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Foreword

The past twenty-five years have been witness to celebration of all things organizational in organization and management research. Profound changes in both the global economy and information technology produced new organizational forms and pushed us to focus on competitiveness and wealth creation. To be sure, anyone who set foot in an organization knew that people matter, but our scholarly attention was diverted. We might even go so far as to say that individuals caught our attention only in times of failure. We are reminded of the University of Michigan hockey fans who stand up, point to the opposing goalie, and chant “It’s all your fault . . . it’s all your fault . . . it’s all your fault!” whenever Michigan scores. People mattered most when we made person attributions for failure.

Schneider and Smith have done us all a great service. They pulled together a terrific collection of original essays to inform us about what has been happening in personality psychology over these 25 years and to show us how it all matters to life in organizations. Personality certainly plays a role in determining who is hired and fired. Moreover, we learn that personality contributes to all that happens during a person’s tenure in the firm. Our understanding of work motivation, job attitudes and performance, teamwork, well-being, citizenship behavior, leadership, organizational culture, and more is all informed by personality. This book will do much to rekindle interest in a long-neglected and yet essential ingredient in understanding organizational behavior. We are privileged to publish it in our series.


James P. Walsh

University of Michigan


Arthur P. Brief

Tulane University






Preface

This book of original chapters is designed to fulfill a need for a contemporary treatment of human personality in work organizations. Currently, the study of personality, the application of personality theory, and the use of personality assessments in business and industry are experiencing a renaissance. A critical mass of knowledge related to personality in work organizations has developed over the last decade, and to our knowledge there is no book that attempts to synthesize this work across the broad domains of industrial and organizational psychology and organizational behavior.

It is only in the last decade or so that organizational scholars have begun to rediscover the usefulness of personality-based constructs for understanding phenomena central to the discipline. In recent years it is as if people who work in organizations have personalities again! Thus, while there has been continuing interest from a personnel selection vantage point in personality as a predictor of performance (Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler, & Weick, 1970; Clark & Clark, 1990; Roberts & Hogan, 2001), theory and research on the contributions of personality-related constructs to other human issues at work have been sparse. These other human issues, and the contributions a personality perspective might offer to the understanding of them, are the focus of this edited volume. We have asked scholars to address such diverse issues as teams (chap. 12), leadership (chap. 10), organizational climate and culture (chap. 13), organizational citizenship behavior (chap. 11), work motivation (chap. 9), stress (chap. 8), and job satisfaction (chap. 7) and tell us what we know about these topics from a personality perspective. In addition we present chapters on interactional psychology and work (chap. 4), personality and interests (chap. 6), some persistent measurement problems in personality assessment (chap. 5), and, of course, the relationship between personality and job performance—albeit from a person–situation perspective (chap. 3). There are also several overview chapters in the book, one providing a general survey of the landscape of personality theory and organizations (chap. 1), one presenting a view of the European perspective on contemporary issues in personality research relevant to organizations in Europe (chap. 2), and one on the origins of the title of the book (chap. 14).

This chapter, by Chris Argyris, presents his perspective on the zeitgeist existing in the middle to late 1950s with regard to the study of organizations and their human components. In 1957 he wrote a book, Personality and Organization, whose title we borrow for the present book. That book, along with others by McGregor (1960; The Human Side of Enterprise) and Likert (1961; New Patterns of Management) are central to the revolution that occurred at that time with regard to the study of organizations as human systems. Both Argyris’ and McGregor’s books focused on the adult personality, arguing that many if not most organizations treated workers as children rather than adults by ignoring their higher level (adult) needs.

In this volume we borrow the idea that personality plays out in many ways in organizations and not just as a correlate of task performance. That is, we believe and we think the chapters in the book support this belief, that personality in its many conceptualizations is a useful lens through which to shed understanding on the broadest array of contemporary topics in industrial and organizational psychology and organizational behavior.
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I

Introducing Personality at Work




These two chapters serve as overviews of contemporary thinking about the role of personality in the workplace. Hogan first does us a very real favor by briefly introducing his chapter by surveying the sources of contemporary personality theory. We often forget these days that there was theory and research prior to the advent of the five-factor model (FFM) of personality! Then in his typically inimitable style, Hogan surveys the landscape for personality and its relationship to such diverse topics as individual performance, team performance, and then organizational effectiveness. By considering each of these levels of analysis, Hogan serves to introduce a theme we wish to promote: Personality is useful for understanding more than individual behavior and individual performance.

In the second chapter, Furnham also provides an overview, this time of issues that are characteristic of the European perspective on personality. He too addresses issues of individual and team performance but also he addresses something not characteristic at all of American efforts, consideration of the issue of employment/unemployment. Furnham’s approach is salutary for Americans for it reveals national and cross-border differences in approaches to personality and organization that are less typical of American journals and American approaches. His insights can be a useful springboard for new approaches and insights.





1

Personality Psychology for Organizational Researchers


Robert Hogan

University of Tulsa


Personality psychology concerns the nature of human nature—the basic operating characteristics of the human machine—and it is the only academic discipline devoted to this subject. Most business leaders understand the importance of personality; witness the current popularity of Emotional Intelligence in business seminars. But inside academia, personality psychology has an uncertain status. There are probably two reasons for this. On the one hand, the majority of those involved with American psychology have adopted, in a reflexive and unconscious way, behaviorism as a model for understanding social behavior. Behaviorists believe that people’s actions depend on the circumstances they are in rather than on the kinds of people they are. Behaviorists have been attacking personality psychology concepts relentlessly since the 1930s; the attack reached a crescendo in the 1970s and largely put personality psychology out of business (Funder, 2001). The discipline remained alive but on life support during the 1980s. Over the past 10 years there has been a small resurgence, but the behaviorists have not let up—see Cervone and Shoda, 1999.

On the other hand, many of the problems of personality psychology are the result of self-inflicted wounds. I might mention two. First, there is no agreement regarding an agenda for the discipline. Many personality theorists are/were psychiatrists or clinical psychologists; for them (e.g., Freud, Jung, Rogers), the agenda is to analyze the sources of psychopathology. For the humanistic psychologists (Allport, Maslow, Murray), the agenda is to capture individual uniqueness. For the factor analysts (Cattell, Eysenck, Guilford) the goal is to identify the structure of personality based on psychometric assessment. For the cognitive theorists (Kelly, Rotter), the goal is to identify general laws of social perception. Nonspecialists have trouble understanding what personality psychology is about.

Second, there is no agreement regarding an agenda for personality assessment, the research method of choice in personality psychology. The agenda for cognitive assessment is to forecast training outcomes; the agenda for vocational assessment is to forecast occupational satisfaction. But personality psychologists are quite muddled about their agenda. For researchers in clinical psychology, the goal is to forecast individual differences in psychopathology. For researchers in the factor analytic tradition, the goal is to determine the degree to which the factor structures of their favorite inventories will replicate across samples. For still others, the goal is to measure traits.

In addition to the confused agendas, personality psychology suffers from an oversupply of theoretical viewpoints, a bewildering variety of technical terms, and a fine indifference to definitional issues. Nonetheless, and despite the confusion, personality psychology has enjoyed a small renaissance in industrial–organizational (I–O) psychology over the past few years (see Funder, 2001; Roberts & Hogan, 2001). This renaissance is due entirely to the “discovery” that measures of integrity—one aspect of personality— predict performance in a variety of job categories and such measures don’t discriminate against women or minorities. The good news is that applied psychology has rediscovered personality; the bad news is that it has rediscovered only one aspect and one application of personality—that is, integrity measures for selection. The major claim of this chapter is that personality is an indispensable tool for understanding organizational life in general.

Why should organizational researchers know something about personality? Organizations are composed of people—as Ben Schneider says, people make the place. The core question in organizational theory ought to be (but isn’t), what is the best way to organize and manage the people so as to optimize desired organizational outcomes? Behaviorists (and structural sociologists) assume that people are almost infinitely plastic and can adapt to virtually any organizational arrangement; in this model, organizational structures are determined by financial, logistic, and communications requirements. Personality psychology, on the other hand, suggests that there are limits to human flexibility, that people find certain operational arrangements and structures more congenial than others. If this is true, and I strongly believe it is, then maximizing organizational outcomes requires knowing something about people, which means knowing something about personality psychology.

This chapter concerns what there is to know, and the discussion reflects my best personal judgment on the topic. Voltaire noted that if we are to have a serious discussion, we must first define our terms. The first part of the chapter concerns definitions, including some comments on trait theory and the five-factor model. Next, I introduce a model of persons in organizations. This leads to a discussion about agendas for personality measurement and research. The chapter closes with a personality-based discussion of leadership and organizational effectiveness.



DEFINITIONS

Personality

MacKinnon (1944) suggested that the word personality has two definitions, and they should be kept distinct. The first definition concerns personality from the perspective of the observer—how a person is perceived by others—and is equivalent to a person’s reputation. Allport (1937) argued that reputation is not part of personality; several generations of personality psychologists believed him, and they were wrong. Reputation is a crucial part of personality. People will kill to defend their reputations and that is about as serious as things can get in life. As an aspect of personality, reputation has some useful properties that are often overlooked. First, it is relatively easy to study using various forms of observer descriptions, including 360° feedback reports and assessment center exercises. Second, because the best predictor of future behavior is past behavior, and because reputation is based on past behavior, reputation is the best single clue we have as to how a person will behave in the future. Third, one of the most essential components of social skill is the ability to create and maintain a desirable reputation. And finally, the evaluations that others make of our social behavior become our reputation; these evaluations are formally identical to the appraisals that others make of our performance at work. Performance appraisal is a specific case of reputation construction.

The second definition of personality concerns personality from the perspective of the actor—how a person perceives him/herself—and is equivalent to a person’s identity. As an aspect of personality, identity has some interesting properties that are often overlooked. First, our identity guides our social behavior by determining what interactions we will enter, what roles we are willing to play, and how we play them. Second, although identity—a person’s view of him/herself—is the most frequently studied aspect of personality, it is actually quite hard to study accurately. It is hard to study because to do so, we must rely on a person’s self-reports. Not only are these reports (e.g., “I always felt my parents loved me”) often hard to verify, they are primarily reconstructions of past feelings and experiences. Identity is the story we tell about ourselves; it is part of the sense-making process in which we define who we are and what we are doing (Bruner, 1986; McAdams, 1993; Sarbin, 1986) and expect others to believe us. Third, identity—the person that we think we are—is only modestly related to reputation (the person that others think we are). The two forms of personality are conceptually quite distinct and by no means empirically equivalent. Finally, the degree to which identity and reputation are related is a function of social skill—the more, the more.

Motivation

Motivation is the key explanatory concept in virtually all theories of personality. Despite the importance of motivational terms for explaining social behavior, the concept of motivation is badly muddled. The word has three different meanings, and the failure to keep them distinct is a barrier to progress. Motivation in the first sense refers to the biological wellsprings of action; it refers to words like instinct, drive, and organic need. This is motivation as a physiological impulse. Motives, in this first sense, are biological, universal (all humans share them), unchanging, and often unconscious. Motivation in the second sense refers to goals and intentions, as in “What was the motive for the crime?” Motives in this second sense guide rather than impel action, and they are cognitive, particular (unique to each person), changeable, and usually conscious. Third, the word motive is used is to describe inner states of readiness, as in “The team is highly motivated to win.” Clearly, biological impulses, cognitive intentions, and states of arousal are not the same thing, and the manner in which they are routinely confounded is puzzling and disruptive to progress.

Temperament

The word temperament refers to the hypothetical biological foundations of personality (see Buss & Plomin, 1984). Specifically, temperament concerns individual differences in behavior that appear early in life; these individual differences reflect a child’s genetic background, and they are essentially the hand a child is dealt in life. As a person matures, the effects of temperament become harder to detect; by adulthood they will almost disappear. Developmental psychologists disagree as to how many temperaments there may be, but Buss and Plomin, using factor analyses of behavior ratings of children, make a good case for three. The first is called emotionality; children high on emotionality are easily startled, upset, or frightened, and hard to soothe; children low on emotionality are calm, happy, contented, and easy to soothe. The second temperament is called sociability; children high on sociability are bold and comfortable with strangers; children low on sociability are shy and afraid of strangers. The third temperament is called impulsivity; children high on impulsivity are quick to act and hard to restrain; children low on impulsivity are cautious and restrained. Please note that the concept of temperament is an inference that psychologists make about the causes of children’s behavior, based on adult observers’ ratings of their behavior.

Mood

The concept of mood refers to a pervasive affective state that acts like a filter, coloring our perceptions and giving a characteristic tone to our emotional life. A mood is a subdued and prolonged state-like emotion. Tellegen and his students (1985) have done the best research on mood, and it can be summarized in terms of four points. First, the research consists of factor analytic studies of self-reported mood states, and it converges quite nicely on the view that mood can be organized in terms of three general factors. These factors are positive emotionality, a generally positive and upbeat mood; negative emotionality, a generally dysphoric mood state that may include depression and anxiety; and restraint, a watchful and perhaps apprehensive mood state. Second, Tellegen’s three mood factors closely resemble Buss’s temperaments. Positive emotionality corresponds to sociability, negative emotionality corresponds to emotionality, and constraint corresponds to reversed impulsivity. Third, research on mood, like most factor analytic research, is more concerned with the degree to which factors replicate across samples than with what scores on mood measures actually predict. The concern is with psychometric fidelity rather than pragmatic applications—that is, what do we do with measures of mood once they are refined? And finally, the literature on mood concerns the actor’s view of personality; the research is based on self-report data, which means that scores on mood measures tell us as much about a person’s identity as they do about his or her state of physiological arousal.

Interests, Needs, and Values

Interests, needs, and values are motivational terms, they are all related, and they refer to the desired end states or goals of purposive action (see the previous section on motivation). The three terms differ primarily in their level of abstraction in the following way: We may value health in general, and as a result need exercise, and as a result be interested in tennis. Values concern global and abstract goals; needs concern goals that are instrumental in the pursuit of values; and interests support needs. Values, needs, and interests are assessed with self-report measures, or in the case of McClelland’s (McClelland et al., 1989) system, with a projective test. Scores on measures of values, needs, and interests tend to be very stable over long periods of time; test–retest reliabilities are comparable to those for measures of cognitive ability (see J. Hogan & R. Hogan, 1996). Although I–O researchers discount measures of values, needs, and interests for selection purposes, because they seem easily faked, they actually work pretty well (see Hogan & Johnson, 1981). Most important for this discussion, values, needs, and interests concern personality from the actor’s perspective, they are assessed using self-report measures, and therefore they directly express a person’s identity.

Trait Theory

Gordon Allport was the most influential American in the history of personality psychology. He was also the father of trait theory; his influence is such that most people think of personality theory as trait theory, and they think personality assessment measures traits (see Hogan, DeSoto, & Solano, 1977). Trait theory argues that the consistencies in our behavior, as observed by ourselves and others, are caused by real neuropsychic structures that exist somewhere inside of us. The most important neuropsychic structures will be discovered someday by neuroscientists; in the meantime, we can measure them at a distance with standard personality questionnaires. In a nutshell, there are three parts to the trait theory argument:


	Traits are real; they exist inside of us.

	Our personality can be described in terms of traits.

	Our actions can be explained in terms of traits.



This viewpoint has some real strengths. First, temperaments are almost surely under genetic control; temperaments can be measured using observer ratings, and they resemble Allportian traits. Second, some psychiatric symptoms (anxiety, depression) are almost surely under genetic control; they can be measured using self-report scales, and they resemble Allportian traits. Third, all science depends on reduction, and there must be a biological substrate to personality; consequently, Allport is correct in principle that consistencies in overt behavior have biological underpinnings. And finally, trait theory takes seriously the notion that there are observable consistencies in the behavior of individuals, a view hotly disputed by behaviorists and cognitive social learning theorists.

On the other hand, the concept of a trait is much more ambiguous than it seems. Consider first the distinction between the actor’s and the observer’s view of personality. As observers, we think about and describe other people using trait words; the function of trait words is to describe consistencies in the behavior of others. As actors, we think about and describe ourselves in terms of our identities—our hopes, dreams, aspirations, and agendas. Traits are for other people, not for ourselves. In addition, consistencies in behavior have different causes. For example, I have a Jack Russell terrier who is very aggressive; his aggressiveness is trait-like in Allport’s sense (i.e., related to his genetic makeup). I also have a sister who is very sensitive to criticism; although her sensitivity is trait-like, it is a function of how, as a child, she was constantly criticized by our mother. My sister’s trait-like behavior is more sensibly explained in terms of experience than neuropsychic structures. Moreover, to explain something in the same terms that we describe it is circular; it won’t do to explain aggressiveness in terms of a trait for aggression. Finally, it isn’t true that scores on personality measures necessarily reflect the strength of underlying neuropsychic structures. What happens when people endorse items on a personality scale? For trait theory, they are registering the strength of underlying traits. But think back to the distinction between the actor’s and the observer’s view of personality. When people tell us about themselves (using self-reports), they are telling us about their identities in a more or less conscious effort to control their reputations. The degree to which the self-report process is influenced by underlying neuropsychic structures is, in principle, unverifiable; the degree to which self-reports are influenced by identity is obvious. In short, it is a mistake to equate personality theory with trait theory and to equate personality assessment with trait measurement.

The Five-Factor Model

The development of the five-factor model (FFM; Wiggins, 1996) is an important event in the history of personality psychology because it provides a taxonomy of trait terms. It is possible now to locate virtually all trait words somewhere in a five-factor universe, which is often referred to as the lexical hypothesis (Goldberg, 1981). That is, the FFM concerns the structure of observer descriptions, the structure of how observers think about and describe actors, and as such it is very useful information. For example, if we want to conduct a meta-analysis of the links between personality and job performance, the FFM provides a method for classifying the personality predictors in the analysis.

However, some writers have become true believers on the subject of the FFM and make two additional claims. First, consistent with trait theory, they argue that the FFM is a taxonomy of traits that actually exist inside people, so that we can both describe and explain behavior in terms of this model. And second, they argue that the FFM is an adequate model for explaining people’s behavior—that is, the FFM can account for all the stable features inside people that explain their behavior. These claims have been criticized extensively by several people (Block, 1995; Hogan, 1996; McAdams, 1992). The bottom line is that the FFM is a taxonomy of personality from the observer’s perspective; that is, it is a theory about variables and not a theory of personality.



SOCIOANALYTIC THEORY

The chapter up to this point has concerned definitions. I would now like to outline briefly a model of how personality influences organizational behavior. Socioanalytic theory is an effort to synthesize the best insights of Sigmund Freud (1955) and George Herbert Mead (1934), two of the most influential social thinkers of the last century. Although one was a Viennese psychiatrist and the other a University of Chicago social philosopher, they shared some important common interests. First, they were both ardent fans of Darwin and evolutionary theory, which means that they believed that present-day social behavior is rooted in biology and reflects ancient forms of life. To understand the behavior of turtles, we need to ask what they are adapted to do, and the same is true for humans.

Second, Freud and Mead believed that development is important and that the social behavior of adults reflects experiences in childhood. For Freud, the crucial developmental experiences concern how we adapt to the authority of our parents in early childhood; for Mead, the crucial developmental experiences concern how we adapt to the authority of our peer group in later childhood. Either way, social behavior in adulthood reflects these developmental experiences. Third, Freud and Mead both analyze the manner in which people are linked psychologically to their social groups or organizations, and this topic is at the heart of organizational psychology. For Freud, people are linked to organizations through the charismatic qualities of the organization’s leadership, assuming normal developmental experiences in childhood. For Mead, people are linked to organizations through their responsiveness to the expectations of the other members of the organization, assuming normal developmental experiences in childhood.

Fourth, Freud and Mead have theories of motivation that have important implications for organizational behavior. Freud’s motivational theory is more complex and can be described in terms of two points. First, he assumes that at a deep, unconscious level, people are motivated by two biological impulses—Eros and Thanatos. Eros concerns the need to develop bonds with others, some of which are overtly sexual, but some of which result in friendship, respect, and affection. Thanatos concerns the need to dominate others and bend them to one’s will; sometimes this need results in hostility and overt aggression, but sometimes it results in competitiveness. The second point to note about Freud’s theory is that, in his view, all human relationships are inherently ambivalent, because they are motivated by both Eros and Thanatos. Thus, for Freud, every friendship is tinged with a bit of secret resentment or competition; conversely, we are in some ways secretly drawn to our bitterest enemies.

Mead’s motivational theory is more straightforward. He assumed that we are all motivated to pay attention to others’ expectations, and to comply with them, once we realize what they are. In Mead’s view, people are inherently social and “programmed” to try to maintain good relations with the other members of their social groups. A final point shared by Freud and Mead is that they both have a theory of why things go wrong in organizations, and this theory relates back to development. For Freud, if a child’s relations with his or her parents are flawed, then the child will develop a deep resentment of all authority figures and will persistently break rules and ignore standard procedures. For Mead, if a child’s relations with his or her peer group are flawed, then the child will become egocentric and will persistently violate social expectations. In a nutshell, Freud and Mead have competing but compatible theories of organizational delinquency.

Freud and Mead share a common shortcoming in their analyses of organizational behavior. They both see people as existing in one of two states, compliant or delinquent—willing to follow rules, respect authority, and attend to others’ expectations, or hostile toward rules and indifferent to expectations. Campbell (1965), who introduced evolutionary theory to social psychology, makes the interesting argument that well-socialized people, people who are willing to abide by the rules of their group and attend to the expectations of their peers, often conform for perfectly selfish reasons. Their conformity has less to do with respect for authority or desire for good relations with others than it does with advancing their own careers and self interests. This situation can be seen most clearly in the behavior of politicians who argue that they are serving the interests of the public whereas they are advancing their own careers at public expense.

There are three legs to the socioanalytic stool. The first is Freud, the second is Mead, and the third is the study of free-living chimpanzees (see De Waal, 1982). Chimpanzees share 98% of the human genome, they are our closest living relatives, and it seems reasonable to think that their social behavior would resemble that of early humans. In his utterly absorbing book, De Waal shows that chimpanzee groups are organized in terms of status hierarchies and that adult chimpanzees spend their days negotiating for status by grooming, threatening, building coalitions, and destroying competing coalitions. Most important, status depends on social skill; the high-status animal is not the biggest or strongest, but is the one with the most support when a quarrel breaks out. There are, of course, real advantages to having status—choice of mates, food, nesting places, and so forth. I believe that human social behavior is dominated by precisely the same concerns. At the core of our psychological beings, we want social support—we want to be liked, we want status, and we want control of resources. We negotiate for these commodities during social interaction, and some people are clearly better at it than others. I refer to this process as getting along and getting ahead, but for the purposes of this chapter, the point is that the principle dynamic in organizational behavior is the individual search for power. There are people in every organization who do not seek power, but they have little influence on the life or culture of the organization.

Socioanalytic theory maintains that people are deeply concerned with getting along and getting ahead (or not being shunned and not losing status), and they try to attain these outcomes during social interaction. Thus personality, and organizational behavior, largely concerns social interaction. There are two necessary and sufficient conditions for an interaction: an agenda and roles to play. During informal interaction, the agendas and the roles are made up by the participants. But during interactions at work, the agendas and the roles are dictated by the organization. There is an interesting and systematic interplay between individual personality and organizational behavior (interactions at work). Our identity determines what agendas we are willing to follow, what roles we are willing to play, and how we play them (see Hogan & Roberts, 2000). For example, during a classroom lecture, all the students are in the role of student, but they all play the role differently in an effort to tell one another who they are. Once again, our identity determines what agendas we are willing to honor, what roles we are willing to play, and how we play them. Others watch our performance during interactions, evaluate them, and after many interactions, the evaluations turn into our reputation. Our reputation, in turn, is directly related to our status.

I can close this section by specifying an agenda for personality psychology. The agenda for personality theory is to explain individual differences in people’s ability to get along and get ahead, because these are the crucial outcomes in life. And in a related fashion, the agenda for personality assessment is to forecast individual differences in people’s potential for getting along and getting ahead.



PERSONALITY AND ORGANIZATIONAL BEHAVIOR

Motowidlo, Borman, and Schmit (1997) describe the work day as “streams of work behavior [that] are punctuated by occasions when people do something that does make a difference in relation to organizational goals and these are the behavioral episodes that make up the domain of job performance” (p. 73). The streams of work behavior are organized in episodes or interaction sequences, each has an agenda and associated roles, and performance appraisal is based on what a person does during the episode. Thus, what goes on at work is formally identical to goes on in life; any distinction between organizational behavior and social behavior in general is artificial. Finally, personality is all about social behavior; specifically, it is about trying to get along and get ahead. So in one sense, personality influences all of organizational behavior. However, that statement is too general. I can illustrate my point more specifically with three examples: occupational performance, team performance, and organizational effectiveness.



Personality and Occupational Performance

Historically, the conventional wisdom of organizational psychology has been that personality is unrelated to job performance (Guion & Gottier, 1965). However, the early reviews of this literature considered all personality measures as more or less interchangeable—measures of self-esteem were equated with measures of conscientiousness and were expected to predict the same criteria. The development of the FFM (Wiggins, 1996) provided a rational basis for classifying personality variables as predictors, which meant that, in principle, only measures of the same construct would be compared. The availability of this classification scheme led to a spate of meta-analytic studies of personality and job performance (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Tett, Jackson, & Rothstein, 1991), which are seen as establishing the reality of the link between personality and performance. In the best of these meta-analyses, J. Hogan and Holland (2003) classify both predictors and criteria; specifically they classify criteria into indices of getting along and getting ahead. Their paper is the first to align predictors with the relevant criteria. After doing so, they report the following corrected mean validities: Emotional Stability, .37; Surgency, .30; Agreeableness, .28; Conscientiousness, .31; and Intellect/Openness to Experience, .30.

Hogan and Hogan (1991) approached the question of the links between personality and occupational performance by classifying occupations using the Holland (1985) model. Holland argues that every job in the economy can be classified in terms of a combination of one of six ideal types as follows: (1) Realistic jobs involve building, operating, and maintaining equipment according to rules; (2) investigative jobs involve analyzing and solving problems, often by breaking rules; (3) artistic jobs involve entertaining people and designing or decorating things, often by ignoring rules; (4) social jobs involve helping people, often by skirting rules; (5) enterprising jobs involve persuading and manipulating others, usually in the context of rules; (6) conventional jobs involve regulating people, data, and things according to well-defined rules. Substantial data support Holland’s claim that this model is an adequate and even exhaustive taxonomy of the world of work. The theory has great heuristic value for analyzing organizations as well as jobs.

Hogan and Hogan (1991) show that there is a distinct pattern of personality characteristics associated with career success for each Holland type. For example, successful investigative types (scientists) are ambitious, creative, and curious, as well as pretty mean and self-centered. The bottom line here is that there are well-established and important links between personality and occupational performance; this is a clear example of how personality influences organizational behavior.



TEAM PERFORMANCE

A team is three or more people who: (a) work toward a common goal; (b) interact and depend on one another to reach the goal; (c) perceive themselves as being part of a team; and (d) are rewarded based on the performance of the team. The empirical literature on team performance is disorderly and hard to summarize, in part because there is no reliable way to classify teams. The result is that it is hard to compare studies because we never know if the teams are comparable. Hogan, Driskell, and Salas (1989) suggest that teams can be classified using the Holland model. The Holland types are defined by coherent sets of activities, preferences, skills, and problem-solving methods. Teams can be classified in terms of their most frequent activities, and the activities can be classified in Holland’s terms. Hogan et al. show that the Holland model can be used to classify team tasks with substantial reliability and that the classification system is exhaustive. This classification method allows us to examine systematically the influence of personality on team performance.

Personality influences team performance in three ways. First, some people are better team players than others. Specifically persons with high scores on the FFM dimensions of emotional stability and agreeableness are good team players—they like working as part of a team, and other people like working with them. Conversely, persons with low scores on emotional stability and agreeableness are not good team players— they tend to be moody, unpredictable, independent, and nonconforming. Second, there are two major personality dimensions running through the Holland hexagon—extraversion and conscientiousness. Enterprising and social types are extraverted, whereas realistic and investigative types are introverted. Conventional types score high on conscientiousness; artistic types score low on conscientiousness. Thus, each Holland type is a unique blend of extraversion and conscientiousness. But the important point here is that to work effectively as a member of, for example, a realistic team—virtually every work group in the military—a person should be introverted and conforming. Extraverted, nonconforming people perform poorly in military teams. Thus, there is a set of personality characteristics that enables performance on various types of teams.

The third way in which personality influences team performance concerns the personality of the team leader. I talk about this topic in more detail in the next section. Here let me illustrate my point with an example. I visited a nuclear submarine training facility a few years ago to watch the training of navigational and sonar teams. After several hours of standing around, I asked the Chief Petty Officer who was in charge what the real problems were. He said there were two kinds of problems; the first concerned the proper use of the equipment and the second concerned actually working as a team. He went on to say that the first problem really wasn’t much of a problem, that in most cases the sailors were pretty proficient at operating the equipment. Most of the problems he saw concerned teamwork. I asked him what factors were the major contributors to poor teamwork, and he said the issue almost invariably was the officer in charge. Through arrogance, insecurity, or insensitivity, an officer would begin to micromanage the performance of individual team members, and the sailors would respond by doing only precisely what they were told to do. With no freedom to do their jobs, and wanting only to avoid being criticized, the sailors stopped volunteering information, searching unusual quadrants, or trying to analyze anomalies, and the performance of the team was badly degraded as a consequence.




ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS

From a pragmatic perspective, one might think that effectiveness would be the defining problem in organizational studies. Surprisingly, the topic rarely comes up, and when it does, the treatment is inadequate. Katz and Kahn (1966), for example, devote two chapters to the topic in their classic study of organizational psychology. But they try to define effectiveness in an ipsative way, by comparing organizations with themselves. They define effectiveness in terms of various indices of efficiency by comparing inputs with outputs, “. . . the extent to which all forms of energic return to the organization are maximized” (p. 165). It seems to me, however, that a crucial fact of organizational life is that every organization has competitors. Given this fact, we would be better off searching for relative, rather than absolute, indices of effectiveness. I believe that organizational effectiveness should be defined in terms of an organization’s performance relative to that of its competitors. Thus, effectiveness is defined in relative rather than absolute terms.

With that relative definition in mind, let me suggest a brief and simple model of organizational effectiveness. Effectiveness is a function of how well an organization does, relative to its competition, in five areas. The first area concerns selecting, recruiting, and retaining talent; other things being equal, the team with the more talented players should win. The second area concerns motivation, the degree to which the team members are enthusiastic and filled with a sense of energy and shared purpose. Other things being equal, a less talented but more motivated team should defeat a more talented but dispirited team. The third component of organizational effectiveness concerns leadership; if teams are matched for talent and motivation, the team with the better leadership will win. The fourth component of organizational effectiveness concerns strategy; talented and motivated teams with good leadership and bad strategies—the German Army in WW II, for example—will lose to a team with a better strategy. Despite modern psychology’s enthusiasm for matters cognitive, it has very little to say on the topic of strategic thinking and strategy formation. The final component of organizational effectiveness concerns having systems in place to monitor how well the organization is doing in terms of the preceding four categories: (1) attracting talented personnel, (2) motivating those personnel, (3) evaluating the competency of the organization’s leadership, and (4) evaluating the appropriateness of the core business strategy.

The typical organization doesn’t do very well in any of these domains. In my experience, most organizations are not very thoughtful about the process of recruiting and retaining talented personnel. As for the motivational issue, climate surveys routinely show surprisingly high levels of worker dissatisfaction in most organizations. Concerning leadership, our research suggests that 50 to 60% of the managers in most organizations are regarded by their staff as incompetent. As for strategic planning, the planning process is not taken seriously by most organizations, and there is a reason. Strategic planning, if done correctly, is based on data, on empirical comparisons of the performance of the organization with its competitors across certain categories. This means that strategic planning is, in terms of the Holland model, an investigative activity—one that would appeal to academic researchers. But organizations are managed by enterprising types, in Holland’s terms. Enterprising people do not enjoy, and in fact actively dislike, investigative activities. Therefore, strategic planning is given only nominal attention in most organizations. Finally, monitoring an organization’s performance across four domains is also an investigative activity and one that enterprising (managerial) types normally avoid.

Because all organizations perform at less than optimal levels across the five major components of organizational effectiveness, the organizations that make the fewest mistakes in these areas will be the most effective. Thucydides, in his History of the Peloponnesian War, recounts a scene in the central plaza in Athens in which the citizens debate what to do about the advancing Spartan army. The debate concerned what the Spartans’ strategy might be. When Pericles rose to speak, he made my point about organizational effectiveness—that is, he remarked that he cared less about the Spartans’ strategy than he did about the mistakes that the Athenian army might make in executing their own strategy. My point is that organizational effectiveness can’t be defined in vacuo, and a substantial component of organizational effectiveness has to do with minimizing errors rather than meeting some ideal standard of performance.

But my major point in this discussion of the components of organizational effectiveness is that personality is central to four of the five components. The first component, talent, will include such issues as initiative, creativity, persistence, and dedication, all aspects of personality. The second component, motivation, is pure personality. The third component, leadership, is also all about personality. And the fourth component, strategy, is not well understood by psychologists, but creative problem solving, tolerance for ambiguity, and tolerance for risk—all personality variables—must be part of it. Personality underlies virtually every aspect of organizational behavior.



LEADERSHIP

Although leadership is the most extensively studied topic in the social, behavioral, and management sciences, there is nonetheless little consensus concerning the essential features of effective leadership. Part of the problem results from a lack of attention to conceptual issues, and this lack shows up in three ways. First, the term is rarely defined explicitly. Rather, it is typically defined in terms of persons who are at the top of large, bureaucratic, and hierarchical organizations—for example, CEOs and politicians. But a moment’s reflection reveals that it is possible to climb a hierarchy without every demonstrating talent for leadership. Conversely, great leaders often make dreadful politicians—for example, U. S. Grant, one of the great military leaders in history, was essentially a failure as President of the United States. Because the term is so rarely defined, subsequent research uses a wide variety of ad hoc criteria to define leadership, and the resulting literature is inconclusive. There is virtually no consensus regarding the characteristics of effective leadership other than to note, limply, that it somehow depends on the situation.

A second problem with most discussions of leadership is that it is rarely linked to larger conceptions of human nature—that is, to personality. This was not true earlier on; for example, Argyris (1957), McGregor (1960), and Herzberg (1966) criticized the management practices of the 1960s on the grounds that they were based on impoverished views of human motivation. The third problem is that academic research rarely links leadership to the performance of the organizational units the leader is responsible for— that is, to organizational effectiveness. For most academic discussions of leadership, a person can be a leader even though his or her organization fails.

People are biologically disposed toward both altruistic and selfish behavior (Campbell, 1965). Leadership involves recruiting, motivating, coaching, and guiding an effective team. A team is a group of people who work toward a common goal and who feel some commitment to the other members of the team and the team goal. Thus, when team building is successful—when leadership is successful—the self-interested search for power within a group is substantially, if not entirely, suppressed. And the effectiveness of a team must be defined in terms of its performance vis-á-vis the other teams with which it competes.

In my view, leadership must be defined in terms of the performance of the group for which the leader is responsible. But why is that? The answer comes from an examination of our evolutionary history. All the data indicate that humans evolved as group-living animals. The data also indicate that, over the history of our species, human groups have been in competition with one another. They compete for territory, food, shelter, and other vital resources, and the winning groups often perpetrate substantial atrocities on the losing groups—in some cases even eating them, although social scientists seem to want to ignore this unpleasant reality. In this context, leadership must have been a resource in a group’s ability to compete successfully. This is so because, once again, leadership involves persuading people to set aside their selfish tendencies for a period of time and pursue a goal that promotes the welfare of the group as a whole. But most important, in this context, the test of leadership is how well a group performs vis-á-vis the other groups with which it is in competition—because, once again, poor performance can, and did, lead to extinction.

This observation prompts three further comments. First, leadership is probably as important for the survival of groups and organizations today as it ever was—ask the suffering citizens of Serbia, Iraq, North Korea, or Albania. Second, the fundamental dynamic in human groups is the individual search for power, and the fundamental task of leadership is to persuade people to stop behaving selfishly and pursue a lager group agenda. Left to their own devices, people follow selfish agendas, and the groups to which they belong become vulnerable to groups that are better organized. The Celts who lived in France, Spain, and England at the time of the Roman invasions were as aggressive and warlike as the Romans, but they lacked the Roman genius for social organization, and they were soon conquered. Finally, some people are better at building a team than others; those who are better at it have some distinctive characteristics as seen by others, and at some level most people understand what those characteristics are. They are once again integrity, competence, decisiveness, and a sense of strategic direction, as identified by implicit leadership theory.

The links between personality and leadership can be summarized in terms of four points. First, it is important to distinguish between the actor’s and the observer’s view of personality and of leadership. Moreover, leadership can only be defined vis-á-vis a group of followers, and it is best defined in terms of a leader’s reputation, based on his or her accomplishments as observed by others over time. Second, implicit leadership theory tells us (see Kouzes & Posner, 1987) that there is a specific and very well defined reputation associated with successful leadership. Namely, people look for and expect leaders to be trustworthy, competent, decisive, and visionary. Conversely, people who are seen as untrustworthy, incompetent, indecisive, or lacking vision are not seen as leaders, regardless of their nominal status in a group. Third, everyone wants acceptance and status, but some people are more successful at acquiring it than others. Leaders are, almost by definition, the well-liked, high-status people in a group. Social skill is the capacity to negotiate successfully for acceptance and status, and it is therefore essential to leadership.

The foregoing concerns the links between leadership and personality as seen from the outside. My final point concerns the links between leadership and personality from the inside—that is, the personal characteristics that enable leadership. There are two ways to approach the question— empirically and rationally. My sense is that the empirical literature on leadership effectiveness isn’t very helpful because it typically consists of comparing the characteristics of persons at the top of a hierarchical organization with the people at the bottom, then repeating the study with a different organization. In my view, the people at the top of large organizations differ from those at the bottom in terms of political factors—for example, being relatives of the founder, and so forth. In any case, this research results in such nonfindings as: Leaders are somewhat taller than their followers and a little bit brighter.

The alternative way to study the personal characteristics that enable leadership is to take a rational or theory-based approach. Sigmund Freud (1955) and Max Weber (1948) described the essential features of leadership in terms of charisma; they both described charismatic leaders as having unusual interpersonal appeal and the ability to rally people to a cause based on the sheer force of their personalities. Charismatic theories of leadership are, in principle, personality-based theories of leadership. House (1977) took Weber’s descriptors of charismatic leadership, translated them into a rating format, and showed that persons with high ratings on the descriptors are also seen as effective leaders. Bass (1985) also developed a theory of charismatic leadership, although drawing on Burns’ (1978) influential book, he uses the terms transactional and transformational leadership.

There are several interesting points to be noted about transformational leadership theory. First, over the past 10 years, it has dominated the empirical study of leadership (see Judge & Bono, 2000). Second, there is substantial evidence now available to support the notion that the rating forms for transformational leadership (charisma) developed by Bass and Avolio (1995) predict a range of leadership and business outcomes (see Judge & Bono). Third, transformational leadership is a function of three broad personality attributes: ambition (extraversion in the Judge and Bono paper), likeability, and openness/intellectance. Finally, Hogan and Hogan (2000) show that measures of sociopolitical intelligence—the ability to read social cues and think about one’s performance from the perspective of others— are reliably and substantially associated with a variety of leadership outcomes. But even more interesting is the fact that their measure of sociopolitical intelligence is composed of the same elements as Bass’ measure of charisma—ambition, likeability, and intellectance.

The data are now quite clear—leadership effectiveness is a function of personality. But there is also a good bit of evidence to support the notion that incompetent leadership is also a function of personality. Hogan, Keith, & Furnham (in press) review the literature on managerial incompetence and conclude that the base rate of managerial failure is in the 50% range. They also conclude that the core cause of managerial failure is an inability to build a team. And finally, they document the many reasons why incompetent managers are unable to build a team, and the many reasons come down to fundamental flaws in the manager’s personality.



SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

This chapter argues that every aspect of organizational behavior and dynamics is related to personality, that the fundamental question in organizational theory concerns organizational effectiveness, that organizational effectiveness is a function of leadership, and that leadership is a function of personality. There are, in addition, processes at work in organizations that are independent of individuals but still the product of personality. This topic warrants extended treatment on its own; here I will give one example of the point. Let me start with the observation once again that people are capable of being both selfish and committed to larger causes in alternating order. Next, it is the case that the fundamental dynamic in every organization is the individual search for power (persons who are uninterested in power typically don’t influence the history of organizations). With these two assumptions in place, one can derive a very interesting transpersonal organizational process. Max Weber (1948) characterized the life of every organization in terms of a historical trend line. Organizations are started by visionary, charismatic entrepreneurs. These people define the culture of the new organization, which will be fluid, fast-moving, and rather chaotic. Over time, the visionary leaders are replaced by bureaucrats in a process that Weber describes as rationalization. The organization becomes progressively more routinized, rational, rule bound, inflexible, and maladaptive.

It is clear that Weber described a real organizational trend. The larger question is, why does it occur? In my view, the process is straightforward. Rules are put into place in order to control the selfishness of individual incumbents who are exploiting the organization in some way—stealing stamps, abusing the phone, watching pornographic material at work. Rules accumulate—Hogan’s law of nomological nonbiodegradability (Hogan & Henley, 1969)—so that, in mature organizations, there will be rules for virtually everything. This means that, to make something happen, one must literally break a rule. But the point is that organizations become progressively more regulated over time, not for rational reasons, as Weber’s term rationalization implies, but rather to control the random selfish impulses and desires of incumbents. This is an example of a transpersonal organizational process that is driven by personality—or human nature.



REFERENCES


Allport, G. W. (1937). Personality: A psychological interpretation. New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston.

Argyris, C. (1957). Personality and organization. New York: Harper.

Barrick, M. R. & Mount, M. K. (1991). The Big Five personality dimensions and job performance. Personnel Psychology, 44, 1–26.

Bass, B. M. (1985). Leadership and performance beyond expectations. New York: Free Press.

Bass. B. M., & Avolio, B. (1995). The MLQ, Form 5x. Redwood City, CA: Mind Garden.

Block, J. (1995). A contrarian view of the five-factor approach to personality description. Psychological Bulletin, 117, 187–215.

Bruner, J. S. (1986). Actual minds, possible worlds. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Burns, J. M. (1978). Leadership. New York: Harper & Row.

Buss, A. H., & Plomin, R. (1984). Temperament: Early developing personality traits. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc.

Campbell, D. T. (1965). Ethnocentric and other altruistic motives. In D. Levine (Ed.), Nebraska Symposium on Motivation 1965 (pp. 283–311). Lincoln, Nebraska: University of Nebraska Press.

Cervone, D. & Shoda, Y. (Eds.). 1999. The coherence of personality: Social-cognitive bases of consistence, variability, and organization. New York: Guilford.

De Waal, F. (1982). Chimpanzee politics: Power and sex among apes. New York: Harper & Row.

Funder, D. C. (2001). Personality. Annual Review of Psychology, 52, 197–221.

Freud, S. (1955). Group psychology and the analysis of the ego. Standard Edition, Vol. 18. London: Hogarth Press.

Goldberg, L. R. (1981). Language and individual differences: The search for universals in personality lexicons. In L. Wheeler (Ed.), Review of Personality and Social Psychology (Vol. 2, pp. 141–166). Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Guion, R., & Gottier, R. F. (1965). Validity of personality measures in personnel selection. Personnel Psychology, 18, 135–164.

Herzberg, F. (1966). Work and the nature of man. Cleveland: World Publishing.

Hogan, J., & Hogan, R. (1996). Motives, values, preferences inventory manual. Tulsa, OK: Hogan Assessment Systems.

Hogan, R. (1996). A socioanalytic view of the Five-Factor Model. In J. S. Wiggins (Ed.), The Five-Factor Model in personality: Theoretical perspectives. New York: Guilford.

Hogan, R., DeSoto, C. B., & Solano, C. (1977). Traits, tests, and personality research. American Psychologist, 6, 255–264.

Hogan, R., Driskell, J. E., & Salas, E. (1989). Personality and group performance. In C. Hendrick (Ed.), Personality and Social Psychology Review. San Francisco: Sage.

Hogan, R., & Henley, N. (1969). Toward a science of human rule systems. Proceedings, 77th Annual Convention, APA, pp. 443–444.

Hogan, R., & Hogan, J. (1991). Personality and status. In D. G. Gilbert & J. J. Conley (Eds.), Personality, social skills, and psychopathology (pp. 137–154). New York: Plenum.

Hogan, R., & Hogan, J. (2000). Leadership and socio-political intelligence. In R. E. Riggio & S. E. Murphy (Eds.), Multiple intelligences and leadership. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc.

Hogan, J. & Holland, B. I. (2003). Using theory to evaluate personality and job-performance relations. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88, 100–112.

Hogan, R., & Johnson, J. A. (1981). Vocational interests, personality, and effective police performance. Personnel Psychology, 34, 49–53.

Hogan, R., Keith, K., & Furnham, A. (in press).

Hogan, R., & Roberts, B. W. (2000).

Holland, J. L. (1985). Making vocational choices: A theory of personalities and work environments (2nd ed.) Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

House, R. J. (1977).A1976 theory of charismatic leadership. In J. G. Hunt & L. L. Larson (Eds.), Leadership: The cutting edge (pp. 189–207). Carbondale, IL: Southern Illnois University Press.

Judge, T. A., & Bono, J. E. (2000). Five-Factor Model of personality and transformational leadership. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85, 751–765.

Katz, D., & Kahn, R. L. (1966). The social psychology of organizations. New York: Wiley.

Kouzes, J. M., & Posner, B. Z. (1987). The leadership challenge. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

MacKinnon, D. W. (1944). The structure of personality. In J. McV. Hunt (Ed.), Personality and the behavior disorders (Vol. I, pp. 4–43). New York: Ronald.

McAdams, D. P. (1992). The five-factor model in personality: A critical appraisal. Journal of Personality, 60, 329–361.

McAdams, D. P. (1993). The stories we live by: Personal myths and the making of the self. New York: Morrow.

McClelland, D. C., Koestner, R., & Weinberger, J. (1989). How do self-attributed and implicit motives differ? Psychological Review, 96, 690–702.

McGregor, D. (1960). The human side of enterprise. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Mead, G. H. (1934). Mind, Self, and Society. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Motowidlo, S. J., Borman, W. C., & Schmit, M. J. (1997). A theory of individual differences in task and contextual performance. Human Performance, 10, 71–83.

Roberts, B. W., & Hogan, R., (Eds.) (2001) Applied personality psychology: The intersection of personality and I/O psychology. Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.

Sarbin, T. R. (1986). Narrative psychology: The storied nature of human conduct, New York: Praeger.

Tellegen, A. (1985). Structures of mood and personality and their relevance to assessing anxiety, with an emphasis on self-report. In A. H. Tuma & J. D. Maser (Eds.), Anxiety and anxiety disorders (pp. 681–706). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc.

Tett, R. P., Jackson, D. N. & Rothstein, M. (1991). Personality measures as predictors of job performance. Personnel Psychology, 44, 703–742.

Thucydides (1954). History of the Peloponnesian War. London: Penguin Book. Weber, M. (1948). From Max Weber: Essays in sociology. H. D. Gerth & C. W. Mills, tr. New York: Oxford University Press.

Wiggins, J. S. (Ed.). (1996). The Five-Factor Model of personality. New York: Guilford.







2

Personality and Organization: A European Perspective on Personality Assessment in Organizations

Adrian Furnham

University College London



Just as cross-cultural psychologists are eager to describe, explain, and even exaggerate cross-cultural differences in human behavior, most personality theorists prefer to celebrate the universal nature of personality functioning. Indeed over the past 20 years there have been a number of attempts on the part of personality test constructors to demonstrate that tests, and the function and processes that they measure, are universally valid (Di Bias & Forzi, 1999; Ostendorf & Angleitner, 1992; Salgado, 1999). However what observers do acknowledge is that research on personality does vary across cultures. This chapter attempts to describe a European perspective on the use of personality and other individual difference measures in the work place very much from an Anglo-Saxon point of view.

Personality and I/O psychologists have been eager to demonstrate that traits relate to work behavior across jobs, industries, sectors, and countries and account for meaningful amounts of variance. Inevitably, however, different work-related dependent variables are important in different jobs and may vary from absenteeism, accidents, sales figures, and supervisor ratings. Furthermore, these dependent variables may be recorded in different ways, over different aggregated time periods and for different purposes. This situation naturally leads to serious problems for those doing replications, meta-analysis, and comparisons. However, to complicate matters further, there are a plethora of personality measures in the marketplace that differ in theoretical orientation and psychometric validity. Although there is often overlap between personality test constructs (traits), subtle differences in the way they are conceived and measured lead to further complications in comparing the results of different studies and understanding the mechanism or process that accounts for observed relationship. For these reasons it is impossible to talk of a unified European approach to this topic any more than one can assume North American research is homogeneous. Nevertheless there are discernable differences, which are the topic of this chapter.

Certainly within Europe the use of personality tests and psychometric testing remains a hot and continually debated topic (Barrett, 1998; Brown, 1999; Jones & Poppleton, 1998; Robertson, 1998; Warr, 1997). Some are concerned specifically with test validity (Barrett, 1998; Warr, 1997) and others with the trends of use of tests in business. Robertson has argued that European data provide clear evidence that personality is logically, consistently, and powerfully related to work behaviors. However, for practitioners he has specific advice: the unfocused (i.e., not thought-out) use of tests is not likely to be of value; only psychometrically valid instruments should be used; candidates do fake good in selection assessment testing; personality factors interact and hence one needs to look at the overall profile of individuals; work-related behavior is determined by both person(ality) and situational (contextual) factors; personality data have clear diagnostic value; but personality data alone are insufficient for most human resource decisions. Few academic researchers would disagree with these beliefs. However, how, when, and why human resource (HR) professionals use tests in Europe is quite a different matter. Use is dictated much more by comparing policy, the belief of senior managers, and the money available for selection and recruitment rather than on scientific and psychometric criteria.

This chapter aims to describe and attempt to explain why the American and European literature on personality and organization are both similar and different. It provides a flavor of salient research topics that may have particular European interests. Two issues are highlighted at the end of the chapter. The first is a particularly British interest in measuring team roles and the demonstrated efficacy of homogenous and heterogenous teams. The second is a concern with how the psychological problems of the unemployed inform the literature on the implicit and latent benefits of work.



WHENCE NATIONAL DIFFERENCES?

Most researchers interested in I/O psychology and applied psychology soon become aware of various national differences in both scientific and applied practice. These differences are not usually about how good research is done (at least within the empiricist tradition) but rather about different methodological emphases, fashions, and business concerns. Thus it is apparent that particular psychological instruments (ability and personality tests) are used extensively in one country but in few others. In addition, sociopolitical, economic, and legal issues mean that whereas it is impossible (or at least unwise) to collect certain organizational data (absenteeism, appraisal, and productivity reports) in one country these data are easily available in a second.

Thus one may find a literature of personality and organizational behavior that is very diverse even when examining a particular topic. For instance, temperament theory and research that was derived from Pavlovand his followers hardly crossed the Atlantic. Strelau and colleagues (Newberry et al., 1997) in continental Europe have spend decades developing, refining, and validating temperament measures (strength of excitation, strength of inhibition, mobility of nervous processes) that are theoretically very obviously related to work behavior. Yet the tests to measure temperament and its effect on organizational behavior have had, it seems, little impact on the Anglo-Saxon speaking world.

Many European psychologists have complained that Americans read only American academic journals. Furthermore, few speak any European language other than English. Hence articles on studies on temperament published in the Polish Journal of Psychology or the European Journal of Personality were, perhaps are, little read by American personality psychologists, let alone I/O researchers. Inevitably I/O psychologists interested in individual differences turn to their local personality specialists who seem to prefer theories and measures developed, tested, and marketed locally. Home-grown theories and specialists are equally favored over foreign imports.

Moreover, there seem to be national differences in what is the preferred outcome or dependent measure used to validate the instrument. Thus in America it seems organizations have long collected supervisor evaluations on staff, occasionally with other ratings such as self-ratings, direct report (subordinate ratings) peer ratings, all on work performance. This approach has meant the multirater (360°) feedback literature has been dominated by Americans though there are signs that the Europeans are now taking an interest (Furnham & Stringfield, 1994). However this feedback requires that organizations attempt to obtain reliable, multidimensional ratings on employees, which can prove politically difficult.

It is also apparent that some issues, and the academic literature that accompanies them, are nation specific. For instance the concern with integrity testing (honesty, integrity, conscientiousness, dependability, trustworthiness, reliability) seems almost exclusively an American obsession (Hogan & Brinkmeyer, 1997; Hough, 1996). On the other hand, the Europeans have been very concerned with employment status (De Fruyt & Mervielde, 1999).

It is not clear why integrity testing is so much more popular in America, because it is unlikely that the incidence of workplace deviance is very different in Europe and America. Cook (1998) has suggested that honesty tests have become popular in America since 1988 when the general use of the polygraph was restricted. Furthermore he suggested that the implementation of fair employment law has meant that some American organizations have stopped using tests that measure qualities like conscientiousness, which give reasonably good indexes of honesty, integrity, and morality. Hence they have felt the need to use specific tests to measure this phenomenon. It is often local employment law that affects selection procedures and which in turn, some years later, influences academic interests. Furthermore, high-profile litigation cases have a sudden and dramatic influence on companies, often dissuading them from using particular tests.

The availability of, and preference for, personality instruments differs not only over time but from one country to another. For a variety of reasons various European countries have their own preferred personality tests. The Dutch have been greatly influenced by Heyman’s ideas (VanderWerff & Verster, 1987) whereas many East Europeans, as noted, look back to Pavlovian ideas about temperament (Strelau, 1983). The British were powerfully influenced by all the Eysenckian measures: Maudsley Personality Inventory (MPI), Eysenck Personality Inventory (EPI), Eysenck Personality Questionnaire (EPQ), Eysenck Personality Profiler (Jackson, Furnham, Forde, & Cotter, 2000). Indeed the Eysenckian three-factor model had considerable sway in North Europe until the establishment of the five-factor model (Costa & McCrae, 1992) in the late 1980s and early 1990s.

It is not clear if there is in Europe any one accepted personality model. There are those still faithful to the Pavlovian temperament school. However the two major models are probably the Eysenckian three-factor model and the Costa–McCrae five-factor model. The Eysenckian researchers have been concerned with developing new measures but also with testing Gray’s (1987) critique of the theory (Avila & Parcet, 2000). The British-based journal Personality and Individual Differences has continued to ensure an outlet for researchers working within this framework for more than 50 years. However, the five-factor model is showing rapid inroads into Europe (Ferguson, Sanders, O’Hehir, & James, 2000). The advantage of the five factor model for practitioners is that traits are measured at both the super and primary level, which I/O researchers like. That is, with the exception of the Eysenck Personality Profiler, most Eysenckian measures yielded three to four scores (extraversion, neuroticism, psychoticism, and lie) whereas right from the onset the five-factor model measures yielded as many as 30 scores per individual (i.e., 5 super factor scores and 30 facet scores).

Choice of personality instrument is often more a function of marketing science than psychometric science. There is nearly always a supply– demand function for personality tests. In Britain one consultancy/test publisher showed enormous growth in the sales of their test (the Organizational Personality Questionnaire [OPQ]) loosely based on other tests at the time. The test has been carefully examined by psychometricians who have found it wanting (Barrett, Kline, Paltiel,&Eysenck, 1996) though it has predictable conceptual overlaps with the Big Five (Stanton, Matthews, Graham, & Brimelow, 1991). American test publishers have certainly been more active in Europe than the other way round though primarily in North Europe where English is better understood.

One important national difference is the preference for the lexical approaches to personality description and measurement. Although the approach started in America over 50 years ago and continued with the work of Goldberg, John, and others, it has been very enthusiastically adopted by the Dutch and Germans(De Raad, Mulder, Kloosterman,& Hofstee, 1988; John, Goldberg,& Angleitner, 1984). The emphasis on language, trait words, and descriptors has naturally meant that researchers in this tradition have been more interested initially with demonstrating cross-national/linguistic consistency (and inconsistency) than actually relating the results to workplace behavior. It is noteworthy that this research has been most enthusiastically embraced by Europeans who despite being bilingual are interested in the many subtle differences in language and the effects that may have on personality measurement.

Often I/O psychologists are dependent on HR specialists to provide their data, and it is the latter’s rather than the former’s decision about which tests to use. Certainly tests that appeal to organizations (e.g., Myers-Briggs Type Indicator [MBTI]; Fundamental Interpersonal Relations Orientation– Behavior [FIRO–B]) are often those with serious psychometric shortcomings and hence never reach the academic literature. Europeans have also taken an active part in the debate about the Big Five. Thus Eysenck (1992) has attacked the Costa & McCrae (1992) tradition, the former arguing for three super factors and the latter for five. Others have a four-dimensional model (Van Kampen, 1997). Although there seems to be more and more consensus about the parsimony of the Big Five measure, there remain in Europe many voices of dissent. This difference is particularly relevant with regard to the dimension of conscientiousness rather than extraversion and neuroticism which seem universally acknowledged. Conscientiousness appears from various meta-reviews to be an important personality correlate of work behavior, but there is still much debate as to how it is described. Thus different cultures have described this dimension/factor as dependability, prudence, self-control, the work ethic, and will to adhere as well as conscientiousness. There are clearly subtle but important differences between these different concepts.

Some of the European research has done little more than take well known and currently popular American tests, translate them into major European languages, and demonstrate their comparative psychometric qualities. Thus, according to Rolland, Parker, and Stumpf (1998), who translated it into French, the famous five-factor measure—the NEO-PI-R— has also been translated into seven other European languages (Croatian, Dutch, German, Italian, Portuguese, Spanish, Russian, plus Hebrew). Furthermore, the longer versions of the same instrument have also been translated (Silva et al., 1994).

Others have translated various well-established tests and there are major European translations (French, German, Spanish) of many established tests. The quality of translations differs. However, a more important problem revolves around the issue of normalizing the data for the particular country. Studies that have attempted to establish reasonable norms have shown important national differences that need to be taken into account when doing comparative studies (Drakeley & Kellett, 1995; Zuckerman, Eysenck, & Eysenck, 1978).

A number of European studies have compared translations of various questionnaires. Thus Ostendorf and Angleitner (1994) compared German translations of three American and one British questionnaire and concluded that the results could be most clearly defined within the NEO-PI-R scales. Similarly Perugini and Leone (1996) used an Italian translation of the Big Five to validate a shorter measure.

Historical and economic factors appear to lead to national differences in this research area. In Europe for many years there was a battle between Cattell, an Englishman living in America, and Eysenck, a German living in Britain (Cattell, 1986). The debate was predominantly over orthogonal versus oblique rotations, but both men were immensely productive. It seems Cattell was more successful at marketing his tests to the I/O community than Eysenck. However, Eysenck’s ability to speak fluent French and German, his proximity to Europe, and his acceptance to speak at conferences meant many close ties were formed in the 1960s and 1970s. Indeed the personality of personality theorists, particularly those who market tests, can have a considerable impact on test development and subsequent success both in the academic and commercial world.

Within Europe it is possible to see various clear patterns. Because of dictatorships in Portugal and Spain until the 1970s, their psychology was more cut off from many other countries. The French insistence on the use of their own language meant they integrated very slowly into European psychology. The Belgians and Scandinavians have their national journals in English and the Dutch use English language textbooks. By the year 2000 there seemed to be a North/South divide in Europe with the British, Dutch, Germans, and Scandinavians being North American oriented while many psychologists in the other countries (France, Italy, Portugal, and Spain) had a more inward-looking focus. However, it is possible that those countries that resist European integration (Britain, Norway, Switzerland) may in time be different in their approach to HR issues than those big (France, Germany, and Italy) and small (Belgium, Netherlands, Ireland) countries that embrace it so warmly. Considerably greater increase in academic contact and the hegemony of both the English language and American psychology have meant that, over time, national preferences and differences in this area have been decreasing. This decrease is, at least for those in the Anglo-Saxon empiricist tradition, good news for research.



FORCES TOWARD MORE HOMOGENEITY

Various sociopolitical and demographic factors lead to growing national differences and similarities. The first is legal. In Europe, pan-European legislation has, and will have, a homogenizing effect on selection as well as more general policies and practices. Thus in 1989 the European Commission published a Preliminary Draft Community Charter of Fundamental Social Rights (COM[89]248), which all member states will be invited to ratify. The twelve proposals concern rights to the following:



	 Freedom of movement.

	 Equitable wages.

	 Improved living and working conditions.

	 Social protection.

	 Freedom of association and collective bargaining.

	 Vocational training.

	 Equal treatment of men and women at work.

	 Information, consultation, and worker participation.

	 Health protection and safety at work.

	 Minimum working age and adequate training for adolescents.

	 Adequate income and social protection for the elderly.

	 Integration for the disabled into working life.




It is not difficult to see how such legislation creates standardized conditions and leads organizations in different countries to adopt similar practices. Europe hopes to be harmonized and hence there is much talk of the Euromanager. Managerial attitudes and behaviors are a function of various within, and between, company and national systems—assessment, compensation, recruitment, and selection.

A second homogenizing factor in Europe is similar demographics. All of the bigger countries of Europe are showing a dramatic decline in birthrates. Hence organizations have turned more to immigrants from ethnic groups as well as to older and married women. This situation has impacted on issues including sex and race discrimination, language and general skills training and upgrading, and the introduction of flexible working hours and day-care facilities.

A third factor is pan-European political movements like the Green Party who stress the relevance of environmental issues, which in turn affect working conditions as well as how products are produced and marketed. Strong political alliances in the European Parliament encourage trends that have an impact across the continent.

As well as quasi-political and legal bodies, various pan-European networks of psychologists have emerged to share resources and perspectives. The European Network of Organizational and Work Psychologists (ENOP) has produced a model for a European curriculum in work and organizational psychology, designed to serve as a common frame of reference for the training or work of organizational psychologists. The curriculum was produced through discussion with interested parties, including the European Association of Work of Organizational Psychology (EAWOP).

ENOP itself was founded in 1989, and comprises a network of university professors in work and organizational psychology from about 20 European countries. Their expectation is that the model will be used for evaluating existing educational curricula and modifying them to include a common core of work and organizational topics, and thereafter experience gained by ENOP will be important in a number of related developments, including the accreditation of European work and organizational psychologists.

The ENOP model includes three areas: personnel psychology, work psychology, and organizational psychology. Personnel psychology focuses on the relationship between persons and the organization, in particular the establishment, development, and termination of the employment relationship (recruitment, training, and performance).Work psychology concerns the work processes and tasks people have to perform at work (workload, the work environment, error, and equipment design). Third, organizational psychology concerns how people behave collectively (leadership, working in groups, and organizational structure; Chmiel, 2000).

Although many forces remain that would seem to harmonize European activities and interests with respect to research on individual differences in the organization, there also remain various deeply ingrained national culture differences. From his extensive database collected throughout IBM, Hofstede (1980) developed four dimensions of culture—power distance, uncertainty avoidance, individualism, and masculinity/femininity— against which he was then able to plot 40 different nationalities. His study showed that within one multinational organizational culture, there can be marked differences based on national norms. Using Hofstede’s dimensions, various researchers have proposed to select and carry out culturally sensitive interventions in overseas organizational development.

Hofstede’s dimensions are as follows:



	Power distance (PD): The extent to which the less powerful members of institutions and organizations accept that power is distributed unequally.

	Masculinity/femininity (MF): A situation in which the dominant values in masculine society are success, money, and things, or in feminine society, caring for others and the quality of life.
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