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Introduction 

 

 Predicting job performance is a key area of interest in the field of Organisational 

Psychology.  As such, much research has focused on identifying employee personality traits 

that are predictive of job performance across various job criteria and occupational groups 

(e.g. Barrick & Mount, 1991; Hurtz & Donovan, 2000; Salgado, 1997).  However, prior to 

the 1990s, researchers largely agreed that personality was a poor predictor of job performance 

(e.g. Guion & Gottier, 1965), and Guion and Gottier (1965, p. 159) even concluded in their 

influential review that, ‘taken as a whole, there is no generalisable evidence that personality 

measures can be recommended as good or practical tools for employee selection’.  This view 

remained unchallenged until the early 1990s when meta-analyses utilised the ‘Big Five’ 

framework to provide evidence that specific personality constructs predict job-related criteria 

(e.g. Barrick & Mount, 1991; Barrick, Mount & Judge, 2001; Salgado, 1997; Tett, Jackson, & 

Rothstein, 1991).  Barrick and Mount (1991) later suggested that the absence of a relationship 

between personality and job performance in the earlier studies may have been be due to there 

being no suitable taxonomy at the time by which personality traits could be categorised. 

 Personality traits are described as relatively stable patterns of thoughts, emotions, and 

behaviour that endure over time and describe individuals’ behaviour in various situations 

(Costa & McCrae, 1989).  Over recent decades, most research linking personality with 

organisational outcomes has utilised the Five Factor Model of personality (FFM; Costa and 

McRae, 1992), also referred to as the ‘Big Five’ personality dimensions (Goldberg, 1990), as 

an organising framework.  The FFM is comprised of five broad personality traits: 

Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, Emotional Stability (also referred to as its opposite, 

Neuroticism) and Openness; each of which is comprised of six narrower facets.   See table 1 

for a description of the factors and facets of the FFM.  As with any model, it has faced 
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criticism; for example, Block (1995) suggested that the model is comprised of too few 

factors, while Eysenck (1992) argued for fewer.  Despite the criticisms, there is largely 

consensus that the FFM encompasses the key domains of personality and that it is a useful 

taxonomy by which personality traits can be investigated (Goldberg, 1990).   
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Table 1 

Big Five Dimensions and Facets 

  Big Five Dimensions Facets (and correlated trait adjective)   

E.  Extraversion (versus Introversion) Gregariousness (sociable)   

  Assertiveness (forceful)   

  Activity (energetic)    

  Excitement seeking (adventurous)  

  Positive Emotions (enthusiastic)   

  Warmth (outgoing)    
A.  Agreeableness (versus Antagonism) Trust (forgiving)    

  Straightforwardness (not demanding)  

  Altruism (warm)    

  Compliance (not stubborn)   

  Modesty (not show off)   

  Tender-mindedness (sympathetic)  

C.  

Conscientiousness (versus Lack of 

direction) Competence (efficient)   

  Order (organised)    

  Dutifulness (not careless)   

  Achievement striving (thorough)   

  Self-discipline (not lazy)   

  Deliberation (not impulsive)   
N.  Neuroticism (versus Emotional Stability) Anxiety (tense)    

  Angry Hostility (irritable)   

  Depression (not contented)   

  Self-Consciousness (shy)   

  Impulsiveness (moody)   

  Vulnerability (not self-confident)  

O.  

Openness (versus Closedness to 

experience) Ideas (curious)    

  Fantasy (imaginative)   

  Aesthetics (artistic)    

  Actions (wide interests)   

  Feelings (excitable)    
    Values (unconventional)     

Note: These traits from the Adjective Check List (listed in brackets next to each facet) 

correlated with self-rated scores on that facet (Costa & McCrae, 1992, p. 49) 
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 Job performance is defined as the extent to which an individual assists an organisation 

to achieve its goals (Campbell, 1983).  Initially considered to be a unidimensional construct, 

job performance has been expanded to reflect a multidimensional construct and has been 

further divided into two high level components: task performance and contextual 

performance (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993) and, importantly, personality traits have been 

found to differentially correlate with the two dimensions of performance (Bergner, Neubauer 

& Kreuzthaler, 2010).  Motowidlo, Borman and Schmit (1997) have defined task 

performance as the activities that contribute to an organisation’s core output, consisting of 

activities that allow the organisation to function effectively and efficiently; an example of this 

is the act of controlling processes and supervising staff (Motowidlo, Borman & Schmit, 

1997).  Contextual performance, a construct related to Organisational Citizenship Behaviours 

(OCBs) or prosocial behaviour (Brief & Motowidlo, 1986) includes the behaviours that 

benefit organisation by contributing to the broader psychological and social context in which 

the work is performed (Rotundo & Sackett, 2002).  Examples of contextual performance 

behaviours are cooperating with and assisting others in the organisation (Motowidlo, Borman 

& Schmit, 1997).  Another non-task related behaviour, and one which is distinct from, not on 

a continuum with OCB (Dalal, 2005), is Counterproductive work behaviour (CWB), which is 

defined as negative behaviours that may potentially harm the organisation (Rotundo & 

Sackett, 2002). 

 

Relationships between the Big Five Personality Factors and Job Performance 

 Meta-analyses have demonstrated that within the FFM, Conscientiousness and 

Emotional Stability are consistent predictors of job performance across all jobs, and the 

relevance of the other factors is dependent on job type or criteria (e.g. Salgado, 1997).  

Barrick and Mount (2005) suggested that these two traits may be viewed as measures of trait-
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oriented work motivation, such that they affect performance through their associated 

motivational mechanisms.    

  Conscientiousness reflects self-control and traits such as planning and achieving 

tasks.  Individuals who score highly on Conscientiousness are determined, reliable and 

purposeful in their behaviour, while those who are less conscientious are more relaxed in 

working toward their goals (Costa & McRae, 1992).  In their influential meta-analysis, 

Barrick and Mount (1991) investigated the validity of each of the five factors across five 

occupational groups, and for three types of job performance (job proficiency, training 

proficiency and personnel data), and results showed that Conscientiousness was predictive of 

performance in all occupational groups studied and for each of the three types of job 

performance.  Other meta-analyses have established Conscientiousness as a consistent 

predictor of performance; however, correlations have been low (e.g. Barrick, Mount & 

Judge., 2001; Hurtz & Donovan, 2000; Salgado, 1997; Tett et al., 1991).  Barrick, et al. 

(2001) concluded that it would be difficult to imagine a job where positive outcomes are 

associated with being careless, impulsive and low achievement-striving.  Moreover,  

Conscientiousness has also been positively associated with Organisational Citizenship 

Behaviour (OCB; e.g. Chiaburu, Oh , Berry, Li and Gardner, 2011; Organ & Ryan, 1995; 

Iles, Fulmer, Spizmuller, & Johnson, 2009), teamwork (Hough, 1992), and negatively 

associated with Counterproductive Work Behaviour (CWB; Hough et al., 1990).    

 Despite the positive relationships between Conscientiousness and performance, 

conscientious individuals may be stubborn and difficult to deal with (Witt, Burke, Barrick & 

Mount, 2002), and similarly, leaders who possess high levels of Conscientiousness may be 

unreasonably critical of their subordinates’ work (Hogan & Hogan, 2001) and supervise them 

too closely (House, Spangler, & Woycke, 1991).  
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 Emotional Stability reflects the extent to which individuals are calm under pressure.  

As such, individuals who score highly on Emotional Stability are typically even-tempered, 

and less susceptible to experiencing negative emotions, while those who score low (neurotic) 

tend to experience negative feelings and emotional volatility, (Costa & McCrae, 1992).  

Being well-adjusted, calm, and low in anxiety is positively associated with performance 

(Hough et al., 1990; Hurtz & Donovan, 2000; Salgado, 1997; Tett et al., 1991).  Less 

emotionally stable (neurotic) individuals have been found to be more vulnerable to work 

stressors (Conard & Matthews, 2008) which has been found to be associated with work 

withdrawal behaviours (Schneider, 2004), and Neuroticism has been positively associated 

with interpersonal and organisational deviance behaviours (Berry, Ones & Sackett, 2007).   

 Extraversion reflects an interpersonal dimension which is characterised by being 

outgoing, talkative and assertive.  Individuals who score highly on Extraversion tend to enjoy 

socialising with others, while those who score low are more reserved (Costa and McCrae, 

1992).  Accordingly, meta-analyses have shown Extraversion to predict performance in jobs 

that require interpersonal interaction, such as sales or management jobs (Hurtz & Donovan, 

2000;  Mount, Barrick & Stewart, 1998; Salgado, 1997), and OCB (e.g. Chiaburu  et al., 

2011; Organ & Ryan, 1995). 

 Individuals who score highly on Agreeableness are sympathetic, helpful and altruistic 

in their nature, and are likely to be perceived as trusting and trustworthy.  On the other hand, 

low scorers are likely to be sceptical and antagonistic (Costa & McCrae, 1992).  Associations 

have been found between Agreeableness and teamwork (Hough, 1992; Mount, Barrick & 

Stewart, 1998) and training performance (Salgado, 1997).  However, despite Agreeableness 

being an interpersonal trait, in their meta-analysis, Barrick and Mount (1991) found it was not 

predictive of performance even when the job involved significant social interaction.  Due to 

their cooperative nature (Costa & McCrae, 1992), agreeable individuals are likely to make an 
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effort to get along with others at work (Barrick, Stewart and Piotrowski, 2002), and engage in 

OCB (e.g. Chiaburu  et al., 2011; Ilies, Fulmer, Spitzmuller & Johnson, 2009).   

 Individuals who score highly on Openness to Experience are intellectually curious, 

and interested in new ideas, while those who score lower tend to be more conservative in 

their outlook (Costa & McCrae, 1992).  Openness is the least understood of the Big Five 

factors (Judge & Bono, 2010), but meta-analyses have shown that Openness predicts training 

proficiency (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Barrick et al., 2001; Salgado, 1997).  Open individuals 

may have more positive attitudes towards training (Barrick & Mount, 1991) and accordingly, 

may benefit more from training (Hough et al., 1990).  Moreover,  Chiaburu, et al. (2011) 

found that Openness significantly predicts OCB. 

 

Leadership, Management and Personality 

 It is important to define and differentiate between management and leadership.   There 

have been numerous attempts to do so in the literature, and there appears to be confusion 

between the two terms as authors tend to use the terms interchangeably.  Some authors argue 

leadership is simply one aspect of management, that is primarily concerned with the long-

term future of the organisation (e.g. Hay & Hodgkinson, 2006).  Notably, in their influential 

Handbook of Leadership, Bass and Stogdill (1990) defined leadership as “the principal 

dynamic force that motivates and coordinates the organization in the accomplishment of its 

objectives” and Daft (2003) has defined management as “the attainment of organisational 

goals in an effective and efficient manner through planning, organising, leading and 

controlling organisational resources”.  Despite different perspectives, management and 

leadership roles share many parallels as “most managers show some leadership skills, while 

most leaders find themselves managing at times” (Karpin, 1995, p. 1210).  From this point 
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forward, leadership will refer to more strategic functions, while management will be used to 

refer to organising and implementing. 

 Research has shown that dimensions of the FFM are related to aspects of leadership 

(e.g. Judge & Bono, 2000; Judge, Bono, Ilies, & Gerhart, 2002) and managerial success (e.g. 

Bergner et al., 2010).   Using the FFM as an organising framework, Judge et al. (2002) 

conducted a key meta-analysis to establish the validity of Big Five personality traits for 

predicting leadership emergence (being perceived as leader like by others; Hogan et al, 1994)  

and leader effectiveness (the effectiveness of the leader in influencing their unit to achieve 

their objectives; Stogdill, 1950)  across business, government/military and education settings, 

and Judge and Bono (2000) associated the Big Five personality traits with transformational 

leadership behaviour (motivational and inspirational leadership; Bass & Avolio, 1994) 

  Extraversion has emerged as predictor of transformational leadership (Judge & Bono, 

2000),  and was found to be the most important trait in leadership performance overall, 

relating more strongly to leader emergence than to leadership effectiveness (Judge et al., 

2002). Similarly, Extraversion was found to predict managerial performance (e.g. Barrick et 

al., 2001;  Judge et al., 2002). Bergner et al. (2010) suggested that it is probable that 

individuals who are dominant and outgoing are at the fore in group situations, and those who 

are ambitious, and dominant are likely to accomplish their managerial goals.  

 More strongly associated with leader emergence than leadership effectiveness, 

Conscientiousness displayed the second-strongest correlations with leadership across the 

criteria and settings (Judge et al., 2002), and managerial performance across task 

performance, job satisfaction and promotion rate (Bergner et al., 2010).  Specific task-

oriented behaviours of conscientious individuals may lead to their emergence as leaders 

(Judge et al., 2002) and their likelihood of being promoted and job-satisfied (Bergner et al., 
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2010).  However, Conscientiousness was not related to transformational leadership (Judge & 

Bono, 2000) and this may be due to individuals who are highly achievement striving, a facet 

of Conscientiousness, being less effective at delegation, a key managerial competency, and as 

such, may supervise their subordinates too closely (House et al., 1991).    

 Judge and Bono (2000) found Agreeableness to be the strongest predictor of 

transformational leadership, and this finding was explained in terms of the social nature of 

Agreeableness aligning with the social context in which leadership occurs.  In the study by 

Bergner et al. (2010), Agreeableness was correlated with contextual performance  and 

additionally, in their study of personality and job performance in a pharmaceutical company, 

Rothmann and Coetzer (2003) found Agreeableness was significantly positively associated 

with management performance. However, in the meta-analysis by Judge et al., (2002), 

Agreeableness was only related to leadership effectiveness within student samples.  As such, 

the authors suggested that due to agreeable individuals’ acquiescent nature, it is not surprising 

that they are less likely to emerge as leaders who may need to make tough or unpopular 

decisions (Judge et al., 2002) 

 Openness to Experience has been associated with transformational leadership (Judge 

& Bono, 2000), managerial contextual performance (Bergner et al., 2010), and leadership 

within business settings (Judge et al., 2002).  

  Judge et al. (2002) found negative relationships between Neuroticism and leadership 

across business, government and student settings.  Similarly, Rothmann and Coetzer (2003) 

found Neuroticism negatively related to managerial performance in a pharmaceutical setting, 

with the authors suggesting that managers who score highly on Neuroticism may not cope 

well with stress and be less able to control their emotions.  However, despite hypothesising a 



PERSONALITIES: MANAGERS AND SUBORDINATES  15 
 

 

 

 

negative relationship, Judge et al. (2002) found that Neuroticism was not related to 

transformational leadership behaviour. 

 

The Managerial Role 

 Many authors have contributed to our understanding of the managerial role.  One of 

the most well-known is Fayol (1949), who proposed that the managerial role centred around 

planning, commanding, organising, leading and controlling resources.  Katz (1974) proposed 

that managers need to be skilled in three broad areas to be effective managers: technical 

skills, human skills and conceptual skills.  Technical skills involve a proficiency in applying 

specialised knowledge; human skills involve effectively working with others, and conceptual 

skills involve the ability to understand how the functions of the organisation depend on each 

other, and how the organisation functions as part of a wider system and accordingly, the 

ability to make decisions accordingly.  

 Importantly, another role in the workplace is the subordinate role, which is defined by 

Yukl (2002, p. 8) as ‘someone whose primary work activities for a group or organisation are 

directed to and evaluated by the focal leader’.  Work is increasingly being organised in a 

manner that requires workers, or subordinates, to think for themselves; while one manager 

may adopt more of a supervisory role and spend much of their time controlling and planning 

work for their staff, another manager may spend most of their time coaching staff (Stevens, 

Guthrie, Ash & Coate, 2002).  
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Leader-Member Exchange Theory 

 The personality of one member of the manager-subordinate relationship affects the 

other.  In fact, a dyad, such as the manager-subordinate one, despite consisting of only two 

members, may be the most fundamental type of group because differences in one member are 

likely to have a larger impact on the other member than they would in a larger group 

(Bernerth et al., 2008).  One theory that can provide unique insight into the manager 

subordinate relationship is Leader Member Exchange Theory (LMX; Graen & Scandura, 

1987). LMX proposes that over time leaders develop differential working relationships with 

each of their subordinates based on exchanges, or interactions, which can range from low to 

high quality (Graen, 2003).  High-quality LMX is characterised by trust, reciprocal respect 

and loyalty (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Diensch & Linden, 1986) while low-quality LMX is 

based solely on formal obligations such as the employment contract (Bauer & Green, 1996).  

LMX theory is underpinned by social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) and the theory of 

reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960); and as such, when subordinates perceive high quality 

relationships with their supervisor, and vice versa, they are likely to feel compelled to 

reciprocate the positive actions (Kamdar & Dyne, 2007). 

 

Interpersonal Compatibility - Similarity and Complementarity 

 The dominant approach to interpersonal compatibility is the  similarity-attraction 

model (Byrne, 1971).  This model proposes that individuals are attracted to individuals to 

whom they are similar on dimensions such as personality, attitude and other demographic 

characteristics.  Within manager-subordinate relationships, similarity has been found to have 

a positive effect on tangible outcomes such as OCB (Lai, Lam & Chow, 2014), job 
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satisfaction (e.g. Turban & Jones, 1988), performance ratings (e.g. Pulakos & Wekley, 1982) 

and LMX quality (e.g. Bauer & Green, 1996).  

 Some mechanisms by which interpersonal similarity may lead to these positive 

outcomes in the workplace is through similarity in task interpretation style (Bauer & Green, 

1996), greater behavioural predictability (Meglino, Ravlin, & Adkins, 1991), increased trust 

(Turban & Jones, 1988), and through a common system of communication (Schein, 1985).   

Importantly, a distinction has been made between actual similarity and perceived similarity 

(Turban & Jones, 1988).  Actual similarity refers to objectively measured similarity between 

both members of the dyad on attitudes, personality and demographic characteristics, while 

perceived similarity refers to one member of the dyad’s perception of similarity in those 

characteristics  (Turban & Jones, 1988).     

 Actual personality similarity, also referred to as ‘relational personality’ has received 

more attention in the literature than has perceived similarity.  For example, Bernerth et al. 

(2008) investigated the effect of actual subordinate-supervisor personality differences on 

subordinate perceptions of LMX quality.  Both supervisor and subordinate personality were 

measured with the NEO FFI (Costa & McCrae, 1992) and subordinates rated their perception 

of LMX quality.  Actual similarity between supervisor and subordinate in Conscientiousness, 

Agreeableness, Openness and Emotional Stability were positively associated with 

subordinate perception of LMX.  However, contrary to their hypothesis, differences in 

Extraversion were not associated with perceptions of LMX.  The perception of LMX quality 

was only examined from the subordinate’s perspective, but it is managers or supervisors who 

typically make selection and promotion decisions, accordingly it would have been useful to 

investigate the supervisors’ LMX perceptions.   
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 Similarly, Bin Ahmad (2008) found that actual personality similarity between 

manager and subordinate was associated with subordinate job satisfaction and satisfaction 

with supervisor.  However, to assess personality similarity, like other authors, Bin Ahmad 

(2008) calculated the absolute difference between the respondent and manager on each of the 

five secondary factors of the 16 Personality Factor Questionnaire (16PF), and the five 

difference scores were added to obtain a total absolute difference score.  The limitation of this 

method is that is it impossible to determine how the dyad actually differs on each dimension.  

For example, if both members of the dyad score high on Conscientiousness or both score low, 

the absolute difference scores will be similar.   

 Acknowledging that Conscientiousness is a key factor associated with effective job 

performance (e.g. Barrick & Mount, 1991), Deluga (1998) found that supervisor subordinate 

similarity in Conscientiousness facilitates high quality LMX and productivity.  When both 

members are similar in Conscientiousness, they both work with the same level of diligence 

towards their goals, understanding the relative importance of each other for achievement of 

their goals (Deluga, 1998). Thus, different levels of conscientiousness are likely to cause 

dissatisfaction between managers and subordinates. 

 Less research has been conducted on perceived personality similarity; however, there 

are studies that show its association with positive outcomes.  For example, in a study of sales 

people and their supervisors, Strauss, Barrick, and Connerley (2001) examined the effect of 

both actual and perceived similarity in Extraversion, Conscientiousness and Emotional 

Stability on peer and supervisor performance ratings.  Results showed that actual similarity in 

Emotional Stability only predicted peer performance ratings. However, supporting their 

hypothesis, perceived similarity in Agreeableness, Emotional Stability and Extraversion were 

associated with higher performance ratings across both peers and supervisor raters.  To assess 

perceived personality, Strauss et al. (2001) asked supervisors and peers to indicate on a scale 
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the degree to which they view themselves as similar or dissimilar to the ratee on the 

Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability and Extraversion by rating themselves on a scale of 

‘less, same, more’.  Each time ‘less’ or ‘more’ was rated, the perceived difference score 

would increase by one; the smaller the absolute difference, the more similar the rater 

perceived themselves to the ratee.  To obtain a more complete understanding of the degree of 

perceived similarity from one member’s perspective, it would be beneficial to have 

participants provide self-ratings and ratings of their ‘partner’ on the same personality 

inventory.  This approach is a utilised in the romantic relationships research which will be 

detailed later in this review (e.g. Figueredo, Sefcek & Jones, 2006).  

 Despite the benefits of interpersonal similarity, other studies show that dissimilarities 

between individuals can lead to positive outcomes. Within the person-organisation fit (P-O 

fit) literature, dissimilarity has typically been investigated in relation to complementarity 

(Kristof, 1996) whereby characteristics of an individual, typically skills and ability, complete 

the environment by adding the missing characteristics (Muchinsky & Monahan, 1987). 

Within the team composition research, there is evidence for complementary personalities 

leading to positive outcomes.  For example, a team comprised of some extraverted members 

has been found to be beneficial, but too many or too few would be detrimental; if all 

members of the group sought leadership positions, conflict would likely ensue (Barry & 

Stewart, 1997; Neuman, Wagner, & Christiansen, 1999).  Similarly, Leonard and Strauss 

(1997) suggested that it is beneficial for individuals with different cognitive styles to work 

together as it leads to creative decision making, while similarities in cognitive style may stifle 

that creativity.  Focusing on the dimension of ‘control’, which is characterised by dominance 

and assertiveness and is similar to Extraversion in the FFM, Glomb and Welsh (2005) found 

that when mangers were higher on control than subordinates, subordinates were more 

satisfied with their manager. 
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Rating important characteristics in others 

 While considerable research has established the validity of dimensions of the FFM as 

predictors of job performance (e.g. Barrick & Mount, 1991), an issue of importance is to 

understand how managers are likely to value different personality characteristics in their 

subordinates and managers without having knowledge of the association between personality 

and performance established in the empirical research.  

 Implicit leadership theory (ILT) reflects the notion that individuals have unconscious 

views about the traits and skills that characterise leaders, and those that differentiate leaders 

from non-leaders (Lord, 1985).  Some of these characteristics include charisma, dedication, 

verbal skills, sensitivity and intelligence (Offerman et al; 1994; Schyns & Schilling, 2011) 

and these characteristics can be categorised according to the FFM (Hogan, Curphy & Hogan, 

1994).    

 Dunn, Mount, Barrick and Ones (1995) examined the relative importance managers 

place on general mental ability (GMA) and the five factors of personality when making 

selection decisions. Eighty-four managers rated 39 hypothetical job applicants who were 

described according to the Big Five personality factors and on GMA. Managers were divided 

into six groups whereby they evaluated applicant suitability, according to hirability and 

counterproductivity for one of six jobs representative of each of the six types in Holland’s 

(1966, 1973) typology of occupational classification.  As well as GMA, and in line with the 

meta-analytic results (e.g. Barrick & Mount, 1991) Conscientiousness were perceived as 

being most important across job types. The other factors were important in different job roles; 

specifically, Extraversion was perceived as being important in an Enterprising type job but 

not a Social type job.  Likewise, Openness was perceived as being important in both Artistic 

and Investigative type jobs.  
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 Sartori, Costantini, Ceschi, and Scalco (2017), investigated employees’ perceptions of 

the importance of personality factors within the Five Factor model, on job performance. One 

hundred workers were divided into the five occupational groups that were represented in the 

two meta-analyses conducted by Barrick and Mount (1991) and Barrick et al. (2001).  The 

workers were surveyed about which traits make the difference in job performance via three 

methods: a semi-structured interview; the rating of the relative importance of each of the Big 

Five personality factors for job performance, and the completion of the Big Five personality 

questionnaire.  Results showed that overall, Conscientiousness, Extraversion and Emotional 

Stability were perceived to be most important in job performance while Agreeableness and 

Openness were perceived as least important.  Importantly, ratings were affected by the 

method of rating; for example, when the Big Five characteristics were not explicitly named, 

as in the interview method, Emotional Stability did not emerge as important for job 

performance.  However, when the Big Five was investigated by assessment of the importance 

of each factor, Emotional Stability was perceived as being second-most important.  The effect 

of rater personality on these ratings was not explored, and the sample size is too small to 

generalise the results.   

 Studies have examined perceptions of important personality characteristics in 

individuals in different positions in the workplace (e.g. Dunn et al., 1995; Sartori et al., 

2017), but, to date, there has been little work done in rating perceptions of specific important 

personality characteristics within the FFM, in others in the workplace, relative to the rater’s 

own personality characteristics.  One study that took steps towards this was Furnham (2002) 

whereby 149 managers completed the Five Factor personality inventory and subsequently 

rated 20 desirable characteristics, from a list composed by Kouzes and Posner (1988) in their 

ideal manager, colleague and subordinate. Results indicated that while they valued different 

characteristics in managers, colleagues and subordinates; participating managers perceived 
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honesty and competency as being important in all three positions. The most important 

characteristics in managers included forward-looking, inspiring, intelligent and fair-minded, 

and these characteristics were also in line with the findings of Kouzes and Posner (1988).  

Being cooperative and possessing dependability and determination were rated as the most 

important characteristics of subordinates.  Personality characteristics of participants played 

little role in the ratings, but it was argued by Furnham (2002) that further research is required 

to confirm this. The question asked participants to rate an ‘ideal’ boss, colleague or 

subordinate, but this may have been interpreted in terms of ideal for most workers, which 

might not be associated with the rater’s personality.  Moreover, this study was limited by the 

utilising a list of characteristics developed by Kouzes and Posner (1988); specifically, this list 

did not make clear whether each characteristic was a personality, behaviour or value, and it is 

important that the difference between types of characteristics are understood due to 

implications for management training.   

 Workplace relationships, and the manager-subordinate relationship specifically, is one 

of several types of relationship (Cottrell, Neuberg, & Li, 2007).  Preferences for specific 

characteristics in other individuals relative to the rater’s own personality, have been 

investigated within the romantic relationships literature. Within this research area, 

preferences for others, relative to the rater’s own personality, and similarity between the rater 

and the preferred individual, are often assessed using within-subjects correlations between a 

participant’s self-rated scores on a personality inventory and their actual or ideal partner’s 

scores.   

 Using this methodology, Dijkstra and Barelds (2008) investigated the extent to which 

single individuals desired romantic partners with similar rather than complementary 

personality characteristics.  Participants rated their own and their ideal partner’s personality 

on the same inventory and were subsequently asked to choose whether they find it more 
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important that a partner complements them or resembles them.  Correlation analysis showed, 

supporting the similarity-attraction hypothesis (Byrne, 1971), that participants desired a 

partner who was similar to them on each of the five factors of personality.   However, when 

explicitly asked whether they would prefer a similar or complementary partner, almost 90% 

of participants specified that they would prefer a complementary partner.  To explain this 

contradictory finding, Dijkstra and Barelds (2008) suggested that when answering the explicit 

question, participants may have focused on characteristics other than personality, such as 

intelligence or religion; as such, the wording of this question is a key limitation. 

 Further support for individuals preferring similar others was provided by Figueredo et 

al. (2006) who examined personality preferences, as measured by the NEO-Five Factor 

Inventory (NEO-FFI) in students’ ideal romantic partner.  Correlations between self-ratings 

and ideal partner ratings were substantial and significant, indicating that individuals want 

partners who are similar to themselves on the five factors.  Results also showed that as well 

as seeking partners who were similar to themselves, participants also sought partners higher 

in Conscientiousness, Extraversion and Agreeableness, and lower in Neuroticism than 

themselves.   

 The student-lecturer relationship perhaps more closely resembles a workplace 

relationship. Furnham & Chamorro-Premuzic (2005) investigated the relationship between 

student personality and intelligence and their personality preference of their lecturers.  As 

well as completing IQ tests, 136 students completed the NEO-PI-R and rated the desirability 

of 30 characteristics on an 11-point scale designed by Furnham (2003). All characteristics 

were coded onto the Big Five taxonomy.  Overall, students preferred conscientious, 

emotionally stable and open lecturers, and students who were less intelligent, less agreeable 

and more introverted preferred agreeable lecturers.  Importantly, the similarity effect (Byrne, 

1971) was supported for Openness and Agreeableness.  Despite the coding of characteristics 
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being conducted by experts and independent judges who were presented with a synopsis of 

the descriptors, the study would have been improved if participants rated facets of the Big 

Five traits or completed self-ratings and ideal partner ratings as in the romantic partner 

preferences (e.g. Figueredo et al., 2006).   

 Chamorro-Premuzic et al. (2008) replicated the study by Furnham and Chamorro-

Premuzic (2005) with a larger and more representative sample, and used the NEO-FFI (Costa 

& McCrae, 1992) to enable facet-level investigation. Results showed that each of the 

Conscientiousness facets was rated positively while each of the Neuroticism facets was rated 

negatively.  Overall, students preferred lecturers who were emotionally stable and 

conscientious, and excluding Neuroticism, they preferred lecturers with similar personalities 

to themselves. These results were supported by Kim and MacCann (2016) who found that 

overall, students’ ideal lecturer was higher on all Big Five traits, apart from Openness, than 

the general population and higher than themselves.  In line with the findings of Furnham and 

Chamorro-Premuzic (2005) and Chamorro-Premuzic et al. (2008), the similarity-attraction 

model (Byrne, 1971) was supported for Extraversion, Agreeableness, Openness and 

Conscientiousness. 

 Individuals’ preferences for romantic partners and students’ preferences for lecturers 

are two of several types of relationships, and the results may generalise to other types of 

relationships, such as workplace relationships between managers and subordinates.  As 

Furnham (2002) demonstrated, people value different characteristics in people they work for 

and people who work for them, and these preferences may be relative to the raters’ own 

personality, in line with students’ preferences for lecturers (Chamorro-Premuzic et al., 2008; 

Furnham & Chamorro-Premuzic, 2005;  Kim &Maccann, 2016).  Katz and Khan (1966) 

commented that “anyone who has worked under a number of different bosses has become a 
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student of such personality differences; anyone who has supervised a number of subordinates 

has discovered how differently they respond to uniform tasks and supervisory behaviour” (p. 

193).  As such, it is important to foster personality awareness in managers, and accordingly 

there is a need for research on personality characteristics within the FFM of personality, that 

characterise managers’ perceptions of good managers and subordinates overall and how their 

personality affects their perceptions of those with whom they believe they would work best.   
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Abstract 

Purpose: This study explored personality traits within the Five Factor Model (FFM) of 

personality, that characterise managers’ perceptions of the personalities of their preferred 

managers and subordinates, and the extent to which managers’ own personality influenced 

their perceptions of those with whom they believe they would work best.   

Design/methodology/approach: Participating mangers (N=78) completed the Big Five 

Inventory (BFI; John et al.,1991; John et al., 2008) for themselves, their preferred manager 

and their preferred subordinate.  Participants also provided open-ended rankings of 

characteristics perceived to be important for their preferred managers and subordinates.  

Correlation analyses and t-tests were conducted, and all open-ended rankings were coded 

according to the factors and facets of the Five Factor Model of personality.   

Findings: Participants preferred managers to be more open and extraverted and less neurotic 

than subordinates, while preferring subordinates to be more conscientious than managers.  In 

addition to wanting them to be similar to themselves on each of the five factors, participants 

preferred managers and subordinates who were higher on the socially desirable five factor 

traits than themselves and lower in neuroticism.    

Originality/value: The results of this study may be beneficial for developing managers’ 

awareness of how their own and others’ personalities affect their working relationships.  

Developing this awareness in management training courses may assist managers to develop 

more positive working relationships.  The methodology utilised to assess personality 

preferences in this study is a new approach within this area of organisational research. 

Keywords: Personality, Big Five, Similarity, Perceptions, Manager, Subordinate 

Paper type: Research paper 
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Introduction 

Positive working relationships between managers and subordinates are important for both 

individuals and organisations (Dulebohn et al., 2012).  One factor that is associated with both 

organisational outcomes and interpersonal relationships within the workplace is personality 

(Deluga, 1998).  Katz and Khan (1966, p. 193) commented that ‘anyone who has worked 

under a number of different bosses has become a student of such personality differences; 

anyone who has supervised a number of subordinates has discovered how differently they 

respond to uniform tasks and supervisory behaviour’.   

 

Recently, most of the research linking personality with organisational outcomes has utilised 

the Five Factor Model of personality (FFM; Costa and McRae, 1992) as an organising 

framework.  The FFM is comprised of five broad personality traits: Openness, 

Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, Emotional Stability (also referred to as its 

opposite, Neuroticism, and each of which is comprised of six narrower facets.  Meta-analytic 

research has established that within the FFM, Conscientiousness and Emotional Stability are 

key predictors of performance across jobs (e.g. Salgado, 1997).  Indeed, in relation to 

Conscientiousness, Barrick, et al. (2001) suggested that it would be difficult to imagine a job 

where positive outcomes are associated with being careless, impulsive and low achievement-

striving. 

 

It has been proposed that Conscientiousness and Emotional stability may be regarded as 

measures of personality-trait based work motivation, such that they affect performance 

through their associated motivational mechanisms, and the relevance of the other factors is 
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dependent on job type or criteria (Barrick and Mount, 2005).  For example, Extraversion has 

been found to predict performance in jobs that require substantial interpersonal interaction, 

such as those in sales or management (Hurtz and Donovan, 2000; Mount et al., 1998; 

Salgado, 1997) and Agreeableness has been associated with teamwork (Mount et al.,1998).   

 

An issue of importance is to understand how managers may value different traits in people 

they work for versus those who work for them.  Within selection and performance appraisal 

settings, managers are familiar with specifying the qualities they seek in candidates 

(Furnham, 2002).  For example, Dunn, et al., (1995) found that in addition to General Mental 

Ability (GMA), managers perceived Conscientiousness as most important in candidates 

across job types, while other traits were perceived as important in different jobs depending on 

their ‘type’ within Holland’s (1966, 1973) Occupational Classification Typology.  In line 

with the meta-analytic studies (e.g. Barrick and Mount, 1991), Extraversion was perceived as 

being important in enterprising jobs while Openness was perceived as being important in 

both artistic and investigative type jobs.   

 

Similarly, Sartori et al., (2017), surveyed employees from five occupational groups (see 

Barrick and Mount, 1991) on which Big Five traits are important for job performance via 

three methods;  a semi-structured interview, their rating of the relative importance of each of 

the Big Five personality factors for job performance, and the completion of a Big Five 

personality questionnaire.  Results showed that overall, Conscientiousness, Extraversion and 

Emotional Stability were perceived to be most important in job performance while 

Agreeableness and Openness were perceived as least important.  However, ratings were 

affected by the method of rating; for example, when the Big Five characteristics were not 
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explicitly named, as in the interview method, Emotional Stability did not emerge as important 

for job performance but when the Big Five was investigated by assessment of the importance 

of each factor, Emotional Stability was perceived as being second-most important.  The effect 

of rater personality on these assessments was not explored.   

 

Characteristics that represent effective or emergent leaders have been studied extensively 

(e.g. Bass, 1990; Kirkpatrick and Locke, 1991).  Some of these characteristics include; drive 

(achievement, ambition, energy) and self-confidence (Kirkpatrick and Locke, 1991).  

Importantly, dimensions of the FFM are related to aspects of leadership (e.g. Judge and Bono, 

2000; Judge et al., 2002) and managerial success (e.g. Bergner et al., 2010).  For example, 

Judge and Bono (2000) found Agreeableness to be the strongest predictor of transformational 

leadership (motivational and inspirational leadership; Bass and Aviolo, 1994), and this 

finding was explained in terms of the social nature of Agreeableness aligning with the social 

context in which leadership occurs.  Extraversion has been found to be the most important 

trait of effective and emergent leadership  (Judge et al., 2002) and a predictor of performance 

(e.g. Barrick et al., 2001).  Bergner et al., (2010) suggested that it is probable that individuals 

who are dominant and outgoing are at the fore in group situations, and those who are 

ambitious and dominant are more likely to accomplish their managerial goals.  

Conscientiousness displayed the second-strongest correlation with leadership across criteria 

and settings (Judge et al., 2002) with the authors suggesting that task-oriented behaviours of 

conscientious individuals may lead to their emergence as leaders (Judge et al., 2002). 

Importantly, perceptions of important traits in leaders may be affected by raters’ implicit 

leadership theories (ILTs), which reflect the notion that individuals hold their own 
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unconscious views about the traits and abilities that characterise leaders (Lord, 1985); these 

include charisma, dedication and intelligence (Offerman et al., 1994). 

 

The manager-subordinate dyad, despite consisting of only two members, may be the most 

fundamental type of group because differences in one member are likely to have a larger 

impact on the other member than they would in a larger group (Bernerth et al., 2008).  While 

many leadership and management models and theories exist, unique insight into the manager 

subordinate relationship can be gained through Leader Member Exchange Theory (LMX; 

Graen and Scandura, 1987). LMX proposes that over time leaders develop differential 

working relationships with each of their subordinates, based on exchanges, which can range 

from low to high quality (Graen, 2003).  High-quality LMX is characterised by trust, 

reciprocal respect and loyalty (Graen and Uhl-Bien, 1995; Diensch and Linden, 1986) while 

low-quality LMX is based solely on fulfilling formal obligations such as the employment 

contract (Bauer and Green, 1996).  Notably, Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995) suggested that 

productivity will be improved if managers develop high-quality relationships with each and 

all of their subordinates rather than just a few.   

 

Accordingly, in addition to having overall preferences for traits in others, managers may also 

have relative preferences for personality traits in their own managers and subordinates based 

on their levels of the traits.  Rater personality has been found to predict performance ratings 

(Harari et al.,  2015) preferences for both managerial (e.g. Stevens et al., 2002) and 

leadership styles (e.g. Ehrhart and Klein, 2001).  According to Byrne’s (1971) similarity-

attraction model, individuals are attracted to others to whom they are similar on dimensions 

such as personality, attitudes and demographic characteristics. Within workplace 
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relationships, interpersonal similarity has been found to positively affect tangible outcomes 

such as Organisational Citizenship Behaviours (OCBs; Lai et al., 2014), job satisfaction (e.g. 

Turban and Jones, 1988), performance ratings (e.g. Pulakos and Wekley, 1982) and LMX 

quality (e.g. Bauer and Green, 1996; Bernerth et al., 2008).  Some mechanisms by which 

interpersonal similarity may lead to these positive outcomes in the workplace are through 

similarity in task interpretation style (Bauer and Green, 1996), greater behavioural 

predictability (Meglino et al.,1991), increased trust (Bauer and Green, 1996), and through a 

common system of communication (Schein, 1985).   

 

Within the organisational context, studies of manager subordinate similarity have measured 

‘actual’, or objectively measured similarity between both members of the dyad on attitudes, 

personality and demographic characteristics (Turban and Jones, 1988).  For example, 

Bernerth et al., (2008) found actual similarity between supervisor and subordinate in 

Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, Openness and Emotional Stability were positively 

associated with subordinate perception of LMX.  Likewise, similarity in positive affectivity, 

similar to Extraversion, has been positively associated with performance ratings and LMX 

quality (Bauer and Green, 1996).   

 

Acknowledging that Conscientiousness is a key factor associated with effective job 

performance (e.g. Barrick and Mount, 1991), Deluga (1998) found that supervisor 

subordinate actual similarity in Conscientiousness facilitates high quality LMX and 

productivity.  When both members are similar in conscientiousness, they both work with the 

same level of diligence towards their goals, understanding the relative importance of each 

other for achievement of their goals (Deluga, 1998). Thus, different levels of 
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conscientiousness are likely to cause dissatisfaction between managers and subordinates. 

Other studies have also measured perceived similarity, or one member of the dyad’s 

perception of similarity in those characteristics (Turban and Jones, 1988).  For example, 

Strauss et al.,(2001) found in a study of sales people, that both peer and supervisor ratings of 

perceived similarity in Agreeableness, Emotional Stability and Extraversion were associated 

with higher performance ratings. 

 

Despite the positive outcomes of interpersonal similarity, dissimilarities between individuals 

can be beneficial. Within the person-organisation fit (P-O fit) perspective, interpersonal 

dissimilarity has typically been investigated in relation to complementarity (Kristof, 1996) 

whereby characteristics of an individual, typically skills and ability, complete the 

organisational environment by adding the missing characteristics (Muchinsky and Monahan, 

1987).  For example, Leonard and Strauss (1997) suggested that it is beneficial for 

individuals with different cognitive styles to work together as it leads to more creative 

decision making, while similarities in cognitive style may stifle that creativity.  Similarly, a 

team comprised of some extraverted members has been found to be beneficial for team 

performance, but too many or too few would be detrimental; for example, if all members of 

the group sought leadership positions, conflict would likely occur (Barry and Stewart, 1997; 

Neuman et al., 1999).  Glomb and Welsh (2005) investigated whether dissimilarity on the 

dimension of ‘control’, similar to Extraversion facets of ‘dominance’ and ‘assertiveness’ on 

the FFM, would predict positive outcomes; specifically, whether differences between 

manager and subordinate (where the manager scored higher), would be related to higher 

subordinate satisfaction with manager, subordinate organisational citizenship behaviour and 

lower subordinate work withdrawal.  Results showed that when managers were higher on 

control than subordinates, subordinate satisfaction with their manager was higher.  Moreover, 
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subordinate satisfaction with manager was low when managers were lower in control than 

subordinates. 

 

While research has established associations between personality and performance (e.g. 

Barrick and Mount, 1991), positive outcomes from both interpersonal similarity (e.g. 

Bernerth et al.,2008) and dissimilarity (Glomb and Welsh, 2005), and preferences for both 

managerial (e.g. Stevens et al., 2002) and leadership styles (e.g. Ehrhart and Klein, 2001), 

studies that relate individuals’ own personality traits to those that they seek in their managers 

and subordinates are limited.  Furnham (2002) took steps towards this in a study which 

motivated the current study. Managers (N=149) completed the NEO-FFI (Costa and McCrae, 

1998) and subsequently rated 20 desirable characteristics in their ideal managers, 

subordinates and colleagues. Participants perceived honesty and competence as being 

important in all three positions, but the most important characteristics in managers included 

forward-looking, inspiring, intelligent and fair-minded; these findings were in line with those 

of Kouzes and Posner (1988).  Being cooperative and possessing dependability and 

determination were rated as the most important characteristics of subordinates.  Personality 

characteristics of participants were not strong predictors of ratings; specifically, results 

showed that less conscientious individuals valued a supportive manager, but it was argued by 

Furnham (2002) that further research is required to confirm this.  Furnham (2002) asked 

participants to rate an ‘ideal’ boss, colleague or subordinate, but this may have been 

interpreted in terms of ideal for most workers, which might not be associated with the rater’s 

personality.  Additionally, the list of characteristics, which had been developed by Kouzes 

and Posner (1988), did not specify whether each characteristic was a personality, behaviour 

or value, and it is important that the difference between types of characteristics are 

understood due to implications for management training.   
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Workplace relationships, and the manager-subordinate relationship specifically, are one of 

several types of relationship (Cottrell et al., 2007).  Other relationships include romantic 

relationships, and preferences for personality traits in other people, based on the raters’ own 

personality, have been investigated within this context (e.g. Dijkstra and Barelds, 2008).  

Within these studies, individuals’ preferences for personality traits of their partner, relative to 

the rater’s own traits, are often assessed using within-subjects correlations between an 

individual’s self-rated scores on a personality inventory and their actual or ideal partner’s 

scores. This is an approach which is not typically used within organisational research but may 

offer unique insights.  Supporting the similarity-attraction model (Byrne, 1971), several 

studies have shown that people desire partners who are similar to them on each factor within 

the FFM (Dijkstra and Barelds, 2008; Figueredo et al., 2006).  In addition to seeking partners 

who were similar to themselves, Figueredo et al., (2006) found that participants also wanted 

partners higher in Conscientiousness, Extraversion and Agreeableness, and lower in 

Neuroticism than themselves.   

 

The lecturer-student relationship perhaps more closely resembles a workplace relationship, 

and students’ preferences for lecturers’ personalities have been studied using the 

methodology employed in the romantic relationships studies.  Furnham and Chamorro-

Premuzic (2005) found that students preferred conscientious, emotionally stable and open 

lecturers, and students who were less intelligent, less agreeable and more introverted 

preferred agreeable lecturers.  Importantly, the similarity-attraction model (Byrne, 1971) was 

supported for Openness and Agreeableness.  In a larger and more representative replication of 

the study by Furnham and Chamorro-Premuzic (2005), Chamorro-Premuzic et al., (2008) 

found that students preferred lecturers who were emotionally stable and conscientious, and 
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excluding Neuroticism, they preferred lecturers with similar personalities to themselves. 

These results were supported by Kim and MacCann (2016) who also found that students’ 

ideal lecturer was higher on all socially desirable FFM traits, apart from Openness, than both 

themselves and the general population. 

 

Preferences with respect to the personality of others may generalise to other interpersonal 

relationships (Furnham and Chamorro-Premuzic, 2005).  To the author’s knowledge, to date, 

no study has investigated specific personality characteristics within the FFM of personality 

that characterise managers’ perceptions of the traits they consider characterise a personally 

preferred manager and subordinate for themselves and the extent to which their own 

personalities affect their ratings. The little role rater personality played in ratings of important 

characteristics in managers and subordinates found by Furnham (2002) requires further 

investigation and, in particular, whether personality would affect ratings of a manager or 

subordinate that the rater would personally prefer rather than  generally good. While 

exploring important characteristics and traits in leaders and employees other authors did not 

examine the effect of rater personality on their ratings (e.g. Dunn et al., 1995; Sartori et al., 

2017).  Accordingly, the current exploratory study has two major aims; first, to extend 

existing research by exploring only personality characteristics within the FFM of personality, 

that characterise managers’ perceptions of their personally preferred managers and 

subordinates.  The second aim is to explore the extent to which managers’ own personalities 

affect their ratings of the personalities of their preferred managers and subordinates; that is, 

those with whom they believe they would work best.   
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Method 

Research Participants 

Participants consisted of 78 managers with ages ranging from 18 to 65 years and over (41% 

were aged between 35 and 44).  There were 35 males and 43 females.  Graduates of the 

Executive Education program at the University of Adelaide comprised 19.2% of the 

participants and the remainder were obtained through snowball sampling.  Specifically, 

participants were able to share the survey with other individuals who met the criteria.  At the 

time of completing the survey, 15.4% of all participants were employed in a junior 

management position, 59% in a middle management position, and 24% in a senior 

management position.  Participants represented a range of industries which were coded 

according to the Australian and New Zealand Standard Industrial Classification (ANZSIC; 

ABS, 2006); 20.5% of participants were employed in professional occupations, 15.4% in the 

financial industry, 11.5% in the education industry, 10.3% in the health industry, 9% each in 

the retail industry and public sector, 7.7% in the agriculture industry, 5.1% in the 

administrative industry, 2.6% each in accommodation and other industries, and the remaining 

6.5% were employed in the mining, manufacturing, electricity, wholesale and transport 

industries.   

 

Measures 

Participant Personality 

The participants’ self-reported personality was measured via the 44-item Big Five Inventory 

(BFI; John et al.,1991; John et al., 2008).  Sample items are: ‘I see myself as someone who’: 

‘is talkative’ (Extraversion), ‘tends to find fault with others’ (Agreeableness), ‘Does things 
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efficiently’ (Conscientiousness), ‘Gets nervous easily’ (Neuroticism), and ‘Likes to reflect, 

play with ideas’ (Openness).  Items were scored on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (disagree 

strongly) to 5 (agree strongly).  Total scores for each of the five domains were computed by 

averaging the item scores for each domain. The BFI was considered to be an appropriate 

measure of personality for the current study as it can be completed in approximately five 

minutes and it has good psychometric properties.  Specifically, the validity of the BFI has 

been confirmed in relation to the NEO-FFI by John and Srivastava (1999), and it has been 

used in several studies to measure the broad Big Five personality traits (e.g. Ryan and Xenos, 

2011).  Agreeableness and Conscientiousness were measured with nine items (α = 0.77 and   

α = 0.79 respectively), Extraversion and Neuroticism were measured with eight items (α = 

0.87 and α = 0.83 respectively), and Openness to Experience was measured with ten items (α 

= 0.79). 

 

Preferred Manager and Subordinate Personality 

Participants’ preferred managers’ and subordinates’ personality traits were measured via 

modified versions of the BFI where participants responded as they believe their preferred 

manager  or subordinate would respond.  For example, a sample item for their preferred 

manager was: ‘I see the manager who would get the best out of me (in performance and job 

satisfaction) as someone who’ and a sample item for their preferred subordinate was: ‘I see 

the subordinate who I would get the best out of (in performance and job satisfaction) as 

someone who’.  No other changes were made to the original inventory.  Items were scored on 

the same five-point scale.  Internal consistency reliabilities, which were satisfactory, ranging 

from .68 to .85 for preferred manager, and .70 to .87 for preferred subordinate, are reported in 

table 1. 
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Ranking of Important Personality characteristics in Managers and Subordinates 

Participants were asked to provide their rankings of five important personality characteristics 

in managers and subordinates in order of importance.  These questions allowed for rankings 

to be obtained without being prompted.  They were given the following instructions: 

‘Assuming competence, in order for a manger to get the best out of me (in performance and 

job satisfaction), the most important personality characteristics of the manager would be:  

Please provide up to 5 personality characteristics in order of importance’ and ‘In order for me 

to get the most out of the subordinate whom I manage (in performance and job satisfaction), 

the most important personality characteristics of the subordinate would be (again, assuming 

competence).  Please provide up to 5 personality characteristics in order of importance’.  

Rankings of personality characteristics perceived to be important in managers and 

subordinates are reported in tables 6 and 7. 

 

Procedure 

Past Executive Education students at the University of Adelaide and participants obtained 

through snowball sampling methods detailed previously were emailed an invitation and link 

to complete the online questionnaire which was hosted by third-party website 

SurveyMonkey.   

 

Participants were required to be over 18 years of age, to have managed staff and to have been 

managed themselves.  Informed consent was obtained for all participants; participants were 

informed that their participation was voluntary, that they could withdraw from the study at 

any time, and that their data was confidential with only group data being reported.   
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In total, 106 participants were obtained. After excluding 28 participants who did not complete 

the survey or did not meet the inclusion criteria, data were available for 78 participants. 

Participants were given the option to receive feedback on the BFI and to enter the draw to 

win one of two gift cards. The Human Research Ethics committee at the University of 

Adelaide approved the protocol.   

 

Statistical Analysis 

All statistical analyses were undertaken using SPSS Statistics version 25.  To account for the 

violation of the assumption of normality, a bootstrapping procedure with 1000 iterations to 

generate bias corrected and accelerated (BCa) 95% confidence intervals were used for all 

statistical analyses (Wright et al., 2011).  All open-ended responses were coded according to 

the Big Five factors and facets utilising the adjective check list provided in the NEO-PI-R 

manual (Costa and McCrae,1991, p. 49) by the author and independently checked for 

consistency by a second rater with the few discrepancies resolved through discussion.   
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Results 

Descriptive statistics and reliability 

Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics and internal consistency reliability for the 

participants’ self-ratings of personality, their preferred manager, and their preferred 

subordinate.   

 

(Insert Table 1 here) 

 

Comparisons between self-ratings and preferred manager ratings 

Paired samples t-tests with bootstrapping were conducted to determine whether participants’ 

ratings of important personality traits in their preferred managers were significantly different 

to their own self-ratings on that trait. The results of the paired samples t-tests are shown in 

table 2. On average, participants preferred managers who were more Open, Conscientious, 

Extraverted and Agreeable than themselves, and less Neurotic than themselves.   The largest 

effect sizes were for Neuroticism (d=1.41), Conscientiousness (d=.84) and Agreeableness 

(d=.82). 

 

 

(Insert Table 2 here) 
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Comparisons between self-ratings and preferred subordinate ratings 

Paired samples t-tests with bootstrapping were conducted to determine whether participants’ 

ratings of important personality traits in their preferred subordinates were significantly 

different to their own self-ratings on that trait. The results of the paired samples t-tests are 

shown in table 3.  On average, participants preferred subordinates who were more 

Conscientious, more Agreeable and less Neurotic than themselves.  Results for Openness and 

Extraversion were not significant for preferred subordinates. 

 

In sum, these results suggest that overall, participants prefer their managers to be more Open, 

Conscientious, Extraverted and Agreeable than themselves, while preferring their 

subordinates to be more Conscientious and Agreeable than themselves.  Participants prefer 

both their subordinates and managers to be less neurotic than themselves.   

 

 

(Insert Table 3 here) 

 

 

Comparisons between preferred manager ratings and preferred subordinate ratings 

Paired samples t-tests with bootstrapping were conducted to determine whether ratings for 

preferred managers were significantly different to ratings for preferred subordinates.  The 

results of the paired samples t-tests are shown in table 4.  On average, participants preferred 

managers to be more Open and Extraverted, and less Neurotic than subordinates.  On the 

other hand, participants preferred subordinates to be more Conscientious than managers. 

Results for Agreeableness were not significant. 
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(Insert Table 4 here) 

 

 

Participants’ Personality Correlates of their preferred Managers and Subordinates’ 

Personality Traits 

Bivariate correlations were conducted to examine the relationship between participants’ 

personality and their preferences for their managers’ and subordinates’ personalities.  In 

studies of ideal partner preferences, to investigate similarity between self-ratings and ideal 

partner ratings, Liu et al., (2018) followed the suggestion of Rogers et al., (2018, p. 115) that 

‘simple between-person correlations are a straightforward approach to assess questions of 

correspondence for single attributes’.  Pearson’s r correlation coefficients and bias corrected 

and accelerated bootstrap 95% CIs are reported in brackets in table 5.  There were several 

significant correlations between participants’ personality and their preferred managers’ 

personality.  Specifically, participants’ Openness scores were significantly and positively 

correlated with the openness scores of their preferred managers.  Participants’ 

Conscientiousness scores were significantly and positively correlated with the openness, 

conscientiousness, extraversion and agreeableness scores of their preferred managers.  

Participants’ Extraversion scores were significantly and positively correlated with the 

extraversion scores of their preferred managers.  Participants’ Agreeableness scores were 

significantly and positively correlated with the conscientiousness, extraversion and 

agreeableness scores of their preferred managers, and significantly negatively correlated with 
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the neuroticism scores of their preferred managers.  Participants’ Neuroticism scores were 

significant positively correlated with the neuroticism scores of their preferred managers.   

 

Regarding preferred subordinates, participants’ Openness scores were significantly and 

positively correlated with the openness scores of their preferred subordinates.  Participants’ 

Conscientiousness scores were significantly and positively correlated with the 

conscientiousness and agreeableness scores of their preferred subordinates, and significantly 

negatively correlated with the neuroticism scores of their preferred subordinates.  

Participants’ Extraversion scores were significantly positively correlated with the 

extraversion scores of their preferred subordinates.  Participants’ Agreeableness scores were 

significantly positively correlated with the conscientiousness, extraversion and agreeableness 

scores of their preferred subordinates, and significantly negatively correlated with the 

neuroticism scores of their preferred subordinates.  Participants’ Neuroticism scores were 

significantly negatively correlated with the extraversion scores of their preferred subordinates 

and significantly positively correlated with the neuroticism scores of their preferred 

subordinates.   

 

In sum, these results suggest that managers prefer their managers and subordinates to be 

similar to themselves on all of the five personality traits except for neuroticism.  For example, 

the more Open, the manager is, the more open they prefer both their managers and 

subordinates to be, and likewise for the other traits except neuroticism where, for example, 

the more conscientious they are, the less neurotic the prefer their managers and subordinates 

to be.    
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(Insert Table 5 here) 

  

 

 

 

Open-Ended Rankings of Important Personality Traits in Managers and Subordinates 

Tables 6 and 7 show the frequencies of choice for each of the Big Five factors and their 

position in terms of perceived importance in managers (table 6) and subordinates (table 7). 

Two factors are important to note in this analysis.  Firstly, Neuroticism-related characteristics 

were analysed according to its inverse, Emotional stability, as participants ranked positive 

characteristics only.  Secondly, ‘Honesty’ was coded under the Straightforwardness facet of 

Agreeableness.  Ashton and Lee (2005) suggested that the Straightforwardness and Modesty 

facets of Agreeableness can together provide a close approximation to the Honesty-Humility 

domain of the HEXACO-PI. ‘Straightforwardness’ was chosen for the current study due to its 

stronger correlation with Honesty-Humility (r=.55 compared to r=.42 for Modesty).  

 

Open-ended rankings of important personality traits in managers are shown in table 6.  As 

shown in table 6, participants perceived Agreeableness as the most important trait in 

managers. Agreeableness was ranked in first position 39 times and in second position 29 

times.  Importantly, these rankings were driven by the facet of ‘trust’, which emerged 19 

times as the most important trait and 9 times in second position.  Conscientiousness emerged 

as the second most important trait in managers, and again these rankings were driven by the 
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facet of ‘competence’.  Extraversion was perceived to be the third most important factor in 

managers and rankings were driven by the facets of ‘warmth’ and ‘assertiveness’ which were 

mentioned 20 times each.  Openness and Neuroticism (Emotional Stability) were perceived to 

be slightly less important in managers, being mentioned 26 and 13 times respectively.  

‘Leadership’ emerged as important in managers 10 times but was excluded as it could not be 

accurately categorised according to the facets of the FFM. 

 

 

(Insert Table 6 here) 

 

 

As shown in table 7, participants perceived Conscientiousness as the most important trait in 

subordinates, being mentioned 125 times overall.  The facet of ‘dutifulness’ was mentioned 

43 times overall. Second-most important in subordinates was Agreeableness, and ‘trust’ was 

the most important facet.  As with managers, Openness and Neuroticism (Emotional 

Stability) were perceived as of lower importance in subordinates. 

 

In sum, these results suggest that, participants perceive Agreeableness as the most important 

trait in managers followed by Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Openness and Neuroticism 

(Emotional Stability).  In subordinates, Conscientiousness was ranked as being most 

important followed by Agreeableness, then Extraversion, Openness and Neuroticism 

(Emotional Stability). 
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(Insert Table 7 here) 

 

 

 

Discussion 

The current study was motivated by a study by Furnham (2002) which investigated whether 

managers valued desirable characteristics differently in managers, colleagues and 

subordinates, and in which the list of characteristics utilised was developed by Kouzes and 

Posner (1988) and did not differentiate between personality, ability and value characteristics.  

By investigating only personality traits and utilising the widely accepted Five Factor Model 

of personality as an organising framework, the present study enabled direct comparisons to be 

made with prior studies linking personality to organisational outcomes (e.g. Barrick and 

Mount, 1991).  The methodology utilised in the current study; specifically, having 

participants rate their personality and that of their preferred manager and subordinate on the 

same personality inventory is common in the romantic partner preference research (e.g. 

Dijkstra and Barelds, 2008), but is a novel approach within this area of organisational 

research.     

 

Participants rated the traits in the same order of importance for both managers and 

subordinates; Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, Openness, Extraversion, Neuroticism.  In 

the open-ended questions, however, there were some differences in ranking order; 

specifically, participants ranked personality characteristics which were subsequently 

classified in terms of Agreeableness as the most important trait in their preferred managers 

followed by those classified as Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Openness and Neuroticism 
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(Emotional Stability).  In their preferred subordinates, characteristics classified in terms of 

Conscientiousness were still perceived as being most important followed by those classified 

in terms of Agreeableness, then Extraversion, Openness and Neuroticism (Emotional 

Stability). 

 

In a study relating the Big Five personality factors to transformational leadership behaviour, 

Agreeableness was the strongest predictor, and Judge and Bono (2000, p. 761) suggested that 

‘if subordinates were asked to evaluate the desired traits in a leader, it seems plausible that 

Agreeableness might emerge as the most important trait’. The open-ended rankings in the 

current study support this.  Importantly, in the open-ended questions, the rankings for 

Agreeableness were driven by being trusting and straightforward.  Honesty was coded under 

the facet of Straightforwardness and has been established as being perceived as important in 

all positions, including managers (Furnham, 2002).  As work is becoming increasingly team-

based (Aronson et al., 2014), it is not surprising that the sympathetic and cooperative nature 

of agreeable individuals (Costa and McCrae, 1992) is desired in both managers and 

subordinates, considering that such individuals are likely to be motivated to get along with 

others in their teams (Barrick et al., 2002), and be engaged in organisational citizenship 

behaviours (e.g. Chiaburu et al., 2011). 

 

While the order of participants’ rankings of important traits in managers and subordinates 

were largely comparable, the comparisons between the traits in preferred managers provided 

more insight.  Results indicate that participants prefer managers to be significantly more open 

and extraverted and less neurotic than subordinates. The results for Openness align with those 
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of Furnham (2002) who found that forward looking and intelligent are among the most 

desired characteristics in managers, and these characteristics align with Openness.   

 

Similarly, the finding that Extraversion is perceived as more important in preferred managers 

than subordinates aligns with meta-analytic studies demonstrating Extraversion to predict 

emergence into leadership positions (Judge et al., 2002) and performance in jobs that require 

substantial interpersonal interaction, including management jobs (Hurtz and Donovan, 2000; 

Mount et al., 1998; Salgado, 1997).  Considering the social context in which management 

occurs and acknowledging key managerial competencies such as networking and presenting, 

being outgoing and assertive is likely to be beneficial.  Importantly, these findings may be 

also explained by participants’ implicit leadership theories whereby they implicitly expect 

their leaders to display hallmarks of Extraversion, such as dominance and assertiveness (Lord 

et al., 1984).     

 

Neuroticism was the least desired trait in both managers and subordinates, which is not 

surprising, as being anxious and insecure is unlikely to be associated with performance in any 

job (Barrick et al.,2001).  Participants preferring that managers are less neurotic than 

subordinates can be explained in relation to the finding of Hogan et al., (1994) that neurotic 

individuals may not be likely to be perceived as leaders.  Additionally, as neurotic individuals 

are likely to be easily irritated by others (McCrae and Costa, 1987), they may engage in 

hostile exchanges with their subordinates, thereby facilitating a poor relationship quality.  
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Participants preferred their subordinates to be significantly more conscientious than their 

managers.  It is apparent that the diligent qualities of Conscientiousness appeal to managers 

who seek dedicated and hardworking subordinates.  This finding aligns with extensive 

evidence that Conscientiousness is the strongest predictor of work performance (e.g. Barrick 

et al., 1991).  Another consideration for Conscientiousness being desired more in 

subordinates, is that for all its many benefits, managers who have high levels of the trait may 

be perceived as micromanagers, supervising those whom they manage too closely (House et 

al.,1991) and being unreasonably critical of their work (Hogan and Hogan, 2001). 

 

The method by which participants rated or ranked perceptions of important personality 

characteristics in their preferred managers and subordinates affected their responses.  

Specifically, the order of Agreeableness and Conscientiousness changed according to the 

method of assessment for both preferred managers and preferred subordinates.  The method 

of rating affecting responses is in line with findings by Sartori et al. (2017) who found that 

different traits were perceived as more or less important in job performance depending on the 

assessment method.  It is interesting that characteristics related to Emotional Stability did not 

emerge more frequently in the open-ended questions; however, Barrick and Mount (1991) 

suggested as one explanation for their low rankings with respect to the trait, that if individuals 

are extremely neurotic, they may be unlikely to be in the workforce at all, so at least a 

moderate level of emotional stability is assumed.  

 

Examining the relative preferences of participants for their preferred managers and 

subordinates, the strong correlations between participants’ own personality and their 

preferred managers and subordinates strongly support the similarity-attraction model (Byrne, 
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1971), indicating that participants prefer both managers and subordinates with similar 

personalities to themselves. Specifically, participants’ self-ratings on each of the five traits 

were significantly and positively correlated with their preferred manager and subordinates on 

all traits including level of neuroticism.  These findings are aligned with previous studies on 

romantic partner preferences (e.g. Dijkstra and Barelds, 2008; Figueredo et al., 2006; Liu et 

al., 2018). 

 

The lecturer student relationship more closely resembles that of managers and subordinates 

and the findings of the current study largely support those of students’ preferences for the 

personality traits of lecturers (Chamorro-Premuzic et al., 2008; Furnham and Chamorro-

Premuzic, 2005; Kim and MacCann, 2016) which found that student self-ratings on the Big 

Five personality dimensions were significantly correlated with those of their preferred 

lecturers except for Neuroticism and Openness (Kim and MacCann, 2016).   

 

Correlations between participant Neuroticism and both preferred manager and subordinate 

Neuroticism were significant, positive and substantial.  Thus, people prefer to work with 

others who have a similar level of neuroticism to themselves, even though, intuitively, it 

might be expected that two emotionally stable individuals would work well together, but two 

similarly neurotic individuals would not.  However, in agreement with the present results, 

Barrick et al. (1998) found that one neurotic team member can lower overall group cohesion, 

and likewise, Bernerth et al. (2008) found that differing levels of Emotional Stability between 

managers and subordinates inhibits the development of high quality LMX.  
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Participants preferring both managers and subordinates who are similar to themselves in 

Conscientiousness aligns with Deluga’s finding that supervisor subordinate similarity in 

Conscientiousness facilitates productivity and high quality LMX , that is, when both 

members are similar in conscientiousness, they will both work with a similar level of 

diligence towards their goals, understanding the relative importance of each other for 

achievement of their goals (Deluga, 1998).  If managers are conscientious and hold 

themselves to high standards, they are likely to expect the same level of diligence in others 

and are likely to become frustrated if their work partner does not meet comparable standards.  

Similarly, participants preferring managers and subordinates similar to themselves on 

Extraversion may be due to their similar levels of extraverted activity in communication.  

Likewise, participants prefer both managers and subordinates who are similar to themselves 

on Agreeableness.  If one disagreeable member of a team can negatively affect team 

performance and cohesion (Barrick et al., 1998), differences between a manager and their 

manager or subordinate in Agreeableness are likely to be more pronounced due to the nature 

of the relationship and the smaller group size.  Similarly, for Openness it is plausible that 

open individuals prefer to be intellectually challenged by similarly open managers and 

subordinates. 

 

In addition to preferring managers and subordinates who are similar to themselves in terms of 

personality, participants also preferred managers to be more open, conscientious, extraverted 

and agreeable, and less neurotic than themselves.  Similarly, participants preferred 

subordinates to be more conscientious, more agreeable, and less neurotic than themselves.  

This pattern has been termed ‘aspirational assortative preference’ in the romantic partner 

preference studies (Liu et al, 2018) and has also emerged in students’ preferences for 
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lecturers’ personalities (Kim and MacCann, 2016). However, this finding warrants more 

research within organisational research, specifically utilising a personality inventory that 

enables facet-level investigation which can determine whether some facets of a trait correlate 

more highly than others, or whether the reason that a trait does not correlate highly is due to 

some of its facets correlating in opposite directions and thus cancelling out their effects. 

   

The current study is not without limitations and these could be addressed in future research.  

Firstly, the most obvious limitation is the relatively small sample size of 78 participants; the 

results obtained may therefore not be generalisable.  Another limitation is the use of the Big 

Five Inventory (BFI; John et al., Kentle, 1991; John et al., 2008).  This measure was chosen 

due to time constraints necessitating a brief and applicable measure of the Big Five 

personality characteristics, as each participant was required to complete personality ratings on 

three different targets.  However, a limitation of the BFI, and accordingly, the current study is 

that the BFI does not enable facet-level investigation.  As discussed previously, the rankings 

of importance of the facet level characteristics in the open-ended questions related differently 

with participants’ perceptions of a preferred manager or subordinate which indicates that it is 

plausible that some people seek different facets of each FFM factor.  To address this 

limitation, a recommendation for future research would be to utilise a personality 

questionnaire such as the NEO-PI-R (Costa and McCrae, 1992) that enables facet-level 

investigation.  However, this would significantly increase the length of the survey.  

Accordingly, this might require preferred managers and subordinates to be investigated in 

two separate studies.     
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Another limitation relates to the interpretation of the questions asked of participants. In this 

study, they were asked about the personalities of their personally preferred manager or 

subordinate as opposed to their ‘ideal’ or ‘good’ manager or subordinate which could be 

interpreted to mean ideal or good for most workers and thus may be less likely to correlate 

with the rater’s personality. Further studies comparing these personal and impersonal types of 

questions would be needed to investigate this issue. It is also possible that in answering the 

question in this study: ‘I see the manager/subordinate who would get the best out of me (in 

performance and job satisfaction) as someone who…..’, participants may have focused on 

either performance or job satisfaction when responding, and accordingly, the traits required to 

satisfy one condition may not be required for the other.  Future research could explore these 

two work aspects separately, since it is plausible that a manager might admit they were 

productive under particular manager but did not like their driving style of management, 

whereas they might also admit that they really enjoyed working with another manager but did 

not achieve much. 

 

Despite there being differences in the rankings of important traits in managers and 

subordinates in the open-ended questions, ratings obtained from the personality inventories 

were generally very similar.  This could be due to participants completing three identical 

personality inventories consecutively.  To overcome this limitation, future research could 

follow the approach of Liu et al. (2018) and add a short filler questionnaire that is not related 

to the study, between each personality inventory so that participants do not see three almost 

identical questionnaires consecutively.  As a result of this limitation, the results should be 

interpreted with caution until replicated using an approach like that of Liu et al. (2018). 
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The current study provides evidence that managers have specific preferences for broad 

personality traits in their managers and subordinates.  Additionally, the results show that 

participants prefer managers and subordinates who are similar to, but higher on all 

(managers) or some (subordinates) of the socially desirable traits than themselves.  However, 

with research indicating that diversity in the workplace can lead to positive outcomes such as 

increased innovation (Østergaard et al., 2011), diversity initiatives are becoming a strategic 

business priority (Kalman & Frost, 2016).  As such, throughout managers’ careers, it is 

inevitable that they will be required to form productive working relationships with 

individuals who have dissimilar personalities to themselves.  Accordingly, it is important to 

foster personality awareness in managers, particularly in management training courses, so 

that they are aware of how their own personality traits may affect their behaviour and 

preferences.  

 

Developing managers’ self-awareness not only enhances their performance but is also a key 

characteristic of effective leadership (Konger and Benjamin, 1999).  These results could 

contribute to the development of personality awareness initiatives in the workplace firstly by 

providing managers with an understanding of their own personality traits and associated 

strengths and weaknesses.  By acknowledging that the current results demonstrate that 

managers prefer to work with similar others, managers may learn to develop stronger 

working relationships with individuals who are dissimilar if they are aware of their relative 

strengths as well as weaknesses.  For example, if a manager is extraverted and they become 

aware that one of their subordinates is introverted, this awareness may assist them to change 

their interaction style; for example, sending an email arranging a face to face meeting if that 

form of communication enables a more positive outcome to be achieved.  The Myers Briggs 
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Type Indicator (MBTI; Myers and McCaulley, 1985) is commonly used to identify different 

strengths and weaknesses in different personalities to facilitate these types of interactions and 

interventions, especially for the purpose of team-building.  However, considering the cautions 

against its use for various reasons, including its overly simplistic account of personality (e.g. 

Pittenger, 2005), a personality awareness program based on the FFM may be more 

appropriate to enable managers to develop a more nuanced understanding of their own, and 

others’ personalities and their associated strengths and weaknesses.      

 

In conclusion, the results of this study demonstrate that managers value personality traits 

slightly differently in their preferred managers and subordinates.   While supporting the 

similarity-attraction model (Byrne, 1971) for all traits within the FFM, the results also show 

that managers prefer their managers to be higher in Openness, Conscientiousness, 

Extraversion, Agreeableness and lower in Neuroticism than themselves and their  

subordinates to be higher in both Conscientiousness and Agreeableness and lower in 

Neuroticism than themselves.  The methodology utilised to assess personality preferences is a 

new approach within this area of organisational research, and replications of the study 

addressing the identified limitations are needed.  These results may be beneficial, particularly 

in management training programs, for developing managers’ awareness of their own 

personalities and its influence on their preferences for whom they believe they would work 

with best.  Likewise, recognising the strengths and weaknesses associated with different 

personalities may assist them to develop more positive working relationships with managers 

and subordinates who may have similar or dissimilar personalities.   
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Appendix 1 – Table 1 

 

Table 1 

                 
Descriptive statistics and reliabilities for participants’ self-reported personality, preferred manager personality, and preferred 

subordinate personality (N=78) 

 

 

Self-reported 

 

Preferred Manager 

 

Preferred Subordinate 

 

          

 

          

 

          

  Min Max M SD α   Min Max M SD α   Min Max M SD α 

Openness 2.00 5.00 3.65 0.62 0.79 

 

3.00 4.90 3.83 0.43 0.76 

 

2.80 4.80 3.67 0.39 0.75 

Conscientiousness 2.56 4.89 4.08 0.54 0.79 

 

3.00 5.00 4.50 0.46 0.85 

 

3.00 5.00 4.58 0.42 0.86 

Extraversion 1.25 5.00 3.52 0.84 0.87 

 

2.88 4.88 3.82 0.44 0.68 

 

2.63 5.00 3.56 0.43 0.70 

Agreeableness 2.44 5.00 4.04 0.56 0.77 

 

3.00 5.00 4.45 0.44 0.76 

 

3.00 5.00 4.44 0.47 0.87 

Neuroticism 1.00 4.13 2.43 0.75 0.83   1.00 3.00 1.56 0.46 0.81   1.00 3.00 1.83 0.55 0.87 
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Appendix 2– Table 2 

 

Table 2 

Differences between self-ratings and preferred manager ratings on each of the Big Five factors (N=78) 

Big Five Factor Target M SE Md CI t (df) d 

Openness 
Self 3.65 .07 

-.19 [-.31, -.07] -2.70 (77)* .33 
Preferred Manager 3.83 .05 

Conscientiousness 
Self 4.08 .06 

-.42  [-.52, -.32] -8.14 (77)** .84 
Preferred Manager 4.50 .05 

Extraversion 
Self 3.52 .09 

-.30 [-.46, -.14] -3.80 (77)** .46 
Preferred Manager 3.82 .05 

Agreeableness 
Self 4.04 .06 

-.40 [-.52, -.28] -7.19 (77)** .82 
Preferred Manager 4.45 .05 

Neuroticism 
Self 2.43 .08 

.88 [.71, 1.05] 11.18 (77)** 1.41 
Preferred Manager 1.56 .05 

Md (mean difference), CI (Bias corrected and accelerated 95% confidence intervals), d (Cohen’s d) 

*p <.05 

**p<.001 
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Appendix 3 – Table 3 

 

 

Table 3. 

Differences between self-ratings and preferred subordinate ratings on each of the Big Five factors (N=78) 

Big Five Factor Target M SE Md CI t(df) d 

Openness 
Self 3.65 .07 

-.02 [-.12, .08] -.38 (77) .06 
Preferred Subordinate 3.67 .04 

Conscientiousness 
Self 4.08 .06 

-.50 [-.61, -.40] -9.71 (77)** 1.01 
Preferred Subordinate 4.58 .05 

Extraversion 
Self 3.52 .09 

-.04 [-.20, .10] -.51 (77) .07 
Preferred Subordinate 3.56 .05 

Agreeableness 
Self 4.04 .06 

-.40 [-.51, -.28] -6.8 (77)** .76 
Preferred Subordinate 4.44 .05 

Neuroticism 
Self 2.43 .08 

.61 [.42, .80] 6.74 (77)** .91 
Preferred Subordinate 1.83 .06 

Md (mean difference), CI (Bias corrected and accelerated 95% confidence intervals), d (Cohen’s d) 

*p <.05 

**p<.001 
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Appendix 4– Table 4 

 

Table 4. 

Differences between preferred manager ratings and preferred subordinate ratings on each of the Big Five factors (N=78) 

Big Five Factor Target M SE Md CI t(df) d 

Openness 

Preferred Manager 3.83 .05 

.17 [.09, .24] 4.00 (77)** .39 

Preferred Subordinate 3.67 .04 

Conscientiousness 

Preferred Manager 4.50 .05 

-.08  [-.14, -.02]  -2.59 (77)* .16 

Preferred Subordinate 4.58 .05 

Extraversion 

Preferred Manager 3.82 .05 

.26 [.17, .36] 5.39 (77)** .60 

Preferred Subordinate 3.56 .05 

Agreeableness 

Preferred Manager 4.45 .05 

.004 [-.06, .07] .112 (77) .008 

Preferred Subordinate 4.44 .05 

Neuroticism 

Preferred Manager 1.56 .05 

-.27 [-.36, -.18],  -5.86 (77)** .53 

Preferred Subordinate 1.83 .06 

Md (mean difference), CI (Bias corrected and accelerated 95% confidence intervals), d (Cohen’s d) 

*p <.05 

**p<.001 
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Appendix 5 – Table 5 

 

Table 5. 

Correlations between participants’ personality and personalities of preferred managers and 

subordinates 

    Participant Big Five Traits 

    O C E A N 

Preferred Manager 

O 
.354** 

[ 124, 547] 

.389** 

[ 186, 587] 

.078 

[- 213, .380] 

.244 

[.020, .440] 

-.140 

[- 345, .056] 

C 
-.002 

[-.260, .243] 

.604** 

[.416, .742] 

.203 

[-.030, .438] 

.365** 

[.114, .568] 

-.196 

[- 381, .005] 

E 
.031 

[-.246, .320] 

.255* 

[.029, .465] 

.539** 

[.305, .716] 

.227* 

[.029, .429] 

-.127 

[- 356, .084] 

A 
.114 

[-.084, .328] 

.296** 

[.022, 525] 

.073 

[- 147, .277] 

.537** 

[.312, .725] 

-.085 

[- 282, 130] 

N 
-.051 

[-.269, .161] 

-.479** 

[-.618, -.310] 

-.154 

[- 369, .078] 

-.351** 

[-.554, -.130] 

.424** 

[.210, .594] 

       

Preferred Subordinate 

O 
.540** 

[334, .687] 

.176 

[-.070, .405] 

-.020 

[- 305, .274] 

.183 

[-.017, .379] 

-.057 

[- 288, 148] 

C 
.094 

[-.090, .265] 

.586** 

[.418, .705] 

.159 

[-.075, .376] 

.309** 

[.054, .542] 

-.101 

[- 313, 104] 

E 
.055 

[-.160, .262] 

.188 

[-.012, .356] 

.505** 

[.340, .626] 

.240* 

[.006, .456] 

-.261* 

[-.477, -.022] 

A 
.126 

[-.052, .306] 

.325** 

[.040, 558] 

.105 

[- 157, .335] 

.515** 

[.279, .719] 

-.076 

[- 279, 133] 

N 
-.101 

[-.304, .095] 

-.394** 

[- 575, -.183] 

-.010 

[- 263, .231] 

-323** 

[-.511, .281] 

.281* 

[.042, .494] 

Note  O = Openness, C = Conscientiousness, E = Extraversion, A = Agreeableness, N = Neuroticism 

Bias corrected and accelerated bootstrap 95% Confidence Intervals reported in square brackets 
 

*p <.05       

**p <.001       
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Appendix 6– Table 6 

Table 6 

Frequency and Ranking of factors and facets of the Big Five Personality Traits in Preferred Managers 

 Position 

  1 2 3 4 5 Total 

Openness 1 8 5 8 4 26 

Fantasy - - - - - - 

Aesthetics - - - 1 1 2 

Feelings - - 1 - - 1 

Actions - 2 2 1 - 5 

Ideas 1 6 2 6 3 18 

Values - - - - - - 

       
Conscientiousness 17 16 20 15 15 83 

Competence 6 7 5 5 5 28 

Order 5 3 4 3 2 17 

Dutifulness 2 5 5 1 1 14 

Achievement Striving 2 1 5 4 3 15 

Self-Discipline 2 - - 2 3 7 

Deliberation - - 1 - 1 2 

       

Extraversion 10 14 19 14 14 71 

Warmth 4 1 4 5 6 20 

Gregariousness 2 - 1 1 - 4 

Assertiveness 1 4 9 3 3 20 

Activity 1 5 2 2 2 12 

Excitement-Seeking - - - 1 - 1 

Positive Emotions 2 4 3 2 3 14 

       
Agreeableness 39 29 20 27 19 134 

Trust 19 9 7 4 4 43 

Straightforwardness 6 5 3 3 4 21 

Altruism 6 5 2 7 2 22 

Compliance 1 1 1 2 1 6 

Modesty - - 1 - 2 3 

Tender-Mindedness 7 9 6 11 6 39 

       
Neuroticism 3 1 6 - 3 13 

Anxiety 1 - 1 - 2 4 

Angry Hostility 1 1 4 - - 6 

Depression - - - - - - 

Self-Consciousness - - - - - - 

Impulsiveness 1 - 1 - 1 3 

Vulnerability - - - - - - 
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Appendix 7 – Table 7 

Table 7 

Frequency and Ranking of factors and facets of the Big Five Personality Traits in Preferred 

Subordinates 

 Position 

  1 2 3 4 5 Total 

Openness 9 5 11 9 4 38 

Fantasy - - 1 1 - 2 

Aesthetics - - - - - - 

Feelings - - - - - - 

Actions - - 2 1 1 4 

Ideas 9 5 8 7 3 32 

Values - - - - - - 

       
Conscientiousness 28 23 26 30 18 125 

Competence 5 6 4 8 7 30 

Order 6 - 6 5 1 18 

Dutifulness 8 8 10 12 5 43 

Achievement Striving 7 8 4 2 5 26 

Self-Discipline 2 1 2 2 - 7 

Deliberation - - - 1 - 1 

       
Extraversion 9 17 12 13 16 67 

Warmth 1 1 5 2 4 13 

Gregariousness - 2 - - 1 3 

Assertiveness 4 4 - 5 2 15 

Activity 4 8 3 6 6 27 

Excitement-Seeking - - - - 1 1 

Positive Emotions - 2 4 - 2 8 

       
Agreeableness 27 27 19 10 16 99 

Trust 9 8 5 3 3 28 

Straightforwardness 9 7 2 3 1 22 

Altruism - 3 2 1 4 10 

Compliance 5 4 3 1 6 19 

Modesty - - 2 1 - 3 

Tender-Mindedness 4 5 5 1 2 17 

       
Neuroticism 2 3 5 3 3 16 

Anxiety - 1 2 1 3 7 

Angry Hostility 2 - 3 1 - 6 

Depression - -  - - - 

Self-Consciousness - -  - - - 

Impulsiveness - - - - - - 

Vulnerability - 2 - 1 - 3 
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Appendix 8 - Big Five Inventory 

 

 

How I am in general 
 

Here are a number of characteristics that may or may not apply to you.  For example, do you agree that you are 

someone who likes to spend time with others?  Please write a number next to each statement to indicate the extent to 

which you agree or disagree with that statement. 

 

 
1 

Disagree 

Strongly 

2 

Disagree 

a little 

3 

Neither agree 

nor disagree 

4 

Agree 

a little 

5 

Agree 

strongly 

 

I am someone who… 
 

1. _____  Is talkative 

 

2. _____  Tends to find fault with others 

 

3. _____  Does a thorough job 

 

4. _____  Is depressed, blue 

 

5. _____  Is original, comes up with new ideas 

 

6. _____  Is reserved 

 

7. _____  Is helpful and unselfish with others 

 

8. _____  Can be somewhat careless 

 

9. _____  Is relaxed, handles stress well.   

 

10. _____  Is curious about many different things 

 

11. _____  Is full of energy 

 

12. _____  Starts quarrels with others 

 

13. _____  Is a reliable worker 

 

14. _____  Can be tense 

 

15. _____  Is ingenious, a deep thinker 

 

16. _____  Generates a lot of enthusiasm 

 

17. _____  Has a forgiving nature 

 

18. _____  Tends to be disorganized 

 

19. _____  Worries a lot 

 

20. _____  Has an active imagination 

 

21. _____  Tends to be quiet 

 

22. _____  Is generally trusting 

 

23. _____  Tends to be lazy 

 

24. _____  Is emotionally stable, not easily upset 

 

25. _____  Is inventive 

 

26. _____  Has an assertive personality 

 

27. _____  Can be cold and aloof 

 

28. _____  Perseveres until the task is finished 

 

29. _____  Can be moody 

 

30. _____  Values artistic, aesthetic experiences 

 

31. _____  Is sometimes shy, inhibited 

 

32. _____  Is considerate and kind to almost everyone 

 

33. _____  Does things efficiently 

 

34. _____  Remains calm in tense situations 

 

35. _____  Prefers work that is routine 

 

36. _____  Is outgoing, sociable 
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37. _____  Is sometimes rude to others 

 

38. _____  Makes plans and follows through with them 

 

39. _____  Gets nervous easily 

 

40. _____  Likes to reflect, play with ideas 

 

41. _____  Has few artistic interests 

 

42. _____  Likes to cooperate with others 

 

43. _____  Is easily distracted 

 

44. _____  Is sophisticated in art, music, or literature



 

   

 




