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ABSTRACT 

 

For decades, there has been substantial research showing that ability tests effectively 

predict what people can do, but it is only in the last fifteen years that it has come to be 

generally accepted that personality is a useful predictor of what they will do. Much of 

this change in appreciation of the role of personality in predicting performance has 

been attributed to the application of the Five-Factor Model (FFM) of personality to 

personality–performance research. The FFM was developed on the basis of the lexical 

hypothesis, which states that it is advantageous for people to be able to accurately 

describe the behaviour of others, and therefore the most important dimensions of 

personality will be encoded in natural languages. An associated premise is that natural 

language descriptors refer to an individual’s surface appearance or reputation (i.e., 

their observable behaviours), rather than the underlying processes or genotype of 

personality (i.e., people’s cognitive and affective processing). This reasoning was used 

as the basis for most of the factor-analytical studies of personality descriptors within the 

English language, and one of the most robust factor solutions was the FFM. The FFM 

contains the personality dimensions Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, 

Openness to Experience and Emotional Stability. Although the FFM continues to 

evolve, particularly in response to cross-cultural research, the five basic dimensions 

appear to be remarkably consistent, and at least the core of each of these has been 

identified in the first six or seven factors found in every language considered to date. Of 

the five factors, Conscientiousness has been the one most reliably associated with 

workplace performance.  

 

Workplace performance itself has undergone a major reconsideration over the last 

fifteen to twenty years. Prior to that time, formal job roles and responsibilities were 

typically considered the start and finish of performance, but formal job requirements are 

now recognised as only one aspect of performance, which is increasingly referred to as 
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Task Performance. Task Performance tends to change substantially from job to job, but 

there are other aspects of job performance, most notably Citizenship Performance, 

which appear to be consistent in most jobs. Citizenship Performance includes activities 

undertaken by an employee which facilitate Task Performance, such as making greater 

effort, complying with rules and procedures, and assisting others. Whereas Task 

Performance appears to be closely related to an individual’s abilities, Citizenship 

Performance was originally proposed as an aspect of performance which is influenced 

by attitudinal and personality variables. Thus it has been proposed that Citizenship 

Performance largely mediates the relationship between personality variables, such as 

Conscientiousness, and Task Performance.  

 

However, this predictors of performance model has previously only been investigated 

in workplace settings. Yet performance is a relevant construct not only within workplace 

settings, but also within academic settings. In addition, the FFM dimension of 

Conscientiousness has been observed to be a reliable predictor of academic 

performance, just as it is a reliable predictor of workplace performance. Within 

educational settings, performance is typically tied to assessment measures, such as 

marks and GPA, which appear to measure academic Task Performance. However, no 

previous research appears to have considered whether Citizenship Performance 

mediates the relationship between Conscientiousness and Task Performance within an 

academic setting. Study One of this dissertation was designed to test this proposition. 

Participants in this study were 175 students enrolled within an introductory 

management subject. Participants provided assessments of their own personality using 

the Mini-Markers (Saucier, 1994), while Citizenship Performance ratings were provided 

by students’ peers, at the end of a three-week group project. The hand-scored version 

of the Computerised Adaptive Rating Scales (CARS: Borman, 1999; Coleman & 

Borman, 2000) was used to assess Citizenship, but unfortunately the three scales of 

the CARS did not demonstrate good internal reliability. Consequently, a factor analysis 
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was conducted to establish a new scale using the CARS items. This new scale, which 

was labelled Active Support, used six of the twelve CARS items and had satisfactory 

internal reliability. It was observed that the resulting scores on this Citizenship 

Performance scale were positively correlated with both Conscientiousness and 

academic Task Performance (as measured by grades). As predicted, Citizenship 

Performance entirely mediated the relationship between Conscientiousness and 

academic Task Performance. Therefore, the results of Study One were consistent with 

the predictors of performance model. It was concluded that Citizenship Performance is 

an important component of performance within academic settings, just as it is within 

workplace settings.  

 

Despite the fact that the relationship between both workplace and academic 

performance, and Conscientiousness, is reliable and well-established, correlations 

between Conscientiousness and performance tend to be moderate at best. Previous 

research has observed that other-rated measures of Conscientiousness have higher 

correlations with academic performance than do self-rated measures. Consequently, 

Study Two explored whether other-rated Conscientiousness improved the prediction of 

academic Citizenship and Task Performance, using a similar design to that utilised in 

Study One. One hundred and twenty-two students participated in Study Two while 

undertaking the same course as the students who had participated in Study One. Most 

of the results of Study Two were consistent with expectations, but there were some 

unexpected outcomes. Other-rated Conscientiousness was found to be a significantly 

better predictor of both academic Task and Citizenship Performance than was self-

rated Conscientiousness. However, contrary to previous ideas, the relationship 

between other-rated Conscientiousness and Task Performance was not mediated by 

Citizenship Performance.  
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In contrast, it was observed that the correlation between other-rated Conscientiousness 

and other-rated Citizenship Performance was .61 if both ratings were obtained from the 

same raters, and .44 if the two ratings were obtained from independent raters. When 

corrected for measurement unreliability, these estimates approached unity, which is 

consistent with the idea that, for the other-raters, Conscientiousness and Citizenship 

Performance were measuring the same construct. However, this study had several 

limitations, including its small sample size, the use of an unusual measure for 

Citizenship Performance, and the fact that it had been conducted in an academic 

setting. Therefore, there was a need to replicate Study Two before accepting that 

Conscientiousness and Citizenship Performance are actually much more strongly 

associated than previous research has indicated. 

 

In order to replicate Study Two, while addressing some of its limitations, a third study 

was conducted within a workplace setting. In Study Three, general staff supervisors 

within a public university were asked to rate their staff on measures of both personality 

and Citizenship Performance. In addition to Active Support, the measure used in 

Studies One and Two, two additional measures were included, which assessed the 

aspects of Citizenship Performance referred to as Individual Initiative and Helping 

Behaviour. The FFM dimension of Agreeableness was also added, because previous 

research indicates that, while Conscientiousness may be a better predictor of Individual 

Initiative, Helping Behaviour should be more closely associated with the FFM 

dimension of Agreeableness. However, using multiple ratings derived from the same 

raters can create common method bias in correlations, and so, in line with previous 

recommendations (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003), Structural 

Equation Modelling (SEM) was used to control for this. The resulting correlations 

confirmed that there were strong relationships between the measures of Citizenship 

Performance and personality. Helping Behaviour had a strong relationship with 

supervisor-rated Agreeableness (.81), while Individual Initiative was significantly 
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correlated with supervisor-rated Agreeableness (.44) and supervisor-rated 

Conscientiousness (.32). Active Support had strong correlations with these measures 

of personality (.57 and .55 respectively).  

 

The results of Study Three indicate that, for the participating supervisors, the Helping 

Behaviour dimension of Citizenship Performance is largely the same as the 

Agreeableness dimension of personality. Unlike Study Two, Active Support appeared 

to be not so closely associated with Conscientiousness, but instead seemed to occupy 

a position halfway between other-rated Conscientiousness and other-rated 

Agreeableness. Individual Initiative occupies a similar position, but is not so closely 

linked to these other-rated personality variables. Although these results suggest that, 

when compared with the students in Study Two, the supervisors in Study Three had a 

slightly different view of Active Support, it remains clear that much or most of the 

variance in each of these measures of Citizenship Performance is accounted for by 

these other-rated measures of personality.  

 

In order to understand why the strength of the relationship between the other-rated 

personality dimensions of Conscientiousness and Agreeableness, and the performance 

construct of Citizenship Performance, has been overlooked by previous researchers, it 

was necessary to reconsider the basic reasons for disagreement in ratings. Agreement 

between raters tends to vary considerably, depending on who is rating whom. Self–

other agreement on ratings is typically modest, other–other agreement tends to be 

higher, but alternate-form and test-retest agreement are typically higher still. The 

reasons for this appear to be related to the extent to which ratings are produced using 

similar observations, and integrating these in similar ways, as well as the extent to 

which ratings are affected by specific aspects of individual rater–ratee relationships. 

Previous research has provided estimates for these effects which can be used to 

correct correlations for resulting biases. When these are applied to correlations 
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between ratings of measures, such as performance or personality, which are provided 

by different other-raters, these correlations approximate unity. This includes the 

correlations, reported in this dissertation, between other-rated personality and other-

rated Citizenship Performance.  

 

In conclusion, the results of the research reported in this dissertation are consistent 

with the idea that measures of Citizenship Performance are largely accounted for by 

other-rated measures of Conscientiousness and Agreeableness. It is argued that this 

conclusion is consistent with the lexical hypothesis which underlay the development of 

the FFM, as well as with the theoretical basis for the construct of performance. The 

dissertation concludes with a discussion of the implications of this conclusion, for a 

range of fields, including understanding the relationship between personality and 

performance, methodological consequences for future research, and practical 

implications for staff selection and performance appraisal systems.  
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CHAPTER ONE – INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW 

 1



Workplaces around the world have undergone substantial change over the last 

few decades with the transition from industrial to information economies, and the rise of 

new forms of employment such as portfolio workers, distance and teleworking, and 

other forms of flexible employment (J. Hunt, 2001). Workplaces throughout the world 

have also seen the introduction of a range of new work practices, working time 

arrangements, career paths and payment systems, mostly with the aim of creating 

greater efficiency and functional flexibility for employers, and a more robust 

employment climate for workers (Ramsay, Scholarios, & Harley, 2000; Roan, Bramble, 

& Lafferty, 2001). Whether these changes are due to international forces such as 

globalisation and market liberalisation (Kelly, 1994), or the result of a shift in the 

political and economic power balances of national social and industrial settlements 

(ACIRRT, 1999), it is clear that the agenda for human resource management (HRM) 

and organisational behaviour (OB) is substantially different now compared with that 

which was evident a quarter of a century ago.  

Much of this changed agenda for HRM and OB has been prompted by the drive 

for greater efficiency and effectiveness, which has sparked the development of novel 

fields of research and practice. These include organisational learning (Argyris, 1999) 

and knowledge management (Malhotra, 2000), the growth of relatively new 

organisational strategies including empowerment (Lashley, 2001) and self-managed 

teams (Glassop, 2002), and the reinvigoration of established HRM practices like 

performance management (Shutler & Storbeck, 2002) and personnel selection 

(Posthuma, Morgeson, & Campion, 2002). These changes generally reflect a concern 

to engage workers, utilise their knowledge effectively and deploy their capacities with 

greater effect. 

Consistent with this focus on more effective utilisation of workers, considerable 

effort has been directed at improving the validity of personnel selection procedures to 

enhance their ability to predict potential employees’ performance on the job (Gatewood 

& Feild, 2001). As a consequence, personnel selection has also undergone an 
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upheaval during the last 25 years, with widely accepted practices undergoing critical 

reconsideration. Standard practices, such as interviews and reference checking, have 

been substantially revised (Nowicki & Rosse, 2002), while other practices, such as the 

use of structured interview procedures (Barclay, 2001) and standardised assessments 

of cognitive ability and intelligence (Ree & Carretta, 2002) have garnered substantially 

increased support during this period. One of the more important changes in selection 

practices has been the shift from a focus largely upon techniques for identifying what a 

potential employee is able to do to a greater incorporation of procedures for assessing 

what they are willing to do (Borman, Hanson, & Hedge, 1997). It has long been 

recognised that an employee’s willingness to contribute can be of similar value to their 

ability to do so. However, prior to the 1990s there was little consensus on how best to 

assess willingness. Since then, personality assessments have increasingly been 

accepted as valid and economically valuable tools for identifying the extent to which 

potential employees are motivated to contribute, and these assessments are taking a 

significant role among tools for personnel selection (Gatewood & Feild, 2001). 

Personality and Performance 

Much of the inspiration for the development of personality inventories has been 

the promise of technologies that will allow researchers and practitioners to identify 

individuals who are likely to perform better within the workplace. Cattell’s early work on 

personality factors was funded by private industry with this in mind. Norman (1963) and 

Tupes and Christal (1961) had similar goals, but within military settings. More recently, 

personality assessments such as the California Psychological Inventory (Gough, 1987) 

and the NEO Personality Inventory (Costa & McCrae, 1992c) have explicitly been 

developed and sold for use in personnel selection, which underlines the expectation 

that personality assessments should help in identifying good workers. 

Yet early research on personality and performance typically found little or no 

correlations between these constructs (for example consider the review by Guion & 
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Gottier, 1965). With hindsight, the lack of observed correlations may well have been 

due to methodological limitations such as small sample sizes and poorly chosen 

personality measures, as well as ill-targeted performance criteria (Barrick, Mount, & 

Judge, 2001). More recent research, which has used meta-analyses to combine the 

results of previous studies, has produced more consistent relationships between 

personality variables and performance measures among diverse groups of employees 

such as managers, salespeople, professionals and unskilled workers (Barrick & Mount, 

1991; Barrick et al., 2001; McDaniel & Frei, 1998; Ones, Viswesvaran, & Schmidt, 

1993b; Schmitt, Gooding, Noe, & Kirsch, 1984; R. P. Tett, Douglas N. Jackson, & M G. 

Rothstein, 1991). Typically, even after correcting for range restriction and scale 

unreliability, the relationships between personality measures and performance criteria 

remain modest, ranging from .20 to .30. However, Ones et al (1993b) and McDaniel 

and Frei (1998) found corrected correlations of .41 and .50 respectively between 

personality measures and workplace performance. 

If they are reliable, even the most modest of these relationships can still have 

practical consequences. Procedures for calculating the expected utility of recruitment 

and selection procedures are relatively refined, and can take into account the strength 

of the statistical relationship and the expected costs associated with assessments and 

related practices (Cascio, 1991). When these procedures have been applied to 

recruitment and selection activities, it has been demonstrated that, even if conservative 

assumptions are used, relatively low correlations between predictors and performance 

can have substantial economic utility. With respect to personality, the expected returns 

on investment arising from the use of personality measures with modest predictive 

validity when selecting personnel have been shown to far exceed the costs of 

assessment procedures (Mabon, 1998; Poropat, 1999). For this reason, as well as the 

other points summarised within this section, the relationship between personality and 

performance was chosen as the focus for the research presented in this dissertation. 
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Models of Performance  

Researching the relationship between personality and performance requires 

more than merely an understanding of basic dimensions of personality: the nature of 

performance needs to be specified as well. Just as the FFM has helped to re-focus and 

re-energise personality research, understandings of workplace performance have also 

undergone a major revision over the last two decades. Within organisational 

psychology endeavouring to assess and manage workplace performance has been a 

central, if not defining, feature as long as the discipline has existed (Austin & Villanova, 

1992; Viswesvaran, Ones, & Schmidt, 1996). Performance criteria are considered 

essential for a range of HRM and OB purposes and activities, including selection of 

individual workers (Hough & Oswald, 2001), development and evaluation of training 

activities (Kirkpatrick, 1994), understanding of group and leader performance (Neuman, 

Wagner, & Christiansen, 1999), design and review of organisational interventions 

(Schmitt & Klimoski, 1991), and linkages between individual activities and overall 

organisational performance (Huselid, Jackson, & Schuler, 1997; Koys, 2001a; 

Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1997). So performance criteria are widely used to make 

judgments about workers in current HRM practice. 

A major reason for the centrality of workplace performance as a criterion 

variable within OB and HRM is pragmatism: the economic value placed upon 

performance per se is a central part of the employment relationship. Sinecures aside, 

people are employed as part of an economic transaction, whereby their activities or 

performance are traded for monetary or in-kind rewards (Ricketts, 2002). Therefore, 

organisations and managers have a considerable incentive to both measure and 

improve performance, and their concerns have historically been reflected within 

organisational psychology (Austin & Villanova, 1992). This is particularly evident in the 

field of utility analysis where estimates of individual performance and its value, and of 

the impact of various interventions upon performance, form the basis for calculating the 
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expected utility of organisational interventions and HRM activities (Cascio, 1991). 

These in turn are used to inform organisational policies and strategies (Cabrera & Raju, 

2001). So understanding and predicting performance has implications for many 

activities other than psychological theory and research.  

Despite the fact that employee performance is a central variable in OB and 

HRM, until recently it has received little attention in its own right (Austin & Villanova, 

1992). As a result, employee performance has often been confused with activities over 

which employees have little control, such as productivity and output. Such measures 

confound performance with factors such as resources, opportunities or other 

environmental factors. Instead, performance is better understood as referring to the 

behaviours displayed by employees which are valued by their organisation (J. P. 

Campbell, McHenry, & Wise, 1990). This focus on behaviour positions performance as 

a more manageable concept, both for researchers and practitioners.  

 However, performance remains a complex area, even if defined more precisely. 

The dimensions of performance which have been studied within organisational 

psychology are remarkably diverse, largely because most research on performance 

has focused on variables relevant to particular occupations rather than identifying 

broad dimensions of performance (Viswesvaran & Ones, 2000c). This has enhanced 

local applicability of research on performance, but because of this specificity it has 

limited the generalisability of results and the extent to which cross-level inferences from 

individual to group or organisation can be made. There are no straightforward and 

uncontroversial procedures for combining a range of locally specific performance 

measures into overall general criteria, but there has been some evidence for a single 

general factor of performance (Arvey & Murphy, 1998). Although the simplicity of a 

single factor of performance has its attractions, particularly in contrast to the diversity of 

position-specific measures of performance, it ignores the complexity of performance, 

and the evidence that performance is multi-dimensional (Borman et al., 1997). 
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In the last twenty years a range of generally applicable, broad dimensions of 

performance have been proposed. These include Counter-Productive Work Behaviour 

(R. W. Griffin, O'Leary, & Collins, 1998), Adaptive Performance (Hesketh & Neal, 

1999), and Citizenship Performance (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993; C. A. Smith, Organ, 

& Near, 1983). Of these, the most thoroughly researched has been Citizenship 

Performance (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000), albeit under a wide 

range of alternative labels, including Prosocial Organisational Behaviour (Motowidlo, 

1984), Organisational Spontaneity (George & Brief, 1992), Contextual Performance 

(Borman & Motowidlo, 1993) and, most particularly, Organisational Citizenship 

Behaviour (OCB: Organ, 1994; C. A. Smith et al., 1983).  

Citizenship Performance refers to a range of behaviours that are not specific to 

any particular job, typically not even appearing in job descriptions, but that have a 

substantial impact on organisational outcomes (Organ & Paine, 1999; C. A. Smith et 

al., 1983). Examples of Citizenship Performance include perseverance despite 

difficulty, rule-following, supporting fellow workers and organisational loyalty (Coleman 

& Borman, 2000; Podsakoff et al., 2000). Citizenship Performance has often been 

contrasted with formal job requirements (Podsakoff et al., 2000), especially as defined 

in job descriptions. These more formal aspects of performance have been referred to 

as Task Performance (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993; Borman, Penner, Allen, & 

Motowidlo, 2001a). While Task Performance has been commonly recognised within 

research and HRM practice, the value of Citizenship Performance was relatively 

neglected prior to Smith et al.’s (1983) work (Borman, Penner et al., 2001a). This may 

be due to the fact that, although Task Performance is highly specific to individual 

occupations, Citizenship Performance activities appear to be common to most, if not 

all, jobs and are therefore more likely to be taken for granted. Despite this, Task and 

Citizenship Performance seem to equally organisationally valuable. Citizenship 

Performance appears to contribute as much as Task Performance to overall ratings of 

employee performance (Borman, White, & Dorsey, 1995; Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 
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1994; Van Scotter, Motowidlo, & Cross, 2000), and has been demonstrated to cause 

increases in valuable organisational outcomes such as customer satisfaction and 

profitability (George & Bettenhausen, 1990; Koys, 2001a; Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 

1997).  

One of the advantages of the distinction between Task and Citizenship 

Performance is that it has been used to help explain the relationships between 

conceptually diverse predictors of performance, such as cognitive skills, experience 

and personality, and outcome variables, especially overall ratings of performance by 

supervisors. At a conceptual level, proficiency at performing formal job requirements 

should be associated with knowledge, skills and abilities (Borman et al., 1997). It 

makes less sense to talk of differences in proficiency at performing Citizenship 

activities, and volition and predisposition should account for more of the variation in this 

dimension (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993; C. A. Smith et al., 1983). Consistent with this, 

general mental ability and skill levels have been found to statistically predict Task 

Performance better than they predict Citizenship Performance. Although affective and 

attitudinal variables, such as Job Satisfaction, Perceived Organisational Support, and 

personality, have been observed to correlate with Task Performance, these affective 

variables statistically predict Citizenship Performance better than they predict Task 

Performance (MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & Rich, 2001; McHenry, Hough, Toquam, & 

Hanson, 1990; Organ & Lingl, 1995). Whereas Task Performance appears to be the 

performance counterpart to ability, Citizenship Performance seems to be the 

counterpart to personality. 

The idea that there is a form of performance which is distinct from Task 

Performance and is closely associated with personality was a substantial part of the 

justification for the development of the Citizenship Performance construct in the first 

place (cf. Borman & Motowidlo, 1993). But Citizenship Performance has been 

proposed as more than just the performance counterpart to personality; it has also 

been proposed as the mediator between personality and other forms of performance. A 
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number of studies have provided evidence which is consistent with the idea that the 

relationships of personality with Task Performance and of personality with Overall 

Performance are mediated by Citizenship Performance (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993; 

Borman, Penner et al., 2001a; McHenry et al., 1990; Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996). 

Thus Citizenship Performance appears to provide a theoretical link between personality 

and Task Performance, as well as between personality and ratings of Overall 

Performance.  

Generalising and Revising the Relationship between Personality and Performance 

Performance, in its many forms, is not just an important construct within 

organisations: performance is also a major issue within academic settings. Despite this, 

the models of student performance used within academic settings have developed 

independently of workplace performance models, so concepts such as Citizenship 

Performance do not appear to have been directly applied to academic performance. 

Instead, formal assessments and grade point averages are typically used to measure 

student performance, while few — if any — measures of workplace performance have 

similar formats. In the same manner, workplace performance constructs such as 

Citizenship and Adaptive Performance do not appear to have been applied in academic 

settings. 

This difference in how performance is understood in academic and workplace 

settings is not due to any fundamental difference in the way in which performance is 

defined in these two settings. J. P. Campbell and his colleagues (J. P. Campbell, 

Gasser, & Oswald, 1996; J. P. Campbell, McCloy, Oppler, & Sager, 1993) stated that 

their definition of performance appears to be equally applicable to educational and 

training performance: in each situation people are required to demonstrated valued 

behaviours to organisationally determined levels of proficiency in a dynamic, socially 

demanding environment. And academic performance has been shown to be a valid 

predictor of workplace performance (Hunter & Hunter, 1984b). So it seems that it would 
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be useful to consider the extent to which workplace approaches to performance could 

be applied to academic settings.  

Consistent with this, Task Performance in particular appears to be directly 

applicable to academic settings. Task Performance reflects those components of 

workplace performance which are formalised in job descriptions, are related to the core 

activities of the job, and are exchanged for items of value, such as salary, wages and 

working conditions. But formal academic performance, as assessed by examinations, 

grades and GPA, also relates to the core activities of being a student, and is 

exchanged for items of value — albeit less tangible — such as formal qualifications. 

Another thing that academic Task Performance and workplace Task Performance have 

in common is that both are well predicted by measures of cognitive ability (Lubinski, 

2000; Ree, Earles, & Teachout, 1994). So J. P. Campbell et al.’s (1996; 1993) insight 

that workplace and academic performance may be similar, appears to go deeper than 

just the manner in which performance is defined, but also reflects similar relationships 

with individual difference variables. 

Just as performance is relevant to settings other than the workplace, so too has 

personality been linked to performance in these other settings. Another similarity 

between workplace and academic Task Performance is that personality measures 

have been observed to correlate with both (Barrick et al., 2001; Maehr & Meyer, 1997; 

M. G. Rothstein, Paunonen, Rush, & King, 1994; Wentzel & Wigfield, 1998). Just as 

with workplace performance, the FFM dimension of Conscientiousness has been 

shown to have a reliable relationship with academic GPA, and the relationship between 

Conscientiousness and academic Task Performance appears to be of similar 

magnitude to the corresponding relationship with workplace Task Performance (Blickle, 

1996; Ferguson, James, & Madeley, 2002; Ferguson, Sanders, O'Hehir, & James, 

2000). However, within the workplace it has been proposed that the relationship 

between personality and Task Performance is largely mediated by Citizenship 
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Performance, although it appears that no previous researchers have considered the 

role of Citizenship Performance within academic settings.  

Instead, it appears that Citizenship Performance is largely taken for granted 

within academic settings, just as it was neglected in models of workplace performance 

prior to Smith et al.’s (1983) article. There appears to be no published research which 

has examined Citizenship Performance as a measure of student performance, at least 

within the psychological and educational literature prior to this dissertation. However, if 

Citizenship Performance is indeed a generally applicable dimension of performance, 

then it should be just as relevant within academic settings as it is within organisational 

settings. Considering that the relationship between personality and Task Performance 

in both organisational and academic settings appears to be of similar magnitude, it 

would be valuable to determine whether Citizenship Performance mediates this 

relationship within academic settings, just as it appears to do within workplace settings. 

Consequently, the first research issue to be examined in this dissertation is the extent 

to which Citizenship Performance mediates the relationship between personality and 

academic Task Performance. 

Associated with this first research topic is the issue of accuracy of statistical 

prediction of performance. It has already been noted that most previous research 

comparing personality and performance has produced only modest levels of correlation 

between these constructs. Even though these modest correlations are still of value, 

there is clearly much room for improvement. One approach which has been used for 

improving the level of correlation between personality and performance, has been to 

choose more precisely focused measures of personality. A growing body of research 

supports the idea that this is an effective means for increasing the level of correlation 

between measures of personality and performance (J. Hogan & Holland, 2003; Hough, 

1992; Hough & Furnham, 2003; Tett, Steele, & Beauregard, 2003). However, other 

approaches for improving accuracy of statistical prediction have also been used, 

especially within academic settings. In particular, several researchers have reported 
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unusually high correlations between performance and ratings of personality that have 

been provided by persons other than the ratee. These other-raters of personality have 

included teachers and fellow students, and the resulting correlations between other-

rated personality and performance have been two to three times as high as those 

obtained using more conventional approaches to personality assessment (Digman, 

1972; G. M. Smith, 1967). Therefore, the second research issue to be explored within 

this dissertation is the extent to which varying the source of a personality rating will 

affect the validity of that rating as a statistical predictor of performance, both within 

academic and workplace settings. 

Aims and Findings of this Research 

In summary, the research reported within this dissertation was designed to 

explore the relationship between personality and performance, especially Citizenship 

Performance. In the model of this relationship, described previously, the correlation 

between personality and Task Performance is mostly or entirely mediated by 

Citizenship Performance. However, there are limitations on the research conducted on 

this model to date. Firstly, this model was developed entirely within workplace settings, 

so the first aim, of the research reported in this dissertation is to explore the extent to 

which this model can be generalised to different settings where performance is 

important. Secondly, relationships between personality and Citizenship Performance 

tend to be modest, despite the reasoning used for developing the construct of 

Citizenship Performance. Using different sources for ratings of personality appears to 

moderate the strength of the correlation between personality and performance. So the 

second aim of this research is to examine the degree to which varying the source of 

personality ratings affects the strength of the observed correlation between measures 

of personality and performance.  

In order to achieve these aims, three studies have been conducted and are 

reported within this dissertation. These studies build on each other to explore the 
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relationship between personality and performance in academic and workplace settings. 

The first study was designed to determine the generalisability of Citizenship 

Performance to academic settings. In particular, Study One was concerned with 

answering the following research questions:  

Is Citizenship Performance a significant component of performance 

within an academic setting? 

and 

Does academic Citizenship Performance mediate the relationship of 

personality with academic Task Performance? 

To answer these questions, Study One examined the relationship between 

personality and performance among students within a university undergraduate degree 

program. In this study, students rated themselves on personality and rated each other 

on Citizenship Performance, whilst normal measures of academic Task Performance 

(essays and assignments) were used to measure Task Performance. This enabled an 

assessment of the extent to which the relationships between these variables within an 

academic setting mirrored the relationships observed within organisational settings. In 

this study it was found that, consistent with results from organisational settings, 

academic Citizenship Performance contributed to academic Task Performance. Study 

One also provided results confirming that the relationship between personality and 

academic Task Performance is mediated entirely by academic Citizenship 

Performance.  

The results of Study One show that Citizenship Performance is, indeed, a 

generally applicable dimension of performance, which can be applied in academic as 

well as workplace settings. However, just as in workplace settings, the correlation 

between personality — in particular the FFM dimension of Conscientiousness — is 

significant but modest. Consequently, using the model set by previous research which 

showed that other-rated measures of personality were better predictors of academic 

Task Performance measures, such as GPA, other-rated Conscientiousness was added 
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as a measure of personality within Study Two. Thus, Study Two was designed to 

address a question about the potential for other-rated personality to provide a better 

prediction of performance than self-rated personality. The primary research question 

for Study Two was: 

Is other-rated personality a better predictor of academic performance 

than self-rated personality? 

This question was explored in the second study using a similar procedure to 

that used in Study One, except that when students rated each other on Citizenship 

Performance, they also rated each other on Conscientiousness. Study Two found that 

other-rated Conscientiousness was much more strongly associated with both 

Citizenship and Task Performance than was self-rated Conscientiousness. As a control 

for common-method variance, ratings of other-rated Conscientiousness obtained from 

one rater were compared with ratings of Citizenship Performance obtained from a 

separate rater. This reduced the correlation between other-rated Conscientiousness 

and Citizenship Performance, but it was still significantly higher than the correlation 

between self-rated Conscientiousness and Citizenship Performance. These 

correlations were of similar strength to correlations between identical performance 

ratings obtained using similar procedures. When considered in the context of previous 

research on ratings of performance, the strength of these correlations imply that the 

other-rated measures of Conscientiousness and Citizenship Performance were 

measuring the same underlying construct.  

This conclusion is quite divergent from previous understandings of the 

relationship between these measures. Consequently, it was necessary to replicate 

Study Two to determine whether the results observed therein were due to some 

research artefact or sampling error. Study Three was therefore designed to replicate 

and extend Study Two, but did so within a workplace setting, in order to answer the 

following research question: 

Can the results of Study Two be generalised to a workplace setting?  
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Or, more specifically: 

Are the relationships between self- and other-rated personality ratings, 

with ratings of Citizenship Performance, similar among employees in a 

workplace setting to those observed among students within an academic 

setting? 

Additional measures of Citizenship Performance were used in Study Three, and 

other-rated Agreeableness was also added to the study. Apart from self-ratings of 

personality, all ratings in Study Three were provided by participants’ supervisors, which 

is consistent with common workplace practices for performance appraisal. However, 

this practice also creates conditions in which common method bias is likely to affect 

any correlations between measures. Consequently, Structural Equation Modelling was 

used to control for common method bias, in line with recommendations provided in the 

most recent and extensive review of this issue (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & 

Podsakoff, 2003). Overall, the results of Study Three were consistent with the results 

reported in Study Two, although there were some overall shifts in the comparative 

strengths of correlations between Citizenship and personality measures observed. 

Specifically, among the supervisor-ratings obtained in this study, measures of 

Citizenship appeared to have shifted closer to Agreeableness than would be expected 

on the basis of previous research which had used self-rated personality and other-rated 

Citizenship measures. 

When considered together with the results of previous research, the results of 

the three studies reported herein are consistent with the idea that Citizenship 

Performance measures aspects of personality, at least when ratings are provided by 

other-raters. Consequently, a review and reconsideration of previous research findings 

on the relationship between personality and Citizenship Performance is required. An 

attempt to provide such a review and reconsideration is presented after the three 

studies. 
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Structure of this Dissertation 

This dissertation is structured in a way which is designed to provide a context 

for the research reported herein, and subsequently to integrate this research within that 

broader context. The context for this research is initially established by providing a 

review of literature relating to personality, performance, and the links between 

personality and performance. Chapter Two begins with a discussion of the research 

literature relating to the development of factorial models of personality, especially the 

FFM, as well as criticisms of the FFM and responses to these criticisms. Research 

which links the FFM to performance in organisational settings is reviewed, and it is 

argued that the dimension of Conscientiousness has the strongest and most consistent 

relationship with workplace performance. In Chapter Three, theory and research 

relating to the nature of performance are reviewed, and evidence supporting the 

distinctiveness and importance of Citizenship Performance is summarised. On the 

basis of previous research and theory, it is argued that Citizenship Performance 

mediates the relationship between personality and Task Performance as well as ratings 

of overall performance. These reviews are used to argue for the significance of the 

specific research questions addressed in Study One.  

Study One is reported and discussed in Chapter Four. This chapter begins with 

a summary of the previous two chapters, as well as a review of previous research 

examining the relationship between personality and academic performance. Previous 

research indicates that, just as with workplace performance, Conscientiousness is the 

FFM dimension most closely correlated with academic performance. Consequently, 

Study One examined whether Citizenship Performance mediates the relationship 

between personality and Task Performance, within an academic setting. Participants in 

Study One were students enrolled in an introductory management course, who 

completed self-assessments of personality but rated each other on a measure of 

Citizenship Performance. Task Performance was represented by how well participants 
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did on normal course assessment procedures that is, group projects and essays. The 

results of Study One were consistent with predictions, with Citizenship Performance 

mediating the significant correlation between Conscientiousness and Task 

Performance.  

Chapter Five presents Study Two, which is a replication and refinement of 

Study One. Whereas Study One sought to generalise previous research on the 

relationship between personality and Citizenship Performance to an academic setting, 

Study Two was designed to confirm the results of Study One, and to explore a method 

for improving the statistical prediction of Citizenship Performance by 

Conscientiousness. In particular, other-rated Conscientiousness was used in Study 

Two, in addition to self-rated Conscientiousness and the other research variables used 

in Study One. The correlations between the research variables used in Study One were 

consistent with the corresponding correlations observed in Study Two. However, other-

rated Conscientiousness was observed to be significantly more strongly correlated with 

both Citizenship and Task Performance than was self-rated Conscientiousness. The 

strength of these correlations were inconsistent with previous research, and the results 

of this study were inconsistent with the idea that Citizenship Performance mediates the 

relationship between Conscientiousness and Task Performance. Instead, it appears 

that, for the other-raters in Study Two, Conscientiousness and Citizenship Performance 

were measuring the same construct. 

This conclusion is very different from the interpretations of previous research 

provided by earlier writers. This divergence from previous interpretations would, on its 

own, be sufficient to argue that Study Two required replication, but Chapter Five also 

summarises a list of limitations of Study Two, which required further research. 

Consequently, Study Three, which is reported in Chapter Six, attempted to replicate 

and extend the findings of Study Two within a workplace setting. Within workplaces, 

assessment of performance is typically conducted by an employee’s supervisor, so in 

Study Three supervisors were asked to rate their staff on Citizenship and personality. 
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This raises concerns of common method bias, so the introduction to Chapter Six 

outlines the nature of common method bias, as well as appropriate procedures for 

controlling for this threat to validity, which were applied within Study Three. Additional 

measures of Citizenship Performance were added to the set of research variables, 

along with a measure of the FFM dimension of Agreeableness. The results of this study 

mostly replicated the results of Study Two and of previous research, where directly 

comparable. However, there were differences observed in the patterns of correlations 

between personality and Citizenship variables, observed in Study Three, when 

compared with patterns observed in previous research. In particular, the results of 

Study Three appear to show that the various Citizenship measures are more closely 

associated with Agreeableness, and less closely associated with Conscientiousness, 

than previous research. Nonetheless, it appears that, at least for other-raters, 

Citizenship Performance is an aspect of personality. 

Chapter Seven summarises the findings of the three studies presented in this 

dissertation, and integrates these findings with previous research. In particular, it is 

argued that the results of Studies Two and Three are consistent with previous research 

findings, even though they are inconsistent with previous interpretations of those 

findings. Recommendations for future research on both personality and performance 

are provided in Chapter Eight, which also outlines implications of this dissertation for 

HRM practices.  
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CHAPTER TWO – DEVELOPMENT, CRITIQUE AND EVALUATION OF THE FIVE-

FACTOR MODEL OF PERSONALITY 

 21



 

Considerations of personality encompass many, if not most, of the aspects of 

how and why people behave in the ways they do: that is the patterns of thoughts, 

feelings and behaviours that make individuals distinct from each other (Nairne, 1997). 

Psychological personality research has utilised disparate concepts, groups and 

approaches in attempting to understand personality. These have been as different as 

psychodynamic and behaviourist theoretical paradigms, normal and clinical 

populations, and statistical, experimental and case-historical methodologies (Pervin, 

2003). Within this diverse set of approaches, one of the few things on which most 

personality researchers agree is that personality itself is difficult to define (Mischel, 

1968; Pervin, 2003; Revelle, 1995).  

One of the more important distinctions that has developed in theory and 

research on personality has been the contrast between structuralist and functionalist 

approaches towards understanding personality (Caprara & Cervone, 2000). 

Structuralist approaches aim to specify the components of personality — for instance, 

specific traits (e.g., Cattell, Eber, & Tatsuoka, 1970) — while functionalist approaches 

ask questions about the processes which underlie aspects of personality, such as 

attributional style and situation–behaviour consistencies (e.g., Mischel, Shoda, & 

Mendoza-Denton, 2002). This distinction in approaches has produced correspondingly 

different emphases in research. Structurally oriented researchers have tended to 

emphasise individual differences and the construction of generally valid measurement 

scales (Wiggins, 1997), while functionally oriented researchers have focused on intra-

individual processes, including situationally prompted emotion and reasoning (Caprara 

& Cervone, 2000; G. J. W. Smith, 1999). Although these approaches are contrasting, 

they are not unrelated, but rather act as complements, to each other. Functional 

research attempts to provide explanations for the individual differences and 

behavioural consistencies identified by structuralist research (Mischel & Shoda, 1998), 

while structural research provides a type of framework for navigation, within which 
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intra-individual functioning is situated (Ozer & Reise, 1994). Thus, even though a final 

integration of these paradigms requires much more work (Shoda, LeeTiernan, & 

Mischel, 2002), the contrast between structuralist and functionalist perspectives may 

be more apparent than real. 

Of the differences between research inspired by the functionalist and 

structuralist paradigms, one of the more substantial contrasts is the relative imbalance 

between these research traditions, with respect to their emphasis on studies focused 

upon organisational outcomes of personality. For example, most of the practical 

implications of personality within organisational research have been derived from the 

application of structuralist models of inter-individual differences (Borman et al., 1997; 

Funder, 2001; R. T. Hogan, Hogan, & Roberts, 1996). Not all applied personality 

research has been conducted within a purely structuralist frame-of-reference (c.f., 

Barrick, Mount, & Strauss, 1993b; Gellatly, 1996), but the application of functionalist 

approaches — especially within organisational behaviour — has tended to be sporadic. 

In contrast, applied structuralist research, especially research based upon conceptions 

of personality traits, has had such a significant impact that it has led to the claim that 

most of the advances in organisational behaviour have been due to the application of 

concepts from personality (Hough, 2001). While not minimising the current and 

potential importance of functionalist approaches to personality within applied settings, it 

is easy to see why, given the present state of personality research, applied personality 

researchers have mostly built upon structuralist foundations.  

The Lexical Hypothesis and Personality Description 

Personality assessments developed within the structuralist tradition have 

generally focused on the identification of consistent externally observable 

characteristics. Different writers have used alternative expressions for these externally 

observable characteristics, such as how other people characterise the respondent 

(Gough, 1987), the individual’s reputation (R. T. Hogan, 1983, 1996), or their 
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personality phenotype, as opposed to the underlying genotype (Saucier & Goldberg, 

1996b). The founder of the scientific exploration of personality reputation or phenotype 

was Galton (1884) who proposed what has become known as the lexical hypothesis – 

the theory that the most important ways in which individuals differ will be represented 

by the labels people use to describe each other within everyday language. Galton's 

idea was linked to the then-new understanding of evolution proposed by Darwin, in that 

the ability to apprehend consistent variations in others was seen as granting greater 

evolutionary fitness to individuals by allowing them the opportunity to act upon, and 

thereby profit from, their recognition of these differences in others (Borkenau, 1990). 

So, for instance, a person who is able to recognise that another person is friendly, 

dominant or moody has an advantage over someone who is unable to do so. Achieving 

such a recognition, by means of having it communicated to oneself, only adds to that 

advantage. Language, being an important medium by which humans communicate 

understandings, would therefore come to include words which labelled these consistent 

variations in individual behaviour, because this would in turn further enhance the ability 

to recognise individual differences. Therefore, studying the words for describing 

individual differences which are retained within languages should provide a window into 

the basic structure of human personality. 

This approach to the understanding of individual differences has been substantially 

developed and refined since Galton first proposed the lexical hypothesis. In particular, 

two of the key proponents of the modern lexical approach to personality, Goldberg and 

Saucier (Goldberg, 1981, 1990, 1992a, 1993; Saucier, 2002b; Saucier & Goldberg, 

1996a, 1996b, 1998, 2001), have summarised underlying premises of the modern 

lexical approach to personality as follows (Saucier & Goldberg, 1996b):  

1. Everyday words which are used to describe personality reflect the phenotype of 

personality, not its genotype.  

As mentioned previously, phenotypes are the observable or surface features of 

individual personality, the individual’s reputation (R. T. Hogan, 1996), in 
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contrast with the underlying personality processes, or genotype, which give rise 

to the personality phenotype. These underlying processes of personality are the 

focus of functionalist research on personality and, consequently, this premise 

clearly positions lexical approaches outside of the functionalist tradition.  

2. Important attributes of phenotypes or reputations, will, over time, come to be 

reflected in natural language descriptors. 

This premise is largely a restatement of Galton’s original position, in that it 

states that individual differences will be reflected by words in natural languages. 

However when discussing this premise, Saucier and Goldberg (1996b) were 

careful to indicate that everyday, or folk, descriptions of personality, although 

providing information which informs scientific perspectives on personality, are 

nonetheless insufficient to explain personality. Stated differently, natural 

language descriptors of personality provide signposts and directions, but do not 

explain why the signposts and directions are important, nor what the nature of 

the underlying genotype is. 

3. The degree to which an attribute is represented in language corresponds with 

the importance of that attribute to users of that language.  

In stating this premise, Saucier and Goldberg (1996b) are suggesting that the 

more important a concept, the more words will be used to label it, in order to 

provide finer levels of distinction and nuance. For example, within common 

English, there are hundreds of words for car (e.g., Ford, Civic, Sedan, etc.), 

which reflects the relative value placed upon cars within English-speaking 

society. Alternatively, there are relatively few words for rocks or stones, which 

are less valued and discussed infrequently. However, within certain English-

speaking language groups, such as among geologists, the number of words 

used to label rocks and stones is extremely large, reflecting the relative 

importance of rocks and stones among that group, thus requiring a more 

comprehensive and nuanced vocabulary. In a similar way, the lexical 
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hypothesis assumes that the importance of personality attributes will be 

reflected by the number of words used to describe them (Saucier & Goldberg, 

2001; Zipf, 1949).  

4. Although large, the number of words used in language to describe personality is 

still able to be sampled in a comprehensive manner.  

Allport and Odbert (1936), in their review of personality descriptors of English, 

found over 17,000 personality-relevant adjectives. Despite this unwieldy total, a 

number of approaches have successfully abbreviated the total and enabled a 

representative sampling and analysis of personality descriptors (e.g., Cattell, 

1943; Norman, 1963; Saucier & Goldberg, 1998). This has enabled research 

based on the lexical hypothesis to make strong claims for representativeness, 

and hence content validity. In contrast, descriptive phrases and sentences are 

virtually infinite in number, making any claims to representative sampling of 

phrases or sentences problematic (Saucier & Goldberg, 2001).  

5. Adjectives are the primary tool for both describing persons and for making 

distinctions. 

Although other parts of speech can be used to indicate distinctions between 

people, adjectives are typically the basis upon which distinctions are made 

(Lehmann, 1994: cited in Saucier & Goldberg, 2001), and people show strong 

preferences for using adjectives, rather than nouns or verbs, to describe others 

(John, Hampson, & Goldberg, 1991).  

6. Single terms (individual words or holophrastic sayings) operate at broader, 

higher levels of abstraction than do sentences, but operate within a structure 

similar to that for phrases or sentences. 

In the process of exploring the relationship between levels of abstraction and 

preference for using particular descriptors, John et al. (1991) found that single 

terms, and sentences and phrases, exist within a semantic hierarchy, ranging 

from individual words to phrases and sentences. Simpler, more basic 
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expressions in this hierarchy tend to be more abstract and general, whereas 

more complex expressions, including phrases and sentences, are more 

specific. Despite this, Saucier and Goldberg (1996b) assert that each level in 

this hierarchy reflects a similar range of ideas and meanings, but at different 

levels of refinement. Consequently, it is to be expected that factor analyses of 

sentence descriptions of personality will repeatedly produce factors which are 

similar to those obtained from factor analyses of single terms. This appears to 

have proven to be the case (Saucier & Goldberg, 2001). Therefore, it is unlikely 

that reliance on single terms will impact negatively upon the generality of factor 

structures derived from lexical factor analyses.  

7. People are social creatures and their predominant means of intercourse is 

linguistic; therefore, personality research should reflect this.  

Saucier and Goldberg (1996b; 2001) draw the analogy that, within physics and 

chemistry, the focus of research is upon the manner in which sub-atomic 

particles or molecules interact. Similarly, personality psychology needs to 

examine the manner in which its objects of study (i.e., people) interact. 

Language, being the primary means of human social intercourse, should 

therefore be the starting point for identifying regularities in personality and 

social behaviour. 

8. The more important a dimension of personality, the more likely it is to be 

consistent, and to be found across different samples, cultures and languages. 

This premise is essentially a corollary of the third premise, that the more 

important an attribute is, the more broadly it will be represented within a 

language. Just as there are many languages and dialects in the world, so also 

there are diverse cultures. Cultures are the sets of beliefs, values and practices 

which together help constitute the sense of identity of a particular collection of 

people, be they an organisation, society or nation. Languages exist in relation to 

cultures, and naturally come to reflect cultural concerns (Janson, 2002). Any 

 27



features of personality which are found to be important in all languages may, 

therefore, reflect something more fundamental than a social or cultural artefact, 

and instead indicate something universally important to the human species. The 

search for universals of linguistic description has prompted a significant amount 

of cross-cultural personality research. This has included attempts to apply 

personality factor structures obtained from one language to words used in other 

languages, as well as research comparing factor structures derived 

independently from different languages (Ashton, Lee, Perugini, Szarota, de 

Vries, Di Blas et al., 2004; Saucier & Goldberg, 2001).  

In summary, the Lexical Hypothesis has become one of the foundations of 

much of modern personality research, especially factor-analytic personality research. 

Some of the proponents of the Lexical Hypothesis claim that it is the only recognised 

basis for obtaining representative samples of personality attributes (Ashton & Lee, 

2001). However, a final consensus on the basic structure of personality description, 

derived from research in this tradition, has yet to be achieved (Block, 1995, 2001; 

Saucier, 2002a). Although the search for lexical universals of personality description 

remains complex, a growing body of research supports the existence of a coherent and 

finite set of factors which account for most variation in personality descriptions, in most 

languages and cultures (Saucier & Goldberg, 2001). This set of personality factors has, 

in turn, provided the foundation for much of the research which has sought to find links 

between personality and performance (Hough, 2001). Consequently, in order to 

appreciate the current state of research on personality and performance, it is 

necessary to understand the nature of the factor models of personality which have 

been developed on the basis of the Lexical Hypothesis. Accordingly, a review of the 

development of factorial models of personality inspired by the Lexical Hypothesis, as 

well as a summary of currently accepted models based on this research, is presented 

in the next few sections of this chapter. 
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The Emergence of the Five-Factor Model of Personality 

Galton himself was the first to develop a list of personality descriptors, for the 

purposes of identifying basic factors of personality, but his list was considerably 

extended by Allport and Odbert (1936). To do so, Allport and Odbert reviewed 

Webster's Unabridged Dictionary to produce a list of descriptors of personality or 

behaviour which extended to 17,953 words, even though it excluded terms which were 

specifically evaluative, or which referred to temporary moods and states. Such an 

extensive listing may cover much of the important variation between individuals, but it 

is clearly unwieldy. Consequently, efforts were made to reduce this list to a more 

manageable set of personality descriptors.  

Two general approaches have been adopted by researchers within the lexical 

tradition for reducing the numbers of descriptors of personality to a manageable 

number. The first approach was to logically review Allport and Odbert’s (1936) list of 

descriptors. Cattell (1943), for example, severely culled the original collection of 

descriptors to a list of 171, by grouping semantically similar terms and eliminating 

vague, figurative and rare descriptors. Although more manageable, this list remained 

clumsy for most practical purposes, hence an alternative technique for simplifying 

Allport and Odbert’s list was used. 

 Cattell (1943), like many later lexical researchers, used a form of factor analysis 

to further simplify Allport and Odbert’s list of natural language descriptors. Factor 

analysis is a technique for identifying basic dimensions of variation among a set of 

correlated measures, and relies on the insight that a correlation between variables is 

mathematically equivalent to the geometric tangent of the angle between the variables. 

Hence, if a set of variables is highly correlated, a few factors can be identified which 

account for most of the geometric space within which the variables are located. These 

factors may be either orthogonal (in other words, they are at right angles, meaning that 

the factors are uncorrelated with each other) or oblique. Cattell’s (1943) initial factor 
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analysis of his 171 descriptors produced twelve oblique factors, which had the 

unfortunate qualities of being difficult to interpret and apply (Goldberg, 1993). 

Consequently, Cattell revised his work to produce a system of 16 oblique factors which 

formed the basis of his Sixteen Personality Factor assessment (16PF: Cattell et al., 

1970).  

One of the problems of using factor analysis is that it is a technique which 

requires a number of relatively arbitrary decisions. For example, there are no 

universally accepted rules for deciding how many factors is enough, whether factors 

should be orthogonal or oblique, or the manner in which factors should rotated in space 

to make them more comprehensible (Block, 1995). One of the consequences of this is 

that Cattell’s (1943; Cattell et al., 1970) model of personality factors soon had a range 

of competitors. For example, Eysenck (1947) developed a two-factor model, later 

enhanced by a third factor (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1975), which was substantially based 

on factor analysis, but also on theoretical considerations — in particular his theories of 

psychopathology.  

Another alternative was provided by Fiske (1949), who used the same scales 

as Cattell but conducted an orthogonal factor analysis which produced a five-factor 

solution. Similar factor structures were subsequently found by a series of researchers 

over a period of decades (Borgatta, 1964; Borkenau & Ostendorf, 1990; Digman, 1972; 

Goldberg, 1981; McCrae & Costa, 1987; Norman, 1963; G. M. Smith, 1967; Tupes & 

Christal, 1958, 1961). Tupes and Christal (1961), Norman (1963), Borgatta (1964) and 

Smith (1967) all subsequently found factor structures which were similar to Fiske’s. A 

series of studies was conducted by Goldberg (1981), McCrae and Costa (1987), and 

Borkenau & Ostendorf (1990); like the studies referred to previously (Borgatta, 1964; 

Norman, 1963; G. M. Smith, 1967; Tupes & Christal, 1961), these found that five 

orthogonal factors accounted for most of the variance in personality description. These 

factors have come to be known as the The Big Five (Digman, 1997; Hough, 1992; 

Mount, Barrick, & Strauss, 1994; Saucier & Goldberg, 1996a, 1998), or the Five Factor 
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Model (FFM) of personality (Costa & McCrae, 1992a, 1992c; R. T. Hogan, 1996). The 

FFM has become the dominant model among English language personality systems, 

reaching the point where it “seems almost ubiquitous in the current literature” (Funder, 

2001, p. 200). Much of the popularity of the FFM is due to the fact that it provides a 

basic point of reference for comparing other models of personality (Funder, 2001; Ozer 

& Reise, 1994), which in turn enabled researchers to meta-analyse research conducted 

using disparate personality assessments (e.g., Barrick & Mount, 1991). The rise of the 

FFM has also prompted considerable amounts of new research on the relationships 

between personality and other constructs, especially performance (Hough & Furnham, 

2003).  

The Nature of the FFM Dimensions 

Considering the level of acceptance of the FFM and its value in helping 

researchers to understand the relationship between personality and performance, it is 

useful to clarify the nature of the FFM and its component dimensions. For the sake of 

convenience, the five factors will be referred to by their most common names (Digman, 

1990; Hough & Furnham, 2003):  

Factor I  Extraversion  

Factor II  Agreeableness  

Factor III  Conscientiousness  

Factor IV  Emotional Stability  

Factor V  Openness to Experience 

While many researchers concur on the number of orthogonal factors to be 

used, and there is some level of agreement about the appropriate labels to be used, 

there is less agreement on the nature of these factors, especially what each factor 

means. Part of the difficulty of determining the meaning of these factors comes from 

the complexities of factor analysis itself. As an example, although Factor III is 

commonly labelled Conscientiousness, the individual descriptor conscientiousness 
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commonly has a significant loading on both Factors II and III (Digman & Inouye, 1986). 

Factor V in particular has sparked controversy about how best to characterise it 

(Ashton, Lee, Perugini, Szarota, de Vries, Di Blas et al., 2004; Saucier, 1994b; Saucier 

& Goldberg, 2001; Trapnell, 1994). Despite these concerns, most of the debate about 

the nature of the FFM factors is conducted within a framework that assumes the basic 

structure of the model is worthwhile and robust. The content of the FFM factors is 

discussed below. 

Factor I: Extraversion 

The first factor of the FFM has been labelled Extraversion, a term originally 

coined by Jung (1923), but which has since become a central feature of both 

psychological and common-language descriptions of personality. The core of 

Extraversion appears to be a heightened level of sociability, such that people high in 

Extraversion tend to like groups and gatherings and be talkative and energetic, but also 

generally to be more active and assertive (Costa & McCrae, 1992c). Extraversion has 

perhaps the highest degree of support of any of the five factors: every major factorial 

analysis of personality in the last half of the twentieth century has included Extraversion 

as a factor (Watson & Clark, 1997). These include analyses which underlay the 

development of the Eysenck Personality Questionnaire (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1975), 

the Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire (Tellegen, 1985), the Personality 

Research Form (Jackson, 1984) and the 16PF (Cattell et al., 1970). A variety of 

measures which were designed for special purposes such as personnel selection (the 

California Psychological Inventory: Gough, 1987), as well as assessment of cognitive 

style (the Myers-Briggs Type Inventory: Myers & McCaulley, 1985) and psychiatric 

conditions (the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory: Hathaway & McKinley, 

1943) also include a dimension reflecting Extraversion. At its core, Extraversion seems 

to reflect sociability and general activity levels (Watson & Clark, 1997), although there 

is some evidence to suggest that social attention, rather than preference for social 
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interaction, is the core of Extraversion (Ashton, Lee, & Paunonen, 2002), a position 

which is consistent with Jung’s original formulation. Some writers have associated 

Extraversion with other traits including Impulsivity (Eysenck, 1970; Eysenck & Eysenck, 

1964) and Ambition (J. Hogan & Hogan, 1986). One line of research supports the idea 

that the sociability and activity of Extraversion is based upon generalised Positive 

Affectivity (Tellegen et al., 1988; Watson & Clark, 1997). Interestingly, Negative 

Affectivity is not related to Introversion, but instead is negatively related to Factor IV, 

Emotional Stability (Judge & Bono, 2002).  

Factor II: Agreeableness 

Factor II, or Agreeableness, has been conceptualised as either Conformity with 

Others (Digman, 1990) or Likeability (J. Hogan & Hogan, 1986), and will take on either 

of these aspects, depending on the specific rotation adopted (Graziano & Eisenberg, 

1997). People who score more highly on Agreeableness tend to be more helpful and 

sympathetic towards others, as well as more trusting of the intentions of other people 

(Costa & McCrae, 1992c). Agreeableness has repeatedly been seen to provide a 

strong evolutionary advantage, both for those who possess an agreeable personality 

and who are subsequently more likely to be included within social groups, and for those 

who can recognise this quality in others and thereby profit from the other person’s 

behaviour, or from avoiding others who are not so agreeable (Goldberg, 1981; 

Graziano & Eisenberg, 1997; R. T. Hogan & Shelton, 1998). A similar line of argument 

holds from a social, rather than evolutionary, perspective (eg., D. A. Wilder, 1986). 

Children who score more highly on Agreeableness have been observed to perform 

better at school and to have fewer behavioural problems, while more agreeable adults 

have more stable careers with fewer bouts of depression and fewer arrests (Laursen, 

Pulkkinen, & Adams, 2002). This appears to be related to higher levels of social 

compliance and self-control, and lower levels of aggression (Laursen et al., 2002). 

Agreeableness and Extraversion, account for the basic dimensions of interpersonal 
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behaviour defined by the interpersonal circumplex model of personality (McCrae & 

Costa, 1989b; Wiggins, Trapnell, & Phillips, 1988).  

Factor III: Conscientiousness 

Of all the factors, the one which appears to have the most value in 

organisational settings is Factor III, or Conscientiousness, because of its reliable 

association with a number of different measures of performance (Barrick et al., 2001). 

Conscientiousness has been described as a form of conformity (J. Hogan & Ones, 

1997), especially conforming to rules and standards, and has been linked to 

Responsibility, Organisation, Hard Work, Impulse Control and Prudence (Barrick & 

Mount, 1991; J. Hogan & Ones, 1997). Put differently, the person who is high in 

Conscientiousness appears to have, in Freud’s terms, a strong superego, or, from a 

role-theory perspective, Conscientiousness is associated with a high degree of 

Socialisation. For example, Gough (1987) initially developed the Socialization scale of 

his California Psychological Inventory to measure themes which distinguished 

delinquent from non-delinquent males (J. Hogan & Ones, 1997). This Socialization 

scale has subsequently been identified as a highly valid, broad measure of 

Conscientiousness (J. Hogan & Ones, 1997). In effect, Conscientiousness can be seen 

as an identity choice, or strategy, for interacting with other people. Over time, 

repeatedly rewarded behaviours become a central part of an individual’s personality, 

resulting in people whose reputation is that they “do not make waves, do not challenge 

authority, like rules, and avoid arguments, ambiguities, and altercations” (J. Hogan & 

Ones, 1997, p. 853); individuals who are well-socialised, responsible and trustworthy. 

Agreeableness also has aspects of conformity to the wishes of others, but is distinct 

from Conscientiousness in that it is more associated with conforming within 

interactions, rather than consistently conforming with externally defined standards (J. 

Hogan & Ones, 1997).  
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Factor IV: Emotional Stability 

The factor of Emotional Stability is considered to represent a person’s level of 

psychological adjustment (Judge & Bono, 2002), or alternatively, their lack of 

maladjustment and anxiety (Costa & McCrae, 1992c). In fact, many researchers have 

focused on the end of this dimension which is opposite to Emotional Stability, and 

consequently labelled this factor Neuroticism (e.g., Eysenck, 1970; McCrae & Costa, 

1987). People who score more highly on Emotional Stability tend to be happier, 

possibly because they have more positive core self-evaluations, such as higher Self-

Esteem, Self-Efficacy and Internal Locus of Control (Judge & Bono, 2002). People who 

score lower on Emotional Stability (i.e., at the Neuroticism end of the scale) tend to 

have relatively negative core self-evaluations, leading to emotional distress and 

associated behaviours (Rusting & Larsen, 1998; Watson & Clark, 1984, 1997). 

Consistent with this model, Emotional Stability/Neuroticism has also been associated 

with negative attributional style (Corr & Gray, 1996), although this relationship appears 

somewhat complicated by interactions with gender (Poropat, 2002). 

Factor V: Openness to Experience 

The final factor, Factor V, is still the subject of debate about how best to label it. 

Some of the terms which have been used for this factor are Culture (Norman, 1963), 

Intellect (Goldberg, 1981) and Absorption (Tellegen & Atkinson, 1974), although the 

weight of publication using McCrae’s and Costa’s analyses and instruments seems to 

be moving towards a general acceptance of the label Openness to Experience 

(McCrae & Costa, 1997). There is no general agreement on the nature of this factor, 

with Eysenck (1993) for one claiming that, because of its relationship to intelligence, it 

is better conceptualised as a form of cognitive style than a dimension of personality. 

The authors of the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator would concur with this, and have 

labelled a similar dimension Intuition versus Sensing (Myers & McCaulley, 1985). 
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However, after a review of the relationships between Openness to Experience, and 

Intelligence and Intellect, McCrae and Costa (1997) concluded that, although these 

other variables may underlie aspects of Openness to Experience, they are far from 

being synonymous with it. Instead, Openness to Experience appears to be, as its title 

implies, a personality characteristic that reflects individuals’ habitual willingness to try 

new ideas, tolerate ambiguity and dissonance, and generally be curious about their 

world. 

Critique of the Five-Factor Model  

Although the structure of the FFM has been accepted and used by many 

researchers, it should be noted that a consensus has yet to be reached on whether or 

not it is the most appropriate structural model of personality (c.f. Block, 1995, 2001; 

Eysenck, 1993). A number of significant criticisms and concerns about the model have 

been raised, relating to (i) whether the FFM is an artefact of the item-set used to 

develop it; (ii) whether the factors of the FFM have sufficient scope for the purpose of 

exploring personality; (iii) the choice of technique for factor analysis; (iv) the extent to 

which the FFM is bound to English language and culture; and (v) the atheoretical 

nature of the FFM. These five issues are discussed in the following sections. 

The Development of the Five-Factor Model 

The first criticism, referred to above, relates to the item-list from which the FFM 

was originally derived. Cattell's (1943) original scales were developed using a severely 

culled sub-set of Allport and Odbert's extensive list of personality descriptors, and 

Cattell's scales were used as the basis for the work of Fiske (1949), Tupes and Christal 

(1961) and Norman (1963). It is not unreasonable, therefore, to suggest that the FFM 

structure might be an artefact of this original set of scales, and Tellegen (1993) and 

Block (1995) proposed that different structures would be likely if different item lists were 

chosen as the starting point.  
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In response to this criticism, several studies have been conducted in order to 

check for the presence of the FFM among alternative item lists. Costa and McCrae 

(1988; McCrae & Costa, 1985) factor-analysed two popular personality assessments 

alongside measures of the FFM, and found that the FFM dimensions could be 

extracted from these assessments. With respect to the Eysenck Personality 

Questionnaire (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1975), McCrae and Costa (1985) found that four of 

the five factors from the FFM (i.e., Extraversion, Emotional Stability, Agreeableness 

and Conscientiousness) accounted for almost all of the variance in this assessment of 

personality. Goldberg and Rosolack (1994) replicated this study and obtained similar 

results. Using a similar methodology, Costa and McCrae (1988) found all five of the 

FFM dimensions in the Personality Research Form (Jackson, 1984). Thus the FFM has 

been found in a range of alternative assessments of personality. 

The FFM has also been found in item sets which were not designed to assess 

personality — the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI), which was designed to 

measure constructs based on a theory of psychological types and cognitive styles 

(Myers & McCaulley, 1985) and the Activity Vector Analysis (Merenda, 1987), which 

was designed to assess a theoretical model of work performance. With respect to the 

MBTI, the four dimensions measured by this inventory correspond to four of the FFM 

factors, with each of the MBTI dimensions having a strong correlation (>.70) with one 

of the FFM factors. This suggests that there is a large degree of redundancy between 

the MBTI and the FFM (McCrae & Costa, 1989a). Likewise, a factor analysis of the 

Activity Vector Analysis revealed the familiar five-factor structure, which accounted for 

most of the variance in this assessment instrument (Goldberg, Sweeney, Merenda, & 

Hughes, 1996). The fact that the FFM dimensions have been found in a series of 

independently developed item sets is inconsistent with the idea that the FFM is merely 

an artefact of the items which were originally used to develop it. Instead, it appears that 

the FFM does provide a reliable and general model of personality description. 
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The Scope of the Five-Factor Model 

Another criticism of the FFM is that it fails to adequately account for several 

theoretically and practically useful scales such as Masculinity, Femininity and Locus of 

Control (Hough, 1992). However, Lippa (1995) and Marusic and Bratko (1998) showed 

strong relationships between Masculinity, Femininity and the FFM, although Caprara, 

Barbaranelli and Comrey (1995) found that the Masculinity Scale of the Comrey 

Personality Scales loaded most highly on an independent factor. Locus of Control has 

been shown to be related to Emotional Stability (Judge & Bono, 2002; Raja, Williams, & 

McGee, 1994; Walsh, Wilding, Eysenck, & Valentine, 1997), and there is some 

evidence linking Locus of Control to Conscientiousness and Extraversion as well (Lu, 

1994; Morrison, 1997). Other dimensions, such as Self-monitoring (Snyder, 1987) and 

Authoritarianism (Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson, & Sanford, 1950), have been 

explored for their relationship to the FFM. Self-monitoring has been linked to 

Extraversion, Agreeableness and low Conscientiousness, while Authoritarianism is 

related to Conscientiousness, low Agreeableness and low Openness to Experience, 

but neither of these scales is entirely accounted for by the FFM (Funder, 2001). In 

summary, Masculinity, Femininity, Locus of Control, Self-monitoring, and 

Authoritarianism each have clear links with the FFM, but the strength of these 

relationships is not strong enough to discount their independent value, either as 

predictors of behaviour or as important aspects of an overall model of personality. 

An extension of the concern about the sufficiency of the FFM as an overall 

model of personality is the observation by J. Hogan and Hogan (1986) and Hough 

(1992) that several of the FFM factors can usefully be split, and/or realigned, to 

increase their utility in employment situations. Within the Hogan Personality Inventory 

(J. Hogan & Hogan, 1986) the Extraversion factor is partialled into Sociability and 

Ambition. Ambition is split further into Potency and a dimension called Achievement, 

which in turn includes aspects of Conscientiousness, while the remainder of 
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Conscientious is labelled Dependability. Agreeableness for Hough (1992) is partialled 

into Adjustment and Agreeableness. Both J. Hogan and Hogan (1986) and Hough 

(1992) justify their adjustments to the FFM scales by the additional validity they provide 

in personnel selection. Similar arguments have been used for the creation and use of 

sub-scales for the FFM factors (Ashton, Jackson, Helmes, & Paunonen, 1998) within, 

for example, the NEO-PI (Costa & McCrae, 1992c). It appears that these narrower sub-

scales of personality are better at predicting narrow dimensions of performance, than 

the relatively broad scales which are used to assess the FFM dimensions (J. Hogan & 

Holland, 2003; Tett et al., 2003). Therefore, although relatively comprehensive and 

providing a general framework for understanding the dimensions of personality, the 

FFM does not eliminate the practical value of using other measures of personality. 

Factor Analysis and Scale Construction for the Five-Factor Model 

As described earlier in this chapter, although techniques like factor analysis 

may appear to be objective, in reality they require a series of judgments, which vary in 

their degree of arbitrariness, ranging from the researcher’s choice of analytical 

procedures through to interpretation of resulting factors (Block, 1995, 2001). One of the 

judgments required relates to whether factors should be developed using orthogonal or 

oblique rotations — in other words, whether factors should be uncorrelated or not. For 

example, Cattell et al. (1970) justified the use of oblique rotations in the development of 

the 16PF by the increased utility of using oblique factors for personnel selection, an 

argument consistent with those of Hough (1992) and J. Hogan and Hogan (1986) 

discussed previously. The FFM, in contrast, was developed using orthogonal rotations 

to produce uncorrelated factors (Digman, 1990; Goldberg, 1990). The advantages of 

using orthogonal factor rotations are several. Firstly, they allow the construction of the 

simplest possible set of coordinates in a multi-dimensional space, which is consistent 

with the goal of establishing the FFM as a framework for exploration of personality. 

Orthogonal predictors are also preferable when conducting various statistical analyses, 
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such as multiple regressions, because they limit multicollinearity and other threats to 

valid analysis, and enhance the ability to discriminate between various criterion 

variables (Saucier, 2002a). Put simply, orthogonal factors reflect the broadest possible 

amount of variance for a given number of measures. Therefore, from a research 

perspective, orthogonal factors have substantial advantages over oblique factors. 

Unfortunately, although derived from orthogonal factor rotations (Goldberg, 

1990), personality scales based on the FFM typically show non-trivial inter-correlations 

(Funder, 2001; Saucier, 1994a). In some studies, these intercorrelations have been 

found to be as high as .37 (Goldberg, 1992a) and .58 (Block, 1995). Correlations of this 

level suggest the possibility of higher level orthogonal factors being derived from FFM 

scales, which should only be possible with oblique (i.e., correlated) rather than 

orthogonal factors (Block, 2001). This is something of an embarrassment, because it 

can be taken to imply that the FFM’s orthogonal factor structure cannot be replicated, 

and may be an artefact of factor analysis itself (Block, 1995). If the FFM dimensions 

are not actually orthogonal, many of the advantages accorded to using the FFM begin 

to disappear, and the justification for the FFM becomes questionable (Block, 1995).  

One response to the problem of FFM scale inter-correlations is to conduct a 

factor analysis within each study in which FFM scales are used (Goldberg, 1992a). The 

results of such a factor analysis can then be used to provide factor scores for any 

subsequent analyses. This has the advantage of creating truly independent scales, in 

line with assumptions underlying the FFM, and retains the benefit of reducing 

multicollinearity when used as predictors in analyses such as multiple regression. 

However, factor scales derived from a specific sample will suffer from being dependent 

upon the sample from which they were derived, thus placing some limits on the 

generalisability of any findings (Saucier, 2002b). In any case, it does nothing to counter 

Block’s (1995) argument that the FFM may be an artefact of factor analysis. However, 

Saucier (2002b) has recently published a set of scales for measuring the FFM, which 

retain a high degree of orthogonality (average intercorrelations ranging from .01 to .15). 
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This indicates that the inter-correlations between FFM scales are a result of scale 

construction rather than the manner in which the FFM was developed. In addition, 

correlations between the various FFM scales appear to vanish when ratings are 

provided by different raters (Biesanz & West, 2004), which suggests that these 

correlations may be due to common method bias rather than flaws in the FFM itself. 

Therefore, it appears that the apparent lack of orthogonality of the FFM which Block 

(1995; 2001) criticised may be based on the manner in which the FFM dimensions 

have been operationalised, and is not a problem with the FFM itself.  

Cross-Cultural Studies of the Five-Factor Model 

To date, most research on the FFM has been conducted within English-

speaking populations (Saucier & Goldberg, 2001). If the FFM is truly representative of 

fundamental dimensions of personality then, according to the premises of the Lexical 

Hypothesis stated earlier, the FFM dimensions should be found within other languages 

and cultures. Consistent with this expectation, when researchers have looked for FFM 

dimensions in non-English languages, they have typically found them. For example, 

similar dimensions to the FFM have appeared in research conducted in cultures based 

on languages such as Filipino and French (Caprara et al., 1995; McCrae, Costa, del 

Pilar, Rolland, & Parker, 1998) and Korean (Hahn, Lee, & Ashton, 1999), and versions 

of FFM assessments have successfully been developed in German, Dutch, Brazilian, 

Croatian, Hebrew, Japanese, Spanish and Swedish (H. H. J. Hendriks, Hofstee, & De-

Raad, 1999). Some writers (e.g., McCrae et al., 1998) have concluded on the basis of 

these studies that the FFM represents a universal structure of personality description, 

but these studies have limitations with respect to how they have sought to test the FFM 

in different languages. These limitations need to be addressed prior to accepting such 

a conclusion. 

Most of the research referred to in the previous paragraph has used the 

strategy of importing the FFM into another language and determining whether it can be 
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found there, which is referred to as an etic approach (Berry, 1969). Etic approaches to 

cross-cultural and cross-language research take terms which the researcher is familiar 

with, and attempt to confirm or disprove whether these terms are relevant to those who 

are being researched. Therefore, etic approaches are inconsistent with how the FFM 

itself was originally developed, which involved an exploratory factor analysis using 

English language terms, and did not involve the application of an a priori selected 

structure. There is no compelling reason why an English-based factor structure should 

have primacy over those developed within other languages. In contrast, emic 

approaches to research attempt to identify terms and concepts of relevance to those 

who are being researched. Consequently, emic personality research initially develops 

factor structures within a language or culture before comparing these indigenous 

structures with factor structures developed in other languages (Berry, 1969). Adopting 

an emic approach to testing the FFM is a stronger test of whether it is an optimal model 

for personality description because, unlike etic personality factor research, the FFM is 

not assumed nor implied within the research methodology itself (Saucier & Goldberg, 

2001). 

In a review of emic studies of personality factor analyses, Saucier and Goldberg 

(2001) obtained mixed results for the generalisability of the FFM across cultures. 

Factors resembling the first four of the Big Five are consistently found across 

languages (Saucier & Goldberg, 2001). It is not that these factors have been exactly 

replicated in different languages; considerable differences in overall factor structure 

have been found. However, there appears to be a core or nucleus which remains 

consistent. These factor nuclei (and their corresponding English-language FFM factors) 

are (a) Sociability (Extraversion), (b) Warmth and Generosity (Agreeableness), (c) 

Orderliness and Industriousness (Conscientiousness), and (d) Anxiety-Fearfulness 

(Emotional Stability) (Saucier & Goldberg, 2001). The first three of the five factors, 

Extraversion, Agreeableness and Conscientiousness, are consistently found, appear to 

be relatively broad and have similar meaning in different cultures and languages 
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(Peabody & Goldberg, 1989; Saucier, 2002b; Saucier & Goldberg, 1996b). Thus, 

Extraversion, Agreeableness and Conscientiousness have strong claims for being 

universal dimensions of personality. 

The remaining two dimensions of the FFM, Emotional Stability and Openness to 

Experience, are comparatively narrow and are not consistently found within emic factor 

analytic studies (Saucier & Goldberg, 1996b). When it is found, the Anxiety–

Fearfulness nucleus of Emotional Stability is always found in a separate factor from the 

nuclei of the other FFM factors (Saucier & Goldberg, 2001). However, the English 

language Factor V, Openness to Experience, does not consistently appear as a 

separate lexical factor in emic factor analyses from different languages. The core of 

Openness to Experience has reliably been found to be a separate factor in not only 

English, but also German, Dutch and Czech, and to a lesser extent in Turkish and 

Korean (Saucier & Goldberg, 2001). Although a range of related factor cores or nuclei, 

such as Intellect, Imagination or Unconventionality, are typically found, they are not 

always present within the first five factors, and are not always separate from the first 

four factors (Saucier & Goldberg, 2001). On the basis of these findings, Saucier and 

Goldberg (2001) suggested that the English language Factor V may reflect attributes 

particularly valued in more individualistic cultures and modern economies. Thus 

Openness to Experience and Emotional Stability may reflect consistent differences 

between people but these differences may only be important in some cultures. 

A different explanation for the fact that Emotional Stability and Openness to 

Experience are not always found in emic factor analyses is that they are parts of a 

slightly more complex model of personality than that presented by the FFM. Openness 

to Experience is more consistently found if factor solutions are allowed to include six or 

seven factors. However, adding more factors has not yet produced a consensus on 

factorial structures of personality. For example, Ashton, Lee and their colleagues have 

proposed that the FFM should be augmented by an additional factor, Honesty, which 

appears to reflect a willingness to adhere to ethical principles (Ashton & Lee, 2001; 
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Ashton, Lee, Perugini, Szarota, de Vries, Di Blas et al., 2004; Ashton, Lee, & Son, 

2000). Honesty has often been found in emic factor analyses, although not consistently 

in either English or German (Ashton, Lee, Perugini, Szarota, de Vries, Di Blas et al., 

2004; Saucier & Goldberg, 1996a). Alternatively, Saucier (2003) has proposed a 

seven-factor model, which was originally based on Filipino and Hebrew emic factor 

analyses. Unlike the Ashton and Lee (2001) model, Saucier’s (2003) model does not 

merely add factors to the FFM. Instead, it represents a substantial revision of the basic 

structure of the FFM, with several of the FFM factors being strongly correlated with two 

or more of Saucier’s (2003) seven factors. Thus there are at least two serious 

alternatives to the FFM. Unfortunately, although each of these models has significant 

levels of cross-cultural evidence to support them, no studies have yet been conducted 

which provide an effective comparative evaluation of them. It should also be noted that, 

despite the concerns relating to Emotional Stability and Openness to Experience, the 

FFM does not lack cross-cultural support. One of the few studies which have 

simultaneously evaluated the FFM in multiple languages (ten languages, including 

Japanese, Hebrew, Croatian, Spanish and English, from five language groups, in 

thirteen countries) found that the best fitting factor model corresponded closely with the 

FFM (A. A. J. Hendriks et al., 2003). In other words, it is not yet certain that the FFM is 

an inadequate description of personality, in a cross-cultural sense. Therefore, despite 

the considerable knowledge already gained, lexically derived factor structures of 

personality remain works-in-progress.  

In summary, a final model of the basic structure of lexical personality factors 

has not yet been achieved. Research to date has not been able to determine whether 

the FFM, or some alternative, is the most useful, replicable or optimal, factorial model 

of personality across languages and cultures. In part, this is because there are no 

competitors to the FFM which have been tested to anywhere near a similar extent 

(Saucier, 2002a), but also partly because much of the research required for 

establishing a universal structure of personality factors has yet to be conducted. 
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Nonetheless, Extraversion, Agreeableness and Conscientiousness have substantial 

claims to being universal factors while, to a lesser extent, so does Emotional Stability 

(Ashton, Lee, Perugini, Szarota, de Vries, Di Blas et al., 2004; Saucier & Goldberg, 

1996a). Although the status of Factor V, Openness to Experience, is more 

controversial, it has repeatedly been observed in several industrialised cultures and 

particularly within English- and German-speaking populations. Thus, the FFM remains 

a reasonable approximation of personality structure, especially among English- and 

German-speaking populations, even though it may not prove to be the final version of a 

universal model of personality. This conclusion, combined with the substantial amount 

of research which has been conducted using assessments based upon the FFM, 

indicates that the FFM remains a useful framework for exploring personality and its 

relationships with other constructs of interest (Funder, 2001; Ozer & Reise, 1994), in 

particular performance (Barrick et al., 2001), especially within English-speaking 

settings. 

Theoretical Underpinnings of the Five-Factor Model 

When it was initially proposed (Goldberg, 1981), the FFM was seen as a group 

of potentially universal lexical factors, a position largely, but not entirely, supported by 

the studies discussed in the previous sections of this chapter. The importance of this 

search for universal factors of personality lies in the idea that any such factors could be 

interpreted as reflecting underlying patterns of a cognitive, neurological, biological or 

potentially genotypical nature (Saucier, 2002a). So the motivation for pursuing 

universal factors is substantial.  

Despite the fact that the FFM provides an approximate personality analogue for 

“latitude and longitude” (Ozer & Reise, 1994, p. 361), it nonetheless remains merely “a 

structural hypothesis” (Saucier, 2002a, p. 58), rather than a theoretical framework. To 

take Ozer and Reise’s geographical analogy further, the FFM is helpful in locating the 

major continents of personality, but does not explain the underlying geology which 
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gave rise to them. Yet there are several competing personality models which in part 

were developed to reflect theories of individual differences. Such personality 

instruments, based upon theoretical models, include the Personality Research Form 

(Jackson, 1984), developed to reflect Murray’s (1938) theory of needs and the MBTI 

(Myers & McCaulley, 1985), based upon Jung’s (1923) model of psychological types. 

Even the EPI (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1975) which, like the FFM, was in part developed 

using factor analysis, is linked to Eysenck’s (1970; 1993) theory of neural activation 

and well-established behavioural principles. The comparative lack of such theoretical 

support for the FFM is perhaps Eysenck’s (1993) and Block’s (1995; 2001) biggest 

criticism of the FFM. Among the chief theoretical questions raised by the FFM are: Why 

should the FFM factors be among the most important dimensions of personality? And 

why are there these five dimensions, rather than any others (Ashton & Lee, 2001)? The 

lack of clear answers to questions such as these diminishes the explanatory value of 

the FFM, and restricts the ability to use the FFM for purposes beyond correlational or 

descriptive research (Baumeister, 1999). 

An effective theory of personality needs to provide a picture of human nature 

and explain individual differences, including the major dimensions by which people 

differ (R. T. Hogan & Shelton, 1998). One attempt to do this was made by McCrae and 

Costa (1999), who proposed A Five-Factor Theory of Personality. Within their theory of 

personality, McCrae and Costa provide a set of postulates which are proposed as 

empirically testable theoretical deductions. However, as Block (2001) points out, there 

is little, if anything, in these postulates that constitutes the basis for a distinct theory. An 

example is postulate 4a, “Self-schema. Individuals maintain a cognitive-affective view 

of themselves that is accessible to consciousness.” (McCrae & Costa, 1999, p.145). 

Block translates this as “Individuals have a sense of self.” (Block, 2001, p. 104), which 

is far from being false, but it is difficult to identify any modern personality theory which 

would be inconsistent with such a statement. Unfortunately, most of the rest of 

McCrae’s and Costa’s  Five-Factor Theory postulates are similarly general, and lacking 
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in explanatory value (Block, 2001). One of the few postulates which McCrae and Costa  

provide evidence for is postulate 1b, which asserts that traits are endogenous — that is 

to say, entities which are internal to the individual, rather than being functions of their 

environment. However neither this, nor any of the other postulates proposed, can be 

considered to be support or explanation for the FFM specifically, rather than for trait 

theory generally. 

Within McCrae and Costa’s (1999) theory, the personality traits which make up 

the FFM are asserted to correspond with similarly named basic tendencies, which 

operate at the genotypic level of explanation. This assertion is made on the basis of the 

cross-cultural consistency of the FFM, the relatively low, long-term impact of parenting 

on personality traits (Rowe, 1994), and the relative stability of traits across the adult life 

span (McCrae & Costa, 1990). McCrae and Costa  assume that the individual factors of 

the FFM are expressed in characteristic adaptations (the equivalent of phenotypic 

traits), through an extensive, yet undescribed, set of “dynamic processes” (p. 142), 

which connect basic tendencies, characteristic adaptations, self-concept, objective 

biography, and external influences. But it is difficult to see the logical requirement for 

their unobserved, basic tendencies which “are directly accessible to neither public 

observation nor to private introspection [and] can only be inferred [italics in the original] 

from behavior and experience” (McCrae & Costa, 1999, p.143). Further, these basic 

tendencies are assumed to operate only through the mediation of intervening dynamic 

processes, yet there is no explanation given as to why the dynamic processes, which 

constitute most of the theory, need this further level of explanation. The basic 

tendencies effectively contravene Occam’s razor, because they are unobserved, 

unobservable and unnecessary. One may, with as much logical justification and as little 

explanatory value, infer the existence of animal spirits or homunculi to explain the FFM. 

Even in an article defending the concept of traits, Wiggins (1997) states that using 

inferred, yet unobserved, basic tendencies to explain observed tendencies is 

implausible.  
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Traditional trait theory, as described by Wiggins (1997), and reflected by 

McCrae’s and Costa’s  Five-Factor Theory, makes several assumptions which, in 

practice, can be inconsistent with the lexical hypothesis. Traditional trait theory 

assumes that traits are real intra-psychic structures that cause people to behave 

consistently, and that a person’s responses to items on a personality scale directly 

reflect those underlying structures (R. T. Hogan & Shelton, 1998). Unlike traditional trait 

theories, the lexical hypothesis makes no assumptions about the nature of underlying 

processes or psychological structures, but instead focuses upon descriptions of 

behavioural consistencies (Saucier & Goldberg, 2001). Confusing lexical factors with 

inaccessible traits leads to assertions about unknown and unknowable entities, and 

may be deeply misleading (Wiggins, 1997). This can result from the fact that 

taxonomies of behaviour, such as the FFM, can confound the underlying causes of 

behaviours, because how we classify observed behaviours has no necessary 

relationship with what causes those observations (R. T. Hogan & Shelton, 1998; 

Sabini, Siepmann, & Stein, 2001). For example, an Olympic sprinter will be quick not 

because of an innate basic tendency for speed, but because of the conjunction of 

factors ranging from genetic inheritance, physical development, nutrition, training, 

personal and social motivation to cultural opportunities, among other underlying 

causes. Traditional trait theories which assume that scores on personality inventories 

are direct reflections of intra-psychic structures, such as McCrae and Costa’s  Five-

Factor Theory, similarly confuse innate basic tendencies with the complex interaction of 

genetic, biological, developmental, social, cultural and situational influences and 

processes. Therefore, it is a step too far to assume that there are any intra-psychic 

structures which directly correspond to the dimensions of the FFM, at least without 

additional evidence. 

Yet there are alternatives to inaccessible basic tendencies for explaining the 

behavioural consistencies identified by the FFM. A more substantial attempt at 

providing a theoretical basis for the FFM is presented by Ashton and Lee (2001). As 
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described earlier, Ashton and Lee’s (2001) model of personality is actually a variation 

of the FFM, because they include a sixth factor, Honesty, which appears to measure an 

individual’s willingness to behave in a manner which is consistent with moral principles. 

Rather than explaining the FFM dimensions by reference to basic tendencies as 

McCrae and Costa  sought to do, Ashton and Lee (2001) present the idea that the 

various factors reflect either aspects of prosocial versus antisocial behaviour, or the 

degree to which individuals involve themselves in various types of endeavour. With 

respect to prosocial behaviour, much of Ashton and Lee’s (2001) argument uses game 

theory as a model for social interaction, and strategies which have been identified in 

game theory research are linked to several dimensions. It is proposed that the 

dimensions of Agreeableness and Emotional Stability define a plane which is also 

defined by the two dimensions of social game strategy labelled as forgiveness versus 

retaliation, and empathic concern versus emotional detachment. It is proposed that 

high levels of Agreeableness reflect high forgiveness and empathic concern, while high 

levels of Emotional Stability reflect high forgiveness and emotional detachment. 

Honesty is seen as reflecting the extent to which an individual is fair versus being 

willing to exploit others in social games. The remaining three factors, Extraversion, 

Conscientiousness and Openness to Experience, are theorised to reflect the extent to 

which individuals engage themselves in social, task and idea-related endeavours 

respectively. Thus Ashton and Lee’s theory provides a set of self-consistent 

explanations for the FFM plus Honesty. 

Ashton and Lee’s (2001) theory in part reflects the approach adopted by 

Wiggins and Trapnell (1996), with respect to the latter authors’ analysis of the FFM in 

terms of agency and communion. Agency reflects activities of a person or organism 

which contribute to the individual’s well-being or fitness, whereas communion refers to 

activities which involve the individual’s participation within some larger group (Wiggins, 

1991). Engagement is therefore similar to agency, while prosocial behaviour relates to 

communion. Consistent with this, and with the model of Ashton and Lee, Wiggins and 
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Trapnell identify Extraversion with social agency, and Agreeableness with social 

communion. However, in their analysis of sub-scales of the remaining dimensions 

within the FFM, Wiggins and Trapnell identify both agentic and communal subscales 

within each dimension, whereas Ashton and Lee identify each of their six factors as 

having to do with either engagement or prosocial behaviour, but not both. Therefore, 

Wiggins and Trapnell’s approach represents an alternative theory which is only partially 

consistent with that of Ashton and Lee’s (2001).  

In response to Ashton and Lee’s (2001) theory, Saucier (2002a) criticised their 

addition of Honesty to the FFM as being insufficiently supported and, although he 

applauded the attempt to develop a theory for explaining the FFM, he largely failed to 

comment on it. To date, Ashton and Lee (2001) have only presented a limited range of 

evidence consistent with their theory, ranging from semantic analysis to correlations 

with measures hypothesised to reflect relevant theoretical constructs. Although Ashton 

and Lee provide no evidence linking personality factors to behaviours representing 

engagement or prosociality, there is some behavioural evidence to support their theory, 

at least with respect to the role of forgiveness (McCullough & Hoyt, 2002). Although 

promising, their theory is yet to achieve the level of support needed for it to effectively 

counter criticisms of the FFM discussed earlier, and more efforts are required before a 

solid theory which explains the structure of the FFM, or alternative factorial structures 

of personality, has been provided. 

The theories discussed so far are not the only theoretical approaches which 

have been proposed for explaining broad personality dispositions, although they 

appear to be the only theories specifically linked to the FFM. Alternative theories of 

personality have been proposed on the basis of general systems theory (Mayer, 1998), 

interactions between individuals and situations (Murtha, Kanfer, & Ackerman, 1996), as 

well as cognitive and affective processes (Mischel & Shoda, 1998; Shoda et al., 2002). 

Although not specifically focusing on the FFM, these writers share an aim of developing 

wide-ranging conceptualisations of personality, which may ultimately address the 
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theoretical problems of the FFM. What these wide-ranging conceptualisations have 

attempted to do is suggest links between observed personality dispositions or 

phenotypes and independently confirmed psychological processes. Many of these 

processes have been the subject of considerable work in personality research (Block, 

2002), as well as within the field which has come to be known as cognitive social 

psychology (Moskowitz, 2001). However, most of this work has taken place 

independently from, and been overlooked by, factor-analytical personality research 

(Block, 2002). Despite this, simulation studies have shown that underlying personality 

processes can reliably produce behavioural consistencies similar to those identified in 

the FFM (Shoda et al., 2002). However, much empirical work has to be conducted 

before underlying personality processes can effectively explain the FFM. If this is 

eventually achieved, it will mean that models like the FFM will retain the role of being 

systems of classification of what is observed in personality (Ozer & Reise, 1994), rather 

than acting as explanations of why or how these aspects of personality are produced or 

caused (McCrae & Costa, 1999).  

This review of theories relating to the FFM suggests that the FFM has yet to be 

effectively explained by an empirically well-established theory. The lack of anything 

more than a preliminary explanation for the existence, and dominance, of the FFM 

dimensions is only one of a substantial list of unresolved problems in personality, which 

are unlikely to disappear in the near future, but are not unique to the FFM (Furnham & 

Heaven, 1999). In other words, the lack of an effective theory explaining the FFM is, in 

large part, a reflection of the current state of personality theory and research. Despite 

the fact that theories of personality lag substantially behind research findings, Pervin 

(2003) suggests that the flourishing state of personality research gives cause for 

optimism that useful theories of personality are in the offing. The substantial body of 

research on the FFM (R. T. Hogan, Johnson, & Briggs, 1997; John & Srivastava, 1999; 

Roberts & Hogan, 2001) is one of the reasons for this optimism, but the FFM remains a 

model in search of a well-supported explanation. 
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However, while agreeing that the FFM is not a complete theory of personality, 

John and Srivastava (1999) claim that this does not prevent the practical application of 

the model because, they suggest, the FFM was always intended as a descriptive rather 

than an explanatory model of personality. As a descriptive, structural model of 

personality, the FFM outlines the relationships between personality traits (Goldberg, 

1993), and provides a taxonomic classification for personality (Mount & Barrick, 

1998a). Therefore, as a taxonomy rather than as a process or functional theory, the 

FFM provides a framework for exploring relationships which may in turn lead to 

explanation, without itself providing the explanation (John & Srivastava, 1999). 

Justification for the continued use of the FFM therefore comes not from theory, but 

from empirical and practical considerations, and the FFM has consistently been shown 

to have practical utility within applied settings (Barrick et al., 2001), as will be discussed 

later in this chapter.  

Exploration of underlying, functional personality processes may be needed for 

developing theories which explain structural, phenotypic personality dimensions, but 

personality phenotypes can be, and have been, used to predict rather than explain an 

individual’s behaviour (R. T. Hogan & Shelton, 1998). R. T. Hogan (1983; 1996) 

considers that the main purpose of lexical trait evaluations of individuals is to enable 

the observer to determine the extent to which evaluated individuals can be considered 

to have potential resources needed by the evaluator’s group. This, in effect, is a 

restatement of the lexical hypothesis, in that being able to recognise important 

dimensions of individual differences in personality will assist the evaluator’s capacity to 

profit from, or avoid being harmed by, those individual differences. This, in turn, is 

consistent with evidence suggesting that, when people are judging one another on 

traits, the main purpose of these judgments is not explanation, but evaluation 

(Borkenau, 1990). From an individual personality evaluator’s perspective, 

understanding the underlying reasons for someone’s personality may not provide a 

significant advantage. Although being able to explain individual differences may 
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potentially improve prediction of behaviour, it is likely to also require a more 

complicated method of prediction, which would impose additional cognitive processing 

costs, in turn possibly outweighing any advantages gained (Gigerenzer & Selten, 

2001). And, as will be discussed in the next section of this chapter, phenotypic 

assessments of personality have already been shown to effectively predict behaviour, 

even without effective explanations or theories. 

Part of the reason for the usefulness of phenotypic descriptions of personality, 

like the FFM, for prediction of behaviour is that evaluations of an individual’s 

personality using traits or factor dimensions reflect the central tendency of the 

evaluated person’s behaviour (Borkenau, 1990). Measures of central tendency are, in 

effect, aggregated measures, and aggregated measures of behaviour, or personality, 

show much higher consistency, as well as increased ability to predict related measures 

(Epstein, 1979; R. T. Hogan, 1998). The advantage of this aggregation is increased 

within the fields of HRM and OB because the criteria of interest in these fields tend to 

be complex and broad — work performance is a good example. In order to predict 

broad and complex criteria, predictors need to be of a similar breadth and level of 

complexity (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977; Ones, Mount, Barrick, & Hunter, 1994). And 

predicting just such criteria has been argued to be essential for the validation of 

personality dimensions (David V. Day & Stanley B. Silverman, 1989; R. T. Hogan & 

Shelton, 1998). Consequently, the ability of the FFM dimensions to predict behavioural 

measures is a more relevant assessment of the value of the FFM than the relative lack 

of theoretical support for the model. 

In summary, the value of the FFM lies firstly in the fact that it has provided a 

parsimonious and relatively comprehensive framework for discussing the phenotypical 

or reputational aspects of personality. Its high degree of replicability in diverse item 

sets lends support to the robustness of the model, even though ongoing comparative 

studies may lead to refinements. The usefulness of this framework is somewhat limited 

by the relative lack of theoretical understanding which underpins the FFM dimensions 
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(Block, 1995, 2001), which has prompted valuable, but incomplete, efforts by a range 

of authors to develop a theoretical basis for the model (Ashton & Lee, 2001; Mayer, 

1998; McCrae & Costa, 1999; Mischel & Shoda, 1998). However, the current lack of an 

effective theoretical basis is not a crucial flaw in the FFM, because its primary value is 

as a structural model of personality, not as a functional theory. Consequently, the FFM 

framework provides a useful, even if not final, organising framework for exploring links 

between personality and various criteria of interest (Borman et al., 1997; R. T. Hogan 

et al., 1996; Kanfer, Ackerman, Murtha, & Foff, 1994). In the next section of this 

chapter, research is reviewed on the links between FFM dimensions and an important 

set of criteria of interest, namely performance criteria.  

Relationships between Personality and Performance in Employment  

Early research on personality and performance typically found no or low 

correlations (see Guion & Gottier (1965) for a review). However, a number of 

methodological changes led to a substantially different position on the value of 

personality as a predictor of performance. One of these methodological changes was 

the development of meta-analytical techniques for effectively combining results from 

previous studies (Hunter & Schmidt, 1994; Hunter, Schmidt, & Jackson, 1982). Early 

meta-analyses of selection procedures began to provide evidence that personality traits 

provide a statistically significant, and reliable, level of prediction of employee 

performance across a wide range of occupations. For example, J. E. Hunter et al 

(1982), in their meta-analysis, found that the Strong Interest Inventory had average 

validities ranging from .10 for supervisor ratings through to .25 for promotion. A meta-

analysis conducted by Schmitt, Gooding, Noe and Kirsch (1984) produced average 

validities for personality of .206, .152, and .268 when used to predict performance 

ratings, achievement/grades and wages respectively. Despite these findings, the 

generally accepted position at the time was that the relationship between performance 

was unreliable (Barrick & Mount, 1991). 
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In part, this belief that personality was unreliably associated with performance 

was due to a further methodological issue. Specifically, the ability to conduct meta-

analyses linking personality with performance was hampered by the lack of an over-

arching classification system for personality traits. In the early meta-analyses 

mentioned above, it is difficult to identify what aspects of personality are relevant to 

performance. This was a result of the state of personality–performance research up to 

that time, which was relatively uncoordinated. In addition, the personality scales used 

in research projects often bore little relationship to those used in previous studies 

(Barrick et al., 2001). The increasing acceptance of the FFM helped to address this, 

because it enabled easier comparison of previous studies of personality and 

performance by providing a framework by which to compare personality scales and, 

consequently, to compare the research based upon these scales. This triggered a 

series of meta-analyses which have provided strong support for a personality–

performance link. Barrick and Mount (1991), in what has come to be considered a 

landmark of personnel research (Mount & Barrick, 1998a; Salgado, 2001), used the 

FFM to guide their meta-analysis and found consistent evidence for a personality–

performance link. When scales related to Conscientiousness were used for predicting 

performance ratings across a range of occupational types — professionals, managers, 

police, sales and skilled/semi-skilled workers, the estimated validities ranged from .20 

to .23. Scales linked to Extraversion provided additional, independent prediction of the 

performance of managers and sales workers (.18 and .15 respectively). When pooled 

across occupations, Extraversion, Conscientiousness and Openness to Experience 

were correlated with training success (.26, .23 and .25 respectively). These findings 

proved to be the basis for a major reconsideration of personality–performance 

relationships (Mount & Barrick, 1998a), and were rapidly followed up by further meta-

analyses. 

Some of these meta-analyses provided substantially higher correlations 

between personality and performance than those reported by Barrick and Mount 
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(1991). For example, Ones, Viswesvaran and Schmidt (1993a) used integrity tests, 

which are typically strongly linked to the factors of Conscientiousness and Emotional 

Stability, to predict performance ratings. In their meta-analysis, Ones et al (1993) found 

that integrity tests predicted work performance with a validity of .41. Tett, Jackson and 

Rothstein (1991) found higher validities when the personality variables were chosen 

because they were considered on an a priori basis to be more closely related to 

performance in specific jobs: .27 for Openness to Experience and .33 for 

Agreeableness, in jobs where these dimensions were expected to have an impact. 

More recently, McDaniel and Frei (1998), in their meta-analysis, found that Customer 

Service measures, which were positively and strongly related to the personality 

dimensions of Agreeableness, Emotional Stability, and Conscientiousness, were 

correlated with performance in service jobs with a mean validity of .50. Clearly, 

correlations between personality and performance can be substantial.  

In a recent review and quantitative summary of these meta-analyses, Barrick, 

Mount and Judge (2001) found consistent evidence for relationships between FFM 

dimensions and various aspects of work performance. Table 2.1 summarises their 

findings, and presents the validities of each prediction, after correction for scale 

unreliability and sample size effects. When considering all occupations, each of the five 

dimensions of the FFM was found to be related to Teamwork, but only Emotional 

Stability and Conscientiousness were reliably linked to Supervisor Ratings, and only 

Conscientiousness was correlated with measures of Objective Performance. When 

considering all occupations, Agreeableness had a modest average correlation with 

Supervisor Ratings and Objective Performance, but the lower end of the confidence 

interval on this estimate did not differentiate this from zero. However, Agreeableness, 

along with Openness to Experience and Extraversion, did consistently predict 

performance in specific occupations.  
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Table 2.1  
Summary of results of a secondary meta-analysis of meta-analyses linking the FFM to 
workplace performance criteria (Barrick et al., 2001). a

Criteria b Extraversion Emotional 
Stability 

Agreeable-
ness 

Conscientious-
ness 

Openness to 
Experience 

Supervisor 
ratings 

Not supported Supported 

.13 

Not supported 

 

Supported 

.31 

Not supported 

Objective 
performance 

Not supported Not supported Not supported Supported 

.23 

Not supported 

Training 
performance 

Supported 

.28 

Supported 

.09 

Supported 

.14 

Supported 

.27 

Supported 

.33 

Teamwork Supported 

.16 

Supported 

.22 

Supported 

.34 

Supported 

.27 

Supported 

.16 
a Reported correlations are corrected for scale unreliabilities and range restrictions. 
b Only correlations with criteria which are significantly different from zero are reported.  

 

Although most of the reported meta-analytic correlations between personality 

and performance appear to be modest, these correlations still provide economically 

significant predictions and more than justify the cost of using personality assessments 

in personnel selection. Relatively accurate procedures for estimating the economic 

value of tools for selecting employees have existed for several decades (Cascio, 1991; 

Schmidt, Hunter, & McKenzie, 1979). Substantial returns on investment can be 

expected from using personality assessments in personnel selection, even if 

conservative estimates of variance in employee performance and validities of 

personality assessments are used to calculate utility estimates. Using an assessment 

with a validity of .2, when selecting 40 staff per year, with an average turnover of two 

years, can still produce a expected return on investment of 300-400 percent (Mabon, 

1998; Poropat, 1999).  

In summary, Conscientiousness has been shown to be the most reliable and 

valuable predictor of a range of workplace performance measures. The other FFM 

dimensions also provide reliable predictions of various performance measures of 

interest but, although the other FFM dimensions occasionally have higher correlations 

with workplace performance criteria than does Conscientiousness, none of these is 
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substantially greater. It may be too early to conclude, as Barrick et al. (2001) have 

done, that “Conscientiousness appears to be the trait-oriented motivation variable that 

industrial-organizational psychologists have long searched for,” (p. 21), but such a 

conclusion is not without some justification.  

Yet, even if this conclusion is accepted, it raises additional questions about how 

personality is related to performance. To address this question, researchers have 

adopted several approaches — for example, focusing on social requirements for 

particular types of personality-related performance (J. Hogan & Holland, 2003), and 

comparing more specific measures of both personality and performance (Tett et al., 

2003). Each of these approaches has required a reconsideration of performance itself. 

Consequently, the next chapter will review the nature of performance generally, and in 

particular one aspect of performance, Citizenship Performance, which has been 

proposed by some (e.g., Borman & Motowidlo, 1993; Motowidlo, Borman, & Schmit, 

1997) to be the primary link between personality and performance generally. 

Conclusion 

This chapter has reviewed the current state of research on structuralist models 

of personality which have been based upon the lexical hypothesis. The lexical 

hypothesis emphasises personality differences which can be observed by others and 

subsequently discussed, and thus reflects personality as seen from the outside, or a 

person’s reputation or personality phenotype. Consequently, the factor-analytically 

derived models which have been developed on the basis of the lexical hypothesis have 

provided frameworks for describing the most socially important and salient dimensions 

of personality differences, rather than the most hidden and subtle dimensions.  

Of the factorial models of personality description which have been developed 

on the basis of the lexical hypothesis, the FFM is currently pre-eminent. In part, this is 

due to historical reasons — the FFM is by far the oldest of the current crop of 

orthogonal factor models of personality, which means that there has been considerably 
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more opportunity to publish research using this model. The FFM is not without 

problems, and it may, in time, be augmented or substantially modified. Yet at present 

the FFM remains the best supported factorial model of personality description.  

One advantage that an over-arching model of personality description, such as 

the FFM, can provide is an enhanced ability to compare research studies which involve 

assessments of personality. In the field of research comparing personality and 

performance, the advent of the FFM has led to a series of meta-analytical studies 

which have clearly and reliably demonstrated that measures of personality and 

measures of performance are correlated. It is no longer controversial to assert that 

personality, especially the FFM dimension of Conscientiousness, is related to 

performance, an assertion which was still open to considerable debate as recently as 

the 1980s, despite decades of prior research (Barrick et al., 2001). Yet this assertion 

raises questions about the nature of the relationship between personality and 

performance, especially about how individual differences in reputation are related to 

workplace activities. Part of the answer to this question emerges from reconsidering 

the nature of performance, as discussed in the next chapter.  
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CHAPTER THREE – CITIZENSHIP PERFORMANCE AND ITS ROLE IN 

EXPLAINING THE PERSONALITY–PERFORMANCE RELATIONSHIP 
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Introduction 

The previous chapter, which described and critiqued the Five-Factor Model 

(FFM) of personality, concluded with an evaluation of the FFM as a correlate of 

performance in the workplace. The fact that the FFM dimensions, especially 

Conscientiousness, have been repeatedly linked to performance, is of both theoretical 

and practical significance. Whereas measures of ability, such as skill and intelligence, 

are believed to reflect what individuals can do, or their maximal performance, 

personality has long been theoretically proposed as an indicator of what individuals will 

do, or their typical performance (Ackerman & Heggestad, 1997; Cronbach, 1949). The 

fact that this theoretical role for personality has gained empirical support over the last 

few decades, as outlined in the previous chapter, has had significant practical and 

economic implications for organisations and managers. In particular, it has led to a 

considerably greater use of personality assessments in recruitment and selection 

activities, because it appears that personality can help to predict which potential 

employees will be more motivated to perform well (R. T. Hogan et al., 1996; Mabon, 

1998).  

However, performance as a construct has, until relatively recently, been taken 

for granted and received comparatively little attention (Austin & Villanova, 1992). This 

was possibly because of the emphasis researchers have placed on independent 

variables, or because the measurement of performance was seen to be controlled by 

people other than the researcher (J. P. Campbell et al., 1993). Whatever the reason, 

few attempts at varying or refining the measurement of workplace performance were 

published prior to 1990, which limited the potential for understanding the relationship 

between performance and other variables (J. P. Campbell et al., 1990). 

Since that time, a series of researchers have worked to rectify the previous 

neglect of performance as a construct (e.g., Borman & Brush, 1993; Borman & 

Motowidlo, 1993; J. P. Campbell, 1990; J. P. Campbell et al., 1996; J. P. Campbell et 
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al., 1993; S. Hunt, 1996; Organ, 1997; Pulakos, Arad, Donovan, & Plamondon, 2000; 

Schmitt, Cortina, Ingerick, & Wiechmann, 2003; Viswesvaran & Ones, 2000c). This has 

had implications, not only for conceptions of performance, but also for the relationship 

between performance and measures which have been found to correlate with it.  

As discussed in the previous chapter, measures of personality are some of the 

indicators which have been found to be correlated with performance. A broad 

recognition of the relationship between personality and performance required the 

development of models of personality, especially the FFM. In order to further clarify the 

relationship between personality and performance, it has also been necessary to revise 

understandings of the nature of performance. Consequently, in this chapter the basic 

concepts which have been developed for defining performance will be reviewed, before 

summarising current models of performance. The particular dimension of Citizenship 

Performance (Borman, Buck et al., 2001), otherwise known as Organisational 

Citizenship Behaviour (Organ, 1988, 1994; C. A. Smith et al., 1983), will be focused 

upon, because it has specifically been proposed as providing the link between 

measures of personality and other aspects of performance (Motowidlo et al., 1997). In 

focusing on Citizenship Performance, evidence will be reviewed regarding the validity 

of Citizenship Performance as a separate performance construct, along with an 

overview of the aspects of Citizenship Performance that have been proposed by 

various writers. The practical significance of Citizenship Performance will then be 

reviewed, prior to considering the role of Citizenship Performance in linking personality 

with other forms of performance. Finally, a set of conclusions and questions for further 

research will be presented.  

Defining Job Performance 

One of the problems which prompted researchers to reconsider the nature of 

performance as a measure was that performance has often been operationalised by 

measures over which an individual has limited control (J. P. Campbell et al., 1993). 
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Doing so confuses the relationship between a range of individual and contextual 

variables with performance. For example, measures like output, productivity and 

efficiency are problematic when used to represent performance, because they are not 

just a reflection of the individual worker’s efforts, but are much more complex. Worker 

output, for example, is not only the result of worker behaviours, but is also the result of 

a range of factors within the organisational system, including availability and standard 

of equipment and resources, support provided and processes used, as well as various 

other systemic matters (R. S. Williams, 2002). This issue of distinguishing individual 

and system performance, is one of the basic insights presented by the Total Quality 

Management literature (e.g., Waldman, 1994a, 1994b), but has been less well 

recognised within the broader fields of organisational behaviour and human resource 

management. As a consequence, efforts to understand the theoretical and practical 

links between performance and other variables have been hampered (J. P. Campbell 

et al., 1993). In order to address this and related concerns, the US Army commissioned 

its Selection and Classification Project, which was overseen by J. P. Campbell and his 

colleagues (J. P. Campbell, 1990; J. P. Campbell et al., 1993; J. P. Campbell et al., 

1990).  

These researchers defined individual performance as worker behaviours, that 

are relevant to organisational goals, and that can be scaled and measured in terms of 

proficiency. Using this definition has the advantage that it avoids the construct 

confusion referred to previously (J. P. Campbell et al., 1993) because, it keeps the 

focus on the individual’s activities, whereas other concepts — like output and 

productivity — reflect the outcomes of factors, which may or may not be within the 

control of the individual (Arvey & Murphy, 1998; J. P. Campbell et al., 1990). J. P. 

Campbell et al.’s (1993) definition does not include the outcomes which the employing 

organisation derives from that performance, although it does imply that what counts for 

performance is dependent upon the value the organisation places upon particular 

behaviours.  
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Motowidlo et al. (1997) also emphasised the value of employees’ behaviours 

when they defined performance as “the aggregated value to the organization of the 

discrete behavioral episodes that an individual performs over a standard interval of 

time” (p. 71). In a later publication, Motowidlo (2003) replaced aggregated value with 

total expected value, to reflect the idea that ratings of performance are judgments 

made by supervisors under conditions of uncertainty. Rating the value of performance 

is not like book-keeping, where one can make accurate aggregations of value, but 

instead requires estimation based on indeterminate links between employee activities 

and organisational outcomes. However, this definition is inconsistent with that of J. P. 

Campbell et al. (1993), because in their definition, performance refers to behaviour that 

is valued, not the value of that behaviour, a point which Motowidlo and his colleagues 

acknowledge (Motowidlo, 2003; Motowidlo et al., 1997). Just as with measures such as 

productivity and output, total expected value confounds employee activities with 

broader organisational conditions, leading to conceptual and logical confusions. 

Although value is an outcome of performance and helps to identify what behaviour 

counts for performance and what does not, treating it as a measure of performance is 

unhelpful. In effect, defining performance as aggregated or total expected value puts 

the value cart before the behavioural horse.  

However, Motowidlo’s (2003) emphasis on the value of behaviour flags an 

important issue. The fact that job performance is evaluated on the basis of 

organisational goals retains a degree of indeterminacy within J. P. Campbell et al.’s 

definition (1993) because at some point someone has to decide what goals are 

relevant, and hence what behaviour is valuable to the organisation. What counts for job 

performance changes in different times and situations, and job performance itself 

consists of multiple dimensions, each of which may vary in relevance (Hough & 

Oswald, 2001; Motowidlo et al., 1997). For instance, Billett (2001) found that expert 

hairdressers differ markedly from salon to salon with respect to what is considered 

good performance with respect to style and cut, managing difficult customers, 
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administering rosters and communicating with customers. Each salon had quite 

different assumptions about effective performance against which individual behaviours 

were judged. It is clear that there are many judgments required when operationalising 

the construct of performance, even when it relies on apparently ‘objective’ measures 

such as behavioural counting and organisational records. An example of a 

performance-related behaviour, about which raters need to make judgments, is talking. 

Is, for example, a discussion of someone’s last project related to performance or not? 

Some of the issues that might need to be decided upon by a rater of performance, 

before answering this question, include: whether the rater considered ‘discussion of the 

project’ to be an expected part of the individual’s job; whether the discussion was likely 

to contribute to organisational goals rather than individual purposes; the context within 

which the discussion took place; and what the rater knows of how the ratee has 

responded to organisational goal-related matters in the past, as well as the 

consequences of those responses. A chat about a project over a few glasses of beer in 

a bar on a Friday night, might not generally be considered to be a performance-related 

behaviour, but it is not hard to imagine cases where such a conversation is an 

important part of someone’s performance. Yet a behaviour such as talking about a 

project, is relatively simple to analyse, when compared with many aspects of work 

performance. Planning, teamwork, and budgeting are far less easy to quantify than 

talking, yet routinely form the basis for performance ratings. It is for reasons like this 

that Murphy and Cleveland (1995) emphasise that job performance remains, at least in 

part, an abstract, socially constructed concept, which takes form within organisational 

and cultural contexts, and particularly in the context of the relationship between the 

rater and the ratee.  

If it is accepted that job performance is socially and situationally constructed, 

then it follows that disagreement between raters of performance is inevitable, because 

of the varying conditions under which raters operate, which influence raters and the 

manner in which they make their judgments. Murphy and Cleveland (1995) suggest 
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that these sorts of disagreements between raters are not a serious problem, but should 

be taken into account when considering performance. On the other hand, Viswesvaran 

and Ones (2000c) argue that inter-observer reliability is the basis for science, and 

hence accepting that performance ratings are socially constructed is a flawed view 

which, if adopted, would destroy the science behind industrial and organisational 

psychology. Viswesvaran and Ones (2000c) seem to overstate the magnitude of the 

issue — the existence of socially derived variation in observations does not imply a 

complete lack of agreement between raters, just that the levels of disagreement 

between raters can not be casually dismissed. This point is well demonstrated in the 

meta-analyses of rating reliability reported by Viswesvaran and Ones themselves 

(Viswesvaran et al., 1996), which show that inter-rater reliabilities on performance 

ratings tend to be moderate to strong, but considerably lower than test-retest 

reliabilities. Inter-rater disagreement on performance ratings, arising from situational 

and other influences, does make performance a more complex construct, and the level 

of disagreement between raters needs to be considered (Murphy & De Shon, 2000a) 

when attempting to understand performance. This issue will be revisited in discussing 

the results reported in Chapters Five and Six, and in the theoretical integration of these 

results, presented in Chapters Seven and Eight.  

In summary, job performance consists of the behaviours of individuals, which 

are within the individuals’ control and are attributed with adding value to the employing 

organisation. This definition excludes from direct consideration related but distinct 

variables, such as productivity, value and outcomes, and implies that deciding what 

counts as performance is dependent upon a social context and a process for 

evaluating behaviour. Whilst this definition simplifies and gives greater focus to the 

study of performance, performance still covers a wide range of behaviours. For 

example, both J. P. Campbell et al. (1996) and Viswesvaran et al. (1996) proposed 

broad sets of ten basic dimensions of work performance, the former based on a 

detailed examination of US Army occupations, the latter based on an analysis of 
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previous performance research and using a methodology inspired by the Lexical 

Hypothesis. These sets of dimensions show very large degrees of overlap, which could 

be taken to imply that they come close to covering the entire performance spectrum. 

Yet both sets of authors take care to state that their models, although extensive, are 

neither exhaustive; nor, they maintain, are each of their proposed dimensions 

applicable to all jobs and occupations. Thus, although the definition of performance, 

reviewed previously, may have added greater focus to the field, performance itself 

remains a complex and broad topic for research. 

In part, the complexity of performance as a topic for research is due to the 

variety of occupations and organisational settings within which performance is 

important. Such variety almost inevitably produces a broad variety of behaviours which 

are valued and therefore labelled as performance — for example, what is valued from a 

plumber who is working for a construction firm, is likely to differ from what is valued for 

a plumber who is training apprentices in a technical college. Despite this, a range of 

stand-alone measures of performance have been identified which appear to be 

relevant to most, if not all, jobs and occupations. Examples of these stand-alone, 

generally applicable dimensions of performance include Counterproductive Work 

Behaviour, Adaptive Performance and Citizenship Performance. Counterproductive 

Work Behaviour includes behaviours which have a detrimental effect on organisations 

and fellow employees (Fox, Spector, & Miles, 2001; R. W. Griffin et al., 1998; Martinko, 

Gundlach, & Douglas, 2002). Although it reflects undesired behaviours, 

Counterproductive Work Behaviour fits the definition of a performance dimension in 

that it is scalable and measurable, and related to organisational goals, even if the 

relationship is inverse. A relatively new performance dimension, Adaptive Performance, 

refers to the extent to which a person alters their behaviour appropriately in response 

to changing demands from their work environment (Hesketh & Neal, 1999; Pulakos et 

al., 2000; Pulakos et al., 2002).  
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The stand-alone performance component, which has arguably attracted the 

largest amount of research attention (Podsakoff et al., 2000), has had a 

correspondingly large number of labels: Organisational Citizenship Behaviour (OCB: 

Organ, 1994; Organ & Paine, 1999; C. A. Smith et al., 1983); Prosocial Organisational 

Behaviour (George & Bettenhausen, 1990); Organisational Spontaneity (George & 

Brief, 1992); Contextual Performance (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993); and Citizenship 

Performance (Coleman & Borman, 2000). In this dissertation, this dimension of 

performance will be referred to by the last of these titles, Citizenship Performance. 

Citizenship Performance consists of behaviours which contribute to the organisation by 

facilitating tasks, through volunteering and putting in extra effort, or by means of 

assisting others with their work (Borman, Penner, Allen, & Motowidlo, 2001b). The 

remainder of this chapter will focus on this particular aspect of performance, because it 

has been proposed as providing a major link between other forms of performance and 

personality. 

Citizenship as a Specific Dimension of Performance 

One way of understanding Citizenship Performance is by contrasting it with 

Task or Technical Performance (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993, 1997), in a manner 

somewhat reminiscent of the venerable distinction between maintenance and task 

processes in group research (Bales, 1950; Stewart, Manz, & Sims, 1999). Technical or 

Task Performance echoes group task process, in that it relates to what Borman and 

Motowidlo (1993) call the 'technical core' of the organisation or job, the activities 

directly or indirectly involved with transforming resources into products for economic 

exchange. Technical or task activities vary considerably from job to job, and include 

two types of behaviours: (i) transformation of raw materials into goods and services 

produced by the organisation — for example, selling, machine operation, teaching, 

counter-service; and (ii) activities which directly support the technical core, such as 

supply, planning and coordination, maintenance and development (Motowidlo & Van 
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Scotter, 1994). Technical or task activities are dependent on knowledge, skills and 

abilities, and are role-prescribed. Such activities are commonly included within formal 

job descriptions and are what is focused upon by most traditional forms of job analysis. 

Task Performance is therefore the degree to which employees demonstrate proficiency 

in activities which are formally recognised and which contribute to the organisation’s 

technical core, either directly or indirectly (Arvey & Murphy, 1998; Borman & Motowidlo, 

1993). J. P. Campbell et al.’s (1996) dimensions of Job-Specific Task Proficiency, Non-

Job-Specific Task Proficiency, and Written & Oral Communication Task Proficiency fit 

within the definition of Task Performance. Task Performance is important within paid 

employment because it is the main focus of the employment transaction. In other 

words, Task Performance is what people primarily (although not exclusively) get paid to 

do. 

Borman and Motowidlo (1993) originally referred to Citizenship Performance as 

Contextual Performance, in order to emphasise the idea that this form of performance 

provided a context which facilitated Task Performance. Many employee activities are 

not directly involved with the organisational core tasks, but nonetheless have a 

substantial impact on organisational effectiveness, just as group maintenance 

processes keep group social conditions conducive to achievement of group tasks 

(Bales, 1950; Stewart et al., 1999). Likewise, Citizenship Performance involves 

activities directed at maintaining the interpersonal and psychological environment that 

needs to exist to allow the technical or task core to operate (Borman & Brush, 1993; 

Borman & Motowidlo, 1997; Borman, Penner et al., 2001b). Examples of Citizenship 

Performance are activities such as: 

Volunteering to carry out task activities that are not formally part of the job 

Persisting with extra enthusiasm or effort when necessary to complete own task 

activities successfully 

Helping and cooperating with others 
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Following organizational rules and procedures even when personally 

inconvenient 

Endorsing, supporting and defending organizational objectives (Borman & 

Motowidlo, 1993: p 73).  

J. P. Campbell et al. (1996) explicitly linked these activities with their own 

performance components of Demonstration of Effort, Maintenance of Personal 

Discipline and Facilitation of Peer and Team Performance and 

Management/Administration. While doing so, J. P. Campbell et al. (1996) 

acknowledged the value of the concept of Citizenship Performance, and suggested that 

Citizenship Performance complemented their model, rather than competed with it, a 

position with which Borman and Motowidlo (1997) later agreed.  

However, neither Borman and Motowidlo (1993) nor J. P. Campbell and his 

colleagues (J. P. Campbell, 1990; J. P. Campbell et al., 1993; J. P. Campbell et al., 

1990) were the first to focus on this set of behaviours. One of the earlier labels for 

Citizenship Performance, Organisational Citizenship Behaviour (OCB), was originally 

proposed by C. A. Smith et al. (1983), as reflecting one of three categories of essential 

employee behaviour identified by Katz (1964), namely innovative and spontaneous 

behaviours which are not formally directed or prescribed. Interestingly, and consistent 

with Borman and Motowidlo’s (1993; 1997) conceptions, one of the other two 

categories of employee behaviour identified by Katz — carrying out one’s role reliably 

— echoes Task Performance. Katz’s remaining dimension, entering and remaining 

within the organisation, would not be commonly considered a form of performance per 

se. Konovsky and Organ (1996) took Katz’s conception further, by suggesting that 

OCBs are ‘contributions [which are] not contractually rewarded nor practically 

enforceable by supervision or a job description’ (p. 253). In other words, OCBs are 

behaviours which do not form an official part of a job-role but which are valued by the 

organisation nonetheless. For instance, few people get employed to be encouraging of 

other workers, but most organisations find it valuable when their staff do, in fact, 
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encourage each other to maintain work standards. In later publications, Organ 

proposed that OCB was synonymous with Contextual Performance (Organ, 1997; 

Organ & Paine, 1999), a position supported by Borman and Motowidlo (Borman & 

Motowidlo, 1997; Motowidlo, 2000; Motowidlo et al., 1997). This rapprochement led to 

the newer title of Citizenship Performance, which was intended to reflect the construct’s 

relationship to the earlier notions of Contextual Performance and OCB (Borman, 

Penner et al., 2001b; Coleman & Borman, 2000).  

Unfortunately, the integration of the constructs of OCB and Contextual 

Performance ignored a problem, namely the depiction of OCB as not being formally 

directed or prescribed. Schmidt (1993), for example, cautioned against identifying 

Citizenship as a type of work performance at all, because including Citizenship within 

the job description makes it cease to be contextual, using Borman and Motowidlo’s 

(1993) term. OCB was originally defined as being ‘extra-role’ — that is to say, above 

and beyond what was required of an employee within their formal job role (Organ, 

1988; C. A. Smith et al., 1983). Referring to Citizenship as ‘performance’ makes it ‘in-

role’, thus losing something which was seen as central to early definitions. But it is not 

just researchers who have difficulty with defining Citizenship as extra-role behaviour: 

both managers and employees find it hard to distinguish between in-role and 

Citizenship behaviours (Podsakoff et al., 2000). Partly in response to these criticisms, 

Organ (1997), stated that the emphasis on Citizenship being extra-role was 

unnecessary and added needless conceptual confusion. The emphasis, according to 

Organ, is on the initiative, support and persistence shown, rather than the technical 

proficiency demonstrated, as is more commonly the case with Task Performance. 

Motowidlo (2000) concurred with this position, stating that, instead of being extra-role, 

Citizenship was merely less enforceable and less likely to lead to systemic rewards 

than was Task Performance.  

Taken together, the points raised in this section indicate that Citizenship 

Performance is a form of performance that is usually not directly addressed within job 
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descriptions. Nevertheless, Citizenship Performance contributes to the accomplishment 

of formally prescribed job activities by providing a context which is conducive to the 

achievement of Task Performance. Therefore, although it is usually not formally 

recognised, Citizenship Performance should contribute substantially to both individual 

and organisational performance.  

Empirically Distinguishing Citizenship and Task Performance 

Unfortunately, the integration of OCB and Contextual Performance, discussed 

above, produced a conceptual problem. If Citizenship can be considered a valid part of 

an individual’s performance at work, then it might not be distinct from Task 

Performance. This is because Task Performance was defined as activities which both 

directly and indirectly contribute to the technical core of the job (Borman & Motowidlo, 

1993), and Citizenship Performance indirectly facilitates the technical core so it may 

actually be a part of Task Performance (Arvey & Murphy, 1998). These concerns 

regarding the conceptualisation of Citizenship Performance and whether it is truly 

distinct from Task Performance are difficult to resolve on an a priori basis. However, 

there is empirical evidence to support the distinction between Citizenship and Task 

Performance. 

A number of writers have reported studies designed to determine the extent to 

which Task and Citizenship Performance are distinct. Motowidlo and Van Scotter 

(1994) and Van Scotter and Motowidlo (1996) found that there is a practical distinction 

made between Task and Citizenship Performance by supervisors when rating 

performance, but also that at least two different dimensions of Citizenship can be 

identified as distinct components of supervisors’ judgments of subordinates’ Overall 

Performance (i.e., global ratings of performance which integrate individual performance 

measures). Using similar performance rating scales, but with a different population and 

using a different approach to statistical analysis, Barksdale and Werner (2001) 

confirmed Van Scotter and Motowidlo’s (1996) findings, as did Conway (1999) in his 
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meta-analysis of performance ratings. A range of other researchers have also 

confirmed the significance of the theoretical distinction between Task and Citizenship 

Performance (Borman et al., 1995; Conway, 1996; MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & Fetter, 

1991, 1993; MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & Paine, 1999; Van Scotter et al., 2000).  

Further evidence for the distinctiveness of Task and Citizenship Performance is 

provided by the fact that these measures of performance are correlated with different 

variables. For example, job experience explains a considerable amount of the variation 

in Task Performance (Borman, White, Pulakos, & Oppler, 1991; Schmidt, Hunter, & 

Outerbridge, 1986; Schmidt, Hunter, Outerbridge, & Goff, 1988) but the relationship 

with Citizenship Performance is much smaller (Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994; Van 

Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996). Similarly, in the US Army Project A tests of cognitive and 

perceptual-motor skills were more highly correlated with measures which appear to be 

aspects of Task Performance, such as job-specific and general task proficiency 

(McHenry et al., 1990). However, measures of temperament and personality were 

more highly correlated with Citizenship measures, such as giving extra effort and 

supporting fellow workers (McHenry et al., 1990). It is also of interest to note that, 

within the Project A results, the relationship between the assessment batteries and the 

measures of Task Performance varied from job to job, but the relationship between 

these batteries and the measures of Citizenship Performance remained consistent 

across jobs (Wise, McHenry, & Campbell, 1990). This point is consistent with the idea 

that, whereas Task Performance is believed to vary from job to job, Citizenship 

Performance is believed to be largely similar across jobs (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993). 

When considered together, the fact that these aspects of performance have different 

correlations with other variables indicates that they represent distinct aspects of 

performance. 

Despite this evidence of the distinctiveness of Task and Citizenship 

Performance, it remains a fact that these two components of performance are not 

entirely separate. For example, Motowidlo and Van Scotter (1994) obtained a 
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correlation of .20 between these variables, while in Conway’s (1999) study, correlations 

ranged from .32 to .58. The fact that Task and Citizenship Performance are related is 

to be expected. As discussed in a later section of this chapter, both Task and 

Citizenship Performance are strongly associated with measures of Overall 

Performance, which may produce some shared variance, while a certain amount of 

halo will inevitably affect most measures of performance (Arvey & Murphy, 1998). 

These points do not entirely discount the observed correlation between Task and 

Citizenship Performance, but they do indicate that the strength of the underlying 

relationship may not be as large as Conway’s (1999) results suggest. 

Considering all of these points, it seems reasonable to conclude that Task and 

Citizenship Performance are related but distinct, and both should be taken into account 

when attempting to understand performance. Yet, just as performance has been shown 

to have multiple dimensions, so even in its earliest formulations, Citizenship 

Performance was considered to encompass several aspects. Consequently, the next 

section of this chapter will discuss the nature and dimensionality of Citizenship 

Performance. 

Clarifying the Nature of Citizenship Performance 

Aspects and Themes in Conceptualisations of Citizenship Performance 

Podsakoff et al. (2000) stated that writers on Citizenship Performance, and 

related terms, have focused more on the relationships between Citizenship and other 

constructs (its substantive validity: Schwab, 1980), than on clarifying the nature of 

Citizenship Performance and its relationship with the operational methods used to 

measure it (construct validity: Schwab, 1980). This concern has been taken up by 

several writers, to become a more well-developed theme within the literature (Borman, 

Buck et al., 2001; Coleman & Borman, 2000; LePine, Erez, & Johnson, 2002; Organ, 

1997). The importance of this becomes more apparent when Smith et al.’s (1983) 
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original conception of OCB or Citizenship Performance as having two dimensions — 

Altruism and Conscientiousness — is compared with subsequent authors who have 

utilised as many as five sub-factors (e.g. Konovsky & Organ, 1996). In their review of 

the field, Podsakoff et al. (2000) cited nearly thirty separate aspects of Citizenship 

Performance. This unwieldy collection had multiple items displaying considerable 

overlap, and implying a need for rationalisation. These points prompted Podsakoff et al. 

(2000) to integrate the various aspects of Citizenship into seven distinct but consistent 

themes.  

The first of the themes listed by Podsakoff et al. (2000) was labelled as Helping 

Behaviour, which forms a key component of most definitions of Citizenship 

Performance and, under the title Altruism, was one of the first proposed aspects of 

Citizenship (C. A. Smith et al., 1983). Helping Behaviour is made up of both voluntarily 

providing assistance and helping to prevent problems, as well as addressing issues 

such as barriers to performance, morale and cooperation (Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 

1996). Some of the alternative labels for Helping Behaviour include Altruism (Organ, 

1988), Individually-oriented OCB or OCB-I (L. J. Williams & Anderson, 1991), Helping 

Coworkers (George & Brief, 1992) and Interpersonal Facilitation (Van Scotter & 

Motowidlo, 1996). The second theme, Sportsmanship, includes accepting 

inconveniences and maintaining a positive attitude, even in the face of setbacks and 

disappointments, while the third theme, Organisational Loyalty, covers promoting the 

organisation to others, and protecting it from threats.  

The fourth and fifth themes described by Podsakoff et al. (2000), Organisational 

Compliance and Individual Initiative, are somewhat controversial. This is because 

these themes split aspects of Citizenship Performance which other writers integrate, 

while others claim they are not aspects of Citizenship Performance per se. 

Organisational Compliance refers to internalisation of, and adherence to, organisational 

rules, norms and requirements. This theme includes behaviours which are relatively 

impersonal in their target, being more oriented towards the organisation than fellow 
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workers. For this reason, one of the labels given to this theme is Organisationally-

oriented OCB or OCB-O (L. J. Williams & Anderson, 1991). It is tempting to see this 

theme as the reverse of Counterproductive Work Behaviour (Fox et al., 2001), because 

each of these constructs refers to compliance (or non-compliance) with organisational 

rules. However, this would be misleading because the active nature of 

Counterproductive Work Behaviours, including aggression, bullying, sabotage and 

revenge, suggests that they are much more than the mere absence of compliance. 

Evidence from research on general evaluative processes would also suggest that the 

absence of positive behaviours, such as compliance with organisational norms, is 

qualitatively different from the presence of negative anti-organisational behaviours 

(Cacioppo & Berntson, 1994). 

Individual Initiative (Podsakoff et al., 2000) refers to an employee’s tendency to 

make an extra effort beyond what is formally required. This fifth theme of Citizenship 

Performance (Podsakoff et al., 2000) harks back to early definitions of OCB (C. A. 

Smith et al., 1983) in that it emphasises extra-role behaviours, like volunteering and 

working harder than necessary, consistent with the view of OCBs as spontaneous 

(George & Brief, 1992). Van Scotter and Motowidlo’s (1996) Job Dedication dimension 

is an example of a measure which strongly emphasises aspects of Individual Initiative, 

but also picks up aspects of Organisational Compliance. Likewise, although Podsakoff 

et al. (2000) equate Smith et al.’s (1983) dimension of Generalised Compliance with 

their theme of Organisational Compliance, the Smith et al (1983) dimension includes 

making efforts beyond normal duties, which is an aspect of Individual Initiative. 

Although developed as an aspect of Citizenship Performance, and forming a key 

component of several influential formulations of Citizenship (e.g., Borman & Motowidlo, 

1993, 1997; Coleman & Borman, 2000; Organ & Paine, 1999; Podsakoff et al., 2000) 

some writers claim that Individual Initiative is more properly seen as a motivational or 

attitudinal variable (Organ & Ryan, 1995), a generalised reflection of effort (M. A. 

Griffin, Parker, & Neal, 2004), or an aspect of Task Performance (Van Scotter & 
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Motowidlo, 1996). The empirical debate on the distinctiveness of Individual Initiative, as 

compared with other types of Citizenship Performance and with Task Performance, is 

discussed later in this section.  

The last two themes identified by Podsakoff et al. (2000) are quite distinct from 

those previously described. Civic Virtue, a theme which extends the metaphor of 

employee behaviour as citizenship, refers to the extent to which employees participate 

in shaping their organisations’ governance, policies and strategies (Graham, 1991). 

Podsakoff et al.’s (2000) final theme is Self Development, or the efforts employees 

make to keep their knowledge and skills current. This concept was discussed by Katz 

(1964) and by George and Brief (1992); however, few other writers have included 

aspects of Self Development in their considerations of Citizenship, and it has not been 

empirically confirmed as a distinct form of Citizenship Performance (Podsakoff et al., 

2000). Self Development may have an easier fit as part of the more recently defined 

performance component of Adaptive Behaviour (Hesketh & Neal, 1999; Pulakos et al., 

2000; Pulakos et al., 2002). 

Empirical Evaluation of Distinct Aspects of Citizenship Performance 

The foregoing summary of Podsakoff et al.’s (2000) review of Citizenship 

Performance presented theoretical and conceptual, rather than empirical, accounts of 

the various Citizenship Performance themes or aspects. In order to provide a 

comprehensive empirical basis for Citizenship Performance, LePine, Erez and Johnson 

(2002) conducted a meta-analysis of Citizenship dimensions. When comparing Organ’s 

(1988) five Citizenship dimensions (Altruism, Civic Virtue, Conscientiousness, Courtesy 

and Sportsmanship), LePine et al. found that their average corrected correlations (rc = 

.67) approached the level at which estimates of internal consistency are generally 

considered to be acceptable (0.70: Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994), although 

Sportsmanship appeared to be less strongly associated with the other dimensions. In 

addition, neither Sportsmanship nor any of the other Citizenship dimensions was 
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differentially related to other variables (e.g. attitude, support, satisfaction). Use of the 

five individual dimensions of Citizenship Performance also tended to produce lower 

correlations with other variables than did use of an overall measure of Citizenship. 

Taken together, LePine et al. (2002) concluded that each of the aspects of Citizenship 

Performance operate as alternative measures of the same overall construct, much as 

individual items on a scale operate as alternative indicators of the overall scale score. 

The specific dimension of Individual Initiative has also been called into question 

with respect to whether it is distinct from Task Performance. Several studies have 

examined the relationship between dimensions of Citizenship Performance and other 

variables, with Overall Performance typically being the criterion of focus. Van Scotter 

and Motowidlo (1996) found that their measure of Individual Initiative (Job Dedication) 

overlapped too much with Task Performance and with their measure of Helping 

Behaviour (Interpersonal Facilitation) to provide additional independent statistical 

prediction of Overall Performance. Consistent with Van Scotter and Motowidlo, 

Barksdale and Werner (2001) found that OCB Conscientiousness (another measure of 

Individual Initiative) did not add to the statistical prediction of Overall Performance 

ratings provided by In-role Behaviours (which equates to Task Performance) and OCB 

Altruism (Helping Behaviour or Interpersonal Facilitation). Both Van Scotter and 

Motowidlo (1996) and Barksdale and Werner (2001), concluded that Individual Initiative 

may actually be an aspect of Task Performance/In-Role Behaviours, because it tends 

to include items which could be considered a normal part of someone’s tasks or role 

(e.g. regular attendance, following rules).  

These findings are, however, inconsistent with those of Barksdale and Werner 

(2001), who found by using confirmatory factor analytical techniques that their 

measures of Individual Initiative, Helping Behaviour and Task Performance were 

statistically distinct. J. W. Johnson (2001) also obtained evidence indicating that these 

three measures of performance can be distinguished. Like Van Scotter and Motowidlo 

(1996), J. W. Johnson (2001) examined the independence of his measure of Individual 
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Initiative (Job-Task Conscientiousness), from Helping Behaviour and Task 

Performance by using multiple regression techniques, but with a larger sample size 

(2,308 compared with 511) and across eight job families compared with one for Van 

Scotter and Motowidlo (1996). In each of these job families J. W. Johnson (2001) found 

consistent evidence for the independence of Individual Initiative, Helping Behaviour 

and Task Performance. Coleman and Borman (2000) obtained results consistent with 

the findings of J. W. Johnson (2001). Additionally, Conway (1999) found that, at least in 

managerial jobs, Individual Initiative has a moderately strong independent correlation 

with Overall Performance, beyond that provided by Helping Behaviour and his two 

measures of managerial Task Performance.  

In summary, although there appears to be limited utility in using all of Organ’s 

(1988) five Citizenship dimensions, there is at least some support for the continued use 

of independent measures of Helping Behaviour and Individual Initiative. This 

conclusion is consistent with that adopted by Borman, Penner et al. (2001b), who state 

that these are “the two major or overarching dimensions” (p. 67) of Citizenship 

Performance. Even so, it appears that the dimensionality of Citizenship Performance 

has yet to be finally identified. Perhaps this is inevitable — Coleman and Borman 

(2000), for example, argue that different models and taxonomies of Citizenship should 

be used in different contexts and for different purposes because, they assert, there is 

no universally optimal dissection of Citizenship. Concurring with this, Motowidlo (2000) 

argued that it is more important to thoughtfully define behavioural measures of 

Citizenship and to explore the relationships between measures of Citizenship and other 

variables, than it is to be precise about labels and taxonomies. This is not an ideal 

situation, and in part is an acceptance of the current state of research on Citizenship 

Performance, in that agreement on integrating models remains elusive. Yet there is 

enough consistency within both theoretical and empirical reports to enable further 

exploration of Citizenship as a performance construct. 
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Practical Importance of Citizenship Performance  

In recent years, Citizenship Performance has been growing in importance in 

applied areas, such as in discussions of human resource management and 

employment relations (Borman et al., 1997). Although Citizenship Behaviours were 

originally defined as extra-role behaviours, their impact upon performance evaluations 

has been shown to be substantial. For example, Citizenship Performance has been 

shown to have comparable influence with Task Performance on Overall Performance 

ratings by supervisors (Borman et al., 1995; Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994; Van 

Scotter et al., 2000), an effect that becomes stronger as ratees move up the 

organisational hierarchy (MacKenzie et al., 1999). One study that directly estimated the 

relative importance of both found that, among their sample of soldiers, Task 

Performance accounted for between 17% and 44% of Overall Performance ratings, 

versus a range of 12% to 34% accounted for by Citizenship Performance (Motowidlo & 

Van Scotter, 1994). J. W. Johnson (2001) used a technique for estimating the relative 

weighting of various measures of Citizenship and Task Performance in their 

correlations with Overall Performance, across a range of job types. Despite the variety 

of jobs examined (e.g., secretarial, technical and warehouse jobs), Citizenship and 

Task Performance consistently accounted for large proportions of variance in Overall 

Performance (from 71% to 84%). The weighting of Task and Citizenship Performance 

was similar, with Task Performance accounting for slightly more variance in Overall 

Performance than did Citizenship Performance. Likewise, Podsakoff et al. (2000) found 

that Citizenship behaviours have a stronger relationship with performance evaluations 

than do measures such as sales and output. For example, Citizenship Performance 

accounts for additional variance in performance evaluations of salespeople, above the 

variance which is explained by measures such as volume of sales which those 

salespeople achieved (MacKenzie et al., 1991). This makes good business sense, 

considering that Citizenship Performance accounts for between 15% and 43% of 

 81



variance on sales, production and quality (Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1997), meaning 

that Citizenship Performance has useful associations with various objective measures 

of employee output. Consistent with this, Citizenship behaviours have been found to 

contribute to managers’ estimates of the economic value of employee performance 

contributions (Orr, Sackett, & Mercer, 1989) and Citizenship Performance accounted 

for 29% of sales managers’ performance ratings as opposed to 21% accounted for by 

objective measures (MacKenzie et al., 1999). These figures are consistent with 

Borman and Motowidlo’s (1993) estimate that 30% of variance in descriptions of 

managerial performance is accounted for by Citizenship Performance. All of this helps 

to explain why Citizenship Performance influences managers’ decisions about which 

employees should receive training, promotions or be allocated rewards (Allen & Rush, 

1998; Podsakoff et al., 2000; Van Scotter et al., 2000). 

Unfortunately, many studies examining the relationship between Citizenship 

and Overall Performance are prone to methodological problems. Common method 

variance is a particular issue, because ratings of Citizenship Performance and ratings 

of Overall Performance are commonly conducted by the same individuals: the 

employees’ supervisors. Method variance is the portion of the variance within a 

measure which results from the method of measurement itself (Bagozzi & Yi, 1991). 

For example, people respond in a consistently different manner to questions if they are 

presented in a paper-and-pen format, compared with an interview format. When 

method variance is shared between two different measures, it can lead to biases which 

may mask the true relationship between the measures (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Using 

the same rater for two different measures can produce substantial common method 

variance and resulting bias, which can either inflate or deflate resulting correlations 

(Cote & Buckley, 1987).  

The fact that supervisors are providing multiple ratings may produce common 

method bias, especially if the supervisors are conceptually confusing the various rating 

scales, or if there are strong halo effects present. In Podsakoff et al.’s (2000) review, 
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the average statistical prediction of Overall Performance evaluations by objective 

measures of performance, and by Citizenship Performance, accounted for 9.5% and 

42.9% of variance respectively. However, among studies that statistically corrected for 

common method variance, the average correlations accounted for 11.3% and 19.3% 

respectively. A second analysis presented by Podsakoff et al. (2000) used only 

subjective measures of performance. Task Performance accounted for 10% of the 

variance of Overall Performance, and Citizenship Performance accounted for 10.5% of 

the variance of Overall Performance. However, in studies that controlled for common 

method variance these average percentages of variance were 8.5% and 13.5% of 

variance respectively. Common method variance appears to account for much of the 

relationship between Citizenship Performance and Overall Performance ratings, but the 

methods used for statistically controlling for common method variance are generally 

conservative (Lindell & Whitney, 2001), an issue which will be discussed in more depth 

in Chapters Six and Seven. Therefore, the corrected estimates of the relationship 

between Citizenship Performance and other measures reported by Podsakoff et al. 

(2000) most likely represent a low estimate of these relationships. These results are 

interesting, therefore, because they confirm the value of Citizenship Performance and 

suggest that, relative to other measures of performance, it may have a larger impact 

upon Overall Performance than other studies have suggested.  

However, other research suggests that Citizenship Performance is important 

only with, not instead of, Task Performance (Werner, 2000). An employee who is low 

on Citizenship but high on Task Performance may cost their organisation more than 

they are worth because of their negative influence on the performance of other 

employees, especially if they are in a role which requires high levels of cooperation. 

But organisations are also unlikely to cherish a staff member whose Citizenship 

Performance is high, but whose Task Performance is inadequate. Experimental studies 

have consistently shown statistical support for these sorts of interactions between Task 

and Citizenship Performance in their correlations with Overall Performance evaluations 
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(Podsakoff et al., 2000). Consistent with this, but in a field study, Werner (1994) found 

an interaction between Citizenship and Task Performance provided additional 

statistical prediction of Overall Performance ratings – when Task Performance was low, 

Citizenship Performance had a weak relationship with Overall Performance ratings, but 

had a stronger relationship with Overall Performance as levels of Task Performance 

increased. Likewise, rewards given to subordinates have been shown to be affected by 

a similar interaction between Task and Citizenship Performance (Kiker & Motowidlo, 

1999). Although it is clear that Citizenship Performance has a statistically, and 

practically, significant impact on performance evaluations, it appears to do so in 

conjunction with Task Performance. This conclusion is consistent with the idea, 

discussed previously, that Task and Citizenship Performance, although distinct, show 

considerable overlap. 

This relationship between Citizenship Performance and Overall Performance is 

important, but the developers of the concept of Citizenship Performance (Borman & 

Motowidlo, 1993; Organ, 1988, 1997) theorised that it makes a contribution to 

organisational performance as well. Podsakoff et al. (2000) grouped the reasons why 

Citizenship Performance might contribute to organisational effectiveness into the 

following list:  

(a) enhancing coworker and managerial productivity;  

(b) freeing up resources so they can be used for more productive purposes;  

(c) reducing the need to devote scarce resources to purely maintenance 

functions;  

(d) helping to coordinate activities both within and across work groups;  

(e) strengthening the organization’s ability to attract and retain the best 

employees;  

(f) increasing the stability of the organizations’ performance; and  

(g) enabling the organization to adapt more effectively to environmental 

changes (pp. 543–546).  
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Cooperative and effortful behaviour of the type reflected in ratings of Citizenship 

Performance contributes to organisational effectiveness by helping when unforeseen 

contingencies arise, making the supervisor’s job easier and providing general 

assistance to the organisation (Bateman & Organ, 1983). Citizenship is believed to 

provide behavioural support for the broader organisational, social and psychological 

environment within which the technical core of the organisation operates. The 

mechanisms by which Citizenship is believed to aid the accomplishment of 

organisational goals (Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994; C. A. Smith et al., 1983) include 

facilitating communication, lubricating relationships and reducing tensions or emotional 

disruptions (Arvey & Murphy, 1998) in a manner consistent with skills used for 

facilitating teamwork (McIntyre & Salas, 1995). Citizenship behaviours are typically not 

directly or contractually rewarded (Organ & Konovsky, 1989), despite their substantial 

impact on performance evaluations. Nevertheless, Citizenship behaviours become 

increasingly important over time because of their combined effect on organisational 

operations and performance (Bolino, Turnley, & Bloodgood, 2002; Organ, 1990; 

Podsakoff, Ahearne, & MacKenzie, 1997; Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1997).  

There is a growing body of evidence which supports this hypothesised link 

between Citizenship Performance and organisational effectiveness. Podsakoff, 

Ahearne and MacKenzie (1997) examined the impact of Citizenship behaviours on the 

effectiveness of blue-collar work crews within a paper mill. Their three measures of 

Citizenship Performance accounted for 25.7% of the quantity, and 16.7% of the quality, 

of work crew output. Podsakoff et al. (2000) cite comparable results for insurance 

agency units’ levels of Citizenship Performance and their sales performance (17% of 

variance accounted for), and pharmaceutical sales teams’ levels of Citizenship 

Performance and the percentage of sales quotas achieved (16% of variance accounted 

for). In a study conducted in restaurants, Walz and Niehoff (cited in MacKenzie et al., 

1999) found that employee citizenship behaviours were correlated with operating 

efficiency, customer satisfaction, quality of performance and cost efficiency, and 
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decreased food wastage and customer complaints, accounting for an average of 29% 

of variance on these organisational outcomes. George and Bettenhausen (1990) 

likewise found that unit-level citizenship behaviour accounted for a significant 

proportion of objective sales performance. So, each of these studies is consistent with 

the idea that Citizenship Performance contributes to organisational outcomes. 

However, the results reported by Podsakoff et al. (2000), and Walz and Niehoff, 

do not provide convincing proof of a causal relationship between Citizenship 

Performance and organisational outcomes. This is because each of these studies 

reported correlation-based results, which are insufficient to demonstrate causation. 

This makes a recent study by Koys (2001b) both unique and valuable, in that it directly 

addressed the question of causation by looking at whether levels of Citizenship 

Performance caused, or were the result of, positive organisational outcomes. In his 

study, Koys (2001b) collected data from customers, staff and managers at two points in 

time within a chain of restaurants. The results were analysed using a cross-lagged 

regression, which showed that measures of Citizenship Performance from the first 

round of data collection predicted profitability and satisfaction at the second round of 

data collection, but that these business outcomes did not have a similar impact on 

Citizenship Performance. On the basis of this, Koys (2001b) concluded that Citizenship 

Performance has a causal effect on organisational effectiveness outcomes, but not the 

reverse. These results also seem to rule out the possibility that some unseen variable 

or measurement artefact accounts for the relationship. 

In summary, Citizenship Performance has been shown to contribute to both 

individual and organisational performance. With respect to the latter, it appears that 

Citizenship Performance is not merely correlated with better organisational 

performance: it actually causes it. Task Performance on its own is clearly not enough 

for organisations striving for greater efficiency and effectiveness. If only formally 

prescribed tasks are appropriately conducted within an organisation, this will limit 

effectiveness and rewards for both individuals and organisations (Organ & Paine, 1999; 
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Podsakoff et al., 2000). Instead, organisational requirements extend past formalised 

issues such as tasks, procedures or dress codes to the unwritten and often unspoken 

norms and expectations which constitute the informal organisation (Katz & Kahn, 

1978). Citizenship Performance activities, which reflect increasing levels of effort and 

support for fellow-workers, have a theoretically, statistically and practically significant 

influence on both individual and organisational performance. This influence on 

individual and organisational performance needs to considered in relationship with 

Task Performance, and probably other forms of performance as well (Martinko et al., 

2002; Pulakos et al., 2000), but Citizenship Performance is clearly a major 

performance construct in its own right. Consequently, it is important from a practical 

perspective to pursue research which helps to increase understanding of Citizenship 

Performance and ways of enhancing it. 

Personality and Citizenship Performance 

Given the significance of Citizenship Performance, it is important to be able to 

identify factors which contribute to Citizenship. Citizenship Performance was initially 

proposed as a form of behaviour which is closely associated with work-related attitudes 

and beliefs, such as job satisfaction (C. A. Smith et al., 1983), or with individual 

difference variables, especially personality (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993). Prior to this, 

and despite the fact that managers commonly believed that higher job satisfaction 

increased performance, the accepted position among researchers was that these 

constructs were largely unrelated (Organ, 1977). Smith et al. (1983) suggested that this 

lack of an observed relationship between job satisfaction and performance may have 

been due to job performance having been defined too narrowly. Consequently, they 

proposed Citizenship as a type of behaviour, one not reflected in standard job 

descriptions or performance appraisals, but which is nonetheless of value within 

organisations, and which should be linked to job attitudes such as job satisfaction. 

Once this was proposed, a considerable number of studies were conducted on the 
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relationship between Citizenship and job satisfaction, along with a number of other 

attitudes and beliefs (e.g., perceived support and perceived fairness). Taken together, 

these studies showed that, unlike traditional measures of performance, Citizenship is 

reliably correlated with worker attitudes and beliefs (Organ & Ryan, 1995). 

Some ten years after Citizenship was first proposed by Smith et al. (1983), 

Borman and Motowidlo (1993) were independently considering expanding the definition 

of performance to explain the relationship between assessments of personality and 

performance. In large part, this was based on the research of J. P. Campbell and his 

colleagues (J. P. Campbell, 1990; J. P. Campbell et al., 1993; J. P. Campbell et al., 

1990), as part of the US Army Selection and Classification Project. This project may 

have been the largest ever single investigation of personality–performance 

relationships, involving 9,430 participants, apart from thousands of supervisors and 

administrators. One of the major outcomes of this project was the identification of 

several broad dimensions of performance which were relevant across occupations. 

Two of these, Core Technical Proficiency and General Soldiering Proficiency, seem to 

reflect aspects of Task Performance, whereas Effort and Leadership (which 

incorporates effort in performing tasks, supporting and leading peers, and self-

development), and Personal Discipline (self-control, integrity and adhering to 

regulations) appear to be aspects of Citizenship Performance. In proposing Contextual 

Performance, which in this dissertation is referred to as Citizenship Performance, 

Borman and Motowidlo (1993) acknowledged this earlier work and were clearly 

echoing the distinctions previously identified by J. P. Campbell and his colleagues.  

This link to the work of J. P. Campbell and his colleagues is important in the 

context of this dissertation because not only did J. P. Campbell and his colleagues 

explore the dimensionality of performance, they also researched the relationship 

between individual difference predictors and these performance dimensions. Two 

general assessment batteries were developed in this project, one to assess cognitive 

ability, the other to assess aspects of personality which were relevant to performance 
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(Peterson et al., 1990). When these batteries were used to statistically predict job 

performance, the cognitive ability battery was significantly more strongly correlated with 

the measures of Task Performance than was the personality battery, but the reverse 

was observed with the measures of Citizenship Performance (McHenry et al., 1990). 

Thus personality appears to be related to performance primarily through Citizenship 

Performance. 

The Borman and Motowidlo Model of Personality–Performance Relationships 

On the basis of this research, Borman and Motowidlo (1993) proposed a model 

of the relationships between individual difference variables and measures of 

performance, in which personality was primarily linked to Citizenship Performance, 

while cognitive ability and skills were primarily linked to Task Performance. In a later 

explication of this model, Motowidlo et al. (1997) proposed a theory of personality–

performance relationships in which cognitive ability and personality variables interact 

with an individual’s social and organisational environment to produce various types of 

habits, skills and knowledge. Performance in turn results from knowledge, skills and 

habits, with different sets of learned abilities reflected by Task and Citizenship 

Performance. Within this model, personality primarily influences the development of 

Citizenship-related habits, skills and knowledge, but also affects Task Performance to a 

slight extent through its impact upon the development of task-relevant habits. In a 

similar manner, cognitive ability has a minor effect on Citizenship Performance by 

helping people to learn Citizenship-related knowledge more easily, but has a stronger 

impact on Task Performance-related habits, skills and knowledge.  

However, Borman and Motowidlo (1993) not only proposed a set of 

relationships between individual difference and performance measures, they also 

described the relationship between Citizenship and Task Performance. As discussed 

previously, Citizenship Performance contributes to Task Performance by creating a 

work environment which supports and facilitates Task activities (Borman & Brush, 
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1993; Borman & Motowidlo, 1993, 1997; Borman, Penner et al., 2001). For Borman 

and Motowidlo, this is not simply a correlation of ratings — instead it represents a 

substantive relationship between the underlying constructs. Figure 3.1 summarises the 

various relationships within the Borman and Motowidlo model, with solid arrows 

indicating strong relationships between measures, and dashed arrows indicating weak 

relationships.  

One of the implications of the Borman & Motowidlo model is that, if personality 

contributes to higher levels of Citizenship Performance, this will in turn contribute to 

higher levels of Task Performance. What this means is that, according to the Borman 

and Motowidlo model, Citizenship Performance satisfies the requirements for a 

mediator (Baron & Kenny, 1986) of the relationship between personality and Task 

Performance, which is to say that most, though not all, of the relationship between 

personality and Task Performance will be mediated by Citizenship Performance.  

 

Personality Citizenship Performance 

Task Performance Cognitive Ability 
 
 
 
Figure 3.1. The Borman and Motowidlo model. 
 

In summary, the Borman and Motowidlo model implies a set of empirical 

relationships between measures of individual differences and measures of 

performance. To begin with, this model implies that measures of personality will show 

stronger correlations with measures of Citizenship than with measures of Task 

Performance. The reverse should hold for measures of cognitive ability, which should 

be more strongly correlated with measures of Task than measures of Citizenship 

Performance. Finally, the Borman and Motowidlo model implies that correlations 
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between measures personality and Task Performance will be largely mediated by 

measures of Citizenship Performance. 

Evaluating the Borman and Motowidlo Model 

Relevant research which has been conducted since the Borman and Motowidlo 

model was first proposed has been consistent with the model. For example, Motowidlo 

and Van Scotter (1994) tested whether several variables were significantly more 

strongly associated with Task or Citizenship Performance and found that, whereas 

work experience was significantly more strongly correlated with Task Performance, 

personality variables such as Work Orientation and Dependability (which are 

associated with FFM Conscientiousness), and Cooperativeness (associated with FFM 

Agreeableness), are significantly more strongly correlated with Citizenship 

Performance. A similar pattern of associations between FFM Agreeableness and Task 

and Citizenship Performance was found by Van Scotter and Motowidlo (1996). In a 

large study (2,010 participants) of the relationship between Citizenship and Task 

Performance across eight different job families, J. W. Johnson (2001) found that 

measures of ability were consistently more strongly associated with Task Performance, 

and measures of personality were more closely linked to Citizenship Performance. 

Likewise, Bott, Svyantek, Goodman and Bernal (2003) found that, among the 

employees they sampled, personality was more strongly related to Citizenship than to 

Task Performance, while job experience was more strongly correlated with Task 

Performance than it was with Citizenship. In summary, the evidence from research 

reported to date is consistent with the Borman and Motowidlo model.  

However, this support for the Borman and Motowidlo model is somewhat 

tempered by the fact that most research has found only modest correlations between 

personality measures and Citizenship Performance. For example, in the J. W. Johnson 

(2001) study, the correlations between measures of personality and Citizenship 

Performance ranged from .06 to .18. Among the various meta-analyses of personality–
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Citizenship Performance relationships, the picture is similar. If studies which did not 

use self-rated measures of Citizenship Performance are excluded, the highest meta-

analytically based correlation between Conscientiousness and Citizenship 

Performance is only .19 (Borman, Penner et al., 2001b). Hurtz and Donovan (2000) 

reported more modest correlations between Conscientiousness and Individual Initiative 

(.12), and Helping Behaviour (.11), while Organ and Ryan’s estimates were little 

different (.17 and .04 respectively). The correlations between Agreeableness and 

Citizenship Performance reported in these meta-analyses are either similar or slightly 

lower. These modest correlations are not inconsistent with the Borman and Motowidlo 

model, but they do provide only weak support for it. Borman, Penner et al. (2001b) 

acknowledge this problem, but argue that the correlations between personality and 

Citizenship Performance are consistent with personality being primarily associated with 

Citizenship rather than Task Performance, because of the differences in the strengths 

of the respective correlations. Nonetheless, these modest correlations seem to imply 

that something about the relationship between personality and Citizenship 

Performance may have been overlooked. 

An unresolved issue with the Borman and Motowidlo model is related to the 

linking of personality with Task and Overall Performance. Although the Borman and 

Motowidlo model implies that personality will have some impact upon habits which 

contribute to Task Performance, the model also implies that almost all of the influence 

of personality upon either Task or Overall Performance will be mediated by its 

relationship to Citizenship Performance. It appears that, to date, no studies have 

directly tested whether the effect of personality upon performance is statistically 

mediated by Citizenship Performance. Investigating this will provide a useful test of the 

Borman and Motowidlo model. 

Another limitation of the research reported in this section is that all of this 

research has been conducted on workplace performance. Yet, as argued by J. P. 

Campbell and his colleagues (J. P. Campbell, 1990; J. P. Campbell et al., 1993; J. P. 

 92



Campbell et al., 1990), work performance is not the only form of performance: 

academic and sporting performance are also important, and fit their definition of 

performance. Therefore, if the Borman and Motowidlo model is a valid reflection of the 

relationship between personality and performance, then this should apply to not only 

work performance but also to other types of performance. As discussed in the next 

chapter, personality has already been shown to have significant relationships with 

academic performance, so it seems reasonable to apply the Borman and Motowidlo 

model within an academic setting.  

The relationship between personality and Citizenship Performance appears to 

be a central issue in understanding the broader relationship between personality and 

performance generally. This is demonstrated by the theory and research presented in 

this section, which indicate that Citizenship Performance plays a key role in linking 

measures of personality to measures of performance, in particular by mediating those 

relationships. The model of these various relationships, originally developed by Borman 

and Motowidlo (1993), appears to match research results published up to this point in 

time, but it has been argued that this model has not yet been thoroughly tested. In 

particular, some of the key relationships in this model have yet to be researched, and 

relevant research has so far only focused on performance which takes place within 

workplaces. Therefore, further research is required in order to address the limitations 

identified in previous research.  

 

Conclusion and Questions for Further Research 

In summary, the developing literature on workplace performance in general, 

and Citizenship Performance in particular, has been reviewed in this chapter. 

Performance is arguably the most important criterion variable in Organisational 

Behaviour research and Human Resource Management practice (Austin & Villanova, 

1992; Viswesvaran et al., 1996), and serves as the measure of effectiveness for most 
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people management initiatives (Hough & Oswald, 2001; Motowidlo, 2003). Recent 

theorising and research has supported the development of several generally applicable 

measures of workplace performance, which contribute both to theories of 

Organisational Behaviour and to the understanding of performance itself. Of these 

relatively new dimensions of performance, Citizenship Performance has the most 

substantial theoretical and empirical support, based on a literature which continues to 

grow rapidly. Citizenship Performance has been shown to be distinct from more 

traditional measures of performance, especially Task Performance, and makes a 

statistically and economically significant contribution to individual, team and 

organisational performance. It is also theoretically important because of its role in 

helping to explain the relationships between a range of organisational antecedents 

including organisational support, justice, job satisfaction, individual characteristics such 

as attitudes and personality, and outcomes of performance like organisational 

profitability (Podsakoff et al., 2000).  

Yet performance is also an important issue in other settings, including 

education and sport. One of the limitations of the research conducted on Citizenship 

Performance to date is that, although performance is relevant to endeavours other than 

those undertaken within settings defined by an employment relationship, the role of 

Citizenship Performance does not appear to have been examined in non-employment 

settings. Yet, if Citizenship Performance is a significant component of performance, it is 

important to determine whether this is restricted to workplace settings, or whether it 

extends to non-employment settings. There are reasons to believe that performance in 

academic and workplace settings have much in common, including formal roles and 

performance requirements, goals and systematic tasks, measurement of outcomes, 

accountability for achievements, and rules which place limits on acceptable behaviour 

(Lounsbury, Gibson, Sundstrom, Wilburn, & Loveland, 2004). This implies that 

Citizenship Performance may well be an important component of performance in 

academic settings. Therefore, the first research question, to be addressed in Study 
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One (presented in the next chapter), is as follows: Is Citizenship Performance related 

to other aspects of performance within an academic setting? 

A second issue for research relates to one of the major emphases of this 

chapter, namely the question (raised at the end of Chapter Two) of the relationship 

between performance and personality. The Borman and Motowidlo model accords a 

key role to Citizenship Performance as the principal mediator of the relationship 

between personality generally, with Task or Overall Performance. Considering that 

Conscientiousness is the only personality dimension which has been shown to be 

consistently correlated with workplace performance (cf. Table 2.1), this would imply 

that Citizenship Performance mediates the relationship between Conscientiousness 

and Task or Overall Performance. Despite the fact that the previously–reviewed 

research evidence is consistent with this idea, there appear to have been no studies 

reported to date which have directly tested this relationship. As will be shown in the 

next chapter, personality measures, especially Conscientiousness, have been linked to 

performance in academic settings, just as they have within workplace settings. If, as 

discussed above, Citizenship Performance does mediate much of the link between 

personality and other forms of performance, and personality is correlated with 

academic performance, then this indicates the possibility that Citizenship Performance 

has a similar role within academic settings to that which it is theorised to have within 

workplace settings. Consequently, the second question to be addressed in Study One 

is: Does Citizenship Performance mediate the relationship between personality 

generally, and Conscientiousness specifically, and Task Performance? 
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CHAPTER FOUR - STUDY ONE: CITIZENSHIP PERFORMANCE AS AN ASPECT 

OF ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE 
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Introduction  

The previous two chapters have reviewed the Five-Factor Model of personality 

(FFM) of personality and recent developments in theory and research on performance. 

Previous research has shown the FFM to be highly replicable. Even though it may 

eventually be revised or replaced, the FFM remains the best supported of the current 

factorial models of personality description. Application of the FFM has led to important 

developments in research on personality–performance relationships, especially the 

series of meta-analyses described in Chapter Two. These meta-analyses consistently 

found a statistically significant association between performance in the workplace and 

the FFM dimensions, especially the dimension of Conscientiousness. In parallel with 

the ongoing refinement of factorial models of personality, such as the FFM, one of the 

emphases of recent research on performance, as outlined in Chapter Three, has been 

the development and investigation of generally applicable dimensions of performance. 

Of the generally applicable dimensions of workplace performance which have been 

proposed to date, the dimension of Citizenship Performance appears to have the 

broadest range of research support, at least within workplace settings. However, the 

applicability of Citizenship Performance to other settings has not been explored, so the 

first research question for Study One, identified in the previous chapter, relates to 

whether or not Citizenship Performance is related to other aspects of performance 

within a non-workplace setting. According to a range of writers, reviewed in Chapter 

Three, Citizenship Performance has an important theoretical role as a mediator of the 

relationship between the personality dimension of Conscientiousness and other forms 

of performance, especially Task Performance. It appears that no previous research has 

directly assessed this, so the second research question for this study concerns whether 

Citizenship Performance does indeed mediate the relationship between personality 

generally, and Conscientiousness specifically, with Task Performance.  
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Apart from workplaces, academic settings provide one of the contexts within 

which performance is an important variable, so this chapter will examine the 

relationship between personality and performance, especially Citizenship Performance, 

within an academic setting. Firstly, previous research on the relationship between 

personality and performance in academic settings will be reviewed, followed by a 

discussion of the nature of academic performance, and the potential role for Citizenship 

Performance as a component of theories of performance within academic settings. This 

will be followed by a description of Study One, which examined the relationship of 

personality to Citizenship and Task Performance in an academic setting in order to 

help answer the research questions outlined above. Finally, the results of Study One 

will be discussed, before the implications of these results for future research and 

practice are outlined.  

Relationships between Personality and Performance in Academic Settings  

The discussion of the FFM, presented in Chapter Two, concluded with a review 

of research on the relationship between personality and performance in workplace 

settings. The results discussed in this review show that each of the FFM dimensions 

has been found to be significantly correlated with workplace performance variables, but 

only Conscientiousness appears to have consistent relationships across the range of 

performance dimensions. A range of results from studies conducted within workplace 

settings indicate that the FFM dimensions may be consistently correlated with 

academic performance. In particular, a number of the meta-analytic studies, of 

personality–performance relationships used a learning-related variable, training 

performance, as one of their criterion variables (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Hough, 1992; 

Salgado, 1997). In their secondary meta-analysis of the results from these studies, 

Barrick et al. (2001) reported significant correlations between each of the FFM 

dimensions and training performance (cf. Table 2.1). To the extent that academic 
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performance and training performance are similar, these results are consistent with the 

idea that personality is correlated with performance within academic settings.  

This proposition is supported by the fact that a variety of authors claim that 

academic study is just a special case of work (Lounsbury et al., 2004; Marshall, 1988; 

Munson & Rubenstein, 1992). Therefore, academic performance is directly comparable 

to work performance. Students are not employees, but they do undertake activities 

which are broadly analogous to activities required in workplaces, such as planning, 

research, written and oral communication, teamwork, negotiation of roles and tasks, 

self-management, problem-solving and use of information technology. It seems, 

therefore, that there could well be similar parallels in the general dimensions of 

performance in both settings. At the same time, it should be acknowledged that there 

are important differences between workplace and academic settings, which may affect 

the nature of performance and its relationship to personality. Probably the most 

profound of these differences relates to the economic relationships between assessors 

of performance and those being assessed in workplace and academic settings. 

Whereas employees within the workplace receive financial payments from their 

employers, within academic settings it is typical for students to provide payments, 

either directly (by payment of fees) or indirectly (e.g., through current and future 

taxation), to the academic institution. Thus the economic relationship between 

assessors of performance and those being assessed is largely reversed in workplace 

and academic settings. Differences in the processes by which performance is defined 

and assessed, to be discussed in the next section, are also considerable. These, and 

other differences, may or may not affect the personality–performance relationship, but 

they do imply that a direct examination of this relationship within academic settings is 

necessary before accepting that personality is correlated with academic performance.  
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Table 4.1  
Reported relationships between FFM Dimensions and Academic Performance. 

Studies 

Academic 
Performance 

Measure aN 
Agree-

ableness
Conscien-
tiousness

Extra-
version 

Open-
ness 

bEmotional 
Stability 

Bauer & Liang (2003) First yr GPA 265 .06 .22 -.18 -.02 .00 
Chamorro-Premuzic & 
Furnham (2003a) 3yr exam total 70 .13 .36 .07 -.03 .35 
Chamorro-Premuzic & 
Furnham (2003b) 3yr average 247 .07 .36 -.11 .02 .16 
Day et al. (2003) Self-reported GPA 384 .05 .17 .00 .15 -.04 
De Fruyt & Mervielde (1996) Final year GPA 740 .05 .28 .02 -.09 .09 
Diseth (2003) Study 1 Exam 151 .12 .06 -.10 .03 .03 
Diseth (2003) Study 2 Exam 164 -.21 -.10 -.07 .22 -.20 
Farsides & Woodfield (2003) Degree GPA 432 .14 .09 .00 .26 -.03 
Fritzsche et al. (2003) Degree GPA 559 .14 .16 -.06 .04 -.06 
Furnham et al. (2003) 3yr exam total 93 .16 .40 .14 -.29 -.01 
Furnham & Chamorro-
Premuzic (2004) Statistics exam 91 -.04 .25 -.24 -.06 .07 
Langford (2003) Study 1 Degree GPA 237 .06 .30 -.09 .01 .22 
Langford (2003) Study 2 Degree GPA 203 .06 .31 -.02 -.10 .01 
Lounsbury et al. (2003) Course grade 175 -.01 .18 .01 .16 .11 
Musgrave-Marquart (1997) Degree GPA 161 .25 .32 -.02 .24 .05 
Oswald et al. (2004) Degree GPA 654 .10 .21 -.03 .03 -.04 
c Weighted Average Effect Size (R) .079 .217 -.037 .044 .033 
c 95% Confidence Interval  .064 

.093 
.202 
.232 

-.022  
-.052 

.029 

.059 
 .018 
 .048 

a Total N = 4626. 
b Correlations with scales labelled ‘Neuroticism’ in the original study have been reversed for 
comparability with correlations with scales labelled ‘Emotional Stability’. 
c Statistics calculated using formulas recommended by Lipsey and Wilson (2001b). 

 

A range of studies have been conducted to assess the strength of the 

relationship between the dimensions of the FFM and formal assessments of academic 

performance, such as examination marks, grades and grade point average (GPA). 

Table 4.1 presents a summary of the results of every one of these studies reported in 

the PsycINFO database as having been published in a refereed journal since 1990. All 

of the FFM dimensions show some significant correlations with formal assessments of 

academic performance but, except for Conscientiousness, these correlations are very 

low. Apart from the correlation with Conscientiousness, and possibly the correlation 

with Agreeableness, the weighted mean correlations between the FFM dimensions and 

formal academic performance account for between approximately half and one-tenth of 

a percent of the total variance. This appears to be an instance of what has been 

 101



referred to as ‘Meehl’s sixth law’ (Standing, Sproule, & Khouzam, 1991), that 

‘everything correlates to some extent with everything else’ (p. 204: Meehl, 1990b) at 

some low ‘crud’ level (Meehl, 1990a). The total N for the set of studies summarised in 

Table 4.1 provides enough statistical power to enable relatively trifling correlations to 

reach statistical significance, and it is certainly feasible that these low correlations 

reflect some degree of publication bias, whereby significant results are more likely to 

be published than non-significant ones (Lipsey & Wilson, 2001b). Consequently, only 

the correlation between formal academic performance and Conscientiousness, and 

possibly Agreeableness, appear to have enough practical significance to be worth 

further consideration at this point.  

One way of looking at the practical significance of the relationship between 

Conscientiousness and academic performance is to compare it with grades. To provide 

a practical reference for this, five of the studies reported in Table 4.1, which used a 

common scale for GPA, were examined. These studies had an average GPA of 2.91 

on a five-point scale, and an average standard deviation of .595. At .217, the 

correlation between Conscientiousness and formal assessments of academic 

performance is of a medium size (Cohen, 1988; Lipsey & Wilson, 2001b), and equates 

to a mean difference effect size of .44 standard deviations. Consequently, the mean 

grade difference is .262, or roughly one-tenth of the GPA of an average student. This 

difference would have a clear, practical value for both the students and the academic 

institutions concerned. Considering that no corrections for range restriction or scale 

unreliability are presented in Table 4.1, this can be considered a conservative estimate 

of the practical significance of the correlation between Conscientiousness and 

academic performance. 

The theoretical significance of the correlation between Conscientiousness and 

formal assessments of academic performance arises from the fact that it is similar in 

size to the correlations between Conscientiousness and workplace performance, 

reported in the previous chapter. Consequently, the reported correlation between 
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Conscientiousness and academic performance is consistent with the idea that 

academic performance and workplace performance are similar.  

  

The Nature of Performance within Academic Settings 

The idea that academic and workplace performance are linked is both an 

assumption and a major selling point underlying most university programs. Even a brief 

survey of advertising by universities will show repeated assertions about how their 

students have better careers and make better employees. In other words, universities 

tend to assert that performance by students within their academic studies will 

contribute both to the students’ career achievements and to the value which their work 

performance will provide to future employers and contractors. Despite the fact that 

there is little evidence to support the idea that what is learnt at university is transferred 

to the workplace (Haskell, 2001), employers tend to agree with the idea that academic 

performance can help to predict workplace performance. For example, among the 

broad range of tools used in recruitment and selection, measures of performance at 

university are one of the most used types of biodata (Brown & Campion, 1994) and, 

when choosing among college graduates, are used only slightly less often than 

structured interviews as a selection tool (Rynes, Orlitzky, & Bretz Jr., 1997). Even when 

choosing among applicants with significant work experience, measures of performance 

at university are still substantially relied upon (Rynes et al., 1997). This is not 

unreasonable: performance at university has been shown to have a reliable association 

with job performance (Roth, BeVier, Schippman, & Switzer III, 1996), long-term career 

success (Rynes et al., 1997), and both starting salary and salary several years after 

employment (Roth & Clarke, 1998). Despite the limited transfer of learning from 

university to the workplace (Haskell, 2001), academic and workplace performance 

clearly have something in common. 
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Even though there is a degree of overlap between workplace and academic 

performance, there remain substantial differences in the manner in which these two 

types of performance have been assessed. As was discussed in the preceding chapter, 

a wide range of job-specific and generally applicable measures of job performance 

have been proposed and used within workplace settings. In contrast, within academic 

settings and research, marks for individual courses and overall composites such as 

grade point average (GPA) remain the predominant criterion variables in studies which 

have sought to understand academic performance. For example, grades and GPA 

have been used to test the impact of a wide variety of predictors theorised to have an 

effect upon student performance, including learning strategies (Blickle, 1996), study 

habits (Bhadra & Girija, 1984), instructors’ support for student autonomy (Black & Deci, 

2000), interpersonal dependency (Bornstein & Kennedy, 1994), vocational preference 

(Fritzche, McIntire, & Yost, 2002), sleep schedules (Gray & Watson, 2002), cognitive 

factors, gender and ethnicity (Ferguson et al., 2002), personality (Tross, Harper, Osher, 

& Kneidinger, 2000) and test anxiety (McIlroy & Bunting, 2002). Grades and GPA 

appear to be the standard for measuring academic performance.  

There is much about the use of grades and GPA as criterion variables which is 

consistent with the research practices used in organisational behaviour research. As 

discussed in the previous chapter, recent theoretical and empirical research on work 

performance as a criterion measure has emphasised that performance measures need 

to be both behavioural and within the control of the individuals whose performance is 

being measured. Grades and GPA appear to satisfy these requirements, a point 

explicitly made by J. P. Campbell et al. (1993) in their discussion of the nature of 

performance. For J. P. Campbell et al. (1993), performance consists of behaviours 

which can be scaled and measured in terms of proficiency, rather than outcomes which 

in part may be under the control of environmental factors. Consistent with this, grades 

and GPA are commonly based upon scaled ratings of proficiency at standardised tasks 

or behaviours, such as examinations, essays, etc. Further, J. P. Campbell et al. (1993) 
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state that proficiency in academic assessment tasks is largely under the control of the 

individual student rather than being largely under the control of environmental factors. 

To the extent that marks, grades, GPA and other aspects of formal assessment are 

determined by student efforts rather than assessor biases, organisational obstacles or 

other external influences, they largely satisfy J. P. Campbell et al.’s criteria for 

performance measures, a point with which Campbell et al. (1993) specifically agree.  

Such is the dominance of grades and GPA as measures of academic 

performance that their value is usually taken for granted. Instead, the educational 

research cited above has paid attention to the development and understanding of 

factors which predict performance, rather than the nature of educational performance 

per se. This situation is comparable to that which prevailed with respect to work 

performance within organisational behaviour research until comparatively recently 

(Austin & Villanova, 1992; J. P. Campbell et al., 1993). As discussed in the previous 

chapter, work performance was not subjected to close analysis prior to the 

development of constructs such as Organisational Citizenship Behaviour (C. A. Smith 

et al., 1983) and research conducted as part of the US Army Selection and 

Classification Project (J. P. Campbell et al., 1990). Despite the sophistication, and 

ongoing development, of much academic performance measurement (Lewy, 1996; 

Madaus & O'Dwyer, 1999), there seems to have been no equivalent reconsideration of 

the nature of academic performance. This appears to be true, despite the fact that 

university administrations, when promoting the performance of students on websites 

and in advertising, appear to strive for much more nuanced models (Oswald et al., 

2004). Yet the dominance of grades and GPA, as measures of academic performance 

in both research and practice, appears to be largely unchallenged. 

This emphasis on a single, aggregated measure of academic performance does 

not fit well with recent developments in the understanding of performance in the field of 

organisational behaviour. In particular, one of the underpinning, but rarely stated, ideas 

which support the use of grades and GPA is that it is legitimate to combine marks and 
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grades from various courses into a single composite measure, as if all of the 

components were in effect measuring the same fundamental dimension of performance 

(Oswald et al., 2004). For example, within many, if not all, university courses, ratings 

on multiple assessments, such as essays, presentations, tests and examinations are 

combined to provide an overall grade. GPA itself is an aggregate of grades within 

individual courses, which are in turn aggregates of marks on individual assessments. 

This practice of combining ratings and grades only makes sense if the individual ratings 

or grades are basically measuring the same thing, but it is difficult to find published 

research which has directly examined whether this is accurate. This is despite the fact 

that the various assessment tasks which contribute to grades and GPA can be 

substantially different in style (e.g., group assignments, presentations, essays, 

multiple–choice tests), may have little practical relationship between them, and have 

significantly different correlations with other variables (Farsides & Woodfield, 2003).  

The assumption that different measures of performance can legitimately be 

combined was also widespread within organisational behaviour until relatively recently, 

with a common view being that a unidimensional performance criterion variable, a p 

factor roughly analogous to the general g factor of cognitive ability, provided a useful 

and accurate reflection of overall work performance (Austin & Villanova, 1992; J. P. 

Campbell et al., 1993). Yet, as discussed in Chapter Three, conceptions of workplace 

performance have become more complex than this unidimensional supposition. 

Oswald et al. (2004) responded to this disparity between workplace and academic 

understandings of the nature of performance by content analysing statements about 

academic performance found in university advertising and on websites. However, they 

found no support for the independence of the resulting twelve dimensions of college 

performance in ratings provided by either students’ peers or by the students 

themselves. Instead, exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses provided support for 

a single–factor model of these dimensions. Consequently, Oswald et al. combined their 

dimensions into a single composite performance scale, for which they cited an alpha of 
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.80. However, the individual dimensions are, on face value, quite diverse (e.g., 

Leadership, Health and Artistic Appreciation), which is reflected by their average inter-

correlation of only .27. This is not significantly greater in magnitude to the average 

correlation of these dimensions with either Social Desirability (.25) or Impression 

Management (-.22). Thus it is difficult to know just what Oswald et al.’s composite scale 

represents although, because of its associations with Social Desirability and 

Impression Management, it may be associated with self-presentation.  

Another concern relating to the set of performance dimensions proposed by 

Oswald et al. (2004) is associated with the original data used for developing their 

dimensions. Although Oswald et al.’s study was inspired by the work of J. P. Campbell 

and his colleagues (J. P. Campbell, 1990, 1999; J. P. Campbell et al., 1993; J. P. 

Campbell et al., 1990), Oswald et al. did not have access to a data-set of observations 

of performance similar in size and comprehensiveness to the very large collection of 

data utilised by these earlier researchers. Nor were Oswald et al.’s dimensions based 

on observations of actual performance, but rather on espoused beliefs about academic 

performance, presented on official websites. This may have limited, or in other ways 

biased, the range of performance measures developed, because stated beliefs about 

performance are likely to be influenced by factors unrelated to actual performance. For 

example, on the websites surveyed by Oswald et al., universities are likely to have 

emphasised aspects of performance which are fashionable and/or desired by students 

and potential employers, for largely market driven reasons. Despite the fact that 

Oswald et al.’s composite scale, and several of their individual dimensions, had 

significant correlations with GPA and absenteeism, it is clear that more work is required 

before these measures can be accepted as reliable and valid indicators of academic 

performance.  

But there are alternative strategies to that adopted by Oswald et al. which can 

be used to expand the performance criterion domain within academic settings. One of 

these strategies is to build on the previously described similarities between workplace 
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and academic performance by applying workplace models of performance within 

academic environments. As was reviewed in Chapter Three, a range of generally 

applicable dimensions of performance have been developed within workplace settings, 

which have been shown to be both distinct from each other and to have practical and 

theoretical value — namely, Task, Citizenship, Adaptive and Counter-Productive types 

of performance. Despite the association between academic and workplace 

performance, to date there appear to have been no studies applying these 

performance dimensions to academic settings.  

Of the generally applicable workplace performance dimensions identified in 

workplace studies of performance, Task Performance appears to be the one most 

closely related to the traditional academic measures of grades and GPA (Oswald et al., 

2004). Task Performance, as defined by Borman and Motowidlo (1993), includes the 

transformation of raw materials into goods and services which are valued by the 

organisation and exchanged for items valued by employees. Within educational 

settings, academic resources such as information, knowledge and advice are 

transformed by students, using their skills and abilities, into answers to examination 

and assignment questions, which are specifically valued within individual courses, and 

which are ‘exchanged’ for certificates and degrees. These responses to assessment 

tasks are scalable behaviours which are valued within academic settings, and thus 

grades and GPA within a particular course or degree program reflect performance 

related behaviours. Therefore grades and GPA largely reflect behaviours linked to the 

‘technical core’ (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993) of the university enterprise, and 

consequently are predominantly measures of academic Task Performance.  

The other generally applicable dimensions of workplace performance, 

Citizenship, Adaptive and Counter-Productive Performance, do not seem to have any 

similar equivalent in academic performance measurement. This is not surprising, 

considering that these dimensions of performance have only relatively recently been 

applied within workplace settings. Given the growing recognition of the importance of 
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these other dimensions of performance within organisational behaviour, and the links 

between academic performance and career success (Rynes et al., 1997), it would be 

both practically and theoretically interesting to look at their role within an academic 

setting. Exploring the role of alternative dimensions of performance within academic 

settings may also go some way towards addressing the concerns raised by Farsides 

and Woodfield (2003), who stated that inadequate attention has been given to what 

constitutes successful performance in academic studies. 

As described in Chapter Three, Citizenship Performance has both the longest 

and broadest amount of research supporting its significance, when compared with 

Adaptive and Counter-Productive Performance. Yet, to date, research on Citizenship 

Performance has largely been restricted to workplace settings. Although Borman, 

Penner et al. (2001b), in their substantial review of research on Citizenship 

Performance, list several studies in which college students were the participants, none 

of these studies considered the relationship between Citizenship and Task 

Performance within the academic setting. Instead, it appears that these studies used 

college students as a convenience sample for examining correlates (LePine & Van 

Dyne, 2001) and predictors (Allen 1998 & Tillman 1998: cited in Borman, Penner et al., 

2001b) of Citizenship, or methods of assessing Citizenship Performance (Facteau, 

Allen, Facteau, Border and Tears, 2000: cited in Borman, Penner et al., 2001b). None 

of these studies appear to have taken the opportunity to test whether Citizenship 

Performance is associated with other forms of performance within the academic 

environment.  

Yet, if the relationship between Conscientiousness and academic performance 

is similar to that between Conscientiousness and workplace performance, and if 

academic performance is similar to workplace performance, then it is possible 

Citizenship Performance plays a similar role in academic performance to that which it 

plays in workplace performance. Specifically, these points indicate it is possible that 

Citizenship mediates the relationship between personality and academic performance, 
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much as it is believed to mediate the relationship between personality and workplace 

performance. Some evidence for the relevance of Citizenship Performance to 

academic settings is provided by some isolated examples of academic measures, 

which may reflect pro-social, Citizenship-like behaviours. For example, measures such 

as group work and conflict resolution (Jones & White, 1985), and socially facilitated 

activities (Graydon & Murphy, 1995), seem to be more closely related to Citizenship 

Performance than to Task Performance. Nonetheless, it appears that the relationship 

between Task and Citizenship Performance, and personality, has not been explicitly 

examined within academic settings.  

Hypotheses 

Explicitly examining the role of Citizenship Performance alongside Task 

Performance within an academic setting serves several purposes. It allows a test of the 

extent to which Citizenship, as a dimension of performance developed within 

organisational settings, can be generalised to a novel environment. Citizenship 

appears to be a valuable component of workplace performance, but it has yet to be 

established whether it is also valuable in other settings where performance is 

important. Therefore, examining the role of Citizenship Performance within an 

academic setting should provide useful information on the range of settings within 

which pro-social behaviours contribute to valued outcomes, and on the reach and limits 

of this dimension of performance. Looking at Citizenship Performance within an 

academic setting would also expand the understanding of academic performance itself, 

by evaluating the applicability of a qualitatively different model of performance to those 

which have traditionally been used in education. In doing so, it may also potentially 

provide an opportunity to take steps towards integrating academic and organisational 

understandings of performance. Given that academic and workplace performance 

appear to be similar, it is expected that Citizenship Performance will play a similar role 
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in academic performance to that which it plays in workplace performance, by 

contributing to Task Performance. Consequently, it is hypothesised that:  

Hypothesis One: Citizenship Performance is positively correlated with Task 

Performance within academic settings. 

Considering the role of Citizenship Performance within an academic setting 

may also help to explain the relationship between personality and academic 

performance. On the basis of the results presented in Table 4.1, it appears that 

Conscientiousness is reliably correlated with performance in academic settings, just as 

it is within workplace settings. However, within workplace settings, personality has a 

substantially stronger relationship with Citizenship Performance than with Task 

Performance (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993; Borman, Penner et al., 2001b; McHenry et 

al., 1990; Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996), and the relationship between personality 

and Overall Performance is mediated by Citizenship Performance (Hattrup, O'Connell, 

& Wingate, 1998; Motowidlo et al., 1997). As discussed previously, typical measures of 

academic performance, such as those reported in Table 4.1, reflect Task Performance. 

If Citizenship Performance has a similar role in academic settings to the role it takes in 

workplace settings, then it should mediate the relationship between personality and 

academic Task Performance. A recent study by Lounsbury et al. (2003) found that a 

variable, which they labelled ‘Work Drive’ mediated the relationship between 

personality and GPA. Work Drive is a motivational rather than a performance variable, 

but it appears to be related to Citizenship, in that it “represents an enduring motivation 

to expend time and effort to finish projects, meet deadlines, be productive, and achieve 

success” (pp. 1232–1233). Taken together, these points lead to the prediction that: 

Hypothesis Two: Citizenship Performance mediates the relationship between 

Conscientiousness and academic Task Performance. 

Previous research has found that Citizenship Performance is correlated with 

workplace attendance (Hattrup et al., 1998; Martinko et al., 2002). Attendance has also 

been linked to academic performance (Furnham & Chamorro-Premuzic, 2004; Oswald 
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et al., 2004; Wentzel, 1993; J. S. Wilder, 1992), so if there is a relationship between 

Citizenship and academic Task Performance, it is conceivable that this is due simply to 

students having greater exposure to the learning environment. This would be a 

relatively uninteresting result, but it should be considered a possible explanation for 

any potential relationship between Citizenship and academic Task Performance. In any 

case, Citizenship, as it has been defined, should encompass more than just showing 

up. Both Individual Initiative and Helping Behaviour, two of the major components of 

Citizenship Performance, include a range of behaviours other than attendance which 

may well contribute to learning and, consequently, academic Task Performance. These 

Citizenship behaviours include being cooperative and making an effort. 

Conscientiousness has also been associated with attendance (Fallon, Avis, Kudisch, 

Gornet, & Frost, 2000; Furnham et al., 2003; Judge, Martocchio, & Thoresen, 1997), so 

it is also possible that attendance mediates the relationship between 

Conscientiousness and academic Task Performance. It is difficult to rule this possibility 

out on the basis of prior research, but the fact that Conscientiousness is a relatively 

broad construct (Tett et al., 2003) may mean that it covers a broader range of 

behaviours than the narrow measure of attendance. On the basis of this discussion of 

attendance and its relationships with performance and Conscientiousness, two 

additional hypotheses for this study are proposed, namely: 

Hypothesis Three: Attendance will not entirely mediate the relationship between 

Citizenship Performance and academic Task Performance. 

Hypothesis Four: Attendance will not mediate the relationship between 

Conscientiousness and academic Task Performance. 

In summary, although models of work performance measurement have 

changed substantially in the last two decades, models of educational performance 

measurement have not reflected these changes. Therefore this study will explore the 

extent to which one of these models of work performance, Borman and Motowidlo’s 

(1993) two dimensional model which incorporates Task and Citizenship Performance, 
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can be applied within an academic setting. It is predicted that academic Citizenship 

Performance will have a significant correlation with academic Task Performance, and 

that it will mediate the relationship between Conscientiousness and academic Task 

Performance. It is further predicted that attendance will not mediate the relationship 

between Conscientiousness and academic Task Performance, or that between 

Citizenship and academic Task Performance.  

 

Method 

Participants 

Participants were students in a first–year introductory management course at a 

multi-campus Australian university. Inclusion in the study was voluntary, although 

completion of (and feedback and discussion of) the assessments described in the 

measures section formed a part of the learning process for the course. Of the 282 

students who completed the course, 239 agreed to have their results included within 

the study, but complete sets of data covering Technical and Citizenship Performance 

Measures, and personality scores, were obtained for only 175 participants. Thus there 

was an overall participation rate of 62%. Participants ranged in age from 17 to 53 with 

an average age of 20.8 years.  Of these students, 47% were male, and 22.5% were 

international students, for whom English was a second language.  

Measures 

Personality  

Of the available assessments of the FFM, Goldberg’s (1992b) scales are the 

most clearly focused on the task of measuring the Big Five Factors (Widiger & Trull, 

1997). Saucier (1994a) reconfigured these scales as the Mini-Markers, making for a 

much shorter instrument (40 items compared with 100 for Goldberg’s scales), with 
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comparable reliability, fewer difficult items and lower inter-scale correlations. Saucier’s 

validation of the Mini-Markers was independently confirmed by Dwight, Cummings & 

Glenar (1998), who also provided some evidence of criterion related validity. The fact 

that this instrument is easier and quicker to administer, with minimal loss of reliability 

and validity, makes it a better choice in situations where assessment completion can 

be affected by time commitments, such as in teaching situations (Gosling, Rentfrow, & 

Swann Jr, 2003). 

Citizenship Performance 

As was discussed in the introduction to this study, no research has previously 

examined the role of Citizenship Performance within an academic setting. As a 

consequence, no specifically educational version of an assessment of Citizenship 

Performance has been published, which necessitated the use of an assessment 

developed for workplace settings. A hand scored version of the Computerized Adaptive 

Rating Scales (CARS) was used as the measure of Citizenship Performance in this 

study. CARS was developed by Coleman and Borman (2000). These authors 

conducted a review and analysis of the Citizenship Performance construct using the 

framework established by Motowidlo, Borman and Schmit (1997). On this basis, 

Coleman and Borman (2000) developed a conceptual model for Citizenship, made up 

of three components: Personal Support; Organisational Support; and Conscientious 

Initiative. The resulting components correspond approximately to Podsakoff et al.’s 

(2000) themes of Helping Behaviour, Organisational Compliance and Individual 

Initiative, although Organisational Support also reflects aspects of Organisational 

Loyalty and Sportsmanship. The use of a computerised assessment of Citizenship 

Performance was impractical in this study, so the briefer, hand scorable version was 

sought from the authors and used in this study (Borman, 1999). This version of the 

CARS has four items for each of the three scales, and is made up of a sub-set of the 

items from the computerised version of the measure (Borman, Buck et al., 2001). Each 

item presents a short statement, and raters are asked to decide how accurately they 
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believe the item describes the individual being rated. Ratings are made on a five point 

verbally anchored scale, ranging from ‘not at all accurately’ to ‘very accurately’. A copy 

of the hand scored CARS is presented in Appendix One.  

Attendance  

Part of the teaching component of the course was a series of six two hour 

tutorial workshops. Students were accorded a participation mark for attendance, but 

this accounted for only five percent of their total marks for the course.  

  

Task Performance 

The measure of academic Task Performance used within this study comprised 

the aggregate marks for the course, minus a participation mark. The participation mark 

was not included in the Final Grade measure used in this study, because it was largely 

identical to one of the study variables, namely Attendance. Assessors within the course 

used standardised criteria for marking specific pieces of assessment, and the 

participants were provided with these criteria in advance, as part of the learning 

process. These criteria included choice and use of literature from relevant content 

areas, logical argument and presentation. An overall rating or mark was given to each 

assessment item on the basis of these criteria. 

Procedure 

At the start of semester, students were informed about the research project and 

asked for their permission to be included within the study. Students were told that the 

research was about the relationship between personality and performance because 

their permission was needed in order to retain their personality assessments and to 

use their course marks, but no further details were provided. Students assessed 

themselves on the Mini-Markers during lectures or tutorials in the second or third week 

of the semester. Scores on the CARS were obtained after the completion of the group 

study project, which had lasted three weeks. This study project required groups to 
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identify journal articles to be used in a subsequent piece of assessment, and to prepare 

an annotated bibliography on this set of articles. Groups ranged in size from two to four 

members, with most groups having three members. Members of each group were 

asked to rate each other’s Citizenship Performance, but only with reference to how the 

other group members had performed within the group. This was conducted as part of a 

group review and personal feedback exercise within the course, and the scoring forms 

were collected for use in this research study. It is significant to note that, as this 

research was conducted with students undertaking a first year course and the group 

study project took place in the first half of the course, participants mostly had minimal 

experience of each other outside of the course. Attendance was recorded by tutors at 

each tutorial and ratings of academic Task Performance were conducted as 

assessment items were completed.  

No academic staff, including the research team, had access to the Mini-Marker 

or CARS ratings until after all marks for the course had been finalised. This was done 

in order to minimise the possibility of contaminating assessment of academic Task 

Performance with knowledge of these ratings, both for methodological reasons and to 

reassure participants. 

Results 

Reliabilities 

Mini-Markers 

A comparison of the internal reliabilities (Cronbach alphas) of the various scales 

of the Mini-Markers is shown in Table 4.2. This shows that the reliabilities of these 

scales in this study, although generally lower, are comparable with reliabilities reported 

elsewhere. The slight reduction in reliability may be due to sample size restrictions: the 

present study had a sample size of roughly half of those used by Saucier (1994a) and 

Dwight et al. (1998). Despite this, the internal reliabilities for these scales are generally 
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higher than the average internal reliabilities reported by Viswesvaran and Ones 

(2000a) in their meta-analysis of Five-Factor measures. 

Table 4.2  
Comparative Internal Reliabilities (Cronbach alphas) for FFM Mini-Markers in Study 
One. 

Dimension Saucier (1994) Dwight et al. 
(1997) 

Viswesvaran & 
Ones (2000) 

Current study 

Extraversion .83 .90 .78 .80 

Agreeableness .81 .90 .75 .81 

Conscientiousness .83 .75 .78 .81 

Emotional Stability .78 .79 .78 .75 

Openness to Experience .78 .86 .73 .81 

Average .81 .84 .76 .80 

 

Citizenship Performance 

Table 4.3 shows that the individual scales within the CARS were relatively low 

on internal reliability. Also of concern was the fact that the three scales were highly 

inter-related, with their inter-correlations ranging from .62 to .78. This is significantly 

higher than the inter-correlations reported by Borman, Buck et al. (2001), in whose 

study inter-correlations ranged from .49 to .60. Factor analysis revealed that the CARS 

did not have the simple, three factor structure proposed by its authors (Borman, Buck 

et al., 2001; Coleman & Borman, 2000), which is consistent with the findings of Sun 

(2001; cited in Miles, Borman, Spector & Fox 2002).  

Table 4.3  
Internal reliabilities and inter-correlations of CARS scales. 

 Alpha 1 2 

1. Personal Support .56   

2. Organisational Support .54 .56  

3. Conscientious Initiative .77 .75 .61 
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Instead, a principal components analysis of the items in these scales revealed 

three components with eigen values greater than one, of which only the first had an 

eigen value substantially greater than one (4.43). Although it is common to examine all 

components with eigen values greater than one (Lubinski, 2000), Cortina (2002) 

suggests that this leads to spurious results. Cortina instead recommends that a scree 

test be used — in other words, that the eigen values for the various components be 

graphed and the resulting curve examined to identify where the curve appears to have 

a sharp change. In this case, apart from the first component, all components had eigen 

values which were less than 40% larger than the next largest component. In contrast, 

the first component had an eigen value which was more than 209% larger than the 

eigen value of the next extracted component, which indicates that only one factor 

should be extracted. 

However, the first component had a complex structure, with every item of the 

CARS having a significant loading on this component, and ten of these items also had 

significant cross loadings on the second and third components. Four of these items had 

loadings on the second and third component which were greater than the 

corresponding loadings on the first component. As a solution to this problem, the two 

component structure was rotated using Varimax procedures, in order to identify a 

simple, interpretable structure. Six items had substantially higher loadings on the first of 

the rotated factors (absolute values more than .4 higher), and relatively modest 

loadings on the second factor (.25 or less). The remaining items either had low 

loadings on the first factor, or similar loadings on both factors. Consequently, a new 

scale was constructed using only the items which had substantially higher loadings on 

the first factor than on the second factor. This new scale was made primarily from items 

on the original Personal Support and Conscientious Initiative sub-scales, and was 

consequently labelled Active Support. This produced a scale with improved internal 

reliability (Cronbach’s alpha = .82).  
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The fact that only one of the principal components appeared to be valid on the 

basis of the scree test indicates that, because Active Support reflects the first rotated 

factor, that it should be the only scale used from the CARS. This is consistent with 

warnings from several authors that adding factors and scales can result in the use of 

variables which amount to nothing more than nuisance variance (Cook & Campbell, 

1979; Humphreys, 1962; Loevinger, 1954; Lykken, 1991; Meehl, 1990a). On the basis 

of these warnings, Lubinski (2000) recommends that additional factor scales only be 

included if they add incrementally to the prediction of criterion variables. As a simple 

check on the second rotated factor, a scale was constructed on the basis of the rotated 

factor structure, using similar procedures to those used to construct Active Support. No 

correlations between this second scale and either Attendance or Final Grades, or any 

of the Mini-Markers scales, were found to be significant. This means that there was no 

supporting evidence for including the second scale in any subsequent analyses. 

Correlations 

When reporting large numbers of correlations, apparently ‘significant’ results will 

arise by chance and this possibility should be controlled for (Keselman, Cribbie, & 

Holland, 1999). Consequently, the Benjamini and Hochberg (1995) false discovery rate 

pairwise procedure was applied to adjust the statistical significance level used in this 

study. Because measurement in organisational research is subject to varying degrees 

of unreliability, a number of methodologists have recommended that corrected 

correlations should be routinely reported (Hoyt, 2000; Schmidt & Hunter, 1996). 

Standard equations for calculating corrected correlations are routinely used in meta-

analyses (Hunter & Schmidt, 1990, 1994; Lipsey & Wilson, 2001b), and have been 

applied to the significant correlations in Table 4.4∗. However, no estimate of the 

                                                 
∗ A complete set of descriptive statistics and correlations for study variables in Study One can 
be found in Appendix Four. 
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unreliability of Attendance or Final Grade was available, and so no correction was used 

for the correlation between these variables. 

The pattern of correlations between the study variables, as presented in Table 

4.4, is largely, but not entirely, as expected. Conscientiousness was correlated with 

Active Support and Final Grade, but contrary to previous research, was not related to 

Attendance. The correlation between Conscientiousness and Final Grade, while not 

substantial, is not significantly different from the sample weighted mean correlation 

reported in Table 4.1 (.217). Active Support was significantly correlated with Final 

Grade, which is consistent with Hypothesis One. Attendance was also significantly 

correlated with Final Grade, but, contrary to expectations, was not significantly 

correlated with Active Support.  

Table 4.4  
Correlations between Personality Variables and Measures of Citizenship and Task 
Performance in Study One. 

 Mean SD Active Support Attendance Final Grade

Extraversion 5.8 13.6 .12 -.06 .12

Agreeableness 15.0 9.0 -.02 -.02 .02

Conscientiousness 11.5 9.9 *.21 (.26) -.01 *.19 (.21)

Emotional Stability -19.1 10.5 .08 -.09 .02

Openness to Experience 30.8 9.3 -.11 -.15 -.08

Active Support 23.0 4.2 .05 **.22 (.24)

Attendance 4.6 1.4  ***.37

Final Grade 61.0 12.1  

Correlations corrected for scale unreliability are reported in brackets. 
N = 175.  * p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.  

 

The remaining correlations, of Mini-Marker scales with Active Support, 

Attendance and Final Grade, were not significant. This is despite the fact that all of the 

weighted mean average correlations between FFM dimensions and academic 

performance, reported in Table 4.1, were significant. However, it should be 

remembered that it was proposed in the discussion of Table 4.1 that, apart from the 

 120



correlation between Conscientiousness and GPA, these correlations should be treated 

with caution, because they may be a result of publication bias. Even if they do 

represent substantive relationships, the statistical power of the present study would 

preclude finding similarly small correlations to be significant.  

Multiple Regressions 

Hypotheses Two, Three and Four provided predictions about the presence or 

absence of mediated relationships between study variables. Hypothesis Two predicted 

that the relationship between Conscientiousness and academic Task Performance 

would be mediated by Citizenship Performance. According to Baron and Kenny (1986) 

mediation of the relationship between two variables by a third variable requires three 

conditions to be met. The first of these conditions is that there is a significant 

relationship between the independent variable and the dependent variable. Secondly, 

the independent variable must have a significant relationship with the mediator 

variable, while the third condition is that the mediator variable has a significant 

relationship with the outcome variable when controlling for the independent variable. 

With respect to Hypothesis Two, Conscientiousness is the independent 

variable, Final Grade is the outcome variable and Active Support is the mediating 

variable. Table 4.4 shows that Conscientiousness has a significant correlation with both 

Final Grade and Active Support thus satisfying the first two of Baron and Kenny’s 

(1986) conditions for mediation. In order to test Baron and Kenny’s (1986) third 

condition, it was necessary to conduct a multiple regression of Overall Grade upon 

Conscientiousness and Active Support, the results of which are reported in Table 4.5. It 

can be seen from Table 4.5 that the relationship between Active Support and Final 

Grade is significant even though Conscientiousness is included in the analysis, thus 

satisfying the third of Baron and Kenny’s (1986) conditions for mediation to exist. 

Further, the relationship between Conscientiousness and Final Grade is not significant 

in Table 4.5. According to Baron and Kenny (1986), this indicates that the relationship 
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between Conscientiousness and Final Grade is entirely mediated by Active Support. 

Therefore, this result is consistent with Hypothesis Two.  

Table 4.5  
Regression of Active Support and Conscientiousness upon Final Grade. 
 Dependent Variable: Final Grade 

 Beta Multiple R R2 

Active Support *.188

Conscientiousness .147 .262 **.068

* p < .05. ** p < .01. N = 175 
 

Hypothesis Three predicted that Attendance would not mediate the relationship 

between Citizenship and academic Task Performance, while Hypothesis Four 

predicted that Attendance would not mediate the relationship between personality and 

academic Task Performance. The second of Baron and Kenny’s (1986) conditions for 

mediation is that the independent variable must be correlated with the mediating 

variable.  Therefore, for Attendance to act as a mediator of these relationships it must 

be correlated with the respective independent variables (i.e., Active Support and 

Conscientiousness). However, Table 4.4 shows that Attendance was not correlated 

with these variables, so it does not mediate the relationships between either of these 

variables with Final Grade. Therefore the results of this study are consistent with 

Hypotheses Three and Four.  

Discussion 

The results of this study were consistent with each of the research hypotheses 

and suggest that the Borman and Motowidlo model (1993; Motowidlo et al., 1997) 

which was summarised in Figure 3.1, can reasonably be applied to academic 

performance within a university. Previous research indicates that Conscientiousness is 

the predominant FFM correlate of academic performance, and this was confirmed in 

this study. Although based on a measure designed for workplace purposes, the scale 
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used for measuring academic Citizenship Performance, Active Support, has been 

shown to be a valid correlate of academic Task Performance. Consistent with 

expectations, this measure of academic Citizenship Performance mediated the 

relationship between Conscientiousness and academic Task Performance. It was also 

shown that the significant statistical predictions of academic Task Performance by 

Conscientiousness and academic Citizenship Performance were not simply due to 

increased attendance at class. In other words, students who score more highly on 

Conscientiousness and academic Citizenship Performance appear to be doing 

something more than just showing up.  

Some previous studies, undertaken within workplace settings, have shown 

higher relationships between Citizenship and Task Performance. In particular, when 

compared with the results reported by Van Scotter and Motowidlo (1996) the 

correlation between Citizenship Performance and Task Performance, reported in this 

study, is significantly lower than the correlation these authors found between Job 

Dedication and Task Performance (.23 versus .48: p < .01), although not significantly 

different from the correlation between Interpersonal Facilitation and Task Performance 

(.23 versus .35: p = .11). J. W. Johnson (2001) reports even higher correlations 

between Citizenship and Task Performance measures, but his study used the same 

rater for both types of measures. Just as in this study, Van Scotter and Motowidlo used 

separate raters for Citizenship and Task Performance measures although, unlike the 

present study, each of their raters had some degree of supervisory authority and 

oversight of the ratees. This difference in design may have been enough to produce 

the different correlations, because there do appear to be significant differences in 

ratings provided by peers versus supervisors or, in the case of the present study, 

tutors. Conway’s (1999) meta-analysis of ratings of Task and Citizenship Performance 

shows that correlations between peer-rated Citizenship Performance and supervisor-

rated Task Performance are not significantly different from the Citizenship-Task 

Performance correlation reported in this study (Job Dedication–Task Performance: .26; 
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Interpersonal Facilitation–Task Performance: .19). Therefore, the relationship between 

Citizenship and Task Performance reported in the present study appears to be 

comparable with similar research conducted in the workplace. 

In a similar manner, the relationships between Conscientiousness and both 

Citizenship and Task Performance reported in this study, are of similar magnitude to 

those reported in research conducted within the workplace. For example, the most 

recent meta-analysis of the Conscientiousness–Citizenship Performance relationship 

provided an uncorrected estimate of .19 for this correlation (Borman, Penner et al., 

2001b), which is close to the correlation of .18 reported in this study. In what appears 

to be the only meta-analysis which directly compared FFM dimensions with Task rather 

than Overall Performance, Hurtz and Donovan presented an uncorrected estimate of 

.12 for the Conscientiousness–Task Performance correlation. Once again, this is not 

significantly different from the correlation of .19 reported in this study. Overall, the 

results of this study are consistent with previous research on the relationships between 

Citizenship and Task Performance, and Conscientiousness, which indicates that the 

Borman and Motowidlo model is a valid representation of personality–performance 

relationships in academic settings. On the basis of the results of this study, the 

research questions posed at the end of Chapter Three can be answered affirmatively. 

That is to say that Citizenship Performance, as measured by the Active Support scale, 

appears to be a significant component of performance in an academic setting, and that 

Citizenship Performance does mediate the relationship between Conscientiousness 

and Task Performance. 

Yet not everything in this study was consistent with expectations based on 

previous research. Despite the evidence cited in the Introduction, showing that 

Citizenship Performance was correlated with attendance within the workplace, and that 

Conscientiousness has been correlated with academic attendance, neither of these 

relationships was statistically significant within this study. It is not clear why, in this 

study, Conscientiousness and Citizenship should be unrelated to attendance, but it 
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cannot be because attendance is irrelevant to this setting. This is because, consistent 

with previous research, attendance was significantly correlated with academic Task 

Performance. There may, in fact, be some halo linking attendance and Final Grade, 

considering that the tutors both kept the attendance records and marked the 

assessments. Attendance at tutorials may increase tutors’ liking of students, and liking 

of ratees has been shown to have significant impacts upon ratings of performance 

(Lefkowitz & Battista, 1995). Yet the fact that inter-rater reliability, on the marks which 

contributed to Final Grade, was so high (0.85) suggests that halo between attendance 

and Final Grade was not substantial in this study. In any case, it appears that, within 

this study, Conscientiousness and Citizenship Performance reflected a set of 

predispositions and behaviours that were quite distinct from attendance.  

This conclusion raises the question of what aspects of Citizenship Performance 

might contribute to Task Performance in an academic setting. Within workplace 

settings Citizenship Performance creates an environment which facilitates Task 

Performance through cooperation, support and rule following. In doing so, the impact of 

Citizenship Performance upon organisational outcomes can be substantial (George & 

Bettenhausen, 1990; Koys, 2001a). There may be a similar facilitative consequence of 

Citizenship Behaviours within academic settings. Higher scores on Active Support may 

indicate that students interact more with their colleagues, which may also increase the 

likelihood of gaining useful guidance and feedback, and there is some support for the 

idea that level of student interaction affects student marks (Verduin & Clark, 1991). An 

alternative explanation is that Active Support reflects a generally responsible and 

reliable approach to work and interactions with others, which may result in more 

attention to other activities which contribute to academic performance, such as regular 

study. Conscientiousness as a personality dimension also reflects responsibility and 

reliability in one’s general approach to life and work (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Barrick et 

al., 2001), which may account for the correlation between these two measures, and 

would help to explain why they share a correlation with Final Grade.  
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Despite the fact that the results of Study One are apparently consistent with the 

Borman and Motowidlo model, it should be acknowledged that the measure of 

Citizenship Performance used within this study has created some noteworthy 

limitations, which are linked to the choice of measure of Citizenship Performance. The 

Active Support scale, which was used in Study One, was based on items from the 

CARS, a set of scales originally designed for use within workplace and not academic 

settings. Although it was argued in the introduction to this chapter that academic study 

may well be the educational equivalent of work, there nonetheless may have been 

features of the CARS which made it less applicable within academic settings. For 

example, several of the items of the CARS, including some which loaded on the Active 

Support scale, refer to activities which may be difficult to interpret within an academic 

context. These include references to ‘training and development activities’ and ‘job 

assignments’ (items 2 and 12 from the CARS). This may, in turn, have led to some of 

the problems with the scale structure of the CARS, although it would appear from 

previous research that the CARS scales are problematic within workplace settings as 

well (Sun, 2001; cited in Miles, et al, 2002). The re-analysis of the CARS scales and 

the formation of the Active Support scale may also have subtly changed the meaning of 

the resulting measure. Consequently, some caution should be exercised when 

considering the results of this study, at least until further confirmation of its validity is 

obtained. Future explorations of the role of Citizenship Performance within academic 

settings would benefit from the use of scales which have been specifically designed for 

academic use. 

In practical terms, the findings of the current study have implications for 

teaching and assessment practices within academic settings. It is reasonable to 

conclude from this study that Citizenship Performance should be considered to be an 

important component of performance within academic settings, just as it has been 

shown to be within organisational settings. The fact that Citizenship Performance is 

rarely, if ever, formally addressed or assessed within academic settings may need to 
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be examined, both because of the findings of this study and because of the 

significance of Citizenship Performance within post-study employment. Directly 

attending to Citizenship during the course of study is likely to enhance learning 

outcomes, and to increase the relevance of study programs to post-study employment, 

potentially contributing to increased employability and career success. 

One possible response to this would be to include Citizenship Performance 

within formal assessment measures in academic courses. This study shows that it is 

possible to measure Citizenship Performance in university courses. However, direct 

assessment of Citizenship Performance, and including these assessments within 

course grades, may prove to be counter-productive. Previous research has shown that 

extrinsic rewards do encourage Citizenship Performance, but only in a contingent 

manner — that is to say performance is altered only when the extrinsic rewards are 

present (Schnake & Dumler, 1997). This may effectively train students in one of the 

ways of the working world but could also lead to an instrumentalist ethic among 

students and ultimately reduce the overall level of Citizenship, with consequently 

negative results on academic Task Performance as well. Further research would be 

useful in exploring whether or not explicit rewards for Citizenship Performance within 

academic settings is helpful or not before including measurement of Citizenship 

Performance within formal course assessments. 

Alternatively, there have already been recommendations by some authors that 

personality measures associated with self control, such as Conscientiousness, should 

be used as selection tools for admission to tertiary education institutions (Chamorro-

Premuzic & Furnham, 2003a; Furnham et al., 2003; Wolfe & Johnson, 1995). This does 

raise issues regarding the potential for cheating on personality tests, just as has been 

found with more traditional school assessments. Despite the evidence that deliberate 

faking of personality scores used for personnel selection is not as substantial a 

problem as often suspected (Viswesvaran & Ones, 1999), most users of personality 

assessments for selection purposes still have strong concerns about fakability (Rees & 
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Metcalfe, 2003). It is also difficult to believe that any standardised assessment does not 

run the risk of being widely leaked to potential tertiary education applicants. This is of 

special concern, considering recent scandals involving theft and dissemination of 

standardised high school course assessments, both in Australia and the United 

Kingdom. One possible way of avoiding these difficulties is to have personality 

assessed by persons other than the tertiary education applicant, such as teachers 

(Wolfe & Johnson, 1995), which would also be consistent with the results of this study. 

Assessment of individual differences in personality is not the only option for 

enhancing Citizenship Performance, and there are alternative approaches to 

encouraging Citizenship Performance which appear to have fewer negative side 

effects. A range of researchers have found that, within organisations, providing support 

for staff increases the level of Citizenship Performance (Moorman, Blakely, & Niehoff, 

1998; Netemeyer, Boles, McKee, & McMurrian, 1997; Organ & Lingl, 1995). It may well 

be that similar relationships hold within universities, and that students who feel more 

supported will in turn behave in a more supportive and responsible manner. An 

alternative approach would be to include some form of training and/or sensitisation to 

Citizenship Performance within academic programs. These options may well be worth 

experimenting with, and may provide a worthwhile issue for further research. 

In conclusion, this study has shown that, within academic settings as within 

workplace settings, performance is more than a one–dimensional construct. An 

enhanced appreciation of the range of types of performance students display is justified 

by the results of this research, and both theoretical and practical understandings of 

academic performance should be expanded. Educational researchers and university 

teachers should pay more attention to the multi-factorial nature of academic 

performance. From a wider perspective, this study demonstrates that Citizenship 

Performance has application outside the fields of employment relations and 

organisational behaviour. The results presented here also have implications for 

understanding the relationship between personality and performance, and raise 
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significant questions about the nature of personality as it is commonly assessed, a 

point which will be explored further in the next chapter.  
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CHAPTER FIVE — STUDY TWO: OTHER-RATED CONSCIENTIOUSNESS AND 

CITIZENSHIP PERFORMANCE IN AN ACADEMIC SETTING 
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Introduction 

Study One provided results consistent with the idea that Citizenship 

Performance is not only relevant to paid employment, but is also an important 

performance component within academic study. The results of Study One are also 

consistent with the model of personality–performance relationships represented in the 

Borman and Motowidlo model (Figure 3.1). This model does not appear to be limited to 

the workplace; the relationship between the personality dimension of 

Conscientiousness with academic Task Performance also appears to have be 

mediated by Citizenship Performance.  

Although research to date shows that Conscientiousness is reliably correlated 

with various forms of performance, both in paid employment and academic study, 

these correlations are moderate at best. Even modest correlations can be valuable in 

an applied setting (Mabon, 1998), but if it was possible to measure personality in a way 

which was more highly correlated with performance, this would also increase the value 

of personality assessment within applied settings. Some researchers have shown that 

narrower personality scales than those represented in the FFM can produce higher 

personality–performance correlations (J. Hogan & Holland, 2003; Hough, 1992; Hough 

& Furnham, 2003; Tett et al., 2003). An alternative approach that appears to increase 

the strength of personality–performance correlations is the use of situation-specific 

instructions for completing personality assessments (Schmit, Ryan, Stierwalt, & Powell, 

1995). This approach will be reviewed in the next section.  

Frame-of-Reference Effects and Correlations with Performance 

It has previously been found that if, while rating their own personality, a person 

adopts a different perspective, this will affect the relationship between ratings of 

personality and performance (Hunthausen, Truxillo, Bauer, & Hammer, 2003). To 

explain this, it is important to recognise that most personality assessments are 
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designed to measure people’s characteristic adaptations, which is a type of average of 

the way they typically behave across situations (Epstein, 1979, 1986; McCrae & Costa, 

1996). Consistent with this, personality assessments usually have instructions 

requesting people to adopt a general frame-of-reference for completing the 

assessment (Schmit et al., 1995) — in other words, self-raters are asked to describe 

themselves as they generally or typically are (e.g. Costa & McCrae, 1992c; Saucier, 

1994a). Although use of this general frame-of-reference can be highly informative, at 

best it provides an incomplete picture of an individual’s personality; people show 

considerable variation in their expressed personality from situation to situation, even 

though, on the whole, there are consistent individual differences (Murtha et al., 1996; 

Tett & Burnett, 2003). For most people, the context within which one is operating 

contributes substantially to how one’s personality is expressed through actual 

behaviours (Shoda, Mischel, & Wright, 1993). This variation, of course, is desirable — 

a person whose behaviour did not change when moving from a party to the workplace 

to a funeral would probably qualify as a problematic employee, if not actually as 

psychotic (Roberts & Donahue, 1994). But this degree of behavioural variation is not 

accessed by an assessment completed using only a general frame-of-reference.  

The use of a general frame-of-reference for completing a personality 

assessment can have substantial effects on personality test validities. Scores which 

have been obtained by using general frame-of-reference instructions have been shown 

to reduce the association between personality scores and how someone behaves in a 

specific situation, such as at work. For example, Schmit et al. (1995) examined the 

impact of assessing personality using either a general frame-of-reference, or one that 

had been constrained to a particular situation, such as work or university. The 

personality assessment they used asked questions addressing behaviour in the 

situation of interest, whether at work or study, or gave instructions to focus on at-work 

or in-study personality. For both Conscientiousness and Emotional Stability, 

participants who answered the situational items and/or were given situational 
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instructions had higher average scores. One interpretation of this result is that this is a 

case of participants ‘faking-good’, by presenting a more positive face to the world. This 

interpretation is, however, inconsistent with the validation data provided by Schmit et 

al., who found that the situational frame-of-reference personality scores were 

substantially more highly correlated with student grade point average (GPA) than the 

general frame-of-reference scores. In other words, if the participants were faking-good, 

they were also faking-more-accurately. In a replication and extension of this study, 

Hunthausen et al. (2003) found that a personality assessment completed with an at-

work frame-of-reference provided a substantial increment in the statistical prediction of 

workplace performance, above that provided by cognitive ability (∆R2 = .16), whereas 

the standard personality assessment did not provide a significant increment. Using a 

specific and relevant frame-of-reference when completing a personality assessment 

appears to provide better validity than is obtained from using a general frame-of-

reference.  

This frame-of-reference effect does not appear to be due to subtle differences 

in interpretation of the scales themselves. Raters appear to understand, and distinguish 

between, personality measures represented in the FFM in the same way, regardless of 

the frame-of-reference used in providing those ratings (D. B. Smith, Hanges, & 

Dickson, 2001). Therefore, it appears that the differences arising as a result of different 

frames-of-reference for rating personality are the result of these ratings being based on 

different, more relevant, sets of observations, rather than being due to using those 

observations differently. 

Research which has examined the effect of access to information about a ratee 

on the level of agreement between ratings of personality is consistent with this 

conclusion. For example, Blackman and Funder (1998) manipulated the extent to 

which raters were able to observe ratees prior to comparing their ratings of the ratees’ 

personalities. As the level of observation increased, so did the level of agreement. 

Likewise, acquaintances agree more on their judgments about ratees than do 
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strangers, and close friends and family agree more than do acquaintances (Funder, 

2002; Funder & Randall, 1988). Among close friends and family, agreement is higher if 

raters have observed the ratee in the same context, such as at college or in the home 

(Funder, Kolar, & Blackman, 1995). It seems reasonable, therefore, to expect that 

ratings of personality which are based more specifically upon performance in relevant 

contexts, as requested by the use of frame-of-reference instructions, will be more 

closely in agreement with performance ratings from within those contexts. 

If the use of different sets of observations as the basis for ratings of personality 

affects the resulting validity of those ratings, then it follows that access to relevant 

observations will also affect validity. Put differently, if raters have not observed ratees in 

particular situations, they will have to base their ratings on behaviours that may well be 

irrelevant to that situation. When people rate someone on an item or a scale, they 

compare the item or scale with their memories of ratees’ behaviours (R. T. Hogan & 

Shelton, 1998), but the memories on which ratings are based will be dependent upon 

the raters’ experiences of ratees. In the case of self-ratings, this experience can be as 

large as one’s remembered biography. When ratings of personality are provided by 

others, these ratings will be based on a much smaller sub-set of actual behaviours. 

One of the consequences of this is that other-ratings can vary substantially. This is 

because other-ratings can be based on observations obtained in a range of 

environments, over periods of time which may vary in length, and be provided by 

observers who have different relationships with, and therefore different perspectives 

on, the individual who is being rated (Funder, 2002). This difference between raters, in 

terms of which information they base their ratings upon, is substantially accepted within 

research on performance ratings, largely because of the low levels of agreement 

between raters (Hoyt & Kerns, 1999; Murphy & De Shon, 2000a, 2000b). The idea that 

raters base their ratings upon different sets of information is one of the primary 

rationales for the adoption of multiple-rater performance assessment systems, such as 
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the popular 360 degree processes (Greguras, Robie, & Born, 2001; Murphy & 

Cleveland, 1995).  

One of the implications of this different access to observations is that 

researchers should expect that the level of agreement between different raters will be 

moderated by the extent to which they share common observations of the ratee. The 

fact that self–other agreement on personality ratings is typically substantially lower than 

test-retest reliability (Costa & McCrae, 1992c) is consistent with this argument. Any 

differences between two raters in their experiences of the ratee will tend to lower the 

level of agreement between them. Conversely, the more raters share a common level 

of experience of the ratee, the more they will agree in their ratings.  

Other-Rated Personality and Performance*

This difference in access to observations of the ratee may, in some situations, 

present an opportunity to increase the validity of ratings. If, for example, a rater has 

only observed a ratee within an academic environment, any ratings of the ratee’s 

personality are likely to be derived from a potential range of observations similar to that 

on which the ratee’s academic performance assessments are based. Therefore, 

assessments of personality provided by other-raters, who only observed the ratee 

within an academic environment, are likely to be more highly correlated with academic 

performance than are self-ratings of personality. Consistent with this, G. M. Smith 

(1967) obtained a correlation of .43 between peer-rated Conscientiousness and first-

year university grades, while Digman (1972) obtained correlations in the .50s between 

ratings of Conscientiousness provided by primary school teachers and GPA at high 

school. Digman also reported that if the ratings of school teachers were combined into 

                                                 
* Please note: For the sake of simplicity of expression within this and subsequent chapters, all 
measures of performance, including Task and Citizenship Performance, should be assumed to 
be other-rated, unless specifically referred to as self-rated. Ratings of personality measures, 
such as Conscientiousness, will have the raters specified in most instances, but if not specified 
it should be assumed that personality measures are self-rated. However, when reference is 
made to an underlying construct, no mention will be made of the source of ratings used to 
measure that construct. 
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a composite score, this composite had a correlation of .70 with high school GPA. 

Takemoto (1979: cited in Mount et al., 1994) also found substantial correlations 

between ratings of Conscientiousness which were provided by eighth-grade teachers 

and GPA during high school. These correlations are all significantly higher than the 

average correlation between Conscientiousness and academic performance (.217), 

reported in Table 4.1. Thus other-ratings of Conscientiousness which have been based 

on observations obtained within an academic setting appear to be more strongly 

correlated with academic performance than are self-ratings of Conscientiousness. 

Less research on the use of other-rated personality measures has been 

conducted in workplace settings, and the results have generally been more modest. 

Despite the fact that most of earliest validation work on the FFM was conducted using 

peer ratings of personality to predict workplace performance (e.g., Fiske, 1949; 

Norman, 1963; G. M. Smith, 1967; Tupes & Christal, 1958; Tupes & Christal, 1961), in 

the intervening period little research on workplace performance has used other-raters 

of personality. Of the research which has been conducted, Mount et al. (1994) looked 

at the correlation between workplace performance ratings and ratings of employee 

personality provided by supervisors, customers, co-workers or the employees 

themselves. These researchers found that, with the exception of Emotional Stability, 

other-rated measures of the FFM added incrementally to the statistical prediction of 

performance ratings beyond that provided by self-rated FFM measures. With respect to 

Conscientiousness, other-ratings added significant variance to the statistical prediction 

of performance ratings beyond that provided by self-rated Conscientiousness. This was 

a consistent finding, regardless of whether the other-ratings were provided by 

supervisors, co-workers or customers. Despite this, direct comparisons of the 

correlations between performance measures and ratings of Conscientiousness 

obtained from different sources were less clear-cut. Although ratings of 

Conscientiousness provided by supervisors, peers and customers had numerically 

higher correlations with performance than did self-ratings of Conscientiousness, only 
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the correlation between supervisor-rated Conscientiousness and supervisor-rated 

performance was significantly higher than the correlation between self-rated 

Conscientiousness and supervisor-rated performance. Consequently, Mount et al. 

(1994) suggested that this one significant difference may well have been due to 

common method bias.  

Similar concerns about common method bias can be raised about the 

observations of Barrick Patton and Haugland (2000). These researchers found that 

interviewer judgments about applicant suitability appeared to be related to interviewer 

perceptions of applicant Conscientiousness (.31). However, once again, ratings of both 

Conscientiousness and applicant suitability were obtained from the same source. 

Better evidence is provided by Kolk, Born, and Van der Flier (2004), who used 

independent raters for personality and performance measures. These researchers 

found that other-rated Conscientiousness had a significantly stronger correlation with 

other-rated performance in an assessment centre than did self-rated 

Conscientiousness. Despite this, Kolk et al. (2004), like Barrick et al. (2000) before 

them, were not directly interested in workplace performance, but instead used 

assessment centre performance or interviewer judgments as criterion variables. These 

measures should be related to future performance (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998), but are 

not the same as performance within the workplace. In conclusion, these few workplace-

based studies indicate that other-rated Conscientiousness provides additional 

information about workplace performance beyond that provided by self-rated 

Conscientiousness. With respect to the issue of whether other-rated personality 

measures are more highly correlated with workplace performance than self-rated 

personality measures, the most that can be said is that the evidence so far is 

suggestive, but inconclusive.  
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Hypotheses 

In summary, there are sound theoretical reasons, associated with frame-of-

reference effects, to expect that the manner in which ratings of personality are 

collected will affect the correlation between those ratings and ratings of performance. 

Specifically, if other-rated Conscientiousness is based on observations of ratees within 

the same setting as that within which the ratees’ performance will be judged, then 

other-rated Conscientiousness should provide significantly stronger correlations with 

performance than does self-rated Conscientiousness. In academic study, other-rated 

Conscientiousness has been found to be more strongly correlated with grades and 

GPA than is self-rated Conscientiousness. Although there are indications that other-

rated Conscientiousness may also be more strongly correlated with workplace 

performance, the evidence to date is suggestive but not conclusive, and this possibility 

has not yet been thoroughly investigated. In addition, research which has examined the 

association between other-rated Conscientiousness and performance has used either 

measures of Task Performance (grades and GPA in educational settings), Overall 

Performance (Mount et al., 1994) or measures which are closely associated with these 

(Barrick et al., 2000; Kolk et al., 2004).  

Although previous research has compared self-rated measures of 

Conscientiousness with both self- and other-rated measures of Citizenship 

Performance, no previous research has looked at the correlation between other-rated 

Conscientiousness and Citizenship Performance. It has been argued that other-rated 

measures of Conscientiousness, in comparison with self-rated measures, if developed 

from experience of the ratee within the relevant performance setting, are more likely to 

be based on the same sets of observations as performance ratings. In such situations, 

other-rated Conscientiousness should also be more strongly correlated with both 

Citizenship Performance and Task Performance. In this study, this will be examined 

within an academic setting. The first two hypotheses for this study are therefore:  
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Hypothesis One: Other-rated Conscientiousness will be more strongly 

correlated than self-rated Conscientiousness with academic Citizenship 

Performance. 

Hypothesis Two: Other-rated Conscientiousness will be more strongly 

correlated than self-rated Conscientiousness with academic Task Performance. 

Study One presented results that were consistent with the Borman and 

Motowidlo model, which was presented in Figure 3.1. That model indicates that the 

statistical prediction of Task Performance by personality variables in general, and 

Conscientiousness in particular, will be largely or entirely mediated by Citizenship 

Performance. Although it is expected that other-rated Conscientiousness will have a 

stronger relationship than does self-rated Conscientiousness with Task Performance, 

there is no clear reason, from previous research, to suggest that other-rated personality 

variables should behave differently from self-rated personality variables. Therefore, this 

study will replicate Study One by examining whether the relationship between other-

rated Conscientiousness and Task Performance is mediated by Citizenship 

Performance. Consistent with the Borman and Motowidlo model and the results of 

Study One, the third and fourth hypotheses for this study are: 

Hypothesis Three: Citizenship Performance will mediate the relationship 

between self-rated Conscientiousness and academic Task Performance.  

Hypothesis Four: Citizenship Performance will mediate the relationship between 

other-rated Conscientiousness and academic Task Performance.  

Method 

Participants 

Just as in Study One, participants in this study were undertaking a first–year 

introductory management course, at an Australian university. All of the measures used 

within the study were integrated into coursework, but no data on individual students 
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were included in the study without the individual student’s permission. Of the 172 

students who completed the course, 150 agreed to participate in the study. However, 

because of varying attendance by students during the semester, combined with the fact 

that data was collected over a period of several months, data on other-rated measures 

of Conscientiousness and Citizenship Performance were only obtained for 122 

participants, data on self-rated measures of Conscientiousness for 118 participants, 

and data on all measures for 90 participants. The main reason for these differences 

was whether or not participants attended class on the days when data collection was 

conducted. Of those who had agreed to participate at the start of semester, 36% were 

male.  The average age of participants was 23, with a range from 18 to 48.  

Measures 

Conscientiousness  

Consistent with Study One, participants completed the Mini-Markers (Saucier, 

1994a) in the first few weeks of semester. Only the correlations between the self-rated 

Conscientiousness scale were of interest in this study, so the remaining self-rated 

scales were not used in any of the analyses which follow. The Conscientiousness scale 

of the Mini-Markers was also used to assess other-rated Conscientiousness.  

Citizenship Performance 

As with the previous study, the Active Support scale was used to assess Citizenship 

Performance. This scale was constructed in Study One using items from the hand-

scored version of the Computerised Adaptive Rating Scales (Borman, 1999; Borman, 

Buck et al., 2001). 

Task Performance 

The Final Grade for the course was used as the measure of Task Performance 

for this study, but was calculated in the same manner as was used in Study One. In 

other words, marks for participation in class were subtracted from the Final Grade, 

which meant the highest possible mark was 95. Assessments within the course were 
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marked against standardised criteria, which participants were informed of in advance of 

commencing their assessments. Marks for submitted assessment items were based on 

the following criteria: choice of literature from relevant content areas, use of literature 

from relevant content areas, logical argument, and presentation.  

Procedure 

Participants completed the Mini-Markers during class, early in semester, as part 

of a class exercise on personality and self-awareness. Other-rated Conscientiousness 

and Citizenship Performance were assessed by fellow students after the completion of 

a group assessment project. Being an introductory-level course, students had relatively 

little experience of each other prior to participating in the study groups, thus limiting the 

amount of non-study-related observations they had of each other. As in the first study, 

groups ranged in size from two to four members, with most groups having three 

members. The group study project lasted three weeks, after which group members 

completed a group member assessment form, consisting of the Active Support scale, 

and the Conscientiousness scale from the Mini-Markers. With both scales, students 

were requested to assess their group-members on the basis of their experience of 

them within the study group. These scales were scored within class, and fed back to 

the group members concerned as part of a personal development exercise.  

Formal assessments, leading to the Overall Grade score, were conducted 

towards the middle and the end of semester. This meant that there was as much as a 

two-month lag between collecting the various ratings of personality and performance, 

and collecting the Task Performance scores.  

All ratings of Conscientiousness and Citizenship Performance were collected 

and stored confidentially, until after marks for the course had been finalised and 

published. No member of the academic staff, or of the research team, was able to 

access this data until after that time. This was done partly to ensure that knowledge of 

personality or Citizenship ratings could not affect Task Performance ratings, and partly 
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to provide reassurance to participants that their marks in the course would not be 

affected directly by these ratings.  

Results 

Table 5.1∗ presents the scale means, standard deviations, internal reliabilities 

and correlations between the study variables and between raters. Where more than 

one raw score was available, as occurred when two or more members of a group 

provided ratings about the same individual, only the first raw score entered by the data-

entry operator was used for calculating these statistics. The internal reliability 

(Cronbach’s alpha) for self-rated Conscientiousness in this study (.80) was similar to 

the internal reliability for the same scale in Study One (.81). The reliability for other-

rated Conscientiousness is slightly, but not significantly, higher and is also comparable 

with the reliabilities for other-rated Conscientiousness reported by Mount et al. (1994: 

supervisor rating .86, co-worker rating .70, customer rating .85). Active Support 

showed slightly lower internal reliability than was reported in Study One (.82). 

Nonetheless, the internal reliability for Active Support reported in this study is 

comparable with the confidence intervals for internal reliabilities for peer-rated Effort 

(.66 to .88) and peer-rated Interpersonal Competence (.52 to .70) reported by 

Viswesvaran, Ones and Schmidt (1996) in their meta-analysis of performance ratings. 

These authors also reported confidence intervals for inter-rater reliability for these 

dimensions of performance: .14 to .70, and .28 to .56, for Effort and Interpersonal 

Competence respectively. Therefore, although the inter-rater correlation for Active 

Support is only moderate (.36), it is still comparable with similar measures of other-

rated performance.  

 

                                                 
∗ A complete set of descriptive statistics and correlations for study variables in Study Two can 
be found in Appendix Five. 
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Table 5.1 
Means, Standard Deviations, Reliabilities, and Correlations Among Study Two  
Variables a

Variable M SD  1  2  3 

1. Self-rated Conscientiousness 11.2 9.5 .80   

2. Other-rated Conscientiousness 18.6 9.4 .21* b .89 (.51)  

3. Active Support 22.9  3.2 .21*b .61***d  

.44***e .75 (.36)

4. Final Grade 56.7 18.1 .06c .37***d .29***d

* p < .05 (1-tailed). *** p < .001 (1-tailed).  
a Cronbach alphas are reported on the diagonal. Inter-rater reliabilities are reported in 
parentheses. 
b N = 90. c N =118. d N = 122. 
e Inter-rater correlation between Active Support and other-rated Conscientiousness: calculated 
using ratings for each scale provided by different raters. N = 76. 
 
Table 5.2 
Corrected Correlations among Study Two Variables. a

Variable  1  2  3 

1. Self-rated Conscientiousness    

2. Other-rated Conscientiousness .25 (.33)   

3. Active Support .26 (.37) .75 (1.05) b  

4. Final Grade c .07 .39 (.51) .43 (.62) 
a Correlations corrected for internal reliabilities. Where estimates of inter-rater reliability have 
been used for corrections, this has been presented in parentheses. 
b Intra-rater correlation corrected using Cronbach alpha; Inter-rater correlation corrected using 
inter-rater reliability. 
c No adjustment for reliability of Final Grade has been used. 

 

The mean for other-rated Conscientiousness, presented in Table 5.1, is a 

potential cause for concern, because it is significantly higher than the mean for self-

rated Conscientiousness (p < .001). Although faking-good is a recognised issue with 

FFM assessments, especially on the scale of Conscientiousness (B. Griffin, Hesketh, & 

Grayson, 2004), it appears that this has not occurred in this case, perhaps because 

self-raters had no clear benefit to gain from impression management. On the other 

hand, other-rated Conscientiousness appears to have been subject to a leniency bias 

(Kane, Bernardin, Villanova, & Peyrefitte, 1995), perhaps because the ratings were to 
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be presented to the ratees and discussed with them as part of the course which 

participants were enrolled in. This may have prompted the other-raters to be more 

positive in their ratings, in a similar manner to that which has been found to occur with 

workplace performance ratings (Murphy & Cleveland, 1995). If this leniency bias is 

severe enough, it can shift ratings closer to the maximum possible scores. Thus, if an 

individual’s rating was already near the maximum, their score will not change much, 

while the scores of others may change substantially. This is referred to as a ceiling 

effect, which can create range restriction (LeBreton, Burgess, Kaiser, Atchley, & 

James, 2003), and in turn can reduce correlations with the affected measure. However, 

the maximum possible score for Conscientiousness on the Mini-Markers is 34, which is 

nearly two standard deviations higher than the average for other-rated 

Conscientiousness. Thus few ratings would have been affected by this ceiling effect. If 

a ceiling effect were producing substantial amounts of range restriction, this would also 

tend to reduce the standard deviation for this measure. However, the standard 

deviations of both self- and other-rated Conscientiousness are quite similar, and are 

also similar to the standard deviation of Conscientiousness reported in Study One 

(9.9). This suggests that range restriction due to leniency is not a serious problem in 

this study. 

It will be recalled that not all of the students who had agreed to participate 

provided copies of their personality assessments, due to differences in attendance at 

classes throughout the teaching semester. Attendance was shown in Study One to 

have a positive correlation with Citizenship Performance. Therefore, it is possible that 

simply deleting all cases with missing data would produce range restriction on 

Citizenship Performance scores, which would tend to lessen correlations (Hunter & 

Schmidt, 1990). Therefore, when missing data were encountered, the correlations 

presented in Table 5.1 were calculated using pair-wise deletion of cases. As a check 

on whether this affected the results, all the correlations were also calculated using list-

wise deletion and the results have been presented in Appendix Six. None of the 
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correlations presented in Table 5.1 was significantly different when they were 

calculated on the basis of list-wise deletion. It should also be noted that two figures 

have been cited for the correlation between other-rated Conscientiousness and Active 

Support. The first figure is for the correlation between these measures when both 

ratings have been provided by the same rater (intra-rater correlation), whereas the 

second figure is for the correlation between these measures when each rating has 

been provided by a different rater (inter-rater correlation). 

Measurement in organisational behaviour, as in other areas of human research, 

is subject to varying degrees of measurement reliability. When researchers are 

interested in the actual strength of relationships, rather than in simply testing their 

statistical significance, it becomes important to correct correlations for unreliability 

(Hoyt, 2000; Schmidt & Hunter, 1996). The increasing use of structural equation 

modelling, which integrates corrections for measurement error into statistical analyses, 

has increased the importance of providing corrected correlations to enhance ease of 

comparison of results. Standard equations for calculating corrected correlations are 

routinely used in meta-analyses (Hunter & Schmidt, 1990, 1994; Lipsey & Wilson, 

2001b), and have been applied to the correlations in Table 5.1 to produce the corrected 

correlations in Table 5.2. There has been some dispute in the literature about whether 

Cronbach’s alpha or inter-rater reliabilities are the most appropriate measure of scale 

reliability to use for correcting correlations (Murphy & De Shon, 2000a, 2000b; Schmidt, 

Viswesvaran, & Ones, 2000) so, where available, both have been used to calculate the 

corrections presented in Table 5.2. There is one exception to this, which is the 

correlation between other-rated Conscientiousness and Active Support. Only estimates 

of alpha were used to correct the intra-rater correlation between other-rated 

Conscientiousness and Active Support, while only inter-rater correlations were used to 

correct the inter-rater correlation between these measures. 

The most striking result presented in Table 5.2 is that, when corrected for scale 

unreliability, the correlation between Active Support and other-rated Conscientiousness 

 146



either approaches or approximates unity. Given the strength of the corrected 

correlations between these measures, it should be expected that their correlations with 

other measures should be similar. Consistent with this, the correlations of other-rated 

Conscientiousness and Active Support with self-rated Conscientiousness and Final 

Grade are quite similar, both before and after corrections. When considered from the 

perspective of a concern for common method bias, it may appear unusual that the 

estimate of the correlation between other-rated Conscientiousness and Active Support 

based on ratings derived from the same raters would be lower, after correction, than 

that based on ratings provided by different raters. This is only apparently unusual 

because, although common method bias often inflates observed correlations (c.f., 

Fuller, Patterson, Hester, & Stringer, 1996; Gerstner & Day, 1997), this is not always 

the case. In fact, with stronger population relationships, common method variance will 

usually reduce correlations (Cote & Buckley, 1987; Podsakoff et al., 2003). Therefore, 

the corrected inter-rater correlation between other-rated Conscientiousness and Active 

Support is likely to be a more accurate estimate of the underlying population 

relationship than is the corrected intra-rater correlation between other-rated 

Conscientiousness and Active Support. In addition, the lower estimate of the corrected 

correlation between Active Support and other-rated Conscientiousness, calculated 

using Cronbach’s alpha, may represent an under-correction, because alpha does not 

reflect well-recognised sources of unreliability such as random responding and 

transient error (Schmidt, Le, & Ilies, 2003). To sum up, the results presented in Table 

5.1 and Table 5.2 are consistent with other-rated Conscientiousness and Active 

Support measuring the same construct. This interpretation will be discussed in more 

detail later in this chapter. 

The correlation between self-rated Conscientiousness and Active Support is 

modest but, once again, this is consistent with previous research (e.g., Borman, 

Penner et al., 2001b; Organ & Ryan, 1995). Likewise, the correlation between self-

rated Conscientiousness and other-rated Conscientiousness is also modest, but 
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consistent with previous research (Costa & McCrae, 1992c; Gosling et al., 2003). 

Viswesvaran and Connolly (1998) reported a meta-analysis of self–other correlations 

for ratings of FFM scales, in which they found that, when the other-ratee has known the 

ratee for only a short time (a few weeks, which is comparable to the time participants 

had know each other in this study), that the uncorrected self–other correlation on 

Conscientiousness is only .23, which is similar to the correlation reported in Table 5.1. 

Among studies which have reported self–other correlations on personality among 

undergraduate students, similar correlations were found. Paulhus and Bruce (1992) 

found that undergraduate students who had known each other for only four weeks, 

showed a self–other correlation for Conscientiousness of .25. Paunonen (1989) also 

reported modest average self–other agreement on personality ratings among 

undergraduate students (.22), which did not rise significantly above this level unless 

participants considered that they knew each other very well. These results indicate that 

the correlations between self- and other-rated measures reported in Tables 5.1 are 

consistent with previous research. 

However, the correlation between other-rated Conscientiousness and Active 

Support is substantially higher than the correlation between self-rated 

Conscientiousness and Active Support (p < .001). As discussed previously, when 

ratings for different scales are obtained from the same raters at the same time, the 

possibility of common method bias producing inflated correlations is problematic. In 

order to check on whether the difference between these correlations was simply due to 

ratings of both other-rated Conscientiousness and Active Support having been 

obtained from the same raters, a correlation between these two measures was 

calculated with ratings that had been obtained from separate raters. This is not a 

perfect solution: even when ratings have been obtained from different raters, it remains 

possible for some degree of common method bias to be produced by item context 

effects (Harrison & McLaughlin, 1993; Wainer & Kiely, 1987). Item context effects can 

arise from something as simple as the placement of unrelated items together. The 

 148



processes of comprehending, recalling relevant information and choosing a rating for 

one item, can mean that the corresponding processes for subsequent items may be 

affected, resulting in some degree of halo effect. This is less likely if the different items 

have dissimilar scale formats, which is what occurred in this case. However, it may be 

possible to ignore the possibility of halo in this case for, as Hoyt and Kerns (1999) have 

stated, “when predictor and criterion variables are rated by independent sets of 

observers, bias covariance must be zero, and halo effects are not a concern” (p. 404). 

Therefore, use of separate raters appears to be largely valid as a control for common 

method bias in this case. For 76 participants in this study, ratings of other-rated 

Conscientiousness and Active Support were obtained from more than one of their 

fellow students. The uncorrected correlation between these measures, when obtained 

from different other-raters, was .44, which is significantly higher than the correlations 

between self-rated Conscientiousness and Active Support (p < .05). The uncorrected 

correlation between other-rated Conscientiousness and Active Support, when both 

ratings were obtained from the same rater, was .61, which was also significantly higher 

than the correlation between self-rated Conscientiousness and Active Support (p < 

.001). Thus the results presented here are consistent with Hypothesis One.  

Hypothesis Two predicted that other-rated Conscientiousness would be more 

strongly correlated than self-rated Conscientiousness with academic Task 

Performance. Unlike Study One and other previous studies, self-rated 

Conscientiousness was not significantly correlated with the Task Performance 

measure, Final Grade. This raises questions as to whether the sample used in this 

study was different to the sample used in the first study. Schmidt & Hunter (1996) 

recommend that, when comparing two correlations, one of which is not significant, the 

actual value of the non-significant correlation should be used — that is, it should not be 

assumed that the non-significant correlation is zero when conducting the comparison. 

Accordingly, the correlation between self-rated Conscientiousness and Task 

Performance obtained in this study (.06) was compared with the corresponding 
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correlation reported in Study One (.19). The difference between these correlations is 

not significant (p > .05). Therefore, it can not be concluded that these correlations 

indicate that there is something significantly different about the sample used in this 

study, in comparison with the sample used in the preceding study. However, the 

correlation between other-rated Conscientiousness and Final Grade is significantly 

higher than the correlations between self-rated Conscientiousness and Final Grade 

reported in this study (p < .01), and the corresponding correlation reported in Study 

One (p < .05). Consequently, the results of this study are consistent with Hypothesis 

Two. 

Hypothesis Three predicted that Active Support would mediate the relationship 

between self-rated Conscientiousness and academic Task Performance. According to 

Baron and Kenny (1986), for one variable to mediate the relationship between two 

other variables, three conditions have to be met: (i) the independent variable (in this 

case, other-rated Conscientiousness) has to be significantly correlated with the 

dependent variable (Final Grade); (ii) the independent variable must be significantly 

correlated with the mediating variable (Active Support); and (iii) the mediating variable 

has to be significantly correlated with the dependent variable when the independent 

variable is controlled for. However, with respect to self-rated Conscientiousness and 

Final Grade, there is no significant correlation, which means that there was no 

relationship between self-rated Conscientiousness and Final Grade to be mediated by 

Citizenship Performance. Therefore, the results of this study are inconsistent with 

Hypothesis Three. 

Hypothesis Four predicted that Active Support would mediate the relationship 

between other-rated Conscientiousness and academic Task Performance. The 

correlations reported in Table 5.2 show that the first two of these conditions have been 

satisfied. In order to test whether the third condition has been satisfied, it was 

necessary to conduct a multiple regression of Final Grade upon Active Support and 

other-rated Conscientiousness, the results of which are reported in Table 5.3. As can 
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be seen from Table 5.3, Active Support does not have a significant association with 

Final Grade when controlling for other-rated Conscientiousness and, therefore, the 

conditions for mediation have not been met. However, Mackinnon, Lockwood, 

Hoffman, West, and Sheets (2002) reported that Baron and Kenny’s (1986) criteria 

have low statistical power for detecting mediation, so they recommend that researchers 

use a procedure for testing mediation which was originally proposed by Sobel (1982). 

This procedure involves the calculation of a critical ratio based on an estimate of the 

standard error for the mediated path, and using this to calculate a standardised value 

for the mediated path. Using Sobel’s procedure, the critical ratio for the mediated path 

was not statistically significant (Sobel’s test: z = .396; ns). Therefore, Academic 

Support does not mediate the relationship between other-rated Conscientiousness and 

Final Grade, and the results of this study are inconsistent with Hypothesis Four.  

Table 5.3  
Regression of Active Support and Other-rated Conscientiousness upon Final Grade. 
Dependent Variable: Final Grade 

 Beta Multiple R Multiple R2 

Active Support .096

Other-rated Conscientiousness ***.308 .375 ***.140

N = 122. *** p < .001.  
 

Discussion 

The results of this study were consistent with two of the study hypotheses and 

inconsistent with the other two. Other-rated Conscientiousness was found to be a 

stronger predictor of both academic Task Performance and of academic Citizenship 

Performance than was self-rated Conscientiousness. However, contrary to 

expectations, Citizenship Performance did not mediate the relationship between either 

measure of Conscientiousness and academic Task Performance. With respect to self-

rated Conscientiousness, it was unexpected that this measure was not significantly 

correlated with Task Performance, which meant that there was no relationship to be 
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mediated by Citizenship Performance. Although unexpected, this finding can be 

explained by taking into account that the uncorrected correlation between 

Conscientiousness and Task Performance found in Study One was only modest. The 

statistical power of the present study was lower than that of Study One, due to the 

smaller number of participants (122 versus 175). Therefore, it was less likely that a 

significant correlation between self-rated Conscientiousness and Task Performance 

would be found in this study. 

More surprising is that the correlation between other-rated Conscientiousness 

and Task Performance was not mediated by Citizenship Performance. This means that 

the relationships between Conscientiousness and both Task and Citizenship 

Performance, are not consistent with the Borman and Motowidlo model presented in 

Figure 3.1. Instead, it appears that the measures of Conscientiousness and Citizenship 

Performance reflected the same underlying construct when they were assessed by 

other-raters. This conclusion is quite divergent from previous understandings of the 

relationship between these measures, including all of the meta-analytic reviews of 

personality–Citizenship correlations (Borman, Penner et al., 2001b; Hurtz & Donovan, 

2000; Organ & Ryan, 1995). These meta-analyses have found modest correlations 

between Conscientiousness and Citizenship Performance (typically below .20), and 

previous writers have therefore concluded that Conscientiousness and Citizenship 

Performance must be distinct (Barksdale & Werner, 2001). Unlike previous research, 

this study examined this relationship by using other-rated Conscientiousness in 

addition to self-rated Conscientiousness. The use of ratings provided by someone 

other than the ratee is therefore the prima facie reason for the differences between the 

results and conclusions reached in this study compared with other research. However, 

the fact that the results obtained in this study are so divergent from previous 

interpretations of the relationship between Conscientiousness and Citizenship 

Performance indicates a need for careful consideration of the results of this study, and 
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their relationship to previous research findings. More immediately, it also indicates the 

need for a replication study. 

Limitations of this Study 

Any replication of this study needs to consider and address this study’s 

limitations. One of the more important limitations of this study was the size of the 

sample used. As already noted, the sample size of this study places limits on the 

statistical power of any analyses conducted. Although a number of the studies 

summarised in Table 4.1 had smaller samples than the current study, the current study 

still had a relatively small sample. Related to this problem of limiting statistical power, is 

the fact that smaller samples also tend to have more volatile results. For example, a 

quick scan of the results summarised in Table 4.1 reveals that, even with sample sizes 

that are, on average, larger than that of the present study, correlations between 

Conscientiousness and academic performance have been found to range from -.10 to 

.40, while correlations between Openness to Experience and academic performance 

range from -.29 to .26. Despite the fact that this study has reported quite unusual 

correlations, it does not, on its own, provide sufficient evidence to require complete 

revision of previous ideas about the relationship between personality and Citizenship 

Performance. In other words, this study requires replication with a larger sample.  

Despite this, it should be emphasised that most of the results reported in this 

study are, in fact, quite consistent with previous research findings. The inter-rater and 

internal reliabilities of each measure are all consistent with results presented in 

previous research, including the results of some relatively large meta-analyses (e.g., 

Viswesvaran & Ones, 2000a; Viswesvaran et al., 1996). Even the non-significant 

correlation between self-rated Conscientiousness and Task Performance, while 

unexpected, is not significantly different from the significant correlation reported in 

Study One. The reported correlations between each of the study variables, with the 

exception of the correlation between other-rated Conscientiousness and Active 

 153



Support, are also consistent with previous thinking about these relationships. Only the 

correlations reported between other-rated Conscientiousness and Citizenship 

Performance appear unusual, but apparently this is because no research has 

examined this relationship in this specific manner. Later in this dissertation, a summary 

of research will be presented which indicates that the estimates of this relationship 

presented here may well be valid, and may not be as unusual as they appear at first. 

For now it is sufficient to state that, just as this one study is not enough on its own, nor 

is there substantial reason to believe that the results of this study should be discounted 

as aberrant.  

Even so, there are some methodological differences between this study and 

most of the previous research on the relationship between Conscientiousness and 

Citizenship Performance that should be acknowledged. First, this study was conducted 

in an academic setting, whereas most previous research on this relationship has been 

conducted in workplace settings. Although there are significant similarities between 

academic and paid work, which were reviewed at the start of Chapter Four, there are 

also significant differences. In addition, the average age of participants is relatively low 

in comparison to that in most workplaces. It may be that these differences have no 

effect on the relationship between other-rated Conscientiousness and Citizenship 

Performance, but this cannot be determined without further research. Therefore, it will 

be important to replicate this study using a sample which is more similar to that used in 

previous research. 

A second difference between this study and previous research relates to the 

measure of Citizenship Performance used. The measure of Citizenship Performance 

used in this study, Active Support, was developed in Study One, on the basis of a 

factor analysis of items from the hand-scored version of the CARS (Borman, 1999; 

Coleman & Borman, 2000). The Active Support scale has not been used in other 

settings, so the possibility that this scale has peculiarities that contributed to the results 

reported in this study cannot be ruled out, at least without further research. 
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Consequently, any replication of this study should use alternative scales which have 

been used in a range of previous studies, in order to facilitate comparisons with other 

research findings. 

Conclusion 

In summary, the results of this study are consistent with the idea that, when 

ratings are provided by observers other than the ratees, scales for Conscientiousness 

and Citizenship Performance measure the same construct. This is an important 

conclusion which has implications for theories and methodologies used in the fields of 

personality and performance, as well as for practices in human resource management, 

especially recruitment and selection. Some of these implications will be discussed in 

the concluding chapters of this dissertation, but at this point it is worth reiterating that 

this conclusion must be considered to be tentative. Consequently, the next chapter 

presents Study Three, which is a replication designed to address several of the 

limitations of Study Two. For example, Study Three focused on paid work performance 

rather than academic performance, and used additional measures of both Citizenship 

Performance and other-rated personality in order to both test and extend the results 

obtained in Study Two. Thus Study Three provided further information to assist in 

determining whether the results and conclusions of this study can be accepted with 

more confidence. 
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CHAPTER SIX – STUDY THREE: OTHER-RATED PERSONALITY AND 
CITIZENSHIP PERFORMANCE IN A WORKPLACE SETTING 
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Introduction 

  

This chapter presents the results of the third study of this dissertation, 

examining the relationship between personality and Citizenship Performance. In doing 

so, it builds upon the research conducted in Studies One and Two, so it is important to 

briefly summarise the findings of those studies. The term Citizenship Performance has 

been used in this dissertation to refer to a set of organisationally valued behaviours 

which facilitate the completion of formal job responsibilities, referred to here as Task 

Performance. Examples of Citizenship Performance include making an effort beyond 

what would normally be expected, complying with organisational standards and 

requirements even when inconvenient, and assisting others in the completion of their 

tasks. A model of the relationship between Citizenship and Task Performance, and 

various individual difference predictors of performance was proposed by Borman and 

Motowidlo (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993, 1997) and is summarised in Figure 3.1. In that 

model, the relationship between personality variables and Task Performance is 

primarily mediated by Citizenship Performance. The personality dimension of 

Conscientiousness has the most reliable association with performance in the 

workplace, but it has also been shown to be reliably correlated with performance in 

academic studies. If the Borman and Motowidlo model is generally valid, then it should 

also apply to academic performance. Yet previous research had not considered 

whether Citizenship Performance might mediate the relationship between 

Conscientiousness and academic Task Performance, so Study One sought to test this. 

The results of Study One indicated that, as predicted, Citizenship Performance 

mediated the relationship between self-rated Conscientiousness and academic Task 

Performance, and thus supported the Borman and Motowidlo model. 

Following on from these results, Study Two then attempted to extend the 

Borman and Motowidlo model by considering whether correlations with performance 
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could be enhanced by using other-rated measures of personality. Previous research 

was reviewed which suggested that other-rated measures of personality may be more 

strongly correlated with performance than are self-rated measures. This proved to be 

the case in Study Two. However, contrary to expectations, Citizenship Performance did 

not mediate the relationship between other-rated Conscientiousness and academic 

Task Performance. This result, combined with the unexpectedly high correlations 

between other-rated Conscientiousness and Citizenship Performance, suggested that 

the Borman and Motowidlo model was inadequate for describing the relationships of 

Conscientiousness with Citizenship and Task Performance. Instead, the results of 

Study Two were more consistent with the idea that other-rated Conscientiousness and 

Citizenship Performance were measuring the same underlying construct.  

This interpretation of the results of Study Two is inconsistent with most of the 

literature on the relationship between Conscientiousness and Citizenship Performance 

(e.g., Borman, Penner et al., 2001b; Hurtz & Donovan, 2000; Organ & Ryan, 1995). 

Before it can be accepted that other-rated Conscientiousness and Citizenship 

Performance do, in fact, measure the same construct, it is necessary to replicate Study 

Two and address its methodological limitations. As described in the discussion of Study 

Two, these methodological limitations included the fact that it was conducted with 

reference to academic performance, whereas most previous research has considered 

the relationship between Conscientiousness and Citizenship Performance with respect 

to paid work (Borman, Penner et al., 2001b; Organ & Ryan, 1995). Although work and 

study appear to have much in common (Lounsbury et al., 2004; Munson & Rubenstein, 

1992), and Studies One and Two have shown that Citizenship Performance appears to 

be relevant to academic Task Performance, it is not possible to rule out that there are 

aspects of academic performance which distinguish it from workplace performance, 

and which also contributed to the unusual findings of Study Two. Therefore, it is 

important to replicate this research with workplace performance within a workplace 

setting.  
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One specific difference between workplace settings, and the conditions under 

which ratings were obtained in Study Two has to do with the rating process itself. In 

Study Two, ratings of Citizenship Performance and Conscientiousness were provided 

by peers of the ratee, which is not typically the case for workplace performance ratings. 

Although the use of peer-ratings of performance has been growing in popularity in the 

workplace, and in workplace research, most ratings of performance are still provided by 

supervisors of the people being rated (Viswesvaran et al., 1996; Viswesvaran, Schmidt, 

& Ones, 2002). Likewise, most research on Citizenship Performance has obtained 

ratings of Citizenship from supervisors (Borman, Penner et al., 2001b). The raters in 

Study Two had only known the ratees for relatively short periods of time, in fairly 

constrained sets of circumstances — less than a month for the peer raters, and 

generally no more than twelve contact hours for the tutors (who provided the ratings of 

the criterion measure of Task Performance). This contrasts with workplace ratings of 

performance, which are probably based, in most cases, on longer periods of interaction 

between raters and ratees. Workplace raters are consequently more likely to have 

access to a broader range of experiences with ratees, which may well affect their 

ratings (Klimoski & Donahue, 2001). Taken together, these differences mean that it is 

important to check the extent to which the findings of Study Two can be generalised to 

supervisor ratings. Specifically, there is a need to examine the extent to which 

supervisors’ ratings of employee Citizenship performance are associated with their 

ratings of employee personality.  

A further methodological limitation of Study Two was that the scale used for 

assessing Citizenship Performance is an uncommon scale. As described in Chapter 

Four, the Active Support scale was developed by factor-analysing items on the hand-

scored CARS scales (Borman, 1999; Borman, Buck et al., 2001). The resulting scale 

was shown in both Studies One and Two to have predictive validity when academic 

Task Performance was used as the criterion. It also correlated with Conscientiousness 

to an extent consistent with previous research on the relationship between 
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Conscientiousness and Citizenship Performance. Despite this evidence for the validity 

of the Active Support scale as a measure of Citizenship, it remains possible that the 

results obtained in Study Two were in some way due to idiosyncrasies of this scale, 

arising from the way in which the scale was developed. This makes it important to test 

whether similar results to those obtained in Study Two will be obtained when different, 

more commonly used, measures of Citizenship Performance are employed.  

In summary, Study Three tested the extent to which the results of Study Two 

can be generalised. This was done by examining personality and Citizenship ratings of 

paid employees, applying alternative measures of Citizenship Performance, and using 

supervisors to provide ratings of the personality and performance measures. It should 

be noted that, unlike Studies One and Two, Task Performance was not examined in 

this study because it was not directly relevant to the relationship between personality 

and Citizenship Performance. 

Measures of Personality and Citizenship  

One of the consequences of using Active Support as the measure of 

Citizenship Performance within Studies One and Two is that different facets of 

Citizenship could not be examined. As discussed in Chapter Three, the two best-

supported dimensions of Citizenship Performance are Helping Behaviour, which is the 

set of behaviours including providing assistance and preventing problems for others, 

and Individual Initiative, the tendency to make additional efforts in excess of formal 

requirements (Podsakoff et al., 2000). Consequently, these aspects of Citizenship 

Performance have been used as the basis of a framework for integrating research 

within several meta-analyses of Citizenship and its relationships with various correlates 

(Hurtz & Donovan, 2000; Organ & Ryan, 1995; Podsakoff et al., 2000). Consequently, 

this study will not only use the Active Support scale, but also scales designed to assess 

these two additional aspects of Citizenship Performance. 
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Personality, like Citizenship, is multidimensional, and there are good reasons to 

include more than one dimension of personality within this research. Although Study 

Two focused on Conscientiousness, the FFM dimension of Agreeableness has also 

been reliably associated with Citizenship Performance in each of the major meta-

analyses of the relationship between personality traits and Citizenship (Borman, 

Penner et al., 2001b; Hough, 1992; Hurtz & Donovan, 2000; Mount, Barrick, & Stewart, 

1998; Organ & Ryan, 1995). Although the other FFM dimensions have been linked with 

Citizenship from time to time, these meta-analyses indicate that such links are 

unreliable. So Agreeableness, as rated by supervisors, was also included in this study. 

Several writers have proposed that different dimensions of personality will be 

associated with different dimensions of performance (David V. Day & S. B. Silverman, 

1989; J. Hogan & Hogan, 1989), and there is growing evidence to suggest that this 

approach may be valid for a variety of jobs and types of performance (Barrick et al., 

2001; J. Hogan & Holland, 2003; McDaniel & Frei, 1998; Tett et al., 2003). Therefore, it 

seems reasonable to expect that different dimensions of personality would be more 

strongly correlated with different dimensions of Citizenship Performance. For example, 

R. T. Hogan and Shelton (1998) argued that Likeability (an alternative label for the FFM 

dimension of Agreeableness) is likely to be associated with being a team player, which 

in turn is allied to the Citizenship component referred to as Helping Behaviour. 

Therefore, Agreeableness should be more associated with Helping Behaviour than it is 

with Individual Initiative. R. T. Hogan and Shelton (1998) also suggested that Prudence 

(an alternative label for the FFM dimension of Conscientiousness) would be associated 

with conformity, honesty and safety. Conforming with rules has been associated with 

the Individual Initiative aspect of Citizenship Performance. Consistent with this, 

Individual Initiative has at times been labelled ‘Compliance’ (e.g., Organ & Ryan, 1995). 

This suggests that the personality dimension of Conscientiousness may be more 

strongly related to Individual Initiative than it is to Helping Behaviour. 
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Table 6.1 
Summary of Meta-analyses Examining the Relationships between Self-rated 
Agreeableness and Self-rated Conscientiousness, with Other-rated Helping Behaviour 
and Other-rated Individual Initiative. 

 Agreeableness Conscientiousness 
Study N k r N k r 

Helping Behaviour       
(Organ & Ryan, 1995) 916 6 .10 1,231 7 .16 

(Hurtz & Donovan, 2000) 4,301 23 .11 4,301 23 .11 
(Borman, Penner et al., 2001b) 868 2 .16 1,090 3 .15 

Total N 6,085   6,622   
Sample-weighted grand mean 

correlation   .119   .125

Individual Initiative       
(Organ & Ryan, 1995) 916 6 .08 1,231 7 .17 

(Hurtz & Donovan, 2000) 3,197 17 .06 3,197 17 .12 
(Borman, Penner et al., 2001b) 876 2 .19 1,090 3 .17 

Total N 4,989   5,518   
Sample-weighted grand mean 

correlation   .087   .142

Note: N = number of participants in studies analysed; k = number of studies analysed; r = sample-weighted mean, 
uncorrected correlation.  

 

Several meta-analyses have reported on the relationships between the 

personality dimensions of Conscientiousness and Agreeableness, with the aspects of 

Citizenship Performance known as Individual Initiative and Helping Behaviour (Borman, 

Penner et al., 2001b; Hurtz & Donovan, 2000; Organ & Ryan, 1995). Table 6.1 

presents a summary of the findings of these meta-analyses. In order to avoid 

confounding estimates of correlations between measures which were obtained in 

different ways, only the estimates of correlations between self-rated personality and 

other-rated Citizenship Performance have been included in Table 6.1. It should be 

noted that Borman, Penner et al. (2001) did not report separate estimates for 

correlations with the Individual Initiative and Helping Behaviour aspects of Citizenship 

Performance. However, they did cite the statistics and scales used by the studies 

which they reviewed, which means that estimates can be easily calculated from their 

report. Each of the grand mean correlations presented in Table 6.1 is statistically 

significant, but they are also quite modest. When the grand mean correlations are 
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compared, the difference between the correlation of Agreeableness with Helping 

Behaviour versus Individual Initiative is significant (p < .05), as is the difference 

between the correlation of Individual Initiative with Agreeableness versus 

Conscientiousness (p < .01)*. Therefore, it was expected that this study would find 

corresponding differences in correlations between these variables.  

However, the difference between the correlations of Conscientiousness with 

Helping Behaviour and Individual Initiative is not significant, and nor is the difference 

between the correlations between Helping Behaviour with Conscientiousness and 

Agreeableness. These findings are not consistent with the expectations of R. T. Hogan 

and Shelton (1998). The lack of a significant difference between the correlations of 

Conscientiousness with Helping Behaviour and Individual Initiative may reflect that 

there is no difference in the underlying population relationship, but such a conclusion 

may be premature. Apart from cautions raised by methodologists about over-

interpreting non-significant findings (Cook & Campbell, 1979; Schmidt & Hunter, 1996), 

there are also concerns about statistical power that should be considered before 

accepting the non-existence of this difference. This is because even the relatively large 

aggregate sample sizes presented in Table 6.1 have comparatively little power to 

discriminate proportionately large differences in small correlations. For example, the 

correlation between Conscientiousness and Helping Behaviour accounts for 29% more 

variance than does the correlation between Conscientiousness and Helping Behaviour, 

yet this difference is not statistically significant. Yet, if the basic correlations were 

stronger, much smaller sample sizes would be needed to statistically discriminate 

between two correlations of similar differences in strength. In the case of the correlation 

between Conscientiousness and Citizenship Performance obtained in Study Two, a 

simple statistical power analysis reveals that a sample only one-eighteenth as large 

would have sufficient power to discriminate between correlations with comparable 

                                                 
* Please note: all comparisons between correlations reported in this dissertation have been 
conducted using the original sample sizes as the basis for calculating the appropriate level of 
significance. 
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differences in variance explained. In other words, the lack of a statistically significant 

difference in such small correlations provides little guidance on what to expect when 

examining differences between larger correlations. Of course, this does not mean that 

there is evidence to suggest that the difference between the correlations of 

Conscientiousness with Helping Behaviour and Individual Initiative are significant, but 

merely suggests the possibility that significant differences could be observed between 

stronger correlations. Larger correlations are exactly what is expected if similar results 

to those found in Study Two are also found when ratings of personality and ratings of 

Citizenship Performance are provided by supervisors. Consequently, one of the 

research questions addressed by Study Three was whether significant differences 

between these respective correlations would be observed when supervisor-rated 

measures of personality were compared with supervisor-rated measures of Citizenship 

Performance.  

Common Method Bias 

The Nature of Common Method Bias 

Any study which compares ratings on two or more measures that have been 

provided by the same raters is prone to a significant methodological problem: common 

method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Common method bias refers to a systematic 

source of error in the estimation of statistical parameters, such as correlations, 

resulting from shared method variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Method variance, in 

turn, is that component of measurement variance which is an artefact of the 

measurement methodology used, rather than a reflection of the construct(s) being 

assessed (Bagozzi & Yi, 1991). For example, people respond differently to similar 

questions if they are asked during a face-to-face interview, compared with a paper-and-

pencil questionnaire, and this difference appears to be a function of the method itself 

(Richman, Kiesler, Weisband, & Drasgow, 1999). This biasing of correlations by the 

use of common methods of measurement can both increase or decrease the apparent 
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strength of a statistical relationship (Cote & Buckley, 1987), with serious implications 

for interpretation of results. 

The potentially misleading consequences of common method bias have long 

been recognised (e.g., D. T. Campbell & Fiske, 1959), but continue to present 

problems for researchers. Partly, this is due to the variety of causes or sources of 

common method bias. Without claiming to be exhaustive, Podsakoff et al. (2003) 

identified over twenty separate sources for common method bias, of which the use of a 

common rater may be the most common and potent (Podsakoff et al., 2003; Sackett & 

Larson, 1990). Use of a common rater can create cognitive and social pressures 

leading to artefactual relationships between responses. These pressures include: (i) 

the consistency motif (Johns, 1994; Schmitt, 1994), which refers to the desire to ensure 

that responses to items appear to be congruent with each other; (ii) implicit theories (R. 

G. Lord, Binning, Rush, & Thomas, 1978; Phillips & Lord, 1986) held by raters about 

the relationship between items and scales, which prompt to raters to adjust their ratings 

in line with their preconceptions; (iii) leniency biases, or the tendency to rate others, 

with whom the rater is involved more positively (Schriesheim, Kinicki, & Schriesheim, 

1979); and (iv) acquiescence, which is the tendency to consistently answer yes or no to 

items, regardless of content (Winkler, Kanouse, & Ware, 1982). Given the range of 

these potential sources of common method bias arising from using a common rater for 

multiple measures, it is understandable that previous researchers have questioned 

correlations between self-rated Citizenship Performance and self-rated personality 

measures.  

Using Different Raters to Control Common Method Bias 

The use of a common rater for several measures, and the common method bias 

which can arise from this practice, are of considerable concern for research on 

performance. Despite this, a large number of studies on the relationship between 

personality and Citizenship Performance have used self-ratings for both sets of 

measures. This prompted two of the major meta-analyses of the relationships between 
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personality and Citizenship variables to report separate correlations for studies which 

did not rely solely on self-ratings (Borman, Penner et al., 2001b; Organ & Ryan, 1995). 

Typically, the multi-rater studies used self-rated measures of personality, and ratings of 

Citizenship provided by another person (mostly supervisors). This research design 

removes bias resulting from the use of a common rater, and were therefore considered 

to be more valid estimates of the relationship between Citizenship and personality 

measures.  

Yet the results of Study Two indicate that using self-ratings for personality and 

other-ratings for Citizenship Performance underestimates the relationship between 

these constructs. Instead, the present study is designed to replicate Study Two, where 

it was found that other-raters used a measure of Conscientiousness and a measure of 

Citizenship Performance to mean largely the same thing. In Study Three, the intention 

was to explore whether workplace supervisors used ratings of Citizenship Performance 

and ratings of personality in a manner similar to that which was observed in Study Two. 

In order to do so, it was necessary to ask supervisors to provide both sets of ratings. 

Podsakoff et al. (2003) acknowledge that, in many cases, the use of different raters for 

different measures is not appropriate, either because of difficulties of linking 

observations from different sources, or because the various measures can only be 

obtained from the one source. Indeed, discounting research such as this, because all 

of the measures have been obtained from the same source, has been labelled ‘unduly 

draconian’ (Kline, Sulsky, & Rever-Moriyama, 2000, p. 418), largely for this reason, and 

partly because there are other legitimate methods of controlling for common method 

bias. These include the application of a range of procedural and statistical remedies for 

common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003). The procedural remedies will be 

discussed in the Method section of this chapter; however, the statistical remedies raise 

some theoretical issues, which will be discussed here.  
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Statistical Remedies for Common Method Bias 

After reviewing the range of statistical remedies for common method bias, 

Podsakoff et al. (2003) concluded that only a few general approaches were 

satisfactory. All of these favoured approaches rely on some form of confirmatory factor 

analysis (CFA) and/or structural equation modelling (SEM). The first group of 

approaches involves controlling for directly or indirectly measured latent methods 

factor(s), and allowing items which are used to measure the constructs of interest to 

load directly on to these methods factors. The advantages of these remedies are 

several, but the most important appear to be that they: provide a model for measuring 

method variance itself; allow an examination of the relationship between method 

variance factor(s) and measures, rather than the underlying constructs; and make no 

assumptions about the various measures being equally related to the methods factor(s) 

(Podsakoff et al., 2003). Apart from these techniques, there are other CFA and SEM 

techniques which have been recommended for handling common method biases. 

These include the correlated uniqueness model, which allows error terms in 

confirmatory factor models to be correlated (Marsh & Bailey, 1991), and the direct 

product model, which allows multiplicative interactions between traits and methods 

(Bechger, 1998). However, these techniques are considered to be either (in the case of 

correlated uniqueness) conceptually inferior to latent method(s) factor models (Lance, 

Noble, & Scullen, 2002) or (in the case of the direct products model) unnecessarily 

complex, and failing to allow for an estimation of the relationship between predictor and 

criterion variables when controlling for method biases (Podsakoff et al., 2003). 

Consequently, this study will be analysed using the SEM approach recommended by 

Podsakoff et al. (2003), which involves modelling a latent common method factor as a 

control for common method bias. 

Successful modelling of common method factors can be achieved with or 

without the use of directly measured scales. If it is possible, on a theoretical basis, to 

specify ahead of time constructs which might account for common method bias, then 
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these can be directly measured and used to reflect the common method factor(s) 

(Podsakoff et al., 2003). One of the more common examples of such a directly 

measured common method factor, at least with respect to self-ratings, is Social 

Desirability, or the tendency to seek social acceptance and approval by means of 

behaving in ways which appear to match social conventions (Crowne & Marlowe, 

1964). Several authors have proposed Social Desirability as a source of common 

method bias (Moorman & Podsakoff, 1992; Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994; Schmitt, 

1994), although its actual impact upon relationships between predictor and criterion 

variables in organisation behaviour may not be large (Hough & Furnham, 2003; Hough 

& Ones, 2001). With respect to other-ratings, Liking or Interpersonal Affect has long 

been proposed as a source of common method bias (Conway, 1998; Wherry & Bartlett, 

1982; Wherry & Fryer, 1949), in a manner analogous to Social Desirability for self-

ratings. Interpersonal Affect or Liking has been shown to have a reliable association 

with ratings of performance (Cardy & Dobbins, 1994; Robbins & DeNisi, 1994; Varma, 

DeNisi, & Peters, 1996). The influence of Liking on ratings may be direct (Conway, 

1998), or mediated through the manner in which observations of the ratee are 

encoded, or the extent to which attention is paid to the ratee (Robbins & DeNisi, 1994). 

Although common, this association between Liking and ratings of others may not be 

consciously recognised by the raters themselves, who may instead justify their ratings 

on the basis of the apparent rationality of the rating processes used (Lefkowitz, 2000). 

To the extent that Liking consciously or unconsciously influences the process of rating 

others, it represents a potentially serious source of common method bias (Conway, 

1998; Schriesheim et al., 1979).  

Unfortunately, the relationship between Interpersonal Affect or Liking, and 

ratings of other measures, is not simple. One of the more important complications in 

the relationship between these constructs is that Liking and performance have 

reciprocal influence. In other words, when staff perform better, they tend to be liked 

more by their supervisors, but staff who are liked more tend to be rated more positively, 
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both due to a tendency to provide more lenient ratings to liked staff, but also partly as a 

result of liked staff receiving more support, and consequently performing at a higher 

level (Lefkowitz, 2000). Another complication which affects the relationship between 

Liking and performance ratings is the fact that staff who have better interpersonal skills 

tend to be liked more, but they also tend to perform better (Lefkowitz, 2000). 

Considering that the degree to which a supervisor likes a staff member is linked with 

how rewarding to the supervisor the staff member’s behaviour is (R. T. Hogan & 

Shelton, 1998), then performance ratings are inextricably linked to liking. Consistent 

with this, it has been found that, for tasks which require the cooperation of others, 

being liked is a key tool for satisfactory performance (Schmitt, 1994). Thus, Lefkowitz 

(2000) stated that “the association of supervisor liking with appraisal ratings does not 

necessarily represent bias” (p. 81). Therefore, using Liking as a measured common 

method factor, in order to control for bias in ratings, is likely to be a serious over-

correction. On the other hand, Lefkowitz also cautions against “the glib acceptance of 

an absence of bias” (p. 81) associated with the degree to which supervisors like their 

staff. In other words, it is still necessary to control for forms of bias, but there is good 

reason to think that Liking is not the appropriate choice of a control variable. Given 

these points, Liking was not be used as a directly measured common method variable 

within this study. 

In cases such as this, where ratings of predictor and criterion variables must be 

obtained from the same sources in similar contexts and the sources of method bias 

cannot be validly identified, Podsakoff et al. (2003) recommend, the adoption of a 

single common-method factor approach to analysing the relationship between predictor 

and criterion variables. Consequently, this approach to analysis was used in this study. 

The specifics of this approach will be described in the Results section of this chapter. 
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Aims of This Study 

In summary, Study Three was conducted in order to replicate Study Two with 

employees as the ratees, and with supervisors providing ratings of both Citizenship 

Performance and personality. Scales designed to measure the Citizenship 

Performance dimensions of Individual Initiative and Helping Behaviour were used in 

addition to the Active Support scale used in Study Two, and a scale for measuring 

Agreeableness was included alongside the personality scale of Conscientiousness. 

Statistical and procedural remedies for common method bias were adopted, which are 

consistent with the recommendations of Podsakoff et al. (2003). As outlined previously, 

it was expected that the supervisor-rated measures of personality would be more 

strongly correlated with of Citizenship Performance than the self-rated measures of 

personality. More specifically, the first two hypotheses for Study Three were: 

Hypothesis One: Supervisor-rated Conscientiousness is more strongly 

correlated with supervisor-rated Citizenship Performance than either self-rated 

Conscientiousness or self-rated Agreeableness. 

Hypothesis Two: Supervisor-rated Agreeableness is more strongly correlated 

with supervisor-rated Citizenship Performance than either self-rated 

Conscientiousness or self-rated Agreeableness. 

A second set of predictions related to the different correlations between 

dimensions of Citizenship Performance and supervisor-rated measures of personality. 

On the basis of the results summarised in Table 6.1, it was predicted that: 

Hypothesis Three: Supervisor-rated Agreeableness is more strongly correlated 

with Helping Behaviour than with supervisor-rated Individual Initiative.  

Hypothesis Four: Supervisor-rated Conscientiousness is more strongly 

correlated with Individual Initiative than is supervisor-rated Agreeableness.  
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Method 

Participants 

Participants in this study were non-academic supervisors and staff from a large, 

multi-campus Australian university. Academic staff and supervisors were excluded from 

the study, due to the somewhat idiosyncratic nature of academic employment, 

performance measurement and supervision, which would make comparisons with other 

forms of employment more difficult. Permission was sought from supervisors first, and 

then staff. Forty-three supervisors agreed to participate, with only three refusing to 

participate, each due to work pressures. Of the staff in these supervisors’ sections, 238 

out of 283 participated, which corresponds to a participation rate of 84.1%. Staff came 

from a variety of occupations, including administrators, accountants, librarians, 

cleaners, caterers and tradespeople. Because of the organisational hierarchy, thirteen 

of the supervisors were also staff members within other supervisors’ sections — in 

other words, these 13 supervisors also appeared within the study as staff. The average 

number of staff for whom supervisors provided ratings was 4.6, with a median number 

of 4. Of the participants 22.7% of the staff and 32.6% of the supervisors were male. 

This percentages are slightly lower than the proportions for staff at corresponding 

levels within this university (28.0% and 42.0% respectively). The average age of 

participating staff was 38.5 years with a standard deviation of 10.6 years, figures which 

are quite similar to the university’s average of 41.5 years and standard deviation of 

10.7 years. Overall, it appears that the sample used in this study is reasonably 

representative of staff employed in this organisation.  

Measures 

Dimensions of Citizenship 

Active Support, the Citizenship Performance scale developed and applied in 

Study One and used again in Study Two, was also used in this study to enable easier 
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comparability with the previous two studies. However, as discussed earlier, additional 

scales for measuring the two best-supported aspects of Citizenship Performance, 

Helping Behaviour and Individual Initiative, were added to this study. Van Scotter and 

Motowidlo (1996) developed scales for measuring these aspects of Citizenship 

Performance, which they labelled Interpersonal Facilitation and Job Dedication 

respectively, but which will be referred to as Helping Behaviour and Individual Initiative 

here for consistency with the rest of this dissertation. These scales have subsequently 

been used in several studies, and have been linked to experience, ability and 

personality, as well as Task Performance (Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996), systemic 

rewards (Van Scotter et al., 2000), exchange fairness and organisational politics 

(Aryee, Chen, & Budhwar, 2004), liking and motive attributions (D. E. Johnson, Erez, 

Kiker, & Motowidlo, 2002), and emotional intelligence (Law, Wong, & Song, 2004). Part 

of the attractiveness of these scales lies in their solid inter-rater correlations (.50 and 

.69 respectively: Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996) and internal consistency estimates 

(.94 and .94: Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996).  

  

Dimensions of Personality 

As with Study Two, scales from Saucier’s (1994a) Mini-Markers were used to 

assess other-rated Conscientiousness as well as Agreeableness. Supervisors were 

provided with a form designed to allow them to rate all their staff at the same time. Staff 

rated themselves on personality using the complete Mini-Markers, but only results for 

self-rated Conscientiousness and Agreeableness were of interest in this study so these 

are the only scales discussed in the Results section of this chapter. 

Procedure 

Procedural Remedies for Common Method Bias 

As mentioned previously, Podsakoff et al. (2003) recommend a range of 

procedural remedies for common method bias. Several of these remedies involve 
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substantial changes to the scales used, such as counter-balancing item order, revising 

and improving scale items, improving the ease of comprehension of scale items, and 

using different scale formats for items from different scales. However, Podsakoff et al. 

(2003) acknowledge that these remedies can be problematic when using previously 

developed scales, because such changes can affect the meaning of a scale, and 

consequently reduce or alter the scale’s validity, and therefore none of the items were 

rewritten. With respect to scale formats, both the CARS (Borman, 1999; Borman, Buck 

et al., 2001), which gave rise to the Active Support measure used in Chapters Four and 

Five, and the measures of Helping Behaviour and Individual Initiative (Van Scotter & 

Motowidlo, 1996) used an identical rating format. However, correlations between these 

scales were not the focus of this study, so it was decided to leave the format of these 

scales as they were originally developed, rather than risk validity problems.  

The personality ratings of subordinates provided by supervisors were obtained 

using the Conscientiousness and Agreeableness scales of the Mini-Markers, which 

also ask raters to assess how accurately each item describes the ratee. However, each 

of the Citizenship Performance measures uses a five-point verbally-anchored scale for 

each item, while the Mini-Markers uses a verbally-anchored, nine-point scale. In order 

to further differentiate the format of the other-rated personality scales from that of the 

Citizenship Performance scales without affecting the validity of either set of scales, 

efforts were made to differentiate the manner in which ratings were provided. The 

Citizenship scales were completed on a separate form for each subordinate, with 

supervisors circling the appropriate number on the form for each item. The form for the 

Mini-Markers scales differed in that Conscientiousness and Agreeableness were 

assessed for all of a supervisor’s subordinates on the same form: supervisors entered 

a number, from one to nine, in appropriate cells for each item for each subordinate on 

the one table. Apart from helping to distinguish the scales in terms of their semantic 

meaning, the formats used also helped to discourage supervisors from completing all 

assessments on a particular staff member at the same time. Thus this choice of format 
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for the personality scales also helped to address another of Podsakoff et al.’s (2003) 

recommendations, namely that measurement of predictor and criterion variables 

should, as far as possible, be separated by collecting ratings using different methods 

and at different times.  

A final procedural remedy recommended by Podsakoff et al. (2003) is to take 

steps to reduce the level of apprehension of participants. To achieve this, Podsakoff et 

al. (2003) recommend that participants be encouraged to answer accurately, from their 

own perspective, and be informed that there are no right or wrong answers. This is 

done in order to minimise tendencies to respond in a socially desirable or lenient 

manner, or in a way that participants perceive to be favoured by the researcher. This 

advice was adopted within this research. At the same time, Podsakoff et al. (2003) 

recommend that participants be allowed to respond anonymously, where possible. This 

was not possible in this case, because it was necessary to be able to link ratings 

provided by supervisors with the personality ratings provided by their subordinates. 

However, all participants were made aware that their responses were completely 

confidential, and no materials provided by them would be made available to anyone 

apart from the data-entry person, who was not an employee of the university, and the 

research team (myself and my supervisors). Further, participants were informed that 

they could, at any time, withdraw from the study, even after the data had all been 

collected and entered into databases. No participants chose to do so. 

Distribution and Collection of Ratings Forms 

After obtaining formal approval from the relevant senior managers of the 

university, and ethics approval from the university’s research ethics committee, 

supervisors of staff were directly approached to organise meetings with themselves 

and the staff they supervised. All supervisors who were approached indicated that they 

were willing to participate. At the meetings with supervisors and staff that followed the 

initial contacts with supervisors, the research process was described, including the 

confidentiality protections. Staff and supervisors were told that the research was about 
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the relationship between organisational climate, personality and performance. At the 

end of the meetings, staff were asked whether they were willing to complete a consent 

form to participate. Staff who consented to participate were provided with forms for 

assessing personality, as well as an assessment of organisational climate, which was 

not used in this study. Staff were asked to complete the personality assessments in a 

way which best reflected their understanding of themselves. Specifically, staff were 

asked to picture a situation where they ‘felt most like who they really are’, and to 

complete the personality assessments as if they were in that situation. In some cases, 

staff completed the personality forms while sitting together in a staff meeting, and 

handed back the forms at the end of the meeting. If such a meeting had not been 

arranged, staff were provided with a pre-addressed envelope for returning the 

personality forms and completed the forms in their own time. However, consent forms 

were collected immediately, to allow supervisors to be informed of who they were being 

asked to provide ratings of. Supervisors were asked to rate staff according to how they 

understood staff to behave at work. Supervisors were also provided with pre-addressed 

envelopes for returning their forms. In cases where not all forms had been returned, 

follow-up calls were made to supervisors to reduce the number of missing forms.  

Prior to participating, all staff and supervisors were promised that they would 

receive, at the end of the data collection period, a summary of what their personality 

assessments indicated about them. Participants were also offered the opportunity to 

participate in a free workshop on personality and personal development. All 

participants, both staff and supervisors, who could still be contacted after the research 

collection was completed were mailed a three-page commentary on their personality 

scores, along with a summary of the research findings.  
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Results 

Descriptive Statistics 

The means, standard deviations and internal reliabilities for each of the 

research scales are presented in Table 6.2. The number of observations for the self-

rated personality scales is considerably lower than for the supervisor-rated scales, 

because a substantial number of participants who had consented to participate failed to 

return their self-rated personality assessments. However, given that the relationships 

between the self-rated scales and the supervisor-rated scales are not the primary focus 

of this study, this presents few problems for the subsequent data analysis. It should 

also be noted that not all supervisors returned all of their rating forms, which is why 

there are differences in the numbers for supervisor-rated personality and Citizenship 

Performance scales. Treatment of these missing data will be discussed further when 

the SEM analyses are presented.  

The mean scores for the Mini-Marker scales indicate that the participants in this 

study rated themselves more highly than the participants in the previous two studies on 

Agreeableness and Conscientiousness. This may well be due to the differences in 

average age between this study and the previous two studies (average age of 38.5 in 

Study Three versus 20.8 in Study One and 23 in Study Two), and the fact that age has 

been shown to have its largest effect on these particular dimensions of the FFM 

(Srivastava, John, Gosling, & Potter, 2003). Average ratings of Active Support for this 

study are higher than for Study Two, but similar to those found in Study One. The 

average for other-rated Conscientiousness is, however, similar to that found in Study 

Two. Unlike Study Two, the supervisor-rated personality scales had similar means to 

the self-rated personality scales, which suggests that there was less of a leniency bias 

present in this data-set. 
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Table 6.2 
Descriptive Statistics for Study Three Variables. 

Scale N Mean Standard 
Deviation Alpha 

Self-rated Mini-Marker Scales 

Agreeableness 168 20.36 6.87 .76 

Conscientiousness 168 17.92 7.89 .79 

Supervisor Ratings 

Agreeableness 221 19.65 9.25 .88 

Conscientiousness 221 18.10 10.00 .91 

Active Support 214 21.53 4.01 .80 

Helping Behaviour 214 26.28 4.92 .89 

Individual Initiative 214 30.15 5.10 .86 

  

Correlations 

Correlations between the research variables of interest to this study are 

presented in Table 6.3. As was found in Study Two, there was a significant correlation 

between self-rated Conscientiousness and, in this case, supervisor-rated 

Conscientiousness, but this correlation was quite modest, and was only significant if a 

one-tailed test was applied. The correlation between self- and supervisor-rated 

Agreeableness was also modest but significant. However, all the supervisor-rated 

scales showed highly significant correlations. The Citizenship Performance scales were 

strongly correlated with each other (from .66 to .72), but strong correlations between 

scales are typically found among measures of Citizenship Performance (LePine et al., 

2002). These correlations provide a degree of validation of the Active Support scale 

developed in Study One. However, there was also a correlation of .49 between 

supervisor-rated Agreeableness and Conscientiousness. Although there was also a 

significant correlation between self-rated Agreeableness and Conscientiousness, this 

correlation was significantly smaller (p < .001), and was not significantly different to the 
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intercorrelations previously reported for these scales (Saucier, 1994a). When it is 

considered that FFM scales are designed to assess orthogonal factors, the observation 

of this significant difference between the inter-scale correlations suggests that there 

was substantially more common method bias present among the supervisor-rated 

scales than among the self-rated scales. 

Table 6.3 
Correlations between Measures of Self- and Supervisor-rated Personality and 
Measures of Citizenship Performance. 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 Self-rated Agreeableness       

2 Self-rated Conscientiousness  a .20**      

3 Supervisor-rated Agreeableness  b .18* b -.06     

4 Supervisor-rated Conscientiousness b .03  b .15 c .49***    

5 Active Support d -.01 d -.07 e .59*** e .51***   

6 Helping Behaviour d .09 d -.09 e .73*** e .50*** f .72***  

7 Individual Initiative d -.01 d .03 e .48*** e .62*** f .72*** f .66*** 
a N = 168. b N = 153. c N = 221. d N = 160. e N = 198. f N = 214.  
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.  p < .05 one-tailed test: all other significance tests are two-tailed. 

 

As predicted, supervisor-rated Conscientiousness was more strongly correlated 

with Citizenship Performance than was either self-rated Conscientiousness or self-

rated Agreeableness (for all comparisons, p < .001), which was consistent with 

Hypothesis One. Likewise, supervisor-rated Agreeableness was also more strongly 

correlated with Citizenship Performance than was either self-rated Agreeableness or 

self-rated Conscientiousness (for all comparisons, p < .001), which was consistent with 

Hypothesis Two. Hypothesis Three predicted that supervisor-rated Agreeableness 

would be more strongly correlated with Helping Behaviour than with supervisor-rated 

Individual Initiative. The corresponding correlations displayed the predicted difference 

(p < .001). Hypothesis Four predicted that supervisor-rated Conscientiousness would 

be more strongly correlated with Individual Initiative than was supervisor-rated 

Agreeableness. These correlations were significantly different in the predicted direction 
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(p < .05), which was consistent with Hypothesis Four. Thus each of the hypotheses for 

this study were supported by the correlations reported in Table 6.3.  

Structural Equation Model (SEM) Analyses of Supervisor Ratings 

As described in the introduction, the zero-order correlations which have been 

discussed above are likely to have been affected by common method bias because 

multiple ratings have been obtained from the same raters. In addition, there is no 

specific source of common method variance which has been identified. In situations 

such as this, Podsakoff et al. (2003) recommended the use of SEM analyses which 

model an unmeasured common method factor in order to assess the correlation 

between these factors. Consequently, a series of SEM analyses were conducted on 

the data in order to obtain estimates of the population correlations between the 

measured Citizenship Performance and personality constructs, while controlling for 

common method bias. This section provides a detailed description of the procedures 

used for these analyses, prior to reporting the results obtained. 

Treatment of Missing Data  

Despite efforts to obtain a complete data-set for this study, there were a total of 

40 cases for which there were either supervisor-ratings of Citizenship and no 

supervisor-rated personality measures, or vice-versa. Missing data can be a problem in 

SEM unless the missing observations are missing completely at random — in other 

words, observations are missing in a manner which is independent of any of the 

observed variables (Rubin, 1976). This condition is unlikely to be met in practice, 

especially in the social sciences (Muthén, Kaplan, & Hollis, 1987), yet if it is not 

satisfied, estimates obtained in SEM may well be biased (McDonald & Ringo Ho, 

2002). Simply deleting missing observations in pairwise or listwise manner does not 

eliminate the problem, because the deleted observations will not have been deleted at 

random. Instead, several authors have recommended that missing data should be 

estimated using the expectation-maximisation (EM) technique (Dempster, Laird, & 
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Rubin, 1977; McDonald & Ringo Ho, 2002). Consequently, this approach was adopted 

with the missing data in this study.  

Testing Structural Equation Models  

SEM involves the testing of proposed statistical models which have two 

components: a structural model, which predicts the relationship between various — 

usually unobserved or latent — factors, and a measurement model (Tabachnick & 

Fidell, 2001). The measurement model predicts the relationship between the latent 

factors and observed indicators — for example, items in a measurement instrument. As 

such, the measurement model is equivalent to a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) 

model (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). It is important that the measurement model is 

tested prior to examining the structural model (Byrne, 2001; McDonald & Ringo Ho, 

2002). This is because the structural model is attempting to specify the relationships 

between unmeasured factors, and if the measurement model is unsatisfactory, it will be 

difficult to interpret the results of the overall structural model.  

With both CFA and SEM, it is important to be able to ascertain which theoretical 

models have the best match with observed relationships in the data-set. To enable this, 

computer programs which conduct CFA and SEM provide a number of so-called fit 

indexes, which provide guidance as to how well the proposed model fits the data. The 

original index of model fit was the χ2 (chi-squared) statistic (Jöreskog, 1978), which is 

commonly evaluated by comparing it with the degrees of freedom of the proposed 

model, which allows a probability level to be computed. Although it still has its 

supporters (e.g., Hayduk & Glaser, 2000), χ2 has problems as an index of fit, such as 

its sensitivity to technical conditions. For example, using χ2 with a large sample size 

can lead to a model being rejected, purely as a result of random variations in the 

sample (Bentler & Dudgeon, 1996; West, Finch, & Curran, 1995). As a result, various 

alternatives to the χ2 statistic have been proposed as indexes of fit, with some statistical 

analysis programs reporting as many as twenty (Hu & Bentler, 1998).  
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Choosing among these indexes has a degree of taste and fashion about it — 

there is no established mathematical basis for using them, nor for deciding what is an 

acceptable level for a fit index (McDonald & Ringo Ho, 2002). Hu and Bentler (1998) 

reviewed fifteen of the more commonly used indexes in order to determine their 

sensitivity to model misspecification. The more sensitive a fit index, the better it is at 

distinguishing between well-fitting and poorly fitting models (Maiti & Mukherjee, 1991), 

so sensitivity is to be desired. Hu and Bentler (1998) concluded that, of the indexes 

reviewed, standardised root mean square residual (SRMR) was the most sensitive to 

model misspecification, and consequently recommended that this index be used in 

conjunction with one or more other indexes. The indexes they recommend to 

supplement SRMR include the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), the Incremental Fit Index 

(IFI), the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation 

(RMSEA). Each of these indexes, although less sensitive than SRMR overall, is 

somewhat more sensitive to other aspects of model fit. However, of these 

supplementary indexes, both TLI and RMSEA assume a large sample size (Browne & 

Cudeck, 1993). Violation of this assumption — for example with models of less than 

250, as is the case in the current study — leads to these indexes over-rejecting valid 

models (Curran, Bollen, Chen, Paxton, & Kirby, 2003; Hu & Bentler, 1998, 1999). Even 

so, RMSEA has various strong points which have led to it becoming perhaps the most 

popular index of fit in social research (Curran et al., 2003), so reporting RMSEA allows 

greater comparability with other research. IFI and CFI tend to be closely related across 

different models, and are therefore largely interchangeable (Hu & Bentler, 1999). On 

the basis of this summary of Hu and Bentler’s research (Hu & Bentler, 1998, 1999), the 

following fit indexes were used to assess model fit in this study: SRMR, RMSEA and 

CFI, as well as χ2.  

Deciding on a set of fit indexes is only one part of the problem in assessing 

goodness of fit. Researchers also need criteria for these indexes, in order to make 

decisions about when a fit index is acceptable. In order to develop appropriate cut-off 
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criteria for fit indexes, Hu and Bentler (1999) conducted a large Monte-Carlo study of 

both well-specified and misspecified CFA models, which allowed them to balance risks 

of incorrectly accepting or rejecting models. On the basis of their research they 

recommended that the following cut-off criteria for fit indexes be used for deciding if 

there was a good fit between a hypothesised model and an observed data-set: SRMR 

≤ .06; RMSEA ≤ .08; and CFI ≥ .95. These recommended cut-off values for accepting 

good fit of models were used in the following analyses.  

Measurement Models 

Byrne (2001) recommends that measurement models be assessed using CFA, 

prior to testing structural models. In this study, this recommendation means 

determining whether the observed items for each scale can accurately be represented 

by a single, latent factor, before constructing structural models which assess the 

correlations between these factors. The advantage of this two-step procedure is that it 

allows researchers to isolate sources of ill-fit in their models. Consequently, the AMOS 

program (Arbuckle, 2003) was used to conduct a CFA for each of the supervisor-rated 

scales used in this study. The results of these analyses are presented in Table 6.4. As 

can be seen, both Active Support and Helping Behaviour have fit indexes which satisfy 

the cut-off criteria proposed by Hu and Bentler (1999). In contrast, both of the FFM 

measures, as well as the Individual Initiative measure, have unacceptably poor fit, 

indicating that they do not have simple, one-dimensional structures.  

Table 6.4 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Measures used in Study Three. 

Measures No. 
Items χ2 df p SRMR RMSEA CFI 

Supervisor-rated Agreeableness 8 199.1 20 .000 .080 .194 .843 

Supervisor-rated Conscientiousness 8 139.9 20 .000 .055 .159 .905 

Active Support 6 7.7 9 .564 .021 .000 1.000 

Helping Behaviour 7 32.4 14 .004 .032 .074 .981 

Individual Initiative 8 110.9 20 .000 .060 .138 .890 

df = degrees of freedom; p = probability for χ2 ; SRMR = Standard Root Mean Residual; RMSEA = Root 
Mean Square Error of Approximation; CFI = Comparative Fit Index.
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Unfortunately the FFM is relatively notorious for its failure to show good fit when 

modelled using CFA, as is shown in repeated discussions on SEMNET (Alabama, 

2004), the leading SEM and CFA research listserver. Although the FFM is both 

empirically reliable, as demonstrated by test-retest and inter-rater reliability, and 

typically shows satisfactory internal reliability, as assessed by Cronbach’s alpha, few 

CFA-based studies have shown FFM measures as having good fit (McCrae, 

Zonderman, Costa, & Bond, 1996). One response to this has been to claim that there is 

something fundamentally wrong with CFA, and therefore SEM, and to discourage their 

use with FFM measures (McCrae et al., 1996). However, rather than accepting such a 

conclusion it is worthwhile to consider the reasons for the relatively poor structural fit of 

FFM measures.  

CFA-based analyses seek to confirm or disconfirm whether sets of observations 

match predicted factor structures and assume that the relevant factors are fairly narrow 

in scope (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Thus, if a set of items on a scale do not relate to 

one narrow factor and that one factor alone, any CFA tests of that scale will indicate 

poor fit. Despite the fact that Cronbach’s alpha is often taken to mean that a scale is 

unifactorial, it is actually quite feasible for a scale to show a high alpha, yet to appear 

multifactorial when examined using CFA (Miller, 1995), because of the way in which 

alpha is calculated. Alpha, in effect, is equivalent to the average of all possible split-half 

reliability estimates of a multi-item scale. Provided that the items show moderately high 

inter-correlations, it is possible to get a satisfactory alpha, even with a multifactorial 

scale, especially if a large number of items are used (Green, 1977).  

In the case of the FFM model, each of the orthogonal factors are assumed to be 

broad and to subsume more narrowly focused and specific dimensions, an assumption 

which has informed the construction of FFM scales (cf., Costa, McCrae, & Dye, 1993; 

Goldberg, 1999). This fact is well-recognised in personality-performance research, and 

has prompted several researchers to compare the validity of the broad FFM scales as 

predictors of performance, with more narrowly focused sub-scales (Hough, 2001; 
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Paunonen, Rothstein, & Jackson, 1999; Tett et al., 2003). Therefore, it should not be 

unexpected when a FFM measure fails to show good fit even though it has high 

reliability, as measured by alpha or test-retest studies. The broader a FFM measuring 

instrument is, the more likely it is for this set of features to be found. 

The consequence for this study is that it is unlikely that any complete FFM 

scales will show good fit when analysed using CFA. A further consequence of this is 

that any model incorporating a complete FFM scale, and examined using SEM, is also 

unlikely to show good fit. In order to solve this problem, a subset of the three items 

which most closely reflected the relevant factor for each of the Mini-Markers scales was 

chosen. This choice was made using the same decision-rules that were originally used 

by Saucier (1994a) in designing the Mini-Markers. Saucier (1994) chose items on the 

basis that they had the highest loadings on their respective factors, and the lowest 

cross-loadings on other factors, so the three items which had the highest loadings on 

Agreeableness and Conscientiousness, and the lowest loadings on other factors, were 

chosen. In order to avoid capitalisation on chance results, this choice was not made 

using the data obtained in this study. Instead, Saucier’s (1994a) original factor analysis 

was used as the basis for making this decision. The resulting three-item factors were 

subjected to a CFA, and the results, shown in Table 6.5, indicate that these two 

shortened scales have very good fit.  

Unfortunately, no similar published factor analysis could be found for the 

Individual Initiative scale. In cases such as this, Byrne (2001) recommended that the 

problematic scale should be reviewed using modification indexes provided by CFA 

programs such as AMOS (Arbuckle, 2003). This allows researchers to identify items 

which contribute to poor fit, especially those whose error terms (the component of the 

item not explained by the overall scale factor) are correlated. Correlated error terms are 

problematic because they indicate the possible existence of additional latent factors, 

hence leading to poor model fit. A range of correlated errors was identified, and so, 

consistent with previous research practice (e.g., Diefendorff, Hall, Lord, & Strean, 
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2000), poorly performing items were removed. The results presented in Table 6.5 show 

that acceptable fit was achieved after removing three items from the Individual Initiative 

scale.  

Table 6.5 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Shortened Versions of Supervisor-Rated 
Agreeableness, Conscientiousness and Individual Initiative. 

Measures No. 
Items χ2 df p SRMR RMSEA CFI 

Supervisor-rated Agreeableness 3 1.27 1 .259 .016 .034 .999 

Supervisor-rated Conscientiousness 3 1.03 1 .310 .014 .011 1.000

Individual Initiative 5 11.17 5 .048 .030 .072 .984 

df = degrees of freedom; p = probability for χ2 ; SRMR = Standard Root Mean Residual; RMSEA = Root 
Mean Square Error of Approximation; CFI = Comparative Fit Index.

 

This process of trimming items is not without problems, because the revision of 

the Individual Initiative scale was conducted with the same sample that was used for 

the structural analyses, reported in the next section. Although the revision of the 

Individual Initiative scale was conducted prior to the structural analyses, and without 

including data from the scales with which it was to be compared, there is still a risk that 

such practices may lead to capitalisation on chance. This is not a problem with the 

revision of the FFM scales, because the revision of these scales was based on data 

from an independent sample and can therefore be treated with some confidence. 

Nonetheless, as a check on whether the shortened scales for Supervisor-rated 

Agreeableness, Conscientiousness and Individual Initiative were still measuring 

basically the same constructs, correlations between the shortened scales and all of the 

original supervisor-rated scales were calculated, along with descriptive statistics for the 

shortened scales. These correlations are presented in Appendix Seven. All of the 

shortened scales had strong correlations with their original scales (Agreeableness: .89; 

Conscientiousness: .93; Individual Initiative: .97). Although the Cronbach’s alpha of 

these scales was slightly lower than the originals (Agreeableness: .86; 

Conscientiousness: .86; Individual Initiative: .80), this is likely to be due to the reduced 
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number of items in these scales (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). The correlation between 

the shortened Agreeableness scale and the shortened Conscientiousness scale was 

significantly lower than the correlation between the corresponding full-length scales (p 

< .01). Although they are still significantly correlated, the lower correlation between the 

shortened personality scales (.26 compared with .49 for the correlation between the 

full-length scales) indicates that they are more independent of each other than the full-

length scales. This result is more consistent with the idea that these scales are 

orthogonal, but the shortened scales are still significantly correlated (p < .001), 

suggesting that some degree of common method variance is still present. In most other 

cases where a scale was shortened, the correlation between that scale and other 

scales was lowered, but none of these differences was statistically significant. When 

each of these points are considered, they together indicate that use of the shortened 

scales made little, if any, difference to the validity of these scales as measures of their 

respective constructs.  

Structural Models 

Structural models of the relationship between each of the personality and 

Citizenship measures were constructed in line with the method for testing a correlation, 

using a single latent method factor, described by Podsakoff et al. (2003: Figure 3a - p. 

896). Figure 6.1 presents the template used for the structural models. In Figure 6.1, C1 

to CN represent the observed items for each Citizenship measure, while P1 to P3 

represent the observed items for each personality measure. Single-ended arrows 

indicate the loading of an item upon a latent factor, with the items for each Citizenship 

measure acting as measured indicators for the corresponding latent Citizenship factor, 

and the items for each personality measure acting as measured indicators for the 

corresponding latent personality factor. However, all directly measured items act as 

indicators for the latent method factor, which acts as the control for common method 

bias in the correlation between the Citizenship Performance and personality measures. 
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The curved, double-ended arrow in Figure 6.1 represents the correlation between the 

latent Citizenship Performance and personality factors.  

 

C1 

C2 

C3 

CN 

P1 

P2 

P3 

Citizenship 
Factor 

Personality 
Factor 

 
 Method 

Factor  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 6.1. General structural equation model used for comparing measures of Citizenship 
Performance with measures of personality, while controlling for common method variance. 
 
Table 6.6 
Structural Equation Modelling of Personality–Citizenship Relationships. 

Model r rSEM CR χ2 df p SRMR RMSEA CFI 

Agreeableness  

with Conscientiousness 
.26 -.16 -.66 3.24 4 .518 .008 .000 1.00

Agreeableness          

 with Active Support .55 .57 8.75*** 32.75 19 .026 .038 .055 .984

 with Helping Behaviour .72 .81 7.16*** 52.55 26 .157 .027 .066 .982

 with Individual Initiative .43 .44 2.20* 25.13 11 .009 .024 .074 .982

Conscientiousness          

 with Active Support .48 .55 6.32*** 45.25 19 .001 .056 .049 .968

 with Helping Behaviour .39 .26 .094 30.20 26 .260 .026 .026 .997

 with Individual Initiative .50 .32 2.33* 11.22 11 .425 .027 .001 .988

r = zero-order correlation (based on revised scales); rSEM = correlation between latent factors with control 
for common method bias; CR = critical ratio (covariance/standard error) for the correlation; df = degrees of 
freedom; p = probability for χ2 ; SRMR = Standardised Root Mean Square Residual; RMSEA = Root Mean 
Square Error of Approximation; CFI = Comparative Fit Index.
* p < .05. *** p < .001. 
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Table 6.6 presents the results from analysing these models using the AMOS 

5.0 program (Arbuckle, 2003). The results presented in Table 6.6 show that most of the 

models had very good fit to the data, with several non-significant χ2 results, and all 

other fit indexes within acceptable cut-off values.  

As a test of the effectiveness of the procedure for controlling for common 

method bias in this study, the first model to be analysed compared the relationship 

between supervisor-rated Agreeableness and supervisor-rated Conscientiousness. It 

was pointed out previously that the high zero-order correlation between these 

supposedly orthogonal measures appeared to indicate the presence of a substantial 

degree of common method bias. Therefore, if using SEM to model a latent method 

factor does provide a valid method of controlling common method bias, then this should 

substantially reduce the correlation between these particular measures. The resulting 

correlation between supervisor-rated Agreeableness and Conscientiousness was not 

significantly different from zero, which is consistent with the idea that the latent factors 

for these measures are orthogonal. This result is consistent with the research which led 

to the development of the FFM, outlined in Chapter Two, and is also consistent with the 

idea that common method bias is present in the zero-order correlation. The fact that an 

apparently spurious correlation becomes an appropriately small, non-significant 

correlation when common method bias is controlled for by the SEM analysis provides 

some measure of confidence that the analysis procedure adopted here effectively 

controlled for common method bias. It follows from this that the rest of the models 

presented in Table 6.6 are likely to provide reliable estimates of the underlying 

relationships between the various Citizenship and personality measures. 

Among the correlations between Citizenship and personality measures obtained 

from the SEM analyses, only the correlation between supervisor-rated 

Conscientiousness and Helping Behaviour was not statistically significant. Just as with 

the correlation between supervisor-rated Conscientiousness and supervisor-rated 
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Agreeableness, this appears to indicate that the significant zero-order correlation 

between supervisor-rated Conscientiousness and Helping Behaviour was due to 

common method bias, and was therefore spurious. This was not the only correlation to 

be reduced: the correlation between supervisor-rated Conscientiousness and Individual 

Initiative is also smaller in the SEM analysis than is the zero-order correlation, although 

this correlation remained statistically significant. In contrast, all of the remaining SEM 

correlations between Citizenship Performance and supervisor-rated personality factors 

were of similar magnitude to, or higher than, the zero-order correlations between the 

corresponding scales.  

It may appear anomalous that controlling for common method bias can reduce 

some correlations and increase others, while some remain relatively unaffected. 

However, as discussed earlier, common method bias can both increase and reduce 

estimates of correlation between two measures, with decreases being more likely when 

the underlying population correlations are larger (Cote & Buckley, 1987; Podsakoff et 

al., 2003). It should also be noted that SEM analyses provide estimates of relationships 

between latent factors rather than measured scales, which means that the correlations 

are, in effect, corrected for measurement error. This would tend to increase the 

strength of any resulting correlation. Consequently, the apparent anomaly, of higher 

correlations after removing the effects of common method variance is apparent only, 

and does not represent a genuine concern.  

These SEM-based estimates of the correlations between supervisor-rated 

personality and Citizenship Performance measures, reported in Table 6.6, are largely 

consistent with expectations. To begin with, a strong relationship was found between 

Active Support and supervisor-rated Conscientiousness, which is apparently consistent 

with the results of Study Two. However, the SEM correlations between these variables 

are not directly comparable with either the uncorrected or the corrected correlations for 

the corresponding measures, reported in Study Two. This is because the results from 

Study Two were estimates of the correlation between measured scales, whereas the 
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correlations reported in Table 6.6 are estimates of the correlation between latent 

factors which have been controlled for common method bias. Even though the alpha-

corrected estimate of the correlation between these variables, reported in Study Two, 

provides a better estimate of the underlying correlation, it still does not reflect any 

control for common method bias, and so does not provide a satisfactory comparison.  

However, the SEM analyses did provide statistics which enabled comparisons 

of the relationships between the two personality measures and the three Citizenship 

Performance measures. Hypothesis Three was that supervisor-rated Agreeableness 

would be more strongly correlated with Helping Behaviour than with Individual Initiative. 

The correlations reported in Table 6.6 showed a significant difference in the predicted 

direction (p < .001), which provides confirmation for Hypothesis Three. Hypothesis 

Four was that supervisor-rated Conscientiousness would be more strongly correlated 

with Individual Initiative than is supervisor-rated Agreeableness. The SEM correlations 

between Individual Initiative and both supervisor-rated Conscientiousness and 

supervisor-rated Agreeableness, reported in Table 6.6, (.44 and .32 respectively), are 

not significantly different from each other, which is inconsistent with the findings from 

the zero-order correlations, and also inconsistent with Hypothesis Four.  

Contrary to expectations, the SEM analyses produced a correlation between 

supervisor-rated Conscientiousness and Helping Behaviour which was not statistically 

significant. On the other hand, the correlation between supervisor-rated Agreeableness 

and Helping Behaviour was significant and, at .81, was substantially greater than the 

correlation between supervisor-rated Conscientiousness and Helping Behaviour (p < 

.001). Active Support had similarly strong SEM correlations with both supervisor-rated 

Conscientiousness and supervisor-rated Agreeableness. Individual Initiative also had 

correlations with the two supervisor-rated personality measures which were not 

significantly different from each other. However, the SEM correlation of supervisor-

rated Agreeableness with Individual Initiative is significantly lower than the 

corresponding correlation with Active Support (p < .05) and the SEM correlation of 
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supervisor-rated Conscientiousness with Individual Initiative is also significantly lower 

than the corresponding correlation with Active Support (p < .001). Supervisor-rated 

Conscientiousness was more strongly correlated with Individual Initiative than it was 

with Helping Behaviour (p < .001), a result which was predicted by R. T. Hogan and 

Shelton (1998), but was not supported by the zero-order correlations reported in Table 

6.1, which were derived from published meta-analyses. Taken together, the results of 

the SEM analyses indicated that Helping Behaviour and supervisor-rated 

Agreeableness are very closely associated, while Active Support lies near to the plane 

defined by supervisor-rated Conscientiousness and supervisor-rated Agreeableness, 

and approximately halfway between these variables. Individual Initiative is in a similar 

position to Active Support, but is further removed from the plane defined by these 

supervisor-rated FFM dimensions.  

Summary 

All of the hypotheses for this study were supported by the zero-order 

correlations presented in Table 6.3. Hypothesis Three, that supervisor-rated 

Agreeableness would be more strongly correlated with Helping Behaviour than with 

Individual Initiative, was supported by the SEM analyses. However, with respect to 

Hypothesis Four, it is clear that the SEM analyses do not support the idea that 

supervisor-rated Conscientiousness has a stronger correlation with Individual Initiative 

than does supervisor-rated Agreeableness. Instead, Individual Initiative seems to be 

similarly strongly correlated with both of these personality variables. The correlations 

between the other Citizenship scales and Active Support are strong, which provides 

some validation of this scale as a measure of Citizenship Performance. This results of 

this study, with respect to the relationship between Active Support and other-rated 

Conscientiousness, are consistent with the findings reported in Study Two. However, in 

this study Active Support appeared to have similarly strong relationships with both 

supervisor-rated Conscientiousness and supervisor-rated Agreeableness. This leads to 

a different understanding of the relationship between personality and Active Support 
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from that which resulted from the analyses presented in Study Two. Individual Initiative 

is also correlated with both supervisor-rated Conscientiousness and supervisor-rated 

Agreeableness, but these correlations are less strong than the corresponding 

correlations with Active Support. Finally, Helping Behaviour was, as predicted, more 

closely associated with supervisor-rated Agreeableness than with supervisor-rated 

Conscientiousness, to the point where this aspect of Citizenship Performance appears 

to be largely a reflection of supervisor-rated Agreeableness. Overall, the results of this 

study are largely consistent with the idea that the Citizenship Performance scales used 

in this study measure underlying constructs which are similar to those measured by 

other-rated Conscientiousness and other-rated Agreeableness.  

Discussion 

This study has replicated the results of Study Two, but with employee 

performance rather than academic performance. More specifically, the prediction that 

this study would find a similarly strong correlation between supervisor-rated 

Conscientiousness and Citizenship Performance to that found between other-rated 

Conscientiousness and Citizenship in Study Two was supported. The addition of scales 

for measuring the Helping Behaviour and Individual Initiative aspects of Citizenship 

Performance, and a scale for measuring other-rated Agreeableness, means that this 

study has also extended the understanding of the relationship between other-rated 

personality measures and Citizenship Performance. Active Support was found to be 

similarly strongly associated with both supervisor-rated Conscientiousness and with 

supervisor-rated Agreeableness. Individual Initiative also had similar correlations with 

both of these supervisor-rated personality measures, but less strongly than did Active 

Support. Helping Behaviour was found to have a very strong correlation with 

supervisor-rated Agreeableness, before and after controlling for common method bias. 

However, the significant zero-order correlation between Helping Behaviour and 

supervisor-rated Conscientiousness disappeared when common method bias was 
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controlled for, which suggests that it may have been spurious. Taken together, these 

results require a reconsideration of the relationship between personality and 

Citizenship Performance. 

Comparison of Correlations between Personality and Citizenship 

The prediction that stronger relationships between personality and Citizenship 

Performance measures would be obtained when both sets of ratings were provided by 

supervisors was only one of the predictions made for this study. It was also predicted 

that there would be differences between the correlations of the Citizenship and 

personality dimensions, mirroring those found in previous research using self-rated 

personality and other-rated Citizenship Performance, and summarised in Table 6.1. 

Although most of the hypotheses relating to this general prediction were confirmed, 

there is an underlying shift in these correlations which was not predicted, as will be 

discussed in the next few paragraphs.  

Table 6.7 provides the pattern of correlations between personality and 

Citizenship measures, derived from meta-analytical estimates (taken from Table 6.1) 

and correlations obtained from the SEM analyses used in Study Three. It should be 

noted that the correlations derived from the meta-analyses are zero-order correlations 

and so are not comparable in an absolute sense with the SEM correlations reported in 

this chapter. Instead, the pattern of relative strengths of these correlations can be 

compared if it is accepted that the use of SEM analytical techniques does not 

substantively change the relative strengths of these relationships. If this is accepted, it 

becomes clear from Table 6.7 that the pattern of comparative strengths of the various 

relationships has changed from previous estimates to those obtained in this study. 

Previous research indicated that Agreeableness had a lower correlation with Individual 

Initiative than did Conscientiousness, yet the corresponding correlations derived from 

the SEM analyses have these two personality measures showing correlations with 

Individual Initiative that are not significantly different. Previous research also indicated 
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that Agreeableness and Conscientiousness had similar correlations with Helping 

Behaviour, but in the SEM analyses conducted in the present study, Agreeableness 

had a significantly stronger correlation with Helping Behaviour than did 

Conscientiousness (p < .001). Overall, previous research has found that the average 

correlation of aspects of Citizenship with Agreeableness is significantly less than the 

average correlation between aspects of Citizenship with Conscientiousness (p < .05). 

Yet this relationship is reversed among the SEM analyses in this study, with the 

average level of correlation between aspects of Citizenship and Agreeableness being 

significantly higher than the corresponding average for Conscientiousness (p < .001). 

When all of these comparisons are considered together, they indicate that the 

Citizenship measures have moved with respect to the measures of Conscientiousness 

and Agreeableness. Put simply, in previous research the Citizenship measures were 

closer to self-rated Conscientiousness than to self-rated Agreeableness, but in the 

current study they are closer to supervisor-rated Agreeableness than they are to 

supervisor-rated Conscientiousness. 

Table 6.7 
Comparison of meta-analytic estimates of personality–Citizenship Performance 
relationships with estimates derived from Structural Equation Modelling in Study Three. 

 
 Agreeableness Conscient-

iousness 

Sample-
weighted 
Averages 

Helping Behaviour .119 .125 .122 

Individual Initiative .087 .142 .111 
Meta-analytic 

correlations 
(zero-order) 

Sample-weighted 
Averages .104 .133  

Helping Behaviour .81 .26 .54 

Individual Initiative .44 .32 .38 

Active Support .57 .55 .56 

Study Three 
correlations 

(SEM 
analyses) 

Sample-weighted 
Averages .61 .38  
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Why this shift should occur is unclear from this study. One possibility arises 

from the fact that the scales used to assess Citizenship Performance in this study 

came from writers from the Contextual Performance stream of Citizenship research 

(Borman & Motowidlo, 1993, 1997; Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994; Van Scotter & 

Motowidlo, 1996), while most of the original studies used in the various meta-analyses 

summarised in Tables 6.1 and 6.7 were based on scales that came from the 

Organisational Citizenship Behaviour tradition (e.g., Organ, 1988; C. A. Smith et al., 

1983). Thus the shift in relative strengths of correlations, presented in Table 6.7, may 

be an artefact of the measurement scales themselves. Another possible explanation is 

that the shift of Citizenship Performance measures towards Agreeableness may be due 

to different understandings of the respective ratings by self- versus other-raters. If 

these measures were understood differently by different raters, it is likely that the 

scales would show different underlying structures, otherwise known as measurement 

non-equivalence (Finch, Panter, & Caskie, 1999; Raju, Laffitte, & Byrne, 2002). 

However, measures of Citizenship Performance have been shown to have consistent 

factor structures, regardless of whether they are rated by self- or peer-raters (Lee & 

Allen, 1999). Likewise, scales used for performance ratings have been found to have 

similar structures regardless of whether the ratings have been obtained from self-raters 

or from peers, supervisors or subordinates (Facteau & Bartholomew, 2001). These 

findings make it less likely that the shift of Citizenship towards Agreeableness in this 

study is due to measurement non-equivalence. 

Alternative explanations for this shift towards Agreeableness arise from 

differences between the samples used in this study compared with most other studies 

of personality–Citizenship relationships. First, this study was conducted among 

university administrative staff, whereas much of the earlier research on Citizenship was 

conducted with either military personnel or salespeople (Organ, 1988; Organ & Paine, 

1999). Apart from the different tasks undertaken, it is also possible that the culture of 

the university in the present study affected the study measures, because organisational 
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culture can alter the manner in which supervisors interpret performance measures 

(Levy & Williams, 2004). Another difference between this study and previous research 

relates to the gender balance of the participant sample. Among the studies reported by 

Borman, Penner et al. (2001), which compared Conscientiousness and Agreeableness 

with Individual Initiative and Helping Behaviour, 25.5% of the participants were female, 

whereas within this study, 77% of participants, and 67% of supervisors were female. 

Agreeableness has been found to correlate modestly, but significantly, with gender 

(Costa & McCrae, 1992c, 1992d), and to have different correlations with attributional 

style among men when compared with women (Poropat, 2002). This suggests that the 

gender balance of the participant group for the current study may have had an 

influence on the SEM correlations. However, these explanations remain speculative 

until further research has been conducted. 

A final point of note about the various correlations summarised in Table 6.7 is 

that Individual Initiative appears to be less strongly linked to measures of other-rated 

personality than either Active Support or Helping Behaviour. As was discussed in 

Chapter Three, Individual Initiative is a somewhat controversial aspect of Citizenship 

Performance, with some authors claiming it is more closely associated with Task than 

Citizenship Performance (Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996), while still others claim that it 

is less a measure of performance than of motivation (M. A. Griffin et al., 2004). 

Consequently, the fact that Individual Initiative has a comparatively weaker relationship 

with other-rated personality measures may be due to Individual Initiative assessing 

something different or additional to what is assessed by other measures of Citizenship 

Performance. However, any interpretations of the SEM analyses in this study, which 

involved the Individual Initiative scale, have to be considered tentative, because this 

scale showed poor structure when analysed using CFA. This scale was subsequently 

modified, which may have compromised the validity of the Individual Initiative scale. 

Although this study has provided support for the idea that Individual Initiative and other-

rated measures of personality are more closely correlated than previously thought, this 
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conclusion should be subjected to further testing, preferably with alternative measures 

of this aspect of Citizenship Performance.  

Limitations of this Study 

This discussion of the possible influence of the organisational setting within 

which this study was conducted, and the gender balance of the study’s participant 

group, suggests there are limits to the generalisability of the findings of this study. 

These limits are tempered somewhat by the fact that this study replicated the results of 

Study Two, which provides evidence that at least the replicated results can be 

generalised to different samples. However, there is no evidence from another sample 

demonstrating the shift of the Citizenship measures towards Agreeableness, and this 

observation may well prove to be sample-specific.  

There are further limitations on this study, beyond those which limit its 

generalisability. As outlined previously, the question being asked in this study implied a 

research design which was likely to result in common method bias in the measurement 

of research variables. Use of an unmeasured common method factor within SEM to 

control for common method bias appears to be the current state-of-the-art technique for 

research designs such as the one used in this study (Podsakoff et al., 2003). The fact 

that the supervisor-rated personality measures, which theoretically should be 

orthogonal, had a significant zero-order correlation, but were uncorrelated in the SEM 

analysis, is consistent with the idea that this technique effectively controlled for 

common method bias in this study. By inference, it would appear that the other 

comparisons undertaken using similar techniques also had the influence of common 

method bias removed from the estimated correlations. Nonetheless, the analysis 

technique used here is not perfect (Podsakoff et al., 2003), and there are alternative 

designs that can supplement this study. In particular, studies using multiple raters, 

similar to Study Two, would add to the understanding of the relationship between 

different ratings. This was not possible with the sample used in this study, nor do many 
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people have more than one supervisor, but the increasing popularity of 360 degree 

performance appraisal (Greguras et al., 2001) provides some opportunity for using 

multiple raters in subsequent research.  

The sample size used in this study is also relatively small for SEM analytical 

procedures, which is evidenced by the fact that RMSEA tends to be somewhat 

unreliable as an index of fit with samples of this size (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Smaller 

samples in SEM studies lead to increased sampling error, which can produce unstable 

solutions and a range of problems in analysis, such as negative error variances, and 

not-positive-definite correlation matrices (Chen, Bollen, Paxton, Curran, & Kirby, 2001). 

A replication with a much larger sample would give greater confidence in the results of 

this study.  

Finally, the measures used in this study also created limitations on the 

interpretation of the study’s results. Although each of the measures used has been 

validated and, with the exception of the Active Support scale, each has solid support in 

previously published research literature, one of the Citizenship measures, and both of 

the personality measures, had complex factor structures as assessed by CFA. As 

discussed in the Results section, this is a common problem with FFM measures, but it 

still implies that there is a need for better-developed scales for these constructs. Until 

such scales exist, the remedies used in this study will be necessary, but this is not a 

completely satisfactory situation. A replication of this study would be appropriate, once 

better measures are available. 

Conclusion 

In summary, this study has demonstrated that the results obtained in Study 

Two, with academic performance within an academic setting, can be replicated with 

work performance within a workplace setting. Other-rated measures of 

Conscientiousness and Agreeableness accounted for most of the variance in ratings of 

Citizenship Performance among the administrative staff who participated in this study. 
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The significant differences that were found between the current study and previous 

research, when comparing the relative strength of the correlations between the various 

personality and Citizenship measures, are noteworthy, but should not distract from the 

fundamental finding of this study. That finding is that, at least for other-raters, 

Citizenship Performance and personality measures appear to reflect similar underlying 

constructs. This conclusion is clearly divergent from previous writers’ interpretations of 

research on personality–Citizenship Performance relationships (Barksdale & Werner, 

2001; Borman, Penner et al., 2001b; Hurtz & Donovan, 2000; Organ & Ryan, 1995). 

Consequently, it is necessary to consider the extent to which the results presented in 

this dissertation are consistent with previous research findings, and to understand why 

previous writers have interpreted earlier findings so differently. Therefore, the next 

chapter provides an integration and reconsideration of research on personality–

Citizenship Performance relationships.  
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CHAPTER SEVEN – INTEGRATION WITH PREVIOUS RESEARCH 
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Introduction 

Within the preceding chapters, the model of the relationship between 

personality and performance which was initially proposed by Borman and Motowidlo 

(1993; 1997) and subsequently developed by them and their colleagues (Motowidlo et 

al., 1997; Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994) has been critically appraised using 

populations, performance environments and methodologies for rating different to those 

used in previous research. The results of the studies reported in the preceding 

chapters imply that the Borman and Motowidlo model needs to be reconsidered. 

Consequently, this chapter presents a summary of the findings of the studies reported 

in Chapters Four, Five and Six, before integrating these findings with previous research 

on the relationships between ratings of both personality and performance. This 

integration provides the basis for a reconsideration of the relationship between 

personality and Citizenship Performance. This reconsideration is then used in the next 

chapter to develop the key implications of this thesis for theoretical understandings of 

the relationship between personality and performance, as well as for future research 

and practical applications within organisations.  

Summary of Research Findings 

In order to place the following discussion in context, it is useful to first recap the 

basic theoretical model introduced in Chapters Three and Four. The Borman and 

Motowidlo (1993) model posited the existence of two basic dimensions of performance, 

namely Task Performance and Contextual Performance, the latter of which was 

subsequently relabelled as Citizenship Performance (Borman, Penner et al., 2001b; 

Coleman & Borman, 2000). Task Performance, in this model, encompasses the 

technical or business core of performance — the activities that directly contribute to 

achieving job goals and organisational outcomes. Citizenship Performance, in contrast, 

 202



does not directly impact on job goals and organisational outcomes, but creates a 

context within which these are more likely to be achieved. The emphasis on creating a 

context conducive to effective Task Performance is the reason why Borman and 

Motowidlo originally referred to Citizenship Performance as Contextual Performance. 

Borman et al. (2001b) subsequently recommended the name-change as a form of 

recognition of the considerable overlap between their construct and the previously 

developed construct of Organisational Citizenship Behaviour (OCB: C. A. Smith et al., 

1983). Although there is growing evidence for additional generally applicable 

dimensions of performance (e.g., Adaptive Performance and Counter-Productive 

Behaviour), Citizenship Performance remains the most researched, best-supported 

and most widely accepted alternative to Task Performance (Motowidlo, 2003). 

Citizenship Performance was proposed as a means to identify an aspect of 

performance which was specifically related to personality (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993). 

In later work, Borman and Motowidlo claimed that the primary influence of personality 

on ratings of job performance generally, and Task Performance specifically, was 

through its impact upon Citizenship Performance (Borman & Motowidlo, 1997; 

Motowidlo et al., 1997). Other studies have also supported this position (e.g., Borman, 

Penner et al., 2001b; Hattrup et al., 1998; Hense, 2001; LePine & Van Dyne, 2001; 

McHenry et al., 1990; Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994; Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996), 

suggesting that Citizenship Performance is the primary mediator between personality 

and performance.  

Study One: Citizenship Performance as an Aspect of Academic Performance 

Study One was designed to test whether the Borman and Motowidlo model was 

a valid description of the relationships among Citizenship Performance, Task 

Performance and personality, but within a different setting to the workplace, where the 

model was originally developed. The setting chosen for testing the Borman and 

Motowidlo model was a formal academic situation, in which work was replaced by 
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study. Although there are some differences between academic study and paid work, 

there are also are strong similarities (Lounsbury et al., 2004; Marshall, 1988; Munson & 

Rubenstein, 1992). Yet models of performance used in academic situations have not 

reflected the changes that have been taking place in the assessment of performance in 

the workplace. Therefore, Study One, which tested the Borman and Motowidlo model 

using academic study within an academic setting, provided an opportunity to both test 

the generalisability of this model, and to extend the understanding of performance 

within an alternative setting to the workplace.  

The results of Study One were consistent with the idea that Citizenship 

Performance is linked to academic Task Performance within academic settings, and 

also with the Borman and Motowidlo model. In Study One, a measure of Citizenship 

Performance was developed using items originally produced by Coleman and Borman 

(2000). This measure was found to be significantly correlated with Task Performance, 

and the association between Conscientiousness and Task Performance was entirely 

mediated by ratings on this measure of Citizenship Performance. The pattern of these 

relationships was consistent with patterns previously found among these constructs in 

workplace settings. This implied that Citizenship Performance has similar importance in 

both academic study and paid work, and that the Borman and Motowidlo model may be 

applicable to academic as well as other kinds of performance. 

Study Two: Other-rated Conscientiousness and Citizenship Performance in an 

Academic Setting 

The purpose of Study Two was, firstly, to replicate Study One, and secondly to 

extend the Borman and Motowidlo model by examining the role of other-rated 

Conscientiousness. Personality rated by self- and other-raters appears to show some 

consistencies, but also some reliable differences. For example, correlations between 

self- and other-ratings of personality show a considerable range, but do not come close 

to unity (Viswesvaran & Connolly, 1998). This has important consequences for 
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research, because it means that self- and other-rated measures of personality are not 

entirely interchangeable. Other-rated personality measures have been found to provide 

additional statistical prediction of work performance beyond that provided by self-rated 

personality (Mount et al., 1994) and other-rated measures of personality have 

produced substantially stronger correlations with academic Task Performance than are 

provided by self-rated measures (G. M. Smith, 1967). Given these points, it was 

considered that the use of other-rated personality measures may also be more highly 

correlated with Citizenship Performance than are self-rated measures of personality. 

The results of Study One were largely replicated in Study Two, with Citizenship 

Performance being significantly correlated with both self-rated Conscientiousness and 

Task Performance. However, in Study Two, self-rated Conscientiousness did not have 

a significant correlation with Task Performance. Nevertheless, the most striking result 

in Study Two was the relationship between other-rated Conscientiousness and 

Citizenship Performance. The correlations between these measures were of a level 

that was substantially and significantly higher than has previously been reported for 

measures of Conscientiousness and Citizenship Performance. Even when the ratings 

of these measures obtained from independent raters were compared, the correlation 

between these measures remained higher than those previously reported. In fact, the 

strength of these correlations was consistent with other-rated Conscientiousness and 

Citizenship Performance being alternative measures of the same underlying construct. 

A result like this, which is apparently so strongly inconsistent with previous 

interpretations of research findings, needs to be treated cautiously. Among the possible 

explanations for the results of Study Two are that the sample of participants in the 

study was in some way unusual, leading to these unusual findings. Alternatively, the 

scales used in Study Two, especially the measure for Citizenship Performance, might 

well have had some unusual properties which somehow produced the results obtained. 

Consequently, it was important to replicate Study Two in such a way as to test these 
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possible explanations, and to check whether or not the results could be generalised to 

work performance.  

Study Three: Other-rated Personality and Citizenship Performance  in a Workplace 

Setting 

Study Three was designed as a partial replication of Study Two, in order to test 

whether the results of Study Two could be generalised to paid work conducted within a 

workplace setting. The measures of Conscientiousness and Citizenship Performance 

used in Study Two were also used in Study Three, but augmented by ratings of 

Agreeableness and additional measures of Citizenship Performance, in order to check 

whether the results previously found were somehow an artefact of the measures used. 

Specifically, two additional, well-validated measures of Citizenship Performance were 

added to the measure developed and used in Study One, and used again in Study 

Two. Previous research indicates that one of these additional measures is more closely 

associated with the personality dimension of Agreeableness (Borman, Penner et al., 

2001b; R. T. Hogan & Shelton, 1998), so a measure of other-rated Agreeableness was 

added to the measure of other-rated Conscientiousness. Instead of a student 

population within an academic setting, Study Three was conducted within a workplace 

setting using employees and supervisors as participants. This allowed Study Three to 

more closely mirror previous research on the relationship between personality and 

performance, and also to reflect usual performance appraisal practices in 

organisations.  

However, the design of Study Three created concerns regarding common 

method bias, because ratings of both Citizenship Performance and personality were 

obtained from the same raters. This contrasts with Study Two, wherein common 

method bias could be largely discounted as an explanation for the results, because it 

was possible to compare ratings from independent raters as well. Although the 

research design used in Study Two does not eliminate all sources of common method 
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bias, it does control for the most influential of these confounding factors (Podsakoff et 

al., 2003). In Study Three, a workplace sample was used with supervisors providing 

ratings of performance and personality, in order to be consistent with normal 

performance appraisal practice. Within the workplace studied, staff typically had only 

one supervisor, which made the use of a second rater impossible. Thus Study Three 

used statistical controls for common method bias, as recommended by Podsakoff et al. 

(2003) for such situations. 

Despite the changes in sample, context and methodology, the results of Study 

Three were consistent with those from Study Two. In other words, after controlling for 

the effects of common method bias, the measure of Citizenship used in Study Two was 

strongly associated with other-rated Conscientiousness, to a similar level to that found 

in Study Two. There were also moderate to strong associations between the two 

additional measures of Citizenship with the two measures of other-rated personality, 

specifically Conscientiousness and Agreeableness. After controlling for common 

method bias, each of the three measures of Citizenship was significantly correlated 

with other-rated Agreeableness, and the two measures of Citizenship hypothesised to 

be most closely associated with Conscientiousness had strong associations with other-

rated Conscientiousness. These results were interpreted as being consistent with the 

idea that other-rated measures of Citizenship have substantial overlaps with other-

rated measures of Conscientiousness and Agreeableness. These other-rated 

measures of personality accounted for most of the variance in the various measures of 

Citizenship Performance. 

Although this has now been found in two studies, which used different samples 

and different measures of Citizenship, the fact remains that this conclusion is strongly 

at variance with previous interpretations of the relationship between Citizenship 

Performance and personality (e.g., Barksdale & Werner, 2001; Borman, Penner et al., 

2001b; Organ & Paine, 1999; Organ & Ryan, 1995; Podsakoff et al., 2000). There is 

also the issue that in each of the studies reported in this dissertation that compared 

 207



self- and other-rated measures of personality, the correlations between self- and other-

rated measures were modest. This might be taken to imply that the other-rated 

measures of personality were, in some sense, suspect. Taken together, these points 

imply a need for the results of this dissertation to be integrated with previous research 

on personality and performance. Many dozens of studies have been conducted on the 

relationships between ratings of both personality and performance, and recent meta-

analyses of these studies provide a framework for comparing the relationships between 

personality and performance variables, as well as between ratings of these variables 

which have been obtained from different sources. In the next section of this chapter, I 

review this research, as well as the underlying theory of ratings, in order to integrate 

the results of Studies One, Two and Three, and in an attempt to answer the following 

question: 

Why are the conclusions drawn from the research presented in this 

dissertation so much at variance with conclusions drawn from previous 

research? 

In order to answer this question, it is firstly necessary to consider research and 

theory on the nature of ratings. Theoretical frameworks for understanding the nature of 

rating will be discussed, and it will be argued that generalisability theory provides the 

appropriate framework for comprehending the relationship between measures of 

personality and Citizenship Performance. I will then review the range of previously 

reported correlations between ratings provided by various ratings sources with the 

results presented in this dissertation. This research provides insight into why the results 

presented in this dissertation lead to conclusions which are substantially different from 

conclusions which have been based on most of the previous findings regarding 

correlations between personality and Citizenship Performance. Finally, a set of 

conclusions derived from the research presented in this dissertation will be presented. 
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Integration of this Dissertation with Previous Research 

Ratings and Measurement Theory 

Much of the research conducted within the field of organisational behaviour, 

including the vast majority of the research to date on the relationships between 

personality and Citizenship Performance, is based at some level on ratings. So 

commonplace are their use within this field of research that it is easy to take ratings for 

granted. Yet researchers who have considered the nature of ratings in depth have 

demonstrated that there is a degree of complexity to ratings which can, if ignored, lead 

to serious misconceptions about the constructs being rated and their relationships with 

other constructs (e.g., Hoyt & Kerns, 1999; Kenny, 1994; Murphy & De Shon, 2000a; 

Schmidt & Hunter, 1996; Schmidt et al., 2003). The research presented in this 

dissertation is no exception to this, because it is based on the use of ratings of 

personality and performance, and has provided results which indicate that changes in 

the source of ratings can substantially alter observed relationships between measures. 

Therefore, it is necessary to understand the nature of the ratings process and the 

components which contribute to ratings in order to fully appreciate why this research 

has reached conclusions which are divergent from previous research. Consequently, 

an account of theories of ratings is presented in this section, prior to a consideration of 

the implications of ratings theory for understanding research findings on personality, 

performance and the relationship between these constructs. Two theories of 

measurement generally, and of ratings specifically, will be discussed: classical test 

theory (F. M. Lord & Novick, 1968) and generalisability theory (Cronbach, Gleser, 

Nanda, & Rajaratnam, 1972). 

Classical Test Theory 

Classical test theory, as described by F. M. Lord and Novick (1968), and 

supported by Schmidt et al. (2000), states that scores on measurement scales consist 

of two components: true scores and measurement errors. True scores reflect the mean 
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of all possible ratings of ratees on the same dimension (Traub, 1994), and represent an 

approximation of what the ‘real’ score for the ratee would be, if it were possible to 

obtain such a measurement. All variance in a rating that is not due to the underlying 

true score is, from a classical test theory perspective, measurement error. 

Measurement errors are randomly distributed, have a mean of zero (i.e., they neither 

inflate nor deflate average ratings, when compared with true scores), are theorised to 

be uncorrelated with true scores, and measurement errors on different scales should 

also be uncorrelated. Thus, from a classical test theory perspective, ratings obtained 

from different raters are interchangeable, and each “rater is analogous to a different 

form of the rating instrument” (Schmidt & Hunter, 1996, p. 209). Classical test theory 

also assumes that different raters will be equally knowledgeable about the ratee and 

will develop their ratings in similar ways (Viswesvaran et al., 1996). From this 

perspective, the substantial differences reported in previous research between self–

other and self–self correlations of personality and Citizenship Performance are due to 

varying levels of random error. Yet classical test theory does not present a model for 

how error could vary so substantially between comparisons (Murphy & De Shon, 

2000b). If, in addition, it is accepted that common method bias can artefactually inflate 

correlations, it is not surprising that previous writers (e.g., Organ & Ryan, 1995; 

Podsakoff et al., 2000) have discounted self–self correlations as erroneous estimates 

of the ‘true’ relationship between personality and Citizenship Performance.  

Problems with Classical Test Theory 

However, classical test theory provides an unsatisfactory description of ratings 

in most situations because the assumptions it makes with respect to measurement 

error are commonly untenable. Instead of being entirely random, classical test theory 

measurement errors are subject to a variety of non-random influences. For example, 

different raters will observe the ratee in different situations, carrying out different 

behaviours, and different raters will have different responsibilities with respect to 

ratings and the ratee (Borman, 1974; Murphy & Cleveland, 1995). These different 
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responsibilities induce raters to conduct ratings with different goals in mind, a situation 

in which agreement with other raters may well have a low priority (Murphy & De Shon, 

2000a). The resulting errors of measurement will have non-zero means, because raters 

have predictable biases to rate more or less positively (Jawahar & Williams, 1997). 

Further, the tendency of some raters to judge some ratees more or less positively on all 

ratings can produce correlations between measurement errors, and both true scores 

and errors, which in turn can inflate or deflate correlations between measures 

(Greguras et al., 2001). Each of these departures from classical test theory represents 

bias in ratings and measurement and, when present, suggests that independent raters 

should not be treated simply as alternate forms (Murphy & De Shon, 2000a). 

Each of these effects can be considered to be a type of measurement bias to 

the extent that they do not reflect ratees’ behaviours or true scores but instead result 

from variable standards used in obtaining measures or ratings (Hoyt & Kerns, 1999). 

These types of bias tend to fall into two categories: rater bias and dyadic bias (Hoyt, 

2000). Rater bias varies from rater to rater, independent of ratees. Leniency and 

severity errors (Jawahar & Williams, 1997), where some raters uniformly provide higher 

or lower ratings than do others, are types of rater bias. Bias can also result from rater–

ratee interactions, producing dyadic bias (Hoyt, 2000), such as when a rater provides 

more positive ratings for a particular ratee, in a manner divergent from ratings provided 

by other raters, or by that rater for other ratees.  

These sources of bias can have profound effects. With respect to performance 

ratings, rater bias has been found to be as much as twice the size of residual error 

(Scullen, Mount, & Goff, 2000) and, when considered together, rater and dyadic bias 

can account for nearly two-thirds of the variance in correlational studies (Hoyt, 2000; 

Hoyt & Kerns, 1999). This is not just an issue for ratings of performance: it is difficult to 

believe that ratings of personality would not be similarly influenced by these biases 

(Schmidt et al., 2000). In situations such as this, where large differences in correlations 

are due to specific qualities of raters and of the relationships between raters and 
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ratees, classical test theory is clearly inadequate (Murphy & De Shon, 2000b). 

Therefore, to understand the differences between correlations obtained using self–

other versus other–other research designs, it is necessary to take these forms of bias 

into account.  

Generalisability Theory 

Generalisability theory was developed as an extension of classical test theory in 

order to incorporate these forms of bias within the model of measurement (Cronbach et 

al., 1972). At its most specific, generalisability theory accounts for effects attributable to 

ratees, raters, individual items, and two- and three-way interactions of each of these 

effects, as well as residual random error. However, because most of the effects on 

individual items within an overall scale will tend to cancel out, a reasonable 

approximation of generalisability theory, for complete measurement scales, is provided 

by equation 7.1 (Murphy & De Shon, 2000a: p. 878):  

ratingik = Rateei + Raterj + Rateei x Raterj + residualij  [7.1] 

Within this equation, the Ratee item is the effect on the rating due to differences 

between ratees, while the Rater item and the Ratee x Rater item relate to rater and 

dyadic bias effects respectively. Murphy and De Shon (2000a) state that the Ratee 

effect is equivalent to the classical test theory concept of true score, and residual is 

random error, analogous to the role of measurement error in classical test theory. On 

the other hand, rater and dyadic biases are neither components of true scores, nor are 

they random sources of error. Instead, these biases may in fact be theoretically 

meaningful within particular situations (Harris, 1994; Kane et al., 1995). If rater and 

dyadic biases are small enough to be safely ignored, then equation 7.1 approximates 

the classical test theory model of measurement. Thus classical test theory is a special 

case of the more widely applicable generalisability theory. However, few situations 

exist where ratings will not be affected by substantial rater and dyadic biases, apart 

from those in which all ratings are obtained from the same raters, as in self–self 

correlational research designs. In research which attempts to correlate ratings from 
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different raters, classical test theory is inadequate and potentially deeply misleading 

(Murphy & De Shon, 2000a, 2000b). 

Summary of Implications of Ratings and Measurement Theory 

In summary, classical test theory provides an inadequate description of the 

comparative strengths of the correlations presented in Table 7.1 because it does not 

provide an adequate account of the moderating effect produced by using different 

raters. The fact that the meta-analyses of the relationship between personality and 

Citizenship Performance have all ignored the moderating effect of rater and dyadic bias 

implies that they were conducted using classical test theory assumptions, and it 

indicates that the conclusions drawn from those meta-analyses are inadequately 

justified. Generalisability theory addresses the limitations of classical test theory by 

specifically modelling effects due to raters, as well as effects due to the interaction 

between raters and ratees. Consequently, generalisability theory provides a more 

appropriate framework for understanding the different correlations in Table 7.1. From a 

generalisability theory perspective, the differences found between test-retest, other–

other and self–other correlations are due to differences in rater and dyadic bias, rather 

than to increased measurement error. These sources of bias can be substantial, 

producing very large differences in the amount of variance accounted for by 

correlations. Consequently, there is a clear need to research the manner in which 

these sources of bias affect correlations between personality and Citizenship 

Performance. 

Ratings Source as a Moderator of Correlations Between Ratings 

The generalisability theory components of rater and dyadic effects, and Kenny’s 

emphasis on inter-rater agreement, are particularly relevant to this dissertation. This is 

because the major methodological difference between Studies Two and Three and 

previous research relates to the use of other-rated measures versus self-rated 

measures of personality to statistically predict Citizenship Performance. This use of 
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other-raters had a large moderating effect on the strength of correlations between 

measures of personality and measures of Citizenship Performance. In other words, the 

use of other-raters for measures of both personality and Citizenship Performance 

resulted in much higher correlations between these measures than have been obtained 

when self-rated personality has been compared with other-rated Citizenship. The 

previous discussion of generalisability theory indicates that rater effects are significant 

components of ratings, and so provide a potential explanation for the difference 

between self–other and other–other correlations in this dissertation. However, if these 

differences between self–other and other–other correlations are genuinely due to rater 

and dyadic effects, then this should also have been observed in studies which have 

compared other variables. Therefore, to understand how the results of Studies Two 

and Three can be compared with previously reported findings, it is necessary to first 

consider the effects of using ratings from different sources on the level of agreement 

between ratings more generally. To enable this comparison, a literature search was 

conducted on scale reliabilities and validities for measures of performance and 

personality, along with inter-correlations between measures of Citizenship Performance 

and personality. Table 7.1 presents a summary of these statistics, which are organised 

according to the type of rating (columns) and the type of statistic (rows). Where 

possible, the statistics presented in Table 7.1 have been obtained from meta-analytical 

studies, but where this has not been possible, a number of representative statistics 

have been cited. No statistics could be found for some cells within Table 7.1, either 

because no study could reasonably be conducted to provide that statistic (e.g., using 

the same measure to assess both Citizenship Performance and personality), or 

because no study could be found which provided an estimate for that statistic. 

Overall Performance 

The first column of comparisons presented in Table 7.1 shows the moderating 

effect of source of ratings on the level of agreement on ratings of Overall Performance. 

Agreement between separate ratings of performance tends to vary considerably, 
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depending on the source of the ratings used within a study, with self–other agreement 

on performance ratings being consistently low. For example, an early meta-analysis, of 

inter-rater agreement on performance measures, cited correlations of .22 for self–

supervisor and .24 for self-peer comparisons in ratings of Overall Performance (Harris 

& Schaubroeck, 1988: correlations corrected for sampling error). A more recent meta-

analysis of self–other correlations of performance ratings found similar, uncorrected 

correlations of .22 for self–supervisor and .19 for self–peer comparisons (Conway & 

Huffcutt, 1997). So it appears that self–other agreement on performance ratings is 

consistently modest. These estimates of self–other agreement are considerably lower 

than correlations obtained by using only other-raters of performance. In their meta-

analysis of the reliability of job performance ratings, Viswesvaran et al. (1996) reported 

uncorrected reliability estimates for ratings of job Overall Performance of .42 for peer–

peer, and .52 for supervisor–supervisor comparisons. The difference between these 

correlations is significant (p < .001).* Test-retest correlations, where one rater provides 

both ratings, using the same scale but separated by a time-gap, produce even higher 

correlations. For the Viswesvaran et al. (1996) study, the uncorrected average test-

retest correlation for job Overall Performance was .81, whereas the uncorrected 

coefficient alpha for job Overall Performance was .86. Considering that alpha 

represents the theoretical maximum correlation for two ratings on the same measure 

(Schmidt et al., 2000), these results suggest a high degree of intra-rater reliability, even 

if inter-rater reliability, especially self–other reliability, is more modest.  

 

                                                 
* Please note: all comparisons between correlations reported in this dissertation have been 
conducted using the original sample sizes as the basis for calculating the appropriate level of 
significance. 
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Table 7.1 
Estimates of Intra- and Inter-scale, and Intra- and Inter-rater Reliabilities and Validities, for 
Measures of Personality and Performance.* 

 

 Overall 
Performance 

Citizenship 
Performance 

Personality 
(FFM) 

Personality–Citizenship 
Performance 

Cronbach’s alpha 

.86 a 
supervisors 
.84 a peers 

 

.79 b
.79 a supervisor: Effort 

.77 a supervisor: 
Interpersonal Competence

.77 a peer: Effort 
.61 a peer: Interpersonal 

Competence 

.76 c   

Self–self  
(test-retest)   .73 c   

Other–other  
(test-retest) 

.81a  
supervisors     

Self–self  
(alternate form)   

.71d 

.61d 

.55 e  
.59 f

.47 g Conscientiousness–
Individual Initiative 

Other–other  
(same rater, 

alternate form) 
 

.52 hsupervisors 
.57 b (excluding 
correlations with 
Sportsmanship) 

 

.61h peers: Conscientiousness–
Active Support 
.54h supervisors: 

Conscientiousness +
.60h supervisors: Agreeableness+

Other–other 
(different raters, 

same form) 

.52 a 
supervisors 
.42 a peers 

 

.36 h peers 
.55 i supervisors 

.43 j supervisors & peers 
.37 k supervisors & peers 
.55 a supervisors: Effort 

.47 a supervisors: 
Interpersonal Competence

.42 a peers: Effort 
.42 a peers: Interpersonal 

Competence 

.51 h 
Conscientiousness 

.42 k peers 
.42 l peers 
.48 m peers 
.36 n peers 

.48 o relatives 
.28 p different context 

.50 p same context 

 

Other–other 
(different raters, 
alternate form) 

   
.44 h peers: 

Conscientiousness–Active 
Support 

Self–other 

*.22 q , .22 r 
supervisors  
*.24 q , .19 r 

peers 

.11 j supervisors: overall  
.07 j peers: overall  

.20 j supervisors: average 
.17 j peers: average 

.13 s peers 
.27 k supervisors: average 

.21 k peers: average 

.21 h peers 
.17 h supervisors 
.14 t strangers 
.43 t parents or 

spouses 

.14 u Conscientiousness–
Individual Initiative

.12 u Agreeableness–Helping 
Behaviour 

* The Harris & Schaubroek (1988) correlations are corrected for range restriction — all other statistics are uncorrected. 
+ Average of zero-order correlations with Citizenship scales. 
a Viswesvaran et al. (1996). b Calculated from statistics reported by LePine et al. (2002). c Viswesvaran & Ones 
(2000b). d Goldberg (1992a). e Paunonen (2003). f Costa & McCrae (1992c). g Calculated from statistics reported by 
Organ & Ryan (1995) and Borman, Penner et al. (2001). h Estimate based on statistics reported in this dissertation. 
Statistics from Study Two are presented in bold font, while statistics from Study Three are presented in italic font. i 
Van Scotter & Motowidlo (1996). j Allen et al. (2000). k Conway (1999). l Costa & McCrae (1992b). m McCrae & Costa 
(1987). n Paulhus (1992). o Ready & Clark (2002). p Funder et al. (1995). q Harris & Schaubroek (1988). r Conway & 
Huffcutt (1997). s Donaldson & Grant Vallone (2002). t Viswesvaran & Connolly (1998). u Estimate derived from the 
review summarised in Table 6.1. 
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This pattern of results indicates the presence of considerable rater and dyadic 

effects on ratings of Overall Performance. Test-retest correlations, where each rating is 

obtained from the same rater, are substantially higher than supervisor–supervisor 

correlations or peer–peer correlations, which in turn are substantially higher than self–

other correlations. It is important to recognise in this context, that the high level for test-

retest correlations is not simply due to common method bias, because test-retest 

studies effectively control for most forms of common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 

2003). It should not be assumed that all the difference between the strengths of 

correlations between ratings of Overall Performance is due to rater effects: changing 

the rater also changes the relationship between the rater and the ratee, hence 

producing dyadic effects as well. This is implied by the fact that peer–peer correlations 

are lower than supervisor–supervisor correlations – apparently there is more variability 

in the relationships which peers have with each other than exists in the relationships 

which supervisors have with their subordinates (Conway, Lombardo, & Sanders, 2001). 

Regardless of how much of this effect is due to rater or dyadic effects, it appears that 

simply changing the rater for each rating can produce estimates of reliability for Overall 

Performance that range from very strong to very modest.  

Citizenship Performance 

Although not as empirically well established, a similar pattern has been found 

for measures of Citizenship Performance, as can be seen in the second column of 

comparisons in Table 7.1. Several writers have noted that there tends to be low 

agreement between self- and other-ratings on Citizenship Performance (Lee & Allen, 

1999; Mersman & Donaldson, 2000). For example, in two studies designed to examine 

the level of agreement between peer- and self-ratings, Donaldson and Grant Vallone 

(2002) twice obtained correlations between ratings of Citizenship Performance of .13. 

Allen et al. (2000) examined self–other agreement using five scales of Citizenship 

Performance (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter, 1990). Self–other 

correlations on the overall rating of Citizenship (self–supervisor: .11; self–peer .07) 
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were slightly lower than the average self–other agreement on the component scales 

(self–supervisor: .20; self–peer .17), which is somewhat surprising, given that one 

would expect the overall scales to be more reliable due to their length (24 items versus 

4 or 5 for the component scales). However, the difference between these correlations 

is not significant. Taken together, it appears that self–other correlations on ratings of 

Citizenship Performance are similar to, or slightly more modest than, self–other 

correlations on Overall Performance.  

Although in their meta-analysis of performance ratings Viswesvaran et al. 

(1996) do not report either peer–peer or supervisor–supervisor correlations specifically 

for Citizenship Performance, they do report estimates for the related performance 

scales of Effort and Interpersonal Competence. Their estimates of supervisor–

supervisor agreement on these scales are similar to the average supervisor–supervisor 

correlation reported by Van Scotter and Motowidlo (1996) for Citizenship Performance. 

Just as with ratings of Overall Performance, Viswesvaran et al.’s (1996) estimates of 

peer–peer agreement on Effort and Interpersonal Competence is slightly lower than the 

corresponding estimates of supervisor–supervisor agreement. This observation helps 

to explain the slightly lower correlations reported when one rating has come from a 

supervisor and one from a peer (Allen et al., 2000; Conway, 1999) or when both ratings 

have come from peers (this dissertation). Thus it appears that, both for ratings of 

Overall Performance and Citizenship Performance, peers provide slightly less reliable 

ratings than do supervisors. What is even more clear is that, just as with ratings of 

Overall Performance, ratings of Citizenship Performance show much higher other–

other correlations than self–other correlations.  

There do not appear to have been any studies which have directly compared 

alternate forms of the same aspects of Citizenship Performance, but LePine et al. 

(2002) did conduct a meta-analysis which compared scales designed to measure 

different aspects of Citizenship Performance. It should be noted that LePine et al. 

made no apparent attempt to separate studies that used self-ratings from those which 
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used other-ratings of Citizenship, but the fact that the majority of research has used 

other-ratings (Borman, Penner et al., 2001b; Organ & Ryan, 1995) prompted the 

allocation of LePine et al.’s results to the other–other cell in Table 7.1. The sample-

weighted average inter-scale correlation for all of aspects of Citizenship in LePine et 

al.’s (2002) study is .52. Of the various Citizenship scales examined by LePine et al. 

(2002), the Citizenship scale of Sportsmanship has the lowest average inter-correlation 

with the other scales (.45). If this scale is not included, the average inter-scale 

correlation rises to .57. LePine et al. (2002) noted that, when these inter-scale 

correlations were corrected for scale reliability and sample restriction, the resulting 

correlations approached or surpassed the level at which estimates of internal reliability 

are considered acceptable (.70: Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). Consequently, LePine et 

al. concluded that each Citizenship scale appears to be an alternate form for each 

other scale, despite the empirical evidence that suggests that at least the Helping 

Behaviour and Individual aspects of Citizenship Performance reflect distinct constructs 

(e.g., Barksdale & Werner, 2001). 

Unfortunately, LePine et al. (2002) do not directly cite an average figure for 

Cronbach’s alpha for Citizenship Performance, but they do cite both raw correlations as 

well as correlations corrected for scale unreliability. These figures allow one to 

calculate an estimate for alpha using standard equations for correcting correlations for 

unreliability (Lipsey & Wilson, 2001a). This produced a sample-weighted estimate of 

alpha for Citizenship Performance scales of .79, which is similar to the alpha estimates 

for Effort provided by Viswesvaran et al. (1996), but higher than the estimate for peer-

rated Interpersonal Competence.  

To sum up the discussion of reliability estimates for performance ratings, it 

appears that, where directly comparable, the statistics summarised in Table 7.1 show 

considerable similarity between estimates of reliability for both Overall Performance 

and Citizenship Performance. Self–other correlations are modest, other–other 

correlations are more substantial, but supervisors appear to provide more reliable 
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ratings than do peers, and only test-retest correlations provide levels of correlation 

which are similar to scale internal reliability, as measured by alpha. The choice of rater 

in these studies clearly has a substantial impact upon the level of agreement between 

ratings.  

Personality 

The pattern of reliability estimates for measures of personality, as presented in 

Table 7.1, is comparable with the corresponding patterns for Overall Performance and 

Citizenship Performance, but it does show additional complexity. The first piece of 

added complexity arises from the self–other reliability estimates provided by 

Viswesvaran and Connolly (1998). In their meta-analysis, they found that self–other 

agreement on measures of the Five-Factor Model of personality (FFM) showed an 

average, uncorrected correlation of .14, across the five factors, when the other-rater 

has only known the ratee a short time. This rises to an average uncorrected correlation 

across the five factors of .43 when the other-rater is a close relative of the ratee. Thus 

dyadic effects, such as the degree of acquaintanceship between the rater and the 

ratee, can be powerful moderators of self–other agreement on personality ratings. 

Although not apparent from the results presented in Table 7.1, the degree of 

acquaintanceship with a ratee has also been found to increase the level of agreement 

between other-raters of performance. In a large study, with 9,975 participants in 79 

separate organisations, Rothstein (1990) found that inter-rater correlations on 

performance ratings were highly correlated with a logarithmic transformation of length 

of acquaintanceship (.73 and .65). In other words, the longer two other-raters had 

known a ratee, the more their ratings would agree. Thus acquaintanceship is a 

significant moderator of both personality and performance ratings agreement. 

This finding is relevant to Study Two, in which the participants’ ratings of 

personality showed an average level of self–other agreement after their three-week 

study project of only .21. Thus the self–other agreement on personality in Study Two 

was only slightly stronger than the level of agreement for strangers reported by 
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Viswesvaran and Connolly (1998). This might be a cause for concern if it were not for 

the fact that other studies which compared self–other agreement on personality ratings 

among university students who had known each other a similarly short time reported 

similarly modest correlations (i.e., Paulhus & Bruce, 1992: .25; Paunonen, 1989: .22). It 

appears that it takes longer than three weeks on a study group project for levels of 

self–other agreement to reach more substantial levels.  

In contrast, it would be surprising if the supervisors in Study Three had only 

known their subordinates an equally short period of time, yet the average self–

supervisor agreement on personality ratings in Study Three was only .17. To 

understand this modest level of self–supervisor agreement, it is necessary to consider 

research findings on the effect which relationships have on inter-rater agreement. 

Observation and direction of subordinate performance-related behaviours at work are 

central aspects of the supervisory role (R. S. Williams, 2002), and it appears that 

people are most accurate at rating others on measures which are relevant to the rater 

(Gill & Swann Jr, 2004). So supervisors will tend to be most accurate on ratings that 

are relevant to performance, which is a highly constrained context compared with the 

whole-of-life context used by self-raters. Personality ratings obtained from other-raters 

within different contexts are less correlated with each other (Funder et al., 1995) and 

self-ratings obtained using different frames-of-reference, which are effectively different 

contexts for ratings, have differing levels of agreement with other-ratings of 

performance (Hunthausen et al., 2003; Schmit et al., 1995). Therefore, it should be 

expected that the different contexts used by supervisor- and self-raters will 

considerably reduce self–supervisor correlations. Previous research has demonstrated 

that the less overlap that exists in the sets of observations upon which ratings are 

based, the less agreement there will be in the ratings produced (Blackman & Funder, 

1998; Funder, 2002; Funder & Randall, 1988). Thus the relationship between 

supervisors and subordinates, which is a dyadic influence, can have a substantial 

effect on the level of agreement on ratings of personality. In summary, to the extent 
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that supervisors focus on performance-related behaviours, their ratings will be both 

more accurate and reliable within the work context, and agree less with self-ratings.  

Methods for obtaining ratings of personality do not just vary with respect to the 

raters used: there are also a wide range of tools available for measuring personality. 

These tools typically show moderate to strong levels of agreement in studies which 

compare them using the same raters. For example, in Table 7.1, the highest 

correlations between alternate forms of the same scale are close to the same level as 

test-retest and alpha for FFM measures generally. However, not all personality scales 

are created equal, even among those which only assess the FFM. The scales used in 

this dissertation, the Mini-Markers, ask respondents to rate how accurate a description 

is provided by single adjective, whereas many other scales, including the NEO-PI, use 

short statements or sentences. Isolated adjectives tend to be much more abstract than 

complete statements (Goldberg, 1999), so differences between assessments based on 

adjectives and those based on statements should be expected. The alternate form 

correlations, reported in Table 7.1, demonstrate this. To begin with, Goldberg reported 

a correlation between unipolar and bipolar adjective scales of .71, but a significantly 

smaller correlation between the same unipolar adjective scales and the NEO-PI (.61: p 

< .05). The correlation reported by Costa & McCrae (1992c) is also a comparison 

between the NEO-PI and an adjective-based set of scales, and the resulting correlation 

is also significantly lower than the correlation between Goldberg’s two adjective-based 

scales (p < .01). Likewise, Paunonen (2003) reported a correlation between a verbal 

and a non-verbal assessment of the FFM (.55) which is also significantly different from 

the correlation between the two adjective-based scales (p < .01). Thus, although 

alternate form correlations tend to be higher than other–other correlations using the 

same form of a scale, the strength of alternate form correlations is moderated by 

whether the alternate forms have a similar basic format.  

The final two entries in Table 7.1 which are relevant to ratings of personality are 

the entries for test-retest correlations and internal reliability, or Cronbach’s alpha. When 
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it comes to test-retest correlations, researchers examining personality assessments 

tend to use self-ratings, which is different from the situation with ratings of 

performance, where test-retest correlations are typically based on supervisor-ratings 

(Viswesvaran et al., 1996). However, similar to the situation with ratings of 

performance, the average uncorrected test-retest value for the FFM is nearly as high 

as the average alpha for the FFM: .73 versus .76 (Viswesvaran & Ones, 2000b).  

Thus, for ratings of both personality and performance, the sources of ratings act 

as very strong moderators of the strength of correlations and produce powerful rater 

and dyadic effects. Self–other correlations are generally weaker than correlations 

between ratings derived from different other-raters, while the strongest correlations are 

those which use the same rater for each rating. The strength of these effects is 

dramatic — test-retest correlations for performance account for as much as ten times 

the amount of variance as do self–other correlations. This should not be taken to imply 

that other-ratings are somehow more valid than self-ratings, but simply that the choice 

of self- versus other-ratings can have substantial consequences. It is also clear that 

dyadic effects such as the level of acquaintanceship of raters with ratees, whether 

raters are supervisors or peers, whether different raters know ratees from within the 

same or different contexts, as well as the choice of the rating instrument(s), can all 

affect the strength of the correlation between two ratings. It is not putting things too 

strongly to state that choices made with respect to these moderators of agreement 

between ratings can radically alter the conclusions drawn from a correlational study.  

Personality–Citizenship Correlations 

These moderators of the strength of correlations have substantial implications 

for the interpretation of research on the relationship between personality and 

Citizenship Performance, including the results presented in this dissertation. This can 

be seen clearly when the correlations between personality and Citizenship 

Performance are considered alongside the various other correlations presented in 

Table 7.1.  
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Most previous research on the relationship between personality and Citizenship 

Performance has used a self–other design which has consistently produced statistically 

significant but weak correlations. The fact that these correlations are weak, however, 

says very little of substance about the underlying relationship between these 

constructs, because self–other correlations are consistently modest, even when each 

rater uses the same scale, within the same context, as happens with self–other 

correlations for Overall Performance and Citizenship Performance. However, it cannot 

be assumed that self- and other-raters have used the same context to inform their 

ratings in studies which have compared personality and Citizenship Performance. Most 

personality assessments are administered with instructions for self-raters to use a 

general frame-of-reference and usually have items which imply a general frame-of-

reference (Schmit et al., 1995). In contrast, measures of Citizenship Performance imply 

a workplace frame-of-reference, because they explicitly refer to performance within an 

organisational context. This will produce a frame-of-reference effect (Hunthausen et al., 

2003), so it should be expected that self–other correlations for personality–Citizenship 

should be even more modest than correlations between self- and other-rated 

Citizenship Performance. As can be seen from Table 7.1, this appears to have 

occurred. When considered together, these points indicate that it is inappropriate to 

draw conclusions about the strength of the relationship between, for example, 

constructs such as Conscientiousness and Citizenship Performance, on the basis of 

self–other research studies.  

The correlations between other-rated Conscientiousness and other-rated Active 

Support, found in Study Two, were apparently much stronger than the correlations 

between personality and Citizenship Performance measures reported in meta-analytic 

studies of this relationship, which were based on self–other studies. Such is the 

strength of this disparity that it might be thought that the results from Study Two are in 

some way suspect, but this comparison is inappropriate because of the basic 

differences between self–other and other–other studies. Instead, the correlations found 
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in Study Two should be compared with correlations obtained using similar 

methodologies. The nearest comparisons in Table 7.1 for the other–other correlation 

for Conscientiousness and Active Support, based on ratings from different raters, are 

the correlations for performance and personality measures which used different raters 

but the same scales. Likewise, the nearest comparisons for the other–other 

correlations of personality and Citizenship measures, which used ratings from the 

same raters, are the alternate form correlations for Citizenship Performance and 

personality. When these comparisons are used, the correlations obtained in Study Two 

between other-rated Conscientiousness and other-rated Active Support do not seem 

aberrant, but instead appear to be consistent with the idea that other-rated 

Conscientiousness and Active Support appear to measure the same underlying 

construct. When ratings of Conscientiousness and Active Support were obtained from 

different raters, the correlation between these measures is similar to the correlations 

between different raters using the same form to assess either personality or 

performance. With respect to the performance ratings, the other–other correlation 

between Conscientiousness and Active Support is more similar in magnitude to peer–

peer correlations on the same scale than it is to supervisor–supervisor correlations, 

which is consistent with the fact that the raters used in Study Two were peers of the 

ratees. Therefore, these correlations imply that, for the participants in Study Two, 

other-rated Conscientiousness and Active Support were highly similar constructs. 

On the other hand, when other-ratings of personality and Citizenship 

Performance come from the same raters, the resulting correlations should be 

compared with correlations derived from ratings that also come from the same raters. 

In Table 7.1, this corresponds to the alternate form correlations for Citizenship 

Performance reported by LePine et al. (2002), and the various alternate form 

correlations for personality scales. It is clear that these alternate form correlations are 

similar to, or slightly higher than, the correlations between other-rated personality and 

other-rated Citizenship Performance measures obtained from the same raters. In 
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particular, one of the alternate form correlations for personality scales is significantly 

higher, but this correlation is based on a comparison between scales which have 

similar, adjective-based formats. It should be noted that the other–other correlations 

reported in this dissertation, between personality and Citizenship Performance 

measures, were based on a comparison between adjective-based personality scales 

with statement-based measures of Citizenship Performance. The alternate form 

correlations between personality scales with different formats are very similar to the 

other–other correlations between measures of personality and Citizenship 

Performance. Therefore, once more there is a clear implication that the various 

measures of Citizenship Performance are acting as measures of personality 

constructs. 

The final entry in Table 7.1 to be discussed is the meta-analytic correlation 

between self-rated Conscientiousness and self-rated Individual Initiative. This 

correlation is substantially higher than the corresponding self–other correlations 

reported by Organ and Ryan (1995) and Borman, Penner et al. (2001). This prompted 

Organ and Ryan (1995) to state that the biggest moderator of relationships between 

Citizenship and personality, as well as other measures, was whether or not Citizenship 

was self- or other-rated. However, this correlation is significantly lower than both of the 

alternate form correlations for Citizenship Performance (.47 vs .52 p < .05; .47 vs .57 p 

< .001), and is also significantly lower than all of the alternate form correlations for 

personality, apart from the Paunonen (2003) estimate. The correlation between self-

rated Conscientiousness and self-rated Individual Initiative is also significantly lower 

than the correlation between other-rated Conscientiousness and other-rated Active 

Support reported in Study Two (p < .05). It is difficult to interpret these differences 

because of the potential for common method bias in these various correlations, as 

common method bias can reduce correlations as well as increase them (Podsakoff et 

al., 2003). However, it is also possible that the self–self correlation has been affected 

by frame-of-reference effects. If participants had completed standard personality 
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assessments using standard instructions, they would have used a different frame-of-

reference to that which they would have used in completing standard Citizenship 

Performance assessments which require an at-work frame-of-reference. Until research 

directly examines the extent to which frame-of-reference effects moderate self–self 

correlations between Conscientiousness and Citizenship Performance, the meaning of 

the difference between the self–self and other–other correlations between 

Conscientiousness and Citizenship Performance remains somewhat indeterminate. 

Nonetheless, the self–self correlation between Conscientiousness and Individual 

Initiative is much closer to the other–other correlations for personality and Citizenship 

Performance presented in Table 7.1 than it is to the self–other correlations of these 

relationships. In contrast with conclusions drawn previously, the pattern of results 

presented in Table 7.1 implies that the self–self correlation of Conscientiousness and 

Individual Initiative may provide a better estimate of the underlying relationship than the 

corresponding self–other correlation. 

Summary of Integration with Previous Research 

In summary, this integration of previous research with the research presented in 

this dissertation has demonstrated that, far from being aberrant, the results of Studies 

Two and Three are consistent with previous research. When compared with previous 

other–other and self–self correlations, the other–other correlations obtained in these 

studies are of similar magnitude. The substantial differences between other–other and 

self–other correlations between personality and Citizenship Performance measures are 

consistent with the substantial differences between the corresponding correlations for 

performance and personality measures. Consequently, the conclusion that, for other-

raters, Citizenship Performance is largely accounted for by Conscientiousness and 

Agreeableness, can be treated with a degree of confidence. It is not clear from the 

research presented in this dissertation, nor from previous research, whether this 

conclusion is also valid for self-rated measures of these constructs. Further research 
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directly examining the moderating effects of frame-of-reference on self–self correlations 

between personality and Citizenship Performance variables is needed to determine 

whether, for self-raters, Citizenship Performance is largely accounted for by 

Conscientiousness and Agreeableness.  

It is also clear from this integration that it is a serious mistake to draw 

conclusions about the underlying relationship between personality and Citizenship 

Performance solely on the basis of self–other correlations. Although self–other 

comparisons have been recommended in order to avoid common method bias when 

determining the strength of the underlying relationship between personality and 

Citizenship Performance (Organ & Ryan, 1995; Podsakoff et al., 2000), this may at 

times be an over-correction for common method bias and could produce misleading 

results. This can be seen by comparing self–other correlations with other–other 

correlations for measures of Overall Performance, Citizenship Performance and 

personality. It may seem odd to use other-ratings of personality instead of self-ratings, 

especially as it appears that most research on personality relies on self-ratings, 

including most of the research comparing personality and Citizenship Performance. 

Despite this, most of the early studies on the FFM used other-rated measures of 

personality (i.e., Fiske, 1949; Norman, 1963; G. M. Smith, 1967; Tupes & Christal, 

1958, 1961). It should also be recalled that measures of personality such as the FFM 

reflect an individual’s reputation or their personality phenotype (R. T. Hogan, 1996; 

Saucier & Goldberg, 2001), so other-raters are likely to be useful and accurate 

informants on the FFM. This points do not imply that other–other research designs are 

optimal, because they too have limitations (Hoyt & Kerns, 1999), but rather that other–

other designs are a substantial improvement on self–other designs. However, more 

subtle designs than other–other correlation designs are probably required to effectively 

model the relationship between personality and performance variables (Greguras et al., 

2001; Kenny, 1994).  
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A final conclusion to be drawn from this integration is that identifying the nature 

of the underlying relationship between two constructs requires something more than 

merely considering the correlations between those constructs. Simply comparing the 

zero-order correlations between personality and Citizenship Performance measures 

could lead one to accept illogical conclusions, as was argued when discussing the 

correlations between personality and Citizenship Performance measures. More 

complex and subtle analyses and designs than simple correlations are needed in order 

to accurately position these constructs with respect to each other. 

Conclusion 

The arguments presented in this chapter indicate that the results of the studies 

presented in this dissertation can effectively be integrated with previous research. 

Nevertheless, it appears that the results presented in this dissertation diverge from 

previous research results, because previous studies had used self–other research 

designs. A major reason for the dominance of self–other correlational research designs 

in research on personality and Citizenship Performance is that they have the 

advantage of effectively controlling for common method bias. It is clear that common 

method bias is a significant threat to research validity, but controlling for common 

method bias by using self–other research designs introduces substantial amounts of 

rater and dyadic bias. The extent of the bias introduced by self–other research designs 

appears to be substantially greater than the bias associated with common method 

variance — in other words, the cure is worse than the disease. This appears to be why 

most previous research has produced modest correlations between personality and 

Citizenship Performance, and also why previous interpretations of that research have 

been highly misleading.  

Two alternative approaches for assessing the strength of personality–

Citizenship Performance correlations have been used in this dissertation. Both of these 

involved the use of other–other correlational research designs, but used different 
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methods to control for common method variance. In Study Two, common method 

variance was controlled for by obtaining two correlations between other-rated 

Conscientiousness and Citizenship Performance: one correlation based on ratings 

which came from the same raters, and the other based on ratings which came from 

different raters. In Study Three, common method variance was controlled for by 

modelling a common method factor using SEM techniques. The results of these studies 

are largely consistent with each other, but strongly divergent from previous 

interpretations of the relationship between personality and Citizenship Performance. 

However, the arguments presented here indicate that previous interpretations are 

flawed, and the relationship between personality and Citizenship Performance needs to 

be revised. 

In particular, the data and analysis advanced in this chapter indicate that the 

personality–Citizenship Performance relationship is much stronger than has previously 

been recognised. Unfortunately, there is still much to be learnt about this relationship, 

particularly with respect to how the various sources of bias affect correlations between 

personality and Citizenship Performance. However, a range of specific research 

conclusions can be made on the basis of this dissertation. Taken as a whole, the 

integration of the results of this dissertation with previous research presented in this 

chapter lead to the following conclusions: 

1. With respect to academic study, just as with paid work within workplace 

settings, performance is more than a one-dimensional construct. Citizenship 

Performance plays a similar role in academic performance to the role it plays in 

paid work performance. Specifically, Citizenship Performance appears to 

facilitate academic Task Performance.  

2. When ratings are provided by raters other than the ratees, Citizenship 

Performance is largely accounted for by the personality constructs of 

Conscientiousness and Agreeableness. The extent to which measures of 

Citizenship Performance are associated with other-rated measures of 
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Conscientiousness and Agreeableness shows some variety, with different 

Citizenship scales having different relationships with these measures of 

personality. However, these are generally strong relationships, and are much 

stronger than has previously been accepted. Overall, it appears that, at least for 

other-raters, Citizenship Performance is a form of personality. 

3. The first conclusion is clearly consistent with, and provides a logical extension 

of ,previous research and theory, but the second conclusion is quite different 

from previous interpretations of the relationship between personality and 

Citizenship Performance. However, far from being aberrant, this conclusion is 

consistent with previous research on the personality–Citizenship Performance 

relationship, even though it is inconsistent with previous interpretations of that 

research. When the range of research findings on this relationship are 

considered in context with other findings which have used comparable 

methodologies, two things become clear. First, previous research has often 

used inappropriate methodologies for assessing the strength of the personality–

Citizenship Performance relationship. Second, the results presented in this 

dissertation are not inconsistent with those obtained from previous research on 

the personality–Citizenship Performance relationship, but are consistent with 

results which have used comparable methodologies to assess the strength of 

relationships between similar measures. Therefore, the conclusion that — at 

least for other-raters — Conscientiousness and Agreeableness largely account 

for Citizenship Performance, can be accepted as valid. 

4. Future research which seeks to explore the strength of correlations between 

measures should not use self–other comparisons. Self–other comparisons 

create more rater and dyadic bias in correlations than the common method bias 

which they control for. Other–other comparisons are an improvement on self–

other comparisons, and there are both procedural and statistical techniques for 

controlling for common method bias using other–other research designs. 
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5. A final conclusion to be drawn from this integration is that identifying the nature 

of the underlying relationship between two constructs requires something more 

than merely considering the correlations between those constructs. To do so 

means ignoring the context provided by the relationships which these measures 

have with other measures, as well as the potential for various sources of bias to 

affect these relationships. Instead, it would be helpful to assess multiple 

constructs at the same time, whilst controlling for various forms of bias. 
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CHAPTER EIGHT – IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSION 
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Introduction 

The previous chapter discussed how the results of the research presented in 

this dissertation fit with previous research findings, and finished with a set of 

conclusions based on that integration of research. New conclusions mean new 

implications, so this chapter will examine the implications of this dissertation for 

theory, research methodology and practice. 

Theoretical Implications of this Dissertation 

This dissertation makes a range of contributions to existing body of theory about 

the relationship between personality and performance. Within this section, these 

contributions have been arranged into five major topics: 

1. The lexical hypothesis and the social value of Conscientiousness and 

Agreeableness 

2. Personality as a type of performance 

3. The use of self- versus other-raters of personality 

4. Understanding the nature of Citizenship Performance  

5. Correlation, causation and personality–performance relationships 

Each of these topics will be elaborated in turn, before moving on to discuss other 

implications of this dissertation. 

The Lexical Hypothesis and the Social Value of Conscientiousness and 

Agreeableness 

Chapter Two provided a description of the role the lexical hypothesis has 

taken in underpinning the development of the Five-Factor Model of personality 

(FFM). It may be recalled that the lexical hypothesis is itself based on a range of 

premises. These include the assumptions that natural language descriptors of 

personality will reflect the most socially important features or attributes of personality, 
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and that the more important a feature of personality is, the more likely it is to be 

reflected in a large number of descriptors, in a variety of languages (Saucier & 

Goldberg, 1996b). A corollary of these assumptions is that the more descriptors of a 

feature of personality that exist within a language, the more likely it is that such a 

feature will be reflected in a large factor in exploratory factor analyses of natural 

language descriptors. As described in Chapter Two, these assumptions informed the 

development of most of the major personality assessment systems of the last 

hundred years, among which the FFM has been the most prominent in the last few 

decades. Within this model, Conscientiousness and Agreeableness are two of the 

factors which have been consistently found in exploratory factor analyses conducted 

in diverse languages (Saucier, 2002b; Saucier & Goldberg, 2001), hence they should 

reflect personality features of particular importance.  

The results of this dissertation indicate that, when rated by others, Citizenship 

Performance appears to be largely defined by the FFM dimensions of 

Conscientiousness and Agreeableness. As the review presented in Chapter Three 

indicates, Citizenship Performance is increasingly becoming valued within work 

organisations, accounting for as much as half of the value accorded to a staff 

member’s Overall Performance. It was found in Studies One and Two that 

Citizenship is also an important component of academic performance. Hence other-

rated Conscientiousness and Agreeableness are also important in work performance, 

and, at least as far as Conscientiousness is concerned, also in academic 

performance. In other words, the results presented in this dissertation are consistent 

with the lexical hypothesis, in that these factors reflect important and valued features 

of personality within work and academic settings.  

In summary, the results of this research imply that, consistent with the lexical 

hypothesis, people really do use common words to label the actions of others which 

are important within their society. In one way, this is a relatively banal conclusion — 

decades of research by hundreds of scientists leading to the discovery that people 
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have always known, at least at some level, what was important about personality and 

performance. Yet this conclusion is not as obvious as it might seem, because, 

although at some level everybody within a language does know what is important 

about other people’s behaviour, there is a substantial lack of conceptual clarity about 

this knowledge, as well as about how best to apply it. The complexities which 

developers of assessments face in constructing valid measures of personality and 

performance are one indication of how difficult it is to clearly define what is important 

or not about people’s behaviours. Another indication is provided by the poor 

performance of untrained assessors when they attempt to identify who is likely to 

perform better in a particular situation (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). Everyone may know 

what is important, but the value of this, as well as previous research inspired by the 

lexical hypothesis, is that it makes this knowledge more conscious, and hence more 

easily accessible to researchers and practitioners. 

Personality as a Type of Performance 

Another of the assumptions on which the lexical hypothesis is based is that 

natural language descriptors reflect personality phenotype or surface appearance, 

not the underlying psychological processes or dynamics which give rise to that 

appearance. In other words, natural language descriptors represent personality as 

seen from the outside (i.e., one’s reputation) rather than the internal experiences of 

individuals. But viewing personality from the outside, so to speak, potentially limits 

the raters’ access to personality-relevant cues. Other-raters can only observe 

behaviours, not cognitions or affects. Although cognition and affect can be inferred 

from behaviour, at times relatively accurately (Hofstee, 1994), they cannot be directly 

observed by others, and the inferences made on the basis of that behaviour may well 

be suspect. For example, if an individual is behaving in a conscientious manner, their 

behaviour may be consistent with a range of inferences. These could include that the 

person has a natural predisposition for conscientious behaviour, that the person is 
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fearful of the consequences of not being conscientious, or that the person has a clear 

goal in mind which their conscientious behaviour will help them to achieve. These 

inferences relate to aspects of the personality genotype, the underlying psychological 

processes, which an other-rater has no direct access to. It follows from these points 

that the consequence of using the lexical hypothesis for developing personality 

models such as the FFM is that the resulting models will reflect surface, behavioural 

features and not underlying processes. 

However, it may be recalled from Chapter Three that performance measures 

are also measures of behaviours which are valued within organisations (J. P. 

Campbell et al., 1996; McHenry et al., 1990). Therefore, personality measures such 

as Conscientiousness, when assessed by others, may be considered to be forms of 

performance, if they reflect organisationally valued forms of behaviour. This is not a 

particularly novel suggestion — writers from quite different perspectives have come 

to similar conclusions. From a socioanalytical perspective, R. T. Hogan and Shelton 

(1998) stated that: “Performance appraisal in an organization is formally identical to 

the evaluations that take place after any interaction in life … in life the evaluations 

turn into one’s reputation; at work the evaluations turn into a performance appraisal” 

(p. 134). It should be remembered, when reading this quotation, that R. T. Hogan and 

Shelton consider reputation to a central aspect of personality, and so they are 

claiming that performance appraisals are ‘formally identical’ to other-rated personality 

assessments. Robinson (2004) came to similar conclusions — that personality was a 

form of performance — on the basis of his work on the relationship between 

categorisation tendencies and personality scores. The FFM, therefore, does not 

represent the deepest and most fundamental aspects of personality, but instead 

reflects its most salient, surface features, in other words behaviours — at least when 

it is measured by other-raters.  

This conclusion raises questions about the FFM as well as for other models of 

personality based on the lexical hypothesis. If basic lexical factors encode 
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behaviours of value within a society, there is a need to identify which behaviours best 

exemplify dimensions of other-rated personality. It appears from the results 

presented in this dissertation that part of the reason why Conscientiousness and 

Agreeableness are valued is that they reflect behaviours which contribute to 

organisationally valued outcomes — that is to say, Citizenship Performance. 

However, there do not appear to have been similar sets of equally valued behaviours 

identified which explain the salience of the remaining dimensions of the FFM. If the 

lexical hypothesis is correct, there will be social and cultural values associated with 

these personality factors. These and related questions may have social, cultural and 

economic implications and would require significant research efforts, but the results 

may well prove to have both theoretical and practical benefits. 

Implications for Use of Self- versus Other-Raters of Personality 

R. T. Hogan and his colleagues (J. Hogan & Holland, 2003; R. T. Hogan, 

1983, 1996; R. T. Hogan & Shelton, 1998; Roberts & Hogan, 2001) have repeatedly 

argued that not only do other-ratings reflect an individual’s externally observable 

behaviours, but self-ratings are also reflective of a person’s reputation, or personality 

from the outside. These authors believe that, when self-raters complete a personality 

instrument such as the Mini-Markers used in this dissertation, they will attempt to rate 

themselves from an external perspective. In other words, self-raters will try to reflect 

their external reputation in their self-ratings. Consistent with this position, there is 

evidence from a range of studies over the last three decades to indicate that, even 

when individuals attempt to access their own affect and cognition, they are often 

mistaken, and are not substantially more accurate than are external observers 

(Hofstee, 1994; Macleod, 1993; Nisbett & Wilson, 1977; Zajonc, 1980). This can be 

over-stated: it is not true, for example, to say that self-ratings are based on nothing 

but behaviour. When individuals complete a self-rating on a personality instrument, 

their ratings appear to reflect underlying cognitive and affective components of their 
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experience, not just the surface behavioural aspects (Pytlik Zillig, Hemenover, & 

Dienstbier, 2002). Therefore, although self- and other-ratings of personality can 

share much in common (Viswesvaran & Connolly, 1998), self-ratings of personality 

are somewhat less likely to reflect the surface appearance or phenotype of 

personality than are other-ratings.  

The idea that self-ratings of personality are less reflective of personality 

phenotype means that self-raters may be less accurate sources of personality ratings 

that are designed to assess personality phenotype. This is consistent with the 

position adopted by Hofstee (1994), who stated that “judgements of the average 

other person provide the best available point of reference for the definition of 

personality” (p. 150). In support of his position, Hofstee argued that self-raters do not 

have overly privileged access to personality cues, and that self-ratings are more 

prone to bias, especially self-presentational biases, than other-ratings. Hofstee’s 

(1994) ‘average other person’ would also provide a more reliable set of ratings 

because an average of ratings would be based on multiple sources.  

In the light of Hofstee’s arguments, it is interesting to note that most of the 

early factor analytical research which led to the development of the FFM was 

conducted using other-rated measures of personality (i.e., Fiske, 1949; Norman, 

1963; Tupes & Christal, 1958, 1961). Despite this, self-ratings have long had a 

central position as a method for collecting data about personality, as can be seen 

from the meta-analyses reviewed in previous chapters. Even the various concerns 

about using self-reports for other measures, such as the substantial amount of 

method variance that has been found in some self-reports (Spector, 1992), does not 

seem to have dented the popularity of using self-ratings for personality. In any case, 

discarding self-reports for personality would appear to be an extreme position, not 

only because so much research has been conducted using self-reports, but also 

because self-reports appear to provide information unobtainable in other ways 

(Spector, 1994). These include the cognitive and affective components of self-ratings 
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identified by Pytlik Zillig et al. (2002). Instead of discarding self-reports, an alternative 

suggestion of Hofstee’s is to allow multiple data collection techniques to compete 

with each other, so to speak, in order to determine the most useful technique for 

particular purposes over time. Although the results of this dissertation and of previous 

research using other-rated personality (Kolk et al., 2004; Mount et al., 1994; G. M. 

Smith, 1967) suggest that other-rated personality may be more useful for predicting 

various forms of performance, this is not the only possible use of personality ratings. 

Using self-ratings and other-ratings alongside each other may well prove to be more 

informative in the long run, by allowing a more considered judgment of when 

alternative forms of measuring personality are most appropriate. 

To put this simply, although the results presented in this dissertation provide a 

strong case for making greater use of other-rated measures of personality, it would 

be extremely premature to conclude that self-rated measures of personality are 

unnecessary. Self-rated measures of personality have some overlap with other-rated 

measures, but each also provides something distinct. Rather than moving from self- 

to other-rated measures of personality, it seems wiser to make use of both 

approaches, alongside each other, in order to determine the most useful method for 

specific purposes. 

Implications for Understanding Citizenship Performance 

So far, this discussion of the theoretical implications of this dissertation has 

mainly focused on the implications for the understanding and measurement of 

personality as assessed by the FFM, so it is worthwhile to also consider the 

implications for Citizenship Performance. If Citizenship Performance is almost 

entirely explained by other-rated Conscientiousness and Agreeableness, this 

suggests that it is relevant to situations where Conscientiousness and Agreeableness 

are also relevant. Various forms of both Conscientiousness and Agreeableness have 

reliably been identified in exploratory factor analyses conducted in every language 
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examined to date (Ashton, Lee, Perugini, Szarota, de Vries, & Di Blas, 2004; Saucier 

& Goldberg, 2001). If the lexical hypothesis, as outlined by Saucier and Goldberg 

(1996), is valid, then this implies that not only do Conscientiousness and 

Agreeableness point towards important types of behavioural consistency, but so also 

does Citizenship Performance.  

This presents the interesting prospect that Citizenship Performance may be 

relevant in both a similar variety of cultures to those where Conscientiousness and 

Agreeableness have been found to be important, and also in a similar variety of 

situations. Evidence to date suggests that Citizenship Performance is valued within a 

range of cultures other than those in the English-speaking world (Cheng, 1995; 

McFarlin & Sweeney, 2001; Nikolaou & Robertson, 2001), but this has not been 

explored as widely as have models of personality. Even less widely researched is the 

range of situations within which Citizenship is relevant. Studies One and Two of this 

dissertation extended that range by applying Citizenship Performance to an 

academic rather than a work situation, but there appears to have been no research 

directly examining the role of Citizenship Performance in other settings. Exploring 

whether Citizenship is valued within social, familial, sporting, leisure or religious 

settings may well lead to a better understanding of those settings, and of Citizenship 

Performance itself. 

It would also be useful to look for situations where Citizenship Performance is 

important precisely because it is undesirable. Even in organisations, there are times 

when Citizenship Performance is undesirable, including when it is perceived as being 

a form of ingratiation (Eastman, 1994) or political influence (Ferris, Judge, Rowland, 

& Fitzgibbons, 1994). Some evidence exists to suggest that Citizenship Performance 

can result from insidious forms of social control, leading to reduced levels of 

organisational adaptation and innovation (Korac-Kakabadse, Korac-Kakabadse, & 

Kouzmin, 1999). Citizenship Performance may be nice, but self-interested behaviour 

can, at times, be more helpful to an organisation (Fandt & Ferris, 1990). As an 
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analogy, physical qualities which are valued in some sports can be relatively 

disadvantageous to performance in other sports. Great strength is needed in weight-

lifting, but the associated muscle mass would be a huge disadvantage to a marathon 

runner, just as top-level jockeys tend to be much smaller than basketball players. 

Therefore, explorations of the settings and situations in which Citizenship is valuable 

would also profit from considering the potential for Citizenship Performance to show 

a dark side. 

In summary, the research presented in this dissertation implies that 

Citizenship Performance may well be relevant within a broader range of cultures and 

settings than previously explored. This exploration of the breadth of the applicability 

of this construct should not just focus on the positive consequences of Citizenship 

Performance, but also consider what is the potential for negative side-effects of 

cooperative and disciplined behaviours. 

Correlation, Causation and Personality–Performance Relationships 

If it is accepted that other-rated personality is a form of performance and that 

Citizenship Performance is a behavioural aspect of personality, then this has 

consequences for understanding the relationship between measures of these 

constructs. Attempts to understand the relationship of personality in general, and 

Conscientiousness in particular, with performance measures have slowly drifted 

towards a belief that personality in some way causes performance. For example, 

when discussing their pivotal meta-analysis of personality–performance relationships, 

Barrick and Mount (1991) used terms such as correlation, prediction and validity to 

describe the relationship between these constructs. Two years later, they had started 

to write about the ‘influence’ of personality upon performance (Barrick, Mount, & 

Strauss, 1993a), which subsequently became a case of integrating 

Conscientiousness into “causal models explaining job performance” (Mount & 

Barrick, 1998b: p. 855). Other writers have also explicitly referred to personality 
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causing performance (e.g., Motowidlo, 2003; Motowidlo et al., 1997; Schmidt & 

Hunter, 1992, 1998). Although not explicitly stating that personality causes 

performance, Hough and Furnham (2003) describe personality as a ‘determinant’ of 

performance, and approvingly refer to several of the previously mentioned authors’ 

causal models. 

The thesis presented within this dissertation is at odds with this 

conceptualisation of personality–performance relationships. If Citizenship 

Performance is largely defined by the other-rated aspects of Conscientiousness and 

Agreeableness, then it makes no sense to speak of personality causing Citizenship 

Performance. Instead, they are simply different measures of the same underlying 

construct. This implies that it also makes little sense to consider self-rated 

Conscientiousness a cause of Citizenship Performance. Merely finding that 

performance is statistically associated with a personality trait derived from factor 

analysis, or that such an association is statistically mediated by another variable, 

however robust and salient the findings, is not the same as providing an explanation 

of the links which have been found (Magnusson & Törestad, 1993) — in other words, 

correlation does not equal causation. In a recent review of best practice regarding 

statistical inference, the American Psychological Association recommended that, 

except under very specific conditions, causal inferences on the basis of statistical 

analyses alone is unwise and unwarranted (Wilkinson & APA Task Force on 

Statistical Inference, 1999). This remains true, regardless of whether the correlation 

exists as part of a multiple regression, a structural equation model or a meta-

analysis. Although the size of causal effects can be estimated from statistical 

analyses, the existence of a causal relationship requires one or more preconditions: 

evidence of experimental manipulation; longitudinal data whereby one variable is 

measured before the other; or a strong theory basis which makes it inconceivable 

that the causal direction could be reversed, or that an alternative causal factor could 

account for the statistical relationships (Kazantzis, Ronan, & Deane, 2001). With the 
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possible (and rare) exception of longitudinal data, studies comparing personality with 

Citizenship Performance do not meet these preconditions. 

Admittedly, many personality theories assume that personality traits, such as 

those reflected in the FFM, correspond to underlying neuropsychic structures which 

cause their behaviour, such as McCrae and Costa’s (1999) theory of the FFM. If it is 

accepted that the FFM dimensions reflect neurological features, then it seems 

reasonable to accept personality’s precedence over performance and, consequently, 

a causal account of the personality–performance relationship. However, it was 

argued in Chapter Two that the FFM does not measure underlying structures but 

instead reflects the surface features of personality — in other words the personality 

phenotype or reputation. Therefore, the nature of the FFM dimensions does not imply 

that they have causal precedence over performance. 

An alternative explanation for the relationship between personality and 

performance is that both are caused by the interaction between individuals and the 

workplace. Individuals bring with them a range of cognitive-affective systems which 

have been shown to produce different types of behaviour, such as Citizenship 

Performance, as well as behaviours reflected by the FFM, in a predictable and 

apparently causal fashion (Mischel & Shoda, 1998; Shoda et al., 2002). Workplace 

conditions have also been shown to significantly influence levels of performance 

generally and Citizenship in particular (Podsakoff et al., 2000; Rhoades & 

Eisenberger, 2002). In this conceptualisation, both performance and the behaviours 

reflected in the FFM are the result of the interaction of persons and situations 

(Mischel et al., 2002). This is different to some interactionist models (e.g., Tett & 

Burnett, 2003), wherein the FFM dimensions are considered to reflect the 

contribution to this interaction by intra-psychic processes. Instead, consistent with the 

lexical hypothesis, the FFM reflects the culturally valued behaviours which are the 

outcome of the interaction between cognitive-affective systems and situational 

influences. In this conceptualisation of personality–performance relationships, the 
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FFM and Citizenship Performance are causally related, but only in the sense that 

both are caused by the same interaction between intra-individual and situational 

conditions. 

The basic point of this discussion is that it is inaccurate and misleading to 

describe personality, when measured by instruments based on the FFM, as a cause 

of performance. Instead it appears that the FFM reflects consistencies in behaviour, 

while performance is a type of behaviour which is valued within organisations. Thus, 

not only is there no good research evidence for performance being caused by FFM 

personality constructs, there is no good theoretical reason for this either. Instead, it 

appears that both the FFM and measures of performance assess individual 

differences in behaviour, and that both are caused by a complex interaction of the 

ways in which people think, feel and interact with their environment. 

Summary 

In summary, this discussion of the theoretical implications of this dissertation 

has concluded that the research findings reported here are consistent with, and add 

support to, the lexical hypothesis. In particular, it has been shown that Citizenship 

Performance is largely a reflection of the personality factors of Conscientiousness 

and Agreeableness, which in turn implies that these personality factors reflect 

behaviours which are valued within organisations. This suggests that there will be 

value in searching for the specific behaviours which reflect other dimensions of the 

FFM. Although this emphasis on behaviour is consistent with the underlying premises 

of the lexical hypothesis, and it has been found that other-rated measures of 

personality are more strongly correlated with at least Citizenship Performance and 

academic Task Performance than are self-rated measures, this does not mean that 

self-rated measures should be discarded. Self-rated measures appear to provide 

something additional to other-rated measures, and the respective value of self- 

versus other-rated measures of personality has yet to be fully explored. Something 
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else that has not been fully explored is the value of Citizenship Performance. 

Citizenship Performance has been shown in this dissertation to be important in 

academic as well as in workplace settings. This opens the possibility that Citizenship 

may potentially be a significant component of performance in a range of other 

settings and cultures. Finally, this research suggests that it is inappropriate to 

assume a causal link between personality and performance. Instead, causal 

explanations of performance need to consider the interaction of cognitive, affective 

and environmental influences on behaviour.  

Methodological Implications 

Limitations of Self–Other Correlational Research Designs 

As has been argued, the methodologies traditionally used for comparing 

personality with performance measures appear to have artefactually constrained 

correlations. These methodologies have been, at least in part, a response to 

assumptions held by researchers with respect to personality and performance. 

Dimensions such as Conscientiousness and Agreeableness were originally 

developed as largely atheoretical summary factors for natural language descriptors of 

personality. Because these factors were viewed as dimensions of personality, and 

personality has traditionally been assessed using self-reports (Hofstee, 1994), 

researchers have usually used self-reports to measure Conscientiousness and 

Agreeableness. In contrast, Citizenship Performance was conceived of as a 

reflection of work-related behaviours, with a specific theoretical basis for its 

formulation. As a behavioural measure, other-raters were commonly advocated and 

used for measuring Citizenship Performance. Consequently, the methodologies used 

for comparing Citizenship Performance with personality variables were designed with 

the assumption that these variables are inherently different. These 
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conceptualisations, combined with reasonable concerns about common method bias, 

led to the use of self-raters for personality and other-raters for Citizenship.  

In the previous chapter, it was argued that this methodological practice is an 

over-correction for common method bias. Using a self–other correlational design 

typically produces modest correlations between ratings of the same performance 

measure. This rater effect is reliable and predictable, yet apparently has been 

ignored by previous researchers examining personality–Citizenship Performance 

relationships. Yet rater effects are not the only artefacts which can bias results 

produced by self–other designs. Frame-of-reference effects are also likely to lessen 

relationships between personality and Citizenship Performance, as would the effects 

produced by using different formats for items in personality measures compared with 

performance measures. Given these effects, small to moderate correlations should 

be expected when using a self–other design to compare personality and performance 

measures. Yet this is an artefact of the methodology, which means that the modest 

relationships previously found between personality and Citizenship Performance are 

also artefactual.  

The clear implication of this critique of self–other designs, is that they should 

not be used in isolation if the intention is to estimate the underlying strength of a 

relationship between personality and performance constructs. This does not mean 

that self–other designs should never be used — for example, self–other studies were 

the basis for the pivotal meta-analyses that established the existence of reliable 

relationships between personality and performance measures, so it would be a pity if 

the research on which these meta-analyses was based had been ignored or 

discarded. What it means is that, at least for personality–performance studies, self–

other designs may seriously underestimate the magnitude of the underlying 

correlation between measures of personality and performance, and should therefore, 

at the very least, be augmented by other–other studies. 
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Approaches for Managing Common Method Bias in Personality–Performance 

Studies 

One of the methodological implications of the current research, therefore, is 

that more care needs to be taken in dealing with the very real concerns associated 

with common method bias. It is clearly not enough to assume that simply obtaining 

ratings from different sources will result in reasonable estimates of the strength of the 

relationship between measures. Doing so can introduce new forms of bias that can 

be as large, or larger, than the bias produced by common method variance. Instead, 

as recommended by Hoyt (2000), consideration should be given to using designs 

based on generalisability theory. This would mean obtaining ratings of multiple study 

variables from multiple sources, and using these to construct estimates of bias 

inflation or deflation effects, at the same time as positioning each construct in 

relationship to each other construct. Where possible, this approach allows for more 

accurate corrections to correlations of interest, and a more valid representation of the 

underlying relationship between research variables. 

The Social Relations Model (Kenny, 1994) provides one framework for 

creating research designs based on generalisability theory. In studies based on the 

Social Relations Model, each rater provides ratings of multiple ratees, which allows 

researchers to estimate the three substantive components on the right-hand side of 

equation 7.1 — namely, effects due to the ratee, effects due to the rater (rater 

effects), and effects due to the interaction between the rater and the ratee (dyadic 

effects). Data for a social relations analysis is typically collected within groups, where 

every member of the group rates every other member of the group. Consequently, 

social relations analyses typically allow researchers to go beyond normal 

generalisability theory models by also allowing researchers to consider reciprocal 

rating in addition to more typical dyadic effects (Greguras et al., 2001). Applying such 

a model is more complex than the sort of designs used in this dissertation, but they 
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do allow for a much more nuanced appreciation of the relationship between various 

measures. 

On the other hand, there are occasions where obtaining ratings from multiple 

sources is either impossible, or so problematic as to be unreasonable. Study Three is 

a case where it was not possible to obtain ratings from more than one supervisor — 

few, if any, of the participants in that study had more than one supervisor. The 

growing sophistication of statistical methods to control for common method bias is of 

help in such situations (Podsakoff et al., 2003). However, the fact that these 

statistical techniques are still developing suggests that searching for additional 

confirming evidence, using different designs, remains important. In this dissertation, 

the results of Study Three are much more convincing than they might have been 

because they replicated the results from Study Two, which was conducted with a 

different methodology. It is something of a cliché in social science research, but 

further research and replication is always needed — especially if initial results are 

prone to potential biases. 

The methodological implications of this dissertation sound a little like the old 

adage that ‘there’s no such thing as a free lunch’. At face-value, self–other research 

designs seem like a straightforward solution to the problem of common method bias, 

but it has been argued that this research design creates more bias than it controls 

for, at least for personality–performance research, and probably for other research 

areas as well. Instead, more complex and difficult methodologies are necessary in 

order to accurately assess the relationship between personality measures and 

performance measures such as Citizenship Performance. In particular other–other 

designs should be used more often, preferably with multiple raters of both personality 

and performance measures. Kenny’s (1994) Social Relations Model should be further 

explored as a methodology for assessing personality–performance relationships 

using multiple raters. However, where multiple raters are not possible, the SEM 
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techniques recommended by Podsakoff et al. (2003) have been shown to provide an 

effective control for common method bias. 

Practical Implications 

So far, in discussing the implications of this research, the focus has been 

upon consequences for theory and methodology. Even though some important 

theoretical and methodological issues have been discussed, it is important to 

remember that organisational behaviour is, at heart, an applied science. Most 

organisational behaviour research is conducted with at least half an eye on what the 

potential outcomes will mean for practitioners in management, human resources 

and/or organisational development. Performance itself could hardly be a more 

applied concept. So it is only appropriate that some practical implications of the 

research presented in this dissertation be considered. Implications of the present 

research for two general areas of practice will be dealt with in this section: staff 

selection and performance appraisal. In both of these areas, staff performance is the 

key outcome variable, but issues of measurement and statistical prediction are also 

pertinent. 

Staff Selection 

Perhaps the most obvious practical implication of the results presented and 

reviewed herein is that other-ratings of personality should be seriously considered as 

predictors of performance within organisations. Since the publication of Barrick and 

Mount’s (1991) meta-analysis of the relationship between personality and 

performance, the use of self-rated personality assessments within organisations, 

especially for purposes of staff selection, has reached never-before-seen levels 

(Barrick et al., 2001; Hough & Furnham, 2003). From a point where use of 

personality for selection purposes was somewhat controversial, the consistent 

findings that Conscientiousness, in particular, could reliably predict workplace 
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performance has created something of a revolution in selection practices. Personality 

assessments appear to have become permanent features of recruitment and 

selection practice (Hough & Furnham, 2003; Oakland, 2004). 

This change in selection practice has taken place despite the relatively 

modest amounts of variance in performance predicted by personality, at least when 

compared with alternative predictors such as general mental ability and structured 

interviews (Hunter & Hunter, 1984a; Ree et al., 1994; Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). It 

appears that practitioners find even the modest improvement provided by personality 

assessments to the validity of selection techniques to be worth the effort. The results 

obtained in Study Two demonstrated that other-rated personality measures are better 

at predicting performance than are self-rated measures, and previous research has 

shown that other-rated personality adds incrementally to the statistical prediction of 

workplace performance (Mount et al., 1994). Therefore, staff selection practitioners 

should give thought to how they might incorporate other-ratings of 

personality/performance into their selection strategies. 

One possible approach for doing so is by means of structured reference 

checking. Including within a reference check a series of short questions relating to 

Conscientiousness and Agreeableness should not place an onerous burden on 

referees, but is likely to substantially improve selection outcomes. For example, if the 

Mini-Marker scales were used in reference checking, this would amount to asking 

referees to provide judgments of eight items per scale. Even shorter but reasonably 

valid scales are available, which consist of two, or even just one, item per FFM 

dimension (e.g., Gosling et al., 2003). There may be a need to include validity scales 

to check for leniency and severity biases in referee-rated personality scales, but it 

should be noted that these biases are likely to affect any information obtained from a 

referee, not just personality ratings. It may be possible to model such validity scales 

on those which are found in standard tests of personality, and currently used for 

personnel selection. If, however, referee-rated personality scales prove to be valid, 
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there appears to be potential for these ratings to contribute substantially to 

performance prediction, and hence accurate staff selection. If so, experimenting with 

the use of personality scales in reference checking may prove to be a fruitful 

application of the findings of the current research. 

Thus it appears that the results of Studies Two and Three provide a potential 

opportunity for improving employee selection practices. In particular, use of other-

rated personality assessments should be experimented with in order to determine 

whether they add significantly to the prediction of employee performance, and hence 

the utility of the selection procedures used. 

Performance Appraisal 

The other major area of application of the results reported in this dissertation 

is the field of performance management generally, and performance appraisal 

specifically. Differences in both personality and performance ratings between self- 

and other-raters suggest that, when discussing performance, staff and others are 

commonly comparing apples and oranges. Previous research indicates that, although 

ratings by peers and subordinates have significant overlap with ratings by 

supervisors, each of these sources of ratings provides significant, independent 

prediction of performance, including when performance is measured using so-called 

objective measures (Conway et al., 2001). Based on the very modest correlations 

between self- and other-ratings of both performance and personality reviewed 

previously, it would appear that self-ratings are measuring something quite different 

from other-ratings. It would be easy to jump to the conclusion that the reasons for 

these differences are that self-ratings are inherently suspect because of self-

presentational biases. However, the results presented herein, and the review of 

previous research, would suggest that there is more to this difference, and that self-

ratings are based on something distinct from other-ratings.  
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An intriguing result, which suggests that self-ratings add to the prediction of 

performance, was reported by J. L. Johnson and Ferstl (1999). In their study, 

performance ratings provided by managers were compared with ratings provided by 

subordinates, and used to predict performance ratings one year hence. Managers 

who over-rated their performance, compared with their subordinates’ ratings, tended 

to have higher subordinate ratings the following year. Similarly, managers who 

under-rated their performance tended to have lower subordinate-ratings a year later. 

J. L. Johnson and Ferstl concluded that these effects were due to a self-consistency 

bias (Korman, 1976), whereby managers brought their behaviours into line with their 

self-ratings and were subsequently rated accordingly by their subordinates. However, 

a simpler explanation of these results is that the managers knew something their 

subordinates did not, such as forthcoming changes to tactics or procedures, resulting 

in the managers’ self-ratings being better predictors of performance one year hence. 

Self-ratings of performance may, therefore, be better leading or prospective 

indicators of performance, while subordinate-ratings might be better lagging or 

retrospective indicators. Unfortunately, J. L. Johnson and Ferstl did not have access 

to peer- and supervisor-ratings for their study, which means that it is not possible to 

determine whether similar differences exist in predicting future versus past 

performance with respect to ratings from other sources. Nonetheless, these results 

do suggest that self-ratings of performance have a useful role in performance 

management.  

The idea that self-ratings provide information not available from other sources 

is consistent with the rationale for multi-source performance rating systems, such as 

360-degree performance appraisals. The assumption behind these systems is that 

different raters provide different types of information, which helps to create more 

accurate assessment of performance (Greguras et al., 2001). For example, peers 

may be particularly helpful as a source of performance information because: they 

work closely with ratees, which should increase the accuracy of their ratings; they are 
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less likely than supervisors to be affected by self-presentation tactics on the part of 

ratees; and, in comparison with supervisors, the increased number of peers allows 

for aggregation, and therefore increased reliability, of peer ratings (Greguras et al., 

2001; Murphy & Cleveland, 1995; Wherry & Bartlett, 1982). On the other hand, 

different raters are exposed to different sources of bias. With respect to peers, 

ratings may be biased by the closeness of the relationships which develop between 

peers and ratees, leading to an unwillingness to provide negative evaluations (Landy 

& Farr, 1983), or evaluations which display minimal variation, in order to reduce inter-

peer conflict (Murphy & Cleveland, 1995). Similar comparisons between strengths 

and weaknesses could be used for ratings obtained from supervisors, subordinates, 

ratee self-ratings, and even ‘objective’ data (Murphy & Cleveland, 1995). None of 

these data-sources, either individually or collectively, appears to represent the ‘truth’ 

about performance, and there probably is no such ‘truth’ waiting to be found (Murphy 

& De Shon, 2000a). Instead, additional data-sources appear to serve the pragmatic 

purpose of increasing the ability to predict performance. This, together with the point 

that self-ratings seem to reflect different information, suggests there may be 

advantages in actively including self-ratings in performance appraisal systems. This 

would be consistent with the idea underlying multi-source rating systems in that, 

generally speaking, the more sources of data, the more accurate the assessment of 

performance. 

The practical implications of this dissertation for the conduct of staff selection 

and performance appraisal are primarily related to the use of self- versus other-raters 

of performance and personality. It has been argued that self- and other-raters provide 

different information about potential and current employees, which presents 

opportunities for managers and human resource professionals. In particular, the use 

of other-rated personality measures for staff selection should be explored in earnest, 

and there appears to be value in also exploring the further use of self-rated 

performance measures within performance management systems. 
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Further Research 

This dissertation has addressed and answered several significant questions 

in relation to the value of Citizenship Performance, the relationship between 

measures of personality and Citizenship Performance, and the consequences of 

using ratings sourced from self- versus other-raters. The findings presented in this 

dissertation have prompted a reconsideration of previous research and theory with 

respect to personality and Citizenship Performance, but have also led to a number of 

conclusions about appropriate methodologies for future research. 

There are a wide range of issues raised by this dissertation that should be 

addressed with new studies. Firstly, even though the results obtained in Studies Two 

and Three are strong and relatively unequivocal, there is still a need to confirm these 

results using larger samples, as well as different populations, assessment 

instruments and methodologies. The issues associated with use of different 

assessment instruments and methodologies will be dealt with shortly. With respect to 

the samples who participated in the research presented in this dissertation, it is clear 

that replication of these studies with different populations will add to the confidence 

that can be placed in the current findings. For example, the participants in Study 

Three were employed within a university, and the participant group was largely 

female, whereas the participant group in Study Two was composed of first-year 

university students. These aspects of the samples used in this dissertation may well 

prove to be irrelevant to the findings obtained, but that cannot be assumed without 

further research. 

The conclusions reached in this dissertation indicate that previous research 

on the relationship between personality and other aspects of performance have 

provided results which appear to under-estimate the strength of this relationship. This 

is because the pivotal meta-analyses of this relationship have mostly been based 

upon studies which used self-rated personality measures and other-rated 

 255



performance measures. Yet, as has been demonstrated in this dissertation, statistics 

derived from studies using a self–other design can lead to interpretations which do 

not provide an entirely accurate representation of underlying relationships between 

different measures of personality nor between different measures of performance. 

With reference to the research presented in this dissertation, it also appears that 

self–other designs have underestimated the strength of the relationship between 

personality and Citizenship Performance. It has been argued previously that this 

does not imply that self-rated measures of personality are without value. Instead, 

these points indicate that the use of better research designs, which are not subject to 

the methodological limitations of self–other designs, should be used more often in 

future research. 

A range of recommendations have already been provided with respect to 

methodologies for future studies of the relationship between personality and 

performance. In particular, the use of other-raters of both personality and 

performance measures should be adopted alongside of self-rated measures. Where 

possible, multiple other-raters should be used, and the analysis conducted using 

techniques based on generalisability theory, using Kenny’s (1994) Social Relations 

Model. This will allow researchers to gain a better idea of the underlying strength of 

the relationship between personality and performance. Another benefit of using the 

Social Relations Model for future research is that it will also provide estimates which 

can be used for correcting previous research results for rater and dyadic biases, in 

addition to the corrections for range restriction and scale unreliability currently used. 

One source of bias which is not specifically modelled for within either 

generalisability theory or classical test theory, but which is increasingly recognised as 

significant in predictions of performance, is the bias which results from frame-of-

reference effects. In the review of previous research, presented in the previous 

chapter, it was suggested that both self–other and self–self correlations between 

personality and Citizenship Performance measures may well have been affected by 
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frame-of-reference effects. However, frame-of-reference effects have not been 

specifically demonstrated with respect to personality–Citizenship Performance 

relationships, which makes this an area of interest for future research. 

One of the reasons why an exploration of frame-of-reference effects on 

personality–Citizenship Performance relationships would be of interest is that it would 

contribute to an understanding of the practical validity of personality assessments in 

staff selection. Personality tests have become substantially more popular in staff 

selection since the publication of Barrick and Mount’s (1990) meta-analysis (Barrick 

et al., 2001; Hough & Furnham, 2003). Understanding the extent to which frame-of-

reference effects impact upon personality–Citizenship Performance relationships 

would be helpful in terms of further refining staff selection practices. However, this is 

not the only area where future research on these relationships will be of potential 

practical benefit. In particular, there appears to be much potential in the use of 

structured personality reference checking. This is an area for further research which 

potentially is both theoretically useful and offers significant practical benefits. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, the results of this program of research are consistent with the 

underlying theories of the FFM and of Citizenship Performance, even though they are 

inconsistent with previous understandings of the relationship between these 

constructs. The major conclusions reached in this dissertation are as follows: 

• Citizenship Performance contributes to academic Task Performance. 

• For other-raters, Citizenship Performance is largely accounted for by the 

personality dimensions of Conscientiousness and Agreeableness. 

• These conclusions are consistent with previous research findings, even though 

the second conclusion diverges from previous interpretations of that research. 
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• Self–other correlational research designs are inappropriate for research which 

attempts to estimate the strength of the underlying relationship between 

constructs. 

• Research designed to assess the nature of the relationship between two 

constructs needs to be conducted in a manner which controls not only for 

common method bias but also for a range of other research artefacts. 

These conclusions have both advanced and challenged conclusions reached by 

previous research. As was discussed in the previous chapter, the results reported in 

this dissertation are consistent with previous research findings, but have addressed 

areas which previous research has ignored. The consequence of exploring the role of 

Citizenship Performance as an aspect of academic performance, and the relationship 

of Citizenship Performance to other-rated personality, is the need to reconsider both 

Citizenship Performance and personality. The conclusions reached as a result of this 

reconsideration do not overthrow previous research, and have extended some 

previous theories about Citizenship Performance and personality, especially the 

lexical hypothesis. This new understanding contrasts with previous ideas about these 

various constructs; however it was possible to integrate the current findings with 

previous theory and research. The consequences of this integration go beyond 

Citizenship Performance to a reconsideration of the relationship between personality 

and performance generally, with implications for the conduct of future research and 

practical applications of research findings.  

Rating someone on their performance is a form of social judgment (Arvey & 

Murphy, 1998). Similar statements have been made about personality ratings by, for 

example, Funder (2002), who claimed that personality judgment is synonymous with 

social judgment, social perception and social cognition. Over two decades ago, 

Feldman (1981) recognised the commonalities between ratings of performance and 

personality, and suggested that all evaluations have a basis in perceptions of the 

traits of those being rated. More recently, R. T. Hogan and Shelton (1998) extended 
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this inference, as can be seen from the following quotation: “Performance appraisal 

in an organization is formally identical to the evaluations that take place after any 

interaction in life … in life the evaluations turn into one’s reputation; at work the 

evaluations turn into a performance appraisal” (p. 134). It should be noted that for R. 

T. Hogan and his colleagues, ‘reputation’ refers to personality as seen from the 

outside. In this dissertation, personality as seen from the outside has been measured 

by the use of other-rated personality scales. The conclusions presented above are 

therefore consistent with the theoretical positions of these various writers on 

performance and personality.  

The previous failure of researchers to find what seems so obviously implied by 

theory is in hindsight surprising. It appears that previous researchers were led — in 

part by fear of common method variance and in part by assumptions that personality 

was defined by self-ratings — to adopt methodologies which obscured the 

relationship between Citizenship Performance and personality. Apparently 

researchers, like other human beings, are prone to cognitive biases created by the 

way in which they discuss matters. Howard (1994) pointed out, in his comments 

about the use of self-reports, that the words researchers use to describe their 

concepts and methods will bias researchers themselves with respect to their 

methodological choices. For example, the word ‘scientific’ is listed in thesauruses 

alongside words such as rigorous and clear-cut, which makes the use of qualitative 

methods seem unscientific. In the present case ‘personality’ is clearly linked to 

‘personal’, which may predispose researchers to assuming that self-ratings are more 

valid for assessing personality. Likewise, statistical factors are often referred to as 

basic or fundamental, while behaviour is considered to be surface and obvious. Such 

unspoken assumptions and connotations appear to be responsible for the reification 

of concepts such as traits, which are primarily descriptive (Magnusson & Törestad, 

1993), into fundamental psychic structures (c.f., McCrae & Costa, 1999). This is 

despite the fact that the method used to create the measures contained within the 
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FFM implies that it represents the grossest and most salient features of personality, 

not the most subtle and profound. Yet removing the assumptions and connotations 

associated with personality and performance is not possible until it is recognised that 

they are merely linguistic baggage, not the conceptual core of these constructs. This 

linguistic problem appears to be largely responsible for the previous failure to find 

similar results to those reported herein.  

Removing these connotations of personality and performance makes the 

conclusions of this dissertation seem both more and less important. From one 

perspective, “The deductive links from personality to behavior are the heart of the 

enterprise of personality psychology” (Funder, 2002: p. 126). Yet the deductive links 

between personality and behaviour which result from this dissertation are remarkably 

surface, rather than deeply profound, in the sense that they reflect no deep, 

underlying psychic structures, but rather the most salient of surface features of 

personality — that is, behaviour. These results are, nonetheless, important in helping 

to understand both personality and performance, and, as has been argued, have 

significant implications for theory, research and practice. 
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APPENDIX ONE:  

COMPUTERISED ADAPTIVE RATING SCALES FORM
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Citizenship Performance Rating Scale (Borman, 1999) 
 

Name:  
 

 
How accurately does each behavior below describe the team-member being 
evaluated? Please use the following 5-point scale. 

1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all 

Accurately 
Not very 

Accurately 
Neither Accurately 
nor Inaccurately 

Fairly 
Accurately 

Very 
Accurately 

 
 Circle the appropriate rating for each item      
 Team-Member’s Full Name:  
 
 
 

1. Cooperates fully with others by willingly sacrificing own 
personal interests for the good of the team. 1 2 3 4 5 

 
2. Avoids participating in training & development programs by 

making disparaging comments about their value, claiming to already 
have expertise in areas addressed by such programs, or claiming to 
be too busy to attend. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
 

3. Knows and follows both the letter and the spirit of organisational 
rules and procedures, even when the rules seem personally 
inconvenient. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
 

4. Is often aggressively hostile in relations with others. 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
 

5. Complains loudly about even minor hardships and difficulties. 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
 

6. Consistently takes the initiative to pitch in and do anything that 
might be necessary to help accomplish team or organisational 
objectives, even if such actions are not  normally part of own duties. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
 

7. Refuses to take the time to help others when they ask for 
assistance with work-related problems. 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
 

8. Defends the organisation vigorously when others criticise it. 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
 

9. Avoids performing any tasks that are not normally a part of own 
duties by arguing that they are somebody else’s responsibility. 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
 

10. Criticises the organisation to outsiders. 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
 

11. Goes out of his or her way to congratulate others for their 
achievements. 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
 

12. Looks for opportunities to learn new knowledge and skills from 
others at work and from new and challenging job assignments. 1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX TWO:  

CRITERIA USED FOR ASSESSING TASK PERFORMANCE IN STUDIES ONE 
AND TWO 
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Assessment Criterion Description 

Presentation 
 

 
Is the assignment easy-to-read, well-presented, and 

adequately proof-read?  Is it grammatical, spelt correctly, 
punctuated correctly? Are sources referenced accurately? 

 

Use of sources 
 

 
Are the ideas from the readings used well, accurately, 

honestly etc.? Are all ideas from other writers 
acknowledged  by references? 

 

Logic 

 
Does it make sense?  Is there an overall structure to the 

essay? 
 

Effectiveness 
 

How well does the essay answer the question? 
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APPENDIX THREE:  

FACTOR ANALYSIS OF COMPUTERISED ADAPTIVE RATING SCALES 
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Total Variance Explained 
Initial Eigen-values Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 

Component Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 4.432 36.931 36.931 4.432 36.931 36.931
2 1.436 11.969 48.900 1.436 11.969 48.900
3 1.195 9.958 58.858 1.195 9.958 58.858
4 .889 7.409 66.267     
5 .707 5.893 72.160     
6 .671 5.590 77.750     
7 .611 5.095 82.845     
8 .584 4.870 87.715     
9 .512 4.267 91.981     
10 .446 3.716 95.697     
11 .281 2.342 98.039     
12 .235 1.961 100.000     

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
 

Principal Component Matrix 
  1 2 3 
CARS1 .746 .258 -.320
CARS2 -.683 .237 .269
CARS3 .703 .141 -.209
CARS4 -.367 .661 .079
CARS5 -.491 .544 .013
CARS6 .750 .311 -.267
CARS7 -.510 .112 .007
CARS8 .357 .231 .765
CARS9 -.653 .105 -.099
CARS10 -.427 .475 -.454
CARS11 .640 .311 .288
CARS12 .756 .256 .123

 
Rotated Component Matrix for Two Factor Solution 

CARS Items Factor  1 Factor 2 
1 .769 -.177 
2 -.453 .563 
3 .671 -.254 
4 .039 .755 
5 -.128 .721 
6 .801 -.134 
7 -.372 .365 
8 .425 .006 
9 -.497 .435 

10 -.110 .629 
11 .708 -.076 
12 .777 -.184 

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.  Rotation converged in 3 iterations. 
 Legend 
  

 Items loading primarily on component 1 
  

 Items loading primarily on component 2 
  

 Items with similar loadings on both component 1 and component 2 
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APPENDIX FOUR: MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, RELIABILITIES, AND 
CORRELATIONS AMONG VARIABLES IN STUDY ONE 
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Means, Standard Deviations, Reliabilities, and Correlations Among Variables in 
Study One a

Variable M SD 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 

1. Extraversion 5.8 13.6 .80       

2. Agreeableness 15.0 9.0 .06 .81      

3. Emotional Stability -19.1 10.5 .16* .29*** .75     

4. Openness to 
Experience 30.7 9.3 .10 .16* -.01 .81    

5. Conscientiousness 12.1 9.1 .14 .29*** .31*** .08 .81   

6. Active Support 23.0 4.2 .12 -.02 .08 -.11 .21** .82  

7. Attendance 4.6 1.4 -.06 -.02 -.09 -.15* -.01 .05  

8. Final Grade 61.0 12.1 .12 .02 .02 -.08 .19* .22** .37*** 

a Cronbach alphas are reported on the diagonal. Inter-rater reliabilities are reported in 
parentheses. No estimate of reliability was available for either Attendance or Final Grade. 
N = 175.  * p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001. 
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APPENDIX FIVE: MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, RELIABILITIES, AND 
CORRELATIONS AMONG VARIABLES IN STUDY TWO 
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Means, Standard Deviations, Reliabilities, and Correlations Among Variables in 
Study Two a

Variable M SD 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 

1. Extraversion 6.8 11.4 .84       

2. Agreeableness 14.8 8.6 .26* .78      

3. Emotional 
Stability -18.5 9.7 .20* .34*** .72     

4. Openness to 
Experience 27 7.6 .22* .05 -.24** .67    

5. Self-rated 
Conscientiousness 11.2 9.5 .14 .36*** .22* .01 .80   

6. Other-rated 
Conscientiousness 18.6 9.4 .01 .13 .13 -.01 .21* b .89 

(.51)  

7. Active Support 22.9 3.2 .01 .15 .09 -.02 .21*b .61***d 

.44***e
.75 

(.36) 

8. Final Grade 56.7 18.1 -.14 .13 .20* -.18 .06c .37***d .29***d

* p < .05 (1-tailed). ** p < .01 (1-tailed). *** p < .001 (1-tailed).  
a Cronbach alphas are reported on the diagonal. Inter-rater reliabilities are reported in 
parentheses. 
b N = 90. c N =118. d N = 122. 
e Inter-rater correlation between Active Support and other-rated Conscientiousness: 
calculated using ratings for each scale provided by different raters. N = 76. 
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APPENDIX SIX: COMPARISON OF CORRELATIONS BETWEEN STUDY 
VARIABLES IN STUDY TWO, USING LISTWISE AND PAIRWISE DELETION FOR 

MISSING VALUES 
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Comparison of Correlations between Study Variables in Study Two, using Listwise 
and Pairwise Deletion for Missing Values  

 Listwise Deletion a Pairwise Deletion 

Variable      1   2   3 

1. Self-rated Conscientiousness       

2. Other-rated Conscientiousness .21*   .21* a   

3. Active Support .21* .65***  .21* a .61*** c  

4. Final Grade .11 .43*** .34*** .06 b .37*** c .29*** c

a N = 90. b N  = 118. c N = 122. 
*  p < .05.  ***  p < .001.  
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APPENDIX SEVEN: CORRELATIONS AND DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR 
SHORTENED SCALES USED IN SEM ANALYSES IN STUDY THREE 
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Correlations between full-length and shortened measures of supervisor-rated 
personality and Citizenship Performance. 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 Supervisor-Rated Agreeableness        
2 S/visor-Rated Agreeableness (Short) .89       
3 Supervisor-Rated Conscientiousness .49 .38      
4 S/visor-Rated Conscientiousness(Short) .37 .26 .93     
5 Active Support .59 .55 .51 .48    
6 Helping Behaviour .73 .72 .50 .39 .73   
7 Individual Initiative .45 .41 .62 .53 .72 .66  
8 Individual Initiative (Short) .43 .43 .59 .50 .69 .61 .97 

 
 
 
Descriptive statistics for shortened measures of supervisor-rated personality and 
Citizenship Performance. 

 Mean Std. Deviation Alpha 
Agreeableness (Short) 21.7 3.75 .86 

Conscientiousness(Short) 11.3 4.23 .86 
Individual Initiative (Short) 18.8 3.32 .80 
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