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ABSTRACT

Nederstrom, Mikael

Personality assessment and self-other rating agreement: moderators and
implications of agreement

Jyvéaskyla: University of Jyvaskyld, 2017, 59 p.

(Jyvaskyla Studies in Education, Psychology and Social Research

ISSN 0075-4625; 577)

ISBN 978-951-39-6960-8

ISBN 978-951-39-6961-5 (PDEF)

One essential aspect of personality test validation is to estimate the magnitude
of self-other agreement of personality ratings. In this method, external
observers form their personality judgements of the target person. The self-other
agreement coefficients obtained provide approximations of the validity of the
measure used. The magnitude of self-other agreement on personality has also
proven to be useful in explaining real-life criteria, such as managerial
performance. The main aim in this research was to study self-other agreement
of personality ratings in various organizational contexts. First, the overall
magnitude of self-other agreement was examined in a personnel selection
sample; second, the moderating factors affecting the level of agreement were
estimated; third, the relationships between abnormal and normal personality
measures via self-other agreement were explored; fourth, a new personality test
was validated; and fifth, the consequences of agreement in leadership behavior
were examined. The respondents were real-life job applicants (Studies I and 1II)
and technology managers in a research organisation (Study III). Their
personality was measured with four different instruments: Personality Research
Form (PRF; Jackson, 1999), Stress Reaction Style (SRS; Nederstrom & Furnham,
2012), PK5 (2007) and Work Personality Inventory (WOPIL, Leung & Zedeck,
2016).The main results demonstrated, first, that it is possible to obtain
substantial self-other agreement on personality during a job interview. Second,
moderating factors, such as demographic factors and the trait being judged,
may affect the magnitude of this agreement. Third, self-other agreement can be
employed in validating a new personality measure by using expert ratings as an
external criterion. Fourth, the implications of managerial self-other agreement
may be useful in predicting the occupational well-being of subordinates. From a
practical point of view, it seems that self-other agreement on personality can be
an important concept in validating new personality measures and examining
organizational phenomena related to personality, such as leadership outcomes
and personality assessments in a job interview.

Keywords: self-other agreement, personality assessment, leadership outcomes,
dark side of personality
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Erés keskeinen ndkokulma uusien persoonallisuustestien validointiin on tutkia
itsearvioiden ja ulkopuolisten arvioiden yhtenevéisyyttd. Ndiden kahden arvi-
oinnin yhtenevéisyys tuottaa tietoa persoonallisuustestin validiteetista. Yhte-
nevdisyyden avulla voidaan ennustaa my®os ns. tosieldamén kriteereitd, kuten joh-
tamiskdyttdytymistd. Tamén tutkimuksen tavoite oli tutkia eri ldhteistd saatavien
persoonallisuusarviointien yhtenevdaisyyttd erilaisissa tyoympéristdissd. Ensim-
méinen osatutkimus liittyi henkilarviointitilanteeseen, jossa tutkittiin persoo-
nallisuusarvioiden yhteneviisyyttd moderoivia tekijoitd. Toinen osatutkimus
liittyi ns. persoonallisuushdiriopiirteiden ja vakiintuneempien Big Five —persoo-
nallisuusmallien yhtenevéisyyteen, minkd yhteyksien selvittimisessd hyodyn-
nettiin itsearvioinnin ja ulkopuolisen arvioinnin yhdistdimisen metodologiaa. Li-
sédksi haluttiin validoida uutta, ty6- ja organisaatiopsykologista persoonallisuus-
hiiriopiirteisiin liittyvaa testid. Kolmannessa osatutkimuksessa tutkittiin, kuinka
esimiehen persoonallisuuden itsearvioinnin ja ulkopuolisen arvioinnin yhte-
nevdisyys vaikuttaa alaisten tyotyytyvéisyyteen. Tutkimuksen koehenkilst oli-
vat henkildarviointiin tulevia tyonhakijoita (osatutkimukset 1 ja 2) sekd suuren
suomalaisen tutkimusorganisaation esimiehid ja tyontekijoitd (osatutkimus 3).
Persoonallisuutta mitattiin neljdlld eri persoonallisuustestilld: Personality Re-
search Form (PRF; Jackson, 1999), Stress Reaction Style (SRS; Nederstrom & Furn-
ham, 2012), PK5 (2007) ja Work Personality Inventory (WOPIL; Leung & Zedeck,
2016). Tulokset osoittivat, ettd parhaimmillaan tyohaastattelussa persoonalli-
suusarviointien yhtenevdaisyys voi olla suhteellisen suurta, vaikka mukana on
moderoivia tekijoitd, kuten arvioitava piirre, arvioitavan ikd, sukupuoli ja sosi-
aalisesti suotava vastaamistyyli. Lisdksi uuden persoonallisuustestin (SRS) vali-
diteetille saatiin tukea 16ytamalld useita merkitsevid yhteyksid sen ja vakiintu-
neemman, Big Five -malliin perustuvan testin (PK5) vililta. Tulokset osoittivat
myos, ettd persoonallisuusarviontien yhteneviisyys esimiehen ja alaisen valilld
voi ennustaa alaisten tyotyytyvaisyytta.

Avainsanat: persoonallisuuden arviointi, henkil6arviointi, johtaminen, persoo-
nallisuuden pimeéd puoli, tydtyytyvdisyys
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1 INTRODUCTION

Millions of people around the world are being assessed with different types of
personality tests (Paul, 2005). It has been estimated that in Finland alone, tens of
thousands assessment tests are administered every year (Lavonen, Myyry, &
Helkama, 2004). Besides the assessment of mental health, personality tests are
used to evaluate job applications, criminal matters, and even the fitness of
spouse candidates (Paul, 2005). It is extremely important, therefore, that the
tests are as socially fair and valid as possible.

One essential aspect of personality test validation is to estimate the magni-
tude of self-other agreement of personality ratings (e.g., Funder, 1999), which is
a well-established component of the convergent validation process (Campbell &
Fiske, 1959). The recent research generally concludes that personality judg-
ments can reach a high level of self- and peer agreement on the basis of consid-
erably thin information when the congruence of target self-reports and external
judge ratings is used as a criterion (Allik, de Vries, & Realo, 2016; Biesanz, et al.,
2011; Connelly & Ones, 2010; Funder, 1999; John & Robins, 1993; Paunonen,
1989; Zebrowitz & Collins, 1997). This methodological approach has been em-
ployed throughout this research in examining convergent validity. The main
aim of this research was to study self-other agreement on personality ratings
and its moderators and real-life consequences. First, the overall magnitude of
the self-other agreement in a personnel selection sample was examined; second,
the moderating factors affecting the level of agreement were estimated; third,
the relationships between abnormal and normal personality measures via self-
other agreement were explored; fourth, a new personality test was validated by
applying self-other agreement coefficients to estimate convergent/divergent
validity of the test; and fifth, the consequences of agreement in leadership be-
havior were examined. To answer these questions, this research employed data
drawn from a real-life selection process in a large Finnish assessment center.
These data sets were derived from several psychological personality measures
and from expert ratings of personality from structured selection interviews. In
addition, to examine the consequences of self-other agreement, data from a per-
sonnel survey combined with ratings of personality in a Finnish expert organi-
zation were used (see Figure 1: The relationships between the studies).
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The main aim in Study I was to examine self-other agreement on personal-
ity judgments in a personnel selection process. What demographic and person-
ality factors affect agreement? I concentrated on the general magnitude of self-
other agreement and its five potential moderators: the trait being judged, the
evaluativeness of the trait, the effect of social desirability, the gender, and age of
the target.

In Study II, my main purpose was to study the relationships between the
Big Five model of personality, which is the most well-established answer to the
plurality of personality classifications (Costa & McCrae, 2006), and the DSM
personality disorders (Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders;
American Psychiatric Association, 2013) in a psychological assessment center.
My interest was in extending the research methodology beyond correlational
self-report studies. This was achieved by using expert observations by psy-
chologists as an additional criterion. Using self-reports alone may artificially
inflate the trait-trait relationships because of common method variance, that is,
the proportion of the variance in a that is attributable to the measurement
method used (Doty & Glick, 1998). One way of overcoming this problem of bias
is through comparing self-report personality scales to external judgments of
personality (cf. Funder, 1999; Funder & Colvin 1988; John & Robins, 1993). I
used the self-other agreement coefficients obtained between the Big Five model
and DSM ratings to examine the convergent and divergent validities of the new
DSM personality measure.

In Study III, my main purpose was to examine self-other agreement on
personality between leader and subordinate ratings and leadership outcomes.
This was done by examining self-other agreement and the direction of the dis-
crepancy between the two types of ratings as predictors of the occupational
well-being of subordinates. Building on the idea that agreement on personality
can predict leadership outcomes, I proposed that the level of self-other agree-
ment and the direction of the discrepancy between ratings are likely to contrib-
ute an important perspective on leadership behavior, as this brings incremental
validity above and beyond self-reported personality.



13

o p

Study I
Overall magnitude and moderators of self-other The underlying theme of
agreement in a job interview this research: personality
judgment and self-other
agreement on personality

Study 11

1. Moderators of self-other
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agreement
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self-other agreement

~ Study I 3. Practical implications
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teams well-being in an organizational context \ /

FIGURE 1 The relationships between the studies.

1.1 The essence of personality

While there might not be a single, consensual definition of personality, most
researchers presently agree on broad definitions, such as that offered by Pervin
(1996) or Funder (1997). Pervin (1996, p. 6) defines personality as “the complex
organization of cognitions, affects, and behaviors that give direction and pat-
tern to a person’s life”. Funder (1997, p. 1) states that “personality refers to an
individual’s characteristic patterns of thought, emotion, and behavior, together
with the psychological mechanisms - hidden or not - behind those patterns”.
These definitions are compatible with the ontologically realistic approach
that explains personality with inner dispositions. These dispositions are actual
attributes of individuals rather than just reflections of specific social constructs
in the situation (Borkenau & Liebler, 1992; Funder, 1987; McCrae & Terracciano,
2005). Dispositions, such as personality traits, are not only linguistic concepts
but they also show considerable longitudinal consistency (Soto, John, Gosling,
& Potter, 2011), can predict behavior (Poropat, 2009), and can also be correlated
with genetic factors (Bouchard & McGue, 2003). Growing evidence of the bio-
logical and genetic underpinnings of personality (Borkenau, Riemann, Angleit-
ner, & Spinath, 2001; Bouchard, Lykken, McGue, Segal, & Tellegen, 1990;
McCrae & Terracciano, 2005) provides empirical confirmation for the realistic,
dispositional approach. In their meta-analysis, Roberts and DelVecchio (2000)
demonstrated that despite potential changes in individual personality traits, the
rank-order, or profile, of personality factors remains largely unchanged from
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play-age to old age (Roberts & DelVecchio, 2000; see also Lockenhoff et al.,
2008).

The realistic interpretation of personality is also close to the layman’s intu-
ition. Throughout history, a dispositional and trait-based definition has proba-
bly provided humans with the most effective tool of judging personality and
predicting others” behavior (Haselton & Funder, 2005). The notion of personali-
ty dispositions is extremely useful when deciding whom to cooperate with,
whom to avoid or whom to select as a long-term mate. More accurate personali-
ty judgments usually lead to better predictions and a better chance of surviving
during evolution. The dispositional and trait-based pattern seems to accord
with the prevailing layman’s theory of personality in almost every culture
(McCrae & Terracciano, 2005).

1.2 Personality tests: their use and validity

According to the definition by Hogan, Hogan and Roberts (1996, p. 470), “per-
sonality measurement is any procedure that systematically assigns numbers to
the characteristic features of a person’s interpersonal style according to some
explicit rules. These numbers can then be used to make predictions about that
person’s responses in future settings.” The most widely adopted personality
test formats in the selection context are self-report questionnaires (Barrick &
Mount, 1991; Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). A common component of all self-report
tests is that they provide a limited number of structured items for the target to
select from. Unlike more controversial projective personality tests (cf. Parker,
Hunsley, & Hanson, 1988), self-report inventories have attained empirically
substantiated standing and a relatively high predictive validity, as has clearly
been shown in several meta-analyses (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Connelly & Ones,
2010; Poropat, 2009). A simplistic procedure for constructing self-report ques-
tionnaires could be defined as follows (Rorer & Widiger, 1983, p. 433):

If you want information from someone, the best way to get it is to ask them. [...]
Assuming that they understand the question, that they have the information, and
that they are not motivated to deceive you, that is not only the simplest and least
expensive, but also the most accurate procedure. That fact is often threatening to
those who are at pains to make the enterprise seem complicated and mysterious so as
to support that one needs highly trained professional to administer and interpret
obtuse and highly convoluted protocols.

Self-report questionnaires are particularly useful in industrial and organiza-
tional psychology: they are widely applied in personnel selection, leadership
development and predicting job performance (Barrick & Mount, 1991; De Fruyt
et al., 2009; Hogan, Hogan & Roberts, 1996, Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). Prior re-
search has also found relationships between well-established leadership
frameworks and personality questionnaire profiles (Judge & Bono, 2000; Judge,
Bono, Ilies, & Gerhadt, 2002).



15

To measure self-reported aspects of personality, the reliability and validity
estimates of self-report questionnaires need to be demonstrated by applying
several methods. Using self-reports alone may artificially inflate the trait-trait
relationships because of common method variance, i.e., the proportion of the
variance that is attributable to the measurement method employed (Doty &
Glick, 1998). One way of overcoming this bias problem is comparing self-report
personality scales to external judgments of personality. In addition to more es-
tablished internal validity analyses (e.g., relationships between self-reports, fac-
tor analyses), this method of validating a personality measure includes compu-
tation of self-other agreement, which, in turn, can be interpreted as a conver-
gent validation (Funder, 1999).

Ratings by others, often called other-ratings, have also proven to be useful
as an external real-life criterion for the measurement of self-reported traits
(Connelly & Ones, 2010). External observers form their judgements through
independent observation of the conditions affecting the target person. Self-other
agreement coefficients provide approximations of the convergent and discrimi-
nant (divergent) validity of a measure (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). This method is
also well in line with the realistic interpretation of personality: if both self-
reports and external ratings show substantial agreement on certain personality
dimensions, it is unlikely that these dimensions are merely an artificial product
of contextual factors (Funder, 1987).

A main emphasis in the present research was on studying the conver-
gent/divergent validity (both of which are considered subtypes of construct
validity) of personality assessments. This was enabled by exploring the magni-
tude of self-other agreement on personality ratings. Convergent validity helps
to establish construct validity by demonstrating that the measures of constructs
that theoretically should be related to each other (e.g., self-reports and external
judgments) are in fact correlated with each other. Divergent validity helps to
establish construct validity by demonstrating that the construct the judges are
assessing (e.g., anxiety) is different from other constructs that might emit simi-
lar trait-relevant cues (e.g., guilt feelings).

In the present research, other-ratings of personality were applied as an ex-
ternal and independent criterion. The self-other agreement procedure also helps
to explore divergent and convergent validity as separate constructs (Campbell
& Fiske, 1959). Hence, in an ideal judgment situation, the highest convergent
correlation should exceed the highest divergent correlation, which indicates
that the scales are clearly separable from each other. Thus, support for the va-
lidity of the instrument is obtained by showing that the convergence between
self- and other-ratings exceeds the divergence on the correlated scales (cf. Bas-
tiaansen, Rossi, & De Fruyt, 2012). This approach was employed in Studies I
and II in a personnel selection context, while Study III focused on the real-life
implications of self-other agreement and demonstrated its predictive value.
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1.21 ”Normal” measures of personality

Personality can be studied and measured using many different classifications of
dispositions. The most well-established answer to the plurality of classifications
is probably the Big Five theory, which describes personality with five rather
stable and universal traits: neuroticism, extraversion, openness to experiences,
agreeableness, and conscientiousness (McCrae & Costa, 1985; De Fruyt, McCrae,
Szirmak, & Nagy, 2004; McCrae & Terracciano, 2005). After years of debate, the
Big Five has gradually become one of the most widely employed normal trait
classification instruments (Costa & McCrae, 2006; De Fruyt et al., 2004; Gold-
berg, 1990; Salgado, 2003).

The Big Five framework represents personality at the broad level of ab-
straction, but by applying factor analysis it is also possible to find other solu-
tions and subscales which measure personality factors on more or less discrete
levels (e.g., Ashton, Jackson, Helmes, & Paunonen, 1998; Lord, 2007; Neder-
strom & Niitamo, 2010). The final choice of the factors to be measured is always
partially a convention. However, it seems that more than five factors are needed,
if the purpose is to obtain a nuanced description (Paunonen & Jackson, 2000) or
a predictive outcome (Hough, 1992) rather than just a global factor description.
The Big Five domains can be further decomposed into primary factors or facets,
when more detailed measurement is necessary (e.g., Costa & McCrae, 2006).
The Finnish PK5 measure (PK5, 2007), utilized in Study II, is an example of the
Big Five measure describing five global traits and 15 facets.

Among the well-known Big Five inventories currently in use, Allport’s
(1937) distinction between expressive-stylistic traits and motivational traits and
Murray’s famous motivational taxonomy (Murray, 1938) have inspired several
instruments measuring personality, such as Douglas Jackson’s Personality Re-
search Form (PRF) (Jackson, 1999) and Work Personality Inventory (WOPI)
(Nederstrom & Niitamo, 2010), both of which were applied in the present re-
search. The focus in Study I was on 15 motivational traits of the Finnish version
of PRF (Niitamo, 1997), which includes two neuroticism-related traits (anxiety
and guilt feelings). The conceptual structure of Finnish PRF is also comparable
to some earlier self-other agreement studies (Paunonen, 1989).

Study III employed WOPI, a standardized self-report questionnaire of
personality which approaches the construct of personality from an organiza-
tional angle (Leung & Zedeck, 2016; Nederstrom & Niitamo, 2010). This meas-
ure has been developed specifically for work-life settings. This frame-of-
reference effect has several benefits when used as predictor construct. This ef-
fect on personality scales may enable the attainment of incremental validity
above and beyond the more well-established, non-contextual personality
measures (Bing, Whanger, Davison, & VanHook, 2004). Antonakis, Avolio, and
Sivasubramaniam (2003) demonstrated that the psychometric properties of
leadership instruments are affected by the context in which leadership is ob-
served and evaluated. Use of a frame of reference that is conceptually relevant
to the criterion reduces within-person inconsistency (Lievens, Corte, & Schol-



17

laert, 2008). The 14 WOPI scales are readily interpretable within the Big Five
framework, as described in detail in the measures section of Study III.

1.2.2 Measures of personality disorders and the spectrum hypothesis

From the very outset of personality research, some theorists, usually clinicians,
have been interested in measuring abnormal traits. This tradition is found in
both psychology and psychiatry, but with a different history, taxonomies, and
research instruments than in the case of the Big Five (De Fruyt et al., 2009). In
many instances, these measures have been applied for clinical purposes. One of
the most recent classifications of personality pathologies in clinical applications
can be found in the regularly updated Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of
Mental Disorders (DSM), now in its fifth edition (American Psychiatric Associa-
tion, 2013). The DSM 1V lists 10 different personality disorders. These disorders
are characterized as persistent, inflexible, and maladaptive ways of relating to
oneself and one’s environment (APA, 2000). Unlike dimensional measures of
personality, such as self-report trait questionnaires, the DSM has historically
considered mental disorders to be qualitatively distinct conditions, diagnosed
through a psychiatric interview. As the text-revised version of the manual puts
it, the DSM “divides mental disorders into types based on criteria sets with de-
fining features” (American Psychiatric Association, 2000, p. xxxi).

Despite of their theoretical and diagnostic roots, several DSM-based ques-
tionnaires have increased in popularity outside of clinical applications (e.g.,
Hogan & Hogan, 2001a, b; De Fruyt et al., 2009). Researchers who have looked
at the theoretical and psychometric relationship between “normal” (universal)
and “abnormal” (psychopathological) measures have suggested that many
DSM personality disorders are, in fact, extreme poles of normal personality,
dimensional rather than qualitative in their nature. According to this notion,
sometimes called the spectrum hypothesis, personality traits constitute a con-
tinuum from normal personality to disorders, and there is no qualitative dis-
tinction between the two concepts (Bagby, Costa, Widiger, Ryder, & Marshall,
2005; Samuel & Widiger, 2008; Widiger & Trull, 2007). Widiger and Trull (2007,
p. 71) propose this integrative goal as follows:

It may be time to consider a shift to a dimensional classification of personality
disorder that would help address the failures of the existing diagnostic categories as
well as contribute to an integration of the psychiatric diagnostic manual with
psychology’s research on general personality structure.

Some research projects have concentrated on the relationships between person-
ality disorders, leadership and organizational outcomes (Furnham & Taylor,
2004; Hogan & Hogan, 2001a; Kets de Vries, 2006; Ullrich, Farrington, & Coid,
2007). The question of “what makes a leader successful” has been replaced with
“what kind of traits cause leaders to fail” (Babiak & Hare, 2006; Furnham, 2010;
Hogan & Hogan, 2001a). These studies have suggested that dark-side tenden-
cies are not only useful in screening out individuals, but might also be helpful
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in improving incumbents’ functioning during their development (cf. De Fruyt
et al., 2009) in the same way as normal personality measures. This dimensional
approach is compatible with the idea of measuring personality with self-report
questionnaires.

One important goal in Study II was to establish the conceptual relation-
ships between the Big Five and the DSM framework by utilizing expert ratings
of personality disorders in a personnel selection sample. The choice of a per-
sonnel selection sample was considered to be especially appropriate for valida-
tion purposes because the new types of DSM-based questionnaires are applied
largely in the industrial and organizational (I/O) psychology context.

1.2.3 Leaders’ personality: the incremental value of other ratings

Previous research has shown great interest in identifying the personality traits
of a good leader (Judge et al., 2002). A close connection has also been found be-
tween leaders’ self-reported personality and leadership performance (for a me-
ta-analysis, see Judge et al., 2002). Recently, however, increased interest has also
been shown in observers’ (subordinates’, colleagues’ or peers’) perceptions of
their leaders” personality (e.g., Connelly & Ones, 2010). This is consistent with
studies (e.g., Oh, Wang, & Mount, 2011) indicating that the predictive validities
of certain personality traits are higher when other-ratings of personality are
used. In addition to adopting self-assessment in research on a leader's personal-
ity, Connelly and Ones (2010) have proposed that the perspective of others
should be considered an important source of added value when performing a
personality assessment. Moreover, it seems that taking the congruence of self-
reports and other-ratings into account can further contribute to the prediction of
organizational outcomes. Consequently, many studies have turned to exploring
the practical implications of self-other agreement (cf. Connelly & Ones, 2010).

The previous self-other agreement research has mostly concentrated on
leader performance ratings and its relationships to behavioral outcomes
(Fleenor, Smither, Atwater, Braddy, & Sturm, 2010). Although self-other agree-
ment in relation to personality (i.e., rating congruence) is a widely-explored
topic, the number of studies on agreement on personality ratings and its rela-
tions to behavioral outcomes is limited (Colbert, Judge, Choi, & Wang, 2012;
Connelly & Ones, 2010).

Study III examined agreement in self- and other-ratings of personality
and its relation to subordinates” occupational well-being. To achieve these ob-
jectives, WOPI (Leung & Zedeck, 2016; Nederstrom & Niitamo, 2010), was uti-
lized. This measure has been developed specifically for work-life settings.

1.3 Self-other agreement on personality

Perception of other people has been central in the tradition of social cognition
since the famous studies by Asch in the 1940’s (Kihlstrom & Haste, 1997). An
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even older tradition of studying peer-judgments can be traced to the reports
published by Estes in the 1930’s (Estes, 1938). Estes asked subjects to judge
stimulus persons on film, and assessed the accuracy of their judgements by
comparing these to the judgements made by trained clinicians. The studies
showed that subjects were able to predict the performance of themselves,
friends and strangers on various tests of intelligence, personality, and artistic
tendency. Even in cultures which place a greater emphasis on relationships
than on traits, people make judgments on their own and other peoples” person-
ality traits (McCrae & Terracciano, 2005; Triandis & Suh, 2002).

The recent research generally concludes that personality judgments can
show considerable agreement, even when formed on the basis of relatively thin
information, when the congruence of target self-reports and external judge rat-
ings is adopted as a criterion (Allik et al., 2016; Biesanz, et al., 2011; Connelly &
Ones, 2010; Funder, 1999; John & Robins, 1993).

Attention has been directed to exploring the specific conditions under
which agreement may be higher or lower. These conditions have sometimes
been labeled moderators (Funder, 1999) or determinants (John & Robins, 1993)
of self-other agreement. Previous studies have suggested several moderators of
agreement, such as the trait being judged, target or judge gender, level of ac-
quaintanceship between the target and the judge, and the context of judgment
(Funder, 2012; Funder & Dobroth, 1987; John & Robins, 1993; Paunonen, 1989).
Barrick, Patton and Haugland (2000) examined the moderators of agreement in
the recruitment interview by focusing on the moderating effects of the inter-
view design (structure and content).

1.3.1 Models and moderators of self-other agreement

Several theoretical models [e.g., the PERSON (personality, error, residual, ste-
reotype, opinion, and norm) and the WAM (weighted-average model) of Kenny,
2004; Brunswik’s lens model (Zebrowitz & Collins, 1997); the SOKA (self-other
knowledge asymmetry) of Vazire, 2010], and many empirical studies have pro-
posed physical mechanisms mediating agreement in judgments and infor-
mation flow and the moderators enabling the agreement Several potential mod-
erators can be theoretically inferred from David Funder’s Realistic Accuracy
Model (RAM; Funder, 1999). The RAM is a synthesis, which aims to bring to-
gether the theoretical roots of the cognitive, personality and social psychology
of person perception (Funder, 1999). The RAM explains the theoretically neces-
sary (but not sufficient) conditions for accurate personality judgments. The
judge must observe trait-relevant cues and appropriately assemble the cues to
form an impression of the target. Accurate judgments can be formed when
these conditions of the process are met. These conditions enable several moder-
ators of agreement to be inferred. With respect to the RAM, these moderators
include factors relating to the amount of information required, the target, the
trait, and the judge.

The fundamental question concerning the amount of information is this:
what are the accuracy-mediating mechanisms in minimal information condi-
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tions? Several mediating physical mechanisms have been suggested to explain
the relatively high accuracy achieved in the absence of previous acquaintance-
ship (Albright, Kenny, & Malloy, 1988; Borkenau & Liebler, 1993; Kenny, 2004).
On the very first encounter with a stranger, one is instantly presented with
much information about her, such as sex, race, physical attractiveness and style
of dress. After this, tone of voice, behavior, and several other cues come into
play (Albright et al., 1988; Ambady & Rosenthal, 1992).

Some people are better targets for personality judgment: they may be
somehow easier to judge than others. They seem to be relatively easy to figure
out and more predictable, even from very few observations of their behavior.
Thus, targets’ own personality might act as a factor reducing or increasing
agreement; some people are more open and consistent in their interaction and
behavior and hence easier targets to judge. It seems that active and extraverted
people tend to express their personality freely, whereas passive or shy people,
in particular, do not give enough cues for the observer to form a valid judge-
ment (Funder, 1999).

The flip side of a good target is the problem of a good judge. The question
of a judge’s ability to rate personality had already arisen in the 1920’s, but thus
far little research has been published on accuracy differences, and the findings
have been very tentative (Funder, 1999; Schmid Mast, Bangerter, Bulliard, & Aer-
ni, 2011; Vogt & Colvin, 2003). Funder (1999, p. 142) states that “despite the re-
search attention it has received, the good judge is the potential moderator con-
cerning which the accuracy literature has the scarcest data and fewest firm find-
ings to report.” However, some studies have proposed that a judge’s individual
accessibility to a certain trait would probably increase the accuracy of judging it
(Funder & Colvin, 1997). This phenomenon has been described as a kind of
chronic activation, which helps some individuals to “tune in” to certain infor-
mation cues, such as intelligence, physical attractiveness, athletic ability
(Kihlstrom & Haste, 1997) or cues related to a global personality profile of the
target (Schmid Mast et al., 2011).

Finally, some personality traits are considered more visible and easier to
judge than others. The traits connected to social behavior, such as sociability
and responsibility, seem to be relatively easy to observe and understand accu-
rately (Funder, 1999). These socially-weighted traits are, almost by definition,
the most visible, understandable, and available even to the occasional observer,
whereas other traits, such as neuroticism, are almost impossible to observe dur-
ing a short period. This variation in trait visibility has been demonstrated in
many studies (Albright, Kenny, & Malloy, 1988; Borkenau & Liebler, 1992;
Connelly & Ones, 2010; Funder & Colvin, 1988).

Previous research suggests that personality traits related to extraversion
are most likely to become visible in overt social interaction, while neurotic traits
are usually considered more covert dimensions (Funder, 1999, 2012; Funder &
Colvin, 1988; John & Robins, 1993; Zebrowitz & Collins, 1997). In line with the
numerous self-other agreement works on the Big Five, Paunonen (1989) sug-
gested that the most observable motivational traits of the Personality Research
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Form (PRF; Jackson, 1999) framework are harm avoidance, play, achievement,
nurturance, and sentience. From the perspective of the RAM, these traits are the
ones that are closely connected to the cues that are usually the most relevant
and easily available for the judge (Funder, 1999).

1.3.2 Context-specific moderators

In addition to the pre-conditions of the RAM, several studies have empirically
explored the moderators of self-other agreement. These are not in contradiction
to the broader RAM suggestions but instead are rather nuanced and context-
specific moderators, and their effect on agreement may depend on the assess-
ment context. Furthermore, most of the prior findings on these moderators re-
main tentative (Allik et al., 2016).

Despite visibility an sich, some traits are considered more valuable than
others, and this social value can be emphasized in the assessment context. Un-
like social desirability (e.g., Paulhus & John, 1998), which is a target-level indi-
vidual difference in responding style, trait evaluativeness (or desirability of a
trait) is a trait-level construct (Funder, 1995). Several studies have demonstrated
differences in trait evaluativeness (Birkeland, Manson, Kisamore, Brannick, &
Smith, 2006; Feldt & Honkaniemi 2008; John & Robins, 1993). In real-life settings,
applicants across all job types scored significantly higher than non-applicants,
particularly on emotional stability and conscientiousness (Birkeland et al., 2006).
John and Robins (1993) suggested agreeableness to be the most evaluative trait.
Because assessment center targets may try to emphasize behavior related to de-
sirable traits and suppress less desirable trait behaviors, judges are likely to ob-
serve fewer genuine cues for the most evaluative traits (Funder, 1995), such as
conscientiousness, agreeableness and emotional stability.

Potential moderators can be found among demographic factors related to
targets, such as the gender and age of the target. Some self-other agreement
studies have suggested that, on average, women are easier to judge than men
(Funder, 1999), but so far the results are tentative (Little & Perrett, 2007). One
hypothesis accounting for this difference relates to targets” expressed behavior:
women are considered to be more nonverbally expressive (Buck, Miller, & Caul,
1974; Funder, 1999; Hall, 1984). On the other hand, the expression of behavioral
aggression in interaction is culturally more tolerated with male than female tar-
gets (Eagly & Steffen, 1986), which may lead to higher self-other agreement on
this particular PRF trait with male targets. Taken together, these findings have
not been consistent, and the gender difference in judgability has not been stud-
ied among individuals applying for a job (see, however, Furnham, Jensen, &
Crump, 2008).

Targets” age might also act as a moderator of agreement. One reason for
this may be that people's facial expressions, over time, form lasting features on
their faces, increasing the judgability of older targets (Malatesta, Fiore, & Mes-
sina, 1987). It is also plausible to assume that a young person is more difficult to
judge than an older person, whose personality is no longer likely to change (Al-
lik et al., 2016). However, these hypotheses have been tentative and the research
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results mostly unpublished (e.g., Hubbard, 1994). The existing research on this
topic has not been either systematic or well-integrated, and thus far there no
comprehensive results have been reported on the effect of target age (cf. Allik et
al., 2016; Borkenau, et al., 2004; Little & Perrett, 2007); hence this demographic
moderator clearly merits further investigation.

Finally, one target moderator can be identified in the judgment context
from its effect on certain targets, i.e., social desirability, which can be defined as
a positive self-rating bias. Social desirability can be further decomposed into a
two factors: self-deception, which is the unconscious tendency of a person to
see him or herself in a favorable light, and impression management, which is a
deliberate distortion of self-presentation (Paulhus & Reid, 1991). In personnel
selection, some targets’ behaviors and response styles may be based rather on
self-deception or impression management than natural manners (Birkeland et al.
2006; Hogan, Hogan, & Roberts, 1996; Honkaniemi & Feldt, 2008). While afore-
mentioned trait evaluativeness is a trait-level construct, social desirability is a
target-level individual difference in responding style (e.g., Paulhus & John,
1998). Despite of the importance of this moderator, research appears to have
seldom been conducted in a selection assessment center (however, see Barrick
et al., 2000; Blackman, 2002; Blackman & Funder, 2002; Schmid Mast et al., 2011).

1.3.3 Self-other agreement and leadership outcomes

Self-other agreement of judgments has many practical implications in organiza-
tional settings. For example, predicting leadership behavior and job perfor-
mance has recently grown in importance (e.g., Connelly & Ones, 2010; Church,
1997; Fleenor et al., 2010). Self-other agreement research has demonstrated a
relationship between managerial performance and congruence in self-other be-
havior ratings (for a review of the topic, see Fleenor et al., 2010).

Church (1997) suggested that one reason for the predictive validity of self-
other agreement can be found in the concept of self-awareness. Atwater and
Yammarino (1997) proposed that self-aware individuals (i.e., individuals who
see themselves as others see them), owing to their competence in self-
observation and self-reflection, provide more accurate self-ratings. The ability
to self-observe one's behavior or performance and compare these observations
to feedback given, for example, from colleagues, can be understood as self-
awareness (Wicklund, 1975). For this reason, self-other agreement is viewed as
an important way of operationalizing self-awareness (Fleenor et al., 2010).

One potential theoretical framework for connecting self-other agreement
and subordinates” well-being can be found in the concept of authentic leader-
ship. Recent definitions of authenticity include four core components: self-
awareness, relational transparency, internalized moral perspective and bal-
anced processing (Walumbwa, Avolio, Gardner, Wernsing, & Peterson, 2008).
Furthermore, it has been suggested that these four components influence the
well-being of both leader and follower, while “self-awareness includes being
aware of one’s strengths and weaknesses as well as understanding one’s emo-
tions and personality” (Ilies et al., 2005, p. 378). Therefore, it can be hypothe-
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sized that self-other agreement is related to one of the core components of au-
thentic leadership and, consequently, to well-being.

However, to the best of my knowledge, no research has yet been pub-
lished on the links between agreement on leader personality and the occupa-
tional well-being of subordinates. Building on the idea that agreement on per-
sonality can predict leadership outcomes, I also proposed, in Study III, that the
direction of the discrepancy between ratings is likely to contribute an important
perspective on leadership behavior. As Nichols and Cottrell (2014, p.711)
demonstrate in their study, “leaders greatly affect many important employee
outcomes, and discrepancies between the traits subordinates desire and the
traits superiors possess may ultimately lead to negative organizational out-
comes”.

1.4 Research questions and hypotheses

141 StudyI

My main aim was to examine self-other agreement of personality judgments in
a personnel selection process and what demographic and personality factors
moderate this agreement. Despite the importance of these moderators (Funder,
1999), research has seldom been conducted in a selection assessment center
(however, see Barrick et al., 2000; Blackman, 2002; Blackman & Funder, 2002;
Schmid Mast et al., 2011). Furthermore, despite the practical importance of so-
cial desirability in selection assessment (Honkaniemi & Felt, 2008), its effect on
self-other agreement has not previously been explored in this particular context.
In this research, I focused on the general magnitude of self-other agreement and
its five potential moderators: the trait being judged, evaluativeness of the trait,
the effect of social desirability, and the gender and age of the target. Six re-
search questions were examined:

1. What degree of self-other agreement is achieved in job interviews, when
the judges are experts in assessing personality? I hypothesized that expert judg-
es, when the targets are strangers, would yield higher mean agreement coeffi-
cients than reported in previous studies (Connelly & Ones, 2010; John & Robins,
1993; Paunonen, 1989).

2. What are the most judgable traits? I hypothesize that the most judgable
traits will be related to extraversion and most unjudgable traits to neuroticism,
as demonstrated in previous studies (Barrick et al., 2000; Connelly & Ones, 2010;
Funder, 2012).

3. Does the evaluativeness of a trait moderate agreement? John and Robins
(1993) demonstrated that self-other agreement increases as traits become more
neutral and decreases with more undesirable/desirable and less neutral traits,
which is consistent with the RAM model (Funder, 1999). I hypothesized that
this tendency will decrease self-other agreement for highly evaluated traits
(conscientiousness, agreeableness, neuroticism) and increase agreement for



24

more neutral traits (extraversion, openness), as earlier research has suggested
(Connelly & Ones, 2010; Funder, 1995).

4. Does the socially desirable response style of a target moderate agree-
ment? The effect of desirability was considered particularly relevant due to the
job-seeking context in which the assessments were conducted. As studies ac-
counting for the effects of social desirability in personality judgment tasks have
been scarce, no hypothesis was formulated.

5. Does the gender of a target act as a moderator for agreement? I hypoth-
esize that there will be a significant difference between female and male targets.
On average, higher mean agreement, except on aggression, will be reached for
female targets. Higher agreement on aggression will be reached with male sub-
jects, since the expression of behavioral aggression in interaction is culturally
tolerated in males (Eagly & Steffen, 1986).

6. Is the target’s age a moderator in the judgment situation? One reason for
this may be that people’s facial expressions form lasting features on their faces,
increasing the judgability of older targets (Malatesta, Fiore, & Messina, 1987).
Furthermore, it is plausible to assume that a young person is more difficult to
judge than an older person, whose personality is no longer likely to change (Al-
lik et al., 2016). However, studies on this potential moderator of self-other
agreement in organizational settings are virtually non-existent. Therefore, no
hypothesis was formulated.

14.2 StudyII

My main purpose was to study the relationships between the Big Five and the
DSM personality disorders in a psychological assessment center with real-life
job applicants. I wanted to extend the research methodology beyond correla-
tional self-report studies. This was done by using expert psychologists” observa-
tions as an additional criterion. Using self-reports alone may artificially inflate
the trait-trait relationships because of common method variance, that is, the
proportion of the variance that is attributable to the measurement method used
(Doty & Glick, 1998). One way of overcoming this problem is to compare self-
report personality scales to external judgments of personality (cf. Funder, 1999;
Funder & Colvin 1988; John & Robins, 1993).

I utilized two different self-report inventories and expert ratings of the
DSM-1V disorders as an external criterion. Hence one important methodological
objective in this study was to examine both convergent and divergent correla-
tions between external expert ratings and self-reports of personality. Thus, three
different research questions were examined:

1. How strong are the associations between two self-report inventories
with different theoretical backgrounds: a Big Five self-report inventory and a
DSM self-report inventory?

2. What degree of overall self-other agreement can be achieved between
expert ratings of personality disorders and the DSM inventory? Will the con-
vergent correlations between self-reports and expert ratings exceed the diver-
gent correlations? I hypothesized that the agreement coefficients will be similar
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or higher than have been reported in previous self-other agreement studies
with strangers as targets. I also hypothesized that the median coefficients of the
convergent correlations will exceed those of the divergent correlations, thus
demonstrating the construct validity of the DSM inventory.

3. What degree of self-other agreement is achieved between expert ratings
of personality disorders and the self-reported Big Five inventory? Which of the
two inventories will predict the expert ratings better, the DSM or the Big Five
questionnaire? Primarily, in the spirit of the dimensional model, I hypothesized
that the expert ratings of the DSM disorders would be equally accounted for by
both self-reports, regardless of the theoretical background of the inventory. In
other words, the Big Five inventory scores will predict the expert observations
to a similar order of magnitude as the dedicated DSM inventory.

However, it should be emphasized that the present study was conducted
with normal adult working population. No comprehensive clinical interviews
were made. Hence, the term “disorder” is used rather in statistical and dimen-
sional than in diagnostical sense.

14.3 Study III

Atwater and Yammarino (1997) posit that managers whose self-ratings are in
alignment with others’ ratings are more likely to be linked to more positive in-
dividual and organizational outcomes, such as the occupational well-being of
subordinates. To the best of my knowledge, no research has yet been published
on the links between rating agreement on leader personality and the occupa-
tional well-being of subordinates. 1 studied subordinates” occupational well-
being and its relationships to the overall magnitude of self-other agreement, the
incremental validity of agreement above and beyond managers’ self-reported
personality, and the direction of the discrepancy, when self- and other-ratings
are not in agreement (overestimators vs. underestimators). These themes were
examined with three research questions:

1. Is self-other agreement in personality ratings associated with subordi-
nate occupational well-being? I hypothesized that the overall magnitude of
agreement is associated with the occupational well-being of subordinates, as
predicted by the theory of authentic leadership (Walumbwa et al., 2008).

2. Does self-other agreement in ratings explain more of the variance in
subordinate occupational well-being than managers’ self-reported personality
alone? Some studies (e.g., Morgeson, Campion, Dipboye, Hollenbeck, Murphy,
& Schmitt, 2007) have suggested that the modest relationships between person-
ality and leadership outcomes may be due to the limited use of others” ratings
of personality. I proposed that using self-other agreement as a predictor! of
well-being will explain more of the variance in well-being outcomes than using
managers’ self-reports of personality alone.

1 In this research, the term “predictor” was used in a purely statistical sense. Therefore, this
term does not imply causality in either direction.
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3. Does the direction of the discrepancy matter? Overestimating one’s per-
sonality traits, particularly those related to leader-like behavior (Colbert et al.,
2012) and empathy (Brutus, Fleenor, & McCauley, 1999), has been shown to de-
crease occupational well-being outcomes. Thus, I assumed that the effect of this
discrepancy will be strongest on extraversion-related traits (competitive
achievement, leadership, inspiration) and empathy, as these traits have been
demonstrated to associate with positive other-ratings (Brutus et al., 1999; Judge
& Bono, 2000; Skakon et al., 2010) and desired leadership traits (Nichols & Cot-
trell, 2014).
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21 Studyl

2.1.1 Procedure

The data in Study I were gathered from a Finnish assessment center in 2006-
2007. All the personality judgments were made during a 1-day psychological
assessment during structured job selection interviews by expert psychologists.
Research has shown that unstructured interview formats produce a richer qual-
ity response and non-verbal behavior from the job applicant and subsequently
stronger levels of self-other agreement (Blackman, 2002); hence the restricted
context was not ideal for judges. The judges were assigned to the targets ran-
domly. The assessment day typically lasted 6-8 hours and included several per-
sonality and ability tests with supervising assistants, discussion group exercises,
and a one-hour job selection interview. Interaction between the judges and tar-
gets was restricted to this job interview. The judges resorted to no test results
before making their judgments. Care was taken to ensure that the judges had no
previous contact with their targets.

2.1.2 Participants

The study targets comprised 139 job-seeking candidates (84 males and 55 fe-
males; sample age 23-56 years, mean 36 years, SD = 8.4 years). Most of the job
applicants were seeking managerial positions; hence the emphasis in the as-
sessment day was on managerial competencies. The judges (n = 14, seven males
and seven females) were all professional psychologists with several years of
working experience as assessment consultants and interviewers (5-25 years of
experience; age 33-53). Their main expertise and background was in industri-
al/organizational psychology, and several of them had received additional clin-
ical training. Hence, a total of 14 expert judges assessed a total of 139 targets
individually (each job candidate met with only one judge). Most of the judges
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rated 10 to 15 candidates, while the range was 1-18 judgments and the median
10.5 judgments per consultant judge.

2.1.3 Measures

The focus was on 13 motivational traits of the Finnish version of PRF (Niitamo,
1997), plus two neuroticism-related traits (axiety and guilt feelings). To investi-
gate the self-reported personality, all targets filled in 15 scales of the Finnish
version of the PRF Form E inventory (Jackson, 1999). The Finnish PRF was orig-
inally validated in 1997 at the Finnish Institute of Occupational Health (FIOH),
and it has since been standardized and validated with over 10 000 recruitment
candidates (cf. Furnham & Nederstrom, 2010; Honkaniemi & Feldt, 2008). The
Finnish version only includes the scales with an internal consistency better
than .60, otherwise the construction of the remaining scales is the same as in
Jackson’s version (Niitamo, 1997). Each personality scale is measured by 16
items (except anxiety, which is measured by 20 items) that the respondent is
instructed to mark as either True or False. Answers to each scale were tallied to
form a raw score. These scales were (reliability in the personnel selection sam-
ple is given in parentheses; Niitamo, 1997): achievement (Cronbach’s alpha
= .74), affiliation (.82), aggression (.73), cognitive structure (.69), defendence
(.72), dominance (.86), exhibition (.85), harm-avoidance (.84), impulsivity (.82),
nurturance (.72), order (.89), sentience (.74), and succorance (.70). The rest of the
original scales (with reliabilities lower than a = .60; abasement, autonomy,
change, desirability, endurance, infrequency, play, social recognition, under-
standing) are not included in the Finnish version (Niitamo, 1997). Two addi-
tional neuroticism-related trait scales were used instead (guilt feelings and anx-
iety alphas .72 and .90). These scales were factor-analyzed with the original
scales.

The results of the factor analysis are detailed in the Finnish validation
manual of PRF (Niitamo, 1997) and are available upon request from the author.
In addition to content scales, PRF includes a scale for social desirability, which
contains 12 items, and its reliability was .70 in a Finnish standardization sample
(Niitamo, 1997). To rate the job-seekers’” personalities all the judges filled an ex-
ternal personality rating form after the interview. The form included a short
verbal description of the low and high poles of the PRF dimensions with a
graphic 1-10 rating scale for each dimension. Thus, the 14 judges rated a total of
15 different personality traits of 139 targets.

214 Analyses

The statistical analyses were performed in several steps. First, Pearson’s correla-
tions between the PRF self-report and expert ratings were calculated for all tar-
gets and all personality traits. These associations were examined by using both
divergent and convergent correlations, which are ways of assessing the con-
struct validity of a measurement. Divergent validity helps to establish conver-
gent validity by demonstrating that the construct the judges were assessing (e.g.,
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anxiety) is different from other constructs that might induce similar trait-
relevant cues (e.g., guilt feelings). In an ideal situation, each convergent correla-
tion should be significant and exceed the highest divergent correlation (e.g.,
Bastiaansen, Rossi, & De Fruyt, 2012).

The next step was to calculate the self-other agreement correlations. Pear-
son coefficients were computed separately for male and female targets., Follow-
ing the suggestion, based on a Monte Carlo study, by Alexander and DeShon
(1994), that researchers should avoid using the moderated multiple regression
(MMR) analysis when testing hypotheses regarding categorical moderators, the
significance of these differences was computed with the procedure introduced
by McNemar (1962).

In the third step, an estimation of evaluativeness was calculated for each
PRF trait by correlating each PRF trait with the social desirability scale. Thus,
the greater the magnitude of the association (either negative or positive) be-
tween the trait and social desirability, the higher was the evaluativeness of the
trait. This estimation of trait evaluativeness was adopted for the present sample,
as trait evaluativeness may depend on the assessment context and purpose
(Birkeland et al., 2006). This procedure allowed to examine on which traits the
greatest (and the lowest) social value is placed in the present job seeker sample.

In the fourth step self-other agreement was evaluated as a function of the
target’s age by employing moderated multiple regression analysis (see Howell,
2002). Predictor variables were entered into the equation in the following steps:
self-reports, target age, and the product term “self-report x age,” when using
the expert ratings as an outcome variable. A moderator effect is evident if the
product term adds significantly to the prediction beyond the linear contribu-
tions of the predictor variable (self-reports) and the moderator variable (target
age) (Paunonen, 1989; Paunonen & Jackson, 1988). This procedure was repeated
for each PREF trait.

The fifth step included a moderated multiple regression, where self-other
agreement was evaluated as a function of the target’s social desirability. The
self-reports were entered into the regression equation, followed by the target’s
social desirability and the product term “self-report x social desirability.” This
procedure was again repeated for each PRF trait.

2.2 StudyII

2.2.1 Procedure

All data were gathered from a large Finnish psychological assessment center
during a one-day personnel selection process. The assessment day typically
lasted 6-8 hours and included discussion group exercises, a one-hour job selec-
tion interview and several personality and ability tests administered by assis-
tants. All the personality judgments were made in the one-day assessment dur-
ing structured job selection interviews. The interaction between judges and tar-



30

gets was restricted to this job interview, where psychologists assessed targets’
job competencies, motivation, and personality. The judges did not resort to any
test results before making their judgments. It was of the essence that the judges
did not know the targets previously, which is a preferred best practice in the
assessment center. This was verified by the assessment center assistants, who
gathered the information that could identify the candidates before the assess-
ment day.

2.2.2 Participants

A sample (n = 229) of job-seeking candidates as targets and a sample (n = 15) of
expert psychologists as judges were used in the study. As most of the job seek-
ers were aiming at managerial positions, the emphasis in the interviews was on
managerial competencies. The main job-seeker sample comprised both male
(70%) and female (30%) candidates (23-56 years, mean 36 years) with varying
educational backgrounds. These individuals filled in two self-report inventories:
the Big Five and the DSM-based measures. A subsample (n = 103) of the 229 job
seekers formed the targets in a personality judgment process. This sample was
socio-demographically similar to the main sample. In addition to completing
the DSM and Big Five self-reports, their personality was judged during the job
interviews. The personality judgments were made by experienced personnel
selection psychologists (8 men and 7 women), who interviewed the targets one
at a time and filled in 103 external rating forms. The judges were all profession-
als, who had several years (5-25 years) of working experience as personnel se-
lection experts and interviewers. They were specialized in industrial and organ-
izational psychology, but they also had clinical education and training in identi-
fying personality disorders. To sum up, 15 expert judges individually judged a
total of 103 targets. Most of the judges rated 4 to 10 candidates.

2.2.3 Measures
PKS5 self-report questionnaire

To investigate the job seekers’ self-reported personality, all targets completed a
Finnish Big Five inventory (PK5) and a DSM inventory (Stress Reaction Style,
SRS). PK5 is a Finnish language version of the five-trait inventory (openness to
experiences, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, neuroticism) (PK5,
2007). The neuroticism factor is coded reversely as emotional stability. PK5 con-
tains three subscales (or facets) for each factor and 150 respondent-descriptive
items, which are responded to on a 1-5 Likert scale. Some of the items are in
reversed form to control for acquiescent responding. PK5 has been shown to
have relatively high subscale reliabilities (alphas between .75 and .94, mean .82
in a Finnish standardization sample, see Table 1). PK5 has been normed upon
responses from real-world recruitment and training samples (n = 3 644) with a
fully representative work age distribution (20-59 years). The published PK5
manual reports a validation process in a Finnish population. The PK5 validation
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has also been conducted with clinical samples (Saario, 2011). Construct validity
has been assessed via associations with well-known personality and work be-
havior measures. All PK5 subscales and global factors have been extensively
cross-validated with the Personality Research Form (Jackson, 1984; Niitamo,
1997), which, in turn, has been mapped with other measures of the Big Five
model (Ashton et al., 1998). The Finnish PRF/PK5 cross-validation tables and
sample items are available from the present author.

TABLE1 PKS5 scales and reliabilities (Cronbach’s alpha)

PK-5 scale Alpha
Extroversion: Lively .85
Extroversion: Socially bold .88
Extroversion: Leading .82
Agreeableness: Friendly 81
Agreeableness: Ingenuous .88
Agreeableness: Trusting .82
Conscientiousness: Responsible 77
Conscientiousness: Systematic .78
Conscientiousness: Prudent .80
Emotional stability: Composed .86
Emotional stability: Relaxed 91
Emotional stability: Confident .89
Openness: Open to new experiences .75
Openness: Theoretical .79
Openness: Sensitive .83

SRS self-report questionnaire

The Stress Reaction Style inventory (SRS; Nederstrom & Furnham, 2012) was
constructed to measure Axis II personality disorders of the DSM-1V in the form
of a self-report questionnaire. These disorder tendencies become apparent un-
der stress, which is a defining characteristic of many current work environ-
ments (however, it should be noted that some disorders can be fully expressed
without any stress at all, e.g., antisocial or narcissistic personality disorders).
The validation process started at Psycon Corporation in 2008, where this meas-
ure is used in a personnel selection process. It should therefore be emphasized
that SRS was intended for use in normal adult working populations. It was not
meant for clinical use in any circumstances.

The 10 scales of the SRS inventory, each with 14 items, have their content
in behavioral descriptions of 10 personality disorders, although these have been
reformulated to better fit the organizational context and are scored dimension-
ally. The questionnaire contains 152 respondent-descriptive items, which are
answered on a 0-4 Likert scale. The internal consistency of the scales in the pre-
sent sample was on a reasonable level, ranging from .68 to .87. These reliabili-
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ties are comparable to those obtained for the Hogan Development Survey (HDS;
Hogan & Hogan, 2001b). The mean scores, SDs, reliabilities and sample items of
the SRS scales are listed in Table 2. These data were collected from a total of 1
697 job applicants. All the SRS scales were also cross-validated with the Person-
ality Research Form (Jackson, 1984; Niitamo, 1997) before the present study. A
detailed correlation matrix is available from the author. Theoretically, it could
be argued that no one would actually admit to personality disorder symptoms
when applying for a job. To investigate socially desirable responding in com-
pleting the SRS content scales, I constructed a scale for desirability as a control
scale. This scale was constructed by combining item contents from the two fac-
tors of socially desirable responding (self-deception and impression manage-
ment) introduced by Paulhus and Reid (1991). The desirability scale contains 12
items, and in the present sample its alpha was .84. However, I did not expect to
find strong negative associations between social desirability and personality
disorders, as the inability to perceive a disorder in oneself is symptomatic of
many personality disorders and thus would not have much effect on the level
of social desirability (American Psychiatric Association, 1994).

TABLE2 SRS scales, reliabilities (Cronbach’s alpha) and sample items

SRS scale Alpha Sample item

Paranoid 77 I trust most people from the first time I meet them. (Reversed item)
Schizoid .76 I am not that interested in what is on other people's mind.
Schitzotypal .79 I have some very original habits and hobbies.

Antisocial .68 Winning comes before playing by the rules, if the situation requires.
Borderline .76 I often explode over small matters and later regret it.

Histrionic .87 I like to turn people's attention to myself.

Narcissist .74 My ideas have been excellent without exception.

Avoidant 71 I carefully control my behavior in the company of others.
Dependent .70 Even with small matters, I ask other people's opinion before taking action.
Obsessive-

Compulsive .76 Sometimes I would like to try to improve a particular job endlessly.
Social

desirability .84 I have never held prejudices against anybody.

DSM external rating form

To judge the targets’ personality disorder traits, all the psychologists completed
an external rating form of the DSM with a graphic 1-10 rating scale for each
dimension. This rating form contained a short verbal description of the 10 per-
sonality disorder dimensions of the SRS/DSM and a 1-10 estimate of candi-
dates” proneness to answer in a socially desirable way. Thus, the psychologists
judged the targets on 10 personality disorder traits and assessed their respond-
ing style. The judges used the dimensional model to assess the disorders, with-
out any diagnostic thresholds or cutoff points. Hence, the Axis II disorder terms
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in the present study should be interpreted as disorder symptoms or traits rather
than diagnostic labels.

224 Analyses

The statistical analyses were performed with SPSS 20.0 software in three steps.
In the first step, I calculated Pearson’s correlations between the Big Five and the
personality disorders. The correlational analyses drew on both the self-reports
and expert ratings. These associations were evaluated by using the global Big
Five factors and facet-level constructs and examined both divergent and con-
vergent correlations.

In the second step, I used canonical correlational analysis to explain the
overall relations of the two sets of variables. In my analysis, I used pooled re-
dundancy coefficients (Thompson, 1984) to compute the sum of all the redun-
dancy coefficients for all the variables in a set. This procedure collects infor-
mation on the overlap between two sets of variables in a comparable way. The
total overlap between the two sets was computed with the total redundancy
index recommended by Alpert and Peterson (1972, p. 189), who state that the
researcher may ““use canonical correlation coefficients to test for the existence of
overall relationships between sets of variables, but for a measure of the magni-
tude of relationships, redundancy may be more appropriate.”

In the third step, the findings were elaborated on by means of a hierar-
chical regression analysis. This allowed comparison of whether PK5 had incre-
mental validity beyond SRS (and vice versa) in predicting the expert ratings on
personality.

2.3 Study III

2.3.1 Procedure

The data were collected by a Finnish human resources consulting company
(Psycon Corp.) in a Finnish technology research organization. The data collec-
tion was carried out as a part of a broader personnel survey in which personnel
received an online invitation to participate. The invitation included a link to the
survey questionnaire. Of the 2 780 persons working in the organization, 2 067
participated in the personnel survey, yielding a response rate of 74.4%. The par-
ticipants represented different organizational levels and units. Although total
sampling was used, participation in the study was voluntary.

Both managers and subordinates filled in the personnel survey, although
the present report concerns only the subordinates’ responses. In conjunction
with the survey, the managers were asked to complete a work-related personal-
ity inventory, WOPIL. The subordinates were in turn asked to evaluate their
manager's personality by rating the same set of personality dimensions appear-
ing in the WOPI inventory.
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2.3.2 Participants

The target managers (n = 180) were individuals with the job titles of team lead-
ers (80%) and technology managers (20%), all of whom had responsibility for
leading their teams. More than half of the managers were males (70% males, 30%
females). All the managers filled in the WOPI questionnaire online. Subordi-
nates rated their managers individually and where a manager had more than
one subordinate in his/her team (as was the case with most of the managers),
the ratings were averaged across the responding subordinates for better reliabil-
ity.

Team sizes varied from 1 to 16 subordinates (median 4, while 80% of the
teams had 2-6 subordinates). Thus, for the 180 managers, a total of 1 951 indi-
vidual personality ratings, expressed as 180 average team values, formed the
other-ratings data set. An interrater agreement analysis was conducted employ-
ing intraclass correlation coefficients (ICC) to explore the reliability of the team
level aggregates. The ICC2 analysis demonstrated values from .57 (mean) to .66
(median). These values are regarded as “fair” (.40-.59) or “good” (.60-.75) (Cic-
chetti, 1994). Thus, it seems that aggregating teams’ personality judgments was
statistically justified.?

2.3.3 Measures
Self-reported personality

The Work Personality Inventory (WOPI) is a standardized self-report question-
naire on personality with 14 scales deemed important for work settings (Leung
& Zedeck, 2016; Nederstrom & Niitamo, 2010). The 224 respondent-descriptive
item statements are answered on a dichotomous (true-false) scale, yielding a
trait score range of 0 to 16. The validation study (Nederstrom and Niitamo, 2010)
reports scale reliabilities collected from an occupational sample. All the scale
reliabilities are comparable to those of established personality inventories: (KR-
20/re-test reliability in parentheses): focus (.76/.71), competitive achievement)
(.78/.83), leadership (.80/.89), inspiration (.74/.86), sociability (.74/.84), empa-
thy (.75/.85), reliance (.69/.76), orientation (.77/.89), perception (.78/.80), think-
ing (.81/.80), decision making (.77/.91), ambiguity-change (.71/.85), optimism
(.81/.85), and self-reflection (.78/.73) (see Table 3 for Cronbach’s alphas and
sample items). Concurrent and predictive validation has been shown in studies
investigating the convergence of peer and spousal ratings of personality, and
construct validity in studies on the relations between WOPI and more estab-
lished personality inventories as well as miscellaneous other measures, such as
values, learning styles, organizational culture, etc. (Leung & Zedeck, 2016;

2 Sometimes aggregating individual responses may raise questions about their de-
pendency and the “nesting” of data (Zyphur, Zammuto, & Zhang, 2016). However,
the teams in the present study were randomly selected from the total population and
there were no obvious reasons to expect any nesting effects among or between the
teams.
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Nederstrom & Niitamo). Factor analysis has demonstrated that the 14 scales in
the inventory are readily interpretable in terms of the Big Five framework,
which helps in connecting the present findings to prior studies on self-other
agreement.

TABLE3  WOPI scales, reliabilities (Cronbach’s alpha) and sample items

WOPI scale Alpha Sample item

Focused

achievement .85 I always want to work thoroughly, even if it wasn’t necessary.
Competition .88 I strive for top results in everything I do.

Leadership .82 I like to give orders and get things going.

Inspiration .81 I want to be noticed when I'm with other people.

Sociability .88 I'd never want to miss an opportunity to be with other people.
Empathy .82 I'm happy to put my own things aside to do someone else a favor.
Reliance .77 I carefully sound out others' opinions before I make a decision.
Orientation .78 I'm more interested in ideas than facts.

Perception .80 Theories help me enormously to understand things.

Thinking .86 I let my feelings influence my decision making a great deal.
Decision-Making 91 I enjoy taking risks.

Ambiguity-Change .89 I don't like unexpected situations.

Optimism .75 I always look at the positive side of things.

Self-Reflection .79 I can always make the right decisions, even in difficult situations.
Others’ ratings

The same set of 14 work-related personality dimensions were rated by the man-
agers’ direct subordinates (n = 1 951). The subordinates rated their managers’
personality on an observer-rating form with a graphic 1-10 Likert scale. For
each dimension, short verbal descriptions of the behavioral markers of low- and
high-scale points were given on the rating form (e.g., leadership: 1 = “Not will-
ing to lead, withdraws, unwilling to take the initiative, soft, not actively in
charge”, 10 = “Willing to lead, directive, leads the way, initiator, decision-
maker).

Personnel survey and occupational well-being

The occupational well-being of subordinates was assessed through the 77-item
personnel survey. The survey themes ranged from evaluating one’s own job-
related aspects and the functioning of the team to assessing the management
style of one’s own manager. All the items were answered on a five-point Likert
scale where the opposite ends of the scales were described verbally (e.g., “Team
spirit in our team is 1 = bad ... 5 = good”; “My workload is 1 = excessive ... 5 =
reasonable”; “I feel enthusiasm and joy at work 1 = very rarely ... 5 = almost
always”). The respondents were instructed to use the whole range of the re-

sponse scale. The answers to the 77 questions were analyzed with explorative
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factor analysis using Principle Axis Factoring as an extraction method and
Promax with Kaiser Normalization rotation in order to explore the underlying
factors. For the present purposes, only the theoretically relevant factors were
examined. This analysis helped to construct three reliable, interpretable and
relatively independent (correlation between variables r < .49**) outcome scales
for occupational well-being: 1) satisfaction with one’s direct superior and team
spirit (superior support, sample item: “Superior's time to listen to subordi-
nates”); 2) trust in the management, sharing information and involving em-
ployees in decision-making (trust in management, sample item: “Trust in the
management of the function”); and 3) satisfaction with one’s work and oppor-
tunities for development (job satisfaction, sample item: “Enjoyment of one’s
work”). The internal consistencies (Cronbach’s alpha) of the scales were: supe-
rior support .94 (12 items), trust in management .92 (10 items) and job satisfac-
tion .88 (6 items).

234 Analyses

I used polynomial regression analysis and response surface tests to answer the
research questions on agreement and its outcomes. This is considered the best
method of analyzing data of this kind as it overcomes methodological problems
(e.g., those related to using difference scores) found in earlier research on
agreement (Fleenor et al.,, 2010). The analytical procedure, then, consisted of
polynomial regression analysis followed by response surface analysis, which
provides three-dimensional graphs of the results of the polynomial regression
analysis (e.g., Edwards, 1994; Edwards & Parry, 1993). By using this procedure,
one can investigate how the two predictor variables (self- and other-ratings of
personality) and in particular the discrepancy between them, relate to an out-
come variable (the occupational well-being of subordinates) (Shanock, Baran,
Gentry, Pattison, & Heggestad, 2010). As the two ratings are kept separate, the
computing of the higher-order terms makes it possible to examine linear and
non-liner relations. Because the predictor variables were not measured on the
same scale (WOPI self-reports 0-16 vs. other-ratings 1-10), I transformed the
variables to a standardized scale, thereby placing them on a common metric
(Shanock et al., 2010).

Polynomial regression

In polynomial regression analysis, the dependent variable (Z) is regressed on
each independent variable (X and Y), the interaction between the independent
variables (X x Y) and the squared terms for the independent variables (X? and
Y?). Thus, three new variables were created for each of the present analyses: the
square of the subordinates” rating, the cross-product of the subordinates” and
manager’s rating, and the square of the manager’ rating. Next, polynomial re-
gression analyses were conducted by regressing the dependent variables on the
independent variables, the product of the independent variables, the subordi-
nate rating squared, and the manager rating squared terms.
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Response surface analysis

In response surface analysis, the slope and the curvature of two lines graphical-
ly illustrate the phenomenon (Shanock et al., 2010). First, the slope of the line of
perfect agreement (X =Y) illustrates how agreement between the independent
variables (subordinates” rating and manager’s rating) relates to the dependent
variable (i.e., occupational well-being of subordinates). In addition, the curva-
ture along the line of perfect agreement shows whether or not the relationship
between the in-agreement ratings and the dependent variable is nonlinear. The
line of incongruence (X = -Y) represents a situation where X and Y are not in
agreement. A significant curvature along the line shows how the degree of dis-
crepancy between the independent variables relates to the dependent variable.
Furthermore, the slope along the line of incongruence indicates the direction of
the discrepancy, which shows that the dependent variable can be more strongly
influenced when the discrepancy is in a given direction (X > Y or X <Y). This
helps to compare discrepancies between two variables in predicting outcomes
and the degree to which one type of discrepancy (X > Y) better predicts that
outcome than another type (Y > X). I examined all the combinations with three
response surface test values (al, a3, a%).

The results allowed three questions to be formulated: How does the
agreement between the independent variables (self- and other-ratings) relate to
the dependent variable (occupational well-being)?; How does the degree of dis-
crepancy between the independent variables relate to the dependent variable?;
How does the direction of the discrepancy (self-rating > other-rating or self-
rating < other-rating) between the independent variables relate to the depend-
ent variable (Shanock et al., 2010)?

Figure 2 summarizes the participants, judging contexts, and measures
across all studies.
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FIGURE 2 Summary of the participants, judgment context and measures in Studies I-III.




3 SUMMARY OF THE RESULTS

3.1 Studyl

The study examined self-other agreement of personality judgments in a per-
sonnel selection process. I concentrated on the general magnitude of self-other
agreement between judges and targets and five potential moderators of agree-
ment: the trait being judged, the evaluativeness of the trait, social desirability,
and the gender and age of the target, and examined these relationships through
six research questions. The results revealed that the general magnitude of self-
other agreement was in line that found in previous studies (Connelly & Ones,
2010; Paunonen, 1989). The mean and median self-other trait correlations in the
present study were .25. At the trait level, 12 of the 15 dimensions judged yield-
ed significant self-other correlations.

The results also indicated that some of the hypothesized moderators af-
fected the judgment situation. On the one hand, when the socially desirable re-
sponding style of the interviewees was studied, the moderator results suggest-
ed that self-other agreement was negatively related to social desirability on two
traits, dominance and defendence: higher social desirability in the questionnaire
responses led to lower self-other agreement on these traits. On the other hand, I
found no systematic relationships between the level of agreement and the eval-
uativeness of the other traits. This finding seems to suggest that self-other
agreement is less vulnerable to the moderator effects of trait evaluativeness
than individual variability in social desirability. In other words, social desirabil-
ity was a more important factor than trait evaluativeness in the current judg-
ment context. Target age and gender were significant moderators of agreement
on certain traits. On anxiety, the moderating effect of age was positive: age in-
creased the magnitude of the relationship between the self-reports and expert
ratings. In line with my hypothesis, I also found one substantial gender differ-
ence, which was higher agreement on aggression in the male targets.
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3.2 StudyII

The study investigated the relationships between the Big Five and the DSM
personality disorder traits in a psychological assessment center with real-life job
applicants. My aim was to extend the research methodology beyond correla-
tional self-report studies, and hence I employed the self-other agreement proce-
dure to explore the conceptual relationships between the Big Five and DSM
frameworks. This was done by using the expert psychologists” observations as
an additional criterion. Furthermore, my aim was to validate the new DSM-
based SRS measure, which maps the disorder traits by means of a self-report
questionnaire.

The self-report relationships demonstrated considerable overlap between
the Big Five trait measures of normal and the DSM measures of psychopatho-
logical personality, as hypothesized. In addition to the relationships between
the self-report measures, the self-other agreement between the interviewers and
job applicants yielded substantial correlations on the DSM personality disorder
traits. The overall magnitude of the agreement was generally on the same level
as the coefficients found, using normal personality measures, between close
acquaintances. When the correlations of the expert-rated disorder traits were
calculated, first with the PK5 and then with the SRS self-reports, the predictive
power of PK5 appeared to be comparable to that of SRS: All the expert-rated
disorders seemed to have at least one substantial association (r > .40) with the
PKS5 facets. This supports the general hypothesis of that a strong relationship
exists between the Big Five and the DSM models. The results also support the
validity of the SRS questionnaire, demonstrating its convergent and divergent
validities.

3.3 Study III

The study investigated subordinates” occupational well-being and its relation-
ships to the overall magnitude of the rating agreement on leader personality,
the incremental validity of agreement above and beyond the managers’ self-
reported personality, and the direction of the discrepancy when self- and other-
ratings are not in agreement (overestimators vs. underestimators). The main
results of the present study seemed to be generally consistent with the previous
findings on rating agreement and its beneficial effects on leadership outcomes
(e.g., Fleenor et al., 2010). Superior support was significantly predicted by self-
other agreement on seven traits (competitive achievement, leadership, inspira-
tion, thinking, ambiguity-change, optimism and sociability), trust in manage-
ment on two traits (competitive achievement, inspiration) and job satisfaction
on three traits (competitive achievement, perception, sociability). This indicates
the strong predictive value of self-other agreement compared to self-reports on
several well-being variables. In addition, also as hypothesized, the surface re-
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sponse analysis revealed that as the discrepancy between self-reports and other
ratings increased, well-being decreased.

The results also suggested that overestimators of the Work Personality In-
ventory dimensions are more fatal for the well-being of their subordinates than
underestimators. This effect appeared particularly for one facet of extroversion
(inspiration) and for empathy. Other facets of extraversion were also significant,
as predicted, but the effect sizes were considerably lower than those for inspira-
tion and empathy. Openness to experience and conscientiousness revealed
similar effects, although the effect sizes were also lower.



4 DISCUSSION

The main purpose of this research was to examine the extent to which self-
ratings and other-ratings of personality are in agreement, what kinds of varia-
bles moderate their relationship, and what organizational outcomes result from
such agreement. All three studies demonstrated that self-other agreement of
personality ratings can reach congruence in various organizational contexts re-
gardless of the measures employed. Furthermore, the results demonstrated that
this congruence is affected by situational and demographic moderators, and has
real-life implications for leadership outcomes.

Study I examined the general level of self-other agreement and its modera-
tors in a personnel selection context. Nine of the 15 traits exceeded the mean
agreement coefficient reported by Paunonen (1989). Yet the mean coefficient
was substantially lower than that reported by Connelly and Ones (2010), which
is probably due to the large proportion of close acquaintances in their rater
sample (e.g., family members, friends and cohabitants). A particularly notable
exception compared to previous studies, and contrary to my hypothesis, was
the high agreement found on the anxiety scale, which is a subscale of neuroti-
cism (or the low pole of emotional stability). Neuroticism is usually regarded as
a relatively covert trait for strangers (Connelly & Ones, 2010). It is possible that
a stressful job-seeking situation arouses maximal variance between the candi-
dates being interviewed. In more relaxed situations, this transient activation of
high anxiety would probably not take place, and this individual variation
would remain hidden (see also Allik et al., 2016). This explanation is consistent
with the Realistic Accuracy Model (RAM), which suggests that the visibility of a
trait may be dependent on the contextual demands, and the visibility of a trait
can vary across settings (Funder, 1999). Unfortunately, there was no Personality
Research Form (PRF) data that would have allowed estimation and comparison
of the scale variances across different rating contexts.

I also found that social desirability and the gender and age of the target
moderated self-other agreement. Target age and gender were significant mod-
erators of agreement on certain traits. On anxiety, the moderating effect of age
was positive: age increased the magnitude of the relationship between the self-
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reports and expert ratings. The direction of the association was as suggested in
the literature (e.g., Hubbard, 1994). This could be regarded as tentative support
for the hypothesis that people’s facial expressions, over time, leave lasting trac-
es on their faces, and hence increase self-other agreement. In line with the hy-
pothesis, I also found one substantial gender difference, which was the higher
agreement on aggression in the case of the male targets. This finding is in line
with aggression research (Eagly & Steffen, 1986), which has suggested that
males are culturally permitted to express their aggression more freely in inter-
action. Otherwise, the results contrast with the hypotheses suggested by Funder
(1999) and Hall (1984) that females are easier targets of personality judgment.
This finding might stem from the use of expert judges, who are probably less
vulnerable to gender-related rating biases and, thus, better raters regardless of
the target’s gender (Funder, 1999).

When the socially desirable responding style of the interviewees was stud-
ied, the moderator results suggested that self-other agreement was negatively
related to social desirability on two traits, dominance and defendence. In other
words, higher socially desirable responding in the questionnaire responses led
to lower self-other agreement on these traits. Defendence is an undesirable trait,
so it is possible that interviewees scoring high on social desirability attempt to
hide this trait in the selection process (cf. Funder, 1995; Schmid Mast et al., 2011).
However, socially desirable responding had no effect on the correlations of self-
other agreement with the other facets of neuroticism, guilt feelings and anxiety.
These results seem to suggest that socially desirable responding does not sys-
tematically distort the key elements of self-other agreement. This finding is also
consistent with that of Paunonen (1989), who concluded that social desirability
is not a large component in the ratings either of friends or of strangers. Fur-
thermore, I found no systematic relationships between the level of agreement
and the evaluativeness (desirability) of the trait itself. Funder (1995) argued that
high trait evaluativeness would endanger agreement because targets try to
suppress undesirable information related to the less evaluated traits. My find-
ings yielded no support for this hypothesis.

Study II investigated the relationships between the Big Five personality
dimensions and personality disorder traits with the self-other agreement meth-
od. Thus, the aim was to extend the research methodology beyond correlational
self-report studies. This was done by using expert psychologists” observations
as an additional criterion. The results demonstrated considerable overlap be-
tween the Big Five measures of normal (PK5) and measures of abnormal (SRS)
personality in both samples and regardless of the assessment method, which
supports the spectrum hypothesis and construct validity of the SRS test. Study
IT also extended the previous research to the facet level of the Big Five in an or-
ganizational context.

Samuel and Widiger’s (2008) meta-analysis mainly comprised student and
inpatient/outpatient subsamples. Despite sample differences, many similarities
were found when the direction and magnitude of the PK5 and SRS relation-
ships were examined. As the regression results demonstrated, eight out of the
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10 Axis II disorder ratings were predicted with equal or better accuracy by the
Big Five self-reports than the SRS self-reports. The antisocial and schizotypal
ratings were the only ones to gain significant incremental validity from the SRS
self-reports. This indicates that the Axis Il personality disorder traits and the
“normal traits” of the Big Five are associated irrespective of the impact of the
assessment sample or measure.

However, two notable exceptions were observed when the relationships
between the Big Five at the facet level and the Axis II disorders were compared
to previous findings. First, in the present study a substantial relationship was
observed between the antisocial and emotional stability ratings, the main con-
tributor to which was the relaxed facet of PK5. This relationship was neither
found in previous empirical studies (Furnham & Crump, 2005, Samuel &
Widiger, 2008), nor predicted by Widiger, Trull, Clarkin, Sanderson and Costa
(2002). Yet this finding is compatible with clinical predictions, which have iden-
tified an exceptionally relaxed state between episodes of restless, anti-social be-
havior in psychopaths (Martens, 1997). In addition, I found a relatively strong
negative relationship between schizotypal disorder and the prudent facet of
PK5. This was not predicted by Widiger et al. (2002), and it was not found as
clearly in the study by Furnham and Crump (2005). However, a recent meta-
analysis (Samuel & Widiger, 2008), demonstrated a small but significant nega-
tive relationship between schizotypal disorder and all the facets of conscien-
tiousness. One theoretical explanation can be derived from the different think-
ing styles of these two conditions: the DSM-IV describes one of the symptoms
of schizotypal disorder as odd or ““magical thinking that influences behavior
and is inconsistent with subcultural norms.” Thus, this finding might be ex-
plained by the lack of common sense, order and control in the thinking styles of
highly schizotypal people.

Study III investigated subordinates” occupational well-being and its rela-
tionships with the overall magnitude of the rating agreement on leader person-
ality, the incremental validity of agreement over and beyond managers’ self-
reported personality, and the direction of the discrepancy. The findings extend
the existing literature in some important ways. To the best of my knowledge, no
previous self-other agreement research has investigated the connection between
leaders” personality and subordinates” occupational well-being.

The main results of the Study III seemed to be generally consistent with
the previous findings on self-other agreement and its beneficial effects on lead-
ership outcomes (e.g., Fleenor et al., 2010). As hypothesized, the results re-
vealed that as the discrepancy between self-reports and other ratings increased,
well-being decreased. Although the evidence suggests that self-other agreement
has a substantial relationship with well-being, the exact mediating process by
which the effect occurs remains unclear. One explanation for the strong effect of
high self-other agreement has been self-awareness. This explanation lends sup-
port to the view that authentic leadership is effective, because authenticity re-
fers to awareness of one’s strengths and weaknesses, ambiguities, inconsisten-
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cies and limits of self-knowledge and acting in tune with one’s true self (Lu-
thans & Avolio, 2003).

The results demonstrated that self-other agreement can bring a significant
incremental validity above and beyond self-reported personality. Colbert, Judge,
Choi, and Wang (2012) suggest that there are two reasons why observer ratings
can be expected to contribute to the prediction of work-related outcomes. First,
self-reports and observer ratings are able to capture unique information on the
target. Second, both sources of information are likely to predict unique variance
in the outcomes as both personality and outcomes are based on observer ratings
of trait expression.

Among the personality traits, self-other agreement on extraversion (com-
petitive achievement, leadership, inspiration), was the most strongly related to
the occupational well-being of subordinates. This outcome was not expected,
and it seems that personality traits are not equal as self-other agreement predic-
tors: agreement on extraversion seemed to be more important than agreement
on the other traits when predicting organizational outcomes. It was also inter-
esting to note that the extraversion-related traits were not the most observable
traits but instead were of average magnitude. Nonetheless, they were the best
self-other agreement predictor of well-being. This supports the previous find-
ings that extraversion is an important trait in leadership behavior, emergence
and leaderlikeness (Colbert et al., 2012; Offermann, Kennedy, & Wirtz, 1994) an
sich, and this importance cannot be accounted for solely by its visibility.

It proved to be beneficial for subordinates” well-being that their assess-
ments of their managers” work-related personality clustered towards the high
pole of the assessment scale for certain traits, even if the manager’s self-
assessment tended towards the low pole of the assessment scale for the same
traits. More specifically, when subordinates see a manager as leaderlike (facets
of extraversion in WOPI) but the manager disagrees, the fact that the manager
might be underestimating his/her leadership traits does not endanger the well-
being of subordinates. This effect appears, in particular, for one facet of extro-
version (inspiration) and for empathy, when superior support is used as a crite-
rion. This finding suggests that underestimating one’s own empathy or extra-
version is less fatal for well-being outcomes than overestimating these traits: i.e.,
humility is better than hubris.

Taking all the findings from Studies I, II, and III into consideration, it
would seem that self-other agreement of personality ratings can reach a high
level of congruence in diverse organizational contexts regardless of the
measures employed. Compared to previous studies, the mean effect size of self-
other agreement seemed to fall somewhere between self-informant and self-
stranger ratings (e.g., Paunonen, 1989; Connelly & Ones, 2010). All the personal-
ity measures utilized (PRF, PK5, SRS and WOPI) reached significant self-other
agreement coefficients on several personality traits. This finding supports Da-
vid Funder’'s RAM (Funder, 1999), which is based on a realistic and optimistic
interpretation of personality judgments. Furthermore, as the findings in Study
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III demonstrated, self-other agreement on personality can have significant real-
life implications in manager-subordinate relationships.

4.1 Limitations

Both Studies I and II have their limitations. These mainly stem from the choice
of sample population and the small number of personality judges. In Study I,
the judgment context was exceptionally structured and controlled; hence, it was
not possible to study the information amount or quality as a moderator of
agreement, which are one important components of the RAM (Funder, 1999)
and a relevant variable in a selection interview (Barrick et al., 2000).

In Study II, the validation sample consisted mainly of Finnish adults who
were active in their work life. It is, therefore, unlikely that this sample popula-
tion contained individuals with severe personality disorders. Additional re-
search with different sample populations should be conducted before further
generalizing the spectrum hypothesis. Second, the self-reports were based on
particular questionnaires, namely PK5 and SRS. These are both well standard-
ized and so far the most reliable self-report tests of the Big Five and DSM disor-
ders used in Finnish psychological assessment centers. However, utilizing dif-
ferent inventories, even those with the same theoretical background, would
probably have led to slightly different results. This incommensurability can
give rise to theoretical concerns when comparing samples and results from dif-
ferent countries, even with more established measures. As Samuel and Widiger
(2008) demonstrated, associations between the Big Five and personality disor-
ders vary across measuring instruments.

It was not possible in either of these two studies to explore the inter-rater
reliability, rating consensus or judge properties, mainly owing to the dyadic
nature of the interviews and the small size of the interviewer sample (n = 14
and n = 15). The accuracy of the judges can act as a self-other agreement mod-
erator, according to both the RAM and empirical research (Schmid Mast et al.,
2011). Although the convergent effects were statistically significant in both
studies (and thus indirectly supported the reliability of the expert ratings), the
relatively small sample size of professional judges and the unequal number of
targets rated by each judge did not allow us to explore possible differences in
rating accuracy between raters. The large sample size required for moderator
tests makes these effects difficult to detect. However, it is likely that the indi-
vidual accuracy of the judges plays a significant role in the judgment process
(the concept of “good judge”, Funder, 1999).

The main limitations in Study III relate to the cross-sectional research de-
sign and the measures employed. The cross-sectional research design means
that caution is needed when drawing conclusions about causality. Many previ-
ous studies (e.g., Nichols & Cottrell, 2014) have implied that high self-other
agreement can be expected to lead to positive outcomes. Sosik and Megerian
(1999) suggested that managerial self-other agreement moderates the relation-
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ships between some aspects of emotional intelligence, transformational leader-
ship behavior and managerial performance. Yet it is theoretically plausible that
a positive relationship between a leader and a subordinate will lead to in-
creased interaction, which, in turn, will lead to a better knowledge of the other
person and, thus, higher self-other agreement. Therefore, the direction of cau-
sality and the effect of mediators should be interpreted tentatively.

In the present sample, the outcome variable (well-being of subordinates)
and the other-ratings were not obtained from separate sources. Thus, it is possi-
ble that common method variance at least partially explains the strong associa-
tions found between the observer ratings and the leadership outcomes. The lim-
itations of our sample prevented us from using relative weight analysis (John-
son, 2000) or similar analytical methods, which may have revealed the propor-
tionate contribution of each rating type in explaining the total variance of the
well-being outcomes (Connelly & Ones, 2010). It would be useful to adopt less
subjective measures of well-being and performance that focus on outcomes of
competent leadership behavior. This would help to obtain data from statistical-
ly independent sources.

4.2 Strengths

In both Studies I and II, the main contribution was to seek answers to the tradi-
tional research questions about self-other agreement in a real-life assessment
center with expert judges and target moderators. The judges and targets were
highly-educated professionals rather than students conducting a mock inter-
view (cf. Barrick et al., 2000; Schmid Mast et al., 2011). This gives confidence in
generalizing the results to an applicant population of this type and improves
the applicability of the results in practice. Surprisingly few studies have consid-
ered a real-life selection context when investigating agreement on personality
judgments (Blackman, 2002; Blackman & Funder, 2002; Furnham et al., 2008),
despite of its practical importance in selection decisions.

The results in both studies demonstrated that expert ratings in the case of
job interviews can reach significant agreement on some traits and moderate
agreement on many others. Interestingly, in Study I, self-other agreement also
emerged on less visible traits also of importance in predicting job performance,
e.g., neuroticism (Barrick et al., 2000). This suggests that the assessment center
setting may play a major role when judging certain traits (cf. Furnham et al,,
2008), and that the visibility of a trait may be dependent on the demands of the
assessment situation.

Study II demonstrated considerable overlap between the Big Five trait
measures of normal and DSM measures of psychopathological personality. The
key contribution of this study was its use of expert industrial and organization-
al psychologists as an external criterion to explore this overlap. It also extended
previous research to an organizational context and to the facet level of the Big
Five. These results are also well in line with current efforts to restructure the
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description and diagnosis of personality disorders in the spirit of the dimen-
sional model of personality disorders, as outlined in the DSM-5 (American Psy-
chiatric Association, 2011). The results also indicate that the SRS measure has a
significant amount of construct validity, when the magnitude of self-other
agreement coefficients and relationship between convergent/divergent validity
are used as criteria.

The findings in Study III extend the existing literature in some important
ways. To the best of my knowledge, no previous self-other agreement research
has investigated the connection between leaders’” personality and subordinates’
occupational well-being. The methods chosen for the statistical analyses can be
considered a technical strength of the study. Furthermore, it revealed the in-
cremental validity of self-other agreement above and beyond self-reports of
personality. If the concept of self-awareness is to be more useful, additional re-
search is needed to clarify the distinctions between different types of discrepan-
cy and personality traits. For example, both over- and underestimators of extra-
version are lacking self-awareness, but the organizational outcomes may be
completely different, as our results demonstrated.

4.3 Practical implications

Interviewer ratings of applicant personality are useful because they are related
to important outcomes at work (Barrick et al., 2000; Connelly & Ones, 2010).
Study I contributes valuable nuances to discussion on the impact of moderators
in the personality judgment process. From a practical perspective, it seems like-
ly that the validity of personality judgments is not seriously threatened either
by the socially desirable responding of targets or the evaluativeness of traits.
Furthermore, the effect of targets’ age played only a minor role in self-other
agreement.

The results in Study II are potentially useful for taxonomists of personality
disorders as well as psychometricians attempting to devise valid self-report
measures of personality disorder traits. The SRS self-report inventory provides
a new perspective on the Big Five dimensions that are already included in
many selection and development assessments. In addition, the relationships
between SRS and PK5 suggest one possible pattern in mapping the Big Five
traits with personality disorders in a personnel assessment context. These asso-
ciations can prove valuable both in making more effective personnel selection
decisions and in designing conceptually elaborated leadership development
programs.

The results in Study III are potentially useful for organizational developers
and industrial and organizational psychologists who want to increase the sub-
jective well-being of teams. Given that the analysis found evidence of signifi-
cant relationships between self-other agreement on certain personality traits
and hypothesized outcomes, I suggest that personality (in addition to 360-
degree or performance measures) should be recognized as a variable with im-
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portant implications for self-other agreement. Moreover, if the concept of self-
awareness is to be more useful, additional research is needed to clarify the dis-
tinctions between different types of discrepancy and personality traits. For ex-
ample, while both over- and underestimators of extraversion are lacking in self-
awareness, their impact on organizational outcomes may be completely differ-
ent, as the results demonstrated.
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YHTEENVETO (SUMMARY)

Persoonallisuuden arviointi, arvioiden yhteneviisyys, arviointia moderoivat
tekijit ja yhtenevyyden seuraukset

Persoonallisuusarvioiden yhteneviisyys on vanha tutkimusaihe, jota voidaan la-
hestyd monelta eri puolelta. Nykyisin on yleisesti hyvaksyttyd, ettd itsearvioinnit
ja ulkopuolisen tekemdt persoonallisuusarvioinnit korreloivat vahvasti keske-
nddn. Varsinkin tietyilld, helposti ulospédin nékyvilld persoonallisuudenpiirteills,
yhtenevdisyys on voimakasta. Vield ei kuitenkaan tiedetd, minkélaiset asiat ja
minkélaisessa ympéristossd tdimén yhtenevdisyyden maddrdan vaikuttavat. N&itad
vaikuttavia asioita kutsutaan moderaattoreiksi.

Yhteneviisyyden tutkimus nojaa vahvasti ns. realistiseen tulkintaan ihmi-
sen persoonallisuudesta: persoonallisuus on suhteellisen pysyvd, tilanteesta toi-
seen ja ylitse ajan sdilyvd ominaisuus, joka joiltakin osin ndkyy myos ulospéin.
Tama mahdollistaa toisen ihmisen piirteiden luotettavan arvioinnin myos hyvin
lyhyen tuttavuuden perusteella. Yhtenevaisyyden ndkokulma tarjoaa myds mah-
dollisuuden validoida persoonallisuustestejd muutenkin kuin niitd keskendan
korreloimalla: kun mukana on riippumaton arvioija, 16ydetty korrelaatio itsear-
vioinnin ja ulkopuolisen arvioinnin valilld on vidhemman triviaali kuin pelkkien
itsearviointitestien valilla.

Témén tutkimuksen tarkoitus oli hyodyntdd arviointien yhtenevidisyyden
tutkimista ty6- ja organisaatiopsykologian keskeisissd kysymyksissd. Metodia
sovellettiin persoonallisuuden arvioinnin tutkimiseen henkildarvioinnissa seké
esimiestyossd asiantuntijaorganisaatiossa. Pitkdstd tutkimusperinteestdan huo-
limatta yhteneviisyyden tutkiminen juuri ndiden kysymysten osalta on ollut
suhteellisen niukkaa.

Ensimmadinen osatutkimus keskittyi selvittdmédn, kuinka vahvoja korre-
laatioita voidaan eri piirteiden vililld saavuttaa henkildarviointipdivan aikana,
kun arviointi tehdddn suhteellisen lyhyen tychaastattelun perusteella. Lisdksi
tutkittiin yhtenevéisyyttd moderoivia tekijoita: piirrettd, jota arvioidaan, arvioi-
tavan ik&dd, sukupuolta ja sosiaalisesti suotavaa vastaamistyylid. Tutkimuksessa
ulkopuolisen arvion muodosti kokenut henkiloarviointipsykologi ja itsearvion
henkildarviointipdivdan osallistunut tyonhakija PRF-testin avulla. Tulokset
osoittivat, ettd keskiméadrin yhtenevéisyys itsearvioiden ja ulkopuolisten arvioi-
den viélilld oli samaa luokkaa kuin aikaisemmissa tutkimuksissa, kun ulkopuoli-
sen arvion tekee tuntematon arvioija. Moderaattorit vaikuttivat enimmékseen
odotetun suuntaisesti, mutta efektit olivat lievi, eikd systemaattista eroa ei syn-
tynyt kuin piirteen osalta: arvioitava piirre vaikutti keskimddrin kaikkein vah-
vimmin arvioiden yhtenevéisyyteen.

Aikaisempi tutkimus on osoittanut, ettd varsinkin johtamiskayttdytymi-
sessd ns. persoonallisuuden pimeilld puolella on suuri merkitys johtamistyon
onnistumisen kannalta. Toinen osatutkimus selvitti itsearvioiden ja ulkopuolis-
ten arvioiden yhtenevyyttd tutkimalla, kuinka vahvasti persoonallisuuden pi-
med puoli (persoonallisuushdiriopiirteet) selittyy persoonallisuustutkimuksessa
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jo vakiintuneiden Big Five -piirteiden avulla. Tutkimuksessa ulkopuoli-sen ar-
vion muodosti kokenut henkiloarviointipsykologi, ja itsearvion itsestdan teki
henkildarviointipdivddn osallistunut tyonhakija. Kliinistd diagnoosia arvioita-
ville ei tehty, vaan persoonallisuushéiriopiirteiden voimakkuus arvioitiin tyo-
haastattelun avulla. Tyohaastattelussa tehtyjd arvioita puolestaan selitettiin vuo-
rotellen sekd SRS- ettd PK5-persoonallisuustestien itsearviointien avulla. Tulok-
set osoittivat, ettd PK5-testi on monien piirteiden osalta ldhes yhtd hyvé tai yhta
hyvé persoonallisuushéiriopiirteiden selittdjd kuin varta vasten niitd mittaamaan
kehitetty SRS-testi. Samalla saatiin uutta tietoa SRS-testin validiteetista ja sovel-
tuvuudesta persoonallisuuden pimedn puolen kartoittamiseen henkildarviointi-
tilanteessa.

Kolmas osatutkimus selvitti, minkélaisia kdytannon vaikutuksia persoonal-
lisuusarviointien yhtenevdisyydelld on suuressa suomalaisessa asiantuntijaor-
ganisaatiossa. Tassd tutkimuksessa arvioitavina olivat asiantuntijaorganisaation
esimiehet, ja esimiestyon onnistumisen kriteerind oli alaisten kokema tyotyyty-
védisyys. Esimiehet arvioivat omaa persoonallisuuttaan WOPI-testilld, ja alaiset
arvioivat esimiestensd persoonallisuutta vastaavien piirteiden avulla. Tulokset
osoittivat, ettd korkea yhteneviisyys alaisten ja esimiesten vélisissd persoonalli-
suusarvioinneissa tuotti positiivisia arvioita myos tyotyytyvédisyydessd. Vastaa-
vasti heikko yhtenevdisyys persoonallisuusarvioinneissa oli yhteydessd mata-
lampaan tyotyytyvéisyyteen. Tulos oli sikali ylldttdvankin vahva, ettd persoonal-
lisuusarviointien yhteneviisyys selitti laajemmin alaisten tyotyytyvéisyyttd kuin
esimiehen persoonallisuus sindnsa.

Yhteenvetona voidaan todeta, ettd kaikissa osatutkimuksissa persoonalli-
suuden itsearviointien ja ulkopuolisen arvion vilillad 16ytyi selvd yhteys useam-
malla eri piirteelld. Tama 16yto tukee realistista tulkintaa persoonallisuudesta; se
on suhteellisen stabiili, tilanteesta toiseen sdilyvd ominaisuus, joka vaikuttaa ih-
misen kdyttdytymiseen ja siten ndkyy ulospdin myos suhteellisen lyhyen vuoro-
vaikutuksen aikana. Lisédksi ndyttdisi siltd, ettd persoonallisuuden itsearvioinnin
ja ulkopuolisen arvion vélinen yhtenevéisyys on ilmid, joka vaikuttaa merkitta-
vasti myos kdytannon tilanteisiin (kuten esimerkiksi esimiestyon onnistumiseen,
kun kriteerind on alaisten tyotyytyvaisyys). Yksi selitys tdhdn vaikutukseen voi
olla esimiehen itsetuntemus, joka tulee nékyviin persoonallisuusarvioiden yhte-
nevdisyytend.
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RUNNING HEAD: Self-other agreement of personality judgments in job interviews

ABSTRACT
The article investigated agreement between self-reports and stranger ratings of personality. A
sample of 139 real-life job applicants was interviewed by expert psychologists upon entrance to
assessment center. The applicants provided self-descriptions on 15 personality factors, and the
psychologists rated the same traits of each target based on their impressions in the interview. The
results demonstrated that professional judges can reach a substantial self-other agreement (SOA)
on several traits even when the targets are strangers, and that the trait being judged, the target’s

gender, age and social desirability have an effect on the level of agreement.

INTRODUCTION

Perceptions of other people’s personality have been in focal point in the tradition of
social cognition since the famous Solomon Asch studies in 1940’s (Kihlstrom & Haste, 1997).
Even the older tradition of peer judgments can be traced to Estes’ reports in 1930’s (Estes, 1938).
Sometimes extremely subtle cues, in combination with successful cue utilization, enable accurate
judgments. Some studies have called this accuracy “zero-acquaintance conditions” (Albright,
Kenny, & Malloy, 1988), some refer to “minimal information” (Borkenau & Liebler, 1992),
whereas Ambady and Rosenthal (1992) have described this phenomenon as judgment of
personality on “thin slices of behavior.” The recent research generally concludes that personality
judgments can reach considerable self- and peer-judge agreement on a basis of considerably thin
information when the congruence of target self-reports and external judge ratings is used as a
criterion (Connelly & Ones, 2010; John & Robins, 1993; Paunonen, 1989; Zebrowitz & Collins,
1997; Funder, 1999; Biesanz, Human, Paquin, Chan, Parisotto, Sarracino, & Gillis, 2011).

Furnham, Jensen & Crump (2008) demonstrated that work-related assessment center constructs
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and corresponding personality traits can reach substantial and significant self-other correlations.
The self-other agreement (SOA) of judgments has many practical implications in organisational
settings; e.g., predicting leadership behavior and job performance have recently grown in
importance (e.g., Fleenor, Smither, Atwater, Braddy, & Sturm, 2010; Connelly & Ones, 2010;
Church, 1997).

When the statistical significance or importance of SOA is no longer at issue,
attention has been directed to exploring the specific conditions under which agreement may be
higher or lower. These conditions have sometimes been labeled as moderators (Funder, 1999) or
determinants (John & Robins, 1993) of self-other agreement. Previous studies have suggested
several moderators of agreement, such as the trait being judged, target or judge gender, level of
acquaintanceship between the target and the judge, and judgment context (Funder, 2012; Funder
& Dobroth, 1987; Funder & Colvin; 1988; Paunonen, 1989; John & Robins, 1993). Barrick et al.
(2000) examined the moderators of SOA in the recruitment interview by focusing on the
moderating effects of interview design (structure and content). The present study aims to
investigate the effect of moderating factors in a real-life personnel selection interview by
focusing on the moderating effects of target traits, gender, age and social desirability.
Moderators of SOA

One comprehensive model of person perception is the Realistic Accuracy Model
(RAM) (Funder, 1999; Funder, 2012). The RAM divides the SOA moderator effects into four
classes: properties of the judge, the target, the trait, and the information on which the judgment is
based. The judge must observe trait-relevant cues and appropriately assemble the cues to form an
impression of the target. Accurate judgments can be formed when these conditions of the process

are met.
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In the present study the judgment context was highly structured (and thus similar
for all targets); hence the information as a moderator of agreement was not studied. Furthermore,
the limited amount of professional judges prevented us from considering the properties of the
judge (cf. Schmid Mast, Bangerter, Bulliard, & Aerni, 2011). Hence, questions about variability
of judges’ accuracy and information sources are outside of the scope of this study. Instead we
concentrate on the properties of the trait and the target. We also expand previous research with
taking into account some novel moderator effects.

According to the RAM, one potential moderator of SOA is the personality trait
being judged (Funder, 1999; Funder, 2012). The most widely adopted framework in SOA studies
is the Five Factor Model (FFM) (Connelly & Ones, 2010) or closely related constructs
(Nederstrom & Furnham, 2012). The FFM includes five global personality traits
(Intellect/Imagination, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Neuroticism) of
personality (Costa & McCrae, 1992; Costa & McCrae, 2006). Previous research suggests that
personality traits related to Extraversion are most likely to become visible in overt social
interaction, while neurotic traits are usually considered more covert dimensions (Funder, 2012;
Connelly & Ones, 2010). Barrick, Patton, & Haugland (2000) demonstrated that recruiters were
able to judge applicants’ Extraversion, Openness, and Agreeableness correctly in a 30 min job
interview. In addition to the numerous works on the FFM, Paunonen (1989) demonstrated that
the most observable motivational traits of the Personality Research Form (PRF; Jackson, 1999)
framework are Harmavoidance, Play, Achievement, Nurturance, and Sentience.

Despite of visibility an sich, some traits are considered more valuable than the
others and this social value can be emphasized in the assessment context. While social

desirability (e.g., Paulhus & John, 1998) is a target-level individual difference, trait
5
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evaluativeness is a trait-level construct (Funder, 1995). Several studies have demonstrated
differences in trait evaluativeness (Birkeland et al., 2006; John & Robins, 1993; Feldt &
Honkaniemi 2008). In real-life settings, applicants across all job types scored significantly higher
than non-applicants particularly on Emotional stability and Conscientiousness (Birkeland et al.,
2006). John & Robins (1993) suggested Agreeableness to be the most evaluative trait. Because
assessment center targets may try to emphasize behavior related to desirable traits and suppress
less desirable behavior, judges are likely to observe fewer genuine cues for traits (Funder, 1995),
such as Conscientiousness, Agreeableness and Neuroticism.

Potential moderators can be found from demographic factors related to target, such
as the gender and age of the target. Some SOA studies have suggested that, on average, women
are easier to judge than men (Funder, 1999), but so far the results are tentative (Little & Perrett,
2007). One hypothesis accounting for this difference relates to targets’ expressed behavior:
women are considered to be more nonverbally expressive (Hall, 1984; Funder, 1999; Buck,
Miller, & Caul, 1974). On the other hand, these findings have not been consistent, and the gender
difference in judgability has not been studied with individuals applying for a job (however, see
Furnham et al. (2008).

Targets’ age might also act as a moderator of agreement. One reason for this may
be that people's facial expressions, over time, form lasting features on their faces, increasing the
judgability of older targets. However, this hypothesis is premature and research mostly
unpublished (e.g., Hubbard, 1994). So far there have not been any comprehensive results on the
effect of the target age (cf. Borkenau, Mauer, Riemann, Spinath, & Angleitner, 2004; McCrae &

Costa, 1982; Little & Perrett, 2007), so this demographic moderator is worth studying.
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Finally, one target moderator can be identified from the context of judgment and its
effect on certain targets. Some targets’ behaviors and response styles in personnel selection can
be based rather on image management than natural manners (Birkeland, Manson, Kisamore,
Brannick & Smith, 2006; Hogan, Hogan & Roberts, 1996; Honkaniemi & Feldt, 2008). This
response bias is present when job applicants know they are under evaluation (Barrick et al.,
2000; Honkaniemi & Feldt, 2008): they try to conceal undesirable traits and highlight desirable
traits in their questionnaire responses. Despite of the importance of this desirability moderator
regarding SOA, research has seldom been conducted, as far as the authors know, in a selection
assessment center (however, see Schmid Mast et al., 2011; Barrick et al., 2000; Blackman &
Funder, 2002; Blackman, 2002).

Aims and hypotheses of this study

Our main aim was to examine SOA of personality judgments in a personnel
selection process. What demographic and personality factors affect agreement? We concentrated
on the general magnitude of SOA and its five potential moderators: the trait being judged,
evaluativeness of the trait, the social desirability, the gender, and the age of the target, and
examined these relationships through six research questions. Four of the six questions were
structured, two more explorative in their nature.

1) What level of SOA can be achieved in job interviews, when judges are experts
in assessing personality, compared to previous research on agreement? We hypothesize that
expert judges can yield higher mean agreement coefficients than previous studies have
demonstrated, when the targets are strangers (Connelly & Ones, 2010; Paunonen, 1989; John &

Robins, 1993).
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2) What are the most judgable traits? We hypothesize that the most visible traits
will be related to Extraversion and most covert traits to Neuroticism, as demonstrated in previous
studies (Barrick et al., 2000; Funder, 2012; Connelly & Ones, 2010).

3) John & Robins (1993) demonstrated that self-other agreement increases as
traits become more neutral and decreases with more undesirable/desirable and less neutral traits,
which is a finding consistent with the RAM model (Funder, 1999). We hypothesize that this
tendency will decrease SOA for highly evaluated traits (Conscientiousness, Agreeableness,
Neuroticism) and increase SOA for more neutral traits (Extraversion, Openness), as earlier
research has suggested (Funder, 1995; Connelly & Ones, 2010).

4) Does the socially desirable response style of a target act as a moderator for
agreement? The effect of desirability was considered particularly relevant due to the job-seeking
context of the assessments. As studies accounting for the effects of social desirability in
personality judgment tasks have thus far been scarce and contradictory, we let this hypothesis
remain an explorative question.

5) We hypothesize that there will be a significant difference between female and
male targets. On average, female targets will reach higher mean agreement, except on
Aggression. This trait will reach higher agreement with male subjects, due to cultural allowance
for males to express their behavioral aggression more freely in interaction (Eagly & Steffen,
1986).

6) Can target age act as a moderator in a judgment situation? Borkenau et al.
(2004) demonstrated that shared age stereotypes were mostly accurate and contributed negligibly

to the agreement among judges. However, studies on this moderator on self-other agreement in
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organisational settings are virtually non-existent. Therefore, we let this hypothesis remain an

explorative question.

METHOD

Procedure

The data were derived from a Finnish assessment center in 2006-2007. All
personality judgments were made in a 1-day psychological assessment during structured job
selection interviews by expert psychologists. Research has shown that unstructured interview
formats produce a richer quality response and nonverbal behavior from the job applicant and
subsequently stronger levels of SOA (Blackman, 2002); hence the restricted context was not
ideal for judges. The judges were assigned to the targets randomly. The assessment day typically
lasted 6-8 hours and included several personality and ability tests with supervising assistants,
discussion group exercises, and a one-hour job selection interview. The interaction between
judges and targets was restricted to this job interview. The judges resorted to no test results
before making their judgments. Care was taken to ensure that the judges had no previous contact
with the targets.
Participants

The targets in the study included 139 job-seeking candidates (84 males and 55
females) in various age groups (23-56 years, mean 36 years, SD=8.4 years). Most of the job
applicants were seeking managerial positions; hence the emphasis in the assessment day was on
managerial competencies. Judges (N=14, seven males and seven females) were all professional

psychologists, who had several years of working experience as assessment consultants and
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interviewers (5-25 years of experience, ages 33-53). Their main expertise and background was in
1/0 psychology, and several judges had received additional clinical training. Hence, a total of 14
expert judges assessed a total of 139 targets individually (every job candidate met only with one
judge). Most of the judges rated 10 to 15 candidates, while the range was 1-18 judgements and
median 10.5 judgments per consultant.

Measures

In addition to the widespread FFM, Allport’s (1937) distinction between
expressive-stylistic traits and motivational traits and Murray’s famous motivational taxonomy
(Murray, 1938) have inspired many personality measuring instruments, such as Douglas
Jackson’s Personality Research Form (PRF) (Jackson, 1999), which is applied in the present
study. We focus here on 15 motivational traits of the Finnish version of PRF (Niitamo, 1997),
including two Neuroticism-related traits (Anxiety and Guilt feelings).

In order to investigate job-seekers’ self-reported personality, all targets filled 15
scales of the Finnish version of the PRF Form E inventory (Jackson, 1999). The Finnish PRF
was originally validated in 1997 in the Finnish Institute of Occupational Health (FIOH), and it
has since been standardised and validated with over 10 000 recruitment candidates (cf. Furnhan
& Nederstrom, 2010; Honkaniemi & Feldt, 2008). In the Finnish version, only the scales with
better than a=0.60 internal consistency were included, but the construction of the remaining
scales is the same as in Jackson’s version (Niitamo, 1997). Each personality scale was measured
by 16 items (except Anxiety, which is measured by 20 items) that the respondent is instructed to
mark as either True or False. Answers to each scale were tallied to form a raw score. These
scales were (reliability in personnel selection sample in parenthesis): Achievement (0=0.74),

Affiliation (0=0.82), Aggression (0a=0.73), Cognitive Structure (0¢=0.69), Defendence (0=0.72),
10
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Dominance (0=0.86), Exhibition (¢=0.85), Harmavoidance (0=0.84), Impulsivity (¢=0.82),
Nurturance (0=0.72), Order (0=0.89), Sentience (0=0.74), and Succorance (0=0.70). The rest of
the original scales (with reliabilities lower than 0=0.60; Abasement, Autonomy, Change,
Desirability, Endurance, Infrequency, Play, Social Recognition, Understanding) were not
included in the Finnish version (Niitamo, 1997). Two additional neuroticism-related trait scales
were used instead (Guilt feelings and Anxiety, alphas 0.72 and 0.90). These scales were factor-
analyzed with the original scales. The results are extensively introduced in a Finnish validation
manual of PRF (Niitamo, 1997) and are available upon request from the first author. In addition
to content scales, the PRF includes a scale for social desirability (SD), which contains 12 items,
and its alpha is 0.70 in a Finnish standardization sample.

In order to rate job-seekers’ personality, all judges filled an external personality
rating form after the interview. The form included a short verbal description of low and high
poles of PRF dimensions with a graphic 1-10 rating scale for each dimension. Thus, the 14
judges rated a total of 15 different personality traits of 139 targets.

Statistical analyses

The statistical analysis was performed in several steps. First we calculated
Pearson’s correlations between PRF self-report and expert ratings for all targets and all
personality traits. These associations were examined by using both divergent and convergent
correlations. Divergent validity helps to establish convergent validity by demonstrating that the
construct the judges were assessing (e.g., Anxiety) is different from other constructs that might
emit similar trait-relevant cues (e.g., Guilt feelings). In an ideal situation, each convergent
correlation should be significant and exceed the highest divergent correlation (e.g., Bastiaansen,

Rossi & DeFruyt, 2012).
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The next step was to calculate SOA coefficients separately for male and female
targets. The significance of these differences was computed with a procedure introduced by
McNemar (1962). Alexander and DeShon (1994) suggested, based on a Monte Carlo study, that
researchers should avoid using the moderated multiple regression (MMR) analysis when testing
hypotheses regarding categorical moderators.

In the third step, we calculated a rank order of evaluativeness for PRF traits by
correlating every PRF trait to the SD scale. This SD estimate for trait evaluativeness was adopted
for the present sample, because trait evaluativeness may depend on the assessment context and
purpose (Birkeland et al., 2006). This procedure allowed us to examine on which traits the
greatest social value is placed in the present sample instead of relying on external data.

In the fourth step we evaluated SOA as a function of target age by employing
MMR analysis (Howell, 2002). The self-reports were entered into the regression equation,
followed by target age and the product term “self-report x age”, when using the expert ratings as
a criterion variable. A moderator effect is revealed if the product term adds significant prediction
beyond the linear contributions of the predictor variable (self-reports) and the moderator variable
(target age) (Paunonen & Jackson, 1988; Paunonen, 1989). This procedure was repeated for each
PREF trait.

The fifth step included an MMR, where we evaluated self-other agreement as a
function of targets’ social desirability. The self-reports were entered into the regression equation,
followed by target SD and the product term “self-report x SD”. This procedure was repeated,

again, for each PREF trait.

RESULTS
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To examine the hypothesis that job interviews by expert judges can achieve a
substantial level of SOA, targets’ self-reports were correlated with expert ratings. As the first
column in Table 1 indicates, these findings were generally supportive for the hypothesis. 12 of
the 15 dimensions judged and the other (Anxiety) of the two Neuroticism subscales yielded
significant self-other correlations. The mean and median self-other trait correlations were 0.25 in
the present study. The number of divergent correlations equal to or higher than the convergent
correlation was relatively low. This convergence demonstrated the judges’ ability to conceptually
separate the traits from each other, although some individual divergent correlations were higher
than the convergent ones for Defendence and Succorance, which were not differentiated

accurately from the other traits.

[INSERT TABLE 1 HERE]

We examined the evaluativeness of the traits through their relationship to social
desirability as a criterion. Seven of the 15 PRF traits (Aggression, Achievement, Nurturance,
Impulsivity, Order, Cognitive Structure, Defendence) had a substantial (r>.20) and significant
(p<**) association with the SD scale. Thus, these can be considered highly evaluative traits,
which support earlier suggestions of evaluativeness (Birkeland et al., 2006; Connelly & Ones,
2010). However, these traits carried no relationship to the rank order of SOA as described in

Table 1, but instead, were randomly distributed.
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Table 2 shows the agreement coefficient difference between genders in absolute
Fisher z-scores and the significance of the difference!. As the z-score shows, there was one
significant gender difference in trait judgability, namely in Aggression. The results demonstrated
that male targets were significantly easier to judge on this trait. There was also a minor (z-score
>1) gender difference on Affiliation, Guilt Feelings, Sentience, Dominance, and Achievement.
The male targets were easier targets on all of the aforementioned six traits except on

Achievement, although the coefficient differences were not significant.

[INSERT TABLE 2 HERE)]

The results of 15 MMR analyses can be seen in the fourth and fifth columns of
Table 2. These analyses demonstrated a significant effect of target age on one PRF trait, namely
Anxiety. On this trait, the moderating effect of age was positive: age increased the relationship
between self-reports and expert ratings (p=.20, t=2.42*). The moderator analyses revealed no
significant interaction effects for other traits. In addition, the MMR with SD as a moderator
revealed two significant traits, where SOA was negatively related to SD, namely Dominance
(B=.-158, t=-2.20*) and Defendence (B=-.23, t=-2.67**). On these two traits, lower SD led to

higher SOA.

DISCUSSION

" The Fisher r to z transformation was used to estimate the significance of these differences.
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Our results can be compared to previous studies of SOA: those reported by
Paunonen (1989), with correlations of PRF scales across different levels of target-judge
acquaintanceship (mean agreement coefficient 0.22, median 0.24, range 0.08-0.42), and
agreement on the Five-Factor traits reported by Connelly & Ones (2010) (mean agreement
coefficient across all rating groups 0.46, median 0.45, range 0.39-0.51). The mean and median
self-other trait correlations were 0.25 in the present study. Nine of the 15 traits exceeded the
mean agreement coefficient reported by Paunonen (1989). Yet our mean coefficient was
substantially lower than what Connelly & Ones (2010) reported, which is probably due to a large
amount of close acquaintances in their rater sample (e.g., family members, friends and
cohabitators).

Several previous findings have suggested that traits related to Extraversion are
easier to judge, whereas Emotional stability and Intellect/Imagination provide less visible cues
for an accurate judgment (Borkenau & Liebler, 1992; John & Robins, 1993; Funder & Dobroth,
1987; Funder, 2012). Funder (1995) suggested that the difference in trait judgability is mainly
due to differences in trait evaluativeness and level of visibility.

The following trait results are interpreted by grouping them according to the FFM
(Ashton, Jackson, Helmes & Paunonen, 1998). The effect sizes on Extraversion-related traits
Dominance (r=.52) and Exhibition (r=.42) were comparable to findings on SOA with
cohabitators and higher than self-stranger agreement (Connelly & Ones, 2010), even when the
expert judges had no prior interaction with their targets. The visibility of these two traits in the
present study might have been inflated due to the job-interview situation, which is a highly
interactive and self-representative context. Furthermore, this finding gives support to the

hypothesis that these personality traits are relevant, available and non-evaluative (Funder, 1995).
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One Extraversion-related trait, Affiliation, appear as less visible than the others. This could have
been due to the item content of this trait in PRF, which is linked more closely to hidden
Agreeableness than expressive Extraversion.

Conscientiousness, which has been considered a highly work-relevant (e.g.,
Barrick & Mount, 1991; Saldago, 2003) and also a socially desirable trait (Birkeland, 2006;
Paulhus & John, 1998; Honkaniemi & Feldt, 2008) includes Cognitive Structure, Order,
Achievement, and Impulsivity (reversed) of PRF. All other traits except Achievement yielded a
significant agreement, although the effect size was smaller than within Extraversion. This finding
is comparable to ratings of work colleagues and incidental acquaintances on Conscientiousness
(Connelly & Ones, 2010).

On Agreeableness-related traits (Nurturance and Succorance,), the agreement
appeared to be relatively low. This was in line with Paunonen (1989) with regard to Succorance,
whereas he reported a substantial agreement (r=.36) on Nurturance. Agreeableness has reached
somewhat mixed results also in studies using the FFM framework (Connelly & Ones, 2010). The
contradictory results may stem from the divergent nature of the Agreeableness subscales; their
number and content vary between measuring instruments. The high evaluativeness of this trait
can also offer an explanation for the previous discrepant findings (John & Robins, 1993).

Harmavoidance and Sentience, which both are related to Intellect/Imagination,
were judged almost with the same level of agreement as in Paunonen’s study (1989). The
agreement on Sentience (r=.37) was higher than found in most of the zero-acquaintance
judgments on Intellect/Imagination trait (Connelly & Ones, 2010). Yet the agreement on this
scale was similar to the agreement coefficients reported by Paunonen (r=.36; 1989). This result

might be explained by item differences between the corresponding PRF and the FFM scales.
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A particularly notable exception compared to previous studies, and contrary to our
hypothesis, was high agreement on Anxiety scale, which is a subscale of Neuroticism (or the low
pole of Emotional Stability). Neuroticism is usually regarded as a relatively covert trait for
strangers (Connelly & Ones, 2010). On the other hand, this finding is consistent with those of
Furnham et al. (2008), who demonstrated that work-related assessment center constructs and
Neuroticism-related traits can reach substantial self-other correlations. It is possible that a
stressful job-seeking situation arouses maximal variance between the interviewed candidates. In
more relaxed situations this transient activation of the high Anxiety would probably not take
place, and this individual variation would have remained hidden. This explanation is consistent
with the RAM model, which suggests that the visibility of a trait may be dependent on the
contextual demands, and the visibility of a trait can vary across settings (Funder, 1999).

The SOA appeared significantly also on another subscale of Neuroticism, namely
Aggression, which reached greater agreement than reported by Paunonen (1989). The agreement
on this scale was mainly contributed by male targets, which is discussed in the following
paragraphs. The other facets of Neuroticism (Defendence, Guilt Feelings) were judged with zero
or almost zero agreement, which is in line with the findings of Paunonen (1989). This could be
due to the more hidden, indirect and passive nature of behaviors related to these scales.

When examining the evaluativeness of the traits, seven of the PRF traits
(Aggression, Achievement, Nurturance, Impulsivity, Order, Cognitive Structure, Defendence)
had a significant relationship with the SD scale. This result is consistent with previous studies,
which suggest that in the FFM Conscientiousness (Achievement, Impulsivity, Order and
Cognitive Structure), Agreeableness (Nurturance) and Neuroticism (Defendence and

Aggression) are the most evaluatively loaded traits (Birkeland, et al., 2006; John & Robins,
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1993). However, we found no systematic relationships between the agreement level and the
desirability of the traits. Funder (1995) argued that high trait evaluativeness would endanger
SOA because targets try to suppress undesirable trait information. Our findings yielded no
support to this hypothesis.

When the socially desirable responding style of interviewees was studied, the
moderator results suggested that SOA was negatively related to SD on two traits, Dominance and
Defendence. In other words, higher social desirability in questionnaire responses led to lower
SOA on these traits. Defendence is an undesirable trait, so it is plausible that interviewees high in
SD attempt to hide this trait in the selection process (cf. Funder, 1995; Schmid Mast et al., 2011).
This finding was in line with our hypothesis, even the SD had no effect on the correlations on
other facets of Neuroticism. These results seem to suggest that SD does not systematically distort
the key elements of SOA. This finding is consistent with that of Paunonen (1989), who
concluded that social desirability was found not to be a large component in the ratings of friends
or of strangers. One explanation for this result may be a consistent effort put to impression
management: targets high in SD can distort both their questionnaire responses and interview
behavior.

Target age and gender were significant moderators of agreement on certain traits.
On Anxiety the moderating effect of age was positive: age increased the relationship magnitude
between self-reports and expert ratings. The direction of association was as suggested earlier in
the literature. This could be regarded as support for our hypothesis that people's facial
expressions, over time, form lasting features on their faces and hence increase SOA.

We also found one substantial gender difference in line with our hypothesis, which

was the higher agreement on Aggression with the male targets. This finding is also in line with
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aggression research (Eagly & Steffen, 1986), which has suggested a cultural allowance for males
to express their aggression more freely in interaction. Otherwise, our results contrast with the
hypotheses suggested by Funder (1999) and Hall (1984) that females are easier targets of
personality judgment. Furthermore, Furnham et al. (2008) found no substantial gender variance
in SOA between personality and competence ratings in their assessment center sample.

Even the moderator effects were infrequent in the present sample, their direction
was as hypothesized. As Paunonen (1989, p. 828) suggested, these effects can be considered
noteworthy, because “reliable moderator and interaction effects have been notoriously elusive,

even when proper multivariate procedures have been used to pursue them.”

Limitations

The study has some limitations. The judgment context was exceptionally structured
and controlled; hence the amount or quality of information as a moderator of agreement could
not be studied, which is one important aspect of the RAM (Funder, 1999) and a relevant variable
in a selection interview (Barrick et al., 2000).

Secondly, the inter-rater reliability, rating consensus and properties of judges could
not be explored, mainly due to the dyadic nature of the interviews and the small sample size of
interviewers (N=14). The accuracy of judges can act as a SOA moderator according to the RAM
and empirical research (Schmid Mast et al., 2011). Although the convergent effects were
statistically significant (and thus supported indirectly the reliability of the expert ratings), the
relatively small sample size of professional judges and the unequal amount of targets for each

judge did not allow us to explore if there were differences between raters in terms of rating

19



RUNNING HEAD: Self-other agreement of personality judgments in job interviews

accuracy. The large sample size requirement of moderator tests makes these effects difficult to

detect.

CONCLUSIONS

Our main contribution was to bring the traditional research questions of the SOA
into a real-life assessment center with expert judges and target moderators that are seldom
investigated (However, see Furnham et al., 2008, who examined relationships between
assessment competency ratings and personality). Our judges and targets were highly-educated
professionals rather than students in a mock interview (cf. Schmid Mast et al., 2011; Barrick et
al., 2000). This gives confidence in generalizing our results to an applicant population of this
type.

Surprisingly few studies have considered a real-life selection context when
investigating the agreement of personality judgments (Furnham et al., 2008; Barrick et al., 2000;
Blackman & Funder, 2002; Blackman, 2002), despite of its practical importance in selection
decisions. Interviewer ratings of applicant personality are useful because they are related to
important outcomes at work (Connelly & Ones, 2010; Barrick et al., 2000).

In general, these findings suggest that expert ratings on the basis of job interviews
can reach significant and a substantial agreement on some and a moderate agreement on many
traits. Compared to previous studies, the effect size of agreement on average seemed to fall
somewhere between the self-informant and self-stranger (e.g., Connelly & Ones, 2010;
Paunonen, 1989). However, contrary to our hypothesis, SOA took place also on less visible
traits, which are important in predicting job performance, e.g., Neuroticism (Barrick et al., 2000).

This seems to suggest that the assessment center context may play a major role when judging
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certain traits (cf. Furnham et al., 2008), and the visibility of a trait may be dependent on the
demands of the assessment situation. It would be interesting to study this effect closer. Can
Neuroticism be regarded as a visible trait under typical assessment conditions which evoke the
individual differences in neurotic behavior and, thus, provide more relevant cues for the
professional judges?

We believe that the present study provides valuable nuances to discussion on the
impact of moderators in a personality judgment process. From a practical perspective, it seems
likely that the validity of personality judgments is not seriously threatened neither by social
desirability of targets nor evaluativeness of traits. Furthermore, the effect of targets age played a
minor role in SOA. The agreement coefficients were, to a larger extent, affected by the
moderating effects of target gender. Further research is needed to explore the relationships
between SOA, moderators and organisational outcomes. It would also be important to take
intelligence, which is the single best predictor of work success in complex jobs (Schmidt &
Hunter, 1998), into account as a potential moderator of SOA. Some researchers (Tett, Freund,
Christiansen, Fox, & Coaster, 2012) have suggested that intelligent candidates are more prone to

apply impression management tactics, which, in turn, can affect SOA.
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Table 1. Self-other agreement coefficients for 15 personality traits, median divergent correlations and 95%
confidence intervals for each PRF trait (N=139).

. . 95%

Convergent Median divergent confidence

correlations correlations § intervals
PRF scale All targets ConfL ConfU
Dominance 52¥** .02 (0) 0.39 0.63
Exhibition 42¥x .00 (0) 0.27 0.5
Sentience 37*F* .01 (0) 0.22 0.51
Impulsivity 35k .01 (0) 020 0.49
Anxiety 33%xx .06 (0) 017 047
Aggression .28** .04 (0) 0.12 043
Harmavoidance 28** .10(1) 0.12 043
Affiliation 25%* -.03(0) 0.09 0.40
Order 23%* -01(0) 0.07 0.38
Cognitive structure 22%% .08 (2) 0.06 0.37
Guilt feelings .20%* .07 (1) 0.04 0.36
Achievement 17* -.03(2) 0.00 0.33
Nurturance .15 .00 (1) -0.04 0.33
Succorance .05 -.01(9) -0.14 0.24
Defendence -.11 .00 (14) -0.27 0.06

Note. Probabilities are two-tailed values: *p <.05. **p <.01 ***p<.001.

§ The number of correlations equal to or higher than the convergent correlation is given between parentheses.
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RUNNING HEAD: Self-other agreement of personality judgments in job interviews

Table 2. Gender differences on agreement computed as Fisher r-to-z transformation
(N=84 for male targets, 55 for female targets), and age and SD as moderators (N=139).

Gender Ageasa SDasa

differences moderator moderator
PRF scale Males Females z difference
Dominance 58*** 43** 1.12 - *(-)
Exhibition A2F*X A2¥* 0.01 - -
Sentience 36%** .14 1.37 - -
Impulsivity AQ*** 27* 0.86 - -
Anxiety .35%* .34%* 0.01 *(+) -
Aggression AQ*** .08 1.93* - -
Harmavoidance .23* 37** 0.88 - -
Affiliation 33%* .05 1.63 - -
Order .18 .30* 0.72 - -
Cognitive structure .23* .24 0.10 - -
Guilt feelings 29%* .02 1.57 - -
Achievement .09 27* 1.06 - -
Nurturance .15 .03 0.72 - -
Succorance -.02 -.07 0.31 - -
Defendence -.07 -11 0.23 - **(-)

Note. Probabilities are two-tailed values: *p <.05. **p <.01 ***p<.001.
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THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE FFM AND PERSONALITY DISORDERS

ABSTRACT
The relationships between the Five Factor Model personality and personality disorders were
investigated. A sample of real-life job applicants completed two personality questionnaires with
different theoretical backgrounds in a psychological assessment center. The job applicants provided
self-descriptions both on the Five Factor Model inventory and on the personality disorder trait
inventory. A subsample of these candidates was interviewed by expert psychologists upon entrance
to the assessment center. The psychologists assessed the same disorder traits of each target in job
interviews. Both self-descriptions were used to predict the expert assessments. The results
demonstrated considerable overlap between the FFM measures of normal and measures of abnormal

personality in both samples and regardless of assessment method.

Keywords: Five Factor Model; personality disorders; selection assessment; personality judgments
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INTRODUCTION

From the early years of personality research, a central aim has been to define,
measure, and integrate the huge amount of divergence in concepts of human personality. From the
very beginning of the research, some theorists, usually clinicians were interested in measuring
abnormal traits, while differential psychologists seemed more interested in measuring normal traits.
Certainly more theoretical and empirical work has been invested in the latter rather than the former.
After years of debate, the Five Factor Model (FFM) has gradually become one of the most widely
used normal trait classification instruments (Goldberg, 1990; Costa & McCrae, 1995; Salgado,
2003). This model includes five global traits of personality which seem prevalent in some form in
every culture (Costa & McCrae, 2004). Another tradition found both in psychology and psychiatry,
with a different history, taxonomies, and research instruments, has been related to clinical purposes.
One of the main classifications of pathologies of personality in clinical applications can be found
from the regularly updated Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, revised to its
fourth version (American Psychiatric Association, 1994). Despite of their theoretical and diagnostic
roots, several DSM-based personality classification systems and related inventories have increased
their popularity outside clinical applications (e.g., Hogan & Hogan, 2001a; De Fruyt, De Clercq,
Miller, Rolland, Jung, Taris, Furnham, & Van Hiel, 2009).

According to DSM 1V, there are 10 different personality disorders. These disorders
are characterized, as persistent, inflexible, and maladaptive ways of relating to oneself and one’s
environment (APA, 1994). Unlike dimensional measures of personality, such as self-report trait
questionnaires, DSM has historically considered mental disorders to be qualitatively distinct
conditions, diagnosed by psychiatric interview. As the text-revised version of the manual puts it, the
DSM “divides mental disorders into types based on criteria sets with defining features” (APA,

2000, p. xxxi).
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Those researchers who have looked at the theoretical and psychometric relationship
between “normal” (universal) and “abnormal” (psychopathological) measures have suggested that
many DSM personality disorders are, in fact, extreme poles of normal personality, rather
dimensional than qualitative in their nature. According to this notion, sometimes called the
spectrum hypothesis, personality traits constitute a continuum from normal personality to disorders,
and there is no qualitative distinction between these two concepts (Samuel & Widiger, 2008;
Bagby, Costa, Widiger, Ryder, & Marshall, 2005; Widiger & Trull, 2007). Our main goal in the
present study is to predict these relationships in a personnel selection sample by utilizing expert
ratings of personality disorders as an external criterion.

The spectrum hypothesis: from categories to traits

In recent years, a variety of studies have raised concerns regarding the validity of the
categorical model of personality disorders and proposed alternative dimensional models. This
dimensional notion, proposed by Eysenck (1947) over 60 years ago, has prevailed for some time
being especially within trait theories. Livesley, Jackson, and Schroeder (1992) have shown that, in
addition to normal traits, the main differences in personality disorders between clinical samples and
normal samples have emerged more from quantitative than qualitative factors. Even its wide
prevalence among clinicians, many authors have found serious empirical concerns with the
categorical model of personality disorders. For instance, low stability, a great deal of comorbidity
and low diagnostic agreement among Axis Il instruments are “more the rule than the exception”
(Trull & Durrett, 2005, p. 361). These problems suggest that the disorders may not represent
entirely distinct diagnostic entities (Trull & Durrett, 2005). Hence, the dimensional approach is
partly adopted in the upcoming DSM-5 (American Psychiatric Association, 2011).

In addition to a dimensional interpretation to personality disorder traits, there has been
a constant tendency to integrate traditional trait-based personality models and Axis II of DSM-1V

(Widiger & Samuel, 2005). As Widiger & Trull (2007, p. 71) put this integrative goal:
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It may be time to consider a shift to a dimensional classification of personality disorder that
would help address the failures of the existing diagnostic categories as well as contribute to an
integration of the psychiatric diagnostic manual with psychology’s research on general

personality structure.

One obvious candidate for general personality structure in this context is the FFM. Empirical
research has already achieved encouraging results (De Fruyt et al., 2009; DeCuyper, De Pauw, De
Fruyt, De Bolle, & De Clercq, 2009; Clark, 2007; Furnham & Crump, 2005; Widiger, Trull,
Clarkin, Sanderson, & Costa, 2002; Lynam & Widiger, 2001). The FFM seems to provide a
solution for problems of comorbidity with categorically diagnosed personality disorders. Unlike the
more distinct FFM factors, many personality disorders seem to appear together. This comorbidity
can be explained with certain common FFM factors, which underlie different disorders (Lynam &
Widiger, 2001; Bagby et al., 2005). For example, Schizoid and Avoidant disorders can often be
diagnosed together, because they have a common source of variance in introversion. On the other
hand, a differential diagnosis between these disorders can be justified with a strong correlation
between Avoidant personality and neuroticism, which does not exist between Schizoid and neurotic
personality. (Widiger & Costa, 1994).

The five big domains (‘super-factors’) can be further decomposed to the primary
factor or facet level, when more detailed measurement is necessary (e.g., Costa & McCrae, 1992).
However, there are still few measures of the FFM that have been studied at the facet level and
correlated with the DSM disorders until the meta-analysis of Samuel and Widiger (2008).

The present study focuses on relationships between the FFM facet level personality
and DSM personality disorders in a personnel selection context. It answers De Fruyt and Salgado’s
(2003) call for more research on relationships between psychopathological personality and

organisational behavior. The main contribution of this study is to demonstrate the convergence of
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the FFM and DSM models. This is conducted by avoiding common method variance (using external
expert criteria for assessing personality disorders) and utilizing detailed facet level of the FFM
traits.

Personality models and organisational outcomes

In addition to conceptualizing personality, the FFM has many empirical implications.
Empirical support for the construct validity of the FFM has grown extensive during the last 20
years, at both the global and the facet levels, including convergent, discriminant, and predictive
validation across self-other agreement (Costa & McCrae, 1988), temporal stability (Costa &
McCrae, 1994; Lockenhoff, Terracciano, Bienvenu, Patriciu, Nestadt, McCrae, Eaton, Costa, Jr,
2009), heritability (Plomin & Caspi, 1999), and work success (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Saldago,
2003; Hogan, Hogan & Roberts, 1996). Studies of the FFM and leadership behavior have
established a close connection between leader personality and leadership style (Judge, Bono, Ilies,
& Gerhadt, 2002; Judge & Bono, 2000) as well as at other organisational levels (Barrick & Mount,
1991; Salgado, 2003).

These suggestions have also relevant implications regarding the DSM and
organisational psychology (Furnham, 2008). De Fruyt et al. (2009) administered five samples to
investigate the usefulness of using FFM traits to screen out personality dysfunction in work settings.
This research found evidence for both construct and predictive validity of the personality disorder
compound scales constructed with the FFM. Some recent research projects have concentrated on the
relationships between personality disorders and organisational outcomes (Ullrich, Farrington &
Coid, 2007; Kets de Vries, 2006; Hogan, 2001a; Furnham & Taylor, 2004). The question of “what
makes a leader successful” has been replaced with “what kind of traits cause leaders to fail” (Hogan
& Hogan, 2001a; Furnham, 2010; Babiak & Hare, 2006). These studies have suggested that dark-
side tendencies are not only useful in screening out individuals, but might also be helpful in

improving incumbents’ functioning in the course of development (cf. De Fruyt et al., 2009).
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Aims and hypotheses of this study

Our main purpose was to study relationships between the FFM and the DSM
personality disorders in a psychological assessment center with real-life job applicants. We wanted
to extend research methodology beyond correlational self-report studies. This was obtained by
using expert psychologists’ observations as an additional criterion.

Using only self-reports may artificially inflate the trait-trait relationships because of
common method variance, i.e. a certain portion of the variance in a measure can be attributed to the
method used (Doty & Glick, 1998). One way of overcoming this bias problem is comparing self-
report personality scales to external judgments of personality (cf., John & Robins, 1993; Funder &
Colvin 1996; Funder, 1999). We utilized two different self-report inventories and expert ratings of
DSM-IV disorders as an external criterion. Hence one important methodological point in this study
was to explore both convergent and divergent correlations between external expert ratings and self-
reports of personality.

Thus the present study examined three different relationships: (1) correlations between
two self-report inventories: a FFM self-report inventory and a DSM self-report inventory, (2) self-
other agreement between expert ratings of personality disorders and the DSM inventory, and finally
(3) self-other agreement between expert ratings of personality disorders and the FFM inventory. All
analyses were conducted at the facet level of the FFM.

Primarily, we hypothesized that the expert ratings of the DSM disorders would be
equally accounted for by both self-reports regardless of the theoretical background of the inventory.
In other words, the FFM inventory scores will predict the expert observations with a similar
magnitude than the dedicated DSM inventory. In addition, we examined associations between both
self-report inventories in an explorative manner and compare these to previous studies between the

FFM and the DSM.
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METHOD

Procedure

All data were derived from a large Finnish psychological assessment center during a
personnel selection process. The assessment day typically lasted 6-8 hours and included discussion
group exercises, a one-hour job selection interview and several personality and ability tests
supervised by assistants. All personality judgments were made in a one-day assessment during
structured job selection interviews (e.g., Campion et al., 1997). The interaction between judges and
targets was restricted to this job interview, where psychologists assessed targets’ job competencies,
motivation, and personality. The judges did not resort to any test results before making their
judgments. It was of the essence that the judges did not know the targets previously, which is a
preferred best practice in the assessment center. This was verified by assessment center assistants,
who gathered the identification information of candidates before the assessment day.
Participants

A sample of job-seeking candidates was used as targets and one sample of expert
psychologists as judges in the present study. As most job seekers were aiming at managerial
positions, the emphasis in the interviews was on managerial competencies. The main sample of job
seekers consisted of 229 male (70%) and female (30%) candidates in diverse age groups (23-56
years, mean 36 years) with varying educational backgrounds. This sample filled two self-report
inventories: the FFM and the DSM-based measures. The subsample (N=105) of the aforementioned
229 job seekers was used as targets in a personality judgment process. This sample was
sociodemographically similar than the main sample. In addition to filling the DSM and the FFM
self-reports, their personality was judged during the job interviews.

The personality judgments were made by experienced personnel selection
psychologists (N=15, 8 men and 7 women), who interviewed the targets one at a time and filled 105

rating forms. The judges were all professionals, who had several years (5-25 years) of working
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experience as personnel selection experts and interviewers. They were specialized in industrial and
organizational psychology, but they also had clinical education and training in identifying
personality disorders. Subsequently, there were a total of 15 expert judges who individually judged
a total of 105 targets. Most of the judges rated 4 to 10 candidates.

Measures

In order to investigate job seekers’ self-reported personality, all targets filled a Finnish
Five Factor Model inventory (PK-5) and a DSM inventory (SRS). The PK-5 is a Finnish language
version of the five trait inventory (Openness to experiences, Conscientiousness, Extroversion,
Agreeableness, Neuroticism). The Neuroticism factor is coded reversely as Emotional Stability. The
PK-5 contains three subscales (or facets) on each factor and 150 respondent-descriptive items,
which are responded on a 1-5 Likert scale. A portion of the items are in reversed form to control for
acquiescent responding. The PK-5 has relatively high subscale reliabilities (alphas between .75-.94,
mean .82 in a Finnish standardization sample). The PK-5 has been normed upon responses from
real-world recruitment and training samples (N=3644) with a fully representative work age
distribution (20-59 years). The published PK-5 manual reports an extensive validation process in
Finnish population. (Psykologien Kustannus, 2006). The PK-5 validation has also been conducted
with clinical samples (Saario, 2011). Construct validity has been assessed via relations to well-
known personality and work behaviour measures. These tables are available from the first author
upon request.

The SRS (Stress Reaction Style inventory) was constructed to measure Axis II
personality disorders of the DSM-IV in a form of a self-report questionnaire. These disorder
tendencies become apparent under stress, which is a defining characteristic of many current work
environments (however, it should be noted that some disorders can be fully expressed without any
stress at all, e.g., antisocial or narcissistic personality disorders). The validation process took place

between 2008 and 2010 at Psycon Corporation, where this measure was used in a personnel
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selection process. It should thereby be emphasized that SRS was intended for use in normal adult
working populations. It was not meant for clinical use in any circumstances.

The 10 scales of SRS inventory, each grouping 14 items, have their content in
behavioral descriptions of 10 personality disorders, although they have been formulated to better fit
the organisational context and are scored dimensionally. The questionnaire contains 152
respondent-descriptive items, which are answered on a 0-4 Likert scale. Internal consistency of the
scales in the present sample was on a decent level, ranging from .68 to .87. These reliabilities are
comparable to Hogan and Hogan’s (2001b) HDS. The mean scores, SD’s, reliabilities and sample
items of the SRS scales are listed in the appendix. These data were collected from a total of 1697
job applicants. All SRS scales were also cross-validated with the Finnish version of Personality
Research Form (Niitamo, 1997) before the present study. A detailed correlation matrix is available
from the first author.

Theoretically it could be argued that no one would actually endorse personality
disorder symptoms when applying for a job. In order to investigate social desirability of SRS
content scales, we constructed a scale for desirability as a control scale. This scale was constructed
by combining item contents from two factors of socially desirable responding (self-deception and
impression management) introduced by Paulhus and Reid (1991). The desirability scale contains 12
items, and its alpha was .84 in the present sample. However, we did not expect strong negative
associations between social desirability and personality disorders, as the inability to perceive a
disorder in oneself is symptomatic of many personality disorders and thus it would not effect on
level of social desirability. (American Psychiatric Association (1994).

In order to judge targets’ personality disorder traits, all psychologists filled an external
rating form of the DSM, with a graphic 1-10 rating scale for each dimension. This rating form had a
short verbal description of the 10 personality disorder dimensions of the SRS/DSM and a 1-10

estimate of candidates’ proneness to answer in a socially desirable way. Thus, the psychologists
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judged targets on 10 personality disorders and assessed their responding style. The judges used

dimensional model to assess the disorders, without any diagnostic thresholds.

RESULTS

Table 1 shows the pattern of Pearson’s correlations between the self-rated FFM facets
and the self-rated DSM personality disorders. We wanted to examine disorder differentiation as
precisely as possible by using all lower-level facets in addition to the five global factors of the FFM
(cf. Samuel & Widiger, 2008). All personality disorders had significant correlations and effect sizes
greater than .40 at least with one facet of the global factors. When the two most contributing FFM
facets in the correlation matrix are utilized to describe each DSM personality disorder, the adjective
pattern looks as follows: Paranoids are suspicious and not confident, Schizoids are unfriendly and
closed, Schizotypals are sensitive and imprudent, Antisocials are leading (or manipulating) and
unsystematic, Borderlines are emotionally decomposed and unrelaxed, Histrionics are socially bold
and lively, Narcissists are leading and socially bold, Avoidants are not confident and unrelaxed,
Dependents are not leading (or submissive) and unrelaxed, and Obsessive-Compulsives are
systematic and responsible. If these associations are interpreted conversely, the strongest correlation
patterns (effect size greater than .50) between the Five-Factor facets and disorders appeared as

follows (with the most contributing facet and the direction of its correlation in parentheses):

(1) Extroversion: Schizoid (-Lively), Histrionic (+Lively, +Socially bold), Narcissist (+Leading,
+Socially Bold), Avoidant (-Lively, -Socially bold), and Dependent (-Leading).

(2) Agreeableness: Paranoid (-Trusting) and Schizoid (-Friendly).

(3) Conscientiousness: Avoidant (+Systematic) and Obsessive-Compulsive (+Systematic).

(4) Emotional Stability: Borderline (-Composed) and Avoidant (-Composed, -Relaxed).
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(5) Openess to Experience did not yield any correlations over .50, while closest to this criterion

were Schitzotypal (+Sensitive) and Narcissist (+Open to new experiences).

[INSERT TABLE 1 HERE]

Tables 2 and 3 show all examined relationships between the expert ratings of the DSM personality
disorders and the two different self-report measures. Table 2 reports the self-other agreement
correlations between expert ratings of the DSM disorders and self-report scores of the SRS, i.e., the
convergent correlations. The second column lists the median divergent correlations, which account
for all the other disorders rated by the judges. The figure between parentheses in these last columns
refers to the number of divergent correlations equal to or greater than the convergent correlation
coefficient. The expert judges reached a statistically significant agreement with SRS self-reports on
eight of the 10 personality disorders. Convergent correlations were substantial and exceeded the
median divergent correlations for all of the rated disorder traits: six of the convergent coefficients
were greater than .40. Four individual divergent correlations were higher than the convergent ones:
three for the Borderline and one for the Avoidant disorder. Similarly, these disorder traits were the

most difficult to judge, with the convergent effect size used as a criterion.

[INSERT TABLE 2 HERE]

Self-other agreement correlations between the expert DSM ratings and self-report
scores of the PK-5 can be found from Table 3. The overall magnitude of coefficients in this table
was, not surprisingly, lower than correlations between the two self-report measures shown in Table
1, but there were significant relationships between several facets of the PK-5 and the 10 DSM

disorders. It should be noted that the expert ratings of the DSM disorders could be explained (at
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their best) with the same magnitude by both self-report inventories: Both inventories reach several
agreement coefficients with the expert ratings with greater than .40 magnitudes. Seven of the 10
disorders yielded greater than .40 correlations with at least one facet of the PK-5. The clearest
exception was Schizotypal disorder, which failed to reach any significant correlation between the

PK-5 self-report and the expert ratings.

[INSERT TABLE 3 HERE]

Furthermore, we conducted a canonical correlation analysis between the three sets of
personality ratings. The purpose of this analysis was to explain the overall relations of the two sets
of variables. The 11 expert ratings of DSM disorders were thereby analyzed with 10 self-reported
variables of SRS disorders and with 15 self-reported facets of the PK-5. In our analysis, we used
pooled redundancy coefficients (Thompson, 1984) to compute the sum of all the redundancy
coefficients for all the variables in a set. It collects the overlapping information of two sets of
variables in a comparable way. The total overlap between the variable sets was computed with a
total redundancy index recommended by Alpert and Peterson (1972, p. 189), who state that the
researcher may "use canonical correlation coefficients to test for the existence of overall
relationships between sets of variables, but for a measure of the magnitude of relationships,
redundancy may be more appropriate." The total redundancy index was .26 between the expert
ratings and the SRS scores, .28 between the expert ratings and the PK-5 scores, and .53 between the
PK-5 and SRS self-reports. Hence both inventories seemed to explain the expert ratings roughly
with the same magnitude, although the PK-5 was slightly better. As hypothesized, the strongest
relationship appeared between the two self-report measures. When explaining the expert ratings

with both the five global factors of the PK-5 and the SRS together, the analysis resulted in a
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redundancy coefficient of .29. Accordingly, there was no significant increase in validity when both

self-report inventories were operated together.

Finally, the results were elaborated with a hierarchical regression analysis. The regression was
entered in two blocks: the PK-5 self-ratings and the SRS self-ratings in order to measure the
incremental validity of the SRS over the PK-5. These results showed that the SRS gave no
statistically significant incremental validity over the PK-5 when predicting expert ratings, except
with two disorders: Schizotypal and Antisocial. The gain in validity (R Square Change) resulting

from SRS was 7.5 % (p<.001) with Schizotypal ratings and 9.0 % (p<.001) with Antisocial ratings.

DISCUSSION

This study demonstrated considerable overlap between the FFM trait measures of
normal and DSM measures of psychopathological personality. The main contribution of the current
study was its use of expert I/O psychologists as an external criterion to explore this overlap. It also
extended the previous research to the facet level of the FFM in an organisational context.

A number of the correlations between the FFM inventory (PK-5) and the DSM
inventory (SRS) were highly significant and substantial in their magnitude (r > .50). These results
can be compared with those reported by Furnham and Crump (2005), who used different
questionnaires (NEO-PI-R and HDS) with the same theoretical backgrounds. The results were
highly similar in both effect size and direction of association. They, too, found the strongest effects
between Extroversion and personality disorders, and weaker relationships from disorders to
Openness and Agreeableness. In the present study, Borderline, Avoidant, and Dependent disorders
had the strongest negative relationships to Emotional Stability, whereas Histrionic and Narcissist
disorders related positively to Emotional Stability, which, similarly, replicates Furnham and

Crump’s (2005) findings. In the current study, Avoidant had more relationships to the FFM traits
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than any other disorder, when the effect size of .50 is used as a criterion, which is in line with
findings by Furnham and Crump (2005) and Samuel & Widiger (2008). Our results also align well
with current efforts to restructure the description and diagnosis of personality disorders as outlined
in the upcoming DSM-5 (American Psychiatric Association, 2011). As the regression results
demonstrated (p. 14), 8 of 10 Axis II disorder ratings were predicted with equal of better accuracy
with the FFM self-reports than the SRS self-reports. Only Antisocial and Schizotypal ratings gained
incremental validity from the SRS self-reports.

However, there were two notable exceptions when the relationships between the FFM
and the disorders were compared to previous findings. First, in the present study there was a
substantial correlation (r = .37) between Antisocial disorder and Emotional Stability, which was
mainly contributed by Relaxed facet of the PK-5. This relationship was neither found in previous
empirical studies (Furnham and Crump, 2005; Samuel & Widiger, 2008) nor predicted by Widiger
et al. (2002). Yet this finding is compatible with clinical predictions which have identified an
exceptionally relaxed condition of psychopaths between episodes of restless, anti-social behavior
(Martens, 1997). In addition, we found a relatively strong negative relationship (r = -.37) between
Schizotypal disorder and Prudent facet of the PK-5. This was not predicted by Widiger et al. (2002),
and it was not found as clearly in Furnham and Crump’s study (2005). On the other hand, a recent
meta-analysis demonstrated (Samuel & Widiger, 2008) a small but significant negative relationship
between Schizotypal disorder and all the facets of Conscientiousness. One theoretical explanation
can be derived from the thinking styles: The DSM-IV describes one of the symptoms of Schizotypal
disorder as odd or “magical thinking that influences behavior and is inconsistent with subcultural
norms”. Thus, this finding might be explained by the lack of common sense, order and control in
thinking styles of highly Schizotypal people.

One novel methodological contribution was the use of expert ratings as real-life

criteria. In addition to relationships between self-report measures, the self-other agreement on
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personality yielded substantial correlations upon expert judges’ ratings of interviewees’ DSM
personality disorders. The overall magnitude of the agreement was generally at the same level as the
coefficients found between close acquaintances with normal personality measures (Funder &
Colvin, 1988; Paunonen 1989; Funder, 1999). The relatively high self-other agreement across the
several disorders traits can be regarded as support for the trained experts’ ability to judge the DSM
disorders in an interviewing context. In addition, this finding suggests that the SRS questionnaire
has a certain amount of convergent validity in measuring the DSM disorders. This finding was
supported when comparing convergent validity coefficients to divergent validity. In all of the 10
disorder traits, the convergent correlations were higher than median divergent correlations for the
criterion measure (expert rating).

When the expert-rated disorder traits were first correlated with the PK-5 and then with
the SRS self-report, the predictive power of the PK-5 appeared to be comparable to the SRS: All the
expert-rated disorders seemed to have at least one substantial association (r > .40) to the PK-5
facets. This supports the general hypothesis of the strong relationship between the FFM and the
DSM models. The regression analysis also demonstrated these findings. However, there were two
exceptions in this predictive pattern, namely Schizotypal and Antisocial disorders.

According to the hypothesis of Widiger et al. (2002), Schizotypal disorder should
have a negative relationship to Extraversion and positive relationships to Openness and
Neuroticism. Contrary to this assumption, Schizotypal was the only disorder without any
significantly corresponding FFM trait. Some support for the Widiger et al. (2002) findings was
corroborated in the first analysis (Table 1, relationships between self-reports) but the second
analysis with an independent criterion (expert rating) did not confirm this finding. One explanation
for this finding could be related to the nature of Schizotypal disorder. Its core symptoms are related

to cognitive aberrations and unusual perceptions (De Fruyt et al., 2009), which are described more
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as schizophrenic symptoms than extreme poles of, e.g., Openness to experience or some other FFM
trait.

In turn, Antisocial disorder has a close relationship to psychopathy, and there is not
yet consensus whether psychopathy should be conceived as a categorical or a dimensional construct
(Trull & Durrett, 2005). Some recent theories still support a categorical view (e.g., Trull & Durrett,
2005). The categorical (or at least multidimensional) nature of the Antisocial disorder could explain
the lower validity of the PK-5 when predicting the expert ratings.

Analysis of canonical correlations was conducted to establish the overall level of
overlap between these measures and the expert ratings. This analysis showed that the PK-5 and the
SRS explained the expert judgments with a similar magnitude. We did not find any general
predictive validity for the SRS over the PK-5, despite the latter questionnaire not being designed to
measure personality disorders. The before-mentioned exceptions on Schizotypal and Antisocial
disorders did not change the general association between these two measures. These results might
help inform DSM-5 revisions and measurement practices in the future, which according to the
information presented in the website, still lack strong empirical support (APA, 2011).

Limitations

A number of limitations should be considered when interpreting the results of this
study. First, the validation sample consisted mainly of Finnish adults who were active in their work
life. It is, therefore, unlikely that the current sample population would have constituted individuals
with severe personality disorders. Additional research with different sample populations should be
conducted before further generalizing the spectrum hypothesis. Second, the self-reports were drawn
on the basis of particular questionnaires, namely the PK-5 and the SRS. These are the most reliable
and well standardized self-reports tests of the FFM and DSM disorders used in Finnish
psychological assessment centers. However, the validation process has just begun, hence the usage

of these measures is conceptually highly explorative at this point. Utilizing different inventories,
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even with the same theoretical backgrounds, would probably have caused slightly different results.
This incommensurability can cause theoretical concerns when comparing samples and results from
different countries. As Samuel and Widiger (2008) demonstrated, many associations between the
FFM and personality disorders vary across measuring instruments. Third, the inter-rater reliability
and individual rating accuracy of judges could not be explored, mainly due to the confidential
nature of the interviews and a small sample size of interviewers (N=15). Although the convergent
effects were statistically significant and thus supported indirectly the reliability of the expert ratings,
the relatively small sample size of professional judges and the unequal amount of targets for each
judge did not allow us to explore if there were differences between raters in terms of rating
accuracy, which would be likely when judging strangers’ personalities (Hammond, 1996; Funder,
1999). The accuracy of judges can act as a moderator variable between observed disorders and the
self-reported FFM traits, and hence change the relationships between these two constructs.
Conclusions

These findings support the previous empirical studies (Furnham & Crump, 2005;
Bagby et al.; 2005) and theoretical suggestions (Lynam & Widiger, 2001) that the FFM and
personality disorders of the DSM mostly describe the same underlying constructs. The results are
potentially useful for taxonomists of personality disorders as well as psychometricians attempting to
devise valid self-report measures of personality disorders. The SRS self-report inventory provides a
new perspective on the FFM data that are already included in many selection and development
assessments. In addition, the relationships between the SRS and the PK-5 suggest one possible

pattern how the FFM traits could be mapped with the personality disorders.



THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE FFM AND PERSONALITY DISORDERS 19

REFERENCES

Alpert, Mark 1. & Peterson, Robert A. (1972). On the interpretation of canonical analysis. Journal

of Marketing Research 9(2), 187-192.

American Psychiatric Association (1994). Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders

DSM-1V (4. edition). Washington, DC.

American Psychiatric Association (2000). Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders

DSM-IV-TR (Text Revision)

American Psychiatric Association DSM-5 Development website (2011).

http://www.dsm5.org/Pages/Default.aspx

Babiak, P. & Hare, R. D. (2006). Snakes in Suits. When Psychopaths go to Work. NewYork:

Harper Collins Publishers Inc.

Bagby, R. M., Costa, P. T. Jr, Widiger, T. A., Ryder, A. G. & Marshall, M. (2005). DSM-IV
Personality Disorders and the Five-Factor Model of Personality: A Multi-Method Examination of

Domain- and Facet-Level Predictions. European Journal of Personality, 307-324.

Barrick, M.R. & Mount, M.K. (1991). The Big Five Personality Dimensions and Job Performance:

A Meta-Analysis. Personnel Psychology, 44, 1, 1-26.



THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE FFM AND PERSONALITY DISORDERS 20

Costa, P. T., Jr., & McCrae, R. R. (1988). Personality in adulthood: A six-year longitudinal study of
self-reports and spouse ratings on the NEO Personality Inventory. Journal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 54, 853-863.

Costa, P.T, & McCrae, R.R (1992). Revised NEO Personality Inventory (NEO-PI-R) and NEO Five

Factor Inventory (NEO-FFI) professional manual. Odessa, FL: PAR.

Costa, P. T., Jr., & McCrae, R. R. (1994). Set like plaster? Evidence for the stability of adult
personality. In T. Heatherton & J. L. Weinberger (Eds.), Can personality change? (pp. 21-40).

Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.

Costa, P. T., Jr & McCrae, R. R. (1995). Solid Ground in the Wetlands of Personality: A Reply to

Block. Psychological Bulletin, 117, 216-220.

Costa, P. T., Jr & McCrae, R. R. (2004). Consensual validation of personality traits across cultures.

Journal of Research in Personality, 38, 179-201.

DeCuyper, M., De Pauw, S., De Fruyt, F., De Bolle, M., & De Clercq, B. (2009) A Meta-Analysis
of Psychopathy-, Antisocial PD- and FFM associations. European Journal of Personality, 23, 531-

565.

De Fruyt, F., & Salgado, J. (2003). Applied personality psychology: Lessons learned from the IWO

field. European Journal of Psychology, 17, 5123-5131.



THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE FFM AND PERSONALITY DISORDERS 21

De Fruyt, F., De Clercq, B., Miller, J., Rolland, J-P, Jung, S-C., Taris, R., Furnham, A., & Van Hiel,
A. (2009). Assessing personality at risk in personnel selection and development. European Journal

of Personality, 23, 51-69.

Doty, D. H., & Glick, W. H. (1998). Common methods bias: Does common methods variance really

bias results? Organizational Research Methods, 1, 374-406.

Eysenck, H. (1947) Dimensions of Personality. New York: Praeger

Furnham, A., & Taylor, J. (2004). The dark side of behaviour at work: Understanding and avoiding

employees leaving, thieving and deceiving. Hampshire: Palgrave MacMillan.

Furnham, A. (2008) Personality and Intelligence at Work. London: Routledge

Furnham, A. (2010) The Elephant in the Boardroom: The Psychology of Leadership Derailment.

Basingstoke: Palgrave

Furnham, A. & Crump, J. (2005). Personality Traits, Types, and Disorders: An Examination of the

Relationship Between Three Self-Report Measures. European Journal of Personality, 19, 167—184

Goldberg, L. R. (1990). An Alternative “Description of Personality”: The Big-Five Factor

Structure. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 59, 1216-1229

Hogan, R., Hogan, J. &, Roberts, B., W. (1996). Personality Measurement and Employment

Decisions - Questions and Answers. American Psychologist, 51, 469-477.



THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE FFM AND PERSONALITY DISORDERS 22

Hogan, R. & Hogan, J. (2001a) Assessing Leadership: A View from the Dark Side. International

Journal of Selection and Assessment, 9, 40-51.

Hogan, R., & Hogan, J. (2001b). Hogan development survey manual. Tulsa, OK: Hogan

Assessment Systems.

John, O. P., & Srivastava, S. (1999). The Big Five trait taxonomy: History, measurement, and
theoretical perspectives. In L. A. Pervin & O. P. John (Eds.), Handbook of personality: Theory and

research (2nd ed., pp. 102-138). New York: Guilford Press.

John, O.P. & Robins, R.W. (1993). Determinants of interjudge agreement on personality traits: the
Big Five domains, observability, evaluativeness, and the unique perspective of the self, Journal of

Personality, 61, 521-551.

Judge, T.A. & Bono, J.E. (2000). Five-Factor Model of Personality and Transformational

Leadership. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85, 751-765.

Judge T.A., Bono, J.E., Ilies R., & Gerhadt M.W. (2002) Personality and Leadership: A Qualitative

and Quantative Review. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 765-780

Kets de Vries, M. F. R. (2006) The Leader on the Couch — A Clinical Approach to Changing People

and Organizations. Chichester: John Wiley and Sons Inc.



THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE FFM AND PERSONALITY DISORDERS 23

Mullins-Sweatt S. & Widiger, T.A. (2007). The Shedler and Westen Assessment Procedure from

the perspective of general personality structure. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 116, 618-23.

Livesley, J. W., Jackson, D. N. & Schroeder, M. L. (1992) Factorial Structure of Traits Delineating
Personality Disorders in Clinical and General Population Samples. Journal of Abnormal

Psychology, 101, 432-440.

Lynam, D. R. & Widiger, T. A. (2001) Using the Five-Factor Model to Represent the DSM-IV
Personality Disorders: An Expert Consensus Approach. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 110, 401-

412.

Lockenhoff, C.E., Terracciano, A. Bienvenu, O.]., Patriciu, N.S, Nestadt, G., McCrae, R.R., Eaton,
W.W., & Costa, Jr, P.T. (2008). Ethnicity, Education, and the Temporal Stability of Personality
Traits In the East Baltimore Epidemiologic Catchment Area Study. Journal of Research in

personality, 42, 577-598.

Martens, W.H.J. (1997). Psychopathy and Maturation. MD-thesis, Tilburg University, The

Netherlands. Maastricht: Shaker Publishing.

Niitamo, P. (1997). PRF Personality Research Form, késikirja. Helsinki: Psykologien Kustannus

Oy.

PK5-persoonallisuustestin kasikirja (2006). Helsinki: Psykologien Kustannus Oy.



THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE FFM AND PERSONALITY DISORDERS 24

Plomin, R., & Caspi, A. (1999). Behavioral genetics and personality. In L. A. Pervin & O. P. John
(Eds.), Handbook of personality: Theory and research (2nd ed., pp. 251-276). New York: Guilford

Press.

Saario, S. (2011). The Relationship Between General Therapeutic Orientation, Big Five Personality
Traits, and Interpersonal Functioning in Substance Abuse Therapists: An Explorative Study.

Addictive Disorders & Their Treatment. 10, 29-36

Salgado, J. F. (2003) Predicting Job Performance Using FFM and non-FFM Personality Measures.

Journal of Occupational and Organisational Psychology, 76, 323-346.

Samuel, D.B., & Widiger, T.A. (2008). A meta-analytic review of the relationships between the
five-factor model and DSM-IV-TR personality disorders: A facet level analysis. Clinical

Psychology Review, 28, 1326-1342.

Shedler, J., & Westen, D. (2004). Dimensions of personality pathology: An alternative to the five-

factor model. American Journal of Psychiatry, 161, 1743—1754.

Thompson, B. (1984): Canonical Correlation Analysis. Uses and Interpretation. Beverly Hills:

SAGE.

Trull, T. J., & Durrett, C. (2005). Categorical and dimensional models of personality disorders.
Annual Review of Clinical Psychology, 1, 355-380.

Ullrich, S., Farrington, D. P. & Coid, J. W. (2007) Dimensions of DSM-IV Personality Disorders

and Life-Success. Journal of Personality Disorders, 21, 657-663.



THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE FFM AND PERSONALITY DISORDERS 25

Widiger T.A. & Costa P.T. (1994). Personality and personality disorders. Journal of abnormal

psychology, 103, 78-91.

Widiger, T. A. & Samuel, D. B. (2005) Diagnostic Categories or Dimensions? A Question for the
Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders — Fifth Edition. Journal of Abnormal

Psychology, 114, 494-504.

Widiger, T. A., Trull, T. J., Clarkin, J. F., Sanderson, C. & Costa, P. T., Jr (2002). A Description of
the DSM-IV Personality Disorders with the Five-Factor Model of Personality. In P. T. Costa Jr & T.
A. Widiger (eds.) Personality Disorders and the Five-Factor Model of Personality (2. edition).

Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.

Widiger, T. A. & Trull, T. J. (2007) Plate Tectonics in the Classification of Personality Disorder.

Shifting to a Dimensional Model. American Psychologist, 62, 71-83.

[INSERT APPENDIX HERE]



III

SELF-OTHER AGREEMENT ON PERSONALITY RATINGS IN
MANAGER-SUBORDINATE RELATIONSHIPS AS A PREDIC-
TOR OF OCCUPATIONAL WELL-BEING

by

Mikael Nederstrom, Adrian Furnham Kaisa Yli-Pérri, Elina Auvinen, & Laura
Weis, 2016

Submitted manuscript.

Reproduced with kind permission by the authors.



Self-other agreement on personality ratings in manager-subordinate relationships

as a predictor of occupational well-being

Abstract

Previous research has demonstrated that managers’ self-reported personality has a sig-
nificant impact on the organization and the well-being of its personnel. The managers
(N=180) in a technology research organization provided self-reports of their personality,
while their subordinates (N=1951) rated their superiors’ personality and their personal
occupational well-being. The results demonstrated that self-other agreement (SOA) be-
tween self-reports and subordinate ratings and the direction of the discrepancy were
significant predictors of subordinates’ occupational well-being, supporting earlier con-
ceptualizations of self-awareness and leadership theories, such as authentic leadership.
Higher SOA and a tendency towards self-reporting low trait values (when combined
with higher other-ratings) predicted higher occupational well-being. Furthermore, SOA
was a more accurate predictor compared to managers’ self-reported personality on sev-

eral facets of subordinate well-being. Implications and limitations are discussed.

Keywords: Personality, self-other agreement, management, leadership, self-awareness,

occupational well-being



Previous research has shown great interest in identifying personality traits of a good
leader. It has also established a close connection between leaders’ self-reported person-
ality and leadership performance (for a meta-analysis, see Judge, Bono, Ilies, & Ger-
hardt, 2002). Recently, however, increased interest has also been shown in observers’
(subordinates, colleagues or peers) perceptions about their leaders’ personality (Van
Vugt, Hogan, & Kaiser, 2008; Furnham, Race, & Rosen, 2014). Connelly and Ones
(2010) proposed that the perspective of others adds a great value to personality assess-

ment.

Moreover, it seems that taking into account the congruence of self-reports and other-
ratings (self-other agreement, SOA) can further contribute to the prediction of organiza-
tional outcomes. There is indeed an academic literature on self-awareness at work, as
measured in part by self-other ratings, and its relationship to management success
(Furnham & Baldry, 2000; Furnham & Bailey, 2005; Smither, London & Reilly, 2005).
Consequently, many studies have turned to exploring the practical implications of SOA
(cf. Connelly & Ones, 2010). Research has demonstrated a relationship between mana-
gerial performance and congruence in self-other ratings (for a review of the topic, see
Fleenor, Smither, Atwater, Braddy, & Sturm, 2010; Atwater & Yammarino, 1997; Bass
& Yammarino, 1991). One important criterion of managerial performance is occupa-
tional well-being in the organization (Ilies, Morgeson, & Nahrgang, 2005) which will be

the dependent variable used in this study.

Church (1997) suggested that one explanation for the incremental validity of SOA can
be found considering the concept of self-awareness. Atwater and Yammarino (1997)

proposed that individuals who score high on self-awareness (i.e., individuals who know



themselves well and perceive themselves accurately) have more accurate self-ratings
because of good self-observation and self-reflection skills. The ability to self-observe
one's behavior or performance and compare these observations to feedback given, for
example, from colleagues, can be understood as self-awareness (Wicklund, 1975). As
such, SOA can be seen as an important way of operationalizing self-awareness (Fleenor

etal., 2010).

One potential theoretical framework to connect SOA and subordinates’ well-being can
be found in the concept of authentic leadership. Luthans and Avolio (2003) defined
authentic leadership “as a process that draws from both positive psychological capaci-
ties and a highly developed organizational context, which results in both greater self-
awareness and self-regulated positive behaviors on the part of leaders and associates,
fostering positive self-development” (p. 243). More recent definitions of authenticity
include the four core components: self-awareness, relational transparency, internalized
moral perspective and balanced processing (Walumbwa, Avolio, Gardner, Wernsing, &
Peterson, 2008), while “self-awareness includes being aware of one’s strengths and
weaknesses as well as understanding one’s emotions and personality” (Ilies et al., 2005,
p- 378). It has been suggested that these four components influence both leader’s and
follower’s well-being (Ilies, et al., 2005), Therefore, it is hypothesized that SOA is re-

lated to one core component of authentic leadership and consequently, to well-being.

The main purpose of the current study is to examine the relationship between leader
personality and leadership outcomes by using both self- and other-ratings of personality.
This was obtained by examining SOA and the direction of the discrepancy between the

two types of ratings as predictors of the occupational well-being of subordinates. Based



on the idea that SOA on personality ratings can predict leadership outcomes, it is pro-
posed that the direction of the discrepancy (overestimation vs. underestimation of traits)

between ratings is likely to offer additional insights on leadership behavior.

Rating discrepancy and managerial performance

A leader who overestimates his/her skills is perceived very differently compared to a
leader who underestimates his performance. Atwater and Yammarino (1997) distinguish
in their model the two situations in which an individual perceives him/herself different-
ly from the way others perceive him/her. Individuals in these discrepant categories were
labeled either as overestimators (the individual's self-ratings are higher compared to
others’ ratings) or as underestimators (the individual's self-ratings are lower compared
to others’ ratings). Bass and Yammarino (1991) demonstrated that high self-ratings,
when coupled with lower other-ratings (overestimation), can lead to arrogance, charac-
terized by ignoring criticism and denying failures. This overestimation may be associat-
ed with poor performance. In turn, the performance of those whose self-ratings are low-
er than other-ratings (underestimation) could show a mix of positive and negative out-

comes (Atwater, Waldman, Ostroff, Robie, & Johnson, 2005).

The literature has used a variety of metrics to assess SOA. The direction of discrepancy
is particularly evident when adopting evaluative measures, such as 360-degree feed-
back® or performance ratings, where the higher pole is interpreted as more desirable
than the lower pole of the scale. Interestingly, several studies have shown that similar

desirability effects can be related to (seemingly neutral) personality traits (Nederstrom

3 The 360 measurement is a multi-source assessment feedback that comes from members of an
employee’s immediate circle in the workplace, e.g., superiors, colleagues and subordinates.
This kind of feedback is utilized when there is a need to increase individuals’ self-awareness
and to develop their leadership behavior.



& Salmela-aro, 2014). John and Robins (1993) point out that the evaluativeness of the
trait or personality attribute (i.e., whether a trait is considered socially desirable or unde-
sirable: e.g., “empathic” versus “arrogant”) varies from trait to trait. Similarly, some
traits (e.g., Extraversion vs. Introversion) are considered more leaderlike or otherwise
closely related to leadership emergence (Colbert et al., 2012). Therefore, it is plausible
to assume that similar effects of over- and underestimation, which have already been

established with other SOA measures, will also be found from personality ratings.

Although SOA in relation to personality is a widely-explored topic, the number of SOA
studies on personality and its relations to behavioral outcomes is limited (Colbert et al.,
2012; Connelly & Ones, 2010). More insight into the interrelations among these con-
cepts is not only scientifically interesting but also has practical implications with regard

to the design of workplace interventions.

Constructs of personality and rating context

One of the most widely used frameworks in SOA studies has been the Big Five frame-
work (cf. Funder, 1999), including five global personality traits (Extraversion, Open-
ness to Experience, Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, and Agreeableness) and their sub-
scales (e.g., Costa & McCrae, 1992). Studies on the Big Five and leadership behavior
have shown a consistent relation between leader personality and leadership style (Judge
et al., 2002; Judge & Bono, 2000). However, most scholars would concede that the gen-
eral Big Five framework does not exhaust the concept of personality (e.g., Block, 1995;
Paunonen & Jackson, 2000). Furthermore, all personality judgments take place in a spe-
cific context (Bing, Whanger, Davison, & VanHook (2004). Antonakis, Avolio, and

Sivasubramaniam (2003) demonstrated that the psychometric properties of leadership



instruments are affected by the context in which leadership is observed and evaluated.
Taking into account this frame-of-reference effect has several benefits in predicting
organizational outcomes. Use of a frame-of-reference that is conceptually relevant to the
criterion reduces within-person inconsistency (Lievens, Corte, & Schollaert, 2008). This
effect on personality scales may yield incremental validity above and beyond the more
well-established, non-contextual personality measures (Bing, et al., 2004). Given the
fundamental issue of context dependency in personality judgments, it is plausible to
hypothesize that certain areas of personality are more exposed to observation in organi-

zational settings than laboratory situations.

For these objectives, we used the Work Personality Inventory (WOPI) measuring per-
sonality from a specifically organizational angle (Leung & Zedeck, 2016; Nederstrom &
Niitamo, 2010). This measure has been developed specifically for working life settings.
The 14 WOPI scales are consistent with the Big Five framework, as described in detail
in the measures section. The WOPI scales cover all Big Five traits: 1) Extraversion
(Competitive Achievement, Leadership, and Inspiration), 2) Openness to Experience
(Orientation, Perception, Thinking), 3) Conscientiousness (Ambiguity-change, Focused
Achievement, Decision Making), 4) Emotional Stability (Optimism, Self-reflection) and

5) Agreeableness (Sociability, Empathy, Reliance).

Occupational well-being

Van Horn, Taris, Schaufeli, and Schreurs (2004) described a multidimensional model of
occupational well-being in which well-being is conceptualized as a positive evaluation
of aspects related to an individual’s work. These researchers highlight the importance of

studying multidimensional well-being instead of focusing only on affective dimensions.



This approach helps to gain a broader understanding of the nature, causes and conse-
quences of occupational well-being. Consequently, we aimed at a multidimensional

model of occupational well-being in this study.

Our model covered three areas of well-being: 1) superior support, 2) trust in manage-
ment and 3) job satisfaction. Even not conceptually exhaustive, this three-factor model
is compatible with earlier theoretical multidimensional frameworks and empirical find-
ings. Superiors’ support may be interpreted as an aspect of social well-being, whereas
job satisfaction is considered to be as an aspect of affective well-being (Van Horn et al.,
2004; Brough & Pears, 2004). Furthermore, trust in management as such has shown to
be associated to several well-being outcomes: job engagement (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002),
job satisfaction (Butler, Cantrell, & Flick, 1999; Dirks & Ferrin, 2002) and a level of
employee turnover (Davis, Schoorman, Mayer, & Tan, 2000). Interestingly, authentic
leadership has also been shown to increase team success by promoting trust in the group
or organization (Clapp-Smith, Vogelgesang, & Avey, 2009). Therefore, this aspect of

well-being is conceptually relevant to this study.

Aims and hypotheses

To the best of our knowledge, no research has been yet published between SOA on
leader personality and occupational well-being of subordinates. In this context, subordi-
nates’ well-being and its relationships to 1) the overall magnitude of SOA, 2) the incre-
mental validity of SOA over and beyond managers’ self-reported personality, and 3) the
direction of the discrepancy, when self- and other-ratings are not in agreement (overes-

timators vs. underestimators) will be investigated.



Atwater and Yammarino (1997) posit that when managers’ self-ratings are in alignment
with others’ ratings it is more likely to be linked to more positive individual and organi-
zational outcomes, such as occupational well-being of subordinates. Furnham and
Stringfield (1994) found that managers rated by their superiors as more successful had
fewer discrepancies between their self- and subordinates’ ratings. Furthermore, SOA
carries a conceptual relationship to self-awareness as an important component of au-
thentic leadership promoting well-being (Ilies, et al., 2005). Therefore, we hypothesize
that the overall magnitude of SOA is associated with the occupational well-being of

subordinates.

Hypothesis 1: SOA in ratings is associated with occupational well-being: higher SOA

leads to higher occupational well-being.

The magnitude of the relationship between self-reported personality and work-related
outcomes has been moderate at best (Oh, Wang, & Mount, 2011). Some studies have
suggested that the modest relationships between personality and leadership outcomes
may be due to the still limited use of others’ ratings of personality (Morgeson et al.,
2007). Therefore, we propose that using SOA as a predictor* of well-being will explain

more variance in well-being outcomes than managers’ self-reports of personality.

Hypothesis 2: SOA explains more of the variance in subordinate occupational well-

being than using managers’ self-reported personality alone.

4 In the present study, we use the term “predictor” in a purely statistical sense. There-
fore, this term does not imply causality in either direction.



We also propose that the direction of the discrepancy significantly predicts subordinate
well-being: overestimating one’s personality traits, particularly those related to “leader-
like” behavior (Colbert et al., 2012) as well as Empathy (Brutus, Fleenor & McCauley,
1999) decreases occupational well-being outcomes. This effect will be strongest on Ex-
traversion-related traits (Competitive Achievement, Leadership, Inspiration) and Empa-
thy, as these traits have been demonstrated to associate with positive other-ratings (Bru-
tus et al., 1999; Judge & Bono, 2000; Skakon, Nielsen, Borg, & Guzman, 2010) and
desired leader traits (Nichols & Cottrell, 2014). Therefore, we expect overestimation of

these traits to be more problematic than underestimation of the same traits.

Hypothesis 3: The direction of the discrepancy matters most for traits related to Extra-
version (Competitive Achievement, Leadership, Inspiration) and Empathy. Managers’
overestimation (in contrast to underestimation) of these traits leads to subordinates’

lower occupational well-being.

METHODS

Participants and procedure

The target managers (N=180) were individuals with the job titles of team leaders (80%)
and technology managers (20%), all of whom had a supervisory responsibility for lead-
ing over their teams. More than half of the managers were males (70 % males, 30 %
females). All the managers filled in the WOPI self-report questionnaire (Leung &
Zedeck, 2016) online. Subordinates rated their managers individually and ratings of
managers with several subordinates were averaged across the responding subordinates
for better reliability. Team sizes varied from 1 to 16 subordinates (median 4, while 80 %

of the teams had 2-6 subordinates). Overall, for the 180 managers, a total of 1 951 indi-



vidual personality ratings, expressed as 180 team values, formed the other-ratings data

set.

Data were collected by a Finnish HR consulting company (Psycon Corp.) in a major
government funded technology research organization. The present data collection was
carried out as a part of a broader personnel survey in which personnel received an
online invitation to participate. Participants represented different organizational levels
and units. Although total sampling was used, participation in the study was voluntary.
Of the 2 780 persons working in the organization, 2 067 participated in the personnel

survey, yielding a response rate of 74.4%.

The research setting is described in more detail in Figure 1. First, both managers and
subordinates filled in the personnel survey, although the present study concerns was
limited to the subordinates’ responses. In conjunction with the survey, the managers
were asked to complete a work-related personality inventory, WOPI. The subordinates
were in turn asked to evaluate their manager's personality by rating the same set of per-

sonality dimensions included in WOPI inventory.

[INSERT FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE]

Figure 1. The research setting.

Measures
Self-reported personality. WOPI (Work Personality Inventory) is a standardized self-
report questionnaire on personality with 14 scales deemed important for work settings

(Leung & Zedeck, 2016). The 224 respondent-descriptive item statements are answered



on a dichotomous (true-false) scale, yielding a trait score range of 0 to 16 (see Appendix
1 for example items). The validation study (Nederstrom and Niitamo, 2010) reports
scale reliabilities collected from an occupational sample. All the scale reliabilities are
comparable to those found in established personality inventories: (KR-20/re-test relia-
bility in parenthesis): Focused Achievement (.76/.71), Competitive Achievement
(.78/.83), Leadership (.80/.89), Inspiration (.74/.86), Sociability (.74/.84), Empathy
(.75/.85), Reliance (.69/.76), Orientation (.77/.89), Perception (.78/.80), Thinking
(.81/.80), Decision making (.77/.91), Ambiguity-change (.71/.85), Optimism (.81/.85),
and Self-reflection (.78/.73). Concurrent and predictive validation has been shown in
studies investigating the convergence of peer and spousal ratings of personality, and
construct validity in studies on the relations between WOPI and more established per-
sonality inventories as well as miscellaneous other measures, such as values, learning
styles, organizational culture, etc. (Leung & Zedeck, 2016; Nederstrom & Niitamo,
2010). Factor analysis demonstrates that the altogether 14 scales are readily interpreta-
ble in Big Five terms, connecting the present findings to prior studies on SOA. See Ap-

pendix 2, Table | for the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) matrix.

Others’ ratings. The same set of 14 work-related personality dimensions were rated by
the managers’ direct subordinates (N=1 951). The subordinates rated their managers’
personality on an observer-rating form with a 1-10 Likert scale. For each dimension,
short verbal descriptions of the behavioral markers of low- and high-scale points were
given on the rating form. (e.g., Leadership: 1 = “Not willing to lead, withdrawing, un-
willing to take the initiative, not actively in charge”, 10 = “Willing to lead, directive,
leading the way, initiating). An interrater agreement analysis was conducted employing

intraclass correlation coefficients (ICC) to explore the reliability of team level aggre-



gates. The ICC2 analysis demonstrated values from .57 (mean) to .66 (median). These
values are regarded as “fair” (.40-.59) or “good” (.60-.75) (Cicchetti, 1994). Thus, it

seems that aggregating teams’ personality judgments was statistically justified.

Personnel survey and occupational well-being. The occupational well-being of subor-
dinates was assessed through the 77-item personnel survey. The survey themes ranged
from evaluating one’s own job-related aspects and the functioning of the team to as-
sessing the management style of one’s own manager. All the items were answered on a
five-point Likert scale where the opposite ends of the scales were described verbally
(e.g., “Team spirit in our team is 1 = bad ... 5 = good”; “My workload is 1 = excessive
... 5 = reasonable”; “I feel enthusiasm and joy at work 1 = very rarely ... 5 = almost
always”). The respondents were instructed to use the whole range of the response scale.
The answers to the 77 questions were analyzed by explorative factor analysis using
Principle Axis Factoring as an extraction method and Promax with Kaiser Normaliza-

tion rotation to explore the underlying factors.

For the present purposes, only the theoretically relevant factors were examined and oth-
er irrelevant (such as organizational practices, strategy and customer relations, etc.)
omitted. This analysis helped us to construct three reliable, interpretable and relatively
independent (correlation between variables r < .49**) outcome scales for occupational

well-being:

1) Satisfaction with one’s direct superior and team spirit (Superior Support, sample

item: “Superior's time to listen to subordinates”);



2) Trust in the management, sharing information and involving employees in the deci-
sion-making (Trust in Management, sample item: “Trust in the management of the func-

tion”);

3) Satisfaction with one’s work and development opportunities (Job Satisfaction, sam-

ple item: “Enjoyment of the work”).

The internal consistencies (Cronbach’s alpha) of the scales were: Supervisor Support
.94 (12 items), Trust in Management .92 (10 items) and Job Satisfaction .88 (6 items).

The CFA matrix is presented in Appendix 2, Table 2.

Statistical methods

We used polynomial regression analysis and response surface tests to test our research
hypotheses on SOA and its outcomes. SOA may be operationalized in several ways, and
the one used in the present study is considered a self-insight approach (Fleenor et al.,
2010). In this method, the self-ratings of a target individual are compared to the relevant
others’ ratings of the target (Kwan, John, Kenny, Bond, & Robins, 2004). This is con-
sidered as the best method for analyzing this kind of data as it overcomes methodologi-
cal problems (e.g., those related to using difference scores) found in earlier research on
SOA (Fleenor et al., 2010). The procedure consisted of polynomial regression analysis
followed by response surface analysis, which graphs the polynomial regression out-
comes in three-dimensional space (e.g., Edwards, 1994; Edwards & Parry, 1993). Such
a procedure allows investigating how the two predictor variables (self- and other-ratings
of personality) and especially, the discrepancy between them relate to the outcome vari-

able (the occupational well-being of subordinates) (Shanock, Baran, Gentry, Pattison, &



Heggestad, 2010). When the two ratings are kept separate, computation of higher-order
terms enables examination of linear and non-liner relations. Because the predictor vari-
ables were not measured on the same scale (WOPI self-report scores 0-16 vs. other-
ratings 1-10), we transformed the variables to a standardized scale which places them on

a common metric (Shanock et al., 2010).

Polynomial regression. In polynomial regression analysis, the dependent variable (Z) is
regressed on each independent variable (X and Y), the interaction between the inde-
pendent variables (X x Y) and the squared terms for the independent variables (X2 and
Y2). Thus, three new variables were created for each analysis: the square of the subor-
dinates’ rating, the cross-product of the subordinates’ and manager’s rating, and the
square of the managers’ rating. Next, polynomial regression analyses were conducted
by regressing the dependent variables on the independent variables, the product of the
independent variables, the subordinate rating squared, and the manager rating squared

terms.

Response surface analysis. In response surface analysis, the slope and the curvature of
two lines graphically illustrate the phenomenon (Shanock et al., 2010; see Figure 2).
First, the slope of the line of perfect agreement (X = Y) illustrates how agreement be-
tween the independent variables (subordinates’ rating and manager’s rating) relates to
the dependent variable (i.e., occupational well-being of subordinates). In addition, a
curvature along the line of perfect agreement shows whether or not the relationship be-
tween the in-agreement ratings and the dependent variable is nonlinear. The line of in-
congruence (X = -Y) represents a situation where X and Y are not in agreement. A sig-

nificant curvature along the line shows how the degree of discrepancy between the in-



dependent variables relates to the dependent variable. Furthermore, the slope along the
line of incongruence indicates the direction of the discrepancy, which shows that the
dependent variable can be influenced more when the discrepancy is in a given direction
(X >Y or X <Y). This helps to compare discrepancies between two variables in pre-
dicting outcomes and the degree to which one type of discrepancy (X > Y) better pre-
dicts that outcome than another type (Y > X). We examined all combinations with three
response surface test values (al, a3, a4). The results allow three questions to be formu-
lated: 1) How does the agreement between the independent variables relate to the de-
pendent variable? 2) How does the degree of discrepancy between the independent vari-
ables relate to the dependent variable? and 3) How does the direction of the discrepancy
between the independent variables relate to the dependent variable (Shanock et al.,
2010)?
RESULTS

Preliminary analyses

The relationships between subordinates’ occupational well-being, managers’ self-
reported personality and subordinates’ ratings of the managers’ personality are present-
ed in Table 1. First, we examined the general magnitude of SOA on all WOPI dimen-
sions. Self-other agreement was statistically significant on 10 of the 14 personality traits
assessed. As shown in Table 1, SOA between managers and their subordinates ranged
from r = .47 to r < .10. The difference in judgability between traits was obvious, as pre-
vious research has shown (Funder, 1999), while the traits easiest to judge (Decision
Making and Sociability, r = .47 and r = .34) yielded substantially greater correlations
than Reliance, Focused achievement and Self-reflection (r < .10). Contrary to our ex-

pectations and previous research (Funder, 1999; Funder & Dobroth, 1987), Extraversion



related traits (Competitive Achievement, Leadership, and Inspiration) were not the most

observable traits but instead were of average magnitude.

[INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE]

Second, we estimated the relationship between managers’ self-reported personality and
subordinates occupational well-being. As can be seen from Table 1, only two statistical-
ly significant correlations were observed between the occupational well-being outcomes
and managers’ personality. Self-reported Leadership predicted both Trust in Manage-
ment and Job Satisfaction. Although statistically significant, the association between
Leadership and Job Satisfaction was only moderate (r = .15, p<.01). The other-ratings
showed several significant relationships with a greater effect on subordinate well-being.
The correlations between well-being outcomes and the other-rated personality traits

reached .75 at their highest (Superior Support and Empathy/Inspiration).

Primary analyses
We then examined the relationships associated with Hypotheses 1-4. For each of the 14

traits and 3 outcomes, we performed regressions using the following equation:

Z=b0+blX+b2Y +b3X2 +b4XY +b5Y2 +e

where Z is the occupational well-being of subordinates, X stands for the superior’s self-

reported trait and Y represents other-ratings of the trait. We also calculated and tested

the relevant slopes/curves following procedures discussed in Shanock et al. (2010).



First, we examined the slope of the line of agreement (X = Y). In light of our hypothe-
ses, this value is expected to be positive, indicating a perfect line of agreement. In addi-
tion, the curvature along the line of incongruence (X=-Y) shows the effect of the dis-
crepancy. If this value is negative, it indicates that as the discrepancy between self-
reports and other-ratings increases, the outcome decreases. Thus, the value for al should

be positive and the value for a4 negative.

As illustrated in Table 2, the results differed depending on the trait and the outcome
under consideration. Hypothesis 1 suggested that the outcome is highest when self-
reported and the other-ratings are in agreement and lowest when these ratings are dis-
crepant. Consistent with our H1, higher SOA predicted higher well-being, while a high-

er discrepancy predicted lower well-being.

[INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE]

To estimate the relative importance of self-reports of personality and SOA as predictors
of well-being, we defined the “perfect” SOA conditions (Shanock et al., 2010) for each
trait: a positive al combined with a negative a4. Table 2 shows that SOA offered a sig-
nificantly wider perspective on well-being outcomes than self-reported personality.
While only one self-reported trait (Leadership) reached two significant correlations with
the well-being outcomes (Trust in Management and Job Satisfaction; see Table 1), the
surface response analysis of SOA revealed that several traits had a significant positive
al combined with a significant and negative a4. Superior support was significantly pre-
dicted by SOA on seven traits (Competitive Achievement, Leadership, Inspiration,

Thinking, Ambiguity-change, Optimism and Sociability), Trust in Management on two



traits (Competitive Achievement, Inspiration) and Job Satisfaction on three traits (Com-
petitive Achievement, Perception, Sociability). This indicates the strong predictive val-
ue of SOA compared to self-reports on several well-being variables, thereby supporting

H2.

Finally, we examined the direction of the discrepancy, indicated by the slope of the line
of incongruence. A statistically significant slope indicates that the two types of discrep-
ancy (i.e., X >Y, Y > X) differentially predict the outcome variable. A significant nega-
tive a3 indicates that well-being is higher when the other-rating is higher than the self-
report. In the present results, all the significant slopes were negative. This finding sug-
gests that overestimators of the WOPI dimensions are more fatal for the well-being of
their subordinates than underestimators. This effect appears particularly for one facet of
Extroversion (Inspiration) and for Empathy, which is consistent with H3. Other facets
of Extraversion were also significant, as predicted, but the effect sizes were considera-
bly lower than those for Inspiration and Empathy. Openness to Experience and Consci-

entiousness revealed similar effects, although the effect sizes were also lower.

DISCUSSION
Our findings extend existing literature in three important ways: 1) they demonstrate that
SOA on leaders personality is an important variable when investigating employee occu-
pational well-being, 2) SOA can bring incremental validity above and beyond self-
reported personality in predicting well-being outcomes and 3) the direction of discrep-
ancy (overestimators vs. underestimators) has an independent effect on employee well-
being. To the best of our knowledge, no previous SOA research has investigated the

connection between leaders’ personality and subordinates’ occupational well-being.



The main results of the present study seemed to be consistent with the previous findings
on SOA and its beneficial effects on leadership outcomes (e.g., Fleenor et al., 2010). As
hypothesized, the results revealed that as the discrepancy between self-reports and other
ratings increased, well-being decreased. Although the evidence suggests that SOA has a
substantial relationship with well-being, the exact mediating process by which the effect
occurs remains somewhat unclear. We offer some explanations for underlying mecha-

nisms of SOA.

One suggested mediator for the SOA has been self-awareness. This explanation gives
support to the effect of authentic leadership, because authenticity, in part, refers to
awareness of one’s strengths and weaknesses, ambiguities, inconsistencies and limits of
self-knowledge and acting in tune with one’s true self (Luthans & Avolio, 2003). Ac-
cording to Atwater et al. (2005), the theoretical rationale underlying self-awareness and
its leadership outcomes stems from four aspects of leadership behavior. First, a leader
who does not recognize the discrepancy between self-reports and other-ratings will not
see the need to alter his/her behavior to meet with others’ expectations. Thus, the leader
will continue to take on assignments that are beyond his/her competence and will even-
tually fail. Second, agreement in ratings shows a stronger relationship with positive out-
comes since a realistic self-view helps a leader to correct mistakes and align his/her be-
havior with the demands of the organization. Third, ratings that are in agreement are
preferable because they help to promote mutual understanding between, for example,
leader and subordinates. Fourth, self-awareness can be used as an indicator of emotional

intelligence, which, in turn, has been associated with effective leadership.



Which mechanisms mediate the relationships between discrepancy and lower well-
being? We offer three plausible explanations. First, subordinates may have a fairly accu-
rate judgement of their superior, yet the superior views him/herself differently. In this
case judgability of traits may be present, allowing for valid subordinate judgements.
Yet, due to a low level of self-knowledge (understanding one’s own strengths and
weaknesses) and self-awareness (capacity to reflect/introspect), the superior perceives
him/herself differently. This, in turn, brings about low levels of employee work satisfac-

tion, as the theory of authentic leadership predicts (Luthans & Avolio, 2003).

Second, the superior may have a fairly accurate judgement of him/herself, yet the sub-
ordinates view him/her differently. This may be the case if, for example, the leader is
not accessible or visible and high discrepancy scores are a result of this. The negative
impact of low levels of visibility has been well established in previous literature
(Furnham, Race & Rosen, 2014). In the current study we did not control for frequency

of interaction, which appears to be an important covariate to consider.

Third, there may be a lack of self-consistency in behavior. A leader can be self-aware
but is missing components of authenticity, namely authentic behavioral and relational
orientation (Ilies, et al., 2005), which is shown in lack of SOA. Although leaders may
know themselves rather well, it is vital for them to show ‘‘consistency between their
values, beliefs, and actions’” (Walumbwa et al., 2008, p. 93). Subordinates need to be
certain about their superior’s behavior, i.e., they need a sufficient level of predictability.
This enables subordinates to create a ‘‘realistic social relationship’® (Avolio, Gardner,
Walumbwa, Luthans, & May, 2004, p. 810) which is positively linked to job satisfac-

tion and commitment (Peus, Wesche, Streicher, Braun, & Frey, 2012). As Kouzes and



Posner (2002) point out, alignment between a superior’s values and his/her behaviors
produces credibility and authenticity. This explanation gives a theoretical rationale for
differentiating self-awareness from SOA, even these concepts have been sometimes

used interchangeably (Sosik, 2001).

The results demonstrated that SOA can bring a significant incremental validity above
and beyond self-reported personality. While only one self-reported trait (Leadership)
showed two significant correlations with well-being outcomes (Trust in Management
and Job Satisfaction), the other-ratings showed several significant relationships with the
well-being outcomes. This result is consistent with previous findings (Colbert et al.,
2012; Oh et al., 2011), where observer ratings of personality were more strongly related
to leadership outcomes than self-reports. Colbert, Judge, Choi, and Wang (2012) sug-
gest that there are two reasons why observer ratings can be expected to contribute to the
prediction of work-related outcomes. First, self-reports and observer ratings are able to
capture unique information on the target. Second, both sources of information are likely
to predict unique variance in the outcomes as both personality and outcomes are based

on observer ratings of trait expression.

In terms of the personality traits, SOA with regard to Extraversion (Competitive
Achievement, Leadership, Inspiration), was most strongly related to the occupational
well-being of subordinates. This outcome was not expected and it seems that personality
traits are not equal as SOA predictors. It was interesting to note that the Extraversion-
related traits were not the most observable traits but instead were of average magnitude.
Nonetheless, they were the best SOA predictor of well-being. This supports the previ-

ous findings that Extraversion is an important trait in leadership behavior, emergence



and leaderlikeness (Colbert et al., 2012; Offermann, Kennedy, & Wirtz, 1994) an sich,

and this importance cannot be accounted solely by its visibility.

It proved to be beneficial for subordinates’ well-being that their assessments of their
managers’ personality clustered towards the right pole of the assessment scale for cer-
tain traits, even if the manager’s self-assessment tended towards the left pole of the as-
sessment scale. More specifically, when subordinates see the manager as “leaderlike”
(facets of Extraversion in WOPI) but the manager disagrees, the fact that the manager
might underestimate his/her leadership traits does not endanger the well-being of subor-
dinates. This effect appears in particular for one facet of Extroversion (Inspiration) and
Empathy, as predicted, when using Supervisor Support as a criterion. This finding sug-
gests that underestimating one’s own Empathy or Extraversion is less fatal for well-
being outcomes than overestimating these traits (i.e., humility is better than hubris and
overestimation of Empathy may turn out to be “knowing better” the needs of others). In
addition, traits related to extremely high self-reported Extraversion combined with a
low level of Empathy (or Agreeableness) can lead to narcissism and, thus to lack of self-
awareness (Nederstrom & Furnham, 2012). In line with this, Bass and Yammarino
(1991) demonstrated that high self-ratings coupled with lower other-ratings may lead to

arrogance and narcissism, manifested by ignoring criticism and denying failures.

The methods chosen for the statistical analyses (polynomial regression and response
surface tests) can be considered as a technical strength of the present study, as these
methods are widely accepted and possess sophistication in investigating the complex
topic of SOA and its relation to different outcomes (Colbert, et al., 2012; Fleenor et al.,

2010; Shanock et al., 2010). Had we conducted traditional moderated regression analy-



sis alone, we might have concluded that the relationship between SOA and well-being
depends in part on self-reports and that others’ ratings are more important for high well-
being than self-reports. However, the response surface analysis yielded more detailed
and convincing information on how combinations of the personality variables can affect

well-being outcomes.

Limitations and future research

We used a cross-sectional research design, which calls for caution when drawing con-
clusions about causality. Many previous studies (e.g., Nichols & Cottrell, 2014) have
implied that high SOA may be expected to lead to positive outcomes. Sosik and
Megerian (1999) suggested that managerial SOA moderates relationships between as-
pects of emotional intelligence, transformational leadership behavior and managerial
performance. Yet it is theoretically plausible to assume that a positive relationship be-
tween a leader and a subordinate will lead to increased interaction, which, in turn, will
lead to a better knowledge and predictability of the other person and evidenced as high-
er SOA. Therefore, the direction of causality and the effect of mediators should be

viewed as tentative.

In the present sample the outcome variable (well-being of subordinates) and the other-
ratings were not obtained from independent sources. Thus, it is possible that common
method variance at least partially explains the strong associations found between the
observer ratings and the leadership outcomes. The limitations of our sample prevented
us from using relative weight analysis (Johnson, 2000) or similar analytical methods,
which may have revealed the proportionate contribution of each rating type in explain-

ing the total variance of the well-being outcomes (Connelly & Ones, 2010). It would be



useful to adopt less subjective measures of well-being and performance that focus on
outcomes of competent leadership behavior. This would help obtaining data from truly

independent sources.

We do not know of studies that have used longitudinal research designs to investigate
this topic. However, a longitudinal design could be useful in further research, because
managerial implications may vary depending on the various mediators of SOA. For ex-
ample, possible changes in SOA as a result of training could be examined. More specif-
ically, it would be of great interest to see if training (for example, trying to reach a con-
sensus on a manager’s personality) implemented among the manager and his/her subor-
dinates’ increases agreement on work-related personality and the level of self-
awareness, and if it has associations with the occupational well-being of subordinates.
After all, knowing one’s strengths and shortfalls is fundamental to any adaptation or

development.

Given that our analysis demonstrates evidence of significant relationships between SOA
on certain personality traits and hypothesized outcomes, we suggest that personality (in
addition to 360 degree or performance measures) should be recognized as an important
variable regarding SOA implications. Moreover, for the concept of self-awareness to be
more useful, additional research is needed to clarify the distinctions between different
types of discrepancy and personality traits. For example, both over- and underestimators
of Extraversion are lacking self-awareness, but the organizational outcomes may be

completely different, as our results demonstrated.
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Figure 1. The research setting.

Managers® self-reports Subordinates® ratings
(N=180) MN=1951)

WOPI full WOPIshost
wversion (self- version

reported (other-rated
personality) parsonality)

Self-other rating
agresment Occupational well-being
(S0A) onmanager’s of subordinates
work ralated parsomlity




Appendix 1. WOPI scales and example items

(fo) FOCUSED ACHIEVEMENT

| like jobs where quality is never compromised because of pressing deadlines.
| always want to work thoroughly, even if it wasn’t necessary.
| like the kind of work that allows me to concentrate on particular matters.

(co) COMPETITIVE ACHIEVEMENT

| strive for top results in everything | do.
In my ideal job | would compete against my own performance and that of others.
| want to win, and | hate losing.

(le) LEADERSHIP

| like to give orders and get things going.
In the company of another person, | usually make the decisions.
I’'m very demanding towards others.

(is) INSPIRATION

I’d much rather work in a well-known organization than an unknown one.
What impression | make on other people is usually important to me.
| want to be noticed when I'm with other people.

(so) SOCIABILITY

I'd never want to miss an opportunity to be with other people.
I make friends easily; | quickly feel at home even in the company of strangers.
| always prefer to work with other people rather than by myself.

(em) EMPATHY

I’'m happy to put my own things aside to do someone else a favor.
I’'m always willing to give and lend things to people who need them more than | do.
In my ideal job, | would work for the benefit of other people.

(re) RELIANCE

| carefully sound out others' opinions before | make a decision.
| find it natural to follow stronger individuals.
| often ask other people for advice

(or) ORIENTATION

I’'m more interested in ideas than facts.
| get the most peculiar ideas.
I’'m more of a radical innovator than a stable builder.

(pc) PERCEPTION

| enjoy interpreting complex and difficult concepts.
Theories help me enormously to understand things.
| often question the usefulness of traditional ways of thinking and doing things.

(th) THINKING

| let my feelings influence my decision making a great deal.
When [ start doing something, | don't often know what the end result will look like.
My thinking is very organized and logical. (R)

(dc) DECISION MAKING

I’'m able to get many projects going at the same time because | don't plan too much ahead.
| usually make decisions quickly, without delay.
| enjoy taking risks.

(am) AMBIGUITY-CHANGE

| don't like unexpected situations.
It bothers me if my duties at work are unclear.
| prefer changes to happen gradually.



(op) OPTIMISM

| usually succeed in everything | do.
I'm always full of energy.
| always look at the positive side of things.

(sr) SELF-REFLECTION

I never try to cover up my mistakes.
| never cause inconvenience to my colleagues at work.
| can always make the right decisions, even in difficult situations.



Appendix 2. Confirmatory factor analyses

Appendix 2, Table 1. Factor loadings based on a maximun likelihood analysis with promax rotation for 14 scales of WOPI (N=235)

Extraversion

Conscientiousness

Agreeableness Openness Emotional stability

Inspiration 74
Leadership .70
Competition .66
Ambiguity-change (reversed CON)

Focused Achievement

Decision making (reversed CON)

Sociability

Empathy

Reliance

Orientation

Perception

Thinking

Self-reflection

Optimism 42

-65
65
-65

-45

.64
63
61

.85

.60

43
73
.55

Note. Factor loadings < .4 are suppressed.



Appendix 2, Table 2. Factor loadings based on a maximun likelihood analysis with promax rotation for 28 items (N=297)

Supervisor support Trustin management  Job satisfaction

Providing circumstances to succeed in the work 84

Superior as a motivator .81

Support for subordinates' development efforts .80

Spirit of the team 78

Equality of treatment of subordinates .78

Consideration of subordinates' views 77

Clarification of subordinates' objectives 75

Encouraging co-operation among employees 73

Amount of feedback from superior 72

Sharing information and skills in the team 69

Usefulness of the latest development discussion .66

Superior's time to listen to subordinates .65

Trustin the management of the function .88

Dialogue between management and personnel .85

Consideration of staff in decision-making .84

Implementation of changes in the function 82

Processing of surveyresults .75

Support to co-operation by function management .71

Fairness of rewarding in the function 65

Decentralization of decision-making in the func 62

Lack of rumours circulating among staff 61

Information about strategies of the function 59

Level of the challenge provided by job .88
Enjoyment of the work .85
Degree of satisfaction from the work .84
Opportunity to utilize competencies 73
Opportunities for prof. developmentat VTT 62
Importance of the job for the organization 61

Note. Factor loadings < .4 are suppressed.
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