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Abstract  
__________________________________ 

 

The study of personality and individual differences has been of interest to academic and 

practitioner psychologists for more than 100 years.  Research into personality 

differences has provided a comprehensive source of understanding into how, and why, 

people are different, and what consequences these differences have (Chamorro-

Premuzic, 2011; Furnham, 1997; Hogan, 2007).  Socioanalytic Theory (ST) (Hogan, 

1976: 1982) seeks to explain individual differences in a social setting and argues that 

personality comprises both reputation and identity.  ST posits that three key drivers 

underpin social interaction and impact on an individual’s personal and professional life: 

(1) the need to get along with others (GAL); (2) the need to get ahead (GAH); and (3) 

the need to find meaning (FM), (Hogan, 1976). The choice of this theoretical framework 

was based on three main reasons. First, this is the only personality taxonomy developed 

explicitly for and within organizational settings. For example, the Five Factor Model is 

largely derived from student samples and its origins are clinical and social rather than 

organisational. Second, no other personality framework encapsulates a systematic 

approach to understanding identity, reputation, bright side, and dark side of individual 

differences. Third, among science-based personality frameworks and assessments used 

in real-world contexts, the Hogan model is the most widely used, particularly with 

managers and leaders.  

 

This thesis investigates whether three higher order factors of GAH, GAL and FM can 

be found within two psychometric measures based on ST: the Hogan Personality 

Inventory (HPI) and the Motives Values and Preferences Indicator (MVPI).  It argues 

that while there have been many attempts to look at higher order factors of personality 

based on reputation, there have been no significant studies so far which consider the 

higher order factors of identity nor any which look at higher order factors of a 

combination of reputation and identity. This thesis aims to address this gap in current 

literature.   
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To this end, six empirical studies are conducted.  Studies 1, 2 and 3 investigate which 

scales of the HPI and the MVPI comprise GAH, GAL and FM and whether three higher 

order factors will be found within the two measures.  Arising from this, the design and 

development of a new short measure based on ST theory is described.  Studies 4, 5 and 

6 detail validation studies of the new measure.  Study 1 investigates which scales of the 

HPI and the MVPI comprise higher order factors of GAH, GAL and FM.  Results show 

two higher order factors: GAH and GAL, but no higher order factor of FM.  Study 2 

confirms the scales of the two higher order factors of GAH and GAL against 

performance measures.  Results confirm two higher order factors of GAH and GAL.  

Study 3 explains the development and design of a new short measure for GAH and 

GAL.  Studies include Parallel, Exploratory, and Confirmatory analyses, and Structural 

Equation Modelling.  

 

Three validation studies of the new measure are conducted against the Big 5 factors, 

the Core Self Evaluation Scale, a measure of Engagement, Performance factors, the 

dark triad of personality, and the Hogan Development Survey (HDS).  Study 4 validates 

the new measure of GAH and GAL against a measure of personality, engagement and 

performance outcomes.  Regression analysis explores the incremental validity of the 

GAH and GAL constructs in the prediction of work performance.   Results confirm two 

distinct higher order factors of GAH and GAL.  GAH offers incremental validity over 

and above the Big Five factors in predicting both performance and engagement.  GAL 

offers incremental validity over and above the Big Five Factors in predicting 

engagement.  Study 5 validates the new measure against a measure of personality, 

engagement, the dark triad and work performance.  Results show that GAH, but not 

GAL, has incremental validity over other measures in predicting work performance.  

Study 5 shows that GAH and GAL correlates with the dark triad traits leading to the 

inclusion of the HDS in Study 6.  Results confirm the positive correlation of GAH with 

all aspects of the dark triad traits, and a positive correlation of GAL with Narcissism.  

Study 6 validates the new measure against the HPI and HDS, and investigates how the 

dark side of personality impacts on GAH and GAL and performance.  Hierarchical 

regressions are conducted to explore the relationships between GAH, GAL, the HPI, 

the HDS and Performance.  Results show that only GAH has incremental validity over 

and above the HDS and HPI in predicting performance. 
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This thesis advances research in individual differences in personality in a number of 

key demonstrable ways: (1) by addressing an area of research that, so far, has not been 

investigated, and demonstrating gaps in current understanding of personality at work, 

through an investigation into ST; (2) by investigating whether higher order factors, 

reflecting ST, would be found within the HPI and the MPVI, something that has not 

been done before; (3) by presenting the design, development and validation of a new 

short measure for assessing both identity and reputation resulting in two higher order 

factors: GAH and GAL. In summary, as a result this research contributes to the study 

of personality differences at work, as well as indicating how the direction future 

research, building on these findings, can be developed.  
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__________________________________ 

 

Abbreviations are listed in the order they appear in the thesis.  English spelling is 
used throughout, and American versions of an English word are only used when in 
quotes or from references.  
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P-E Fit Person-Environment Fit theory 

ST Socioanalytic Theory 

GAH Getting Ahead 

GAL Getting Along 

FM Finding Meaning 

HPI Hogan Personality Inventory 

MVPI Motives, Values and Preferences Indicator 
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PA Parallel Analysis 

TIPI Ten Item Personality Inventory  

UWES-9 Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (9 statements) 

IPIP International Personality Item Pool 

CSES Core Self Evaluations Scale 
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GFP General Factor of Personality 

PAF Principal Axis Factoring 

MLE Maximum Likelihood Estimation 
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SEM Structured Equation Modelling 
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SET Social Exchange Theory 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
__________________________________ 
 

 

1.1 Research into Personality at Work: An Overview 
 

Over the last century, the study of personality and how it affects performance at work 

has been a frequently studied area of investigation by organisational psychologists 

(Barrick, Mount, & Judge, 2001; Hogan & Holland, 2003; Judge, Heller, & Mount, 

2002; Rothmann & Coetzer, 2003). Since the 1980’s there has been a surge in studies 

which shows that personality relates to performance across a wide range of 

performance criteria, and that an understanding of personality traits can improve 

organisational effectiveness (Barrick & Mount 2005; Barrick, Mount, & Judge, 2001; 

Boudreau, Boswell, & Judge, 2001; Furnham & Heaven, 1999; Hogan & Hogan, 2009; 

Judge, Erez, Bono, & Thoresen, 2002; Judge & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2007; Judge & 

Illies, 2002; Ones, Viswesvaran, & Schmidt, 2003; Rothmann & Coetzer, 2003; 

Salgado, 2002; Tett, Jackson, & Rothstein, 1991; Widiger, Costa, & McCrae, 2001 and 

Widiger, Trull, Clarkin, Sanderson, & Costa, 2002). 

  

Areas of research into personality differences at work include job and training 

proficiency (Mount & Barrick, 1998); job performance (Rothmann & Coetzer, 2003; 

Tett, Jackson & Rothstein, 1991); workplace absenteeism (Ones, Viswesvaran, & 

Schmidt, 2003); emotional stability (Barrick & Mount 2005; Boudreau, Boswell, & 

Judge, 2001; Furnham & Heaven, 1999; Hogan & Hogan, 2009; Judge, Erez, Bono, & 

Thoresen, 2002; Judge & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2007; Kets De Vries, 1999); 

counterproductive behaviours including turnover rates, deviant behaviours and 

accident rates (Salgado, 2002); performance motivation (Judge & Illies, 2002); job 

satisfaction (Judge, Heller, & Mount, 2002) and management derailment (Hogan & 

Hogan, 1997; Widiger et al., 2001; Widiger et al., 2002).  

 

Organisational interest in personality differences has continued to develop through a 

need to understand how best people perform at work, and includes research into the 

relationship of personality with: job performance (Rothmann & Coetzer, 2003); 
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training (Mount & Barrick, 1998); absenteeism (Ones, Viswesvaran, & Schmidt, 2003); 

emotional stability (Barrick & Mount 2005; Boudreau, Boswell, & Judge, 2001; Hogan 

& Hogan, 2009; Judge & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2007); and the dark side of personality 

(Hogan & Hogan, 1997). 

 

Although research into personality and performance has a long history, personality 

traits were not initially recognised as having any meaningful relationship to 

performance, and it is only since 1980’s that research addressed this lack of attention 

to personality differences and work performance (Barrick, et al., 2001; Guion & Gottier, 

1965).  Some criticisms relating to the link between personality and performance up to 

the 1980’s were that there were thousands of personality traits, making research 

unmanageable and requiring a systematic classification before a relationship could be 

established (Barrick, Mount, & Judge, 2001), that there was a “large number of poorly 

validated scales with different names” (Hogan & Roberts, 2001, p.7) and that the traits 

themselves lacked clarity, and were ‘cloudy’ (Block, 1965: 2010).  In attempting to 

bring clarity to the area, and with the aim of finding consensus amongst organisational 

psychologists of the dimensions to be measured, (Barrick, Mount, & Judge, 2001) a 

series of meta-analyses were conducted which examined how personality traits were 

related to different measures of performance, (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Costa & 

McCrae, 1988; Digman, 1990), resulting in the Five Factor Model (FFM: Barrick & 

Mount, 1991; Costa & McCrae, 1988). 

 

 

1.2 The Five Factor Model of Personality (FFM: Costa & McCrae, 
1985; Goldberg, 1990; Wiggins, 1996) 
 

From the 1980’s, the FFM was widely accepted amongst most personality researchers 

as being the most comprehensive, robust and stable measure across age groups and 

cultures (Connor-Smith & Flachsbart, 2007; Judge & Ilies, 2002).  Despite criticisms 

for its lack of clarity, (Block, 2010), and there not being justification for five factors, 

as three are inter-correlated and relate to psychoticism, (Eysenck, 1992) the FFM 

currently underpins many psychometric measurements for personality assessment 

(Connor-Smith & Flachsbart, 2007).  The five factors of personality are Extroversion 

(E), Openness (O), Neuroticism (N), Agreeableness (A) and Conscientiousness (C) 
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(Costa & McCrae, 1987; Goldberg, 1990; Wiggins, 1996), showing broad traits which 

indicate general dispositions in individual personality and which indicate that some 

aspects of personality are “meaningfully related to performance” (Barrick, et al., 2001, 

p.10).   

 

 

1.3 The FFM and Personality at Work 
 

Research into individual differences in personality and work performance is well 

documented: Conscientiousness, for instance, is positively correlated across all sectors 

of occupational performance (Anderson & Viswesvaran, 1998; Barrick & Mount, 1991; 

Hogan, Hogan, & Roberts, 1996; Salgado, 1997; Tett, Jackson, & Rothstein, 1991); 

Emotional stability shows positive correlation across all occupations, both in 

performance and with work relationships, (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Hogan & Hogan, 

1997; Hogan & Holland, 2003); and Agreeableness and Openness show some 

relationship to certain roles where Agreeableness is positively correlated to caring roles 

and team work (Barrick, Stewart, Neubert, & Mount, 1998) and Openness to training 

(Salgado, 1997).  Further, personality differences have been found to influence 

academic performance (Poropat, 2009), values and interests for personality-

environment fit (Barrick, Mount, & Gupta, 2003) and job performance outcomes 

(Rothmann & Koetzer, 2003). 

 

The FFM is regarded by many differential psychologists as the most valid and robust 

measure for assessment of individual differences, and underpins most personality 

measurements (Chamorro-Premuzic & Furnham 2010; Funder, 2001; Hogan & Hogan, 

2007; Soldz & Vaillant, 1999; Wiggins & Pincus, 1992).  Nevertheless, studies have 

found an overlap between the five factors of personality, leading to a search for fewer 

factors, which are seen as higher order factors, to explain personality (Block, 1995; 

DeYoung, Peterson, & Higgins, 2002; Digman, 1997; Eysenck & Eysenck, 1985; 

Hogan, 1991; McCrae & Costa, 1985; Musek, 2007; Rushton, Bons, & Hur, 2008, and 

Wiggins & Trapnell, 1996).  Research over the last 50 years into higher order factors 

has argued that personality can be explained by fewer factors, and in one case, as few 

as just one general factor of personality (Musek, 2007; Rushton, Bons, & Hur, 2008). 
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The usefulness of investigating for higher order factors of personality, and a summary 

of the progress of this research, is considered in Chapter 3. The basic tenet of 

personality theory has been that personality endures over time and is a stable and 

consistent reaction to life, to people and to events (Cattell, 1943; Costa & McCrae, 

1985; Eysenck & Eysenck, 1985; Goldberg, 1990; Hogan & Hogan, 1997). 

 

Research into personality at work, however, has generally focused on the reputational 

traits of personality (Barrick & Mount 2005; Judge & Illies, 2002; Widiger, Costa, & 

McCrae, 2001), as measured by the five factor model (Digman, 1990).  There has, so 

far, been less research into those aspects considered part of our identity (Hogan, 1976; 

Hogan & Smither, 2001), in tandem with reputational differences. Hogan and Foster 

(2016) argue that trait theory puts people into categories which are unhelpful in 

understanding them, and it is “a tautology to explain what we are trying to predict with 

what we are trying to predict ‒ e.g., Donald Trump is arrogant because he has a trait for 

arrogance” (Hogan & Foster, 2016, p.38).  Hogan and Foster (2016) see traits as 

consistent patterns of behaviour, linked to an individual’s personal values, and which 

guides their agendas, thus “traits describe behavior; intentions explain behavior.  Traits 

help us make sense of what other people do, but they are little prisons for other people; 

we pack other people into the little trait boxes and thereby dehumanize them” (Hogan 

& Foster, 2016, p.42), and argue that while traits are useful for describing behaviour, 

they need to be taken in tandem with dispositional factors such as values and 

preferences, to fully understand the individual. 

 

 

1.4 Person-Environment Fit (P-E Fit) 
 

General acceptance of the FFM invites criticism in that it is not just personality traits 

that predict performance, but that environmental factors also affect the way an 

individual behaves at work. Edwards (2008) calls person-environment fit (P-E Fit) “the 

congruence, match, or similarity between the person and environment” (Edward, 2008, 

p.168), and P-E Fit considers how different environmental factors, such as job 

characteristics, colleagues, the organisation itself or one’s manager, influence 

performance (Caplan, 1987; Dawis, 1992; Hackman & Oldham, 1980; House, Shane, 
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& Herrold, 1996; Muchinsky & Monahan, 1987; Ostroff & Schulte, 2007; Piasentin, & 

Chapman, 2007; Strümpfer, Danana, Gouws, & Viviers, 1998).  

 

While personality measures cannot measure potential environmental factors that an 

individual may encounter in their career, they can measure individual differences, 

including values and preferences, and indicate where that individual might best be 

suited, and how they might manage different environment factors. Holland’s model 

(1985) addressed this in part by developing a taxonomy of values and preferences, 

which indicated how an individual might best fit a role and organisation, attuned to their 

values, preferences and individual strengths.  Chapter 3 outlines more fully the FFM 

and the criticisms of its use for personality measurement.  In Chapter 2, the concept of 

P-E Fit is considered more fully, and discussed in terms of personality measurement at 

work.  A measure of individual differences based on the reputational factors of the FFM, 

in tandem with a measure of dispositional factors including values, preferences and 

motives, is proposed by Hogan’s Socioanalytic theory (1976) which is briefly outlined 

below, and more fully in Chapter 2. 

 

 

1.5 Socioanalytic Theory (Hogan, 1976; Hogan & Shelton 1998). 
 

Research has found that dispositional factors such as values, preferences, motives and 

needs, which are considered by Socioanalytic theory as aspects of identity, are as 

important as reputational traits of personality, measured by the FFM (Holland, 1985; 

Hogan & Hogan, 2007).  Dispositional factors are recognised as having a significant 

impact on performance at work, and such factors, in tandem with reputational traits 

offer a useful indicator of personality differences and performance (Hogan, 1976; 

Hogan & Shelton 1998; Hogan & Holland, 2003). Socionalytic theory (Hogan, 1976), 

includes both personality and dispositional factors, and attempts to explain the 

dynamics of human behaviours by arguing that:  

 

a) humans are a mixture of biological traits and social interactions;  

b) humans adapt their behaviour according to the context as a means of 

 survival; and  
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c) humans engage with other people through ritualised social 

interactions (Hogan, 1976; McAdams, 1997; Mead, 1934).   

 

Socioanalytic theory asserts that during our evolution from early animal-man to 

becoming members of co-operative social groups, three key features emerged: 1) our 

need for acceptance by the group; 2) our need for status within the group and 3) a need 

for meaning and a sense of purpose of our existence, often reflected through culture, 

art and religion (Hogan, 1976).  Socioanalytic theory argues that to succeed, we need 

to do two things; to get along with other people and to get ahead of them at the same 

time (Hogan, 1976; 1982; Hogan, Jones, & Cheek, 1985; Hogan & Hogan 1991), and 

argues that a synthesis of these three perspectives helps explain personality, and social 

action, in a social setting (Hogan, 1976, 1982; Jones, Couch, & Scott, 1997).  While 

there has been increasing interest in research into higher order factors of personality 

(Ashton, Lee, Goldberg, & de Vries, 2009; Cattell, 1957; 1973; Costa & McCrae 1992a; 

DeYoung, 2006; DeYoung, Peterson, & Higgins, 2002; Digman, 1997; Eysenck, 1992; 

Hogan & Hogan, 1997), including the search for a general factor of personality (Musek 

2007; Rushton, Bons, & Hur, 2008; Rushton & Irwing, 2011), there has, so far, been 

no previous investigation into measures of identity and reputation, in line with 

Socioanalytic theory, nor for three higher-order factors of getting ahead (GAH), getting 

along (GAL) or finding meaning (FM), within these measures. 

 

This thesis investigates the Socioanalytic theory (Hogan, 1976) of personality (which 

is, from here on, referred to as ST) at work, specifically which aspects of personality 

influence performance and career success. Barrick et al. (2001) argue for a moratorium 

on meta-analytic studies, and call for researchers to “embark on a new era of research” 

(2001, p.27).  This research is an attempt to address that and to investigate how 

personality scales on two psychometric measures contain higher order factors, and can 

indicate performance at work. It aims to contribute to the understanding of personality 

differences at work by investigating two psychometric measures which assess for 

individual differences of reputation, and differences in values, preferences and motives. 

It brings a new perspective to understanding personality by considering both identity 

and reputation and their impact on performance at work.   
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In line with previous research into personality measures of performance, this thesis 

investigates which personality traits comprise each scale of the three key drivers 

underpinning ST: GAH, GAL and FM. It also investigates how performance outcomes 

correlate with these higher order factors. In addition, a new, shorter, assessment will be 

designed and validated to evaluate the core components underlying GAH, GAL and 

FM. The construct validity of the new measure will be examined by evaluating its 

correlations with the Big Five Factors, Core Self Evaluations, the Dark Triad and the 

Hogan Development Survey. The predictive validity of the new measure will be 

evaluated against employee engagement and job performance.  

 

Research in individual differences in personality shows that a key difference is that of 

emotional stability or adjustment, and one considered to have significant impact on the 

way people get on with others at work and with career success (Barrick & Mount, 2005; 

Boudreau, Boswell, & Judge, 2001; Furnham & Heaven, 1999; Hogan & Hogan, 2009; 

Hogan & Ones, 1997; Judge, Erez, Bono, & Thoresen, 2002; Judge & Kammeyer-

Mueller, 2007; Kets de Vries,1989; Kets De Vries, 1999; Mansi, 2002; 2007; 2008; and 

Van den Berg and Feij, 1993).  Managing the potentially conflicting natures of GAH 

and GAL requires good emotional adjustment (Hogan & Hogan, 1991), and earlier 

research found that that adjustment relates to performance (Hogan & Holland, 2003). 

It is expected, therefore, that adjustment will be part of the profiles of GAH and GAL 

(Adler, 1927; 1979; Argyle, 1969; Hogan & Hogan, 1991).  

 

Currently, a profile is generated from each psychometric measure of two of the Hogan 

psychometric measures: the Hogan Personality Inventory (HPI) and the Motives, 

Values and Preferences Inventory (MVPI), and is interpreted in line with the underlying 

ST as an independent test result.  To be able to show that three distinct higher order 

factors can be found within the various scales of the two tests, and to devise a new short 

measure from these, will be a unique and contributory factor in personnel selection, 

development coaching and leadership development. A new short questionnaire will be 

designed to assess for the higher order factors of GAH, GAL and FM.  
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1.6 Aims of the research 

This research has three main aims: 

 

It will investigate whether the three master motives described in ST, namely GAH, 

GAL and FM, can be found within two psychometric measures, the HPI and MVPI; 

 

It will develop a new short measure whereby GAH, GAL and FM can be assessed;  

 

It will seek to validate the new measure against existing measures, and demonstrate 

its validity for the purposes of selection, development and performance outcomes. 

 

 

1.7 Rationale for the research 
 

Personality differences and their relationship to job performance “is a fundamental 

concern of industrial-organizational psychologists throughout the world” (Barrick et al., 

2001, p.21) and new research which can add to this understanding is to be encouraged.  

While research has investigated which factors of the FFM are related to work 

performance, this is argued to be limited in that the FFM reflects social perception of 

reputation (Srivastava, 2010) and does not consider values, preferences and motives 

which reflect how people find meaning and purpose in the workplace (Hogan & Hogan, 

1991).  Barrick et al’s (2001) paper considered this lack of research and argued that 

personality manifests through motivation and personal goals, but that so far, there has 

been a lack of an acceptable framework for “studying motivational constructs”, (2001, 

p.25).   

 

An investigation into two psychometric measures which measure personality and 

identity adds to this field of study, and in line with Barrick et al. (2010), considers a 

new area of personality research. Further, this research builds on earlier studies which 

investigated how measures of personality might contain fewer higher order factors.  In 

this case, investigation of the HPI and the MVPI will seek three higher order factors 

would allow for particular profiles to be measured which would include a mixture of 

traits from the personality measurement HPI and the meanings, values and motives 
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MVPI an individual has, and indicate whether someone is more disposed to GAH, GAL 

or FM. Getting ahead relates to task performance, whereas getting along relates to how 

rewarding that person is to be with (Hogan & Hogan, 1997; Hogan & Chamorro-

Premuzic, 2015a), and the best predictors should be able to assess individual differences 

in relation to both (Hogan & Chamorro-Premuzic, 2015a). There is, currently, less 

research on finding meaning in relation to ST and this aspect will be investigated in this 

research.   

 

Furthermore, managing the potentially conflicting natures of GAH and GAL requires 

skill and it will be argued that social skills, as well as emotional adjustment, will factor 

significantly in the profiles of both GAH and GAL, and is something which will be 

explored later in the thesis.  How well someone performs at work can be assessed 

through several measures, one of which is an appraisal by their supervisor.  

Performance appraisals, however, often reflect how rewarding an individual is for their 

supervisor, and not necessarily how well they perform for organisational goals.  One 

factor with significant influence on the way others see an individual, and how that 

person manages the conflicting nature of the needs to get ahead and get along, 

frequently manifests through their level of emotional adjustment.  Research outlined in 

this thesis will demonstrate how important emotional adjustment is to both higher order 

factors, and that to get along, and at the same time, to get ahead of others, requires an 

emotional maturity that is measured by the HPI.  The development of a new measure 

will be followed by validation studies against existing measures, which are outlined 

below. 

 

 

1.8 Chapter structure of the thesis 
 

There are ten chapters in this thesis. This, the first chapter, shows an overview of the 

thesis and outlines the research aims and rationale.  It also gives a background to 

personality theory so far, in particular, the meta-analytic studies of the FFM, and how 

the FFM relates to performance at work.  It explains how personality relates to job 

performance research, and introduces the FFM and P-E Fit theory, as well as ST, all of 

which are evaluated in the following chapters. The following nine chapters include: 
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Chapter 2. This chapter gives a comprehensive overview of ST and shows how it 

attempts to explain human behaviour and personality differences, and its relevance for 

the workplace.  It explains how ST is rooted in three key perspectives and how these 

interpret personality in a social setting (Hogan, 1976; 1982).  It will explain how 

individuals strive to get along with others, to get ahead of them and to find a sense of 

purpose and meaning in life, and it will consider how such different drives impact on 

individual personality, particularly at work.  This chapter evaluates personality theory 

in general, the FFM specifically, and P-E Fit theory, and explains how personality 

theory is applicable to workplace behaviour.  

 

Chapter 3.  This chapter introduces the concept of higher order factors, and describes 

the history, and purpose, of searching for fewer personality traits, culminating in the 

search for the general factor of personality (GFP).  Chapter 3 introduces the ST of 

Reputation and Identity, and explains why the search for higher order factors within the 

two measures used in this study - HPI and the MVPI- was conducted.  

 

Chapter 4.  This chapter outlines the Research Methodology that underpins the thesis, 

explaining why quantitative methods were chosen and how they relate to the literature 

review, aims and goals of the research.  This chapter explains how the methodology 

chosen here fits with both the theoretical framework and the research tradition of the 

area in this study.  It will outline the six empirical studies of the thesis. 

 

Chapter 5.  Chapter 5 contains Study 1, the first empirical study, and investigates which 

scales of the HPI and the MVPI form part of GAH, GAL and FM.  This study 

investigates whether higher order factors are found within the HPI and the MVPI. 

Preliminary analysis, including Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and Parallel 

Analysis (PA) explores which scales relate to GAH, GAL and FM. It identifies two 

higher order factors underlying ST and initiates the development for a new short 

measure of GAH and GAL. 

 

Chapter 6.  This chapter contains Study 2, the second empirical study, and confirms 

which scales form part of the two higher order factors, GAH and GAL. It builds on the 

preceding study with CFA in order to test the model derived in Chapter 5. It also 
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investigates how GAH and GAL correlate with performance, which, in this study, is 

measured by supervisor ratings.   

 

Chapter 7.  This chapter provides an explanation of the development and design of the 

new measure for GAH and GAL.  It follows Hinkin’s Scale Development Process (1988) 

to establish the psychometric properties of the new measure.  It explains the item 

development process for this study. EFA found 14 items: 7 for GAH; and 7 for GAL.  

Parallel, Exploratory and Confirmatory Analyses were conducted, and two distinct 

factors relating to GAH and GAL were identified and confirmed. 

 

Chapter 8.  Chapter 8 contains two validation studies of the new measure: Part 1 

outlines Study 4, and Part 2 outlines Study 5.  The new measure for GAH and GAL 

was validated against the Ten Item Personality Inventory (TIPI: a measure of the Big 

Five); the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale-9 (UWES-9: a measure of work 

engagement); and performance outcomes.  Results found that GAH offered incremental 

validity over and above the Big Five Factors of personality in predicting performance 

and engagement.  Part 2 outlines the second validation study.  The new measure was 

validated against the International Personality Item Pool (IPIP: a measure of the Big 

Five); the Core Self Evaluation Scale (CSES); and the SD3, a short measure of the dark 

triad.  The same performance measures used in Part 1 were applied here.  Results found 

that GAH has incremental validity over and above CSE and the Dark Triad in predicting 

performance, and CSE is a better predictor of performance than GAL. 

 

Chapter 9.  This chapter outlines Study 6, the third and final validation of the new 

measure. The study investigates the predictive validity of the GAH and GAL against 

the HDS to assess for ‘dark side traits’ (Hogan & Hogan, 1997).  Results show that only 

GAH, not GAL, was found to have incremental validity over the HDS and HPI in 

predicting performance. 

 

Chapter 10.  This final chapter of the thesis provides a critical evaluation of the 

research conducted, including a critique of ST, the methodology applied in this thesis, 

and how future research building on this thesis could be developed.  It will synthesise 

the research development of the six empirical studies and will argue how the limitations 

in this research, and the research findings, can contribute to current understanding in 
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individual differences personality and assessment at work, and be developed on for 

future research in this area. 	
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Chapter 2: Socioanalytic Theory 
__________________________________ 
 

 

2.1 Introduction  
 

Chapter 1 explained the relationship between personality and performance with 

reference to the meta-analytic studies conducted on the FFM. While the FFM has been 

found to be a robust measure of reputational traits indicative of performance, there is 

still a lack of valid motivational constructs which measure values and preferences, seen 

as the motivating force for personality to manifest through performance (Mount & 

Barrick, 1995).  Research highlighted the “sporadic and piecemeal fashion” (Judge & 

Ilies, 2002 p.797) of research on personality and motivational needs, which 

acknowledges that personality differences are involved in how people behave at work, 

but that attempts to link them have been inconclusive.  While most personality and 

motivation studies have focussed on motivation and reward (Locke, Shaw, Saari, & 

Latham, 1981), Hogan (1976) argues that individuals are driven to act based on their 

values, and a need to find a meaning and purpose in what they do.  Holland (1985) 

argues that personality differences aligned to values lead to seeking meaningful work, 

and it is the match between the two that results not only in a good person-environment 

fit, but leads to achievable, measureable goals (Holland, 1985; Mount & Barrick, 1995; 

Judge & Ilies, 2002). 

 

This chapter outlines ST theory and explains why ST is important for understanding 

personality differences and performance at work.  It seeks to addresses the lack of a 

clear measurement for personality which includes motives, values and preferences.  It 

also considers the use of the FFM in personality assessment and its influence on 

personality measures generally for workplace performance. ST attempts to answer the 

critics of the FFM model which is argued to be limited to personality traits alone, taking 

little account of environmental and dispositional factors. ST explains human behaviour, 

and personality differences, by arguing that we are a mixture of biological traits and 

social interactions, that we learn to adapt our behaviour according to the context, and 
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that we engage with other people through ritualised social interactions (McAdams, 

1997).  

 

ST is rooted in three key perspectives: that of evolutionary psychology; psychodynamic 

theory; and symbolic interactionism. It argues that a synthesis of these three 

perspectives helps explain personality in a social setting (Hogan, 1976; 1982).  ST 

asserts that during our evolution from early animal man to becoming members of co-

operative social groups, three key features emerged: 1) our need for acceptance by the 

group (a need for love); 2) our need for status within the group (a need for power); and 

3) a need for meaning and a sense of purpose of our existence, often reflected through 

culture, art and religion (Hogan & Smither, 2001). As reviewed in Hogan and Smither 

(2001), these three core needs are represented in most motivational theories of human 

behavior, including the three dominant paradigms underpinning modern personality 

psychology: evolutionary, psychoanalytic, and interactionist. These are discussed in 

more detail below.  

 

 

2.2 Three key perspectives of Socioanalytic theory 
 

2.2.1 Evolutionary psychology  

 

Evolutionary psychology is drawn from Darwin’s theory of adaptation (Darwin, 1809-

1882), which posits that the most adaptable survive.  Whereas evolutionary theory 

focuses on physical adaption, the basic tenet of evolutionary psychology is that we have 

adapted psychologically and behaviourally over time, as well as physically, in order to 

adapt ourselves to changing environments (Caporael, 2001,) so focusing on the 

evolution of the mind (Buss, 1999; Cosmides & Tooby 1997; Sterelny, 2003).  The 

psychological perspective of evolution has “produced a wealth of discoveries, ranging 

from adaptations for altruism to the dark sides of social conflict” (Buss, 2009, p.143), 

and argues that much of our modern day behaviours are adaptations which evolved as 

a solution to living in social groups (Lorenz, 1974; Barkow et al., 1992; Buss, 2009).  

Later research shows, however, that what may be a solution to group living could also 

become a hindrance to the individual where “getting ahead and getting along are the 
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two great problems in life that each person must solve” (Hogan, Johnson, & Briggs, 

1997, p.26).  

 

Evolutionary psychology argues that we are products of biological evolution whereby  

“people have changed little over five million years, and that human nature is best 

understood when placed in the context of the original conditions of evolutionary 

adaption” (Hogan, 1982, p. 56).  This perspective sees that we evolved in small groups 

and learned to adapt to other people and our environment in order not only to survive 

and receive mutual support, but to thrive and achieve status within our group (Barkow 

et al., 1992; Buss, 2009; Chagnon & Irons, 1979; Jones et al., 1997).  It posits that we 

develop drives as a response to our immediate environment and, at the most basic level, 

getting along with others, and getting ahead of the group, ensures survival of one’s 

genes.  Those “who cannot get along with others and who lack status and power have 

reduced opportunities for reproductive success” (Hogan & Holland, 2003, p.2).  

Building on this view, ST attempts to identify the individual characteristics which are 

most suited to human development in group living, both in terms of biological and 

psychological adaption where “the social map of the persons, relationships, motives 

interactions, emotions and intentions” make up our social world (Cosmides & Tooby, 

1992 p.163).  

 

Criticisms of the evolutionary perspective focus on its lack of credibility for any 

explanations for individual behaviour, particularly the theory of cognitive modality.  

Cognitive modality asserts that the mind comprises individual modules which are task 

specific, reactive to external events, and where not needed, are eliminated during our 

evolution, but which takes no account of the plasticity of the brain reacting to new 

events and individual learning experiences (Ward, 2012).  Buller (2005) argues that if 

individual modules are evolved out, some human responses such as inexplicable 

phobias would not exist (Buller, 2005), supporting an explanation of learned behaviour. 

Further criticism attacks the reductionist, and simplistic, view of evolutionary 

psychology, which denies the social and cultural influences of cognitive development 

over a lifetime (Lewontin, Rose, & Kamin, 1984).  Nevertheless, it is argued that innate 

individual differences do have an impact on behaviour, are evoked by the social 

situation, (Wolfe, Lennox, & Cutler, 1986) and manifest when trying to gain acceptance 

or status in groups (Hogan, 1986). These individual differences can be explained with 
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reference to two key perspectives on personality: the psychoanalytic view; and 

symbolic interactionism, discussed below. 

 

2.2.2 Psychoanalytic theory  
 

Psychoanalytic theory argues that most behaviour is driven by unconscious desires and 

motivation (Freud, 1923), and that our adult behaviour is shaped by our early childhood 

experiences (Adler, 1927; 1932; Horney, 1937; 1950; Fromm, 1947; and Bowlby, 

1969).  This can result in a compensatory striving for superiority over others, due to 

early childhood fears of feeling anxious, inadequate, threatened or vulnerable and 

lacking in status and power as children to deal with such situations (Adler, 1932; 

Horney, 1937; 1942; 1945).  Thus, the human need to get on with others, and at the 

same time to become superior to others, developed.  In order to compensate for feeling 

powerless, we strive to acquire security and status, and the dichotomy of balancing 

these two drives can be seen in various research studies over many decades including 

studies on, for example, striving for superiority vs. anxiety control (Adler, 1927); 

belonging vs. esteem needs (Maslow, 1954); striving for approval vs. avoidance of 

criticism (Murphy, 1954); punishment avoidance vs. reward-seeking (Lasch, 1984); 

and getting ahead and getting along (Hogan, 1982). 

 

Adler (1927), in particular, focused “on the importance of interpersonal relations, 

rather than on the gratification of physiologically based drives, as emphasised by 

Freud” (Crandall, 1981, p.4), and argued that it was in the satisfaction of our need for 

love, affection, safety, and a sense of belonging, that the key to a healthy and stable 

emotional nature lay (Adler, 1927; Maslow 1954; Crandall, 1981).  When we develop 

as emotionally mature individuals, we are more likely to enjoy mature, satisfying adult 

relationships, and it is through considering the needs of others that a child develops 

into an emotionally mature adult, which helps with relationships and underpins the 

concept of 'social interest' (Adler, 1927). 

 

2.2.2.1 Adler’s Theory of Social Interest 

 

The concept of ‘getting ahead’ derives from Adler’s ‘striving for superiority’ and is 

an innate drive whereby the individual seeks to find personal fulfilment and 
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transcendence encapsulated in Adler’s statement “to live is to develop” (Crandall, 

1981 p.21).  Adler stated that a ‘superiority’ attitude was, in fact, related to an 

inferiority complex (Adler, 1932), and that when people try to impress by their 

superior status or rank, they are in fact lacking in self-belief, thus displaying an innate 

need to get ahead in order to feel less inadequate. Nevertheless, he argued that a 

striving for superiority and a desire to achieve growth and control is considered a 

natural and healthy human desire, but it needs to work in tandem with a social interest 

for other people.  Without this social interest, those striving for superiority will 

become so self-centred that they will lose the interest and support of those around 

them (Adler, 1932), and “unless the striving for superiority is integrated with social 

interest, it will be stunted and distorted, and end up as a self-defeating tendency” 

(Crandall, 1981, p.21), something which later researchers called the ‘dark side of 

personality’ (Hogan & Hogan, 2009), and which is discussed in Chapter 9.  

 

Adler’s theory is criticised in that is assumes everyone is born with an inferiority 

complex, and that their striving for achievement relates to this, rather than to a 

motivation to succeed (Ansbacher, 1978). Further, Adler was “being unrealistically 

optimistic” about humanity by not giving an adequate explanation for violence or 

irrationality (Ansbacher, 1978, p.118). His optimism is seen in his view that social 

interest manifests as an empathic understanding and concern for others, an altruistic 

consideration of their needs above one’s own; a willingness to co-operate with other 

people (Adler, 1927; Crandall, 1981), and  a mature, emotionally stable, personality 

(Adler, 1927; Crandall, 1981; Erikson, 1950), as well as  ‘self-actualizing’ individuals 

who are able to care for, and show an interest, in other people (Maslow, 1954). Such 

healthy, well-adjusted individuals think less of their own needs than they do of others’ 

and are seen as a benefit to humanity and as making a contribution to society generally 

(Adler, 1927), a view challenged as being far too optimistic of human nature, as well 

as lacking in replication and falsifiability (Ansbacher, 1978; Mangold, 2017). 

 

Other psychologists, however, agreed with Adler and argued that too much emphasis 

has been given to individual satisfaction, suggesting that it is co-operation with others 

that best serves the individual and society (Crandall, 1981; Erikson, 1950; Hogan, 

1976), where “the feeling of belonging to a group or a community gives life purpose 

and direction” (Hogan, 1975, p.537).  Further it was argued that “self-centred and 
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egocentric behaviour is a sign of pathology rather than the natural concomitant of 

unspoiled innocence” (Hogan, 1975, p. 538). Moreover, the drive to succeed and ‘get 

ahead’ without taking into account other people “works against real growth” leaving 

people feeling alienated, threatened, inadequate and unpopular (Crandall, 1981, p.21), 

leading to the development, and manifestation, of dark side behaviours (Hogan & 

Hogan, 1997), discussed in Chapter 9.  

 

Social interest in others provides many benefits for the individual: it ensures less 

loneliness, more co-operation and more support from others, as well as greater ability 

to ask for support, resources and advice (Adler, 1927; Crandall, 1981).  People who 

are involved, caring, considerate and helpful are generally better liked and “more 

easily accepted into a group than those who are more self-seeking” (Crandall, 1981, 

p.20).  Such pleasantness however, may, be at a cost to the individual in terms of status.  

Anderson, John, Keltner & Kring (2001) looked at how personality impacts on adult 

peer relationships and found that Agreeableness does not predict status for either 

women or men, which suggests that status (or “getting ahead”) may be inimical to 

“getting along” (Hogan, 1982; Anderson et al., 2001). 

 

2.2.3 Symbolic Interactionism 

 

The third influence on ST is that of Symbolic Interactionism (George Herbert Mead, 

1863-1931), which explains how our interactions with others depend on, and are 

interpreted according to, the meanings we attribute to people, events and objects, most 

of which are shaped in early childhood by the way others treat us (Cooley, 1902; Mead, 

1934).  While drawing primarily on the works of Mead (1934), this perspective is 

influenced by Cooley (1902) and Goffman (1959) who recognised the influence that 

others have on our behaviour, and the importance of role-playing within a social 

setting. We interpret verbal, non-verbal and symbolic language and behaviour when 

engaged with others in a social situation through words, gestures, social rules and roles, 

all of which give meaning to the world for the individual and their groups (Mead, 1934; 

LaRossa & Reitzes, 1993) and through which we learn to adapt our behaviour 

according to social and situational norms (Goffman, 1959). 

 

Individual behaviour is shaped by the situation and context, and comprises a mixture 
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of personality differences, social position and cultural expectations according to Mead 

(1934).  The difficulty for the individual is that symbolic meanings are personally 

interpreted, and a misunderstanding of them can cause problems for the individual, 

particularly in unfamiliar surrounds such as a new organisation (LaRossa & Reitzes, 

1993).  How others react to us in a social setting helps in two ways: we will learn 

about how others see us, and we will learn how to react in response to them (Mead, 

1934; Blumer, 1969).  In order to gain acceptance (GAL) and status (GAH), we seek 

out social roles that allow us to interact with others in order to satisfy these two needs, 

and we learn to shape our behaviour and reactions in order to be seen in the best light, 

and to be accepted by social groups (Goffman, 1959; Trevino, 2003).   

 

Social interaction involves an exchange with others, a social performance, which 

either increases or diminishes our social standing (Wiggins, 1996).  Examples include 

joining clubs or groups of like-minded individuals, voluntary roles, and occupations 

which allow us to display our particular strengths (Holland, 1966), where we gain 

acceptance by the group as well as the opportunity to advance within the group. ST 

argues that in any social interaction, our presentation of ourselves is as an actor, in 

front of an audience which judges our performance (Goffman, 1959; Ritzer, 2008).  

Their evaluation of us, and of our performance, results in our reputations.  Furthermore, 

there is also a hidden, private area of us relating to our values, that allows us to be 

ourselves, away from the audience, and this is what we call our identity (Ritzer, 2008).  

The ways in which individuals manage the two conflicting drives of getting ahead and 

getting along is, according to this theory, influenced by their individual personality 

within a social setting.   

 

This theory is criticised for its lack of a clear framework, its focus on personal 

behaviour rather than on the situation, group dynamics, or shared cultural meanings, 

and for being too broad a theory and lacking falsifiability (West & Turner, 2017). 

Symbolic interactionism is, nevertheless, seen as a useful approach  “that strives to 

understand human behavior, not to predict and control it, nor to have more statistical 

knowledge of it” (Musolf, 2003, p.91), and contributes “a down-to-earth approach to 

the scientific study of human group life and human conduct" (Blumer, 1969, p.47) as 

well as recognising the meanings that individuals bring to their personal experience 

and the importance these have in interpersonal relationships (West & Turner, 2017).  
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Despite a lack of published research criticising ST generally, criticisms of the three 

components of ST are that the three perspectives above (evolutionary, psychodynamic 

and symbolic interactions), often cancel each other out, and may be seen rather as a 

‘pick and mix’ of theories and lacking in rigour. Evolutionary psychology, for instance, 

does not give much weight to social interactions or learned behaviour, arguing for 

innate, inheritable traits of modular cognitive functions, whereas Psychodynamic 

theory argues that the unconscious is the main driver of personality reactions, 

dismissing conscious decisions to react to events and other people.  Adler in particular, 

is seen as far too optimistic in his view of human nature, and his theory generally 

lacking in foundation (Ansbacher, 1978).  Lastly, Symbolic interactionism argues that 

we engage with other people through ritualised social interactions (McAdams, 1997) 

which seems to be at odds with the two perspectives above, both of which argue for 

factors beyond our control, such as innate traits and unconscious drives, and the theory 

itself is lacking in focus and explanation.  ST could, therefore, be seen as covering all 

angles, with a lack of clear and specific perspective on personality. 

 

Nevertheless, ST argues that personality cannot fully be understood unless an 

understanding of all the influences on personality are considered: “personality is not 

an exact science” (Hogan & Foster, 2016, p.41) and it is argued that all theories of 

personality sometimes conflict, and at times converge. Each perspective is generally 

argued for from the point of its adherents, and though each has something of value in 

understanding personality, none, so far, offers a comprehensive understanding of 

personality as seen by the ST perspective, and behaviour (Hogan & Smither, 2001). 

The two components of personality, according to ST, are identity and reputation 

(Hogan, Johnson, & Briggs, 1997), and will be discussed next. 

 

 

2.3 Identity and Reputation 
 

2.3.1 Identity 

 

Identity is “that which binds together past, present and future, lends coherence, unity 

and purpose of personality, and allows adaptation to changing contexts” (Emmons, 1997, 
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p.489), and comprises individual behaviours, thoughts, feelings, purpose, values and 

characteristics that are continuous over a lifetime (Buss, 1997).  Identity includes a set 

of roles and relationships which are socially defined and which lead us to choosing to 

become one type of person rather than another (Baumeister, 1997).  Thus, identity is 

that with which we identify as being ‘us’.  Hogan (1976) calls this the ‘actor’ perspective 

- the insider view. 

 

Hogan and Fico (2011) argue that while the study of identity has been a central focus 

of research during the last 100 years, until recently, while recognising Holland’s (1985) 

taxonomy of identity and preferences, there were few robust measures of identity, and 

none that provided a clear taxonomy.  Moreover, the way we see ourselves is often at 

odds with how others see us, as we rationalise the reasons for our actions (Hogan & 

Smither, 2001) and fail to see ourselves as others do, which can result in a failure for 

achieving career success (Hogan & Smither, 2001).  Notably, only the Socioanalytic 

perspective uses terms such as reputation and identity to describe the insider vs. outsider 

view of personality, where the concept is otherwise widely referred to as Private/Public 

Self (Baumeister, 1986; Schlenker, 1986).  Whatever the terminology, the importance 

of considering both in tandem is acknowledged: “It is argued that there is significant 

interplay between these two selves; they are intertwined and equally significant” 

(Schlenker, 1986, p.22).  Identity is shaped by the culture in which we live, and 

encompasses personality, culture, societal norms and social class (Hogan & Smither, 

2001), all of which have an impact on what is socially acceptable behaviour.  Measuring 

for identity, however, can be problematic as data is usually through self-report 

assessment.  Nevertheless, identity is closely linked to personal values and the 

importance of this is in relation to the workplace is discussed below. 

 

2.3.2 Identity and Values 

 

Research shows that people rarely stay for long in an organisation that is too distant 

from their values (French, Rodgers, & Cobb, 1974), and the compatibility of one’s 

values with those of the organisation are a significant predictor of general satisfaction, 

including how well we get on with others at work, suggesting a healthy organisational 

fit between the individual, their values and the organisational culture (French et al, 1974; 

Holland, 1985; Chatman, 1991).  Hogan and Blake (1996) argue that motives, values 
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and preferences are closely related concepts and any difference may be as much a matter 

of semantics and personal choice.  For instance, values are equated with beliefs (Allport, 

1961; Rokeach, 1973), attitudes (Campbell, 1963), needs (Maslow, 1954), interests 

(Allport, 1961; Perry, 1954), and preferences (Katzell, 1964; Rokeach, 1973), all of 

which are measured by the MVPI.   

 

Personality measures, in general, ask for an individual’s typical response to various 

situations.  Interest and values measures, however, ask about a person’s preferences, 

(Hogan, 1995).  Thus, interest measures allow people to describe themselves as they 

would like to be seen by others, so are not measuring self-reports but self-presentations 

(Hogan & Foster, 2016).  It is argued that interest inventories get closer to the content 

of a person’s self-concept than do personality measures as they can measure the identity 

of an individual (Hogan & Hogan, 2010).   

 

The MVPI (Hogan & Hogan, 2010) is a measure which indicates an individual’s 

preferences in terms of core drivers and values which guide their career choices.  The 

MVPI includes the ten scales of Recognition, Power, Hedonism, Altruistic, Affiliation, 

Tradition, Security, Commerce, Aesthetics and Science, and a full explanation of the 

measure is given in Chapter 5, Section 5.3.2.2. and Table 5.3. These ten scales are 

indicative of areas of work that give meaning to an individual, and as argued by Holland 

(1985) influence the area of work where values and preferences can flourish.  Other than 

Holland's work on identity and vocational choice (Holland, 1985) there has been a 

paucity of research into identity that offers both a robust measure, and a practical 

application, of how identity impacts on performance.  If identity is the ‘insider’ view 

then we have, necessarily, to rely on self-report measures which reflect values and 

motives, and recent research into personality and career success (Chamorro-Premuzic, 

2011; Schneider & Smith, 2004) argues that identity must be defined in terms of values 

for three reasons: 

 

1) because scores on measures of values and career interests are stable 

over time (Chamorro-Premuzic, 2011);  

2) people seem proud of their values and are generally eager to discuss 

them; (Chamorro-Premuzic, 2011); and,  

3) individual values determine how well people fit with the culture of a 
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team or organisation (Holland, 1985; Schneider & Smith, 2004), which 

will have a significant impact on their career success.   

 

Reputation is argued to be a better predictor of career success than identity (Hogan & 

Chamorro-Premuzic, 2015a), as reputation is that which is observed by others, but it is 

values that drive us towards one area of work or another, and Holland (1985) argued 

that it is our personality influences our career choices.  Holland’s (1985) typology of 

workplace roles found that people matched six main personality types which lend 

themselves to certain occupations.  He argued that when the work environment ‘fits’ 

their personality they thrive and have fulfilling careers (Holland, 1985).  A mismatch 

between personality and work, or between an individual and their team, will result in 

dissatisfaction, as well as lower performance, and the resultant poorer assessment from 

their supervisor (Holland, 1985). 

 
Figure 2.1  Holland’s Career Model (1985)  

 

 
 

In a job where personal values, ability and skills are allowed expression, performance 
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is rated higher (Holland, 1985; Furnham, Hyde, & Trickey, 2013a), though as values 

are a major component of individual identity, any threat to them evokes strong 

emotional reactions, and the importance of emotional adjustment and the influence on 

personality will be discussed later.  To summarise, identity is one aspect of personality, 

the insider view, which incorporates our values.  The second aspect of personality, 

according to ST, is that of reputation and will be discussed now. 

 

2.3.3 Reputation 

 

ST states that reputations “are highly consequential, are highly correlated with each 

person’s status and social acceptance, and to a large extent they predict quality of life 

and reproductive success” (Jones, Couch, & Scott, 1997, p.467).  Reputation is 

significantly correlated to the Five Factor Model which is based on observer ratings 

(Wiggins, 1996; Hogan & Ones, 1997; Hogan & Fico, 2011), and is important because 

it is how others expect to see us and how they make judgements about us.  Reputations 

are formed by observers using particular trait words to describe someone, i.e. he is 

amusing, charming, witty, and generous; she is intelligent, sociable, friendly and warm.  

Thus, that person becomes known by the way they are described, by one person to 

another, generally using trait terminology. If past behaviour is regarded as the best 

predictor of future behaviour (Hogan & Fico, 2011) then an individual’s reputation 

offers useful information about potential future performance.  Thus, whether we hire, 

promote, train, trust or fire people is based on their reputation (Hogan & Chamorro-

Premuzic, 2015a). 

 

According to ST, personality comprises both identity and reputation: identity relates to 

the insider perspective incorporating values and meaning; and reputation to the outsider 

view upon which others make their judgements of us.  Both aspects have an impact on 

how we either GAH and/or GAL at work, and the difficulty in managing these two 

needs can result in complex, ritualised role playing in social situations.  The way in 

which these two conflicting desires are managed will depend on our personality 

differences, especially that of emotional stability, how we manage our reputations, and 

the way we treat others, as to succeed in our careers two things are required: to get along 

with other people and to get ahead of them at the same time, (Hogan, 1976; 1982; 

Hogan et al., 1985; Hogan & Hogan, 1991).  These two needs can mean that 
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interpersonal relationships are often problematic due to the conflicting needs of each 

(Hogan et al., 1985), and it argues that the process of social interaction between people 

and groups is crucial in determining how well someone will do in getting along 

(acceptance) and ahead (status), particularly at work (Hogan & Ones, 1997).   

 

To get along with others requires co-operation, mutual support and a consideration of 

others’ needs (Crandall, 1981).  To get ahead, however, requires that we strive to 

achieve superiority over them, to be on a higher level of the social hierarchy, which 

will allow us greater access to resources, opportunities and control.  These two drives 

need careful management if an individual wishes to achieve success both at work and 

in their personal relationships.  Once accepted into a group, achievement of a 

recognised role not only gives us status, but also cements our place in the group thus 

providing us with enhanced security (Eibl-Eibesfeldt, 1989; Barkow, Cosmides, & 

Tooby, 1992; Hogan & Shelton, 1998).  The management of these two drivers, 

particularly in the workplace, is related to having effective social skills, which translates 

the insider view, identity, into the outsider perspective, which is reputation (Hogan & 

Hogan, 1997).  The potential for conflict, particularly in the workplace when competing 

for resources is clear, and how individual differences in personality affect this can help 

with more effective selection and development (Ozer & Benet-Martinez, 2006).  An 

explanation of the three key drivers, GAH, GAL and FM is given below. 

 

 

2.4 Acceptance – Getting Along (GAL) 
 

Getting along with others is seen as an essential requirement for early human evolution 

within groups, and is “associated with happiness, health and adjustment" (Jones et al., 

1997, p.465). Furthermore, ST argues that GAL ensures survival, and develops in 

response to early relationships during childhood (Horney, 1950; Hogan, 1975; Bowlby, 

1999; Winnicott, 1964).  A lack of security and acceptance, as children, can result in 

poor self-esteem, as well as low trust in others, and lead to unhealthy adult relationships 

(Bowlby, 1999), and immature emotional responses (Horney, 1937; 1950), and it is in 

our early development that we learn how to manage these close attachments and form 

mature adult relationships (Adler, 1927; Horney, 1937; 1939; Bowlby, 1999).  Getting 
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along with others requires a shared trust and necessitates a manifestation of traits as 

kindness, concern for others, friendliness and empathy (Adami & Hintze, 2013) and 

such traits are seen as supporting, and contributing to the general well-being of group 

members, and facilitating to group achievements.  Research shows that being selfish is 

detrimental to human evolution, and selfish behaviour is seen as threatening to the 

group's efficiency, progress and security (Adami & Hintze, 2013).   

 

However, criticisms of this view are that GAL compromises an individual’s ascendancy 

in the group, as being too agreeable and too co-operative can have a negative impact on 

social status and career success (Anderson et al., 2001; Hogan & Holland, 2003), 

indicating that GAL might not be as successful a strategy to survival, or workplace 

achievement, as GAH.  This is discussed further in Chapter 9. 

 

 

2.5 Status – Getting Ahead (GAH) 
 

GAH implies achieving superiority over others in terms of status and resources (Hogan, 

1975), and helps to reduce feelings of inadequacy (Adler, 1979).  Status confirms our 

place within the group and satisfies a need for personal achievement and superiority.  It 

allows us greater access to the resources of the group whether that is food, shelter, the 

warmest corner of the cave or mating with the most desirable member.  So strong is the 

need to gain social status that "people attempt to make favorable impressions on others 

in order to gain approval and status" (Robins & John, 1997, p.662), and the ability to 

manipulate the perception others have of them is succinctly summed up here:  "The 

image of myself which I try to create in my own mind...is different from the image which 

I try to create in the minds of others in order that they may love me" (Auden, p.105 in 

Snyder, 1987).   

 

The manipulation of our image is crucial to how others perceive us, and the reputation 

we gain.  The term “getting ahead” implies attempts to outmanoeuvre, outdo, surpass, 

climb up the career ladder and prosper, all of which indicate that the individual will be 

looking after themselves rather than considering the needs of others, and lacking in 

what Adler termed social interest.  Hence, the conflicting nature of our need to get on 
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with others and, at the same time, to become superior in status to them (Adler, 

1927:1979).  People who get ahead often do “so at the expensive of getting along” with 

other people (Rauthmann & Kolar, 2013, p.582), and often, leave a trail of damaging 

relationships and “toxic and destructive trajectories” (Rauthmann & Kolar, 2013, p.582) 

in their wake, resulting in loss of trust, with damaging repercussions for that 

individual’s reputation, and their group’s survival (Crandall, 1981; Hogan & Hogan, 

2009; Rauthmann & Kolar, 2013).  

 

Jones, et al. (1997) state that " human groups are stratified according to status and 

power" (p.466), and these qualities positively enhance the potential for mate selection, 

health and survival.  But therein lies the tension between GAL and GAH.  Whereas 

GAL with others needs sharing, trust, friendliness and co-operation, the aspects 

required for GAH such as status and power "often depend on ambition, competitiveness 

and cunning" (Jones et al., 1997, p.466), qualities which are not conducive to 

developing relationships with colleagues.  Moreover, the qualities that assist an 

individual to get ahead, such as charm, confidence and enthusiasm, can become 

overdeveloped resulting in manipulation, arrogance and frustration (Hogan & Hogan, 

2009), so the tension between the two needs can cause problems for the individual, 

manifesting in conflict at work.  This argument is developed in Chapter 9 which will 

show how certain personality traits can have a detrimental effect on an individual’s 

career success.  Having outlined the two primary needs manifest in social situations, 

the third aspect of ST, that of FM, will be considered. 

 

 

2.6 Purpose – Finding Meaning (FM) 
 

The literature on workplace success emphasises GAH and GAL rather than FM, (Hogan, 

Johnson, & Briggs, 1997; Kellett, Humphrey, & Sleeth, 2006; Avolio & Locke, 2002; 

Judge et al., 2009), and includes research into areas such as conscientiousness vs 

leadership emergence (Marinova, Moon, & Kamdar, 2013), empathy vs task focus 

(Kellett et al., 2006), self-interest vs collaboration and helpfulness (Avolio & Locke, 

2002) and co-operation vs selfishness (Judge et al., 2009).  Nevertheless, ST asserts 

that a third driver compels us to make sense of our lives, and to find purpose and 
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meaning in how we live (Hogan, 1975).  This need is driven by the search for 

predictability and order, due to a fear of “chaos, randomness and unpleasant surprises” 

(Hogan & Shelton, 1998, p.130; Horney, 1937).  So strong is this search for meaning 

that all societies contain some form of religion within them, or at least a formal system 

of ritual and meaning which allows people to express this (Boehm, 1999; Wade, 2006; 

2009).  The search for meaning is regarded as the most fundamental, powerful and 

driving force for many human beings (Frankl, 2006), often overriding that of getting on 

with others, or seeking status and material rewards through getting ahead.  Meaning 

gives a sense of purpose which in a group, helps to build social cohesion (Adler, 1979; 

Adler & Fagley, 2005), and it has been found that purpose is linked to appreciation, 

which enhances feelings of well-being, life satisfaction, personal relationships and a 

sense of general well-being and peace of mind (Fredrickson, 2004; Adler & Fagley, 

2005; Wood, Joseph, & Maltby, 2009; Sansone & Sansone, 2010).  A sense of purpose, 

therefore, is influential in how people behave at work, and how they achieve success.   

 

ST argues that finding meaning (FM) is as important a need as GAH and GAL, despite 

the lack of psychological research to fully support it. FM may be import, and derives in 

apart from the inclusion of  psychodynamic theory into ST, but whether it is a major 

factor in success at work is something which will be considered in Chapter 10.  Personal 

reflections, such as Frankl’s, for example, show meaning and purpose to be the primary 

driving force to survive, though the usefulness in an organisational context may be less 

so.  Rather than focussing solely on meanings, Holland’s Vocational Choice model 

(1985), shows the relationship between individual preferences and values, and career 

choice and success, as discussed above in relation to identity and values. 

 

 

2.7 Socioanalytic Theory: Application at Work 
 

ST states that personality consists of two components, identity and reputation (Hogan 

& Smither, 2001).  Identity is the ‘us’ that we know (Hogan, 1982), and explains our 

inner drives and motivations, guides our social behaviour, and determines which roles 

we shall assume in a social setting; reputation is the ‘me’ that others see, it is how our 

behaviour is judged by people who observe us in a social situation (Hogan, 1982; Hogan 
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& Smither, 2001; Hogan & Holland, 2003), and is what is measured against the FFM. 

Thus, reputation is important for career success.  ST argues that we relate to others in 

groups through our identity, manifest in social roles and self-presentations. Hogan & 

Foster (2016) state that we “describe and predict other’s behaviours using trait terms, 

but we should explain their behaviour in terms of their intentions” (p.38), combining 

the ST aspects of identity and reputation. It is these two aspects of personality that the 

HPI and the MVPI measure and which seek to indicate how best someone will perform 

at work (Hogan & Smither, 2001; Hogan & Holland, 2003). 

 

Criticisms against reputation being part of an individual personality (most notably 

Allport, 1961) are acknowledged, but dismissed, by Socioanalytic theorists (Hogan & 

Hogan, 2007; Hogan & Holland, 2003; Hogan & Shelton, 1998), who point to the highly 

regarded and well defined taxonomy of reputation, the Five-Factor Model of Personality 

(FFM: Digman, 1990; Wiggins, 1996).  The FFM is, despite criticisms which are 

considered below, a robust classic model, highly respected and seen as the most 

rigorous model to explain, in general terms, how individuals differ in personality.  

Personality is defined “in terms of motivation, identity and reputation as opposed to 

traits” (Hogan & Shelton, 1998, p.129), and while ST sees traits as descriptors “and 

descriptors are not explanation” (Hogan & Shelton, 1998 p.130) the theory 

acknowledges that reputation is encoded in trait terms and used to describe individual 

differences.  For instance, when we describe someone we tend to refer to them in 

personality trait terms such as friendly, shy, aggressive, funny and anxious.  We do not 

usually say so-and-so stands upright, he talks very fast, he is descriptive in his speech 

and he makes lots of notes when at meetings.   

 

 

2.8 Application of personality theory at work  
 

Personality theory is essential for organisations in understanding how an individual 

might best fit into a particular type of work and achieve success within that (Biersner 

& Hogan, 1984; Eysenck & Eysenck, 1976, 1985; Furnham & Heaven, 1999; Holland, 

1985; Hogan & Holland, 2003; Jessup & Jessup, 1971), and many areas of personality 

psychology and its application have been referred to in Chapter 1.  When considering 
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the best fit of an individual with a particular role, Holland designed a model (see Figure 

2.1) matching individual differences of personality, values and preferences to different 

careers (Holland, 1985), and he argued that matching the personality of the individual 

with the most suitable career paths can ensure greater career success (Holland, 1966; 

1985).  Additionally, the link between personality, emotional stability and occupational 

success has been widely studied, with several research reports demonstrating the strong 

connection (Barrick & Mount, 2005; Furnham & Heaven, 1999; Hogan & Hogan, 1997; 

Widiger, Trull, Clarkin, Sanderson,  & Costa, 2004).  

 

Research using the HPI to assess for potential workplace performance in fire fighters 

(Kusch, Moser, & Kassner, 2012) found Adjustment and Prudence are key to good 

performance ratings, and Adjustment to be the single best predictor of overall 

performance in Station Managers (Kusch, Moser, & Kassner, 2012).  Adjustment and 

Prudence may also result in higher supervisor ratings, for a well-adjusted, conscientious 

individual is easier to work with than an anxious, unreliable moody individual 

(Chamorro-Premuzic, 2012). Research found that Adjustment, Conscientiousness and 

Agreeableness predicted GAL, and such people were seen as stable, reliable and 

pleasant to work with (Hogan & Holland, 2003; Chamorro-Premuzic, 2012).  In the 

Hogan and Holland study (2003) GAH included Adjustment, Extraversion, Ambition 

and Openness (Hogan & Holland, 2003), and the importance of emotional stability, 

shown to be a significant factor in both profiles, will be discussed later on in this thesis. 

 

Given the importance of emotional stability in emergency situations, it is not surprising 

to find many research studies which have been conducted with flight crew (Cattell et 

al., 1970; Jessup & Jessup, 1971; Furnham, 1991; Chidester, Helmreich, Gregorich, & 

Geis, 1991).  One such study demonstrated a clear link with personality traits, 

emotionality and career success (Jessup & Jessup, 1971).  Studies on trainee pilots using 

the Eysenck Personality Inventory (EPI), found that success on training programmes 

was directly related to individual differences of emotional adjustment.  Results showed 

that 60% of neurotic introverts failed their training; 37% of neurotic extraverts failed; 

32% of stable extraverts failed and only 14% of stable introverts failed (Jessup & Jessup, 

1971).  Studies with cabin crew also found that emotional stability indicated career 

success, as cabin crew with high levels of emotional adjustment were able to withstand 

stress more easily, and deal with difficult people and situations more effectively than 
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those with lower levels of adjustment (Cattell, Eber, & Tatsuoka, 1970).  Interestingly 

but not surprisingly, most airlines recruit stable introverts for their flight crew, and 

stable extroverts for their cabin crew, a factor that those of us who enjoy flying might 

take some comfort from (Jessup & Jessup, 1971).  Further studies found accident rates 

correlate significantly with the Captain’s personality and emotionality (Chidester et al., 

1991).  Emotional stability has been shown to be a key factor in both GAH and GAL 

(Hogan & Hogan, 1992), and few organisations purposefully “seek to hire individuals 

who are anxious, hostile, personally insecure and depressed” (Barrick & Mount,  2005, 

p.359).  

 

2.9 Person-Environment Fit Theory  
 

While personality is important to performance, studies have found that performance is 

also affected by job characteristics, and the environment in which an individual works 

(Hackman & Oldman, 1980), areas not usually assessed by personality measures, but 

addressed by the P-E Fit theory.  This theory states that the similarity between the 

person, and the social environment, including colleagues, company culture and 

vocational choice, is key to performance (Chatman, 1989; Holland, 1997; Meglino, 

Ravlin, & Adkins, 1989; 1992; Schneider, 1987).  P-E Fit theory addresses the different 

levels of environmental factors such as how well someone fits in with their immediate 

supervisor, their team colleagues, the job itself, or the organisation, all of which are 

seen to influence how well someone succeeds (Caplan, 1987; Dawis, 1992; French, 

Rodgers, & Cobb, 1974; Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005; Kristof-Brown 

& Guay, 2011; Meglino, Ravlin, & Adkins, 1992; Muchinsky & Monahan, 1987; 

Ostroff & Schulte, 2007; Piasentin & Chapman, 2007).  

 

A meta-analysis of P–E fit theories by Edwards (2008), confirmed the importance of 

this “core concept in research on job satisfaction” (p.168) which was related to stress 

at work (French, Caplan, & Harrison, 1982; McGrath, 1976), recruitment and selection 

(Breaugh, 1992; Wanous, 1992; Werbel & Gilliland, 1999), vocational choice (Dawis 

& Lofquist, 1984; Holland, 1997), reduced turnover and higher citizenship behaviours 

(Andrews, Baker, & Hunt, 2010) and organisational culture (Chatman, 1989; Meglino 

et al., 1989).  Further, the needs of the person in tandem with the environment (Dawis 
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& Lofquist, 1984; Porter & Lawler, 1968) and individual abilities of the person and 

conjunction with environmental demands  (McGrath, 1976; Sells, 1970; Shirom, 1982) 

were found to be related to P-E fit (Edwards, 2008).  

 

P-E fit theory addresses several layers of fit, including: Person-Job fit, which is the 

compatibility between an individual’s characteristics and the job (Kristof-Brown & 

Guay, 2011; Ployhart, Schneider, & Schmitt, 2006) as well as between levels of stress 

and job (Locke, 1969, 1976); Person–Group fit, which is the compatibility between an 

individual and their colleagues in achieving group outcomes (Boone & Hartog, 2011); 

Person–Person fit is the compatibility between people with similar values and attitudes 

(Van Vianen, 2000), particularly between  person–supervisor which indicates work 

satisfaction (Boone & Hartog, 2011) and lastly; Person–Organization fit which refers 

to the compatibility between people and the organizations and reflects similar values 

between each, resulting in an increase in trust and citizenship, and organisational 

commitment (Andrews et al., 2010; Boone & Hartog, 2011).  

 

Due to its important implications in the workplace, P-E fit has maintained a prominent 

position in industrial and organisational psychology (see Edwards, 2008) and argues 

for the fit between ‘persons’ and environmental factors to be considered in tandem.  

Nevertheless, it is argued here that the focus in P-E Fit theory is on environmental 

factors, in tandem with ‘the person’ with little consideration given to personality and 

individual differences. Most of the research articles cited above refer to ‘the person’, 

not to any particular personality traits, and indicate that what an individual brings to the 

situation matters less than what the environmental factors contribute.  This is a valid 

point and would make for a worthwile discussion, and certainly points to valuable 

future research but is not the focus on this PhD.  This thesis is investigating individual 

differences of personality and is investigating how far these differences, in accordance 

with ST, can be found within two psychometric measures.  Rich as the topic of P-E fit 

is, and its contribution to understanding performance at work generally, it is not the 

focus, nor within the scope of this PhD, to include it in more depth here.  

 

Nevertheless, the importance to understanding individual differences and performance 

is acknowledged by Holland’s theory of person-environment fit which emphasises 

values and job-fit (1985) and addresses the importance of the work environment for the 
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individual, highlighting how values and personality match career choices. This is built 

on by ST theory, outlined earlier, which includes personality, values, preferences and 

motivational drives of the individual. 

 

ST states that we have evolved to live and work in groups, and within those groups we 

seek to attain acceptance and love (GAL), status and power (GAH), and to find purpose 

and meaning (FM).  How we manage this is through our identity which will drive us to 

achieve these goals, as well as the way we manage ourselves when with others, thus 

gaining a reputation amongst the groups in which we live and work.  The drive for 

meaning emerges out of both our interactions with others and the roles we seek out in 

order to satisfy a need for purpose.  This accords with Holland's work on values and 

careers (Holland, 1966; 1973), outlined above, which demonstrated how individuals 

seek work which suits their personality, matches their values and gives them meaning 

and which guides individuals to particular career preferences (Furnham, Hyde, & 

Trickey, 2013a).  The next chapter will investigate which certain factors of personality 

form GAH, GAL and FM and how far this will relate to workplace success.  
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Chapter 3: Higher Order Factors of 
Reputation and Identity 
__________________________________ 
 

 

3.1 Introduction 
 

In the last chapter, ST was introduced and an explanation of how three key drivers, 

GAH, GAL and FM influence individual behaviour in social settings. This chapter looks 

more fully at personality according to ST, it demonstrates how the HPI and the MVPI 

relate to the Big Five Factors, and the Five Factor Model of Personality, and it outlines 

the current research on higher order factors of personality. 

 

How we interact with others has a significant impact on how we are perceived, and on 

what forms our reputation (Cooley, 1902; Goffman, 1959; Hogan, 1976; LaRossa & 

Reitzes, 1993; Mead, 1934).  Adler stressed the need for social interest which is 

advantageous to others as well as ourselves, resulting in psychological health and 

meaningful relationships (Adler, 1927).  These have implications for how we are 

assessed at work, whether for recruitment, development, training or for culture fit.  

Current measures of personality assessment tend to use self-report measures which 

focuses on the insider view, whereas it is reputation, personality as observed by others, 

that is more valuable (Hogan, 1983; Hogan & Hogan, 1997; Hogan & Smither, 2001).  

This calls into question the dichotomy between identity and reputation.  

 

In Socioanalytic terms, personality comprises both reputation and identity (Hogan & 

Smither, 2001), a concept particular to the ST of Hogan (1982).  Our reputation, 

however, is predicated upon trait terms which are used to describe behaviours.  Trait 

terms are useful descriptors of responses and behaviours, but it is not possible to explain 

personality merely in trait terms, nor just by observation.  People are more than their 

actions and more than descriptor terms such as extravert, agreeable, neurotic etc.  We 

are, therefore, both the person that we know ourselves to be, as well as the ‘me’ that  

others see (Hogan, 1976).   
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Furthermore, the person we know ourselves to be is aligned to our identity and values, 

and thus is a key factor of how we live our lives, where our values underpin our choices, 

our relationships and the way we work with others.  For any theory of personality there 

needs to be a consideration of these dual elements of personality, otherwise we shall 

have a very one-sided view of who someone is: what they tell us they are, or merely 

what we interpret their behaviours to be.  This needs emphasising, as the Socioanalytic 

view of personality does not really equate to the term personality commonly used in 

psychology.  When personality is referred to in this thesis it includes both these 

elements: the reputation and the identity of the individual. 

 

Our identity includes insider aspects such as attitudes, feelings, thoughts and values 

with which we shape our view of ourselves and the world, and it is hard for others to 

access this in order to form a judgement of us.  Our behaviour, however, and our speech, 

are all accessible to others and it is these which shape their view of us (Hogan, 1982; 

Hogan & Smither, 2001; Hogan & Holland, 2003; Hogan & Ones 1997).  Hogan and 

Fico (2011) argue that the way we see ourselves is often at odds with how others see us, 

and recent research into observer ratings considers their use in personality assessment. 

Both methods were used in this research, and some of the criticisms related to the use 

of them will be discussed now. 

 

 

3.2 Observer Ratings vs. Self-Ratings 
 

In a meta-analytic study Connelly & Ones (2010) point to extensive research in the 

observer/personality accuracy field, and argue that the accuracy of observer ratings has 

been at the core of such debate.  Personality measures are based on self-report measures 

and may be less accurate, and offer less predictive validity of work performance, than 

observer ratings.  Rather than requiring people to complete self-rated personality 

questionnaires, or even ask colleagues to complete one on them, some researchers 

suggest that outsiders can offer a more accurate and reliable assessment and it should 

be observers, rather than the individuals, who rate behaviour and performance 

(Connelly & Hulsheger, 2012) as “the data are quite clear that people are poor judges 

of how they are seen by others” (Hogan, 2005, p.336).  Observers, it is argued, are 
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objective and rate the performance rather than the person (Connelly & Hulsheger, 2012).  

People who rated themselves highly on key personality traits such as Agreeableness or 

Conscientiousness were rated as performing much worse in their job by objective 

observers (Connelly & Hulsheger, 2012; Funder, 1995; Connelly & Ones, 2010; Funder 

& Sneed, 1993; Hogan & Shelton, 1998; Furnham, 1986), although as will be seen later, 

Agreeableness does not relate to performance at all. There are many areas which impact 

on self-ratings: for instance, we explain our behaviour to ourselves, we excuse particular 

responses and importantly, those higher on narcissistic traits will enhance their 

presentation of themselves even to themselves, in order to protect their self-image 

(Connelly & Hulsheger,  2012). 

 

In one study, ratings were conducted using trait terms such as emotional stability, 

conscientiousness, agreeableness and results show that observers have a ‘clearer lens’ 

when looking at personality traits, meaning that there is less prior knowledge with 

which to colour their observations (Connelly & Hulshegar, 2012).  Interestingly, if 

counter-intuitively, strangers’ perceptions of an individual’s traits seemingly predicted 

behaviours in a similar or more accurate way than close acquaintances’ if based on the 

same criteria (Funder & Sneed, 1993).  Nevertheless, it is regarded as mistaken to 

“confuse the way we use trait words with trait theory.  Trait words are indispensable 

for describing other people: ‘that person is intelligent, kind, irritable, anxious, friendly’ 

but people don’t have ‘traits’, rather, we assign trait terms as a way of summarising 

recurring themes in individual behaviour, although there is a difference between 

description and explanation, and trait theorists ignore the disinction” (Hogan, 2005, 

p.335).  Accuracy is enhanced when describing traits which are easily observed such as 

Conscientiousness, Extraversion and Agreeableness, and less so when describing traits 

related to Openness and Emotional Adjustment, both of which have been found to be 

important factors of identity.  If observable traits are the most noted when assessing 

others, people can learn to ‘act the part’ particularly when being observed, such as at 

an assessment centre, and this is a criticism of observer ratings.  

 

The way an observer rates an individual’s performance has implications for the way 

someone is assessed, not only at initial selections, but also throughout their career in 

terms of performance appraisal and promotional development, both of which depend 

on the reputation of the individual, as much as observation (Cook, 2009).  If, as been 
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argued, performance appraisals reflect how rewarding an individual is for their 

supervisor, and not necessarily how well they do their job, then it is fair to assume that 

the traits a supervisor is rating, are those which are visible, clearly rated and pleasing to 

the supervisor.  Observer ratings, including those from family, friends, peers and 

strangers indicate that there is a strong correlation between what the observer sees in 

the individual and how they will act, thus linking personality to future behaviour 

(Connelly & Ones, 2010).  A major criticism of this, however, is that the better someone 

gets to know the person they are supposedly rating, the less objective they are, and 

excuses can be made for performance (Woods & Hardy, 2012).  

 

Research shows that some traits are easier to report than others (John & Robins, 1993; 

Funder, 1995; Zillig, Hemenover, & Dienstbier, 2002).  High visibility traits include 

Extraversion, Conscientiousness and Agreeableness, as it is easy to see if someone is 

energetic, sociable, outgoing, reliable, punctual, co-operative and pleasing to work with.  

Low visibility traits include internal thoughts and feelings, related to emotional stability 

(N) and Openness to Experience (O) and are harder to both observe, and describe, 

accurately (Zillig et al., 2002).  While many studies found support for the validity of 

observer ratings (Oh, Wang, & Mount, 2011; Shyamsunder & Barney, 2012), which 

seems to support the ST that it is our reputation others assess, there is a call for further 

investigation into this (Oh et al., 2011).  Supervisors who were asked to rate 

performance on a forced choice criteria such as a Likert scale, where behaviours were 

rated as ‘most liked’ and ‘least liked’ rather than a trait measure, when rating specific 

performance tasks, resulted in an increased validity in the ratings and reduced their 

general leniency by as much as 50% (Bartram, 2007). 

 

Despite the call for the superiority of observer ratings, arguments against them include 

their lack of reliable or valid measures for performance, as they do not take into account 

individual motives and values (Funder & Sneed, 1993; Chamorro-Premuzic 2007; Cook, 

2009; Woods & Hardy, 2012), all of which are seen as key to performance.  Hogan & 

Holland’s study (2003) included the HPI, but not the MVPI and therefore excludes 

values or motives, which are less observable than reputational personality factors 

(Chamorro-Premuzic, 2007).  If values and motives are key to personality and to how 

we get ahead and get along, a consideration of internal factors as measured by the MVPI 

must be included. Srivastava (2010), argued that the FFM is only a measure of how we 
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see others, and that observers can miss out on human qualities not easily seen (Paunonen 

& Jackson, 2000), rating only measurable, social roles (Funder & Sneed, 1993).   

 

Further, Cook (2009), argues that the low correlation between supervisor ratings and 

performance criteria (0.39) is that the supervisor’s rating and the performance criteria 

are actually measuring quite different things (Cook, 2009), and which may mean 

missing internal aspects of personality too.  The personal preferences of the supervisor 

for different employees can impact on their ratings, and there is a tendency towards 

generosity when “leniency is a big problem in validation research because it reduces 

validity coefficients” (Cook, 2009, p.241.)  For example, an individual is more likely to 

be highly rated by their manager if they can minimise the workload for their supervisor, 

get things done on time and in the way the supervisor wants, is easy to work with and 

is compliant enough to do what the managers wants (Chamorro-Premuzic, March 24, 

2012).  Highly rated traits such as extraversion and sociability indicate someone who is 

easy to be with and implies a level of emotional maturity that negates many neurotic 

traits. These social skills are particularly helpful in the development of relationships 

with others at work and it is not surprising that supervisors prize such qualities.  

 

The strengths of each method, self-report and observer ratings, and their limitations, 

suggest that either could be used for the studies in this thesis.  The first two studies 

included supervisor ratings, and a decision was made that the most appropriate method 

for performance data collection for the next three studies was self-assessment of 

performance.  Self-reports are the most common method of data collection when 

assessing personality, and it was seen that asking participants to rate their performance 

on clear criteria based performance was in line with this.  Furthermore, the potential to 

gather subjective data from supervisors, chosen due to personal preferences, was seen 

as lacking in objectivity and would skew the performance data (Woods & Hardy, 2012). 

An overriding factor in choosing self-assessment for the last three studies was the 

current work patterns of many individuals who are often distanced for direct supervision, 

through flexible or remote working, and even working in different countries, as well as 

the fact that supervisor ratings are not always available or appropriate.  The advantages 

and disadvantages to both observer and self-ratings will be discussed more fully in 

Chapter 10, and some recommendations for methodology in future research will be 

considered.  
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Nevertheless, despite supervisor ratings not being the most reliable of methods, they are 

the most commonly used method for appraisal.  They also have some validity in that 

they are one person’s perception of another at work, albeit possibly a flawed perception. 

A way to redress this is by using multi-rater observations.  Research has shown that 

personality is better measured using multiple sources (Oh et al., 2011; Shyamsunder & 

Barney, 2012), and feedback from sources such as a supervisor, peers, 

subordinates, customers and others, in addition to self-reports is shown to be effective 

in measuring leadership performance and behaviours (Shyamsunder & Barney, 2012; 

Smither & London, 2009).  This is discussed in Chapter 10 as a consideration for future 

studies. 

 

One way to measure how we are seen by others is through our performance at work, 

and a study by Hogan and Holland (2003) attempted to do this.  Hogan and Holland 

(2003) investigated the claim that when “performance criteria are classified in terms of 

getting along and getting ahead, a more nuanced pattern of personality-performance 

links would emerge” (Hogan & Holland, 2003, p.102).  In their study, it was predicted 

that GAL would require emotional stability, Conscientiousness and Agreeableness; 

whereas GAH would require emotional stability, Extraversion and Openness.  As 

Hogan and Holland (2003) point out, the “correlations between predictor variables and 

criterion data steadily increase as the criterion data become more specific…this finding 

should inform subsequent research on this topic.” (Hogan & Holland, 2003, p.109).  

They argued that aligning predictor variables - in this study the HPI scales - with 

performance criteria by supervisor ratings would offer a valid measure of personality.  

In Hogan and Holland’s study (2003), the GAL scale was predicted by Adjustment (.34), 

Prudence (.31), and Likeability (.23).  The GAH scale was predicted by Ambition (.26), 

Adjustment (.22) and Prudence (.20).  In neither profile did Sociability show any 

significance, though Likeability was important in getting along with others.  Adjustment, 

Prudence and Ambition were all found to be valid predictors for GAH and GAL.  

 

While previous research showed that clear performance criteria, matched against 

personality scales, are useful predictors to show a GAH and GAL profile, only the HPI, 

a measure of reputation, was used to do so (Hogan & Holland, 2003). Reputation has 

been shown to be significantly correlated to the respected and widely accepted Five 

Factor Model which is based on observer ratings (Wiggins, 1996; Hogan & Fico, 2011), 
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and it is these terms which are used to describe people.  A consideration of how the 

FFM relates to the ST of reputation/identity will be considered next. 

 

 

3.3 The Five-Factor Model (Costa & McCrae, 1992a; Wiggins & 

Pincus, 1992) 
 

The Five Factor Model, (FFM: Costa & McCrae, 1992a), is accepted as the most valid, 

robust and comprehensive model to explain personality differences (Wiggins & Pincus, 

1992; Soldz & Vaillant, 1999; Funder, 2001; Hogan & Hogan, 2007; Chamorro-

Premuzic & Furnham, 2010).  The five factors are: Neuroticism, (being anxious, 

irritable, worried, moody, angry and hostile); Extraversion, (being talkative, outgoing, 

sociable, responsible, gregarious and engaging); Openness, (being creative, original, 

open to new ideas, and intellectually curious); Conscientiousness, (being reliable, 

punctual, dependable, systematic and organised); and Agreeableness, (being helpful, 

trusting, kind, sensitive and warm to others, and able to compromise) (Costa & McCrae, 

1997). 

 

While the FFM is criticised for its lack of clarity in its measurements (Block, 2010), its 

“theoretical rationale” (Chamorro-Premuzic, 2007, p.25) and a lack of breadth in scales 

(Paunonen & Jackson, 2000), the model has been widely recognised by differential 

psychologists as showing sufficient empirical evidence to support the identification of 

the Big Five as the major dimensions of personality (Funder, 2001). The FFM has 

provided occupational and industrial/organisational researchers with a universal 

language to compare the results from different validity studies which often use diverse 

terminology (Chamorro-Premuzic & Furnham, 2010).  Further, and despite its 

limitations (discussed in section 3.3.2), the FFM has contributed significantly to the 

understanding and assessment as to how personality differences could predict work 

performance.  Importantly, the five factor model is based on how others see us, and 

allocates descriptive trait names to observed behaviours, rather than on underlying 

innate characteristics (Chamorro-Premuzic, 2007).  
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3.3.1 Five Major Dimensions of Personality 

 

The five factors from the FFM were derived after a meta-analysis of many personality 

factors, and the descriptions of each are taken from self-reports and peer reports on 

personality, ensuring as comprehensive a lexicon as possible.  People measure along a 

dimension of each factor, rather than the measures demonstrating a particular type, and 

the factors are seen to be stable over a lifetime (Soldz & Vaillant, 1999).  Importantly 

for ST, all five factors were of adaptive value in a prehistoric environment, suited to 

both the external environment and close, social group living (Buss, 1997).  Goldberg’s 

analysis (1993) found 5 higher order factors, which he termed The Big 5, and which are 

related to socially relevant situations, whereas the FFM are seen as genetic traits 

triggered by the environment (McCrae & Costa, 1992a).  The subtle differences 

between two empirically related, yet conceptually distinct models, the Big Five and the 

five-factor model, are summarised in Table 3.1 below.   

 

Table 3.1 The Five Factor Model (FFM) and The Big 5 (B5)  
 

Five Factor Model (FFM) 

Costa and McCrae (1992a) 

Big 5 (B5) Goldberg (1993) 

FFM factors are genetic 
traits triggered by 
context; traits are universal 

Big 5 factors most 
socially relevant which are 
used to describe people 

Factor names: 

Extraversion 

Agreeableness 

Conscientiousness 

Neuroticism 

Openness to Experience 

Factor names: 

Surgency 

Agreeableness 

Conscientiousness 

Emotional stability 

Intellect 

Adapted from Costa & McCrae, 1992a; Goldberg, 1993 

 
A consideration of the criticisms of the FFM is important, as the FFM is universally 

used by personality psychologists, underpins many psychometric personality measures, 

and is assumed to relate directly to personality traits.  The FFM is effectively a measure 

of how others see us, and is, therefore a measure of reputation.  It has almost 60 years 

of factor analytic research supporting its use in personality measurement, based on peer 
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ratings, and it is the descriptions of people according to the FFM (Hogan & Hogan 1992) 

which underpin the HPI, also relating to reputation.   

 

A table showing the taxonomies of individual differences in personality can be seen in 

Table 3.2 below.  This table shows how particular personality factors relate to 

workplace performance outcomes.  
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          Table 3.2 Dynamics of Personality and Career Success: The Big Picture 
 

Individual Differences in Personality 

Taxonomies 

Universals 
Of Human 
Societies 

Universal 
Human 
Needs 

Universal 
Stressors 

HPI FFM Digman Career 
Implications 

Workplace Performance 
Criteria 
 

Living in 
Groups 

Social 
Acceptance 
Approval 
Getting 
Along 
(GAL) 

Rejection Adjustment 
Interpersonal 
Sensitivity 
Sociability 
Prudence 

Agreeableness 
Neuroticism 
Conscientious- 
ness 
 

Alpha Rewarding 
to deal with, 
pleasant to 
work with. 
 

Positive Supervisor 
Ratings 
(subjective 
performance) 

Hierarchical 
Groups 
with a 
Leader 

Status 
Power 
Control 
(GAH) 

Loss of 
Status and 
Control 
 

Ambition n/a n/a Action 
Driven 
and 
Dynamic 

Productivity 
(objective 
performance) 

A sense of 
Meaning and 
Purpose. 
A unifying 
Belief i.e. 
Religion 
 

Sense of 
Order, 
Structure, 
Higher 
Purpose 
Predictable 
(FM) 

Uncertainty 
Nihilism 
Purposeless 
Chaos 

Inquisitive 
Learning 
Approach 
 

Extraversion 
Openness 

Beta Shares 
Organizational 
Values 

Person-Environment 
Fit 
(Engagement 
Surveys) 

 
Adapted from Hogan & Chamorro-Premuzic (2015a)
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Most personality inventories can be described in terms of the FFM (Wiggins & Pincus, 

1992) and it is this which has facilitated the FFM becoming “the paradigm for modern 

research in personality assessment” (Hogan & Hogan, 2007, HPI manual p.7).  It might 

be useful to consider the relationship between the FFM and the HPI and these are 

outlined below (see Table 3.3) and which shows Extraversion comprising two facets on 

the HPI: Ambition and Sociability; and Openness comprises two facets on the HPI: 

Intellectance and School Success. 

 

Table 3.3 Correlations between dimensions of the FFM (Costa & McCrae, 1992a)  

and the HPI (Hogan & Hogan, 2007) 

 

FFM HPI Correlation 

Neuroticism Adjustment .73 

Extraversion Ambition .56 

Extraversion Sociability .62 

Agreeableness Likeability .50 

Conscientiousness Prudence .51 

Openness Intellectance .57 

Openness School Success  .30 

 
Adapted from Hogan & Holland (2003) 

 
 
The strength of the FFM is that it is based on how others describe us and “concerns the 

structure of reputation and because reputation is based on social consensus regarding 

trends in a person’s behaviour” (Hogan & Hogan, 2007, p.8).  Moreover, “it is a 

systematic method for classifying individual differences in social behaviour” (Hogan & 

Hogan, 2007, p.7).  The importance of explaining fully the FFM and its relevance is 

that it underpins most psychometric personality measures where “nearly all personality-

relevant adjectives can be subsumed under the Big Five (Saucier & Goldberg, 1998).  

An examination of the internal higher-order structures of five personality measurements 

- the HPI, the Occupational Personality Questionnaire, Cattell’s 16PF, the Personality 

and Preferences Inventory and Profile Match - indicated that factor analyses of the 

factors within each measurement revealed a variant of the Big Five model underpinning 

them (Woods & Hardy, 2012).  Despite the widespread acknowledgment of its validity 
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and usefulness, however, there are some valid criticisms of the model, notably by Block 

(1965:2010), which are considered now. 

 

 3.3.2 Criticisms of the Five Factor Model (FFM) 

 

A consideration of the criticisms of the FFM is important, as the FFM is universally 

used by personality psychologists, underpins many psychometric personality measures, 

and is assumed to relate directly to personality traits.  The FFM is effectively a measure 

of how others see us, and is, therefore a measure of reputation. 

 

The FFM, regarded as the underpinning theory of personality traits, is in fact measuring 

“dimensions of perceived personality” only (Saucier & Goldberg 1996, p.42: emphasis 

in original), and has been accorded a status amongst personality psychologists that may 

not be merited (Block, 1965; 2010).  Block argued that there are many ways to measure 

personality and many factors which explain personality other than the FFM, referring 

to life events and social influences which would impact on the way someone behaved.  

Block argued that a consideration of factors other than ‘traits’ would help with our 

understanding of personality generally (Block, 2010), and that all other aspects of 

psychology (cognitive, developmental, biological) were important only so far as they 

informed our understanding of the individual (Funder, November, 2011).  Srivastava 

queries whether many personality psychologists have forgotten that “the Five-Factor 

Model is, first and foremost, a model of social perception” (Srivastava, 2010, p.69), and 

that personality measurement is really a measure of the perception of the person, 

whether self-perception of perception of others (Saucier & Goldberg, 1996; Srivastava, 

2010). 

 

Block’s main criticism of the FFM was its lack of underpinning theory of the five factors, 

which he said had ‘cloudy’ measurements.  For example, “Openness was insufficiently 

represented by single word descriptors” (Block, 2010, p.3) which fail to address the 

richness of personality differences and notes “it is difficult to come up with single words 

or short phrases that adequately capture the breadth of the five factors” (Block, 2010, 

p.13).  Openness is more comprehensively addressed by the HPI’s descriptors which 

include Science Ability, Curiosity, Thrill Seeking, Intellectual Games, Generates Ideas 

and Culture and which give a more nuanced description of someone who is high on 
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Openness (Hogan & Hogan, 2007). In addition, Block argued that factor analysis was 

not the only way to understand, or explain personality, and that referring to the FFM as 

the key paradigm upon which many personality tests are based, gave the model undue 

regard amongst personality psychologists (Block, 1965; 2010).  Indeed, most 

researchers continue to define personality as traits, which “confuses description with 

explanation, and is, therefore, completely tautological” (Hogan, 2005, p.334). 

 

Other criticisms include the fact that many aspects of being human are missing.  For 

instance, there are no measures for Religiosity, Honesty, Deceptiveness, 

Conservativeness, Conceit, Thrift, Humorousness, Sensuality, and Masculinity-

Femininity (Paunonen & Jackson, 2000) all of which, arguably, influence how others 

see us, and how we perceive ourselves.  While the FFM is a valuable model, the 

criticism that many important personality traits are not accounted for may be justified. 

 

While there have been many attempts to categorise people under personality terms, 

including those investigating higher order factors of personality, there have been few 

which look at higher order factors of reputation, and even those arguably still within the 

personality domain.  Moreover, so far there have been none which look at higher order 

factors of reputation and identity.  This research will investigate, for the first time, 

whether such higher order factors exist within the HPI and the MVPI.  An outline of the 

research into higher order factors generally which will be discussed next, and its 

relevance to the investigation into higher order factors of reputation and identity. 

 

 

3.4 Higher Order Factors of Personality  
 

There is a precedent for condensing many factors of one individual difference, such as 

intelligence, into smaller and smaller units in an ever increasing attempt to find an all-

encompassing explanation for that difference, such as the general factor of intelligence 

(g) and to simplify the understanding and measurement of intelligence. The search for 

a general factor of personality, has shown to be an increasing area of research over the 

last few years, with a continued reduction into fewer and fewer factors, from sixteen 

(Cattell’s, 1957; 1973), to seven, (Hogan & Hogan, 1992; 1997), to five (Costa & 
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McCrae, 1992a), to three (Eysenck, 1992) and finally to two super factors of personality 

(DeYoung, 2006; DeYoung, Peterson, & Higgins, 2002; Digman, 1997).  There is 

currently much debate on whether there is a general factor of personality, GFP, much 

like the general factor of intelligence (g).   

 

Studies show that the five factors of personality are not independent and there is 

considerable overlap, allowing for a consideration of higher order factors.  DeYoung’s 

research (2006) found two higher order factors which were subsequently labelled 

‘plasticity’ and ‘stability’, a new name for the older concept of two similar factors of 

alpha and beta (Digman, 1997).  DeYoung’s factors map onto Digman’s in that they 

both show Neuroticism, Agreeableness and Conscientiousness as one factor, called 

alpha by Digman, (1997) and plasticity by DeYoung (2006), indicating an individual’s 

ability to demonstrate emotional stability, who is curious about the world, and flexible 

in their behaviour.  The second factor included Extraversion and Openness, and was 

termed beta by Digman (1997) and stability by DeYoung, (2006). 

 

There has long been a search for one overriding, simplified, super-factor which helps 

explain personality and Table 3.4 below summarises the chronological progress of this 

research over the last 50 years: 
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Table 3.4 Higher Order Factors of Reputation (referenced chronologically) 
 

Author Date Reference  H.O.F  Factor names 
Eysenck & 
Eysenck 

1976 H. J. Eysenck and S. B. G. Eysenck (1976). Psychoticism as a 
Dimension of Personality. London: Hodder & Stoughton. 

3 The PEN Model: 
Psychoticism, 
Extraversion,  
Neuroticism. 
 

Costa & 
McCrae 

1987/ 
1992 

McCrae, R.R. & Costa, P.T.; Jr. (1987). "Validation of the five-
factor model of personality across instruments and observers". 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 52  (1): 81 – 90 
McCrae, R.R.; John, O.P. (1992). "An introduction to the five-
factor model and its applications". Journal of Personality 60 (2): 
175–215. 
 

5  Neuroticism, 
Extraversion,  
Openness, 
Conscientiousness, 
Agreeableness. 

Hogan, R.  & 
Hogan, J.  

1987/ 
1992 

Hogan, R., & Hogan, J. (1987/1992) The Hogan Personality 
Inventory Manual. 

7 Adjustment, Ambition,  
Sociability, Interpersonal  
Sensitivity, Prudence,  
Inquisitiveness,  
Learning Approach. 
 

Block, J.  1995 A contrarian view of the five-factor approach to personality 
description. Psychological Bulletin. Vol 117 (2), Mar 1995, 187-215. 

2 Ego-Resilience, Ego-
Control. 
 

Wiggin, J.S.  
& Trapnell, 
P.D. 

1996 Wiggins, J. S., & Trapnell, P. D. (1996). A dyadic-interactional 
perspective on the Five-Factor Model. In J.S. Wiggins (ed.) The 
Five-Factor Model of Personality: Theoretical Perspectives (pp. 
88-162). New York, NY: Guilford. 

2 Agency and communion 
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Digman.J.M. 1997 Digman J.M. (1997) Higher-order factors of the Big Five. Journal 
of Personality and Social Psychology 1997; 73:1246–1256. 
(PubMed: 9418278). 
 

2 Alpha, Beta. 

DeYoung, 
C.G, 
Peterson, 
J.B., & 
Higgins, 
D.M. 

2002 DeYoung, C. G., Peterson, J. B., & Higgins, D. M.. (2002). Higher-
order factors of the Big Five predict conformity: Are there neuroses 
of health? Personality and Individual Differences, 33, 533-552.  

2 Stability, Plasticity. 

Musek, J.  2007 A general factor of personality: Evidence for the Big One in the 
five-factor model.  Journal of Research in Personality, 41 pp. 
1213 -1233. 
 

1 General Factor of 
Personality (GFP). 

Rushton, J.P., 
Bons, T.A., 
& Hur, Y-M. 

2008 Rushton, J. P., Bons, T. A., & Hur, Y-M. (2008). The genetics 
and evolution of a general factor of personality. Journal of 
Research in Personality, 42, 1136–1149. 

1 General Factor of 
Personality  
GFP Differential K 
theory r-k 
 

Ruston, J.P.  
& Irwing, P.  

2011 Rushton, J. P., & Irwing, P. (2011). The General Factor of 
Personality: Normal and abnormal. In T. Chamorro-Premuzic, S. 
von Stumm, & A. Furnham (Eds.), The Wiley-Blackwell 
handbook of individual differences. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley- 
Blackwell. 

1 General Factor of 
Personality  
GFP 

(Mansi, 2013) 
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3.5 The General Factor of Personality 
 

The timeline in Table 3.4 shows how the search for a simplified, overriding factor of 

personality has gained momentum over the last 50 years.  The idea that there might be 

a general factor to explain personality, a term first coined by Hofstee who referred to 

the p factor of personality as the ‘Primordial One’ (Hofstee, 2001), was first brought to 

wider attention by Musek (2007), though originally considered by Rushton (1985).  The 

general factor of personality (GFP) refers to a cluster of factors that together are seen 

as highly desirable and indicative of success, both at work and in one’s life generally, 

particularly in finding a mate.  The GFP suggests that “on self-reported questionnaire 

responses, openness and extraversion tend to go together, and that conscientiousness, 

agreeableness, and emotional stability tend to go together” (Fugard, 2010, p.1).  The 

GFP contains two elements called Alpha and Beta, which in turn contain the five factors 

of personality (see Figure 3.1 below). 

 

Figure 3.1 The GFP: Correlation Structure of the big 5, huge 2 and general 1 

 

 

Fugard, (2010). 

 

Someone high on GFP would be “altruistic, emotionally stable, agreeable, 

conscientious, extraverted, and intellectually open, with high levels of well-being, 

satisfaction with life, self-esteem and emotional intelligence” (Rushton & Irwing, 2008, 
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p.680). Despite a GFP being seen arguably, as the equivalent to science’s ‘theory of 

everything’, as a theory it falls short of explaining how, and why, people are as they are, 

and negates any perceived differences or indeed, any similarities (Ferguson, Chamorro-

Premuzic, Pickering & Weiss, 2011).  People high on the GFP are seen as having a 

significant social advantage as such traits are usually predictive of social, career and 

interpersonal success (Rushton & Irwing, 2011).  Based on evolutionary theory, the 

GFP theory argues that such traits are more likely to engender potential mating success 

than those without them, and therefore, the general factor evolved as an evolutionary 

advantage (Ruston & Irwing, 2011).  

 

3.5.1 Criticisms of the theory underpinning a GFP 

  

Despite recent research into a GFP and the enthusiasm of its proponents (Rushton, 1985; 

Musek, 2007; Rushton & Irwing, 2008; Rushton et al., 2008; Erdle, Irwing, Rushton, & 

Park, 2010; Rushton & Irwing, 2011; van der Linden, Nijenhuis & Bakker, 2010; 

Templer, 2012), there are some forceful and valid arguments against such a concept 

(Wood & Brumbaugh, 2009; Revelle & Wilt, 2009a; Revelle & Wilt, 2009b; Ferguson 

et al., 2011).  

 

Rushton (1995) originally referred to algebraic terminology (in his famous formulae of 

r-K life history theory, relating to quality vs. quantity of off-spring) to show that there 

is a preferred higher level of personality traits at one end of a scale, and less desirable, 

lower order traits at the other and his algebraic influence may explain some of the aridity 

of the theory.  Rushton (1995) equated the development of personality characteristics 

to different races, allocating general factors to each race, easily measured by the GFP. 

Rushton sets out his arguments for the social behaviour of varying ethnic groups, stating 

that ‘Blacks’ are at the bottom of the ladder and White Caucasians at the top (Rushton, 

1995), arguing strongly that it is genetic traits, specifically found in the GFP, rather than 

any social or cultural influence or group mores, which shape behaviour and thus 

enhances mate selection. 

 

Rushton’s research, and his subsequent theory of GFP, has since been widely 

discredited.  The GFP has been criticised for its seemingly racist overtones (Anderson, 

1991; Dobratz, 2000; Fairchild, 1991; Graves, 2002; Sternberg, Grigorenko, & Kidd, 
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2005) and its one dimensional, simplistic, scale, (Anderson, 1991; Graves, 2002) 

offering little in the way of social influences and group development as do more social 

perspectives.  Further criticism against a GFP is that a general factor would be acting 

as a unified unit, with no chance to manifest particular aspects of personality at different 

times, in different circumstances (Ferguson et al., 2011), or a consideration of cultural 

differences (Sternberg et al.,, Grigorenkso & Kidd, 2005), and by trying to account for 

personality in one single factor, however inclusive, the theory lacks persuasion and 

seems counter intuitive to understanding personality differences (Anderson, 1991; 

Dobratz, 2000; Fairchild, 1991; Ferguson, Chamorro-Premuzic, Pickering, & Weiss, 

2011; Graves, 2002; Revelle & Wilt, 2009a; Revelle & Wilt, 2009b; Sternberg et al., 

2005;  Wood & Brumbaugh, 2009). 

 

The GFP measures themselves are problematic: “many of the meta-analyses that 

evaluate the validity of personality have significant limitations. For example, 

researchers often include in the same analysis measures that are not commensurable. 

Thus, they combine measures of normal personality with measures of psychopathology 

and values and interests” (Hogan, 2005, p. 332).  Furthermore, researchers often fail to 

align predictors with criteria and “this results in using measures of conscientiousness to 

predict service orientation, or measures of extraversion to predict training performance” 

(Hogan, 2005, p. 332), none of which adds to our understanding of personality.  The 

traits comprising the GFP include outgoing and confident, and seemingly people with 

such traits would want to present a positive view of themselves to the world, and how 

well they manage the impression they make on others, often related to social desirability 

(see Paulhus, 1984; Viswesvaran & Ones, 1999; Li & Bagger, 2006; Ferguson et al., 

2011).  In contradiction to the high regard some researchers have for the GFP (Templer, 

2012; Rushton & Irwing, 2008; Rushton et al., 2008) a recent criticism is that higher 

scorers on GFP were at risk of being classified as having a personality disorder 

(Ferguson et al., 2011).   

 

A GFP suggests that a very high score on a scale e.g. high emotional stability (low N) 

is more desirable than a lower one.  While high scores on intelligence may be regarded 

as something to aspire to, high scores on some personality scales are not necessarily 

desirable.  Indeed, research has shown that despite the GFP arguing for low N, too low 

a score indicates potential ‘glib charm’ (Ferguson et al., 2011), a trait often associated 
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with psychopaths and regarded as a ‘maladaptive’ personality difference (Widiger & 

Mullins-Sweatt, 2009; Paulhus & Williams, 2002).  All the big five traits, where too 

high a score is found, correlate with personality disorders, so that high Extraversion is 

linked to histrionic behaviour (Bagby, Costa, Widiger, Ryder & Marshall, 2005), 

Openness to eccentricity (Hogan & Hogan, 1997), Conscientiousness to Obsessive-

compulsive perfectionism (Costa & McCrae, 1992b; Hogan & Hogan, 1997), 

Agreeableness to Dependency (Hogan & Hogan, 1997) and, as mentioned above, too 

low a Neuroticism score would indicate someone completely unaware of their feelings, 

suggesting elements of psychopathy (Paulhus & Williams, 2002; Hogan & Hogan, 

1997).  

 

Generally, high scores on the GFP suggest someone who is “pleasant to have around” 

(van der Linden, Vreeke, & Muris, 2013, p.367), with lower scores being reflective of 

someone who is more difficult to get along with.  Whether this can be reduced to one 

simple factor of personality is a moot point, but given the current criticisms a GFP does 

not seem highly regarded by current personality psychologists.  The problems for 

individuals with too high a score on certain personality traits will be discussed in 

Chapter 9 when dealing with the over development of personality traits, leading to the 

dark side of personality.  While it is understandable that fewer higher order facets of 

personality are sought, a GFP is not necessarily going to explain the differences of 

people, in enough detail to fully understand their behaviour.  Nor will it serve as a useful 

indicator of workplace behaviour as too high a trait may, in fact, be to an individual’s 

disadvantage.   

 

Further, the GFP associates high levels of creative thinking with a desirable personality 

and yet there is an abundance of research to show that while creativity often benefits 

society, it rarely benefits the individual, and can be disruptive to group cohesion.  For 

example, high scores on Openness indicate someone who is prone to feelings of 

loneliness (McCrae, Lockenhoff & Costa, 2005), demonstrates higher levels of 

Neuroticism (Buss & Barnes, 1986), often feel outsiders (Piedmont, Sherman, Sharman, 

Dy-Liaco & Williams, 2009), and are frequently perceived as being ‘odd’ or eccentric 

by other people (Piedmont et al., 2009; Hogan & Hogan 1997).  Indeed, very high levels 

of Openness can be perceived as Eccentric on the HDS which has implications for 

losing one’s credibility in the workplace (Hogan & Hogan, 1997).  Moreover, if as is 
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argued by the GFP theory, extraversion is seen as such a desirable trait it is not reflected 

in mate choice.  Research found that generally extraverts are not drawn to those high 

on GFP (Wood & Brumbaugh, 2009) although it might be that two extraverted outgoing, 

confident individuals would find each other just too exhausting. 

 

Further criticism of the GFP is that it is measuring arbitrary scales, so that in some 

measures (i.e. Neo-V) Neuroticism is measured and in others Emotional Stability (HPI) 

both of which relate to different aspects of personality (Revelle & Wilt, 2009a).  Further, 

all scales measure what is seen as socially or behaviourally important on an arbitrary 

measure and “unfortunately, taking advantage of this arbitrary direction and reverse 

scoring items can lead to what seems to be a general factor even when there is clearly 

not one” (Revelle & Wilt, 2009a, p.1).  A further argument is that a single GFP factor, 

including intelligence, will not demonstrate the contribution of specific traits nor how 

they impact on personality (Chamorro-Premuzic & Furnham, 2010), and that despite 

the wealth of new research on the general factor of personality, it seems “the minimum 

that personality psychologists can work with are the classic big five factors of 

personality” (Hogan, 2005, p.334).  While the idea of a general factor of personality is 

attractive to researchers, the current literature fails to show how this has been discovered 

in the GFP currently offered.  Rather, the current model of GFP is seen as mapping onto 

potential maladaptive personality behaviours and disorders, rather more than its 

purported use as an explanation for desirable mating preferences and perfect colleagues. 

 

In contradiction to early support for a GFP and its presumed benefits in evolutionary 

selection (Rushton & Irwing, 2009; Erdle, Irwing, Rushton & Park, 2010; van der 

Linden et al., 2010; Muncer, 2011) argues that there is little evidence, nor statistical 

support according to recent meta-analysis, to justify such faith in a GFP (Muncer, 2011), 

and that a GFP is too reductionist to be of much use for organisational selection or 

workplace performance.   

 

Nevertheless, the search from differential psychologists for fewer factors and shorter 

measures continues, and, in line with such a search, this thesis investigates how a new 

short measure that looks at reputation and identity in terms of the three Socioanalytic 

factors would be of use for selection and development.  Knowing an individual’s 

preferences for either GAH, GAL or FM, using a short measure of the ST could 
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contribute to the field of selection and development. Having considered the GFP and its 

limitations, it is recognised that attempts to reduce personality factors into fewer, and 

possibly more parsimonious, scales, is worth exploring.  A discussion of how to do this 

is addressed now. 

 

 

3.6 Discussion 
 

3.6.1 Reputation, Identity, Observer versus Self Ratings: A Summary 

 

The problem when assessing for individual differences in personality is that most 

measures still focus on reputational traits and fail to measure identity.  Assessing 

someone purely on reputational traits, in line with the FFM, does not necessarily 

provide an accurate indicator of their personality.  Reputational traits merely 

demonstrate parts of personality that are seen by others, and which are able to be 

managed by a manipulative individual, which is why psychopaths often do well at 

interviews (Babiak & Hare, 2007). 

 

3.6.2 Reputation and Identity 

 

Our reputation is formed from how others see, and it might be thought that identity is 

redundant in explaining behaviour at work.  Hogan argues that it is only reputation that 

has an impact on performance evaluation, (2011) and identity has little input into how 

we performance at work.  Nevertheless, it is argued here that identity is crucial to how 

well we do at work, how we see ourselves, and to what drives us.  How our values shape 

our behaviour is fundamentally tied up with our identity, and identity is fundamental to 

the way we behave and interact with others. Therefore, both reputation and identity 

need consideration in any assessment process.  An example of how difficult it might be 

for accurate and valid observer ratings of an individual, particularly prior to having seen 

that individual in a social or work setting, is in relation to the personality trait of 

emotional stability.  Research has found that it is very hard to gauge and assess 

someone’s emotional stability from observation alone (Connelly & Ones, 2010).  This 

is important if arguing for the benefit of observer ratings, as emotionality is core to 
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success, not just at work, but also in relationships and life generally, and encourages the 

use of self-reports for personality assessment.  Despite self-reports being criticised for 

a lack of objectivity (Connelly, & Ones, 2010), they are the most widely used method 

of gathering personality data, and it is argued that “the best criterion for a target’s 

personality is his or her self-rating…otherwise, the whole enterprise of personality 

assessment seriously needs to rethink itself” (Paulhus & Vazire, 2007, p.226).  

Emotional stability, referred to as Adjustment on the HPI (Hogan & Hogan, 1997), is 

argued to be key to how well people succeed at work, both in performance and with 

their relationships (Hogan & Hogan, 1997; Hogan & Holland, 2003).  A brief 

consideration of the importance of Adjustment in both GAH and GAL will be outlined 

here and explains why it is expected to form part of both higher order factors. 

 

3.6.3 Adjustment – the key to Getting Ahead and Getting Along  

 

Adjustment is an individual difference of personality that significantly impacts on a 

variety of aspects of organisational effectiveness, including: good interpersonal 

relationships and individual management styles (Barrick & Mount 2005; Hogan & 

Hogan, 2009; Hogan & Ones, 1997; Kets de Vries, 1989; Mansi, 2001; 2002; 2007; 

2008); job satisfaction (Judge, Bono, Ilies, & Gerhardt, 2002); personal relationships 

and career success (Furnham & Heaven, 1999; Judge & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2007; van 

den Berg & Feij, 1993). 

 

Individuals with very low scores for emotional adjustment (> .30 on HPI) suggest 

someone who is easily emotionally upset; highly anxious; tends to experience negative 

feelings more often than those with higher levels of emotional adjustment; has lower 

tolerance to stress; finds frustration difficult to manage; and tends to perceive new 

situations as threatening and attributes hostile intentions to people and events more 

frequently than those with higher Adjustment (McCrae & Costa, 1986; Costa and 

Widiger, 1994; Suls, David & Harvey, 1996; Matthews & Deary, 1998, Hogan & Hogan, 

2007).  Neuroticism refers to a “chronic low level of emotional adjustment and 

instability” in individuals (Costa & Widiger, 1994, p.3), and is a key component of 

many psychometric measurements for individual personality differences.  The label 

‘neuroticism’, however, arises from the clinical model of personality (see DSM-IV) and 

is not easily transferrable to an organisational setting.  The terms ‘emotional stability’ 
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and ‘emotional adjustment’ tend to be used in organisational settings (Hills & Argyle, 

2001) where “greater emotional stability would be regarded as a positive aspect of 

personality.  Emotionally stable people would be expected to be calm, imperturbable 

and to complain little about their personal worries and anxieties” (Hills & Argyle, 2001, 

pp.1358-1359). The term Emotional Adjustment, therefore, will be used in this thesis 

generally, and when referring to the HPI test scores, Adjustment.  

 

Adjustment indicates levels of neuroticism or stability and includes awareness of how 

our emotions impact on ourselves, and others (Hogan & Hogan 2007; Matthews & 

Deary, 1998). Hostility, a sub-facet of emotional adjustment, is highly damaging to 

interpersonal relationships as those high in hostility will magnify any negative situation 

through aggressive reactions (Kobasa, 1979).  “The tendency to experience negative 

affect is represented directly by the neuroticism facets of anxiety, depression and angry 

hostility” (Widiger et al., 2002, p.46), not usually desirable traits to display in the 

workplace.  It can be seen, therefore, how useful a measure for emotional adjustment 

can be, as it will show how likely someone is to have traits that are predictive of business 

failure and derailment (Costa & Widiger, 1994; Widiger et al., 1994; Matthews & Deary, 

1998; Furnham & Crump, 2005).   

 

Moreover, adjustment plays an important role in identity as what drives someone to act 

is based on their core values, their motivations and personal preferences all of which 

are seen as part of an internal process, the ‘insider view’ which can only be accessed by 

self-report measures.  As a measure of reputation this has criticisms for while “…it is 

always risky to take what people say about themselves at face value; the data are quite 

clear that people are poor judges of how they are seen by others” (Hogan, 2005, p.336).  

Nevertheless, it may be that for some aspects of personality – for the insider perspective 

of how people see themselves, and how they describe their emotions - we have nothing 

better.  While it is reputation that is perceived by others, a consideration of identity is 

important in understanding how someone behaves, and is why it is so important to 

consider the key trait of Adjustment when selecting, developing, appraising or 

promoting an individual.  

 

This research investigates two key areas in personality assessment.  For, while there 

have been many attempts to look at higher order factors of reputation, there have been 
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none so far which consider the higher order factors of identity.  Neither have there been 

any studies which look at higher order factors of a combination of reputation and 

identity.  This research will investigate whether factors of two psychometric measures, 

the HPI and the MVPI include higher order factors on three scales: getting ahead GAH, 

getting along GAL and finding meaning FM.  Secondly, it will consider the importance 

of Adjustment in the three higher order factors of GAH, GAL and FM. The preceding 

chapters have introduced ST and personality theory in general.  The next chapters 

introduce the methodology, and six empirical studies which investigate the measures, 

develop a new short measure, validate the new measure, and in the final chapter discuss 

the research findings.  
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Chapter 4: Research Methdology 
__________________________________ 
 

4.1 Introduction 
 

Following the literature review, an overview of the research methodology is outlined 

here.  The research in this thesis looks at personality and individual differences by 

investigating higher order factors of GAH, GAL and FM within two psychometric 

measures: the HPI and the MVPI. Following the development of a new short measure, 

validation studies included other measures of Big Five Factors, Core Self Evaluations, 

the Dark Triad, Engagement indicators, performance outcomes and the Dark side of 

Personality.  In the first two studies, archival data was used, consisting of participants’ 

test scores within the USA over the last 30 years which had been collected and stored 

by Hogan Assessment Systems, and provided for the purposes of this research. 

 

In line with the literature review (Chapters 2 and 3) it is argued that the only means 

considered to be valid and reliable in measuring individual differences of personality 

are those of a quantitative nature, and particularly psychometric measurements.  This 

led to a purely quantitative approach and one generally referred to, and applied by, 

personality psychologists who use such measurements for assessment, selection and 

development.  A quantitative methodology ensures a systematic approach to 

investigation, allows for analysis of meta-data, involves specific measurements and is 

replicable.  It does, however, overlook unique, individual responses which become 

more difficult to distinguish in the overall analysis of such large datasets.  The 

limitations of using quantitative analysis only will be discussed at the end of the thesis. 

 

Although key research questions were formed before analysis of archival data, the 

research comprised an exploration, in the early stages, in order to investigate which 

traits within the two measures would relate to GAH, GAL and FM.  The methodology 

was one of initial exploratory investigation, planned to develop, explore and refine 

questions which would form hypotheses for later empirical chapters (see Chapters 6, 7 

and 8).  Chapter 5 describes the first empirical study which is an investigation into the 

search for higher order factors within the GAH, GAL and FM.  Following exploratory 
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investigation, a new short measure was developed.  The design and development of the 

new measure are described fully in Chapters 6 and 7.  Following this, three validation 

studies were conducted in Chapters 8 (Parts 1 and 2) and 9.  The final chapter, Chapter 

10, discusses the research and its limitations. 

 

 

4.2 Research framework  
 

The methodology chosen here fits with the theoretical framework and the research 

tradition of the area in this study, namely that of quantitative methods using 

psychometric measurements.  The research design for Chapter 5 is that of a 

correlational design, using archival data, to investigate the HPI and MVPI scales 

looking for three Higher Order Factors of Getting Ahead, (GAH), Getting Along (GAL) 

and Finding Meaning (FM).  Chapter 5 discusses the first empirical investigation where 

bivariate correlations were conducted to ascertain if there was a high degree of inter-

correlation between the two psychometric measures of the HPI and the MVPI. 

Following this, to explore any underlying factor structure within the HPI and the MVPI, 

PA was conducted with a Principal Axis Factoring (PAF). The methodology applied in 

the first analysis was Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA), using Maximum Likelihood 

Estimation (MLE).  Both Varimax and Oblique rotations were conducted.   

 

Chapter 6 then tested the model which suggested two higher order factors and sought 

to confirm these.  Bivariate correlations and EFA were conducted.  Following this 

analysis Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was used to confirm the factor structure 

of GAH and GAL. Measurement invariance was included to explore the fitted CFA 

model with sex and ethnicity. In this study, Structured Equation modelling (SEM) was 

applied to test the relationship between performance outcomes and the predictive 

validity of GAH and GAL.   

 

Chapter 7 provides details of the development of the new measure, including item 

selection and development in line with Hinkin’s model (1998).  PA was conducted to 

determine the number of factors to retain from an EFA, and further analysis included a 

PAF and CFA on a random, split-half sample to further explore the structure of the two 
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dimensions.  Measurement invariance was also included in this study to investigate how 

well the model represented sex and ethnicity.  

 

Three validation studies were then conducted. Chapter 8 contains two sections: Part 1 

and Part 2.  Part 1 conducted Hierarchical Multiple Regression analyses to explore the 

incremental validity of the GAH and GAL against other measures including a measure 

of the Big Five and work engagement.  Part 2 conducted Hierarchical Regressions to 

further explore, and confirm, the incremental validity of the GAH and GAL against 

additional measures including the Big Five, Core Self Evaluations and the Dark Triad.  

Chapter 9, the final validation study, tested for the incremental validity of the GAH and 

GAL against the Hogan Development Survey (HDS).  In Chapter 9, bivariate 

correlations and Hierarchical Regressions were conducted to assess for predictive 

validity of the new measure.   

 

This thesis investigates which scales form part of which of the 3 predicted higher order 

factors underpinning Socioanalytic theory and how far the HPI and the MVPI can 

demonstrate this. It also investigates, in line with precedents referred to earlier, whether 

a new short measure can be developed from the HPI and the MVPI.  Analysis has not, 

so far, been conducted as to whether the HPI or the MVPI demonstrate the three 

Socioanalytic profiles showing GAH, GAL or FM, nor which facets of each measure 

correlate to form the three super factors.  There are six empirical chapters in this thesis 

and each sample represents one study.  

 

 

4.3 Ethics 
 

These studies were approved by the Birkbeck Ethics Committee (University of 

London), in 2011.  Archival data and anonymous on-line data was collected and there 

were no further ethical considerations pertaining to the research data collection.  While 

all ethical guidelines were met, there were some areas which merited ethical 

consideration and are discussed fully in Chapter 10 in relation to future research.  All 

participants in studies where archival data was used were given information on 

feedback, by Hogan Assessment Systems, and told that data collected would be kept 



 

 82 

confidential, and would be put into an archival database for future research. Participants 

on MTurk were informed that the data was for a research project and that feedback 

would not be given.  An Ethical Consent Form is attached (see Appendix I).  
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Chapter 5: Study 1 – An Investigation for 
Higher Order Factors 
__________________________________ 
 

 

5.1 Introduction: An investigation to search for Higher Order 

Factors of personality in the Hogan model 
 

ST argues that personality comprises both reputation, measured by the HPI, and 

identity, measured by the MVPI, where “reputation describes a person’s behaviour, 

while identity explains it” (Hogan & Holland, 2003, p.100).  One way to assess 

reputation is through observer ratings which indicate how observed behaviours might 

relate to future performance (Connelly & Ones, 2010; Connelly & Husheger, 2012). 

While observer ratings can be effective predictors of behaviour, the arguments put 

forward in Chapter 3 highlight some of the problems with them, namely bias, inaccurate 

measurement and a lack of criteria related assessment.  Nevertheless, they offer a useful 

method of assessment, particularly when the observer is already working with the 

individual, and can report on observed, and measurable, workplace behaviours 

(Connelly & Ones, 2010).  

 

One study attempted to demonstrate this, and investigated how far the HPI would 

predict GAH and GAL in line with performance outcomes (Hogan & Holland, 2003).  

Hogan and Holland (2003) defined GAL behaviours as those which enhance co-

operation with others, help to build, develop and maintain relationships and win the 

approval of other people.  Behaviour related to GAH was goal orientated, and interested 

in achievement and status, both for the individual themselves, and for the group in 

which they worked.  Hogan and Holland (2003) predicted: a) GAL would require 

Adjustment, Conscientiousness and Agreeableness, which in the HPI are labelled 

Adjustment, Prudence and Interpersonal Sensitivity (Hogan & Hogan, 1997).  These 

factors indicate that people would be more rewarding to deal with and thus, others 

would like to work with them, which would be reflected in positive reputations, and; b) 

that GAH individuals would require Adjustment, Extraversion and Openness (in the 
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HPI measure these are labelled Adjustment, Sociability and Ambition and Inquisitive) 

indicating someone who is confident, ambitious, outgoing and eager to experience and 

learn new things.  It was argued that aligning predictor variables, in this case the HPI, 

with performance criteria would offer a more valid measure of personality (Hogan & 

Holland, 2003).  

 

In Hogan and Holland’s study (2003) the hypothesis that certain behaviours would be 

associated with GAL was supported, and Adjustment, Prudence and Interpersonal 

Sensitivity predicted the GAL factor.  This study found that people who were 

emotionally stable, conscientious, dependable, and sociable, can be described as having 

a GAL profile.  Adjustment (emotional stability) was found to correlate most highly 

with this scale and as will be discussed later, it has implications for both GAL and GAH 

profiles. Hogan and Holland (2003) hypothesised that GAH would require Adjustment, 

Extraversion and Inquisitive, yet their results showed some slight discrepancy, with 

GAH being supported by Adjustment, Ambition, and Prudence.  It should be noted that 

the Big Five Extraversion factor splits (conceptually and empirically) into both 

Ambition and Sociability on the Hogan Personality Inventory (Hogan & Hogan, 1995), 

with Ambition, but not Sociability, forming part of the GAH factor.  This indicates 

someone who is driven to achieve, and most likely, but not necessarily an extravert; 

someone who is emotionally stable though less so than someone with a getting along 

profile; and someone who is conscientious and reliable, rather than open to new 

experiences. 

 

Furthermore, Hogan and Holland (2003), argued for the link between criteria and 

performance outcomes to assess performance in terms of GAH and GAL, stating than 

when “performance criteria are classified in terms of getting along and getting ahead, a 

more nuanced pattern of personality-performance links would emerge” (Hogan & 

Holland, 2003, p.102).  As Hogan and Holland (2003) point out, the “correlations 

between predictor variables and criterion data steadily increase as the criterion data 

become more specific… this finding should inform subsequent research on this topic” 

(Hogan & Holland, 2003, p.109).  The scales of Adjustment, Prudence and to some 

extent Ambition are, it is argued, all valid predictors for GAH and GAL (Hogan & 

Holland, 2003).  Nevertheless, while Hogan & Holland’s (2003) study showed that clear 

performance criteria matched against personality scales are useful predictors to show a 
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GAH and GAL profile, they only used the HPI, which used observer ratings, to do so.  

The HPI measures reputation, and Hogan & Holland’s study had no information from 

the MVPI to show how the impact of identity. If ST is predictive of behaviour at work, 

then any research into why and how people get on at work needs to include the 

measurements of both reputation and identity. It should also be noted that since the 

Hogan model splits Conscientiousness between Ambition and Prudence, one would 

expect Adjustment to be a stronger predictor of either Ambition or Prudence alone 

(Chamorro-Premuzic, 2017).  

 

The studies in this thesis used both the HPI and the MVPI to understand fully which 

aspects of each, in terms of reputation and identity, have an impact on an individual’s 

success at work.  The two measures need to be considered in tandem, as both aspects of 

personality, according to ST, are deemed important in how we achieve success at work, 

as well as in getting on with others.  Investigating the relationship between the HPI and 

MVPI, it is expected to find three profiles as suggested by ST: those of GAH, GAL and 

FM. The existing literature suggests that GAH and GAL are key predictors of workplace 

success, although ST argues that FM may be as important a driver as GAH or GAL for 

some individuals.  Given that, an investigation into a higher order factor of FM within 

the scales of the HPI and MVPI will be included in this study.  The following hypotheses 

were considered: 

 

 

5.2 Hypotheses 
 

H1:  Factor analysis of both the HPI and the MVPI will identify three higher order 

factors: GAH, GAL and FM demonstrating the three drivers which comprise 

personality according to ST; the need for acceptance, the need for status and the need 

to make sense of the world (Hogan, 1982). 

 

H2: It is expected that, based on literature in Chapter 2, GAH will include the scales of 

Adjustment, Ambition, Power, Prudence, Recognition and Sociability. 
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H3: It is expected that, based on the literature in Chapter 2, where those who 

demonstrate behaviours “that gain approval of others, enhances co-operation and 

serves to build and maintain relationships” (Hogan & Holland, 2003, p.103) are more  

likely to get along with others, GAL will include the scales of Adjustment, Affiliation, 

Altruism, Interpersonal Sensitivity, Prudence and Sociability. 

 

H4:  It is expected that, based on the literature in Chapter 2, FM will include the scales 

of Aesthetics, Inquisitive, Learning Approach and Scientific.   

 

H5:  Based on previous research where Adjustment “was found to be a valid predictor 

for both getting along and getting ahead at work” (Hogan & Holland, 2003, p.20), it is 

expected that Adjustment will be included in the higher order factors of GAH and 

GAL. Based on the literature above, the hypotheses to be explored in the first 

empirical chapter will expect the following higher order factors to include the scales 

below (Table 5.1) 

 

Table 5.1 Hypothesized Higher Order Factors of GAH, GAL and FM with scales from HPI 

and MVPI 

 

Getting Ahead - GAH Getting Along - GAL Finding Meaning - FM 

Adjustment Adjustment Aesthetics 

Ambition Affiliation Inquisitive 

Power Altruism Learning Approach 

Prudence Interpersonal Sensitivity Scientific 

Recognition  Prudence  

Sociability Sociability  

 

Note: While no study has explicitly conducted this analysis before, the hypothesised 

associations are grounded on previous bivariate correlations reported in Hogan and 

Hogan (2009).   
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5.3 Method 
 

5.3.1 Participants 

 

This dataset was offered for use in this research study by Hogan Assessment Systems 

(HAS, 2011) and the data collected by HAS between 2009 and 2011.  In total, 2104 

participants, Females, N=720 (34.2%); Males, N=1027 (48.8%); Missing, N=357 

(17%) took part in the current study.  Their ages ranged from 19 to 79 years (M=39.58, 

SD=9.51).  The participants’ test scores from nine independent studies were combined 

in this study in order to obtain a robust number for preliminary analyses. The 

participants were predominately middle and senior managers. 

 

All participants were US employees and the occupational sectors included: 26% from 

Hospitality, 19% from Construction, 15% from IT, 13% Haulage, with 9% Missing and 

18% Incomplete cases.  The data is archival and was collected between 2011 and 2013 

by HAS.  Their ethnicity included: 22.8% White, 2.1% Black, Hispanic 4.2%, Asian 

3.5%, American Indian 1%, Two or More Ethnic groupings, .2%, Other 5.4%, Missing 

60.7%. This is an extremely high level of missing data, and HAS explained that strict 

US discrimination legislation affects practice of data collection where many respondents 

do not complete this field because of discrimination practice in the workplace, and 

particularly so with minority groups.  With such a high percentage of ethnicity missing, 

this variable was not included for analysis, and the limitations of this are addressed 

below. Participants completed two psychometric measures as part of internal employee 

development programmes across various organisations.  The measures and individual 

feedback were delivered by HAS certified consultants.  Permission was requested from 

all participants for their anonymous data to be used by HAS in any future research 

studies.  The limitations of using this data are discussed below. 

 

5.3.2 Measures 

 

5.3.2.1 The Hogan Personality Inventory - HPI (Hogan & Hogan, 2007) 

 

The HPI (Hogan & Hogan, 2007) is a normative personality inventory that was “initially 
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developed in the United States for industrial – organizational and vocational 

applications” (Anderson & Ones, 2003, p.7).  Influenced by the classic Five Factor 

Model (FFM) and the California Psychological Inventory (CPI), both of which classify 

personality differences into five broad themes, the HPI is designed specifically to be 

used within an organizational environment, and it provides detailed information 

regarding the “bright side” of personality (Hogan & Hogan, 2007), that is, individual 

characteristics that facilitate a person’s ability to get along with others and to achieve 

his/her educational and occupational goals (Hogan & Hogan, 2007).  

 

The HPI demonstrated strong correlations with the NEO PI-R NEO PI-R (Goldberg, 

2000; Goldberg, 1992), the Big- Five Markers (Hogan & Hogan, 2007), Personal 

Characteristics Inventory (Mount & Barrick, 2001), and the Inventario de Personalidad 

de Cinco Factores (Salgado & Moscoso, 1999), with coefficient ranges as follows: 

Adjustment/ Emotional Stability/Neuroticism (.66 to .72); Ambition/ Extraversion/ 

Surgency (.39 to .60); Sociability/Extraversion/ Surgency (.44 to .64); Interpersonal 

Sensitivity/Agreeableness (.37 to .61); Prudence/Conscientiousness (.36 to .59); 

Inquisitive/Openness/Intellect (.33 to .69); Learning Approach/Openness/ Intellect (.24 

to .35). The primary scales of each measure against HPI primary scales, showed good 

validity and reliability (Hogan & Hogan, 2007). There are no items concerning sexual 

preference, religious beliefs, criminal offenses, drug and alcohol incidents, or 

racial/ethnic attitudes. Finally, there are no items concerning physical or mental 

disabilities. The measure has also been found to predict job performance (Hogan, 

Rybicki, Motowidlo, & Borman, 1998). Internal consistencies for this study are not 

available, though the research above supports the reliability of the measure, and is 

documented in the HPI manual.  It is recognised that this is a limitation though given 

the widespread use of, and research into, the Hogan measures in the scientific 

community, there is no reason to question the reliability of the scales. 

 

The scales are based on the Five-Factor Model, but have been extended to include two 

aspects of personality relating to the FFM of Extraversion, which is split into two in the 

HPI comprising Ambition and Sociability, and the scale of Openness.  Ambition 

measures the degree to which a person seems socially self-confident, and relates to 

competition, whereas Sociability measures the degree to which a person seeks, and 

enjoys, the company of others.  Openness generally refers to creative thinking and being 
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open to new ideas.  The HPI splits this scale into two, comprising Inquisitive and 

Learning Approach, where Inquisitive relates to someone who is bright, creative and 

curious whereas Learning Approach relates to how much someone enjoys learning for 

its own sake. 

 

The HPI is an ipsative 206 ‘true/false’ item self-report questionnaire containing seven 

primary scales set out in Table 5.2 below. The inventory contains seven primary scales 

that align with the five-factor model (FFM) of personality (Digman, 1989; Goldberg, 

1993; Wiggins, 1996).  It is considered a robust and valid measurement of how we 

appear to others at work as well as in predicting occupational success (Hough & 

Furnham, 2003), and has been used in many studies investigating workplace 

performance (see Landy, 1994; Hogan, Rybicki, Motowidlo, & Borman, 1998; Holland 

& Hogan, 1999; Shelton, Holland, & Hogan, 2000).  During the normative stages of the 

development of the HPI, observer ratings were gathered and were compared to 

individual respondent ratings on the HPI.   

 

The development of the HPI scales was based on the similarity of the observer and 

respondent ratings, reflecting the reputation of the individual (Hogan & Hogan 2009).  

The HPI research archives from the mid 1970s onwards include more than 1,000,000 

job applications, with data on almost all job roles in every industry.  A study by Axford 

(1996) found internal consistencies for the HPI ranging from .71-.89, and test-retest 

coefficients of .74-.86, (Axford, 1996).  Cronbach’s Alpha for the HPI scales are: 

Adjustment (.89), Ambition (.86), Sociability (.83), Prudence (.78), Inquisitive (.78) 

Learning Approach (.75), and Interpersonal Sensitivity (.71), (Hogan & Hogan, 1992).  

The HPI was developed for use in personnel selection (Hogan, 1986), and scales relate 

to job selection, career, and occupational performance. The HPI scales correlate with 

various measures of job performance across a variety of jobs, ranging from r = .15 to r 

= –.62 (Hogan & Hogan, 1992). 

 

The HPI includes a validity key to ensure validity for each item statement, and all data 

was matched against other data from within organisations such as tests, inventories, and 

observer descriptions (Hogan & Hogan, HPI Manual 2009).  According to the most 

recent HPI Manual (Hogan & Hogan, 2009), more than 400 validity studies have been 

carried out on over a million job candidates with ages ranging from 18 to 67 years, and 
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from various ethnic groups (White, Blacks, Hispanics, Asians, Native Americans).  

Norms are shown for different groups, including professions, and norm group sizes 

range up to 45,000 cases.  Furthermore, and in addition, the inventory was constructed 

so that no item question related to sensitive or contentious issues such as sexual 

preference, religious beliefs, criminal offenses, drug and alcohol incidents, racial or 

ethnic attitudes, nor physical or mental disabilities (Hogan & Hogan, 2009).  A table of 

the Hogan Personality Inventory scales is shown below (Table 5.2). 

 

Table 5.2 The Hogan Personality Inventory (HPI) Scales (Hogan & Hogan, 1997) 

HPI Scale Description 

Adjustment The Adjustment scale reflects the degree to which a person is calm and 
even-tempered or conversely, moody and volatile. This trait represents 
Neuroticism (correlation coefficients range between .66 and .81; Hogan 
& Holland, 2003). 
 

Ambition The Ambition scale evaluates the degree to which a person seems leader 
like, seeks status, and values achievement. This trait represents the 
leadership and status seeking qualities of Extraversion (correlation 
coefficients range between .39 and .60; Hogan & Holland, 2003).  
 

Sociability The Sociability scale assesses the degree to which a person appears 
talkative and socially self-confident. This trait measures the social 
interaction qualities of Extraversion (correlation coefficients range 
between .44 and .64; Hogan & Holland, 2003). 
 

Interpersonal  
Sensitivity 

The Interpersonal Sensitivity scale reflects social skill, tact, and 
perceptiveness. This trait represents Agreeableness (correlation 
coefficients range between .22 and .61; Hogan & Holland, 2003). 
 

Prudence The Prudence scale concerns self-control and conscientiousness. This 
trait represents Conscientiousness (correlation coefficients range 
between .36 and .59; Hogan & Holland, 2003). 
 

Inquisitive The Inquisitive scale reflects the degree to which a person seems curious, 
adventurous, and imaginative. This trait reflects the imaginative and 
creative dimensions of Openness (correlation coefficients range 
between .33 and .69; Hogan & Holland, 2003). 
 

Learning  
Approach 

The Learning Approach scale reflects the degree to which a person 
enjoys academic activities and values education as an end in itself. This 
trait measures the need for intellectual stimulation found within 
Openness (correlation coefficients range between .05 and .35; Hogan & 
Holland, 2003). 

 
Adapted from Hogan & Hogan (2009) 
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5.3.2.2 The Motives, Values and Preferences Inventory – MVPI (Hogan & Hogan, 

2010 2nd Ed)  

 
The MVPI is a measurement of an individual’s interests, motives, drivers and core 

values, and is influenced by taxonomies of drivers, values and preferences developed 

by theorists such as Allport (1927), Murray (1938), and Holland (1966, 1985).  The 

MVPI indicates how someone’s values will shape their behaviour, motivate them to 

action and indicate where their preferences lie, and thus it is a measure of their identity.  

Additionally, the MVPI seeks to match the fit between an individual and an 

organisation’s culture and job specification.  Working in an organisation that is 

consistent with, and in accordance with, one’s values has been shown to be far more 

enjoyable that working in one which is diametrically opposed to one’s values (Holland, 

1985; Hogan & Hogan, 2010). 

 

The MVPI is an untimed inventory, consisting of 200 items to which participants 

respond “agree”, “uncertain”, or “disagree”.  The MVPI manual suggests that the 

individual’s key drivers (their motivations, values and preferences) shape their 

leadership style, the culture they work in, their unconscious biases that influence 

decisions and the types of organisations they choose to work for.  The MVPI manual 

confirms that all items were screened for content that might seem to be offensive or an 

invasion of privacy, similar to the HPI, and no item was found to overlap (Hogan, Hogan, 

& Warrenfeltz, 2007). The MVPI has been shown to predict occupational preferences 

(Furnham, Hyde, & Trickey, 2013a), and has demonstrated impressive psychometric 

properties (Furnham, Trickey, & Hyde, 2012).  According to the manual, the MVPI 

scales demonstrate internal-consistency reliability coefficients ranging between .70 

(Security) and .84 (Aesthetic), and test re-test reliability coefficients ranging from .69 

(Power) to .88 (Recognition).  The MVPI’s internal reliability ranges between .70 

and .84, with test-retest reliabilities ranging between .64 and .88 (Hogan & Hogan, 

1999).  A table of the Motives, Values and Preferences Inventory is shown below (Table 

5.3). 
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Table 5.3 Motives, Values and Preferences Inventory (MVPI) scales and descriptions 
(Hogan & Hogan, 2010 2nd Ed) 

 

MVPI scale: Description 

Recognition  Associated with fame, visibility, and publicity; an interest in being 
acknowledged and rewarded; a lifestyle organized around opportunities 
for self-display.  
 

Power Associated with competition, achievement, being perceived as 
influential; an interest in challenge, and a lifestyle organized around 
worldly success.  
 

Hedonism  Associated with good company and good times, pleasure, excitement, 
and variety and a lifestyle organized around entertaining friends, good 
food, and having fun.  

Altruistic Associated with improving society, a desire to serve and actively 
helping others particularly those less fortunate, and a lifestyle 
organized around making the world a better place to live.  
 

Affiliation Associated with frequent and varied social contact, and interaction and 
a keen interest in working with others and feeling part of a group. 

Tradition  Associated with history, convention, morality, traditional ‘family 
values’ and an interest in high standards of appropriate social 
behaviour, and well-established principles of conduct.  
 

Security Associated with certainty, predictability, risk-free environments, 
structure and order, and a lifestyle organized around minimizing risk, 
uncertainty, and criticism. 
  

Commerce  Associated with business activities, money, financial gain, profits, 
finding business opportunities, and a lifestyle organized around 
investments and financial planning.  
 

Aesthetics  Associated with creative and artistic self-expression, an interest in art, 
literature, and music, using the imagination, enjoying culture, and 
attractive, stylish surrounding. 
 

Science Associated with learning, an interest in new ideas, technology, and 
analytical problem solving, and a lifestyle organized around exploring 
and understanding how things work.  

 
Adapted from the Motives, Values and Preferences Inventory  

(Hogan & Hogan, 2010. 2nd Ed) 
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5.3.3 Procedure 
 
HAS confirmed that after giving consent and being reassured that their individual 

responses would remain confidential, all participants logged on to the HAS website 

(URL of login password) via a unique login password.  The HPI and MVPI were 

presented on the computer screen for participants to complete.  After completing the 

questionnaires, participants were given the opportunity to ask any further questions.  

They were also informed that their results would be given back in developmental 

feedback coaching sessions later, and that their individual results would be archived for 

future research by HAS.  They were offered the opportunity to withdraw from the 

process at any time before testing began, as well as during the testing process. 

 

 

5.4 Results  

 

5.4.1 Descriptive Statistics and Bivariate Correlations  

 

Bivariate Correlations and Descriptive statistics are presented in Table 5.4 below.  

Internal consistency reliabilities are not reported in the present study as HAS do not 

provide item level responses when using their measures, due to their proprietary nature, 

though internal consistency reliabilities of 0.8 from 6 million participants’ scores, are 

reported in the HPI Manual.  The limitations of this are discussed below. The data was 

cleaned for missing values and anomalies, while ensuring the assumptions of the 

general linear model were not violated (Judd, McClelland & Ryan, 2009).  Bivariate 

correlations were conducted to ascertain the level of inter-correlations between the HPI 

and the MVPI.  Several clusters of variables showed significant, albeit low, correlations.  

These are: 

 

Adjustment correlated significantly with Ambition, Interpersonal Sensitivity, Prudence 

and Affiliation.  Three of these were expected to correlate as part of the GAL higher 

order factor; Adjustment, Interpersonal Sensitivity and Affiliation.  Ambition is one of 

the strongest correlations within the GAL higher order factor, will be considered below.  

Prudence showed significant positive correlations with Adjustment and Interpersonal 

Sensitivity which indicates someone who is considerate of others and sensitive to their 
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needs – qualities needed in order to get along with others – and a negative correlation 

with Hedonism, indicating that a desire to satisfy one’s own needs is more important 

than considering others.  Affiliation and Sociability showed a strong positive 

correlation though both are hypothesised to form part of different higher order factors, 

Affiliation in GAL and Sociability in GAH.  The correlation, however, is not surprising 

as the need to affiliate with others requires the skill of being able to socialise.  Whether 

those with high Sociability seek affiliation with others is less clear but it suggests that 

each factor serves the other well.   

 

Two of the strongest positive correlations were i) Scientific and Inquisitive, expected in 

a higher order factor for FM, and ii) Power and Commerce, which might be expected to 

show in a GAH higher order factor in further analyses.  Other results indicative of a 

GAH factor are Recognition and Commerce; and Recognition and Power.  Ambition 

showed several significant positive correlations with Adjustment, Recognition, 

Sociability, Interpersonal Sensitivity, Learning Approach, Affiliation and Power.  These 

correlations are interesting in that they show Ambition forming part of all three higher 

order factors.  It may not be much of a surprise: if the driving need is either to get ahead, 

get along or to find meaning, the ambition to do any of these will be included in the 

higher order factor.  What motivates people drives them to act, so whether it is finding 

a purpose, getting on with others, or achieving status, ambition is needed to do so.  The 

correlations partly support the GAH hypothesis, although Ambition could manifest in 

the need to FM as it correlates to Learning Approach, or to GAL (correlating with 

Interpersonal Sensitivity), and will be investigated in the next empirical study. 

 

The Inquisitive factor correlated with Scientific, Sociability, Learning Approach and 

Aesthetic.  These results support the FM factor which was hypothesised to include 

Scientific, Learning Approach and Aesthetic, but had not accounted for Sociability.  

Power correlated significantly with Commerce, Recognition, Sociability and Ambition 

which accords with the underpinning theory.  Prudence correlated with Adjustment, 

Interpersonal Sensitivity, Security and Hedonism.  Correlations with Adjustment and 

Interpersonal Sensitivity would be expected to correlate with Prudence, but Hedonism 

is surprising given that aspects of it are focuses so heavily on the self, rather than on the 

consideration of others, and will be investigated further.  Recognition correlated 
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positively with Sociability, and further investigations will be conducted to find out these 

two factors form part of a higher order factor of GAH. 

 

The results show that there are some promising inter-correlations between the HPI and 

MVPI, thereby showing partial support for the hypotheses.  Nevertheless, the factors are 

not clear, the correlations are weak and not strongly indicative of any higher order 

factors at this stage.  In order to gain a clearer understanding of what these correlations 

mean, and to investigate which factors relate more precisely with which higher order 

factor, further analysis was undertaken, including parallel analysis and exploratory 

factor analyses (using both oblique and orthogonal rotations).  
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Table 5.4 Bivariate correlations and descriptive statistics for the HPI & MVPI 
 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 M SD 
1. Adjustment —                14.46 4.82 

2. Ambition .54** —               19.49 2.46 

3. Sociability .18** .41** —              21.11 4.23 
4. Interpersonal 
Sensitivity .50** .39** .33** —             15.37 4.52 

5. Prudence .50** .17** -.08** .36** —            9.05 3.12 

6. Inquisitive .20** .27** .46** .18** .01 —           33.8 7.61 

7. Learning Approach .29** .32** .29** .20** .20** .35** —          49.97 5.26 

8. Aesthetics -.13** -.09** .18** .00 -.13** .32** .14** —         50.07 6.31 

9. Affiliation .33** .36** .54** .52** .12** .17** .18** .06** —        47.25 5.77 

10. Altruistic .11** .06* .14** .34** .23** .18** .19** .30** .26** —       41.01 6.92 

11. Commerce .02 .18** .26** .06** .02 .24** .18** .17** .17** .21** —      48.99 6.16 

12. Hedonism -.27** -.20** .22** -.07** -.33** .00 -.15** .29** .25** .09** .18** —     42.34 7.92 

13. Power .02 .34** .38** .05* -.05* .24** .18** .13** .31** .20** .57** .24** —    41.4 7.87 

14. Recognition -.17** .09** .49** .05* -.13** .20** .11** .27** .29** .16** .40** .39** .48** —   43.32 7.02 

16. Science .08** .04 .19** .02 .10** .59** .32** .27** .08** .24** .31** .07** .29** .21** —  48.18 6.18 

16. Security -.07** -.25** -.26** .03 .37** -.11** .00 .05* -.10** .27** .14** .05* .00 .05* .16** — 28.06 6.25 

19. Tradition .11** .19** .00 .18** .24** .04 .07** .05* .03 .36** .21** -.18** .20** .04 .06* .23** 24.33 4.56 

N = 2014  Note:  * p < .05  ** p < .01
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5.4.2 Parallel Analysis 

  

Given the correlations shown above (Table 5.4), it was decided to conduct a parallel 

analysis to explore any underlying factor structure within the HPI and MVPI. Parallel 

analysis is a method for determining the number of factors to retain from an exploratory 

factor analysis through data simulation and permutation, as such, it seeks to address the 

subjectivity found when interpreting traditional Scree plots. In order to conduct the 

parallel analysis, the R ‘paran’ package (Dinno, 2012) was used. This package is an 

implementation of Horn's technique for numerically and graphically evaluating the 

factors retained in an exploratory factor analysis, with factors having adjusted 

eigenvalues greater than one are to be retained (Dinno, 2012). 

 

When specifying the parameters for the parallel analysis, it was decided to apply a 

Principal Axis Factoring method to the data, as opposed to a Principal Components 

method given the exploratory nature of the hypotheses, and the goal to investigate 

underlying latent factors, rather than simply reduce many variables down to as few 

dimensions as possible.  Lastly, the data was specified to be iterated 5000 times, and 

the 95th percentile was used to estimate bias between the adjusted and unadjusted 

eigenvalues. The parallel analysis (Table 5.5), found three factors to have adjusted 

eigenvalues greater than one. This suggests that three latent factors are found within the 

data. Accordingly, further analysis was carried out to further explore these three factors, 

in particular, their factor loadings. 

 

 

Table 5.5 The Results of the Parallel Analysis. 

Factors Adjusted Eigenvalue Unadjusted Eigenvalue Estimated Bias 

1 3.28 3.49 .20 

2 1.95 2.12 .16 

3 1.22 1.36 .14 

4 .82 .93 .11 

5 .58 .67 .09 

6 .24 .31 .07 

7 .05 .11 .05 
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5.4.3 Maximum Likelihood Estimation Factor Analysis with three factors 

 
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) with Maximum Likelihood Estimation (MLE) was 

used to in order to further understand the underlying theoretical factor structure. MLE 

was seen as the most appropriate analysis as it would estimate the factor loadings by 

maximising the likelihood of sampling the observed correlation matrix (Tabachnick & 

Fidell 2007: 2013).  Considering the parallel analysis and ST’s three motivations of 

GAH, GAL and FM, the EFA was specified to produce a three factor solution. The 

results are presented in Table 5.6.  The Eigenvalues show that three components 

account for 41% of the variance, with the most variance within the first two components.  

Despite the Eigenvalues all being above 1, only two clear factors emerged, and only 

one with any relationship to the aforementioned theories. 

 

Component 1 is indicative of a possible higher order factor of Getting Along, albeit still 

not distinct, and showing scales not expected to be associated with GAL. Component 2 

shows very little resemblance to Getting Ahead, and has only two scales which were 

expected to form a Higher order factor of Getting Ahead: Recognition and Power.  

Ambition, does not load onto Component 2 at all, despite it being expected to be a key 

part of GAH.  Adjustment, also expected to load onto this factor, shows a negative cross 

loading. The third component shows little relevance to anything and does not suggest 

that a FM factor is a factor within this data set.  This unrotated analysis showed cross 

loadings of Sociability, Adjustment and Power, albeit with very low weightings.  The 

theory did not suggest that Power would be part of a GAL factor, but it was hypothesised 

to form part of a GAH factor.  Sociability, while cross loading onto Component 1 and 

Component 2, loads very weakly onto Component 2, and it was expected that a 

rotational analysis would place this into one or other of the factors of GAH and GAL.  

Adjustment cross-loaded onto both factors of GAH and GAL; positively onto GAL, and 

negatively onto GAH. 

 

Again, there is little support for a clear FM factor, with only two scales of the MVPI in 

the third Component; Security and Altruistic.  Some cross-loadings from Table 5.4 

above suggested it would be worthwhile to do rotational analysis using both oblique and 

orthogonal rotations which were conducted, and are outlined below (Table 5.6). 
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Table 5.6 Results from a MLE factor analysis (Specified for three factors and unrotated) 
Component Communalities 

 1 GAL 2 GAH 3 FM Initial Extracted 
Sociability .66 .41  .58 .65 
Ambition .66   .54 .53 
Affiliation .63   .51 .41 
Adjustment .61 -.55  .57 .70 
Interpersonal Sensitivity .60   .50 .43 
Inquisitive .49   .54 .28 
Power .46 .43  .52 .42 
Learning Approach .46   .27 .22 
Commerce    .39 .35 
Science    .48 .23 
Prudence  -.61  .49 .62 
Recognition  .60  .47 .53 
Hedonism  .56  .42 .32 
Aesthetics    .29 .19 
Security   .74 .39 .57 
Altruistic   .43 .37 .31 
Tradition    .27 .17 
KMO .76     
Goodness of Fit Test Chi-Square df Sig.   
 3297.29 88 <. 001   
Extracted sums of squared loadings 

Component Eigen Value % of Variance Cumulative %   
1 3.33 19.59 19.59   
2 2.17 12.77 32.36   
3 1.45 8.51 40.87   

Note:  Loadings  >.4 were not reported 



	

 100 

5.4.4 Maximum Likelihood Estimation Factor Analysis with three factors using 

Oblimin rotations  

 

Given the lack of clarity for distinct higher order factors in Table 5.6, it was decided to 

run MLE again, specifying for three factors, but rotating them with both oblique and 

orthogonal rotations (see Table 5.7).  The choice for running two is that there were some 

cross-loadings in Table 5.6, but they were not very clear.  The few loadings that were 

apparent were also low (>.5).  It was expected that these rotations would show either 

clearer cross loadings using Oblimin rotation (oblique) or more distinct higher order 

factors using Varimax rotation (orthogonal) after rotation, and help to define any 

potential higher order factors within the data.  Due to there being three cross-loadings, 

an oblique rotation (Direct Oblimin) was selected as the underlying factors appeared to 

show some correlation, even if fairly low correlations, and rotation would demonstrate 

the extent of correlation between these factors.  The results of this analysis can be seen 

below in Table 5.7.  

 

Previous analyses did not identify a clear factor solution, and rotating the factor analysis 

was expected to offer a clearer result.  Direct Oblimin was used as a way of simplifying 

the factors in order to minimising the cross loadings.  Three clear higher order factors 

emerged (all with Eigenvalues >1), accounting for 41% of the variance. Component 1 

clearly related to Getting Along, and included the hypothesised scales of Adjustment, 

Interpersonal Sensitivity and Affiliation, as well as Sociability.  The Oblimin rotation 

showed just one cross-loading: Sociability, which loaded more highly onto GAL than 

GAH, in contradiction to Hypothesis 3.  Component 1 contained the scale of Ambition 

which was not hypothesised to form part of GAL.  Component 2 showed a partial 

relationship to the hypothesised higher order factor of GAH, containing the scales of 

Recognition, Power, Commerce, Hedonism and Sociability. This will be discussed 

below.  The third component, while distinct, did not in fact relate to anything to do with 

FM.  The scales which formed Component 3 were Security, Prudence, Altruistic and 

Traditional, more closely related to Conscientiousness factor, or indicative of a 

somewhat conservative personality, than to FM.  Direct Oblimin rotation was used in 

this analysis as cross loadings in Table 5.4 indicated some relationships between the 

scales.  However, this analysis showed just one cross-loading, that of Sociability (Table 

5.7).  



	

 101 

Table 5.7 Results from a MLE factor analysis (specified for three factors with Oblimin rotation) 
  Component  Communalities 
 GAL GAH FM Initial Extracted 
Adjustment .72   .57 .70 
Ambition .72   .53 .53 
Interpersonal Sensitivity .63   .50 .43 
Sociability .61 .55  .58 .65 
Affiliation .59   .51 .41 
Learning Approach .44   .27 .21 
Inquisitive .43   .54 .28 
Recognition  .72  .48 .53 
Power  .61  .52 .42 
Commerce  .54  .39 .35 
Hedonism  .52  .42 .32 
Aesthetics  .43  .29 .19 
Science    .48 .23 
Security   .62 .39 .57 
Prudence   .67 .49 .62 
Altruistic   .48 .37 .31 
Traditional   .41 .27 .17 
KMO .76       
Goodness of Fit Test Chi-Square df Sig     
 3297.29 88 <.001     
Rotated sum of squared loadings 

Component Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative %    

1 3.30 19.59 19.59     
2 2.17 12.77 32.36     
3 1.447 8.510 40.87     

Note:  Loadings  >.4 were not reported 
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5.4.5 Maximum Likelihood Estimation Factor Analysis specified for three factors 

with Varimax rotation 

 

Given the paucity of cross-loadings in the results above, and the fact that an orthogonal 

rotation would force the one cross-loading scale into one factor or another, it was 

decided to conduct a Varimax rotation.  Varimax rotation attempts to maximize the 

variance for clearer results by forcing the scales into one factor or another.  With the 

sole cross-loading scale in Table 5.7, it was seen as the most appropriate analysis, as it 

can now be expected that the two components of getting along and getting ahead are 

distinct, and thus require an orthogonal analysis.  The results of this can be seen in Table 

5.8. 

 

The results were almost identical to the Oblimin rotation.  Varimax rotation onto three 

factors did result in three clear factors which accounted for 41% of the variance.  The 

only scale which cross-loaded was Sociability.  The third factor, FM, did not show any 

relationship to the theory, nor any indication that there was such a factor within the data.  

ST argues that FM is a key determinant of individual motivation, and it was expected to 

be found here.  No such factor has emerged and further analyses, investigating just two 

higher order factors, was conducted in order to ascertain how distinct the two higher 

order factors of GAH and GAL might be, given the reduction of scales onto two higher 

order factors, rather than three.  In addition, Ambition loaded onto the Getting Along 

factor, which was not hypothesised.  The theory argued that Ambition related to 

individuals who want to get ahead, achieve status and be seen to do well, rather than to 

those who want to get on with others, and will be discussed in Chapter 10.  Given the 

strong support for just two higher order factors, it was decided to conduct further MLE 

analyses, both for clarity and to ensure that all the data had been thoroughly investigated.  

The results of these can be seen in Tables 5.9, 5.10 and 5.11, below. 
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Table 5.8 Results from a MLE factor analysis (specified for three factors with Varimax rotation) 

        Component Communalities 
 GAL GAH FM Initial Extracted 
Adjustment .74   .57 .70 
Ambition .73   .54 .53 
Interpersonal Sensitivity  .61   .50 .43 
Sociability .57 .54  .59 .65 
Affiliation .56   .51 .41 
Learning Approach .41   .28 .21 
Inquisitive .40   .54 .28 
Recognition  .72  .47 .53 
Power  .60  .52 .42 
Commerce  .54  .40 .35 
Hedonism  .53  .42 .32 
Aesthetics  .43  .30 .19 
Science    .47 .23 
Security   .70 .40 .58 
Prudence   .65 .50 .62 
Altruistic   .45 .37 .31 
Tradition   .40 .27 .17 
      
KMO .76     
Goodness of Fit Test Chi-Square df Sig   
 3297.29 88 <.001   
Rotated sums of squared loadings 

Component Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative %   
1 2.79 16.43 16.43   
2 2.57 15.03 31.46   
3 1.60 9.40 40.87   

Note:  Loadings  >.4 were not reported 
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5.4.6 Maximum Likelihood Estimation Factor Analysis specified for two factors 

 

Given the support for two higher order factors of GAH and GAL, shown in Table 5.8 

above, it was thought that further MLE analyses would seek to find a more 

parsimonious model, as well as ensure that all the data had been thoroughly investigated.  

A further MLE analysis, loading onto just two factors, and unrotated, was conducted, 

the results of which can be seen in Table 5.9 below.  Two distinct factors emerged, and 

the scales of the previous third component were now placed into one or other of the two 

components.  Two factors accounted for 32% of the variance.  

 

Component 1 related closely to the higher order factor of GAL and included the scales 

of, in order of weightings, Ambition, Adjustment, Sociability, Affiliation, Interpersonal 

Sensitivity, Inquisitive, Learning Approach and Power. Ambition and Power, however, 

were not hypothesised to form part of this higher order factor. Ambition and Power are, 

intuitively, connected to getting ahead of others, and in seeking status and recognition.  

Nevertheless, they form part of the GAL factor here and Ambition has shown up in 

several previous factor analyses outlined above.  This will be discussed at the end of 

the chapter. 

 

Component 2 related to the higher order factor of GAH and included scales of, in order 

of weightings, Recognition, Hedonism, Power, Prudence and Commerce.  Analysis 

onto two factors showed a clearer relationship to the underpinning research, but some 

cross loadings were still present.  Two cross loadings, Adjustment and Power, indicated 

the need for rotations, and both oblique and orthogonal were conducted in order to fully 

explore the data within the two factors.  The cross loadings showed that Adjustment 

had a negative correlation to GAH and Power a slightly lower cross loading for GAL 

than for GAH.  This will be discussed at the end of the chapter.  Results can be seen in 

Table 5.9 below. 
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Table 5.9 Results from a MLE factor analysis (specified for two factors unrotated) 
Component Communalities 

 1 2 Initial Extracted 
Ambition .66  .59 .46 
Adjustment .64 -.56 .57 .72 
Sociability .63  .58 .53 
Affiliation .62  .51 .40 
Interpersonal Sensitivity .61  .50 .43 
Inquisitive .48  .54 .27 
Learning Approach .46  .27 .21 
Altruistic   .37 .13 
Science   .48 .16 
Tradition   .27 .05 
Security   .39 .01 
Recognition  .66 .47 .54 
Hedonism  .56 .42 .38 
Power .45 .48 .52 .43 
Prudence  -.47 .49 .33 
Commerce  .41 .39 .30 
Aesthetics   .29 .17 
KMO .76    
Goodness of Fit Test Chi-Square df Sig.  
 4984.57 103 <.001  
Extracted sums of square loadings 

Component Eigen Value % of Variance Cumulative %  
1 3.26 19.20 19.20  
2 2.17 12.77 31.97  

Note:  Loadings  >.4 were not reported 
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5.4.7 Maximum Likelihood Estimation Factor Analysis specified for two 

factors with Oblimin rotation  

 

Due to some cross loadings showing in Table 5.9, albeit only two – Adjustment and 

Power – further analysis using oblique rotation was conducted. The results can be 

seen in Table 5.10 below.  These results are, in fact, less clear than previous results. 

The results show three cross loadings: Affiliation, Sociability and Inquisitive.  The 

cross loadings onto Inquisitive are low and almost identical on each higher order 

factor (.40 & .41).  It did not account for very much variance, and could be argued 

that it demonstrates very little impact on either GAH or GAL. 

 

Affiliation and Sociability are both aspects of getting on with others, though it might 

be argued that affiliation is driven by a need to be part of a group, and to feel 

something in common with others, whereas sociability might be seen as being active 

in a social environment in order to achieve status, whereby interaction with others 

allows for greater social movement.  This could be why Sociability loads more highly 

onto Component 2, (GAH) and Affiliation more highly onto Component 1 (GAL). To 

clarify, and to ensure every single aspect of this data was thoroughly investigated, it 

was decided to run one last statistical analysis to maximise any rotation outputs. 

Empirically, the data was showing a preference towards orthogonal analysis, and a 

Varimax rotation was conducted specifying to load onto two factors.  Table 5.10 

shows the results of this analysis. 
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Table 5.10 Results from a MLE factor analysis (specified for two factors with Oblimin rotation) 
 Component Communalities 
 1 2 Initial Extracted 
Adjustment .78  .57 .72 
Ambition .68  .54 .46 
Interpersonal 
Sensitivity 

.65  .50 .43 

Affiliation .55 .42 .51 .40 
Prudence .47  .49 .33 
Learning Approach .44  .27 .21 
Altruistic   .37 .13 
Tradition   .27 .05 
Security   .39 .01 
Recognition  .73 .47 .54 
Power  .68 .52 .43 
Sociability .48 .63 .58 .53 
Commerce  .54 .39 .30 
Hedonism  .49 .42 .32 
Inquisitive .40 .41 .54 .27 
Aesthetics  .40 .29 .17 
Science   .48 .16 
KMO .76    
Goodness of Fit Test Chi-Square df Sig  
 4984.57 103 <.001  
Rotation sums of squared loadings 

Component Eigenvalue % of variance Cumulative %  
1 3.26 19.20 19.20  
2 2.17 12.77 31.97  

Note:  Loadings  >.4 were not reported  
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5.4.8 Maximum Likelihood Estimation Factor Analysis specified for two factors 

with Varimax rotation 

 

The Varimax analysis demonstrates two distinct components which could relate to 

GAH and GAL.  It also offers the clearest interpretation of the data so far (see Table 

5.12 below).  Furthermore, it is empirically and statistically meaningful.  Varimax 

rotation shows results almost identical to the Oblimin rotation (Table 5.10) but with 

much more clarity.  The two components, which accounted for 32% of the variance, 

relate to two higher order factors of GAH and GAL (see Table 5.11). 

 

 

Table 5.11 Two possible higher order factors of GAL and GAH from Varimax rotation 

    GAH includes scales: GAL includes scales: 

Recognition (.74) Adjustment (.82) 

Power (.63) Ambition (.67) 

Sociability (.61) Interpersonal Sensitivity (.65) 

Commerce (.53) Prudence (.51) 

Hedonism (.51) Affiliation (.50) 

Aesthetics (.40) Learning approach (.42) 

 

 

Component 1 GAL, shows Adjustment as the highest loading scale, followed by 

Ambition and Interpersonal Sensitivity.  Component 2, GAH, shows Recognition as the 

highest loading scale, followed by Power and Sociability.  The results show one cross 

loading scale of Sociability, loading onto Component 1, but with minimal influence 

(.41) on GAL.  The HPI and the MVPI have been extensively analysed here to search 

for three higher orders factors.  This current thesis has found two distinct higher order 

factors: GAL and GAH; but not that of FM.  The analysis shows that personality 

differences will have a significant impact on whether someone gets along with others, 

when compared to getting ahead of them.  These results will be discussed further below.  
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Table 5.12 Results from a MLE factor analysis (specified for two factors with Varimax rotation) 
 
 Component Communalities 
 1 2 Initial Extracted 
Adjustment .82  .57 .72 
Ambition .67  .54 .50 
Interpersonal Sensitivity .65  .50 .43 
Prudence .51  .49 .33 
Affiliation .50  .50 .40 
Learning Approach .42  .27 .21 
Altruistic   .37 .13 
Tradition   .27 .05 
Security   .39 .01 
Recognition  .74 .47 .54 
Power  .63 .52 .43 
Sociability .41 .61 .58 .53 
Commerce  .53 .39 .30 
Hedonism  .51 .42 .32 
Aesthetics  .40 .29 .17 
Inquisitive   .54 .27 
Science   .48 .16 
Goodness of Fit Test Chi-Square df Sig  
 4984.57 103 <.001  
Rotation sums of squared loadings 

Component Eigenvalue % of variance Cumulative %  
1 2.78 16.37 16.37  
2 2.65 15.60 31.97  

Note: Loadings >.4 were not report
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5.5 Discussion  
 

This exploratory study has sought to investigate whether higher order factors of 

personality, reflecting the key drivers of ST (GAH, GAL, & FM) would be found within 

the HPI and the MVPI (Hogan, 1976; Hogan & Hogan, 1987).  Analysis began with an 

investigation into all the scales of the HPI and the MVPI, seeking to find any correlations 

between the scales of the two measures. Parallel analysis was conducted to determine the 

number of factors to retain from an EFA, following which three latent factors were found 

within the data.  The data was further analysed using EFA and MLE. Oblique and 

orthogonal rotations were also used in order identify factor structures more clearly, and 

understand relevant cross-loadings. 

 

H1:  Factor analysis of both the HPI and the MVPI will identify three higher order 

factors: GAH, GAL and FM. 

 

H1 was partially supported.  While two higher order factors were found that theoretically 

and empirically represent GAL and GAH, a predicted third factor that represented FM 

was not identified in the analysis.  The scales of Inquisitive, Aesthetics, Learning 

Approach and Scientific were predicted to load on to this final higher order factor.  

Learning Approach and Inquisitive, two key scales for suggesting that an individual 

might be seeking to find meaning, were found to be most closely be related to GAL.  

Given that none of the statistical analyses conducted here showed any indication of a 

higher order factor of FM, it is possible that no such factor exists within the HPI or the 

MVPI.  This contradicts the underpinning ST that argues for three behavioural drives of 

an individual (Hogan, 1976).  

 

Further, the measures here are based on observer perceptions of work place behaviours.  

FM reflects the insider view, is highly personal, and may not be so apparent to observers, 

thereby providing a possible explanation why a two-factor solution was identified.  

Additionally, it is also possible that the use of a Varimax rotation masked the presence 

of an FM factor, as relevant variables (e.g. Aesthetics & Learning Approach) were loaded 

on to either the GAH or GAL dimension. 
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It is also noteworthy that the present research is the first to report on the joint factorial 

structure of both MVPI and HPI. While the theoretical distinction of identity and 

reputation makes conceptual sense, the use of each of these two assessment tools for 

different purposes and predictions means the empirical (rather than conceptual) overlap 

between the instruments has remained unexamined. And yet, practical coaching and 

leadership development interventions often focus on aligning both profiles: e.g., helping 

coachees be seen as they see themselves, and as Hogan and Smither (2001) noted, 

“social skills translate identity into reputation”. Although both the HPI and MVPI are 

based on self-reports, the HPI scoring algorithm translates people’s self-presentation 

into reputation by contrasting their answers to an archival database consisting of 360-

degree ratings. 

 

H2: It is expected that, based on literature in Chapter 2, GAH will include the scales of 

Adjustment, Ambition, Power, Prudence, Recognition and Sociability. 

 

H2 was partially supported. The three main scales of Recognition, Power and Sociability 

are indicative of a higher order factor of GAH and this will be explored further in next 

empirical study.  Getting along with others requires behaviours “that gain approval of 

others, enhances co-operation and serves to build and maintain relationships” (Hogan & 

Holland, 2003, p.103), and Adjustment, as well as Affiliation, Altruism, Interpersonal 

Sensitivity, and Prudence were predicted to form a higher order factor of GAL.  

Adjustment, Ambition, Power, Prudence, Recognition and Sociability, were predicted 

to load onto a GAH higher order factor.  Power, Recognition and Sociability formed 

part of GAH, though Adjustment, Ambition or Prudence did not.  Although it makes 

empirical and theoretical sense to have Recognition, Power and Sociability load onto 

GAH, it is counterintuitive not to see Ambition in this higher order factor.  Ambition, 

associated with the degree to which someone seeks status and achievement, was 

predicted to be part of GAH as ambition is needed to give impetus to the drive to do 

well, to achieve status and to attain personal goals.  That it is not part of GAH will be 

discussed later. 

 

Recognition relates to fame, status and high visibility, and such people show an aptitude 

for generating opportunities where they can self-promote and visibly display their talents 

(Hogan & Hogan, 1996).  Recognition was the most prominent scale to load onto GAH 
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in this analysis.  Additionally, Power is associated with how competitive someone is, 

how influential they want to be and how much worldly success they want to achieve. 

Power is closely related to recognition, for without power it is unlikely recognition 

would be forthcoming.  To achieve power, and to become recognised, we need to mix 

with others, whether at work or in a social situation, necessitating a level of sociability. 

 

Sociability is the third weighted scale in this higher order factor.  While Sociability 

cross-loaded onto GAL in earlier analyses, a decision was made to force it into either 

GAH or GAL as the cross-loading was low, and it was the sole cross loaded scale.  This 

resulted in it loading onto GAH which does not mean those with a GAL preference are 

not sociable, rather than those on GAH see Sociability as a means to get ahead.  It is not 

clear whether such individuals are sociable by nature, or whether they see Sociability as 

a useful trait, to be used in an expedient way to get to know those who will be of use to 

them in getting ahead.  Without the trait of Sociability, one is unlikely to make useful, 

and enjoyable, contacts that are needed to get ahead.  There is a fine line between being 

sociable for the sake of friendship, interaction and a need for affiliation which might be 

found in the GAL factor, and the use of one’s social skills to manipulate others.  In such 

a case, sociability might be seen as a devious use of social skills where the charm and 

confidence of social personalities develops into what is often termed ‘the dark side of 

personality’ manifesting in arrogance and manipulation (Hogan & Hogan, 1997). 

 

The other three scales to load onto GAH are Commerce, Hedonism and Aesthetics. 

While these were not predicted to load onto GAH, their inclusion makes theoretical 

sense.  Commerce relates to the ability to generate business, to enjoy competition and 

challenges, and to ensure that the results of success are accrued.  Additionally, 

Commerce indicates someone who wants to be influential, again relating to Recognition 

and Power (Hogan & Hogan, 1997).  Empirically, and theoretically, Commerce fits very 

well with the GAH factor and most likely contributes to the success of those who get 

ahead.  Hedonism is associated with enjoying sensory pleasures and the ‘good life’, 

including a lifestyle of pleasure and variety, excitement, and self-indulgence (Hogan & 

Hogan, 2007), whereas Aesthetics is associated with art, literature and enjoying stylish 

surroundings.  
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H3: It is expected that GAL will include the scales of Adjustment. Affiliation, 

Altruism, Interpersonal Sensitivity, Prudence and Sociability. 

 

H3 was partially supported.  The GAL Higher order factor included Adjustment, 

Interpersonal Sensitivity, Prudence and Affiliation as predicted.  Adjustment was the 

most prominent scale in this factor.  Adjustment is associated with being even-tempered, 

tolerant of others, and resistant to stress.  It would indicate someone who was stable in 

terms of emotionality, and not prone to anxiety, moodiness, irritability or hostility, 

characteristics that are expected to impede getting along with others.  Interpersonal 

sensitivity reflects very good social skills, including tact, diplomacy and sensitivity to 

others.  Prudence suggests someone who is considerate, reliable and conscientious, and 

Affiliation is indicative of someone keen to work with others, who attempts to get along 

with them and who actively seeks others to work with. 

 

The scales of Ambition and Learning Approach were not expected to load onto GAL.  

Ambition was the second highest loading onto GAL, in contradiction to ST.  Altruism 

was predicted to load onto GAL but was not found to form part of this higher order 

factor.  Given how high the loading for Ambition was, it is not surprising that Altruism 

was not part of the GAL factor.  Altruism indicates someone who will put others first, 

and help others often at a cost to oneself.  Ambition is the opposite of helping others, in 

that the need to succeed for oneself is what drives such individuals, and their need to 

achieve their own goals is facilitated by their personal ambition, rather than in helping 

others.  Ambition loaded onto GAL but not GAH.  This suggests that those who want to 

do well, realise that they need to get along with others in order to achieve goals.  Their 

skill at getting along with others may be driven by their ambition to success, more so 

than those with a high need to achieve status, power and recognition.  A stable emotional 

nature, indicated by Adjustment, coupled with good interpersonal skills and high 

Ambition forms part of the higher order factor of GAL and in getting along, and gaining 

the support of those around them, people may get ahead much sooner than merely 

aiming for personal goals, without taking into account the social interest of such 

interactions with others (Adler, 1927:1932). 

 

H4:  It is expected that FM will include the scales of Aesthetics, Inquisitive, Learning 

Approach and Scientific.   
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The analysis found no support for an FM factor, and the scales that formed part of a 

third component in any of the analyses did not reflect those for a third higher order factor 

of FM.  It was predicted that FM would include Aesthetics, Inquisitive, Learning 

Approach and Scientific and the results show that H4 was not supported.  That FM was 

not found in any of the statistical analyses does not mean that people do not seek 

meaning, per se, in their work and relationships, but rather that they find meaning 

through the two higher order factors of GAH or GAL.  Both these higher order factors 

contained elements of FM.  The theory that individuals seek to find meaning and purpose 

was described extensively in Chapter 2, where Frankl (2006) argues it is the greatest 

driver in human behaviour (Frankl, 2006).  As a basic tenet of ST, FM was expected to 

be found within the two measures of the HPI and MVPI.  The HPI scales included 

Inquisitive which seemed the essential scale for someone seeking to find meaning. 

Certainly, making sense of our lives seem intuitively compelling for someone who 

almost died in the Auschwitz concentration camp.  For Frankl, meaning came from three 

sources: what he termed purposeful work, love and courage in the face of difficulty, or 

as we might say today, resilience and fortitude (2006).  That is not necessarily the case 

for work, per se, and FM may not be as fundamental a drive as Hogan and Hogan (1997) 

assert.  

 

H5: It is expected that Adjustment will be included in the higher order factors of GAH 

and GAL. 

 

H5 was not supported. While research has argued that both GAH and GAL would 

contain Adjustment (Hogan & Holland, 2003), this was not the case here.  The clearest 

interpretation of the data (MLE Table 5.12) found two distinct higher order factors of 

GAH and GAL but Adjustment was included in only the GAL factor (.82).  Hogan and 

Holland’s (2003) research argues that the factors of Adjustment, Prudence and to some 

extent Ambition are all valid predictors for both profiles of GAH and GAL (Hogan & 

Holland 2003).  Nevertheless, while Hogan and Holland’s (2003) study showed that 

clear performance criteria matched against personality scales are useful predictors to 

show a GAH and GAL profile, they only used the HPI to do so.  The HPI measures 

reputation and Hogan and Holland’s (2003) study has no information from the MVPI 

which shows identity.   
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This study has investigated both the HPI and the MVPI and has found partial support 

for two higher order factors, albeit containing different aspects of personality to Hogan 

and Holland’s earlier research (2003).  Given the results of Hogan and Holland’s study 

(2003), using just the HPI, it is argued that the lack of clarity for higher order factors 

merits further investigation.  Aspects of the MVPI such as Affiliation, Power and 

Recognition are all contained within the two, for the moment, apparently distinct higher 

order factors of getting ahead and getting along.  This has implications for the clarity of 

higher order factors and any distinction between the factors.   

 

 

5.5.1 Criticisms and Limitations  
 

The main criticisms of the study are related to the limitations of the HPI scales 

themselves, and the reliability of this dataset. The data set in this study were donated for 

research purposes and have allowed a preliminary research investigation into which 

scales of the HPI relate to GAH, GAL or FM.  Initially it was anticipated that the sub-

scales, as well as the main scales, would be included.  Item level responses are related 

subthemes contained within each primary scale of the HPI.  Because the items cluster 

together, they are referred to as Homogenous Items Composites (HICs).  The primary 

scale of Adjustment, for instance, is considered an important scale within the GAL 

higher order factor.  Adjustment, however, covers a wide range of sub scales including 

anxiety, guilt, moodiness, irritability, somatic complaints and attachment, all of which 

may be more influential in how someone gets along that others.   

 

Item level responses were not available due to organisational confidentiality (HAS), but 

this is something that would be considered for future research, to gain a greater 

understanding of the HPI, and so see how far each scale item of the HPI contributes to 

the higher order factors of GAH and GAL.  

 

HICS allow for a deeper investigation into each scale and for a richer analysis, For 

example, the scale of Sociability�includes HIC items: “Likes Parties, Likes Crowds, 

Experience Seeking, Exhibitionistic, Entertaining”, and Adjustment, a key component 
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of GAL includes HIC items: Empathy, Not Anxious, No Guilt, Calmness, Even 

Tempered, No Somatic Complaints, Trusting, Good Attachment. Such items give a 

much more comprehensive explanation for behaviours and would have enriched the 

study.  

 

Future research would seek to include all sub-scales of any measures used, and this is 

certainly something that needs to be considered for any future research into the HPI.  

Nevertheless, and notwithstanding the limitations of this, the major scales of the HPI 

indicate key personality differences in behaviour, in a work setting, and this research 

into which HPI scales relate to GAH, GAL and FM has not been conducted before.  

Furthermore, the data is archival from 2009-2011 and HAS are not able to provide 

further details regarding missing data, other than due to USA legislation and 

discrimination law, missing demographics reflect participants’ hesitancy to record this. 

While understandable, this has implications for the reliability of the data and the analysis.  

Despite the limitations, which are acknowledged, it is argued that the research adds to 

the understanding of how personality differences manifest through different styles of 

working, in line with ST and measured by the HPI and the MVPI.  The research also 

outlines new directions for subsequent research to confirm, and extend, the presented 

findings and will be discussed more fully in Chapter 10. 

 

 

5.5.2 Development of the research 
 

The data analysed here requires further investigation.  This will be conducted using 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to ascertain the extent to which the model is 

supported by the data.  The data outlined above shows stronger support for a Varimax 

(orthogonal) model than for an Oblique (oblimin) model.  Oblique rotations were 

applied because the underlying factors are, according to theory, correlated, although not 

highly.  It is expected that when factors are highly correlated oblique rotations are to be 

used, but in this data, they were found not be highly correlated. 

  

The empirical associations from the output of the first principal axis analysis showed 

that certain items cross-loaded (i.e. .4 on both GAH and GAL factors), which justified 
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an oblique analysis.  Nevertheless, the MLE analyses did not find support for this.  It 

was expected that Adjustment would be key to both GAL and GAH but this study did 

not find this to be the case either.  Adjustment related only to GAL.  It seems that some 

scales are inimical to the other, so for instance, Prudence and Altruism indicating a 

caring, conscientious, helpful individual, may be detrimental for those who want to get 

ahead.  Nevertheless, to do well in life we need to consider the social interest of others 

(Adler, 1979), and as social animals we need to ensure that we get on with others to 

survive, both physically and psychologically.  It is counterintuitive to expect individuals 

to do well without the support and help of others.  Nor is it assumed that we can get 

ahead without the backing of those with whom we work.  Given this, it is argued that a 

more robust, distinct, and revealing model be found through using Confirmatory Factor 

Analysis (CFA), conducted in the second empirical chapter (Chapter 6) following this.  
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Chapter 6: Study 2 – Confirmatory Factor 
Analysis and Structural Equation 
Modelling of GAH and GAL Higher 
Order Factors 
__________________________________ 
 

 

6.1 Introduction 

 

This thesis began with an investigation into higher order factors of personality within 

the HPI and the MVPI and, based on ST, it was expected that three higher order factors 

(GAH, GAL and FM) would be found within the two measures (HPI and MVPI).  Only 

GAH and GAL, not FM, were identified as higher-order factors.  The study in this 

chapter seeks to confirm the findings of the previous chapter. 

 

 

6.2 An Investigation into a Higher Order Factor of GAH 

 

Based on the preceding literature, it was predicted that Adjustment, Ambition, Power, 

Prudence, Recognition and Sociability would load onto GAH.  As demonstrated 

through the orthogonal and oblique two factor solutions in the previous chapter, this 

hypothesis was partially supported.  Power, Recognition and Sociability were included 

in GAH, though Adjustment, Ambition and Prudence were not.  Ambition concerns 

having a reputation for seeking status and achievements, the desire to be seen doing 

well, as well as to attain personal goals, and it was expected to form a significant part 

of the GAH factor. Adjustment did not load onto GAH as expected according to Hogan 

and Holland’s (2003) research, that it is a “valid predictor for both getting along and 

getting ahead at work (p.106).  Prudence is concerned with being conscientious, and 

reliable, and also did not load onto GAH.  These findings are discussed below. 

 

In the final analysis of Chapter 5, the only scale that cross-loaded onto both GAH and 

GAL was Sociability (Table 5.12); GAL (.41) and GAH (.61), and it was argued that 
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Sociability, rather than demonstrating a need to get along with other people, was instead 

seen as a means to get ahead, and that being sociable and interacting with others was a 

way of getting to know people in order to get ahead. GAH included the scales of 

Commerce, Hedonism and Aesthetics, which though not expected to do so, makes 

theoretical sense: Commerce relates to an enjoyment of competition, challenges and to 

generating new business, as well as being seen as successful, all of which relates to 

Recognition and Power (Hogan & Hogan, 1997); Hedonism is associated with a desire 

for variety, excitement and pleasure seeking (Hogan & Hogan, 2007); and Aesthetics 

indicates a desire for  art, literature and cultural environments, factors with fit easily 

with a GAH style. 

 

 

6.3 An Investigation into a Higher Order Factor of GAL 

 

The key factors that allow us to build, and maintain, good working relationships with 

others, i.e. those that form a higher order factor of GAL, were expected to include 

Adjustment, Affiliation, Altruism, Interpersonal Sensitivity, and Prudence.  The 

previous chapter provided some support for this hypothesis.  GAL was found to include 

Adjustment, Affiliation, Ambition, Interpersonal Sensitivity, and Prudence.  

Adjustment was the most prominent scale followed by the scale of Ambition. 

 

The results in Chapter 5, however, would seem to contradict ST.  GAL suggests a need 

to put others first and to do what is best for the group, and Altruism was predicted to 

load onto GAL.  Given the loading for Ambition above, it is not surprising that Altruism 

was not part of the GAL factor.  Altruism indicates someone who will put others first, 

and help others even at a cost to themselves.  Ambition is the opposite in that the need 

to succeed is what drives such individuals, and their need to achieve their own goals is 

facilitated by their personal ambition, rather than in helping others.  This result suggests 

that those who want to do well get along with others, or that those who are ambitious, 

attempt to get along with others in order to do well.  Certainly, GAL and Ambition 

appear to be related, and further research is needed to further investigate this 

relationship.  Whereas the first empirical study in Chapter 5 was exploratory, and found 

two distinct higher order factors containing scales from both HPI and the MVPI (see 
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Table 5.11 for GAH and GAL factors), this second study will seek to confirm which 

scales form part of the two higher order factors, GAH and GAL.  The mixed results of 

the first investigative empirical study indicated a need for theoretically driven analysis, 

and a Confirmatory Factor Analysis was conducted following this.  GAH included 

Recognition, Power, Sociability, Commerce, Hedonism and Aesthetics, GAL included 

Adjustment, Ambition, Interpersonal Sensitivity, Prudence, Affiliation and Learning. 

 

 

6.4 Hypotheses 
 

Based on the previous chapter’s findings, the following hypotheses were tested using 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) and Structural Equation Modelling (SEM): 

 

H1: Recognition, Power, Sociability, Commerce, Hedonism and Aesthetics 

will load onto GAH; 

 

H2: Adjustment, Ambition, Interpersonal Sensitivity, Prudence, Affiliation 

and Learning will load onto GAL; 

 

H3: GAH and GAL will correlate with workplace performance as assessed 

via supervisor ratings. It is expected that the same structure of GAH and 

GAL from the previous chapter will be replicated. 

 

 

6.5 Method 
 

6.5.1 Participants   

 

This archival dataset, the same as that used in Chapter 5, was offered for use in this 

research study by Hogan Assessment Systems (HAS, 2011) and the data collected by 

HAS between 2009 and 2011.  In total, 2104 participants, Females, N=720 (34.2%); 

Males, N=1027 (48.8%); Missing, N=357 (17%) took part in the current study. Ages 

ranged from 19 to 79 years (M=39.58, SD=9.51).  The participants’ test scores from 
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nine independent studies were combined in this study to obtain a robust number for 

preliminary analyses. The participants were predominately middle and senior 

managers. All participants were US employees and the occupational sectors included: 

26% Hospitality, 19% Construction, 15% IT, 13% Haulage, 9% Missing, 18% 

Incomplete.  The data is archival and was collected between 2011 and 2013 by HAS. 

Ethnicity included: 22.8% White, 2.1% Black, Hispanic 4.2%, Asian 3.5%, American 

Indian 1%, Two or More Ethnic groupings, .2%, Other 5.4%, Missing 60.7%. This is 

an extremely high level of missing data, and HAS explained that strict US 

discrimination legislation affects practice of data collection where many respondents 

do not complete information on sex, race or gender if not stipulated as a requirement, 

because of discrimination practice in the workplace (HAS, 2017), and particularly so 

with minority groups (Bertrand & Sendhil, 2004). Although both the HPI and MVPI 

are based on self-reports, the HPI scoring algorithm translates people’s self-

presentation into reputation by contrasting their answers to an archival database 

consisting of 360-degree ratings. 

 

Furthermore, HAS explained that it was used for selection and development, and 

ethnicity is often removed from internal questionnaires (HAS, 2017).  The high 

percentage of missing data for ethnicity is a criticism of this dataset, and is discussed 

below.  Despite missing data, sex was included for analysis as the data submitted was 

considered a large enough number to analyse. Participants completed two psychometric 

measures (HPI and MVPI) as part of internal employee development programmes 

across various organisations.  Permission was requested from all participants for their 

anonymous data to be used in any future research studies.  

 

6.5.2 Measures 

 

6.5.2.1 The Hogan Personality Inventory - HPI (Hogan & Hogan, 2007) See Table 

5.2  

 

6.5.2.2 The Motives, Values and Preferences Inventory - MVPI (Hogan & Hogan, 

2010).  See Table 5.3  

 

6.5.2.3 Performance Ratings (Hogan Assessment Systems, Tulsa, 2012) 
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Nineteen performance indicators were identified and developed by participants’  

supervisors, in tandem with HAS for use in this study.  The indicators were labelled: 

Achievement Orientation (AO), Active Listening (AL), Building Relationships (BR), 

Caring (C), Citizenship (CS), Flexibility (F), Industry Knowledge (IK), Influence (I), 

Oral Communication (OC), Perseverance (P), Organizing (O), Resource Management 

(RM), Responsibility (R), Sales Ability (SA), Service Orientation (SO), Stress 

Tolerance (ST), Teamwork (T), Time Management (TM) Interpersonal Sensitivity (IS).  

 

The performance indicators used were designed specifically for this organisation in 

tandem with HAS and the client organisation’s supervisors (see Appendix 6.1).  Further 

details on the performance indicators was not forthcoming from HAS due to client 

confidentiality. The limitations of this are discussed below.  Supervisors evaluated 

individual performance using a behavioral checklist. This checklist is based on a 

proprietary competency model created by HAS to rate job performance based on key 

competencies critical for each role, within each organisation.  The performance ratings 

were based on job analysis results and conversations with stakeholders about the key 

competencies seen as critical for each role.  For this study, job analysis was conducted 

by expert stakeholders (line managers, supervisors, job holders) who rated the 

importance of each of the 62 competencies in the Hogan Competency Model, and 

which resulted in 19 broad competencies relating to job performance outcomes (see 

Table 6.5), for this study (HAS, 2009).  

 

6.5.3. Procedure  

 

After giving consent and being reassured that individual responses would remain 

confidential, all participants logged on to the HAS’s website (URL of login password) 

via a unique login password. The HPI and MVPI were presented on the computer 

screen in order for participants to complete.  Participants were given the opportunity to 

ask questions on completion of the questionnaire.  They were informed that their results 

would be given back in developmental feedback coaching sessions at a later date, and 

that individual results would be archived for future research by HAS.  They were 

offered the opportunity to withdraw from the process at any time before testing began, 

as well as during the testing process. 
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Supervisor ratings of workplace performance were completed during appraisals with 

individual employees.  Performance was rated according to 19 criteria designed by the 

organisations in the study, which included those of general manager level in marketing, 

the emergency services, sales, construction and financial services (see Table 6.5 for 

performance criteria).  The results were collected by HAS between 2009-2011.  It was 

explained to all employees that the data would be used for future research by HAS and 

that all personal data would be anonymous.  Employees were given the opportunity to 

ask questions and to refuse to allow their data to be given for research purposes.  

 

 

6.6 Results  
 

6.6.1 Bivariate correlations and descriptive statistics of demographics, HPI & 

MVPI 

 

To confirm the previous chapter’s findings, steps were taken to replicate the factor 

structure using both exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis (EFA/CFA) with new 

data. Before any analyses were carried out, the data was cleaned for any missing values 

and anomalies, while ensuring the data was normally distributed (Judd, McClelland, & 

Ryan, 2009).  As noted in the previous chapter, internal consistency estimates are not 

reported as HAS were not able to provide item level responses for this study, but 

internal consistency reliabilities of 0.8 from 6 million participant scores are reported in 

the HPI manual.  The limitations of this will be discussed later in Chapter 10. 

 

Bivariate correlations (Table 6.1) were conducted to ascertain the level of inter-

correlations between demographics, the HPI and the MVPI.  Several clusters of 

variables showed significant, correlations.  For example: 

 

• Adjustment correlated significantly with Ambition, Interpersonal Sensitivity and 

Prudence;  

• Affiliation correlated with Sociability and Interpersonal Sensitivity;  

• Sociability correlated with Affiliation and Recognition;  
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• Scientific correlated with Inquisitive; Tradition correlated with Altruistic; 

• Commercial correlated with Power and Recognition ans 

• Recognition correlated with Sociability, Commercial and Power. 

 

Noteworthy is the high number of intercorrelations between HPI and MVPI traits, most 

of which are significant and show positive correlations.  This finding is similar to the 

bivariate correlations found in the previous chapter.  Given this, carrying out an EFA 

to replicate the findings from Chapter 5, was justified.  
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Table 6.1 Bivariate correlations & descriptive statistics between demographics, HPI & MVPI 

 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 16. 17. 18. M SD 

1. Age —                  37.21 12.22 

2. Gender -.06* —                 1.29 .45 

3. Adjustment .10** -.14** —                27.07 6.50 

4. Ambition .19** -.22** .55** —               23.42 4.98 

5. Sociability -.05* -.07** .06** .37** —              13.98 4.67 

6. Interp Sens .08** .03 .46** .37** .28** —             19.12 2.58 

7. Prudence .06* .03 .45** .11** -.23** .30** —            20.4 4.22 

8. Inquisitive -.06* -.18** .16** .23** .39** .15** -.04 —           15.09 4.58 

9. Learning 

App. 
.02 .04 .25** .28** .19** .12** .14** .36** —          9.06 3.09 

10. Aesthetic -.02 .14** -.09** -.11** .18** .03 -.13** .39** .18** —         34.19 7.85 

11. Affiliation .00 -.02 .28** .36** .50** .53** .09** .16** .13** .04 —        49.36 5.39 

12. Altruistic .05 .09** .06** -.02 .08** .32** .19** .18** .12** .33** .29** —       49.09 6.65 

13. Commercial .05 -.13** -.02 .16** .27** .08** -.01 .26** .17** .19** .22** .16** —      46.29 6.21 

14. Hedonistic -.23** .11** -.30** -.25** .27** -.04 -.28** .06* -.11** .26** .24** .12** .18** —     40.62 6.84 

15. Power .04 -.13** -.03 .30** .37** .08** -.09** .25** .16** .16** .32** .18** .60** .25** —    48.1 6.46 

16. Recognition -.05* .01 -.26** .05* .48** .00 -.25** .21** .05* .26** .25** .10** .44** .39** .51** —   41.89 7.83 

17. Scientific -.09** -.11** .02 -.04 .10** -.03 .05* .57** .28** .33** .04 .22** .28** .16** .25** .19** —  40.94 7.95 

18. Security -.06* .13** -.14** -.34** -.33** -.03 .35** -.16** -.08** .02 -.15** .24** .09** .11** -.04 .00 .16** — 42.23 7.26 

19. Tradition .22** -.03 .08** .18** .00 .19** .16** .05* .08** .09** .06** .40** .24** -.18** .24** .06* .03 .17** 46.79 6.55 

Note:* correlation is significant at p < .05 level; ** correlation is significant at p <. 01 level. N = 1837. Interp Sens = “Interpersonal 
Sensitivity”. Learning App = “Learning Approach”.
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6.6.2 Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

 

In order to confirm the latent factor structure of GAH and GAL, CFA was conducted 

using Amos 5.0 software (Arbuckle, 2003).  Figure 6.1 illustrates the hypothesised two-

factor model that was first tested.  Two latent variables were specified, representing 

GAH and GAL, onto which the observed variables that were previously identified in 

Table 5.10 were loaded.  The error terms of the two latent variables were free to 

correlate.  

 

The model’s goodness of fit was assessed via the c2 statistic (Bollen, 1989; which tests 

the hypothesis that an unconstrained model fits the covariance or correlation matrix as 

well as the given model; p > .05 is desired); the Goodness of Fit Index (GFI; Tanaka & 

Huba, 1985; values close to 1 are acceptable); the Comparative Fit Index (CFI; Bentler, 

1990; values above .95 are acceptable); the Tucker Lewis Index (TLI; Brown, 2006; 

values close to 1 are acceptable); and the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation 

(RMSEA; Browne & Cudeck, 1993; values of .06 or below indicate reasonable fit for 

the model).  The model first specified did not fit the data (c2 (26 df) = 2106.68, p < .001; 

GFI = .80, TLI = .50 CFI = .64, RMSEA = .21).  Paths were freed or added and 

variables removed on the basis of AMOS modification indices, expected parameter 

change statistics, significance levels and standardised residuals.  Paths were only added 

or freed if they made theoretical sense, and after each modification fit indices were 

checked to ensure improved model fit, and to show which variables loaded more 

strongly. 

 

After removing Affiliation and Commerce from the model, as they did not load onto 

the factors, and allowing Sociability and Adjustment to load onto both latent variables, 

model fit was achieved (c2 (7 df) = 67.50, p < .001; GFI = .99, TLI = .95, CFI = .98, 

RMSEA = .07).  While Sociability loads onto both latent variables with the same path 

weight (β = .52), interestingly Adjustment holds a negative path weight (β = -.33) when 

loaded onto GAH and a positive path weight (β = .86) when loaded onto GAL.  The 

low correlation between the two latent variables suggests that the two factors are 

discrete when specific variables such as Ambition & Adjustment are free to correlate. 

See Figure 6.2 for the fitted model.  
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Figure 6.1 CFA: The hypothesised two-factor solution 
 

   
.
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Figure 6.2 The CFA fitted two-factor solution representing Getting Ahead & Getting Along higher order factors.  

 

 

Note: All paths are significant at p < .001, except the correlation between GAH and GAL is p > 
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6.6.3 Measurement Invariance  

 

To explore whether the fitted CFA model suitably represents behaviour between 

genders and ethnicity, that is, is the model invariant between these groups, tests of 

measurement invariance were conducted.  Despite the amount of missing data for 

ethnicity (60.7%), it was decided to conduct measurement invariance on the data 

available to fully investigate any possible invariance. While this is not ideal, it was 

thought the best possible option in this investigatory process and will be addressed in 

the discussion (Chapter 10).  Following the recommendations outlined by Cheung and 

Rensvold (2002), three invariance tests were conducted: configural invariance (where 

groups associate the same subsets of observed variables with the same latent factors); 

metric invariance (the strength of the relationships between items and their underlying 

constructs are the same for both groups) and; scalar invariance (the strength of the 

relationship between each item and its underlying construct is the same for both groups). 

These tests were conducted using the Lavaan R package (Rosseel, 2012) and the chi-

square statistic (where significant results suggest variance between groups). 

Measurement was first tested between genders (males and females) and then between 

ethnicity (white and other). 

 

6.6.3.1 Measurement Invariance: Gender 

 
Using the previous identified CFA model, but fitting it between the males and females, 

configural invariance was found (χ2 (14) = 117.70, p < .001; GFI = 1.00; CFI = .97; 

RMSEA = .09). To test metric invariance the CFA loadings were constrained to be 

equal. This model’s fit was: X 2 (21) = 140.08, p < .001.  The difference between 

constrained and unconstrained model was significant: ∆X 2 (7) = 22.38, p < .001.  This 

suggests that the strength of the relationships between items and their underlying 

constructs are not the same for both groups.  Next scalar invariance was tested by 

constraining the loadings and intercepts.  This model’s fit was X 2 (26) = 237.13, 

p < .001.  The difference between this model and the unconstrained model was 

significant: ∆X 2 (12) = 119.43, p < .001.  These results demonstrate that there is metric 

and scalar, but not configural, variance between genders.  The results for this CFA are 

presented in Table 6.2.  Variation in factor loadings, alongside correlations, are likely 
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to explain why measurement invariance was not wholly met, and suggests why there is 

gender variation in the ways GAH and GAL is expressed within the HPI and MVPI. 

 

Analysis found differences with both gender and ethnicity. With gender, Ambition 

loaded onto GAL for both men and women, but loaded more onto GAL for men (b .72) 

than women (b .59).  Interpersonal Sensitivity loaded more onto GAL for men (b .67) 

than for women (b .58). Adjustment and Sociability loaded onto GAL equally for both 

men and women.  Recognition, Power and Hedonism loaded onto GAH equally for 

men and women. Sociability loaded onto GAH for men (b .52) and for women (b .49) 

so very little difference.  The main difference in GAH was Adjustment which for men 

was (b -.21) and for women (b -.34).  Five key correlations were found with very little 

difference between men and women.  The key difference was between Sociability and 

Adjustment with correlations for men (-.29) and women (-.56).  These results show that 

women tend to score lower for Adjustment on GAH and this has a negative impact on 

both GAH and Sociability.  Correlations between GAH and GAL was not significant 

for men, but was for women (.17) suggesting a greater relationship between how 

women get on with others at work and how well they do in their career. 
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Table 6.2 The Results of Fitted CFA Model Across Genders. 

  Male Female 
Latent Variables Observed Variables b b 
GAH Recognition .85 .90 
 Power .53 .55 
 Hedonism .47 .45 
 Sociability .52 .49 
 Adjustment -.21 -.34 
GAL Sociability .54 .53 
 Adjustment .85 .84 
 Ambition .72 .59 
 Interpersonal Sensitivity .67 .58 
    
Correlations: Power ~ Ambition .27 .37 
 Hedonism ~ Ambition -.27 -.31 
 Hedonism ~ Adjustment -.31 -.29 
 Sociability ~ Adjustment -.29 -.56 
 GAH ~ GAL .02* .17 

Note: All relationships were statistically significant (p < .001; two tailed). Non-
significant findings are marked *. 
 
 
 
6.6.3.2 Measurement Invariance: Ethnicity  

 
The method described above was repeated to investigate measurement invariance 

between ethnicities. After removing all missing cases, there were 884 individuals who 

identified as white and 513 who identified as other.  As with the gender model, 

configural invariance was found (χ2 (14) = 115.7, p < .001; GFI = 1.00; CFI = .96; 

RMSEA = .10). Metric invariance was not found (constrained model fit: X 2 (21) = 

136.10, p < .001; ∆X 2 (7) = 20.36, p < .001), nor was scalar invariance (constrained 

model fit: X 2 (26) = 247.53, p < .001; ∆X 2 (12) = 131.78, p < .001). These results 

demonstrate that there is metric and scalar, but not configural, variance between 

ethnicity. The results for this CFA are presented in Table 6.3.  Variation in factor 

loadings, alongside correlations are likely to only explain why measurement invariance 

was not wholly met, and suggests ethnic variation in the ways GAH and GAL is 

expressed within the HPI and MVPI, albeit limited due to missing data.  This is 

discussed below. 
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Table 6.3 The Results of Fitted CFA Model Across Ethnicity. 

  White Other 
Latent Variables Observed Variables b b 
GAH Recognition .85 .86 
 Power .58 .48 
 Hedonism .56 .37 
 Sociability .58 .50 
 Adjustment -.26 -.24 
GAL Sociability .50 .49 
 Adjustment .84 .87 
 Ambition .62 .59 
 Interpersonal Sensitivity .54 .60 
    
Correlations: Power ~ Ambition .35 .31 
 Hedonism ~ Ambition -.30 -.22 
 Hedonism ~ Adjustment -.29 -.32 
 Sociability ~ Adjustment -.63 -.20* 
 GAH ~ GAL .06* .13* 

Note: All relationships were statistically significant (p < .001; two tailed). Non-
significant findings are marked *. 
 

 

With ethnicity, Recognition and Adjustment loaded equally onto GAH for both White 

and Other. Power loaded onto White (b .58) and Other (b .48), and Sociability loaded 

onto White (b .58) and Other (b .50). The biggest difference in GAH was Hedonism 

which loaded onto White (b .56) and Other (b. 37).  This suggests that, coupled with 

Power and Sociability, Hedonism reflects expectations in the White population, who 

are more individualist in their career goals, rather than collective as in non-white 

cohorts (Wink, 1997). It is certainly an area to consider for future research in how 

different ethnic groups get ahead at work.  Sociability, Adjustment and Ambition are 

loaded equally onto GAL for both White and Other, and the biggest difference is 

Interpersonal Sensitivity which loads onto Other (b .60) and White (b .54), indicating 

that Other ethnic groups show more interpersonal sensitivity and consideration than 

White groups. There is no significant correlation between GAH and GAL for Whites, 

or Others in the ethnicity analyses, nor for men in the gender analyses. 
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6.6.4 Performance Ratings 

 

Despite having a large sample when testing the latent factor structure, there were only 

185 participants who had a complete set of supervisor ratings. This is because 

performance data was collected from just one of HAS’s clients (situated in the 

construction industry).  Missing data was not imputed as Little and Rubin’s test (2002) 

suggested that the data was not missing completely at random, therefore it would have 

not been appropriate to impute missing values.  To account for differences in 

measurement, the scores were standardised.  Age and sex were included, however, 

because previous research, (Sheppard, Han, Colarelli, & Dai, 2006) has found 

differences in performances, and this allowed for control over such effects, and which 

are discussed further below. 

 

A factor analysis was carried out on the 19 performance measures, and identified two 

factors of performance — Technical Performance and Social Performance.  Supervisor 

ratings were subjected to a factor analysis in order to increase parsimony in 

forthcoming SEM where they featured as criterion variables for the previously 

identified latent factors of GAH and GAL.  Table 6.4 displays bivariate correlations 

between these variables, with Table 6.5 displaying the results of a MLE factor analysis 

with Varimax rotation.  Two factors were identified that account for 55% of the 

variance, with two composite scores computed as a result.  These two variables were 

normally distributed.  See Table 6.6 for bivariate correlations between performance and 

the HPI and the MVPI.  Given the statistically significant relationships between both 

performance variables and personality traits, structural equation modelling was 

justified. 
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Table 6.4 Bivariate correlations & descriptive statistics between supervisor ratings z-scores of Performance Indicators 
 
 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 16. 17. 18. M SD 

1. AO -                                   .00 .98 
2. AL .42** -                                 .02 .96 
3. BR .42** .39** -                               .10 .93 
4. Caring .20** .36** .31** -                             .06 .97 
5. Citizenship .32** .56** .47** .47** -                           .04 .96 
6. Flexibility .43** .53** .41** .18* .45** -                         .05 .94 
7. IK .47** .48** .43** .10 .33** .49** -                       .11 .93 
8. Influence .62** .63** .54** .39** .47** .57** .56** -                     .08 .92 
9. OC .46** .72** .42** .21** .43** .41** .50** .62** -                   .04 .95 
10.Perseverance .70** .49** .46** .15* .38** .47** .52** .59** .51** -                 .02 .97 
11. Organizing .62** .49** .31** .24** .32** .43** .45** .53** .48** .62** -               .04 .97 
12. RM .58** .56** .44** .16* .42** .51** .52** .56** .50** .58** .68** -             .04 .97 
13. Responsibility .24** .38** .37** .61** .42** .32** .15* .38** .25** .28** .27** .25** -           .03 .99 
14. Sales Ability .59** .60** .54** .32** .44** .51** .55** .84** .57** .55** .48** .52** .38** -         .06 .96 
15. SO .21** .45** .38** .55** .43** .34** .31** .49** .38** .26** .27** .29** .53** .37** -       .08 .91 
16. ST -.46** -.45** -.38** -.27** -.47** -.44** -.32** -.52** -.39** -.49** -.39** -.47** -.41** -.58** -.43** -     .00 .98 
17. Teamwork .37** .56** .46** .47** .73** .37** .27** .57** .44** .39** .36** .42** .44** .46** .42** -.43** -   .03 .98 
18. TM .62** .53** .38** .25** .50** .57** .48** .58** .45** .63** .81** .81** .27** .55** .26** -.50** .38** - .04 .96 
19. IS .28** .59** .38** .65** .61** .38** .22** .50** .37** .29** .31** .31** .54** .50** .55** -.43** .65** .33** .08 .97 

Note: AO = Achievement Orientation; AL = Active Listening BR = Building Relationships; IK = Industry Knowledge; OC = Oral 
Communication; RM = Resource Management; SO = Service Orientation; ST = Stress Tolerance; TM = Time Management; IS = 
Interpersonal Sensitivity. * correlation is significant at p < .05 level; ** correlation is significant at p <. 01 level. N = 185.  
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Table 6.5 Results from a MLE factor analysis (specified for two factors with Varimax 

rotation) suggesting two performance factors 

 Component Communalities 

 1 2 Initial Extracted 

Time Management .83  .84 .73 

Resource Management .81  .73 .68 

Planning Organizing .78  .71 .62 

Perseverance .75  .61 .59 

Achievement Orientation  .73  .61 .57 

Influence .66 .49 .78 .68 

Industry Knowledge .63  .49 .42 

Sales Ability .59 .41 .67 .52 

Flexibility .58  .51 .44 

Oral Communication .58  .62 .46 

Active Listening .55 .54 .71 .60 

Stress Tolerance -.49 -.41 .48 .41 

Building Relationships .44 .41 .44 .36 

Interpersonal Sensitivity  .82 .67 .72 

Caring  .73 .61 .54 

Teamwork  .69 .68 .58 

Citizenship  .65 .69 .55 

Service Orientation  .64 .52 .45 

Responsibility  .64 .50 .43 

     

Goodness of Fit Test Chi-Square df Sig  

 463.97 132 <.001  

Rotation sums of squared loadings 

Component Eigenvalue % of 

variance 

Cumulative %  

1 5.97 31.42 31.42  

2 4.38 23.06 54.48  

Note: Loadings  >.4  
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Table 6.6 Bivariate correlations & descriptive statistics between demographics, HPI & MVPI & performance 
 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
1. Age -                     
2. Gender .01 -                    

3. Adj .05 .01 -                   

4. Amb -.02 -.02 .48** -                  

5. Soc -.29** -.02 .10 .27** -                 
6. IS -.02 .09 .57** .45** .37** -                
7. Prud .09 .13 .50** .22** -.12 .40** -               
8. Inquis -.13 -.22** .16* .24** .34** .38** .04 -              

9. Learn A. -.01 .08 .17* .30** .17* .14 .10 .28** -             

10. Aesth .13 .02 .09 .07 .27** .23** -.06 .42** .26** -            

11. Affiliat -.17* .09 .29** .35** .59** .66** .18* .24** .18* .23** -           
12. Altruis .02 -.06 .21** .24** .19** .46** .23** .33** .25** .32** .41** -          
13. Comm -.25** -.11 -.05 .09 .27** .05 .06 .25** .22** .00 .23** .11 -         
14. Hedon -.40** .09 -.14 -.10 .33** .03 -.24** .05 -.07 .14 .28** .01 .10 -        

15. Power -.24** -.16* .05 .31** .41** .10 -.08 .23** .20** .04 .27** .05 .46** .23** -       

16. Recogn -.17* .01 -.13 .10 .60** .10 -.12 .24** .07 .11 .30** -.01 .30** .39** .38** -      

17. Scient .00 -.19* .04 .03 .04 .07 .02 .60** .25** .26** .07 .15* .27** .13 .20** .18* -     
18. Secur .08 .03 .00 -.14 -.32** -.08 .48** -.14 .03 -.09 -.11 .16* .20** -.12 -.03 -.09 .17* -    
19. Tradit .22** -.08 .08 .30** .09 .25** .11 .18* .13 .15* .12 .45** .03 -.19** .12 .03 .08 .10 -   
20. TP -.24** -.05 -.20** -.08 .06 -.15* -.18* -.02 -.18* -.07 -.06 -.10 .08 .13 .05 .11 -.08 -.10 -.09 -  

21. SP -.14 -.03 .11 .12 .08 .11 -.02 -.09 -.15* -.02 .04 .04 -.05 .13 .08 .13 -.10 -.03 .12 .07  

M 41.82 1.13 27.59 24.86 14.15 19.42 20.5 14.93 9.21 33.28 49.95 48.72 49.33 39.34 50.41 42.25 38.86 40.51 50.25 0 0 

SD 8.43 0.34 6.26 3.5 4.24 2.53 4.24 4.11 3.01 7.11 5.25 7.05 4.91 7.09 5.21 7.05 7.17 7.29 5.71 0.95 0.93 
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Note: Adj = Adjustment; Amb = Ambition; Soc =  Sociability; IS = Interpersonal Sensitivity; Prud = Prudence; Inquis = Inquisitive; Learn A = 
Learning Approach; |Aesth = Asethetic; Affiliat = Affiliation; Altruis = Altruistic; Comm = Commercial; Hedon = Hedonistic; Recogn = 
Recognition; Scient = Scientific; Secur = Security; Tradit = Tradition; TP = Technical Performance; SP = Social Performance.  
* correlation is significant at p < .05 level; ** correlation is significant at p <. 001.  



 

 138 

6.6.5 Structural Equation Modelling 

 

Structural equation modelling (SEM) is a statistical modelling technique used to 

establish relationships between variables.  It is a comprehensive statistical approach for 

testing hypotheses about relations among observed and latent variables (Hoyle, 1995).  

Latent variables are variables that are not directly observed, but are inferred from other 

variables that are observed.  In this study, the latent variables are the two super-factors 

of GAH and GAL that are inferred from the scales of HPI and MVPI.  SEM is a 

methodology for representing, estimating, and testing a theoretical network of (mostly) 

linear relations between variables (Rigdon, 1998).  SEM seeks to understand the 

patterns of correlation/covariance among a set of variables and to explain as much of 

their variance as possible within the model specified (Kline, 1998).  It is used as a 

confirmatory technique for testing conceptual models, and thus it is a method of testing 

whether the theory fits the model derived from the first empirical study in Chapter 5.  

Both the CFA and SEM are outlined below. Like any other method, there are statistical 

limitations and drawbacks to this approach, particularly replication and cross-sample 

generalizability.  

 

To confirm the factors derived from the CFA above, analysis is required which will 

show which factors are most influential in predicting the higher order factors of GAH 

and GAL.  Whereas EFA is a bottom-up analysis that explores statistical clusters rather 

than theoretical variables, a CFA seeks to investigate from a top-down method, 

investigating factor analyses that are theoretically driven.  In this thesis, the factors are 

GAH and GAL, theoretically derived from the research and the EFA.  The process for 

conducting SEM allows for an adjustment of fit, around a hypothesised model, until 

the best-fit is achieved, in line with theory. 

 

6.6.5.1 The saturated SEM model 

 

With the factor structure confirmed, and measures of work performance created, SEM 

was carried out using AMOS 5.0 software to determine the predictive validity of the 

latent GAH and GAL factors on Technical and Social performance.  Age and Gender 

were also included in the model to control for their effects on job performance, they 

were also free to co-vary with the latent personality traits.  The model fit was assessed 
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using the same fit indices used when conducting the CFA: c2 , GFI, TLI, CFI and 

RMSEA.  The saturated model is displayed in Figure 3. Although this model was found 

to fit the data (c2 (29 df) = 42.20, p < .054; GFI = .96, TLI = .93, CFI = .97, RMSEA 

= .05), steps were taken to increase the model’s fit and parsimony using the same 

techniques used in the previously mentioned CFA (see Figure 6.3). 

 

6.6.5.2. The fitted SEM model 

 

Regression paths from gender to performance were removed to improve model fit, as 

was the path from GAH to Social Performance.  Additionally, the correlations between 

Adjustment and Sociability, and Adjustment and Hedonism were also removed.  This 

improved the model fit (c2 (37 df) = 42.04, p < .262; GFI = .96, TLI = .98, CFI = .99, 

RMSEA = .03).  This model accounted for 3% of the variance in Social Performance 

and 9% in Technical Performance.  Furthermore GAL negatively predicts Technical 

Performance (β = -.21, p = .011), and positively predicts Social Performance (β = .16, 

p = .054).  Age was found to be a predictor of Technical Performance (β = .20, p = .004), 

compared to GAH (β = .13, p = .105); the non-significant regression path remained in 

the model as it improved model fit.  The implications of this will be discussed later.  

The fitted model is displayed in Figure 6.4. Note that while the purpose of this analysis 

was exploratory rather than confirmatory, CFA is often used for exploratory purposes, 

though over-fitted and saturated models may be overused to reverse validate a theory. 
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Figure 6.3 The saturated SEM model 

 

 
Note: for simplicity, correlational paths between exogenous variables are not shown.   



 

 141 

 

Figure 6.4 The fitted SEM model. 

 

 
Note: for simplicity, correlational paths between exogenous variables are not shown. These are: GAH & GAL: r  = .21, p  = .057; Age & 
Hedonism: r  = -.30, p  < .001; Gender & Power: r  = -.17, p  = .024. All other paths are significant at p < .05, except between GAH & 
Tech Performance (p = .101).
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6.7 Discussion 

 
This study sought to confirm whether two higher order factors: GAH and GAL, would 

be found within two psychometric measures, the HPI and the MVPI, and to what extent 

they could predict job performance, measured by supervisor ratings.  This study 

confirmed and extended the previous chapters’ findings.  The results and limitations 

are discussed now. 
 
Hypothesis 1: The scales of Recognition, Power, Sociability, Commerce and 

Hedonism will load onto GAH.   
 
H1 was partially supported.  GAH was shown to include the variables of Recognition, 

Power, Hedonism and Sociability.  Commerce did not load onto this factor.  Commerce 

relates to business activities, including opportunities for financial investment and 

planning.  One explanation for this null finding may be because the main scale in GAH 

is Recognition, rather than doing well in business per se.  Given that GAH requires a 

need to achieve superiority and status, commercial activities may be less important in 

this case than achieving recognition and power with which to do so.  Sociability loaded 

onto GAH with a pathway of .69.  This indicates that if people want to get ahead, they 

need to be in a social setting, networking and meeting new contacts.  Sociability implies 

an open, engaging and appropriate public manner with others and those with GAH 

demonstrate this. 
 
Although Adjustment was not hypothesised to load onto GAH in this study, previous 

research argued for it as a factor in getting ahead at work.  The negative loading of 

Adjustment on GAH contradicts earlier research which argues that Adjustment would 

be a core characteristic of those who want to get ahead of others, as well as get along 

(Hogan & Holland, 2003).  Good emotional stability indicates how calm, even-

tempered, moody or volatile someone is (Hogan & Holland, 2003).  Adjustment is 

considered to have significant impact both on the way people get on with others at work 

and how well they work towards career success in getting ahead (Barrick & Mount, 

2005).  One study, for example, found that those higher in extraversion, agreeableness 

and emotional stability generally received higher supervisor ratings both in terms of 
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task and social performance (Barrick, Stewart, Neubert, & Mount, 1998).  This analysis 

found that Adjustment loaded negatively onto GAH, implying that to get ahead, it is 

detrimental to be too well adjusted.  Indeed, as stated earlier, it may be inimical to 

“getting along” (Hogan 1982), that is, that getting along with others would be an 

impediment to someone wanting to get ahead (Anderson et al., 2001).  The most 

prominent scale in GAH is Recognition, which is concerned with how far other people 

acknowledge us and accord us status.  Recognition confirms that we matter to the group 

in which we live and work, and determines our place in any group, whether it is the 

family, a social group or an organisation (Winnicott, 1964).  Thus, recognition gives 

status and rank and, according to ST, ensures security for those who get ahead.  
 
Hypothesis 2: The scales of Adjustment, Ambition, Interpersonal Sensitivity, 

Prudence and Affiliation will load onto GAL.  
 
H2 was partially supported.  GAL was shown to include the variables of Adjustment, 

Ambition, Sociability and Interpersonal Sensitivity.  It did not, however, include 

Prudence or Affiliation.  These results are interesting in that Prudence is seen as 

including facets of Conscientiousness such as self-control and the ability to be reliable, 

organised and punctual (Hogan & Holland, 2003).  In the first empirical chapter 

(Chapter 5), Prudence showed significant positive correlations with Adjustment and 

Interpersonal Sensitivity indicative of someone who is considerate of, and sensitive to, 

other people and their needs.  These are qualities needed in order to get along with 

others, and would have been expected to load onto the GAL factor here.  The bivariate 

correlations initially found a correlation of .45 with Prudence and Adjustment, but later 

analyses found that Prudence did not load onto GAL.  It is argued that in the SEM 

analysis (Fig 6.4), Prudence is incorporated into Interpersonal Sensitivity and thus GAL 

encompasses the sensitivity and consideration that would otherwise be seen in 

Conscientiousness.  Affiliation did not load onto GAL either, in contradiction to the 

hypothesis.  Affiliation is associated with frequent and varied social contact as well as 

a need to feel part of a group and work as a team with others.  Earlier analyses found 

that Affiliation correlated with Sociability and Interpersonal Sensitivity and it is argued 

that this scale has been incorporated into IS through the SEM analysis (Fig 6.4).  

Ambition, originally argued to load onto GAH, loaded on to GAL.  The Ambition scale 
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on the HPI evaluates the degree to which a person seems leader-like, seeks status, and 

values achievement, all of which resonate with GAH.  Ambition, however, is a 

component of Extraversion on the HPI (Hogan & Holland, 2003) and this might explain 

its inclusion in the GAL factor.  People who get along with others tend to engage easily 

with them, are open, warm and responsive, qualities generally indicative of extravert 

behaviour.  Extraverts tend to make friends more easily than Introverts, for example, 

as they socialise, network, engage and converse more readily than do Introverts.  The 

results here may be as indicative of extraverted individuals as much as of those who 

are ambitious.  The results indicate that Ambition is a core component for GAL. It is 

unclear at this stage whether Ambition drives the need to get along with others, or 

getting along with others is a means to an end by which to achieve one’s ambition.  The 

results show a distinct higher order factor of GAL, which includes Adjustment, 

Ambition and Interpersonal Sensitivity, with some changes in the strengths of 

association from the first CFA: Adjustment and Ambition were less highly correlated 

with GAL, though still strongly associated with it, and Interpersonal Sensitivity much 

higher in the final analysis in this second study. 
 

Hypothesis 3: GAH and GAL will correlate with workplace performance measured by 

supervisor ratings. 
 

H3 was partially supported.  The 19 supervisor ratings were reduced to two factors 

relating to technical performance (TP) and social performance (SP).  The results in this 

study suggest that the two higher order factors GAH and GAL seem to predict some 

areas of general performance.  Therefore, using them offers some, albeit limited so far, 

practical utility.  GAL showed a low but positive correlation with SP, and negative 

correlation with TP.  GAH showed no relationship to SP, a low correlation with TP.  

Overall, the measures used are indicative of performance, but are not robust or rigorous 

enough to support H3, nor were they sufficient, given the missing data.  This may be a 

criticism of the variables themselves.  For instance, the ones used in this study were 

highly varied and not all transfer to performance measures. This is a major criticism of 

the performance indicators used here, and the dataset generally.  Further, several 

organisations were used in this study, representing the hospitality, construction and 

haulage industries, whereas the same performance outcomes were applied across them 

all.  An example is the performance criteria of Industry Knowledge, which might 
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demonstrate that someone knows how their organisation runs and has expert knowledge 

in their specialism, but it does not necessarily mean they will perform well.  The 

performance criteria, Influence, is also questionable as a reliable measure in that the 

sphere of influence for anyone is limited by their role, their manager or the 

organisational policies, as well as by their individual personality differences.  Influence 

would be more credible as an outcome it there were measurable criteria against which 

to judge the performance. 

 
It is not surprising H2 was partially supported given how poor supervisor ratings on 

their own are as objective criteria for measuring performance.  Cook (2009) found a 

correlation between supervisor ratings and objective criteria of .40 but argued that the 

supervisor’s rating and the performance criteria are often measuring different things.  

Supervisors generally rate employees they like more highly than others, and there is a 

tendency towards generosity of assessment ratings at such times, invalidating the data 

(Cook, 2009, p.241).  Nevertheless, supervisor ratings are the most commonly used 

form of performance assessment at work, and in this current study, the only form of 

observer ratings collected.  This explains why the main criticism of using such data is 

in its limitation as an objective measurement.  Given the limitations of supervisor 

ratings, other sources of rating performance are required and for the third empirical 

study other measures are applied.  The limitations of the study are discussed now. 
 

 

6.8 Limitations of the study 
 

6.8.1 Measurement Bias 

 

Previous research has argued that test bias in personality measures is not as fully 

explored as in cognitive measures, historically due to the weight that cognitive tests 

have had on career and educational selection decisions (Sackett & Wilk, 1994; 

Sheppard et al., 2006).  Nevertheless, Sheppard et al. (2006) found some measurement 

bias in the HPI across both sex and ethnicity.  This translates into different results where 

“individuals from different subgroups who possess the same quantity of an underlying 

(latent) trait have unequal probabilities of obtaining the same test score” (Sheppard et 
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al., 2005, p.443).  Similar to this study, data was donated for the Sheppard et al. (2005) 

study from an automobile supplier whose employees completed the HPI. 

 

A key criticism of the HPI by Sheppard et al. (2005) was of the language used which 

demonstrated potential bias, and favoured either male or female respondents at times.  

Bias towards males included the wording of “thrill-seeking, mountain climbing, scuba 

diving and scientific, mathematical skills and competitiveness”.  Bias towards females 

included the wording of “reading, life happiness and life satisfaction”. Language bias 

with regard to ethnicity was found to be greatest on thrill seeking with Whites endorsing 

20% more items than Blacks (Sheppard et al., 2005), and Blacks being biased towards 

a happy home life/parental relationships. Overall they found 38% of the items biased 

by sex, and 38% biased by race.  It could be argued that some elements of bias were 

less towards race, than cultural differences, where Whites are more likely to engage in 

risky, and expensive, pursuits such as scuba diving and race-car driving than Blacks 

who are generally on a lower economic (Shepperd et al., 2005).  Future research should 

consider the socio-economic levels of participants as much as the racial differences.  

Generally, the item differential bias was not as clear on ethnicity as it was on sex, which 

is easier to differentiate than racial differences (Cavalli-Sforza, 2000).   

 

Sheppard et al. (2005) found that while other studies also found approximately a third 

of items which indicate potential item bias (MMPI and NEO-PI-R) others argue that 

item bias is not necessarily a problem, and “does not weaken measurement quality or 

the predictive validity of the overall test” (Sheppard et al., 2005, p.449).  In this study 

on the HPI (Sheppard et al., 2005) concluded that while there is a degree of 

measurement bias, it was “relatively small” (p.451) but something to be aware of 

particularly of sex differences when using in assessment and selection.  To remove any 

bias, as far as possible, MI tests will be conducted in future studies during scale 

development.  At this point, the HPI and the MVPI are being investigated in order to 

gain a theoretical understanding of how they form higher order factors of GAH, GAL 

and FM, and any bias should be considered when developing a new measure for 

assessment.  A request for item level responses was made to HAS who had agreed at 

the beginning of this project that access for these would be given for this study.  On 

examination of the datasets, however, it was found that the item level responses were 
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not consistent or reliable enough to use for this analysis and HAS decided not to release 

item level responses for the research.  

 

Additionally, the two psychometric measures used: HPI and the MVPI, were not shown 

adequately to reflect the GAH and GAL higher order factors in a way which reflects 

the underpinning theory.  ST argues that those with ambition will strive to get ahead, 

and seek power and status, relating to GAH.  It also argues that consideration for others, 

the ability to put others before oneself (Altruistic) and a need to mix well socially would 

be related to GAL.  The results in this study show this is not necessarily the case (see 

Table 6.7 and Table 6.8 below). 
 

Table 6.7 CFA Fitted two factor solution representing GAH and GAL higher order 

factors  

 

GAH GAL 

Recognition (.87) Adjustment (.86) 

Power (.57) Ambition (.64) 

Sociability (.52) Interpersonal Sensitivity (.53) 

Hedonism (.46) Sociability (.52) 

 

 

Table 6.8 The fitted SEM model representing GAH and GAL higher order factors  

 

GAH GAL 

Recognition (.80) Adjustment (.80) 

Sociability (.69) Interpersonal Sensitivity (.78) 

Power (.47) Ambition (.58) 

Hedonism (.41) Sociability (.30) 

 

The weightings of each scale are slightly different due to using different models, but 

the results of both analyses confirm the distinct higher order factors of GAH and 

GAL for a new measure (Table 6.9): 
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Table 6.9 New measure GAH and GAL 

GAH GAL 

Recognition Adjustment 

Power Ambition 

Sociability Interpersonal Sensitivity 

Hedonism Sociability 

 

It seems that while the two Hogan measures offer a comprehensive and inclusive 

measure of personality in terms of reputation and identity, neither of the measures relate 

specifically to the ST of GAH and GAL.  The HPI is based on predictive behaviour by 

observer ratings, and is not demonstrating, per se, what the observers see, and as 

observed “the most fundamental and most difficult problem in any selection research 

program is to obtain satisfactory criterion measures of performance, on the job, against 

which to validate selection measures” (Thorndike, 1949, p.119).  

 

6.8.2 Performance criteria assessed by supervisors 

 

A further limitation is that of the observer ratings (supervisor performance appraisal). 

A consideration of the 19 performance criteria shows a discrepancy between the 

underlying theory and the expected behaviours against which individuals were assessed.  

Based on the underpinning ST, it would be expected that Building Relationships, and 

Active Listening, two key skills in working well with people, would be higher in SP 

than TP.  This is not the case in these results.  Stress tolerance is a component of 

emotional stability and would be expected to load onto SP but it shows a negative 

correlation with SP.  Overall the performance criteria analysed in this second study are 

not seen as rigorous enough, nor pertinent to, a relationship with either GAH or GAL.  

Additionally, not only were the performance criteria too diverse in measurement, only 

185 participants completed both the psychometric measures as well as performance 

data which essentially invalids the findings.  It offers little insight into how far 

performance is matched against personality and this is addressed in the next study 

where performance item statements are designed, and developed, to assess specifically 

for GAH and GAL (Chapter 7).   
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The advantages and disadvantages of both observer and self-ratings was discussed in 

Chapter 3.  While it has been argued that supervisor ratings have poor reliability due to 

the variables of different tasks being measures (Cook, 2009), they are seen to offer 

some face validity in that they attempt to measure what they set out to measure, that is, 

how someone performs at work (Borman, 1978).  Ratings between the individual and 

their peers only show a modest correlation: those between peers and supervisors of an 

individual showed relatively high correlations (p =.62) suggesting that others have a 

clearer view of how we perform than we do ourselves (Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988; 

Connelly & Ones, 2010; Connelly & Hülsheger, 2012).  Cook (2009) argues that 

although supervisor ratings are not the most reliable, they are the most commonly used 

method for appraising performance, and they have validity in that they are one person’s 

perception of another at work, albeit possibly a somewhat flawed perception.  It is not, 

therefore, unreasonable to use data from such sources as a means to assess individual 

performance at work (Cook, 2009).  Nevertheless, supervisor ratings can be a potential 

impediment to relevant performance assessment, particularly where the performance is 

not observed, and where supervisors often need to manage absent teams (Chamorro-

Premuzic, March 24, 2012).  For this reason, self-ratings are argued to be a viable 

alternative, which can assess performance unseen by supervisors, and are considered 

below for the empirical studies.  

 

Research shows that while observer ratings may offer a more accurate reflection of 

performance than self-reports when aligned to clear performance criteria (Smither & 

London, 2009; Oh et al., 2011; Shyamsunder & Barney, 2012), it is better to have 

multiple raters than just one person alone.  Supervisor ratings are prone to bias (Cook, 

2009), particularly so when the supervisor likes or dislikes the person they are assessing.  

Supervisors are more likely to rate performance positively when an employee is helpful 

and agreeable to work with, rather than that their performance meets certain criteria 

(Chamorro-Premuzic, 2012).  The limitations of using just one assessor for 

performance, as a measure against which to assess how far GAL and GAH relate to 

workplace performance, is clear from this study, which returned so few supervisor 

ratings.  There is a need for more specific criteria, either with a rigorous self-assessment 

of performance, matched to clear criteria, or assessment with multiple raters assessing 

each individual.  The lack of data from supervisor ratings limits the conclusions that 
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can be made about the data to some extent. This is something that will be considered 

further for the third empirical study.  

	
6.8.3 Archival data 

 

Another limitation of this study, was that the archival data allowed for no control over 

the design of performance criteria against which individuals were assessed. This data 

set was used for preliminary research purposes to assess for higher order factors, but 

future research would ensure that all variables were controlled for, and as with data 

collected in the following chapters, compel participants to complete each section before 

proceeding with questionnaires, ensuring no missing data.  The question of sampling 

for all studies will be discussed in Chapter 10.   

 

Despite the limitations of this study, there are clear indicators for taking this research 

further.  While the HPI and the MVPI offer many advantages in selecting for individual 

differences, they are lengthy, expensive and time consuming.  The HPI has 206 items, 

and the MVPI has 200 items.  Moreover, it is questioned whether they actually assess 

GAH and GAL, despite the underlying ST arguing for these two drivers as being key 

to workplace performance.  A new measure, in tandem with a relevant method of 

capturing performance data, would be of use for future assessment of workplace 

behaviour.  These results show that while GAH and GAL are useful indicators of 

behaviours and have some, albeit limited, utility in predicting performance, the 

measures themselves may be too elaborate, or attempting to measure too many 

variables, not all of which are applicable to performance.  Notwithstanding the 

limitations of studies in Chapter 5 and 6, the results do support further investigation 

though a third empirical study, which is described in Chapter 7. 
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Chapter 7: Study 3 – New Measure 
Development 
__________________________________ 
 
 

7.1 Introduction: Rationale for measure development 
 

The existence of two distinct higher order factors of GAH and GAL is supported by 

the data presented in the previous chapters, although a way of measuring them directly 

has, as yet, to be designed.  In line, this chapter deals explicitly with the design of a 

new measure for GAH and GAL. ST argues that people strive to get ahead, and get 

along, and this research investigates which scales of the HPI and the MVPI relate to 

GAH or GAL at work.  The investigation has found that fewer scales on the two Hogan 

measures have resulted in a shorter measure which includes both personality and values.  

 

The rationale behind the development of this new short measure is to provide an 

abbreviated, more direct measure of the two master motives underlying the two core 

Hogan inventories: the HPI focuses on personality traits, and the MVPI focuses on 

motives, values and preferences, both of which are indicative of work performance 

(Hogan & Hogan, 1997).  A short measure for GAH and GAL will, therefore, offer a 

combination of these, so that the personality factors and the motives and values of an 

individual can be measured in a more integrated and efficient manner.  Such a measure 

would inform selection and development by: a) indicating how far someone is 

predisposed to get ahead, or get along, and; b) how this will manifest at work through 

performance.   

 

A measure of predictive outcomes of performance aligned to either GAH or GAL has 

not been attempted before and has significant implications for selection, assessment 

and development.  This research study will offer a new and distinctive measure for this.  

Furthermore, not only will this new measure serve as a useful adjunct to current 

selection and development processes, but it will be helpful for future research studies 

in ST. 
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A precedent for minimising factors has been set by earlier researchers who sought to 

find higher order factors within widely recognised personality measures, such as the 

Big Five and to reduce the factors to fewer ‘super-factors’ (Cattell, 1973; Costa and 

McCrae, 1992a; Eysenck, 1992; Hogan & Hogan, 1997; Digman, 1997; DeYoung, 

2006; DeYoung, Peterson, & Higgins, 2002), or even to one general factor of 

personality, referred to the GFP (Musek 2007; Rushton et al., 2008; Rushton & Irwing, 

2011).  Research includes that of Digman (1997) who found two higher order factors 

of alpha and beta in personality (Digman, 1997) with alpha relating to emotional 

stability, agreeableness and conscientiousness, and beta to extraversion and openness; 

and that of Rushton et al. (2011), who argued for a general super-factor of personality 

(Rushton et al., 2008; Rushton & Irwing, 2011).  This chapter builds on the underlying 

premise of these studies, by investigating the higher order factors of GAH and GAL 

within two existing measures; the HPI and the MVPI and to investigate which scales 

of the HPI and the MVPI comprise either GAH or GAL. 

 

 

7.2 Item Selection and Development  
 

The development of the new measure followed the standard process of psychometric 

development (see Fig 7.1, Hinkin, 1998).  The first phase involved the creation of the 

items, which included a content analysis by experienced raters in the field of 

psychometric assessment.  The second phase involved using data reduction techniques 

to identify and validate the measure’s factor structure, alongside measuring its internal 

consistency.  These two phases will be described in this chapter, with the concurrent 

and convergent validity being tested in the next chapter.  Hinkin (1998) argued that 

development of a robust psychometric measure, founded on theory, requires a step-by-

step approach to ensure that all stages of test construction are met, including: item 

generation, administration, item reduction, statistical analysis, and replication for a 

valid and reliable psychometric measure (below Figure 7.1).  Given this, the current 

study adopted a deductive approach, which aims to test the hypotheses based on the 

theory discussed in previous chapters. 

 



	

 153 

The first stage of development of the new measure involved creating items to measure 

the scales of the new questionnaire.  Item scales should demonstrate construct validity, 

that is, how far the scale measures that which it seeks to measure (Searle, 2009), and 

should also demonstrate that they link theory to the psychometric measurement 

(Kerlinger, 1986).  The HPI and MVPI are based on sound theoretical underpinning 

and considered robust measures (Lobello, 1998; Hogan & Holland, 2003; Creed & 

Shackleton, 2007; Goldberg, 2008; Marshall & Lindley, 2009; Feltham & Loan-Clarke, 

2007), and therefore relevant when selecting item statements for this new measure.  In 

line with Hinkin’s model of item development (1998), the method selected for this 

study was deductive, being based on a theoretical foundation which provides “enough 

information to generate a set of items” (Hinkin, 1998, p.106), which also adequately 

represents the construct being measured.  Hinkin’s Scale Development Process (1988) 

is outlined in Figure 7.1. 

 

Figure 7.1 Hinkin’s Scale Development Process (1998) 

 

Step 1: Item Generation 

ß 

Step 2: Questionnaire Administration 

ß 

Step 3: Initial Item Reduction 

ß 

Step 4: Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

ß 

Step 5: Convergent/Discriminant Validity 

ß 

Step 6: Replication 

ß 

 Þ (go back to steps 4 and 5 when necessary) 

Hinkin (1998) 

 

The personality items developed for the questionnaire in this study, to measure GAH 

and GAL, were based on two sources: item statements in the HPI, and modified for this 
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study (with permission from HAS), as well as on the literature in the preceding chapters 

which indicated how people would be seen by others at work in relation to GAH and 

GAL, resulting in 76 personality item statements generated (see Appendix 7.1).  To 

ensure content and face validity, and to further reduce the item count by removing 

redundant or irrelevant items, four volunteers who specialised in the field of 

psychometric measurement were asked to assess the personality statements.  The 

volunteers include two Professors of Psychology, one Principal Lecturer in 

Psychometrics and one senior HR practitioner of selection and assessment, who 

reviewed the items and made recommendations regarding the exclusion, or inclusion of 

certain items. Volunteers were asked to rate the items according to how far they agreed 

a statement reflected GAH or GAL, on a 5 point Likert scale where 1 = low agreement, 

and 5 = high agreement Ratings of 4 and 5 were included, and anything less than 4 was 

discarded.  Five statements were discarded from the personality statements for GAL, 

reducing the total number of item statements to 71.  The item statements removed were 

19, 20, 22, 24 and 33.  Items modified following feedback were GAH: 14, 31, 37, 41 

and GAL: 13, 16, 17, 27, 28.  Items were reversed in the final questionnaire to avoid 

response bias ie “Money is not a key motivator for me” and “I tend not to take criticism 

too personally” (see Appendix 7.2). 

 

 

7.3 Method 
 

7.3.1 Participants 

 

The study consisted of N = 310 adult workers [Females = 137, 44.2%; Males = 173, 

55.8%]. Ages were 18 to 74 years (18-24 yrs, 11.0%; 25-34 years, 45.2%; 35-44 years, 

26.5%; 45-54 years, 12.3%; 55-64 years, 4.5%; 65-74 years .6%).  The marital status 

of participants was: Single 110 (35.5%); Married 149 (48.1%); Divorced 11 (3.5%) 

Widowed 4 (1.3%); Living with a partner 36 (11.6%).  Ethnicity of participants was: 

White 29 (9.4%) White Other 180 (58.1%); Black/Caribbean 21 (6.8%); Black British 

1 (.3%); Asian British 5 (1.6%); Asian/Indian Pakistani 58 (18.7%); 

Chinese/Japanese/Korean 5 (1.5%); South American 2 (.6%); Other 9 (2.9%).  

Occupations included: Manual worker 29 (9.4%); Semi-skilled 42 (13.5%); Skilled 127 
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(41.0%); Supervisory 46, (14.8%); Managerial 55 (17.7%); Senior Management 9 

(2.9%); and CEO 2 (.6%).  Educational levels were: Secondary school 43 (13.9%); 

Further Education, 50 (16.1%); University under-graduates 124 (40.0%); University 

post-graduates 54 (17.4%); MBA 27 (8.7%); MPhil/PhD 8 (2.6%); and Professional 

(LLM, CPsychol/CIPD) 4 (1.3%).  The annual income of the participants was: 

<£10,000, 43 (13.9%); £10-25,000, 74 (23.9%); £25-40,000, 85 (27.4%); £40-50,000, 

53 (17.1%); £50-65,000 27 (8.7%); £65-80,000, 15 (4.8%); >£80,000, 13 (4.2%). 

 

 

7.3.2 Personality items for new GAH and GAL measure (Appendix 7.2) 

 

7.3.3. Procedure 

 

All items were hosted on an online survey site (Amazon Mechanical Turk) where 

participants were asked to read the Confidentiality and Ethics notice before proceeding. 

Participants needed to accept the terms and to give their consent knowingly in order to 

continue with the questionnaire.  Participants were asked to think about their personality 

styles at work, and to respond to the questionnaire which used a 5 point Likert scale, 

where Low Agreement with the statement was 1, and High Agreement 5 (see Appendix 

7.2 for personality items).  In accordance with BPS ethical guidelines, and in addition 

to the consent page, a debrief page was added at the end of the questionnaire to explain 

the research study.  

 

 

7.4 Results 
 

7.4.1 Parallel Analysis 

 

Parallel Analysis was conducted to determine “which variable loadings are significant 

for each component, and thus parsimoniously simplifying structure and reducing the 

analysis of noise” (Franklin, Gibson, Robertson, Pohlmann, & Fralish 1995, p.100). 

The data was first subjected to a parallel analysis to determine the number of factors to 

retain from an exploratory factor analysis through data simulation and permutation. 
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Parallel analysis seeks to address the subjectivity found when interpreting traditional 

Scree plots.  In order to conduct the parallel analysis, the R ‘paran’ package (Dinno, 

2012) was used. This package is an implementation of Horn's technique for numerically 

and graphically evaluating the factors retained in an exploratory factor analysis, with 

factors having adjusted eigenvalues greater than one are to be retained (Dinno, 2012).  

When specifying the parameters for the parallel analysis, it was decided to apply a 

Principal Axis Factoring method to the data as opposed to a Principal Components 

method given the exploratory nature of the hypotheses, as the goal was to investigate 

underlying latent factors, rather than simply reduce several variables down to as few 

dimensions as possible. Lastly, the data was specified to be iterated 5000 times, and the 

95th percentile was used to estimate bias between the adjusted and unadjusted 

eigenvalues.  

 

The parallel analysis (Table 7.1) found seven factors to have adjusted eigenvalues 

greater than one, however, factors one and two had adjusted eigenvalues that were 

greater than ten, and therefore considerably larger than then the other five factors. 

Accordingly, further investigation to explore only two factors — the hypothesized 

getting ahead and getting along dimensions — were carried out. 

 

 

Table 7.1 The Results of the Parallel Analysis. 

Factors Adjusted Eigenvalue Unadjusted Eigenvalue Estimated Bias 

1 43.09 45.84 2.75 

2 12.58 15.20 2.62 

3 3.93 6.47 2.54 

4 2.92 5.39 2.47 

5 2.36 4.76 2.40 

6 1.67 4.02 2.34 

7 1.07 3.36 2.29 

8 .15 2.40 2.25 

9 .05 2.25 2.20 
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7.4.2 Exploratory Factor Analysis 

 

Given the large number of items for GAH and GAL, it was decided to reduce the item 

count and test for psychometric properties of each dimension in turn, rather than 

subjecting all items to an exploratory factor analysis.  This method was chosen to retain 

statistical power considering the sample size.  A correlation table was produced that 

contained all items that were hypothesised to belong to a dimension.  Any two items 

that shared a coefficient less than .40 were discarded.  The subsequent items were then 

subjected to Principal Axis Factoring (PAF) with an Oblimin rotated factor analysis 

procedure (see Table 7.2).               

 

Furthermore, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin’s value was assessed with each factor analyses to 

ensure that the data was suitable for factor analyses (scores above .60 are recommended; 

Kaiser, 1970), alongside checking for low item communalities and discarding items 

that had loading coefficients of less than .40 or crossed-loaded (Hinkin, 1998; Williams, 

Onsman, Brown & Rasch, 2012).  Items that loaded on a single dominant factor (i.e. 

accounting for at least 35% of the variance) were retained and tested for internal 

consistency as measured by Cronbach’s alpha.  The procedure resulted in the total 

number of items relating to GAH and GAL being reduced from 71 to 22.  A summary 

of these analyses is presented in Table 7.3. 

 

Table 7.2 shows that each factor analysis produced a dominant factor that accounted 

for all the variance explained by the analyses.  Additionally, each scale had excellent 

levels of internal consistency (.70 is deemed satisfactory; Nunnally, 1978).  With the 

number of possible items reduced 22, a further set of EFA was carried out to explore 

the item’s combined factor structure.  It was hypothesised that a clear two-factor 

solution would be found.  Initially, this hypothesis was not supported: despite a scree 

plot suggesting a single dominant factor, the pattern matrix suggested there were two 

distinct higher order factors.  Accordingly, a second EFA was chosen.  In this model, 

all cross-loading items were removed.  Although the scree plot indicated one factor, the 

pattern matrix revealed a distinct two-factor solution (Table 7.3). 
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Table 7.2 The Summary of Initial Exploratory Factor Analyses 

Extracted Sums of Squared Loadings 

Dimensions KMO Eigenvalue 
Factor 

Variance 
Explained 

Total 
Variance 
Explained 

Initial 
Number 
of items 

Reduced 
Number 
of Items 

α 

GAH .92 4.87 37.44% 37.44% 28 13 .88 

GAL .85 2.92 32.44% 55.17% 17 9 .81 
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Table 7.3 The Results of an Exploratory Factor Analysis 

Factor Communalities Items 

1 2 Initial Extraction  

.84  .51 .60 I take responsibility in groups 

.58  .29 .30 I can be forceful when I want something 
done 

.66  .45 .49 I usually offer to present group projects 

.53  .37 .38 I stick my neck out to get ahead at work 

.65  .37 .42 Work is more fun if there is an element 
of competition 

.52  .39 .36 I like to be in control of events at work 

.66  .45 .47 I prefer to manage my team than be 
managed 

 .40 .23 .22 Taking the team out for a social event 
helps team morale 

 .63 .27 .32 It is important to encourage individual 
talent at work 

 .49 .38 .37 I am happy to adapt my working style to 
suit my manager 

 .57 .36 .37 I try to calm things down whenever there 
is conflict 

 .38 .33 .28 I gain personal satisfaction if people ask 
me for help 

 .46 .33 .30 I can talk to anyone at work, regardless 
of their rank 

 .76 .37 .50 I feel valued when others include me in 
their plans 

Alpha .84 .77   

KMO .89    

Total Variance Explained 

Factor Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of  
Squared Loadings 

Rotation  
Sums of 
Squared 
Loading

s 

 Tota
l 

% of 
Variance 

Cumulative 
% Total 

% of 
Varianc

e 

Cumulativ
e % Total 

1 5.16 36.855 36.855 4.566 32.611 32.611 4.119 
2 1.41 10.068 46.924 0.82 5.856 38.467 3.584 

 

 

In this EFA, the two factors have an equal number of items, with a clear distinction in 

item content.  Although the items load strongly onto their respective factors, there are 

differences in the amount of variance accounted by each factor.  For example, Factor 1 

(GAH) accounted for 32.61% of the variance, while Factor 2 (GAL) accounted for only 
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5.86%.  When taking this into account with the model’s scree plot, the evidence for a 

GAL factor is limited.  To further explore this, Confirmatory Factor Analysis was 

conducted.  

 

7.4.3 Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

 

Using the Lavaan R Package (Rosseel, 2012, assistance for this analysis from Dr. Reece 

Akthar, University of London), a latent model was specified based on the measurement 

model identified by the final EFA (Table 7.3).  Accordingly, this model featured two 

latent factors (GAH and GAL) with 14 observed variables (seven of which were loaded 

onto their respective latent factor, see Table 7.4).  The two latent factors were also free 

to correlate. The model’s fit was assessed via a handful of indices: the c2 statistic 

(Bollen, 1989; which tests the hypothesis that an unconstrained model fits the 

correlation matrix as well as the given model; p > .05 is desired); the goodness of fit 

index (GFI; Tanaka & Huba, 1985; values above .90 are acceptable); the comparative 

fit index (CFI; Bentler, 1990; values above .95 are acceptable); and the root mean 

square residual (RMSEA; Browne & Cudeck, 1993; values of .06 or below indicate 

reasonable fit for the model).  As such, the model was found to fit the data (c2 (76) = 

162.92, p < .001; GFI = .93; CFI = .93; RMSEA = .06).C 

 

As illustrated in Table 7.4 below, the items loaded strongly on to their respective factors, 

and accounted for an adequate amount of variance in each item.  Most notable, however, 

is the large, positive correlation between the two latent factors (B = .27, β = .70, p 

< .001).  In order to explore whether this correlation represents a single latent factor in 

the data, two further models were tested: one featured all 14 items loading on to a single 

latent factor, while the other featured two latent factors (GAL and GAH).  Using the 

same fit indices as previously described, results supported retaining the two-factor 

solution. 
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Table 7.4 The Results of CFA for GAH and GAL 14 item statements 
 
Latent 
Variable Items B � SE 

% of 
Variance 

GAH  

 I take responsibility in groups 1.00   .78 .56 

 
I can be forceful when I want 
something done .74 .53 .08 .29 

 
I usually offer to present group 
projects 1.10 .71 .09 .50 

 
I stick my neck out to get ahead at 
work .81 .62 .07 .39 

 
Work is more fun if there is an 
element of competition .91 .64 .08 .41 

 
I like to be in control of events at 
work .81 .61 .08 .37 

 
I prefer to manage my team than be 
managed .99 .69 .08 .48 

GAL   

 
Taking the team out for a social 
event helps with team bonding 1.00   .48 .23 

 
It is important to encourage 
individual talent at work .89 .52 .14 .27 

 
I am happy to adapt my working 
style to fit in with my manager 1.26 .62 .18 .39 

 

I try to calm things down whenever 
there is conflict between colleagues 
at work 1.25 .62 .18 .39 

 
I gain personal satisfaction if people 
ask me for help 1.09 .54 .16 .30 

 
I can talk to anyone at work, 
regardless of their rank 1.00 .54 .15 .30 

 
I feel valued when others include me 
in their plans 1.23 .64 .17 .42 

Note: All coefficients are significant at the p < .001 level. 
 

 

7.4.4 Additional Analysis & Scale Statistics 

 

Given the above results, additional analyses were conducted to further explore the 

factor structure of the two dimensions. Specifically, the sample was randomly split in 

half with the first (N = 156) subjected to a PAF with an Oblimin rotation, while the 

other half (N = 154) was fitted to the CFA model that was outlined in Table 7.4.  Such 

analyses were done to demonstrate the validity and robustness of the identified factor 
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structures and item loadings. The PAF revealed a two-factor solution that featured the 

same item loadings, with the GAH factor explaining 23% of the variance and the GAL 

factor explaining 16% of the variance. The CFA model was also found to fit the data 

(c2 (76) = 118.40, p < .001; GFI = .90; CFI = .93; RMSEA = .06). These findings, 

demonstrate the robustness of the analyses outlined above.  

 

Using the full sample and to summarise the development of these scales, Table 7.5 

contains the descriptive statistics for the two scales, and Table 7.6 contains the 

descriptive statistics for the identified 14 items. In both tables, the full range of scores 

were observed and the scales and items were normally distributed. Lastly, the scales 

have good internal consistency, with all the items positively contributing to such 

consistency. 

 

 

Table 7.5 Descriptive Statistics for the Getting Ahead and Getting Along Scales. 

Dimension Min Max M SD Skewness Kurtosis α 

Getting Ahead 1 5 3.37 .78 -.27 -.08 .84 

Getting Along 1 5 3.82 .61 -.44 .82 .77 

Note: N = 310. GAH = Getting Ahead. GAL = Getting Along. Min = Minimum score; Max = 
Maximum score; M = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation; α = Cronbach’s alpha 
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Table 7.6 Descriptive Statistics for the Getting Ahead and Getting Along Items. 

Dimension Item Min Max M SD Skewness Kurtosis α 

GAH 
 

I take responsibility in groups 1 5 3.51 1.06 -.36 -.53 .80 
I can be forceful when I want something done 1 5 3.34 1.10 -.26 -.65 .83 

I usually offer to present group projects 1 5 3.09 1.23 -.18 -.96 .81 
I stick my neck out to get ahead at work 1 5 3.31 1.02 -.35 -.31 .82 

Work is more fun if there is an element of competition 1 5 3.32 1.11 -.29 -.6 .81 
I like to be in control of events at work 1 5 3.59 1.05 -.54 -.23 .82 

I prefer to manage my team than be managed 1 5 3.48 1.13 -.35 -.72 .81 
         

GAL 

Taking the team out for a social event helps with team bonding 1 5 3.61 1.02 -.53 -.25 .76 
It is important to encourage individual talent at work 1 5 3.97 .83 -.60 .27 .74 

I am happy to adapt my working style to fit in with my manager 1 5 3.57 .99 -.37 -.48 .73 
I try to calm things down whenever there is conflict between colleagues at 

work 1 5 3.75 .97 -.72 .21 .72 

I gain personal satisfaction if people ask me for help 1 5 3.79 .97 -.67 .21 .75 
I can talk to anyone at work, regardless of their rank 1 5 4.05 .90 -.90 .70 .75 
I feel valued when others include me in their plans 1 5 3.98 .93 -.83 .35 .72 

Note: N = 310. GAH = Getting Ahead. GAL = Getting Along. Min = Minimum score; Max = Maximum score; M = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation; α 
= Cronbach’s alpha of the scale if item is deleted.  
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7.4.5 Measurement Invariance 

 

In order to explore whether the fitted CFA model suitably represents behaviour between 

genders and ethnicity, that is, is the model invariant between these groups, tests of 

measurement invariance were conducted. Following the recommendations outlined by 

Cheung and Rensvold (2002), three invariance tests were conducted: configural (groups 

associate the same subsets of observed variables with the same latent factors); metric 

(the strength of the relationships between items and their underlying constructs are the 

same for both groups); and scalar (the strength of the relationship between each item 

and its underlying construct is the same for both groups). These tests were conducted 

using the Lavaan R package (Rosseel, 2011) and the chi-square statistic (where 

significant results suggest variance between groups). Measurement was first tested 

between genders (males & females) and then between ethnicity (white & other). 

 

7.4.5.1 Measurement Invariance: Gender 

 

There were 173 males and 137 females in this study, (N:310, no missing cases). Using 

the previously identified CFA model, but fitting it between the males and females, 

configural invariance was found (χ2 (152) = 286.65, p < .001; GFI = .98; CFI = .90; 

RMSEA = .07). To test metric invariance the CFA loadings were constrained to be 

equal. This model’s fit was: X 2 (164) = 306.59, p < .001. The difference between 

constrained and unconstrained model was non-significant: ∆X 2 (12) = 19.94, p = .068. 

This suggests that the strength of the relationships between items and their underlying 

constructs are the same for both groups. Next scalar invariance was tested by 

constraining the loadings and intercepts. This model’s fit was X 2 (176) = 328.30, 

p < .001. The difference between this model and the unconstrained model was 

significant: ∆X 2 (12) = 21.70, p =.041. These results demonstrate that there is scalar, 

but not configural or metric variance between genders. The results for this CFA are 

presented in Table 7.7.  Variation in factor loadings, alongside correlations, explain the 

way measurement invariance was not fully met, and suggests gender variation in the 

ways GAH and GAL is observed within the developed scales. 
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Table 7.7 The Results of Fitted CFA Model Across Genders 
 

 
Mal

e Female 
Latent Variable Items � � 

GAH 
 I take responsibility in groups .76 .74 

 I can be forceful when I want something done .52 .56 

 I usually offer to present group projects .75 .66 

 I stick my neck out to get ahead at work .50 .77 

 Work is more fun if there is an element of competition .67 .62 

 I like to be in control of events at work .59 .62 

 I prefer to manage my team than be managed .71 .68 

GAL 
 Taking the team out for a social event helps with team bonding .45 .52 

 It is important to encourage individual talent at work .49 .57 

 I am happy to adapt my working style to fit in with my manager .60 .66 

 
I try to calm things down whenever there is conflict between 

colleagues at work .57 .70 

 I gain personal satisfaction if people ask me for help .55 .55 

 I can talk to anyone at work, regardless of their rank .57 .53 

 I feel valued when others include me in their plans .66 .61 
Correlations GAH ~ GAL .75 .66 

Note: All coefficients are significant at the p < .001 level. 
 

 

7.4.5.2 Measurement Invariance: Ethnicity 

 

The method described above was repeated to investigate measurement invariance 

between ethnicities.  209 individuals identified as white and 101 identified as other. 

Similar to the gender model, configural invariance was found (χ2 (152) = 264.66, p 

< .001; GFI = .99; CFI = .91; RMSEA = .06).  Metric invariance was also found 

(constrained model fit: X 2 (164) = 278.71, p < .001; ∆X 2 (12) = 14.06, p = .29), but 

scalar invariance was not found (constrained model fit: X 2 (176) = 310.88, p < .001; 

∆X 2 (12) = 32.17, p < .001). These results demonstrate that there is scalar, but not 

configural or metric, variance between ethnicity. The results for this CFA are presented 

in Table 7.8. Variation in factor loadings, alongside correlations, explain the way 

measurement invariance was not fully met, and suggests ethnic variation in the ways 

GAH and GAL is observed within the developed scales. 
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Table 7.8 The Results of Fitted CFA Model Across Ethnicity 
  White Other 
Latent Variable Items β β 

GAH 
 I take responsibility in groups .80 .57 
 I can be forceful when I want something done .62 .34 
 I usually offer to present group projects .73 .56 
 I stick my neck out to get ahead at work .65 .61 
 Work is more fun if there is an element of competition .62 .66 
 I like to be in control of events at work .58 .65 
 I prefer to manage my team than be managed .67 .71 
GAL 
 Taking the team out for a social event helps with team bonding .40 .56 
 It is important to encourage individual talent at work .49 .55 
 I am happy to adapt my working style to fit in with my manager .59 .62 

 I try to calm things down whenever there is conflict between 
colleagues at work .61 .60 

 I gain personal satisfaction if people ask me for help .56 .51 
 I can talk to anyone at work, regardless of their rank .50 .63 
 I feel valued when others include me in their plans .60 .72 

Correlations GAH ~ GAL .66 .81 
Note: All coefficients are significant at the p < .001 level. 
 

 

7.5 Discussion 

 

The objective of this study was to establish the psychometric properties of a new short 

measure for GAH and GAL, given that no such measure currently exists that 

operationalises Socioanalytic Theory.  As such, and being a new measure, research has 

so far been unable to test its assumptions regarding work performance.  The 

establishment of a new short measure for GAH and GAL was achieved using the use 

of EFA as a method to discard unsuitable items, as well as to select items that best 

measure GAH and GAL.  Following EFA 14 items remain.  CFA was also conducted 

in order to establish whether the 14 items collectively represented a single latent factor.  

This decision was motivated by the fact that there was a disagreement between the 

number of factors identified by the scree plot and the EFA pattern matrix.  Subsequently, 

the CFA did identify two latent factors, which were highly correlated (.70). As a result 

of these analyses, the objective of developing a preliminary measure of ST was 

achieved.  Figure 7.2 below shows a quadrant of preferences, and is indicative of how 
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someone might behave at work, depending on their preferred style of interacting with 

other people at work.  

 

Table 7.9 Working Style Preferences for Career Success 

 

 

GAH 

Low GAH + High GAL  
Those with low scores on the GAH 
scale, and high scores on the GAL 
scale indicate they are someone 
pleasant to work with, are good 
team players, agreeable, flexible 
and calm, but with a low  need for 
recognition or status, and little 
drive to succeed. 

High GAH + High GAL 
Those with high scores on both the 
GAH and GAL scales indicate they 
are pleasant to work with, will 
nurture others’ as well as their own 
ambitions, are self-motivated, calm, 
confident and are driven to achieve 
goals. They will also develop and 
maintain good working 
relationships.  

Low GAH + Low GAL 
Those with low scores on both the 
GAH and GAL scale indicate they 
are not likely to make an impact at 
work. They show no drive or 
ambition, have no  need for 
recognition or power, and lack the 
interpersonal skills to develop 
effective working relationships. 
They indicate  a low contribution 
to the group or the organization.  

High GAH + Low GAL 
Those with high scores on GAH and 
low scores on GAL indicate 
someone highly driven, goal focused 
with a need for status, power and 
recognition. Given the low GAL 
scores, they may demonstrate a lack 
of consideration for others, and  may 
alienates others through their own 
self-interest. 

GAL 

   *low/high refers to lower/higher overall scores on the GAH/GAL scale dimensions   
 

 

7.5.1 Criticisms and Limitations of the study 

 

There are limitations in this research which would be addressed in any future studies, 

and recent guidelines from the British Psychological Society (BPS, 2016) and the 

International Test Commission (ITC, 2014) would be an invaluable addition to any 

future research.  While “standards which guide test use in research are less common” 

(ITC, 2014, 3) than those for use in organizational settings, this research has attempted 

to meet most of the criteria.  The ICT states that data used for tests in research “typically 

are used to evaluate phenomena” (ITC, 2014, p.3), and to advance knowledge and 

understanding, as has been conducted in this research.  Any new measure is 

experimental and for research only. 
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7.5.2 Item Development and Terminology 

 

Criticisms of this study are mainly with the item development and test construction. 

Hinkin’s (1998) model was followed for this investigative study, and there was an 

assumption that four experienced academics and practitioners, experts in their field, 

would offer insight, judgement and practicality to the design of the item statements.  

Notwithstanding their generosity of time and support for this research, there are, 

nevertheless, some statements which are clearly idiomatic, and may be prone to bias, 

as well as cultural unfairness and which, in hindsight, should have been removed prior 

to putting the questionnaire onto MTurk for data collection. That these were included 

may be due to the familiarity of the assessors, and the researcher, with the HPI.  For 

example, “I stick my neck out to get ahead at work” is a style of speaking that may not 

be familiar to some nationalities and “taking the team out for a drink or dinner helps 

with team bonding” might cause offence in Muslim countries.  Future studies would 

need to consider these limitations and adapt language accordingly, in order to remove 

bias across cultural populations (van de Vijver & Tanzer, 2004). Nevertheless, it was 

considered acceptable to use them in this investigatory research study as HAS has used 

the HPI extensively for cross cultural and international use for over 30 years (HAS, 

2016). 

 

A further critique of this study, and related to the familiarity of HPI terminology, is the 

lack of inter rater reliability which should have been conducted to confirm that the 

statements were valid and reliable, and would be included in any future studies.  Inter-

rater reliability demonstrates the consensus raters’ scores have with another, and 

particularly so where they may be ambiguity of terminology (Anastasi & Urbina, 1997).  

Factors such as familiarity of the measure to be rated, or the rater’s experience of 

scoring a measure may impact on the results, as could the situation, and time, in which 

they completed the rating. When considering inter-rater reliability, Stemler (2004) 

cautions that “the task of judging behavior invites some degree of subjectivity” 

(Stemler, 2004, p.1) and that final ratings will depend upon the rater’s subjective 

interpretation of the criteria.  Further, there is the possibility of chance agreement 

between raters (Grayson & Rust, 2001), which suggests that the use of just 4 raters may 

be too limited to ensure item validity. Future research would, therefore, include inter-

rater reliability for all item statements with a wider pool of raters 
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7.5.3 Ethical Considerations 

 

The ITC recommends requiring informed consent, ensuring the privacy of personal data 

and telling participants about any possible data results (ITC, p.6).  The ITC (2014) and 

the BPS (2016) ethical considerations were met both by HAS when collecting data for 

studies 5 and 6, when feedback was offered at that time to participants, as well as by 

the researcher when collecting data for studies 7-9.  In line with both the ITC (2014) 

and BPS (2016) guidelines for best practice in the use of psychometric testing, 

participants for studies in Chapters 7-9 were informed that all data was anonymous; 

that all data was confidential to the researcher; that no individual details would be asked 

for; that they were free to withdraw at any time; that no data would be forwarded to a 

third party; that this was for research purposes only and that there would be no feedback. 

 

7.5.4 Data Sampling 

 

Sampling will also be discussed in Chapter 10, alongside general criticisms of the study, 

but is addressed here briefly pertaining to this study.  Data collection via MTurk was 

purposefully unrestricted so participants from all countries could participate, in an 

attempt to garner as wide a collection pool as possible, in line with the use of the Hogan 

instruments.  Restricting data collection by countries in future studies could be 

considered, though it was not deemed necessary for this research.  Indeed, the data 

shows a wide, cross-cultural data set was collected.  Furthermore, using MTurk as a 

data collection source, while useful to, and extensively used by social psychology 

researchers, has some recognised limitations, including ethical concerns.  Nevertheless, 

there is the possibility that this study contains volunteer sampling with participants self-

selecting topics, via the MTurk site, that attract them, thereby leading to bias, and the 

potential for an unrepresentative data collection. This will be discussed further in 

Chapter 10. 

 

This study found that both higher order factors were distinct, despite showing a 

correlation of .70, which appears to be due to the high correlation of extravert items in 

both GAH and GAL.  Both GAH and GAL seemingly indicate individual styles of 

behaviour at work, and reflect different styles of engagement.  The results here show 

two distinct ways in which people engage with others, and with their work, in order to 
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achieve goals.  The study of how people engage at work is a developing research area 

which investigates the factors that enhance an individual’s experience of work; and 

which factors influence, and encourage engagement (Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 

2006).  Work engagement includes aspects of attitude and behaviour which results in a 

positive experience of work for that individual, and increased performance for the 

organization Schaufeli, Bakker & Salanova, 2006).  Moreover, work engagement is 

considered a useful and valid measure of performance (Christian, Garza, & Slaughter, 

2011; Erikson, 2005; Saks, 2006; Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 2006) and is included 

in the next validation study in Chapter 8.	
	
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



	

 171 

Chapter 8: Studies 4 and 5 – New Measure 
Validation 
__________________________________ 
 

 

8.1 Introduction 
 

The results in Chapter 7 were sufficiently encouraging to extend the research. The 

objective of the study was to establish the psychometric properties of a new short measure 

for GAH and GAL. CFA showed this new measure comprised of 14 items: 7 items for 

each of GAH and GAL.  Although GAL and GAL were found to be two distinct higher 

order factors, there was a high correlation between them (.70) positing the question of 

there being just one higher order factor.  Analysis of the results, however, found that this 

correlation was mainly due to shared aspects of Extraversion.  GAH accounted for 32.61% 

of the variance, and GAL 5.86% of the variance.  This chapter seeks to validate the new 

measure against existing measures and to argue for two distinct higher order factors.  

 

 

8.2 Measure Validation  
 

Test validity is the extent to which a test measures what it sets out to measure, and offers 

“evidence that a study allows correct inferences about the question it was aimed to answer” 

(Field, 2009, p.795).  Classically, validity was divided into content, criterion, face and 

construct validity, all referring to various aspects of overall validity (see Cronbach, 1949).  

Cronbach’s alpha, a statistical measure of internal consistency or reliability of items in a 

psychometric test, measures how reliable the items are when measuring the same 

construct, though some argue that validity is best seen as a single construct (Messick, 

1995).  Historically, a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.70 has been required to assert that a test is 

reliable as a measure, though this does not necessarily ensure its validity.  Validity is the 

most important consideration in any measure as it refers to the relevance of the results 

the test gets.  For instance, if measuring for Extraversion, the validity of the test lies in 

the fact that personality traits directly related to Extraversion, and considered to be stable 
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over time, are being measured, rather than transient moods prone to fluctuation.  Further, 

the validation process tests for incremental validity over and above other measures which 

ensures the measure is useful and applicable.  

 

Considering the above, studies were needed to address the validity of the new measure, 

and to assess how useful the new measure is against other measures.  As the aim is to 

measure behavioural tendencies at work, it should be positively related to job 

performance over and above other related personality traits.  Moreover, it is important 

to identify how the two constructs of GAH and GAL are related to other personality 

traits to better understand how they fit within other behavioural taxonomies.  This 

chapter identified and confirmed the validity of the measure, and comprised of two 

studies: 

 

Chapter 8 Part 1 – Study 4 – This study explored the relationship between GAH and 

GAL, with the Big Five and a measure of work engagement.  Regression analyses 

explored the incremental validity of the GAH and GAL constructs in the prediction of 

job performance. 

 

Chapter 8 Part 2 – Study 5 – This study explored the incremental validity of the GAH 

and GAL constructs, over the Big Five, Core-Self Evaluations and the Dark Triad, in 

the prediction of job performance.  
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Part 1: Study 4 – New Measure Validation 
Investigation into incremental validity of the new 
measure over and above measures of the Big Five 
Factors and Work Engagement on job performance 
__________________________________ 
 
 

8.3 Introduction to Part 1 
 

The results from Chapter 7 indicate that both GAH and GAL demonstrate individual 

styles of engagement at work, and that these depend upon individual differences of 

personality.  For instance, the GAH factor included an individual with a tendency to 

take responsibility, being forceful, offering to present projects, being in control of 

events and preferring to manage than be managed, all of which indicate an individual 

high on Extraversion, Ambition and Autonomy.  The GAL factor included team 

bonding, encouraging individual talent, calming conflict between colleagues, enjoying 

being asked for help and feeling valued when others include them, indicating an 

individual high on Extraversion, Adjustment and Agreeableness.  The development of 

any new measure is predicated upon the premise that the new measure offers something 

that other measures do not.  This new measure of GAH and GAL contains 14 items 

(Appendix 8.1), far fewer than the HPI and MVPI.  It combines both personality and 

values, motivations and preferences in one short questionnaire, something that has not 

been done before with the HPI and the MVPI, and will offer utility in assessing how 

someone will perform at work.  The measure will be validated against other measures 

of personality as well as a measure of job performance.  

 

 

8.4 A brief recap of The Big Five Factors of Personality and its use in 

this study 
 

The Big Five Factors of personality have been explained fully in Chapter 3, and will be 

briefly explained again here.  The Five Factor Model (FFM) comprises five broad traits 
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of personality; extroversion (E), openness (O), neuroticism (N), agreeableness (A) and 

conscientiousness (C) (see Costa & McCrae, 1985; Goldberg, 1990; Wiggins, 1996).  

The FFM is generally regarded as robust, comprehensive and stable across age groups 

and cultures and underpins many psychometric measurements for personality (Connor-

Smith & Flachsbart, 2007), though criticisms of it are acknowledged, and discussed in 

Chapter 10. 

 

Furthermore, the Big Five Factors have been extensively investigated and demonstrate 

the impact of personality on performance at work: for instance, Adjustment and 

Prudence predict performance in fire-fighters (Kusch, Moser, & Kassner, 2012), 

Adjustment, Conscientiousness and Agreeableness predict individuals being seen as 

being stable, reliable and pleasant to work with and for (Cattell, Eber, & Tatsuoka, 1970; 

Chamorro-Premuzic, 2007; Chidester et al., 1991; Furnham, 1991; Hogan & Holland, 

2003; Jessup & Jessup, 1971), and how personality differences of Extraversion and 

Introversion affect aviation flight crew success in training (Jessup & Jessup, 1971).  

The FFM is used in this study for validation purposes in the form of the TIPI, a short 

measure of the FFM, discussed below.  Nevertheless, and despite its extensive use, 

critics argue that the FFM’s limitations need taking into consideration too (Block, 1965, 

1995, 2010; Boyle, 2008; Paunonen & Jackson, 2000).  Limitations include the 

exclusions of many facets of human behaviour, for example, sensuality and joyfulness, 

as well as the FFM’s static view of personality (Terracciano, Costa & McCrae, 2006; 

Wilks, 2009).  A comprehensive discussion of the limitations of the FFM are found in 

Chapter 10. Other considerations involved in choosing measures is that of the 

bandwidth-fidelity dilemma (Ones & Viswesvaran, 1996), considered now. 

 

 

8.5 Bandwidth-Fidelity Dilemma 
 

When selecting measures for individual differences, researchers need to consider a 

choice between tests that assess for a narrow, but specific, range of factors (fidelity), or 

a broader, more multi-faceted range with fewer details, but which allows for wide 

assessment of general criteria (bandwidth).  This is termed ‘the bandwidth dilemma’ by 

Ones and Viswesvaran (1996), as opting for one necessarily means omitting the other. 
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The bandwidth-fidelity problem is that “greater fidelity is achieved at the loss of 

bandwidth, and increased bandwidth comes at the price of fidelity” (Hogan & Roberts, 

1996, p.627).  Hogan and Roberts (1996) suggest that this may apply for measures of 

educational attainment where intelligence, for example, is a clear measurable criterion 

and amenable to being assessed with a high fidelity, narrow bandwidth (Hogan & 

Roberts, 1996).  They argue, however, that while researchers should use high fidelity, 

narrow bandwidth assessments, it is less a case of bandwidth vs. fidelity than a case of 

a trade off in deciding to use a measure with narrow or broad bandwidth.   

 

Personality measures, using a narrow bandwidth, are in danger of having too few items, 

and thus missing out on important measures of individual differences. Ones and 

Viswesvaran (1996) state that “human resources practitioners and researchers appear 

to assume that more specific and narrow measures of personality traits result in better 

and more fine-grained understanding of the person, and therefore ought to be preferred 

over global measures” (Ones & Viswesvaran, 1996, p.609).  In personality selection, 

however, Ones and Viswesvaran (1996) advocate measures for broader personality 

traits that are seen as better for both prediction and explanation.  Where narrow but 

contextualised measures are used, however (such as the HPI and the GAH/GAL 

measure), and with clear outcome variables such as performance, it is expected that 

incremental validity will be found, over and above broad measures such as the FFM 

(Akhtar, Boustani, Tsivrikos, & Chamorro-Premuzic, 2015).   

 

Hogan and Roberts (1996) stated that narrow based trait measures explain aspects of 

personality traits more effectively than those of broader measures (Tyler, 2014), but 

that the nature of the criterion should dictate the choice of predictors in order to enhance 

validity, rather than the researcher being forced into the ‘dilemma’ of whether to choose 

broad or narrow based measures (Tyler, 2014).  The criteria used here are performance 

outcomes and the new measure of GAH and GAL is a narrow-bandwidth measure using 

contextualised measures. 
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8.6 Performance Outcomes 
 

Performance outcomes are measurable outcome criteria achieved by an individual in 

relation to their role at work, examples of which include how many deadlines are met, 

or how much income is generated, in a given timescale.  Primarily, work performance 

is behaviour by an individual aligned to organisational goals, and can be either overt 

such as observed behaviour, or covert such as decision-making processes (Campbell, 

McCloy, Oppler, & Sager, 1993), but both relating to measurable outcomes.  It was 

debated earlier whether performance at work is best measured by supervisor ratings or 

self-ratings, and doubts as to the use of supervisor ratings were raised when research 

showed that these were found to be prone to bias and unreliability in terms of 

performance criteria (Pytlik-Zillig, Hemenover & Dienstbier, 2002).  For example, core 

aspects such as openness and emotional stability were less easy to observe and thus 

assess objectively, despite being key to organisational success (Funder, 1995; John & 

Robins, 1993; Pytlik-Zillig, Hemenover, & Dienstbier, 2002). Further, supervisor 

ratings and performance criteria are often measuring different things and can be biased 

due to personal assumptions and preferences (Cook 2009). The performance outcomes 

designed specifically for this study are detailed below. 

 

8.7 Work Engagement 
 

Studies on employee engagement can be traced to Kahn’s (1990) social-psychological 

construct on personal engagement. Kahn argued that employees choose whether to 

invest their cognitive, emotional and physical self into their work and that this reflects 

on their work. The research into engagement has increased over the last 20 years, as 

have the number of definitions (Peccei, 2013) and the general interpretation of 

engagement on work performance tends towards a positive interpretation (Truss, 

Shantz, Soane, Alfes, & Delbridge, 2013, Vance, 2006).  Schaufeli (2014) identifies 

two interpretations of engagement; work engagement and employee engagement. Work 

engagement refers to the relationship of the employee with his or her work, whereas 

employee engagement may also include the relationship with the organisation 

(Schaufeli, 2014). According to Bailey, Madden, Alfes, & Fletcher, (2015), the most 

frequently adopted definition is work engagement, and a measure to assess for this, the 
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Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES-9, Schaufeli, & Bakker, 2003) has been 

adopted in around 86% of previous work engagement research studies (Bailey et al., 

2015).  

 

There is a tension between narrowing the definition of engagement so far that it 

becomes of limited interest, and broadening it too widely, so that it loses its 

distinctiveness, and one that has not yet fully been resolved (Schaufeli 2014). Given 

the breadth of studies using the UWES-9 definition, this study will adopt the work 

engagement definition. Engagement is defined as “a fulfilling work-related state of 

mind that is characterised by “vigor, dedication and absorption” (Schaufeli et al., 2006 

p. 702) and as “a distinct and unique construct that consists of cognitive, emotional, 

and behavioral components that are associated with individual role performance” (Saks, 

2006, p.602), all of which lead to better organisational performance (Robertson & 

Cooper, 2010).  Schaufeli (2014) identifies two main interpretations of engagement; 

work engagement and employee engagement. Work engagement refers to the 

relationship of the employee with his or her work, whereas employee engagement may 

also include the relationship with the organisation (Schaufeli, 2014). According to 

Bailey et al. (2015), the most frequently adopted definition is work engagement, and 

more specifically the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES-9) (Schaufeli & Bakker, 

2003), which, according to Bailey et al. (2015), has been adopted in around 86% of 

previous engagement studies.  

 

Research on employee engagement shows that it correlates with many positive aspects, 

much sought after by organisations, and is considered a viable measurement of 

performance outcome.  Engaged individuals are argued to be more productive (Erikson, 

2005), which is a key reason organisations ought to find out how to assess for this in 

selection.  Furthermore, they are more enthusiastic, happier at work, psychologically 

healthier, flexible and resilient towards work demands, and can enthuse others by their 

own engagement (Bakker, 2009). Despite the overlap between job satisfaction, 

involvement, commitment and focus, work engagement is quite distinct as a concept, 

and seemingly more encompassing, and relates to physical, emotional and 

psychological involvement with both the role and the organization (Hallberg & 

Schaufeli, 2006; Wefald & Downey, 2009).  A critique of engagement and potential 

dark sides are discussed below. 
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8.8 The Influence of Work Engagement on Performance: Social 

Exchange Theory 
 

Work engagement (WE) is considered a valid and reliable predictor of a variety of 

positive performance outcomes including employee, organisational and financial 

outcomes (Bates, 2004; Baumruk, 2006; Baumruk & Marusarz, 2004; Saks, 2006), and 

this has led to a growing interest in the construct in recent years (Akhtar et al., 2015).  

Work engagement can relate to either job engagement, or organisational engagement 

and the two manifest in quite different ways.  For example, an individual can be fully 

engaged with their own job, but not necessarily with their organization.   

 

Saks (2006) argues that an explanation for such engagement is found in Social 

Exchange Theory (SET).  The core tenet of SET is the assumption that a reciprocity of 

exchanges occurs between agents, resulting in mutual obligations towards each other, 

and includes trust, loyalty and commitments generated by each exchange (Cropanzano 

& Mitchell, 2005).  These exchanges can be social, material, or psychological between 

the agents, and in a work environment, it will be between individuals, each other and 

the organisation.  Reciprocity is a friendly re-action towards someone who has been 

helpful, whereby kindness and co-operation are generated towards each other, (Fehr & 

Gächter, 2000), and resonating with Adler’s theory of Social Interest (Adler, 1979).  

According to Saks (2006), the mutual and reciprocal exchanges between individuals 

and organisations results in engagement at work, although recent research suggests 

otherwise, with only 30% of the workforce being engaged at work (Gallup Employment 

Engagement Survey, 2015).  

 

A recent study which investigated individual differences and engagement considered 

the relationship between personality differences and organisational citizenship 

behaviours (Matamala, 2011).  In Matamala’s research, focus was on the relationship 

between engagement and the Big Five personality factors of Extraversion, Neuroticism, 

Conscientiousness and Agreeableness.  Matamala notes that few studies “have 

examined the relationship between engagement and job performance” (Matamala, 2011, 

p.10), and even fewer have considered these in tandem with individual differences.  She 

argues that the focus on job and organisational resources as antecedents of work 
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engagement “has limited the examination of more stable personal antecedents such as 

personality traits” (Matamala, 2011, p.12), and shows how engagement is linked to 

individual differences.  A more recent study, including the HPI (Hogan & Hogan, 1997) 

points to an ‘engageable personality’ where personality differences act as antecedents 

towards engagement (Akhtar et al., 2015), and argues that engagement needs to be 

considered from two angles: 

 

 a) What are the antecedents of engagement?  

 b) What are the consequences of engagement? 

 

While Saks’ (2006) research demonstrates various factors which have an impact on job 

and organisational engagement, there is a lack of consideration for a key area of work 

psychology, namely that of personality differences. There is, however, a suggestion that 

future research “might also consider individual difference variables that might predict 

employee engagement” (Sake, 2006, p.614), citing Maslach’s research which shows 

that some personality variables including hardiness, self-esteem, and locus of control 

are related to engagement (Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001).  

 

This chapter considers what is a recent area of research, that of the influence of 

personality on engagement.  Personality traits have been shown to significantly 

correlate with engagement (Xanthopolou, Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2009), and 

a recent research study found several correlations with the big five personality factors 

and engagement (Akhtar et al. 2015).  Most of the big five factors predict engagement 

in some way.  For example, high levels of Extraversion and low levels of Neuroticism 

predict employee engagement, (Akhtar et al., 2015), Conscientiousness predicts 

engagement through a strong sense of responsibility and efficacy (Kim, Shin, & 

Swanger, 2009; Warr, 2011), Agreeableness demonstrated engagement through the 

willingness to work as part of a team (Morgeson, Reider & Campion, 2005; Wefald, 

Reichard, & Serrano, 2011), and Openness demonstrated some engagement, but was 

found to have too many dimensions to be reliably correlated with it (Griffin & Hesketh, 

2004).  The relationship between personality and engagement, and the argument that 

engagement is a valid performance outcome underpins the use of the UWES-9 as a 

measure against which to validate the GAH and GAL in this study. 
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8.9 Hypotheses 
 

The following hypotheses will be tested: 

 

H1. GAH/GAL will be positively correlated with the Big Five Factors (TIPI): 

H1.1. GAH/GAL will be positively correlated with Extraversion; 

H1.2. GAH/GAL will be positively correlated with Openness;  

H1.3. GAH/GAL will be positively correlated with Agreeableness; 

H1.4. GAH/GAL will be positively correlated with Conscientiousness; 

H1.5. GAH/GAL will be positively correlated with Emotional Stability. 

 

H2. Both GAH and GAL will be positively correlated with Engagement.  

 

H3. GAH/GAL offers incremental validity over the Big Five (TIPI) and the 

UWES-9 (Engagement) in the prediction of Work Performance. 

 

H4. GAH/GAL offers incremental validity over the Big Five in the prediction of 

Engagement.  

 

 

8.10 Method 
 

8.10.1 Participants 

 
The study consisted of N = 310 adult workers (Females = 136, 43.7%; Males = 172, 

55.5%, Other = 2, 0.6%).  Ages were 18 to 74 years (18-24 years, 10.6%; 25-34 years, 

45.3%; 35-44 years, 26.4%; 45-54 years, 12.2%; 55-64 years, 4.5%; 65-74 years 1%).  

The marital status of participants was: Single 110 (35.4%); Married 149 (47.9%); 

Divorced 11 (3.5%) Widowed 4 (1.3%); Living with a partner 37 (11.9%).  The 

ethnicity of participants was: White 29 (9.4%) White Other 180 (58.1%); 

Black/Caribbean 21 (6.8%); Black British 1 (.3%); Asian British 5 (1.6%); 

Asian/Indian Pakistani 58 (18.7%); Chinese/Japanese/Korean 5 (1.5%); South 

American 2 (.6%); Other 9 (2.9%).  Occupations included: Manual worker 29 (9.4%); 

Semi-skilled 42 (13.5%); Skilled 127 (41.0%); Supervisory 46, (14.8%); Managerial 
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55 (17.7%); Senior Management 9 (2.9%); and CEO 2 (.6%).  Educational levels were: 

Secondary school 43 (13.9%); Further Education, 50 (16.1%); University under-

graduates 124 (40.0%); University post-graduates 54 (17.4%); MBA 27 (8.7%); 

MPhil/PhD 8 (2.6%); and Professional (LLM, CPsychol/CIPD) 4 (1.3%).  The annual 

income of the participants was: <£10,000, 43 (13.9%); £10-25,000, 74 (23.9%); £25-

40,000, 85 (27.4%); £40-50,000, 53 (17.1%); £50-65,000 27 (8.7%); £65-80,000, 15 

(4.8%); >£80,000, 13 (4.2%). 

 

8.10.2 Measures 

 

8.10.2.1 GAH & GAL new short measure x 14 items (see Appendix 8.1) 

 

The 14-item instrument, developed in the previous chapter, was used to measure an 

individual’s behaviours in relation to GAH and GAl. The two scales were found to have 

acceptable levels of internal consistency (GAH = .84; GAL = .77).  The GAH and GAL 

were scored by computing an average of a participant’s responses.  

 

8.10.2.2 The Ten Item Personality Inventory (TIPI, Gosling, Rentfrow, & 

Swann, 2003) (see Appendix 8.2) 

 

The Ten Item Personality Inventory (TIPI), is a brief measure of the Five Factor Model 

developed particularly for research purposes (Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003). It 

consists of ten items with two items representing each factor of the FFM: Extraversion 

(α = .73), Agreeableness (α = .41), Conscientiousness (α = .47), Emotional Stability (α 

= .59), and Openness to Experience (α = .43).  The statement: “I see myself as…” is 

followed by ten items containing two traits such as “I am sympathetic, warm” and “I 

am disorganized, careless. Participants are required to score on a 7 point Likert scale 

from 1=strongly disagree, to 7 = strongly agree. Estimates of internal consistency show: 

Extraversion (Cronbach’s α = .61), Agreeableness (α = .20), Conscientiousness (α 

= .36), Neuroticism (α = .31), and Openness (α = .18) (Gosling et al., 2003).  Reliability 

estimates over six weeks showed an average correlation of .72 for the five dimensions 

(Gosling et al., 2003).    
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Despite the limitations of the psychometric properties of the TIPI, it is argued to be a 

“reasonable proxy for longer Big-Five instruments” (Gosling, et al, 2003, p.523), and 

that “although somewhat inferior to standard multi-item instruments, the instruments 

reached adequate levels in terms of (a) convergence with widely used Big-Five 

measures in self, observer, and peer reports, (b) test-retest reliability, (c) patterns of 

predicted external correlates, and (d) convergence between self and observer ratings” 

(Gosling et al., 2003. p.504).  Cronbach’s alpha for internal reliability was 0.68 for 

Extraversion, 0.40 for Agreeableness, 0.50 for Conscientiousness, 0.73 for Emotional 

Stability (Neuroticism reversed) and 0.45 for Openness to Experience.  Several 

researchers from Europe and the USA (Ehrhart, Ehrhart, Roesch, Chung-Herrera, 

Nadler & Bradshaw, 2009; Hofmans., Kuppens., & Allik, 2008; Muck, Hell & Gosling, 

2007), investigated the TIPI for validity and reliability and found that it is a useful and 

valid measure for assessing broad personality domains particularly for research where 

resources are limited, and recent research from the UK supported the validity of the 

TIPI for research purposes (Furnham, 2008; Holmes, 2010). The TIPI scale was scored 

by computing the average of a participant’s responses. 

 

 

8.10.2.3 The Utrecht Work Engagement Survey – 9 items (UWES-9, Schaufeli, W. 

& Bakker, A. 2003) (see Appendix 8.3) 

 

The UWES-9 is a 9-item 6-point Likert scale measuring work engagement, and was 

developed as a shorter measure of the original UWES 17 measure (Schaufeli & Bakker, 

2006).  It assesses for work engagement with three scales: vigour, dedication and 

absorption.  The 9 questions include items such as “I feel happy when I am working 

intensely” and “When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work”.  Participants 

are required to score on a 6 point Likert scale (1=never, 6 = always) to indicate how 

strongly they agree or disagree with these statements. The internal consistency 

(Chronbach’s alpha) of the three scales of the UWES-9 are equal to, or exceed .70 

(Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2001) and correlations between the 

three scales exceed .65 (Demerouti et al., 2001; Salanova et al., 2000). The UWES-9 

scale was scored by computing the average of a participant’s responses. 
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Validation and reliability studies on the UWES-9 are extensive and cross cultural, with 

each study showing similar degrees of validity and reliability.  Studies across ten 

countries showed Cronbach’s alpha for the three scales of the UWES-9 to be between 

.60 and .88, and for the total nine items to be between .85 and .92 across all countries, 

thus they exceed the value of .70 (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994; Schaufeli & Bakker, 

2006). Reliability studies over one year, with the UWES-9 administered twice, found 

coefficients for Vigour were .61- 71, Dedication, .56 – 66, and Absorption .60-68 across 

countries. Reliability for all nine items was between .64 and .73 (Schaufeli & Bakker, 

2006).   

 

Further, research from five studies over three years, with N=9404 from five different 

occupational samples found the UWES-9 to have good construct validity, and can be 

recommended for use in research (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2001; Schaufeli & Bakker, 

2003; Seppälä, P., Mauno, S., Feldt, T., Hakanen, J., Kinnunen, U., Schaufeli, W. & 

Tolvanen, A. 2009). Construct validity and reliability of the UWES-9 has also been 

demonstrated in cross-cultural studies, (Balducci, Fraccaroli, & Schaufeli, 2010; 

Panthee, Shimazu, & Kawakami, 2014; Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 2006; Seppälä, 

et al, 2009; Shahrazad, Sulaiman, & Zahoni, 2016). All studies show that the UWES-9 

has good construct validity, and that the 9-item measure can be recommended for 

research. 

 

8.10.2.4 Performance Measures: Item Selection and Development  

 

In line with the personality item development in Chapter 7, the same procedure was 

conducted for the design and development of 74 performance items.  The performance 

measures designed in this study were based on the literature review (Chapters 1 – 3) 

and linked to behaviours seen as being directly associated with GAH or GAL.  

Volunteer raters were asked to rate the items according to how far they reflected 

performance at work on a scale of 1 – 5, and the statements were designed, to reflect 

actual performance outcomes, achieved over the last year by participants at work (See 

Appendix 8.4).  Items that received ratings of four or five were retained.  Fifteen items 

were discarded, and nine items were reversed coded following feedback.  Examples of 

items removed were Q14. “I have offered practical solutions to my manager about 
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department problems” and Q37. “My manager has formally commended me on taking 

risks to achieve my goals”.   

 

In total, 59 performance items remained, following which steps were taken to reduce 

the number of items. First, a correlation table was produced that contained all items 

(Table 8.2).  Any two items that shared a coefficient less than .40 were discarded.  The 

subsequent items were then subjected to Principal Axis Factoring (PAF) with an 

Oblimin rotated factor analysis procedure.  Furthermore, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin’s value 

was assessed with each factor analyses to ensure that indeed the data was suitable for 

factor analyses (scores above .60 are recommended; Kaiser, 1970), alongside checking 

for low item communalities and discarding items that had loading coefficients of less 

than .40 or crossed-loaded (Hinkin, 1998; Williams, Onsman, Brown & Rasch, 2012).  

Items that loaded on a single dominant factor (i.e. accounting for at least 35% of the 

variance) were retained and tested for internal consistency.   

 

As evidenced by the final pattern matrix and scree plot (Appendix 8.5), a single factor 

was found that consisted of 14 performance items (Cronbach’s Alpha = .91) and 

accounted for 42.81% of the variance (see Appendix 8.6).  A CFA model also found all 

the items to load into a single latent factor with an average of 43% of the variance 

accounted for in each item (CFI model fit: χ2 (77) = 200.56, p < .001; CFI = .93; GFI 

= .91; RMSEA = .07).  The factor structure of the model was testing using EFA and 

CFA techniques. EFA showed it is one factor, so not multidimensional, and the CFA 

confirmed that.  The items are listed below Table 8.1.   

 

While supervisor ratings are considered reliable when aligned to clear and measurable 

performance criteria (Hinkin, 1998), they are also considered the most biased in terms 

of personality likes and dislikes, and this questionnaire is expected to reflect more 

accurate measures of individual performance. Self-ratings based on specific 

achievements also ensure that performance, which might otherwise be missed by the 

supervisor, is measured.  The questionnaire was anonymous and was considered low 

stake, there being no outcomes or feedback from the results, so there was no reason for 

the respondents to give answers they thought were correct or socially desirable.  The 

limitation of self-reports, nevertheless, will be discussed in Chapter 10. In order to 

assess how far the new measure for GAH and GAL can indicate how someone will 
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perform at work, performance items were developed in line with theory on GAH and 

GAL, and measured an individual’s actual performance over the previous year.  

 

 

Table 8.1 Job Performance Indicators - 14 statements    

I have reviewed other peoples’ performance 

I have made decisions which have impacted on my team 

I presented my work to large audiences 

I sought positions of authority 

I undertook professional development to further my career goals 

I was asked by my manager for my strategic vision regarding projects 

My views have been incorporated into company policy 

When a colleague made a mistake, I supported them in front of the team 

I organised a social event for a colleague’s birthday 

I contributed to my company’s charity collection 

I received a letter of thanks from a satisfied client/customer 

I changed my holiday dates in help a colleague with personal needs 

I offered to teach a new colleague relevant skills in my own time 

When there was office conflict, I offered to mediate 

 

 

8.10.3 Procedure  
 
The four measures: the new short measure of GAH & GAL, Performance Outcomes x 

14 items, the TIPI , the UWES-9 were hosted on an online survey site Amazon’s 

Mechanical Turk (MTurk, 6 November 2014).  Participants were asked to read the 

Confidentiality and Ethics notice before proceeding.  Participants needed to accept the 

terms, and to give their consent knowingly, in order to continue with the questionnaire. 

A debrief page was included at the end of the questionnaire to explain the research 

study.   
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8.11 Results 
 

8.11.1 Descriptive Statistics and Correlations 

 

Descriptive statistics and correlations are shown in Table 8.2 below.  The results show 

that GAH correlates with all the Big Five Factors of personality to some extent; most 

notable are the positive relationships with Extraversion (r = .50) and Openness (r = .35), 

while the correlations with Agreeableness, Conscientiousness and Emotional Stability 

are positive, albeit weaker. Similarly, GAL positively correlated with all Big Five 

constructs, with the strongest relationships being also found with Extraversion (r = .40) 

and Openness (r = .34).  Both constructs positively correlated with job performance 

(r > .50) and work engagement (r > .50).  Lastly, a strong correlation was again found 

between GAH and GAL.  This confirms that GAH and GAL have significant overlap 

of behavioural taxonomy with the Big Five as evidenced by the strong correlations both 

constructs held with Extraversion and Openness.  These analyses provide support for 

H1 and H2.  To test the remaining hypotheses regression analyses were used. 
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Table 8.2 Bivariate Correlations & Descriptive Statistics between the Big Five Factors, Engagement and Job Performance 

 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 M SD 

1. Gender —          1.56 0.50 

2. Age -.10 —         2.56 1.03 

3. Extraversion .00 -.02 —        8.17 3.45 

4. Agreeableness -.14* .13* .18** —       10.79 2.46 

5. Conscientiousness -.14* .20** .25** .38** —      11.43 2.28 

6. Emotional Stability .06 .18** .32** .50** .40** —     10.51 2.66 

7. Openness -.08 .07 .30** .39** .40** .33** —    10.14 2.46 

8. GAH -.03 .01 .38** .27** .31** .27** .23** —   0.00 0.93 

9. GAL .02 -.06 .50** .18** .23** .26** .35** .54** —  0.00 0.89 

10. Engagement .04 -.02 .40** .33** .32** .31** .34** .52** .73** — 4.03 1.12 

11. Job Performance .07 -.07 .41** .19** .14* .19** .28** .60** .66** .53** 0.00 0.96 

GAH and GAL both show Means = 0 as these are standardized (Z) scores  



 188 

8.11.2 Hierarchical Regressions  

 

Hierarchical regressions were conducted to explore the relationship between a set of 

independent variables (IV) and a dependent variable (DV).  In this case, the technique 

was used to explore the incremental validity of GAH and GAL in the prediction of Job 

Performance and Work Engagement.  To test the incremental validity of the IVs, a 

hierarchical multiple regression technique was used.  A decision was taken to include 

age and sex in the regression analyses as both are related to performance, (Avolio, 

Waldman, & McDaniel 1990; (Bowen, Swim & Jacobs, 2000; Green, Jegadeesh & 

Tang, 2009; Hjort, 1997; Prenda & Stahl, 2001) and inclusion allows for control of their 

effect when establishing the validity of the measure.  When predicting job performance 

scores, four models were specified:  

 

Model 1: included participants’ age and sex; 

Model 2: included participants’ age, sex and the Big Five scores; 

Model 3: included participants’ age, sex, the Big Five, GAH and GAL scores; 

Model 4: included participants’ age and sex, the Big five, GAH and GAL 

scores and a measure of Work Engagement (UWES-9).  

 

When predicting work engagement scores, three models were specified: 

 

Model 1: included participants’ age and sex; 

Model 2: included participants’ age, sex and the Big Five scores; 

Model 3: included participants’ age, sex, the Big Five, GAH and GAL scores. 

 

The results of these analyses are displayed in Table 8.3 and Table 8.4. As can be seen 

in Table 8.3, GAH, but not GAL, significantly predicted job performance scores, 

alongside Work Engagement, over and above the Big Five.  It is interesting to note that 

the inclusion of Work Engagement in the final model explained an additional 8.4% of 

the variance in Job Performance scores, with model three accounting for 44% of the 

variance.  In Model 4, both GAH and Engagement predict performance over and above 

the Big Five and GAL. Lastly, as can be seen in Table 8.4, both GAH and GAL 

positively predicted Work Engagement over and above the Big Five, accounting for 35% 

of the variance.  These results provide partial support for H3 and support H4. 
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Table 8.3 The Results of Regression Analyses Predicting Job Performance 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: Relationships are significant is significant at the (***) < .01 level, (**) .01 level, or (*) 0.05 level (2-tailed) 

  

Hierarchical Regression 1 - Dependent Variable: Overall Performance 
Predictors Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

 β t β t β t β t 
Gender .07 1.139 .09 1.71 .07 1.55 .08 1.87 

Age -.06 1.051 -.07 1.32 -.02 .48 -.02 .41 
Extraversion   .35 6.31*** .11 2.20 .07 1.51 

Agreeableness   .10 1.52** .08 1.52 .05 .97 
Conscientiousness   -.02 .29 -.05 1.03** -.10 2.16* 
Emotional Stability   -.02 .24 -.05 0.93 -.06 1.19 

Openness   .17 2.82 .05 1.00 .08 1.67 
GAH     .53 7.85*** .41 6.41*** 
GAL     .08 1.20 .02 .24 

Engagement       .36 7.36*** 
df 2, 307 7, 302 9, 300 10, 299 
F 1.336 11.838* 28.163* 35.274* 

Adjusted R-Squared .002 .197 .442 .526 
R-Square Change .009 .207 .243 .083 

F Change 1.336 10.502* 16.325* 7.111* 
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Table 8.4 The Results of Regression Analyses Predicting Work Engagement 

Hierarchical Regression 2 - Dependent Variable: Work Engagement 
Predictors Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

 β t β t β t 
Gender -.03 .584 .00 .06 -.02 .449 

Age .00 .046 -.05 .97 -.01 .26 
Extraversion   .30 5.31*** .11 2.04* 

Agreeableness   .13 1.99 .09 1.59 
Conscientiousness   .18 2.95*** .14 2.50** 
Emotional Stability   .05 .76 .02 .41 

Openness   .01 .20 -.07 1.37 
GAH     .33 4.46*** 
GAL     .18 2.49** 

       
df 2, 307 7, 302 9, 300 
F .176 12.082* 19.646* 

Adjusted R-Squared .001 .219 .352 
R-Square Change .001 .218 .152 

F Change .176 11.906* 7.564* 
 

           Note: Relationships are significant is significant at the (***) < .01 level, (**) .01 level, or (*) 0.05 level (2-tailed)  
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8.12 Discussion  
 

This study sought to validate the new measure against existing measures and to 

show incremental validity in assessing for performance outcomes.  Validation was 

made against the TIPI, the UWES-9 and a new measure of performance outcomes 

designed for this study.  The study found that GAH offered incremental validity 

over and above the Big Five Factors of personality in predicting performance and 

engagement. GAH and GAL both predicted Engagement.  Analyses showed a 

significantly high correlation of .73 between GAL and engagement, questioning 

whether there was an overlap of these two factors.  It is argued that GAL is quite 

different to engagement, though to engage with work and colleagues, the qualities 

of GAL would enhance engagement.  GAL Adjustment, Interpersonal Sensitivity,, 

and Sociability, all of which are seen as positive indicators of engagement.  The 

results are discussed below: 

 

 

H1. GAH/GAL will be positively correlated to the Big Five Factors 

 

H1 was supported.  The results showed that GAH and GAL positively correlated 

with all the Big Five Factors of personality. GAH correlated with Extraversion, 

Openness, Emotional Stability, Conscientiousness and Agreeableness.  GAL 

correlated with Extraversion, Openness, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness and 

Emotional Sensitivity.  The following five sub-hypotheses: H1.1, H1.2, H1.3 and 

H1.4, and H1.5, all relating to the Big Five Factors of personality, are discussed 

together below.  GAH and GAL were positively correlated with Extraversion: 

GAH and GAL.  The loadings explain, in part, the high correlation of .70 between 

GAH and GAL.  Extraversion manifests in both getting ahead at work, putting 

oneself forward to present, lead teams and offer to take on responsibility, as well 

as getting along with others, facilitating good team work, being open and 

approachable to colleagues.  Aspects of Extraversion loaded onto both higher order 

factors in this study. 
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Both GAH and GAL were positively correlated with Openness: GAH .35 and 

GAL .34.  The loadings explain, to some extent, the correlation of .70 that, coupled 

with Extraversion, will indicate individuals who engage easily with others, and are 

open to new ideas.  Both GAH and GAL were positively correlated with 

Agreeableness: GAH .18 and GAL .33.  Not surprisingly, GAL had a stronger 

correlation with Agreeableness than GAH.  Individuals who strive to get on with 

others are less likely to be abrasive and more likely to want to co-operate, and 

compromise, with others.  Both GAH and GAL were positively correlated with 

Emotional Sensitivity (GAH .26; GAL .31), indicating that to get ahead as well as 

get along with others, emotional stability is important.  Individuals with low 

emotional stability, are difficult to work with, moody, anxious, prone to ill health 

and conflict and overly sensitive to feedback.  

 

H2. Both GAH and GAL will be positively correlated to Engagement 

 

H2 was supported in this study.  Both GAH and GAL positively correlated with 

Engagement: GAH .52; GAL .73. When measuring for Overall Job Performance: 

GAH .60 and GAL and .66.  As GAH and GAL positively correlate with all the 

Big Five Factors of personality, and the Big 5 personality traits have been shown 

to correlate with Engagement (Xanthopolou, Bakker, Demerouti & Schaufeli, 

2009), these results demonstrate clear support for H2. Analyses showed a 

significantly high correlation of .73 between GAL and engagement, questioning 

whether there was an overlap of these two factors.  It is argued that GAL is different 

to engagement, though the qualities of GAL would enhance engagement and there 

would be some similarity.  GAL includes Adjustment, Interpersonal Sensitivity, 

and Sociability, all of which are complimentary to, but distinct from, engagement 

(Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003), and it is these complimentary aspects which has 

resulted in a high correlation in this study.   

 

H3. GAH/GAL offers incremental validity over the Big Five (TIPI) and the 

UWES-9 (Engagement) in the prediction of Work Performance. 

 

H3 was partially supported in this study. GAH demonstrated incremental validity over 
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the Big Five in the prediction of work performance outcomes (Model 3). Of the Big 

Five Factors, Conscientiousness was a better predictor of Performance than GAL.  

Nevertheless, while Model 4 found both GAH and Engagement to be better predictors 

of job performance better than the Big Five, Engagement was the best predictor of job 

performance in this study, supporting the theories outlined above (Akhtar et al., 2015; 

Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Kim, Kolb, & Kim, 2012; Schaufeli & Baker, 2003). 

 

H4. GAH/GAL offers incremental validity over the Big Five in the prediction of 

Engagement.  

 

H4 was supported and both GAH and GAL showed incremental validity over the 

UWES-9 in predicting Engagement.  Of the Big Five, Conscientiousness and 

Extraversion both indicated engagement.  The high correlation between engagement 

and GAL suggests that, although distinct, there is an overlap between them.  GAL 

includes Adjustment and Interpersonal Sensitivity, and the UWES-9 includes the three 

scales of Vigor, Dedication and Absorption (Schaufeli & Baker, 2003). Vigor (sic) 

relates to resilience and persistence; Dedication relates to how meaningful one’s work 

is, being enthusiastic and energetic, and Absorption refers to being fully absorbed and 

immersed in one’s work, (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003).  These aspects of each measure 

are complimentary and the overlap between results in a high correlation in this study.  

Future studies could include different measures of engagement, as well as large cohorts 

to see how far the overlap is repeated. Notwithstanding the positive research studies 

conducted on engagement, and the results here which indicates that engagement is 

related to personality differences, and work performance, there are serious, and 

negative consequences, of work engagement for the individual, and these will be 

discussed now. 

 

8.12.1 A critique of Engagement 
 

Over the last 20 years, debate has grown over the concept of workaholism and 

engagement, particularly in how they differ (Schaufeli, Taris, & Bakker, 2006; 

Schaufeli, Taris, & Van Rhenen, 2008), and how each impact on workplace 

performance.  Workaholism has generally been seen as a negative process resulting in 
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obsessive, almost addictive, work behaviour, resulting in a detrimental effect on 

individual well-being and personal relationships (Oates, 1971), endangering their 

health and happiness (Schaufeli et al, 2006). Other research found workaholism to have 

positive outcomes and that individuals who worked obsessively were often satisfied, 

productive, and fulfilled (Korn, Pratt, & Lambrou, 1987; Peiperl & Jones, 2001).   

 

While recent research argues for a positive relationship between engagement and work 

performance, (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Kim, Kolb, & Kim, 2012; Akhtar et al., 

2015), the definition of engagement itself remains ambiguous (Macey & Schneider, 

2008).  There are also concerns about the measurement, and underlying theory of 

employee engagement (Saks & Gruman, 2014) as well as “a lack of consensus on the 

meaning of employee engagement as well as concerns about the validity of the most 

popular measure of employee engagement” (p.155) which posit many questions about 

its purpose, and its use, in research and practice.   

 

The lack of clarity in the definition of engagement has resulted in several interpretations 

(Peccei, 2013) with researchers tending to focus on the positive effect it has on 

performance, (Truss et al., 2013; Vance, 2006).  Nevertheless, engagement is usually 

referred to as a positive process, and reflects the ‘good’ side of workaholism in that it 

has all the positives of workaholism; hard work, focus, drive but lacks the obsessiveness 

that results in ill health and poor quality of interpersonal relationships (Schaufeli et al., 

2006).  A study on Dutch workers found they worked long hours, but that the workers 

themselves felt they were not obsessed to do so, and that it is the lack of compulsion to 

work hard that differentiates the two, (Beckers et al., 2004).  It is this definition that has 

shaped the terminology of engagement, so that its ‘goodness’ has often been accepted, 

and the detrimental effects of it on individuals been overlooked. For instance, 

engagement has been found to relate negatively to various aspects of work including 

burnout (Montgomery, Peeters, Schaufeli, & Den Ouden, 2003) and ill-health 

(Demerouti, Bakker, De Jonge, Janseen & Schaufeli, 2001; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004), 

whereas engaged employers are healthier and happier (Hallberg & Schaufeli, 2006; 

Schaufeli et al., 2005). Christian, Garza, & Slaughter (2011) note that evidence has 

accumulated on the basis that engagement does lead to high levels of performance, 
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however numerous academics, including Guest (2011), are yet to be convinced that 

there is such a positive relationship. 

 

8.12.2 The Dark Side of Engagement  

 

The relationship between engagement and these negative outcomes has led to research 

examining the possible ‘dark side of engagement’ (Hogan & Chamorro-Premuzic, 

2015b; Peccei, 2013), where its supposed positive relationship with performance is 

questioned (Garrad & Chamorro-Premuzic, 2016).  Too high a level of engagement is 

shown to have detrimental effects on the individual in terms of burnout (Saks & 

Gruman, 2014), workaholism (Gorgievski et al., 2009), poorer performance (Hogan & 

Chamorro-Premuzic, 2015b) and lower job satisfaction (Garrad & Chamorro-Premuzic, 

2016). Furthermore, the role of leaders on employee engagement (Christian, et al, 2011), 

is often missing from analysis of employee engagement (Hogan & Chamorro-Premuzic, 

2015b).  

 

Meta-analysis research found the impact engagement has on performance is complex, 

as organisational factors such as leadership styles can affect the way engagement 

manifests, as much as individual differences.  Nevertheless, it is argued to be “a useful 

construct that deserves further attention” (Christian, et al, 2011, p.89) albeit with, more 

clarity on what engagement is.  Given the debate on engagement, it may be that using 

it as a validation measure needs more precision in terms of what is being measured.  

Although the UWES-9 is a validated, and widely used, measure for engagement, a 

measure of burn-out and work-place stress might be a more useful counterbalance for 

future validation studies of the GAH and GAL measure. 

 

This first validation study of the new measure sought to confirm two distinct higher 

order factors of GAH and GAL, to examine whether GAH and GAL showed higher 

incremental validity over and above the Big Five Factors, and to investigate which 

factors were most likely to predict Performance. The results demonstrate there are two 

distinct higher order factors: GAH and GAL and that Extraversion is a key component 

in both.  It was also found that GAH and GAL have incremental validity over and above 

the Big Five in predicting Performance.  In general, these results found GAH to be a 
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stronger indicator of performance and engagement than GAL. This has implications for 

selection, recruitment and development and suggests that the meta-factors have useful 

associations with engagement and performance. Opposite to the ‘bright side’ of 

personality is the ‘dark side’ of personality, containing those traits we tend to 

consciously keep hidden from others but often unconsciously seep out, such as 

Arrogance, Manipulation, Perfectionism and Emotional instability (Hogan & Hogan, 

2009).  In Chapter 8 Part 2 further investigation into the incremental validity of the new 

measure of GAH/GAL over and above measures of the Big Five Factors, Core Self 

Evaluations and Dark Triad traits will be conducted.   
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Part 2: Study 5 – New Measure Validation 
Investigation into incremental validity of the new 
measure over and above measures of the Big Five 
Factors, Core Self Evaluations and Dark Triad 
Traits. 
__________________________________ 
 

 

8.13 Introduction to Part 2 
 

The results of the study in Part 1 confirmed that there were two distinct factors of GAH 

and GAL, and that these had incremental validity, over and above the Big Five and 

Engagement, in predicting Performance.  This section includes further validation 

studies to confirm that the new measure of GAH/GAL is valid and robust, and whether 

it has incremental validity over other measures.  In Part 1 the TIPI was used (Gosling, 

Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003).  The TIPI was designed to measure broad, rather than 

narrow, domains.  Critics of the measure argue that with so few items (just two items 

per dimension) the measure lacks rigour, reliability and factor structure (Kline, 2000; 

Wood & Hampson, 2005).  Nevertheless, as Gosling et al. (2003) state, it was not 

designed to address these areas, but rather, designed as a preliminary tool for 

researchers, which offers a valid and broad scope of the big five personality traits.   

 

In this study, the 50-item International Personality Inventory Pool (IPIP, Goldberg, 

1999; Goldberg, Johnson, Eber, Hogan, Ashton, Cloninger, & Gough, 2006), is 

included to validate the new measure against a more comprehensive measure of the Big 

Five Factors, and address the criticisms of the TIPI.  In addition, the Core Self 

Evaluation Scale (CSES: Judge, Locke, & Durham, 1997) is included, as well as a 

measure of the Dark Triad (DT: Jones & Paulhus, 2014), which will measure 

dysfunctional personality characteristics associated with Narcissism, Manipulation and 

Psychopathy.  The new GAH/GAL measure and Performance Outcomes are also 

included in this validation study.  A brief description of each of the measures is given 

now, with details of the psychometric properties of each included in Section 8.21.2.  
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8.14 International Personality Item Pool (IPIP, Goldberg, 1999; 

Goldberg, Johnson, Eber, Hogan, Ashton, Cloninger, & Gough, 2006) 

(Appendix 8.7)  
 
The International Personality Item Pool (IPIP) began as a research project in Holland 

between academics and students, to identity personality items in 1997, and used the 

lexicon of personality that is most accepted by the public to describe people (Hendriks, 

1997; Hendriks, Hofstee, & de Raad, 2002).  The IPIP is an international attempt to 

develop, and continually refine, a set of personality scales, all in the public domain, and 

available freely for scientific, research and commercial purposes (Goldberg, 2005). The 

IPIP website has a scoring key available for researchers to download 

(http://ipip.ori.org/newScoringInstructions.htm). Whereas the TIPI, used in Part 1, was 

considered by researchers to be a reasonable compromise between precision and 

efficiency (Jonason et al., 2012), and one that offered a valid, brief and precise measure 

for research (Gosling et al., 2003), it is nevertheless very brief, containing only ten 

paired items.  To validate the new measure as comprehensively as possible, a broader 

measure was sought resulting in the IPIP being used in this study.  The IPIP was 

designed to reflect the Big Five personality dimensions (Goldberg et al., 2006).  It 

contains fifty items – ten items for each of the five dimensions.  Participants rate the 

items on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = very inaccurate, to 5 = very accurate. 

Items include “I feel comfortable around people” (Extraversion), “Insult people” 

(Agreeableness), “Pay attention to details” (Conscientiousness). The IPIP scale was 

scored by computing the average of a participant’s responses. 

 

The IPIP is a set of personality items designed originally by Goldberg (1999), and 

which has been added to continuously since 1996.  The IPIP website offers a set of 

personality items that can be used by researchers, is in the public domain, and allows 

free access to personality items that might ordinarily be closed to researchers due to 

access costs of journal articles and expensive copyrighted personality inventories.  The 

aim of developing IPIP was to provide clarity to the more usual single trait adjective 

questionnaires that were liable to different interpretations without explicit context. 

(Goldberg, Johnson, Eber, Hogan, Ashton, Cloninger, & Gough, 2006).  The IPIP 

contains short phrases rather than single trait descriptors including: “I am the life of the 
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party; I am always prepared; I get stressed out easily; I feel little concern for others; I 

don’t talk a lot” (Goldberg, 1999).  

 

The instructions given to participants are: “Describe yourself as you generally are now, 

not as you wish to be in the future. Describe yourself as you honestly see yourself, in 

relation to other people you know of the same sex as you are, and roughly your same 

age. So that you can describe yourself in an honest manner, your responses will be kept 

in absolute confidence. Indicate for each statement whether it is 1. Very Inaccurate, 2. 

Moderately Inaccurate, 3. Neither Accurate nor Inaccurate, 4. Moderately Accurate, 

or 5. Very Accurate as a description”. The scale-construction procedure is fully 

outlined in Goldberg et al., (2006, p.87). 

 

The IPIP “is intended to provide rapid access to measures of individual differences, all 

in the public domain, to be developed conjointly among scientists worldwide… it 

should serve as a forum for the dissemination of psychometric ideas and research 

findings." (http://ipip.ori.org/HistoryOfTheIPIP.htm). In addition, the IPIP attempts to 

address the lack of accessible broad-bandwidth personality inventories (i.e. MMPI, CPI, 

16PF, and NEO-PI), which are often payment-only access and copyrighted by the test 

publishers.  

 

 

8.15 Core Self Evaluations Scale (Judge, Erez, Bono, & Thoresen, 2003) 

(Appendix 8.8) 

 
Core self-evaluations relate to a broad personality trait first coined by Judge, Locke, 

and Durham (1997), to explain a higher order trait concerned with “fundamental 

assessments that people make about their worthiness, competence and capabilities” 

(Judge, Bono, Erez, & Locke, 2005, p. 257). The core self-evaluation scale (CSES) 

contain four components related to personality; self-esteem, locus of control, 

generalised self-efficacy and neuroticism (Judge et al., 1997), all of which have been 

found to relate to job satisfaction (Judge, et al, 2000; Judge, Locke, Durham, & Kluger, 

1998); motivation (Erez & Judge, 2001); leadership (Eisenberg, 2000) and job 

performance (Judge & Bono, 2001).   
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The Core Self-Evaluation Scale (CSES) is a 12-statement questionnaire measuring self-

esteem, self-efficacy, neuroticism and locus of control, all of which have been found to 

correlate significantly with job satisfaction (Judge, Locke, & Durham, (1997).  The 

“core self-evaluation is a basic, fundamental appraisal of one’s worthiness, 

effectiveness and capability as a person” offering a useful measure of self-assessment 

at work and job satisfaction (Judge et al., 2003 p.304).  The CSES has incremental 

validity over the FFM of personality, and has been shown to be a valid measure when 

investigating personality and performance (Judge, Erez, Bono, & Thoresen, 2003).  The 

response scale in the CSES is a 5 point Likert scale ranging from 1 = Strongly Disagree, 

to 5 = Strongly Agree.  Sample items include “I am confident I get the success I deserve 

in life”, “Sometimes I feel depressed” “I complete tasks successfully”.  

 

 

8.16 The Dark Triad Scale (Paulhus & Williams, 2002) (Appendix 8.9) 

 
The “Dark Triad” describes three personality traits that all have a somewhat malevolent 

connotation (Paulhus & Williams, 2002). The three traits are Machiavellianism, 

Narcissism and Psychopathy: Machiavellianism is concerned with social manipulation; 

Narcissism with excessive ego and selfish behaviour; and, Psychopathy with callous, 

impulsive and predatory behaviours (Paulhus & Williams, 2002; Book, Visser, & Volk, 

2015), which even at sub-clinical levels are often highly correlated with harmful 

emotional, social and illegal behaviours (Furnham, Richards & Paulhus, 2013).  

Although often discussed as one construct, research has shown the Dark Triad to consist 

of quite different, if overlapping, constructs (Paulhus & William, 2002), which share 

several features such as “socially malevolent …tendencies towards self-promotion, 

emotional coldness, duplicity, and aggressiveness” (Paulhus & Williams, 2002, p.557), 

and which “cannot be considered equivalent” (Paulhus & William, 2002, p.559). The 

Dark Triad aspects are explained now.  Machiavellianism is particularly related to 

workplace behaviour, and the successful manipulation of others has been found to 

correlate significantly with career success, (Book et al., 2015; Furnham et al., 2013). 

Psychopathy also relates to workplace success, as lacking empathy, self-restraint or 

conscience, there are few limitations to risk taking behaviours which are often rewarded 

in the business world, and where psychopaths achieve notable success in both business 
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and politics (Babiak & Hare, 2007).   

 

Although psychopathy generally indicates maladaptive traits, certain aspects, such as 

fearlessness, dominance and boldness, are generally regarded as desirable leadership 

qualities, which helps explain why a recent study (Lillienfeld, Waldman, Landfield, 

Watts, Rubenzer, & Faschingbauer, 2012), found US Presidents to be so prominent on 

a list of psychopathic traits, and also explains how psychopathy is instrumental in 

achieving great political success (Lillienfeld et al., 2012).  On the HDS measure for 

dark side traits (Hogan & Hogan, 2009), Boldness relates to Confidence, and it is not 

surprising that high levels of this personality difference would link to success at 

leadership levels.  Bankers, for instance, are cited as being ‘successful’ psychopaths 

(Babiak & Hare, 2007), as the key to the success of a psychopath at work is that they 

have no conscience, can take risks without any self-doubt, and do not worry about the 

consequences of their actions.   

 

Narcissists have high levels of self-confidence which manifests well at job interviews, 

and where they create positive impressions on others, (Babiak & Hare, 2007), though 

such individuals are likely to engage in counterproductive behaviours and cause conflict 

at work which can lead to derailment (Bushman & Baumeister, 1998; Penney & Spector, 

2002), and over time a loss of trust from others (Hogan & Hogan, 2009).  They also 

have a sense of entitlement, and like to get their own way, a failure of which can result 

in the classic ‘narcissistic rage’ (Kohut, 1972), when thwarted.  Narcissists need to feel 

superior so seek status and control over others, and an early developed sense of 

entitlement will mean that they will see any infringement on that entitlement as a threat 

(Babiak & Hare, 2007; Ronson, 2011). The only Big Five trait contained within all 

three aspects of the Dark Triad was Disagreeableness and “thus, the root of their social 

destructiveness is disturbingly normal” (Paulhus & Williams, 2002, p. 561) implying 

that most people have the potential within them to display such traits, under certain 

conditions and within particular environments.  Disagreeableness is also related to the 

dark side traits of personality (Hogan & Hogan, 2009), which will be discussed in 

Chapter 9. 

 

The Short Dark Triad inventory (SD3) was developed in 2011 in order to provide a 
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more uniform, shorter, assessment of the three traits of the Dark Triad; 

Machiavellianism, Narcissism and Psychopathy (Paulhus & Jones, 2011).  This short 

measure was designed from items which best described the dark triad constructs, with 

the aim to reduce the number to a manageable amount for a short measure, and to retain 

relevant “conceptual facets of each triad member” (Jones & Paulhus, 2014, p.30). 489 

adults were recruited from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk) and asked to complete 

a 41-item questionnaire. Following statistical analysis, the result was a 27-item 

instrument (see Appendix 8.9). It is not a clinical test and as such not to be used for 

diagnosis.  The test contains 27 statements and takes approximately 5 minutes to 

complete. It is in the public domain for research and educational purposes only. 

 
 
8.17 GAH, GAL and the Dark Triad 
 

Dark Triad traits have implications for how individuals perform at work, and this study 

considers how far the dark triad relates to GAH, GAL and performance. At the core of 

the Dark Triad personality traits is a lack of Agreeableness (Paulhus & Williams, 2002), 

one of the Big Five Factors of personality.  Agreeableness is concerned with getting 

along with others, showing consideration, being able to compromise, and a general 

ability to work in co-operation with other people, referring to Adler’s (1979) Social 

Interest.  Recent research found that Agreeableness is a key component of engagement 

at work (Akhtar et al., 2015) as it facilitates good working relationships with colleagues, 

and a lack of it can lead to a manifestation of dark side behaviours (Akhtar et al., 2015). 

 

In Chapter 6, analysis was conducted to design the new short measure which confirmed 

which aspects of the HPI and the MVPI comprised either GAH or GAL.  GAH included 

Recognition, Power, Hedonism and Sociability, all of which indicate the potential for 

Dark Triad traits such as Narcissism, Machiavellianism and Psychopathy.  Recognition, 

Power and Hedonism all relate to the Socioanalytic drive for status.  A need for 

Recognition requires others to acknowledge, admire and pay homage in order to feel 

validated, and such needs carry the potential for great hurt, and loss of esteem, when 

recognition is not forthcoming, and results in the Narcissistic anger and rage (Kohut, 

1972).  GAL included Adjustment, Ambition, Sociability and Interpersonal Sensitivity.  

Adjustment is seen as a mediator of dark side behaviours as it indicates a level of self-
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awareness in an individual of both themselves and others (Hogan & Hogan, 1997).  It 

suggests stability and resilience in dealing with anxiety and pressure and high levels of 

Adjustment are thought to confer the ability to manage any potential dark side 

behaviours (Hogan & Hogan, 1997). 

 

Both GAH and GAL include Sociability, which suggests that both are comfortable in 

social settings where they can engage with others, and that interactions with others in a 

work setting are important.  Neither GAH nor GAL included Prudence (HPI), which is 

often referred to as Conscientiousness in the Big Five Model.  This does not mean that 

Conscientiousness is not important for career success, but that when considering how 

people get ahead or get along, Conscientiousness does not demonstrate as a significant 

influencing factor.  The theory underpinning the dark side of personality is that 

whichever ’bright side’ traits are strongest in an individual are those most likely to 

manifest as ‘dark sides’ when under pressure (Hogan & Hogan, 2009).  Given the 

potential for both GAH and GAL to display dark side as well as bright side behaviours, 

this validation study includes the Dark Triad questionnaire in order to investigate how 

far the Dark Triad relates to GAH and GAL and Performance.  

 

 

8.18 Hypotheses 
 

The following hypotheses will be tested: 
 

H1. GAH/GAL will be positively correlated with the Big Five Factors (IPIP) 

H1.1. GAH/GAL will be positively correlated with Extraversion 

H.1.2. GAH/GAL will be positively correlated with Openness  

H.1.3. GAH/GAL will be positively correlated with Agreeableness 

H.1.4. GAH/GAL will be positively correlated with conscientiousness 

H.1.5. GAH/GAL will be positively related with Emotional Stability 

H2. Both GAH and GAL will be positively correlated with CSE 

H3. GAH will be positively correlated with Dark Triad traits 

H4. GAL will be negatively correlated with Dark Triad traits 

 



 
 
 

 
 
 

204 

H5. GAH/GAL offers incremental validity over the Big Five, CSE and Dark Triad in 

the prediction of Work Performance 

 

8.19 Method 
 

8.19.1 Participants 

 

The study consisted of N = 304 adult workers (Females= 121, 39.8%; Males = 182, 

59.9%, Missing =1, 0.3%). Ages were 18 to 74 years including: (18-24 years, 16.4%; 

25-34 years, 49.3%; 35-44 years, 21.1%; 45-54 years, 8.6%; 55-64 years, 3.6%; 65-74 

years 1%).  Marital status was: Single 123 (40.5%); Married 141(46.4%); Divorced 10 

(3.3%); Widowed 6 (2%); Living with a partner 23 (7.6%); Other 1 (.3%).  The ethnicity 

of participants included: White British/White Other 129 (42.4%); Asian/Indian/ 

Pakistani 121 (39.8%); Black Caribbean 18 (59%); Chinese/Japanese/Korean 13 

(4.3%); Asian British 4 (1.3%); South American 4 1.3%; Black British 1 .3% and Other 

14 4.6%. Occupations included: Manual worker 28 (9.2%); Semi-skilled 31 (10.2%); 

Skilled 105 (34.5%); Supervisory 59 (19.4%); Managerial 65 (21.4%); Senior 

Management 13 (4.3%); and CEO 3 (1.0%).  Educational levels were: Secondary school 

30 (9.9%); Further Education, 47 (15.5%); University under-graduates 125 (41.1%); 

University post-graduates 67 (22.0%); MBA 26 (8.6%); MPhil/PhD 7 (2.3%); and 

Professional (LLM, CPsychol/CIPD) 2 (.7%).  The annual income of the participants 

was: <£10,000, 75 (24.7%); £10-25,000, 78 (25.7%); £25-40,000, 74 (24.3%); £40-

50,000, 39 (12.8%); £50-65,000 17 (5.6%); £65-80,000 8 (2.6%) and > £80,000 13 

(4.3%). 

 

8.19.2 Measures 

 

Five measures were used in this study: the new GAH/GAL short measure; the 

International Personality Item Pool (IPIP); The Core Self Evaluation Questionnaire; 

The Dark Triad Questionnaire and Performance Outcomes designed for this research. 

Each is described below. 
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8.19.2.1 GAH & GAL short measure x 14 items (Appendix 8.1) 

 

The 14-item instrument, whose development is fully explained in the previous chapter, 

was used to measure an individual’s behaviours that helps them Get Ahead and Get 

Along. The two scales were found to have acceptable levels of internal consistency 

(GAH = .84; GAL = .77).  The GAH and GAL scales were scored by computing the 

average of a participant’s responses.  

 

8.19.2.2 The International Personality Item Pool - IPIP (Goldberg, 1999;  

Goldberg, Johnson, Eber, Hogan, Ashton, Cloninger, & Gough, 2006)  

(Appendix 8.7) 

 

The IPIP scales were designed to measure constructs similar to those in existing 

personality inventories, and its validity is the correlation between the IPIP scale and the 

scale on which it was based (http://ipip.ori.org).  Lim & Ployhart (2016) found 

comparisons between the IPIP and the NEO-V showed convergent and discriminant 

validity, which supported the construct validity of the IPIP.  In addition, they found 

very small differences for race and gender (Lim & Ployhart, 2016).  Cronbach’s alpha 

for all of the IPIP scales range from .63 to .88 (Johnson, 2014).  The reliability of all 

the IPIP scales are available on the IPIP website, as are the scoring keys for the measure. 

Alpha reliability coefficients, and statistics on the scales are also listed.  Regarding the 

validity of the IPIP, Goldberg et al., (2006) state that many of the IPIP scales were 

designed to measure constructs similar to those in existing personality inventories, and 

“a primary form of validity is the correlation between the IPIP scale and the scale on 

which it was based” (www.ipi.ori.org).  Validity studies are available on the IPIP 

website. The IPIP Web site contains a description of methods for constructing validity 

indices for IPIP scales, although “it does not provide a unique set of new general-

purpose IPIP validity indices” (Goldberg et al., 2006, p.89). 

 

8.19.2.3 The Core Self Evaluation Scale (Judge, Erez, Bono, & Thoresen, 2003) 

(Appendix 8.8) 

 

Judge, Erez, Bono, & Thoresen (2003), developed 65 items based on the literature  
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relating to the core traits of CSE theory, and found that the test-retest reliability of the 

items was .81, and addressed the conditions required for the construct validity of the 

measure. (Judge et al., 2003). Research found that the 12 item CSES, with three items 

relating to each of the four factors, was reliable and valid (Judge, et al, 2003), and that 

the CSES was a valid measure for use in psychology research.  The validity of the CSE 

measure found that three of the four core traits generalised across studies and “the 

average validity was identical p = .23 to the validity of Conscientiousness (p = .23; 

Barrick & Mount, 1991). Judge et al., (2005) found evidence to support the validity of 

the CSES. 

 

8.19.2.4 The Dark Triad Questionnaire – The Short Dark Triad (SD3), (Jones & 

Paulhus, 2014) (see Appendix 8.9). 

 

The Short Dark Triad (SD3) has a 5 point Likert scale ranging from 1 = Strongly 

Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree.  Three scales, one for each of Machiavellianism, 

Narcissism, and Psychopathy contain 9 item statements each (27  in total).  Examples 

include �You should wait for the right time to get back at people”,�I insist on getting 

the respect I deserve” and “People who mess with me always regret it”. 5 items are 

reversed (see Appendix 8.9 for the Dark Triad measure and scoring scale).  Cronbach’s 

alphas for the SD3 subscales were .71, .77, and .80 for narcissism, Machiavellianism, 

and psychopathy respectively. The validities for the SD3 were .42, .34, and .57, for 

narcissism, Machiavellianism and psychopathy respectively (Paulhus & Jones, 2011), 

and several research studies show support for its reliability and validity (Ashton-James 

& Levordashka, 2013; Furnham, Richards, & Paulhus, 2013; Giammarco, Atkinson, 

Baughman, Veselka, & Vernon, 2013).  

 

8.19.2.5 Performance Outcomes (see Table 8.1) 

 

As previously described in Chapter 8, Part 1 above, a 14 item instrument was developed 

to measure for performance outcomes, which reflected GAH and GAL. The initial 59 

performance items were reduced to 14 items resulting in a single factor (Cronbach’s 

Alpha = .91) and which accounted for 42.81% of the variance (see Appendix 8.6). 
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8.19.3 Procedure  

 

The 5 measures: GAH/GAL measure, IPIP, CSES, SD3 and Performance Outcomes, 

were hosted on an online survey site (Amazon Mechanical Turk), on 28 November 

2014, where participants were required to read the Confidentiality and Ethics notice 

before proceeding.  Participants needed to accept the terms and to knowingly give their 

consent to continue with the questionnaire.  The GAH and GAL personality 

questionnaire required participants to answer fourteen questions relating to personality 

style at work, and were asked how far they agreed with each statement.  Participants 

responded to a 5-point Likert scale with 1=low agreement, and 5=high agreement.  The 

performance questionnaire contained fourteen questions relating to performance at 

work within the last year, and participants asked how far they agreed with the 

statements.  For the CSE questionnaire 12 statements were presented and participants 

asked how satisfied they were with their work. The IPIP questionnaire had 50 

statements and participants were asked to rate each item according to how far it 

accurately described them. The Dark Triad questionnaire contained 27 statements on 

how participants behaved when with others, and were asked to rate their agreement or 

disagreement with each item. 

 

 

8.20 Results 

 

8.20.1 Descriptive Statistics & Correlations 

 

Descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations were conducted to ascertain the level of 

inter-correlations between demographics, the Big Five factors, Core Self Evaluations, 

the Dark Triad scale and GAH and GAL and Job Performance (see Table 8.5).  The 

results show that Hypotheses H1.1 – H1.5 were supported, Hypothesis 2 was supported, 

Hypothesis 3 was supported, Hypothesis 4 was not supported, and Hypothesis 5 was 

partially supported.  Further discussion of each is outlined in the Results section below. 

 

The results show that GAH correlates with most of the Big Five, notably Extraversion 

and Openness, and with Conscientiousness and Agreeableness although there was no 
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correlation with Emotional Sensitivity.  GAH showed significant positive correlation 

with all three facets of the Dark Triad, in order: Narcissism, Psychopathy and 

Machiavellianism.  A significant positive correlation was found between GAH and CSE.  

GAL showed significant positive correlation with all the Big Five factors, the highest 

correlation with Agreeableness, reflecting the ability to co-operation with others, and 

to show sensitivity to them.  GAL correlated positively to just one facet of the Dark 

Triad; Narcissism. There was a significant positive correlation with CSE.  When GAH 

and GAL were considered as one unit, both constructs positively correlated with job 

performance, and a strong correlation was again found between GAH and GAL.  These 

results provide support for H1, H2, H3 and partial support for H5.  H4 was not 

supported. These results are discussed further below (Section 8.24).  To test the 

remaining hypotheses, regression analyses were used.  In order to confirm the previous 

chapter’s findings, validation studies were conducted with these five measures using 

Hierarchical Multiple Regressions. 
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Table 8.5 Bivariate Correlations & Descriptive Statistics between GAH, GAL, Job Performance, and the Big Five, Dark Triad 

and Core Self-Evaluations 
 GAH & GAL GAH GAL Job Performance M SD Alpha 

Gender .04 .04 .03 -.01 1.61 .50 — 
Age .04 .01 .05 .03 2.37 1.03 — 
Occupation Level .19** .29** .01 .31** 3.50 1.35 — 
Education level .15** .28** -.05 .27** 3.13 1.19 — 
Extraversion .39** .43** .22** .42** 2.89 .57 .69 
Agreeableness .33** .14* .47** .16** 3.44 .49 .63 
Emotional Sensitivity .16** .04 .26** 0.02 3.20 .53 .62 
Conscientiousness .32** .23** .34** .22** 3.39 .42 .40 
Openness .34** .39** .17** .27** 3.28 .39 .33 
Machiavellianism .16** .16** .11 .05 3.27 .54 .35 
Narcissism .38** .36** .28** .24** 3.24 .54 .30 
Psychopathy .08 .20** -.10 .08 2.92 .77 .56 
CSE .39** .30** .38** .44** 6.97 1.37 .82 
GAH & GAL — .90** .82** .66** 3.73 .57 .84 
GAH .90** — .48** .70** 3.51 .74 .82 
GAL .82**  — .40** 3.95 .57 .74 
Job Performance — — — — 3.38 .91 .90 

 
Notes: N = 304. * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). The variable 'GAH and 
GAL' is a single factor solution. It is the average of all 14 items. It was computed given the high correlation between the two variables and the unrotated 
factor analysis revealed a single factor. 
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8.20.2 Hierarchical Regressions 

 

Hierarchical regressions were conducted in order to explore the relationship between a 

set of independent variables (IV), and a dependent variable (DV).  Following on from 

the correlational analysis above, hierarchical regressions allowed for further 

investigation into which variables were most likely to predict performance. Hierarchical 

regressions were chosen in order to enter predictors in line with the hypotheses, to 

determine which variables would be strongest predictors of performance (Tabachnick 

& Fidell, 2007). 

 

In this case, the technique was used to explore the incremental validity of GAH and 

GAL in the prediction of Work Performance.  To test the incremental validity of 

GAH/GAL over other personality measures, a hierarchical multiple regression 

technique was used. When predicting work performance scores, four models were 

specified:  

 

Model 1: included participants’ age and sex; 

Model 2: included participants’ age, sex and the Big Five scores; 

Model 3: included participants’ age and sex, the Big Five, the Dark Triad 

(Machiavellianism, Narcissism, Psychopathy) and CSE scores; 

Model 4: included participants’ age and sex, the Big five, the Dark Triad, CSE and 

GAH and GAL scores.  

 

As in Part 1, a decision was taken to include age and sex in these regression analyses 

as both are related to performance, (Avolio, Waldman, & McDaniel 1990; Bowen, 

Swim & Jacobs, 2000; Green, Jegadeesh, & Tang, 2009; Hjort, 1997; Prenda & Stahl, 

2001) and inclusion allows for control of their effect when establishing the validity of 

the measure.  

 

As can be seen in Table 8.6 below Extraversion was the strongest predictor from the 

Big Five factors in predicting performance across all models, followed by Emotional 

Sensitivity.  In Models 2 and 3, Agreeableness also predicted performance, but when 

GAH and GAL were included in Model 4, Agreeableness was no longer a significant 

predictor, and Emotional Sensitivity (Adjustment) became the strongest predictor of 
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performance in this model.  Conscientiousness showed no relevance at all to work 

performance which is contrary to the general theory of the Big Five factors.  When the 

Dark Triad was included (Model 3), Psychopathy was shown to significantly predict 

work performance (β = .17) and is in line with much of the research which shows that 

psychopaths often do well at work (Babiak & Hare, 2007).  Both Models 3 and 4 found 

CSE to have a positive correlation with work performance, and Model 3 found CSE to 

the most significant predictor of performance.  In Model 4, however, both GAH and 

GAL were added to the regressions.  Extraversion and Emotional Sensitivity (relating 

to Adjustment) were significant, as was CSE, but the most significant predictor for work 

performance, over and above the Big Five, CSE, and the DT was GAH.  GAL had no 

relationship to work performance in this model. 

 

These results partially support H5 and demonstrate that GAH is the single most 

important factor in predicting performance, over and above the Big Five factors, CSE 

and the Dark Triad (12.014) although GAL shows no such relationship.  This finding 

warrants further investigation as it goes against previous research, and future studies 

could replicate and extend this current study. Future studies would also consider why 

GAL had no relationship to work performance.  These results are discussed below. 
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Table 8.6 Hierarchical Regressions Predicting Work Performance 
 
 Job Performance 
Predictors Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
 β t β t β t β t 
Gender -.01 .179 .03 .608 .02 .467 -.01 .243 
Age .05 .899 -.04 .732 .01 .124 .01 .257 
Extraversion   .44 6.739*** .35 5.268*** .11 2.03* 
Agreeableness   .16 2.145* .17 2.401* .11 1.769 
Emotional Sensitivity   .27 3.463*** .31 4.271*** .20 3.473*** 
Conscientiousness   .10 1.278 .06 .833 -.01 .092 
Openness   .02 .257 -.02 .265 -.09 1.743 
Machiavellianism     .01 .143 -.05 1.098 
Narcissism     .00 .033 -.06 1.341 
Psychopathy     .17 2.943*** .03 .539 
Core-Self Evaluations     -.37 6.417*** -.28 6.064*** 
GAH       .59 12.014*** 
GAL       .08 1.482 
         

df 2, 307 7, 302 11, 298 13, 296 
F 0.438 12.64*** 13.58*** 33.15*** 

Adjusted R-Squared -.004 .209 .309 .575 
R-Square Change — 0.224 .107 .259 

F Change — 12.21* 00.94* 19.57* 
***. Correlation is Significant at the < .001 level (2-tailed). 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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8.21 Discussion 
 

This second study sought to confirm the validity of the new measure against existing 

measures and, in addressing the utility of the new measure, to show incremental validity 

in assessing for performance outcomes.  Validation was made against the IPIP, the CSE, 

the DRD and performance outcomes.  While these results are similar to Part 1, the 

measure used here is the IPIP an extended measure of the Big Five Factors, rather than 

the TIPI, which is a shortened ten item measure. The results are discussed now. 

 

H1. GAH/GAL will be positively correlated to the Big Five Factors (IPIP) 

 

H1 was supported. The results show that GAH positively correlates with Extraversion, 

Openness, Conscientiousness and Agreeableness but does not correlate with Emotional 

Sensitivity as measured by the IPIP.  GAL positively correlates with Extraversion, 

Openness, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness and Emotional Sensitivity.  The 

following five sub-hypotheses: H1.1, H1.2, H1.3, H1.4 and H1.5, relating to the Big 

Five Factors of personality, are discussed together.   

 

Both GAH and GAL were positively correlated with Extraversion.  GAH correlated 

with Extraversion more strongly than GAL, and together, GAH/GAL correlated .39 

confirming the strength of Extraversion when getting ahead as well as getting along 

with others.  The correlations, however, are lower than earlier studies, and it is argued 

that the inclusion of the Dark Triad scales and CSE reduced loadings onto the Big Five 

factors in analysis.  Both GAH and GAL were positively correlated with Openness and 

Agreeableness.  GAL had a stronger correlation with Agreeableness than GAH, 

indicating individuals who get along with others are more likely to co-operate, be 

helpful, less likely to be abrasive and able to compromise, in line with theory discussed 

above.  Both GAH and GAL were positively correlated with Conscientiousness; GAH 

and GAL indicating an ability to follow rules, be organised, dependable, self-

disciplined, goal oriented and someone who is reliable and time conscious.  In this study, 

only GAL correlated with Emotional Sensitivity.  Getting along with others requires a 

management of one’s own, as well as others, emotional states, and emotional stability 

is a key component of successful interpersonal relationships.  
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H2. Both GAH and GAL will be positively correlated to CSE 

 

H2 was supported.  GAH and GAL showed a positive correlation to CSE. This is 

expected, given that CSE significantly predicts job satisfaction, and is indicative of job 

performance (Judge, Locke, & Durham, 1997).  GAL showed a stronger correlation 

than GAH, and a question to consider when using the CSE is whether it is merely 

another measure for emotional stability?  Neuroticism, a key factor of personality 

(Eysenck, 1997) is “argued to be an indicator of core self-evaluations so it is relevant 

to ask whether core self-evaluations is simply another label for neuroticism” (Judge et 

al., 2003, p.28.).  As this study also uses the new GAH/|GAL measure with a scale for 

Adjustment, it might be argued this is unnecessary duplication. Nevertheless, most 

measures of emotionality measure anxiety and stress, seen as originating from “their 

psychopathological origins” (Judge et al., 2003) and it is argued that the CSE is quite 

different in content to the HPI scale of Adjustment (Hogan & Roberts, 2001). Indeed, 

it is suggested that core self-evaluations might themselves be labelled as one construct, 

neuroticism, given the strong correlations to the core trait of neuroticism (Judge, et al, 

2000; Judge & Bono, 2001).  Future studies could consider which aspects of the CSE 

most correlated with GAH and GAL, rather than including CSE as one construct. 

 

 

H3. GAH will be positively correlated to Dark Triad traits 

 

H3 was supported.  GAH positively correlated with Narcissism, Psychopathy and 

Machiavellianism.  While the correlations for Psychopathy and Machiavellianism were 

low, they were significant.  The correlation with Narcissism was strong reflecting the 

potential dark side of GAH.  Narcissists tend to have high levels of self-belief and an 

expectation of entitlement (Kohut,1972).  They do very well in interviews, and are 

influential in persuading people, through their confidence, that they can achieve high 

office (Hogan & Fico, 2011).  Those who seek to get ahead at work will be driven by 

the Socioanalytic need of status, power and control (Hogan, 1987), and Narcissists will 

not only seek, but expect to achieve these, in their careers.  Psychopathy and 

Machiavellianism also correlated with GAH, indicating someone who is not only driven 

to achieve status and control but who will manipulate in order to get ahead, and will, in 
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addition, be quite disregarding of other people, almost to the point of callousness 

(Kohut, 1972).  This has potential implications for selection and development as 

seeking individuals with GAH qualities suggests they may also have dark side traits 

related to the DT. 

 

H4. GAL will be negatively correlated to Dark Triad traits 

 

H4 was not supported.  GAL showed a negative correlation to Psychopathy but it was 

not significant, and a positive correlation to Machiavellianism, again not significant. 

GAL showed a significant positive correlation with Narcissism. Getting along with 

others requires a degree of conformity, and GAL correlated most highly with 

Agreeableness which might moderate any tendency to be callous with others. Having 

the ability to take others’ perspectives into account should mitigate against 

manipulation and duplicity (Machiavellianism).  Nevertheless, a correlation of GAL 

with Narcissism implies that those who seek to get along with others may do so because 

they expect others to like them, and to include them in activities (Hogan & Fico, 2011).  

Self-confidence and belief in oneself is attractive and a narcissistic aspect may allow 

such individuals to enter into work, and social relationships, with an expectance they 

will bring benefits to them.  They may, however, see people as a means to an end, rather 

than as a means in themselves, and this too has implications for DT traits.  GAH and 

GAL as one factor positively correlated to Narcissism (.38) and Machiavellianism (.16).  

 

GAL includes Adjustment and Interpersonal Sensitivity, and a high level of Adjustment 

is usually seen as a positive in a personality profile (Chamorro-Premuzic, 2012; Hogan 

& Hogan, 2009; Judge & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2007).  Given the relationship to 

Narcissism, however, this view needs consideration as recent research shows that those 

too high on Adjustment can manipulate others through being highly empathic (Kilduff, 

Chiaburu, Jochen, & Menges 2010).  High Adjustment (> 95th percentile on the HPI) 

indicates someone who lacks the ability to be self-critical (Raskin, Novacek, & Hogan, 

1991), but has a highly attuned awareness of other people’s emotions. Highly developed 

interpersonal skills, and high emotional sensitivity to others’ emotions, also have a dark 

side.  Skills in reading and understanding other peoples’ emotions can be used against 

them and to the advantage of the manipulator (Kilduff, et al, 2010), and indicate 
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someone who is not only capable of, but extremely able to, manipulate other people 

very skillfully, and highly vigilant to other peoples’ weaknesses.  High GAL individuals 

may, in fact, get along so well as they see people as a means to an end in order to further 

their own career ambitions. 

 

H5. GAH/GAL offers incremental validity over the Big Five, CSE and Dark Triad 

in the prediction of Work Performance 

 

H5 was partially supported.  GAH was shown to have significant incremental validity 

over the Big Five, CSE and the Dark Triad in the prediction of work performance.  GAL 

did not predict work performance in this study. The results here confirm that GAH, but 

not GAL, has incremental validity over and above the CSE and the Dark Triad.  The 

CSE scale is shown as a better predictor of work performance than GAL. That GAL 

has not been shown to have incremental validity is thought to be related, in part, to the 

inclusion of the CSE.  The two scales contain opposing traits; where GAL has 

Emotional Sensitivity, CSE contains Neuroticism. GAH was found to be the strongest 

indicator of work performance, and is in line with the earlier results above, relating 

GAH to engagement. Before considering how this research develops further, a brief 

review of some of the limitations of the research in Parts 1 and 2 of this study are 

discussed below. 

 

 

8.22 Limitations of Research 
 

The limitations of the measures used for studies in parts 1 and 2, including the TIPI, 

UWES-9, the Dark Triad and performance outcomes are discussed now. 

 

8.22.1 The TIPI: Researchers often use shorter measures as “the advantage and appeal 

is that briefer measures take less time to complete than lengthy personality inventories 

but still maintain adequate psychometric properties” (Jonason, Teicher, & Schmitt, 

2011, p. 52).  Although brief measures are more likely to suffer from measurement error 

than more lengthy inventories (Kline, 2000), it is argued that shorter measures “present 

a reasonable compromise between precision and efficiency” (Jonason et al., 2011, p.56).  
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The TIPI was designed for just such a purpose; to be a brief, precise and efficient 

measure while at the same time maintaining validity (Gosling et al., 2003).  While some 

internal consistency is sacrificed when measuring the Big Five personality traits, overall 

the TIPI is reasonably valid and replicates many of the Big Five factors (Jonason et al., 

2011).  Researchers found that the TIPI has good psychometric properties and was 

useful as a short measure for research purposes (Jonason et al., 2011).  An evaluation 

of eight short measures of the FFM showed that when just single-item measures were 

used, there was a significant decrease in validity but when two-item measures were 

used, there was enough improvement in measurement to justify using these, and that 

there was a reasonable trade off between brevity and psychometric performance (Credé, 

Harms, Niehorster, & Gaye-Valentine, 2012). 

 

A recent study of the TIPI (Renau, Oberst, Gosling, Rusinol & Chamarro, 2013) tested 

for internal consistency, test-retest reliability, convergent, discriminant, and content 

validity, as well as self-observer correlations in order to test for validation when 

translating into different languages: Spanish and Catalan (Renau et al., 2013).  This 

study found that the TIPI demonstrated sufficient psychometric properties and was 

worthwhile for use as a short, Five Factor personality measure for research.  While it is 

acknowledged that there are some restrictions on using short measures in research, 

studies support such use of the TIPI given the psychometric properties in terms of 

consistency, reliability and validity.  Nevertheless, the TIPI is limited in scope and to 

ensure the fullest range of the Big Five personality factors were included, the IPIP was 

added to the second study, which despite some limitations of its own, notably how far 

the IPIP scales relate to the Big Five Factors (Johnson, 2005), has been found to be a 

valid and reliable short measure of personality. 

 

8.22.2 The UWES-9: The UWES-9 invites similar criticisms to the TIPI in that it is a 

short measure that might conceivably sacrifice psychometric properties in its 

construction, though there is a tension that is yet to be resolved, between narrowing the 

definition of engagement so far that it becomes of limited interest, and broadening it 

too wide so that it loses its distinctiveness (Schaufeli, 2014).  The UWES has been 

adopted in over 86% of organisational engagement studies (Bailey, Madden, Alfes, & 

Fletcher, 2015).  Research into how valid and reliable the UWES-9 is, as both a measure 
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in itself, and in how it performs across cultures, with data from 10 countries (N > 

14,5000) found the UWES-9 to be valid, to have strong internal consistency and to have 

test-retest reliability, arguing that it demonstrates acceptable psychometric properties 

and can be used in research studies (Schaufeli et al., 2006).  

 

Later studies conducted using Italian and Dutch versions of the UWES-9 showed strong 

factor variance, internal consistency for all three scales, and validity (Balducci, 

Fraccaroli & Schaufeli, 2010).  A further study investigated the validity of the UWES 

across occupational groups and found that both the UWES-17 (long version) and the 

UWES-9 demonstrated good factorial invariance and acceptable internal consistencies 

(Nerstad, Richardsen, & Martinussen, 2010).  Longitudinal studies found that the 

UWES-9 had good construct validity and could be recommended for research purposes 

(Seppälä, et al, 2009).  The range of studies confirming the use of the UWES-9 as a 

valid and reliable measure seems to address any issues regarding its use as a short 

measure.  

 

8.22.3 The Dark Triad: Despite having a negative reputation, the three aspects of the 

dark triad are often associated with success at work (Furnham, Trickey, & Hyde 2012) 

and the results in this study demonstrate support for H3 which is that GAH will be 

positively correlated with Dark Triad traits. While these personality traits might 

indicate problems for such individuals, recent research shows that ‘toxic employees’ 

generally seem to progress to higher levels in companies than those without such Dark 

Triad traits (Jonason, Slomski, & Partyka, 2012).  That they are even hired is explained 

in part by the fact “that interviews are brief episodes to observe such characteristics 

where the darker sides of these individuals” are kept hidden (Jonason, et al., 2012, 

p.450).  Generally, at interviews, “they embody many desirable traits like charm, 

leadership, assertiveness and impression management skills” (Jonason, Slomski & 

Partyka, 2012, p.449; Furnham, Trickey, & Hyde, 2012), which may not persist once 

they are in the organisation.   

 

There is, additionally, the question of curvilinearity to consider which means that there 

is an optimum level of behaviour that someone with dark side traits can manifest, and 

are still able to flourish.  Too little, and there is likely to be no impression made by 
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them, too much and the dark sides will manifest, leading to a dysfunctional style of 

working (Hogan & Hogan, 1997).  Finally, males scored higher on all three subscales 

of the SD3, with moderate to large effect sizes (Jones & Paulhus, 2014) which has 

implications for using this in research studies, and where further consideration is 

required to analyse how this affects gender differences. 

 

8.22.4 Work Performance Outcomes  

 

Performance outcomes (or indicators) are the quantifiable measures by which 

organisational objectives can be judged to have been met by the employee.  

Performance outcomes are usually aligned to the strategic goals of both the individual 

and the organisation, and assessed by a variety of means including supervisor, peer 

assessment and/or self-assessment.  An indication of successful performance will 

depend on what is important to each organisation and thus, performance indicators vary 

from one organisation to another.  

 

Additionally, work has changed dramatically over the last 20 years with the advent of 

technology including email, Wi-Fi and Skype.  This has resulted in millions of people 

either working from home, working while travelling in different countries, or working 

outside of the ‘usual’ work hours of 9-5pm.  This new flexibility is regarded as an 

enhancement to working lives, as well as adding flexibility to organisational practices.  

It does, however, mean that many people may not have any observers of their working 

patterns or behaviours, limiting observer ratings or assessment by a supervisor.  The 

growing emphasis on self-assessment particularly, in performance evaluations has been 

influenced by the changing nature of work, the growing number of unsupervised 

employees and the specialism of employees in areas often outside of supervisor’s 

expertise (Heidemeier, 2005).  Asking for self-ratings on performance, therefore, is 

becoming increasingly common and in certain fields of employment, the most common 

form of performance assessment (Heidemeier, 2005).  Further,�with respect to the 

subjectivity of performance evaluations, this is the nature of virtually all performance 

criteria in organizational settings� (Judge et al., 2003, p.29) and much used in current 

research.  
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Self-evaluation is regarded as a key component of self-management in many areas of 

work now, and encompasses the capacity to self-regulate (Cervone, 2004).  Despite 

some studies showing that some self-appraisal can be lenient in judgment (Harris & 

Schaubroeck, 1988), and less useful than those with supervisors and peers (Conway & 

Huffcutt, 1997), there is support as to their usefulness when clear criteria and objective 

measures are used particularly for research purposes (Heidemeier, 2005).  Given this, 

it was decided to assess for performance using personal reports aligned to clear 

performance indicators.  Personal reports in this study are considered low-stake: all 

responses were anonymous; no feedback was given; nor were there any consequences 

to the participants of completing this questionnaire; and as such, it is considered that 

there was no incentive to lie.  It is assumed, therefore, that the data can be trusted.   

 

8.22.5 Using Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) for data collection 

 

MTurk has gathered a voluntary pool of on-line participants who, for a small fee, offer 

to complete research questionnaires on line.  Known as Amazon’s Mechanical Turk 

(MTurk) it has, as of 2014, over 500,000 participants in 190 countries (Paolacci & 

Chandler, 2014) and offers a quick, inexpensive and extensive research tool for 

gathering data.  It has been shown to be as reliable, and as valid, as the more usual 

laboratory style experiments (Johnson & Borden, 2012), and is increasingly used for 

researchers in the social sciences as a way of getting a large number of participants in 

shorter time frames.  Social scientists have usually relied on time-consuming data 

collection methods, often involving recruiting participants and interviewing or giving 

questionnaires to complete.  MTurk has been widely welcomed by social scientists in 

particular, whose main data collection is through people, as it offers a large pool of 

participants, at any time day or night, for very low cost (Paolacci & Chandler, 2014). 

 

Despite the small payment fees, ranging from $0.5 cents to $2 a questionnaire, research 

shows that compensation has no influence on the reliability of data, though smaller 

amounts have been shown to affect the rate at which people complete forms. 

Participants are called ‘Workers’ and need to be aged 18 yrs and over.  Incomplete data 

is rejected and the participant is not paid, so there is a real incentive for accuracy and 

completion of data collected (Johnson & Borden, 2012).  This also impacts on Workers’ 
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ratings which influences their access to fresh data collection, and is a motivator to 

maintain high standards in completion.   

 

The advantage of using MTurk has been acknowledged in recent research projects in 

social psychology (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011; Fishbach, Henderson, & 

Koo, 2011; Gomez, Brooks, Buhrmester, Vasquez, Jetten, & Swann, 2011), cognitive 

psychology (Eriksson &Simpson, 2012), political ideology (Clifford, Jewell, & 

Waggoner, 2015), and in linguistics (Sprouse, 2011), and whose studies found MTurk 

to be a reliable and valid tool for research purposes. Futhermore, MTurk has been found 

to be as reliable as laboratory experimental data (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011), 

showing a high quality of responses to questions (Ramsey, Thompson, McKenzie, & 

Rosenbaum 2016) despite the lack of control over who participates in terms of 

demographics (Johnson & Borden, 2012), or political ideology (Clifford, et al, 2015). 

 

Nevertheless, MTurk has garnered some criticisms over recent years.  One is that of the 

low payment fees, suggesting that only very poor participants will take part, and thus 

skew the data (Cushing, 2013).  However, research for the two studies in this chapter, 

shows that participants range from very low paid to extremely highly paid with some 

earning over $80,000+ per annum.  It is possible that people enjoy completing these 

tests for their own sake.  Money is not seen as a great motivator as the taking part itself, 

although research shows that in India for example, 90% of people do take part to earn 

money, though the differential in $ rates may make it more appealing in certain 

countries (Fort, Adda, Sagot, Mariani, & Couillault, 2014), and which is a consideration 

for future research regarding where the data is collected from.   

 

Sampling concerns regarding MTurk participants include those of the quality of 

respondents who self-select to complete questionnaires (Goodman, Cryder, & Cheema, 

2012).  Attempts to address this include screening of participants prior to completion, 

which may result in preventing their inclusion in studies (Goodman et al., 2012).  Other 

issues are those of cross-contamination where participants tell each other what to expect 

and how to answer, although this was found not to be a problem with MTurk (Goodman 

et al., 2012). Nevertheless, the nature of MTurk means that participants can apply to 

complete numerous questionnaires which, while not affecting cross-contamination 
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might affect the naivety of the subject matter, and is something to be considered for 

future studies.   

 

Controlling cohorts for data collection by country is allowed via MTurk, but it was 

deemed an unnecessary restriction for these studies which was aiming to collect as wide 

a group of participants as possible.  Concern also comes from its unregulated nature. 

There is no support, nor protection, for anyone completing questionnaires on MTurk, 

so that if participants are not accepted for studies, they are not given any feedback, and 

their rating affects their credit scores which impacts on future earning (Cushing, 2013).  

Generally, however, MTurk is acknowledged as being a useful on-line data gathering 

tool for social scientists despite the criticisms (Buhrmester, et al, 2011; Johnson & 

Borden, 2012; Ramsey, Thompson, McKenzie, & Rosenbaum 2016; and Sheppard et 

al., 2006) as well as an invaluable method of collecting large amounts of data for 

research purposes.  

 
 
 
8.26 General Discussion of Chapter 8: Part 1 and Part 2  
 

Chapter 8, parts 1 and 2, investigated the incremental validity of the new GAH/GAL 

measure against other measures.  Results from Part 1, where the relationship between 

GAH and GAL with the Big Five and Work Engagement was investigated, found that 

GAH, but not GAL, significantly predicted job performance scores over and above the 

Big Five.  The inclusion of engagement in the model found both GAH and engagement 

predict performance over and above the Big Five.  Both GAH and GAL positively 

predicted engagement over and above the Big Five. The relationship between GAH, 

GAL and engagement has implications for selection, development and retention of 

employees.  as the style of engagement is predicated upon individual differences 

resulting in measurable performance outcomes.  

 

Much research shows the relationship of personality to performance but until this study, 

there has been little investigation into the relationship between personality, engagement 

and performance.  Where engagement is related to personality and individual 

differences, it is suggested that far more useful selection data can be achieved and more 
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effective selection and development measures applied.  A recent meta-study of 25 

million responses found that engagement is often lacking in most organisations across 

the world, and reported that 70% of employees were not engaged at work (Gallup, 

2015).  As the results were only from organisations who had asked their employees how 

they felt about work, it clearly does not consider millions of people who had not been 

asked, and who may also be disengaged (Chamorro-Premuzic, 2015a).  Results show 

that bad leadership and poor management often leads to low employee engagement, 

emphasizing the importance that leadership can have on engagement at work and which 

has such a detrimental effect on the individual, the team and the organisation 

(Chamorro-Premuzic, 2015b).  This will be discussed further in Chapter 9.  

 

Part 2 included a second validation study which investigated the relationship of GAH 

and GAL to the Big Five, CSE and the Dark Triad.  The results show that GAH has 

incremental validity over and above these measures when predicting for work 

performance, and GAH correlates with the Big Five, with the exception of Emotional 

Sensitivity. GAH correlated with all three facets of the Dark Triad, in most significant 

order: Narcissism, Psychopathy and Machiavellianism.  Given the relationship to the 

dark triad, and the drive to achieve success, it is not surprising that Emotional 

Sensitivity is not related to GAH.  A significant positive correlation was found between 

GAH and CSE. GAH and engagement predicted job performance but GAL showed no 

relationships with performance in this study.  

 

Results show that GAH correlated significantly with all three factors on the Dark Triad 

scale; Narcissism, Psychopathy and Machiavellianism and GAL correlated with 

Narcissism.  Despite the general negative perceptions towards Dark Triad traits, their 

usefulness was discussed in terms of application in an organisational setting.  The 

results have potential implications for what is termed the ‘bright side’ and the ‘dark 

side’ of personality, and for a selection process to be as effective as possible, both sides 

of personality need consideration.  Indeed, recent research argues that more focused 

attention be given to what are termed ‘maladaptive traits’ in the workplace (Guenole, 

2014), or ‘dark side personality traits’ (Hogan & Hogan, 2009).  The impact on an 

organisation by dark side traits can be very damaging, and such behaviour can lead to 

management derailment, as well as organisational dysfunction (Furnham & Taylor, 
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2004; Hogan & Hogan, 1997; Guenole, 2014).  Moreover, dark side traits in leaders has 

been found to lead to employee dis-engagement with the damaging consequences for 

individuals and organisation.  A brief explanation of the dark side of personality will 

be outlined below, and a more comprehensive discussion given in Chapter 9 will which 

investigate how far GAH and GAL relate to the dark side of personality. 

 

Given that GAH and GAL are derived from analysis of the HPI and the MVPI, both of 

which measure the ‘bright side of personality’ and individual values, the dark side 

would seem appropriate as a last study with which to validate the new measure.  The 

dark side of personality contains those aspects of personality hidden from 

consciousness (Jung, 1951), but which usually emerge when our guards are down 

(tiredness, stress, over-familiarity, alcohol).  It is these ‘dark side’ behaviours that 

underlie poor leadership and management and result in problems at work (Hogan & 

Hogan, 2009).  The HDS is a measure for assessing dark sides of personality and was 

specifically designed as a non-clinical measurement for use in the workplace (Hogan 

& Hogan, 1997).  Dark side, or ‘maladaptive’ behaviours, indicate traits that 

“predispose individuals to personality disorder amongst normal working populations” 

(Guenole, 2014, p.90) and which have implications for job performance. 

 

The dark side of personality has negative implications for many areas of work 

performance including management derailment (Hogan, Raskin, & Fanzini, 1990), 

leadership (Conger, 1990; Hogan & Hogan, 2001), and productivity and performance 

(Moscoso & Salgado, 2004).  Conger’s study found “the very behaviours that 

distinguish leaders from other colleagues have the potential to produce disastrous 

outcomes for their organisation” (Conger, 1990).  This view is confirmed by recent 

research on engagement, which found that ‘engaging leaders’ can facilitate and enhance 

team performance, resulting in profitable organizations, highly energized teams and 

committed individuals (Chamorro-Premuzic, 2015a).  Moreover, employees who are 

disengaged often show counterproductive work behaviours themselves, including time 

wasting, being late, absenteeism up and stealing, which cost industry an estimated $450 

million per year (Furnham & Taylor, 2004; Chamorro-Premuzic, 2015b).   

 

This chapter has conducted further validation studies to confirm the validity of the new 
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measure, and to investigate incremental validity over other measures. The results show 

that both GAH and GAL positively correlated with job performance (r > .66); that GAH 

positively correlated with all aspects of the Dark Triad, in particularly with Narcissism 

reflecting the potential dark side of GAH.  GAL also showed a significant positive 

correlation with Narcissism, lower than that of GAH, but also a high correlation with 

Agreeableness.  As a lack of Agreeableness is seen as core to the manifestation of dark 

side behaviours (Paulhus & Williams, 2002), it is argued that this would moderate any 

potential dark side behaviours in GAL. GAH was shown to have predictive validity 

over the Big Five, CSE and the Dark Triad in the prediction of work performance, 

though GAL did not predict work performance in this study.  The concept of work 

engagement on performance, and the dark side of personality have implications for how 

people perform at work.  Engagement, while generally seen as relating to positive 

outcomes, has been shown to have potential dark sides to it, and the next chapter looks 

at the dark side of personality. It seems that the dark side of personality has both a 

positive and negative impact on work performance and therefore, Chapter 9 following 

will include one final validation study which investigates the incremental validity of 

the GAH and GAL against the HDS (Hogan & Hogan 1997).  
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Chapter 9: Study 6 – Measure Validation of 
the new GAH/GAL measure against the 
HPI and the HDS 
__________________________________ 
 

 

9.1 Introduction 
 

Chapter 8 extended the validation process for the new measure against existing 

measures, and investigated two key areas of personality and work performance:  Part 1 

investigated the relationship between personality, performance and engagement; Part 2 

investigated the relationship between personality, engagement, the dark triad, and work 

performance.  Part 1 found that both GAH and GAL positively correlated with 

engagement specifically when measuring for overall performance. The effects of this, 

and the dangers of too high a level of engagement were discussed, with its implications 

for workplace performance.  Part 2 demonstrated that GAH and GAL correlated with 

the Dark Triad, and argued that while aspects of Narcissism, Machiavellianism and 

Psychopathy are generally damaging to an individual and those around them, dark triad 

traits are not always detrimental to an individual’s career success.  To consider these 

aspects together, and in respect of how GAH and GAL might indicate potential 

performance, this chapter is the third, and final, validation study which validates the 

new measure against the HPI and a measure of the dark side of personality, the HDS, 

including the performance measures used in Chapter 8. 

 

 

9.2 Personality and Leadership  
 

There is a growing body of research which has investigated how detrimental poor 

leadership is, for the individual, their employees, and the organisation (Guenole, 2014; 

Furnham & Taylor, 2004; Hogan & Hogan, 1997; Gallup, 2015; Chamorro-Premuzic, 

2015a), and a recent study shows how leadership affects employee engagement in 

particular (Gallup, 2015).  Leadership has a significant impact on engagement which 
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should be a cause of concern for organisations, given that 70% of employees, according 

to recent research, are not engaged at work (Gallup, 2015).   

 

Recent research has argued for more focused study into what are termed variously as 

‘maladaptive traits’ (Guenole, 2014), or the ‘dark side of personality’ (Hogan & Hogan, 

1997).  Such research, it is argued, would be helpful towards understanding the damage 

these traits can do in an organisational setting (Guenole, 2014), including areas of 

employee engagement (Furnham & Taylor, 2004; Hogan & Hogan, 1997; Guenole, 

2014; Chamorro-Premuzic, 2015; Gallup, 2015), and leadership (Conger, 1990; Hogan, 

Raskin, & Fanzini, 1990; Chidester et al., 1991; Hogan & Hogan, 1997).  Over the last 

30 years, research on the dark side of personality has found negative implications for 

many areas of work performance including management derailment (Hogan, Raskin, & 

Fanzini, 1990), leadership (Conger, 1990; Hogan & Hogan, 2001), and productivity 

and performance (Moscoso & Salgado, 2004).   

 

Conger’s study found “the very behaviours that distinguish leaders from other 

colleagues have the potential to produce disastrous outcomes for their organisation” 

(Conger, 1990, p.44).  This view is confirmed by recent research on engagement, which 

found that ‘engaging leaders’ can facilitate and enhance team performance, resulting in 

profitable organisations, highly energized teams and committed individuals 

(Chamorro-Premuzic, 2015a; Gallup, 2015).  Conversely, employees who are 

disengaged can manifest counterproductive work behaviours, including time wasting, 

being late, absenteeism up and stealing, all of which cost industry an estimated $450 

million per year (Furnham & Taylor, 2004; Chamorro-Premuzic, 2015a).   

 

Nevertheless, as chapter 8 discussed, aspects of the dark triad traits such as narcissism, 

often correlate with success at work and it seems that the dark side of personality has 

both a positive and negative impact on work performance, as well as leadership styles, 

and in how people get ahead, and get along at work. This chapter focuses on the dark 

side of personality and the impact this can have on both the individual’s career 

development, through their style of GAH or GAL with others, as well as the impact it 

can have on others working with such individuals.  It will include a final empirical study 

to investigate the incremental validity of the GAH and GAL against the HPI and HDS 
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to assess for ‘dark side traits’ (Hogan & Hogan, 1997) and includes a measure of 

performance outcomes.  

 

The aim of this final study is to investigate two key areas: how the dark side of 

personality relates to GAH and GAL; and, whether GAH/GAL has more incremental 

validity for assessing performance than either the HDS or the HPI in line with 

bandwidth fidelity theory.  An explanation of the theory of the dark side of personality 

is given now. 

 

 

9.3 The Dark Side of Personality 
 

The ‘dark side’ of personality, according to Jung (1951), contains aspects of personality 

hidden from consciousness which tend to manifest when we feel threatened, or our 

guard is down (Hogan & Hogan, 1997; Jung, 1951).  Interpersonal theorists such as 

Adler, Horney and Sullivan found that the way people react to others, particularly when 

anxious, is rooted in childhood development (Adler, 1927; Horney, 1950; Sullivan, 

1953).  Horney (1950) found that children learn to hide their hostility and anxiety with 

various defensive behaviours which she termed ‘neurotic needs’.  These manifested as 

flawed personality tendencies in adult relationships.  Horney classified ten neurotic 

needs under three headings: i) moving away from other people; a need for independence; 

ii) moving against other people: a need for power; and, iii) moving towards other people: 

a need for love, summarised in Table 9.1.  These three factors reflect the three clusters 

of the DSM-IV-TR (2000) shown in Table 9.2. below. 
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Table 9.1 The overlapping themes from Horney’s 3 clusters of neurotic needs and 
the DMS-IV-TR Axis 2 Personality Disorders 

 
Neurotic needs Theory: Horney (1942) DSM-IV-TR (2000) 
The neurotic need: Interpersonal 

Response: 
Psychological cluster: 

 
Need to restrict one’s 
life within narrow 
boundaries 
 
Need for self-
sufficiency and 
independence 

 
Moving Away 

 
Cluster A: Schizotypal, 
Paranoid and Schizoid 
Personality Disorder. Such an 
individual is likely to 
experience poor relationships 
with others due to their odd, 
erratic, eccentric and unstable 
behaviour.  
 
 

Need for power 
 
Need to exploit others 
 
Need for prestige 
 
Need for admiration 
 
Need for achievement 

Moving Against Cluster B: Borderline, 
Histrionic and Narcissistic 
Personality. Such an individual 
is likely to live in an intense, 
highly emotional state and to 
be dramatic, impulsive, 
promiscuous and often  
anti-social. 
 
 

Need for Affection  
and approval 
 
The need for a partner 
who will take over 
one’s life 
 
Need for perfection 
and unassailability  

Moving Towards Cluster C: Dependent and 
Obsessive-Compulsive 
Personality. Such an individual 
is likely to be anxious about 
order and control and pleasing 
authority. 
 

 

In moving away from people, a person may withdraw, either emotionally or literally, 

from a stressful situation to defend themselves from anxiety, and can be seen as isolated 

and aloof by colleagues who sense the lack of engagement (Kets de Vries, 1989).  In 

moving against, someone may respond by becoming aggressive, and display 

domineering traits as a response to anxiety and as an attempt to ward off threats (Horney, 

1950).  When moving towards others, a person may dissipate their own anxiety by 

placating the person who makes them feel anxious.  They have learned to respond to 

threats by becoming more compliant and agreeable, and attempt to create an ordered 
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environment around them, thereby lessening any hostility towards themselves.  These 

three styles relate to Neurotic, Narcissistic and Obsessive needs which Horney stated 

shape the adult personality (Horney, 1950).  Jung proposed that children learn to 

suppress aspects of personality, what he termed their ‘shadow’ (1951), in order to 

alleviate the anxiety of not being accepted or valued.  That is, if their dark side became 

apparent, they would be rejected.   

 

Knowledge of how the dark side develops is key to understanding how it manifests in 

later life, and how it can have an impact at work.  Early learned defensive styles are 

inappropriate as adults (Horney, 1937), particularly at work, and can often result in the 

manifestation of ‘dark side’ behaviours leading to management derailment (Hogan and 

Hogan, 1997; Widiger, Costa, & McCrae, 2001; Widiger et al., 2002). The 

manifestation of dark side behaviour is often detrimental to an individual’s career and 

usually disastrous for organisations (see Kets De Vries, 1989; Conger, 1990; Hogan, 

Curphy, & Hogan, 1994; Babiak, 1995; Hogan & Hogan, 1997; & Furnham, 1998).  As 

leaders are often in a position of influence and power over others, the dark side of 

leadership is a crucial factor in influencing performance at work and will be discussed 

now. 

 

 

9.4 The Dark Side of Leadership   
 

The personalities of leaders are considered fundamental in understanding why 

organisations fail or succeed (Kets de Vries & Miller, 1984). Personality characteristics 

such as moodiness, playing politics, being over controlling or dishonest, can lead 

directly to ‘manager derailment’, which occurs when managers fail in the role for which 

they have been promoted, either through lack of training or lack of good interpersonal 

skills (Bentz, 1985; Kets De Vries, 1989; Hogan, et al, 1994; Hogan & Hogan, 1997; 

Furnham, 1998).  Research over the last 30 years has found that managers who ‘derailed’ 

were seen as arrogant, insensitive to others, over-ambitious, cold, over-controlling, 

selfish, unable to delegate or make decisions, and untrustworthy (McCall & Lombardo, 

1983; Lombardo, Ruderman, & McCauley, 1988; Hazucha, 1991). Seemingly 

charming, friendly and enthusiastic managers who became manipulative, irrational, 
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impatient and volatile, were treated with suspicion and resentment (Conger, 1990), all 

of which had a disastrous effect on work colleagues and, in the long term, on 

organisational effectiveness and profits (Kets de Vries, 1989).  

 

Recent research on dark side and maladaptive personality traits has found they have 

significant implications for organisations (Furnham, Hyde, & Trickey, 2013b; Guenole, 

2014) including deviant behaviour (Furnham & Taylor, 2004) poor leadership (Hogan 

& Hogan 2001), and poor work performance (Furnham & Taylor, 2004; Hogan & 

Hogan, 2001; Moscoso & Salgado, 2004) all of which impact negatively on employee 

engagement both for the individual and their team. Although research found that certain 

aspects of the Dark Triad i.e. Narcissism, can boost career success, too many dark side 

behaviours, if left unmanaged, can result in management derailment (Bentz, 1985), 

producing what Conger (1990) called “disastrous outcomes” for the individual, their 

team, and the organisation (Conger, 1990, p.44). 

 

There is a curvilinear relationship between dark side behaviours and performance, and 

the potential of the dark side of personality to be damaging needs to be considered in 

tandem with the fact that careers can be enhanced by dark side behaviours too.  An 

example is confidence, useful for any senior role, but when over developed, risks 

becoming arrogant. This curvilinear relationship explains why dark triad traits enhance 

career success, up to a certain point, after which such traits are usually damaging.  

Therefore, an optimum of traits is required for effective performance, not a maximum 

(Hogan & Hogan, 1997). 

 

Additionally, dark side behaviours can have a serious impact on job performance, and 

when expressed too frequently, particularly by those who have autonomy and control 

over others, such as senior managers and leaders (Furnham & Taylor, 2004; Judge, Le 

Pine & Rich, 2006; Khoo & Burch, 2008), can have serious implications for their 

subordinates (Hogan & Kaiser, 2005).  Moreover, such behaviours are pervasive and 

subtle, and can create problems for the individual, their team and the organisation which 

impact on the effectiveness of employees and interfere with career success (Hogan & 

Hogan, 2009).  Dark side behaviours can tarnish a person’s reputation, as the individual 

becomes more known for their dark side behaviours than for their competence (Hogan 
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& Hogan, 2009), and this can affect how individuals get ahead, or get along with others 

at work.  It seems appropriate that having discussed the dark side of engagement, and 

having utilized the dark triad measure for validation purposes, this research includes a 

measure of the dark side of personality.  One psychometric test used to assess for 

potential dark side personality traits is the Hogan Development Survey (HDS; Hogan 

& Hogan, 1997), which is described below. 

 

 

9.5 The Hogan Development Survey (HDS: Hogan & Hogan, 1997; 

2009)  

 

In times of stress, threat, when experiencing strong emotions, and when an individual’s 

usual defences are weaker and less well managed, the ‘dark side’ of personality is likely 

to manifest (Horney, 1950; Jung, 1951; Hogan & Hogan, 1997).  At such times, 

behaviours considered inappropriate for the situation or self-defeating for the individual, 

particularly in relation to their work, are more pronounced and demonstrated (Hogan & 

Hogan, 1997).  The HDS (Hogan & Hogan, 1997; 2006) is a psychometrically designed 

personality questionnaire which measures dysfunctional interpersonal styles that 

interfere with the processes of leadership (Hogan & Hogan, 1997).  The HDS taxonomy 

is closely related to the personality disorder classification of the DSM-IV-TR 

(American Psychiatric Association, 2000), but while there are many overlaps between 

the DSM-IV and the HDS, the HDS was specifically designed as a non-clinical 

measurement for use in the workplace, at the same time focussing on Jung’s (1951) and 

Horney’s (1945) theory as the ‘dark side of personality’.   

 

Developed as a way of predicting managerial incompetence, the eleven scales of the 

HDS cluster into three broad factors which typify the three styles of reacting to anxiety 

first proposed by Horney (1950): moving toward people; moving away from people; 

and moving against people; where all three dimensions form part of a ‘toxic triangle’ 

leading to destructive leadership (Padilla, Hogan, & Kaiser, 2007).  The HDS has 11 

scales which reflects aspects of the DSM (See Table 9.2 below).  The 11 scales load 

directly onto the three factors outlined by Horney (1950): Moving Away (Excitable, 
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Skeptical, Cautious, Reserved & Leisurely); Moving Against (Bold, Mischievous, 

Colorful & Imaginative); and, Moving Towards (Diligent & Dutiful). 

 

Table 9.2 Overlapping themes of the HDS and the DSM-IV Axis 2  

DSM-IV Personality Disorders HDS themes 

Borderline: 
Inappropriate anger, unstable and intense 
relationships alternating between 
idealization and devaluation 

Excitable:  
Moody, hard to please, intense but short-
lived enthusiasm for people, projects or 
things 

Paranoid: 
Distrustful and suspicious of others; motives 
are interpreted as malevolent 

Skeptical: 
Cynical, distrustful, and doubting others’ 
true intentions 

Avoidant: 
Social inhibition, feelings of inadequacy and 
hypersensitivity to criticism or rejection 

Cautious: 
Reluctant to take risks for fear of being 
rejected or negatively evaluated 

Schizoid: 
Emotional coldness and detachment from 
social relationships; indifferent to praise and 
criticism 

Reserved: 
Aloof, detached and uncommunicative; 
lacking interest in or awareness of the 
feelings of others 

Passive-Aggressive: 
Passive resistance to social and occupational 
performance; irritated when asked to do 
something he/she does not want to do. 

Leisurely: 
Independent; ignoring people’s requests; 
becoming irritated or argumentative if they 
persist. 

Narcissistic: 
Arrogant and haughty behaviors or attitudes; 
grandiose sense of self-importance and 
entitlement 

Bold: 
Unusually self-confident; feelings of 
grandiosity and entitlement; over-evaluation 
of one’s capabilities 

Antisocial: 
Disregard for the truth; impulsivity and 
failure to plan; failure with confirm with 
social norms 

Mischievous: 
Enjoying risk taking and testing the limits; 
needing excitement, manipulative, deceitful, 
cunning and exploitative 

Histrionic: 
Excessive emotionality and attention 
seeking; self-dramatizing, theatrical and 
exaggerated emotional expression 

Colorful: 
Expressive, animated and dramatic; wanting 
to be noticed and needing to the centre of 
attention 

Schizotypal: 
Odd beliefs or magical thinking, behaviour 
or speech that is odd, eccentric or peculiar 

Imaginative: 
Acting and thinking in creative and 
something odd or unusual ways 

Obsessive-Compulsive: 
Preoccupation with orderliness, rules, 
perfectionism, and control, over-
conscientious and inflexible 

Diligent: 
Meticulous, precise and perfectionistic; 
inflexible about rules and procedures, 
critical of others performance 

Dependent: 
Difficulty making everyday decisions 
without excessive advice and reassurance, 
difficulty expressing disagreement out of 
fear of loss of support or approval 

Dutiful: 
Eager to please and reliant on others for 
support and guidance; reluctant to take 
independent action or to go against popular 
opinion 

Adapted from The HDS Manual (Hogan & Hogan, 1997) 
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9.6 The Hogan Personality Inventory Survey (HPI: Hogan & Hogan, 

1997)  
 

Whereas the HDS reflects potential dark side behaviours, the HPI assesses normative 

personality traits, referred to as the ‘bright side of personality’ (see Chapter 5, Section 

5.3.2.1. for details of the HPI).  The HDS works in tandem with the HPI, as the HPI 

includes a measure of emotional stability (Adjustment), a trait seen to moderate dark 

side behaviours.  Where Adjustment is high, there is much less likelihood of the dark 

side of personality becoming exaggerated, as it is expected there is sufficient self-

awareness to manage any development of dark side traits. 

 

The HPI demonstrated strong correlations with the NEO PI-R NEO PI-R (Goldberg, 

1992; Goldberg, 2005), the Big- Five Markers (Hogan & Hogan, 2007), Personal 

Characteristics Inventory (Mount & Barrick, 2001), and the Inventario de Personalidad 

de Cinco Factores (Salgado & Moscoso, 1999), with coefficient ranges as follows: 

Adjustment/ Emotional Stability/Neuroticism (.66 to .72); Ambition/ Extraversion/ 

Surgency (.39 to .60); Sociability/Extraversion/ Surgency (.44 to .64); Interpersonal 

Sensitivity/Agreeableness (.37 to .61); Prudence/Conscientiousness (.36 to .59); 

Inquisitive/Openness/Intellect (.33 to .69);  Learning Approach/Openness /Intellect (.24 

to .35). The primary scales of each measure against HPI primary scales, showed good 

validity and reliability (Hogan & Hogan, 2007). There are no items concerning sexual 

preference, religious beliefs, criminal offenses, drug and alcohol incidents, or 

racial/ethnic attitudes. Finally, there are no items concerning physical or mental 

disabilities. The measure has also been found to predict job performance (Hogan, 

Rybicki, Motowidlo, & Borman, 1998).  

 

The seven personality scales of the HPI with correlation coefficients are: 

 

Adjustment: This trait represents Neuroticism (correlation coefficients range 

between .66 and .81; Hogan & Holland, 2003). 

Ambition: This trait represents the leadership and status seeking qualities of 

Extraversion (correlation coefficients range between .39 and .60; Hogan & Holland, 

2003). 
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Sociability: This trait measures the social interaction qualities of Extraversion 

(correlation coefficients range between .44 and .64; Hogan & Holland, 2003). The 

HPI features two traits that represent Extraversion, as according to ST (Hogan & 

Holland, 2003) an individual can be sociable but not ambitious (and vice-versa). 

Interpersonal Sensitivity: This trait represents Agreeableness (correlation 

coefficients range between .22 and .61; Hogan & Holland, 2003). 

Prudence: This trait represents Conscientiousness (correlation coefficients range 

between .36 and .59; Hogan & Holland, 2003). 

Inquisitive: This trait reflects the imaginative and creative dimensions of Openness 

(correlation coefficients range between .33 and .69; Hogan & Holland, 2003). 

Learning Approach: This trait measures the need for intellectual stimulation 

found within Openness (correlation coefficients range between .05 and .35; Hogan 

& Holland, 2003). The distinction for two traits that represent Openness within the 

HPI is justified for similar reasons as Ambition and Sociability. (Hogan & Hogan, 

HPI Manual 2006). 

 

As discussed in Chapter 8 (8.5) the bandwidth-fidelity dilemma shows that it is less an 

argument of bandwidth vs. fidelity, but more related to the decision of when to use 

measures with narrow or broad bandwidth.  The arguments for both are outlined in 

Chapter 8 and to briefly reiterate here, related to the aims of this study, narrow 

bandwidth with few items may seek specific and focusses measures of traits, but 

importantly miss out on individual differences (Ones & Viswesvaran, 1996) and they 

argue that for personality measures, broader personality traits are better for both 

prediction, and explanation (Ones & Viswesvaran, 1996). Further research has found 

that when measures which are narrow, but contextualized, (an example of which is the 

new GAH/GAL measure) and where the outcome criteria are clear, such as with 

performance outcomes, incremental validity is to be expected, over and above broad 

measures such as the FFM (Akhtar, et al, 2015; Hogan and Roberts, 1996; Tyler, 2014).  

Given this, it is expected that GAH/GAL will show incremental validity over and above 

the HPI and the HDS. 

 

The implications of how leaders’ dark side behaviours can impact on employee 

performance will be discussed, and a brief outline of how the three clusters of dark side 
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behaviours (Moving Against, Away and Towards, Table 9.1) would impact on GAH 

and GAL are given below. 

 

 

9.7 GAH and GAL and the dark side clusters of Moving Against, 

Moving Away, Moving Towards 
 

Moving Against 

According to Horney (1942), moving against others is indicative of someone who likes 

to dominate others, to impose their will on others and to control events through their 

power and status. Due to a ‘neurotic need’ to be acknowledge and be in control, they 

manipulate and exploit others in order to gain advantage (Horney, 1942), and they use 

their skills in influencing others to attain this (Hogan & Hogan, 1997).  Moving against 

people will use all their excellent social skills, charm, persuasiveness and ability to 

manipulate others, to get what they want.   

 

The new measure of GAH comprises Recognition, Power, Hedonism and Sociability 

and is, therefore, expected to relate to the moving against cluster of the HDS (Bold, 

Mischievous, Colorful, Imaginative).  GAH includes the scales of Hedonism and 

Sociability, both of which confer the ability to meet these needs in a social setting.  

Moving against profiles often gain a sense of value from what they own, and often use 

material wealth to impress, and to enhance their status in their social group, something 

Adler addressed in his theory of the inferiority complex (Adler, 1927).  Horney (1942) 

found that moving against individuals need constant reassurance that they are well 

regarded, and it is this need for such reassurance that, when lacking, can enrage and 

result in what is often termed ‘narcissistic rage’ (Kohut, 1972).  Overall, the desire to 

do well is a spur to hard work, but rather than enjoying their success, they seek also to 

demonstrate their superiority over others in the process, and can thus alienate other 

people.  Horney (1942; 1945; 1950) found that an overdeveloped need for status, power 

and control can result in hostility and such individuals are often difficult for others to 

work with. 
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The new measure of GAL comprises Adjustment, Ambition, Interpersonal Sensitivity 

and Sociability.  Such factors may not be expected to relate to the moving against cluster 

of the HDS (Bold, Mischievous, Colorful, Imaginative), and getting along with others 

does not usually suggest moving against them.  However, high Adjustment and 

Interpersonal Sensitivity has been shown to be manipulative of others through 

employing a highly-attuned understanding of their emotions and when necessary, using 

this against them (Kilduff, et al, 2010).  Ambition also indicates the potential to display 

dark side traits as a way of achieving personal goals.  Sociability relates to being 

colourful and charming in a social setting and it is expected that GAL will relate to the 

cluster of moving against. 

 

Moving Away 

According to Horney (1942), the moving away cluster on HDS (Excitable, Skeptical, 

Cautious, Reserved, Leisurely), typifies people who fear criticism, harm or emotional 

abuse from others, and as children learned tactics to deal with this; they moved away 

from others either literally, or psychologically (Horney, 1942; 1945).  They have an 

over-developed sense of independence as experience has taught them that relying on 

others is too risky for them.  Independence for them comes at price as they fail to 

develop close relationships, the value of co-operation through mutual dependency and 

learning from mistakes.  Usually moving away individuals feel they not worthy so do 

not push for much status or approval.  They are reluctant to put themselves forward at 

work, and fear being made to feel small or lacking in any way.  This inhibits their career 

as they tend to remain on the sidelines for fear of being ridiculed, and may be seen by 

others as cold and detached.  They often lack emotional restraint and are prone to 

emotional outbursts and moodiness. GAH is not expected to relate to the moving away 

cluster.  

 

GAL comprises Adjustment, which indicates emotional stability and the ability to 

manage one’s own, and other people’s emotional reactions. The moving away cluster 

includes Excitable, Skeptical, Cautious, Reserved, Leisurely, all of which are seen to 

relate to neuroticism on the DSM-IV-TR.  The scales of the GAL measure are all 

indicative of someone who is not cautious or skeptical, not reserved or passive-
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aggressive, and of someone who is socially competent and confident. The GAL, is 

therefore, not expected to relate to the moving away cluster. 

 

Moving Towards  

According to Horney (1942), the moving towards cluster on HDS (Dependent and 

Obsessive-Compulsive Personality) typifies individuals with a need to seek approval 

and love according.  To manage their anxiety as children, they learned to affiliate 

themselves with those in authority and power and thus, as adults, seek to find protection 

from similar role models. They are quick to fit in with their superiors’ needs, and often 

diminish their own needs in order to gain acceptance by those above them in rank.  They 

seek people they can depend on and who they feel will protect them.  To ensure they 

do not anger or alienate those in power, they do all they can to ensure excellent 

performance and can become obsessive in their work. Fear of being blamed drives this 

need which manifests as perfectionism.  Their fear is loss of favour from those in 

authority.  

 

The moving towards cluster contains two HDS scales (Dutiful and Dependent; Hogan 

& Hogan, 1997).  The Dutiful scale includes perfectionistic tendencies, such as proving 

to one’s boss that they are highly competent as a way of getting ahead.  This scale is 

expected to correlate with GAH.  The Dependent scale includes aspects of 

powerlessness, weakness and a need to attach oneself to someone in power for 

protection, and can manifest as being clingy and dependent.  This scale is not expected 

to relate to GAH. The moving towards cluster is expected to relate to GAL.  Being 

Dutiful and Dependent are ways of getting along with others. Generally, affiliating 

oneself with one’s manager and demonstrating perfectionism at work is a way of 

pleasing those for whom one works.  Getting along with others, as a means of achieving 

personal ambition, may include a need to attach oneself to someone in power for 

protection.  This cluster is, therefore, expected to relate to GAL. 

 

9.8 Hypotheses 
 

H1. GAH will be positively correlated with the Moving Against cluster (Bold, 

Mischievous, Colorful, Imaginative) 
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H2. GAH will be negatively correlated with the Moving Away cluster (Excitable, 

Skeptical, Cautious, Reserved, Leisurely) 

H3. GAH will be partially correlated with the Moving Towards cluster:  

   H3.1. GAH will be positively correlated with Diligent 

   H3.2. GAH will be negatively correlated with Dutiful 

 

H4. GAL will be positively correlated with the Moving Against cluster (Bold, 

Mischievous, Colorful, Imaginative) 

 

H5. GAL will be negatively correlated with the Moving Away cluster (Excitable, 

Skeptical, Cautious, Reserved, Leisurely) 

 

H6. GAL will be positively correlated with the Moving Towards cluster (Dutiful, 

Dependent) 

 

H7. In line with bandwidth theory which argues specific measures are better at 

predicting outcomes than broad measures, the GAH will have incremental 

validity over HDS and HPI in predicting performance at work  

 

H8.  GAL will have incremental validity over HDS and HPI in predicting 

performance at work 

 

 

9.9 Methods 
 

9.9.1 Participants  

 

Data was collected for this study in November 2015. The study consisted of N = 248 

adult workers: Females 125, (50.4%); Males 88 (35.5%); Missing 35 (14%). Missing 

data for gender is accounted for by the fact that this was an optional choice for 

participants, due to discriminatory legislation in USA.  Ages 19 – 61 years (M = 32.6 

years).  All participants were based in the USA, and all worked for the same 
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organisation in the financial sector. All participants were within the same rank, which 

was not managerial level.  Salaries and education levels were not available because they 

were not given to HAS by the client. 

 

9.9.2 Measures 

 

Four measures were used in this study: the new GAH/GAL short measure; the HPI; the 

HDS and Performance Outcomes.   

 

9.9.2.1 GAH & GAL short measure x 14 items (see Table 7.4) 

 

The 14-item instrument developed in the Chapter 7, and validated in studies in Chapter 

8, was used to measure an individual’s tendency to behave in a way that helps them Get 

Ahead (i.e. “I usually offer to present group projects”, “Work is more fun if there is an 

element of competition”, and “I prefer to manage my team than be managed”), and 

helps them to Get Along (“I try to calm things down whenever there is conflict between 

colleagues at work”, “Taking the team out for a social event helps with team bonding”, 

and “I gain personal satisfaction if people ask me for help”).  The two scales were found 

to have acceptable levels of internal consistency (GAH = .84; GAL = .77).  

 

9.9.2.2 Hogan Personality Inventory (HPI: Hogan & Hogan, 1997) 

 

The HPI is a 206 ‘true/false’ item self-report questionnaire containing seven primary 

scales.  The inventory contains seven primary scales that align with the five-factor 

model (FFM) of personality (Digman, 1990; Goldberg, 1993; Wiggins, 1996).  It is a 

robust and valid measurement of how we appear to others at work, as well as predicting 

occupational success (Hough & Furnham, 2003).  The HPI has been used in many 

studies investigating workplace performance (see Landy, 1994; Hogan & Gerhold, 

1995; Holland & Hogan 1999; McDaniel & Hogan 1997; Ross, Rybicki, & Hogan 1997; 

Rybicki, Brinkmeyer, & Hogan, 1997; Rybicki, & Hogan, 1996; Shelton, Holland, & 

Hogan, 2000).  Internal consistencies for the HPI range from .71-.89, and test-retest 

coefficients of .74-.86, (Axford, 1996), Cronbach’s Alpha for the HPI scales are: 
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Adjustment (.89), Ambition (.86), Sociability (.83), Prudence (.78), Inquisitive (.78) 

Learning Approach (.75) and Interpersonal Sensitivity (.71) (Hogan & Hogan, 1992).  

 

9.9.2.3 The Hogan Development Survey (HDS: Hogan & Hogan, 1997)  

 

The Hogan Development Survey (HDS: Hogan & Hogan, 1997, 2009) is a 

psychometrically designed personality questionnaire which measures potential 

dysfunctional interpersonal styles which interfere with the processes of leadership 

(Hogan & Hogan, 1997).  The HDS taxonomy is closely related to the personality 

disorder classification of the DSM-IV-TR (American Psychiatric Association, 2000), 

but while there are many overlaps between the DSM-IV and the HDS, the HDS was 

specifically designed as a non-clinical measurement for use in the workplace, and seeks 

to identify dysfunctional behaviours that impair work performance.  The HDS consists 

of 168 true/false items to assess for a variety of dysfunctional dispositions, in the form 

of statements to which respondents reply “agree” or “disagree”.  The scales reflect 

Horney’s (1950) theory of three clusters: moving away, moving against and moving 

towards people.  Participants are given instructions on how to complete and a code to 

access the test on line at HAS. The HDS takes approximately 15-20 minutes to complete 

on-line.  The HDS has manual reporting internal reliabilities ranging between .50 

and .79 and test-retest reliabilities between .58 and .87, and validity studies have been 

conducted on over 300,000 employees, in 50 organisations across a wide range of 

occupations (HAS).  In addition, a comprehensive review was undertaken by the British 

Psychological Testing Centre (BPS Testing Centre, 2009) whcih showed the HDS to 

have good validity and reliability.  The HPI and HDS scales were computed by totalling 

a participant’s response for each scale. 

 

9.9.2.4 Performance Measures  

 

The performance measures are those used in Chapter 8. (see Table 8.1 for the Job 

Performance Indicators 14 items).   
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9.9.3 Procedure  

 

After giving consent and being reassured that individual responses would remain 

confidential, all participants logged on to the Hogan Assessment Systems website (URL 

of login password) via a unique login password.  The HPI and HDS were presented on 

the computer screen for participants to complete.  Participants were also asked to 

complete the new short measure for GAH and GAL, as well as the performance 

outcomes designed for this research, all of which were presented at the same time.  

Participants were offered the opportunity to withdraw from the process at any time 

before testing began, as well as during the testing process. After completing the 

questionnaires, participants were given the opportunity to ask any further questions. 

Data was collected by HAS and it was explained that feedback would be given on the 

HPI and the HDS by HAS consultants in conjunction with their supervisors, as part of 

an employee development programme, and that their individual results would be 

archived for future research by HAS. 

 

 

9.10 Results   
 

9.10.1 Descriptive Statistics and Correlations 

 

Descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations were conducted to ascertain the level of 

inter-correlations between demographics, the HPI, the HDS, GAH, GAL and 

Performance.  Descriptive statistics and correlations are shown in Table 9.3 and Table 

9.4 below.   

 

H1. GAH will be positively correlated with the Moving Against cluster. 

The results show that H1 was supported; GAH was positively correlated with the four 

aspects (Colorful .74, Bold .72, Mischievous .60, Imaginative .51) of the Moving 

Against cluster. 

 

H2. GAH will be negatively correlated with the Moving Away cluster. 
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H2 was partially supported. There were some relationships of GAH with the Moving 

Away Cluster, and results showed a significant negative correlation with Cautious -.16, 

and positive, albeit low, correlation with Leisurely, .26 and Skeptical, .20. 

 

H3. GAH will be partially correlated with the Moving Towards cluster. 

   H3.1. GAH will be positively correlated with Diligent. 

   H3.2. GAH will be negatively correlated with Dutiful.  

H3 was partially supported. H3.1 was supported, and GAH was positively correlated 

with Diligent .32.  However, H.3.2 expected to find GAH negatively correlated with 

Dutiful, instead of which there was a positive, albeit low, correlation with Dutiful .21. 

 

H4. GAL will be positively correlated with the Moving Against cluster. 

The results show that H4 was supported.  GAL was positively correlated with all 

aspects of the Moving Against cluster (Colorful .59, Bold .58, Imaginative, .49, 

Mischievous, .47). 

 

H5. GAL will be negatively correlated with the Moving Away cluster. 

H5 was not supported. GAL showed no relationship to the aspects of the Moving Away 

cluster apart from a significant positive correlation to Leisurely .30. 

 

H6. GAL will be positively correlated with the Moving Towards cluster. 

Results found partial support for H6.  GAL was positively correlated with Dutiful .58, 

but had no relationship with Diligent. 

 

H7. GAH will have incremental validity over HDS and HPI in predicting performance 

at work.  

 

H8. GAL will have incremental validity over HDS and HPI in predicting performance 

at work. 

 

Both H7 and H8 showed a significant positive correlation with work performance, 

(GAH: .83, GAL, .80), which was investigated further through Hierarchical 
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Regressions.  Regression analysis found that only GAH is a significant predictor of 

performance, so H7 was supported.  H8 was not supported.  
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Table 9.3 Bivariate Correlations & Descriptive statistics between demographics, HPI, GAH/GAL & Performance 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1 Gender            
2 Age .30**           
3 Adjustment  -.00 .07          
4 Ambition  -.02 .03 .85**         
5 Sociability  -.19** -.12 .60** .75**        
6 Interpersonal S. .13* .05 .82** .78** .73**       
7 Prudence  .21** .08 .80** .69** .53** .79**      
8 Inquisitive  -.14* -.18** .68** .75** .78** .77** .69**     
9 Learning A.  .08 -.08 .65** .71** .67** .69** .70** .82**    
10 GAH -.24** -.10 .47** .66** .67** .55** .42** .61** .53**   
11 GAL -.02 -.00 .56** .60** .60** .69** .61** .66** .58** .81**  
12 Performance -.06 .00 .57** .68** .60** .62** .53** .63** .56** .83** .80** 

 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2 tailed) 
  * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2 tailed) 
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Table 9.4. Bivariate Correlations Descriptive statistics between demographics, HDS, GAH/GAL Performance 

  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

1 Gender 1               

2 Age .30**               

3 Excitable  -.01 -.13*              

4 Skeptical  -.04 -.18** .86**             

5 Cautious  .03 -.13 .73** .66**            

6 Reserved  -.03 -.11 .75** .75** .72**           

7 Leisurely  -.06 -.10 .72** .74** .59** .60**          

8 Bold  -.08 -.16* .15* .27** -.13* .10 .37**         

9 Mischievous  -.24** -.22** .38** .42** .12 .23** .52** .70**        

10 Colorful  -.16* -.13 .21** .25** -.05 .04 .42** .79** .76**       

11 Imaginative.  -.12 -.21** .17* .30** -.10 .11 .32** .59** .60** .59**      

12 Diligent  .06 -.08 .36** .46** .28** .41** .42** .55** .32** .33** .39**     

13 Dutiful  .10 -.04 .48** .48** .49** .37** .40** .29** .31** .30** .20** .53**    

14 GAH -.24** -.10 .13 .20** -.16* -.02 .26** .72** .60** .74** .51** .32** .21**   

15 GAL -.02 -.00 .24** .29** .16* .15* .30** .58** .47** .56** .49** .53** .58** .81**  

16 Perform. -.06 .00 .04 .11 -.14* -.06 .17** .67** .49** .66** .47** .40** .31** .83** .80** 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2 tailed) 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2 tailed)  
In order to test the remaining hypotheses regression analyses were conducted. 
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9.10.2 Hierarchical regressions 

 

Hierarchical regressions were conducted to explore the relationships between GAH, 

GAL the HPI, the HDS and Performance, and to investigate which variables were most 

likely to predict performance.  A hierarchical multiple linear regression technique was 

used in order to explore the incremental validity of GAH and GAL over HPI and HDS 

for predicting work performance (see Table 9.5).  A decision was taken to include age 

and sex, in these regression analyses, as in Chapter 8, as both are related to performance, 

(Avolio, Waldman, & McDaniel 1990; (Bowen, Swim & Jacobs, 2000; Green, 

Jegadeesh, & Tang, 2009; Hjort, 1997; Prenda & Stahl, 2001) and inclusion allows for 

control of their effect when establishing the validity of the measure.  Four models were 

specified:  

 

Model 1 included participant’s age and sex: 

Model 2 included participant’s age, sex GAH and GAL: 

Model 3 included participant’s age, sex, GAH/GAL and HPI  

Model 4 included participant’s age, sex, GAH/GAL, HPI and the HDS. 

 

As can be seen in Table 9.5, the most significant factor in predicting performance across 

all models is GAH.  In Model 2, GAH accounts for 0.42 of the variance.  Where HPI is 

included in Model 3 the variance is 0.52, though GAH is still the dominance predictor 

(t = 5.47**) and with both HPI and HDS, Model 4, the variance is just 0.54 (GAH t = 

3.33**).  GAH indicates a strong predictor of performance, over and above the HPI and 

the HDS and therefore, H7 is supported.  GAL showed no incremental validity over 

HDS and HPI in predicting performance, and therefore H8 is not supported. Ambition 

and Inquisitive were also indicative of Performance in Model 3 (HPI), though adding 

HDS in Model 4 found Inquisitiveness and Colorful related to Performance, not 

Ambition.  An unexpected result was that Model 4 found Sociability to be negatively 

related to Performance (-3.02) which does not accord with the literature. This may be 

due to high Sociability interfering with focus on performance, and warrants further 

research. There was a negative significant correlation with Reserved -2.65.  These 

results will be discussed further below. 
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Table 9.5 Hierarchical Multiple Regressions Predicting Job Performance 
Predictors                                                                                           Job Performance 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
 b t b t b t b t 

Gender -.07 1.01 -.07 1.08 -.06 1.10 -.01 .09 
Age .03 .41 .05 .82 .10 1.76 .09 1.62 
HPI Adjustment   -.23 2.30* -.02 .17 .04 .34 
HPI Ambition   .57 5.87*** .23 1.91* .10 .84 
HPI Sociability   .06 .67 -.27 2.66** -.29 2.96*** 
HPI Interpersonal S.   .14 1.56* -.01 .11 -.02 .18 
HPI Prudence   .11 1.45 .15 1.57 .13 1.45 
HPI Inquisitive   .18 2.42** .27 3.31*** .22 2.87*** 
HPI Learn Approach   .00 .032 .01 .089 .00 .05 
HDS Excitable     .13 1.10 .08 .73 
HDS Skeptical     .07 .68 .05 .53 
HDS Cautious     -.02 .21 -.01 .13 
HDS Reserved     -.27 2.90*** -.25 2.69** 
HDS Leisurely     -.08 1.03 -.07 .97 
HDS Bold     .24 2.24** .14 1.31 
HDS Mischievous     .04 .38 .06 .63 
HDS Colorful     .30 3.06*** .24 2.45** 
HDS Imaginative     .03 .35 .03 .44 
HDS Diligent     -.04 .51 .00 .022 
HDS Dutiful     .40 .67 .04 .72 
GAH       .32 3.60*** 
GAL       .01 .15 
Adj R2 -.00 .43 .51 .55 
Df 2, 20 9, 20 20, 19 22, 18 
F 0.52 19.17*** 12.27*** 12.88*** 
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9.11 DISCUSSION 
 

This final empirical study sought to investigate how the dark side of personality relates 

to GAH and GAL, and to investigate whether the new measure for GAH/GAL has more 

incremental validity for assessing performance than the HDS and the HPI.  The 

implications of how dark side behaviours in leaders can impact on employee 

performance have been discussed above, as well as how this can impact on individual 

employee engagement.  The results of this final study will be briefly discussed here, 

before a comprehensive discussion of the whole thesis is conducted in Chapter 10. 

 

H1. GAH will be positively correlated with the Moving Against cluster (Bold, 

Mischievous, Colorful, Imaginative). 

 

H1 was supported.  The results show that GAH positively correlated with all four 

aspects of the Moving Against cluster of the HDS: Colorful (.74); Bold (.72); 

Mischievous (.60); and Imaginative (.51).  As the literature has shown, people who get 

ahead often demonstrate qualities such as confidence (Bold), charm (Mischievous), 

being able to express themselves and who like being the centre of attention (Colorful) 

and who have vision and ideas (Imaginative).  That these correlate so strongly with 

GAH has implications for people in leadership position.  The dark side of these qualities 

manifest as histrionic (Colorful), arrogant (Bold), manipulative (Mischievous) and 

eccentric (Imaginative) and a histrionic, arrogant, scheming manager with eccentric 

ideas may be not terribly appealing to most employees.  When the dark side of 

personality is manifest too often at work, a leader will lose the support and trust of their 

team (Bentz 1985; Hogan, et al, 1994; Hogan & Hogan, 1997).  Several factors of GAH 

are sought after in leaders (Hogan et al, 1994; Hogan, 2006), and knowing how the 

potential dark sides of a GAH profile might manifest at work, will enable for better 

initial selection, more focused development, and coaching for self-awareness for those 

already in an organisation. 

 

H2. GAH will be negatively correlated with the Moving Away cluster (Excitable, 

Skeptical, Cautious, Reserved, Leisurely). 
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H2 was partially supported.  GAH showed a significant negative correlation with 

Cautious (-.16), and a positive correlation with Leisurely, (.26) and Skeptical, (.20).  

There was no correlation with Excitable or Reserved.  These results indicate that the 

factors of the Moving Away cluster will have some influence on someone with a GAH 

profile.  The negative correlation of Cautious confirms that someone who gets ahead 

will be driven to succeed, take risks and be open to new ideas, the very antithesis of 

someone who is too cautious.  The low, positive, correlations of Leisurely and Skeptical 

indicate that elements of being these dark sides may be useful in a leadership role.  

Leisurely indicates someone who can easily ignore others when they need to, and can 

also avoid conflict when it suits them.  Skeptical indicates someone with a cynical 

attitude to information which may also help from becoming too enthusiastic and caught 

up with new ideas.  These both had very low correlations <.03 and therefore not likely 

to have much impact on a GAH profile but may be potential dark side traits.  

 

H3. GAH will be partially correlated with the Moving Towards cluster.   

Hypothesis 3.1. GAH will be positively correlated with Diligent. 

Hypothesis 3.2. GAH will be negatively correlated with Dutiful. 

 

H3 was partially supported: H3.1 was supported, and GAH was positively correlated 

with Diligent .32; H3.2 was not supported.  It was expected to find GAH negatively 

correlated with Dutiful, instead of which there was a positive, albeit low, correlation 

with Dutiful .21.  The positive correlation of Diligent is not surprising, and of the 

Moving Towards cluster traits, this one would be most likely to relate to GAH.  

Diligence relates to perfectionism and is indicative of someone who is not only 

meticulous and precise in their own behavior, but also of someone who can be inflexible 

about rules and procedures, critical of others’ performance, and unable to delegate.  

Despite some useful aspects of Diligence, perfectionism can be detrimental to 

performance when over developed, and suggests someone who lacks confidence to 

delegate (Hogan & Hogan, 1997).  The correlation with Dutiful indicates individuals 

that may be too eager to please their superiors, sometimes at the expense of their direct 

reports, and be reluctant to make moves which will impede their own career progression.  

Overdeveloped, Dutiful traits will manifest as dependency, a reluctance to make 
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difficult decisions, and ‘sucking up’ to supervisors, which would be detrimental to those 

who seek to GAH. 

 

H4. GAL will be positively correlated with the Moving Against cluster (Bold, 

Mischievous, Colorful, Imaginative). 

 

H4 was supported.  The results show that GAL positively correlated with all four 

aspects of the Moving Against cluster of the HDS: Bold (.58); Colorful (.56); 

Imaginative (.49); and Mischievous (.47).  The emphasis is slightly different from the 

GAH results which found stronger relationships with Colorful, Bold and Mischievous.  

Nevertheless, the strong correlations with GAL suggest that those who get along with 

others use similar personality traits if to a slightly lesser degree.  The strengths of such 

traits have been discussed above, and the corresponding dark sides apply here, so that 

in getting along with others, being too confident (Bold), histrionic (Colorful) eccentric 

(Imaginative) or manipulative (Mischievous) too often, over time will result in a loss 

of trust in relationships, affecting how someone gets along with their colleagues.  

Because Ambition is part of GAL, they will be keen to achieve success at work and 

will use different traits to do so. 

 

H5. GAL will be negatively correlated with the Moving Away cluster (Excitable, 

Skeptical, Cautious, Reserved, Leisurely). 

 

H5 was not supported.  GAL was expected to correlate negatively with the Moving 

Away cluster, as aspects of this cluster are detrimental to long term positive 

relationships.  Excitable, particularly, has negative connotations with both career 

success and personal relationships as it relates to the DSM-IV scale of Neuroticism 

(American Psychiatric Association, 2000), and manifests through volatility, moodiness 

and irritability (Hogan & Hogan, 2009). GAL showed significant positive correlations 

with all aspects of the Moving Away cluster, albeit very low correlations.  The only 

correlation >.30 was Leisurely (.30), though other positive correlations were, in order: 

Skeptical (.29); Excitable (.24); Cautious (.16); and Reserved (.15).  Skeptical shows 

distrust of others, and of their intentions; Excitable is related to moodiness, anxiety, and 

over-enthusiasm resulting in disappointment.  The two lowest correlations both <.02 
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were Cautious and Reserved, suggesting someone who fears being rejected by others 

and can be somewhat detached from others at work.  Leisurely indicates someone who 

can be so focused at times they become irritated and ignore other people’s requests.  

Given the low correlations, the only one that may impact noticeably on GAL would be 

Leisurely, which relates to a passive-aggressive response, and whereby others might 

feel ignored or rejected by the lack of response from someone with higher Leisurely 

scores.  Conversely, if used appropriately, the Leisurely scale implies an ability to rise 

above issues, taking a more laid back approach, which might be useful in certain 

situations as a leader.  

 

 

H6. GAL will be positively correlated with the Moving Towards cluster (Dutiful, 

Dependent). 

 

H6 was supported.  GAL was positively correlated with both Dutiful (.582) and 

Diligent (.53).  These two scales of the HDS were expected to correlate with GAL, as 

getting along with others often suggests a compromise of one’s own goals in order to 

affiliate with others, and affiliation is indicative of someone forming bonds, friendships 

and mutual dependency with colleagues, often senior to themselves, and conforming to 

the standards of their superiors which Dutiful and Diligent indicate.  

 

 

H7. GAH will have incremental validity over HDS and HPI in predicting performance 

at work. 

 

H7 was supported.  GAH was found to have incremental validity over the HDS and 

HPI in predicting performance.  In the HR Model 2, the HPI variable of Ambition was 

the strongest predictor of performance (5.87) with Inquisitiveness the second strongest 

predictor (2.42) which accounted for .43 of the variance.  When the HDS was included 

in Model 3, Inquisitive (3.31), Colorful (3.06) and Bold (2.24) were the strongest 

positive correlations and Sociability (-2.26) and Reserved (-2.90) were the strongest 

negative correlations. Model 3 accounted for .51 of the variance.  In Model 4, GAH 

accounted for .55 of the variance, and the results show that GAH is a stronger predictor 
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of Job Performance than either HPI or HDS.  This is likely due to GAH containing 

elements of the MVPI, which includes values and needs such as a need for recognition 

and power.  It could also be due to the bandwidth of the measure, and something for 

future research to consider. 

 

H8. GAL will have incremental validity over HDS and HPI in predicting performance 

at work. 

 

H8 was not supported.  GAL was not found to have incremental validity over the HDS 

and HPI in predicting performance.   

 

The correlations in this study of HPI, GAH/GAL and Performance (Table 9.3) as well 

as HDS, GAH/GAL and Performance (Table 9.4) all show some extremely high 

correlations and are discussed now.  Unusually high correlations could affect the results 

of a study and if variables are too highly correlated, it has implications for validity.  

Table 9.3 shows high correlations with several scales and this is due to the HPI scales, 

which form part of GAH and GAL, correlating with aspects of themselves, such as 

Adjustment with Interpersonal Sensitivity. Given the scales of the HPI this would be 

expected and it might be a design problem rather than an intrinsic issue with validity.  

Looking for correlations between the HPI and GAH and GAL for instance, will indicate 

high correlations as both contain aspects of the HPI within them, and the larger the 

correlation the stronger the relationship between them.  That GAH and GAL show such 

a high correlation with Performance (Table 9.3, .81 and .83 respectively) may have 

implications for the validity of the model, and how well it can predict performance.   

 

The correlations in Table 9.4 referring to HDS, GAH/GAL and Performance found the 

HDS related to the three clusters as expected (Horney, 1942) i.e.  Bold, Mischievous 

and Colorful all show high significant correlations with each other, as they all do with 

GAH, as predicted above. GAH and GAL, however, have the same correlations which 

suggests that these two higher order factors correlate significantly with performance, 

over and above the HPI or the HDS. Nevertheless, correlation does not necessarily 

imply that performance can be predicted by GAH or GAL but that the strength of these 

two higher order factors might influence performance.  Certainly, these results suggest 
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the need for further studies to replicate, and expand, the investigations conducted here 

to confirm whether GAH and GAL are predictors of performance, as measured by the 

performance indicators above. 

 

The limitations in this chapter relate to the methodology.  Using a one-tailed test was 

an obvious option in this study as it would seem consistent with the hypotheses above, 

which indicate one direction for the result.  However, a decision was made not to use a 

one-tailed test as it was not deemed appropriate for the study aims. The aim was to 

maximise the possibility of the research findings, and a two-tailed test can detect both 

positive and negative significant affects.  It allows for the maximum possibilities rather 

than closing options down. A one-tailed test tests for the possibility of the relationship 

in one direction only, and it disregards the possibility of a relationship in the other 

direction. Using a two-tailed test for this study allowed for the testing of the relationship 

in both directions and results showed, for instance, that GAL did relate to the Dark Side 

traits, rather than as hypothesised.  Further a one-tailed test risked getting false positives.  

Future research could consider using both one and two-tailed tests. 

 

The sampling in this study is a limitation of the research in two ways. The data was 

collected by HAS using the HPI, HDS, the GAH/GAL measure and newly designed 

performance measures.  Firstly, the participants were rather homogenous from the 

dataset, and from the same population, including the same organisation within one 

sector.  Secondly, they were asked to participate as part of a development programme, 

in collaboration with their organisation and HAS. Ethically, participants are offered the 

chance to withdraw from completion of tests and to refuse to complete them if they so 

wish. When used within an organisational development programme however, there is 

little autonomy and it might be that the responses are not as authentic as they might be, 

leading to the possibility of an unrepresentative data sample.  Furthermore, there is 

limited data on educational levels, salaries and ranks, which may have an impact on the 

findings. 	
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9.12 Conclusion 
 

GAH was found to be a strong indicator of work performance.  While Ambition, part 

of GAL, was the strongest indicator initially, once other factors were entered GAH 

predicted job performance over and above Ambition.  GAL showed no relationship 

with performance in the regressions.  The reason for these results may be that GAL 

includes Interpersonal Sensitivity, closely related to Agreeableness.  Research has 

found that being too pleasing at work can impede performance (Hogan & Holland, 

2003), and can hold people back from making progress, and GAH.  The dark side traits 

related to the Moving Away cluster showed no correlation with either GAH or GAL, 

although both GAH and GAL were found to be correlated with the Moving Against 

cluster, and this is related to Narcissism, which is discussed further in Chapter 10.  The 

correlations in this chapter support earlier studies (see Chapter 7) that found similar 

relationships between GAH and GAL and the HPI.  This study included the HDS to 

indicate which potential dark side traits might be having an impact on performance at 

work.  Having investigated how far the Dark Triad relates to GAH and GAL, and how 

this impacts on work performance, this chapter sought to complete the exploration of 

personality differences of GAH and GAL by investigating the dark side of personality 

using the HDS.   

 

This final validation study, in effect, brings the research around full circle and back to 

where it began.  Having begun with the ST of (Hogan, 1976), and an investigation in 

the Hogan instruments using the HPI and the MVPI, this final study considered how 

the Hogan measure for the dark side of personality, the HDS would be validated against 

the new measure GAH/GAL.  Adding the dark side of personality brought into the 

investigation those aspects represented by the dark triad seen as detrimental to 

workplace performance, and summarised by the three clusters of Moving Away, 

Moving Against and Moving Towards others.  Chapter 10 will discuss the findings of 

the thesis and a consideration of the limitations, criticisms and applications of the 

research will be made.  
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Chapter 10: Discussion 
__________________________________ 
 
10.1 Introduction 
 

This chapter shows the progression of the research conducted in this thesis, from the 

exploration into the higher order factors of personality within the HPI and the MVPI, 

onto the development, and validation, of a new short measure for GAH and GAL. This 

current research has investigated how far the Hogan instruments measure ST with its 

three main drivers: GAH, GAL and FM.  The criticisms, and limitations, of the research 

conducted in this thesis, will be discussed in this chapter, as will the implications of, 

and applications for, the research.  This final chapter will draw together research from 

the six empirical studies in this thesis.  This is the first time an investigation has been 

conducted into how the Hogan measures demonstrate ST in practical terms, and this 

thesis shows how a new short measure for GAH and GAL, arising from this research, 

was designed, developed and validated against other measures. 

 

 

10.2 Research Development 

 

The thesis began with an investigation into SI (Hogan, 1976), and an exploration into 

how far the HPI and the MVPI measure two key areas of personality: identity and 

reputation.  Theoretically, this research advances the understanding of how personality 

differences impact at work, and is unique in that, for the first time, an investigation of 

the Hogan measures has been conducted which explores which aspects of each measure 

relate to GAH and GAL.  A critical analysis of the HPI and the MVPI to examine these 

aspects has not been conducted previously, and this research attempts to address the 

gap in the lack of empirical evidence of how the scales map onto the two measures. 

 

The three key aims of the research were: a) to test whether the three factors of ST – 

GAH, GAL or FM – would be found with the HPI and the MVPI; b) to find out which 
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scales of the HPI and the MVPI form GAH, GAL or FM; and c) to investigate how far 

GAH, GAL and FM could show incremental validity for performance over and above 

other measures.  Chapters 1 – 4 of the thesis introduced the ST underpinning the HPI 

and the MVPI, including evolutionary psychology, psychoanalytic theory and symbolic 

interactionism, and explained how these related to identity and reputation.  Previous 

research on investigations into higher order factors of personality was included to show 

how a precedent had been set in personality research, and how this new research builds 

upon that precedent.  Chapter 5 outlined the first empirical investigation which 

conducted an analysis of the HPI and the MVPI measures to find three higher order 

factors: GAH, GAL and FM, of which only two were found.  Chapter 6 sought to 

confirm the two higher order factors of GAH and GAL as well as to investigate how 

far they could predict job performance.  Chapters 7 – 9 contained validation studies of 

the new short measure against other measures.  The following section will consider 

these findings. 

 

 

10.3 Getting Ahead, Getting Along …but no Meaning? 

 

In Chapter 5, the three higher order factors which are argued to underpin ST, and which 

explain the need for acceptance, status and purpose (Hogan, 1976; 1982) were 

investigated: GAH, GAL and FM.  While there was clear support for two higher orders 

factors: GAH and GAL, analysis did not find any evidence for the third, FM. ST argues 

that finding meaning is a key driver for individuals, and it seemed at odds with earlier 

research not to find this.  It is thought that FM is likely subsumed within the two higher 

order factors of GAH and GAL, which contain scales from both HPI and the MVPI.  

The HPI measures reputation, the external view, and is not likely to reflect meanings 

and values to observers as clearly as identity, measured by the MVPI.  That FM was 

missing is discussed now. 

 

A search for meaning, according to Hogan (1976), comes from our attempt to create 

order out of random chaos.  According to Frankl (2006), however, this search for 

meaning is fundamental to being human, and is the most important driver to individual 

action. Frankl (2006) argued that our innate need to make sense of the world drives us 
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to search for meaning and purpose as a way of validating our existence.  Nevertheless, 

despite being such an overwhelming innate need, Frankl (2006) cautioned that certain 

factors could impede this drive, such as having too much ambition, comfort, affluence, 

materialism and thinking only of one’s own enjoyment, all of which he saw as numbing, 

and destroying, the need to seek out a purpose (Frankl, 2006).  Given the scales of the 

MVPI, there was an expectation that a higher order factor of FM would include 

Altruism, where individuals seek meaning through the good they do for others, and to 

help make the world a better place, but Altruism was not found in a third, higher order 

of FM.   

 

Although the data suggests that a higher order factor of FM is not supported, this is not 

to say that a sense of purpose is absent from how people work, and engage, with others 

at work.  It is likely that the way that people find meaning is absorbed into the other 

scales of the Hogan measures, as discussed above.  This is an area that could be 

developed in any future research, given that FM is a key component of ST, and a 

consideration be given to include other measures which might capture meaning more 

readily.  The implications of this led to further studies in Chapters 6 and 7, where a new 

short measure was developed.  This is discussed below. 

 

 

10.4 Development of a new short measure for GAH and GAL 

 

The development of the new measure for GAH and GAL described in Chapters 6 and 

7 included CFA and SEM to confirm the structure of GAH and GAL.  SEM confirmed 

the higher order structure of the HPI and the MVPI, and showed that GAH included 

Recognition, Power, Sociability and Hedonism, and GAL included Adjustment, 

Ambition, Interpersonal Sensitivity and Sociability.  How these results impact on an 

individual GAH and/or GAL is discussed now. 
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10.5 GAH – The factors of Recognition, Power, Sociability and 

Hedonism and how they influence GAH 

 

Recognition, Power, Sociability and Hedonism loaded onto GAH as expected.  The 

strengths of these factors indicate someone who is highly driven to succeed, someone 

who seeks status and control and someone who is Extravert, Sociable and Hedonistic.  

In Chapter 9 the possibility of dark side behaviours manifesting was discussed, and how 

the GAH factors relate to the narcissistic personality traits of the dark triad, as well as 

to the arrogant and manipulative scales of the HDS.  That someone who is driven by a 

need to be recognised (.74), the highest scale on the GAH factor, may indicate less that 

someone is self-confident with a healthy self-esteem, and rather of someone who lacks 

a sense of self-worth.  Rather than a drive to achieve great goals, or a sense of purpose 

to change things, the need to be recognised is indicative per se of the narcissist, and low 

self-esteem, suggesting that only when others acknowledge them do they matter.  This 

need for recognition maps onto the need for admiration, hence the drive for status.  

Status would compel others to recognise such individuals, and thus, their overwhelming 

need for admiration is validated. 

 

Nevertheless, a need for recognition is a drive which compels people to achieve and 

can spur someone towards greater performance.  Recognition, coupled with the need 

for Power and Hedonism, suggests the potential for dark side behaviours to emerge, 

and one which organisations could heed, if knowing this in advance through a 

GAH/GAL measure.  Hedonism is a scale on the MVPI relating to values and motives 

and includes enjoying the good life: food, drink, sex, holidays and a general seeking of 

pleasurable experiences.  Depending on how strong this need is will determine how far 

someone strives to achieve pleasure for its own sake, or whether it is moderated by 

other considerations.  Certainly, the need for recognition as well as the striving for 

pleasure could be problematic for such an individual who, though fun to work for, might 

be a potential risk for the organisation.  Sociability, forming part of both GAH and GAL, 

will be discussed below. 
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10.6 GAL: The factors of Adjustment, Ambition, Interpersonal 

Sensitivity and Sociability and how they influence GAL 

 

Adjustment, Ambition, Interpersonal Sensitivity and Sociability loaded onto GAL.  

Adjustment was initially expected to form part of both GAH and GAL, based on 

previous research (see Hogan & Holland, 2003).  In this study, however, Adjustment 

was found to be a key factor of GAL but not of GAH.  Ambition was expected to load 

on to GAH, although results found it loaded onto GAL.  The strengths of GAL indicate 

someone who is well balanced, empathic, easy to work with, considerate of colleagues 

and charming.  Ambition was a surprise, and it is argued that the strengths of GAL 

might in fact be useful in achieving the ambitious goals of such an individual. 

 

In Chapter 9 the possibility of dark side behaviours manifesting were discussed, and 

the GAL factors have been shown to relate to the Machiavellian personality traits of the 

dark triad, as well as to the Manipulative scales of the HDS.  GAL also contains 

Adjustment, which influences how the dark side of personality manifests.  Research has 

long argued that Adjustment, (aka emotional stability) impacts significantly on how 

others see us, how well we succeed at work and how well we get on with other people 

(Barrick & Mount, 2005; Hogan & Hogan, 2009; Hogan & Ones, 1997; Kets de Vries, 

1989; Mansi, 2002; 2007; 2008; Judge et al., 2002; Furnham & Heaven, 1999; Judge 

& Kammeyer-Mueller, 2007; Van den Berg & Feij, 1993).  It was also argued that the 

need to get ahead was dependent upon getting along with others, and Adjustment would 

facilitate this.  Adjustment, however, was negatively correlated with the higher order 

factor of GAH indicating that Adjustment may be counterproductive to someone who 

is driven to achieve.  This is unlikely, given the wealth of research data showing 

emotional stability to be positively related to so many workplace outcomes, although 

cases of obsessive behaviour, indicating a lack of Adjustment, are often cited to show 

work success, and might include such cases as Steve Jobs of Apple, and Bill Gates of 

Microsoft (Maccoby, 2001). 

 

One argument for Adjustment not forming part of GAH may be that empathy, a sub-

scale of Adjustment (Hogan & Hogan, 1997), may mitigate against getting ahead of 

others at work.  Adjustment also contains low anxiety and trust, all of which facilitate 
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an emotional identification with others, and the ability to find social interactions easy.  

Adjustment was the highest loading factor in GAL, and it may be that it is social skills, 

rather than emotional adjustment, which are key to achieving either good relationships 

with others, and to attaining personal goals which have meaning, and which manifest 

because of personality characteristics within the GAL and GAH profiles. 

 

Adler argued that social interest in others contributed to the emotional adjustment of 

the individual and it is this interest in others that feeds into healthy relationships 

(Crandall, 1981).  The sub-scales of Adjustment include the tendency to irritability, 

anxiety, regret and moodiness, all traits which relate to the self, rather than to others.  

While not necessarily pleasant to deal with, they can be masked by good social skills.  

and it may be that it is Interpersonal Skills that are the key to getting along, not 

necessarily Adjustment.  Interpersonal skills relate to consideration of others, and sub-

scales include being tolerant, easygoing, kind, considerate, tactful, appreciative and 

caring, all of which map onto the concept of ‘Social Interest’ advanced by Adler (1979). 

 

While there are two distinct scales in the new measure, each works in tandem and an 

overall understanding of how individuals will predominantly get ahead, or get along, 

will be achieved when using all the new scales in one measure (see Table 10.1 for the 

final measure).  Thus, while an individual may score more highly on GAH aspects, the 

results may also include Adjustment from the GAL scale, and be included in the final 

score on the new short measure.  To succeed, one needs aspects of both GAH and GAL, 

and a summary of what these different profiles would look like was shown in Figure 

7.2 (Working Style Preferences) in Chapter 7.  Figure 7.2 shows a quadrant of how 

High GAH/Low GAH coupled with either High GAL/Low GAL would most likely 

manifest and how this might impact on career success.  The possible combinations show 

that individuals with: 

 

Low GAH and High GAL – such individuals would be very pleasant to work 

with, most likely team players, would be agreeable, co-operative, calm and 

flexible in their attitude to their colleagues, low on conflict but also low on 

ambition, with little drive to succeed or achieve positions of power. 
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Low GAH and Low GAL – such individuals rarely make much impact, lacking 

the drive and ambition to achieve status or position.  They show no desire to 

lead, and coupled with low GAL, will not be very pleasant to work with, will 

lack co-operation and team sensitivity, and may foster poor group relationships 

resulting in high levels of conflict.  Generally individuals with Low GAH and 

Low GAL would be seen as ‘dead wood’ for most organisations, who perceive 

an employee not engaged with either the job or their colleagues. 

 

High GAH and Low GAL – such individuals are usually highly driven, highly 

ambitious, ruthless almost, and keen to achieve positions of power, status and 

control.  Their need for GAH overrides any need for GAL and they often do not 

foster good working relationships with others.  A lack of consideration for 

others, or as Adler called it, social interest, will in time alienate colleagues who 

see someone interested only in their own self-interest.  

 

High GAH and High GAL – such individuals are not only pleasant to work 

with, but they enjoy working with others.  Their ability to co-operate, 

compromise, and treat others with sensitivity and respect, engenders good team 

cohesion and group dynamics.  GAL indicates high sensitivity to others so they 

would most likely be rewarding for others to work for, as well as with.  High 

GAH indicates an ambitious, driven, self-motivated, and high achieving 

individual motivated to make a mark through status power and control, and 

enjoy the rewards that brings, but also manages to work with people in doing 

so. 

 

Future research would be designed to collect a larger dataset from working samples, 

which could be used to create reliable percentiles and cut-off scores.  This would allow 

for the development of scales for the GAH and GAL measure, and indicate high/low 

scores of each. 
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10.7 A discussion on Ambition, Interpersonal Sensitivity, Prudence 

and Sociability 
 

10.7.1 Ambition 

 

Some of the factor loadings were unexpected and need further discussion here.  For 

instance, Ambition was expected to load onto GAH, but in both the MLE and SEM 

analysis, Ambition loaded onto GAL.  In Hogan and Holland’s (2003) research GAH 

was predicted by Ambition, Adjustment and Prudence.  In this research, neither 

Adjustment, Ambition nor Prudence formed a part of GAH.  Analysis in this thesis, 

however, included the MVPI whereas Hogan and Holland’s (2003) study only included 

the HPI and the results, therefore, were quite different.  This research study showed that 

GAH contained elements of values and motives including Recognition, Power, 

Hedonism (MVPI) and Sociability (HPI).  These reflect innate needs often related to 

finding meaning, and as has been discussed, the FM factor has seemingly been absorbed 

into the HPI and MVPI analysis.  Elements of finding meaning appear to be greater 

drivers to getting ahead than Ambition.  Indeed, many great entrepreneurs and creative 

thinkers throughout history have acknowledged their need to make sense of the world, 

and it is this that has driven them to achieve, and create a sense of purpose in their lives 

(Maccoby, 2001).  When adding MVPI to the analysis, Ambition as a main driver to 

GAH loses it influence. 

 

10.7.2 Interpersonal Sensitivity  

 

Interpersonal Sensitivity, in the higher order factor of GAL, is related to the Big Five 

factor of Agreeableness, and reflects how socially skilled, how pleasant to work with, 

and how tactful and perceptive an individual is.  Interpersonal Sensitivity eases social 

interaction, enhances compromise and facilitates co-operation with colleagues at work 

(Hogan & Chamorro-Premuzic, 2015a).  Too high a level of Agreeableness, however, 

is likely to impede one’s own advancement and career goals.  Agreeable individuals 

may be seen as lacking the ability needed for leadership roles, and research shows that 

Agreeableness has been found to be counterproductive for those who want to get ahead 

in their careers (Hogan & Holland, 2003).  Further, it does not predict status for either 
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women or men (Hogan, 1982; Anderson, John, Keltner, & Kring, 2001).  The scale is 

associated with high quality, and pleasant, social interactions but not with work 

performance (Hogan & Hogan, 1997) and thus explains the lower variance of GAL with 

performance, leadership and career success.  GAH includes Recognition and Power, 

implying less consideration of others than GAL, and it may be the lack of a sensitivity 

to others that facilitates leadership roles, where too high a level of empathy impedes.  It 

is worth noting, however, that “the Agreeableness scale on the NEO-PI and the 

Interpersonal Sensitivity scale on the HPI correlate about .6 (Hogan & Hogan, 1997) 

and do not predict the same outcomes: the NEO Agreeableness scale concerns not 

giving offense, whereas the HPI Interpersonal Sensitivity scale concerns being 

charming” (Hogan & Chamorro-Premuzic, 2015a, p.14).   

 

10.7.3 Prudence 

 

Hogan and Holland (2003) predicted that GAL would include emotional stability 

(Adjustment), Conscientiousness (Prudence) and Agreeableness (Interpersonal skills).  

In this study, GAL included Adjustment and Interpersonal Skills but not Prudence.  

Prudence includes self-control, how far someone will stick to rules and conventions, 

hard work, and prefers predictability (Hogan & Hogan, 1997).  Initial bivariate 

correlations between HPI and MVPI (6.3.1) show Prudence has a significant negative 

correlation with Sociability.  Both GAH and GAL contain Sociability which facilitates 

the ability to feel comfortable in a social setting, engage easily with others and take the 

initiative in social situations.  That Prudence is not found within either GAH or GAL 

suggests that the influence of Sociability is greater than that of a need to be too 

conscientious in social situations.  Additionally, being too rule-bound and conventional 

may mitigate against social interactions and impede someone from getting along or 

getting ahead.  In initial analysis, Prudence loaded onto GAL (.51) but this disappeared 

after SEM analysis, which suggests the factor would form part of GAL in an expanded 

measure.  This is discussed further in Section 10.8.  There is also the argument that 

Conscientiousness as a higher order factor has been exaggerated, and its impact on 

performance overrated with different instruments measuring different aspects of 

personality (Hogan & Hogan, 2007; Roberts, Chernyshenko, Stark, & Goldberg, 2005).  

If high scores on Conscientiousness correlate with inflexibility, rigidity, intolerance of 
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ambiguity and compulsivity (Hogan & Hogan, 2007), then it is not surprising that it 

does not load onto GAH or GAL. 

 

10.7.4 Sociability  

 

Sociability loaded onto both GAH and GAL, confirming the underlying theory that to 

get ahead, and to get along, we need to show ‘social interest’ in others (Adler, 1979), 

as well as sensitivity and flexibility in social settings, all of which manifests through 

the ability to adapt our behaviour accordingly (Hogan, 1976; McAdams, 1997; Mead, 

1934).  It is argued that it is our interest in other people which, when integrated with 

our personality traits and social interactions, enable us to achieve our goals (Hogan, 

1976; 1982).  Sociability relates to Extraversion on the Big Five Factors and it was 

shown that the high correlation between GAH and GAL was due to the overlap of 

extravert traits, where in the final measure, Sociability correlated GAH .69 and GAL .30.  

Extraverts are able to socialise easily in most social situations, so those with scores on 

both GAH and GAL will utilise this aspect of their personality in a social setting in 

order to achieve their goals, build good relationships with others and develop a positive 

reputation in the process. 

 

 

10.8 Validation Studies of the new measure 
 

Having confirmed the two higher order factors of GAH and GAL (Chapter 6), and 

explained the development process including the verification of item statements by 

external assessors, (Chapter 7), further studies were required in order to test for the 

validity of the new measure.  Validation of the new measure was undertaken in three 

separate empirical studies in Chapter 8 (Part 1 and 2) and Chapter 9: one study tested 

against the Big Five, CSE and the Dark Triad; one study against the Big Five and 

engagement (UWES); and, one study with the Dark Side of Personality.  Validation 

was conducted to test the new scales with a different sample, in line with Hinkin’s (1998) 

recommendations for replication studies, and secondly to identify and validate the 

structure of the new measure, and its internal consistency.  Previously, the new measure 



 
 
 

 266 

showed good convergent validity with the Big Five and a measure of the Big Five was 

used in the validation studies for that reason.  Each validation study is considered now. 

 

10.8.1 Validation study 1: Testing for incremental validity against The Big 5 (TIPI), 

Work Engagement (UWES-9) and Work Performance 

 

Chapter 8 (Part 1) validated the new measure of GAH and GAL against the Big Five 

(TIPI) and Work Engagement (UWES-9).  It sought to confirm that the two higher order 

factors of GAH and GAL would measure similar facets of personality as other measures.  

Currently there are no direct measures of GAH and GAL and this study has addressed 

this for the first time.  It has been shown that personality relates to job performance and 

it was anticipated that this new measure would show predictive validity over and above 

other measures for predicting job performance. 

 

The new measure contained 14 item statements of performance relating to either GAH 

or GAL, designed specifically for this research, and which were based on the literature 

review for performance outcomes.  The performance outcomes reflected actual 

performance, achieved over the last year, and linked directly to either GAH or GAL 

(see Table 8.1).  Engagement was argued to be a useful performance outcome, as it has 

been found to relate to many aspects of work performance (Saks, 2006; Robertson & 

Cooper, 2010; Akhtar et al., 2015), as well as productivity output (Erikson, 2005), and 

the opportunity to use engagement as part of the validation process was appropriate.  

Furthermore, few studies inspected the relationship between employee engagement and 

job performance (Matamala, 2011, p.10), and even fewer have considered these in 

tandem with individual differences (Matamala, 2011), which this research study has. 

 

In line with a recent Gallup poll (2015), and despite the continued lack of clarity on 

definition, engagement is seen as a crucial area for organisations, affecting as it does so 

many areas, including turnover, productivity, customer satisfaction and sickness rates, 

and particularly so when companies are estimated to spend millions in trying to improve 

engagement at work (Gallup, 2015).  It has been found that understanding and 

improving engagement is key to organisational success, and to understanding how 

employees engage (Graber, 2015).  Recent research applied similar methodology to that 
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used in this research: employee self-report measures on actual performance achieved 

(Graber, 2015), and Graber (2015) suggested that trying to understand how individuals 

best engage is more productive than a one-size fits all organisational measure which 

will miss individual values and drivers. 

 

Another recent research study found personality to be a key determinant of engagement, 

and engagement itself an indicator of performance (Akhtar et al., 2015).  This 

encouraged an investigation into the link between personality, engagement and 

performance for this research as part of the validation process.  Results showed that 

GAH had incremental validity over and above the Big Five for predicting job 

performance and work engagement (44% of the variance), though GAL did not predict 

performance.  Both GAH and GAL predicted work engagement over and above the Big 

Five (35% of the variance).  The results found that GAH and GAL both show 

incremental validity over the Big Five and Engagement, in the prediction of work 

performance.  GAH best predicts Engagement and is a clearer predictor of performance 

than the Big Five Factors.  The Big Five Factors are, however, a better predictor of 

Performance than GAL. 

 

The reciprocal nature of engagement, explained by Social Exchange Theory, is rooted 

in the idea that mutual exchanges compel bonding and obligation towards those 

involved.  These obligations help build trust, loyalty and commitment over time 

resulting in a more co-operative and trusting workplace (Saks, 2006; Cropanzano & 

Mitchell, 2005; Fehr & Gächter, 2000).  If only 30% of the workforce are engaged 

(Gallup Employment Engagement Survey, 2015), many positive aspects of these 

mutual exchanges are lost, and, therefore, knowing how to engage individuals through 

their different personality styles is a huge advantage for any organisation. 

 

Notwithstanding the seemingly positive aspects of engagement, the dark sides of 

engagement were discussed in Chapter 8 (Part 1, 8.13) and it was argued that over-

engagement can result in negative performance, in contradiction to the more positive 

view taken of it (Gorgievski et al., 2009; Hogan & Chamorro-Premuzic, 2015; Peccei, 

2013; Garrad & Chamorro-Premuzic, 2016; Saks & Gruman, 2014).  Given this 

limitation, using engagement as a positive work performance outcome needs to be 



 
 
 

 268 

considered in any future research, and in the awareness that engagement is not 

necessarily related to enhanced performance at work.  Further, the results of this study 

have implications for the way leaders engage their employees.  If employees are 

predominantly GAL, the way to engage them will differ to that of predominantly GAH 

individuals.  While GAL showed no predictive validity for performance, it did predict 

engagement, and given the above critique, and GAL comprising Interpersonal 

Sensitivity, awareness of how to best manage such employees is needed if over-

engagement, burn-out and stress are to be avoided. 

 

Despite the lack of definition and an apparent widespread acceptance of engagement as 

a positive factor for work satisfaction and performance as discussed above, others argue 

that there is rather a weak link between engagement and performance generally (Briner, 

2015).  Briner argues that that many high performers are not necessarily engaged, and, 

by the same token, many engaged people do not necessarily perform highly (Briner, 

2017 in Warren, 2017, p.1).  In an interview for a recent article on engagement at work 

(Warren, 23 June 2017), Briner argues for a clearer definition of engagement and more 

rigorous, and up-to-date measures, and that rather than measuring individual attitudes 

to work, we need to intervene in “goal-setting, job design, technology, training and staff 

selection” (Briner, 2017 in Warren, 2017, p.1).  There are also implications for selection, 

recruitment and development which tends to focus on personality differences rather 

than how people engage and perform.  How people engage will differ according to 

personality and the results in this study (Chapter 8, Part 1) suggest a way of measuring 

this. 

 

 

10.8.2 Validation study 2: Testing for Validity against the Big 5 (IPIP), CSE, Dark 

Triad and Performance 

 

In Chapter 8 (Part 2), a further validation study of the new measure of GAH/GAL was 

conducted, and included a comprehensive measure of the Big Five (IPIP), Core Self 

Evaluations (CSE) and Dark Triad (DT) traits, as well as the newly designed measure 

of Performance Outcomes.  The four components of personality measured by CSE are 

self-esteem, locus of control, self-efficacy and neuroticism (Judge et al., 1997), and the 
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CSE was included as these four components relate to job satisfaction and performance 

(Judge, Bono, & Locke, 2000; Judge, Locke, Durham, & Kluger, 1998; Judge & Bono, 

2001). 

 

The Dark Triad, suggestive of malevolent behaviours (Paulhus & Williams, 2002), 

include Machiavellianism, Narcissism and Psychopathy, three clusters of personality 

behaviours that are correlated with social, emotional and often illegal behaviours 

(Furnham, Richards, & Paulhus, 2013).  The Dark Triad often has a detrimental effect 

on workplace performance over time, though in the short term, the three aspects of the 

Dark Triad may enhance someone’s career progression.  Indeed, such individuals often 

reach higher levels in companies than those without such dark triad traits (Jonason et 

al., 2012) despite the problems they cause others.  As GAH includes Recognition, 

Power, Hedonism and Sociability, the potentiality for dark triad traits was more 

pronounced than for GAL, which contained Interpersonal Sensitivity, relating to 

Agreeableness.  A lack of Agreeableness was shown to be at the core of the Dark Triad 

traits, and Agreeableness is a key component of engagement at work (Akhtar et al., 

2015), facilitating how well we get along with others.  GAH, therefore, was expected 

to correlate with Dark Triad traits and results showed this to be the case, with GAH 

correlating with all three components of the Dark Triad. 

 

GAL includes Adjustment and Interpersonal Sensitivity, both of which relate to career 

success and good interpersonal relationships.  Adjustment, particularly, is seen as a 

moderator for any potential dark side behaviours (Hogan & Hogan 1997), so GAL was 

not expected to correlate with Dark Triad traits, although results showed a low 

correlation with the Dark Triad trait of Narcissism.  When the HDS was included, 

however, GAL was positively correlated to Mischievous (r = .47), indicating the 

potential to manipulate others, and linked to the Machiavellian tendencies related to the 

Dark Triad.  Mischievous is the dark side of someone who is cheeky, risk taking and 

likes excitement so well suited to GAL, which includes Sociability.  It indicates 

someone not shy in social situations though the links to Machiavellianism and the dark 

side traits suggests manipulation, cunning and exploitation.  This has important 

implications when considered in tandem with Adjustment. 
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While Adjustment is generally regarded as a positive factor in an individual’s career 

success (Barrick & Mount, 2005; Chamorro-Premuzic, 2012; Hogan & Hogan, 2009; 

Judge, Erez, Bono, & Thoresen, 2002; Judge & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2007), too high a 

level of Adjustment is suggestive of someone who might use their empathy to 

manipulate others (Kilduff et al., 2010).  Adjustment, coupled with the dark side of 

Mischievous, indicates a Machiavellian potential for the skillful manipulation of others 

(Kilduff et al., 2010), as a way to achieve their own career ambitions, and thus, to get 

ahead.  As Hogan & Hogan (2009) argue, optimum levels of such traits, rather than 

maximum levels, are needed for people to achieve success at work.  Having no potential 

dark sides of personality may be pleasant for other people, but it does not necessarily 

bode well for individual success, as it indicates a lack of the very traits which are also 

reflective of the bright sides of personality (Hogan & Hogan, 1997). 

 

The two studies in Chapter 8 led to a final study in Chapter 9 which further investigated 

the dark triad traits and explored the relationship of GAH and GAL to the dark side of 

personality, measured by the HDS.  Chapter 9 concluded this investigation with a final 

validation study of the GAH and GAL, and completes the circle of the Hogan 

Assessment measures: from HPI, MVPI to the HDS; from the investigation of higher 

order traits; to the formation and the validation, of the new short measure. 

 

10.8.3 Validation study 3: Testing for Validity against the HPI and the HDS 

 

This third, and final, empirical study (Chapter 9) investigated the validity of the 

GAH/GAL measure against the Hogan Development Survey (HDS).  The HDS 

measures potential dark side traits of personality and is part of the Hogan Assessment 

suite of psychometric measures including the HPI and the MVPI, bringing this thesis 

back full circle to ST.  The call for investigation into dark side traits has been made by 

numerous psychologists given the impact that such personality traits can have on 

organizations (Hogan & Hogan, 1997; Furnham & Taylor, 2004; Moscoso & Salgado, 

2004; Guenole, 2014; Chamorro-Premuzic, 2015; Gallup, 2015) and the HDS was seen 

a valuable measure against which to validate the new short measure. 
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Dark side traits manifest behavioural styles such as moving away from other people; 

moving against other people and moving towards other people (Horney, 1950), all of 

which affect how we get on, or get along, with others.  Such styles are shaped by our 

early-learned defensive styles which manifest as flawed personality reactions to others, 

and which can be particularly damaging in a work environment (Hogan & Hogan, 1997; 

Mansi, 2007).  How people manage dark side behaviours through these three styles 

impact on how they engage with others, and it has been shown that engagement is a 

function of personality which affects performance, as well as a defensive style towards 

others. 

 

Many dark side traits are self-explanatory, for instance, too much confidence manifests 

as arrogance; too much charm manifests as manipulation, and too much caution can 

lead to procrastination.  One trait which is always seen as a positive, however, is 

Adjustment, (emotional stability), despite having the potential to derail leaders when 

overly developed.  Research by Kilduff et al. (2010), found that those very high in 

emotional intelligence could manipulate both their own emotions and those of others 

so that others saw a highly favourable impression of them.  Narcissists for instance, 

manage their emotional response to others where “their emotional presentation may 

differ from their inner feelings” (Kilduff et al., 2010, p.  133).  Such individuals often 

used their highly honed emotional skills to enhance their own career goals at the 

expense of others, and their agility in assessing and controlling emotional situations, 

being Machiavellian in nature, helped them to get ahead at work (Kilduff et al., 2010).  

This contrasts with Hogan’s assertion that the insider view, the view we have of 

ourselves, is not worth knowing and that it is only the outsider view – our reputation – 

that matters. 

 

The drivers of behaviour are related to our values and motives, and values are imbued 

with emotional import, often keenly felt and shape our behaviour.  If someone high on 

the Adjustment scale can manipulate their own emotions in order to play a part, and 

thus manipulate others, then the insider view is very important.  Attempting to capture 

those meanings, drivers, motives and values helps to understand the individual and it is 

this that shows the value of using both a GAH and GAL measure.  It is not just observed 

behaviours which matter, nor just performance at work (which can be manipulated), but 
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the deeply held values and motives of someone which will give the whole picture of 

how they might work, get on with others, and seek to achieve those goals.  Reputation 

is based on our public persona which Narcissists create and promote very well, so 

knowing what drives someone to achieve may be as important as seeing how they 

achieve.  A consideration will be given now to some of the limitations of this research, 

and how these might be addressed in any future research following this. 

 

 

10.9 Methodological Limitations  
 

The key limitations of the methodology used in this thesis, and considerations for future 

research, focus on four areas: 1) the use of MTurk as a data collection method; 2) the 

use of observer ratings vs. self-ratings; 3) the measures used for performance outcomes; 

4) the lack of sub-scales (HICs) of the HPI and the use of archival data.  These will be 

addressed now. 

 

10.9.1 MTurk  

 

A criticism of this research is that the data was collected from anonymous sources.  

While it is not uncommon in social psychology research to use archival data (see 

Sheppard et al., 2006), it can lead to limitations in the analysis.  In Studies 1 and 2 the 

data was collected by Hogan Assessment Systems and the administration, design and 

feedback was the responsibility of the companies working with them.  This allowed for 

large datasets to be collected, and the raw data offered for the purposes of this PhD 

research, but it meant that there was no input at the initial design stage in terms of data 

design collection, feedback or participant cohorts.  This is a small criticism, given the 

generosity of Hogan Assessment Systems in supplying such large, archival and un-

analysed databases for this research, but one that needs acknowledging here.  It also 

affects discussion of the sampling methods, and can result in large amounts of missing 

data.  Limiting data collection by country when using MTurk is a consideration, though 

as acknowledged earlier, to do so was seen as limiting for this research.  Furthermore, 

the HPI and the MVPI have been validated across over 80 countries, on almost 2 million 
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people in over 40 languages (HAS, 2016) and it was judged to be culture fair and 

comprehensible internationally. 

 

The studies in chapter 8 and 9 used MTurk for data collection.  The advantages of this 

method of data collection was argued for in Chapter 8 (part 2) and supported by 

numerous studies showing the validity of it for social sciences research.  Nevertheless, 

the criticisms directed at MTurk were outlined fully in Chapter 8 (part 2) and included 

three areas of concern: 1) payment fees; 2) the unregulated nature of MTurk; and, 3) 

the lack of feedback to participants.  The low payment fees, particularly in less affluent 

countries such as India, may be potentially unethical, and MTurk is sometimes referred 

to as a ‘digital workshop’ (DeSoto, 2016), compelling poorer participants to take part 

more so than in richer countries (Fort, Adda, Sagot, Mariani, & Couillault (2014).  This 

is addressed, in part, by researchers themselves who set a completion fee at a level 

which will attract enough participants to compete.  If the completion fee is too low 

participants will respond much less, and the data will take much longer to collect; too 

high and it would be prohibitive for many researchers.  A fair rate seems to attract a 

wider range of participants too, and was confirmed in these empirical studies, which 

attracted those earning up to $80,000+ per annum, suggesting that many people enjoy 

completing these tests and do so for reasons other than money. 

 

Some further criticisms of MTurk are: that it is unregulated, with little support for either 

researchers or participants; and nor does it have a functional system for protecting those 

who may erroneously get poor feedback, which affects their credit scores and impacts 

on earning potential (Cushing, 2013).  This is not something that can be addressed by 

individual researchers as MTurk set the terms for use, though a collective response from 

researchers might allow for feedback, where a summary of the research is posted.  The 

lack of feedback is explained to MTurk participants at the beginning of the assessment 

so that false expectations are not set.  A final point regarding MTurk participants is that 

they are usually more introverted than general cohorts of participants, and have lower 

self-esteem.  This may account for their taking part in on-line surveys, but it does not 

affect reliable results, in accord with other data collection samples (Goodman, Cryder, 

& Cheema, 2012).  Despite these criticisms, MTurk is generally accepted as being a 

useful, and valid, on-line data gathering tool for social scientists and an invaluable 



 
 
 

 274 

method of collecting large amounts of data for research purposes (Buhrmester, Kwang, 

& Gosling, 2011; Johnson & Borden, 2012; Paolacci & Chandler, 2014). 

 

10.9.2 Observer Ratings vs. Self-Ratings 

 

A second limitation to consider is that of the use of both observer ratings and self-

assessment of performance, as both have contributions to make to research, and both 

were used in this research project.  An argument for observer ratings, made by Connelly 

& Hulsheger (2012), was that they are a more accurate reflection of reputation and 

performance and, when aligned to clear predictor variables, were found to offer a valid 

measure of personality (Hogan & Holland, 2003).  Nevertheless, arguments against 

using them were that observer ratings are not necessarily reliable, or valid, as a way to 

measure performance, as they do not take into account individual motives and values 

(Funder & Sneed, 1993; Chamorro-Premuzic, 2007; Cook, 2009; Woods & Hardy, 

2012), which this research needed to address. 

 

An additional consideration when deciding on self-assessment of performance was that 

this research included the MVPI, which takes an insider view of personality.  Hogan 

and Holland’s (2003) study only included the HPI and did not include the MVPI, a 

measure for values or motives which are less observable than reputational personality 

factors (Chamorro-Premuzic, 2007).  If values and motives are key to personality and 

to how we get ahead and get along, a consideration of internal factors as measured by 

the MVPI must be included.  For example, key factors of personality such as Openness 

and Emotional Stability are not easy to observe and could be missed by observers more 

than those self-reporting anonymously.  It has already been shown that high Adjustment 

can modify the way someone self-presents, and can even manipulate the way others 

feel.  Observer ratings may also just be measuring social roles, rather than individual 

personality (Funder & Sneed, 1993).  Indeed, Srivastava (2010) argued that the FFM is 

only a measure of social perception, thereby missing internal factors such as values, as 

well as human qualities such as joy, religiosity, honesty, thrift, and sensuality as 

examples (Paunonen & Jackson, 2000). 
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Additionally, the low correlation between supervisor ratings and objective criteria (.39) 

can result in supervisor ratings and performance criteria measuring different things 

(Cook, 2009).  Supervisor ratings can be subjective as they rate those they like more 

highly and generously, thereby reducing validity in observer ratings (Cook, 2009; 

Chamorro-Premuzic, 2016).  A further argument against observer ratings is that the 

more familiar someone is with their observer, i.e. manager / supervisor, the less 

objective the ratings are (Woods & Hardy, 2012).  Given these considerations it was 

decided that self-assessment was the most appropriate choice for this research.  The 

rationale for using self-report measures for the studies in Chapters 6-9 include the 

following: 

 

In line with most personality assessments, self-reports are the most commonly used 

measures which accords with the research here; 

 

Observer ratings require a completely objective assessment, something not always 

possible at work, where personal likes and dislikes affect the relationship and thus 

the perception of behaviour and performance (Woods & Hardy, 2012); 

 

Asking participants to collect observer ratings could result in a biased sample, as 

they would tend to ask those who they got on with, lessening the objective nature 

of observer ratings.  Research shows a low correlation between observer ratings 

and objective criteria such as performance (Cook, 2009) and the leniency shown 

by supervisors can invalidate such measures; 

 

Many people now work in a variety of work patterns - either long distance, on 

flexible hours, remote working or even on different continents, and it was argued 

above that observable ratings are not always appropriate or available. 

 

There are pros and cons to both observer and self-ratings, and one criticism of self-

ratings is that even when anonymous, people may try to present themselves in a positive 

light, so that Narcissists, for example, will exaggerate their strengths and distort the 

assessment data (Connelly & Hulsheger, 2012).  The idea that people consciously fake 

personality tests is, however, not supported by the data (Foster, Johnson & Gaddis, 
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2008; Hogan, Barrett & Hogan, 2007), who found that over time, people did not 

manipulate their scores to manage the impression they made.  Moreover, the self-

reports collected in these studies are not just anonymous but considered very low risk, 

minimizing the tendency for social desirability and positive self-presentation.  

Nevertheless, future research would collect observer ratings, as well as self-report data, 

and this is discussed further below (10.13). 

 

10.9.3 Performance Outcomes 

 

A third limitation in the studies conducted in this thesis is that of performance outcomes.  

In Chapter 6 (Table 4) the performance indicators used were those from the archival 

datasets donated for this study.  The value of assessing for performance in this study 

was limited by the fact that so few participants had added their supervisor ratings to the 

data collection.  This gives little understanding of how far personality correlated with 

performance, and a problem with missing data, particularly so with archival data, and 

one which could be controlled more in future studies.  This also highlights one of the 

limitations of observer ratings.  The 19 factors were reduced using FA to identity fewer 

performance measures, and two prominent areas were found: Technical and Social 

performance.  The fitted model (displayed in Figure 6.4) suggests that GAH and GAL 

only account for a small amount of variance in job performance: 3% in Social 

Performance and 9% in Technical Performance.  Given the limitations of the 185 

responses, this is a pertinent criticism of the methodology and one that would be 

improved in any future research.  Lastly, performance outcomes are often not 

theoretically grounded, are subject to personal preference and bias, and can be too 

unwieldy and inconsistent.  For instance, outcomes vary from one organisation – even 

from one department – to another and may not be appropriate for every job role assessed.  

Performance measures were incomplete and at times showed too few responses to 

include in the data analysis, and they need to be consistent and relevant to the role, and 

fewer than the 19 used in the early studies here.  This was addressed in the later studies 

in this research when new performance outcomes were developed and used for analysis 

in Chapter 8 (Parts 1 and 2) and Chapter 9. 
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Regarding the design of items for questionnaires, a criticism could be made of the 

language as noted above, in that some items were idiomatic, and may cause confusion.  

While only one or two items in the questionnaires designed for this research suggest 

idiomatic wording, it is a point worth noting.  Krosnick & Berent (1993) urge a 

consideration of how respondents will read labels on questionnaire scales, so as to make 

it easy for them to interpret what is required.  They argue that clearly labelled scales 

will avoid confusion, and ambiguity, and will give more reliable and valid data 

(Krosnick & Berent, 1993), and that accurate, clearly labelled questions should indicate 

to respondents exactly what is meant when they answer (Krosnick & Fabrigar, 1997).  

Nevertheless, and despite trying to develop clear, measurable criteria with which to 

assess performance, the performance outcomes designed here are limited in number, 

are theory driven rather than driven by organisational criteria, and have only been used 

in this research study.  No validation so far has been conducted on the performance 

outcomes used in Chapters 8 and 9, future studies would need to include inter-rater 

reliabilities in the development of performance outcomes. 

 

10.9.4 The lack of sub-scales (HICs) of the HPI and the use of archival data 

 

It was disappointing not to be given access to HICs on the HPI, though overall it was 

felt this did not affect the aims of the thesis, which were to investigate whether GAH, 

GAL and FM could be found within the HPI and the MPVI, and which scales would 

form GAH, GAL and FM.  Each of the seven primary scales contains HICs, and the 

HPI has a total of 44 HICs.  As there is no item overlap among the seven primary HPI 

scales, the HICs are distinct in interpreting the individual responses, and could offer a 

deeper interpretation of the HPI scales. 

 

The value of investigating HICs is that they offer a deeper interpretation of each primary 

scale and add nuance to the scores for each scale, outlined in 5.6.  For instance, 

Sheppard et al. (2006) found that 81 out of 138 HICs showed bias, with 38% of items 

“biased by sex” (p.449).  They argue, nevertheless, that these slight biases are not a 

problem for researchers and removing biased items “may have little practical value for 

improving test quality” (Sheppard et al., 2006, p.449).  Given the research findings here, 

where Ambition is sited in GAL rather than GAH, it was notable that in Sheppard et 
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al.’s (2006) research that Ambition manifested in men through competitiveness and 

social dominance and women through life satisfaction, resonating somewhat with the 

results here, though their results were “not substantial” (p.450).  More interesting was 

the difference in ethnicity, discussed above, and which could be investigated further in 

future studies. 

 

Using archival data is limiting in that the design, implementation and collection of data 

is less controlled.  While access to large, archival data sets is useful in social psychology 

research, it can result in missing data affecting the interpretation of the data to an extent.  

To reiterate, despite item level responses not being available for two of the studies, it 

would be considered a necessity should the HPI be used in any future research.  This 

limitation also relates to the use of archival data, discussed above and it is expected that 

further studies, as withy data collected in studies 4 and 5, would be more stringently 

controlled.  This is discussed further in Chapter 10, in relation to the HPI and gender 

(10.13).  Having discussed the methodological limitations, those of the underlying 

theory will now be considered. 

 

 

10.10 A Critique of Socioanalytic Theory  
 

A key criticism of ST is its argument that personality is predicated on someone’s 

reputation.  Despite arguing for both identity and reputation as components of 

personality the focus is heavily on reputation.  This may reflect that this is a theory of 

personality in social settings so reputation may be more observable, but it limits the 

scope of understanding personality without considering the insider view.  There is a 

“distinction between the person you think you are – your identity – and the person we 

think you are – your reputation” (Hogan, 2008, p.3).  Hogan argues that the person we 

think we know is not worth knowing, and that it is only other people’s view of us that 

counts.  While one’s reputation carries much weight, particularly in an organisational 

setting, the Socioanalytic argument dismisses one of its own core tenets, which is that 

how we seek to find meaning through our values and motivations (the insider view) 

plays such an important role in individual personality.  A sense of purpose and personal 

values are not usually noticeable to others, and only the behaviours manifesting from 
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these are key to workplace performance.  If internal perspectives are ignored, then it 

could be argued we are dealing with Behaviourism, rather than a ST of personality. 

 

If personality only relates to what others see, we miss out on this valuable insider aspect 

of people.  An example is that of reading Einstein’s theories, which would give a good 

idea of his intellect and creative thinking.  Meeting him, however, as a scruffy, 

shambolic, often late, introverted individual may not make the best impression.  A 

postal clerk for many years, until his theory was published, he may have been regarded 

as a ‘ne’er do well’, bumbling along through life, often late and not contributing very 

much to social interactions (Isaacson, 2008).  Judging solely on reputation can miss out 

on key aspects of a person.  Moreover, those best suited to presenting a highly positive 

image, those who manage the impression they make on others highly effectively, may 

be masking a quite unpleasant interior.  Narcissists and psychopaths, as two examples, 

do very well in charming, engaging and influencing others.  They are seen as dynamic 

and highly desirable personalities, they interview well, and their positive reputation 

often precedes them in the business world, much to the regret – often too late - of many 

organisations. 

 

A criticism of ST, therefore, is its focus on reputation.  Reputation may be the most 

significant aspect of an individual, according to ST theory, particularly when relating it 

to the workplace, but it is not necessarily the most important part of that person.  It is 

not their character; character is the core of who we are, more than innate traits, it is the 

essence of our personality.  Our character is often subsumed in childhood, allowing a 

fit into existing systems such as family and school, so we learn not to be who we truly 

are, particularly when trying to get along with others, and especially so with those in 

positions of authority such as parents, teachers etc. (Adler, 1932; Horney, 1945; 1950).  

Horney (1950) stated that we learn to defend ourselves against authority or threatening 

figures through our defensive reactions of either moving away from, moving against, 

or moving towards others, thus suppressing our character, which later manifests as a 

dark side of personality.  So, while reputation is important, it is argued here that so too 

is the identity of the individual that may be the internal key that drives them, and 

compels them to find meaning, as argued by ST.  A further critique of ST is that FM 

was not found to be contained within the HPI and the MVPI in this research.   
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10.11 A Summary Critique of the Five Factor Model of Personality 

 

Given its influence and global usage, a consideration of the FFM is appropriate, and 

while generally seen as robust and stable, it does have some criticisms.  One of the 

major criticisms of the Big Five model, on which the HPI is based, is that many aspects 

of being human are not included in how it measures personality.  Examples include 

joyfulness, a sense of play, sensuality, humour, honesty, sexiness, thriftiness, 

conservativeness, masculinity/femininity, snobbishness, egotism, pride, thrill seeking 

and spirituality (Paunonen and Jackson, 2000; Boyle, 2008), all of which are key not 

only to identity and reputation, but a significant component of individual meaning and 

purpose.  A reason that a higher order factor of FM was not part of the new short 

measure may therefore, be in part due to the measures used and how we interpret 

individual ‘meaning’. 

 

Furthermore, while the FFM supports the notion that personality is stable over time, 

there is an argument that the model is rather static in its view of personality, and that 

personality can change over time (Terracciano et al., 2006; Wilks, 2009).  

Agreeableness and Conscientiousness, for instance, did not show consistency over test-

retest correlations across a 45-year study of the Big Five traits (Twenge, 1997; Soldz & 

Vaillant, 1999; Srivastava, John, Gosling, & Potter, 2003), and generally, the research 

looking at consistency of the Big Five traits showed that “the Big Five personality traits 

are subject to considerable change across the adult years” (Boyle, 2009, p.4).  Changes 

across the whole lifespan support personality changes to some extent, with slight 

increases in Agreeableness and Conscientiousness over time, and decreases in 

Extraversion, Neuroticism and Openness from adulthood onwards (Srivastava et al., 

2003; McCrae & Terracciano, 2005), even amongst the very elderly (Boyle, 2009).  It 

may be that the current Five Factor Model is not comprehensive enough, nor flexible 

enough, to incorporate all that is human, nor what gives people a sense of purpose, and 

this has affected FM not being found in this research study. 
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10.12 Application of Research Findings 
 

If the purpose of personality theory is to explain how the individual engages in social 

action (Hogan, 1976, 1983; Hogan, Jones, & Cheek, 1985), then knowing how someone 

is likely to perform at work is useful for organisations, particularly for assessment, 

selection and future development.  This research has shown how personality differences 

can influence how people get ahead, or get along, at work and how they can affect 

performance outcomes.  Currently, most personality measures seek to assess the 

maximum of personality differences, but as the arguments against the GFP show, and 

in the discussion above of too high a level of Adjustment as an example, the maximum 

of a trait can lead to potential dark sides of personality, with consequences for work 

performance.  The HPI and HDS assess for the optimum, rather than the maximum, 

level of differences and explain how too extreme a score can have an impact on 

individuals and their behaviour.  Furthermore, the HPI and the MVPI combined contain 

406 questions in total.  Completion of both is a costly and time consuming process, 

particularly so if used in the preliminary selection stage, and might deter smaller 

organisations from using them. 

 

The design, development and validation of the new measure for GAH and GAL against 

other measures demonstrated its usefulness as a new short measure for personality 

differences which could predict performance.  Awareness of how to motivate and 

engage someone who has a predominately GAH or GAL preference, and what drives 

them, i.e. recognition or feeling valued by their colleagues, has an impact on the style 

of management, leadership, engagement and performance of individuals at work.  A 

shorter psychometric measure, which incorporates measures related to validated 

performance criteria, is argued to be of more relevance and value, at an earlier stage, 

than the two Hogan measures used in this study so far.  This new measure offers a 

shorter, and quicker, way of assessing personality, which includes reputational traits as 

well as individual values and motivating needs.  This has important implications for 

organisations including recruitment, talent management, and senior management 

development.  Awareness of one’s limitations is key to learning how to manage them, 

and coaching is a way of addressing this.  Recent research argues that it is not the 

strengths we need to focus on in talent management, but the dark sides (Chamorro-
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Premuzic, 2016), and the toxic behaviours that tend to be over-developed, particularly 

in senior managers.  Examples include that of leaders who are often unaware of their 

own dark side behaviours, resulting in derailment, so focus in a developmental 

programme needs to help them to manage their toxic behaviours (Chamorro-Premuzic, 

2016).  People also need to consider the social interest of their attempts to get along 

with others, as well as getting ahead at work (Adler, 1979).  Failure to do so can result 

in “toxic and destructive trajectories” (Rauthmann & Kolar, 2013, p.582), with 

significant impact on their colleagues and the organisations (Kets de Vries, 1989).   

 

Given the relationship of the HDS to GAH and GAL, this research can help understand 

how the dark side of personality might manifest and how to best work with individuals 

according to their individual differences. The key to both GAL and GAH was not, as 

expected, Adjustment, which did not form part of GAH at all, but possibly a set of well-

developed social skills.  Results here found that Sociability was part of both GAH and 

GAL, and indicated that it might be social skills which facilitate social interaction, 

including the ability to: influence and persuade (Argyle, 1969); the ability to self-

monitor and manage the impression we give to others (Leary & Kowalski, 1990; Snyder 

& Copeland, 1989); being responsive and sensitive to others’ needs and moods; being 

flexible and adaptable in social situations (Gardner, 1993); being trusting and 

trustworthy; and, being able to listen well (Hogan & Lock, 1995), rather than emotional 

stability.   

 

GAL’s two highest factors were Adjustment and Interpersonal Sensitivity which would 

ease social interactions and interpersonal relationships at work.  Nevertheless, these 

factors could also impede performance and may be inimical to work success.  Talent 

management could utilise the knowledge of how individuals with a preferred style of 

GAH or GAL would behave at work, and how they would fit into the culture of the 

organisation.  The new measure has predictive validity for performance and 

engagement and both are valuable to organisations in utilising their employees’ 

strengths, and development within teams. 
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Table 10.1 The new measure for GAH and GAL. 

 

GAH – GAL Personality Measure 

Adjustment (.80) GAL 

Recognition (.80) GAH 

Interpersonal Sensitivity (.78) GAL 

Sociability (.69, .30) GAH & GAL 

Ambition (.58) GAL 

Power (.47) GAH 

Hedonism (.41) GAH 

 

 

Knowing how someone will perform at work is of great value to any organisation and 

an understanding of whether that person may be more likely to use GAH or GAL 

attributes will help inform at selection and development stages.  It has been shown that 

personality is related to both engagement and performance outcomes.  Engagement will 

manifest differently for both GAH and GAL, and these two styles will have an impact 

on how someone manages a team.  This new short measure has demonstrated validity, 

and utility, and offers a way of measuring for GAH and GAL preference styles which 

could match the roles required.  The usefulness will indicate what drives someone, how 

likely they are to work with others, what underpins their motivation and style of 

working.  It offers an understanding of how the seven primary scales of the HPI, and 

the drivers and values of the MVPI fit into ST and manifest at work.  The ability to 

assess for GAH and GAL offers a chance to plan for personality differences in 

performance and when the HDS is included, for any derailing behaviours.  Future 

research projects could assess how far selection, using the new short measure, predicts 

potential dark side behaviours, matched against performance criteria. 
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10.13 Future research  
 

There have been several suggestions for future research put forward throughout the  

preceding chapters.  Primarily, while archival data has been generously donated to this 

research, the limitations of it suggest that any future research should collect data directly, 

or with an organisation but with an understanding that all data is available for analysis.  

This allows for control on how the data is collected, when and with whom, and results 

in no missing data, as questionnaires could be designed so that participants must 

complete each section of on-line questionnaires before proceeding.  This would ensure 

rigorous and reliable data and address the limitations above.  The limitations of 

performance outcomes have been addressed above, and following this, research should 

include clearly defined and relevant performance outcome criteria, redesigned 

specifically to match the respondent’s job criteria, rather than generic, organisational 

criteria, not matched or relevant to every participant.  The performance criteria need to 

be clearly aligned to the assessment in order to reduce complexity and confusion and, 

where performance measures are designed specifically for research to ensure inter-rater 

reliability is conducted. 

 

It is recommended that further studies using the HPI include HICs, as this would 

enhance the analysis of the data.  Personality does not manifest in a vacuum, and GAH 

and GAL, as with so many personality measures, is situationally dependent.  It could 

make for a useful study to see how individuals manifest these aspects of personality 

when assessed in group settings, and how far this influences performance, as well as 

how the HICs indicate any differences between genders or ethnic groups.  As with the 

study conducted by Sheppard et al. (2006), data was provided for research purposes (for 

three of the six studies in this thesis).  Sheppard’s study (2006), comprise the 44 

composite HICs, as well as individual responses, which this research was not able to do. 

 

Future research could also consider combining different methods to collect feedback on 

performance.  Examples include multi-source rating systems, using both self-reports and 

observer ratings, where agreed performance criteria are included.  The synthesis of both 

assessments could be analysed to assess an individual’s personality and potential future 

performance.  Research showing multi sources including 360-degree feedback, clients, 
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customers, managers and peers’ evaluations, as well as self-reports is effective in 

measuring leadership performance (Smither, London, & Reilly, 2005; Smither & 

London, 2009; Shyamsunder & Barney, 2012) and a consideration for future studies.  

Moreover, an opportunity to include qualitative interviews could explore what meanings 

the individual has towards work and colleagues, and what drives them, based on their 

personal values and goals.  This could suggest ways in which FM might be measurable 

and of use in tandem with the new measure. 

 

This research has acknowledged the issue of gender differences in the measures used, 

and addressed some important points raised by Sheppard et al. (2006) regarding sex and 

gender differences.  In addition, measurement invariance analyses were conducted for 

sex and ethnicity.  While there are no meaningful differences for gender in either the 

HPI or the MVPI, nor adverse impact (Hogan Research Division, 2012), the inclusion 

of HICS into any future research may point to nuanced differences in style of GAH and 

GAL between gender and ethnicity.  An example is that of Adjustment which shows a 

slight bias in Shepard’s study (2006), of female answers to the sub-scale of Self-

Criticism and Distressed Alienation, and in Ambition, of men toward Leadership, social 

dominance and taking charge (Sheppard, 2006).   

 

In this thesis, results found that Ambition loaded onto GAL for both men and women, 

slightly higher for men, and that Interpersonal Sensitivity loaded more for men onto 

GAL.  All other higher order factors loaded equally.  Adjustment was found to be 

negatively correlated for GAH for both men and women, but particularly so for women.  

This research also found slight differences in ethnicity, with the main difference that 

white males showed stronger relationship to Hedonism in GAH, than other ethnic 

groups.  Interpersonal sensitivity in this research found all other ethnic groups to have 

stronger relationship to Interpersonal Sensitivity, suggesting that Hedonism, and thereby 

possible privilege, harden our responses to others, and reduce our empathy.   

 

It was argued here that such differences may relate to social class, as much as gender 

and ethnicity, and further research could explore the sub-scales in relation to the 

composite higher order factors of GAH and GAL.  As with Sheppard’s study (2006), 
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these may relate more to class than ethnic grouping or sex, and invite further 

investigation. 

 

 

10.14 Conclusion 
 

This thesis has sought to contribute to the field of personality and individual differences, 

and to address a gap in personality research with an investigation into higher order 

factors within two psychometric measures: the HPI and the MPVI.  While much research 

has investigated personality, and sought fewer and fewer factors in measuring it, no 

research has been conducted which investigated both personality and identity, nor which 

factors comprise the three strands of socio-analytic theory: GAH, GAL and FM, or 

investigated the underlying higher order factors of the HPI and the MVPI.  It is proposed 

that this investigation into ST to examine which factors underlie the core tenets of the 

theory contributes to the current understanding of personality and individual differences. 

 

Six empirical studies were undertaken, and two distinct higher order factors were found 

to demonstrate GAH and GAL, and while FM was not shown in these results, there is 

much to support the theory that meaning and purpose has value in how people achieve 

their goals.  The results of the first three studies resulted in the unique design of a short 

measure for GAH and GAL.  Studies 4, 5 and 6 validated the new measure against the 

Big 5 factors of personality, the Core Self Evaluation Scale, a measure of Engagement, 

Performance factors, the Dark Triad and the Hogan Development Survey (HDS).  The 

findings of the research, and the implications of how GAH and GAL manifest, and 

influence work, engagement and leadership have been discussed. 

 

The thesis demonstrates two higher order factors within the Hogan measures – GAH 

and GAL – and suggests a way to measure them with greater simplicity than the HPI 

and the MVPI.  From an investigation of the underlying theory, to confirmation of higher 

order factors within the HPI and MVPI to include reputation and identity, these studies 

have shown the development of the new short measure.  It is argued that this new 

measure will be cost and time effective in the selection process and useful as an initial 

assessment for development, coaching and career progression.  Areas such as 
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performance, engagement, leadership and the dark side have all been considered in this 

thesis; key areas which impact significantly on individuals in the workplace, as well as 

organisations generally.  It is hoped that the new measure will offer a brief, valid and 

worthwhile way in which to assess for individual differences of personality which 

addresses these key areas. 

 

This new measure for GAH/GAL has been shown to be relevant to performance 

outcomes, has a shorter completion time, includes factors which current measures of the 

Big 5 do not (i.e. Ambition), and moreover, has been shown to have predictive validity 

over and above the Big 5 in predicting job performance and engagement.  An 

understanding of how personality and individual differences of GAH and GAL manifest 

in a social setting, and how these differences impact on the way people work, and get 

on with others, has relevance and utility for many areas of work, including engagement 

and leadership. 

 

This research has sought to expand the understanding of how people get ahead and get 

along at work and, with the validation studies using the HDS, it has indicated how GAH 

and GAL could be influenced by potential dark side behaviours.  Certain scales expected 

to fall into one or other of the higher-order factors were not always found in the results, 

for instance Ambition was found to be more related to GAL than GAH, and is discussed 

above, whereas GAH was driven very much by a need for Recognition and Power, both 

of which were strong indicators of success at work.  The usefulness of this new short 

measure has been discussed, as have the limitations.  Clearly, there is room for 

development of the ideas investigated here, and these were outlined above.  Some of 

these are already in planning as the new measure needs more validation, and application, 

to assess its utility. 

  

Although results are preliminary they show that the underlying composition of 

GAH/GAL appears to be significantly related to desirable work outcomes, and while in 

no way attempting to deny the usefulness of the Hogan instruments, the new measure 

offers a shorter, quicker and arguably cheaper method of assessment for selection and 

development.  Many personality measures currently measure reputational traits only, 

and this research has demonstrated that the insider view – that of identity – is as 
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important a consideration when attempting to gain an understanding of what drives 

individuals in their careers, both in how they attain their goals, and develop relationships 

with others. 

 

In conclusion, this research had three main aims which were: to investigate whether 

GAH, GAL and FM could be found within the HPI and the MPVI; to develop a new 

short measure whereby GAH, GAL and FM could be assessed; and, finally, to validate 

the new measure against existing measures, and demonstrate its validity for the purposes 

of selection, development and performance outcomes.  This thesis has addressed an area 

of psychological research which so far had not been investigated, and has contributed to 

the study of personality differences at work, as well as indicating the direction future 

research, building on these findings, can be developed.   
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Appendix 6.1 Nineteen Performance outcomes  

 
 
 
 
 
	
	
	
	
	
 
 
 

Time	Management	(TM)	

Resource	Management	(RM)	

Planning	Organizing	(O)	

Perseverance	(P)	

Achievement	Orientation	(A0)	

Influence	(I)	

Industry	Knowledge	(IK)	

Sales	Ability	(SA)	

Flexibility	(F)	

Oral	Communication	(OC)	

Active	Listening	(AL)	

Stress	Tolerance	(ST)	

Building	Relationships	(BR)	

Interpersonal	Sensitivity	(IS)	

Caring	(C)	

Teamwork	(T)	

Citizenship	(CS)	

Service	Orientation	(SO)	

Responsibility	(R)	

	
Nineteen	 performance	 indicators	 were	 identified	 and	 developed	 by	
participants’	supervisors,	in	tandem	with	Hogan	Assessment	Systems	for	use	
in	this	study.			
	
	



 

  Appendix 7.1 Personality Questionnaire Item Statements for raters 
 
Section1: Demographics 
 
Sex:       Female  Male  
    
Age:     18 – 24  25-34  35-44   45-54  55-64  65-74  75 yrs +   
Marital status:   Single  Married  Partnered Divorced Widowed Other  
 
Ethnic Group:    Choose one option that best describes your ethnic group or background 

White British White other Mixed race  Black British Black Asian   

Black African Caribbean Indian  Pakistani    Chinese     Other Asian ………  Other ……… 

Occupation:     Manual  Semi-skilled Skilled  Supervisory/Managerial  Senior Management. 
 
Annual Income:  £10-15,000 £15-25,000 £25-40,000 £40-50,000 £50-65,000  £65-80,000 £80,000.00+ 
 
Highest Educational Level: Secondary school    FE College  Undergraduate   Post-Graduate  MBA MPhil/PhD Professional  
 
Section 2: Item statements – samples for expert rating  
 
Scale Name Item statements  
GAH – not to be 
given to 
participants 
 

Getting Ahead – need for achievement, need for power. Someone with high GAH wanting to be seen as high status, 
to be recognised as someone important, and to be someone of influence. Such people are drawn to positions of 
power, authority and leadership.  They like to be seen as leaders of their group, if not their organizations. They like 
to control their immediate environment as well the resources available to them.  They enjoy living well, which 
comes with high status, and use their social influence to further their careers. Which of the following statements do 
you think most reflects this: 

How far do you agree that the following statements reflect someone who wants to get ahead at work?  Please mark on a scale of 1-5 with 5 
being highest. 



 

	 Low	
1	

2	 3	 4	 High	
5	

1. It is important for me to have my work recognized 
2. I prefer to make my own work decisions  
3. I always offer to take positions of responsibility in groups 
4. I liked to be thanked personally for a job well done 
5. I enjoy networking 
6. I enjoy socializing with colleagues 
7. I am able to influence those around me at work 
8. I usually offer to present group projects  
9. I like to be invited to social events by work colleagues  
10. I like to be in positions of authority at work 
11. Colleagues often turn to me for advice  
12. I am comfortable giving negative feedback 
13. I always follow up invitations to build work relationships with new people 
14. I prefer to manage any team project 
15. I handle responsibility well 
16. I like to be in control of events at work 
17. I have a good grasp of workplace alliances 
18. I like challenges which show off my skills 
19. I can be forceful at work when I want something done 
20. I make my thoughts clear to colleagues  
21. People describe me as confident and outgoing 
22. I like to put work plans into action 
23. Work is more fun when there is an element of competition 

	 	 	 	 	



 

24. What others might call bullying I call being assertive 
25. Other people’s routines and schedules often frustrate me 
26. I prefer to do business in a social setting than in an office 
27. I like to have a laugh with my work colleagues 
28. Some people take work far too seriously and forget to enjoy it 
29. I would enjoy a job that involved travelling 
30. I do my best work when my job assignments are fairly difficult 
31. I try very hard to improve on my past performance at work  
32. I try to perform better than my colleagues 
33. If I have a good idea I am not afraid to voice it at work meetings 
34. I stick my neck out to get ahead at work 
35. I like to be rewarded for my hard work 
36. It is important to me that others recognise my expertise 
37. I tend not to take criticism too personally 
38. I expect my good performance to be rewarded with a bonus 
39. Colleagues would describe me as confident in my work 
40.  I am quick at spotting a business opportunity 
41. I think I have a duty to make the most of any opportunities that arise 
42. Earning a high salary is a fair reflection of how others value me 

 
 
Scale Name Item statements: 
GAL 
 

Getting Along – need for affiliation and sociability with others - means considering their needs, taking time to be helpful, 
understanding how they work, and supporting others.  Such people are usually pleasant to be around as they emotionally 
stable and considerate.  They trust others, spend time building relationships and remember to show appreciation.  They 
are keen to do well in their careers and see getting on with other people as part of this, networking well and mixing 



 

socially in an effort to build relationships with like-minded people. Which of the following statements do you think most 
reflects this: 

How far do you agree that the following statements reflect someone who wants to get along at work?  Please mark on a scale of 1-5 with 5 
being highest. 
 Low	

1	
2	 3	 4	 High	

5	
1. Taking the team out for dinner or a drink helps with team bonding 
2. I prefer working as part of a team than on my own 
3. Other people seem to open up to me 
4. I listen well to other people 
5. It is important to learn to compromise at work 
6. I like to be as helpful as I can with other colleagues 
7. Group cohesion helps with effective team working 
8. I often socialise with colleagues outside of work 
9. I try to see things from other people’s point of view 
10. It is important to encourage individual talent at work 
11. I am sensitive to the feelings of others at work 
12. People describe me as a warm person 
13. I do not enjoying giving difficult negative feedback to colleagues 
14. My colleagues say I am someone they trust 
15. If someone offers to help me, I usually take them up on their offer 
16. People say I am very outgoing and easy to work with 
17. I try to calm the waters whenever there is conflict between colleagues at work 
18. I show an interest in people’s personal lives as well as work interest 
19. I like to mix with other like minded people 
20. I keep my eye on my long term goals 

	 	 	 	 	



 

21. I am happy to adapt my working style to fit in with my manager 
22. I often ask others if there is anything I can do to help 
23. I can talk to anyone at work regardless of their rank 
24. I am keen to be seen as a professional at work 
25. I have a wide network of colleagues and professional contacts 
26. I can get upset if there is personal animosity towards me 
27. Money is not a key motivator for me 
28. I believe in asking others for their opinion in how work gets done 
29. I get upset if colleagues see my kindness to people as being weak 
30. I gain personal satisfaction if people ask me for help 
31. I am more interested in good relationships at work than getting a bonus 
32. I feel valued when others include me in their plans for any work projects 
33. I am quite happy to defend my own ideas when I feel I am right  
34. I will make a stand when I think I am right 
	



 

Appendix 7.2 Final list of Personality Items for MTurk  
 

1. It is important for me to have my work recognised 
2. I enjoy networking 
3. I am able to influence those around me at work 
4. I try to see things from other peoples’ point of view 
5. I listen well to other people 
6. I prefer to make my own decisions 
7. I am comfortable giving negative feedback 
8. Taking the team out for a drink or dinner helps with team bonding 
9. Other people seem to open up to me 
10. Money is a key motivator for me 
11. I will make a stand when I think I am right 
12. I always offer to take positions of responsibility in groups 
13. I liked to be thanked personally for a job well done 
14. I would enjoy a job that involved travelling 
15. I try to perform better than my colleagues 
16. I can be forceful at work when I want something done 
17. It is important to learn to compromise at work 
18. I am sensitive to the feelings of others at work 
19. People describe me as a warm person 
20. I am more interested in good relationships at work than in getting a bonus 
21. I enjoy socialising with colleagues 
22. I usually offer to present group projects 
23. I always follow up invitations to build work relationships with new people 
24. I stick my neck out to get ahead at work 
25. Work is more fun if there is an element of competition 
26. I like to be in control of events at work 
27. Other peoples’ routines and schedules often frustrate me 
28. I prefer working as part of a team than on my own 
29. It is important to encourage individual talent at work 
30. I am happy to adapt my working stile to fit in with my manager 
31. I try to calm things down whenever there is conflict between colleagues at work 
32. I gain personal satisfaction if people ask me for help 
33. I enjoy being in positions of authority at work 
34. Colleagues often turn to me for advice 
35. I like to be invited to social events by work colleagues 
36. It is important to me that others recognise my expertise 
37. People describe me as confident and outgoing 
38. I have a good grasp of workplace alliances 
39. I handle responsibility well 
40. I like to be as helpful as I can with my colleagues 
41. I do not enjoy giving difficult feedback to colleagues 
42. My colleagues say I am someone they can trust 
43. If someone offers to help me I usually take them upon their offer 
44. I encourage others to contribute their opinion in how to get the work done 
45. I like challenges which show off my skills 
46. I like to put my work plans into action 
47. I like to be rewarded for my hard work 
48. I tend to take criticism personally 



 

49. Colleagues describe me as confident in my work 
50. I expect my performance to be rewarded with a bonus 
51. People say I am easy to work with 
52. I show an interested in colleagues’ personal lives as well as their work 
53. I get upset if people see my kindness as weakness 
54. I can talk to anyone at work, regardless of their rank 
55. I feel valued when others include in me in their plans 
56. I have a wide network of professional contacts 
57. I get upset if there is personal animosity towards me 
58. I prefer to manage my team than be managed 
59. I make my thoughts very clear to my colleagues 
60. If I have a good idea I am not afraid to voice it at work meetings 
61. I do my best work when the assignment is fairly difficult 
62. Some people take work far too seriously and forget to enjoy it 
63. I often socialise with colleagues outside of work 
64. Group cohesion helps with effective team performance 
65. What others call bullying I call being assertive 
66. I prefer to do business in a social setting than in an office 
67. I like to have a laugh with my colleagues 
68. I always try to improve my performance at work 
69. I am quick at spotting a business opportunity 
70. Earning a high salary is a fair reflection of how my organisation values me 
71. I have a duty to make the most of any opportunities that arise 
 

 
 



 
 

 

               
              Appendix 8.1 GAH and GAL new short measure x 14 items 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

Q9_12Responsibility	 Take	responsibility	in	groups	

Q9_16Forceful	 Can	be	forceful	when	I	want	something	done	

Q10_4Presentprojects	 I	usually	offer	to	present	group	projects	

Q10_6Stickneckout	 I	stick	my	neck	out	to	get	ahead	at	work	

Q10_7Competition	 Work	is	more	fun	if	there	is	an	element	of	competition	

Q10_8Control	 I	like	to	be	in	control	of	events	at	work	

Q12_4Prefertomanage		 I	prefer	to	manage	my	team	than	be	managed	

Q9_8Teambonding	 Taking	the	team	out	for	a	social	event	helps	with	team	bonding	

Q10_11IndividTalent	 It	is	important	to	encourage	individual	talent	at	work	

Q10_12Adapttomgr	 I	am	happy	to	adapt	my	working	style	to	fit	in	with	my	manager	

Q10_13Calmsconflict	 I	try	to	calm	things	down	whenever	there	is	conflict	between	colleagues	at	work	

Q10_14Beingaskedtohelp	 I	gain	personal	satisfaction	if	people	ask	me	for	help	

Q11_18Talktoeveryone	 I	can	talk	to	anyone	at	work,	regardless	of	their	rank	

Q12_1Valued		 I	feel	valued	when	others	include	me	in	their	plans	



Appendix 8.2  The Ten Item Personality Inventory (TIPI: Gosling, 
Rentfrow & Swann, 2003). 

	
Ten-item measure of the Big Five  
 
Here are a number of personality traits that may or may not apply to you.  
Please write a number next to each statement to indicate the extent to which 
you agree or disagree with that statement. You should rate the extent to which  
the pair of traits applies to you, even if one  characteristic applies more strongly 
than the other. 
 
 

Disagree 
strongly 

Disagree 
moderately 

Disagree  
a little 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Agree  
a little  

Agree 
moderately 

Agree 
strongly 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
6 

 
7 
 

 
I see myself as: 

 

1. _____ Extraverted, enthusiastic. 

2. _____ Critical, quarrelsome. 

3. _____ Dependable, self-disciplined. 

4. _____ Anxious, easily upset. 

5. _____ Open to new experiences, complex. 

6. _____ Reserved, quiet. 

7. _____ Sympathetic, warm. 

8. _____ Disorganized, careless. 

9. _____ Calm, emotionally stable. 

10. _____ Conventional, uncreative. 

____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
TIPI scale scoring (“R” denotes reverse-scored items): 
 
Extraversion: 1, 6R;  
Agreeableness: 2R, 7;  
Conscientiousness; 3, 8R;  
Emotional Stability: 4R, 9;  
Openness to Experiences: 5, 10R. 



	

 

Appendix 8.3 The Utrecht Work Engagement Survey x 9 items (UWES9: Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003). 
 
The following 9 statements are about how you feel at work.  Please read each statement carefully and decide if you ever feel this way about your 
job.  If you have never had this feeling, cross the ‘0’ (zero) in the space after the statement.  If you have had this feeling, indicate how often you 
feel it by crossing the number (from 1 to 6) that best describes how frequently you feel that way. 
	

Please	rate	your	answer	by	adding	the	number	(from	1	to	5)	that	best	describes	how	frequently	you	have	experienced	such	behaviour: 

Almost never 
Once a year or less 

Rarely 
Once a month or 

less 

Sometimes 
A few times a 

month 

Often 
At least once a 

month 

Very often 
Several times a 

week 

Always 
Every day 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

	
1	__________	 At	my	work,	I	feel	bursting	with	energy*	(VI1)	
2	__________	 At	my	job,	I	feel	strong	and	vigorous	(VI2)*		
3	__________	 I	am	enthusiastic	about	my	job	(DE2)*	
4	__________		 My	job	inspires	me	(DE3)*	
5	__________	 When	I	get	up	in	the	morning,	I	feel	like	going	to	work	(VI3)*		
6__________		 I	feel	happy	when	I	am	working	intensely	(AB3)*		
7	__________	 I	am	proud	on	the	work	that	I	do	(DE4)*		
8	__________	 I	am	immersed	in	my	work	(AB4)*	A	few	times	a	week	

	 9	__________	 I	get	carried	away	when	I’m	working	(AB5)*		
	
Shortened	version	(UWES-9);	VI=	vigor;	DE	=	dedication;	AB	=	absorption	

																				©	Schaufeli	&	Bakker	(2003).	The	Utrecht	Work	Engagement	Scale	is	free	for	use	for	non-commercial	scientific	research.	 
 



 

Appendix 8.4  New designed performance item statements for raters  
	
Please	mark	next	to	each	statement	on	a	scale	of	1-5	(1=does	not	reflect,	5=highly	reflects)	how	far	each	statement	reflects	the	behaviour	
(performance)	of	GAH:	
	

Scale Name Item statements  
GAH  Getting Ahead – need for achievement, need for power. Someone with high GAH wanting to be seen as high status, to be 

recognised as someone important, and to be someone of influence. Such people are drawn to positions of power, authority 
and leadership.  They like to be seen as leaders of their group, if not their organizations. They like to control their 
immediate environment as well the resources available to them.  They enjoy living well, which comes with high status, 
and use their social influence to further their careers. Which of the following statements do you think most reflects this: 

	
	
Please	rate	your	answer	by	adding	the	number	(from	1	to	5)	that	best	describes	how	frequently	you	have	demonstrated	such	behaviour:	
 
Almost never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

1 2 3 4 5 

A few times a year or less Once a month or less A few times a month At least once a week Every day 

 
For instance, Q2:  if you manage difficult people at work at least once a week, add 4 to the rating column, if once a month or less, add 2 
 

 
Thinking	of	your	behaviour	at	work	how	far	would	you	agree	with	the	following	statements?		Please	rate	your	answer	from	1	to	5		 Your	

rating:	
1	 I	have	offered	to	take	on	a	role	of	responsibility	at	work	 	
2	 I	have	been	responsible	for	managing	difficult	people	at	work:	 	
3	 My	performance	appraisal	confirmed	that	I	have	achieved	career	goals	:	

None						One								A	few	(2-3)						Several	(3-5)							All	(more	than	5	goals)									
	



 

4	 My	manager	has	applied	my	ideas	to	the	department	strategic	goals:	 	
5	 Over	the	last	12	months,	I	have	taken	time	off	sick:	 	
6	 When	working	in	groups,	I	am	usually	the	leader:	 	
7	 I	have	given	difficult	feedback	to	colleagues:	 	
8	 My	success	at	work	has	been	formally	acknowledge	by	my	manager:		 	
9	 I	have	taken	professional	development	to	further	my	career	goals:	 	
10	 I	sought	a	position	of	authority	in	my	department:	 	
11	 I	have	been	asked	for	my	strategic	vision	regarding	projects:	 	
12	 I	often	work	more	than	my	contracted	hours:	 	
13	 My	views	have	been	formally	incorporated	into	company	policy	 	
14	 I	have	offered	practical	solutions	to	my	manager	about	departmental	problems:	 	
15	 When	people	have	offered	me	their	business	cards	I	contacted	them:	 	
16	 During	the	last	6	months	I	worked	weekends:	 	
17	 I	have	gone	against	organisational	policy	to	make	my	own	decision	at	times	when	necessary:	 	
18	 I	have	attended	organisational	meetings	which	were	not	mandatory	but	were	considered	important	 	
19	 I	have	presented	my	work	to	large	audiences:	 	
20	 I	have	made	decisions	which	have	impacted	on	my	team:	 	
21	 I	have	been	late	for	meetings:	 	
22	 I	read	all	the	company	newsletters	to	ensure	I	know	what	is	going	on	in	my	organisation:	 	
23	 I	have	downloaded	company	documents	which	outline	the	changes	and	processes	taking	place	within	my	organisation:	 	
24	 I	volunteered	to	stay	behind	to	help	my	manager	with	a	heavy	workload:	 	
25	 I	distributed	relevant	documents	to	all	my	team	before	important	meetings:	 	
26	 I	am	responsible	for	the	following	Direct	Reports:	None						1or	2								2	–	5										5	–	10								10	–	20						More	than	20	 	
27	 I	have	been	in	my	present	role	for:	A	month			More	than	6	months			More	than	a	year			More	than	5	yrs			More	than	10	yrs	 	
28	 I	met	my	formal	performance	targets:	 	
29	 I	have	been	in	my	current	department:	A	month	More	than	6	months	More	than	a	year	More	than	5	yrs		More	than	10	yrs	 	
30	 I	have	been	in	my	current	Organisation:	A	month		More	than	6	months		More	than	a	year		More	than	5	yrs		More	than	10	yrs	 	
31	 I	cut	corners	at	times	in	order	to	achieve	my	goals:	 	
32	 I	was	warned	about	my	lateness:		 	



 

33	 I	volunteered	to	represent	my	organisation	at	conferences:	 	
34	 In	the	last	3	years	I	have	been	promoted:	Never		Once		2-3	promotions		More	than	4	promotions			I	am	at	the	highest	rank		 	
35	 My	current	title	is:	Employee				Team	Leader				Supervisor				Manager					Senior	Manager				Executive/Board	Member	 	
36	 I	manage	a	budget	of:	$Nil								$500+						$5000+					$50,000+					More	than	$100,000	 	
37	 My	manager	has	formally	commended	me	on	taking	risks	in	my	role	to	achieve	goals:	 	
38	 Last	year	I	used	of	my	annual	leave	allocation:	None					Some					Half					Most						All	 	
39	 I	was	invited	to	organisational	dinners/conferences:	Never		Once		Twice		More	than	3	occasions		To	every	dinner	 	
40	 I	introduced	my	manager	to	helpful	business	contacts:	 	
41	 I	had	a	conference	paper/article	on	my	work	published:	 	
42	 I	helped	write	written	company	policy	documentation:	 	
43	 I	met	deadlines	for	group	projects:	Never					Sometimes				Mostly				Often				Always	 	
44	 Over	the	last	3	years,	I	received	an	official	Award	from	my	company:	Never						Once					2-3	times					More	than	three	times				 	
45	 During	the	last	3	years,	I	received	a	bonus	for	performance	achievements:	None				Once						Often			Every	year	 	
46	 I	responded	to	email	outside	of	work	hours:	Never					Rarely			Occasionally			Often			Always	 	
47	 During	the	last	6	months	I	controlled	my	temper	in	front	of	others	at	a	time	of	anger:	 	

	
Please	mark	next	to	each	statement	on	a	scale	of	1-5	(1=does	not	reflect,	5=highly	reflects)	how	far	each	statement	reflects	the	behaviour	
(performance)	of	GAH:	
 

GAL 
 

Getting Along – need for affiliation and sociability with others - means considering their needs, taking time to be helpful, 
understanding how they work, and supporting others.  Such people are usually pleasant to be around as they emotionally stable 
and considerate.  They trust others, spend time building relationships and remember to show appreciation.  They are keen to do 
well in their careers and see getting on with other people as part of this, networking well and mixing socially in an effort to 
build relationships with like-minded people. Which of the following statements do you think most reflects this: 

 
	

Please	score	your	answer	by	crossing	the	number	(from	1	to	5)	that	best	describes	how	frequently	you	have	experienced	such	behaviour:	
 
Almost never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 



 

1 2 3 4 5 

A few times a year or less Once a month or less A few times a month At least once a week Every day 

 

Thinking	of	your	behaviour	at	work	how	far	would	you	agree	with	the	following	statements?		Please	score	your	answer	by	crossing	the	
number	(from	1	to	5)	that	best	describes	how	frequently	you	have	experienced	such	behaviour:	
 

Your	
rating:	

48	 I	stayed	behind	to	help	a	colleague	with	their	workload:	 	
49	 In	the	past	year,	I	have	had	conflict	with	a	colleague	or	my	manager:	

Never						Once				A	few	times						Often					All	the	time	
	

50	 When	a	colleague	made	a	mistake	in	their	work,	I	showed	support	for	them	in	front	of	the	team:	 	
51	 During	a	particularly	difficult	work	project,	I	arranged	a	social	evening	for	the	team:	 	
52	 I	was	accused	of	bullying	a	colleague:	 	
53	 In	order	to	be	seen	as	part	of	the	team,	I	joined	in	with	gossiping	about	a	colleague:	

Never			Rarely					Occasionally			Often			Always	
	

54	 When	I	had	to	change	an	appointment,	I	let	the	other	person	know	in	plenty	of	time:	 	
55	 I	shared	some	useful,	work-related,	information,	it	with	my	colleagues;	 	
56	 I	helped	a	colleague/manager,	without	being	asked,	when	they	were	very	busy:	 	
57	 I	contacted	people	I	had	met	while	networking:	 	
58	 Whenever	an	urgent	project	required	me	to	work	after	hours	I	offered	to		stay	behind	to	help:	 	
59	 I	organised	an	evening/present/collection	for	a	colleague’s	birthday:	 	
60	 When	a	new	colleague	began	work	in	my	department,	I	volunteered	my	time	to	help	them	learn	new	skills:	 	
61	 I	received	a	letter	of	thanks/acknowledgment	from	satisfied	customers/suppliers	 	
62	 I	acknowledged	credit	to	the	team	when	a	particular	project	went	well	by	organising	an	social	event	 	
63	 In	my	performance	appraisal	my	manager	said	they	found	it	easy	to	work	with	me	 	
64	 I	offered	to	give	my	time	to	coach/mentor	a	colleague	 	
65	 I	changed	my	holiday	dates	in	order	to	accommodate	a	colleague’s	personal	needs	 	
66	 I	offered	help	when	a	colleague	was	having	problems	with	a	difficult	customer	or	other	co-worker	 	
67	 I	defended	a	co-worker	who	was	being	gossiped	about	by	other	co-workers	 	



 

68	 I	took	a	few	items	of	stationery	for	my	personal	use:	 	
69	 I	invited	a	shy	colleague	to	join	my	team	on	an	evening	out	 	
70	 When	a	colleague	was	not	well	or	had	to	deal	with	personal	matters	at	short	notice,	I	covered	for	them:	 	
71	 I	donated	to	the	company	charity	collection	 	
72	 I	was	given	a	formal	warning	regarding	my	rudeness	to	a	colleague:	 	
73	 I	had	a	dispute	with	a	colleague/manager:	 	
74	 When	colleagues	had	a	conflict	situation	I	offered	to	mediate	between	them:	 	

 

 

 



Appendix 8.5 Factor analysis and scree plot  
 
Factor	Structures	GAH	&	GAL	

PAF	with	Oblimin	Rotation	Specified	to	extract	2	factors	

	 Unrotated	Factor	Matrix	 Rotated	Pattern	Matrix		 Communalities	 	 	

	 1	 2	 GAH	 GAL	 Initial	 Extraction	 	 	

GAH	3	 0.71	 -0.34	 0.79	 	 0.54	 0.62	 	 	

GAH	1	 0.81	 	 0.74	 	 0.62	 0.7	 	 	

GAH	6	 0.6	 -0.35	 0.73	 	 0.46	 0.48	 	 	

GAH	4	 0.57	 -0.31	 0.67	 	 0.38	 0.42	 	 	

GAH	2	 0.51	 0.37	 0.52	 	 0.27	 0.25	 	 	

GAH	5	 0.52	 	 0.37	 	 0.33	 0.27	 	 	

GAH	7	 0.52	 	 0.37	 	 0.27	 0.25	 	 	

GAL	5	 0.47	 0.41	 	 0.67	 0.32	 0.4	 	 	

GAL	3	 0.48	 0.4	 	 0.65	 0.35	 0.38	 	 	

GAL	2	 0.44	 	 	 0.64	 0.36	 0.4	 	 	

GAL	6	 0.46	 	 	 0.5	 0.27	 0.28	 	 	

GAL	1	 0.41	 	 	 0.47	 0.22	 0.23	 	 	

GAL	4	 0.38	 	 	 0.4	 0.27	 0.18	 	 	

GAL	7	 0.5	 	 	 0.37	 0.31	 0.28	 	 	

KMO	=	.85	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

Total	Variance	Explained	

Factor	 Initial	Eigenvalues	 Extraction	Sums	of	Squared	Loadings	

Rotation	Sums	of	

Squared	Loadings	

	 Total	 %	of	Variance	

Cumulative	

%	 Total	

%		

of	Variance	 Cumulative	%	 Total	 	

1	 4.65	 33.19	 33.19	 4.07	 29.06	 29.06	 3.55	 	

2	 1.68	 12.03	 45.22	 1.08	 7.73	 36.8	 3.1	 	



 

Performance	Outcomes	 	

Principal	Components	Analysis	with	Varimax	Rotation	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 Rotated	Component	Matrix	 Communalities	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 Org	Loyalty	 Career	Success	 Initial	 Extracted	 	 	 	 	 	

Time	in	current	dept.	 0.93	 	 1	 0.87	 	 	 	 	 	

Time	in	current	role.	 0.92	 	 1	 0.85	 	 	 	 	 	

Time	in	current	org.	 0.91	 	 1	 0.86	 	 	 	 	 	

Number	of	direct	reports	 	 0.71	 1	 0.55	 	 	 	 	 	

Promotion	within	last	3	years	 	 0.68	 1	 0.49	 	 	 	 	 	

Career	goals	achieved	 	 0.66	 1	 0.45	 	 	 	 	 	

Job	title	 	 0.65	 1	 0.43	 	 	 	 	 	

Bonus	awared	within	last	3	

years	 	 0.55	 1	 0.31	 	 	 	 	 	

Annual	income	 	 0.32	 1	 0.15	 	 	 	 	 	

KMO	=	.78	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

Component	 Initial	Eigenvalues	 Extraction	Sums	of	Squared	Loadings	 Rotation	Sums	of	Squared	Loadings	 	

	 Total	

%	of	

Variance	

Cumulative	

%	 Total	

%	of	

Variance	

Cumulative	

%	 Total	

%	of	

Variance	

Cumulative	

%	

1	 3.08	 34.26	 34.26	 3.08	 34.26	 34.26	 2.69	 29.84	 29.84	 	

2	 1.87	 20.81	 55.06	 1.87	 20.81	 55.06	 2.27	 25.22	 55.06	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

 

 



 



	
 
Appendix 8.6   Factor Analysis of newly designed performance items x 14 
 
Performance Item Factor Loadings  
 
GAH Performance 5 .68  
GAH Performance 9 .63  
GAH Performance 11 .67  
GAH Performance 13 .69  
GAH Performance 14 .64  
GAH Performance 15 .73  
GAH Performance 19 .70  
GAL Performance 6 .54  
GAL Performance 8 .63  
GAL Performance 9 .63  
GAL Performance 10 .65  
GAL Performance 14 .57  
GAL Performance 24 .69  
GAL Performance 25 .69  
   
KMO .93  
Cronbach's Alpha .91  

Factor   

Initial Eigenvalues 
Total 6.56 

% of Variance 46.83 
Cumulative % 46.83 

Extraction Sums of 
Squared Loadings 

Total 5.99 
% of Variance 42.81 
Cumulative % 42.81 

   
 



 

 

Appendix 8.8  The International Personality Item Pool (IPIP: Goldberg, 1999; Goldberg, Johnson, Eber, Hogan, Ashton, 
Cloninger & Gough, 2006). 
 
 

How	Accurately	Can	You	Describe	Yourself?	

	
Describe	yourself	as	you	generally	are	now,	not	as	you	wish	to	be	in	the	future.	Describe	yourself	as	you	honestly	see	yourself,	in	relation	to	other	people	you	

know	of	the	same	sex	as	you	are,	and	roughly	your	same	age.	So	that	you	can	describe	yourself	in	an	honest	manner,	your	responses	will	be	kept	in	absolute	

confidence.	Indicate	for	each	statement	whether	it	is		

1.	Very	Inaccurate	

	2.	Moderately	Inaccurate	

	3.	Neither	Accurate	Nor	Inaccurate	

	4.	Moderately	Accurate		

5.	Very	Accurate	as	a	description	of	you.	

  

		

	

Very�Inaccurate	 Moderately�	
Inaccurate	

Neither�Accurate

�Nor�Inaccurate	
		

Moderately�	
Accurate	

Very�Accurate	
		

1.	 Am	the	life	of	the	party.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (1+)	

2.	 Feel	little	concern	for	others.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (2-)	

3.	 Am	always	prepared.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (3+)	

4.	 Get	stressed	out	easily.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (4-)	

5.	 Have	a	rich	vocabulary.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (5+)	

6.	 Don't	talk	a	lot.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (1-)	

Angela Mansi


Angela Mansi
7



 

 

7.	 Am	interested	in	people.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (2+)	

8.	 Leave	my	belongings	around.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (3-)	

9.	 Am	relaxed	most	of	the	time.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (4+)	

10.	 Have	difficulty	understanding	abstract	ideas.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (5-)	

		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		

11.	 Feel	comfortable	around	people.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (1+)	

12.	 Insult	people.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (2-)	

13.	 Pay	attention	to	details.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (3+)	

14.	 Worry	about	things.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (4-)	

15.	 Have	a	vivid	imagination.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (5+)	

16.	 Keep	in	the	background.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (1-)	

17.	 Sympathize	with	others'	feelings.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (2+)	

18.	 Make	a	mess	of	things.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (3-)	

19.	 Seldom	feel	blue.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (4+)	

20.	 Am	not	interested	in	abstract	ideas.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (5-)	

		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		

21.	 Start	conversations.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (1+)	

22.	 Am	not	interested	in	other	people's	problems.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (2-)	

23.	 Get	chores	done	right	away.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (3+)	

24.	 Am	easily	disturbed.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (4-)	

25.	 Have	excellent	ideas.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (5+)	

26.	 Have	little	to	say.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (1-)	

27.	 Have	a	soft	heart.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (2+)	

28.	 Often	forget	to	put	things	back	in	their	proper	

place.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (3-)	

29.	 Get	upset	easily.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (4-)	

30.	 Do	not	have	a	good	imagination.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (5-)	

		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		

31.	 Talk	to	a	lot	of	different	people	at	parties.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (1+)	

32.	 Am	not	really	interested	in	others.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (2-)	

33.	 Like	order.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (3+)	

34.	 Change	my	mood	a	lot.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (4-)	

35.	 Am	quick	to	understand	things.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (5+)	

36.	 Don't	like	to	draw	attention	to	myself.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (1-)	



 

 

37.	 Take	time	out	for	others.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (2+)	

38.	 Shirk	my	duties.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (3-)	

39.	 Have	frequent	mood	swings.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (4-)	

40.	 Use	difficult	words.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (5+)	

		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		

41.	 Don't	mind	being	the	center	of	attention.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (1+)	

42.	 Feel	others'	emotions.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (2+)	

43.	 Follow	a	schedule.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (3+)	

44.	 Get	irritated	easily.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (4-)	

45.	 Spend	time	reflecting	on	things.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (5+)	

46.	 Am	quiet	around	strangers.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (1-)	

47.	 Make	people	feel	at	ease.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (2+)	

48.	 Am	exacting	in	my	work.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (3+)	

49.	 Often	feel	blue.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (4-)	

50.	 Am	full	of	ideas.	 О	 О	 О	 О	 О	 (5+)	

		 	 		 		 		 		 		 		

Note.		These	five	scales	were	developed	to	measure	the	Big-Five	factor	markers	reported	in	the	following	article:			Goldberg,	L.	R.	(1992).		The	development	of	markers	for	the	

Big-Five	factor	structure.		Psychological	Assessment,	4,	26-42.	They	are	not	the	IPIP	scales	developed	to	measure	the	five	NEO-PI-R	domains.		The	numbers	in	parentheses	after	

each	item	indicate	the	scale	on	which	that	item	is	scored	(i.e.,	of	the	five	factors:	(1)	Extraversion,	(2)	Agreeableness,	(3)	Conscientiousness,	(4)	Emotional	Stability,	or	(5)	

Intellect/Imagination)	and	its	direction	of	scoring	(+	or	-).	These	numbers	should	not	be	included	in	the	actual	survey	questionnaire.	For	further	information	on	scoring	IPIP	

scales,	click	the	following	link:	Scoring	Instructions.	

		

Converting	IPIP	Item	Responses	to	Scale	Scores	

	Here	is	how	to	score	IPIP	scales:	For	+	keyed	items,	the	response	"Very	Inaccurate"	is	assigned	a	value	of	1,	"Moderately	Inaccurate"	a	value	of	2,	"Neither	Inaccurate	nor	

Accurate"	a	3,	"Moderately	Accurate"	a	4,	and	"Very	Accurate"	a	value	of	5.	For	-	keyed	items,	the	response	"Very	Inaccurate"	is	assigned	a	value	of	5,	"Moderately	Inaccurate"	

a	value	of	4,	"Neither	Inaccurate	nor	Accurate"	a	3,	"Moderately	Accurate"	a	2,	and	"Very	Accurate"	a	value	of	1.	Once	numbers	are	assigned	for	all	of	the	items	in	the	scale,	

just	sum	all	the	values	to	obtain	a	total	scale	score.	Easy,	no?	(If	you	are	having	problems,	you	might	contact	the	IPIP	consultant.)		Return	Home	
	

	



	

 

Appendix 8.8  The Core Self Evaluation Scale (CSES: Judge, Bono, 
Erez & Locke, 2005). 
 
  
Instructions: Below are several statements about you with which you may agree or disagree. 
Using the response scale below, indicate your agreement or disagreement with each item by 
placing the appropriate number on the line preceding that item. 
  

1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Agree 

  

1.      _____ I am confident I get the success I deserve in life. 

2.      _____ Sometimes I feel depressed. (r) 

3.      _____ When I try, I generally succeed. 

4.      _____ Sometimes when I fail I feel worthless. (r) 

5.      _____ I complete tasks successfully. 

6.      _____ Sometimes, I do not feel in control of my work. (r) 

7.      _____ Overall, I am satisfied with myself. 

8.      _____ I am filled with doubts about my competence. (r) 

9.      _____ I determine what will happen in my life. 

10. _____ I do not feel in control of my success in my career. (r) 

11. _____ I am capable of coping with most of my problems. 

12. _____ There are times when things look pretty bleak and hopeless to me. (r) 

  

Note: r = reverse-scored. 
  
Source: Judge, T. A., Erez, A., Bono, J. E., & Thoresen, C. J. (2003). The Core 
Self-Evaluations Scale (CSES): Development of a measure. Personnel Psychology, 
56, 303-331. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Appendix 8.9  The Dark Side Scale - The Short Dark Triad (SD3), 
Paulhus, D. L., & Jones, D. N. (2011; Jones & Paulhus, 2014)  
 
 
SPSS Variable 
name in SPSS 
DST (dark side 
trait) 

R = Reversed  

 Machiavellianism Subscale 
DST1 It's not wise to tell your secrets.  
DST4 I like to use clever manipulation to get my way.  
DST7 Whatever it takes, you must get the important people on your side.  

DST10 Avoid direct conflict with others because they may be useful in the future.  
DST13 It’s wise to keep track of information that you can use against people later.  
DST16 You should wait for the right time to get back at people.  
DST19 There are things you should hide from other people because they don’t need to 

know. 
DST22 Make sure your plans benefit you, not others. 
DST25 Most people can be manipulated. 

  
 Narcissism subscale 

DST2 People see me as a natural leader.  
DST5 I hate being the center of attention. (R) 
DST8 Many group activities tend to be dull without me.   

DST11 I know that I am special because everyone keeps telling me so.  
DST14 I like to get acquainted with important people.  
DST17 I feel embarrassed if someone compliments me. (R) 
DST20 I have been compared to famous people.  
DST23 I am an average person. (R) 
DST26 I insist on getting the respect I deserve. 

  
 Psychopathy 

DST3 I like to get revenge on authorities. 
DST6 I avoid dangerous situations. (R) 
DST9 Payback needs to be quick and nasty.  

DST12 People often say I’m out of control.  
DST15 It’s true that I can be mean to others.  
DST18 People who mess with me always regret it. 
DST21 I have never gotten into trouble with the law. (R) 
DST24 I enjoy having sex with people I hardly know  
DST27 I’ll say anything to get what I want. 

 
R: 5, 6, 17, 21, 23 
 
 
 
 

 



 

 

SCORING AND PSYCHOMETRICS 
 
Reverse the scoring on all the reversals items (marked with R).  Then calculate the mean of the 9 
items within each subscale:  The following norms are based on a sample of 387 undergraduate 
students. 
 
 
NORMS 
 

 Mean S.D. Alpha 
  
Machiavellianism 
 

 
3.1 

 

 
.76 

 
.78 

 
Narcissism 
 

 
2.8 

 
.88 

 
.77 

 
Psychopathy 
 

 
2.4 

 
1.0 

 
.80 

 
 
 

INTERCORRELATIONS 
 

 Machiavellianism Narcissism Psychopathy 
 
Machiavellianism 

 
-- 

 
.23 

 
.37 

 
Narcissism 

 
 

 
-- 

 
.20 

 
Psychopathy 

   
-- 
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