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In the current investigation, we test for relationships between three domains of disgust sensitivity (path-
ogen, sexual, and moral disgust) and the six dimensions of the HEXACO personality model in a large,
demographically diverse Dutch sample. Our results extend upon previous investigations into the relation-
ship between disgust sensitivity and personality in two important ways. First, in contrast with most pre-
vious investigations into disgust sensitivity, we measure sensitivities to sexual and moral disgust, two
domains that elicit self-reports of disgust and facial expressions of disgust. Second, in contrast with the
few investigations that have tested for relationships between sensitivities to sexual and moral disgust
and Five Factor Model personality dimensions, we use the HEXACO personality model. We find that hon-
esty–humility, a personality dimension assessed in the HEXACO model but not the Five Factor Model,
accounts for unique variance in sensitivities to sexual and moral disgust, but not sensitivity to pathogen
disgust. Other relationships between disgust sensitivity and personality are discussed, as are implications
for understanding the fitness-relevant tradeoffs potentially underlying disgust sensitivity and personality.

� 2013 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
1. Introduction

Observations that certain aspects of disgust are largely universal,
such as the canonical disgust facial expression and the reliability
with which certain objects (e.g., feces, vomit) elicit disgust, have in-
spired extensive work on the function and structure of disgust (see
Tybur, Lieberman, Kurzban, & DeScioli, 2013, for an overview). How-
ever, within universal aspects of disgust lies variation. One example
of such variation concerns the degree to which individuals are dis-
gusted by common disgust elicitors (e.g., touching someone else’s
sweat)—that is, the degree to which individuals are ‘‘sensitive’’ to
disgust. Much of the recent research in disgust has prioritized taxon-
omizing and understanding such individual differences (Haidt,
McCauley, & Rozin, 1994; Olatunji et al., 2007; Tybur, Bryan, Lieber-
man, Caldwell Hooper, & Merriman, 2011; Tybur, Lieberman, &
Griskevicius, 2009). In the current paper, we aim to better under-
stand disgust sensitivity by examining how it relates to basic dimen-
sions of personality. Specifically, we investigate the relationships
between the three domains of disgust sensitivity proposed by Tybur
et al. (2009) with both five and six factor models of personality.

1.1. Three domains of disgust sensitivity

Evolutionarily oriented disgust theorists have argued that dis-
gust serves discrete, fitness-promoting functions (Rozin, Haidt, &
McCauley, 2008; Tybur et al., 2009). One recent framework de-
scribes these domains as pathogen, sexual, and moral disgust, each
of which have been shaped by distinct selection pressures (Tybur
et al., 2013). In addition to suggesting that different computational
processes underlie these domains, this framework also implies
that, because disgust responses reflect distinct tradeoffs across do-
mains, individual differences in disgust sensitivity might vary
along these domains. That is, people that relatively strongly avoid
pathogens, and who pay the costs for doing so (e.g., by constraining
diet and social interactions), may not be the same people that rel-
atively strongly avoid fitness-compromising sexual interactions,
and who pay distinct costs for doing so (e.g., search costs after
rejecting mates), and they may not be the same people that rela-
tively strongly condemn rule violations, and who pay other distinct
costs for doing so (e.g., retribution from condemnation targets and
their allies; see DeScioli & Kurzban, 2013).

Tybur et al. (2009) tested this possibility by first gathering a
wide range of items that were nominated by a panel as ‘‘disgust-
ing.’’ Multiple factor analyses on the degree to which participants
rated these items as disgusting indicated that individual differ-
ences vary along three dimensions, one of which included items
similar to those on Haidt et al.’s (1994) Disgust Scale (cues to
pathogens, such as feces, mold, and wounds), one of which in-
cluded sexual items (e.g., being touched on the thigh by a stranger),
and one of which included moral violations (e.g., lying, cheating,
stealing). Rather than eliminating sexual and moral items because
they did not load on the same factor as items more directly related
to pathogen cues (cf. Haidt et al., 1994; Olatunji et al., 2007), Tybur
et al. (2009) retained such items in the process of developing the
Three Domain Disgust Scale (TDDS). Since the development of
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the TDDS, multiple investigations have used an evolutionary
framework to generate and test predictions of unique relationships
between these three domains of disgust sensitivity and other con-
structs (e.g., DeBruine, Jones, Tybur, Lieberman, & Griskevicius,
2010; Kurzban, Dukes, & Weeden, 2010; Pond et al., 2012; Tybur,
Merriman, Caldwell, McDonald, & Navarrete, 2010).

1.2. Disgust sensitivity and personality

Although individual differences in disgust sensitivity vary along
domains predicted by theory, questions remain regarding why
individuals vary in disgust sensitivity and how to interpret these
individual differences. One approach to better understanding indi-
vidual differences involves examining their relationships with ba-
sic dimensions of personality. A lack of a relationship between the
three domains of disgust sensitivity and fundamental personality
dimensions may imply that these individual differences do not
share a similar functional, genetic, or developmental origin,
whereas strong overlap between the disgust and personality con-
cepts may entail that they are influenced by similar processes.

A handful of studies have examined how disgust sensitivity, as
operationalized by the Disgust Scale (Haidt et al., 1994), relates to
measures of personality such as Eysenck’s EPQ, the BFI, and the
NEO-FFI (Druschel & Sherman, 1999; Haidt et al., 1994; Olatunji,
Haidt, McKay, & Bieke, 2008). However, inferences concerning the
relationship between personality and disgust sensitivity based on
these studies may be limited by two aspects of the Disgust Scale.
First, the Disgust Scale does not assess sexual or moral content, both
of which are rated as disgusting in self-report measures (Haidt et al.,
1994; Tybur et al., 2009) and elicit facial expressions of disgust
(Borg, de Jong, & Schultz, 2010; Cannon, Schnall, & White, 2011;
Chapman, Kim, Susskind, & Anderson, 2009). Second, half of the
items on the Disgust Scale concern the degree to which an individual
is bothered by, upset by, or generally avoidant of situations periph-
erally related to disgust (e.g., avoiding walking through a graveyard).
Such item content may influence previously observed relationships
between the disgust sensitivity and, for example, neuroticism (e.g.,
r = .45 and r = .46, as reported by Druschel and Sherman (1999)
and Olatunji et al. (2008), respectively). Indeed, other methods of
assessing disgust sensitivity that do not rely on such item content re-
port null or weak relationships with neuroticism (e.g., Hennig, Pos-
sel, & Netter, 1996; Olatunji et al., 2012; Tybur et al., 2011). The
development of the TDDS offers two potential solutions to these
shortcomings. First, the TDDS includes domains of sensitivity to sex-
ual and moral disgust. Second, the TDDS does not include item con-
tent related to being bothered, upset, or avoidant of situations, but
rather straightforwardly asks respondents to indicate how dis-
gusted they are by acts and concepts described within items.

Two studies have investigated how the TDDS relates to Five Fac-
tor Model (FFM) dimensions, including Olatunji et al. (2012), who
examined how the TDDS relates to the BFI, and Tybur et al. (2011),
who examined how the TDDS relates to the NEO PI-3. Additionally,
Tybur et al. (2009) compared a preliminary version of the TDDS
with the BFI during instrument development. Although these stud-
ies investigated how a wider breadth of disgust sensitivities relate
to personality, they are also limited by two factors: their reliance
on the FFM of personality and on samples of university students.
In the current study, we investigate relations between personality
and disgust sensitivity using the HEXACO model of personality (Lee
& Ashton, 2004) and a more age- and education-diverse sample.

1.3. The HEXACO model of personality and our main predictions

Lexical research using a number of different languages has
shown that the personality space may actually be better repre-
sented by six, rather than five, dimensions (Ashton et al., 2004;
Lee & Ashton, 2008). These six dimensions are known by the HEX-
ACO acronym (Honesty–humility, Emotionality, eXtraversion,
Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, and Openness to experience).
The most notable difference between Five Factor Models and the
HEXACO model is the addition, in the HEXACO model, of the hon-
esty–humility factor, which is associated with tendencies to be sin-
cere, fair, modest, and greed-avoidant. Through its addition of
honesty–humility, the HEXACO model has been able to better pre-
dict behaviors and attitudes that are associated with egoistic, anti-
social, and outright delinquent or criminal tendencies than the FFM
has (e.g., Ashton & Lee, 2008).

With respect to disgust sensitivity, our primary prediction con-
cerns the relations between the honesty–humility factor of the
HEXACO model and the Sexual Disgust and Moral Disgust factors
of the TDDS. Each of the investigations that have tested how sensi-
tivities to pathogen, sexual, and moral disgust relate to personality
(Olatunji et al., 2012; Tybur et al., 2009, 2011) have reported statis-
tically significant relationships between agreeableness and both
sensitivity to sexual disgust and sensitivity to moral disgust. This
might imply that individuals who are more warm, kind, and sym-
pathetic report greater disgust toward sexual and immoral acts.
However, measures of agreeableness often combine characteristics
such as kindness and warmth with aspects of honesty–humility,
such as modesty and straightforwardness. Indeed, in examining
correlations between the six NEO PI-3 Agreeableness facets and
TDDS Sexual Disgust and Moral Disgust factors, Tybur et al.
(2011) found that Sexual Disgust and Moral Disgust were most
strongly related to Agreeableness facets most relevant to hon-
esty–humility (e.g., Modesty, Straightforwardness).

We predict that personality models including honesty–humility
will account for significantly greater variance in sensitivities to
sexual and moral disgust—but not sensitivity to pathogen dis-
gust—for three reasons. First, empirical findings suggest that hon-
esty–humility accounts for unique variance in some sexual
attitudes (e.g., being open to short-term sexual liaisons and being
open to committing infidelity; Bourdage, Lee, Ashton, & Perry,
2007) and some moral violations, such as workplace delinquency
(e.g., stealing from employers, committing vandalism; Ashton &
Lee, 2008; Lee & Ashton, 2004). Second, as individuals high in hon-
esty–humility are less likely to pursue the types of behaviors that
elicit sexual and moral disgust, endorsing proscriptions against
such behaviors might more modestly constrain those individuals’
fitness interests (cf. DeScioli & Kurzban, 2013; Kurzban et al.,
2010). Further, individuals who are more sincere, fair, modest,
and greed-avoidant (facets of honesty–humility) may pay higher
costs (e.g., in terms of being exploited) when others engage in such
behaviors, and they might therefore be more likely to condemn
and endorse punishment of such behaviors (e.g., with expressions
of moral disgust). Third, the types of fitness costs imposed by non-
reciprocators, cheaters, braggarts, etc. are distinct from the types of
fitness costs imposed by infectious disease, and we thus predict
that honesty–humility will not account for unique variance in sen-
sitivity to pathogen disgust.
2. Methods

To test the above-stated predictions, and to more generally as-
sess the relationship between basic dimensions of disgust sensitiv-
ity and personality, we examined correlations between the TDDS,
the HEXACO PI-R, and the 5DPT in a large sample that varied on
age and education. 2.1 Sample and procedure.

Data were collected in two waves. In the first wave, data were
obtained from 1,352 respondents (50.3% women; Mage = 47.9
(SD = 15.0), range: 19–88 years) from a Dutch internet panel,
which consisted of people from a wide variety of age and
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educational backgrounds (for more details, see De Vries & Van
Kampen, 2010). Participants completed the HEXACO PI-R and the
5DPT, as well as a series of other measures, in the first wave. Four
hundred seventy-six (35.2%) first wave participants completed the
TDDS 3.5 years later during the second wave (50.0% women;
Mage = 54.5 (SD = 13.7), range: 22–87 years). Second wave respon-
dents’ education levels were as follows: 136 (28.6%) had a low level
of education (primary education, lower-level secondary education,
or lower-level tertiary education), 197 (41.4%) a medium level of
education (higher-level secondary education or medium-level ter-
tiary education), and 143 (30.0%) a high level of education (higher-
level tertiary education or university level education). The second
wave sample scored significantly higher on honesty–humility
and Conscientiousness/Orderliness and lower on Extraversion than
the participants from the first wave who did not participate in the
second wave, but all effect sizes (d) were below .28.
2.1. Instruments

2.1.1. HEXACO-PI-R
The Dutch version of the Revised HEXACO Personality Inventory

(HEXACO-PI-R; De Vries, Ashton, & Lee, 2009; Lee & Ashton, 2004)
operationalizes the six HEXACO domain-level traits (i.e., Honesty–
Humility, Emotionality, eXtraversion, Agreeableness, Conscien-
tiousness, and Openness to Experience) with 32 items per trait.
The alpha reliabilities of the HEXACO scales in our second wave
sample ranged between .84 and .91 (Table 1) and none of the abso-
lute correlations between the domain-level scales were greater
than .35.
2.1.2. 5DPT
The 5-Dimensional Personality Test (5DPT; De Vries & Van

Kampen, 2010; Van Kampen, 2012), which was distributed two
weeks after the HEXACO-PI-R in the first wave, measures a psycho-
pathological version of the Five Factor personality dimensions and
consists of 20 dichotomous (yes–no) items for each of the Five Fac-
tors. In a previous study, the Five Factor scales have been found to
converge adequately with the five NEO-FFI scales (Van Kampen,
2012). In our second wave sample, the alpha reliabilities ranged
Table 1
Correlations, reliabilities (on diagonal) and descriptives (N = 476).

1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Participant Sex (0 = F, 1 = M) –
2. Age .09 –

HEXACO
3. Honesty–Humility �.18 .25 .91
4. Emotionality �.48 .01 .09 .89
5. Extraversion .02 .05 �.04 �.22 .89
6. Agreeableness .03 .09 .34 �.17 .11 .88
7. Conscientiousness .02 .07 .16 �.03 .24 .08
8. Openness to Experience .05 .05 �.13 �.12 .23 .02

5DPT
9. Neuroticism �.27 �.10 �.05 .62 �.52 �.21
10. Extraversion �.04 .00 �.05 �.08 .73 .04
11. Insensitivity .10 �.18 �.55 �.07 �.10 �.53
12. Orderliness .06 .16 .04 .03 .05 �.05
13. Absorption �.23 .05 .02 .24 .10 .02

Three Domain Disgust Scale
14. Pathogen Disgust �.15 .06 �.03 .23 .01 �.17
15. Sexual Disgust �.47 .29 .31 .31 �.09 .09
16. Moral Disgust �.01 .20 .32 .03 .07 .07

Means .50 51.50 3.77 3.13 3.31 3.05
Standard deviations .50 13.69 .46 .46 .45 .42

Note: For |r| > .09, p < .05 and for |r| > .12, p < .01. Convergent correlations between the 5
Scale alphas are on italicized on the diagonal.
between .82 and .91 and none of the absolute correlations between
the 5DPT scales were greater than .35.

2.1.3. Three Domain Disgust Scale
The TDDS includes 21 items (seven each for Pathogen, Sexual,

and Moral factors) nominated as ‘‘disgusting’’ during scale devel-
opment (see Tybur et al., 2009). Participants were asked to indicate
how disgusting they find the concept described in the item from a
0 (not at all disgusting) to 6 (extremely disgusting) scale. The
instrument was translated from English to Dutch by a native Dutch
speaker, then back-translated from Dutch to English by a Native
English speaker. Finally, the two authors (one a native Dutch
speaker and one a native English speaker) examined the original,
translated, and back-translated versions, and made minor modifi-
cations to correct for inconsistencies between the versions. Using
Procrustes analyses, we tested the extent to which the factor struc-
ture of the Dutch TDDS used in this sample converged with the
English TDDS factor structure obtained in a sample of 1496 U.S.
participants reported by Tybur et al. (2011 – see Study 1). A high
level of convergence was obtained, with an average congruence
coefficient (u) of .98. Consistent with past studies using the English
version of the TDDS, internal consistencies were acceptable (>.80)
for each factor, and intercorrelations between the three sub-scales
were modest (between .35 and .40).

3. Results

We first examined zero-order correlations between personality
variables and disgust sensitivity (see Table 1 for correlations,
means, standard deviations, and internal consistencies). Consistent
with past studies using the TDDS, participant sex was strongly re-
lated to Sexual Disgust (d = 1.07), but not Pathogen Disgust or Mor-
al Disgust. Age was related to both Sexual Disgust (r = .29) and
Moral Disgust (r = .20).

Bivariate correlations indicated only modest relationships be-
tween disgust sensitivity and the personality variables measured
by the HEXACO PI-R and the 5DPT. For the HEXACO PI-R, the stron-
gest correlate of Pathogen Disgust was Emotionality (r = .23), the
strongest correlates of Sexual Disgust were Honesty–humility
and Emotionality (both r’s = .31) and the strongest correlate of
Moral Disgust was honesty–humility (r = .32). For the 5DPT, the
7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

.84

.12 .87

�.13 �.10 .91
.07 .13 �.33 .88
�.17 .14 .23 �.10 .84

.65 �.12 �.02 .01 �.06 .82

.08 .50 .17 .17 .06 �.02 .87

.11 �.11 .13 .07 .04 .16 .05 .81

.11 �.07 .19 �.04 �.21 .14 .13 .38 .89

.27 .01 �.03 .01 �.18 .22 .12 .40 .37 .83

3.46 3.21 6.36 10.89 4.80 13.56 8.21 3.82 3.26 4.64
.37 .46 5.60 5.32 4.18 4.29 4.94 1.06 1.60 .95

DPT and HEXACO variables are bold-faced.
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strongest correlate of Pathogen Disgust was Orderliness (r = .16),
the strongest correlate of Sexual Disgust was Insensitivity
(r = �.21), and the strongest correlate of Moral Disgust was Order-
liness (r = .22).

To test our primary hypothesis, that honesty–humility explains
variance in sensitivities to sexual and moral disgust uniquely from
other personality variables, we conducted multiple hierarchical
regression analyses in which a single domain of the TDDS was re-
gressed upon participant age and sex (the first step), then on five
personality variables (the second step), then on honesty–humility
(the third step). This analysis was conducted twice for each TDDS
factor—once when the 5DPT factors were included in the second
step, and once when the EXACO factors were included in the sec-
ond step. This approach allows us to: (a) examine relationships be-
tween personality and disgust sensitivity controlling for
participant sex and age; (b) examine the unique relationships be-
tween FFM personality dimensions and disgust sensitivity; and
(c) examine how honesty–humility, which is not well-represented
in the FFM, uniquely relates to disgust sensitivity.

Results from these analyses are described in Table 2. The upper
part of the table shows the regression of TDDS factors on partici-
pant sex and age, the 5DPT scales, and HEXACO Honesty–Humility.
The lower part of the table shows the regression of disgust sensi-
tivity on participant sex and age and all six HEXACO domain-level
scales. In all six equations, personality explained variance in dis-
gust sensitivity independent of participant sex and age. For Patho-
gen Disgust, the two significant and—across personality models—
consistent personality predictors were Neuroticism/Emotionality
and Orderliness/Conscientiousness. For Sexual Disgust, the two
consistent personality predictors were Orderliness/Conscientious-
ness and Honesty–Humility. For Moral Disgust, the two consistent
personality predictors were also Orderliness/Conscientiousness
and Honesty–Humility. In sum, results indicated that honesty–
humility indeed accounts for unique variance in sensitivities to
sexual and moral disgust, but not sensitivity to pathogen disgust.
Further, once controlling for Honesty–Humility, there was no rela-
tionship between Agreeableness/Insensitivity and Sexual Disgust
or Moral Disgust.
Table 2
Regression of the Three Domain Disgust Scales on the 5DPT and HEXACO scales (N = 476)

Pathogen Disgust

Final b’s DR2

Model 1: regression of TDDS on 5DPT personality
Background variables .03**

Gender (0 = F, 1 = M) �.15**

Age .08
5DPT scales .05**

Neuroticism .13*

Extraversion .11*

Insensitivity .04
Orderliness .16**

Absorption �.03
HEXACO Honesty–Humility �.05 .00
Total Model R2 .08**

Model 2: regression of TDDS on HEXACO personality
Background variables .03**

Gender (0 = F, 1 = M) �.09
Age .09

EXACO scales .09**

Emotionality .17**

Extraversion .05
Agreeableness �.14**

Conscientiousness .14**

Openness to Experience �.12**

Honesty–Humility �.07 .00
Total Model R2 .11**

* p < .05.
** p < .01.
4. Discussion and conclusions

There are two main contributions that the current investigation
offers. First, results offer further insights into how sensitivities to
pathogen, sexual, and moral disgust differ. Although some sexual
behaviors, immoral acts, and cues to pathogens each activate neu-
ral regions suspected to underlie disgust (Schaich Borg, Lieberman,
& Kiehl, 2008), each are verbally endorsed as ‘‘disgusting’’ (Curtis &
Biran, 2001; Haidt et al., 1994; Tybur et al., 2009), and each are
associated with similar facial expressions (Borg et al., 2010; Can-
non et al., 2011; Chapman et al., 2009), they elicit disgust through
distinct underlying computational processes shaped by different
selection pressures (Tybur et al., 2013). Results here not only pro-
vide further support that individual differences in sensitivities to
these three types of disgust are also distinct; they also provide
indications of how they are distinct in terms of their relationships
with broad personality dimensions.

Second, results offer clarifications on how to interpret sensitiv-
ities to sexual and moral disgust. Our results suggest that sensi-
tivities to these two disgust domains are most strongly related
to honesty–humility rather than agreeableness. Hence, rather
than being more forgiving, flexible, gentle, and patient (how
Agreeableness is defined in the HEXACO model), individuals
who are more sensitive to sexual and moral disgust are more sin-
cere, fair, greed-avoidant, and modest. The unique relationship
between sensitivities to sexual and moral disgust—and the non-
significant unique relationship between these disgust domains
and Agreeableness, once controlling for Honesty–Humility—was
observed using personality measures based on the HEXACO mod-
el and the FFM.

We note one additional clarification to past findings. The asso-
ciation between neuroticism/emotionality and sensitivity to path-
ogen disgust has been equivocal in the literature. On the one hand,
the Disgust Scale (Haidt et al., 1994), which largely reflects sensi-
tivity to pathogen disgust, is moderately related to neuroticism,
with r’s reported around .45 (Druschel & Sherman, 1999; Olatunji
et al., 2008). On the other hand, the Pathogen domain of the TDDS
is only modestly related to neuroticism (r’s between .10 and .15, as
.

Sexual Disgust Moral Disgust

Final b’s DR2 Final b’s DR2

.34** .04**

�.45** .05
.29** .08

.04** .07**

.11* �.02
�.02 .00
�.07 .01

.11** .19**

�.00 .12**

.12* .01* .31** .06**

.39** .17**

.34** .04**

�.45** .05
.30** .11*

.04** .07**

.07 .04
�.10** .03

.06 �.06

.11** .21**

�.03 .01
.10* .01* .29** .06**

.38** .17**
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reported by Olatunji et al. (2012), Tybur et al. (2009, 2011)). Here,
sensitivity to pathogen disgust was again only weakly related to
neuroticism/emotionality (.13/.23). It appears that there is a con-
sistent, though weak, relationship between sensitivity to pathogen
disgust and neuroticism/emotionality. Future research might aim
to better explain this relationship.

The most important limitation involves potential attenuation of
the relationships between personality and disgust sensitivity due
to the time lag between the first (personality) and second (disgust
sensitivity) waves of data collection. Hence, our results may under-
estimate the relationship between disgust sensitivity and person-
ality in this population (though we note that the correlations
between disgust sensitivity and personality observed here are
not markedly different from those observed in studies where the
traits are assessed concurrently). Despite this limitation, the use
of a broad, non-university sample that may vary more on traits
such as openness to experience and conscientiousness may have
allowed us more power to detect relationships between disgust
sensitivity and personality.

5. Conclusion

These results can inform not just disgust sensitivity, but also
investigations of individual differences from an evolutionary per-
spective (Buss, 2009). Researchers have recently proposed (Nettle,
2006) and tested (Nettle, 2005; Schaller & Murray, 2008; Sell,
Tooby, & Cosmides, 2009) hypotheses of individual differences
based on presumed fitness-relevant costs and benefits of different
traits and trait levels. Disgust sensitivity offers an inroad to test
other hypotheses using this framework, given the connection
between disgust and fitness-relevant problems (e.g., pathogen-
avoidance, mate selection, condemnation) and the development
and validation of disgust sensitivity instruments. As an example,
recent proposals suggest that some of the fitness costs that con-
tribute to variation in extraversion relate to extraverts’ potential
higher pathogen encounter rates, and that lower extraversion
may reflect investment in pathogen avoidance (e.g., Mortensen,
Becker, Ackerman, Neuberg, & Kenrick, 2010; Schaller & Murray,
2008). If variation in sensitivity to pathogen disgust reflects sim-
ilar fitness costs, then we might observe a relationship between
sensitivity to pathogen disgust and extraversion. We do not ob-
serve such a relationship using the 5DPT or HEXACO extraversion
measures (notably, Olatunji et al. (2012), and Tybur et al. (2011)
also found no relationship between extraversion and sensitivity
to pathogen disgust). Naturally, the assumption that variability
in sensitivity to pathogen disgust is partially maintained by costs
relevant to pathogens—let alone the same pathogens that extra-
verts might encounter at greater frequencies—requires further
empirical tests, and results here cannot rule out the possibility
that extraversion partially reflects pathogen-avoidance strategies.
Instead, this example highlights one way that disgust sensitivity
may be leveraged to test evolutionary hypotheses of individual
differences.
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