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In this dissertation, I extend the literature on the validity of personality ratings in 

the workplace by exploring the conditions under which measures of identity (i.e., self-

ratings of personality) or measures of reputation (i.e., observer ratings of personality) 

are more valid predictors of workplace outcomes. Drawing on Hogan’s Socioanalytic 

Theory (Hogan, 1996) and Funder’s Realistic Accuracy Model (Funder, 1995), I 

investigate key sources of variance in the predictive validity of reputational personality 

ratings. More specifically, I explore how characteristics of the individuals providing 

observer ratings of personality impact the relative and incremental predictive validities of 

these reputational ratings. Results of a field study indicate that reputational ratings of 

personality have the potential to capture both higher relative predictive validities and 

higher incremental predictive validities over personality identity ratings. However, the 

extent to which reputational ratings outperform identity ratings depends on 

characteristics of the observer such that relative and incremental predictive validities are 

highest when observers score high on measures of conscientious, openness, and 

extraversion and low on measures of agreeableness and emotional stability. 
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Furthermore, reputational ratings are more valid when observer raters have stronger 

acquaintanceship ties with the individuals they are rating. Finally, results indicate that 

observer characteristics have a stronger impact on predictive validities for behavioral 

outcomes (i.e., task performance and citizenship behavior) than attitudinal outcomes 

(i.e., job satisfaction). 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

In a review of the literature regarding personality as a predictor of workplace 

outcomes, Barrick and Mount (2005) conclude, “personality plays a meaningful role in 

nearly all facets of work and our daily lives” (p. 363). Substantiating this claim, meta-

analytic investigations find significant correlations between personality traits and central 

workplace criteria including job performance (Barrick, Mount, & Judge, 2001), job 

satisfaction (Judge, Heller, & Mount, 2002), leadership (Judge, Bono, Ilies, & Gerhardt, 

2002), and workplace deviance (Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007). Nevertheless, this 

optimism is not shared by all, as recently captured by a panel discussion at the Society 

for Industrial and Organizational Psychology (Morgeson, Campion, Dipboye, 

Hollenbeck, Murphy, & Schmitt, 2007). The participants, all either current or former 

editors of two premier I/O psychology journals, reached the conclusion that, “the validity 

of personality tests is quite low” (p. 696; for similar conclusions, see also Murphy & 

Dzieweczynski [2005] and Schmitt [2004]). 

Though much of this disagreement centers around subjective judgments of what 

constitutes “low” vs. “meaningful” validity, all parties of the debate tend to agree that the 

maximum potential for personality predictors has yet to be reached. Likewise, both 

proponents and critics have suggested that our understanding of the role of personality 

in the workplace relies too heavily on self-reported personality assessment research 

(Morgeson et al., 2007; Ones, Dilchert, Viswesvaran, & Judge, 2007). A commonly 

suggested alternative is to collect personality information from sources other than the 

focal individual (e.g., coworkers, significant-others, trained independent raters, etc.).  
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In this dissertation, I investigate these alternative sources of personality 

information. Drawing on Hogan’s Socioanalytic Theory (Hogan, 1996), I explore 

personality as a function of both identity and reputation. Whereas identity refers to 

personality from the perspective of the actor (i.e., “the you that you know”) and is 

assessed through self-reports (Roberts, 2006), reputation refers to personality from the 

perspective of the observer (i.e., “the you that we know”) and is assessed through 

observer ratings (Hogan, 1991; Roberts, 2006). An important issue raised by this 

distinction is the relationship between one’s identity and one’s reputation. To the extent 

that these two personality perspectives converge, evaluations from different rater types 

can be considered interchangeable and selecting raters becomes an issue of ease and 

preference. However, to the extent that identity and reputational ratings offer unique 

perspectives of an individual’s personality, researchers and practitioners would gain 

from knowing how self and observer ratings of personality differ in terms of predictive 

validity and under what circumstances a particular rater source captures incremental 

validity over others. Two recent meta-analyses of the convergent validity of self and 

observer personality ratings both indicated that although there is a high degree of 

overlap between measures of identity and reputation, each component of personality 

contains substantial unique variance (Connolly, Kavanagh, & Viswesvaran, 2007; 

Connelly & Ones, 2010). 

This finding raises an essential question: Are meaningful workplace criteria better 

predicted by measures of identity (i.e., self-report ratings) or measures of reputation 

(i.e., observer ratings)? If observer ratings of personality have higher predictive 

validities, then the true utility of personality in the workplace – based primarily on the 
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meta-analytic accumulations of self-reported data – may be undervalued. Furthermore, 

from an applied perspective, if observer ratings of personality prove equivalent or 

superior to self-ratings, organizations may be best served by modifying personnel 

selection and evaluation systems to draw on this alternative form of personality 

information. 

The research to date suggests optimism for the superiority of observer ratings 

(Connelly & Ones, 2010; Oh, Wang, & Mount, 2011). For instance, in a recent study, Oh 

et al. (2011) meta-analyzed the relationship between observer ratings of the Big Five 

personality traits and overall job performance. Comparing their results to Hurtz and 

Donovan’s (2000) meta-analysis of self-report ratings of personality, the operational 

validities of observer ratings were between 29% higher (for emotional stability) and 

340% higher (for openness) than self-reported ratings. 

Nevertheless, only a handful of primary studies have directly addressed this 

question. In fact, Oh et al. (2011) conclude their meta-analytic investigation with the 

caveat, “due caution should be exercised when interpreting our results based on the 

relatively small number of primary studies included in the meta-analyses” (p. 771). 

Furthermore, an examination of these primary studies suggests that although observer 

ratings can be more valid (Mount, Barrick, & Strauss, 1994) and can account for 

incremental variance beyond self-reported ratings of personality (Small & Diefendorff, 

2006) considerable variance in findings exists both within and between research 

studies. This suggests the presence of moderating conditions impacting the predictive 

validities of reputational measures. Thus, the purpose of this dissertation is to explore 
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why or under which conditions measures of reputation outperform measures of identity 

in terms of predicting organizational criteria. 

In this regard, Funder’s Realistic Accuracy Model (RAM; Funder, 1995) proves 

especially helpful. This model outlines the conditions necessary for individuals to form 

accurate personality perceptions. In particular, an individual’s personality is manifested 

in a unique pattern of affective, cognitive, and behavioral tendencies. A rater’s capacity 

to form an accurate personality perception depends on the rater’s ability to gather and 

process such affective, cognitive, and behavioral information. According to the Realistic 

Accuracy Model, personality evaluations can be decomposed into four stages: (a) 

relevant information must be (b) available to the individual, who must (c) detect this 

information and (d) utilize it appropriately. Thus, to the extent that different raters have 

different abilities and opportunities in terms of traversing through each of these four 

stages, we might expect raters to differ in the accuracy, and subsequently, predictive 

validity of their personality ratings. 

In sum, drawing on Hogan’s Socioanalytic Theory to differentiate between 

measures of identity and reputation and Funder’s Realistic Accuracy Model to explore 

how observer characteristics moderate the accuracy of their reputation judgments, I 

reframe my central research question from: “Are meaningful workplace criteria better 

predicted by measures of identity or reputation?” to “Under which circumstances are 

meaningful criteria better predicted by measures of identity or reputation?” Moreover, I 

investigate how characteristics of the observers providing reputational ratings – in terms 

of observers’ Big Five personality traits and acquaintanceship ties with the target – 

impact the predictive validities of measures of reputation. Understanding how such 
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characteristics influence the validity of personality ratings will allow researchers and 

practitioners to maximize the predictive validity of personality ratings by either (i) 

choosing the best rater source for a given situation or (ii) modifying the situation to 

enhance a given rater’s ability to make accurate personality assessments. 
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CHAPTER 2 
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

Hogan’s Socioanalytic Theory 

Hogan’s Socioanalytic Theory stresses the dual concept of personality as both 

identity and reputation (Hogan, 1996). Personality from the perspective of the individual 

represents one’s identity and is comprised of an individual’s inner thoughts, feelings, 

and motives, as they relate to general emotional, attitudinal, and behavioral tendencies 

(Winter, John, Stewart, Klohnen, & Duncan, 1998). Personality from the perspective of 

the observer represents one’s reputation and is comprised of interpretations of past 

behaviors (Hogan, 2005). Here, a distinction can be made between the “you that you 

know” (i.e., identity) that is assessed in self-report ratings of personality and the “you 

that others know” (i.e., reputation) that is assessed in observer ratings of personality. 

Figure 2-1 outlines the relationship between these two components of personality. 

An important implication from this figure is the reciprocal relationship between one’s 

identity and one’s reputation (Roberts, 2006; Roberts & Caspi, 2003; Yeung & Martin, 

2003). In what has been termed the “externalization of the self”, individuals’ identities 

shape their behavioral tendencies and the observation of these tendencies by others 

shapes their reputations (Yeung & Martin, 2003). If one identifies as an extraverted 

individual, then one will likely approach situations consistent with – and likewise, avoid 

situations inconsistent with – this identity (path a). In turn, observers will interpret this 

individual’s tendencies to behave in an extraverted manner as an indication that he/she 

is an extraverted person (path b).  

In contrast, sociologists and social psychologists have long recognized the 

“internalization of the self” (Cooley, 1902; Kinch, 1963; Mead, 1934; Yeung & Martin, 
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2003). For instance, the symbolic interactionist perspective of the “looking glass self” 

asserts that one’s self concept is a reflection of one’s perception about how one 

appears to others (Cooley, 1902; Shrauger & Shoeneman, 1979). The implication here 

is that if others interpret an individual’s behaviors as a sign that he/she is an agreeable 

person, then the individual may begin to identify as one who is agreeable (path c). Most 

obviously, awareness of one’s reputation through direct feedback from others can lead 

to internalization. However, reputational awareness need not necessarily be present to 

influence the process of internalization of the self (Tice, 1992). An individual’s reputation 

can influence the modes and manners of interactions with others and these interactions 

can provide indirect feedback that serves to shape his/her identity. For instance, if 

others think an individual is an introverted person, they may tend to leave this person to 

himself and – through their avoidance of interactions with him – he may come to 

recognize his solitariness as a sign of his introverted nature.  

Figure 2-1 also includes a path directly from behavior to identity (path d). Here, the 

implication is that over time, people’s impressions of themselves are also derived from 

their interpretations of their own behavioral tendencies. As an example, drawing from 

Cognitive Dissonance Theory (Festinger, 1957), incompatibilities between one’s identity 

and one’s behavior may be resolved by a process of reexamination and reformulation of 

one’s identity. 

Arguments abound concerning the relative importance of each of these different 

pathways and the role of unmodeled constructs such as genes, culture, and social roles 

(McCrae & Costa, 1999; Roberts & Caspi, 2001; Stryker, 2007). Though each aforesaid 

path was discussed in isolation, it deserves mention that the recursive nature of the 
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model highlights the fact that the introduction of change in one part can result in 

changes elsewhere in the system. As a result, for the sake of this dissertation, 

attempting to pinpoint the causal determinants of a particular self- or observer-view is 

less important than understanding the presence of different pathways to incongruence 

between an individual’s identity and reputation, and, subsequently, the impact of 

incongruence on the predictive validities of personality ratings. 

In this regard, incongruence between one’s identity and reputation can happen 

when a breakdown occurs on any of the abovementioned paths. First, to the extent that 

behavior is shaped by factors external to one’s identity (“not a”), impressions formed 

from these behaviors may not align with said identity. For instance, researchers have 

long acknowledged the role of situational strength on trait expression (Forehand & von 

Haller Gilmer, 1964; Hattrup & Jackson, 1996; March & Simon, 1958; Milgrim, 1965; 

Mischel, 1973; 1977). When strong cues – norms, roles, expectations, etc. – exist 

regarding the desirability of potential behaviors (i.e., “high situational strength”), 

pressure on individuals to act accordingly shapes behavioral expression and reduces 

variance across individuals (Meyer, Dalal, & Hermida, 2010). When such cues do not 

exist (i.e., “low situational strength”), behavioral expression is most likely to be a 

function of an individual’s personality rather than situational pressures and thus 

reputational impressions drawn from such behaviors are more likely to align with the 

individual’s identity. 

Second, errors in the perception and interpretation of behavior by the self (“not d”) 

and/or observer (“not b”) can lead to incongruence. Several such errors have been 

identified in the psychology and sociology literatures. For instance, in terms of 
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reputation formation, researchers have long recognized observers’ tendencies to make 

a fundamental attribution error – when interpreting the underlying causes of individuals’ 

behaviors, observers tend to overestimate the influence of internal factors (such as the 

individuals’ personalities) and underestimate the influence of external factors (Heider, 

1958; Ross, 1977). On the other hand, the self-serving bias refers to individual’s 

tendencies to attribute successes to internal factors while blaming failures on factors 

beyond their control (Heider, 1958; Hastorf, Schneider, & Polefka, 1970).  

And finally, to the extent that individuals’ identities are shaped by their reputations 

(i.e., “internalization of the self”), errors in the perception and interpretation of others’ 

reputational impressions (not “c”) may result in incongruence. Individual’s awareness of 

their reputations – coined social meta-perception – has been a central topic in both the 

impression management and performance feedback literatures (Goffman, 1959; Malloy 

& Albright, 1990). For instance, Atwater, Roush, and Fischthal (1995) showed how 

individuals adjusted their self-evaluations of leadership ability (i.e., their identities) to 

reflect the feedback they received from others (i.e., their reputations). Here, factors 

causing divergence between raters’ true reputational impressions and targets’ 

interpretations of the feedback – such as (1) carelessness on the rater’s part when 

creating the feedback, (2) errors on the target’s part when comprehending the feedback, 

or (3) “noise” in the communication process – could lead to incongruences between a 

target’s identity and reputation. 

In sum, Hogan’s Socioanalytic Theory specifies the distinctiveness of personality 

as both identity and reputation. The previous paragraphs highlight the relationship 

between one’s identity and reputation as well as potential mechanisms through which 



 

24 

these personality perspectives may diverge. The presence of potential divergences 

raises the possibility that one perspective may be better positioned to capture variance 

in important organizational outcomes. Moreover, as I argue in the sections to follow, 

observers differ in both their abilities and opportunities to form personality reputations. 

That is, not only might we expect self and observer ratings of a targets’ personality to 

differentially predict organizational outcomes, but we may also expect differences to 

exist across observers. In the next section, I evoke Funder’s Realistic Accuracy Model 

to further explore the processes through which individuals form personality perceptions. 

Then, in the chapter to follow, I draw on these processes to explain how different 

observer characteristics can moderate the predictive validities of measures of 

personality reputation and, subsequently, how these characteristics can impact the 

degree to which reputational ratings outperform identity ratings in terms of both relative 

and incremental predictive validity. 

Funder’s Realistic Accuracy Model 

Recognizing the need for a comprehensive understanding of the process through 

which accurate personality evaluations are formed, Funder developed the Realistic 

Accuracy Model (RAM; Funder, 1995). According to Funder’s model, four factors 

contribute to accurate personality judgment. First, the target must do something 

relevant. That is, in order for an observer to evaluate the target’s disposition to engage 

in certain behaviors, the target must actually provide relevant behavioral information. 

For instance, all else equal, the more assertive tendencies a target engages in, the 

more likely the observer will rate the target as assertive. Second, the behavior must be 

available to the observer. If the target engages in assertive behaviors but the observer 

is not present, then the observer can’t be expected to use this behavioral information to 
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form an impression concerning the assertiveness of the target. Third, assuming the 

target is providing behaviorally relevant information and this information is available to 

the observer, the behavior must be detected by the observer. Thus if an observer is 

preoccupied by an unrelated cognitively-demanding task, the observer may not detect 

the behavioral information necessary to make an accurate assessment concerning the 

target’s personality. And finally, the relevant, available, and detected information must 

be correctly utilized by the observer to form an accurate impression. 

There are several significant implications of Funder’s RAM. First, accuracy is a 

product of traversing all four stages successfully (Funder, 2001). Moreover, whereas the 

former two stages are a function of environmental expression, the latter two are a 

function of observer perception (Connelly & Ones, 2010; Funder, 1995). That is, 

accuracy comes from the environment supporting the target’s expression of trait-

relevant informational cues (relevance) as well as the environment supporting the 

observation of such cues (availability). Once expressed (and subsequently observed), 

however, trait-relevant information must be accurately perceived by the observer for 

correct personality judgments to be inferred. Perception requires both the acts of 

accurately identifying and recalling the presence of trait-relevant information (detection) 

and drawing judgments from the informational cues detected (utilization). 

Second, the model accounts for both identity and reputation judgments. A target’s 

identity is the product of a target being cognitively available to detect and correctly 

utilize his or her own relevant informational cues. Likewise, the target’s reputation is the 

result of observers’ evaluations following their progressions through RAM (Funder, 

2001).  
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Furthermore, the notion of incongruities between identity and reputation can be 

explained by differences between the ways in which targets and observers advance 

through the stages of RAM. Jones and Nisbett (1971), for instance, argue that both the 

target’s and observers’ unique access to privileged information accounts for such 

differences. The target (i.e., self-rater) has advantages in terms of the sheer quantity of 

information from which to infer personality judgments because it can be presumed that 

no rater has shared every possible experience with the target (Spain et al., 2000). In 

addition, the target has access to private affective and cognitive information whereas 

others must often infer this information from directly observable behaviors. On the other 

hand, observers may be in a better perspective to view the target’s presentation of 

behaviors and so in terms of behavioral manifestations of personality, observers may 

have privileged access (Vazire, 2010). For instance, a target is usually not privy to 

information regarding his or her own facial expressions and posture and these 

behavioral manifestations of personality can carry with them significant meanings 

(Patterson, 1983). Stated in terms of Funder’s RAM, Jones and Nisbett (1971) suggest 

that differences exist between the availability of relevant information to targets and 

observers and that these differences explain why targets’ identities and reputations may 

not converge. 

In addition, scholars have argued that differences exist between the ways in which 

self- and observer-raters detect and utilize information. As John and Robins (1993) 

suggest, “individuals are more ego-involved in their self-evaluations than their 

evaluations of others; consequently, self-perception may be influenced by motivational 

factors, such as self-esteem needs, that do not influence perceptions of others” (p. 525). 
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Concerning reputational ratings, considerable research suggests a “fundamental” 

tendency to underestimate the influence of external factors and overestimate the 

influence of internal – or dispositional – factors when attempting to explain targets’ 

behaviors (Heider, 1958; Ross, 1977). These differences in the processes through 

which informational cues are evaluated by targets and observers can account for 

subsequent differences in a target’s identity and reputation. Moreover, if individual’s 

identities and reputations are incongruous, the question arises: “Which personality 

perspective is the most valid predictor of workplace outcomes?”  

Not only does RAM account for differences between measures of identity and 

reputation but the model is also informative in terms of detecting and understanding the 

role of moderators of personality rating accuracy. Factors which serve to systematically 

impact access to informational cues (i.e., relevance and availability) or the processing of 

such cues (i.e., detection and utilization) for either targets or observers may prove to be 

significant moderators of the accuracy of identity and reputational evaluations. This is 

important because the existence of moderators complicates the issue of the superiority 

of identity or reputation perspectives. In other words, some observers may be better 

raters of personality than other observers. Likewise, some observers may provide more 

valid personality ratings than targets’ self-ratings.  

In the next chapter, I review the literature regarding the validity of measures of 

identity and reputation. Then, drawing on the aforementioned theoretical perspectives 

and the ensuing literature review, I explore specific moderators of the predictive 

validities of identity and reputation in the workplace. More specifically, I identify 
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characteristics of the observers that serve to either enhance or impede the accuracy 

(and, subsequently, the predictive validity) of their reputational ratings. 
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Figure 2-1.  Pathways of identity/reputation incongruence 

 



 

30 

CHAPTER 3 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

Assessing the Accuracy of Personality Identity and Reputation 

If I say I am dependable, am I right? If you say I am cooperative, are you right? 

These questions address the issue of the accuracy of personality identities and 

reputations and are fundamental to the study of personality psychology. Concerning this 

issue of accuracy, Funder (2001) notes, “there is no single criterion or gold 

standard…All a researcher can do is gather multiple criteria and hope to find accuracy 

somewhere in the midst” (p. 132). In this regard, three different criteria have most 

commonly been used to assess the psychometric quality of personality ratings. The first, 

interjudge agreement, is concerned with the convergence of measures of identity and 

reputation. Assuming one perspective represents “true personality”, researchers gauge 

the accuracy of the other by examining whether the two perspectives converge. 

Interestingly, some researchers treat measures of reputation as the criterion of accuracy 

(e.g., Watson & Clark, 1991) whereas others consider measures of identity the criterion 

(e.g., Paunonen, 1989). 

While the majority of researchers have relied on agreement between raters to 

establish accuracy, agreement is an insufficient index for two reasons. First, two people 

can agree with each other and still both be wrong. Second, measures of agreement do 

not allow for the evaluation of the relative accuracy of measures of identity and 

reputation. If our goal is to determine the conditions under which one’s identity or 

reputation is a better predictor of workplace criteria, knowing the extent to which these 

two perspectives converge doesn’t tell us anything about which perspective is the more 

effective predictor.  
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The second criterion commonly used to assess the accuracy of personality 

perspectives is the extent to which the measures of identity and reputation predict the 

set of behaviors for which they are intended. If assertive individuals are defined as 

being, “dominant, forceful, and socially ascendant” and assertiveness is assessed by 

asking individuals to rate the extent to which they agree with the statements, “I have 

often been a leader of groups I have belonged to” and “In meetings, I usually let others 

do the talking” (reverse-scored; Costa & McCrae, 1992), then evidence for the accuracy 

of measures of identity can come from comparing a target’s self-ratings on these items 

with his or her actual proclivity to engage in these same assertiveness behaviors. That 

is, do people who consider themselves to be assertive actually assert themselves in 

social situations? Likewise, evidence for the accuracy of reputational ratings of 

assertiveness comes from the ability of observers to predict targets’ assertive 

behaviors.  

Consistent with traditional predictive validation strategies (Wiggins, 1973), 

accuracy can also be inferred from the ability of a measure to predict constructs within 

its nomological network. Assessment of this third criterion involves examining the 

criterion-related predictive validities of measures of identity and reputation (Cronbach & 

Meehl, 1955). For instance, given theoretical reasons to suppose that personality 

should be related to workplace constructs such as job performance and job satisfaction 

(McCrae & Costa, 1999), we can gauge the accuracy of each perspective by examining 

the extent to which self and observer ratings of personality do, indeed, predict such 

workplace outcomes.  
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In the text to follow, I refer to the first criterion – agreement between measures of 

identity and reputation – as congruence. The second criterion – the ability of a given 

personality perspective to capture the true personality tendencies for which it is 

intended – I refer to as construct validity. Finally, the extent to which personality 

perspectives predict constructs within their nomological network is henceforth referred 

to as predictive validity.  

Though the central research questions are concerned with the predictive validities 

of personality identity and reputation, these three criteria are inherently linked and 

information concerning one criterion can prove informative in terms of other criteria 

(Figure 3-1). For instance, to the extent that true personality is related to workplace 

outcomes, if we know that (a) targets are able to accurately assess true personality and 

(b) target and observer ratings have high congruence, then we can theorize about the 

predictive validities of both measures of identity and reputation. Likewise, if we know 

that (a) target and observer ratings of personality do not converge and (b) target and 

observer ratings differ in terms of construct validity, then we can speculate that these 

two rating sources may also differ in terms of predictive validity. 

On the other hand, several important caveats must be mentioned concerning the 

relationship between congruence, construct validity, and predictive validity. First, it is 

possible for identity and reputation to be congruent yet lack both construct and 

predictive validity. For instance, if strong motivations exist for both targets and 

observers to skew their evaluations in either a positive or negative light, then 

congruence may be increased at the expense of validity. In addition, if the construct of 

interest is not strongly related to the criterion, then targets and observers may be able to 
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accurately rate the construct (high “construct validity”) despite the fact that predictive 

validity is low. Finally, since congruence need not indicate construct validity nor 

construct validity indicate predictive validity, it is not enough to simply transpose 

previously investigated findings regarding congruence and construct validity onto 

predictive validity hypotheses. On the other hand, understanding why (in)congruence 

and construct (in)validity occurs can shed light on issues of predictive validity.  

In this regard, relatively few attempts have been made to examine the predictive 

validities of personality reputations as the majority of the personality research has 

focused on the relationships between measures of identity and workplace outcomes. 

Moreover, the roles of moderators of personality reputation ratings have been much 

more frequently examined in the congruence and construct validity literatures than in 

the predictive validity literature. For these reasons, in the following sections, I review the 

literature concerning the congruence, construct validity, and predictive validity of 

personality identity and reputation perspectives with special emphasis on the role of 

observer characteristics on these relationships. 

Congruence between Identity and Reputation  

One of the earliest and most influential reviews of identity and reputation 

congruence was published by Shrauger and Shoeneman in 1979. Drawing on nearly 50 

published findings, these authors concluded that, “there is no consistent agreement 

between people’s self-perceptions and how they are actually viewed by others” (p. 549). 

Some used these findings to support the claim that observers are poor raters of 

personality (Paunonen & O’Neill, 2010; Shweder, 1975) while others considered low 

agreement to be a function of self-deception and selective attention with regards to the 

targets’ self-ratings (Thorne, 1989). Still others cited low levels of congruence between 
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targets’ and observers’ ratings as evidence that the study of personality is futile as 

social behaviors are primarily a function of social factors and specific person-situation 

interactions (Endler & Magnusson, 1976; Mischel, 1968; for critiques of this view, see 

also Block, 1977; Epstein, 1979; Hogan, DeSoto, & Solano, 1977).  

Several researchers, however, were quick to argue that this conclusion concerning 

poor identity-reputation congruence may have been premature (Funder, 1980; Marsh, 

Barnes, & Hocevar, 1985). First, Shrauger and Shoeneman (1979) acknowledged that 

many of the studies incorporated in their qualitative review were of “questionable 

statistical and conceptual substance” (p. 552). In addition, examining the set of studies 

reviewed by Shrauger and Shoeneman, Funder (1980) identified several works 

supportive of identity-reputation congruence that were either not cited (e.g., Hase & 

Goldberg, 1967; Norman & Goldberg, 1966; Norman, 1969; Scott & Johnson, 1972) or 

not available at the time of the review’s publication (Kenrick & Stringfield, 1980).  

Further confounding Shrauger and Shoeneman’s appraisal was their failure to 

distinguish between two different methods for assessing congruence between 

personality perspectives (Funder & Colvin, 1997). The first method involves an analysis 

of correlations and has been referred to as a “congruence-r” analysis (Warr & Bourne, 

1999). Here, congruence is assessed by the intercorrelation between self and observer 

ratings across a set of individuals and addresses the question, “to what extent do 

people who tend to rate themselves relatively high on a given trait or set of traits (as 

compared to the sample of self-raters) also get rated by their observer as relatively high 

on the same trait or set (compared to the sample of observer-raters)?” The second 

method involves an analysis of mean differences and has been referred to as a 
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“congruence-d” analysis (Warr & Bourne, 1999). Here, agreement is assessed by the 

difference in mean placements on descriptive items between self and observer ratings 

and addresses the question, “to what extent do people tend to rate themselves higher or 

lower on a trait or set of traits as compared to their observers?” 

Several scholars have noted that this distinction is important because scores on 

these two types of congruence dimensions are theoretically orthogonal (Conrad, 1932; 

Funder, 1980). Knowing that self-raters tend to overestimate their standing on a 

particular personality trait compared to observers (congruence-d) tells us little about the 

covariation of self-observer ratings (congruence-r). Likewise, knowing that individuals 

who rate themselves higher than average on a given trait tend also to be rated higher 

than average by their observers tells us nothing about the mean difference between the 

particular self and observer ratings. In fact, a study by Warr and Bourne (1999) 

compared self and observer ratings of managerial competence and found no significant 

correlation (mean r = .01) between congruence operationalized as congruence-r and 

congruence-d.  

Recent meta-analytic investigations of identity-reputation congruence have also 

called to question Shrauger and Shoeneman’s initial conclusions. Paralleling 

developments in the study of the predictive validity of personality in the workplace, it has 

been argued that qualitative conclusions based on studies assessing vastly different 

personality traits with no organizing hierarchy might obscure substantive relationships. 

Here, early narrative reviews reported inconsistent findings concerning the relationship 

between personality traits and workplace criteria (Ghiselli, 1973; Guion & Gottier, 1965). 

However, drawing on converging support for the Five Factor Model (FFM) of 
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personality1 (Digman, 1990) and advancements in meta-analytic techniques, Barrick 

and Mount’s (1991) quantitative review of the literature uncovered meaningful and 

consistent relationships between personality and job performance. 

In a similar vein, in one of the most comprehensive studies of identity-reputation 

congruence to date, Connolly et al. (2007) organized personality ratings within the FFM 

framework and meta-analyzed the data. In contrast to Shrauger and Shoeneman 

(1979), Connolly et al. (2007) found considerable evidence for congruence; the average 

correlation between identity and reputation ratings of personality (corrected for 

unreliability in the measures) across the Big Five traits was ρ = .55. The findings of this 

meta-analysis also converge with other reviews of congruence between self and 

observer ratings of personality (Funder, 1987; McCrae & Costa, 1989). 

Despite the newfound optimism for evidence of congruence, even the strongest 

correlations fail to support the notion of equivalence across measures of identity and 

reputation. Three years after the publication of the investigation by Connolly et al. 

(2007), drawing on a meta-analysis of a larger sampling of studies, Connelly and Ones 

(2010) reached similar conclusions regarding convergence. Moreover, Connelly and 

Ones also examined inter-observer congruence (the extent to which different observers’ 

reputational ratings of a target’s personality converge). Their results indicate moderate 

                                            
1
 According to the Five Factor Model of personality, most, if not all, personality traits can be hierarchically 

subsumed by five broad factors: (a) conscientiousness characterizes the degree to which an individual is 
dependable, organized, and achievement striving; (b) agreeableness characterizes the degree to which 
an individual is kind, pleasant, and helpful; (c) openness to experience characterizes the degree to which 
an individual is imaginative, intellectually curious, and open-minded; (d) extraversion characterizes the 
degree to which an individual is outgoing, excitement-seeking, and dominant in social situations; and (e) 
neuroticism (or it’s polar opposite, emotional stability) characterizes the degree to which an individual is 
anxious, hostile, and depressed. These five factors emerged across both semantic clustering and factor 
analytic methodologies and have been shown to generalize across age, gender, language, culture, and 
personality inventories (for comprehensive reviews of the literature, see Digman, 1990; Goldberg, 1993; 
John & Srivastava, 1999; McCrae & Costa, 1999). 
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reputational rating congruence; the correlation between any two observers’ ratings of a 

target, averaged across the Big Five traits, was r = .35.  

This finding calls into question the assumption that all observers’ reputational 

ratings of a given target are equivalent. In fact, researchers have long attempted to 

identify characteristics of “good raters” (Adams, 1927; Allport, 1937; Vernon, 1933). 

Three such observer characteristics – motivation, ability, and personality – have all 

been shown to moderate identity-reputation congruence relationships. Flink and Park 

(1991) found higher levels of congruence when observers had a vested interest in the 

accuracy of their ratings. Lippa and Dietz (2000) found targets’ identities to be more 

congruent with their reputations when the observers providing the reputational ratings 

were more intelligent. And Vogt and Colvin (2003) found identity-reputation congruence 

to be higher when observers scored high on personality traits related to an interpersonal 

orientation (e.g., warm, outgoing, sympathetic). Moreover, Christiansen, Wolcott-

Burnam, Janovics, Burns, and Quirk (2005) created a measure of “dispositional 

intelligence” which assesses individuals’ knowledge of (a) the relationships between 

traits and behaviors, (b) whether a behavior is a function of a dispositional trait or 

situational factors, and (c) the natural covariation of traits in individuals. Observers 

scoring high on the Christiansen et al. measure of dispositional intelligence were found 

to be better judges of personality (i.e., their reputation ratings converged to a higher 

degree with targets’ identity ratings) across both friendship and employment interview 

contexts (Christiansen et al., 2005). 

In addition to the individual difference-type attributes mentioned above, 

researchers have investigated observer characteristics relating to their relationships 
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with targets (e.g., length of relationship, type of relationship, etc.) as potential 

moderators of identity-reputation congruence. Perhaps not surprisingly, comparing 

newly acquainted individuals to long-time friends (Funder, Kolar, & Blackman, 1995), 

spouses (Watson, Hubbard, & Wiese, 2000), parents (Funder et al., 1995), and 

coworkers (Norman & Goldberg, 1966) has shown that the more familiar the observer is 

with the target, the more likely his or her reputational rating will converge with the 

target’s identity rating. On the other hand, in many of these studies, it has been shown 

that even relative strangers can provide accurate observer assessments in terms of 

convergence with targets’ personality ratings (Ambady & Rosenthal, 1992). For 

instance, Watson (1989) found evidence of identity-reputation congruence between 

participants who’s only form of interpersonal communication was exchanging names. 

Moreover, Schneider, Schimmack, Petrican, and Walker (2010) found evidence of a 

nonlinear relationship between the length of acquaintanceship and identity-reputation 

congruence. In their study, Schneider and colleagues show congruence to initially 

increase as the target and observer become more acquainted with one another; 

however, these authors note that beyond three years of acquaintanceship, the 

relationship between time and congruence tends to plateau. 

Construct Validity of Identity and Reputation 

Funder and colleagues have designed several empirical investigations aimed at 

comparing the construct validities of measures of identity and reputation (Funder & 

Colvin, 1991; Kolar, Funder, & Colvin, 1996; Spain, Eaton, & Funder, 2000). A 

prototypical study of this type can be divided into three phases. First, a target provides a 

self-assessment of his or her personality identity. Then, an observer with knowledge of 

the target’s behavioral tendencies provides a rating of the target’s personality 



 

39 

reputation. Finally, the target’s actual behaviors are monitored in a controlled 

environment. Special attention is paid to measuring behaviors with a direct 

correspondence to the traits and items assessed by the particular personality measures. 

For instance, both the target and observer may rate the extent to which the target “is 

cheerful” and these personality ratings are then compared to objective ratings (e.g., 

those provided by trained judges) of the extent to which the target “behaves in a 

cheerful manner” in a given situation (Kolar et al., 1996). 

In investigations of this type, construct validity is typically assessed by examining 

the correlations between the personality assessments (provided by targets and 

observers) and the ratings of the target’s behaviors (provided by objective judges). 

Several studies have shown that both personality identity and reputation predict 

substantial variation in the behaviors they were intended to capture (Funder & Colvin, 

1991; Kolar et al., 1996). In terms of relative construct validity, Kolar et al. (1996) found 

that reputational ratings provided by a single observer were slightly more valid than 

targets’ identity ratings. Furthermore, when more than one observer provided ratings of 

the target’s reputation, aggregating reputational ratings across observers produced 

substantial increases in construct validity. 

Predictive Validity of Identity and Reputation in the Workplace 

In the previous sections, I reviewed research examining the convergence of 

measures of personality identity and reputation as well as their construct validity in 

terms of predicting the specific behavioral tendencies for which they were intended. An 

additional form of validation involves examining the extent to which these ratings predict 

constructs within their nomological network (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955). Here, arguably 

no relationship has been afforded more attention than that between personality traits 
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and job performance. In this section, I review the existing literature on identity and 

reputation ratings as predictors of job performance and other workplace criteria. 

One of the first, and most commonly cited, investigations of the predictive validity 

of reputational ratings of personality in the workplace was carried out by Mount et al. 

(1994). In addition to administering personality self-assessments to 105 sales 

representatives, the authors collected observer ratings of these employees’ 

personalities from customers, coworkers, and supervisors. Moreover, both supervisors 

and coworkers rated the overall job performance of each employee. In terms of the 

relative predictive validities of identity and reputation ratings, with the exception of 

emotional stability, reputation ratings – regardless of whether the observer was a 

customer, coworker, or supervisor – were greater in magnitude than identity ratings 

(neither self nor observer ratings of emotional stability were significantly associated with 

performance).  

Mount et al. (1994) also examined the incremental validities of ratings of identity 

and reputation. Whereas targets’ self-ratings of personality failed to account for 

significant variance in job performance beyond observer ratings, incremental validity 

was supported for observer ratings over self-ratings. For instance, in terms of supervisor 

ratings of job performance, observer-reported conscientiousness, extraversion, and 

agreeableness accounted for an additional 24%, 11%, and 18% of variance beyond 

self-ratings, respectively. 

A year after the investigation by Mount et al., Nilsen (1995) published a 

dissertation presenting the results of her investigation of personality and leadership 

performance. Personality identity ratings were supplied by 131 business executives 
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while reputational ratings were provided by these targets’ superiors, peers, and 

subordinates. All raters also supplied evaluations of the targets’ managerial 

performance. Like Mount et al. (1994), Nilsen found evidence for the superiority of 

reputational ratings of personality in terms of predicting managerial performance. 

Across the 365 different personality trait-criterion relationships, for 227 cases, observer 

ratings were significantly more valid than self- ratings. In comparison, self-ratings 

outperformed observer ratings in only five cases. In terms of incremental validity, 

observer ratings predicted significant variance in performance beyond self-ratings 

across four of the Big Five traits, with the lone exception being conscientiousness. Thus 

even after controlling for personality identity, personality reputation was significantly 

related to job performance. 

Small and Diefendorff (2006) extended the criterion domain to include both in-role 

and organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB) in their investigation of the predictive 

validities of personality identity and reputation. While they did not observe the same 

degree of widespread superiority of reputational ratings, Small and Diefendorff (2006) 

did find reputation ratings of conscientiousness from supervisors and coworkers to be 

better predictors than employees’ identity ratings across both in-role and OCB 

performance domains. 

Zimmerman, Triana, and Barrick (2010) utilized reference checklists to collect 

reputation ratings from applicants to a graduate business (MBA) program. Ratings of 

applicants’ conscientiousness and emotional stability provided by references predicted 

work performance across a variety of different contexts (e.g., academic performance, 

job performance, and performance on team projects). In addition, reputational ratings of 
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applicant personality captured incremental validity in performance ratings over and 

above both (a) applicants’ cognitive ability and (b) raters’ degree of familiarity with the 

applicants.  

Several studies have investigated the efficacy of reputational ratings of personality 

as predictors of educational effectiveness. For instance, Murray, Rushton, and 

Paunonen (1990) found reputational ratings collected from psychology teachers’ peers 

to validly predict instructor ratings provided by students. Summarizing the teacher 

effectiveness literature, Feldman (1986) observed that both the number of significant 

traits as well as the strengths of their associations with the criteria increased when a 

reputational rating was examined (e.g., a student or colleague provided the rating of the 

focal teacher’s personality) rather than an identity rating (e.g., a teacher provided a self-

assessment of personality).  

The military has also provided a forum for assessing identity vs. reputation 

personality issues. In his dissertation, Bradley (1997) collected self-assessed 

personality ratings from 748 Canadian Forces officer candidates. During the officer 

selection process, reputational personality ratings were also collected from interviewers 

as well as from the candidates’ personal references. The results of this study indicated 

that personality ratings provided by reference-writers (but not interviewer ratings or self- 

ratings) significantly predicted who would successfully complete basic training.  

In addition, Bradley explored the role of rater acquaintanceship as a moderator of 

the validity of reputational ratings. Within both interviewer and reference-writer samples, 

the extent to which the observer was acquainted with the target did not influence the 

degree of the relationship between reputational personality ratings and officer 
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performance. However, as Bradley suggested, this may have been due to the fact that 

there was very minimal variance in the degree of acquaintanceship within rater types 

(e.g., of the 494 interviewers, only three knew the applicant beforehand). In fact, the 

very finding that candidate references (who presumably had deeper acquaintanceship 

levels with the officers) provided personality ratings that were more valid predictors of 

performance than interviewers (who had, in almost all cases, just met the officers) 

presents indirect support that observer acquaintanceship can moderate the predictive 

validities of reputational ratings.  

Two studies explored personality identity and reputation ratings in the context of 

job interviews. Barrick, Patton, and Haugland (2000) found interviewers’ reputational 

ratings of personality to be better predictors of perceived applicant suitability than the 

applicants’ self-assessed identity personality ratings. However, since the interviewers 

also provided the suitability ratings, it can be argued that same-source biases inflated 

interviewer rating validities (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986). Barrick et al. (2000) also 

explored personality ratings provided by each applicant’s friends. Here, they showed 

that friends’ ratings of the applicants’ emotional stability predicted interviewer ratings of 

applicant suitability over and above ratings of applicants’ emotional stability provided by 

both interviewers and the applicants, themselves. Thus in this case, we not only see 

evidence that reputation ratings can be more valid than identity ratings but also that 

reputation ratings from certain observers may be more valid than ratings from other 

observers (i.e., observer characteristics moderate the validity of personality reputation 

ratings).  
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Motowidlo, Burnett, Maczynski, et al. (1996), explored how verbal and nonverbal 

behaviors influence reputational ratings of personality. In their study, individuals were 

provided with either a written transcript or a video recording (without audio) of an 

interview session and asked to rate the job applicant’s extraversion and 

conscientiousness. Observer’s ratings of job applicants’ extraversion based on verbal 

behavior (i.e., transcripts) were significantly related to the applicants’ subsequent job 

performance (r = .30). However, reputational extraversion ratings based on nonverbal 

behavior (i.e., video recordings) and reputational conscientiousness ratings based on 

both transcripts and video recordings failed to significantly predict job performance. 

Investigators have also explored the relative predictive validities of identity and 

reputation personality ratings across related criteria such as subjective well-being. For 

instance, Lucas, Diener, and Suh (1996) collected targets’ identity and reputation 

ratings of positive affectivity (an indicator of extraversion) and negative affectivity (an 

indicator of neuroticism) from a sample of psychology students. Four years later, the 

authors assessed the targets’ levels of life satisfaction. In terms of positive affectivity, 

reputational ratings (r = .47) were more strongly related to life satisfaction than identity 

ratings (r = .30). However, the converse was true for negative affectivity where the 

magnitude of the predictive validity of identity ratings (r = -.43) outweighed that of 

reputational ratings (r = -.32). 

Connelly and Ones (2010) performed a meta-analysis of the validity of reputational 

personality ratings as predictors of job performance and compared their findings to 

validity coefficients drawn from the Barrick et al. (2001) meta-analysis of personality 

identity ratings. Several observations from Connelly and Ones’ (2010) study merit 
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consideration. First, their efforts highlight the large frequency discrepancy between 

studies investigating the validity of identity vs. reputational personality ratings. Whereas 

Barrick et al. (2001) were able to identify 239 independent samples (total sample size = 

48,100) in which effect sizes for self-rated conscientiousness-job performance 

relationships were reported, Connelly and Ones (2010) were only able to uncover seven 

independent samples (total sample size = 1,190) in which conscientiousness ratings 

were based on observer reports. 

Second, in terms of the relative predictive validity results, for each of the Big Five 

traits, validity coefficients were greater for reputational measures of personality than for 

identity measures. For two of the traits, openness and conscientiousness, the 95% 

confidence intervals around the operational validity coefficients (ρov; unreliability 

corrected in the criterion but not the predictor) for self- and observer-rated personality 

did not overlap. Comparing relative predictive validity results across traits, with the 

exception of openness, the general pattern of effectiveness was maintained across 

identity and reputation measures. That is, regardless of the rater, conscientiousness 

(ρov[Self] = .20; ρov[Observer] = .29) was the most valid personality trait and the predictive 

validity coefficients for emotional stability (ρov[Self] = .11; ρov[Observer] = .17), extraversion 

(ρov[Self] = .11; ρov[Observer] = .11), and agreeableness (ρov[Self]= .11; ρov[Observer] = .17) were 

fairly tightly clustered. However, whereas openness was the poorest predictor of job 

performance where measures of identity were concerned (ρov[Self] = .04), this trait was 

the second highest predictor when reputational ratings were examined (ρov[Observer] = 

.22).  
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Third, after corrections for unreliability in both the criterion and predictor, the 

magnitudes of the predictive validity estimates for four of the traits based on reputational 

ratings – conscientiousness, openness, emotional stability, and agreeableness – were 

very high (ρ[Observer] = .55, .45, .37, and .31, respectively). In fact, this true score validity 

for conscientiousness exceeds even that of general mental ability, the long-standing 

gold standard in terms of personnel selection predictors (Salgado, Viswesvaran, & 

Ones, 2001; Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). Summing up these findings, Connelly and Ones 

assert that “past research relying on a single self-rating of personality traits has far 

underestimated the true importance of personality for workplace behavioral outcomes” 

(p. 1114). 

Connelly and Ones (2010) also investigated the incremental validities of identity 

and reputation ratings. Their results indicate that, with the exception of extraversion, 

reputational ratings of personality accounted for considerable variance in job 

performance beyond identity ratings. On the other hand, across all five personality traits, 

identity ratings explained little variance in the criterion beyond reputation ratings. 

In perhaps the most comprehensive investigation of the predictive validities of 

identity and reputation ratings to date, Oh, Wang, and Mount (2011) performed a meta-

analysis similar to that of Connelly and Ones’, but drawing from a larger sample of 

studies. Consistent with Connelly and Ones’ findings, Oh et al. observed that 

operational validities of reputational ratings of personality were considerably higher than 

identity ratings. In fact, gains in predictive validity from reputational ratings ranged from 

29% for emotional stability (ρov[Self] = .14; ρov[Observer] = .18) to 340%  for openness 

(ρov[Self] = .05; ρov[Observer] = .22). Moreover, reputational ratings captured significant 
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variance in job performance over and above identity ratings, but the converse was not 

the case.   

Summarizing this literature review, several generalizations and observations 

warrant attention. First, consistent with the meta-analytic findings of both Connelly and 

Ones (2010) and Oh et al. (2011), general support was found for the notion that 

reputation ratings better predict workplace outcomes than identity ratings. Nevertheless, 

not all findings were consistent across studies, as evidenced by a brief foray into the 

results pertaining to the incremental validity of reputation ratings over identity ratings. 

Mount et al. (1994) found support for the incremental validity of every trait except 

emotional stability, Nilsen (1995) found support for every trait except conscientiousness, 

and yet Small and Diefendorff (2006) found support for only two of the Big Five traits 

(emotional Stability and conscientiousness).  

Absent direct explorations of the causes of relative (and incremental) predictive 

validity differences, it is difficult to assess to what extent divergences of results can be 

attributed to (a) differences in study designs or statistical analyses, (b) substantive 

moderators, or simply (c) sampling error. In regards to the exploration of moderators, as 

opposed to the previously discussed congruence and construct validity literatures, 

where moderators have been a focus of investigation for some time, very few attempts 

have been made to explore moderating conditions of identity-reputation predictive 

validity differences. In Connelly and Ones’ (2010) meta-analysis, because of the relative 

paucity of studies investigating the predictive validities of reputational ratings in the 

workplace, the authors were unable to explore potential moderators of their relative and 

incremental validity findings. In concluding, they observe: “The precise cause for the 
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relative strength of other-ratings for predicting behaviors demands further 

exploration…precisely where and why other-ratings and self-ratings differentially relate 

to constructs across domains of psychology is among the most fascinating yet 

understudied questions in personality research today” (p. 1116). Likewise, Oh et al. 

(2011) conclude their meta-analysis with a similar call to future research, stating: 

“…[T]here are certainly other areas that need to be addressed. One is the extent to 

which characteristics of the observers influence the validity of the ratings” (p. 770). In 

the following chapters, I attempt to shine light on this issue by explicating the role that 

observer characteristics play on the predictive validities of reputational ratings. 
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Figure 3-1.  The relationship between congruence, construct validity, and predictive 

validity 
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CHAPTER 4 
RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND HYPOTHESES 

In this chapter, I present a series of general research questions and specific 

hypotheses aimed at uncovering the factors influencing the relative predictive validities 

of personality identity and reputation in the workplace. These inquiries are grounded in 

(a) Hogan’s Socioanalytic Theory which expresses the existence of two distinct 

personality perspectives; (b) Funder’s Realistic Accuracy Model which outlines the 

necessary conditions for the accurate perception of personality; and (c) previous 

empirical work with regards to identity-reputation congruence, construct validity, and 

predictive validity. 

Research Question 1: What are the Predictive Validities of Personality Identity 
and Reputation across Workplace Criteria? 

Though previous research highlights the general convergence of identity and 

reputation personality ratings, (Connelly & Ones, 2010; Connolly et al., 2007), the 

degree of covariation between these two personality perspectives is far from unity. 

Thus, we can speculate that general patterns of relationships with workplace outcomes 

may hold across the different personality perspectives (due to convergence) and yet 

each perspective may be more or less valid in particular circumstances (due to 

uniqueness). In this regard, Funder’s Realistic Accuracy Model underscores the causes 

of accurate and inaccurate personality judgments and can be used to predict when 

measures of reputation may be more valid predictors of workplace outcomes as 

compared to measures of identity and vice versa. 

For instance, one can identify several advantages of reputational ratings of 

personality, especially during the detection and utilization stages of RAM. In terms of 

detection, Kolar et al. (1996) argue that self-raters can be poor judges of their own 
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personalities because of both “the literal angle from which they view themselves and the 

circumstances under which they do the viewing” (p. 314). When a target is transmitting 

personality information in the presence of an observer, the observer’s attention is 

focused on the target while the target’s attention is focused on his or her immediate 

environment (Kolar et al., 1996; Spain et al., 2000). In regards to this “literal angle of 

perspective”, research shows that when targets’ viewpoints are manipulated so that 

they see themselves as an observer would (e.g., using mirrors or video recordings), 

they are more likely to make dispositional attributions for their behaviors (Duval & 

Wicklund, 1973; Storms, 1973). 

Moreover, in terms of utilization of personality information, researchers argue that 

self-evaluation (i.e., identity formation) is an ego-involving process (Allport, 1958; 

Greenwald, 1980). Impression management, self-deception, and other acts of protecting 

the ego may unduly influence targets’ utilization of information when providing self-

ratings of personality. In contrast, observers’ evaluations are less likely to be influenced 

by self-presentation effects, in which individuals intentionally or unintentionally distort 

their identity impressions. Paulhus and colleagues (Paulhus, 1984; Paulhus & Reid, 

1991; Paulhus & Trapnell, 2008) have gathered an impressive collection of literature 

showing how impression management and self-deception can bias identity ratings of 

personality. Also impacting the utilization stage of RAM, Harris and Shaubroeck (1988) 

point out that individuals tend to be more lenient with their self-ratings as compared to 

ratings of others. Rating leniency can lead to range restriction which will serve to 

attenuate the effect sizes of relationships between personality ratings and outcome 

criteria (Thornton, 1980). 



 

52 

Whereas the predictive validity of reputational ratings of personality may be 

enhanced due to the fact that observers are better able to detect and utilize 

informational cues when forming personality evaluations, the opposite may hold true in 

terms of the relevance and availability phases of RAM. As previously stated, no 

observer has shared every possible experience with the target (Spain et al., 2000). In 

addition, private affective and cognitive information is more readily available to self-

raters than others, who must infer this information from directly observable behaviors. 

Thus, in terms of the relevance and availability processes of RAM, self-raters’ 

advantages in terms of access to more and better informational cues may enhance the 

predictive validities of identity ratings as compared to reputational ratings of personality. 

 Furthermore, the degree to which these advantages and disadvantages result in 

the divergence of relative predictive validities across personality perspectives is likely to 

be a function of characteristics of the observers as well as the relationships between 

target and observer raters. For instance, as will be argued under subsequent research 

questions, self-raters’ advantages in terms of the availability of relevant informational 

cues are likely to be more pronounced when the degree of acquaintanceship with the 

observer is low. That is, as observers become more acquainted with targets, observers 

may gain access to relevant information not available to strangers.  Likewise, observer 

rater advantages in terms of detection and utilization are likely to be more pronounced 

when the observer is thorough, deliberate, and attentive to detail (all of which are facets 

of trait conscientiousness). Simply stated, I propose that several conditions moderate 

the relative predictive validities of measures of identity and reputation. Thus, I offer no 

specific hypotheses for this first research question. Instead, below, I present more 
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detailed hypotheses exploring the role of observer characteristics on questions 

concerning the relative and incremental predictive validities of personality identity and 

reputation. 

Research Question 2: How do Characteristics of the Observers Influence the 
Predictive Validities of Personality Reputation Ratings? 

Researchers have long searched for characteristics that make for a “good judge of 

personality” (Adams, 1927; Allport, 1937; Vernon, 1933). That is, what characteristics of 

observers account for differences in the predictive validities of personality reputation 

ratings? However, the majority of these investigations rely on identity-reputation 

personality rating congruence as the criterion (Letzring, 2008) which assumes that the 

target’s personality identity ratings are ultimately correct. In these cases, to the extent 

that individuals’ identity ratings are off-the-mark, observer characteristics that increase 

consensus between reputation and identity ratings may, at the same time, undermine 

the predictive validities of the reputation ratings. In this study, I examine the impact of 

observer characteristics on workplace criteria validities; are personality reputational 

ratings from certain observer types more valid predictors of workplace outcomes?  

Below, drawing on the Realistic Accuracy Model, I argue that certain observer 

characteristics either influence (a) the environment through which observers interact 

with targets, thereby impacting the availability of relevant personality cues or (b) the 

perceptual processes through which observers accumulate dispositional cues and 

translate them into personality reputation evaluations (i.e., detection and utilization). 

Furthermore, I expect systematic differences in the accuracy of personality reputation 

ratings – due to certain observer characteristics – to impact the predictive validities of 

these personality ratings. 
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Observer Personality Impacts Access to Target Personality Information 

In terms of the Realistic Accuracy Model, observers may influence the relevance 

and availability of targets’ personality cues by at least two means. First, they may put 

themselves in more situations in which to observe the target. For instance, research 

consistently shows that extraverted individuals, characterized by their gregarious and 

social nature (Costa & McCrae, 1992), engage in more social interactions than 

introverted individuals (Berry & Hansen, 1996; Watson, Clark, McIntyre, & Hamaker, 

1992). In addition, Levesque and Kenny (1993) showed that the amount of talking 

between individuals during social interactions was positively related to the extraversion 

of the members engaging in the interaction.  

Agreeable individuals tend to be kind, pleasant, and helpful (Costa & McCrae, 

1992). Like extraversion, observer agreeableness is related to the amount of time 

observers spend with others (Asendorpf & Wilpers, 1998). Whereas we may assume 

that extraverted individuals seek out the company of others, it may be the case that 

others prefer to be in the company of agreeable individuals. In any case, increases in 

the frequency or duration of social interactions between targets and observers (due to 

observers’ extraversion and/or agreeableness) put such observers at an advantage in 

terms of informational availability when evaluating the personality of targets. 

In addition to impacting the quantity of interactions between targets and observers, 

observer traits can influence the quality of such interactions. When targets feel 

comfortable and at ease with interaction partners, they are more likely to express their 

true selves and reveal relevant informational cues (Funder, 1995; Letzring, 2008; 

Worthy, Gary, & Kahn, 1969). In this regard, each of the Big Five traits has been shown 
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to influence the quality of social interactions as well as informational disclosure during 

such interactions.  

For instance, Berry & Hansen (1996; 2000) found that individuals rated their 

interaction experiences as more favorable when their partners were conscientious, 

extraverted, open to experiences, and agreeable. Likewise, Robins, Caspi, and Moffitt 

(2000) found that individuals rated the quality of their interaction higher when their 

partners were less stressed and aggressive (facets of emotional stability). In terms of 

information disclosure, clinical studied have long recognized that patients are more 

likely to divulge meaningful information to doctors when the doctors are warm and 

compassionate (i.e., high in trait agreeableness; Carkhuff, 1969; Gurman, 1977; 

Halpern, 1977; Kramer, Rappaport, & Seidman, 1979; Rogers, 1958; Simonson, 1976). 

More recent studies have extended the domain of traits related to information disclosure 

to include conscientiousness, openness, and extraversion (Berry & Hansen, 1996; 

2000; Skoe & Ksionzky, 1985). Moreover, in the context of the job interview, Carless 

and Imber (2007) showed that interviewer agreeableness is related to interviewee 

feelings of anxiety; interviewees feel less anxious (and likely willing to divulge more – 

and more relevant – information) when the interviewer is an agreeable individual. 

In sum, the Realistic Accuracy Model predicts that observers will be better raters 

of targets if the observers have increased access to relevant information concerning the 

targets’ true personality dispositions. Moreover, previous research supports the notion 

that the Big Five traits impact both the quantity and quality of social interactions. 

Summarizing the abovementioned research, one would expect observers to provide 

more valid ratings of targets due to the greater availability of relevant target personality 
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information when observers are conscientious, agreeable, emotionally stable, open to 

experiences, and extraverted. Below, I argue that these same personality traits can also 

impact the latter stages of Funders RAM (detection and utilization). 

Observer Personality Impacts Processing of Target Personality Information 

According to Funder’s Realistic Accuracy Model, not only might some observer 

raters have more access to information from which to infer a targets’ personality, but 

some raters might also be better at processing this information when forming a 

reputational rating of a target. In this section, I argue that observers’ personalities can 

influence their detection and utilization of targets’ personality information. In this regard, 

we should expect observer personality characteristics to moderate the predictive 

validities of target reputation ratings. 

For instance, to the extent that conscientious observers are organized, dutiful, self-

disciplined, and deliberate in their actions, such individuals are more likely to 

successfully traverse through the perceptual stages of RAM, detecting more and more 

relevant information and utilizing such information in an unbiased manner to form valid 

assessments of targets’ personalities. For example, one key to processing informational 

cues is being able to recall such cues from memory. Here, researchers have observed 

that conscientious individuals rate their memories of previous occurrences as being 

more vivid and coherent (Sutin, 2008) and are less likely to call to mind false memories 

during memory recall tasks (Porter, Birt, Yuille, & Lehman, 2000).  

Evidence also supports the notion that conscientious individuals approach 

assessment and evaluation tasks with higher levels of motivation (Salgado, Remeseiro, 

& Iglesias, 1996). In his discourse on the “ability to judge people”, Taft (1955) notes that 

motivation is “probably the most important area of all” (p. 21). Furthermore, in the 
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performance appraisal domain, previous research shows that conscientious observers 

provide more precise (i.e., less lenient) ratings and these ratings are subsequently more 

accurate (Bernardin, Tyler, & Villanova, 2009).  

A second trait predicted to impact observers’ processing of informational cues is 

openness to experience. As observers gain access to target-relevant information, 

optimal processing of such information requires detecting new (and especially 

incongruous) information as well as utilizing one’s entire set of cues when forming a 

reputation of the targets’ personality. Researchers in the attitude formation literature 

note that individuals who are open to new experiences excel at accommodating novel 

and counterfactual information and re-evaluating their judgments based on new 

evidence (McCrae, 1996; Olson & Zanna, 1993; Schaller, Boyd, Yohannes, & O’Brien, 

1995). On the other hand, in what has been termed the “seize and freeze” hypothesis, 

researchers suggest that individuals low in trait openness are quick to “seize” on the 

first available cues when making judgments. Once a judgment has been made, these 

individuals “freeze” on this information and ignore any relevant, counterfactual evidence 

(Kruglanski, 1996; Kruglanski & Webster, 1996).  

Driscoll, Hamilton, and Sorrentino (1991) showed how differences in cognitive 

processing could account for variation in individuals’ willingness to accommodate new 

information and alter their existing judgments. In their research, participants were first 

presented with information describing a hypothetical target’s personality. After forming 

an initial impression of the targets’ reputation, participants were given a series of 

additional statements concerning the hypothetical target’s behavior. These statements 

varied in terms of whether they were congruent or incongruent with the participants’ 
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initial assessment of the target. Finally, participants were asked to recall as many of the 

target’s behaviors as possible.  

As expected, participants who scored high on uncertainty orientation (a trait 

conceptually similar to openness to experience; Hodson & Sorrentino, 1999; McCrae, 

1996) were able to recall significantly more target behaviors that were incongruent with 

their initial perceptions than individuals who scored low on uncertainty orientation. 

Coupled with the previous research, this study suggests that open observers enjoy 

advantages in terms of processing targets’ personality cues due to a willingness to 

detect and utilize a fuller set of personality information and to alter previous judgments 

based on new information. 

Another trait which may impact observers’ processing of dispositional information 

is agreeableness. Agreeable individuals tend to be sympathetic, considerate, and 

trustful and thus discount negative information when evaluating others; the result of 

which is overly lenient ratings of targets (Bernardin, Villanova, & Cooke, 2000; 

Bernardin, Tyler, & Villanova, 2009; Kane, Bernardin, Villanova, & Peyrefitte, 1995). In 

terms of RAM, agreeable observers may either fail to detect information indicative of a 

target’s personality flaws or may fail to adequately utilize such informational cues when 

forming a personality judgment. As previously mentioned, rater leniency results in range 

restriction serving to attenuate the effect sizes of relationships between agreeable 

observers’ personality reputation ratings and outcome criteria (Thornton, 1980). 

Some researchers contend that agreeable raters provide lenient ratings due to 

desires for social approval (Wilkowski, Robinson, & Meier, 2006) or conflict avoidance 

(Jensen-Campbell, Knack, Waldrip, & Campbell, 2007). That is, raters fear that the 
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targets of the ratings will learn of the raters’ negative evaluations, making for an 

uncomfortable situation. However, recent research suggests that even when observers 

provide anonymous ratings of targets, and there is no possible way that the targets will 

learn of the observers’ ratings, agreeable observers’ ratings still tend to be overly 

positive and lenient (Bernardin et al., 2009). 

The role of observer emotional stability in detecting and utilizing target personality 

cues is less clear. On the one hand, both depression and anxiety (facets of neuroticism 

– or low emotional stability) have been linked with decreased cognitive functioning 

(Gotlib & Joorman, 2010; Gu, Ge, Juang, & Luo, 2010; Hammar & Ardal, 2009). One 

explanation commonly offered for this phenomenon is that neurotic individuals tend to 

spend an inordinate amount of time ruminating about their emotional instability 

(Roberts, Gilboa, & Gotlib, 1998) and the attentional focus allocated to the 

symptomology, antecedents, and consequences of their neuroticism depletes working 

memory resources that could otherwise be used for higher level cognitive functioning 

(Rokke, Arnell, Koch, & Andrews, 2002). In terms of RAM, inward rumination may 

impair neurotic observers’ abilities to detect relevant informational cues being 

expressed by targets. 

Another explanation for findings regarding the decreased cognitive functioning of 

individuals with low emotional stability centers on individual differences in the ability to 

recall and utilize positive- and negative-valenced information when making judgments. 

In memory recall tasks, neurotic individuals have an easier time recalling negative 

information than positive information (Matt, Vazquez, & Cambpell, 1992) and tend to 

interpret ambiguous information negatively (Mathews & MacLeod, 2005; Gu et al., 
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2010). One unique study highlights how differences in the detection and utilization of 

targets’ informational cues stemming from emotional stability can lead to biases in 

observer ratings. Unsal & Caliskur (2004) asked a sample of observers to examine a 

video of job candidates engaging in an employment interview and then rate each 

candidate’s hireability. Since each observer viewed the same candidate interview 

videos, differences in candidate ratings are most likely attributed to differential 

processing of information rather than differential access to information. Unsal & Caliskur 

(2004) observed that neurotic observers tended to fixate on ambiguous and negative 

information and consequently judged qualified candidates significantly less favorably 

than their peers. 

Whereas the previously reviewed research suggests that individuals with low 

emotional stability might provide less valid reputational ratings, other research points to 

the opposite conclusion. In what has been called the “sadder but wiser” phenomenon 

(Alloy & Abramson, 1979), neurotic individuals have been shown to exercise 

“depressive realism” (Mischel, 1979). According to this perspective, emotionally stable 

individuals tend to be overly optimistic in their worldviews and discount negative or 

incongruent information (Langer, 1975; Strunk & Adler, 2009). For instance, when 

mothers are asked to form judgments of their children’s behaviors, emotionally stable 

mothers tend to ignore negative child conduct. On the other hand, depressed mothers 

are more likely to detect and utilize this negative information; hence their evaluations of 

their children’s behaviors tend to be much more consistent with independent observers’ 

assessments (Lovejoy, 1991). An additional line of evidence stems from the negative 

affect literature. Here, studies have shown that individuals experiencing bouts of 
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negative moods and emotions tend to be more analytical and deliberate in their 

processing of information (Schwarz & Clore, 2003; von Helverson et al., 2011).   

Summarizing the above sections, I hypothesize that each of the Big Five traits 

impact observers’ access to targets’ personality information. These traits influence both 

the quantity and quality of interactions with targets, increasing the pool of relevant and 

available information from which observers may build evaluations of targets’ personality 

reputations. In addition, four traits – conscientiousness, agreeableness, emotional 

stability, and openness to experience – impact how observers process such personality 

information. Whereas conscientiousness and openness to experience lead to observer 

processing advantages, agreeableness likely results in observer processing 

disadvantages; the results for emotional stability are mixed.  

Combining evidence across both sections leads to the hypotheses below. Two 

traits – agreeableness and emotional stability – are predicted to increase observer 

access to target information but decrease their effectiveness in processing this 

information. It is unclear what the overall effect on predictive validities will be for these 

traits.  Thus for agreeableness and emotional stability, contrasting exploratory 

hypotheses are offered. For a summary of these hypotheses and expected 

relationships, see Table 4-1. 

Hypothesis 1: Observer conscientiousness moderates the predictive validity of 
personality reputation such that observer ratings of targets’ reputation are more valid 
predictors of workplace criteria when observer conscientiousness is high. 

Hypothesis 2a: Observer agreeableness moderates the predictive validity of 
personality reputation such that observer ratings of targets’ reputation are more valid 
predictors of workplace criteria when observer agreeableness is high. 

Hypothesis 2b: Observer agreeableness moderates the predictive validity of 
personality reputation such that observer ratings of targets’ reputation are less valid 
predictors of workplace criteria when observer agreeableness is high. 
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Hypothesis 3a: Observer emotional stability moderates the predictive validity of 
personality reputation such that observer ratings of targets’ reputation are more valid 
predictors of workplace criteria when observer emotional stability is high. 

Hypothesis 3b: Observer emotional stability moderates the predictive validity of 
personality reputation such that observer ratings of targets’ reputation are less valid 
predictors of workplace criteria when observer emotional stability is high. 

Hypothesis 4: Observer openness to experience moderates the predictive validity of 
personality reputation such that observer ratings of targets’ reputation are more valid 
predictors of workplace criteria when observer openness to experience is high. 

Hypothesis 5: Observer extraversion moderates the predictive validity of personality 
reputation such that observer ratings of targets’ reputation are more valid predictors of 
workplace criteria when observer extraversion is high. 

Research Question 3: How does the Relationship between Observers and Targets 
Influence the Predictive Validities of Personality Reputation Ratings? 

Above, I argue that when we consider the predictive validities of targets’ 

reputational personality ratings, it is important to take into account the observers’ own 

personalities. Two other moderators of observer ratings are considered below. First, I 

examine the role of observer-target acquaintanceships – in terms of both length and 

strength. Then, I consider the case for aggregating personality reputation ratings across 

multiple observers.   

A general principle of Funder’s RAM is that the accuracy of personality 

assessment increases with greater access to relevant and available information. It is 

reasonable to assume that as the length of acquaintanceship increases, observers have 

more informational cues available from which to form a personality evaluation of the 

target. Moreover, one can expect the relevance of such informational cues to increase 

as individuals become more acquainted. Individuals are unlikely to share their deepest, 

darkest inner secrets with complete strangers. However, over time, these targets may 

begin to let their guards down by acting more in line with their true personality 
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dispositions. In addition, as the length of acquaintanceship increases, raters presumably 

gain access to a greater variety of situations from which to observe targets. This will 

allow observers to parse out the extent to which targets’ behaviors are a reflection of the 

individuals’ underlying personality dispositions as opposed to that of environmental 

pressures to behave in a certain manner (Heider, 1958; Ross, 1977).  

In terms of detection and utilization, research also indicates that the processes 

through which observers remember and perceive targets change over the course of 

acquaintanceship (Bond & Brockett, 1987; Bond & Sedikides, 1988; Kenny & Malloy, 

1988; Malloy & Albright, 1990). For instance, according to what Bond and colleagues 

(Bond & Brockett, 1987; Bond & Sedikides, 1988) refer to as “Social Context-

Personality Index Theory”, observers’ initial evaluations of targets’ personality 

reputations are more heavily grounded in the observers’ stereotypes and expectations 

than the targets’ actual actions. However, as acquaintanceship increases, and 

observers’ access to relevant and available informational cues concerning the targets 

increase, observers are able to identify the targets’ idiosyncratic behaviors which 

differentiate him or her from the social group from which the initial stereotypes are 

drawn (Malloy & Albright, 1990).  

Empirical evidence supports the notion that length of acquaintanceship influences 

the accuracy of observer personality reputation ratings. Experimental manipulations 

indicate that increasing both the quality and/or quantity of dispositional cues increases 

observer accuracy (Letzring, Wells, & Funder, 2006). Furthermore, in terms of cross-

sectional (Watson et al., 2000) and longitudinal designs (Paulhus & Bruce, 1992), as 

well as lab (Borkenau, Mauer, Riemann, Spinath, & Angleitner, 2004) and field studies 
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(Paulhus & Reynolds, 1995), identity-reputation congruence has been shown to 

increase as the length of acquaintanceship increases.  

Thus I hypothesize that, as the length of acquaintanceship increases, the 

availability of relevant information to an observer increases. In addition, over time, 

observers become better at detecting and utilizing this information when evaluating a 

target’s personality. To the extent that length of acquaintanceship facilitates the four 

RAM processes, I expect it to moderate the predictive validities of personality reputation 

ratings. 

Hypothesis 6: Observers’ length of acquaintanceship with the target moderates the 
predictive validity of personality reputation such that observer ratings of targets’ 
reputation are better predictors of workplace criteria when length of acquaintanceship is 
high. 

In their meta-analysis of identity and reputation personality ratings, Connelly and 

Ones (2010) identified several different sources of observer ratings including spouses, 

parents, friends, roommates, work colleagues, supervisors, coworkers, and 

subordinates. Comparing observer rater types, evidence consistently suggests that as 

interpersonal distance decreases (i.e., the observer becomes closer – on an 

interpersonal level – to the target), target-observer personality congruence increases. 

Significant-others’  ratings of targets’ reputations (i.e., ratings provided by spouses, 

parents, dating partners, close friends, etc.) correspond more closely with targets’ 

ratings of personality identity than do reputational ratings from workplace acquaintances 

(Connelly & Ones, 2010; Funder et al., 1995; Watson et al., 2000; Norman & Goldberg, 

1966). As Connelly & Ones (2010) taxonomy of other-raters suggests, at least three 

factors can account for this difference. First, the targets’ length of acquaintanceship with 

his or her significant-others is generally greater than that with work acquaintances. 
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Second, targets tend to share greater physical intimacy with significant-others than work 

acquaintances. And finally, targets are more likely to disclose personal information with 

significant-others than acquaintances at work (Connelly & Ones, 2010). 

From a Realistic Accuracy Model perspective, to the extent that different raters 

have different levels of access to different types of informational cues used to form 

personality reputations, we might expect the interpersonal distance between targets and 

observers to moderate the relationship between personality reputation ratings and 

workplace criteria. That is, observers are likely to provide more valid ratings when they 

interact frequently and in close proximity and when they consider their relationships with 

the target to be more intimate and personable.  

Whereas several researchers have compared observer rater groups (significant 

others vs. coworkers), evidence from the social network literature supports the notion 

that there is considerable variance in interpersonal distance within coworker networks 

(McPherson, Smith-Lovin, & Cook, 2001). To the extent that interpersonal distance is 

related to access to relevant information and varies within coworker groups (where 

some coworkers have strong social bonds and others have weaker bonds), we might 

expect this construct to account for differences in observer rating validities. That is, as 

interpersonal distance between the coworker and the target decreases, the predictive 

validities of the observer’s personality ratings are likely to increase. 

Hypothesis 7: Observers’ interpersonal distance with the target moderates the 
predictive validity of personality reputation such that observer ratings of targets’ 
reputation are better predictors of workplace criteria when interpersonal distance is low. 
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Research Question 4: How does Aggregation across Observer Raters Influence 
the Predictive Validity of Personality Reputation Ratings? 

A major advantage of relying on observers for personality assessment is that 

reputational ratings can be aggregated across multiple raters. From a psychometric 

perspective, reputational ratings generally become more reliable as the number of 

observers contributing to the aggregate increases. This is important because 

unreliability in a predictor will attenuate its relationship with an external criterion 

(Horowitz, Inouye, & Siegelman, 1979; Winer, 1962). Connelly and Ones (2010) meta-

analyzed the interrater reliabilities of personality reputation ratings and found them to be 

generally moderate in strength (between .39 and .51 across the Big Five traits) but 

lower than interrater reliabilities from related domains such as job performance ratings, 

interview ratings, and subjective ability ratings (Conway, Jako, & Goodman, 1995; 

Salgado & Moscoso, 1996; Viswesvaran, Ones, & Schmidt, 1996). As Connelly and 

Ones suggest, “these findings highlight the particular importance in personality research 

of combining multiple raters to overcome rater idiosyncrasies that reduce interrater 

reliabilities” (p. 1101). 

In terms of the Realistic Accuracy Model, differences in availability, relevance, 

detection, or utilization can all account for such rater idiosyncrasies. For instance, as 

argued in the previous section, raters of different types typically observer individuals in 

different contexts accounting for difference in informational availability and relevance. 

Furthermore, research shows that even when raters have access to the same 

dispositional cues, differences in their detection and utilization of this information can 

account for rater idiosyncrasies. O’Connor and Day (1989) asked rater participants to 

observe a videotape of a single target and describe the target’s behaviors. These 
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authors found as much variance across observers’ ratings of the same target 

performing the same behavior as there was for the participants’ ratings of their own 

personalities. O’Connor and Day recommend aggregating across multiple raters in 

order to maximize the potential predictive validity of observer ratings so that, “the 

idiosyncratic interpretational tendencies of single observers can cancel each other out, 

thereby exploiting whatever consensus does exist” (p. 25). Interestingly, then, 

idiosyncrasies appear to be a double-edged sword. On the one hand, given the fact that 

raters generally differ in terms of the pool of relevant, available information from which 

to form their evaluations, aggregation across raters ensures that evaluations are drawn 

from a larger pool of dispositional information. On the other hand, aggregation alleviates 

the effects of idiosyncratic detection and utilization processes and increases the 

reliability of these ratings. 

Research from the congruence and construct validity literatures corroborate this 

advantage of multiple raters. Watson and Clark (1991) found that systematically 

increasing the number of observers contributing to the aggregate rating of personality 

reputation (in their case, from one to four raters) increased the magnitude of identity-

reputation congruence. In terms of predicting behavioral criteria, Kolar et al. (1996) 

found that a single observer’s reputational ratings of a target’s personality was a slightly 

better predictor than a targets’ identity ratings but the discrepancy between the 

accuracy of identity and reputation ratings increased significantly when reputation 

ratings were aggregated across just two observer raters. These authors conclude that 

“the most valid source of personality information may not be self-reports but the 

consensus of judgment of the community of one’s peers” (p. 311).  
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In their meta-analysis, Oh et al. (2011) used the Spearman-Brown formula to 

estimate the effects of aggregating across multiple observer raters on personality 

reputation-job performance relationships. Their findings suggest that increasing the 

number of raters can have a considerable impact on predictive validities. In fact, 

averaging across the Big Five traits, operational validities increased by 20.7% when the 

number of observers providing the personality reputation ratings increased from one to 

two. Likewise, increasing the number of raters from two to three produced an average of 

increase in predictive validities of 6.8%. Thus, the results from Oh et al. (2011) highlight 

the significant, but diminishing returns of aggregating across multiple observer raters. 

However, it is important to point out that their validity estimates were based on statistical 

extrapolations and between-study comparisons. I am aware of no primary studies that 

have directly addressed the impact of the number of raters on the predictive validities of 

personality reputation ratings for workplace criteria. Thus, I hypothesize the following: 

Hypothesis 8: The number of observers providing the personality reputation rating 
moderates the predictive validity of personality reputation such that observer ratings of 
targets’ reputation are better predictors of workplace criteria when more observers 
provide the ratings. 
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Table 4-1. Hypothesized relationships 

Hypothesis Moderator RAM Process 

1 Observer Conscientiousness Rel (+) / Avail (+) / Det (+) / Util (+) 
2 Observer Agreeableness Rel (+) / Avail (+)/ Det (-) / Util (-) 
3 Observer Emotional Stability Rel (+) / Avail (+)/ Det (+/-) / Util (+/-) 
4 Observer Openness to Experience Rel (+) / Avail (+) / Det (+) / Util (+) 
5 Observer Extraversion Rel (+) / Avail (+) 
6 Length of Acquaintanceship Rel (+) / Avail (+) / Det (+) / Util (+) 
7 Interpersonal Distance Rel (+) / Avail (+) 
8 Number of Observers Rel (+) / Avail (+) / Det (+) / Util (+) 

Notes. Rel=Relevance. Avail=Availability. Det=Detection. Util=Utilization 
 
 



 

70 

CHAPTER 5 
METHODS 

Procedure 

Focal participants were recruited through Craigslist (www.craigslist.org), an online 

community message board. Craigslist has been used successfully in the literature to 

recruit diverse samples meeting specific employment requirements (e.g., Rodell & 

Judge, 2009; Simon, Judge, & Halvorsen-Ganepola, 2010) and studies comparing 

recruiting methodologies indicate that the quality of responses from participants 

recruited from Craigslist are comparable to those obtained through more traditional 

recruitment approaches (e.g., Alessi & Martin, 2010; Howell, Rodzon, Kurai, and 

Sanchez, 2010). A posting highlighting the general nature of the study and asking for 

volunteers was uploaded to Craigslist communities in eight US cities: Atlanta, Austin, 

Chicago, Denver, Los Angeles, Miami, Minneapolis and Philadelphia (Appendix A). 

Though no monetary incentives were offered, all participants were told that they would 

receive detailed feedback concerning their self-ratings and how their scores compared 

to population norms at the completion of the study. Previous research suggests that 

offering feedback in exchange for survey participation has a significant positive impact 

on response rates, response speeds, and response completeness (Powers & Alderman, 

1982; Tyagi, 1989) and may even lead to higher response rates than offering small 

monetary incentives (Mitchell, 1998). 

Each focal participant was asked to recruit three “observer raters” – two coworkers 

and one supervisor. In selecting an observer rater, the criteria were that the raters (a) 

worked in the same organization as the focal participant at the time of the study (b) 

agreed to participate in exchange for rating feedback; (c) had a valid email address; and 
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(d) had enough familiarity with the focal participant to rate the participant’s personality, 

attitudes, and behaviors at work. Once focal participants selected their observer raters 

and received permission to proceed from each rater, these participants were directed to 

an online sign-up sheet where they could submit contact information (in the form of 

names and email addresses) for each work colleague.  

After signing up, each focal participant and observer rater received an email 

summarizing the nature of the study and ensuring the confidentiality of all results. 

Embedded in the email was a link to the online survey. Upon completion of the study, 

each participant received personalized feedback detailing the types of measures 

contained in the online survey, how the participants rated themselves on each measure, 

interpretations of their scores, and how their scores related to published norms. 

Sample 

Due to limitations in the sampling procedures, it was not possible to track the total 

number of individuals who viewed the Craigslist message for a determination of an 

overall response rate. Nevertheless, a total of 274 focal participants responded to the 

online Craigslist posting and surveys were subsequently sent to 274 focal participants, 

548 coworker observers, and 274 supervisor observers. Of the focal participants who 

initially responded to the posting, complete survey responses were collected from 234 

participants (85.4%). In addition, completed surveys were collected from 250 coworkers 

and 184 supervisors representing response rates of 45.6% and 67.2%, respectively. 

The demographic characteristics of focal participants, coworkers, and supervisors 

are presented in Table 6-1. The average age of focal participants was 31.06 years (SD 

= 11.40). Coworkers were slightly older on average (M=31.49 years, SD = 11.53) and 

supervisor raters were significantly older than both coworkers and focal participants 
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(M=38.57 years, SD=13.11). 62% of the focal target sample identified as female, 

compared to 74% of the coworkers and 73% of the supervisors. In terms of race, 68% 

of focal participants self-identified as “Caucasian”, compared to 71% of coworkers and 

89% of supervisors. 

Measures 

Personality 

Personality identity and reputation ratings were assessed using the 44-item Big 

Five Inventory (BFI; John, Donahue, & Kentle, 1991), a commonly used personality 

inventory which has been shown to have acceptable psychometric properties and 

generalize across genders, cultures, and ethnic groups (Benet-Martinez & John, 1998; 

John, Naumann, & Soto, 2008). All raters provided self-reports of their personality 

identities. In addition, observers (coworkers and supervisors) provided reputational 

personality ratings of the focal participants. In each case, raters assessed the extent to 

which they agreed with a series of statement on a scale of 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 7 

(“strongly agree”). The sole difference between the identity and reputation ratings was a 

shift in the target of each item from the person providing the ratings (i.e., identity: “I am 

talkative”) to the focal participant (i.e., reputation:  “The focal participant is talkative”).  

Conscientiousness. Nine items were used to assess conscientiousness. 

Example items include: “does a thorough job”, “perseveres until the task is finished”, 

and “can be somewhat careless” (reverse-coded). In terms of self-ratings (i.e., 

participants rating their own conscientiousness), coefficient alphas were .81, .87, and 

.68 for focal participants, coworker participants, and supervisor participants, 

respectively. In addition, coefficient alphas for observer ratings (i.e., ratings of the focal 
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participant’s conscientiousness), were .87 and .89 for coworkers and supervisors, 

respectively. 

Agreeableness. Nine items were used to assess agreeableness. Example items 

include: “is helpful and unselfish with others”, “is considerate and kind to almost 

everyone”, and “tends to find fault with others” (reverse-coded). In terms of self-ratings, 

coefficient alphas were .71, .73, and .70, for focal targets, coworkers, and supervisors, 

respectively. Coefficient alphas for observer ratings of the focal targets’ agreeableness 

were .80 and .90 for coworkers and supervisors, respectively.  

Emotional stability. Eight items were used to assess emotional stability. Example 

items include: “is relaxed; handles stress easily”, “remains calm in tense situations”, and 

“can be moody” (reverse-coded). In terms of self-ratings, coefficient alphas were .61, 

.70, and .81 for focal targets, coworkers, and supervisors, respectively. Coefficient 

alphas for observer ratings of the focal targets’ emotional stability were .72 and .76 for 

coworkers and supervisors, respectively. 

Openness to experience. Ten items were used to assess openness to 

experience. Example items include: “is original, comes up with new ideas”, “has an 

active imagination”, and “has few artistic interests” (reverse-coded). In terms of self-

ratings, coefficient alphas were .81, .89, and .82 for focal targets, coworkers, and 

supervisors, respectively. Coefficient alphas for observer ratings of the focal targets’ 

openness were .90 and .89 for coworkers and supervisors, respectively. 

Extraversion. Eight items were used to assess extraversion. Example items 

include: “is talkative”, “has an assertive personality”, and “is sometimes shy and 

inhibited” (reverse-coded). Coefficient alphas for self-rated extraversion were .81, .86, 
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and .78 for focal targets, coworkers, and supervisors, respectively. In terms of observer 

ratings of the focal targets’ extraversion, coefficient alphas were .87 for both coworkers 

and supervisors. 

Job Outcomes 

Focal participants were evaluated by each rater across two broad workplace 

outcomes – job performance and job satisfaction. Williams and Anderson’s (1991) 7-

item in-role behavior scale was used to assess task performance. Example items 

include: “adequately completes assigned duties”, “fulfills responsibilities specified in the 

job description” and “neglects aspects of the job he/she is obligated to perform” 

(reverse-coded).  Observers rated focal participants on a scale ranging from 1 (“strongly 

disagree”) to 7 (“strongly agree”) where higher scores reflected more positive ratings of 

task performance. Coefficient alphas for coworker ratings of task performance were .87, 

compared to .89 for supervisor ratings. In addition, focal participants provided self-

ratings of task performance (α = .81). 

Williams and Anderson’s (1991) 7-item organizational citizenship behavior (OCBI) 

scale was used to assess observer ratings of the extent to which the focal targets 

engaged in citizenship behaviors at work. Example items include: “helps others who 

have been absent”, “takes time to listen to coworkers’ problems and worries”, and “goes 

out of the way to help new employees”. Observers rated focal participants on a scale 

ranging from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 7 (“strongly agree”) where higher scores reflected 

more positive ratings of citizenship behaviors. Coefficient alphas were high across all 

three rater groups: focal participants (α = .86), coworkers (α = .90), and supervisors (α = 

.92). 
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Finally, each rater assessed their focal participant’s job satisfaction using 

Cammann, Fichman, Jenkins, and Klesh’s (1983) three-item scale. The items were: “all 

in all, this person is satisfied with their job”, “in general, this person doesn’t like their job” 

(reverse-coded), and “in general, this person likes working here”. Observers rated focal 

participants on a scale ranging from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 7 (“strongly agree”) where 

higher scores reflected more positive ratings of job satisfaction. Coefficient alphas were 

.75, .78, and .86 for focal targets, coworkers, and supervisors, respectively. 

Acquaintanceship and Control Variables 

Each observer rater assessed the strength of their acquaintanceship with their 

focal target using an ad hoc six item scale. The items assessed the frequency and 

duration of interactions as well as physical and emotional distance between the 

observer rater and the focal target. Moreover, raters were asked to indicate their overall 

length of acquaintanceship. The complete scale, along with descriptive statistics, is 

included in Appendix B. An overall strength of acquaintanceship variable was calculated 

by first standardizing responses to each item and then aggregating across all five items. 

In addition to the variables referenced above, each participant was asked to indicate 

their age, gender, race, and highest education level attained. 
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CHAPTER 6 
RESULTS 

Table 6-1 presents means, standard deviations, and reliabilities for ratings 

provided by focal targets, coworkers, and supervisors. The top section of the table 

displays descriptive data concerning each rater group’s personality identity ratings (i.e., 

how each rater group rated themselves) and the bottom section presents information 

concerning reputation ratings (i.e., how each rater group rated their focal targets). One-

way analysis of variance tests were performed to compare personality identity ratings 

across the different rater groups.  These tests indicated significant mean differences for 

each of the Big Five traits: conscientiousness – F(2,665) = 11.09, p < .01; 

agreeableness – F(2,665) = 8.31, p < .01; emotional stability – F(2,664) = 32.15, p < 

.01; openness – F(2,665) = 14.66, p < .01; and extraversion – F(2,665) = 7.93, p < .01. 

Post-hoc Tukey tests revealed the nature of these differences. In particular, compared 

to the other rater groups’ self-ratings, focal targets rated themselves significantly lower 

in conscientiousness whereas supervisors rated themselves significantly higher in 

openness and lower in agreeableness, emotional stability, and extraversion. All other 

identity comparisons were statistically insignificant. 

Paired samples t-tests also revealed significant differences between the groups’ 

identity and reputation ratings. Consistent with the identity-identity comparisons 

presented above, supervisors rated themselves as more conscientious (t[183] = 5.76, p 

< .01) and more open to experiences (t[183] = 7.05, p < .01), but less emotionally stable 

(t[183] = -5.76, p < .01) and less extraverted (t[183] = -5.27, p < .01) than they rated 

their focal individuals. In addition, coworkers rated their focal targets as being less 
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conscientious (t[249] = 2.19, p < .05) and less open to experiences (t[249] = 3.13, p < 

.01) than themselves. 

A final comparison worth mentioning here is between different raters’ evaluations 

of the focal targets’ performance and satisfaction. For all three workplace outcomes, 

one-way analyses of variance tests indicated significant rater group differences: task 

performance – F(2,665) = 3.34, p < .05; citizenship behavior – F(2,665) = 4.26, p < .05; 

and job satisfaction – F(2,665) = 12.82, p < .01. In terms of task performance, post-hoc 

Tukey tests revealed that supervisors rated their focal targets’ performance significantly 

lower than the focal targets rated themselves. Furthermore, coworkers rated their focal 

targets’ citizenship behaviors significantly lower than the focal targets rated themselves. 

Finally, whereas supervisors rated focal targets as being more satisfied than targets 

rated themselves, coworkers rated focal targets as being less satisfied. 

Table 6-2 presents correlations between different rater groups’ ratings of the focal 

targets’ personality. Several observations warrant attention. First, providing evidence of 

identity-reputation congruence, 9 of the 10 correlations between self-ratings and 

observer-ratings of the same personality trait were statistically significant at the p < .05 

level (the lone exception being the correlation between target and coworker ratings of 

the targets’ emotional stability: r = .12; p < .10). Consistent with the Connelly et al. 

(2007) meta-analysis of congruence, correlations between self-ratings and observer-

ratings were highest for extraversion (raverage = .40) and openness (raverage = .32) and 

lowest for emotional stability (raverage = .16) and agreeableness (raverage = .21). 

Comparing different trait-by-rater combinations, correlations between different 

individuals’ ratings of the same traits (raverage = .29) were slightly higher than correlations 
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between the same individuals’ ratings of different traits (raverage = .26) and substantially 

higher than different individuals’ ratings across different traits (raverage = .10). 

Moreover, in general, congruence was greater between the different observer’s 

reputational ratings than between identity-reputation ratings. The average correlation 

between coworkers’ and supervisors’ reputational ratings of the same personality trait 

was (raverage = .30) whereas the average correlation between targets’ self-ratings and 

observers’ reputational ratings was (raverage = .28). Comparing coworkers to supervisors, 

supervisor’s reputation ratings tended to converge more with focal targets’ identity 

ratings (raverage = .30) than did coworkers’ reputation ratings (raverage = .26). 

Table 6-3 presents correlations between different rater groups’ ratings of the focal 

targets’ performance and satisfaction. Concerning task performance, both coworker 

ratings and supervisor ratings were significantly related to self-ratings (r = .18, and r = 

.23 for coworkers and supervisors, respectively). Likewise, ratings from both observer 

groups significantly predicted self-ratings of citizenship behaviors (r = .35 and r = .16 for 

coworkers and supervisors, respectively). Finally, for job satisfaction, both observer 

groups’ ratings converged with self-ratings (r = .18 and r =.23 for coworkers and 

supervisors, respectively). As with personality ratings, congruence was higher between 

different observers (raverage = .29) than between self and observer raters (raverage = .22). 

Table 6-4 provides evidence concerning the predictive validities of identity and 

reputation ratings. Across all traits and raters, personality was a stronger predictor of 

citizenship behaviors (raverage = .25) than task performance (raverage = .22) and job 

satisfaction (raverage = .13). Moreover, of the Big Five traits, conscientiousness was the 

best predictor of task performance (raverage = .40), citizenship behaviors (raverage = .36), 
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and job satisfaction (raverage = .19). Regarding the performance criteria, agreeableness 

(task performance: raverage = .25; citizenship behaviors: raverage = .32) and openness (task 

performance: raverage = .22; citizenship behaviors: raverage = .27) were also moderately 

strong predictors whereas predictive validities were weaker for extraversion (task 

performance: raverage = .15; citizenship behaviors: raverage = .22) and emotional stability 

(task performance: raverage = .09; citizenship behaviors: raverage = .09). Aside from 

conscientiousness, personality traits were weak predictors of job satisfaction. For the 

remaining four traits, predictive validities ranged from raverage = .10 for openness to 

raverage = .14 for extraversion. 

As might be expected, predictive validities were significantly higher when the same 

raters provided assessments of both the focal targets’ personality and the outcome 

criteria. For instance, across all personality traits, the average predictive validity for task 

performance was raverage = .16 when different raters provided the predictor and outcome 

ratings and raverage = .35 when the same raters provided both ratings (an increase of 

nearly 120%). Likewise, predictive validities increased 122% (from raverage = .18 to raverage 

= .40) for citizenship behaviors and 156% (from raverage = .09 to raverage = .23) for job 

satisfaction when ratings came from the same source. To alleviate concerns that 

validities are biased by same-source inflation, in the hypothesis tests to follow, the 

ultimate criterion under investigation is provided by a different rater source than that 

providing the evaluation of the focal targets’ personality ratings. More specifically, 

following the analytical approach set by Mount et al. (1994), unless otherwise noted, 

coworkers serve as the source of observer (reputation) ratings of the focal target’s 

personality and supervisors serve as the source of the workplace criteria. 
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Comparing the Predictive and Incremental Validities of Identity and Reputation 
Ratings 

Previous meta-analytic findings suggest that reputation ratings should be more 

valid predictors of workplace outcomes than identity ratings (Connelly & Ones, 2010; Oh 

et al., 2011). Consistent with these meta-analyses, across all criteria and traits, 

supervisor-rated criteria were slightly better predicted by coworker ratings of personality 

(raverage = .19) than self-ratings (raverage = .17). However, advantages of reputational 

ratings were not universal.  In fact, when comparing the same trait across both 

personality perspectives, the magnitudes of reputation ratings were stronger than their 

corresponding identity ratings in eight cases whereas the reverse was true in six cases 

(and in one case, magnitudes were identical).  

A deeper examination of identity and reputation predictive validities reveals that for 

some traits – in particular, conscientiousness and openness – reputation ratings were 

consistently more valid regardless of the criteria. On the other hand, for emotional 

stability, across all three criteria, identity ratings outperformed reputational ratings in 

terms of predictive validity. Finally, for the traits of agreeableness and extraversion, 

advantages of one personality perspective over the other depended on the specific 

criterion. For instance, self-rated agreeableness was a more valid predictor of 

citizenship behaviors whereas observer-rated agreeableness was a more valid predictor 

of task performance. 

In order to assess whether reputation ratings of personality capture incremental 

variance in workplace outcomes beyond identity ratings, I conducted a series of 

hierarchical regression analyses. In each analysis, I first regressed the criterion on the 

identity personality ratings. Then, I regressed the criterion on both identity and 
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reputation ratings. Finally, to assess the converse – whether identity ratings captured 

incremental validity – I repeated these hierarchical regressions, this time entering 

reputation ratings before identity ratings. In all analyses, I controlled for the target 

individual’s age, gender, education, and race. It must be noted here that in these 

analyses (and the hierarchical regression analyses to follow), there were cases where 

two different coworker observers were rating the same focal target. Since removing 

non-independence in the datasets (by randomly selecting one coworker rating when two 

ratings were present) did not affect the patterns of results, all analyses are based on the 

full set of coworker ratings. 

Table 6-5 presents the results of these analyses. The set of control variables 

explained 20% (p < .01) of the variance in task performance (Step 1). More specifically, 

supervisor-rated task performance was higher for focal targets who were older (B = .17, 

p < .05), more educated (B = .31, p < .01), and female (B = .21, p < .01). Target race (B 

= -.13, ns) was not a significant predictor of task performance evaluations.  

Comparing the blocks of identity and reputation ratings (Steps 2 and 3), identity 

ratings captured an additional 8% of variance in task performance (p < .05) whereas 

reputation ratings explained 11% of the variance beyond the control variables (p < .01). 

These increase can be attributed primarily to self-rated and coworker-rated 

conscientiousness, which were the only valid predictors in each set (Bidentity = .21, p < 

.05; Breputation = .26, p < .01). 

In terms of incremental validity, both rating sources accounted for a significant 

amount of variance in task performance over the other. More specifically, coworker 

ratings of the focal target accounted for an additional 10% of variance in task 



 

82 

performance over self-ratings (p < .01) and self-ratings accounted for an additional 7% 

of variance in task performance over coworker ratings (p < .05).  

Turning to supervisor-rated citizenship behaviors, both identity ratings (ΔR2 = .07, 

p < .05) and reputation ratings (ΔR2 = .11, p < .01) captured a significant amount of 

variance over the set of control variables. However, whereas reputation ratings were 

able to account for additional variance beyond identity ratings (ΔR2 = .08, p < .05), 

identity ratings did not account for incremental variance over reputation ratings (ΔR2 = 

.05, ns). 

Finally, regarding supervisor-rated job satisfaction, the amount of variance 

explained by the set of control variables was only marginally significant (R2 = .06, p < 

.10). Furthermore, adding personality to the models, identity ratings (R2 = .14, p < .05) 

accounted for more variance in job satisfaction than reputation ratings (R2 = .11, p < 

.10). On the other hand, both rating sources captured significant incremental validity 

over the other.  

In sum, the analyses of incremental validities suggest that both identity (self) and 

reputation (coworker) personality ratings can provide important and unique information 

concerning workplace outcomes. However, their overall utilities may be a function of the 

particular criteria in question. For the performance criteria, the set of reputation ratings 

were stronger predictors whereas the identity ratings accounted for more variance in the 

satisfaction criteria. In the next section, I assess the role of observer characteristics in 

the validity of reputation ratings. 
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Exploring Observer Personality Characteristics as Moderators of Personality 
Reputation Ratings 

According to Hypotheses 1-5, the predictive validities of reputational ratings 

depend on the characteristics of the observers providing the personality ratings. More 

specifically, certain observer personality traits may either enhance or inhibit an 

observer’s ability to provide valid ratings of a target’s personality. A two-step approach 

was used to test these hypotheses. First, hierarchical regression analyses modeled 

whether coworkers’ own personality characteristics interact with their ratings of the focal 

target’s personality in terms of predicting supervisor-rated workplace outcomes (Tables 

6-6 through 6-20). In Step 1 of each analysis, I regressed the outcome of interest on a 

block of control variables (target age, gender, education, and race). In Step 2, the 

observer’s (self-rated) personality trait under examination is added to the analyses. 

Observer ratings of the focal targets’ personality are added in Step 3. Finally, the 

interaction between the observers’ personality and the observers’ reputational ratings of 

the targets’ personality are modeled in Step 4. By examining the change in the amount 

of variance accounted for (ΔR2) between Steps 3 and 4, one can determine whether the 

observer’s personality moderates the relationships between the observers’ ratings of the 

target’s personality and the outcomes of interest. 

The second analytical approach involved graphing the data in order to assist 

interpretation of the nature of significant moderating relationships. Figures 6-1 through 

6-15 compare the zero-order correlations between personality ratings and outcome 

ratings across different rater groups. More specifically, coworkers were trisected into 

high, mid, and low groups based on their personalities. Then, the correlation between 

each group’s reputational ratings and supervisor-rated work outcomes are plotted. For 
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the sake of comparison, each plot also includes correlations between the criterion and 

both targets’ self-ratings and overall observer ratings (aggregated across the three 

observer groups) as baselines. Below, I discuss the results of each analysis, clustered 

by workplace outcome. 

Task Performance 

Tables 6-6 through 6-10 present the analyses regressing task performance on 

observer ratings and characteristics. Before testing specific hypotheses, three general 

observations warrant attention. First, as previously mentioned, the block of control 

variables (Step 1) accounted for a significant amount of variance in task performance 

(ΔR2 = .20, p < .01). Second, the main effects of observer personality traits (Step 2) did 

not significantly predict focal targets’ task performance (though the regression 

coefficient for observer extraversion was marginally significant; B = .13, p < .10; ΔR2 = 

.02, p < .10). Third, in the independent trait analyses (Steps 3a – 3e), observer ratings 

of target conscientiousness, agreeableness, and openness all significantly predicted 

target task performance. On the other hand, when all observer ratings were modeled 

simultaneously (Step 3f), only the observer ratings of target conscientiousness were 

significant predictors.  

According to Hypothesis 1, the relationship between observer ratings of a target’s 

personality and the targets’ task performance should be higher when observers are 

conscientious. Consistent with this hypothesis, observer conscientiousness interacted 

with three observer-provided reputation ratings: conscientiousness (Step 4a: B = .17, p 

< .01; ΔR2 = .05, p < .01), openness to experience (Step 4d: B = .18, p < .01; ΔR2 = .05, 

p < .01), and extraversion (Step 4e: B = .13, p < .05; ΔR2 = .03, p < .05). Furthermore, 

when the Big Five ratings and interactions were entered simultaneously (Step 4f), the 
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block of interaction terms accounted for a significant increase in variance explained 

(ΔR2 = .06, p < .05). 

Figure 6-1 presents a graphical depiction of these results. Across all Big Five 

traits, correlations between the observers’ ratings of the target’s personality and the 

supervisors’ ratings of the targets’ task performance were highest for the group of most 

conscientious observers and lowest for the group of least conscientious observers. In 

addition, consistent with the hierarchical regression analyses, the biggest discrepancies 

between observer ratings occurred when observers rated targets’ conscientiousness, 

openness, and extraversion. Figure 6-1 also allows for a comparison between targets’ 

identity and reputation ratings. Whereas the differences between targets’ self-ratings 

and overall observer ratings were generally marginal, targets were much better raters 

than the least conscientious observers and much worse raters than the most 

conscientious observers. 

Contrasting hypotheses were offered concerning the moderating impact of 

observer agreeableness. Hypothesis 2a predicts that agreeable observers will provide 

more valid personality ratings whereas Hypothesis 2b suggests that predictive validities 

will be higher when raters are less agreeable. The regression analyses failed to support 

either Hypotheses 2a or 2b. Observer agreeableness did not significantly interact with 

any of the observer-provided ratings of the targets’ personality (Table 6-7). However, as 

evident in Figure 6-2, predictive validities tended to be highest for disagreeable 

observers, followed by self-raters, and finally observers in the high- and mid-

agreeableness groups.  
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Hypotheses 3a and 3b pertain to the moderating role of observer emotional 

stability. As evidenced in Table 6-8, this trait did interact with observers’ abilities to rate 

targets’ extraversion (Step 4e: B = -.14, p < .05; ΔR2 = .03, p < .05), but interactions 

were insignificant for the remaining four observer trait ratings. As displayed in Figure 6-

3, concerning ratings of targets’ extraversion, the most valid rater groups were 

observers who were low in emotional stability, followed by self-raters, observers who 

were average in terms of emotional stability, and finally observers who scored in the 

upper tertile on emotional stability. Thus partial support was obtained for Hypothesis 3b 

and no support was obtained for Hypothesis 3a. 

According to Hypothesis 4, the relationship between observer ratings and target 

performance should be stronger when observers are open to experiences. Table 6-9 

presents the results for these analyses. Consistent with this hypothesis (and identical to 

the results pertaining to observer conscientiousness), observer openness interacted 

with three observer-provided ratings of the target: conscientiousness (Step 4a: B = .14, 

p < .01; ΔR2 = .04, p < .01), openness to experience (Step 4d: B = .12, p < .05; ΔR2 = 

.03, p < .05), and extraversion (Step 4e: B = .14, p < .05; ΔR2 = .03, p < .05).  

As shown in Figure 6-4, observers in the upper tertile on openness provided much 

more valid ratings of task performance than observers in the lowest tertile, especially 

when rating targets’ conscientiousness, openness, and extraversion. Moreover, when 

observer raters were considered collectively, there were only marginal differences 

between the predictive validities of identity ratings and reputation ratings. However, 

when a distinction was drawn between observers based on their openness to 

experience, target’s self-ratings were considerably higher than the group of low 
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openness observers and considerably lower than the group of high openness 

observers. 

Finally, Hypothesis 5 pertains to the moderating role of observer extraversion. 

Regression analyses are presented in Table 6-10. Mirroring the role of emotional 

stability, observer extraversion was a significant moderator of one Big Five trait: target 

extraversion (Step 4e: B = .15, p < .01; ΔR2 = .04, p < .01). Figure 6-5 provides further 

supports for Hypothesis 5. Comparing the different sources of the target’s extraversion 

ratings, predictive validities of reputation ratings were substantially higher than identity 

ratings when the observers were extraverted whereas identity ratings were substantially 

more valid than reputation ratings when the observers were introverted. 

Citizenship Behavior 

Tables 6-11 through 6-15 and Figures 6-6 through 6-10 present parallel analyses 

to those detailed above, with the only exception being that the criterion of interest in 

these analyses is supervisor ratings of focal targets’ citizenship behavior. In this case, 

as in the case of task performance, the control variables explained a significant amount 

of variance in targets’ citizenship behavior (Step 1: R2 = .15, p < .01). More specifically, 

older targets (B = .23, p < .01) and female targets (B = .21, p < .01) tended to be rated 

higher in citizenship behaviors. The relationship between target education and 

citizenship behaviors was only marginally significant (B = .14, p < .10) and target race 

was not a significant predictor (B = -.08, ns).  

Consistent with the analysis of task performance, observer personality was not a 

significant predictor of target citizenship behaviors (Step 2). On the other hand, 

observer ratings of targets’ personality traits were significantly related to this outcome. 

Targets who were rated by coworkers higher on conscientiousness (Step 3a), 
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agreeableness (Step 3b), emotional stability (Step 3c), and openness (Step 3d) also 

tended to be rated by supervisors as engaging in more citizenship behaviors. The lone 

exception here was target extraversion (Step 3e), which was not significantly related to 

citizenship behavior. However, when all observer ratings were modeled simultaneously 

(Step 3f), only target conscientious was significant. 

In support of Hypothesis 1, observer conscientiousness moderated relationships 

between two different observer ratings: target conscientiousness (Step 4a: B = .18, p < 

.05; ΔR2 = .03, p < .05) and target openness to experience (Step 4d: B = .19, p < .05; 

ΔR2 = .04, p < .05). Results are displayed in Table 6-11. Furthermore, as displayed in 

Figure 5-6, the impact of observers’ conscientiousness seemed trivial when observers 

rated targets’ agreeableness, emotional stability, and extraversion. However, when 

rating targets’ conscientiousness and openness, predictive validities were considerably 

larger for observers who were in the upper tertile of conscientiousness than those in the 

lower tertile. Furthermore, whereas the difference between targets’ identity and overall 

reputation ratings were marginal, in the cases of target conscientiousness and 

openness, predictive validities of reputational ratings were substantially larger than 

identity ratings when observers were conscientious but substantially smaller when 

observers scored low in conscientiousness. 

In the case of observer agreeableness, it was previously reported that though a 

general trend in the graphical data in support of Hypotheses 2b was apparent, the 

results from the regression analyses were insignificant. Turning to citizenship behaviors, 

the graphical trend in Figure 6-7 is still in support of Hypotheses 2b. Predictive validities 

were considerably higher when observers were relatively disagreeable. This time, 
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however, at least one moderator analysis was statistically significant. As evidenced in 

Table 6-12, observer agreeableness interacted with observer ratings of target openness 

to experience (Step 4d: B = -.22, p < .01; ΔR2 = .04, p < .01). 

Table 6-13 provides evidence in support of Hypothesis 3b. Observer emotional 

stability moderated the relationships between target citizenship ratings and (a) observer 

conscientiousness (Step 4a: B = -.16, p < .05; ΔR2 = .03, p < .05); (b) observer 

openness (Step 4d: B = -.23, p < .01; ΔR2 = .05, p < .01); and (c) observer extraversion 

(Step 4e: B = -.20, p < .01; ΔR2 = .04, p < .01). Moreover, when modeling all of the 

interactions simultaneously (Step 4f), adding the set of observer moderation effects 

increased the amount of variance explained by 28% from R2 = .25 to R2 = .32 (ΔR2 = 

.07, p < .05). As displayed in Figure 6-8, regardless of what trait is being rated, 

predictive validities were lowest for the most emotionally stable group of observer 

raters. Likewise, when evaluating targets on openness to experience and extraversion, 

compared to targets’ self-ratings, the advantages of reputational ratings were most 

pronounced when observers scored low in emotional stability. On the other hand, self-

ratings outperformed reputation ratings across these same two relationships when the 

ratings came from observers who scored high in emotional stability.  

Though considerable support for Hypothesis 4 was presented during the task 

performance analyses, less evidence in support is available here. According to the 

analyses displayed in Table 6-14, observer openness did not significantly moderate any 

of the relationships between observer personality ratings and citizenship behaviors. On 

the other hand, the general trend of data presented in Figure 6-9 is consistent with 

Hypothesis 4 (as well as the task performance data): predictive validities were highest 
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when observers were open to new experiences, especially when rating targets’ 

conscientiousness, openness, and extraversion. 

Finally, no evidence was found in support of Hypothesis 5. The interactions 

between observer reputational ratings and observer extraversion were insignificant 

across each of the Big Five traits (Table 6-15). Furthermore, no major trends in 

predictive validities are evident in Figure 6-10. 

Job Satisfaction 

Overall, evidence in support for Hypotheses 1-5 was much weaker for the job 

satisfaction criterion than either performance criteria. In fact, of the 25 interactions 

modeled (five observer traits x five observer ratings), only three were significant. In 

support of Hypotheses 3b, observer emotional stability interacted with observer ratings 

of target openness (Table 6-18; Step 4d: B = -.15, p < .05; ΔR2 = .03, p < .05). As 

shown in Figure 6-13, the predictive validities for the group of agreeable observers’ 

ratings of target openness were only slightly higher than the targets’ own self-ratings. 

However, the predictive validities for the group of observers scoring low in 

agreeableness were much higher than targets’ identity ratings.  

Table 6-19 and Figure 6-14 provide support for Hypothesis 4. Observer openness 

moderated the relationship between observer ratings of target openness and supervisor 

ratings of target job satisfaction (Step 4d: B = .15, p < .05; ΔR2 = .03, p < .05). More 

specifically, predictive validities were highest when observers were above average in 

terms of openness to experience and lowest when observers were below average. 

Finally, Table 6-20 and Figure 6-15 provide support for Hypothesis 5. Observer 

extraversion significantly moderated the relationship between reputational ratings of 

target agreeableness and job satisfaction (Step 4b: B = .16, p < .05; ΔR2 = .03, p < .05). 
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As predicted, extraverted observers provided the most valid ratings of target 

agreeableness. Interestingly however, even the least extraverted observers provided 

more valid ratings than the targets’ self-ratings. 

Exploring Target-Observer Acquaintanceship as a Moderator of Personality 
Reputation Ratings 

According to Hypotheses 6 and 7, as observers become more acquainted with 

their targets, the predictive validities of their reputational ratings should increase. The 

same analytical strategy applied above was used to test these hypotheses. However, 

instead of modeling observer personality traits as the moderating variables, here I focus 

on two variables reflecting the quantity and quality of target-observer acquaintanceship: 

length of acquaintanceship and interpersonal distance. More specifically, Hypothesis 6 

predicts that as length of acquaintanceship increases, so too do the predictive validities 

of observer reputational ratings. Hypothesis 7 predicts that these predictive validities will 

increase as interpersonal distance decreases (i.e., targets and observers become 

“closer” on an interpersonal level). 

Tables 6-21 through 6-26 present the analyses across task performance, 

citizenship behavior, and job satisfaction criteria. Neither length of acquaintanceship 

(Table 6-21) nor interpersonal distance (Table 6-22) moderated relationships between 

observer’s ratings of target personality and supervisors’ ratings of task performance. In 

addition, neither acquaintanceship variable had a significant impact on the job 

satisfaction outcome (Tables 6-25 and 6-26 for length of acquaintanceship and 

interpersonal distance, respectively). However, as evidenced in Table 6-23, significant 

interactions were observed concerning the citizenship behavior criterion. Length of 

acquaintanceship impacted observers’ abilities to rate targets on each of the Big Five 
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traits: conscientiousness (Step 4a: B = .16, p < .01; ΔR2 = .05, p < .01); agreeableness 

(Step 4b: B = .18, p < .05; ΔR2 = .03, p < .05); emotional stability (Step 4c: B = .19, p < 

.05; ΔR2 = .04, p < .05); openness (Step 4d: B = .20, p < .01; ΔR2 = .04, p < .01); and 

extraversion(Step 4e: B = .13, p < .10; ΔR2 = .02, p < .10). On the other hand, 

interpersonal distance (Table 6-24) did not significantly moderate any observer ratings. 

Figures 6-16 through 6-21 represent these relationships graphically. As expected, 

and in support of Hypothesis 6, observers who knew the targets for a longer period of 

time generally provided more valid reputational ratings than other observers when the 

criterion was citizenship behavior (Figure 6-18). However, an interesting pattern 

emerged from these analyses. One would expect, based on Hypothesis 6, that the 

strongest predictive validities would occur for the group of raters that knew their focal 

targets for the longest period of time, followed by the group that had average-length 

acquaintanceships, and finally, the group that knew their focal targets for the least 

amount of time. However, across the 15 observations (5 personality traits x 3 criteria), in 

11 cases, the mid-level acquaintanceship group had the lowest predictive validities. 

Likewise, contrary to Hypothesis 7, the mid tertile group in terms of interpersonal 

distance had lower predictive validities than the group with the most interpersonal 

distance in 7 of the 15 cases.  

 These findings suggest that the impact of observer acquaintanceship variables 

may be more complicated than the linear patterns predicted. In order to further examine 

this notion, I undertook several exploratory analyses of the curvilinear effects of 

acquaintanceship. Here, I augmented the analyses in Tables 6-21 through 6-26 by 

adding second-order acquaintanceship variables and modeling three-way interactions 
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between these higher order predictors and the observer rating variables (Tables 6-27 

through 6-32). Evidence for non-linear relationships was explored by examining the 

significance of the three-way interaction terms and the change in variance explained 

(ΔR2) after adding the block of three-way interaction variables. Most notably, whereas 

interpersonal distance did not significantly moderate any of the relationships with criteria 

in the linear analyses, the nonlinear analysis uncovered two significant moderation 

relationships; target-coworker interpersonal distance moderated the relationships 

between supervisor-rated citizenship behavior and observer-rated conscientiousness 

(Table 6-30; Step 5a: B = .11, p < .05; ΔR2 = .02, p < .05) and extraversion (Table 6-30; 

Step 5e: B = .12, p < .05; ΔR2 = .03, p < .05). In both cases, as shown in Figure 6-19, 

predictive validities were highest when observers were very close to the targets they 

were rating (low interpersonal distance). Moreover, when observers did not share strong 

interpersonal relationships with targets (high interpersonal distance), their reputational 

ratings were not much lower than the targets’ identity ratings. However, when observers 

and targets were neither very close nor very distant on an interpersonal level (mid 

interpersonal distance), predictive validities were the lowest. 

Exploring the Role of Aggregating Observers on Personality Reputation Ratings 

Previously, I compared the predictive and incremental validities of identity and 

reputation ratings. In this section, I examine the impact of aggregating across multiple 

observer raters on these validities. In particular, there were 106 cases where 

supervisor-rated criteria were available and in which two coworkers provided 

reputational personality ratings for the same focal target. For these cases, the 

coworkers’ ratings were averaged and the aggregate observer variables were correlated 

with the supervisor outcome ratings. Table 6-33 presents these aggregate reputational 
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rating correlations alongside targets’ self-ratings and ratings based on a single 

observer. 

When ratings were based on a single observer, the average correlation – across 

all traits and criteria – was raverage = .19 (as opposed to raverage = .17 for targets’ self-

ratings). When ratings were aggregated across multiple observer raters, this average 

increased to raverage = .21. In fact, of the 15 correlation comparisons (5 personality traits 

x 3 outcomes), the correlations based on a single observer exceeded the correlations 

based on two observers only three times.  

On the other hand, the results of aggregation were not consistent across traits or 

criteria. In terms of criteria, aggregating across observers increased the predictive 

validities of personality ratings, on average, for task performance (by 16%) and 

citizenship behaviors (by 8%) but decreased the predictive validities for job satisfaction 

(by 31%). Concerning differences across traits, aggregation had the largest effect on 

the predictive validities of emotional stability, extraversion, and conscientiousness 

(increases of 22%, 16%, and 8% over correlations based on single raters, respectively) 

but no observable effects on agreeableness or openness to experience. Thus partial 

support was found for Hypothesis 8. 

Table 6-34 presents a re-examination of incremental validity analyses, this time 

using the aggregate coworker ratings. When ratings were based on a single observer 

(recall Table 6-5), both identity and reputation ratings predicted unique variance in 

supervisor-rated task performance. On the other hand, when observer ratings were 

aggregated across two observers, identity ratings no longer captured significant 

variance in task performance above the observer-aggregated reputation ratings (ΔR2 = 
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.08, p < .10). Reputation ratings based on multiple observers did, however, capture 

incremental validity over identity ratings (ΔR2 = .15, p < .01). In addition, consistent with 

the analyses based on a single observer-rater, identity ratings did not capture significant 

incremental validity in citizenship behaviors over aggregate reputation ratings (ΔR2 = 

.04, ns) though these reputation ratings did predict citizenship behaviors above and 

beyond identity ratings (ΔR2 = .10, p < .05). 

 However, aggregating observer reputational ratings had a deleterious effect on 

incremental validity concerning the job satisfaction criterion. When based on a single 

observer, both identity and reputation ratings captured unique variance in supervisor-

rated job satisfaction. On the other hand, when observer ratings were aggregated, 

identity ratings captured incremental variance (ΔR2 = .13, p < .05) but reputation ratings 

did not (ΔR2 = .08, ns). It must be noted though, that the magnitude of the effects of 

reputational ratings was identical in both the single-rater and aggregated-rater 

conditions; the main difference between the two conditions being the decreased sample 

size in the aggregate-rater condition, which decreased the power to detect significant 

results. 
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Table 6-1.  Descriptive statistics: Means, standard deviations, and reliabilities 

 Focal Targets (N = 234)  Coworkers (N = 250)  Supervisors (N = 184) 

 Mean SD α  Mean SD α  Mean SD α 

Self-Ratings            
Conscientiousness 5.75 .76 .81  5.96 .74 .87  6.03 .50 .68 
Agreeableness 5.72 .75 .71  5.80 .71 .73  5.55 .76 .70 
Emotional Stability 4.83 .81 .61  4.90 .90 .70  4.23 1.21 .81 
Openness 5.20 .90 .81  5.25 1.01 .89  5.60 .78 .82 
Extraversion 5.04 1.06 .81  5.13 1.18 .86  4.75 .92 .78 
            
Age 31.06 11.40 --  31.49 11.53 --  38.57 13.11 -- 
Gender .62 .49 --  .74 .44 --  .73 .45 -- 
Race .68 .47 --  .71 .46 --  .89 .31 -- 

            
Ratings of Focal Target            

Conscientiousness -- -- --  5.77 .89 .87  5.64 .94 .89 
Agreeableness -- -- --  5.72 .85 .80  5.59 1.05 .90 
Emotional Stability -- -- --  4.75 .83 .72  4.78 .94 .76 
Openness -- -- --  4.92 .97 .90  5.08 .86 .89 
Extraversion -- -- --  5.09 1.12 .87  5.24 1.11 .87 
            
Task Performance 6.22 .71 .81  6.08 .80 .87  6.05 .78 .89 
Citizenship Behavior 5.85 .92 .86  5.57 1.02 .90  5.68 1.02 .92 
Job Satisfaction 5.72 1.06 .75  5.45 1.13 .78  5.96 .92 .86 

Note. α = Coefficient alphas. 
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Table 6-2.  Personality intercorrelations: Ratings of focal targets 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. Conscientiousness (selfa) --          

2. Agreeableness (self) .45** --         

3. Emotional Stability (self) .23** .28** --        

4. Openness (self) .30** .18** .19** --       

5. Extraversion (self) .34** .29** .09 .33** --      

6. Conscientiousness (coworkb) .21** .20** .06 .15* .09 --     

7. Agreeableness (cowork) .06 .18* -.04 .12† .01 .41** --    

8. Emotional Stability (cowork) -.07 .08 .12† .01 -.04 .17** .30** --   

9. Openness (cowork) .21** .27** -.08 .30** .24** .47** .33** .07 --  

10. Extraversion (cowork) .18* .27** -.06 .21** .47** .26** .24** .10 .49** -- 

11. Conscientiousness (superc) .40** .21** .23* .15† .11 .41** .15* .10 .20** .12 

12. Agreeableness (super) .11 .24** .14† .12 .12 .34** .40** .13† .22** .05 

13. Emotional Stability (super) .04 .05 .19* .02 .07 .06 .16* .21** .01 -.01 

14. Openness (super) .13 .07 .10 .35** .18* -.06 .04 .08 .17* .20** 

15. Extraversion (super) .19* .02 .08 .15† .32** .04 -.01 -.05 .04 .31** 

Note. N = 160 - 250. ** p < .01. * p < .05. 
†
 p < .10. 

a
 Self = focal targets’ self-ratings. 

b
 Cowork = coworkers’ ratings of the focal target. 

c
 Super = 

supervisors’ ratings of the focal target. 
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Table 6-2.  Continued 

 11 12 13 14 15 

1. Conscientiousness (selfa)      

2. Agreeableness (self)      

3. Emotional Stability (self)      

4. Extraversion (self)      

5. Openness (self)      

6. Conscientiousness (coworkb)      

7. Agreeableness (cowork)      

8. Emotional Stability (cowork)      

9. Openness (cowork)      

10. Extraversion (cowork)      

11. Conscientiousness (superc) --     

12. Agreeableness (super) .47** --    

13. Emotional Stability (super) .15* .33** --   

14. Openness (super) .39** .22** .07 --  

15. Extraversion (super) .21** .09 .25** .13† -- 

Note. N = 160 - 250. ** p < .01. * p < .05. 
†
 p < .10. 

a
 Self = focal targets’ self-ratings. 

b
 Cowork =  

coworkers’ ratings of the focal target. 
c
 Super = supervisor ratings of the focal target. 
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Table 6-3.  Workplace outcome intercorrelations: Ratings of focal targets 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1. Task Performance (selfa) --         

2. Citizenship Behavior (self) .38** --        

3. Job Satisfaction (self) .17* .26** --       

4. Task Performance (coworkb) .18** .08 .11† --      

5. Citizenship Behavior (cowork) .20** .35** .09 .54** --     

6. Job Satisfaction (cowork) .07 -.03 .18** .22** .27** --    

7. Task Performance (superc) .23** .21** .21** .29** .32** .17* --   

8. Citizenship Behavior (super) .20* .16* .10 .28** .30** .25** .67** --  

9. Job Satisfaction (super) .03 -.17* .23** .06 -.09 .28** .26** .35** -- 

Note. N = 160 - 250. ** p < .01. * p < .05. 
†
 p < .10. 

a
 Self = focal targets’ self-ratings. 

b
 Cowork = coworkers’ ratings of the focal target.  

c
 Super = supervisors’ ratings of the focal target. 
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Table 6-4.  Correlations between ratings of focal raters’ personality and workplace outcomes 

 Task Performance  Citizenship Behavior  Job Satisfaction 

 Self Cow Sup  Self Cow Sup  Self Cow Sup 

Conscientiousness            
Self .35** .20** .40**  .42** .28** .32**  .29** .09 .02 
Coworker .23** .67** .40**  .16* .57** .38**  .11† .31** .15† 
Supervisor .21** .36** .76**  .16* .30** .68**  .20* .20** .38** 

Agreeableness            
Self .26** .14* .25**  .42** .28** .31**  .14† .08 -.11 
Coworker .09 .42** .27**  .15* .48** .26**  .00 .30** .07 
Supervisor .09 .24* .52**  .13 .28** .59**  .17* .21** .22** 

Emotional Stability            
Self .23** .02 .20**  .17* -.00 .20*  .04 .09 .12 
Coworker -.14* .17† .07  -.04 .09 .18*  -.05 .42** .04 
Supervisor .05 -.03 .24**  .02 -.02 .22**  .11 .13† .26** 

Openness to Experience            
Self .19* .05 .29**  .34** .14* .23**  -.00 .08 -.07 
Coworker .23** .35** .32**  .28** .60** .28**  .15* .22* .12 
Supervisor .16* -.04 .48**  .18* .06 .36**  .16* .10 .13† 

Extraversion            
Self .09 .16* .16*  .35** .14* .14†  .26** .07 .07 
Coworker .15* .25** .11  .26** .40** .17*  .17** .31** .08 
Supervisor .19* .06 .21**  .16* .06 .27**  .05 -.01 .22** 

Note. N = 160 - 250. ** p < .01. * p < .05. 
†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-5.  Incremental validity of identity and reputation personality ratings 

 Task Performance  Citizenship Behavior 

 Step1 Step2 Step3 Step4  Step1 Step2 Step3 Step4 

Control Variables          
Target Age .17* .07 .15† .06  .23** .16† .20* .14 
Target Gender .21** .14† .12 .06  .21* .19* .14 .12 
Target Education .31** .25** .29** .25**  .14† .07 .10 .06 
Target Race -.13 -.06 -.12 -.05  -.08 -.04 -.07 -.02 
          
Focal Individual Ratings          
Conscientiousness  .21*  .22*   .04  .06 
Agreeableness  .03  -.03   .16†  .10 
Emotional Stability  .11  .11   .10  .11 
Openness to Experience  .12  .07   .11  .07 
Extraversion  -.02  .04   .02  .03 
          
Coworker Ratings          
Conscientiousness   .26** .23**    .22* .19* 
Agreeableness   .12 .14†    .07 .07 
Emotional Stability   -.01 .00    .11 .11 
Openness to Experience   .09 .08    .08 .07 
Extraversion   -.10 -.14    .00 -.04 
          
R2 .20** .28** .31** .38**  .15** .22** .25** .30** 
ΔR2 (from null model)  .08* .11**   .15** .07* .11**  
ΔR2 (to full model)  .10** .07*    .08* .05  

Note. N = 146 - 147. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. ** p < .01. * p < .05. 
†
 p < .10. 

Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors.  
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Table 6-5.  Continued 

 Job Satisfaction 

 Step1 Step2 Step3 Step4 

Control Variables     
Target Age .11 .12 .11 .13 
Target Gender -.13 -.14 -.21* -.23* 
Target Education -.15† -.12 -.20* -.17† 
Target Race .15† .23* .15† .25** 
     
Focal Individual Ratings     
Conscientiousness  .08  .10 
Agreeableness  -.22*  -.30** 
Emotional Stability  .22*  .28** 
Openness to Experience  -.15  -.22* 
Extraversion  .15†  .10 
     
Coworker Ratings     
Conscientiousness   .13 .11 
Agreeableness   -.01 .05 
Emotional Stability   -.02 -.04 
Openness to Experience   .13 .22* 
Extraversion   .06 .07 
     
R2 .06† .14* .11† .22** 
ΔR2 (from null model) .06† .08* .05  
ΔR2 (to full model)  .08* .11**  

Note. N = 146 - 147. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations  
are presented above. ** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
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Table 6-6.  Coworker conscientiousness as a moderator of the relationship between coworker reputation ratings and 
supervisor-rated task performance 

 Step1 Step2 Step3a Step3b Step3c Step3d Step3e Step3f 

Block 1: Control Variables         
Target Age .17* .16* .14† .16* .15† .17* .16* .15† 
Target Gender .21** .20* .12 .18* .21** .17* .20* .12 
Target Education .31** .31** .30** .30** .30** .25** .31** .29** 
Target Race -.13 -.13 -.12 -.14† -.12 -.13 -.13 -.12 
         
Block 2: Observer Personality         
Conscientiousness (OC)  .11 .02 .07 .11 .08 .11 .00 
         
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa         
Conscientiousness (TC)   .31**     .25** 
Agreeableness (TA)    .20**    .12 
Emotional Stability (TES)     .07   -.01 
Openness to Experience (TO)      .18*  .09 
Extraversion (TE)       -.00 -.10 
         
Block 4: Interactions         
OC x TC         
OC x TA         
OC x TES         
OC x TO         
OC x TE         
         
R2 .20** .22** .29** .25** .22** .24** .22** .31** 
ΔR2 .20** .01 .08** .04** .01 .03* .00 .10** 

Note. N = 146 - 147. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-6.  Continued 

 Step4a Step4b Step4c Step4d Step4e Step4f 

Block 1: Control Variables       
Target Age .14* .16* .15† .17* .15† .15* 
Target Gender .11 .17* .21* .19* .24** .15† 
Target Education .27** .31** .31** .24** .27** .24** 
Target Race -.12 -.14† -.12 -.16* -.12 -.12 
       
Block 2: Observer Personality       
Conscientiousness (OC) .07 .07 .11 .11 .12 .04 
       
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa       
Conscientiousness (TC) .29**     .26** 
Agreeableness (TA)  .21**    .08 
Emotional Stability (TES)   .08   -.02 
Openness to Experience (TO)    .14†  .08 
Extraversion (TE)     -.01 -.09 
       
Block 4: Interactions       
OC x TC .17**     .08 
OC x TA  .06    -.04 
OC x TES   .02   -.02 
OC x TO    .18**  .08 
OC x TE     .13* .07 
       
R2 .34** .26** .22** .30** .20** .37** 
ΔR2 .05** .01 .00 .05** .03* .06* 

Note. N = 146 - 147. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 

 



 

105 

 

Table 6-7.  Coworker agreeableness as a moderator of the relationship between coworker reputation ratings and 
supervisor-rated task performance 

 Step1 Step2 Step3a Step3b Step3c Step3d Step3e Step3f 

Block 1: Control Variables         
Target Age .17* .17* .15† .17* .17* .18* .17* .15† 
Target Gender .21** .21** .12 .17* .22** .17* .21* .11 
Target Education .31** .31** .31** .31** .31** .25** .31** .30** 
Target Race -.13 -.13 -.12 -.13† -.12 -.13 -.13 -.12 
         
Block 2: Observer Personality         
Agreeableness (OA)  .03 -.02 -.12 .02 .01 .03 -.08 
         
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa         
Conscientiousness (TC)   .32**     .25** 
Agreeableness (TA)    .28**    .17† 
Emotional Stability (TES)     .07   -.02 
Openness to Experience (TO)      .20*  .08 
Extraversion (TE)       .01 -.09 
         
Block 4: Interactions         
OA x TC         
OA x TA         
OA x TES         
OA x TO         
OA x TE         
         
R2 .20** .20** .29** .26** .21** .24** .20** .32** 
ΔR2 .20** .00 .09** .05** .00 .03* .00 .11** 

Note. N = 146 - 147. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-7.  Continued 

 Step4a Step4b Step4c Step4d Step4e Step4f 

Block 1: Control Variables       
Target Age .14† .17* .17* .17* .18* .17* 
Target Gender .11 .17* .22** .17* .22** .11 
Target Education .32** .31** .31** .26** .32** .31** 
Target Race -.11 -.14† -.12 -.13 -.13 -.12 
       
Block 2: Observer Personality       
Agreeableness (OA) -.03 -.12 .02 .01 .01 -.11 
       
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa       
Conscientiousness (TC) .32**     .25** 
Agreeableness (TA)  .27**    .16 
Emotional Stability (TES)   .06   -.03 
Openness to Experience (TO)    .22**  .11 
Extraversion (TE)     -.00 -.10 
       
Block 4: Interactions       
OA x TC -.08     -.08 
OA x TA  -.00    .00 
OA x TES   .02   .07 
OA x TO    -.08  .02 
OA x TE     -.05 -.09 
       
R2 .30** .26** .21** .24** .21** .34** 
ΔR2 .01 .00 .00 .01 .01 .02 

Note. N = 146 - 147. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 

 



 

107 

 

Table 6-8.  Coworker emotional stability as a moderator of the relationship between coworker reputation ratings and 
supervisor-rated task performance 

 Step1 Step2 Step3a Step3b Step3c Step3d Step3e Step3f 

Block 1: Control Variables         
Target Age .17* .17* .14† .17* .17* .18* .18* .15† 
Target Gender .21** .21** .12 .18* .22* .17* .21* .12 
Target Education .31** .31** .31** .29** .30** .25** .31* .29** 
Target Race -.13 -.12 -.12 -.13 -.12 -.12 -.12 -.12 
         
Block 2: Observer Personality         
Emotional Stability (OES)  -.01 .01 -.03 -.03 -.01 -.01 -.01 
         
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa         
Conscientiousness (TC)   .32**     .25** 
Agreeableness (TA)    .22**    .12 
Emotional Stability (TES)     .08   -.01 
Openness to Experience (TO)      .20*  .09 
Extraversion (TE)       .01 -.10 
         
Block 4: Interactions         
OES x TC         
OES x TA         
OES x TES         
OES x TO         
OES x TE         
         
R2 .20** .20** .29** .25** .21** .24** .20** .31** 
ΔR2 .20** .00 .09** .05** .01 .03* .00 .11** 

Note. N = 146 - 147. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-8.  Continued 

 Step4a Step4b Step4c Step4d Step4e Step4f 

Block 1: Control Variables       
Target Age .15* .17* .16* .17* .20* .16* 
Target Gender .10 .19* .23** .16* .19* .10 
Target Education .31** .30** .30** .25** .29** .29** 
Target Race -.12 -.13 -.12 -.12 -.10 -.09 
       
Block 2: Observer Personality       
Emotional Stability (OES) .01 -.03 -.02 .02 .02 .03 
       
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa       
Conscientiousness (TC) .32**     .26** 
Agreeableness (TA)  .22**    .10 
Emotional Stability (TES)   .06   -.03 
Openness to Experience (TO)    .21**  .09 
Extraversion (TE)     .00 -.10 
       
Block 4: Interactions       
OES x TC -.06     -.05 
OES x TA  .04    .09 
OES x TES   .04   .03 
OES x TO    -.08  -.03 
OES x TE     -.14* -.11† 
       
R2 .30** .25** .21** .25** .23** .35** 
ΔR2 .01 .00 .00 .01 .03* .04 

Note. N = 146 - 147. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-9.  Coworker openness as a moderator of the relationship between coworker reputation ratings and supervisor-
rated task performance 

 Step1 Step2 Step3a Step3b Step3c Step3d Step3e Step3f 

Block 1: Control Variables         
Target Age .17* .18* .15* .17* .17* .18* .18* .15† 
Target Gender .21** .21** .12 .18* .22** .18* .21** .12 
Target Education .31** .30** .30** .29** .30** .25** .30** .29** 
Target Race -.13 -.13 -.12 -.14† -.13 -.13 -.13 -.12 
         
Block 2: Observer Personality         
Openness (OO)  .11 .04 .06 .10 .04 .11 .02 
         
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa         
Conscientiousness (TC)   .31**     .25** 
Agreeableness (TA)    .20**    .12 
Emotional Stability (TES)     .06   -.01 
Openness to Experience (TO)      .18*  .08 
Extraversion (TE)       -.02 -.10 
         
Block 4: Interactions         
OO x TC         
OO x TA         
OO x TES         
OO x TO         
OO x TE         
         
R2 .20** .21** .29** .25** .22** .24** .21** .31** 
ΔR2 .20** .01 .08** .04** .00 .02* .00 .10** 

Note. N = 146 - 147. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-9.  Continued 

 Step4a Step4b Step4c Step4d Step4e Step4f 

Block 1: Control Variables       
Target Age .16* .18* .18* .20* .19* .16* 
Target Gender .14† .18* .21** .18* .22** .14† 
Target Education .26** .30** .30** .23** .26** .24** 
Target Race -.13† -.15† -.14† -.15† -.13† -.12 
       
Block 2: Observer Personality       
Openness (OO) .08 .07 .10 .05 .13† .07 
       
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa       
Conscientiousness (TC) .30**     .27** 
Agreeableness (TA)  .20**    .10 
Emotional Stability (TES)   .06   -.01 
Openness to Experience (TO)    .14  .03 
Extraversion (TE)     -.03 -.10 
       
Block 4: Interactions       
OO x TC .14**     .11 
OO x TA  .05    -.04 
OO x TES   .04   .00 
OO x TO    .12*  .02 
OO x TE     .14* .07 
       
R2 .33** .25** .22** .27** .25** .35** 
ΔR2 .04** .00 .00 .03* .03* .04 

Note. N = 146 - 147. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-10.  Coworker extraversion as a moderator of the relationship between coworker reputation ratings and 
supervisor-rated task performance 

 Step1 Step2 Step3a Step3b Step3c Step3d Step3e Step3f 

Block 1: Control Variables         
Target Age .17* .18* .15* .17* .18* .18* .18* .15* 
Target Gender .21** .21** .12 .18* .22** .18* .22** .12 
Target Education .31** .29** .29** .29** .29** .25** .29** .29** 
Target Race -.13 -.14† -.12 -.14† -.13† -.13† -.14† -.12 
         
Block 2: Observer Personality         
Extraversion (OE)  .13† .07 .08 .13† .07 .14† .05 
         
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa         
Conscientiousness (TC)   .30**     .25** 
Agreeableness (TA)    .19*    .12 
Emotional Stability (TES)     .06   -.01 
Openness to Experience (TO)      .17†  .08 
Extraversion (TE)       -.03 -.11 
         
Block 4: Interactions         
OE x TC         
OE x TA         
OE x TES         
OE x TO         
OE x TE         
         
R2 .20** .22** .30** .25** .22** .24** .22** .32** 
ΔR2 .20** .02† .08** .03* .00 .02† .00 .10** 

Note. N = 146 - 147. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 

 



 

112 

Table 6-10.  Continued 

 Step4a Step4b Step4c Step4d Step4e Step4f 

Block 1: Control Variables       
Target Age .15* .18* .18* .19* .20* .16* 
Target Gender .12 .18* .22** .18* .22** .13 
Target Education .30** .27** .29** .23** .23** .24** 
Target Race -.12 -.12 -.13† -.13† -.12 -.11 
       
Block 2: Observer Personality       
Extraversion (OE) .06 .09 .13 .09 .17* .06 
       
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa       
Conscientiousness (TC) .31**     .21* 
Agreeableness (TA)  .20**    .16† 
Emotional Stability (TES)   .06   .01 
Openness to Experience (TO)    .15†  .07 
Extraversion (TE)     -.03 -.09 
       
Block 4: Interactions       
OE x TC -.02     -.09 
OE x TA  .07    .01 
OE x TES   -.00   .02 
OE x TO    .05  -.00 
OE x TE     .15** .16* 
       
R2 .30** .26** .22** .24** .26** .36** 
ΔR2 .00 .01 .00 .00 .04** .04 

Note. N = 146 - 147. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-11.  Coworker conscientiousness as a moderator of the relationship between coworker reputation ratings and 
supervisor-rated citizenship behavior 

 Step1 Step2 Step3a Step3b Step3c Step3d Step3e Step3f 

Block 1: Control Variables         
Target Age .23** .23** .22** .23** .21** .25** .24** .22** 
Target Gender .21** .22* .12 .19* .24** .18* .20* .13 
Target Education .14† .14† .13† .13 .13† .07 .12 .10 
Target Race -.08 -.08 -.07 -.09 -.07 -.08 -.09 -.07 
         
Block 2: Observer Personality         
Conscientiousness (OC)  -.02 -.11 -.07 -.02 -.06 -.03 -.13 
         
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa         
Conscientiousness (TC)   .34**     .25** 
Agreeableness (TA)    .22**    .09 
Emotional Stability (TES)     .19*   .10 
Openness to Experience (TO)      .23**  .09 
Extraversion (TE)       .11 .00 
         
Block 4: Interactions         
OC x TC         
OC x TA         
OC x TES         
OC x TO         
OC x TE         
         
R2 .15** .15** .24** .19** .18** .19** .16** .27** 
ΔR2 .15** .00 .09** .04** .03* .04** .01 .12** 

Note. N = 146 - 147. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-11.  Continued 

 Step4a Step4b Step4c Step4d Step4e Step4f 

Block 1: Control Variables       
Target Age .22** .23** .21* .25** .24** .22** 
Target Gender .12 .18* .24** .19* .22* .16† 
Target Education .11 .13 .13 .06 .10 .05 
Target Race -.07 -.09 -.07 -.10 -.08 -.07 
       
Block 2: Observer Personality       
Conscientiousness (OC) -.07 -.07 -.02 -.04 -.02 -.10 
       
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa       
Conscientiousness (TC) .32**     .26** 
Agreeableness (TA)  .23**    .03 
Emotional Stability (TES)   .18*   .10 
Openness to Experience (TO)    .20*  .10 
Extraversion (TE)     .11 .01 
       
Block 4: Interactions       
OC x TC .18*     .11 
OC x TA  .03    -.09 
OC x TES   -.01   -.04 
OC x TO    .19*  .07 
OC x TE     .09 .08 
       
R2 .27** .19** .18** .23** .17** .31** 
ΔR2 .03* .00 .00 .04* .01 .04 

Note. N = 146 - 147. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-12.  Coworker agreeableness as a moderator of the relationship between coworker reputation ratings and 
supervisor-rated citizenship behavior 

 Step1 Step2 Step3a Step3b Step3c Step3d Step3e Step3f 

Block 1: Control Variables         
Target Age .23** .23** .20** .23** .21* .24** .23** .20* 
Target Gender .21** .21* .13 .18* .23** .17* .20* .14 
Target Education .14† .12 .12 .13 .12 .06 .11 .10 
Target Race -.08 -.08 -.07 -.09 -.07 -.08 -.09 -.07 
         
Block 2: Observer Personality         
Agreeableness (OA)  .10 .06 -.01 .08 .08 .08 .02 
         
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa         
Conscientiousness (TC)   .29**     .22* 
Agreeableness (TA)    .21*    .06 
Emotional Stability (TES)     .17*   .11 
Openness to Experience (TO)      .21*  .09 
Extraversion (TE)       .09 -.00 
         
Block 4: Interactions         
OA x TC         
OA x TA         
OA x TES         
OA x TO         
OA x TE         
         
R2 .15** .16** .23** .19** .19** .19** .16** .25** 
ΔR2 .15** .01 .08** .03* .03* .04* .00 .10** 

Note. N = 146 - 147. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-12.  Continued 

 Step4a Step4b Step4c Step4d Step4e Step4f 

Block 1: Control Variables       
Target Age .20* .23** .21* .21** .24** .19* 
Target Gender .11 .19* .23** .17* .20* .13 
Target Education .14† .13 .12 .08 .12 .11 
Target Race -.06 -.09 -.07 -.09 -.09 -.07 
       
Block 2: Observer Personality       
Agreeableness (OA) .05 -.01 .08 .09 .07 .03 
       
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa       
Conscientiousness (TC) .29**     .22* 
Agreeableness (TA)  .21*    .03 
Emotional Stability (TES)   .17*   .10 
Openness to Experience (TO)    .26**  .15 
Extraversion (TE)     .08 -.02 
       
Block 4: Interactions       
OA x TC -.12     -.06 
OA x TA  -.01    .01 
OA x TES   .02   .06 
OA x TO    -.22**  -.17 
OA x TE     -.05 -.04 
       
R2 .25** .19** .19** .23** .17** .29** 
ΔR2 .01 .00 .00 .04** .00 .04 

Note. N = 146 - 147. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-13.  Coworker emotional stability as a moderator of the relationship between coworker reputation ratings and 
supervisor-rated citizenship behavior 

 Step1 Step2 Step3a Step3b Step3c Step3d Step3e Step3f 

Block 1: Control Variables         
Target Age .23** .23** .20* .23** .21** .24** .24** .20* 
Target Gender .21** .21* .12 .18* .24** .17* .19* .14 
Target Education .14† .14† .14† .13 .13 .08 .12 .10 
Target Race -.08 -.08 -.08 -.09 -.07 -.08 -.09 -.07 
         
Block 2: Observer Personality         
Emotional Stability (OES)  .03 .04 .01 -.02 .03 .03 .01 
         
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa         
Conscientiousness (TC)   .31**     .22* 
Agreeableness (TA)    .21**    .07 
Emotional Stability (TES)     .19*   .11 
Openness to Experience (TO)      .22**  .09 
Extraversion (TE)       .11 .00 
         
Block 4: Interactions         
OES x TC         
OES x TA         
OES x TES         
OES x TO         
OES x TE         
         
R2 .15** .15** .23** .19** .18** .19** .16** .25** 
ΔR2 .15** .00 .08** .04** .03* .04** .01 .11** 

Note. N = 146 - 147. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-13.  Continued 

 Step4a Step4b Step4c Step4d Step4e Step4f 

Block 1: Control Variables       
Target Age .22** .23** .21** .22** .27** .21* 
Target Gender .09 .18* .32** .15† .17* .10 
Target Education .14† .13 .13 .08 .09 .12 
Target Race -.08 -.09 -.07 -.08 -.07 -.05 
       
Block 2: Observer Personality       
Emotional Stability (OES) .05 .01 -.02 .09 .06 .07 
       
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa       
Conscientiousness (TC) .30**     .24* 
Agreeableness (TA)  .21**    .03 
Emotional Stability (TES)   .19*   .13 
Openness to Experience (TO)    .25**  .11 
Extraversion (TE)     .10 -.02 
       
Block 4: Interactions       
OES x TC -.16*     -.07 
OES x TA  -.01    .12 
OES x TES   -.02   -.04 
OES x TO    -.23**  -.18† 
OES x TE     -.20** -.09 
       
R2 .26** .19** .18** .24** .20** .32** 
ΔR2 .03* .00 .00 .05** .04** .07* 

Note. N = 146 - 147. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-14.  Coworker openness as a moderator of the relationship between coworker reputation ratings and supervisor-
rated citizenship behavior 

 Step1 Step2 Step3a Step3b Step3c Step3d Step3e Step3f 

Block 1: Control Variables         
Target Age .23** .24** .21** .23** .22** .24** .24** .20* 
Target Gender .21** .21** .13 .19* .23** .18* .20* .14 
Target Education .14† .12 .12 .12 .12 .07 .11 .10 
Target Race -.08 -.09 -.07 -.09 -.07 -.08 -.09 -.07 
         
Block 2: Observer Personality         
Openness (OO)  .11 .05 .07 .10 .03 .09 .01 
         
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa         
Conscientiousness (TC)   .29**     .22* 
Agreeableness (TA)    .19*    .07 
Emotional Stability (TES)     .18*   .11 
Openness to Experience (TO)      .20*  .08 
Extraversion (TE)       .09 .00 
         
Block 4: Interactions         
OO x TC         
OO x TA         
OO x TES         
OO x TO         
OO x TE         
         
R2 .15** .16** .23** .19** .19** .19** .17** .25** 
ΔR2 .15** .01 .07** .03* .03* .03* .01 .10** 

Note. N = 146 - 147. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-14.  Continued 

 Step4a Step4b Step4c Step4d Step4e Step4f 

Block 1: Control Variables       
Target Age .22** .24** .22** .25** .25** .21* 
Target Gender .13 .19* .23** .18* .20* .14† 
Target Education .10 .12 .12 .05 .09 .08 
Target Race -.08 -.10 -.08 -.09 -.09 -.08 
       
Block 2: Observer Personality       
Openness (OO) .07 .07 .10 .04 .10 .03 
       
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa       
Conscientiousness (TC) .29**     .21* 
Agreeableness (TA)  .19*    .06 
Emotional Stability (TES)   .18*   .11 
Openness to Experience (TO)    .17†  .06 
Extraversion (TE)     .08 .00 
       
Block 4: Interactions       
OO x TC .08     .01 
OO x TA  .05    -.03 
OO x TES   .03   .01 
OO x TO    .11  .07 
OO x TE     .09 .04 
       
R2 .24** .19** .19** .20** .17** .27** 
ΔR2 .01 .00 .00 .01 .01 .01 

Note. N = 146 - 147. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-15.  Coworker extraversion as a moderator of the relationship between coworker reputation ratings and 
supervisor-rated citizenship behavior 

 Step1 Step2 Step3a Step3b Step3c Step3d Step3e Step3f 

Block 1: Control Variables         
Target Age .23** .24** .21** .23** .22** .25** .25** .20* 
Target Gender .21** .21** .13 .19* .23** .18* .20* .14† 
Target Education .14† .11 .11 .11 .11 .06 .10 .10 
Target Race -.08 -.08 -.08 -.10 -.08 -.09 -.09 -.07 
         
Block 2: Observer Personality         
Extraversion (OE)  .16† .09 .11 .14† .09 .13 .06 
         
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa         
Conscientiousness (TC)   .28**     .21* 
Agreeableness (TA)    .18*    .06 
Emotional Stability (TES)     .17*   .11 
Openness to Experience (TO)      .18*  .07 
Extraversion (TE)       .07 -.01 
         
Block 4: Interactions         
OE x TC         
OE x TA         
OE x TES         
OE x TO         
OE x TE         
         
R2 .15** .17** .24** .20** .20** .19** .17** .26** 
ΔR2 .15** .02† .07** .03* .03* .02* .00 .09** 

Note. N = 146 - 147. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-15.  Continued 

 Step4a Step4b Step4c Step4d Step4e Step4f 

Block 1: Control Variables       
Target Age .21** .24** .22** .24** .25** .22** 
Target Gender .13 .18* .23** .18* .20* .14 
Target Education .12 .09 .11 .08 .07 .08 
Target Race -.08 -.08 -.08 -.09 -.09 -.15 
       
Block 2: Observer Personality       
Extraversion (OE) .09 .11 .14† .08 .15† .05 
       
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa       
Conscientiousness (TC) .28**     .18† 
Agreeableness (TA)  .19*    .10 
Emotional Stability (TES)   .17*   .13 
Openness to Experience (TO)    .19*  .07 
Extraversion (TE)     .07 .02 
       
Block 4: Interactions       
OE x TC -.05     -.09 
OE x TA  .08    .09 
OE x TES   -.02   .01 
OE x TO    -.04  -.06 
OE x TE     .08 .11 
       
R2 .24** .20** .20** .20** .18** .28** 
ΔR2 .00 .01 .00 .00 .00 .02 

Note. N = 146 - 147. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-16.  Coworker conscientiousness as a moderator of the relationship between coworker reputation ratings and 
supervisor-rated job satisfaction 

 Step1 Step2 Step3a Step3b Step3c Step3d Step3e Step3f 

Block 1: Control Variables         
Target Age .11 .11 .09 .11 .10 .12 .12 .11 
Target Gender -.13 -.14 -.19* -.15† -.13 -.17* -.16† -.21* 
Target Education -.15† -.15† -.15† -.15† -.15† -.21* -.17† -.20* 
Target Race .15† .15† .15† .14 .15† .15† .14 .15† 
         
Block 2: Observer Personality         
Conscientiousness (OC)  .06 .00 .04 .06 .02 .04 -.01 
         
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa         
Conscientiousness (TC)   .19*     .14 
Agreeableness (TA)    .07    -.01 
Emotional Stability (TES)     .02   -.02 
Openness to Experience (TO)      .20*  .13 
Extraversion (TE)       .13 .06 
         
Block 4: Interactions         
OC x TC         
OC x TA         
OC x TES         
OC x TO         
OC x TE         
         
R2 .06† .06 .09* .07 .06 .10* .08† .11† 
ΔR2 .06† .00 .03* .01 .00 .03* .02 .05 

Note. N = 146 - 147. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-16.  Continued 

 Step4a Step4b Step4c Step4d Step4e Step4f 

Block 1: Control Variables       
Target Age .10 .10 .09 .12 .11 .11 
Target Gender -.19* -.15† -.14 -.16† -.15 -.18† 
Target Education -.15† -.15† -.15† -.21* -.18* -.17† 
Target Race .15† .14 .15† .13 .14 .11 
       
Block 2: Observer Personality       
Conscientiousness (OC) .00 .04 .06 .03 .05 -.02 
       
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa       
Conscientiousness (TC) .19*     .13 
Agreeableness (TA)  .08    -.00 
Emotional Stability (TES)   .04   -.02 
Openness to Experience (TO)    .19*  .09 
Extraversion (TE)     .12 .05 
       
Block 4: Interactions       
OC x TC -.01     -.16 
OC x TA  .04    -.04 
OC x TES   .07   .09 
OC x TO    .11  .25* 
OC x TE     .05 -.02 
       
R2 .09† .07 .07 .11* .08 .15 
ΔR2 .00 .00 .01 .01 .00 .04 

Note. N = 146 - 147. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-17.  Coworker agreeableness as a moderator of the relationship between coworker reputation ratings and 
supervisor-rated job satisfaction 

 Step1 Step2 Step3a Step3b Step3c Step3d Step3e Step3f 

Block 1: Control Variables         
Target Age .11 .12 .10 .12 .11 .13 .13 .12 
Target Gender -.13 -.13 -.20* -.16† -.13 -.17* -.16† -.22* 
Target Education -.15† -.13 -.13 -.13 -.13 -.20* -.16† -.17† 
Target Race .15† .15† .16† .15† .15† .15† .14† .14† 
         
Block 2: Observer Personality         
Agreeableness (OA)  -.13 -.16* -.24* -.13 -.15† -.16* -.24* 
         
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa         
Conscientiousness (TC)   .22*     .13 
Agreeableness (TA)    .21*    .13 
Emotional Stability (TES)     .04   -.03 
Openness to Experience (TO)      .22* .17* .09 
Extraversion (TE)        .10 
         
Block 4: Interactions         
OA x TC         
OA x TA         
OA x TES         
OA x TO         
OA x TE         
         
R2 .06† .08* .12** .11* .08† .12** .10* .15* 
ΔR2 .06† .02 .04* .03* .00 .04* .03* .07* 

Note. N = 146 - 147. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-17.  Continued 

 Step4a Step4b Step4c Step4d Step4e Step4f 

Block 1: Control Variables       
Target Age .11 .12 .12 .11 .13 .11 
Target Gender -.18* -.16† -.13 -.17* -.15† -.20* 
Target Education -.15† -.13 -.13 -.19* -.15† -.18* 
Target Race .15† .15† .15† .15† .14 .13 
       
Block 2: Observer Personality       
Agreeableness (OA) -.15† -.23* -.13 -.15† -.17* -.21* 
       
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa       
Conscientiousness (TC) .23*     .16 
Agreeableness (TA)  .22*    .11 
Emotional Stability (TES)   .04   -.05 
Openness to Experience (TO)    .25*  .13 
Extraversion (TE)     .16† .08 
       
Block 4: Interactions       
OA x TC .12     .20* 
OA x TA  .02    .03 
OA x TES   .03   .03 
OA x TO    -.11  -.18† 
OA x TE     -.04 -.06 
       
R2 .13** .11* .09 .13** .10* .20* 
ΔR2 .02 .00 .00 .01 .00 .05 

Note. N = 146 - 147. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-18.  Coworker emotional stability as a moderator of the relationship between coworker reputation ratings and 
supervisor-rated job satisfaction 

 Step1 Step2 Step3a Step3b Step3c Step3d Step3e Step3f 

Block 1: Control Variables         
Target Age .11 .13 .11 .13 .12 .13 .13 .12 
Target Gender -.13 -.12 -.18† -.13 -.11 -.16† -.14 -.19* 
Target Education -.15† -.18* -.18* -.19* -.18* -.24** -.20* -.23* 
Target Race .15† .17* .18* .17† .18* .17* .17† .17* 
         
Block 2: Observer Personality         
Emotional Stability (OES)  -.14† -.13 -.15† -.16† -.14† -.14 -.14 
         
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa         
Conscientiousness (TC)   .19*     .11 
Agreeableness (TA)    .10    .00 
Emotional Stability (TES)     .06   .05 
Openness to Experience (TO)      .21*  .13 
Extraversion (TE)       .13 .01 
         
Block 4: Interactions         
OES x TC         
OES x TA         
OES x TES         
OES x TO         
OES x TE         
         
R2 .06† .08* .11* .09* .08† .11** .09* .13* 
ΔR2 .06† .02† .03* .01 .00 .04* .02 .05 

Note. N = 146 - 147. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-18.  Continued 

 Step4a Step4b Step4c Step4d Step4e Step4f 

Block 1: Control Variables       
Target Age .10 .12 .11 .12 .13 .06 
Target Gender -.16† -.13 -.11 -.18* -.14 -.19* 
Target Education -.18* -.17† -.19* -.24** -.20* -.20* 
Target Race .18* .17* .18* .18* .16† .17* 
       
Block 2: Observer Personality       
Emotional Stability (OES) -.13 -.16† -.15† -.10 -.14 -.06 
       
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa       
Conscientiousness (TC) .19*     .16 
Agreeableness (TA)  .10    .03 
Emotional Stability (TES)   .04   .05 
Openness to Experience (TO)    .23**  .13 
Extraversion (TE)     .13 -.01 
       
Block 4: Interactions       
OES x TC .06     .17† 
OES x TA  .08    .07 
OES x TES   .05   -.01 
OES x TO    -.15*  -.28** 
OES x TE     .01 .07 
       
R2 .11* .09† .09† .14** .09† .20* 
ΔR2 .01 .01 .01 .03* .00 .07* 

Note. N = 146 - 147. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-19.  Coworker openness as a moderator of the relationship between coworker reputation ratings and supervisor-
rated job satisfaction 

 Step1 Step2 Step3a Step3b Step3c Step3d Step3e Step3f 

Block 1: Control Variables         
Target Age .11 .12 .11 .12 .12 .13 .13 .12 
Target Gender -.13 -.14 -.18* -.14 -.13 -.16† -.15† -.20* 
Target Education -.15† -.17* -.17* -.17* -.17* -.21* -.18* -.20* 
Target Race .15† .14 .15† .14 .14 .14† .13 .14† 
         
Block 2: Observer Personality         
Openness (OO)  .17* .14† .16† .17* .11 .15† .10 
         
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa         
Conscientiousness (TC)   .16†     .13 
Agreeableness (TA)    .05    -.02 
Emotional Stability (TES)     .01   .05 
Openness to Experience (TO)      .16†  .09 
Extraversion (TE)       .09 -.02 
         
Block 4: Interactions         
OO x TC         
OO x TA         
OO x TES         
OO x TO         
OO x TE         
         
R2 .06† .09* .11* .09* .09* .11* .10* .12† 
ΔR2 .06† .03* .02† .00 .00 .02† .01 .03 

Note. N = 146 - 147. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-19.  Continued 

 Step4a Step4b Step4c Step4d Step4e Step4f 

Block 1: Control Variables       
Target Age .11 .11 .12 .14† .14 .12 
Target Gender -.18* -.14 -.14 -.16† -.15† -.20* 
Target Education -.18* -.18* -.17* -.23** -.21* -.25** 
Target Race .14† .15† .13 .12 .13 .15† 
       
Block 2: Observer Personality       
Openness (OO) .15† .16† .17* .13 .17* .10 
       
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa       
Conscientiousness (TC) .16†     .11 
Agreeableness (TA)  .05    -.03 
Emotional Stability (TES)   .01   .05 
Openness to Experience (TO)    .11  .08 
Extraversion (TE)     .08 -.02 
       
Block 4: Interactions       
OO x TC .06     -.06 
OO x TA  -.07    -.19* 
OO x TES   .03   .03 
OO x TO    .15*  .23* 
OO x TE     .15† .04 
       
R2 .12* .10* .09† .14** .12* .19* 
ΔR2 .00 .01 .00 .03* .02† .07† 

Note. N = 146 - 147. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-20.  Coworker extraversion as a moderator of the relationship between coworker reputation ratings and 
supervisor-rated job satisfaction 

 Step1 Step2 Step3a Step3b Step3c Step3d Step3e Step3f 

Block 1: Control Variables         
Target Age .11 .12 .10 .11 .12 .12 .12 .11 
Target Gender -.13 -.13 -.19* -.14 -.13 -.17* -.16† -.21* 
Target Education -.15† -.16† -.15† -.16† -.16† -.21* -.17* -.19* 
Target Race .15† .14 .15† .14 .14 .15† .14 .15† 
         
Block 2: Observer Personality         
Extraversion (OE)  .05 .01 .04 .05 -.03 .02 -.04 
         
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa         
Conscientiousness (TC)   .19*     .14 
Agreeableness (TA)    .07    -.00 
Emotional Stability (TES)     .02   -.02 
Openness to Experience (TO)      .22*  .14 
Extraversion (TE)       .13 .06 
         
Block 4: Interactions         
OE x TC         
OE x TA         
OE x TES         
OE x TO         
OE x TE         
         
R2 .06† .06 .09* .07 .06 .10* .08† .11† 
ΔR2 .06† .00 .03* .01 .00 .04* .01 .05 

Note. N = 146 - 147. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-20.  Continued 

 Step4a Step4b Step4c Step4d Step4e Step4f 

Block 1: Control Variables       
Target Age .10 .12 .10 .12 .13 .11 
Target Gender -.19* -.16† -.12 -.18* -.15† -.22* 
Target Education -.17† -.19* -.16† -.20* -.22* -.23* 
Target Race .15† .18* .15† .15† .15† .19* 
       
Block 2: Observer Personality       
Extraversion (OE) .03 .04 .06 -.04 .04 -.05 
       
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa       
Conscientiousness (TC) .19*     .10 
Agreeableness (TA)  .09    .06 
Emotional Stability (TES)   .03   -.00 
Openness to Experience (TO)    .23*  .15 
Extraversion (TE)     .13 .11 
       
Block 4: Interactions       
OE x TC .08     .02 
OE x TA  .16*    .11 
OE x TES   .08   .07 
OE x TO    -.03  -.14 
OE x TE     .13† .12 
       
R2 .10* .10* .07 .10* .10* .17† 
ΔR2 .01 .03* .01 .00 .03† .05 

Note. N = 146 - 147. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-21.  Length of acquaintanceship as a moderator of the relationship between coworker reputation ratings and 
supervisor-rated task performance 

 Step1 Step2 Step3a Step3b Step3c Step3d Step3e Step3f 

Block 1: Control Variables         
Target Age .17* .22* .17† .21* .21* .22* .22* .16† 
Target Gender .21** .21* .12 .18* .22** .17* .20* .12 
Target Education .31** .32** .31** .31** .32** .26** .32** .30** 
Target Race -.13 -.13 -.12 -.14† -.13 -.13 -.13 -.12 
         
Block 2: Acquaintanceship         
Length of Acquaintanceship (LA)  -.10 -.05 -.09 -.10 -.09 -.10 -.04 
         
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa         
Conscientiousness (TC)   .31**     .25** 
Agreeableness (TA)    .21**    .12 
Emotional Stability (TES)     .07   -.01 
Openness to Experience (TO)      .20*  .09 
Extraversion (TE)       .03 -.10 
         
Block 4: Interactions         
LA x TC         
LA x TA         
LA x TES         
LA x TO         
LA x TE         
         
R2 .20** .21** .29** .25** .22** .24** .21** .31** 
ΔR2 .20** .01 .08** .04** .01 .03* .00 .10** 

Note. N = 141 - 144. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-21.  Continued 

 Step4a Step4b Step4c Step4d Step4e Step4f 

Block 1: Control Variables       
Target Age .18* .21* .21* .24** .22* .17† 
Target Gender .11 .17* .21* .17* .20* .11 
Target Education .32** .32** .34** .28** .33** .32** 
Target Race -.12 -.14† -.13 -.13 -.13 -.15† 
       
Block 2: Acquaintanceship       
Length of Acquaintanceship (LA) -.03 -.09 -.10 -.08 -.11 .02 
       
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa       
Conscientiousness (TC) .30**     .24* 
Agreeableness (TA)  .21**    .15 
Emotional Stability (TES)   .07   -.01 
Openness to Experience (TO)    .18*  .07 
Extraversion (TE)     .03 -.12 
       
Block 4: Interactions       
LA x TC .04     .06 
LA x TA  .06    -.00 
LA x TES   .05   .07 
LA x TO    .07  .03 
LA x TE     .04 -.11 
       
R2 .30** .26** .22** .25** .21** .33** 
ΔR2 .01 .00 .01 .01 .00 .02 

Note. N = 141 - 144. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 

 



 

135 

 

Table 6-22.  Interpersonal distance as a moderator of the relationship between coworker reputation ratings and 
supervisor-rated task performance 

 Step1 Step2 Step3a Step3b Step3c Step3d Step3e Step3f 

Block 1: Control Variables         
Target Age .17* .15† .12 .15† .14† .17* .14† .12 
Target Gender .21** .20* .11 .17* .20* .17* .20* .11 
Target Education .31** .29** .29** .29** .28** .24** .29** .28** 
Target Race -.13 -.11 -.11 -.13 -.11 -.12 -.11 -.11 
         
Block 2: Acquaintanceship         
Interpersonal Distance (ID)  .10 .08 .06 .10 .05 .11 .08 
         
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa         
Conscientiousness (TC)   .31**     .26** 
Agreeableness (TA)    .20**    .11 
Emotional Stability (TES)     .07   -.01 
Openness to Experience (TO)      .19*  .08 
Extraversion (TE)       -.02 -.12 
         
Block 4: Interactions         
ID x TC         
ID x TA         
ID x TES         
ID x TO         
ID x TE         
         
R2 .20** .21** .30** .25** .22** .24** .21** .32** 
ΔR2 .20** .01 .09** .04** .01 .03* .00 .11** 

Note. N = 141 - 144. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-22.  Continued 

 Step4a Step4b Step4c Step4d Step4e Step4f 

Block 1: Control Variables       
Target Age .13 .16† .14 .17* .15† .14 
Target Gender .11 .17* .20* .17* .20* .11 
Target Education .29** .29** .28** .24** .29** .27** 
Target Race -.11 -.13 -.11 -.12 -.11 -.10 
       
Block 2: Acquaintanceship       
Interpersonal Distance (ID) .08 .05 .10 .05 .11 .05 
       
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa       
Conscientiousness (TC) .31**     .24** 
Agreeableness (TA)  .21**    .12 
Emotional Stability (TES)   .07   .00 
Openness to Experience (TO)    .18*  .09 
Extraversion (TE)     -.02 -.12 
       
Block 4: Interactions       
ID x TC .00     -.08 
ID x TA  .05    .09 
ID x TES   -.04   -.04 
ID x TO    .02  .04 
ID x TE     .03 .02 
       
R2 .30** .25** .22** .24** .21** .33** 
ΔR2 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .01 

Note. N = 141 - 144. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-23.  Length of acquaintanceship as a moderator of the relationship between coworker reputation ratings and 
supervisor-rated citizenship behavior 

 Step1 Step2 Step3a Step3b Step3c Step3d Step3e Step3f 

Block 1: Control Variables         
Target Age .23** .31** .26** .30** .29** .31** .32** .27** 
Target Gender .21** .21* .13 .18* .23** .17* .19* .14 
Target Education .14† .16† .15† .15† .16† .09 .14 .12 
Target Race -.08 -.09 -.08 -.10 -.08 -.09 -.10 -.08 
         
Block 2: Acquaintanceship         
Length of Acquaintanceship (LA)  -.16† -.12 -.16† -.17* -.16† -.18* -.14 
         
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa         
Conscientiousness (TC)   .29**     .19* 
Agreeableness (TA)    .20*    .06 
Emotional Stability (TES)     .19*   .12 
Openness to Experience (TO)      .22**  .08 
Extraversion (TE)       .14† .03 
         
Block 4: Interactions         
LA x TC         
LA x TA         
LA x TES         
LA x TO         
LA x TE         
         
R2 .15** .17** .24** .21** .20** .21** .19** .27** 
ΔR2 .15** .02† .07** .04** .04* .04** .02† .10** 

Note. N = 141 - 144. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-23.  Continued 

 Step4a Step4b Step4c Step4d Step4e Step4f 

Block 1: Control Variables       
Target Age .29** .31** .30** .34** .34** .28** 
Target Gender .10 .17* .21** .16† .17* .12 
Target Education .18* .17* .19* .14 .15† .17* 
Target Race -.08 -.09 -.09 -.09 -.08 -.12 
       
Block 2: Acquaintanceship       
Length of Acquaintanceship (LA) -.08 -.18* -.18* -.13 -.21* -.04 
       
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa       
Conscientiousness (TC) .25**     .15 
Agreeableness (TA)  .20*    .11 
Emotional Stability (TES)   .19*   .13 
Openness to Experience (TO)    .18*  .06 
Extraversion (TE)     .13 -.02 
       
Block 4: Interactions       
LA x TC .16**     .17† 
LA x TA  .18*    .06 
LA x TES   .19*   .16 
LA x TO    .20**  .05 
LA x TE     .13† -.25* 
       
R2 .29** .23** .24** .25** .20 .34** 
ΔR2 .05** .03** .04* .04** .02† .07* 

Note. N = 141 - 144. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-24.  Interpersonal distance as a moderator of the relationship between coworker reputation ratings and 
supervisor-rated citizenship behavior 

 Step1 Step2 Step3a Step3b Step3c Step3d Step3e Step3f 

Block 1: Control Variables         
Target Age .23** .22* .19* .22** .20* .24** .23** .20* 
Target Gender .21** .21* .12 .18* .23** .17* .19* .14 
Target Education .14† .12 .12 .12 .12 .07 .11 .10 
Target Race -.08 -.07 -.07 -.09 -.06 -.08 -.08 -.07 
         
Block 2: Acquaintanceship         
Interpersonal Distance (ID)  .06 .04 .02 .06 .00 .03 .01 
         
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa         
Conscientiousness (TC)   .30**     .22* 
Agreeableness (TA)    .20*    .07 
Emotional Stability (TES)     .18*   .11 
Openness to Experience (TO)      .22*  .08 
Extraversion (TE)       .10 -.00 
         
Block 4: Interactions         
ID x TC         
ID x TA         
ID x TES         
ID x TO         
ID x TE         
         
R2 .15** .15** .23** .19** .18** .19** .16** .25** 
ΔR2 .15** .00 .08** .04* .03* .04* .01 .11** 

Note. N = 141 - 144. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-24.  Continued 

 Step4a Step4b Step4c Step4d Step4e Step4f 

Block 1: Control Variables       
Target Age .21* .24** .20* .25** .23** .23** 
Target Gender .12 .18* .23** .17* .19* .13 
Target Education .13 .12 .12 .07 .11 .11 
Target Race -.09 -.09 -.06 -.09 -.08 -.08 
       
Block 2: Acquaintanceship       
Interpersonal Distance (ID) .04 .01 .06 -.00 .03 -.01 
       
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa       
Conscientiousness (TC) .30**     .21* 
Agreeableness (TA)  .21*    .08 
Emotional Stability (TES)   .18*   .12 
Openness to Experience (TO)    .21*  .07 
Extraversion (TE)     .10 .01 
       
Block 4: Interactions       
ID x TC .09     .03 
ID x TA  .10    .08 
ID x TES   .03   .02 
ID x TO    .05  .07 
ID x TE     .01 -.05 
       
R2 .24** .20** .18** .19** .16** .27** 
ΔR2 .01 .01 .00 .00 .00 .01 

Note. N = 141 - 144. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-25.  Length of acquaintanceship as a moderator of the relationship between coworker reputation ratings and 
supervisor-rated job satisfaction 

 Step1 Step2 Step3a Step3b Step3c Step3d Step3e Step3f 

Block 1: Control Variables         
Target Age .11 .13 .10 .13 .13 .14 .15 .13 
Target Gender -.13 -.13 -.19* -.14 -.13 -.17† -.16† -.21* 
Target Education -.15† -.14 -.15† -.14 -.14 -.20* -.16† -.19* 
Target Race .15† .15 .15† .14 .15 .15† .14 .15 
         
Block 2: Acquaintanceship         
Length of Acquaintanceship (LA)  -.04 -.01 -.04 -.04 -.04 -.07 -.03 
         
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa         
Conscientiousness (TC)   .19*     .13 
Agreeableness (TA)    .08    -.01 
Emotional Stability (TES)     .03   -.02 
Openness to Experience (TO)      .21*  .13 
Extraversion (TE)       .14 .06 
         
Block 4: Interactions         
LA x TC         
LA x TA         
LA x TES         
LA x TO         
LA x TE         
         
R2 .06† .06 .09* .07 .06 .10* .08† .11 
ΔR2 .06† .00 .03* .01 .00 .04* .02 .05 

Note. N = 141 - 144. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-25.  Continued 

 Step4a Step4b Step4c Step4d Step4e Step4f 

Block 1: Control Variables       
Target Age .10 .13 .13 .14 .15 .11 
Target Gender -.19* -.15† -.14 -.17† -.16† -.19† 
Target Education -.15† -.14 -.13 -.21* -.16† -.18† 
Target Race .15† .15 .14 .15† .14 .13 
       
Block 2: Acquaintanceship       
Length of Acquaintanceship (LA) -.02 -.05 -.05 -.04 -.07 -.05 
       
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa       
Conscientiousness (TC) .20*     .11 
Agreeableness (TA)  .08    .03 
Emotional Stability (TES)   .02   .01 
Openness to Experience (TO)    .21*  .12 
Extraversion (TE)     .14 .04 
       
Block 4: Interactions       
LA x TC -.02     -.07 
LA x TA  .06    .09 
LA x TES   .08   .14 
LA x TO    -.01  -.00 
LA x TE     -.00 -.08 
       
R2 .09† .07 .07 .10† .08 .13 
ΔR2 .00 .00 .01 .00 .00 .02 

Note. N = 141 - 144. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-26.  Interpersonal distance as a moderator of the relationship between coworker reputation ratings and 
supervisor-rated job satisfaction 

 Step1 Step2 Step3a Step3b Step3c Step3d Step3e Step3f 

Block 1: Control Variables         
Target Age .11 .13 .11 .13 .12 .15† .15 .15 
Target Gender -.13 -.13 -.18* -.14 -.12 -.16† -.15† -.20* 
Target Education -.15† -.13 -.13 -.13 -.13 -.19* -.15† -.18† 
Target Race .15† .14 .15† .14 .14 .13 .13 .13 
         
Block 2: Acquaintanceship         
Interpersonal Distance (ID)  -.05 -.06 -.07 -.05 -.11 -.09 -.12 
         
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa         
Conscientiousness (TC)   .20*     .12 
Agreeableness (TA)    .09    .01 
Emotional Stability (TES)     .03   -.03 
Openness to Experience (TO)      .24**  .15 
Extraversion (TE)       .16† .08 
         
Block 4: Interactions         
ID x TC         
ID x TA         
ID x TES         
ID x TO         
ID x TE         
         
R2 .06† .06 .10* .07 .06 .11* .08† .12† 
ΔR2 .06† .00 .04* .01 .00 .05** .02† .06 

Note. N = 141 - 144. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-26.  Continued 

 Step4a Step4b Step4c Step4d Step4e Step4f 

Block 1: Control Variables       
Target Age .12 .15 .13 .13 .15 .15 
Target Gender -.18* -.14 -.12 -.16† -.15† -.20* 
Target Education -.13 -.13 -.13 -.19* -.15† -.18* 
Target Race .14 .14 .15† .14 .13 .15 
       
Block 2: Acquaintanceship       
Interpersonal Distance (ID) -.06 -.09 -.05 -.10 -.09 -.14 
       
Block 3: Observer Ratingsa       
Conscientiousness (TC) .20*     .11 
Agreeableness (TA)  .10    .01 
Emotional Stability (TES)   .01   -.03 
Openness to Experience (TO)    .26**  .21† 
Extraversion (TE)     .16† .06 
       
Block 4: Interactions       
ID x TC .05     -.01 
ID x TA  .15†    .15 
ID x TES   .11   .08 
ID x TO    -.07  -.08 
ID x TE     -.02 -.03 
       
R2 .10* .09† .08 .11* .08 .17† 
ΔR2 .00 .02† .02 .01 .00 .05 

Note. N = 141 - 144. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a
 Block 3  

represents coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 

†
 p < .10. 

 



 

145 

 

Table 6-27.  Exploratory analysis of the curvilinear effects of length of acquaintanceship on the relationship between 
coworker reputation ratings and supervisor ratings of task performance 

 Step4g Step4h Step4i Step4j Step4k Step4l 

Block 1: Control Variables       
Target Age .18* .21* .21* .24** .22* .17† 
Target Gender .11 .17* .21* .17* .19* .11 
Target Education .32** .32** .33** .28** .33** .32** 
Target Race -.12 -.13† -.13 -.13† -.13 -.15† 
Block 2: First Order Variables       
Conscientiousness (TC) a .30**     .24* 
Agreeableness (TA)a  .22**    .14 
Emotional Stability (TES )a   .07   -.01 
Openness to Experience (TO)a    .19*  .08 
Extraversion (TE)a     .02 -.12 
Length of Acquaintanceship (LA)  -.05 .01 -.05 -.12 -.03 .01 
Block 3: 2-way Interactions       
LA x TC .05     .06 
LA x TA  .05    -.00 
LA x TES   .05   .07 
LA x TO    .08  .04 
LA x TE     .03 -.11 
LA x LA .01 -.03 -.01 .01 -.02 .00 
Block 4: 3-way Interactions       
LA x LA x TC       
LA x LA x TA       
LA x LA x TES       
LA x LA x TO       
LA x LA x TE       
       
R2 .30** .26** .22** .25** .22** .33** 
ΔR2 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .02 

Note. N = 141 - 144. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented 
above. 

a 
Coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 

** p < .01. * p < .05. † p < .10.



 

146 

Table 6-27.  Continued 

 Step5a Step5b Step4c Step5d Step5e Step5f 

Block 1: Control Variables       
Target Age .18* .21* .21* .24** .22* .17† 
Target Gender .11 .18* .21* .17* .19* .12 
Target Education .32** .31** .33** .28** .33** .30** 
Target Race -.13† -.13† -.13 -.13† -.13 -.15† 
Block 2: First Order Variables       
Conscientiousness (TC) a .34**     .26* 
Agreeableness (TA)a  .26**    .14 
Emotional Stability (TES )a   .07   .01 
Openness to Experience (TO)a    .20*  .20 
Extraversion (TE)a     -.01 -.16 
Length of Acquaintanceship (LA) -.03 .05 -.05 -.11 -.03 .04 
Block 3: 2-way Interactions       
LA x TC .18†     .14 
LA x TA  .16    -.04 
LA x TES   .04   .13 
LA x TO    .12  .23 
LA x TE     -.05 -.18 
LA x LA -.01 -.04 -.01 .00 -.01 -.06 
Block 4: 3-way Interactions       
LA x LA x TC -.03     .00 
LA x LA x TA  -.04    -.04 
LA x LA x TES   .00   .02 
LA x LA x TO    -.01  -.15 
LA x LA x TE     .02 .07 
       
R2 .31** .27** .22** .25** .22** .35** 
ΔR2 .01 .01 .00 .01 .00 .02 

Note. N = 141 - 144. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a 
Coworker 

ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. ** p < .01. * p < .05. 
†
 p < .10. 

 



 

147 

 

Table 6-28.  Exploratory analysis of the curvilinear effects of interpersonal distance on the relationship between coworker 
reputation ratings and supervisor ratings of task performance 

 Step4g Step4h Step4i Step4j Step4k Step4l 

Block 1: Control Variables       
Target Age .13 .16† .13 .17* .14 .13 
Target Gender .10 .17* .20* .17* .20* .11 
Target Education .29** .29** .28** .24** .28** .27** 
Target Race -.11 -.12 -.11 -.12 -.11 -.09 
Block 2: First Order Variables       
Conscientiousness (TC) a .32**     .24* 
Agreeableness (TA)a  .21**    .13 
Emotional Stability (TES )a   .07   .00 
Openness to Experience (TO)a    .18*  .09 
Extraversion (TE)a     -.02 -.13 
Interpersonal Distance (ID) .06 .06 .11 .05 .12 .07 
Block 3: 2-way Interactions       
ID x TC -.00     -.08 
ID x TA  .05    .09 
ID x TES   -.04   -.04 
ID x TO    .03  .05 
ID x TE     .04 .02 
ID x ID .02 -.01 -.00 -.00 -.01 -.02 
Block 4: 3-way Interactions       
ID x ID x TC       
ID x ID x TA       
ID x ID x TES       
ID x ID x TO       
ID x ID x TE       
       
R2 .30** .25** .22** .24** .21** .33** 
ΔR2 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .01 

Note. N = 141 - 144. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented 
above. 

a 
Coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 

** p < .01. * p < .05. 
†
 p < .10.
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Table 6-28.  Continued 

 Step5a Step5b Step4c Step5d Step5e Step5f 

Block 1: Control Variables       
Target Age .14† .15† .14 .17† .11 .12 
Target Gender .10 .16* .20* .17* .21* .11 
Target Education .29** .30** .29** .25** .29** .29** 
Target Race -.11 -.12 -.11 -.13 -.12 -.10 
Block 2: First Order Variables       
Conscientiousness (TC) a .24**     .21 
Agreeableness (TA)a  .15    .09 
Emotional Stability (TES )a   .10   .01 
Openness to Experience (TO)a    .12  .08 
Extraversion (TE)a     -.14 -.21† 
Interpersonal Distance (ID) .04 .05 .10 .02 .09 .02 
Block 3: 2-way Interactions       
ID x TC -.02     -.07 
ID x TA  .02    .07 
ID x TES   -.03   -.00 
ID x TO    -.03  .03 
ID x TE     -.03 -.03 
ID x ID .02 -.02 -.00 -.00 -.01 -.03 
Block 4: 3-way Interactions       
ID x ID x TC .06     .01 
ID x ID x TA  .05    .04 
ID x ID x TES   -.01   -.02 
ID x ID x TO    .05  .01 
ID x ID x TE     .08† .05 
       
R2 .31** .26** .22** .25** .23** .35** 
ΔR2 .01 .01 .00 .01 .02† .02 

Note. N = 141 - 144. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a 
Coworker 

ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. ** p < .01. * p < .05. 
†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-29.  Exploratory analysis of the curvilinear effects of length of acquaintanceship on the relationship between 
coworker reputation ratings and supervisor ratings of citizenship behavior 

 Step4g Step4h Step4i Step4j Step4k Step4l 

Block 1: Control Variables       
Target Age .29** .30** .29** .34** .32** .28** 
Target Gender .09 .15† .20* .15† .16† .12 
Target Education .17* .16* .18* .13 .15† .17* 
Target Race -.08 -.08 -.08 -.09 -.08 -.12 
Block 2: First Order Variables       
Conscientiousness (TC) a .25**     .15 
Agreeableness (TA)a  .21**    .12 
Emotional Stability (TES )a   .17*   .13 
Openness to Experience (TO)a    .17*  .05 
Extraversion (TE)a     .11 -.03 
Length of Acquaintanceship (LA) .02 .13 .02 -.01 .05 .02 
Block 3: 2-way Interactions       
LA x TC .14*     .16 
LA x TA  .13    .07 
LA x TES   .15†   .16 
LA x TO    .16†  .04 
LA x TE     .08 -.25* 
LA x LA -.04 -.11* -.07 -.04 -.09† -.02 
Block 4: 3-way Interactions       
LA x LA x TC       
LA x LA x TA       
LA x LA x TES       
LA x LA x TO       
LA x LA x TE       
       
R2 .30** .26** .25** .25** .22** .34** 
ΔR2 .06** .06** .05* .05* .04* .07* 

Note. N = 141 - 144. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented 
above. 

a 
Coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 

** p < .01. * p < .05. 
†
 p < .10.



 

150 

Table 6-29.  Continued 

 Step5a Step5b Step4c Step5d Step5e Step5f 

Block 1: Control Variables       
Target Age .29** .30** .29** .33** .30** .27** 
Target Gender .09 .15† .19* .14† .14† .16† 
Target Education .17* .15† .18* .14 .17* .11 
Target Race -.08 -.08 -.08 -.09 -.09 -.10 
Block 2: First Order Variables       
Conscientiousness (TC) a .25**     .06 
Agreeableness (TA)a  .24**    .28* 
Emotional Stability (TES )a   .16†   .22* 
Openness to Experience (TO)a    .14  .21 
Extraversion (TE)a     .00 -.20† 
Length of Acquaintanceship (LA) .02 .16 .02 -.04 .05 .07 
Block 3: 2-way Interactions       
LA x TC .15     .03 
LA x TA  .22    .34 
LA x TES   .10   .30† 
LA x TO    .06  .33 
LA x TE     -.25 -.53** 
LA x LA -.04 -.12* -.07 -.02 -.06 -.10 
Block 4: 3-way Interactions       
LA x LA x TC -.00     .06 
LA x LA x TA  -.04    -.25* 
LA x LA x TES   .01   -.09 
LA x LA x TO    .04  -.20 
LA x LA x TE     .09* .29* 
       
R2 .30** .27** .25** .26** .25** .39** 
ΔR2 .00 .00 .00 .01 .03* .05 

Note. N = 141 - 144. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a 
Coworker 

ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. ** p < .01. * p < .05. 
†
 p < .10. 

 



 

151 

 

Table 6-30.  Exploratory analysis of the curvilinear effects of interpersonal distance on the relationship between coworker 
reputation ratings and supervisor ratings of citizenship behavior 

 Step4g Step4h Step4i Step4j Step4k Step4l 

Block 1: Control Variables       
Target Age .18* .18* .15† .21* .18* .19* 
Target Gender .13 .19* .23** .19* .21* .15† 
Target Education .09 .08 .08 .03 .08 .06 
Target Race -.08 -.07 -.05 -.08 -.07 -.07 
Block 2: First Order Variables       
Conscientiousness (TC) a .29**     .18† 
Agreeableness (TA)a  .21**    .10 
Emotional Stability (TES )a   .18*   .13 
Openness to Experience (TO)a    .18*  .07 
Extraversion (TE)a     .08 -.02 
Interpersonal Distance (ID) .13 .12 .15 .11 .14 .10 
Block 3: 2-way Interactions       
ID x TC .12     .01 
ID x TA  .13    .13 
ID x TES   .01   -.02 
ID x TO    .11  .13 
ID x TE     .05 -.04 
ID x ID -.10† -.13* -.11† -.13* -.11† -.14* 
Block 4: 3-way Interactions       
ID x ID x TC       
ID x ID x TA       
ID x ID x TES       
ID x ID x TO       
ID x ID x TE       
       
R2 .25** .22** .20** .21** .18** .29** 
ΔR2 .02 .03† .02 .03 .02 .04 

Note. N = 141 - 144. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented 
above. 

a 
Coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 

** p < .01. * p < .05. 
†
 p < .10.
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Table 6-30.  Continued 

 Step5a Step5b Step4c Step5d Step5e Step5f 

Block 1: Control Variables       
Target Age .19* .19* .16† .20* .15 .17† 
Target Gender .13 .19* .23** .19* .21* .15† 
Target Education .09 .08 .09 .04 .08 .04 
Target Race -.09 -.08 -.05 -.09 -.08 -.08 
Block 2: First Order Variables       
Conscientiousness (TC) a .18†     .05 
Agreeableness (TA)a  .22*    .16 
Emotional Stability (TES )a   .22*   .14 
Openness to Experience (TO)a    .12  .15 
Extraversion (TE)a     -.07 -.18 
Interpersonal Distance (ID) .10 .12 .15 .07 .10 .07 
Block 3: 2-way Interactions       
ID x TC .08     -.02 
ID x TA  .14    .21 
ID x TES   .04   .03 
ID x TO    .04  .11 
ID x TE     -.07 -.16 
ID x ID -.10 -.13* -.11† -.13* -.11† -.10 
Block 4: 3-way Interactions       
ID x ID x TC .11*     .13 
ID x ID x TA  -.02    -.08 
ID x ID x TES   -.03   -.00 
ID x ID x TO    .07  -.06 
ID x ID x TE     .12* .13 
       
R2 .28** .22** .20** .22** .21** .34** 
ΔR2 .02* .00 .00 .01 .03* .05 

Note. N = 141 - 144. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a 
Coworker 

ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. ** p < .01. * p < .05. 
†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-31.  Exploratory analysis of the curvilinear effects of length of acquaintanceship on the relationship between 
coworker reputation ratings and supervisor ratings of job satisfaction 

 Step4g Step4h Step4i Step4j Step4k Step4l 

Block 1: Control Variables       
Target Age .10 .13 .14 .15 .16 .12 
Target Gender -.18* -.14 -.13 -.17† -.16† -.19† 
Target Education -.15† -.14 -.12 -.20* -.16† -.18† 
Target Race .15† .15 .14 .14 .14 .13 
Block 2: First Order Variables       
Conscientiousness (TC) a .20*     .12 
Agreeableness (TA)a  .08    .02 
Emotional Stability (TES )a   .03   .01 
Openness to Experience (TO)a    .22*  .13 
Extraversion (TE)a     .15† .04 
Length of Acquaintanceship (LA) -.08 -.11 -.17 -.17 -.17 -.16 
Block 3: 2-way Interactions       
LA x TC -.01     -.05 
LA x TA  .07    .08 
LA x TES   .10   .13 
LA x TO    .03  .01 
LA x TE     .02 -.09 
LA x LA .02 .02 .04 .04 .03 .04 
Block 4: 3-way Interactions       
LA x LA x TC       
LA x LA x TA       
LA x LA x TES       
LA x LA x TO       
LA x LA x TE       
       
R2 .10† .07 .07 .10† .08 .13 
ΔR2 .00 .01 .01 .01 .00 .02 

Note. N = 141 - 144. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented 
above. 

a 
Coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 

** p < .01. * p < .05. 
†
 p < .10.
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Table 6-31.  Continued 

 Step5a Step5b Step4c Step5d Step5e Step5f 

Block 1: Control Variables       
Target Age .10 .13 .14 .14 .14 .11 
Target Gender -.19* -.13 -.13 -.17† -.16† -.16 
Target Education -.15† -.14 -.12 -.20* -.15† -.23* 
Target Race .16† .15 .14 .14 .13 .17† 
Block 2: First Order Variables       
Conscientiousness (TC) a .15     -.04 
Agreeableness (TA)a  .12    .19 
Emotional Stability (TES )a   .03   .06 
Openness to Experience (TO)a    .20*  .29† 
Extraversion (TE)a     .10 -.09 
Length of Acquaintanceship (LA) -.11 -.07 -.17 -.19 -.16 -.08 
Block 3: 2-way Interactions       
LA x TC -.18     -.35 
LA x TA  .19    .40† 
LA x TES   .08   .13 
LA x TO    -.02  .28 
LA x TE     -.14 -.27 
LA x LA .05 .00 .04 .05 .04 -.01 
Block 4: 3-way Interactions       
LA x LA x TC .04     .12 
LA x LA x TA  -.04    -.21† 
LA x LA x TES   .01   -.01 
LA x LA x TO    .02  -.20 
LA x LA x TE     .04 .16 
       
R2 .11† .08 .07 .10† .09 .18 
ΔR2 .01 .01 .00 .00 .01 .05 

Note. N = 141 - 144. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a 
Coworker 

ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. ** p < .01. * p < .05. 
†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-32.  Exploratory analysis of the curvilinear effects of interpersonal distance on the relationship between coworker 
reputation ratings and supervisor ratings of job satisfaction 

 Step4g Step4h Step4i Step4j Step4k Step4l 

Block 1: Control Variables       
Target Age .14 .16† .15 .15 .18† .18† 
Target Gender -.19* -.14 -.12 -.17† -.16† -.21* 
Target Education -.12 -.12 -.12 -.17† -.13 -.15 
Target Race .13 .14 .14 .14 .12 .14 
Block 2: First Order Variables       
Conscientiousness (TC) a .21*     .13 
Agreeableness (TA)a  .10    -.00 
Emotional Stability (TES )a   .01   -.04 
Openness to Experience (TO)a    .27**  .22† 
Extraversion (TE)a     .18† .08 
Interpersonal Distance (ID) -.10 -.10 -.09 -.17 -.16 -.21† 
Block 3: 2-way Interactions       
ID x TC .04     .01 
ID x TA  .14†    .12 
ID x TES   .11   .10 
ID x TO    -.10  -.12 
ID x TE     -.04 -.04 
ID x ID .04 .01 .05 .07 .06 .09 
Block 4: 3-way Interactions       
ID x ID x TC       
ID x ID x TA       
ID x ID x TES       
ID x ID x TO       
ID x ID x TE       
       
R2 .10† .09† .08 .12* .09 .18† 
ΔR2 .01 .02 .02 .01 .01 .06 

Note. N = 141 - 144. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented 
above. 

a 
Coworker ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. 

** p < .01. * p < .05. 
†
 p < .10.



 

156 

Table 6-32.  Continued 

 Step5a Step5b Step4c Step5d Step5e Step5f 

Block 1: Control Variables       
Target Age .14 .16† .15 .16 .16† .16 
Target Gender -.19* -.14 -.12 -.17† -.16† -.21* 
Target Education -.12 -.14 -.12 -.17† -.13 -.21* 
Target Race .13 .13 .14 .14 .12 .15 
Block 2: First Order Variables       
Conscientiousness (TC) a .21†     .01 
Agreeableness (TA)a  .18†    .13 
Emotional Stability (TES )a   .01   -.04 
Openness to Experience (TO)a    .28*  .32* 
Extraversion (TE)a     .13 -.03 
Interpersonal Distance (ID) -.10 -.08 -.09 -.16 -.17 -.19 
Block 3: 2-way Interactions       
ID x TC .04     -.03 
ID x TA  .19*    .25* 
ID x TES   .11   .09 
ID x TO    -.10  -.13 
ID x TE     -.08 -.12 
ID x ID .04 .03 .05 .07 .06 .15* 
Block 4: 3-way Interactions       
ID x ID x TC -.00     .13 
ID x ID x TA  -.07    -.16* 
ID x ID x TES   .01   .02 
ID x ID x TO    -.01  -.09 
ID x ID x TE     .04 .09 
       
R2 .10† .10† .08 .12* .09 .23* 
ΔR2 .00 .01 .00 .00 .00 .05 

Note. N = 141 - 144. Standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations are presented above. 
a 
Coworker 

ratings of their focal targets’ personalities. Workplace outcomes provided by supervisors. ** p < .01. * p < .05. 
†
 p < .10. 
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Table 6-33.  Correlations between targets’ personality ratings and supervisor-rated workplace outcomes 

 Task Performance  Citizenship Behavior  Job Satisfaction 

Conscientiousness      
Self .40**  .32**  .02 
Coworker .40**  .38**  .15† 
CoworkerAgg .48**  .45**  .08 

      
Agreeableness      

Self .25**  .31**  -.11 
Coworker .27**  .26**  .07 
CoworkerAgg .30**  .23*  .07 

      
Emotional Stability      

Self .20**  .20*  .12 
Coworker .07  .18*  .04 
CoworkerAgg .10  .19†  .08 

      
Openness to Experience      

Self .29**  .23**  -.07 
Coworker .32**  .28**  .12 
CoworkerAgg .38**  .30**  .04 

      
Extraversion      

Self .16*  .14†  .07 
Coworker .11  .17*  .08 
CoworkerAgg .14  .21*  .08 

Note. N = 106 - 173. ** p < .01. * p < .05. 
†
 p < .10. Coworker (Cow)Agg= Correlations based on aggregating coworker ratings across targets. 
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Table 6-34.  Incremental validity of identity and reputation personality ratings: Aggregating coworker ratings 

 Task Performance  Citizenship Behavior 

 Step1 Step2 Step3 Step4  Step1 Step2 Step3 Step4 

Control Variables          
Target Age .17† .07 .12 .04  .23* .16 .18† .12 
Target Gender .21* .14 .08 .03  .21* .19 .10 .09 
Target Education .31** .25* .26* .23*  .14 .07 .08 .05 
Target Race -.13 -.06 -.10 -.04  -.08 -.04 -.05 -.00 
          
Focal Individual Ratings          
Conscientiousness  .21  .22†   .04  .07 
Agreeableness  .03  -.04   .16  .10 
Emotional Stability  .11  .14   .11  .12 
Openness to Experience  .12  .03   .11  .04 
Extraversion  -.02  .09   .02  .03 
          
Coworker Ratings          
Conscientiousness   .32** .29**    .31* .28* 
Agreeableness   .12 .17    -.02 .00 
Emotional Stability   .03 .04    .13 .13 
Openness to Experience   .13 .13    .07 .07 
Extraversion   -.16 -.23†    .01 -.04 
          
R2 .20** .28** .36** .43**  .15** .22* .27** .32** 
ΔR2 (from null model)  .08 .15**    .07 .13*  
ΔR2 (to full model)  .15** .08†    .10* .04  

Note. N = 106. ** p < .01. * p < .05. 
†
 p < .10. Workplace outcomes were provided by supervisors. Coworker ratings were aggregated across both 

coworker observers. 
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Table 6-34.  Continued 

 Job Satisfaction 

 Step1 Step2 Step3 Step4 

Control Variables     
Target Age .11 .12 .10 .11 
Target Gender -.13 -.14 -.20 -.25† 
Target Education -.15 -.12 -.20† -.20† 
Target Race .15 .23† .16 .29* 
     
Focal Individual Ratings     
Conscientiousness  .08  .11 
Agreeableness  -.22†  -.31* 
Emotional Stability  .22†  .32* 
Openness to Experience  -.15  -.27* 
Extraversion  .15  .09 
     
Coworker Ratings     
Conscientiousness   .11 .09 
Agreeableness   -.02 .04 
Emotional Stability   .03 .00 
Openness to Experience   .07 .25† 
Extraversion   .09 .11 
     
R2 .06 .14 .09 .22 
ΔR2 (from null model)  .08 .03  
ΔR2 (to full model)  .08 .13*  

Note. N = 106. ** p < .01. * p < .05. 
†
 p < .10. Workplace outcomes were provided by  

supervisors. Coworker ratings were aggregated across both coworker observers. 
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Figure 6-1.  Predictive validity of personality ratings as a function of observer conscientiousness: Task performance 
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Figure 6-2.  Predictive validity of personality ratings as a function of observer agreeableness: Task performance 



 

162 

 
 
Figure 6-3.  Predictive validity of personality ratings as a function of observer emotional stability: Task performance 
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Figure 6-4.  Predictive validity of personality ratings as a function of observer openness: Task performance 
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Figure 6-5.  Predictive validity of personality ratings as a function of observer extraversion: Task performance 
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Figure 6-6.  Predictive validity of personality ratings as a function of observer conscientiousness: Citizenship behavior 
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Figure 6-7.  Predictive validity of personality ratings as a function of observer agreeableness: Citizenship behavior 
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Figure 6-8.  Predictive validity of personality ratings as a function of observer emotional stability: Citizenship behavior 
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Figure 6-9.  Predictive validity of personality ratings as a function of observer openness: Citizenship behavior 
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Figure 6-10.  Predictive validity of personality ratings as a function of observer extraversion: Citizenship behavior 
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Figure 6-11.  Predictive validity of personality ratings as a function of observer conscientiousness: Job satisfaction 
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Figure 6-12.  Predictive validity of personality ratings as a function of observer agreeableness: Job satisfaction 
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Figure 6-13.  Predictive validity of personality ratings as a function of observer emotional stability: Job satisfaction 
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Figure 6-14.  Predictive validity of personality ratings as a function of observer openness: Job satisfaction 
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Figure 6-15.  Predictive validity of personality ratings as a function of observer extraversion: Job satisfaction 
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Figure 6-16.  Predictive validity of personality ratings as a function of length of acquaintanceship: Task performance 
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Figure 6-17.  Predictive validity of personality ratings as a function of interpersonal distance: Task performance 
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Figure 6-18.  Predictive validity of personality ratings as a function of length of acquaintanceship: Citizenship behavior 
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Figure 6-19.  Predictive validity of personality ratings as a function of interpersonal distance: Citizenship behavior 
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Figure 6-20.  Predictive validity of personality ratings as a function of length of acquaintanceship: Job satisfaction 
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Figure 6-21.  Predictive validity of personality ratings as a function of interpersonal distance: Job satisfaction 
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CHAPTER 7 
DISCUSSION 

Summary of Results 

Over the decades, attitudes towards the utility of personality testing in the 

workplace have waxed and waned. Currently, researchers have reached a standoff with 

some contending that the predictive validities of personality ratings are too low to be of 

consequence and others arguing that, under the right circumstances, personality testing 

can be as valuable as any other personnel selection tool (Morgeson et al., 2007; Ones 

et al., 2007). However, both proponents and opponents seem to agree that too much of 

what we think we know about the predictive validity of personality ratings comes from a 

single source – self-report assessments. This is unfortunate because self-report 

assessments capture just one perspective of individuals’ personalities – their identities. 

Furthermore, several known biases and sources of error can lead to incongruities 

between individuals’ identities and their affective, cognitive, and behavioral tendencies, 

attenuating the predictive validities of these self-report personality assessments. 

Observer reports, capturing target individuals’ reputational tendencies, are seen as 

a viable alternative that overcomes many of the limitations of self-report assessments. 

In fact, recent literature reviews suggest that predictive validities of observer reports 

exceed those of self-reports (Connelly & Ones, 2010; Connolly et al., 2007; Oh et al., 

2011). Furthermore, while observer reports have been shown to capture unique 

variance in workplace outcomes beyond self-reports, the converse has not always been 

the case. The major goal of this dissertation was to explore the nature of these 

reputational ratings. In particular, I sought to identify the conditions that might enhance 

or impede observers’ abilities to provide valuable personality ratings. 
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Tables 7-1 and 7-2 summarize these findings. The general results of this study 

were consistent with previous reports: in terms of predicting workplace outcomes, 

observer ratings of focal targets’ personalities provided important and unique 

information, above and beyond targets’ self-ratings. However, two important 

conclusions can be drawn. First, the advantages of reputational ratings were not 

ubiquitous across different traits and criteria. Examining the patterns of relative and 

incremental predictive validities, it becomes apparent that trait/criterion observability 

may be an important boundary condition for reputational ratings superiority. That is, 

when observers are tasked with rating tendencies that do not easily manifest 

themselves behaviorally, the predictive validities of observer ratings decrease. For 

instance, traits such as conscientiousness and extraversion have been shown to reflect 

mostly behavioral tendencies while emotional stability and agreeableness reflect 

affective and cognitive tendencies (Pytlik Zillig, Hemenover, & Dienstbier, 2002). In this 

current dissertation, the predictive validities for observer ratings of target extraversion 

and conscientiousness were significantly greater than targets’ self ratings. On the other 

hand, for emotional stability and agreeableness, the advantages of reputational ratings 

were either diminished (as with agreeableness) or nonexistent (as with emotional 

stability).  

Likewise, compared to self-ratings, observer ratings were generally much better 

predictors of behavioral workplace outcomes – task performance and citizenship 

behaviors. On the other hand, identity ratings captured more variance in the cognitive-

affective outcome (job satisfaction). This important caveat – that observability 

moderates the relative advantages of reputational ratings – is consistent with Funder’s 
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RAM in that targets have a unique advantage in terms of access to their private, 

affective and cognitive information while other raters must infer this information from 

targets’ directly observable behaviors. 

Secondly, the advantages of reputational ratings were not ubiquitous across 

raters. That is, characteristics of the observers and characteristics of the relationships 

between observers and targets both influenced the predictive validities of observer 

ratings. Below, I discuss findings related to each of these characteristics. 

Observer Personality 

Dispelling the assumption that all observers provide equally valid personality 

ratings, I found several moderators of the predictive validity of reputation ratings. In 

general, the best observers tended to be conscientious and open to new experiences. 

In addition, excessive emotional stability proved to be a detriment, rather than a benefit, 

to raters. Less important were observer agreeableness and extraversion; though in 

some cases, observers who were too introverted or too agreeable provided less valid 

personality ratings. 

Not only did these observer personality characteristics influence the predictive 

validities of observer ratings but they also influenced the relative predictive validities of 

self- vs. observer ratings. That is, in certain cases (for instance, when observers were 

low in conscientiousness or openness), reputational ratings were substantially worse 

than identity ratings. On the other hand, when observer conscientiousness or openness 

were high, their ratings were substantially better than targets’ self-ratings.  

However, there were a few conditions where observer personality seemed to play 

a much less significant role. For instance, when evaluating targets’ emotional stability 

and agreeableness, or when the criterion was job satisfaction, there were few 



 

184 

differences between “good observers” and “bad observers”. As previously mentioned, 

one explanation for this is that these cases reflect instances where evidence available 

to observer raters may be minimal. Even the best detectives can’t solve a case if no 

clues are left behind.  

Target-Observer Acquaintanceship 

A second characteristic of good observer raters was that they tended to have 

stronger ties with the targets they were rating. Predictive validities were generally 

highest for the group of raters who had been acquainted with their targets for the 

longest period of time. In addition, the best observers tended to have closer 

relationships with their targets – on both physical and emotional levels. Interestingly, the 

results of exploratory analyses suggest that target-observer acquaintanceship may have 

a nonlinear impact on observer ratings. The lowest predictive validities were found not 

for the observer groups that had the weakest acquaintanceship ties with their targets 

(i.e., relatively short lengths of acquaintanceship and high interpersonal distance levels) 

but the groups that had mid-level acquaintanceship ties.  

A few explanations may be offered for this preliminary finding. First, it may be the 

case that targets engage in higher levels of self-monitoring and impression 

management around individuals with whom they are moderately acquainted. That is, 

targets are most likely to let their guards down with both (a) close acquaintances and (b) 

relative strangers. This can allow these observers greater access to relevant personality 

information from which to form their impressions. Second, it may be that observers rely 

on different processes to detect and utilize significant information at different levels of 

acquaintanceship. For instance, relative strangers may rely heavily on stereotypes, 

which in certain circumstances, may lead to accurate evaluations (Lee, Jussim, & 
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McCauley, 1995). As observers become acquainted with the targets, they substitute 

their stereotypes with evaluations based on gathered cues (Bond & Brockett, 1987; 

Bond & Sedikides, 1988). However, whereas strong acquaintances have a greater 

opportunity to gather strong compelling evidence, such observed evidence may be poor 

or lacking in the case of moderately acquainted observers. A third explanation for this 

finding points towards the presence of unmeasured, third variables. Since exploring 

nonlinear effects was outside the scope of this dissertation, it may be the case that 

there are certain qualitative differences between high- mid- and low acquaintanceship 

observer groups that were not captured by the administered questionnaires.  

Aggregating Observers 

In a call for more emphasis on personality reputation research, Hofstee (1994) 

states, “There is only one me, whereas there are many others who know enough about 

me to provide a more reliable average judgment. Thus, other things being equal, I am 

outnumbered and outperformed by the average other” (p. 153). Likewise, using the 

Spearman-Brown formula to extrapolate the effects of aggregating observer raters, Oh 

et al. (2011) suggested that reputation ratings based on multiple observers can be 

significantly larger than ratings based on a single (self or observer) rater. However, I am 

aware of no study that systematically examined these relationships in the context of 

workplace criteria. Therefore, the final goal of this dissertation was to explore the effects 

of aggregating across coworkers on the predictive and incremental validities of 

personality ratings.  

Consistent with Hofstee’s assertion and findings from Oh et al., when two 

coworkers’ ratings of the same target were aggregated, the predictive validities of their 

personality ratings were 11% higher than similar ratings coming from just one coworker 
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observer (and 24% higher than targets’ self-ratings). Moreover, whereas identity ratings 

captured incremental variance in performance outcomes above and beyond reputation 

ratings based on a single observer, these identity ratings failed to account for unique 

variance when reputation ratings were based on multiple observers. 

Theoretical and Practical Implications 

The results of this dissertation suggest several important theoretical and practical 

implications. Most notably, the research presented above emphasizes the need for 

more complex theoretical models concerning the impact of alternative personality 

perspectives on predictive validities of workplace outcomes. While current research 

streams promote the use of observer raters as a means of increasing predictive 

validities, this dissertation highlights the importance of understanding the processes 

through which self and observer raters accumulate personality-relevant cues and then 

translate these cues into personality evaluations; in this regard, Funder’s Realistic 

Accuracy Model is especially informative.  

Drawing on this model, it is clear that widespread generalizations concerning the 

relative superiority of identity or reputation ratings conceal significant personality 

evaluation intricacies. Considerable variance exists between observers in terms of both 

their access to relevant information from which to form personality impressions and their 

capacity to detect and utilize this information. Simply put, maximizing the predictive 

validity of personality ratings requires more than just selecting between self and 

observer raters but considering which characteristics are most relevant for a specific 

circumstance and then choosing raters to take advantage of these characteristics. In 

this regard, when “good observers” are utilized (i.e., observers who are conscientious, 

open, extraverted, low in agreeableness, and low in emotional stability; observers who 
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have known the focal target for a long time and interact with the target on a close level, 

both physically and emotionally), predictive validities of personality ratings can be 

especially strong. On the other hand, simply defaulting to observer raters might have 

deleterious effects on predictive validities if these characteristics are not present in the 

group of observers. 

This finding also leads to several significant practical management implications. 

First, piggybacking previous appeals, this dissertation highlights the potential to 

increase the utility of personality ratings by drawing on observers – and specifically, 

focal targets’ coworkers – as sources of personality information. Admittedly, in many 

cases, this is easier said than done. For instance, in employee selection contexts, 

soliciting information from an applicants’ coworker from a previous employment setting 

raises certain legal and ethical issues (Edwards & Kleiner, 2002) and may be monetarily 

prohibitive. On the other hand, researchers have successfully used reference checklists 

and other means to overcome these obstacles, with promising results (Zimmerman et 

al., 2010). In addition, coworker ratings do lend themselves to several non-hiring 

contexts; coworker ratings can be used to impact performance evaluations as well as to 

make promotion and job placement decisions or to determine training and development 

needs. 

In either case, a second practical implication is that, when decision makers do rely 

on observer ratings, they need to pay special attention to the sources of these ratings. 

When rating sources are within the control of management, this dissertation offers 

several recommendations for selecting the best observers for specific rating tasks. If 

managers lack discretionary control over selecting observer raters, managers should 
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take into account information regarding the observers’ personalities and ties with the 

target. Moreover, when possible, aggregating across multiple observer raters is one 

way to overcome individual rater idiosyncrasies and increase the utility of these 

reputational ratings. 

Finally, it would behoove managers to consider the underlying processes that 

account for the relative advantages of observer raters. These processes could then be 

used to (a) develop programs designed to train raters to provide more valid ratings or to 

(b) modify the environment in such a way that makes effective rating a natural process. 

For instance, though it might be difficult to train observers to become less emotionally 

stable or more open to experiences, by understanding how these traits lead to more 

valid ratings, one could guide raters in ways that allow them to develop strategies for, 

say, tempering their overly optimistic outlooks and accounting for information 

incongruent with preconceived notions during rating exercises. Modifying the 

environment could entail matters such as changes to the physical environment that 

decrease interpersonal distance (i.e., locating observers closer to the individuals they 

are evaluating, increasing the amount of phone or email communication between 

observers and targets, etc.) or simply changes that give observers greater access to 

targets’ behaviors (i.e., creating open floor plans or replacing walls with transparent 

structures). 

Limitations and Future Research Directions 

This dissertation is not without its limitations and a careful consideration of these 

limitations can help guide future research directions. Perhaps most significantly, this 

was but one study with one small sample of individuals. Though steps were taken to 

ensure the generalizability of the sample (e.g., posting recruiting messages in several 
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locations across the continental United States), the sampling methodology restricted 

participation to individuals who (a) had access to a computer with internet connectivity 

and (b) had the time and motivation to self-select into the study. It is unclear whether 

these participants and/or their responses would have been affected had more traditional 

recruitment methods or incentives been used. 

A second limitation is that, as is common in studies assessing reputational ratings, 

focal targets selected their own observer raters. On the one hand, this is consistent with 

common selection processes where individuals choose who will provide the 

organization with references and letters of recommendation on their behalf. On the 

other hand, since the observers chosen by targets are more likely to hold the targets in 

positive regard, the sample of observer raters may not be representative of the overall 

sample of target acquaintances. In this regard, if the ranges of observer ratings are 

restricted, the findings in this study may represent conservative estimates of true 

relationships. Future research should consider alternative means of choosing observer 

raters. 

Future research would also stand to benefit from extending the participant pool to 

include individuals from regions outside the US. Moreover, in terms of the sample size, 

it must be noted that though the pattern of results were overwhelmingly consistent with 

hypotheses (predictive validities were in the hypothesized direction in 83% of the cases 

investigated), regression analyses produced significant interaction effects in only 24% of 

these instances. Increasing sample sizes may be one way to ensure sufficient power to 

detect significant interactions in future studies. 
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In addition, both the predictor and criterion domains could be extended to increase 

the scope of this study. Though job performance and satisfaction are two of the most 

researched organizational outcomes, personality ratings have been linked to other 

criteria including leadership, motivation, engagement, commitment, absenteeism, and 

workplace deviance. In terms of performance criteria, it should be noted that only 

subjective measures of performance were examined in this dissertation. Since these 

subjective performance evaluations are essentially ratings of contextualized reputational 

tendencies, it is not surprising that observer personality ratings were strongly correlated 

with the performance criteria. The question remains whether the same pattern of results 

would be uncovered if objective performance criteria were examined.  

Moreover, current research suggests that narrowly defined personality facets may, 

in some cases, wield higher explanatory power than their broad factor counterparts 

(Dudley, Orvis, Lebiecki, & Cortina, 2006). Future research should determine whether 

these relationships generalize to reputational personality ratings and whether the 

moderating roles of observer characteristics apply to narrow personality facets. It may 

be the case that rating individuals on narrow personality traits involves much less 

idiosyncratic interpretations of ambiguous behaviors on the part of observers. In this 

case, observer personality moderators may have less of an impact on reputation ratings 

of narrow personality traits. 

It must also be mentioned that though the focus of this dissertation was on 

predictive validities, a concurrent research design was employed in which there was no 

significant lag between the collection of predictors and outcomes. In addition, steps 

taken to reduce common method biases (e.g., using supervisor ratings for outcome 
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variables and using coworkers and target ratings for predictor variables) were warranted 

given the strong evidence of same-source inflation. However, these steps may have 

threatened the validities of some of the inferences drawn from this dissertation. For 

instance, one can argue that no observer understands the individual’s internal attitudes 

and cognitions as well as the individual, and so outcomes such as target job satisfaction 

may best be assessed through self-ratings rather than supervisor ratings (Frese & Zapf, 

1988). An alternative research design would be to measure predictors and outcomes at 

different times and then compare the impact of identity and reputation ratings across 

targets’ self-rated job satisfaction. 

Another limitation concerns the operationalization of observer personality. The gist 

of this dissertation is that the source of the personality ratings matter, which was evident 

in the pattern of results concerning the focal targets. On the other hand, only one rating 

source was collected for observer raters; observers’ personalities were based on their 

own self-ratings. Since reputational ratings were generally shown to have higher 

predictive validities than identity ratings, future research might consider collecting 

reputational ratings for observer personalities as well. As an alternative, one might 

aggregate across identity and reputation ratings or base the rating source on the 

particular trait. 

On a related note, the findings concerning observer personality moderators might 

be extended to self-raters as well. That is, rather than assessing to what extent 

individuals’ characteristics influence their abilities to rate others, one might consider the 

extent to which individuals’ characteristics influence their abilities to rate themselves. In 

this regard, Funder’s RAM would still be applicable as a grounding theoretical model. In 
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some cases, the observer rater hypotheses extend easily to self-raters. For instance, for 

the same reasons we might expect conscientious individuals to provide more valid 

ratings of targets (e.g., more systematic processing; better memory recall, etc.) we 

might also expect conscientious targets to do a better job of rating themselves. On the 

other hand, other hypotheses may not generalize to target self-ratings. For instance, 

while observers’ inward-directed ruminations might impede their abilities to rate others, 

targets’ same ruminations might enhance their abilities to rate themselves. 

Certain target characteristics might impact observer ratings as well. As an 

example, observers might have a harder time rating targets who do not behave 

consistently across different settings (Cheek, 1982). Or, if targets engage in high levels 

of self-monitoring and impression-management, observer ratings may be context-

specific. As another example, extraverted targets might put themselves in more 

situations to be observed by others than introverted targets, thus impacting observers’ 

access to relevant information. Hence, not only might target characteristics impact the 

predictive validities of targets’ self-ratings but they may also impact the predictive 

validities of observers’ reputational ratings.  

Several research extensions can also be applied to the analyses of 

acquaintanceship and aggregation. First, preliminary results indicated the presence of 

curvilinear relationships between acquaintanceship ties and observer predictive 

validities. Future research might benefit from more in-depth, a priori investigations of 

these curvilinear effects. In addition, previous research suggests that acquaintanceship 

effects may plateau; after a certain length of acquaintanceship, knowing somebody for a 

longer period of time doesn’t contribute to being able to rate them better (Schneider et 
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al., 2010). Of course, it is possible that curvilinear relationships may exist for observer 

personality traits as well. For instance, in several cases, it was observed that predictive 

validities were highest from observers who were neither too introverted nor too 

extraverted. 

In terms of observer aggregation, the current dissertation examined the impact of 

increasing the number of observers for a given target from one to two. Future studied 

might examine the impact of aggregating across three or more observers. Though the 

Oh et al. (2011) meta-analysis reported the diminishing returns of adding additional 

raters to the aggregate, it is unclear at what point the benefits of adding observers is 

outweighed by the costs. In addition, building on the finding that observer characteristics 

matter, future research should explore best practices for choosing the right observers 

for the aggregate. For instance, should observers’ traits complement or supplement 

each other? Should observers rate targets in isolation or discuss their evaluations and 

come to a consensus on ratings? In these cases, the correct balance of reducing 

idiosyncratic rating tendencies and increasing the pool of relevant target information 

needs to be achieved. 

This issue of balancing observer traits across observers can also be extended to 

within-observer matters. Because of sample size limitations, it was deemed 

inappropriate to test higher-order interactions between observer personality traits. On 

the other hand, there is considerable evidence that personality traits do commonly 

interact with each other and so, for predictive purposes, considering traits in isolation 

may not be as effective as considering higher order trait constellations or holistic 

personality profiles (Judge & Erez, 2007; Ones, Viswesvaran, & Dilchert, 2005). For 
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example, it may be the case that conscientious observers are not as effective unless 

they are also extraverted, or that agreeable observers may be just as effective as 

disagreeable observers as long as the disagreeable observers are also open to 

experiences. Future research would stand to benefit from examinations of these kinds. 

Finally, the underlying processes responsible for differences in observer ratings 

deserve further attention. Researchers might consider laboratory studies designed to 

parse out the effects of the different stages of RAM. Are certain processes more 

important than others? Do processing advantages in one stage offset disadvantages in 

other stages? Are there other processes responsible for the rater differences observed? 

Here, integrating research on gossip and interpersonal communication might offer 

fruitful avenues of future research. For instance, how does second-hand information 

impact observers’ reputations of targets? And what characteristics might influence 

observers’ abilities to sift through this incoming information accurately?  

Conclusion 

Not only do reputational perspectives offer more nuanced approaches to 

understanding the role of personality in the workplace but, for practical purposes, 

predictive validities can often be increased by relying on observers as the sources of 

personality ratings. On the other hand, it is too simplistic to assume that all observers 

provide equally valid ratings of targets or that observer ratings are universally superior 

to self-ratings. In this regard, theoretical advancements are needed to understand the 

conditions that enhance or diminish the validity of reputational ratings. Drawing on 

Funder’s Realistic Accuracy Model, this dissertation lays a foundation by exploring how 

issues concerning the number of observers, the personalities of the observers, and the 
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degree of acquaintanceship between observers and targets impact the capacity of 

observer ratings to predict workplace outcomes. 
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Table 7-1.  Summary of results: Cases where observer personality impacted the predictive validity of observer ratings 

 H1-C H2a-A H2b-A H3a-ES H3b-ES H4-O H5-E H6-LOA H7-ID 

Task Performance 

Rating of Focal Target          

Conscientiousness  *        *       

Agreeableness                

Emotional Stability              

Openness  *        *       

Extraversion  *      *  *  *    

Citizenship Behavior 

Rating of Focal Target          

Conscientiousness  *      *     *   

Agreeableness              *   

Emotional Stability             *   

Openness  *   *   *     *   

Extraversion        *        

Job Satisfaction 

Rating of Focal Target          

Conscientiousness               

Agreeableness           *     

Emotional Stability                 

Openness        *  *    

Extraversion               
Note. = Predictive validities of observer groups differed in the hypothesized direction (Figures 5-1 through 5-21). * = Hierarchical regression 
analyses uncovered statistically significant interaction effects (Tables 5-6 through 5-26). 
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Table 7-2.  Summary of results: Cases where observer personality impacted the superiority of reputation vs. identity 
ratings 

 H1-C H2a-A H2b-A H3a-ES H3b-ES H4-O H5-E H6-LOA H7-ID 

Task Performance 

Rating of Focal Target          

Conscientiousness                 

Agreeableness                 

Emotional Stability          

Openness                 

Extraversion                

Citizenship Behavior 

Rating of Focal Target          

Conscientiousness                 

Agreeableness              

Emotional Stability                 

Openness                

Extraversion                

Job Satisfaction 

Rating of Focal Target          

Conscientiousness            

Agreeableness             

Emotional Stability               

Openness             

Extraversion                 

Note. = Instances where the superiority of identity (self-ratings) or reputation (observer ratings) personality ratings depended on observer groups’ 
standings on the hypothesized characteristics. 
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APPENDIX A 
RECRUITMENT MESSAGE 

Online Personality Survey Volunteers (Denver) 
 

I am collecting data as part of my dissertation from the University of Florida and I am 
looking for teams of coworkers and supervisors to complete a brief online personality 
survey. In exchange, participants will receive detailed feedback concerning how they 
scored on the validated personality measures and how their scores compare to 
population norms. This is a great opportunity to learn about yourself and your fellow 
workers. Below, I detail more information about the survey and project and include a link 
to an online sign-up sheet. 
 
Thank you very much. 
 
-Ryan Klinger 
 
The purpose of this research project is to examine how accurate people are at rating 
other people's personalities and whether these ratings can be valuable to organizations. 
If you are interested in participating, I'm looking for teams of "coworkers/workplace 
acquaintances" to each fill out a brief online survey. The survey takes about 10-20 
minutes to complete.  
 
Here's a brief overview of how the process works: First, you create your own work team 
- yourself and three others - and fill out an online form with their contact information (see 
below for a link to this form). Next, I email everybody in the work team a link to the 
online survey. Then, everybody completes the survey. That's it!  
 
When you've collected the names and email addresses for your work team, please click 
on this link or copy and paste it into your web browser: (Online Survey Link). 
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APPENDIX B 
INTERPERSONAL DISTANCE SURVEY 

 Coworker (N = 250) Supervisor (N = 184) 

Items Mean SD Mean SD 

1. Please enter a number corresponding to how many minutes a day, on 
average, you spend with each person.  

103.17 144.52 98.46 116.52 

2. Please enter a number corresponding to how many phone calls you 
exchange with each person during a typical work week. 

2.18 4.52 2.53 4.33 

3. Please enter a number corresponding to how many emails you 
exchange with each person during a typical work week. 

8.03 4.52 6.07 5.38 

4. How close, in distance, do you work with this person? 
This person is working with me: (reverse-coded) 

(1) in the same office 
(2) in the office next door 
(3) a few offices down the hall 
(4) in the same building, but on a different floor 
(5) in a different building 

2.43 
 

(1) 43% 
(2) 17% 
(3) 15% 
(4) 2% 

(5) 23% 

1.59 

2.43 
 

(1) 20% 
(2) 33% 
(3) 38% 
(4) 1% 
(5) 8% 

1.07 

5. This person working with me is: (reverse-coded) 
(1) a very close friend 
(2) a close friend 
(3) a friend 
(4) an acquaintance 
(5) I do not know this person very well 

2.42 
(1) 18% 
(2) 17% 
(3) 38% 
(4) 23% 
(5)   4% 

1.07 

2.97 
(1) 15% 
(2) 13% 
(3) 35% 
(4) 36% 
(5) 2% 

 

1.08 

6. How long have you known this person? (in years) 2.68 3.81 2.62 4.88 

Note. SD = Standard deviation.  
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