.

2.10

1.15

.55

15.

Čini se da mi je potrebno puno vremena za odlučivanje o najtrivijalnijim stvarima.
It seems that deciding on the most trivial thing takes me a long time.

2.38

1.27

.69 (.65)

Note. IS – Indecisiveness Scale, IS-11 – shortened 11-item version of the Indecisiveness Scale.

volume 9(2),  153

Indecisiveness and HEXACO personality model

However, the main aim of this study was to investigate the relationship between indecisiveness and
the HEXACO model of personality. The results show
that higher indecisiveness is accompanied by higher
emotionality and lower extraversion, conscientious-

ness and agreeableness. What this research has in
common with studies on the five-factor models is that
it seems that emotionality/neuroticism, extraversion
and conscientiousness have the strongest connection
to indecisiveness. However, our results indicate that

Table 2
Descriptive statistics and reliabilities for the HEXACO-PI-R scales and their correlations with the Indecisiveness
Scale and its shortened version (IS-11)
M

SD

α

r IS (IS-11)

3.59

0.63

.83

–.06 (–.06)

Sincerity

3.48

0.81

.65

–.02 (–.01)

Fairness

3.71

0.99

.72

–.09 (–.10)

Greed avoidance

3.45

0.93

.80

–.04 (–.01)

Modesty

3.70

0.83

.71

–.01 (.02)

Emotionality

3.38

0.59

.80

.26** (.27**)

Fearfulness

3.15

0.81

.66

.30** (.32**)

Anxiety

3.50

0.85

.65

.32** (.34**)

Dependence

3.23

0.99

.85

.06 (.06)

Sentimentality

3.63

0.86

.75

.02 (.04)

3.50

0.64

.87

–.52** (–.50**)

Social self-esteem

3.67

0.75

.70

–.48** (–.46**)

Social boldness

2.98

0.94

.80

–.41** (–.42**)

Sociability

3.83

0.73

.67

–.26** (–.22**)

Liveliness

3.50

0.92

.85

–.44** (–.41**)

Agreeableness

2.82

0.59

.83

–.16* (–.13*)

Forgiveness

2.54

0.79

.70

–.19** (–.17**)

Gentleness

3.18

0.75

.69

.03 (.02)

Flexibility

2.63

0.75

.58

–.08 (–.07)

Patience

2.93

0.93

.77

–.16** (–.13**)

Conscientiousness

3.61

0.59

.83

–.35** (–.29**)

Organization

3.62

0.90

.73

–.35** (–.28**)

Diligence

3.84

0.73

.72

–.42** (–.38**)

Perfectionism

3.71

0.79

.68

.03 (.06)

Prudence

3.27

0.80

.66

–.29** (–.24**)

3.60

0.59

.79

–.02 (0)

Aesthetic appreciation

3.59

0.87

.65

.09 (.11)

Curiosity

3.47

0.86

.61

–.08 (–.07)

Creativity

3.62

0.95

.78

–.09 (–.08)

Unconventionality

3.74

0.74

.62

–.07 (–.05)

4.11

0.92

.56

–.13 (–.09)

Item
Honesty-humility

Extraversion

Openness

Altruism

Note. IS – Indecisiveness Scale, IS-11 – shortened 11-item version of the Indecisiveness Scale; *p < .05, **p < .01.
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HEXACO extraversion had a higher and emotionality a lower correlation than comparable domains in
previous studies which were based on the five-factor
models (see Bavolar, 2018; Di Fabio et al., 2013; Germeijs & Verscheuren, 2011a). Finally, agreeableness
unexpectedly also had, although significant, a low
correlation with indecisiveness. It is also important to
mention that not all of the facets of these 4 factors had
significant correlations with indecisiveness. Thus, the
results only partially support our last hypothesis, and
it is important to mention in greater detail and try to
offer an explanation for the more unexpected results.
First of all, given that we know neuroticism/emotional stability typically had the strongest correlation
with indecisiveness, it was expected that emotionality, which is most similar to five-factor neuroticism,
not extraversion, would have the strongest correlation with indecisiveness. The most likely explanation
for this occurrence concerns the way that the factors/
facets are defined in HEXACO versus the five-factor
models. To begin with, the emotionality factor shares
only part of its variance with neuroticism, meaning
that it is possible that the lack of strength in its correlation with indecisiveness is due to the fact that it
does not encompass all the relevant parts of neuroticism that have an effect on a person’s indecisiveness.
Next, we need to take a closer look at extraversion.
One of the facets of extraversion is social self-esteem,
where people who are low on this facet exhibit a tendency towards helplessness, which has ties with
depression. Given that it was mentioned in the introductory part that indecisiveness is an indicator
of depression, this can, in part, explain the stronger
connection with Extraversion. Another facet of extraversion is liveliness. People who are low on liveliness tend to feel less energetic and dynamic. While
this is not the same as the extreme fatigue and inability to take action that is present in depressed people,
a feeling of tiredness, both physical and psychological, can still be a warning sign for depression.
Second, despite expectations, agreeableness had
a significant correlation with indecisiveness in the
present study. Again, we turn to the facets of this dimension to offer an explanation. To be more specific,
it is the facets of forgiveness and patience that show
a significant correlation with indecisiveness. Since it
was mentioned in the introduction that the HEXACO
agreeableness factor shares a part of its variance
with five-factor neuroticism, namely the parts about
anger, it is proposed that precisely those parts of its
variance are responsible for the higher than expected
correlation between agreeableness and indecisiveness as well as the lower than expected correlation of
emotionality with indecisiveness.
Finally, there was no significant relationship between indecisiveness and the perfectionism facet of
conscientiousness. A few studies (Frost & Shows,
1993; Gayton et al., 1994) have detected a significant

relationship between the more maladaptive sides of
perfectionism and indecisiveness. The obvious explanation for a lack of correlation is the way perfectionism is measured with the HEXACO-PI-R. More specifically, the questionnaire uses only 4 items to measure
perfectionism and the items are far more generalized
than they are in the aforementioned papers, as well as
being obviously far less exhaustive. This points to the
conclusion that the lack of connection here is because
perfectionism is a far more complex and nuanced
construct than is measured by the HEXACO-PI-R.
Limitations
Like all research, this one has its limitations. First,
the data were collected using an online questionnaire
because no other method was plausible due to the
COVID-19 pandemic and the social distancing rules
that went along with it. Although some research indicates that data collected through online questionnaires are comparable to data collected through traditional methods (Gosling et al., 2004), it is still worth
noting that the conditions under which participants
filled out the questionnaire were not controlled, or in
other words, the conditions were not standardized,
which might have impacted the results.
Although the final number of participants is relatively large (N = 296), the sample is gender biased and
educationally biased, given that 77% of the sample
were highly educated women. Also, most of the participants are young adults, with 90% of them being
between 20 and 30 years old. It would be interesting
to see if the results would be different in a more balanced sample.
The primary assumption behind the IS is that it
measures a trait-like construct which is fairly stable
across time and situations. It is therefore unfortunate
that no study of test-retest reliability was conducted
to prove this assumption. Although research suggest that indecisiveness is indeed fairly stable over
time (Rassin et al., 2007; Bavolar, 2018), it is a task
for future research using the adapted IS measure to
confirm these results and substantiate the claim that
indecisiveness is indeed a trait-like construct.
Also worth mentioning is that the IS is a self-report measure, and such measures are infamous for
being sensitive to social-desirability bias. It might be
of interest to construct an observer report measure
and examine the differences in the results.
The criterion validity of the scale was not studied,
and it would be of interest to see how the IS correlates with and predicts constructs known from the
literature to have a relationship with indecisiveness
such as decision-making styles, need for cognition
and various psychopathological constructs such as
anxiety, depression, perfectionism, worry and obsessive-compulsive symptoms. The presence of criterion
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validity would enable clinical researchers to perhaps
incorporate this instrument as a quick diagnostic tool
given its known correlations with psychopathological
symptoms and certain relevant aspects of personality,
as shown in this study. Another domain of research
where this questionnaire could be used is market research. It can be used to gain more understanding as
to how people choose items for purchase and perhaps
can be used to study the effect of choice overload on
indecisive individuals. Conceivably it can even be
used to find out how to target products specifically
to more indecisive individuals. Finally, the IS could
surely be of use in organizational psychology. Given
that there are jobs (for example doctor, air traffic controller, various managers) where making quick, efficient and confident decisions is imperative given the
high risks associated with making mistakes, a tool for
quick appraisal of suspect candidates would benefit
any organization which employs such staff.
Last but not least, this is a correlational study,
which means no inferences can be made in terms of
causal relationships. For this study that means we
cannot conclude whether indecisiveness is a cause
or consequence of differences in personalities. One
other possibility is that indecisiveness is in fact a personality trait but it does not emerge in any models
because it does not fit the simple structure criterion
but is loaded on more than one factor, as can be seen
in the results of this study.

Conclusions
To sum up, the results indicate that the Croatian translation of the IS is a valid and reliable measure. The
results also confirm that the shortened 11-item version can be used as a replacement for the full 15-item
version. It was found that extraversion has the strongest relationship with indecisiveness, followed by
conscientiousness, emotionality and agreeableness.
Emotionality was the only personality domain that
showed a positive correlation with indecisiveness. At
the facet level, the following facets were found to correlate with the IS: for emotionality – fearfulness and
anxiety; for extraversion – social self-esteem, social
boldness, sociability and liveliness; for agreeableness
– forgiveness and patience; for conscientiousness –
organization, diligence and prudence. Since there was
no measure of indecisiveness in Croatian before, this
instrument could be used in the future by researchers
interested in this construct.
References
American Psychiatric Association (2013). Diagnostic
and statistical manual of mental disorders (5th ed.).
APA.

156 current issues in personality psychology

Ashton, M. C., & Lee, K. (2007). Empirical, theoretical, and practical advantages of the HEXACO
model of personality structure. Personality and
Social Psychology Review, 11, 150–166. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1088868306294907
Ashton, M. C., & Lee, K. (2019). How well do Big
Five measures capture HEXACO scale variance?
Journal of Personality Assessment, 101, 567–573.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223891.2018.1448986
Ashton, M. C., & Lee, K. (2020). Objections to the
HEXACO model of personality structure – and
why those objections fail. European Journal of
Personality, 34, 492–510. https://doi.org/10.1002/
per.2242
Ashton, M. C., Lee, K., & de Vries, R. E. (2014). The
HEXACO honesty-humility, agreeableness, and
emotionality factors. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 18, 139–152. https://doi.org/10.
1177/1088868314523838
Babarović, T., & Šverko, I. (2013). The HEXACO personality domains in the Croatian sample. Journal
for General Social Issues, 22, 397–411. https://doi.
org/10.5559/di.22.3.01
Bavolar, J. (2018). Psychometric characteristics of two
forms of the Slovak version of the Indecisiveness
Scale. Judgment and Decision Making, 13, 287–296.
Caprara, G. V., Barbaranelli, C., Borgogni, L., & Perugini, M. (1993). The Big Five questionnaire: a new
questionnaire to assess the Five Factor Model.
Personality and Individual Differences, 15, 281–288.
https://doi:10.1016/0191-8869(93)90218-R
Costa, P. T., & McCrae, R. R. (1992). Revised NEO Personality Inventory (NEO-PI-R) and NEO Five-Factor
Inventory (NEO-FFI): Professional manual. Psychological Assessment Resources, Inc.
Deng, L., & Chan, W. (2017). Testing the difference
between reliability coefficients alpha and omega.
Educational and Psychological Measurement, 77,
185–203. https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164416658325
Di Fabio, A., Busoni, L., & Palazzeschi, L. (2011). Indecisiveness Scale (IS): Proprietà psicometriche
della versione italiana [Indecisiveness Scale (IS):
Psychometric properties of the Italian version].
Counseling. Giornale Italiano di Ricerca e Applicazioni, 4, 13–24.
Di Fabio, A., Palazzeschi, L., Asulin-Peretz, L., & Gati, I.
(2013). Career indecision versus indecisiveness:
Associations with personality traits and emotional intelligence. Journal of Career Assessment, 21,
42–56. https://doi.org/10.1177/1069072712454698
Elaydi, R. (2006). Construct development and measurement of indecisiveness. Management Decision, 44, 1363–1376. https://doi.org/10.1108/0025
1740610715696
Eysenck, H. J., & Wilson, G. D. (1991). The Eysenck
Personality Profiler. Cymeon.
Fabrigar, L. R., Wegener, D. T., MacCallum, R. C.,
& Strahan, E. J. (1999). Evaluating the use of ex-

Denis Bratko, Filip Cetina

ploratory factor analysis in psychological research.
Psychological Methods, 4, 272–299. https://doi.org/
10.1037/1082-989X.4.3.272
Ferrari, J. R. (1994). Dysfunctional procrastination
and its relationship with self-esteem, interpersonal dependency and self-defeating behaviors.
Personality and Individual Differences, 17, 673–679.
https://doi.org/10.1016/0191-8869(94)90140-6
Ferrari, J. R., & Dovidio, J. F. (2000). Examining behavioral processes in indecision: Decisional procrastination and decision-making style. Journal
of Research in Personality, 34, 127–137. https://doi.
org/10.1006/jrpe.1999.2247
Ferrari, J. R., & Dovidio, J. F. (2001). Behavioral information search by indecisives. Personality and
Individual Differences, 30, 1113–1123. https://doi.
org/10.1016/S0191-8869(00)00094-5
Ferrari, J. R., Harriott, J., & Zimmerman, M. (1999).
The social support networks of procrastinators:
Friends or family in times of trouble? Personality
and Individual Differences, 26, 321–334. https://doi.
org/10.1016/S0191-8869(98)00141-X
Field, A. (2009). Discovering statistics using SPSS. Sage
Publications.
Frost, R. O., & Gross, R. C. (1993). The hoarding of possessions. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 31, 367–
382. https://doi.org/10.1016/0005-7967(93)90094-b
Frost, R. O., & Shows, D. L. (1993). The nature and
measurement of compulsive indecisiveness. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 31, 683–692. https://
doi.org/10.1016/0005-7967(93)90121-A
Gayton, W. F., Clavin, R. H., Clavin, S. L., & Broida, J. (1994). Further validation of the Indecisiveness Scale. Psychological Reports, 75, 1631–1634.
https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1994.75.3f.1631
George, D., & Mallery, M. (2010). SPSS for Windows
step by step: a simple guide and reference, 17.0 update (10th ed.). Pearson.
Germeijs, V., & De Boeck, P. (2002). A measurement
scale for indecisiveness and its relationship to career indecision and other types of indecision. European Journal of Psychological Assessment, 18, 113–
122. https://doi.org/10.1027//1015-5759.18.2.113
Germeijs, V., & Verschueren, K. (2011a). Indecisiveness and Big Five personality factors: Relationship and specificity. Personality and Individual Differences, 50, 1023–1028. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
paid.2011.01.017
Germeijs, V., & Verschueren, K. (2011b). Indecisiveness: Specificity and predictive validity. European
Journal of Personality, 25, 295–305. https:// https://
doi.org/10.1002/per.786
Germeijs, V., Verschueren, K., & Soenens, B. (2006).
Indecisiveness and high school students’ career
decision-making process: Longitudinal associations and the mediational role of Anxiety. Journal
of Counseling Psychology, 53, 397–410. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0022-0167.53.4.397

Gosling, S. D., Vazire, S., Srivastava, S., & John, O. P.
(2004). Should we trust web-based studies? A comparative analysis of six preconceptions about Internet questionnaires. American Psychologist, 59,
93–104. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.59.2.93
Gravetter, F., & Wallnau, L. (2014). Essentials of statistics for the behavioral sciences (8th ed.). Wadsworth.
Jackson, C. J., Furnham, A., & Lawty-Jones, M.
(1999). Relationship between indecisiveness and
neuroticism: The moderating effect of a toughminded culture. Personality and Individual Differences, 27, 789–800. https://doi.org/10.1016/S01918869(99)00027-6
Lee, K., & Ashton, M. C. (2018). Psychometric properties of the HEXACO-100. Assessment, 25, 543–556.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191116659134
Nickerson, R. S. (1998). Confirmation bias: a ubiquitous phenomenon in many guises. Review of
General Psychology, 2, 175–220. https://doi.org/
10.1037/1089-2680.2.2.175
Ng, A., & Hynie, M. (2014). Cultural differences in
indecisiveness: The role of naïve dialecticism.
Personality and Individual Differences, 70, 45–50.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2014.06.022
Osborne, J. W., & Costello, A. B. (2005). Best practices
in exploratory factor analysis: Four recommendations for getting the most from your analysis.
Practical Assessment, Research & Evaluation, 10,
1–9. https://doi.org/10.4135/9781412995627.d8
Patalano, A. L., & Wengrovitz, S. M. (2006). Crosscultural exploration of the Indecisiveness Scale:
a comparison of Chinese and American men and
women. Personality and Individual Differences, 41,
813–824. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2006.03.023
Potworowski, G. (2010). Varieties of indecisive experience: Explaining the tendency to not make timely
and stable decisions (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). University of Michigan.
Rassin, E., & Muris, P. (2005a). To be or not to be...
indecisive: Gender differences, correlations with
obsessive-compulsive complaints, and behavioural
manifestation. Personality and Individual Differences, 38, 1175–1181. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
paid.2004.07.014
Rassin, E., & Muris, P. (2005b). Indecisiveness and
the interpretation of ambiguous situations. Personality and Individual Differences, 39, 1285–1291.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2005.06.006
Rassin, E., Muris, P., Booster, E., & Kolsloot, I. (2008).
Indecisiveness and informational tunnel vision.
Personality and Individual Differences, 45, 96–102.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2008.03.006
Rassin, E., Muris, P., Franken, I., Smit, M., & Wong, M.
(2007). Measuring general indecisiveness. Journal
of Psychopathology and Behavioral Assessment, 29,
60–67. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10862-006-9023-z
Skimina, E., Strus, W., Cieciuch, J., Szarota, P., & Izdebski, P. K. (2020). Psychometric properties of

volume 9(2),  157

Indecisiveness and HEXACO personality model

the Polish versions of the HEXACO-60 and the
HEXACO-100 personality inventories. Current Issues in Personality Psychology, 8, 255–278. https://
doi.org/10.5114/cipp.2020.98693
Spunt, R. P., Rassin, E., & Epstein, L. M. (2009). Aversive and avoidant indecisiveness: Roles for regret
proneness, maximization, and BIS/BAS sensitivities. Personality and Individual Differences, 47,
256–261. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2009.03.009
Trapnell, P. D., & Wiggins, J. S. (1990). Extension of
the Interpersonal Adjective Scales to include the
Big Five dimensions of personality. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 59, 781–790.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.59.4.781
Trochim, W. M., & Donnelly, J. P. (2006). The research
methods knowledge base (3rd ed.). Atomic Dog.
Van Matre, G., & Cooper, S. (1984). Concurrent evaluation of career indecision and indecisiveness. Personnel and Guidance Journal, 62, 637–639. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.2164-4918.1984.tb00143.x
Yates, J. F., Ji, L., Oka, T., Lee, J., Shinotsuka, H.,
& Sieck, W. R. (2010). Indecisiveness and culture:
Incidence, values, and thoroughness. Journal of
Cross-Cultural Psychology, 41, 428–444. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0022022109359692

158 current issues in personality psychology

