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Personality and job performance  
 

Extensive research has been devoted to the importance of personality, defined by the FFM, and work-
related behavior such as job performance. Research has focused on determining whether or not measures 
of personality (test scores) can predict job performance. The current consensus is that personality can in 
fact do so and that some personality dimensions have greater predictive value than others (Barrick & 
Mount, 2003).  

 

Research has provided rather clear estimates, while the development of the meta-analytical approach has 
allowed individual studies to be summarized and re-analyzed, thus providing reliable generalizations. In 
what is termed as second order meta-analysis, i.e., a meta-analysis of meta-analyses, Barrick and Mount 
(2003) examined the studies conducted within this area and summarized the correlations between the FFM 
dimensions and job performance. Their results show that Conscientiousness and, to a lesser extent, 
Emotional Stability are the two personality dimensions that predict job performance, regardless of job type 
and job performance measurement criteria.  

 

Individuals who achieve high scores on Conscientiousness are hard working, well organized, and 
performance oriented and thus generally perform better at work than those lacking these qualities, 
regardless of the type of job. In a similar way, those who score low on Emotional Stability, irritable and 
stress-prone individuals with low selfesteem, will in general have lower performance than mentally stable 
and adaptable people with high self-esteem, regardless of the job.  

 

The pattern is somewhat different for the other personality dimensions. In another study by Barrick, 
Mount, and Judge (2001) it was shown that the dimensions of Agreeableness, Extraversion, and Openness 
are also valuable predictors of job performance, but only when it comes to certain types of jobs. For 
example, it has been shown that Extraversion predicts high performance for jobs involving intensive 
teamwork but poor performance for jobs where negotiations play an important part. Extraversion also 
predicts job performance for jobs which require considerable interaction with others (such as sales and 
management jobs), while having no influence whatsoever for other types of jobs.  

 

Those who score high on the Agreeableness dimension are predicted to have high performance in jobs 
involving teamwork but low performance in jobs where negotiations play an important part. These three 
factors are therefore not universal predictors for all jobs and criteria. For further details, refer to Barrick, 
Mount, and Judge (2001). 

 

 

 

 



 

The dynamics of personality dimensions 
 

But the dynamics of personality dimensions are often dependent on the selected criteria, and the total 
combined effect of the dimensions involved will be greater than the sum effect of the single dimensions. 
This can be explained by the following: 

 

• The structure of personality is complicated; it is hierarchic, and there are primary and secondary 
relationships — at different levels  

 

• There is an imbalance in the hierarchy; some dimensions function at a higher level of abstraction. 
Emotional Stability and Conscientiousness, in particular, function at a higher level in relation to 
many criteria, compared to the other dimensions  

 

• The personality dimensions of FFM are not orthogonal (independent), they overlap to varying 
degrees  

 

• Certain personality traits explain more variance than others when it comes to specific criteria such 
as job performance  

 

 

Personality dimensions and COPS 
 

Combining several personality dimensions in a composite measure makes it possible to develop scales 
with greater predictive value for specific criteria as compared to using the FFM dimensions. Scales of this 
type are called Criterion-Oriented Personality Scales (COPS). 

 

The predictive value of these scales has been shown to be considerably higher than most other measures of 
individual differences, and only GMA is higher (Ones & Viswesvaran, 2001). COPS are thus constructed 
to predict individual differences regarding specific work-related behaviors, while the composition of the 
scale and its contents may of course vary depending on the criterion. 

 

Both algorithms documented here, “Service” and “Integrity” are examples of such COPS.  

 

 

 



Integrity  
 

Integrity (and dependability) involves a broader concept covering “A willingness to follow rules, 
internalized values, norms and expectations” (Murphy, 2000). Integrity measurements therefore aim at 
identifying the presence (and individual differences) of these tendencies.  

 

This means the higher someone scores using this algorithm, the more likely the presence of these 
tendencies are. 

 

The Integrity algorithm is based on personality theory from the FFM, and uses the MAP-Essence (MAP-E) 
assessment. MAP-E is a shorter version of the MAP assessment, using items from the longer test that 
embody each domain within the FMM. Even though MAP-E measures all five domains, the three 
dimensions of Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, and Emotional Stability constitute the general integrity 
factor.  

 

The underlying model for the Integrity algorithm, derived from Markon, Krueger, and Watson (2005), 
therefore places Emotional Stability at the driving factor and Conscientiousness and Agreeableness slightly 
lesser factors. In the case of Extraversion and Openness to Experience, that are also measured in MAP-E, 
do not contribute to the Integrity algorithm.  

 

[I]t becomes evident that superordinate personality hierarchy is an unbalanced hierarchy. The current 
results indicate […] that Neuroticism in particular exists at a different level of abstraction than the other 
Big Five traits. (Markon, Krueger, Watson, 2005; p 152)  

 

 
  



Service 
 

Successful companies within the service sector has shown to add benefits to their offering that not only 
satisfy the customers but also surprise and delight them. Delighting customers is a matter of exceeding 
their expectations, this requires that go beyond the expected level of service. Thus, the Service algorithm 
aim to predict the potential of customer service defined as adding benefits to their offering that satisfy, 
surprise and delight customers. 

 

This means the higher someone scores using this algorithm, the more likely the presence of these 
tendencies are. 

 

The Service algorithm is based on research showing that it is possible and meaningful to predict service 
performance based on personality and GMA (Hurtz & Donovan, 2000). The Service algorithm are using 
the same scientific base as the Targeted Prediction© Service algorithm: meta-analytic results combining 
personality and GMA to predict service potential and to facilitate the selection of for service-oriented 
positions. The difference is that it can be used without Matrigma (GMA) and therefore the weights from 
the personality scales in MAP-E has been adapted to adjust for the “loss” of the GMA measurement. 
MAP-E measures all five domains, Conscientiousnessis a driving factor in this algorithm, Agreeableness, 
and Extroversion also plays important roles followed in importance by Emotional Stability and lastly 
Openness.  

 


